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Errata 

247 U. S. 288, caption: “JEFERSON” should be “JEFFERSON”. 
568 U. S. 63, lines 19–20: “384 I, U. S. 312” should be “384 U. S. 312”. 
568 U. S. 242, last two lines: “performnance” should be “performance”. 
568 U. S. 287, line 28: “563 U. S. 171” should be “563 U. S. 170”. 
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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 September 28, 2010, 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, Elena Kagan, Associate Justice. 
For the Seventh Circuit, Elena Kagan, 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. 

September 28, 2010. 

(For next previous allotment, see 561 U. S., p. vi.) 
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APPOINTMENT OF CLERK OF THE COURT 

Supreme Court of the United States 

MONDAY, OCTOBER 7, 2013 

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

The Chief Justice said: 

I am pleased to announce that the Court has appointed 
Scott Harris as the new Clerk of the Court. For the past 
11 years Mr. Harris has served as the Court's Legal Counsel, 
providing us with indispensable support on a variety of is-
sues. We wish Mr. Harris well in his service as the 20th 
Clerk of the Court. 
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MADIGAN et al. v. LEVIN 

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

No. 12–872. Argued October 7, 2013—Decided October 15, 2013 
Certiorari dismissed. Reported below: 692 F. 3d 607. 

Michael A. Scodro, Solicitor General of Illinois, argued the 
cause for petitioners. With him on the briefs were Lisa 
Madigan, Attorney General, pro se, Jane Elinor Notz, Dep-
uty Solicitor General, and Brett E. Legner, Clifford W. Ber-
low, and Matthew P. Becker, Assistant Attorneys General. 

Edward Theobald argued the cause for respondent. With 
him on the brief were Eric Schnapper and Harvey N. 
Levin.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for the State of Michi-
gan et al. by Bill Schuette, Attorney General of Michigan, John J. Bursch, 
Solicitor General, and Matthew T. Nelson and Nicole L. Mazzocco, Special 
Assistant Attorneys General, and by the Attorneys General for their re-
spective jurisdictions as follows: Luther Strange of Alabama, Michael C. 
Geraghty of Alaska, Dustin McDaniel of Arkansas, John W. Suthers of 
Colorado, Irvin B. Nathan of the District of Columbia, Samuel S. Olens 
of Georgia, David M. Louie of Hawaii, Lawrence G. Wasden of Idaho, 
Gregory F. Zoeller of Indiana, Derek Schmidt of Kansas, Douglas F. 
Gansler of Maryland, Jim Hood of Mississippi, Jon Bruning of Nebraska, 
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2 MADIGAN v. LEVIN 

Per Curiam 

Per Curiam. 
The writ of certiorari is dismissed as improvidently 

granted. 
It is so ordered. 

Joseph A. Foster of New Hampshire, Wayne Stenehjem of North Dakota, 
Robert E. Cooper, Jr., of Tennessee, Greg Abbott of Texas, John E. Swal-
low of Utah, Robert W. Ferguson of Washington, and J. B. Van Hollen of 
Wisconsin; for the International Municipal Lawyers Association et al. by 
Brian J. Murray; and for the National School Boards Association et al. by 
Francisco M. Negrón, Jr., and Robert J. Sniffen. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for AARP et al. by 
Thomas Osborne, Daniel Kohrman, Laurie McCann, and Melvin Radow-
itz; for the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Or-
ganizations et al. by Lynn K. Rhinehart, Harold C. Becker, James B. Cop-
pess, Matthew J. Ginsburg, and Judith A. Scott; for Law Professors by 
Stephen I. Vladeck, pro se, and Charles S. Sims; and for the National 
Education Association by Alice O'Brien and Philip A. Hostak. 
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STANTON v. SIMS 

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

No. 12–1217. Decided November 4, 2013 

Offcer Stanton responded to a call about a disturbance in La Mesa, Cali-
fornia. When Stanton arrived, he saw Nicholas Patrick cross the street 
in front of his patrol car and move quickly toward a residence. Stanton 
found the behavior suspicious, so he exited his car, called out “police,” 
and ordered Patrick to stop. Patrick looked at Stanton, ignored the 
order, and went through the front gate of a fence enclosing a nearby 
yard. Believing Patrick had committed a jailable misdemeanor by dis-
obeying the order, Stanton kicked open the gate in pursuit of Patrick. 
Unbeknownst to Stanton, respondent Drendolyn Sims—the owner of the 
fenced property—was standing behind the gate when it few open. The 
gate struck Sims, injuring her. 

Sims fled suit under 42 U. S. C. § 1983, alleging that Stanton unrea-
sonably searched her home without a warrant in violation of the Fourth 
Amendment. The District Court held that Stanton was entitled to 
qualifed immunity. The United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth 
Circuit reversed. The court reasoned that, under clearly established 
law, Stanton's pursuit of Patrick did not justify warrantless entry into 
Sims' yard because Patrick was suspected of only a misdemeanor. 

Held: Stanton is entitled to qualifed immunity. Federal and state courts 
nationwide are divided on the question whether an offcer with probable 
cause to arrest a suspect for a misdemeanor may enter a home without 
a warrant while in hot pursuit of that suspect. Notwithstanding the 
disagreement, the Ninth Circuit denied Stanton qualifed immunity, re-
lying on one decision from this Court, Welsh v. Wisconsin, 466 U. S. 740, 
and one from the Ninth Circuit, United States v. Johnson, 256 F. 3d 895. 
These cases do not clearly establish that Stanton violated Sims' Fourth 
Amendment rights because neither involved hot pursuit. In addition, 
two California courts have stated that Welsh does not prohibit police 
from entering a house without a warrant when in hot pursuit of a person 
suspected of a misdemeanor. Two districts courts in the Ninth Circuit 
have also held that Johnson did not clearly establish that warrantless 
entry in hot pursuit of a feeing misdemeanant violates the Fourth 
Amendment. In light of these decisions and the nationwide split, the 
Ninth Circuit was wrong to deny Stanton qualifed immunity. 

Certiorari granted; 706 F. 3d 954, reversed and remanded. 
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4 STANTON v. SIMS 

Per Curiam 

Per Curiam. 
Around one o'clock in the morning on May 27, 2008, Offcer 

Mike Stanton and his partner responded to a call about an 
“unknown disturbance” involving a person with a base-
ball bat in La Mesa, California. App. to Pet. for Cert. 6. 
Stanton was familiar with the neighborhood, known for 
“violence associated with the area gangs.” Ibid. The 
offcers—wearing uniforms and driving a marked police 
vehicle—approached the place where the disturbance had 
been reported and noticed three men walking in the street. 
Upon seeing the police car, two of the men turned into a 
nearby apartment complex. The third, Nicholas Patrick, 
crossed the street about 25 yards in front of Stanton's car 
and ran or quickly walked toward a residence. Id., at 7, 17. 
Nothing in the record shows that Stanton knew at the time 
whether that residence belonged to Patrick or someone else; 
in fact, it belonged to Drendolyn Sims. 

Stanton did not see Patrick with a baseball bat, but he 
considered Patrick's behavior suspicious and decided to de-
tain him in order to investigate. Ibid.; see Terry v. Ohio, 
392 U. S. 1 (1968). Stanton exited his patrol car, called out 
“police,” and ordered Patrick to stop in a voice loud enough 
for all in the area to hear. App. to Pet. for Cert. 7. But 
Patrick did not stop. Instead, he “looked directly at Stan-
ton, ignored his lawful orders[,] and quickly went through 
[the] front gate” of a fence enclosing Sims' front yard. Id., 
at 17 (alterations omitted). When the gate closed behind 
Patrick, the fence—which was more than six feet tall and 
made of wood—blocked Stanton's view of the yard. Stanton 
believed that Patrick had committed a jailable misdemeanor 
under California Penal Code § 148 by disobeying his order to 
stop;* Stanton also “fear[ed] for [his] safety.” App. to Pet. 

*“Every person who willfully resists, delays, or obstructs any . . . peace 
offcer . . . in the discharge or attempt to discharge any duty of his or her 
offce or employment . . . shall be punished by a fne not exceeding one 
thousand dollars ($1,000), or by imprisonment in a county jail not to exceed 
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Per Curiam 

for Cert. 7. He accordingly made the “split-second decision” 
to kick open the gate in pursuit of Patrick. Ibid. Unfortu-
nately, and unbeknownst to Stanton, Sims herself was stand-
ing behind the gate when it few open. The swinging gate 
struck Sims, cutting her forehead and injuring her shoulder. 

Sims fled suit against Stanton in Federal District Court 
under Rev. Stat. § 1979, 42 U. S. C. § 1983, alleging that Stan-
ton unreasonably searched her home without a warrant in 
violation of the Fourth Amendment. The District Court 
granted summary judgment to Stanton, fnding that: (1) 
Stanton's entry was justifed by the potentially dangerous 
situation, by the need to pursue Patrick as he fed, and by 
Sims' lesser expectation of privacy in the curtilage of her 
home; and (2) even if a constitutional violation had occurred, 
Stanton was entitled to qualifed immunity because no 
clearly established law put him on notice that his conduct 
was unconstitutional. 

Sims appealed, and a panel of the Court of Appeals for the 
Ninth Circuit reversed. 706 F. 3d 954 (2013). The court 
held that Stanton's warrantless entry into Sims' yard was 
unconstitutional because Sims was entitled to the same ex-
pectation of privacy in her curtilage as in her home itself, 
because there was no immediate danger, and because Patrick 
had committed only the minor offense of disobeying a police 
offcer. Id., at 959–963. The court also found the law to be 
clearly established that Stanton's pursuit of Patrick did not 
justify his warrantless entry, given that Patrick was sus-
pected of only a misdemeanor. Id., at 963–964. The court 
accordingly held that Stanton was not entitled to qualifed 
immunity. Id., at 964–965. We address only the latter 
holding here, and now reverse. 

“The doctrine of qualifed immunity protects government 
offcials `from liability for civil damages insofar as their con-
duct does not violate clearly established statutory or consti-

one year, or by both that fne and imprisonment.” Cal. Penal Code Ann. 
§ 148(a)(1) (2013 West Cum. Supp.). 
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6 STANTON v. SIMS 

Per Curiam 

tutional rights of which a reasonable person would have 
known.' ” Pearson v. Callahan, 555 U. S. 223, 231 (2009) 
(quoting Harlow v. Fitzgerald, 457 U. S. 800, 818 (1982)). 
“Qualifed immunity gives government offcials breathing 
room to make reasonable but mistaken judgments,” and 
“protects `all but the plainly incompetent or those who know-
ingly violate the law.' ” Ashcroft v. al-Kidd, 563 U. S. 
731, 743 (2011) (quoting Malley v. Briggs, 475 U. S. 335, 341 
(1986)). “We do not require a case directly on point” before 
concluding that the law is clearly established, “but existing 
precedent must have placed the statutory or constitutional 
question beyond debate.” al-Kidd, 563 U. S., at 741. 

There is no suggestion in this case that Offcer Stanton 
knowingly violated the Constitution; the question is whether, 
in light of precedent existing at the time, he was “plainly 
incompetent” in entering Sims' yard to pursue the feeing 
Patrick. Id., at 743. The Ninth Circuit concluded that he 
was. It did so despite the fact that federal and state courts 
nationwide are sharply divided on the question whether an 
offcer with probable cause to arrest a suspect for a misde-
meanor may enter a home without a warrant while in hot 
pursuit of that suspect. Compare, e. g., Middletown v. Flin-
chum, 95 Ohio St. 3d 43, 45, 765 N. E. 2d 330, 332 (2002) (“We 
. . . hold today that when offcers, having identifed them-
selves, are in hot pursuit of a suspect who fees to a house in 
order to avoid arrest, the police may enter without a war-
rant, regardless of whether the offense for which the suspect 
is being arrested is a misdemeanor”), and State v. Ricci, 144 
N. H. 241, 244, 739 A. 2d 404, 407 (1999) (“the facts of this 
case demonstrate that the police had probable cause to arrest 
the defendant for the misdemeanor offense of disobeying a 
police offcer” where the defendant had fed into his home 
with police offcers in hot pursuit), with Mascorro v. Billings, 
656 F. 3d 1198, 1207 (CA10 2011) (“The warrantless entry 
based on hot pursuit was not justifed” where “[t]he intended 
arrest was for a traffc misdemeanor committed by a minor, 
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Per Curiam 

with whom the offcer was well acquainted, who had fed into 
his family home from which there was only one exit” (foot-
note omitted)), and Butler v. State, 309 Ark. 211, 217, 829 
S. W. 2d 412, 415 (1992) (“even though Offcer Sudduth might 
have been under the impression that he was in continuous 
pursuit of Butler for what he considered to be the crime of 
disorderly conduct, . . . since the crime is a minor offense, 
under these circumstances there is no exigent circum-
stance that would allow Offcer Sudduth's warrantless entry 
into Butler's home for what is concededly, at most, a petty 
disturbance”). 

Other courts have concluded that police offcers are at 
least entitled to qualifed immunity in these circumstances 
because the constitutional violation is not clearly established. 
E. g., Grenier v. Champlin, 27 F. 3d 1346, 1354 (CA8 1994) 
(“Putting frmly to one side the merits of whether the home 
arrests were constitutional, we cannot say that only a plainly 
incompetent policeman could have thought them permissible 
at the time,” where offcers entered a home without a war-
rant in hot pursuit of misdemeanor suspects who had de-
fed the offcers' order to remain outside (internal quotation 
marks and citation omitted)). 

Notwithstanding this basic disagreement, the Ninth Cir-
cuit below denied Stanton qualifed immunity. In its one-
paragraph analysis on the hot pursuit point, the panel relied 
on two cases, one from this Court, Welsh v. Wisconsin, 466 
U. S. 740, 750 (1984), and one from its own, United States v. 
Johnson, 256 F. 3d 895, 908 (2001) (en banc) (per curiam). 
Neither case clearly establishes that Stanton violated Sims' 
Fourth Amendment rights. 

In Welsh, police offcers learned from a witness that Ed-
ward Welsh had driven his car off the road and then left the 
scene, presumably because he was drunk. Acting on that 
tip, the offcers went to Welsh's home without a warrant, 
entered without consent, and arrested him for driving while 
intoxicated—a nonjailable traffc offense under state law. 
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8 STANTON v. SIMS 

Per Curiam 

466 U. S., at 742–743. Our opinion frst noted our precedent 
holding that hot pursuit of a feeing felon justifes an offcer's 
warrantless entry. Id., at 750 (citing United States v. San-
tana, 427 U. S. 38, 42–43 (1976)). But we rejected the sug-
gestion that the hot pursuit exception applied: “there was no 
immediate or continuous pursuit of [Welsh] from the scene of 
a crime.” 466 U. S., at 753. We went on to conclude that 
the offcers' entry violated the Fourth Amendment, fnding 
it “important” that “there [was] probable cause to believe 
that only a minor offense . . . ha[d] been committed.” Ibid. 
In those circumstances, we said, “application of the exigent-
circumstances exception in the context of a home entry 
should rarely be sanctioned.” Ibid. But we did not lay 
down a categorical rule for all cases involving minor of-
fenses, saying only that a warrant is “usually” required. Id., 
at 750. 

In Johnson, police offcers broke into Michael Johnson's 
fenced yard in search of another person (Steven Smith) 
whom they were attempting to apprehend on fve misde-
meanor arrest warrants. 256 F. 3d, at 898–900. The Ninth 
Circuit was clear that this case, like Welsh, did not involve 
hot pursuit: “the facts of this case simply are not covered by 
the `hot pursuit' doctrine” because Smith had escaped from 
the police 30 minutes prior and his whereabouts were un-
known. 256 F. 3d, at 908. The court held that the offcers' 
entry required a warrant, in part because Smith was wanted 
for only misdemeanor offenses. Then, in a footnote, the 
court said: “In situations where an offcer is truly in hot pur-
suit and the underlying offense is a felony, the Fourth 
Amendment usually yields [to law enforcement's interest in 
apprehending a feeing suspect]. See [Santana, supra, at 
42–43]. However, in situations where the underlying of-
fense is only a misdemeanor, law enforcement must yield to 
the Fourth Amendment in all but the `rarest' cases. Welsh, 
[supra, at 753].” Id., at 908–909, n. 6. 
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In concluding—as it must have—that Stanton was “plainly 
incompetent,” al-Kidd, 563 U. S., at 743, the Ninth Circuit 
below read Welsh and the footnote in Johnson far too 
broadly. First, both of those cases cited Santana with ap-
proval, a case that approved an offcer's warrantless entry 
while in hot pursuit. And though Santana involved a felony 
suspect, we did not expressly limit our holding based on that 
fact. See 427 U. S., at 42 (“The only remaining question is 
whether [the suspect's] act of retreating into her house could 
thwart an otherwise proper arrest. We hold that it could 
not”). Second, to repeat, neither Welsh nor Johnson in-
volved hot pursuit. Welsh, supra, at 753; Johnson, supra, 
at 908. Thus, despite our emphasis in Welsh on the fact that 
the crime at issue was minor—indeed, a mere nonjailable 
civil offense—nothing in the opinion establishes that the se-
riousness of the crime is equally important in cases of hot 
pursuit. Third, even in the portion of Welsh cited by the 
Ninth Circuit below, our opinion is equivocal: We held not 
that warrantless entry to arrest a misdemeanant is never 
justifed, but only that such entry should be rare. 466 U. S., 
at 753. 

That is in fact how two California state courts have read 
Welsh. In both People v. Lloyd, 216 Cal. App. 3d 1425, 1430, 
265 Cal. Rptr. 422, 425 (1989), and In re Lavoyne M., 221 Cal. 
App. 3d 154, 159, 270 Cal. Rptr. 394, 396 (1990), the California 
Court of Appeal refused to limit the hot pursuit exception 
to felony suspects. The court stated in Lloyd: “Where the 
pursuit into the home was based on an arrest set in motion 
in a public place, the fact that the offenses justifying the 
initial detention or arrest were misdemeanors is of no sig-
nifcance in determining the validity of the entry without a 
warrant.” 216 Cal. App. 3d, at 1430, 265 Cal. Rptr., at 425. 
It is especially troubling that the Ninth Circuit would con-
clude that Stanton was plainly incompetent—and subject to 
personal liability for damages—based on actions that were 
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10 STANTON v. SIMS 

Per Curiam 

lawful according to courts in the jurisdiction where he acted. 
Cf. al-Kidd, supra, at 746–747 (Kennedy, J., concurring). 

Finally, our determination that Welsh and Johnson are in-
suffcient to overcome Stanton's qualifed immunity is bol-
stered by the fact that, even after Johnson, two different 
District Courts in the Ninth Circuit have granted qualifed 
immunity precisely because the law regarding warrant-
less entry in hot pursuit of a feeing misdemeanant is not 
clearly established. See Kolesnikov v. Sacramento County, 
No. S–06–2155, 2008 WL 1806193, *7 (ED Cal., Apr. 22, 2008) 
(“since Welsh, it has not been clearly established that there 
can never be warrantless home arrests in the context of a 
`hot pursuit' of a suspect feeing from the commission of mis-
demeanor offenses”); Garcia v. Imperial, No. 08–cv–2357, 
2010 WL 3834020, *6, n. 4 (SD Cal., Sept. 28, 2010). In Gar-
cia, a case with facts similar to those here, the District Court 
distinguished Johnson as a case where “the offcers were not 
in hot pursuit of the suspect, had not seen the suspect enter 
the neighbor's property, and had no real reason to think the 
suspect was there.” 2010 WL 3834020, *6, n. 4. Precisely 
the same facts distinguish this case from Johnson: Stanton 
was in hot pursuit of Patrick, he did see Patrick enter Sims' 
property, and he had every reason to believe that Patrick 
was just beyond Sims' gate. App. to Pet. for Cert. 6–7, 17. 

To summarize the law at the time Stanton made his split-
second decision to enter Sims' yard: Two opinions of this 
Court were equivocal on the lawfulness of his entry; two 
opinions of the State Court of Appeal affrmatively author-
ized that entry; the most relevant opinion of the Ninth Cir-
cuit was readily distinguishable; two Federal District Courts 
in the Ninth Circuit had granted qualifed immunity in the 
wake of that opinion; and the federal and state courts of last 
resort around the Nation were sharply divided. 

We do not express any view on whether Offcer Stanton's 
entry into Sims' yard in pursuit of Patrick was constitutional. 
But whether or not the constitutional rule applied by the 
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court below was correct, it was not “beyond debate.” al-
Kidd, supra, at 741. Stanton may have been mistaken in 
believing his actions were justifed, but he was not “plainly 
incompetent.” Malley, 475 U. S., at 341. 

The petition for certiorari and respondent's motion for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis are granted, the judg-
ment of the Ninth Circuit is reversed, and the case is re-
manded for further proceedings consistent with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 
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BURT, WARDEN v. TITLOW 

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

No. 12–414. Argued October 8, 2013—Decided November 5, 2013 

Respondent Titlow and Billie Rogers were arrested for the murder of 
Billie's husband. After explaining to respondent that the State's evi-
dence could support a conviction for frst-degree murder, respondent's 
attorney negotiated a manslaughter plea in exchange for an agreement 
to testify against Billie. Three days before Billie's trial, respondent 
retained a new attorney, Frederick Toca, who demanded an even lower 
sentence in exchange for the guilty plea and testimony. The prosecutor 
rejected the proposal, and respondent withdrew the original plea. 
Without that testimony, Billie was acquitted. Respondent was subse-
quently convicted of second-degree murder. On direct appeal, respond-
ent argued that Toca provided ineffective assistance by advising with-
drawal of the plea without taking time to learn the strength of the 
State's evidence. The Michigan Court of Appeals rejected the claim, 
concluding that Toca's actions were reasonable in light of his client's 
protestations of innocence. On federal habeas review, the District 
Court applied the deferential standard of review set forth in the Anti-
terrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 (AEDPA), concluded 
that the Michigan Court of Appeals' ruling was reasonable on the law 
and facts, and denied relief. The Sixth Circuit reversed. It found the 
factual predicate for the state court's decision—that the plea withdrawal 
was based on respondent's assertion of innocence—an unreasonable 
interpretation of the factual record, given Toca's explanation at the 
withdrawal hearing that the decision to withdraw was made because 
the State's original plea offer was higher than the sentencing range 
provided by the Michigan guidelines. It also found no evidence in the 
record that Toca adequately advised respondent of the consequences 
of withdrawal. 

Held: The Sixth Circuit failed to apply the “doubly deferential” standard 
of review recognized by the Court's case law when it refused to credit 
the state court's reasonable factual fnding and assumed that counsel 
was ineffective where the record was silent. Pp. 18–24. 

(a) AEDPA recognizes the federalism principle that state courts are 
adequate forums for the vindication of federal statutory and consti-
tutional rights. It erects a formidable barrier to federal habeas relief for 
prisoners whose claims have been adjudicated in state court, requiring 
them to “show that the state court's ruling . . . was so lacking in justif-
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cation that there was an error . . . beyond any possibility for fairminded 
disagreement.” Harrington v. Richter, 562 U. S. 86, 103. Pp. 18–20. 

(b) Here, the record readily supports the Michigan Court of Appeals' 
factual fnding that Toca advised withdrawal of the guilty plea only after 
respondent's proclamation of innocence. The facts that respondent 
passed a polygraph test denying being in the room when Billie's husband 
was killed, discussed the case with a jailer who advised against pleading 
guilty if respondent was indeed innocent, and hired Toca just three days 
before Billie's trial at which respondent had agreed to self-incriminate 
strongly suggest that respondent had second thoughts about confessing 
in open court and proclaimed innocence to Toca. The only evidence 
cited by the Sixth Circuit for its contrary conclusion was that Toca's sole 
explanation at the withdrawal hearing focused on the fact that the 
State's plea offer was substantially higher than that provided by the 
Michigan guidelines. The Michigan Court of Appeals was well aware 
of Toca's representations to the trial court and correctly found nothing 
inconsistent about a defendant's asserting innocence on the one hand 
and refusing to plead guilty to manslaughter accompanied by higher-
than-normal punishment on the other. Accepting as true the Michigan 
Court of Appeals' factual determination that respondent proclaimed 
innocence to Toca, the Sixth Circuit's Strickland analysis cannot be 
sustained. More troubling is that court's conclusion that Toca was inef-
fective because the record contained no evidence that he gave constitu-
tionally adequate advice on whether to withdraw the plea. The Sixth 
Circuit turned on its head the principle that counsel should be “strongly 
presumed to have rendered adequate assistance and made all signifcant 
decisions in the exercise of reasonable professional judgment,” Strick-
land v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668, 690, with the burden to show other-
wise resting squarely on the defendant, id., at 687. The single fact 
that Toca failed to retrieve respondent's fle from former counsel before 
withdrawing the guilty plea cannot overcome Strickland's strong pre-
sumption of effectiveness. In any event, respondent admitted in open 
court that former counsel had explained the State's evidence and that it 
would support a frst-degree murder conviction. Toca was justifed in 
relying on this admission to conclude that respondent understood the 
strength of the prosecution's case. Toca's conduct in this litigation was 
far from exemplary, but a lawyer's ethical violations do not make the 
lawyer per se ineffective, and Toca's questionable conduct was irrelevant 
to the narrow issue before the Sixth Circuit. Pp. 20–24. 

680 F. 3d 577, reversed. 

Alito, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, C. J., 
and Scalia, Kennedy, Thomas, Breyer, Sotomayor, and Kagan, JJ., 
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joined. Sotomayor, J., fled a concurring opinion, post, p. 24. Ginsburg, 
J., fled an opinion concurring in the judgment, post, p. 26. 

John J. Bursch, Solicitor General of Michigan, argued the 
cause for petitioner. With him on the briefs were Bill 
Schuette, Attorney General, B. Eric Restuccia, Deputy Solic-
itor General, Aaron D. Lindstrom, Assistant Solicitor Gen-
eral, and Raina Korbakis, Assistant Attorney General. 

Ann O'Connell argued the cause for the United States as 
amicus curiae urging reversal. With her on the brief were 
Solicitor General Verrilli, Acting Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral Raman, Deputy Solicitor General Dreeben, April A. 
Christine, and David M. Lieberman. 

Valerie R. Newman, by appointment of the Court, 569 
U. S. 957, argued the cause for respondent. With her on the 
brief were Jeffrey T. Green, Karen S. Smith, and Sarah 
O'Rourke Schrup.* 

*A brief of amici curiae urging reversal was fled for the State of Con-
necticut et al. by Kevin T. Kane, Chief State's Attorney of Connecticut, 
and Michael J. Proto, Assistant State's Attorney, and by the Attorneys 
General for their respective States as follows: Luther Strange of Alabama, 
Tom Horne of Arizona, Dustin McDaniel of Arkansas, Kamala D. Harris 
of California, John W. Suthers of Colorado, Joseph R. Biden III of Dela-
ware, Pamela Jo Bondi of Florida, Samuel S. Olens of Georgia, David M. 
Louie of Hawaii, Lawrence G. Wasden of Idaho, Lisa Madigan of Illinois, 
Gregory F. Zoeller of Indiana, Derek Schmidt of Kansas, Jack Conway of 
Kentucky, Buddy Caldwell of Louisiana, Janet T. Mills of Maine, Douglas 
F. Gansler of Maryland, Lori Swanson of Minnesota, Chris Koster of Mis-
souri, Timothy C. Fox of Montana, Jon Bruning of Nebraska, Catherine 
Cortez Masto of Nevada, Joseph A. Foster of New Hampshire, Gary K. 
King of New Mexico, E. Scott Pruitt of Oklahoma, Peter F. Kilmartin of 
Rhode Island, Alan Wilson of South Carolina, Marty J. Jackley of South 
Dakota, Greg Abbott of Texas, John E. Swallow of Utah, Kenneth T. Cucci-
nelli II of Virginia, Robert W. Ferguson of Washington, J. B. Van Hollen 
of Wisconsin, and Gregory A. Phillips of Wyoming. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the Constitution 
Project by John F. Cooney; and for the National Association of Criminal 
Defense Lawyers by David Debold and David M. Porter. 

Briefs of amici curiae were fled for the Center on the Administration 
of Criminal Law, New York University School of Law, by Daniel Meron 
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Justice Alito delivered the opinion of the Court. 

When a state prisoner asks a federal court to set aside a 
sentence due to ineffective assistance of counsel during plea 
bargaining, our cases require that the federal court use a 
“ ̀ doubly deferential' ” standard of review that gives both the 
state court and the defense attorney the beneft of the doubt. 
Cullen v. Pinholster, 563 U. S. 170, 190 (2011). In this case, 
the Sixth Circuit failed to apply that doubly deferential 
standard by refusing to credit a state court's reasonable fac-
tual fnding and by assuming that counsel was ineffective 
where the record was silent. Because the Antiterrorism 
and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 (AEDPA), 110 Stat. 
1214, and Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668 (1984), do 
not permit federal judges to so casually second-guess the 
decisions of their state-court colleagues or defense attorneys, 
the Sixth Circuit's decision must be reversed. 

I 

Respondent Titlow and Billie Rogers, respondent's aunt, 
murdered Billie's husband Don by pouring vodka down his 
throat and smothering him with a pillow. With help from 
attorney Richard Lustig, respondent reached an agreement 
with state prosecutors to testify against Billie, plead guilty 
to manslaughter, and receive a 7- to 15-year sentence. As 
confrmed at a plea hearing, Lustig reviewed the State's evi-
dence with respondent “over a long period of time,” and re-
spondent understood that that evidence could support a con-
viction for frst-degree murder. App. 43–44. The Michigan 
trial court approved the plea bargain. 

Three days before Billie Rogers' trial was to commence, 
however, respondent retained a new lawyer, Frederick Toca. 
With Toca's help, respondent demanded a substantially lower 
minimum sentence (three years, instead of seven) in ex-

and Lori Alvino McGill; and for the Ethics Bureau at Yale by Lawrence 
J. Fox. 
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change for the agreement to plead guilty and testify. When 
the prosecutor refused to accede to the new demands, re-
spondent withdrew the plea, acknowledging in open court 
the consequences of withdrawal (including reinstatement of 
the frst-degree murder charge). Without respondent's crit-
ical testimony, Billie Rogers was acquitted, and later died. 

Respondent subsequently stood trial. During the course 
of the trial, respondent denied any intent to harm Don Rog-
ers or any knowledge, at the time respondent covered his 
mouth or poured vodka down his throat, that Billie intended 
to harm him. Indeed, respondent testifed to attempting 
to prevent Billie from harming her husband. The jury, 
however, elected to believe respondent's previous out-of-
court statements, which squarely demonstrated participation 
in the killing, and convicted respondent of second-degree 
murder. The trial court imposed a 20- to 40-year term of 
imprisonment. 

On direct appeal, respondent argued that Toca advised 
withdrawal of the guilty plea without taking time to learn 
more about the case, thereby failing to realize the strength 
of the State's evidence and providing ineffective assistance 
of counsel. Rejecting that claim, the Michigan Court of Ap-
peals found that Toca acted reasonably in light of his client's 
protestations of innocence. That court found that respond-
ent's decision to hire Toca was “set in motion” by respond-
ent's “statement to a sheriff 's deputy that [respondent] did 
not commit the offense.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 101a. 
Applying the standard set forth by our decision in Strick-
land, which requires that defense counsel satisfy “an objec-
tive standard of reasonableness,” 466 U. S., at 688, the Michi-
gan Court of Appeals concluded that “[w]hen a defendant 
proclaims . . . innocence . . . , it is not objectively unreason-
able to recommend that the defendant refrain from pleading 
guilty—no matter how `good' the deal may appear.” App. 
to Pet. for Cert. 102a. 
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Respondent then fled a federal habeas petition under 28 
U. S. C. § 2254. Applying AEDPA's deferential standard of 
review, the District Court concluded that the Michigan Court 
of Appeals' ruling was “completely reasonable on the law 
and the facts” and denied relief. No. 07–CV–13614, 2010 WL 
4115410, *15 (ED Mich., Oct. 19, 2010). In particular, the 
District Court concluded that “[c]ounsel could not be ineffec-
tive by trying to negotiate a better plea agreement for [Tit-
low] with Billie Rogers's trial imminent and [Titlow] stating 
at the time that Billie Rogers had committed the murder 
without . . . assistance.” Ibid. 

The Sixth Circuit reversed. It found that the factual 
predicate for the state court's decision—that the withdrawal 
of the plea was based on respondent's assertion of inno-
cence—was an unreasonable interpretation of the factual 
record, given Toca's explanation at the withdrawal hearing 
that “the decision to withdraw Titlow's plea was based on 
the fact that the State's plea offer was substantially higher 
than the Michigan guidelines for second-degree murder.” 
680 F. 3d 577, 589 (2012). Further observing that “[t]he 
record in this case contains no evidence” that Toca fully 
informed respondent of the possible consequences of with-
drawing the guilty plea, the Sixth Circuit held that Toca 
rendered ineffective assistance of counsel that resulted in 
respondent's loss of the beneft of the plea bargain. Id., at 
589–592. Citing our decision in Lafer v. Cooper, 566 U. S. 
156 (2012), the Sixth Circuit remanded this case with instruc-
tions that the prosecution must reoffer the original plea 
agreement to respondent, and that the state court should 
“consul[t]” the plea agreement and “fashion” a remedy for 
the violation of respondent's Sixth Amendment right to ef-
fective assistance of counsel during plea bargaining. 680 
F. 3d, at 592. Chief Judge Batchelder dissented on the 
grounds that the Michigan Court of Appeals' decision was 
reasonable. Id., at 593. 
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On remand, the prosecution followed the Sixth Circuit's 
instructions and reoffered the plea agreement it had offered 
some 10 years before—even though, in light of Billie Rogers' 
acquittal and subsequent death, respondent was no longer 
able to deliver on the promises originally made to the prose-
cution. At the plea hearing, however, respondent balked, 
refusing to provide a factual basis for the plea which the 
court could accept. Respondent admitted to pouring vodka 
down Don Rogers' throat, but denied assisting in killing him 
or knowing that pouring vodka down his throat could lead to 
his death. As at trial, respondent testifed to attempting 
to prevent Billie Rogers from harming her husband. Even-
tually, after conferring with current counsel (not Toca), 
respondent admitted to placing Don Rogers in danger by 
pouring vodka down his throat with the knowledge that his 
death could result. The trial court took the plea under ad-
visement, where the matter stands at present. We granted 
certiorari. 568 U. S. 1191 (2013). 

II 

AEDPA instructs that, when a federal habeas petitioner 
challenges the factual basis for a prior state-court decision 
rejecting a claim, the federal court may overturn the state 
court's decision only if it was “based on an unreasonable de-
termination of the facts in light of the evidence presented in 
the State court proceeding.” 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(2). The 
prisoner bears the burden of rebutting the state court's 
factual findings “by clear and convincing evidence.” 
§ 2254(e)(1). We have not defned the precise relationship 
between § 2254(d)(2) and § 2254(e)(1), and we need not do 
so here. See Wood v. Allen, 558 U. S. 290, 293 (2010). 
For present purposes, it is enough to reiterate “that a state-
court factual determination is not unreasonable merely be-
cause the federal habeas court would have reached a differ-
ent conclusion in the frst instance.” Id., at 301. AEDPA 
likewise imposes a highly deferential standard for reviewing 
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claims of legal error by the state courts: A writ of habeas 
corpus may issue only if the state court's decision “was con-
trary to, or involved an unreasonable application of, clearly 
established Federal law, as determined by” this Court. 
§ 2254(d)(1). 

AEDPA recognizes a foundational principle of our federal 
system: State courts are adequate forums for the vindication 
of federal rights. “[T]he States possess sovereignty concur-
rent with that of the Federal Government, subject only to 
limitations imposed by the Supremacy Clause. Under this 
system of dual sovereignty, we have consistently held that 
state courts have inherent authority, and are thus presump-
tively competent, to adjudicate claims arising under the laws 
of the United States.” Taffin v. Levitt, 493 U. S. 455, 458 
(1990). This principle applies to claimed violations of consti-
tutional, as well as statutory, rights. See Trainor v. Her-
nandez, 431 U. S. 434, 443 (1977). Indeed, “state courts have 
the solemn responsibility equally with the federal courts to 
safeguard constitutional rights,” and this Court has refused 
to sanction any decision that would “refec[t] negatively upon 
[a] state court's ability to do so.” Ibid. (internal quotation 
marks omitted). Especially where a case involves such a 
common claim as ineffective assistance of counsel under 
Strickland—a claim state courts have now adjudicated in 
countless criminal cases for nearly 30 years—“there is no 
intrinsic reason why the fact that a man is a federal judge 
should make him more competent, or conscientious, or 
learned . . . than his neighbor in the state courthouse.” 
Stone v. Powell, 428 U. S. 465, 494, n. 35 (1976) (internal quo-
tation marks omitted). 

Recognizing the duty and ability of our state-court col-
leagues to adjudicate claims of constitutional wrong, AEDPA 
erects a formidable barrier to federal habeas relief for pris-
oners whose claims have been adjudicated in state court. 
AEDPA requires “a state prisoner [to] show that the state 
court's ruling on the claim being presented in federal court 
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was so lacking in justifcation that there was an error . . . 
beyond any possibility for fairminded disagreement.” Har-
rington v. Richter, 562 U. S. 86, 103 (2011). “If this standard 
is diffcult to meet”—and it is—“that is because it was meant 
to be.” Id., at 102. We will not lightly conclude that a 
State's criminal justice system has experienced the “extreme 
malfunctio[n]” for which federal habeas relief is the remedy. 
Ibid. (internal quotation marks omitted). 

III 

The record readily supports the Michigan Court of Ap-
peals' factual fnding that Toca advised withdrawal of the 
guilty plea only after respondent's proclamation of innocence. 
Respondent passed a polygraph denying planning to kill Don 
Rogers or being in the room when he died. Thereafter, ac-
cording to an affdavit in the record, respondent discussed 
the case with a jailer, who advised against pleading guilty if 
respondent was not in fact guilty. App. 298 (affdavit of Wil-
liam Pierson).1 That conversation “set into motion” re-
spondent's decision to retain Toca. Ibid., ¶8. Those facts, 
together with the timing of Toca's hiring—on the eve of the 
trial at which respondent was to self-incriminate—strongly 
suggest that respondent had second thoughts about confess-
ing in open court and proclaimed innocence to Toca. That 
conclusion is further bolstered by respondent's maintenance 
of innocence of Don Rogers' death at trial. 

Indeed, reading the record in any other way is diffcult. 
Respondent's frst lawyer, Lustig, had negotiated a deal that 
was quite favorable in light of the fact, admitted by respond-

1 Respondent complains that the state court improperly relied on this 
affdavit, but it was respondent who provided the affdavit to the state 
court and asked it to rely on the affdavit as part of the ground for remand-
ing for an evidentiary hearing. In any event, even if the state court used 
the affdavit for a purpose not permitted by state law—a proposition we 
do not endorse—that would not empower a federal court to grant habeas 
relief. See Estelle v. McGuire, 502 U. S. 62, 72 (1991). 
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ent in open court, that the State's evidence could support a 
conviction for frst-degree murder. This deal involved a 
guilty plea to manslaughter and a 7- to 15-year sentence— 
far less than the mandatory sentence of life in prison that 
results from a conviction for frst-degree murder under Mich-
igan law. See Mich. Comp. Laws Ann. § 750.316 (West Supp. 
2013). Yet after a jailer advised against pleading guilty if 
respondent was not guilty, something caused respondent 
both to fre Lustig and hire Toca (who within a few days 
withdrew the guilty plea), and then to maintain innocence at 
trial. If that something was not a desire to assert inno-
cence, it is diffcult to imagine what it was, and respondent 
does not offer an alternative theory. 

The only evidence the Sixth Circuit cited for its conclusion 
that the plea withdrawal was not based on respondent's proc-
lamation of innocence was that, when Toca moved to with-
draw the guilty plea, he “did not refer to Titlow's claims of 
innocence,” but instead “explained that the decision to with-
draw [the] plea was based on the fact that the State's plea 
offer was substantially higher than the Michigan guidelines 
for second-degree murder.” 680 F. 3d, at 589. The Sixth 
Circuit believed that this fact “suffciently rebuts the Michi-
gan Court of Appeals' fnding that the plea withdrawal was 
based on Titlow's assertion of innocence.” Ibid. 

But the Michigan Court of Appeals was well aware of 
Toca's representations to the trial court, noting in its opinion 
that respondent “moved to withdraw [the] plea because the 
agreed upon sentence exceeded the sentencing guidelines 
range.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 100a. The Michigan Court of 
Appeals, however—unlike the Sixth Circuit—also correctly 
recognized that there is nothing inconsistent about a defend-
ant's asserting innocence on the one hand and refusing to 
plead guilty to manslaughter accompanied by higher-than-
normal punishment on the other. Indeed, a defendant con-
vinced of his or her own innocence may have a particularly 
optimistic view of the likelihood of acquittal, and therefore 
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be more likely to drive a hard bargain with the prosecution 
before pleading guilty. Viewing the record as a whole, we 
conclude that the Sixth Circuit improperly set aside a “rea-
sonable state-court determinatio[n] of fact in favor of its own 
debatable interpretation of the record.” Rice v. Collins, 546 
U. S. 333, 335 (2006). 

Accepting as true the Michigan Court of Appeals' factual 
determination that respondent proclaimed innocence to Toca, 
the Sixth Circuit's Strickland analysis cannot be sustained. 
Although a defendant's proclamation of innocence does not 
relieve counsel of his normal responsibilities under Strick-
land, it may affect the advice counsel gives. The Michigan 
Court of Appeals' conclusion that Toca's advice satisfed 
Strickland fell within the bounds of reasonableness under 
AEDPA, given that respondent was claiming innocence and 
only days away from offering self-incriminating testimony in 
open court pursuant to a plea agreement involving an above-
guidelines sentence.2 See Florida v. Nixon, 543 U. S. 175, 
187 (2004) (explaining that the defendant has the “ ̀ ultimate 
authority' ” to decide whether to accept a plea bargain); 
Brookhart v. Janis, 384 U. S. 1, 7–8 (1966) (observing that a 
lawyer must not “override his client's desire . . . to plead 
not guilty”). The Sixth Circuit's conclusion to the contrary 
was error. 

Even more troubling is the Sixth Circuit's conclusion that 
Toca was ineffective because the “record in this case contains 
no evidence that” he gave constitutionally adequate advice 
on whether to withdraw the guilty plea. 680 F. 3d, at 590. 
We have said that counsel should be “strongly presumed to 
have rendered adequate assistance and made all signifcant 
decisions in the exercise of reasonable professional judg-
ment,” Strickland, 466 U. S., at 690, and that the burden 
to “show that counsel's performance was defcient” rests 

2 We assume, arguendo, as did the Michigan Court of Appeals, that Toca 
went beyond facilitating respondent's withdrawal of the plea and advised 
withdrawal, although we note that the sole basis in the record for this 
assertion appears to be respondent's self-serving testimony. 
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squarely on the defendant, id., at 687. The Sixth Circuit 
turned that presumption of effectiveness on its head. It 
should go without saying that the absence of evidence cannot 
overcome the “strong presumption that counsel's conduct 
[fell] within the wide range of reasonable professional assist-
ance.” Id., at 689. As Chief Judge Batchelder correctly ex-
plained in her dissent, “[w]ithout evidence that Toca gave 
incorrect advice or evidence that he failed to give material 
advice, Titlow cannot establish that his performance was de-
fcient.” 680 F. 3d, at 595. 

The Sixth Circuit pointed to a single fact in support of its 
conclusion that Toca failed to adequately advise respondent: 
his failure to retrieve respondent's fle from Lustig before 
withdrawing the guilty plea. Id., at 590. But here, too, the 
Sixth Circuit deviated from Strickland's strong presumption 
of effectiveness. The record does not reveal how much Toca 
was able to glean about respondent's case from other sources; 
he may well have obtained copies of the critical materials 
from prosecutors or the court. (Indeed, Toca's statement at 
the plea withdrawal hearing that “[t]here's a lot of material 
here” strongly suggests that he did have access to a source 
of documentation other than Lustig's fle. App. 71.) 

In any event, the same considerations were relevant to 
entering and withdrawing the guilty plea, and respondent 
admitted in open court when initially pleading guilty that 
Lustig had explained the State's evidence and that this evi-
dence would support a conviction for frst-degree murder. 
Toca was justifed in relying on this admission to conclude 
that respondent understood the strength of the prosecution's 
case and nevertheless wished to withdraw the plea. With 
respondent having knowingly entered the guilty plea, we 
think any confusion about the strength of the State's evi-
dence upon withdrawing the plea less than a month later 
highly unlikely. 

Despite our conclusion that there was no factual or legal 
justifcation for overturning the state court's decision, we 
recognize that Toca's conduct in this litigation was far from 
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exemplary. He may well have violated the rules of profes-
sional conduct by accepting respondent's publication rights 
as partial payment for his services, and he waited weeks be-
fore consulting respondent's frst lawyer about the case. 
But the Sixth Amendment does not guarantee the right to 
perfect counsel; it promises only the right to effective assist-
ance, and we have held that a lawyer's violation of ethical 
norms does not make the lawyer per se ineffective. See 
Mickens v. Taylor, 535 U. S. 162, 171 (2002). Troubling as 
Toca's actions were, they were irrelevant to the narrow ques-
tion that was before the Sixth Circuit: whether the state 
court reasonably determined that respondent was ade-
quately advised before deciding to withdraw the guilty plea. 
Because the Michigan Court of Appeals' decision that re-
spondent was so advised is reasonable and supported by the 
record, the Sixth Circuit's judgment is reversed.3 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Sotomayor, concurring. 
In my view, this case turns on Vonlee Titlow's failure to 

present enough evidence of what Frederick Toca did or did 
not do in the handful of days after she hired him and before 
she withdrew her plea. As our opinion notes, she bore the 
burden of overcoming two presumptions: that Toca per-
formed effectively and that the state court ruled correctly. 
She failed to carry this burden. We need not say more, and 
indeed we do not say more. I therefore join the Court's 
opinion in full. I write separately, however, to express my 
understanding of our opinion's limited scope, particularly 
with respect to two statements that it makes about the ade-
quacy of Toca's performance. 

3 Because we conclude that the Sixth Circuit erred in fnding Toca's 
representation constitutionally ineffective, we do not reach the other 
questions presented by this case, namely, whether respondent adequately 
demonstrated prejudice, and whether the Sixth Circuit's remedy is at 
odds with our decision in Lafer v. Cooper, 566 U. S. 156 (2012). 
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First, we state that “[a]lthough a defendant's proclamation 
of innocence does not relieve counsel of his normal responsi-
bilities under Strickland, it may affect the advice counsel 
gives.” Ante, at 22. The frst part of that statement bears 
emphasis: Regardless of whether a defendant asserts her in-
nocence (or admits her guilt), her counsel must “make an 
independent examination of the facts, circumstances, plead-
ings and laws involved and then . . . offer his informed opin-
ion as to what plea should be entered.” Von Moltke v. 
Gillies, 332 U. S. 708, 721 (1948) (plurality opinion). A de-
fendant possesses “ `the ultimate authority' ” to determine 
her plea. Florida v. Nixon, 543 U. S. 175, 187 (2004). But 
a lawyer must abide by his client's decision in this respect 
only after having provided the client with competent and 
fully informed advice, including an analysis of the risks that 
the client would face in proceeding to trial. Given our rec-
ognition that “a defendant's proclamation of innocence does 
not relieve counsel of his normal responsibilities,” ante, at 
22, our further observation that such a proclamation “may 
affect the advice counsel gives,” ibid., states only the obvi-
ous: that a lawyer's advice will always refect the objectives 
of the representation, as determined by the adequately in-
formed client. 

Second, we state that it was reasonable for the Michigan 
Court of Appeals to reject respondent's claim, “given that 
respondent was claiming innocence and only days away from 
offering self-incriminating testimony” at her aunt's trial. 
Ibid. This is true in context: Because respondent failed 
to carry her burden of showing that Toca's performance 
was not adequate, the state court reasonably held that it 
was. But our statement about the facts of this case does 
not imply that an attorney performs effectively in advising 
his client to withdraw from a plea whenever the client 
asserts her innocence and has only a few days to make the 
decision. Had respondent made a better factual record— 
had she actually shown, for example, that Toca failed to edu-
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cate himself about the case before recommending that she 
withdraw her plea—then she could well have prevailed. 

Because (and only because) respondent failed to present 
enough evidence to overcome the twin presumptions of 
AEDPA and Strickland, I join fully in the opinion of the 
Court. 

Justice Ginsburg, concurring in the judgment. 

While I join the Court's judgment, I fnd dubious the Mich-
igan Court of Appeals' conclusion that Toca acted reasonably 
in light of Titlow's protestations of innocence. Toca became 
Titlow's counsel on the recommendation of the deputy sheriff 
to whom Titlow professed innocence. App. 298. As the 
Court rightly observes, Toca's conduct was “far from exem-
plary.” Ante, at 23–24. With virtually no time to make an 
assessment of Titlow's chances of prevailing at trial, and 
without consulting the lawyer who had negotiated Titlow's 
plea, Toca told Titlow he could take the case to trial and win. 
App. 295 (Titlow's uncontradicted averment). With Toca's 
aid, Titlow's plea was withdrawn just three days after Toca's 
retention as defense counsel. At sentencing, the prosecutor 
volunteered that Titlow had been the “victim of some bad 
advice.” Id., at 291. 

Nevertheless, one thing is crystal clear. The prosecutor's 
agreement to the plea bargain hinged entirely on Titlow's 
willingness to testify at her aunt's trial. See id., at 42–43, 
45. Once Titlow reneged on that half of the deal, the bar-
gain failed. Absent an extant bargain, there was nothing to 
renew. See Puckett v. United States, 556 U. S. 129, 137 
(2009) (“Although the analogy may not hold in all respects, 
plea bargains are essentially contracts. . . . [W]hen one of the 
exchanged promises is not kept . . . we say that the contract 
was broken.”); Scott & Stuntz, Plea Bargaining as Contract, 
101 Yale L. J. 1909, 1953 (1992) (“When defendants promise 
to plead guilty in return for government concessions and 
then do so, they are legally entitled to the concessions. At 
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the same time, if the defendant fails to perform, the prosecu-
tor need not perform either.” (footnote omitted)). In short, 
the prosecutor could not be ordered to “renew” a plea pro-
posal never offered in the frst place. With the plea offer 
no longer alive, Titlow was convicted after a trial free from 
reversible error. See App. 295. For these reasons, I join 
the Court's judgment. 
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FORD MOTOR CO. v. UNITED STATES 

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

No. 13–113. Decided December 2, 2013 

Petitioner Ford Motor Co. made a series of deposits to the Internal Reve-
nue Service (IRS) to cover underpayments the IRS claimed Ford had 
made. Ford requested that the IRS treat the deposits as advance pay-
ments of the additional tax that Ford owed. Audits revealed that Ford 
had overpaid its taxes, thereby entitling the company to a return of the 
overpayment as well as interest accrued “from the date of overpay-
ment.” 26 U. S. C. §§ 6611(b)(1), (b)(2). A disagreement over the stat-
utory “date of overpayment” led Ford to sue the Government, asserting 
jurisdiction under 28 U. S. C. § 1346(a)(1). The District Court ruled in 
the Government's favor, and the Sixth Circuit affrmed, holding that 
§ 6611 is a waiver of sovereign immunity that must be strictly construed 
in favor of the Government. Ford argues here that it is § 1346 that 
waives the Government's immunity, not § 6611, and that, accordingly, 
§ 6611 should not be strictly construed. In its response to Ford's peti-
tion for certiorari, the Government contended, for the frst time, that 
§ 1346(a)(1) does not apply at all to this suit and that, instead, the Tucker 
Act, 28 U. S. C. § 1491(a), is the only basis for jurisdiction. If the Gov-
ernment is correct, jurisdiction over this case was proper only in the 
United States Court of Federal Claims. 

Held: Because this Court is a court of fnal review, not frst view, the Sixth 
Circuit should have the frst opportunity to consider the Government's 
new jurisdictional argument. See FCC v. Fox Television Stations, Inc., 
556 U. S. 502, 529. Depending on its answer, that court may also con-
sider what impact, if any, the jurisdictional determination has on the 
merits issues presented in this case. 

Certiorari granted; 508 Fed. Appx. 506, vacated and remanded. 

Per Curiam. 
When a taxpayer overpays his taxes, he is generally enti-

tled to interest from the Government for the period between 
the payment and the ultimate refund. See 26 U. S. C. 
§ 6611(a). That interest begins to run “from the date of 
overpayment.” §§ 6611(b)(1), (b)(2). But the Code does not 
defne “the date of overpayment.” 
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In this case, after the Internal Revenue Service advised 
Ford Motor Company that it had underpaid its taxes from 
1983 until 1989, Ford remitted a series of deposits to the IRS 
totaling $875 million. Those deposits stopped the accrual of 
interest that Ford would otherwise owe once the audits were 
completed and the amount of its underpayment was fnally 
determined. See § 6601; Rev. Proc. 84–58, 1984–2 Cum. 
Bull. 501. Later, Ford requested that the IRS treat the de-
posits as advance payments of the additional tax that Ford 
owed. Eventually the parties determined that Ford had 
overpaid its taxes in the relevant years, thereby entitling 
Ford to a return of the overpayment as well as interest. 
But the parties disagreed about when the interest began to 
run under 26 U. S. C. § 6611(b)(1). Ford argued that “the 
date of overpayment” was the date that it frst remitted the 
deposits to the IRS. Ibid. The Government countered 
that the date of overpayment was the date that Ford re-
quested that the IRS treat the remittances as payments of 
tax. The difference between the parties' competing inter-
pretations of § 6611(b) is worth some $445 million. 

Ford sued the Government in Federal District Court, as-
serting jurisdiction under 28 U. S. C. § 1346(a)(1). The Gov-
ernment did not contest the court's jurisdiction. See Brief 
in Opposition 3, n. 3. The District Court accepted the Gov-
ernment's construction of § 6611(b) and granted its motion 
for judgment on the pleadings. A panel of the Court of 
Appeals for the Sixth Circuit affrmed, concluding that § 6611 
is a waiver of sovereign immunity that must be construed 
strictly in favor of the Government. 508 Fed. Appx. 506 
(2012). 

Ford sought certiorari, arguing that the Sixth Circuit was 
wrong to give § 6611 a strict construction. In Ford's view, 
it is 28 U. S. C. § 1346—not § 6611—that waives the Govern-
ment's immunity from this suit, and § 6611(b) is a substantive 
provision that should not be construed strictly. See Gómez-
Pérez v. Potter, 553 U. S. 474, 491 (2008); United States v. 
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White Mountain Apache Tribe, 537 U. S. 465, 472–473 (2003). 
In its response to Ford's petition for certiorari, however, the 
Government contended for the frst time that § 1346(a)(1) 
does not apply at all to this suit; it argues that the only basis 
for jurisdiction, and “the only general waiver of sovereign 
immunity that encompasses [Ford's] claim,” is the Tucker 
Act, 28 U. S. C. § 1491(a). Brief in Opposition 3, n. 3. Al-
though the Government acquiesced in jurisdiction in the 
lower courts, if the Government is now correct that the 
Tucker Act applies to this suit, jurisdiction over this case 
was proper only in the United States Court of Federal 
Claims. See § 1491(a). 

This Court “is one of fnal review, `not of frst view.' ” 
FCC v. Fox Television Stations, Inc., 556 U. S. 502, 529 
(2009) (quoting Cutter v. Wilkinson, 544 U. S. 709, 718, n. 7 
(2005)). The Sixth Circuit should have the frst opportunity 
to consider the Government's new contention with respect to 
jurisdiction in this case. Depending on that court's answer, 
it may also consider what impact, if any, the jurisdictional 
determination has on the merits issues, especially whether 
or not § 6611 is a waiver of sovereign immunity that should 
be construed strictly. 

The petition for certiorari is granted, the judgment of the 
Sixth Circuit is vacated, and the case is remanded for fur-
ther proceedings. 

It is so ordered. 
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Syllabus 

UNITED STATES v. WOODS 

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

No. 12–562. Argued October 9, 2013—Decided December 3, 2013 

Respondent Gary Woods and his employer, Billy Joe McCombs, partici-
pated in an offsetting-option tax shelter designed to generate large 
paper losses that they could use to reduce their taxable income. To 
that end, they purchased from Deutsche Bank a series of currency-
option spreads. Each spread was a package consisting of a long option, 
which Woods and McCombs purchased from Deutsche Bank and for 
which they paid a premium, and a short option, which Woods and 
McCombs sold to Deutsche Bank and for which they received a pre-
mium. Because the premium paid for the long option was largely offset 
by the premium received for the short option, the net cost of the pack-
age to Woods and McCombs was substantially less than the cost of the 
long option alone. Woods and McCombs contributed the spreads, along 
with cash, to two partnerships, which used the cash to purchase stock 
and currency. When calculating their basis in the partnership inter-
ests, Woods and McCombs considered only the long component of the 
spreads and disregarded the nearly offsetting short component. As a 
result, when the partnerships' assets were disposed of for modest gains, 
Woods and McCombs claimed huge losses. Although they had contrib-
uted roughly $3.2 million in cash and spreads to the partnerships, they 
claimed losses of more than $45 million. 

The Internal Revenue Service sent each partnership a Notice of Final 
Partnership Administrative Adjustment, disregarding the partnerships 
for tax purposes and disallowing the related losses. It concluded that 
the partnerships were formed for the purpose of tax avoidance and thus 
lacked “economic substance,” i. e., they were shams. As there were no 
valid partnerships for tax purposes, the IRS determined that the part-
ners could not claim a basis for their partnership interests greater than 
zero and that any resulting tax underpayments would be subject to a 
40-percent penalty for gross valuation misstatements. Woods sought 
judicial review. The District Court held that the partnerships were 
properly disregarded as shams but that the valuation-misstatement pen-
alty did not apply. The Fifth Circuit affrmed. 

Held: 
1. The District Court had jurisdiction to determine whether the part-

nerships' lack of economic substance could justify imposing a valuation-
misstatement penalty on the partners. Pp. 38–42. 
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(a) Because a partnership does not pay federal income taxes, its 
taxable income and losses pass through to the partners. Under the Tax 
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 (TEFRA), the IRS initiates 
partnership-related tax proceedings at the partnership level to adjust 
“partnership items,” i. e., items relevant to the partnership as a whole. 
26 U. S. C. §§ 6221, 6231(a)(3). Once the adjustments become fnal, the 
IRS may undertake further proceedings at the partner level to make 
any resulting “computational adjustments” in the tax liability of the 
individual partners. §§ 6230(a)(1)–(2), (c), 6231(a)(6). Pp. 38–39. 

(b) Under TEFRA's framework, a court in a partnership-level pro-
ceeding has jurisdiction to determine “the applicability of any penalty 
. . . which relates to an adjustment to a partnership item.” § 6226(f). 
A determination that a partnership lacks economic substance is such an 
adjustment. TEFRA authorizes courts in partnership-level proceed-
ings to provisionally determine the applicability of any penalty that 
could result from an adjustment to a partnership item, even though im-
posing the penalty requires a subsequent, partner-level proceeding. In 
that later proceeding, each partner may raise any reasons why the pen-
alty may not be imposed on him specifcally. Applying those principles 
here, the District Court had jurisdiction to determine the applicability 
of the valuation-misstatement penalty. Pp. 39–42. 

2. The valuation-misstatement penalty applies in this case. 
Pp. 43–48. 

(a) A penalty applies to the portion of any underpayment that is 
“attributable to” a “substantial” or “gross” “valuation misstatement,” 
which exists where “the value of any property (or the adjusted basis 
of any property) claimed on any return of tax” exceeds by a specifed 
percentage “the amount determined to be the correct amount of such 
valuation or adjusted basis (as the case may be).” § 6662(a), (b)(3), 
(e)(1)(A), (h). The penalty's plain language makes it applicable here. 
Once the partnerships were deemed not to exist for tax purposes, no 
partner could legitimately claim a basis in his partnership interest 
greater than zero. Any underpayment resulting from use of a non-zero 
basis would therefore be “attributable to” the partner's having claimed 
an “adjusted basis” in the partnerships that exceeded “the correct 
amount of such . . . adjusted basis.” § 6662(e)(1)(A). And under the 
relevant Treasury Regulation, when an asset's adjusted basis is zero, a 
valuation misstatement is automatically deemed gross. Pp. 43–44. 

(b) Woods' contrary arguments are unpersuasive. The valuation-
misstatement penalty encompasses misstatements that rest on legal as 
well as factual errors, so it is applicable to misstatements that rest on 
the use of a sham partnership. And the partnerships' lack of economic 
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substance is not an independent ground separate from the misstatement 
of basis in this case. Pp. 44–48. 

471 Fed. Appx. 320, reversed. 

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

Deputy Solicitor General Stewart argued the cause for the 
United States. With him on the briefs were Solicitor Gen-
eral Verrilli, Assistant Attorney General Keneally, John F. 
Bash, Gilbert S. Rothenberg, Richard Farber, and Arthur 
T. Catterall. 

Gregory G. Garre argued the cause for respondent. With 
him on the brief were Katya S. Cronin and Joel N. Crouch.* 

Justice Scalia delivered the opinion of the Court. 

We decide whether the penalty for tax underpayments 
attributable to valuation misstatements, 26 U. S. C. 
§ 6662(b)(3), is applicable to an underpayment resulting from 
a basis-infating transaction subsequently disregarded for 
lack of economic substance. 

I. The Facts 

A 

This case involves an offsetting-option tax shelter, vari-
ants of which were marketed to high-income taxpayers in 
the late 1990's. Tax shelters of this type sought to generate 
large paper losses that a taxpayer could use to reduce tax-
able income. They did so by attempting to give the tax-
payer an artifcially high basis in a partnership interest, 

*Christopher M. Reimer fled a brief for Scott Blum et al. as amici 
curiae urging affrmance. 

Briefs of amici curiae were fled for Gordon W. Bush et al. by Thomas 
E. Redding and Sallie W. Gladney; for Amandeep S. Grewal by 
Mr. Grewal, pro se; for David J. Shakow by Mr. Shakow, pro se; for New 
Millennium Trading, LLC, et al. by Thomas A. Cullinan and N. Jerold 
Cohen; and for Partners in Jade Trading, LLC, et al. by David D. Aughtry 
and Edward M. Robbins, Jr. 
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which enabled the taxpayer to claim a signifcant tax loss 
upon disposition of the interest. See IRS Notice 2000– 
44, 2000–2 Cum. Bull. 255 (describing offsetting-option tax 
shelters). 

The particular tax shelter at issue in this case was devel-
oped by the now-defunct law frm Jenkens & Gilchrist and 
marketed by the accounting frm Ernst & Young under the 
name “Current Options Bring Reward Alternatives,” or 
COBRA. Respondent Gary Woods and his employer, Billy 
Joe McCombs, agreed to participate in COBRA to reduce 
their tax liability for 1999. To that end, in November 1999 
they created two general partnerships: one, Tesoro Drive 
Partners, to produce ordinary losses, and the other, SA Tes-
oro Investment Partners, to produce capital losses. 

Over the next two months, acting through their respec-
tive wholly owned, limited liability companies, Woods and 
McCombs executed a series of transactions. First, they 
purchased from Deutsche Bank fve 30-day currency-option 
spreads. Each of these option spreads was a package con-
sisting of a so-called long option, which entitled Woods and 
McCombs to receive a sum of money from Deutsche Bank if 
a certain currency exchange rate exceeded a certain fgure 
on a certain date, and a so-called short option, which entitled 
Deutsche Bank to receive a sum of money from Woods and 
McCombs if the exchange rate for the same currency on the 
same date exceeded a certain fgure so close to the fgure 
triggering the long option that both were likely to be trig-
gered (or not to be triggered) on the fated date. Because 
the premium paid to Deutsche Bank for purchase of the long 
option was largely offset by the premium received from 
Deutsche Bank for sale of the short option, the net cost of 
the package to Woods and McCombs was substantially less 
than the cost of the long option alone. Specifcally, the pre-
miums paid for all fve of the spreads' long options totaled 
$46 million, and the premiums received for the fve spreads' 
short options totaled $43.7 million, so the net cost of the 
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spreads was just $2.3 million. Woods and McCombs contrib-
uted the spreads to the partnerships along with about 
$900,000 in cash. The partnerships used the cash to pur-
chase assets—Canadian dollars for the partnership that 
sought to produce ordinary losses, and Sun Microsystems 
stock for the partnership that sought to produce capital 
losses. The partnerships then terminated the fve option 
spreads in exchange for a lump-sum payment from Deut-
sche Bank. 

As the tax year drew to a close, Woods and McCombs 
transferred their interests in the partnerships to two S cor-
porations. One corporation, Tesoro Drive Investors, Inc., 
received both partners' interests in Tesoro Drive Partners; 
the other corporation, SA Tesoro Drive Investors, Inc., re-
ceived both partners' interests in SA Tesoro Investment 
Partners. Since this left each partnership with only a single 
partner (the relevant S corporation), the partnerships were 
liquidated by operation of law, and their assets—the Cana-
dian dollars and Sun Microsystems stock, plus the remaining 
cash—were deemed distributed to the corporations. The 
corporations then sold those assets for modest gains of 
about $2,000 on the Canadian dollars and about $57,000 on 
the stock. But instead of gains, the corporations reported 
huge losses: an ordinary loss of more than $13 million on the 
sale of the Canadian dollars and a capital loss of more than 
$32 million on the sale of the stock. The losses were allo-
cated between Woods and McCombs as the corporations' 
co-owners. 

The reason the corporations were able to claim such vast 
losses—the alchemy at the heart of an offsetting-options tax 
shelter—lay in how Woods and McCombs calculated the tax 
basis of their interests in the partnerships. Tax basis is the 
amount used as the cost of an asset when computing how 
much its owner gained or lost for tax purposes when dispos-
ing of it. See J. Downes & J. Goodman, Dictionary of Fi-
nance and Investment Terms 736 (2010). A partner's tax 
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basis in a partnership interest—called “outside basis” to dis-
tinguish it from “inside basis,” the partnership's basis in its 
own assets—is tied to the value of any assets the partner 
contributed to acquire the interest. See 26 U. S. C. § 722. 
Collectively, Woods and McCombs contributed roughly $3.2 
million in option spreads and cash to acquire their interests 
in the two partnerships. But for purposes of computing out-
side basis, Woods and McCombs considered only the long 
component of the spreads and disregarded the nearly offset-
ting short component on the theory that it was “too contin-
gent” to count. Brief for Respondent 14. As a result, they 
claimed a total adjusted outside basis of more than $48 mil-
lion. Since the basis of property distributed to a partner by 
a liquidating partnership is equal to the adjusted basis of the 
partner's interest in the partnership (reduced by any cash 
distributed with the property), see § 732(b), the infated out-
side basis fgure was carried over to the S corporations' basis 
in the Canadian dollars and the stock, enabling the corpora-
tions to report enormous losses when those assets were sold. 
At the end of the day, Woods' and McCombs' $3.2 million 
investment generated tax losses that, if treated as valid, 
could have shielded more than $45 million of income from 
taxation. 

B 

The Internal Revenue Service, however, did not treat the 
COBRA-generated losses as valid. Instead, after auditing 
the partnerships' tax returns, it issued to each partnership 
a Notice of Final Partnership Administrative Adjustment, 
or “FPAA.” In the FPAAs, the IRS determined that the 
partnerships had been “formed and availed of solely for 
purposes of tax avoidance by artifcially overstating basis 
in the partnership interests of [the] purported partners.” 
App. 92, 146. Because the partnerships had “no business 
purpose other than tax avoidance,” the IRS said, they 
“lacked economic substance”—or, put more starkly, they 
were “sham[s]”—so the IRS would disregard them for tax 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 31 (2013) 37 

Opinion of the Court 

purposes and disallow the related losses. Ibid. And be-
cause there were no valid partnerships for tax purposes, the 
IRS determined that the partners had “not established ad-
justed bases in their respective partnership interests in 
an amount greater than zero,” id., at 95, ¶7, 149, ¶7, so that 
any resulting tax underpayments would be subject to a 40-
percent penalty for gross valuation misstatements, see 26 
U. S. C. § 6662(b)(3). 

Woods, as the tax-matters partner for both partnerships, 
sought judicial review of the FPAAs pursuant to § 6226(a). 
The District Court held that the partnerships were properly 
disregarded as shams but that the valuation-misstatement 
penalty did not apply. The Government appealed the deci-
sion on the penalty to the Court of Appeals for the Fifth 
Circuit. While the appeal was pending, the Fifth Circuit 
held in a similar case that, under Circuit precedent, the 
valuation-misstatement penalty does not apply when the rel-
evant transaction is disregarded for lacking economic sub-
stance. Bemont Invs., LLC v. United States, 679 F. 3d 339, 
347–348 (2012). In a concurrence joined by the other mem-
bers of the panel, Judge Prado acknowledged that this rule 
was binding Circuit law but suggested that it was mistaken. 
See id., at 351–355. A different panel subsequently affrmed 
the District Court's decision in this case in a one-paragraph 
opinion, declaring the issue “well settled.” 471 Fed. Appx. 
320 (per curiam), reh'g denied (2012).1 

We granted certiorari to resolve a Circuit split over 
whether the valuation-misstatement penalty is applicable in 
these circumstances. 568 U. S. 1248 (2013). See Bemont, 
supra, at 354–355 (Prado, J., concurring) (recognizing “near-
unanimous opposition” to the Fifth Circuit's rule). Because 

1 The District Court held that the partnerships did not have to be “hon-
ored as legitimate for tax purposes” because they did not possess “ ̀ eco-
nomic substance.' ” App. to Pet. for Cert. 19a. Woods did not appeal 
the District Court's application of the economic-substance doctrine, so we 
express no view on it. 
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two Courts of Appeals have held that District Courts lacked 
jurisdiction to consider the valuation-misstatement penalty 
in similar circumstances, see Jade Trading, LLC v. United 
States, 598 F. 3d 1372, 1380 (CA Fed. 2010); Petaluma FX 
Partners, LLC v. Commissioner, 591 F. 3d 649, 655–656 
(CADC 2010), we ordered briefng on that question as well. 

II. District-Court Jurisdiction 

A 

We begin with a brief explanation of the statutory scheme 
for dealing with partnership-related tax matters. A part-
nership does not pay federal income taxes; instead, its tax-
able income and losses pass through to the partners. 26 
U. S. C. § 701. A partnership must report its tax items on 
an information return, § 6031(a), and the partners must re-
port their distributive shares of the partnership's tax items 
on their own individual returns, §§ 702, 704. 

Before 1982, the IRS had no way of correcting errors on 
a partnership's return in a single, unifed proceeding. In-
stead, tax matters pertaining to all the members of a part-
nership were dealt with just like tax matters pertaining only 
to a single taxpayer: through defciency proceedings at the 
individual-taxpayer level. See generally §§ 6211–6216 (2006 
ed. and Supp. V). Defciency proceedings require the IRS 
to issue a separate notice of defciency to each taxpayer, 
§ 6212(a) (2006 ed.), who can fle a petition in the Tax Court 
disputing the alleged defciency before paying it, § 6213(a). 
Having to use defciency proceedings for partnership-related 
tax matters led to duplicative proceedings and the potential 
for inconsistent treatment of partners in the same partner-
ship. Congress addressed those diffculties by enacting the 
Tax Treatment of Partnership Items Act of 1982, as Title 
IV of the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 
(TEFRA). 96 Stat. 648 (codifed as amended at 26 U. S. C. 
§§ 6221–6232 (2006 ed. and Supp. V)). 
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Under TEFRA, partnership-related tax matters are ad-
dressed in two stages. First, the IRS must initiate proceed-
ings at the partnership level to adjust “partnership items,” 
those relevant to the partnership as a whole. §§ 6221, 
6231(a)(3). It must issue an FPAA notifying the partners of 
any adjustments to partnership items, § 6223(a)(2), and the 
partners may seek judicial review of those adjustments, 
§ 6226(a)–(b). Once the adjustments to partnership items 
have become fnal, the IRS may undertake further proceed-
ings at the partner level to make any resulting “computa-
tional adjustments” in the tax liability of the individual part-
ners. § 6231(a)(6). Most computational adjustments may 
be directly assessed against the partners, bypassing def-
ciency proceedings and permitting the partners to challenge 
the assessments only in post-payment refund actions. 
§ 6230(a)(1), (c). Defciency proceedings are still required, 
however, for certain computational adjustments that are at-
tributable to “affected items,” that is, items that are affected 
by (but are not themselves) partnership items. §§ 6230(a)(2) 
(A)(i), 6231(a)(5). 

B 

Under the TEFRA framework, a court in a partnership-
level proceeding like this one has jurisdiction to determine 
not just partnership items, but also “the applicability of any 
penalty . . . which relates to an adjustment to a partnership 
item.” § 6226(f). As both sides agree, a determination that 
a partnership lacks economic substance is an adjustment to 
a partnership item. Thus, the jurisdictional question here 
boils down to whether the valuation-misstatement penalty 
“relates to” the determination that the partnerships Woods 
and McCombs created were shams. 

The Government's theory of why the penalty was trig-
gered is based on a straightforward relationship between the 
economic-substance determination and the penalty. In the 
Government's view, there can be no outside basis in a sham 
partnership (which, for tax purposes, does not exist), so any 
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partner who underpaid his individual taxes by declaring an 
outside basis greater than zero committed a valuation mis-
statement. In other words, the penalty fows logically and 
inevitably from the economic-substance determination. 

Woods, however, argues that because outside basis is not 
a partnership item, but an affected item, a penalty that 
would rest on a misstatement of outside basis cannot be con-
sidered at the partnership level. He maintains, in short, 
that a penalty does not relate to a partnership-item adjust-
ment if it “requires a partner-level determination,” regard-
less of “whether or not the penalty has a connection to a 
partnership item.” Brief for Respondent 27. 

Because § 6226(f)'s “relates to” language is “essentially in-
determinate,” we must resolve this dispute by looking to 
“the structure of [TEFRA] and its other provisions.” Mar-
acich v. Spears, 570 U. S. 48, 59–60 (2013) (internal quotation 
marks and brackets omitted). That inquiry makes clear that 
the District Court's jurisdiction is not as narrow as Woods 
contends. Prohibiting courts in partnership-level proceed-
ings from considering the applicability of penalties that re-
quire partner-level inquiries would be inconsistent with the 
nature of the “applicability” determination that TEFRA 
requires. 

Under TEFRA's two-stage structure, penalties for tax un-
derpayment must be imposed at the partner level, because 
partnerships themselves pay no taxes. And imposing a pen-
alty always requires some determinations that can be made 
only at the partner level. Even where a partnership's re-
turn contains signifcant errors, a partner may not have car-
ried over those errors to his own return; or if he did, the 
errors may not have caused him to underpay his taxes by a 
large enough amount to trigger the penalty; or if they did, 
the partner may nonetheless have acted in good faith with 
reasonable cause, which is a bar to the imposition of many 
penalties, see § 6664(c)(1). None of those issues can be con-
clusively determined at the partnership level. Yet notwith-
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standing that every penalty must be imposed in partner-
level proceedings after partner-level determinations, 
TEFRA provides that the applicability of some penalties 
must be determined at the partnership level. The appli-
cability determination is therefore inherently provisional; 
it is always contingent upon determinations that the court 
in a partnership-level proceeding does not have jurisdiction 
to make. Barring partnership-level courts from considering 
the applicability of penalties that cannot be imposed with-
out partner-level inquiries would render TEFRA's authori-
zation to consider some penalties at the partnership level 
meaningless. 

Other provisions of TEFRA confrm that conclusion. One 
requires the IRS to use defciency proceedings for computa-
tional adjustments that rest on “affected items which require 
partner level determinations (other than penalties . . . that 
relate to adjustments to partnership items).” § 6230(a)(2) 
(A)(i). Another states that while a partnership-level deter-
mination “concerning the applicability of any penalty . . . 
which relates to an adjustment to a partnership item” is 
“conclusive” in a subsequent refund action, that does not pre-
vent the partner from “assert[ing] any partner level defenses 
that may apply.” § 6230(c)(4). Both these provisions as-
sume that a penalty can relate to a partnership-item ad-
justment even if the penalty cannot be imposed without 
additional, partner-level determinations. 

These considerations lead us to reject Woods' interpre-
tation of § 6226(f). We hold that TEFRA gives courts in 
partnership-level proceedings jurisdiction to determine the 
applicability of any penalty that could result from an adjust-
ment to a partnership item, even if imposing the penalty 
would also require determining affected or non-partnership 
items such as outside basis. The partnership-level applica-
bility determination, we stress, is provisional: the court may 
decide only whether adjustments properly made at the part-
nership level have the potential to trigger the penalty. 
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Each partner remains free to raise, in subsequent, partner-
level proceedings, any reasons why the penalty may not be 
imposed on him specifcally. 

Applying the foregoing principles to this case, we con-
clude that the District Court had jurisdiction to determine 
the applicability of the valuation-misstatement penalty—to 
determine, that is, whether the partnerships' lack of eco-
nomic substance (which all agree was properly decided at 
the partnership level) could justify imposing a valuation-
misstatement penalty on the partners. When making that 
determination, the District Court was obliged to consider 
Woods' arguments that the economic-substance determina-
tion was categorically incapable of triggering the penalty. 
Deferring consideration of those arguments until partner-
level proceedings would replicate the precise evil that 
TEFRA sets out to remedy: duplicative proceedings, poten-
tially leading to inconsistent results, on a question that ap-
plies equally to all of the partners. 

To be sure, the District Court could not make a formal 
adjustment of any partner's outside basis in this partnership-
level proceeding. See Petaluma, 591 F. 3d, at 655. But it 
nonetheless could determine whether the adjustments it did 
make, including the economic-substance determination, had 
the potential to trigger a penalty; and in doing so, it was not 
required to shut its eyes to the legal impossibility of any 
partner's possessing an outside basis greater than zero in 
a partnership that, for tax purposes, did not exist. Each 
partner's outside basis still must be adjusted at the partner 
level before the penalty can be imposed, but that poses no 
obstacle to a partnership-level court's provisional consider-
ation of whether the economic-substance determination is le-
gally capable of triggering the penalty.2 

2 Some amici warn that our holding bodes an odd procedural result: The 
IRS will be able to assess the 40-percent penalty directly, but it will have 
to use defciency proceedings to assess the tax underpayment upon which 
the penalty is imposed. See Brief for New Millennium Trading, LLC, 
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III. Applicability of Valuation-Misstatement Penalty 

A 

Taxpayers who underpay their taxes due to a “valuation 
misstatement” may incur an accuracy-related penalty. A 
20-percent penalty applies to “the portion of any underpay-
ment which is attributable to . . . [a]ny substantial valuation 
misstatement under chapter 1.” 26 U. S. C. § 6662(a), (b)(3). 
Under the version of the penalty statute in effect when the 
transactions at issue here occurred, 

“there is a substantial valuation misstatement under 
chapter 1 if . . . the value of any property (or the 
adjusted basis of any property) claimed on any return 
of tax imposed by chapter 1 is 200 percent or more of 
the amount determined to be the correct amount of 
such valuation or adjusted basis (as the case may be).” 
§ 6662(e)(1)(A) (2000 ed.). 

If the reported value or adjusted basis exceeds the correct 
amount by at least 400 percent, the valuation misstatement 
is considered not merely substantial, but “gross,” and the 
penalty increases to 40 percent. § 6662(h).3 

et al. as Amici Curiae 12–13. That criticism assumes that the underpay-
ment would not be exempt from defciency proceedings because it would 
rest on outside basis, an “affected ite[m] . . . other than [a] penalt[y],” 26 
U. S. C. § 6230(a)(2)(A)(i). We need not resolve that question today, but 
we do not think amici's answer necessarily follows. Even an underpay-
ment attributable to an affected item is exempt so long as the affected 
item does not “require partner level determinations,” ibid.; see Bush v. 
United States, 655 F. 3d 1323, 1330, 1333–1334 (CA Fed. 2011) (en banc); 
and it is not readily apparent why additional partner-level determinations 
would be required before adjusting outside basis in a sham partnership. 
Cf. Petaluma FX Partners, LLC v. Commissioner, 591 F. 3d 649, 655 
(CADC 2010) (“If disregarding a partnership leads ineluctably to the con-
clusion that its partners have no outside basis, that should be just as obvi-
ous in partner-level proceedings as it is in partnership-level proceedings”). 

3 Congress has since lowered the thresholds for substantial and gross 
misstatements to 150 percent and 200 percent, respectively. See Pension 
Protection Act of 2006, § 1219(a)(1)–(2), 120 Stat. 1083. 
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The penalty's plain language makes it applicable here. As 
we have explained, the COBRA transactions were designed 
to generate losses by enabling the partners to claim a high 
outside basis in the partnerships. But once the partner-
ships were deemed not to exist for tax purposes, no partner 
could legitimately claim an outside basis greater than zero. 
Accordingly, if a partner used an outside basis fgure greater 
than zero to claim losses on his tax return, and if deducting 
those losses caused the partner to underpay his taxes, then 
the resulting underpayment would be “attributable to” the 
partner's having claimed an “adjusted basis” in the partner-
ships that exceeded “the correct amount of such . . . adjusted 
basis.” § 6662(e)(1)(A). 

An IRS regulation provides that when an asset's true 
value or adjusted basis is zero, “[t]he value or adjusted 
basis claimed . . . is considered to be 400 percent or more 
of the correct amount,” so that the resulting valuation 
misstatement is automatically deemed gross and subject to 
the 40-percent penalty. Treas. Reg. § 1.6662–5(g), 26 CFR 
§ 1.6662–5(g) (2013).4 

B 

Against this straightforward application of the statute, 
Woods' primary argument is that the economic-substance de-
termination did not result in a “valuation misstatement.” 
He asserts that the statutory terms “value” and “valuation” 
connote “a factual—rather than legal—concept,” and that the 
penalty therefore applies only to factual misrepresentations 
about an asset's worth or cost, not to misrepresentations that 
rest on legal errors (like the use of a sham partnership). 
Brief for Respondent 35. 

4 An amicus suggests that this regulation is in tension with the mathe-
matical rule forbidding division by zero. See Brief for Prof. Amandeep 
S. Grewal as Amicus Curiae 20, n. 7; cf. Lee's Summit v. Surface Transp. 
Bd., 231 F. 3d 39, 41–42 (CADC 2000) (discussing “problems posed by 
applying [a] 100% increase standard to a baseline of zero”). Woods has 
not challenged the regulation before this Court, so we assume its validity 
for purposes of deciding this case. 
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We are not convinced. To begin, we doubt that “value” is 
limited to factual issues and excludes threshold legal deter-
minations. Cf. Powers v. Commissioner, 312 U. S. 259, 260 
(1941) (“[W]hat criterion should be employed for determin-
ing the `value' of the gifts is a question of law”); Chap-
man Glen Ltd. v. Commissioner, 140 T. C. No. 15, 2013 
WL 2319282, *17 (2013) (“[T]hree approaches are used to de-
termine the fair market value of property,” and “which ap-
proach to apply in a case is a question of law”). But even if 
“value” were limited to factual matters, the statute refers to 
“value” or “adjusted basis,” and there is no justifcation for 
extending that limitation to the latter term, which plainly 
incorporates legal inquiries. An asset's “basis” is simply its 
cost, 26 U. S. C. § 1012(a) (2006 ed., Supp. V), but calculating 
its “adjusted basis” requires the application of a host of legal 
rules, see §§ 1011(a) (2006 ed.), 1016 (2006 ed. and Supp. V), 
including specialized rules for calculating the adjusted basis 
of a partner's interest in a partnership, see § 705 (2006 ed.). 
The statute contains no indication that the misapplication of 
one of those legal rules cannot trigger the penalty. Were 
we to hold otherwise, we would read the word “adjusted” 
out of the statute. 

To overcome the plain meaning of “adjusted basis,” Woods 
asks us to interpret the parentheses in the statutory phrase 
“the value of any property (or the adjusted basis of any prop-
erty)” as a signal that “adjusted basis” is merely explanatory 
or illustrative and has no meaning independent of “value.” 
The parentheses cannot bear that much weight, given the 
compelling textual evidence to the contrary. For one thing, 
the terms reappear later in the same sentence sans paren-
theses—in the phrase “such valuation or adjusted basis.” 
Moreover, the operative terms are connected by the conjunc-
tion “or.” While that can sometimes introduce an appos-
itive—a word or phrase that is synonymous with what 
precedes it (“Vienna or Wien,” “Batman or the Caped 
Crusader”)—its ordinary use is almost always disjunctive, 
that is, the words it connects are to “be given separate mean-
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ings.” Reiter v. Sonotone Corp., 442 U. S. 330, 339 (1979). 
And, of course, there is no way that “adjusted basis” could be 
regarded as synonymous with “value.” Finally, the terms' 
second disjunctive appearance is followed by “as the case 
may be,” which eliminates any lingering doubt that the pre-
ceding items are alternatives. See New Oxford American 
Dictionary 269 (3d ed. 2010). The parentheses thus do not 
justify “rob[bing] the term [`adjusted basis'] of its independ-
ent and ordinary signifcance.” Reiter, supra, at 338–339. 

Our holding that the valuation-misstatement penalty en-
compasses legal as well as factual misstatements of adjusted 
basis does not make superfuous the new penalty that Con-
gress enacted in 2010 for transactions lacking in economic 
substance, see § 1409(b)(2), 124 Stat. 1068–1069 (codifed at 
26 U. S. C. § 6662(b)(6) (2006 ed., Supp. V)). The new pen-
alty covers all sham transactions, including those that do not 
cause the taxpayer to misrepresent value or basis; thus, it 
can apply in situations where the valuation-misstatement 
penalty cannot. And the fact that both penalties are poten-
tially applicable to sham transactions resulting in valuation 
misstatements is not problematic. Congress recognized 
that penalties might overlap in a given case, and it addressed 
that possibility by providing that a taxpayer generally can-
not receive more than one accuracy-related penalty for the 
same underpayment. See § 6662(b) (2006 ed. and Supp. V).5 

C 

In the alternative, Woods argues that any underpayment 
of tax in this case would be “attributable,” not to the mis-

5 We do not consider Woods' arguments based on legislative history. 
Whether or not legislative history is ever relevant, it need not be con-
sulted when, as here, the statutory text is unambiguous. Mohamad v. 
Palestinian Authority, 566 U. S. 449, 458–459 (2012). Nor do we evaluate 
the claim that application of the penalty to legal rather than factual mis-
representations is a recent innovation. An agency's failure to assert a 
power, even if prolonged, cannot alter the plain meaning of a statute. 
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statements of outside basis, but rather to the determination 
that the partnerships were shams—which he describes as 
an “independent legal ground.” Brief for Respondent 46. 
That is the rationale that the Fifth and Ninth Circuits have 
adopted for refusing to apply the valuation-misstatement 
penalty in cases like this, although both courts have voiced 
doubts about it. See Bemont, 679 F. 3d, at 347–348; id., at 
351–355 (Prado, J., concurring); Keller v. Commissioner, 556 
F. 3d 1056, 1060–1061 (CA9 2009). 

We re ject the argument's premise: The economic-
substance determination and the basis misstatement are not 
“independent” of one another. This is not a case where a 
valuation misstatement is a mere side effect of a sham trans-
action. Rather, the overstatement of outside basis was the 
linchpin of the COBRA tax shelter and the mechanism by 
which Woods and McCombs sought to reduce their taxable 
income. As Judge Prado observed, in this type of tax shel-
ter, “the basis misstatement and the transaction's lack of eco-
nomic substance are inextricably intertwined,” so “attribut-
ing the tax underpayment only to the artifciality of the 
transaction and not to the basis overvaluation is making a 
false distinction.” Bemont, supra, at 354 (concurring opin-
ion). In short, the partners underpaid their taxes because 
they overstated their outside basis, and they overstated their 
outside basis because the partnerships were shams. We 
therefore have no diffculty concluding that any underpay-
ment resulting from the COBRA tax shelter is attributable 
to the partners' misrepresentation of outside basis (a valua-
tion misstatement). 

Woods contends, however, that a document known as the 
“Blue Book” compels a different result. See General Expla-
nation of the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 (Pub. L. 
97–34), 97th Cong., 1st Sess., 333, and n. 2 (Jt. Comm. Print 
1981). Blue Books are prepared by the staff of the Joint 
Committee on Taxation as commentaries on recently passed 
tax laws. They are “written after passage of the legislation 
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and therefore d[o] not inform the decisions of the members of 
Congress who vot[e] in favor of the [law].” Flood v. United 
States, 33 F. 3d 1174, 1178 (CA9 1994). We have held that 
such “[p]ost-enactment legislative history (a contradiction in 
terms) is not a legitimate tool of statutory interpretation.” 
Bruesewitz v. Wyeth LLC, 562 U. S. 223, 242 (2011); accord, 
Federal Nat. Mortgage Assn. v. United States, 379 F. 3d 
1303, 1309 (CA Fed. 2004) (dismissing Blue Book as “a post-
enactment explanation”). While we have relied on similar 
documents in the past, see FPC v. Memphis Light, Gas & 
Water Div., 411 U. S. 458, 471–472 (1973), our more recent 
precedents disapprove of that practice. Of course the Blue 
Book, like a law review article, may be relevant to the extent 
it is persuasive. But the passage at issue here does not per-
suade. It concerns a situation quite different from the one 
we confront: two separate, non-overlapping underpayments, 
only one of which is attributable to a valuation misstatement. 

* * * 

The District Court had jurisdiction in this partnership-
level proceeding to determine the applicability of the 
valuation-misstatement penalty, and the penalty is applicable 
to tax underpayments resulting from the partners' participa-
tion in the COBRA tax shelter. The judgment of the Court 
of Appeals is reversed. 

It is so ordered. 
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Syllabus 

ATLANTIC MARINE CONSTRUCTION CO., INC. v. 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS et al. 

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

No. 12–929. Argued October 9, 2013—Decided December 3, 2013 

Petitioner Atlantic Marine Construction Co., a Virginia corporation, en-
tered into a subcontract with respondent J-Crew Management, Inc., a 
Texas corporation, for work on a construction project. The subcontract 
included a forum-selection clause, which stated that all disputes be-
tween the parties would be litigated in Virginia. When a dispute arose, 
however, J-Crew fled suit in the Western District of Texas. Atlantic 
Marine moved to dismiss, arguing that the forum-selection clause ren-
dered venue “wrong” under 28 U. S. C. § 1406(a) and “improper” under 
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(3). In the alternative, Atlantic 
Marine moved to transfer the case to the Eastern District of Virginia 
under 28 U. S. C. § 1404(a). The District Court denied both motions. 
It concluded that § 1404(a) is the exclusive mechanism for enforcing 
a forum-selection clause that points to another federal forum; that 
Atlantic Marine bore the burden of establishing that a transfer would 
be appropriate under § 1404(a); and that the court would consider both 
public- and private-interest factors, only one of which was the forum-
selection clause. After weighing those factors, the court held that At-
lantic Marine had not carried its burden. 

The Fifth Circuit denied Atlantic Marine's petition for a writ of man-
damus directing the District Court to dismiss the case under § 1406(a) 
or to transfer it to the Eastern District of Virginia under § 1404(a). The 
court agreed with the District Court that § 1404(a) is the exclusive 
mechanism for enforcing a forum-selection clause that points to another 
federal forum; that dismissal under Rule 12(b)(3) would be the correct 
mechanism for enforcing a forum-selection clause that pointed to a non-
federal forum; and that the District Court had not abused its discretion 
in refusing to transfer the case after conducting the balance-of-interests 
analysis required by § 1404(a). 

Held: 
1. A forum-selection clause may be enforced by a motion to transfer 

under § 1404(a), which provides that “[f]or the convenience of parties 
and witnesses, in the interest of justice, a district court may transfer 
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any civil action to any other district or division where it might have 
been brought or to any district or division to which all parties have 
consented.” Pp. 55–61. 

(a) Section 1406(a) and Rule 12(b)(3) allow dismissal only when 
venue is “wrong” or “improper.” Whether venue is “wrong” or “im-
proper” depends exclusively on whether the court in which the case 
was brought satisfes the requirements of federal venue laws. Title 28 
U. S. C. § 1391, which governs venue generally, states that “[e]xcept as 
otherwise provided by law . . . this section shall govern the venue of all 
civil actions brought in” federal district courts. § 1391(a)(1). It then 
defnes districts in which venue is proper. See § 1391(b). If a case falls 
within one of § 1391(b)'s districts, venue is proper; if it does not, venue is 
improper, and the case must be dismissed or transferred under § 1406(a). 
Whether the parties' contract contains a forum-selection clause has no 
bearing on whether a case falls into one of the specifed districts. 

This conclusion is confrmed by the structure of the federal venue 
provisions, which refects Congress' intent that venue should always lie 
in some federal court whenever federal courts have personal jurisdiction 
over the defendant. See § 1391(b)(3). The conclusion also follows from 
this Court's decisions construing the federal venue statutes. See Van 
Dusen v. Barrack, 376 U. S. 612; Stewart Organization, Inc. v. Ricoh 
Corp., 487 U. S. 22. Pp. 55–59. 

(b) Although a forum-selection clause does not render venue in a 
court “wrong” or “improper” under § 1406(a) or Rule 12(b)(3), the clause 
may be enforced through a motion to transfer under § 1404(a), which 
permits transfer to any other district where venue is proper or to any 
district to which the parties have agreed by contract or stipulation. 
Section 1404(a), however, governs transfer only within the federal court 
system. When a forum-selection clause points to a state or foreign 
forum, the clause may be enforced through the doctrine of forum non 
conveniens. Section 1404(a) is a codifcation of that doctrine for the 
subset of cases in which the transferee forum is another federal court. 
Sinochem Int'l Co. v. Malaysia Int'l Shipping Corp., 549 U. S. 422. For 
all other cases, parties may still invoke the residual forum non conve-

niens doctrine. See id., at 430. Pp. 59–61. 
(c) The Court declines to consider whether a defendant in a breach-

of-contract action could obtain dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) if the plain-
tiff fles suit in a district other than the one specifed in a forum-selection 
clause. Petitioner did not fle a motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6), 
and the parties did not brief the Rule's application. P. 61. 

2. When a defendant fles a § 1404(a) motion, a district court should 
transfer the case unless extraordinary circumstances unrelated to the 
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convenience of the parties clearly disfavor a transfer. No such excep-
tional factors appear to be present in this case. Pp. 62–68. 

(a) Normally, a district court considering a § 1404(a) motion must 
evaluate both the private interests of the parties and public-interest 
considerations. But when the parties' contract contains a valid forum-
selection clause, that clause “represents [their] agreement as to the most 
proper forum,” Stewart, 487 U. S., at 31, and should be “given control-
ling weight in all but the most exceptional cases,” id., at 33 (Kennedy, 
J., concurring). The presence of a valid forum-selection clause requires 
district courts to adjust their usual § 1404(a) analysis in three ways. 
First, the plaintiff 's choice of forum merits no weight, and the plaintiff, 
as the party defying the forum-selection clause, has the burden of estab-
lishing that transfer to the forum for which the parties bargained is 
unwarranted. Second, the court should not consider the parties' pri-
vate interests aside from those embodied in the forum-selection clause; 
it may consider only public interests. Because public-interest factors 
will rarely defeat a transfer motion, the practical result is that forum-
selection clauses should control except in unusual cases. Third, when 
a party bound by a forum-selection clause fouts its contractual obliga-
tion and fles suit in a different forum, a § 1404(a) transfer of venue 
will not carry with it the original venue's choice-of-law rules. See Van 
Dusen, supra, at 639. Pp. 62–66. 

(b) Here, the District Court's application of § 1404(a) did not com-
port with these principles. The court improperly placed the burden 
on Atlantic Marine to prove that transfer to the parties' contractually 
preselected forum was appropriate instead of requiring J-Crew, the 
party acting in violation of the forum-selection clause, to show that 
public-interest factors overwhelmingly disfavored a transfer. It also 
erred in giving weight to the parties' private interests outside those 
expressed in the forum-selection clause. And its holding that public 
interests favored keeping the case in Texas because Texas contract law 
is more familiar to federal judges in Texas than to those in Virginia 
rested in part on the District Court's mistaken belief that the Virginia 
federal court would have been required to apply Texas' choice-of-law 
rules instead of Virginia's. Pp. 66–68. 

701 F. 3d 736, reversed and remanded. 

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

W. Scott Hastings argued the cause for petitioner. With 
him on the briefs were Thomas F. Loose, Christopher M. 
Boeck, and Michael L. Sterling. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



52 ATLANTIC MARINE CONSTR. CO. v. UNITED STATES 
DIST. COURT FOR WESTERN DIST. OF TEX. 

Opinion of the Court 

William R. Allensworth argued the cause for respondents. 
With him on the brief for respondent J-Crew Management, 
Inc., were Chad B. Simon and Joe R. Basham.* 

Justice Alito delivered the opinion of the Court. 

The question in this case concerns the procedure that is 
available for a defendant in a civil case who seeks to enforce 
a forum-selection clause. We reject petitioner's argument 
that such a clause may be enforced by a motion to dismiss 
under 28 U. S. C. § 1406(a) or Rule 12(b)(3) of the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure. Instead, a forum-selection clause 
may be enforced by a motion to transfer under § 1404(a) (2006 
ed., Supp. V), which provides that “[f]or the convenience of 
parties and witnesses, in the interest of justice, a district 
court may transfer any civil action to any other district or 
division where it might have been brought or to any district 
or division to which all parties have consented.” When a 
defendant fles such a motion, we conclude, a district court 
should transfer the case unless extraordinary circumstances 
unrelated to the convenience of the parties clearly disfavor a 
transfer. In the present case, both the District Court and 
the Court of Appeals misunderstood the standards to be ap-
plied in adjudicating a § 1404(a) motion in a case involving a 
forum-selection clause, and we therefore reverse the judg-
ment below. 

I 

Petitioner Atlantic Marine Construction Co., a Virginia 
corporation with its principal place of business in Virginia, 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for the Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States of America by Carter G. Phillips, Michael 
A. Nemeroff, Jacqueline G. Cooper, and Kate Comerford Todd; and for the 
New England Legal Foundation et al. by Benjamin G. Robbins and Mar-
tin J. Newhouse. A brief of amicus curiae urging vacatur was fled for 
Stephen E. Sachs by Jeffrey S. Bucholtz and Mr. Sachs, pro se. 

Roger P. Sugarman fled a brief for the American Subcontractors Asso-
ciation as amicus curiae urging affrmance. 
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entered into a contract with the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers to construct a child-development center at Fort 
Hood in the Western District of Texas. Atlantic Marine 
then entered into a subcontract with respondent J-Crew 
Management, Inc., a Texas corporation, for work on the proj-
ect. This subcontract included a forum-selection clause, 
which stated that all disputes between the parties “ ̀ shall be 
litigated in the Circuit Court for the City of Norfolk, Vir-
ginia, or the United States District Court for the Eastern 
District of Virginia, Norfolk Division.' ” In re Atlantic Ma-
rine Constr. Co., 701 F. 3d 736, 737–738 (CA5 2012). 

When a dispute about payment under the subcontract 
arose, however, J-Crew sued Atlantic Marine in the Western 
District of Texas, invoking that court's diversity jurisdiction. 
Atlantic Marine moved to dismiss the suit, arguing that the 
forum-selection clause rendered venue in the Western Dis-
trict of Texas “wrong” under § 1406(a) and “improper” under 
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(3). In the alternative, 
Atlantic Marine moved to transfer the case to the Eastern 
District of Virginia under § 1404(a). J-Crew opposed these 
motions. 

The District Court denied both motions. It frst con-
cluded that § 1404(a) is the exclusive mechanism for enforcing 
a forum-selection clause that points to another federal forum. 
The District Court then held that Atlantic Marine bore the 
burden of establishing that a transfer would be appropriate 
under § 1404(a) and that the court would “consider a nonex-
haustive and nonexclusive list of public and private interest 
factors,” of which the “forum-selection clause [was] only one 
such factor.” United States ex rel. J-Crew Management, 
Inc. v. Atlantic Marine Constr. Co., 2012 WL 8499879, *5 
(WD Tex., Aug. 6, 2012). Giving particular weight to its 
fndings that “compulsory process will not be available for 
the majority of J-Crew's witnesses” and that there would be 
“signifcant expense for those willing witnesses,” the Dis-
trict Court held that Atlantic Marine had failed to carry its 
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burden of showing that transfer “would be in the interest of 
justice or increase the convenience to the parties and their 
witnesses.” Id., at *7–*8; see also 701 F. 3d, at 743. 

Atlantic Marine petitioned the Court of Appeals for a writ 
of mandamus directing the District Court to dismiss the case 
under § 1406(a) or to transfer the case to the Eastern District 
of Virginia under § 1404(a). The Court of Appeals denied 
Atlantic Marine's petition because Atlantic Marine had not 
established a “ ̀ clear and indisputable' ” right to relief. Id., 
at 738; see Cheney v. United States Dist. Court for D. C., 542 
U. S. 367, 381 (2004) (mandamus “petitioner must satisfy the 
burden of showing that [his] right to issuance of the writ is 
clear and indisputable” (internal quotation marks omitted; 
brackets in original)). Relying on Stewart Organization, 
Inc. v. Ricoh Corp., 487 U. S. 22 (1988), the Court of Appeals 
agreed with the District Court that § 1404(a) is the exclu-
sive mechanism for enforcing a forum-selection clause that 
points to another federal forum when venue is otherwise 
proper in the district where the case was brought. See 701 
F. 3d, at 739–741.1 The court stated, however, that if a 
forum-selection clause points to a nonfederal forum, dis-
missal under Rule 12(b)(3) would be the correct mechanism 
to enforce the clause because § 1404(a) by its terms does not 
permit transfer to any tribunal other than another federal 
court. Id., at 740. The Court of Appeals then concluded 
that the District Court had not clearly abused its discretion 
in refusing to transfer the case after conducting the balance-
of-interests analysis required by § 1404(a). Id., at 741–743; 
see Cheney, supra, at 380 (permitting mandamus relief to 
correct “a clear abuse of discretion” (internal quotation 
marks omitted)). That was so even though there was no 

1 Venue was otherwise proper in the Western District of Texas because 
the subcontract at issue in the suit was entered into and was to be per-
formed in that district. See United States ex rel. J-Crew Management, 
Inc. v. Atlantic Marine Constr. Co., 2012 WL 8499879, *5 (WD Tex., Aug. 
6, 2012) (citing 28 U. S. C. § 1391(b)(2)). 
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dispute that the forum-selection clause was valid. See 701 
F. 3d, at 742; id., at 744 (concurring opinion). We granted 
certiorari. 569 U. S. 903 (2013). 

II 

Atlantic Marine contends that a party may enforce a 
forum-selection clause by seeking dismissal of the suit under 
§ 1406(a) and Rule 12(b)(3). We disagree. Section 1406(a) 
and Rule 12(b)(3) allow dismissal only when venue is 
“wrong” or “improper.” Whether venue is “wrong” or “im-
proper” depends exclusively on whether the court in which 
the case was brought satisfes the requirements of federal 
venue laws, and those provisions say nothing about a forum-
selection clause. 

A 

Section 1406(a) provides that “[t]he district court of a dis-
trict in which is fled a case laying venue in the wrong divi-
sion or district shall dismiss, or if it be in the interest of 
justice, transfer such case to any district or division in which 
it could have been brought.” Rule 12(b)(3) states that a 
party may move to dismiss a case for “improper venue.” 
These provisions therefore authorize dismissal only when 
venue is “wrong” or “improper” in the forum in which it 
was brought. 

This question—whether venue is “wrong ” or “im-
proper”—is generally governed by 28 U. S. C. § 1391 (2006 
ed., Supp. V).2 That provision states that “[e]xcept as other-
wise provided by law . . . this section shall govern the venue 
of all civil actions brought in district courts of the United 
States.” § 1391(a)(1) (emphasis added). It further provides 
that “[a] civil action may be brought in—(1) a judicial district 
in which any defendant resides, if all defendants are resi-

2 Section 1391 governs “venue generally,” that is, in cases where a more 
specifc venue provision does not apply. Cf., e. g., § 1400 (identifying 
proper venue for copyright and patent suits). 
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dents of the State in which the district is located; (2) a judi-
cial district in which a substantial part of the events or omis-
sions giving rise to the claim occurred, or a substantial part 
of property that is the subject of the action is situated; or (3) 
if there is no district in which an action may otherwise be 
brought as provided in this section, any judicial district in 
which any defendant is subject to the court's personal ju-
risdiction with respect to such action.” § 1391(b).3 When 
venue is challenged, the court must determine whether the 
case falls within one of the three categories set out in 
§ 1391(b). If it does, venue is proper; if it does not, venue is 
improper, and the case must be dismissed or transferred under 
§ 1406(a). Whether the parties entered into a contract con-
taining a forum-selection clause has no bearing on whether a 
case falls into one of the categories of cases listed in § 1391(b). 
As a result, a case fled in a district that falls within § 1391 may 
not be dismissed under § 1406(a) or Rule 12(b)(3). 

Petitioner's contrary view improperly confates the special 
statutory term “venue” and the word “forum.” It is cer-
tainly true that, in some contexts, the word “venue” is used 
synonymously with the term “forum,” but § 1391 makes clear 
that venue in “all civil actions” must be determined in ac-
cordance with the criteria outlined in that section. That 
language cannot reasonably be read to allow judicial consid-
eration of other, extrastatutory limitations on the forum in 
which a case may be brought. 

The structure of the federal venue provisions confrms 
that they alone defne whether venue exists in a given forum. 
In particular, the venue statutes refect Congress' intent that 
venue should always lie in some federal court whenever fed-
eral courts have personal jurisdiction over the defendant. 
The frst two paragraphs of § 1391(b) defne the preferred 
judicial districts for venue in a typical case, but the third 
paragraph provides a fallback option: If no other venue is 

3 Other provisions of § 1391 defne the requirements for proper venue in 
particular circumstances. 
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proper, then venue will lie in “any judicial district in which 
any defendant is subject to the court's personal jurisdiction.” 
(Emphasis added.) The statute thereby ensures that so 
long as a federal court has personal jurisdiction over the de-
fendant, venue will always lie somewhere. As we have pre-
viously noted, “Congress does not in general intend to create 
venue gaps, which take away with one hand what Congress 
has given by way of jurisdictional grant with the other.” 
Smith v. United States, 507 U. S. 197, 203 (1993) (internal 
quotation marks omitted). Yet petitioner's approach would 
mean that in some number of cases—those in which the 
forum-selection clause points to a state or foreign court— 
venue would not lie in any federal district. That would not 
comport with the statute's design, which contemplates that 
venue will always exist in some federal court. 

The conclusion that venue is proper so long as the 
requirements of § 1391(b) are met, irrespective of any forum-
selection clause, also follows from our prior decisions con-
struing the federal venue statutes. In Van Dusen v. Bar-
rack, 376 U. S. 612 (1964), we considered the meaning of 
§ 1404(a), which authorizes a district court to “transfer any 
civil action to any other district or division where it might 
have been brought.” The question in Van Dusen was 
whether § 1404(a) allows transfer to a district in which venue 
is proper under § 1391 but in which the case could not have 
been pursued in light of substantive state-law limitations on 
the suit. See id., at 614–615. In holding that transfer is 
permissible in that context, we construed the phrase “where 
it might have been brought” to refer to “the federal laws 
delimiting the districts in which such an action `may be 
brought,' ” id., at 624, noting that “the phrase `may be 
brought' recurs at least 10 times” in §§ 1391–1406, id., at 622. 
We perceived “no valid reason for reading the words `where 
it might have been brought' to narrow the range of permissi-
ble federal forums beyond those permitted by federal venue 
statutes.” Id., at 623. 
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As we noted in Van Dusen, § 1406(a) “shares the same 
statutory context” as § 1404(a) and “contain[s] a similar 
phrase.” Id., at 621, n. 11. It instructs a court to transfer 
a case from the “wrong” district to a district “in which it 
could have been brought.” The most reasonable interpreta-
tion of that provision is that a district cannot be “wrong” if 
it is one in which the case could have been brought under 
§ 1391. Under the construction of the venue laws we 
adopted in Van Dusen, a “wrong” district is therefore a 
district other than “those districts in which Congress has 
provided by its venue statutes that the action `may be 
brought.' ” Id., at 618 (emphasis added). If the federal 
venue statutes establish that suit may be brought in a partic-
ular district, a contractual bar cannot render venue in that 
district “wrong.” 

Our holding also fnds support in Stewart, 487 U. S. 22. 
As here, the parties in Stewart had included a forum-
selection clause in the relevant contract, but the plaintiff fled 
suit in a different federal district. The defendant had ini-
tially moved to transfer the case or, in the alternative, to 
dismiss for improper venue under § 1406(a), but by the time 
the case reached this Court, the defendant had abandoned its 
§ 1406(a) argument and sought only transfer under § 1404(a). 
We rejected the plaintiff 's argument that state law governs 
a motion to transfer venue pursuant to a forum-selection 
clause, concluding instead that “federal law, specifcally 
28 U. S. C. § 1404(a), governs the District Court's decision 
whether to give effect to the parties' forum-selection 
clause.” Id., at 32. We went on to explain that a “motion 
to transfer under § 1404(a) . . . calls on the district court to 
weigh in the balance a number of case-specifc factors” and 
that the “presence of a forum-selection clause . . . will be a 
signifcant factor that fgures centrally in the district court's 
calculus.” Id., at 29. 

The question whether venue in the original court was 
“wrong” under § 1406(a) was not before the Court, but we 
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wrote in a footnote that “[t]he parties do not dispute that the 
District Court properly denied the motion to dismiss the case 
for improper venue under 28 U. S. C. § 1406(a) because re-
spondent apparently does business in the Northern District 
of Alabama. See 28 U. S. C. § 1391(c) (venue proper in judi-
cial district in which corporation is doing business).” Id., at 
28, n. 8. In other words, because § 1391 made venue proper, 
venue could not be “wrong” for purposes of § 1406(a). 
Though dictum, the Court's observation supports the holding 
we reach today. A contrary view would all but drain Stew-
art of any signifcance. If a forum-selection clause rendered 
venue in all other federal courts “wrong,” a defendant could 
always obtain automatic dismissal or transfer under § 1406(a) 
and would not have any reason to resort to § 1404(a). Stew-
art's holding would be limited to the presumably rare case in 
which the defendant inexplicably fails to fle a motion under 
§ 1406(a) or Rule 12(b)(3). 

B 

Although a forum-selection clause does not render venue 
in a court “wrong” or “improper” within the meaning of 
§ 1406(a) or Rule 12(b)(3), the clause may be enforced through 
a motion to transfer under § 1404(a). That provision states 
that “[f]or the convenience of parties and witnesses, in the 
interest of justice, a district court may transfer any civil ac-
tion to any other district or division where it might have 
been brought or to any district or division to which all par-
ties have consented.” Unlike § 1406(a), § 1404(a) does not 
condition transfer on the initial forum's being “wrong.” And 
it permits transfer to any district where venue is also proper 
(i. e., “where [the case] might have been brought”) or to any 
other district to which the parties have agreed by contract 
or stipulation. 

Section 1404(a) therefore provides a mechanism for en-
forcement of forum-selection clauses that point to a particu-
lar federal district. And for the reasons we address in Part 
III, infra, a proper application of § 1404(a) requires that a 
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forum-selection clause be “given controlling weight in all but 
the most exceptional cases.” Stewart, supra, at 33 (Ken-
nedy, J., concurring). 

Atlantic Marine argues that § 1404(a) is not a suitable 
mechanism to enforce forum-selection clauses because that 
provision cannot provide for transfer when a forum-selection 
clause specifes a state or foreign tribunal, see Brief for 
Petitioner 18–19, and we agree with Atlantic Marine that 
the Court of Appeals failed to provide a sound answer to 
this problem. The Court of Appeals opined that a forum-
selection clause pointing to a nonfederal forum should be en-
forced through Rule 12(b)(3), which permits a party to move 
for dismissal of a case based on “improper venue.” 701 
F. 3d, at 740. As Atlantic Marine persuasively argues, how-
ever, that conclusion cannot be reconciled with our construc-
tion of the term “improper venue” in § 1406 to refer only to 
a forum that does not satisfy federal venue laws. If venue 
is proper under federal venue rules, it does not matter for 
the purpose of Rule 12(b)(3) whether the forum-selection 
clause points to a federal or a nonfederal forum. 

Instead, the appropriate way to enforce a forum-selection 
clause pointing to a state or foreign forum is through the 
doctrine of forum non conveniens. Section 1404(a) is 
merely a codifcation of the doctrine of forum non conve-
niens for the subset of cases in which the transferee forum 
is within the federal court system; in such cases, Congress 
has replaced the traditional remedy of outright dismissal 
with transfer. See Sinochem Int'l Co. v. Malaysia Int'l 
Shipping Corp., 549 U. S. 422, 430 (2007) (“For the federal 
court system, Congress has codifed the doctrine . . . ”); see 
also notes following § 1404 (Historical and Revision Notes) 
(Section 1404(a) “was drafted in accordance with the doctrine 
of forum non conveniens, permitting transfer to a more con-
venient forum, even though the venue is proper”). For the 
remaining set of cases calling for a nonfederal forum, 
§ 1404(a) has no application, but the residual doctrine of 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 49 (2013) 61 

Opinion of the Court 

forum non conveniens “has continuing application in federal 
courts.” Sinochem, 549 U. S., at 430 (internal quotation 
marks and brackets omitted); see also ibid. (noting that fed-
eral courts invoke forum non conveniens “in cases where 
the alternative forum is abroad, and perhaps in rare in-
stances where a state or territorial court serves litigational 
convenience best” (internal quotation marks and citation 
omitted)). And because both § 1404(a) and the forum non 
conveniens doctrine from which it derives entail the same 
balancing-of-interests standard, courts should evaluate a 
forum-selection clause pointing to a nonfederal forum in the 
same way that they evaluate a forum-selection clause point-
ing to a federal forum. See Stewart, 487 U. S., at 37 
(Scalia, J., dissenting) (Section 1404(a) “did not change `the 
relevant factors' which federal courts used to consider under 
the doctrine of forum non conveniens” (quoting Norwood v. 
Kirkpatrick, 349 U. S. 29, 32 (1955))). 

C 

An amicus before the Court argues that a defendant in a 
breach-of-contract action should be able to obtain dismissal 
under Rule 12(b)(6) if the plaintiff fles suit in a district other 
than the one specifed in a valid forum-selection clause. See 
Brief for Stephen E. Sachs. Petitioner, however, did not fle 
a motion under Rule 12(b)(6), and the parties did not brief 
the Rule's application to this case at any stage of this litiga-
tion. We therefore will not consider it. Even if a defend-
ant could use Rule 12(b)(6) to enforce a forum-selection 
clause, that would not change our conclusions that § 1406(a) 
and Rule 12(b)(3) are not proper mechanisms to enforce 
a forum-selection clause and that § 1404(a) and the forum 
non conveniens doctrine provide appropriate enforcement 
mechanisms.4 

4 We observe, moreover, that a motion under Rule 12(b)(6), unlike a mo-
tion under § 1404(a) or the forum non conveniens doctrine, may lead to a 
jury trial on venue if issues of material fact relating to the validity of the 
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III 

Although the Court of Appeals correctly identified 
§ 1404(a) as the appropriate provision to enforce the forum-
selection clause in this case, the Court of Appeals erred 
in failing to make the adjustments required in a § 1404(a) 
analysis when the transfer motion is premised on a forum-
selection clause. When the parties have agreed to a valid 
forum-selection clause, a district court should ordinarily 
transfer the case to the forum specifed in that clause.5 Only 
under extraordinary circumstances unrelated to the conven-
ience of the parties should a § 1404(a) motion be denied. 
And no such exceptional factors appear to be present in 
this case. 

A 

In the typical case not involving a forum-selection clause, 
a district court considering a § 1404(a) motion (or a forum 
non conveniens motion) must evaluate both the convenience 
of the parties and various public-interest considerations.6 

Ordinarily, the district court would weigh the relevant fac-

forum-selection clause arise. Even if Professor Sachs is ultimately cor-
rect, therefore, defendants would have sensible reasons to invoke § 1404(a) 
or the forum non conveniens doctrine in addition to Rule 12(b)(6). 

5 Our analysis presupposes a contractually valid forum-selection clause. 
6 Factors relating to the parties' private interests include “relative ease 

of access to sources of proof; availability of compulsory process for attend-
ance of unwilling, and the cost of obtaining attendance of willing, wit-
nesses; possibility of view of premises, if view would be appropriate to the 
action; and all other practical problems that make trial of a case easy, 
expeditious and inexpensive.” Piper Aircraft Co. v. Reyno, 454 U. S. 235, 
241, n. 6 (1981) (internal quotation marks omitted). Public-interest fac-
tors may include “the administrative diffculties fowing from court con-
gestion; the local interest in having localized controversies decided at 
home; [and] the interest in having the trial of a diversity case in a forum 
that is at home with the law.” Ibid. (internal quotation marks omitted). 
The court must also give some weight to the plaintiffs' choice of forum. 
See Norwood v. Kirkpatrick, 349 U. S. 29, 32 (1955). 
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tors and decide whether, on balance, a transfer would serve 
“the convenience of parties and witnesses” and otherwise 
promote “the interest of justice.” § 1404(a). 

The calculus changes, however, when the parties' contract 
contains a valid forum-selection clause, which “represents 
the parties' agreement as to the most proper forum.” 
Stewart, 487 U. S., at 31. The “enforcement of valid forum-
selection clauses, bargained for by the parties, protects their 
legitimate expectations and furthers vital interests of the 
justice system.” Id., at 33 (Kennedy, J., concurring). For 
that reason, and because the overarching consideration 
under § 1404(a) is whether a transfer would promote “the 
interest of justice,” “a valid forum-selection clause [should 
be] given controlling weight in all but the most exceptional 
cases.” Id., at 33 (same). The presence of a valid forum-
selection clause requires district courts to adjust their usual 
§ 1404(a) analysis in three ways. 

First, the plaintiff 's choice of forum merits no weight. 
Rather, as the party defying the forum-selection clause, the 
plaintiff bears the burden of establishing that transfer to the 
forum for which the parties bargained is unwarranted. Be-
cause plaintiffs are ordinarily allowed to select whatever 
forum they consider most advantageous (consistent with ju-
risdictional and venue limitations), we have termed their se-
lection the “plaintiff 's venue privilege.” Van Dusen, 376 
U. S., at 635.7 But when a plaintiff agrees by contract to 
bring suit only in a specifed forum—presumably in exchange 
for other binding promises by the defendant—the plaintiff 
has effectively exercised its “venue privilege” before a dis-
pute arises. Only that initial choice deserves deference, and 

7 We note that this “privilege” exists within the confnes of statutory 
limitations, and “[i]n most instances, the purpose of statutorily specifed 
venue is to protect the defendant against the risk that a plaintiff will 
select an unfair or inconvenient place of trial.” Leroy v. Great Western 
United Corp., 443 U. S. 173, 183–184 (1979). 
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the plaintiff must bear the burden of showing why the court 
should not transfer the case to the forum to which the par-
ties agreed. 

Second, a court evaluating a defendant's § 1404(a) motion 
to transfer based on a forum-selection clause should not con-
sider arguments about the parties' private interests. When 
parties agree to a forum-selection clause, they waive the 
right to challenge the preselected forum as inconvenient or 
less convenient for themselves or their witnesses, or for their 
pursuit of the litigation. A court accordingly must deem the 
private-interest factors to weigh entirely in favor of the pre-
selected forum. As we have explained in a different but 
“ ̀ instructive' ” context, Stewart, supra, at 28, “[w]hatever 
`inconvenience' [the parties] would suffer by being forced to 
litigate in the contractual forum as [they] agreed to do was 
clearly foreseeable at the time of contracting.” The Bremen 
v. Zapata Off-Shore Co., 407 U. S. 1, 17–18 (1972); see also 
Stewart, supra, at 33 (Kennedy, J., concurring) (stating that 
Bremen's “reasoning applies with much force to federal 
courts sitting in diversity”). 

As a consequence, a district court may consider arguments 
about public-interest factors only. See n. 6, supra. Be-
cause those factors will rarely defeat a transfer motion, the 
practical result is that forum-selection clauses should con-
trol except in unusual cases. Although it is “conceivable 
in a particular case” that the district court “would refuse 
to transfer a case notwithstanding the counterweight of a 
forum-selection clause,” Stewart, supra, at 30–31, such cases 
will not be common. 

Third, when a party bound by a forum-selection clause 
fouts its contractual obligation and fles suit in a different 
forum, a § 1404(a) transfer of venue will not carry with it the 
original venue's choice-of-law rules—a factor that in some 
circumstances may affect public-interest considerations. 
See Piper Aircraft Co. v. Reyno, 454 U. S. 235, 241, n. 6 
(1981) (listing a court's familiarity with the “law that must 
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govern the action” as a potential factor). A federal court 
sitting in diversity ordinarily must follow the choice-of-law 
rules of the State in which it sits. See Klaxon Co. v. Stentor 
Elec. Mfg. Co., 313 U. S. 487, 494–496 (1941). However, we 
previously identifed an exception to that principle for 
§ 1404(a) transfers, requiring that the state law applicable in 
the original court also apply in the transferee court. See 
Van Dusen, 376 U. S., at 639. We deemed that exception 
necessary to prevent “defendants, properly subjected to suit 
in the transferor State,” from “invok[ing] § 1404(a) to gain 
the benefts of the laws of another jurisdiction . . . .” Id., at 
638; see Ferens v. John Deere Co., 494 U. S. 516, 522 (1990) 
(extending the Van Dusen rule to § 1404(a) motions by 
plaintiffs). 

The policies motivating our exception to the Klaxon rule 
for § 1404(a) transfers, however, do not support an extension 
to cases where a defendant's motion is premised on enforce-
ment of a valid forum-selection clause. See Ferens, supra, 
at 523. To the contrary, those considerations lead us to re-
ject the rule that the law of the court in which the plaintiff 
inappropriately fled suit should follow the case to the forum 
contractually selected by the parties. In Van Dusen, we 
were concerned that, through a § 1404(a) transfer, a defend-
ant could “defeat the state-law advantages that might accrue 
from the exercise of [the plaintiff 's] venue privilege.” 376 
U. S., at 635. But as discussed above, a plaintiff who fles 
suit in violation of a forum-selection clause enjoys no such 
“privilege” with respect to its choice of forum, and therefore 
it is entitled to no concomitant “state-law advantages.” Not 
only would it be inequitable to allow the plaintiff to fasten 
its choice of substantive law to the venue transfer, but it 
would also encourage gamesmanship. Because “§ 1404(a) 
should not create or multiply opportunities for forum shop-
ping,” Ferens, supra, at 523, we will not apply the Van 
Dusen rule when a transfer stems from enforcement of a 
forum-selection clause: The court in the contractually se-
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lected venue should not apply the law of the transferor venue 
to which the parties waived their right.8 

When parties have contracted in advance to litigate dis-
putes in a particular forum, courts should not unnecessarily 
disrupt the parties' settled expectations. A forum-selection 
clause, after all, may have fgured centrally in the parties' 
negotiations and may have affected how they set monetary 
and other contractual terms; it may, in fact, have been a criti-
cal factor in their agreement to do business together in the 
frst place. In all but the most unusual cases, therefore, “the 
interest of justice” is served by holding parties to their 
bargain. 

B 

The District Court's application of § 1404(a) in this case 
did not comport with these principles. The District Court 
improperly placed the burden on Atlantic Marine to prove 
that transfer to the parties' contractually preselected forum 
was appropriate. As the party acting in violation of the 
forum-selection clause, J-Crew must bear the burden of 
showing that public-interest factors overwhelmingly disfa-
vor a transfer. 

8 For the reasons detailed above, see Part II–B, supra, the same stand-
ards should apply to motions to dismiss for forum non conveniens in cases 
involving valid forum-selection clauses pointing to state or foreign forums. 
We have noted in contexts unrelated to forum-selection clauses that a de-
fendant “invoking forum non conveniens ordinarily bears a heavy burden 
in opposing the plaintiff 's chosen forum.” Sinochem Int'l Co. v. Malaysia 
Int'l Shipping Co., 549 U. S. 422, 430 (2007). That is because of the 
“hars[h] result” of that doctrine: Unlike a § 1404(a) motion, a successful 
motion under forum non conveniens requires dismissal of the case. Nor-
wood, 349 U. S., at 32. That inconveniences plaintiffs in several respects 
and even “makes it possible for [plaintiffs] to lose out completely, through 
the running of the statute of limitations in the forum fnally deemed appro-
priate.” Id., at 31 (internal quotation marks omitted). Such caution is 
not warranted, however, when the plaintiff has violated a contractual obli-
gation by fling suit in a forum other than the one specifed in a valid 
forum-selection clause. In such a case, dismissal would work no injustice 
on the plaintiff. 
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The District Court also erred in giving weight to argu-
ments about the parties' private interests, given that all pri-
vate interests, as expressed in the forum-selection clause, 
weigh in favor of the transfer. The District Court stated 
that the private-interest factors “militat[e] against a transfer 
to Virginia” because “compulsory process will not be avail-
able for the majority of J-Crew's witnesses” and there will 
be “signifcant expense for those willing witnesses.” 2012 
WL 8499879, *6–*7; see 701 F. 3d, at 743 (noting District 
Court's “concer[n] with J-Crew's ability to secure witnesses 
for trial”). But when J-Crew entered into a contract to liti-
gate all disputes in Virginia, it knew that a distant forum 
might hinder its ability to call certain witnesses and might 
impose other burdens on its litigation efforts. It neverthe-
less promised to resolve its disputes in Virginia, and the Dis-
trict Court should not have given any weight to J-Crew's 
current claims of inconvenience. 

The District Court also held that the public-interest fac-
tors weighed in favor of keeping the case in Texas because 
Texas contract law is more familiar to federal judges in 
Texas than to their federal colleagues in Virginia. That rul-
ing, however, rested in part on the District Court's belief 
that the federal court sitting in Virginia would have been 
required to apply Texas' choice-of-law rules, which in this 
case pointed to Texas contract law. See 2012 WL 8499879, 
*8 (citing Van Dusen, supra, at 639). But for the reasons 
we have explained, the transferee court would apply Virginia 
choice-of-law rules. It is true that even these Virginia rules 
may point to the contract law of Texas, as the State in which 
the contract was formed. But at minimum, the fact that the 
Virginia court will not be required to apply Texas choice-of-
law rules reduces whatever weight the District Court might 
have given to the public-interest factor that looks to the fa-
miliarity of the transferee court with the applicable law. 
And, in any event, federal judges routinely apply the law of 
a State other than the State in which they sit. We are not 
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aware of any exceptionally arcane features of Texas contract 
law that are likely to defy comprehension by a federal judge 
sitting in Virginia. 

* * * 

We reverse the judgment of the Court of Appeals for the 
Fifth Circuit. Although no public-interest factors that 
might support the denial of Atlantic Marine's motion to 
transfer are apparent on the record before us, we remand 
the case for the courts below to decide that question. 

It is so ordered. 
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SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS, INC. v. JACOBS et al. 

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

No. 12–815. Argued November 5, 2013—Decided December 10, 2013 

Sprint Communications, Inc. (Sprint), a national telecommunications serv-
ice provider, withheld payment of intercarrier access fees imposed by 
Windstream Iowa Communications, Inc. (Windstream), a local telecom-
munications carrier, for long distance Voice over Internet Protocol 
(VoIP) calls, after concluding that the Telecommunications Act of 1996 
preempted intrastate regulation of VoIP traffc. Windstream re-
sponded by threatening to block all Sprint customer calls, which led 
Sprint to ask the Iowa Utilities Board (IUB) to enjoin Windstream from 
discontinuing service to Sprint. Windstream retracted its threat, and 
Sprint moved to withdraw its complaint. Concerned that the dispute 
would recur, the IUB continued the proceedings in order to resolve the 
question whether VoIP calls are subject to intrastate regulation. Re-
jecting Sprint's argument that this question was governed by federal 
law, the IUB ruled that intrastate fees applied to VoIP calls. 

Sprint sued respondents, IUB members (collectively IUB), in Federal 
District Court, seeking a declaration that the Telecommunications Act 
of 1996 preempted the IUB's decision. As relief, Sprint sought an in-
junction against enforcement of the IUB's order. Sprint also sought 
review of the IUB's order in Iowa state court, reiterating the preemp-
tion argument made in Sprint's federal-court complaint and asserting 
several other claims. Invoking Younger v. Harris, 401 U. S. 37, the 
Federal District Court abstained from adjudicating Sprint's complaint 
in deference to the parallel state-court proceeding. The Eighth Cir-
cuit affrmed the District Court's abstention decision, concluding that 
Younger abstention was required because the ongoing state-court re-
view concerned Iowa's important interest in regulating and enforcing 
state utility rates. 

Held: This case does not fall within any of the three classes of exceptional 
cases for which Younger abstention is appropriate. Pp. 76–82. 

(a) The District Court had jurisdiction to decide whether federal law 
preempted the IUB's decision, see Verizon Md. Inc. v. Public Serv. 
Comm'n of Md., 535 U. S. 635, 642, and thus had a “virtually unfagging 
obligation” to hear and decide the case, Colorado River Water Conser-
vation Dist. v. United States, 424 U. S. 800, 817. In Younger, this Court 
recognized an exception to that obligation for cases in which there is a 
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parallel, pending state criminal proceeding. This Court has extended 
Younger abstention to particular state civil proceedings that are akin to 
criminal prosecutions, see Huffman v. Pursue, Ltd., 420 U. S. 592, or 
that implicate a State's interest in enforcing the orders and judgments 
of its courts, see Pennzoil Co. v. Texaco Inc., 481 U. S. 1, but has reaf-
frmed that “only exceptional circumstances justify a federal court's re-
fusal to decide a case in deference to the States,” New Orleans Public 
Service, Inc. v. Council of City of New Orleans, 491 U. S. 350, 368 
(NOPSI ). NOPSI identifed three such “exceptional circumstances.” 
First, Younger precludes federal intrusion into ongoing state criminal 
prosecutions. See 491 U. S., at 368. Second, certain “civil enforcement 
proceedings” warrant Younger abstention. 491 U. S., at 368. Finally, 
federal courts should refrain from interfering with pending “civil pro-
ceedings involving certain orders . . . uniquely in furtherance of the 
state courts' ability to perform their judicial functions.” Ibid. This 
Court has not applied Younger outside these three “exceptional” catego-
ries, and rules, in accord with NOPSI, that they defne Younger's scope. 
Pp. 76–78. 

(b) The initial IUB proceeding does not fall within any of NOPSI 's 
three exceptional categories and therefore does not trigger Younger ab-
stention. The frst and third categories plainly do not accommodate the 
IUB's proceeding, which was civil, not criminal, in character, and which 
did not touch on a state court's ability to perform its judicial function. 
Nor is the IUB's order an act of civil enforcement of the kind to which 
Younger has been extended. The IUB proceeding is not “akin to a 
criminal prosecution.” Huffman, 420 U. S., at 604. Nor was it initi-
ated by “the State in its sovereign capacity,” Trainor v. Hernandez, 431 
U. S. 434, 444, to sanction Sprint for some wrongful act, see, e. g., Mid-
dlesex County Ethics Comm. v. Garden State Bar Assn., 457 U. S. 423, 
433–434. Rather, the action was initiated by Sprint, a private corpora-
tion. No state authority conducted an investigation into Sprint's activi-
ties or lodged a formal complaint against Sprint. 

Once Sprint withdrew the complaint that commenced administrative 
proceedings, the IUB argues, those proceedings became, essentially, a 
civil enforcement action. However, the IUB's adjudicative authority 
was invoked to settle a civil dispute between two private parties, not to 
sanction Sprint for a wrongful act. 

In holding that abstention was the proper course, the Eighth Circuit 
misinterpreted this Court's decision in Middlesex to mean that Younger 
abstention is warranted whenever there is (1) “an ongoing state judicial 
proceeding, which (2) implicates important state interests, and (3) . . . 
provide[s] an adequate opportunity to raise [federal] challenges.” 690 
F. 3d 864, 867. In Middlesex, the Court invoked Younger to bar a fed-
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eral court from entertaining a lawyer's challenge to a state ethics com-
mittee's pending investigation of the lawyer. Unlike the IUB's proceed-
ing, however, the state ethics committee's hearing in Middlesex was 
plainly “akin to a criminal proceeding”: An investigation and formal 
complaint preceded the hearing, an agency of the State's Supreme Court 
initiated the hearing, and the hearing's purpose was to determine 
whether the lawyer should be disciplined for failing to meet the State's 
professional conduct standards. 457 U. S., at 433–435. The three Mid-
dlesex conditions invoked by the Court of Appeals were therefore not 
dispositive; they were, instead, additional factors appropriately consid-
ered by the federal court before invoking Younger. Younger extends 
to the three “exceptional circumstances” identifed in NOPSI, but no 
further. Pp. 78–82. 

690 F. 3d 864, reversed. 

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

Timothy J. Simeone argued the cause for petitioner. 
With him on the briefs were Christopher J. Wright and 
Mark D. Davis. 

David J. Lynch argued the cause for respondents. With 
him on the briefs was Mary F. Whitman.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for the Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States of America by Patrick F. Philbin and 
Rachel Brand; for CTIA–The Wireless Association by Patricia A. Millett, 
Ruthanne M. Deutsch, Michael Altschul, and Hyland Hunt; and for Law 
Professors by Marc A. Goldman. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the State of 
Michigan et al. by Bill Schuette, Attorney General of Michigan, John J. 
Bursch, Solicitor General, Dan Schweitzer, and Gregory McHugh, by Peter 
K. Michael, Interim Attorney General of Wyoming, and by the Attorneys 
General for their respective States as follows: Luther Strange of Alabama, 
Thomas C. Horne of Arizona, John W. Suthers of Colorado, Samuel S. 
Olens of Georgia, David M. Louie of Hawaii, Lawrence G. Wasden of 
Idaho, Lisa Madigan of Illinois, Gregory F. Zoeller of Indiana, Jack Con-
way of Kentucky, Douglas F. Gansler of Maryland, Jim Hood of Missis-
sippi, Catherine Cortez Masto of Nevada, Gary K. King of New Mexico, 
Kathleen G. Kane of Pennsylvania, Marty J. Jackley of South Dakota, 
Robert E. Cooper, Jr., of Tennessee, John E. Swallow of Utah, William 
H. Sorrell of Vermont, Robert W. Ferguson of Washington, and J. B. Van 
Hollen of Wisconsin; for the Iowa Offce of Consumer Advocate by Mark 
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Justice Ginsburg delivered the opinion of the Court. 

This case involves two proceedings, one pending in state 
court, the other in federal court. Each seeks review of an 
Iowa Utilities Board (IUB or Board) order. And each pre-
sents the question whether Windstream Iowa Communica-
tions, Inc. (Windstream), a local telecommunications carrier, 
may impose on Sprint Communications, Inc. (Sprint), intra-
state access charges for telephone calls transported via the 
Internet. Federal-court jurisdiction over controversies of 
this kind was confrmed in Verizon Md. Inc. v. Public Serv. 
Comm'n of Md., 535 U. S. 635 (2002). Invoking Younger 
v. Harris, 401 U. S. 37 (1971), the U. S. District Court for 
the Southern District of Iowa abstained from adjudicating 
Sprint's complaint in deference to the parallel state-court 
proceeding, and the Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit 
affrmed the District Court's abstention decision. 

We reverse the judgment of the Court of Appeals. In the 
main, federal courts are obliged to decide cases within the 
scope of federal jurisdiction. Abstention is not in order sim-
ply because a pending state-court proceeding involves the 
same subject matter. New Orleans Public Service, Inc. v. 
Council of City of New Orleans, 491 U. S. 350, 373 (1989) 
(NOPSI ) (“[T]here is no doctrine that . . . pendency of state 
judicial proceedings excludes the federal courts.”). This 
Court has recognized, however, certain instances in which 
the prospect of undue interference with state proceedings 
counsels against federal relief. See id., at 368. 

Younger exemplifes one class of cases in which federal-
court abstention is required: When there is a parallel, pend-
ing state criminal proceeding, federal courts must refrain 
from enjoining the state prosecution. This Court has ex-
tended Younger abstention to particular state civil proceed-
ings that are akin to criminal prosecutions, see Huffman v. 
Pursue, Ltd., 420 U. S. 592 (1975), or that implicate a State's 

R. Schuling; and for the National Conference of State Legislatures et al. 
by Kira L. Klatchko, Irene S. Zurko, and Lisa E. Soronen. 
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interest in enforcing the orders and judgments of its courts, 
see Pennzoil Co. v. Texaco Inc., 481 U. S. 1 (1987). We have 
cautioned, however, that federal courts ordinarily should en-
tertain and resolve on the merits an action within the scope 
of a jurisdictional grant, and should not “refus[e] to decide a 
case in deference to the States.” NOPSI, 491 U. S., at 368. 

Circumstances ftting within the Younger doctrine, we 
have stressed, are “exceptional”; they include, as catalogued 
in NOPSI, “state criminal prosecutions,” “civil enforcement 
proceedings,” and “civil proceedings involving certain orders 
that are uniquely in furtherance of the state courts' ability 
to perform their judicial functions.” 491 U. S., at 367–368. 
Because this case presents none of the circumstances the 
Court has ranked as “exceptional,” the general rule governs: 
“[T]he pendency of an action in [a] state court is no bar to 
proceedings concerning the same matter in the Federal court 
having jurisdiction.” Colorado River Water Conservation 
Dist. v. United States, 424 U. S. 800, 817 (1976) (quoting Mc-
Clellan v. Carland, 217 U. S. 268, 282 (1910)). 

I 

Sprint, a national telecommunications service provider, 
has long paid intercarrier access fees to the Iowa communi-
cations company Windstream (formerly Iowa Telecom) for 
certain long distance calls placed by Sprint customers to 
Windstream's in-state customers. In 2009, however, Sprint 
decided to withhold payment for a subset of those calls, 
classifed as Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP), after con-
cluding that the Telecommunications Act of 1996 preempted 
intrastate regulation of VoIP traffc.1 In response, Wind-
stream threatened to block all calls to and from Sprint 
customers. 

1 The Federal Communications Commission has yet to provide its view 
on whether the Telecommunications Act categorically preempts intrastate 
access charges for VoIP calls. See In re Connect America Fund, 26 FCC 
Rcd. 17663, 18002, ¶934 (2011) (reserving the question whether all VoIP 
calls “must be subject exclusively to federal regulation”). 
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Sprint fled a complaint against Windstream with the IUB 
asking the Board to enjoin Windstream from discontinuing 
service to Sprint. In Sprint's view, Iowa law entitled it to 
withhold payment while it contested the access charges and 
prohibited Windstream from carrying out its disconnection 
threat. In answer to Sprint's complaint, Windstream re-
tracted its threat to discontinue serving Sprint, and Sprint 
moved, successfully, to withdraw its complaint. Because the 
confict between Sprint and Windstream over VoIP calls was 
“likely to recur,” however, the IUB decided to continue the 
proceedings to resolve the underlying legal question, i. e., 
whether VoIP calls are subject to intrastate regulation. 
Order in Sprint Communications Co. v. Iowa Telecommuni-
cations Servs., Inc., No. FCU–2010–0001 (IUB, Feb. 1, 2010), 
p. 6 (IUB Order). The question retained by the IUB, Sprint 
argued, was governed by federal law, and was not within the 
IUB's adjudicative jurisdiction. The IUB disagreed, ruling 
that the intrastate fees applied to VoIP calls.2 

Seeking to overturn the Board's ruling, Sprint commenced 
two lawsuits. First, Sprint sued the members of the IUB 
(respondents here) 3 in their offcial capacities in the United 
States District Court for the Southern District of Iowa. In 
its federal-court complaint, Sprint sought a declaration that 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 preempted the IUB's 
decision; as relief, Sprint requested an injunction against en-
forcement of the IUB's order. Second, Sprint petitioned for 
review of the IUB's order in Iowa state court. The state 
petition reiterated the preemption argument Sprint made in 
its federal-court complaint; in addition, Sprint asserted state 
law and procedural due process claims. Because Eighth 
Circuit precedent effectively required a plaintiff to exhaust 
state remedies before proceeding to federal court, see Al-
leghany Corp. v. McCartney, 896 F. 2d 1138 (1990), Sprint 

2 At the conclusion of the IUB proceedings, Sprint paid Windstream all 
contested fees. 

3 For convenience, we refer to respondents collectively as the IUB. 
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urges that it fled the state suit as a protective measure. 
Failing to do so, Sprint explains, risked losing the opportu-
nity to obtain any review, federal or state, should the federal 
court decide to abstain after the expiration of the Iowa stat-
ute of limitations. See Brief for Petitioner 7–8.4 

As Sprint anticipated, the IUB fled a motion asking the 
Federal District Court to abstain in light of the state suit, 
citing Younger v. Harris, 401 U. S. 37 (1971). The District 
Court granted the IUB's motion and dismissed the suit. 
The IUB's decision, and the pending state-court review of it, 
the District Court said, composed one “uninterruptible proc-
ess” implicating important state interests. On that ground, 
the court ruled, Younger abstention was in order. Sprint 
Communications Co. v. Berntsen, No. 4:11–cv–00183–JAJ 
(SD Iowa, Aug. 1, 2011), App. to Pet. for Cert. 11a, 24a. 

For the most part, the Eighth Circuit agreed with the Dis-
trict Court's judgment. The Court of Appeals rejected the 
argument, accepted by several of its sister courts, that 
Younger abstention is appropriate only when the parallel 
state proceedings are “coercive,” rather than “remedial,” in 
nature. 690 F. 3d 864, 868 (2012); cf. Guillemard-Ginorio v. 
Contreras-Gómez, 585 F. 3d 508, 522 (CA1 2009) (“[P]roceed-
ings must be coercive, and in most cases, state-initiated, in 
order to warrant abstention.”). Instead, the Eighth Circuit 
read this Court's precedent to require Younger abstention 
whenever “an ongoing state judicial proceeding . . . impli-
cates important state interests, and . . . the state proceedings 
provide an adequate opportunity to raise [federal] chal-

4 Since we granted certiorari, the Iowa state court issued an opinion 
rejecting Sprint's preemption claim on the merits. Sprint Communica-
tions Co. v. Iowa Utils. Bd., No. CV–8638, App. to Joint Supp. Brief 20a– 
36a (Iowa Dist. Ct., Sept. 16, 2013). The Iowa court decision does not, in 
the parties' view, moot this case, see Joint Supp. Brief 1, and we agree. 
Because Sprint intends to appeal the state-court decision, the “contro-
versy . . . remains live.” Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi Basic Industries 
Corp., 544 U. S. 280, 291, n. 7 (2005). 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



76 SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS, INC. v. JACOBS 

Opinion of the Court 

lenges.” 690 F. 3d, at 867 (citing Middlesex County Ethics 
Comm. v. Garden State Bar Assn., 457 U. S. 423, 432 (1982)). 
Those criteria were satisfed here, the appeals court held, 
because the ongoing state-court review of the IUB's decision 
concerned Iowa's “important state interest in regulating and 
enforcing its intrastate utility rates.” 690 F. 3d, at 868. 
Recognizing the “possibility that the parties [might] return 
to federal court,” however, the Court of Appeals vacated 
the judgment dismissing Sprint's complaint. In lieu of dis-
missal, the Eighth Circuit remanded the case, instructing the 
District Court to enter a stay during the pendency of the 
state-court action. Id., at 869. 

We granted certiorari to decide whether, consistent with 
our delineation of cases encompassed by the Younger 
doctrine, abstention was appropriate here. 569 U. S. 917 
(2013).5 

II 

A 

Neither party has questioned the District Court's juris-
diction to decide whether federal law preempted the IUB's 
decision, and rightly so. In Verizon Md. Inc. v. Public Serv. 
Comm'n of Md., 535 U. S. 635 (2002), we reviewed a similar 
federal-court challenge to a state administrative adjudica-
tion. In that case, as here, the party seeking federal-court 
review of a state agency's decision urged that the Telecom-
munications Act of 1996 preempted the state action. We 
had “no doubt that federal courts ha[d federal question] ju-
risdiction under [28 U. S. C.] § 1331 to entertain such a suit,” 
id., at 642, and nothing in the Telecommunications Act de-
tracted from that conclusion, see id., at 643. 

5 The IUB agrees with Sprint that our decision in Burford v. Sun Oil 
Co., 319 U. S. 315 (1943), cannot independently sustain the Eighth Circuit's 
abstention analysis. See Brief for Respondents 9; cf. New Orleans Public 
Service, Inc. v. Council of City of New Orleans, 491 U. S. 350, 359 (1989). 
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Federal courts, it was early and famously said, 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). Jurisdiction existing, 
this Court has cautioned, a federal court's “obligation” to 
hear and decide a case is “virtually unfagging.” Colorado 
River, 424 U. S., at 817. Parallel state-court proceedings do 
not detract from that obligation. See ibid. 

In Younger, we recognized a “far-from-novel” exception to 
this general rule. NOPSI, 491 U. S., at 364. The plaintiff 
in Younger sought federal-court adjudication of the constitu-
tionality of the California Criminal Syndicalism Act. Re-
questing an injunction against the Act's enforcement, the 
federal-court plaintiff was at the time the defendant in a 
pending state criminal prosecution under the Act. In those 
circumstances, we said, the federal court should decline to 
enjoin the prosecution, absent bad faith, harassment, or a 
patently invalid state statute. See 401 U. S., at 53–54. Ab-
stention was in order, we explained, under “the basic doc-
trine of equity jurisprudence that courts of equity should not 
act . . . to restrain a criminal prosecution, when the moving 
party has an adequate remedy at law and will not suffer ir-
reparable injury if denied equitable relief.” Id., at 43–44. 
“[R]estraining equity jurisdiction within narrow limits,” the 
Court observed, would “prevent erosion of the role of the 
jury and avoid a duplication of legal proceedings and legal 
sanctions.” Id., at 44. We explained as well that this doc-
trine was “reinforced” by the notion of “ ̀ comity,' that is, a 
proper respect for state functions.” Ibid. 

We have since applied Younger to bar federal relief in cer-
tain civil actions. Huffman v. Pursue, Ltd., 420 U. S. 592 
(1975), is the pathmarking decision. There, Ohio offcials 
brought a civil action in state court to abate the showing of 
obscene movies in Pursue's theater. Because the State was 
a party and the proceeding was “in aid of and closely related 
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to [the State's] criminal statutes,” the Court held Younger 
abstention appropriate. 420 U. S., at 604. 

More recently, in NOPSI, 491 U. S., at 368, the Court had 
occasion to review and restate our Younger jurisprudence. 
NOPSI addressed and rejected an argument that a federal 
court should refuse to exercise jurisdiction to review a state 
council's ratemaking decision. “[O]nly exceptional circum-
stances,” we reaffrmed, “justify a federal court's refusal to 
decide a case in deference to the States.” 491 U. S., at 368. 
Those “exceptional circumstances” exist, the Court deter-
mined after surveying prior decisions, in three types of pro-
ceedings. First, Younger precluded federal intrusion into 
ongoing state criminal prosecutions. See 491 U. S., at 368. 
Second, certain “civil enforcement proceedings” warranted 
abstention. Ibid. (citing, e. g., Huffman, 420 U. S., at 604). 
Finally, federal courts refrained from interfering with pend-
ing “civil proceedings involving certain orders . . . uniquely 
in furtherance of the state courts' ability to perform their 
judicial functions.” 491 U. S., at 368 (citing Juidice v. Vail, 
430 U. S. 327, 336, n. 12 (1977), and Pennzoil Co., 481 U. S., 
at 13). We have not applied Younger outside these three 
“exceptional” categories, and today hold, in accord with 
NOPSI, that they defne Younger's scope. 

B 

The IUB does not assert that the Iowa state court's review 
of the Board decision, considered alone, implicates Younger. 
Rather, the initial administrative proceeding justifes staying 
any action in federal court, the IUB contends, until the state 
review process has concluded. The same argument was ad-
vanced in NOPSI. 491 U. S., at 368. We will assume with-
out deciding, as the Court did in NOPSI, that an administra-
tive adjudication and the subsequent state court's review of 
it count as a “unitary process” for Younger purposes. 491 
U. S., at 369. The question remains, however, whether the 
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initial IUB proceeding is of the “sort . . . entitled to Younger 
treatment.” Ibid. 

The IUB proceeding, we conclude, does not fall within any 
of the three exceptional categories described in NOPSI and 
therefore does not trigger Younger abstention. The frst 
and third categories plainly do not accommodate the IUB's 
proceeding. That proceeding was civil, not criminal, in 
character, and it did not touch on a state court's ability to 
perform its judicial function. Cf. Juidice, 430 U. S., at 336, 
n. 12 (civil contempt order); Pennzoil, 481 U. S., at 13 (re-
quirement for posting bond pending appeal). 

Nor does the IUB's order rank as an act of civil enforce-
ment of the kind to which Younger has been extended. Our 
decisions applying Younger to instances of civil enforcement 
have generally concerned state proceedings “akin to a crimi-
nal prosecution” in “important respects.” Huffman, 420 
U. S., at 604. See also Middlesex, 457 U. S., at 432 (Younger 
abstention appropriate where “noncriminal proceedings bear 
a close relationship to proceedings criminal in nature”). 
Such enforcement actions are characteristically initiated to 
sanction the federal plaintiff, i. e., the party challenging the 
state action, for some wrongful act. See, e. g., Middlesex, 
457 U. S., at 433–434 (state-initiated disciplinary proceedings 
against lawyer for violation of state ethics rules). In cases 
of this genre, a state actor is routinely a party to the state 
proceeding and often initiates the action. See, e. g., Ohio 
Civil Rights Comm'n v. Dayton Christian Schools, Inc., 477 
U. S. 619 (1986) (state-initiated administrative proceedings to 
enforce state civil rights laws); Moore v. Sims, 442 U. S. 415, 
419–420 (1979) (state-initiated proceeding to gain custody of 
children allegedly abused by their parents); Trainor v. Her-
nandez, 431 U. S. 434, 444 (1977) (civil proceeding “brought 
by the State in its sovereign capacity” to recover welfare 
payments defendants had allegedly obtained by fraud); Huff-
man, 420 U. S., at 598 (state-initiated proceeding to enforce 
obscenity laws). Investigations are commonly involved, 
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often culminating in the fling of a formal complaint or 
charges. See, e. g., Dayton, 477 U. S., at 624 (noting prelimi-
nary investigation and complaint); Middlesex, 457 U. S., at 
433 (same). 

The IUB proceeding does not resemble the state enforce-
ment actions this Court has found appropriate for Youn-
ger abstention. It is not “akin to a criminal prosecution.” 
Huffman, 420 U. S., at 604. Nor was it initiated by “the 
State in its sovereign capacity.” Trainor, 431 U. S., at 444. 
A private corporation, Sprint, initiated the action. No state 
authority conducted an investigation into Sprint's activities, 
and no state actor lodged a formal complaint against Sprint. 

In its brief, the IUB emphasizes Sprint's decision to with-
draw the complaint that commenced proceedings before the 
Board. At that point, the IUB argues, Sprint was no longer 
a willing participant, and the proceedings became, essen-
tially, a civil enforcement action. See Brief for Respondents 
31.6 The IUB's adjudicative authority, however, was in-
voked to settle a civil dispute between two private parties, 
not to sanction Sprint for commission of a wrongful act. Al-
though Sprint withdrew its complaint, administrative eff-
ciency, not misconduct by Sprint, prompted the IUB to an-
swer the underlying federal question. By determining the 
intercarrier compensation regime applicable to VoIP calls, 
the IUB sought to avoid renewed litigation of the parties' 
dispute. Because the underlying legal question remained 
unsettled, the Board observed, the controversy was “likely 
to recur.” IUB Order 6. Nothing here suggests that the 

6 To determine whether a state proceeding is an enforcement action 
under Younger, several Courts of Appeals, as noted, see supra, at 75, in-
quire whether the underlying state proceeding is “coercive” rather than 
“remedial.” See, e. g., Devlin v. Kalm, 594 F. 3d 893, 895 (CA6 2010). 
Though we referenced this dichotomy once in a footnote, see Ohio Civil 
Rights Comm'n v. Dayton Christian Schools, Inc., 477 U. S. 619, 627, n. 2 
(1986), we do not fnd the inquiry necessary or inevitably helpful, given 
the susceptibility of the designations to manipulation. 
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IUB proceeding was “more akin to a criminal prosecution 
than are most civil cases.” Huffman, 420 U. S., at 604. 

In holding that abstention was the proper course, the 
Eighth Circuit relied heavily on this Court's decision in Mid-
dlesex. Younger abstention was warranted, the Court of 
Appeals read Middlesex to say, whenever three conditions 
are met: There is (1) “an ongoing state judicial proceeding, 
which (2) implicates important state interests, and (3) . . . 
provide[s] an adequate opportunity to raise [federal] chal-
lenges.” 690 F. 3d, at 867 (citing Middlesex, 457 U. S., at 
432). Before this Court, the IUB has endorsed the Eighth 
Circuit's approach. Brief for Respondents 13. 

The Court of Appeals and the IUB attribute to this 
Court's decision in Middlesex extraordinary breadth. We 
invoked Younger in Middlesex to bar a federal court from 
entertaining a lawyer's challenge to a New Jersey state eth-
ics committee's pending investigation of the lawyer. Unlike 
the IUB proceeding here, the state ethics committee's hear-
ing in Middlesex was indeed “akin to a criminal proceeding.” 
As we noted, an investigation and formal complaint preceded 
the hearing, an agency of the State's Supreme Court initiated 
the hearing, and the purpose of the hearing was to determine 
whether the lawyer should be disciplined for his failure to 
meet the State's standards of professional conduct. 457 
U. S., at 433–435. See also id., at 438 (Brennan, J., concur-
ring in judgment) (noting the “quasi-criminal nature of bar 
disciplinary proceedings”). The three Middlesex conditions 
recited above were not dispositive; they were, instead, addi-
tional factors appropriately considered by the federal court 
before invoking Younger. 

Divorced from their quasi-criminal context, the three Mid-
dlesex conditions would extend Younger to virtually all par-
allel state and federal proceedings, at least where a party 
could identify a plausibly important state interest. See Tr. 
of Oral Arg. 35–36. That result is irreconcilable with our 
dominant instruction that, even in the presence of parallel 
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state proceedings, abstention from the exercise of federal ju-
risdiction is the “exception, not the rule.” Hawaii Housing 
Authority v. Midkiff, 467 U. S. 229, 236 (1984) (quoting Col-
orado River, 424 U. S., at 813). In short, to guide other 
federal courts, we today clarify and affrm that Younger ex-
tends to the three “exceptional circumstances” identifed in 
NOPSI, but no further. 

* * * 

For the reasons stated, the judgment of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit is 

Reversed. 
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Per Curiam 

UNITE HERE LOCAL 355 v. MULHALL et al. 

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

No. 12–99. Argued November 13, 2013—Decided December 10, 2013 

Certiorari dismissed. Reported below: 667 F. 3d 1211. 

Richard G. McCracken argued the cause for petitioner. 
With him on the briefs was Paul L. More. 

Deputy Solicitor General Dreeben argued the cause for 
the United States as amicus curiae urging reversal. With 
him on the brief were Solicitor General Verrilli, Acting As-
sistant Attorney General Raman, Nicole A. Saharsky, John 
M. Pellettieri, and Lafe E. Solomon. 

William L. Messenger argued the cause for respondents, 
and fled a brief for respondent Mulhall. Robert L. Norton 
and Brian Koji fled a brief for respondent Hollywood Grey-
hound Track, Inc.* 

Per Curiam. 

The writ of certiorari is dismissed as improvidently 
granted. 

It is so ordered. 

*Leon Dayan, Laurence Gold, Lynn Rhinehart, James B. Coppess, Ju-
dith A. Scott, Walter Kamiat, Mark David Schneider, Alice Margaret 
O'Brien, and Philip A. Hostak fled a brief for the American Federation 
of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations et al. as amici curiae 
urging reversal. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the Center for 
Constitutional Jurisprudence by John C. Eastman and Anthony T. Caso; 
for the Council on Labor Law Equality by Arthur B. Smith, Jr., and Chris-
topher C. Murray; and for the National Federation of Independent Busi-
ness Small Business Legal Center et al. by Karen R. Harned and Ilya 
Shapiro. 

Matthew W. Finkin, Barry Winograd, and James Oldham fled a brief 
for the National Academy of Arbitrators as amicus curiae. 
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Breyer, J., dissenting 

Justice Breyer, with whom Justice Sotomayor and 
Justice Kagan join, dissenting. 

Section 302(a) of the Labor Management Relations Act, 
1947, 61 Stat. 157, as amended, an antibribery provision, 
makes it a crime for an employer “to pay, lend, or deliver, or 
agree to pay, lend, or deliver, any money or other thing of 
value” to a labor union that represents or seeks to represent 
its employees. 29 U. S. C. § 186(a)(2). Section 302(b) makes 
it a crime “for any person to request [or] demand . . . , or 
agree to receive or accept, any payment, loan, or delivery of 
any money or other thing of value prohibited by subsection 
(a).” § 186(b)(1). The question in this case is whether an 
employer violates § 302(a) by making the following promises 
to a union that seeks to represent its employees: (1) that the 
employer will remain neutral in respect to the union's efforts 
to organize its employees, (2) that the union will be given 
access (for organizing purposes) to nonpublic areas of the 
employer's premises, and (3) that the union will receive a 
list of employees' names and contact information (also for 
organizing purposes). A further question (the other side of 
the same coin) is whether a union violates § 302(b) by re-
questing that the employer perform its contractual obliga-
tions to fulfll these promises. 

The Eleventh Circuit held that these items are “thing[s] of 
value” and that an employer's promise to “pay” them in re-
turn for something of value from the union violates the Act 
if the employer intends to use the payment to “corrupt” the 
union; the Eleventh Circuit also held that a union's request 
that an employer make such a payment violates § 302(b) if 
the union intends to “extort” the beneft from the employer. 
667 F. 3d 1211, 1215–1216 (2012). Other Circuits have held 
to the contrary, reasoning that similar promises by an em-
ployer to assist a union's organizing campaign (or merely to 
avoid opposing the campaign) fall outside the scope of § 302. 
See Adcock v. Freightliner LLC, 550 F. 3d 369 (CA4 2008); 
Hotel Employees & Restaurant Employees Union, Local 57 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 83 (2013) 85 

Breyer, J., dissenting 

v. Sage Hospitality Resources, LLC, 390 F. 3d 206 (CA3 
2004). We granted certiorari to resolve the confict. 

We have received briefs on the issue, and we have heard 
oral argument. But in considering the briefs and argument, 
we became aware of two logically antecedent questions that 
could prevent us from reaching the question of the correct 
interpretation of § 302. First, it is possible that the case is 
moot because the contract between the employer and union 
that contained the allegedly criminal promises appears to 
have expired by the end of 2011, before the Eleventh Circuit 
rendered its decision on the scope of § 302. Second, it is ar-
guable that respondent Mulhall, the sole plaintiff in this case, 
lacks Article III standing. 

In my view, rather than dismiss the writ of certiorari as 
improvidently granted, the Court should simply ask for addi-
tional briefs addressing these two questions. If it turns out 
that the federal courts lack jurisdiction either because the 
case is moot or because Mulhall lacks standing, then we can-
not reach the merits. But if that is the case, then we should 
likely order the Eleventh Circuit's decision vacated, thereby 
removing its precedential effect and leaving the merits ques-
tion open to be resolved in a later case that does fall within 
the jurisdiction of the federal courts. 

I believe we should also ask for further briefng on a third 
question: the question whether § 302 authorizes a private 
right of action. I recognize that the Court said, long ago 
and in passing, that § 302(e) “permit[s] private litigants to 
obtain injunctions” for violations of § 302. Sinclair Refning 
Co. v. Atkinson, 370 U. S. 195, 205 (1962), overruled in part 
on other grounds, Boys Markets, Inc. v. Retail Clerks, 398 
U. S. 235, 237–238 (1970). But, in light of the Court's more 
restrictive views on private rights of action in recent dec-
ades, see, e. g., Alexander v. Sandoval, 532 U. S. 275, 286– 
287 (2001), the legal status of Sinclair Refning 's dictum 
is uncertain. And if § 302 in fact does not provide a right 
of action to private parties like Mulhall, then courts will not 
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need to reach diffcult questions about the scope of § 302, as 
happened in this case, unless the Federal Government de-
cides to prosecute such cases rather than limit its attention 
to cases that clearly fall within the statute's core antibrib-
ery purpose. 

Unless resolved, the differences among the Courts of Ap-
peals could negatively affect the collective-bargaining proc-
ess. This is because the Eleventh Circuit's decision raises 
the specter that an employer or union offcial could be found 
guilty of a crime that carries a 5-year maximum sentence, 
see 29 U. S. C. § 186(d), if the employer or union offcial is 
found to have made certain commonplace organizing assist-
ance agreements with the intent to “corrupt” or “extort.” 
In my view, given the importance of the question presented 
to the collective-bargaining process, further briefng, rather 
than dismissal, is the better course of action. 
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Syllabus 

KANSAS v. CHEEVER 

certiorari to the supreme court of kansas 

No. 12–609. Argued October 16, 2013—Decided December 11, 2013 

Shortly after respondent Cheever was charged with capital murder, the 
Kansas Supreme Court found the State's death penalty scheme unconsti-
tutional. State prosecutors then dismissed their charges to allow fed-
eral authorities to prosecute him. When Cheever fled notice that he 
intended to introduce expert evidence that methamphetamine intoxica-
tion negated his ability to form specifc intent, the Federal District 
Court ordered Cheever to submit to a psychiatric evaluation. The fed-
eral case was eventually dismissed without prejudice. Meanwhile, this 
Court held the State's death penalty scheme constitutional, see Kansas 
v. Marsh, 548 U. S. 163. The State then brought a second prosecution. 
At trial, Cheever raised a voluntary-intoxication defense, offering ex-
pert testimony regarding his methamphetamine use. In rebuttal, the 
State sought to present testimony from the expert who had examined 
Cheever by the Federal District Court order. Defense counsel ob-
jected, arguing that since Cheever had not agreed to the examination, 
introduction of the testimony would violate the Fifth Amendment pro-
scription against compelling an accused to testify against himself. The 
trial court allowed the testimony, and the jury found Cheever guilty and 
voted to impose a death sentence. The Kansas Supreme Court vacated 
the conviction and sentence, relying on Estelle v. Smith, 451 U. S. 454, 
in which this Court held that a court-ordered psychiatric examination 
violated a defendant's Fifth Amendment rights when the defendant nei-
ther initiated the examination nor put his mental capacity in dispute. 
The court distinguished the holding of Buchanan v. Kentucky, 483 U. S. 
402, that a State may introduce the results of such an examination for 
the limited purpose of rebutting a mental-status defense, on the basis 
that voluntary intoxication is not a mental disease or defect under Kan-
sas law. 

Held: The rule of Buchanan, reaffrmed here, applies in this case to permit 
the prosecution to offer the rebuttal evidence at issue. Pp. 93–98. 

(a) In Buchanan, the prosecution presented evidence from a court-
ordered evaluation to rebut the defendant's affrmative defense of ex-
treme emotional disturbance. This Court concluded that this rebuttal 
testimony did not offend the Fifth Amendment, holding that when a 
defense expert who has examined the defendant testifes that the de-
fendant lacked the requisite mental state to commit an offense, the 
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prosecution may present psychiatric evidence in rebuttal. Buchanan's 
reasoning was not limited to the circumstance that the evaluation was 
requested jointly by the defense and the government. Nor did the case 
turn on whether state law referred to extreme emotional disturbance as 
an affrmative defense. Pp. 93–94. 

(b) The admission of rebuttal testimony under the rule of Buchanan 
harmonizes with the principle that when a defendant chooses to testify 
in a criminal case, the Fifth Amendment does not allow him to refuse 
to answer related questions on cross-examination. See Fitzpatrick v. 
United States, 178 U. S. 304, 315. Here, the prosecution elicited testi-
mony from its expert only after Cheever offered expert testimony about 
his inability to form the requisite mens rea. Excluding this testimony 
would have undermined Buchanan and the core truth-seeking function 
of trial. Pp. 94–95. 

(c) This Court is not persuaded by the Kansas Supreme Court's rea-
soning that Cheever did not waive his Fifth Amendment privilege be-
cause voluntary intoxication is not a mental disease or defect as a matter 
of state law. “Mental disease or defect” is not the salient phrase under 
this Court's precedents, which use the much broader phrase “mental 
status,” Buchanan, 483 U. S., at 423. Mental-status defenses include 
those based on psychological expert evidence as to a defendant's mens 
rea, mental capacity to commit the crime, or ability to premeditate. To 
the extent that the Kansas Supreme Court declined to apply Buchanan 
because Cheever's intoxication was “temporary,” this Court's prece-
dents are again not so narrowly circumscribed, as evidenced by the fact 
that the courts where Buchanan was tried treated his extreme emo-
tional disturbance as a “temporary” condition. Pp. 95–97. 

(d) This Court declines to address in the frst instance Cheever's 
contention that the prosecution's use of the court-ordered psychiatric 
examination exceeded the rebuttal-purpose limit established by Bu-
chanan, see 483 U. S., at 424. Pp. 97–98. 

295 Kan. 229, 284 P. 3d 1007, vacated and remanded. 

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

Derek Schmidt, Attorney General of Kansas, argued the 
cause for petitioner. With him on the briefs were Stephen 
R. McAllister, Solicitor General, Kristafer R. Ailslieger, 
Deputy Solicitor General, and Natalie Chalmers, Assistant 
Solicitor General. 

Nicole A. Saharsky argued the cause for the United States 
as amicus curiae urging reversal. With her on the brief 
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were Solicitor General Verrilli, Acting Assistant Attorney 
General Raman, Deputy Solicitor General Dreeben, and 
David M. Lieberman. 

Neal Kumar Katyal argued the cause for respondent. 
With him on the brief were Dominic F. Perella, Mary Helen 
Wimberly, and Debra J. Wilson.* 

Justice Sotomayor delivered the opinion of the Court. 

The Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution 
provides that “[n]o person . . . shall be compelled in any crim-
inal case to be a witness against himself . . . .” The question 
here is whether the Fifth Amendment prohibits the govern-
ment from introducing evidence from a court-ordered mental 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for the State of 
California et al. by Kamala D. Harris, Attorney General of California, 
John Michael Chamberlain, Deputy Attorney General, Dane R. Gillette, 
Chief Assistant Attorney General, Donald E. de Nicola, Deputy State 
Solicitor General, and Gerald A. Engler, Senior Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral, and by the Attorneys General for their respective States as follows: 
Luther Strange of Alabama, Tom Horne of Arizona, Dustin McDaniel of 
Arkansas, Joseph R. Biden III of Delaware, Pamela Jo Bondi of Florida, 
Samuel S. Olens of Georgia, David M. Louie of Hawaii, Jack Conway of 
Kentucky, Chris Koster of Missouri, Jon Bruning of Nebraska, Catherine 
Cortez Masto of Nevada, Joseph A. Foster of New Hampshire, Jeffrey S. 
Chiesa of New Jersey, Gary K. King of New Mexico, Wayne Stenehjem of 
North Dakota, Michael DeWine of Ohio, E. Scott Pruitt of Oklahoma, 
Ellen F. Rosenblum of Oregon, Kathleen G. Kane of Pennsylvania, Alan 
Wilson of South Carolina, Marty J. Jackley of South Dakota, Robert E. 
Cooper, Jr., of Tennessee, John E. Swallow of Utah, Robert W. Ferguson 
of Washington, J. B. Van Hollen of Wisconsin, and Gregory A. Phillips of 
Wyoming; for the Criminal Justice Legal Foundation by Kent S. Scheideg-
ger; and for the National District Attorneys Association et al. by Albert 
C. Locher. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the American 
Civil Liberties Union et al. by Catherine M. A. Carroll and Annie L. 
Owens; for the Judge David L. Bazelon Center for Mental Health Law by 
Mark D. Harris, Chantel L. Febus, Ira A. Burnim, and Jennifer Mathis; 
and for the National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers by Jeffrey 
T. Green and Barbara E. Bergman. 
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evaluation of a criminal defendant to rebut that defendant's 
presentation of expert testimony in support of a defense of 
voluntary intoxication. We hold that it does not. 

I 

On the morning of January 19, 2005, Scott Cheever shot 
and killed Matthew Samuels, a sheriff of Greenwood County, 
Kansas, and shot at other local law enforcement offcers. In 
the hours before the shooting, Cheever and his friends had 
cooked and smoked methamphetamine at a home near Hill-
top, Kansas. Samuels and multiple deputies drove there to 
arrest Cheever on an unrelated outstanding warrant. 

When one of Cheever's friends warned him that offcers 
were en route, Cheever rushed outside and tried to drive 
away, but his car had a fat tire. He returned inside and hid 
with a friend in an upstairs bedroom, holding a loaded .44-
caliber revolver. Cheever then heard footsteps on the stairs 
leading up to the room, and he stepped out and shot Samuels, 
who was climbing the stairs. After briefy returning to the 
bedroom, Cheever walked back to the staircase and shot 
Samuels again. He also shot at a deputy and a detective, as 
well as members of a local SWAT (special weapons and tac-
tics) team that had since arrived. Only Samuels was hit. 

The State charged Cheever with capital murder. But 
shortly thereafter, in an unrelated case, the Kansas Supreme 
Court found the State's death penalty scheme unconstitu-
tional. State v. Marsh, 278 Kan. 520, 102 P. 3d 445 (2004). 
Rather than continuing to prosecute Cheever without any 
chance of a death sentence, state prosecutors dismissed their 
charges and allowed federal authorities to prosecute Cheever 
under the Federal Death Penalty Act of 1994, 18 U. S. C. 
§ 3591 et seq. 

In the federal case, Cheever fled notice that he “intend[ed] 
to introduce expert evidence relating to his intoxication by 
methamphetamine at the time of the events on January 19, 
2005, which negated his ability to form specifc intent, e. g., 
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malice aforethought, premeditation and deliberation.” App. 
to Pet. for Cert. 69–70. Pursuant to Federal Rule of Crimi-
nal Procedure 12.2(b), the District Court ordered Cheever to 
submit to a psychiatric evaluation by Michael Welner, a fo-
rensic psychiatrist, to assess how methamphetamine use had 
affected him when he shot Samuels. Welner interviewed 
Cheever for roughly 5½ hours. 

The federal case proceeded to trial. Seven days into jury 
selection, however, defense counsel became unable to con-
tinue; the court suspended the proceedings and later dis-
missed the case without prejudice. Meanwhile, this Court 
had reversed the Kansas Supreme Court and held that the 
Kansas death penalty statute was constitutional. Kansas v. 
Marsh, 548 U. S. 163, 167 (2006). A second federal prosecu-
tion never commenced. 

Kansas then brought a second state prosecution. At the 
state trial, Cheever presented a voluntary-intoxication de-
fense, arguing that his methamphetamine use had rendered 
him incapable of premeditation. In support of this argu-
ment, Cheever offered testimony from Roswell Lee Evans, a 
specialist in psychiatric pharmacy and dean of the Auburn 
University School of Pharmacy. Evans opined that Chee-
ver's long-term methamphetamine use had damaged his 
brain.1 Evans also testifed that on the morning of the 
shooting, Cheever was acutely intoxicated. According to 
Evans, Cheever's actions were “very much infuenced by” his 
use of methamphetamine. 

After the defense rested, the State sought to present re-
buttal testimony from Welner, the expert who had examined 
Cheever by order of the federal court. Defense counsel ob-
jected, arguing that because Welner's opinions were based in 
part on an examination to which Cheever had not voluntarily 
agreed, his testimony would violate the Fifth Amendment 

1 Evans described this damage as “neurotoxicity,” which is “the quality 
of exerting a destructive or poisonous effect upon the nerve tissue.” The 
Sloane-Dorland Annotated Medical-Legal Dictionary 498 (1987). 
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proscription against compelling an accused to testify against 
himself. The State countered that the testimony was neces-
sary to rebut Cheever's voluntary-intoxication defense. 

The trial court agreed with the State. The court was 
persuaded, in part, by the fact that the defense expert had 
himself relied on Welner's examination report: “I think that 
fact alone probably allows the State to call [Welner] to give 
his own point of view.” App. 92. The court allowed Wel-
ner's testimony for the purpose of showing that Cheever shot 
Samuels “because of his antisocial personality, not because 
his brain was impaired by methamphetamine.” Id., at 94. 

The jury found Cheever guilty of murder and attempted 
murder. At the penalty phase, it unanimously voted to im-
pose a sentence of death, and the trial court accepted that 
verdict. 

On appeal to the Kansas Supreme Court, Cheever argued 
that the State had violated his Fifth Amendment rights 
when it introduced, through Welner's testimony, statements 
that he had made during the federal court-ordered mental 
examination. The court agreed, relying primarily on Es-
telle v. Smith, 451 U. S. 454 (1981), in which we held that a 
court-ordered psychiatric examination violated the defend-
ant's Fifth Amendment rights when the defendant neither 
initiated the examination nor put his mental capacity in dis-
pute at trial. 295 Kan. 229, 243–244, 284 P. 3d 1007, 1019– 
1020 (2012) (per curiam). The court acknowledged, id., at 
244–245, 284 P. 3d, at 1020, our holding that a State may 
introduce the results of a court-ordered mental examination 
for the limited purpose of rebutting a mental-status defense. 
Buchanan v. Kentucky, 483 U. S. 402, 423–424 (1987). But 
it distinguished Buchanan on the basis that under Kansas 
law, voluntary intoxication is not a “mental disease or de-
fect.” 295 Kan., at 250, 284 P. 3d, at 1023. Consequently, 
it vacated Cheever's conviction and sentence, holding that 
Cheever had not waived his Fifth Amendment privilege and 
that his federal court-ordered examination should not have 
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been used against him at the state-court trial. Ibid. We 
granted certiorari, 568 U. S. 1192 (2013), and now reverse. 

II 

The Fifth Amendment guarantees that “[n]o person . . . 
shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness 
against himself . . . .” We held in Estelle that under the 
Fifth Amendment, when a criminal defendant “neither initi-
ates a psychiatric evaluation nor attempts to introduce any 
psychiatric evidence,” his compelled statements to a psychia-
trist cannot be used against him. 451 U. S., at 468. In that 
case, a judge ordered a psychiatric examination to determine 
the defendant's competency to stand trial. Id., at 456–457. 
The prosecution then used statements from that examination 
during the sentencing phase of the trial as evidence of the 
defendant's future dangerousness. Id., at 458–460. Em-
phasizing that the defendant had neither “introduced” any 
“psychiatric evidence,” nor even “indicated that he might do 
so,” id., at 466, we concluded that the Fifth Amendment did 
not permit the State to use the defendant's statements in 
this manner. 

In Buchanan, we addressed the admissibility of evidence 
from a court-ordered evaluation where—unlike in Estelle— 
a defendant had introduced psychiatric evidence related to 
his mental-status defense. We held that the Fifth Amend-
ment allowed the prosecution to present evidence from the 
evaluation to rebut the defendant's affrmative defense of ex-
treme emotional disturbance. And while, as Cheever notes, 
the mental evaluation in Buchanan was requested jointly by 
the defense and the government, our holding was not limited 
to that circumstance. Moreover, contrary to Cheever's sug-
gestion, the case did not turn on whether state law referred 
to extreme emotional disturbance as an “affrmative de-
fense.” Buchanan, 483 U. S., at 408, 422 (holding that the 
prosecution's use of rebuttal expert testimony is permissible 
where a defendant “presents psychiatric evidence”). The 
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rule of Buchanan, which we reaffrm today, is that where a 
defense expert who has examined the defendant testifes that 
the defendant lacked the requisite mental state to commit an 
offense, the prosecution may present psychiatric evidence in 
rebuttal. Ibid. Any other rule would undermine the ad-
versarial process, allowing a defendant to provide the jury, 
through an expert operating as proxy, with a one-sided and 
potentially inaccurate view of his mental state at the time of 
the alleged crime. 

The admission of this rebuttal testimony harmonizes with 
the principle that when a defendant chooses to testify in a 
criminal case, the Fifth Amendment does not allow him to 
refuse to answer related questions on cross-examination. A 
defendant “has no right to set forth to the jury all the facts 
which tend in his favor without laying himself open to a 
cross-examination upon those facts.” Fitzpatrick v. United 
States, 178 U. S. 304, 315 (1900). We explained in Brown v. 
United States, 356 U. S. 148 (1958), which involved a witness' 
refusal to answer questions in a civil case, that where a party 
provides testimony and then refuses to answer potentially 
incriminating questions, “[t]he interests of the other party 
and regard for the function of courts of justice to ascertain 
the truth become relevant, and prevail in the balance of con-
siderations determining the scope and limits of the privilege 
against self-incrimination.” Id., at 156. When a defendant 
presents evidence through a psychological expert who has 
examined him, the government likewise is permitted to use 
the only effective means of challenging that evidence: testi-
mony from an expert who has also examined him. See 
United States v. Byers, 740 F. 2d 1104, 1113 (CADC 1984) (en 
banc) (holding that the Government could present rebuttal 
expert testimony in part because it is perhaps “the most 
trustworthy means of attempting to meet” the burden of 
proof (internal quotation marks omitted)).2 

2 For that reason, we reject Cheever's suggestion that the State could 
effectively have rebutted the testimony of his expert by introducing testi-
mony from experts who had not personally examined him. 
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The prosecution here elicited testimony from its expert 
only after Cheever offered expert testimony about his inabil-
ity to form the requisite mens rea. The testimony of the 
government expert rebutted that of Cheever's expert. See 
id., at 1114 (“Ordinarily the only effective rebuttal of psychi-
atric opinion testimony is contradictory opinion testimony; 
and for that purpose . . . the basic tool of psychiatric study 
remains the personal interview, which requires rapport be-
tween the interviewer and the subject” (internal quotation 
marks and brackets omitted)); State v. Druke, 143 Ariz. 314, 
318, 693 P. 2d 969, 973 (App. 1984) (“[A]n inference would 
arise that the evidence presented by the [defendant] as to 
his mental condition is true because uncontradicted”). The 
trial court therefore did not violate the Fifth Amendment 
when it allowed Welner to testify that Cheever “made a 
choice to shoot,” App. 131, because the State permissibly fol-
lowed where the defense led. Excluding this testimony 
would have undermined Buchanan and the core truth-
seeking function of the trial. 

III 

Neither the Kansas Supreme Court's reasoning, nor Chee-
ver's arguments, persuade us not to apply the settled rule 
of Buchanan. 

A 

Although the Kansas Supreme Court acknowledged that 
the State may present evidence obtained from a compelled 
psychiatric examination when “the defendant presents evi-
dence at trial that he or she lacked the requisite criminal 
intent due to mental disease or defect,” 295 Kan., at 249, 284 
P. 3d, at 1023, it reasoned that voluntary intoxication is not 
a “mental disease or defect” as a matter of state law, id., at 
250, 284 P. 3d, at 1023–1024 (citing State v. Kleypas, 272 Kan. 
894, 40 P. 3d 139 (2001)). The court therefore concluded that 
“Cheever did not waive his Fifth Amendment privilege and 
thus permit his court-ordered examination by Dr. Welner to 
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be used against him at trial.” 295 Kan., at 251, 284 P. 3d, 
at 1024. 

This reasoning misconstrues our precedents. Although 
Kansas law defnes “mental disease or defect” narrowly, to 
exclude voluntary intoxication, that phrase is actually not 
the salient one under our precedents. In Buchanan, we 
permitted rebuttal testimony where the defendant presented 
evidence of “the `mental status' defense of extreme emo-
tional disturbance.” 483 U. S., at 423. And “mental status” 
is a broader term than “mental disease or defect,” at least 
to the extent that Kansas law excludes voluntary intoxica-
tion from that defnition. Mental-status defenses include 
those based on psychological expert evidence as to a defend-
ant's mens rea, mental capacity to commit the crime, or abil-
ity to premeditate. Defendants need not assert a “mental 
disease or defect” in order to assert a defense based on “men-
tal status.” 

To the extent that the Kansas Supreme Court declined to 
apply Buchanan because Cheever's intoxication was “tempo-
rary,” our precedents are again not so narrowly circum-
scribed. Like voluntary intoxication, extreme emotional 
disturbance is a “temporary” condition, at least according to 
the Kentucky state courts where Buchanan was tried. See 
McClellan v. Commonwealth, 715 S. W. 2d 464, 468–469 (Ky. 
1986) (defning extreme emotional disturbance as “a tempo-
rary state of mind so enraged, infamed, or disturbed as to 
overcome one's judgment, and to cause one to act uncontrol-
lably from [an] impelling force of [an] extreme emotional dis-
turbance rather than from evil or malicious purposes”). We 
nonetheless held in Buchanan that the defense of extreme 
emotional disturbance, when supported by expert testimony, 
may be rebutted with expert testimony. The same is true 
here. Cheever's psychiatric evidence concerned his mental 
status because he used it to argue that he lacked the requi-
site mental capacity to premeditate. The Fifth Amendment 
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therefore did not bar the State from using Welner's examina-
tion to rebut Cheever's voluntary-intoxication defense. 

B 

Cheever further contends that the Fifth Amendment 
imposes limits on the State's ability to introduce rebuttal 
evidence regarding a defendant's mental status. According 
to Cheever, Welner's testimony exceeded these limits by de-
scribing the shooting from Cheever's perspective; 3 by insinu-
ating that he had a personality disorder; and by discussing 
his alleged infatuation with criminals. 

We have held that testimony based on a court-ordered psy-
chiatric evaluation is admissible only for a “limited rebuttal 
purpose.” Buchanan, 483 U. S., at 424. In Buchanan, for 
example, although the prosecution had used a psychiatric re-
port to rebut the defendant's evidence of extreme emotional 
disturbance, we noted that the trial court had redacted the 
report so as to avoid exposing the jury to the “very different 
issue” of the defendant's competency to stand trial. Id., at 
423, n. 20. Two years later, we explained in dictum that 
“[n]othing” in our precedents “suggests that a defendant 
opens the door to the admission of psychiatric evidence on 
future dangerousness by raising an insanity defense at the 
guilt stage of the trial.” Powell v. Texas, 492 U. S. 680, 685– 
686, n. 3 (1989) (per curiam). Here, however, the Kansas 
Supreme Court did not address whether Welner's testimony 
exceeded the scope of rebuttal testimony permitted by the 

3 In an extended soliloquy, Dr. Welner narrated the crime from Chee-
ver's perspective, in part as follows: “I don't jump out of the window the 
way my confederate later does. And when I do shoot, I don't shoot before 
Matthew Samuels walks through the curtain in such a way that I might 
scare him, the way my later shots frightened the deputies that came to 
pull him away, but I shoot him at a point in which he is very much within 
my range, has passed through that curtain, and I know that he is coming 
upstairs, and that is when I shoot.” App. 130–131. 
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Fifth Amendment or by the State's evidentiary rules. We 
accordingly decline to address this issue in the frst instance.4 

* * * 

We hold that where a defense expert who has examined 
the defendant testifes that the defendant lacked the requi-
site mental state to commit a crime, the prosecution may 
offer evidence from a court-ordered psychological examina-
tion for the limited purpose of rebutting the defendant's 
evidence. 

The judgment of the Kansas Supreme Court is therefore 
vacated, and the case is remanded for further proceedings 
not inconsistent with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

4 Kansas contends that reaching a federal constitutional question may 
not be necessary because Cheever argued in opposing certiorari that the 
scope of Welner's testimony violated state evidentiary rules. Reply Brief 
4–5. We agree with the State that the impact of Kansas evidentiary rules 
is a matter best left to the state courts to decide on remand. We do 
observe, however, that while our holding today suggests a constitutional 
ceiling on the scope of expert testimony that the prosecution may intro-
duce in rebuttal, States (and Congress) remain free to impose additional 
limitations on the scope of such rebuttal evidence in state and federal 
trials. 
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HEIMESHOFF v. HARTFORD LIFE & ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE CO. et al. 

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

No. 12–729. Argued October 15, 2013—Decided December 16, 2013 

Respondent Hartford Life & Accident Insurance Co. (Hartford) is the ad-
ministrator of Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.'s (Wal-Mart) Group Long Term 
Disability Plan (Plan), an employee beneft plan covered by the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA). The Plan's 
insurance policy requires any suit to recover benefts pursuant to 
the judicial review provision in ERISA § 502(a)(1)(B), 29 U. S. C. 
§ 1132(a)(1)(B), to be fled within three years after “proof of loss” is due. 
Petitioner Heimeshoff fled a claim for long-term disability benefts with 
Hartford. After petitioner exhausted the mandatory administrative re-
view process, Hartford issued its fnal denial. Almost three years after 
that fnal denial but more than three years after proof of loss was due, 
Heimeshoff fled a claim for judicial review pursuant to ERISA 
§ 502(a)(1)(B). Hartford and Wal-Mart moved to dismiss on the ground 
that the claim was untimely. The District Court granted the motion, 
recognizing that while ERISA does not provide a statute of limitations, 
the contractual 3-year limitations period was enforceable under applica-
ble state law and Circuit precedent. The Second Circuit affrmed. 

Held: The Plan's limitations provision is enforceable. Pp. 105–116. 
(a) The courts of appeals require participants in an employee beneft 

plan covered by ERISA to exhaust the plan's administrative remedies 
before fling suit to recover benefts. A plan participant's cause of ac-
tion under ERISA § 502(a)(1)(B) therefore does not accrue until the plan 
issues a fnal denial. But it does not follow that a plan and its partici-
pants cannot agree to commence the limitations period before that time. 
Pp. 105–109. 

(1) The rule set forth in Order of United Commercial Travelers of 
America v. Wolfe, 331 U. S. 586, 608, provides that a contractual limita-
tions provision is enforceable so long as the limitations period is of rea-
sonable length and there is no controlling statute to the contrary. That 
is the appropriate framework for determining the enforceability of the 
Plan's limitations provision. The Wolfe approach necessarily allows 
parties to agree both to the length of a limitations period and to its 
commencement. Pp. 106–108. 
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(2) The principle that contractual limitations provisions should or-
dinarily be enforced as written is especially appropriate in the context 
of an ERISA plan. Heimeshoff 's cause of action is bound up with the 
written terms of the Plan, and ERISA authorizes a participant to bring 
suit “to enforce his rights under the terms of the plan.” § 1132(a)(1)(B). 
This Court has thus recognized the particular importance of enforcing 
plan terms as written in § 502(a)(1)(B) claims, see, e. g., CIGNA Corp. v. 
Amara, 563 U. S. 421, 436, and will not presume from statutory silence 
that Congress intended a different approach here. Pp. 108–109. 

(b) Unless the limitations period is unreasonably short or there is a 
“controlling statute to the contrary,” Wolfe, supra, at 608, the Plan's 
limitations provision must be given effect. Pp. 109–116. 

(1) The Plan's period is not unreasonably short. Applicable regula-
tions mean for mainstream claims to be resolved by plans in about one 
year. Here, the Plan's administrative review process (“internal re-
view”) required more time than usual but still left Heimeshoff with ap-
proximately one year to fle suit. Her reliance on Occidental Life Ins. 
Co. of Cal. v. EEOC, 432 U. S. 355, in which this Court declined to en-
force a 12-month statute of limitations applied to Title VII employment 
discrimination actions where the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission faced an 18- to 24-month backlog, is unavailing in the absence 
of any evidence that similar obstacles exist to bringing a timely ERISA 
§ 502(a)(1)(B) claim. Pp. 109–110. 

(2) This Court rejects the contentions of Heimeshoff and the United 
States that the limitations provision is unenforceable because it will 
undermine ERISA's two-tiered remedial scheme. Pp. 110–115. 

(i) Enforcement of the Plan's limitations provision is unlikely to 
cause participants to shortchange the internal review process. The rec-
ord for judicial review generally has been limited to the administrative 
record, so participants who fail to develop evidence during internal re-
view risk forfeiting the use of that evidence in district court. In addi-
tion, many plans vest discretion over benefts determinations in the plan 
administrator, and courts ordinarily review such determinations only 
for abuse of discretion. Pp. 111–112. 

(ii) It is also unlikely that enforcing limitations periods that 
begin to run before the internal review process is exhausted will endan-
ger judicial review. To the extent that administrators attempt to pre-
vent judicial review by delaying the resolution of claims in bad faith, 
the penalty for failure to meet the regulatory deadlines is immediate 
access to judicial review for the participant. Evidence from 40 years of 
ERISA administration of this common contractual provision suggests 
that the good-faith administration of internal review will not diminish 
the availability of judicial review either. Heimeshoff identifes only a 
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handful of cases in which ERISA § 502(a)(1)(B) plaintiffs have been time 
barred as a result of the 3-year limitations provision, and these cases 
suggest that the bar falls on participants who have not diligently pur-
sued their rights. Moreover, courts are well equipped to apply tradi-
tional doctrines, such as waiver or estoppel, see, e. g., Thompson v. Phe-
nix Ins. Co., 136 U. S. 287, 298–299, and equitable tolling, see, e. g., Irwin 
v. Department of Veterans Affairs, 498 U. S. 89, 95, that nevertheless 
may allow participants to proceed. Finally, plans offering appeals or 
dispute resolution beyond what is contemplated in the internal review 
regulations must agree to toll the limitations provision during that time. 
29 CFR § 2560.503–1(c)(3)(ii). Pp. 112–115. 

(3) Heimeshoff 's additional arguments are unpersuasive. The limi-
tations period need not be tolled as a matter of course during internal 
review because that would be inconsistent with the text of the limita-
tions provision, which is enforceable. And federal courts need not in-
quire whether state law would toll the limitations period during internal 
review because the limitations period is set by contract, not borrowed 
from state law. Pp. 115–116. 

496 Fed. Appx. 129, affrmed. 

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

Matthew W. H. Wessler argued the cause for petitioner. 
With him on the briefs were Steven P. Krafchick, Carla Ta-
chau Lawrence, Leah M. Nicholls, Leslie A. Brueckner, Ar-
thur H. Bryant, Peter K. Stris, and Brendan S. Maher. 

Ginger D. Anders argued the cause for the United States 
as amicus curiae urging reversal. With her on the brief 
were Solicitor General Verrilli, Deputy Solicitor General 
Kneedler, M. Patricia Smith, Nathaniel I. Spiller, and Ja-
mila Minnicks. 

Catherine M. A. Carroll argued the cause for respondents. 
With her on the brief was Seth P. Waxman.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for AARP et al. by 
Mary Ellen Signorille, Melvin Radowitz, Ronald Dean, and Rebecca 
Hamburg Cappy; and for United Policyholders by Cassie Springer, Mi-
chelle L. Roberts, Tybe A. Brett, and Glenn Kantor. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the American 
Council of Life Insurers et al. by William M. Jay, Carl B. Wilkerson, 
Joseph Miller, Thomas Wilder, and Kate Comerford Todd; and for 
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Justice Thomas delivered the opinion of the Court. 
A participant in an employee beneft plan covered by the 

Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA), 
88 Stat. 829, as amended, 29 U. S. C. § 1001 et seq., may bring 
a civil action under § 502(a)(1)(B) to recover benefts due 
under the terms of the plan. 29 U. S. C. § 1132(a)(1)(B). 
Courts have generally required participants to exhaust the 
plan's administrative remedies before fling suit to recover 
benefts. ERISA does not, however, specify a statute of 
limitations for fling suit under § 502(a)(1)(B). Filling that 
gap, the plan at issue here requires participants to bring suit 
within three years after “proof of loss” is due. Because 
proof of loss is due before a plan's administrative process can 
be completed, the administrative exhaustion requirement 
will, in practice, shorten the contractual limitations period. 
The question presented is whether the contractual limita-
tions provision is enforceable. We hold that it is. 

I 
In 2005, petitioner Julie Heimeshoff began to report 

chronic pain and fatigue that interfered with her duties as a 
senior public relations manager for Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. 
Her physician later diagnosed her with lupus and fbromyal-
gia. Heimeshoff stopped working on June 8. 

On August 22, 2005, Heimeshoff fled a claim for long-term 
disability benefts with Hartford Life & Accident Insurance 
Co., the administrator of Wal-Mart's Group Long Term Dis-
ability Plan (Plan). Her claim form, supported by a state-
ment from her rheumatologist, listed her symptoms as 
“ ̀ extreme fatigue, signifcant pain, and diffculty in concen-
tration.' ” 1 App. to Pet. for Cert. 7. In November 2005, 

DRI–The Voice of the Defense Bar by Mary Massaron Ross, Jerrold J. 
Ganzfried, and Ariadna Alvarez. 

1 The insurance policy provides: “ ̀ Written proof of loss must be sent to 
The Hartford within 90 days after the start of the period for which The 
Hartford owes payment. After that, The Hartford may require further 
written proof that you are still Disabled.' ” App. to Pet. for Cert. 10. 
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Hartford notifed Heimeshoff that it could not determine 
whether she was disabled because her rheumatologist had 
never responded to Hartford's request for additional infor-
mation. Hartford denied the claim the following month for 
failure to provide satisfactory proof of loss. Hartford in-
structed Heimeshoff that it would consider an appeal fled 
within 180 days, but later informed her that it would reopen 
her claim, without the need for an appeal, if her rheumatolo-
gist provided the requested information. 

In July 2006, another physician evaluated Heimeshoff and 
concluded that she was disabled. Heimeshoff submitted 
that evaluation and additional medical evidence in October 
2006. Hartford then retained a physician to review Heime-
shoff 's records and speak with her rheumatologist. That 
physician issued a report in November 2006 concluding that 
Heimeshoff was able to perform the activities required by 
her sedentary occupation. Hartford denied Heimeshoff 's 
claim later that November. 

In May 2007, Heimeshoff requested an extension of the 
Plan's appeal deadline until September 30, 2007, in order 
to provide additional evidence. Hartford granted the ex-
tension. On September 26, 2007, Heimeshoff submitted her 
appeal along with additional cardiopulmonary and neuro-
psychological evaluations. After two additional physicians 
retained by Hartford reviewed the claim, Hartford issued its 
fnal denial on November 26, 2007. 

On November 18, 2010, almost three years later (but more 
than three years after proof of loss was due), Heimeshoff 
fled suit in District Court seeking review of her denied claim 
pursuant to ERISA § 502(a)(1)(B). Hartford and Wal-Mart 
moved to dismiss on the ground that Heimeshoff 's complaint 
was barred by the Plan's limitations provision, which stated: 
“Legal action cannot be taken against The Hartford . . . 
[more than] 3 years after the time written proof of loss is 
required to be furnished according to the terms of the pol-
icy.” Id., at 10. 
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The District Court granted the motion to dismiss. Recog-
nizing that ERISA does not provide a statute of limitations 
for actions under § 502(a)(1)(B), the court explained that the 
limitations period provided by the most nearly analogous 
state statute applies. See North Star Steel Co. v. Thomas, 
515 U. S. 29, 33–34 (1995). Under Connecticut law, the Plan 
was permitted to specify a limitations period expiring “[not] 
less than one year from the time when the loss insured 
against occurs.” 2 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 38a–290 (2012); see 
App. to Pet. for Cert. 13. The court held that, under Circuit 
precedent, a 3-year limitations period set to begin when 
proof of loss is due is enforceable, and Heimeshoff 's claim 
was therefore untimely.3 Id., at 13, 15 (citing Burke v. 
PriceWaterHouseCoopers LLP Long Term Disability Plan, 
572 F. 3d 76, 79–81 (CA2 2009) (per curiam)). 

On appeal, the Second Circuit affrmed. 496 Fed. Appx. 
129 (2012). Applying the precedent relied on by the District 
Court, the Court of Appeals concluded that it did not offend 
ERISA for the limitations period to commence before the 
plaintiff could fle suit under § 502(a)(1)(B). Because the pol-
icy language unambiguously provided that the 3-year limita-
tions period ran from the time that proof of loss was due 
under the Plan, and because Heimeshoff fled her claim more 
than three years after that date, her action was time barred. 

We granted certiorari to resolve a split among the Courts 
of Appeals on the enforceability of this common contractual 
limitations provision. 569 U. S. 917 (2013). Compare, e. g., 
Burke, supra, at 79–81 (plan provision requiring suit within 

2 The parties do not dispute that Connecticut provides the relevant state 
law governing the limitations period in this case. 

3 Heimeshoff also argued before the District Court that even if the Plan's 
limitations provision were enforceable, her suit was still timely because 
Hartford had granted her request for an extension until September 30, 
2007. Even crediting the contention that proof of loss was not due until 
that date, the court held that the Plan's limitations provision barred her 
from bringing legal action any later than September 30, 2010. Heimeshoff 
did not fle suit until November 18, 2010. 
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three years after proof-of-loss deadline is enforceable); and 
Rice v. Jefferson Pilot Financial Ins. Co., 578 F. 3d 450, 455– 
456 (CA6 2009) (same), with White v. Sun Life Assurance 
Co. of Canada, 488 F. 3d 240, 245–248 (CA4 2007) (not en-
forceable); and Price v. Provident Life & Acc. Ins. Co., 2 
F. 3d 986, 988 (CA9 1993) (same). We now affrm. 

II 

Statutes of limitations establish the period of time within 
which a claimant must bring an action. As a general matter, 
a statute of limitations begins to run when the cause of ac-
tion “ `accrues' ”—that is, when “the plaintiff can fle suit and 
obtain relief.” Bay Area Laundry and Dry Cleaning Pen-
sion Trust Fund v. Ferbar Corp. of Cal., 522 U. S. 192, 201 
(1997). 

ERISA and its regulations require plans to provide cer-
tain presuit procedures for reviewing claims after partici-
pants submit proof of loss (internal review). See 29 U. S. C. 
§ 1133; 29 CFR § 2560.503–1 (2012). The courts of appeals 
have uniformly required that participants exhaust internal 
review before bringing a claim for judicial review under 
§ 502(a)(1)(B). See LaRue v. DeWolff, Boberg & Associates, 
Inc., 552 U. S. 248, 258–259 (2008) (Roberts, C. J., concur-
ring in part and concurring in judgment). A participant's 
cause of action under ERISA accordingly does not accrue 
until the plan issues a fnal denial. 

ERISA § 502(a)(1)(B) does not specify a statute of limita-
tions. Instead, the parties in this case have agreed by con-
tract to a 3-year limitations period. The contract specifes 
that this period begins to run at the time proof of loss is due. 
Because proof of loss is due before a participant can exhaust 
internal review, Heimeshoff contends that this limitations 
provision runs afoul of the general rule that statutes of limi-
tations commence upon accrual of the cause of action. 

For the reasons that follow, we reject that argument. Ab-
sent a controlling statute to the contrary, a participant and 
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a plan may agree by contract to a particular limitations pe-
riod, even one that starts to run before the cause of action 
accrues, as long as the period is reasonable. 

A 

Recognizing that Congress generally sets statutory limita-
tions periods to begin when their associated causes of action 
accrue, this Court has often construed statutes of limitations 
to commence when the plaintiff is permitted to fle suit. 
See, e. g., Graham County Soil & Water Conservation Dist. 
v. United States ex rel. Wilson, 545 U. S. 409, 418 (2005) (re-
solving an ambiguity in light of “the `standard rule that the 
limitations period commences when the plaintiff has a com-
plete and present cause of action' ” (quoting Bay Area Laun-
dry, supra, at 201)); Rawlings v. Ray, 312 U. S. 96, 98 (1941). 
At the same time, we have recognized that statutes of limita-
tions do not inexorably commence upon accrual. See Reiter 
v. Cooper, 507 U. S. 258, 267 (1993) (noting the possibility that 
a cause of action may “accru[e] at one time for the purpose 
of calculating when the statute of limitations begins to run, 
but at another time for the purpose of bringing suit”); see 
also Dodd v. United States, 545 U. S. 353, 358 (2005) (the 
statute of limitations in the federal habeas statute runs from 
“ `the date on which the right asserted was initially recog-
nized by the Supreme Court' ” even if the right has not yet 
been “ ̀ made retroactively applicable to cases on collateral 
review' ”); McMahon v. United States, 342 U. S. 25, 26–27 
(1951) (the limitations period in the Suits in Admiralty Act 
runs from the date of injury rather than when plaintiffs 
may sue). 

None of those decisions, however, addresses the critical 
aspect of this case: The parties have agreed by contract 
to commence the limitations period at a particular time. 
For that reason, we fnd more appropriate guidance in prec-
edent confronting whether to enforce the terms of a con-
tractual limitations provision. Those cases provide a well-
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established framework suitable for resolving the question in 
this case: 

“[I]n the absence of a controlling statute to the contrary, 
a provision in a contract may validly limit, between the 
parties, the time for bringing an action on such contract 
to a period less than that prescribed in the general stat-
ute of limitations, provided that the shorter period itself 
shall be a reasonable period.” Order of United Com-
mercial Travelers of America v. Wolfe, 331 U. S. 586, 
608 (1947). 

We have recognized that some statutes of limitations do not 
permit parties to choose a shorter period by contract. See, 
e. g., Louisiana & Western R. Co. v. Gardiner, 273 U. S. 280, 
284 (1927) (contractual provision requiring suit against com-
mon carrier within two years and one day after delivery was 
invalid under a federal statute “declar[ing] unlawful any limi-
tation shorter than two years from the time notice is given of 
the disallowance of the claim”). The rule set forth in Wolfe 
recognizes, however, that other statutes of limitations pro-
vide only a default rule that permits parties to choose a 
shorter limitations period. See Riddlesbarger v. Hartford 
Ins. Co., 7 Wall. 386, 390 (1869) (fnding “nothing in th[e] 
language or object [of statutes of limitations] which inhibits 
parties from stipulating for a shorter period within which 
to assert their respective claims”); see also Missouri, K. & 
T. R. Co. v. Harriman, 227 U. S. 657, 672–673 (1913) (citing 
examples). If parties are permitted to contract around a de-
fault statute of limitations, it follows that the same rule ap-
plies where the statute creating the cause of action is silent 
regarding a limitations period. 

The Wolfe rule necessarily allows parties to agree not only 
to the length of a limitations period but also to its commence-
ment. The duration of a limitations period can be measured 
only by reference to its start date. Each is therefore an 
integral part of the limitations provision, and there is no 
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basis for categorically preventing parties from agreeing on 
one aspect but not the other. See Electrical Workers v. 
Robbins & Myers, Inc., 429 U. S. 229, 234 (1976) (noting that 
“the parties could conceivably have agreed to a contract” 
specifying the “ ̀ occurrence' ” that commenced the statutory 
limitations period). 

B 

The principle that contractual limitations provisions ordi-
narily should be enforced as written is especially appropriate 
when enforcing an ERISA plan. “The plan, in short, is at 
the center of ERISA.” US Airways, Inc. v. McCutchen, 569 
U. S. 88, 101 (2013). “[E]mployers have large leeway to de-
sign disability and other welfare plans as they see ft.” 
Black & Decker Disability Plan v. Nord, 538 U. S. 822, 833 
(2003). And once a plan is established, the administrator's 
duty is to see that the plan is “maintained pursuant to [that] 
written instrument.” 29 U. S. C. § 1102(a)(1). This focus on 
the written terms of the plan is the linchpin of “a system 
that is [not] so complex that administrative costs, or litiga-
tion expenses, unduly discourage employers from offering 
[ERISA] plans in the frst place.” Varity Corp. v. Howe, 516 
U. S. 489, 497 (1996). 

Heimeshoff 's cause of action for benefts is likewise bound 
up with the written instrument. ERISA § 502(a)(1)(B) au-
thorizes a plan participant to bring suit “to recover benefts 
due to him under the terms of his plan, to enforce his rights 
under the terms of the plan, or to clarify his rights to fu-
ture benefts under the terms of the plan.” 29 U. S. C. 
§ 1132(a)(1)(B) (emphasis added). That “statutory language 
speaks of `enforc[ing]' the `terms of the plan,' not of chang-
ing them.” CIGNA Corp. v. Amara, 563 U. S. 421, 436 
(2011). For that reason, we have recognized the particu-
lar importance of enforcing plan terms as written in 
§ 502(a)(1)(B) claims. See id., at 435–436; Conkright v. 
Frommert, 559 U. S. 506, 512–513 (2010); Kennedy v. Plan 
Administrator for DuPont Sav. and Investment Plan, 555 
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U. S. 285, 299–301 (2009). Because the rights and duties at 
issue in this case are no less “built around reliance on the 
face of written plan documents,” Curtiss-Wright Corp. v. 
Schoonejongen, 514 U. S. 73, 83 (1995), we will not presume 
from statutory silence that Congress intended a different ap-
proach here. 

III 

We must give effect to the Plan's limitations provision un-
less we determine either that the period is unreasonably 
short, or that a “controlling statute” prevents the limitations 
provision from taking effect. Wolfe, supra, at 608. Nei-
ther condition is met here. 

A 

Neither Heimeshoff nor the United States claims that the 
Plan's 3-year limitations provision is unreasonably short on 
its face. And with good reason: The United States acknowl-
edges that the regulations governing internal review mean 
for “mainstream” claims to be resolved in about one year, Tr. 
of Oral Arg. 22, leaving the participant with two years to fle 
suit.4 Even in this case, where the administrative review 
process required more time than usual, Heimeshoff was left 
with approximately one year in which to fle suit. Heime-
shoff does not dispute that a hypothetical 1-year limitations 
period commencing at the conclusion of internal review 
would be reasonable. Id., at 4. We cannot fault a limita-
tions provision that would leave the same amount of time in 
a case with an unusually long internal review process while 
providing for a signifcantly longer period in most cases. 

Heimeshoff 's reliance on Occidental Life Ins. Co. of Cal. v. 
EEOC, 432 U. S. 355 (1977), is therefore misplaced. There, 

4 Heimeshoff, drawing on a study by the American Council of Life Insur-
ers of recent § 502(a)(1)(B) cases where timeliness was at issue, states that 
exhaustion can take 15 to 16 months in a typical case. Reply Brief 17–18, 
n. 3 (citing Brief for American Council of Life Insurers et al. as Amici 
Curiae 29). In our view, that still leaves ample time for fling suit. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



110 HEIMESHOFF v. HARTFORD LIFE & ACCIDENT INS. CO. 

Opinion of the Court 

we declined to enforce a State's 1-year statute of limitations 
as applied to Title VII employment discrimination actions 
where the limitations period commenced before accrual. 
We concluded that “[i]t would hardly be reasonable” to sup-
pose that Congress intended to enforce state statutes of limi-
tations as short as 12 months where the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission faced a backlog of 18 to 24 months, 
leaving claimants with little chance of bringing a claim not 
barred by the State's statute of limitations. Id., at 369–371. 
In the absence of any evidence that there are similar obsta-
cles to bringing a timely § 502(a)(1)(B) claim, we conclude 
that the Plan's limitations provision is reasonable. 

B 

Heimeshoff and the United States contend that even if the 
Plan's limitations provision is reasonable, ERISA is a “con-
trolling statute to the contrary.” Wolfe, 331 U. S., at 608. 
But they do not contend that ERISA's statute of limitations 
for claims of breach of fduciary duty controls this action to 
recover benefts. See 29 U. S. C. § 1113. Nor do they claim 
that ERISA's text or regulations contradict the Plan's limita-
tions provision. Rather, they assert that the limitations 
provision will “undermine” ERISA's two-tiered remedial 
scheme. Brief for Petitioner 39; Brief for United States as 
Amicus Curiae 19. We cannot agree. 

1 

The frst tier of ERISA's remedial scheme is the internal 
review process required for all ERISA disability-beneft 
plans. 29 CFR § 2560.503–1. After the participant fles a 
claim for disability benefts, the plan has 45 days to make an 
“adverse beneft determination.” § 2560.503–1(f)(3). Two 
30-day extensions are available for “matters beyond the con-
trol of the plan,” giving the plan a total of up to 105 days to 
make that determination. Ibid. The plan's time for mak-
ing a beneft determination may be tolled “due to a claimant's 
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failure to submit information necessary to decide a claim.” 
§ 2560.503–1(f)(4). 

Following denial, the plan must provide the participant 
with “at least 180 days . . . within which to appeal the deter-
mination.” §§ 2560.503–1(h)(3)(i), (h)(4). The plan has 45 
days to resolve that appeal, with one 45-day extension avail-
able for “special circumstances (such as the need to hold a 
hearing).” §§ 2560.503–1(i)(1)(i), (i)(3)(i). The plan's time 
for resolving an appeal can be tolled again if the participant 
fails to submit necessary information. § 2560.503–1(i)(4). 
In the ordinary course, the regulations contemplate an inter-
nal review process lasting about one year. Tr. of Oral Arg. 
22. If the plan fails to meet its own deadlines under these 
procedures, the participant “shall be deemed to have ex-
hausted the administrative remedies.” § 2560.503–1( l). 
Upon exhaustion of the internal review process, the partici-
pant is entitled to proceed immediately to judicial review, the 
second tier of ERISA's remedial scheme. 

2 

Heimeshoff and the United States frst claim that the 
Plan's limitations provision will undermine the foregoing in-
ternal review process. They contend that participants will 
shortchange their own rights during that process in order 
to have more time in which to seek judicial review. Their 
premise—that participants will sacrifce the benefts of inter-
nal review to preserve additional time for fling suit—is 
highly dubious in light of the consequences of that course 
of action. 

First, to the extent participants fail to develop evidence 
during internal review, they risk forfeiting the use of that 
evidence in district court. The Courts of Appeals have gen-
erally limited the record for judicial review to the adminis-
trative record compiled during internal review. See, e. g., 
Foster v. PPG Industries, Inc., 693 F. 3d 1226, 1231 (CA10 
2012); Fleisher v. Standard Ins. Co., 679 F. 3d 116, 121 (CA3 
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2012); McCartha v. National City Corp., 419 F. 3d 437, 441 
(CA6 2005). Second, participants are not likely to value ju-
dicial review of plan determinations over internal review. 
Many plans (including this Plan) vest discretion over bene-
fts determinations in plan administrators. See Firestone 
Tire & Rubber Co. v. Bruch, 489 U. S. 101, 111–112 (1989) 
(permitting the vesting of discretion); see also App. in 
No. 12–651–cv (CA2), p. 34. Courts ordinarily review deter-
minations by such plans only for abuse of discretion. Metro-
politan Life Ins. Co. v. Glenn, 554 U. S. 105, 115–116 (2008). 
In short, participants have much to lose and little to gain 
by giving up the full measure of internal review in favor of 
marginal extra time to seek judicial review. 

3 

Heimeshoff and the United States next warn that it will 
endanger judicial review to allow plans to set limitations pe-
riods that begin to run before internal review is complete. 
The United States suggests that administrators may attempt 
to prevent judicial review by delaying the resolution of 
claims in bad faith. Brief for United States as Amicus 
Curiae 19; see also White, 488 F. 3d, at 247–248. But admin-
istrators are required by the regulations governing the in-
ternal review process to take prompt action, see supra, at 
110–111, and the penalty for failure to meet those deadlines 
is immediate access to judicial review for the participant. 
29 CFR § 2560.503–1(l). In addition, that sort of dilatory 
behavior may implicate one of the traditional defenses to a 
statute of limitations. See infra, at 114–115. 

The United States suggests that even good-faith admini-
stration of internal review will signifcantly diminish the 
availability of judicial review if this limitations provision is 
enforced. Forty years of ERISA administration suggest 
otherwise. The limitations provision at issue is quite com-
mon; the vast majority of States require certain insurance 
policies to include 3-year limitations periods that run from 
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the date proof of loss is due.5 But there is no signifcant 
evidence that limitations provisions like the one here have 
similarly thwarted judicial review. As explained above, see 
supra, at 110–111, ERISA regulations structure internal 
review to proceed in an expeditious manner. It stands to 
reason that the cases in which internal review leaves par-
ticipants with less than one year to fle suit are rare. 
Heimeshoff identifes only a handful of cases in which 
§ 502(a)(1)(B) plaintiffs are actually time barred as a result 
of this 3-year limitations provision. See Abena v. Metropol-
itan Life Ins. Co., 544 F. 3d 880 (CA7 2008); Touqan v. Metro-
politan Life Ins. Co., 2012 WL 3465493 (ED Mich., Aug. 14, 
2012); Smith v. Unum Provident, 2012 WL 1436458 (WD Ky., 

5 See Ala. Code §§ 27–19–14, 27–20–5(7) (2007); Alaska Stat. § 21.54.030(7) 
(2012); Ark. Code Ann. §§ 23–85–116, 23–86–102(c)(7) (2004); Cal. Ins. Code 
Ann. § 10350.11 (West 2013); Colo. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 10–16–202(12) (2013); 
Conn. Gen. Stat. § 38a–483(a)(11) (2012); Del. Code Ann., Tit. 18, §§ 3315, 
3541(7) (1999); Ga. Code Ann. § 33–29–3(b)(11) (2013); Haw. Rev. Stat. 
§ 431:10A–105(11) (Cum. Supp. 2012); Idaho Code §§ 41–2115, 41–2207(7) 
(Lexis 2010); Ill. Comp. Stat., ch. 215, § 5/357.12 (West 2012); Ind. Code 
§ 27–8–5–3(a)(11) (2004); Iowa Code § 514A.3(1)(k) (2009); Ky. Rev. Stat. 
Ann. §§ 304.17–150, 304.18–070(7) (West 2012); Me. Rev. Stat. Ann., Tit. 
24–A, § 2715 (2000); Mass. Gen. Laws, ch. 175, § 108(3)(a)(11) (West 2010); 
Mich. Comp. Laws § 500.3422 (2002); Minn. Stat. § 62A.04(2)(11) (2012); 
Miss. Code Ann. § 83–9–5(1)(k) (2011); Mo. Rev. Stat. § 376.777(1)(11) 
(2000); Mont. Code Ann. § 33–22–602(7) (2013); Neb. Rev. Stat. § 44– 
710.03(11) (2010); Nev. Rev. Stat. §§ 689A.150, 689B.080(9) (2011); N. H. 
Rev. Stat. Ann. § 415:6(I)(11) (West Cum. Supp. 2012); N. J. Stat. Ann. 
§ 17B:26–14 (West 2006); N. M. Stat. Ann. § 59A–22–14 (2013); N. Y. Ins. 
Law Ann. § 3216(d)(1)(K) (West Supp. 2013); N. C. Gen. Stat. Ann. § 58– 
51–15(a)(11) (Lexis 2011); N. D. Cent. Code Ann. § 26.1–36–05(14) (Lexis 
2010); Ohio Rev. Code Ann. § 3923.04(K) (Lexis 2010); Okla. Stat., Tit. 36, 
§ 4405(A)(11) (West 2011); Ore. Rev. Stat. § 743.441 (2011); 40 Pa. Cons. 
Stat. § 753(A)(11) (1999); R. I. Gen. Laws § 27–18–3(a)(11) (Lexis 2008); 
S. D. Codifed Laws § 58–18–27 (2004); Tenn. Code Ann. § 56–26–108(11) 
(2008); Tex. Ins. Code Ann. § 1201.217 (West Cum. Supp. 2012); Vt. Stat. 
Ann., Tit. 8, § 4065(11) (2009); Va. Code Ann. § 38.2–3540 (Lexis 2007); 
Wash. Rev. Code § 48.20.142 (2012); W. Va. Code Ann. § 33–15–4(k) (Lexis 
2011); Wyo. Stat. Ann. §§ 26–18–115, 26–19–107(a)(vii) (2013). 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff

https://5/357.12
https://10350.11


114 HEIMESHOFF v. HARTFORD LIFE & ACCIDENT INS. CO. 

Opinion of the Court 

Apr. 24, 2012); Fry v. Hartford Ins. Co., 2011 WL 1672474 
(WDNY, May 3, 2011); Rotondi v. Hartford Life & Acc. 
Group, 2010 WL 3720830 (SDNY, Sept. 22, 2010). Those 
cases suggest that this barrier falls on participants who have 
not diligently pursued their rights. See Abena, supra, at 
884 (by his own admission, there was “no reason” plaintiff 
could not have fled suit during the remaining seven months 
of limitations period); Smith, supra, at *2 (plaintiff fled suit 
four years after the limitations period expired, and six years 
after fnal denial); Rotondi, supra, at *8 (“Application of the 
. . . limitations period works no unfairness here”); see also 
Rice, 578 F. 3d, at 457 (the participant “has not established 
that he has been diligently pursuing his rights” and “has 
given no reason for his late fling”); Burke, 572 F. 3d, at 81 
(following exhaustion, “two years and fve months of the lim-
itations period remained”); Salerno v. Prudential Ins. Co. 
of America, 2009 WL 2412732, *6 (NDNY, Aug. 3, 2009) 
(“Plaintiff 's proof of loss was untimely by over ten years”). 
The evidence that this 3-year limitations provision harms dil-
igent participants is far too insubstantial to set aside the 
plain terms of the contract. 

Moreover, even in the rare cases where internal review 
prevents participants from bringing § 502(a)(1)(B) actions 
within the contractual period, courts are well equipped to 
apply traditional doctrines that may nevertheless allow par-
ticipants to proceed. If the administrator's conduct causes 
a participant to miss the deadline for judicial review, waiver 
or estoppel may prevent the administrator from invoking the 
limitations provision as a defense. See, e. g., Thompson v. 
Phenix Ins. Co., 136 U. S. 287, 298–299 (1890); LaMantia v. 
Voluntary Plan Adm'rs, Inc., 401 F. 3d 1114, 1119 (CA9 
2005). To the extent the participant has diligently pursued 
both internal review and judicial review but was prevented 
from fling suit by extraordinary circumstances, equitable 
tolling may apply. Irwin v. Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, 498 U. S. 89, 95 (1990) (limitations defenses “in lawsuits 
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between private litigants are customarily subject to `equita-
ble tolling' ”).6 Finally, in addition to those traditional rem-
edies, plans that offer appeals or dispute resolution beyond 
what is contemplated in the internal review regulations must 
agree to toll the limitations provision during that time. 29 
CFR § 2560.503–1(c)(3)(ii). Thus, we are not persuaded that 
the Plan's limitations provision is inconsistent with ERISA. 

C 

Two additional arguments warrant mention. First, 
Heimeshoff argues—for the frst time in this litigation—that 
the limitations period should be tolled as a matter of course 
during internal review. By effectively delaying the com-
mencement of the limitations period until the conclusion of 
internal review, however, this approach reconstitutes the 
contractual revision we declined to make. As we explained, 
the parties' agreement should be enforced unless the limita-
tions period is unreasonably short or foreclosed by ERISA. 
The limitations period here is neither. See supra, at 109– 
114 and this page. 

Nor do the ERISA regulations require tolling during in-
ternal review. A plan must agree to toll the limitations pro-
vision only in one particular circumstance: when a plan offers 
voluntary internal appeals beyond what is permitted by reg-
ulation. § 2560.503–1(c)(3)(ii). Even then, the limitations 
period is tolled only during that specifc portion of internal 
review. This limited tolling requirement would be super-
fuous if the regulations contemplated tolling throughout 
the process. 

Finally, relying on our decision in Hardin v. Straub, 490 
U. S. 536 (1989), Heimeshoff contends that we must inquire 
whether state law would toll the limitations period through-
out the exhaustion process. In Hardin, we interpreted 42 
U. S. C. § 1983 to borrow a State's statutory limitations pe-

6 Whether the Court of Appeals properly declined to apply those doc-
trines in this case is not before us. 569 U. S. 917 (2013); Pet. for Cert. i. 
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riod. We recognized that when a federal statute is deemed 
to borrow a State's limitations period, the State's tolling 
rules are ordinarily borrowed as well because “ ̀ [i]n virtually 
all statutes of limitations the chronological length of the limi-
tation period is interrelated with provisions regarding toll-
ing . . . .' ” 490 U. S., at 539 (quoting Johnson v. Railway 
Express Agency, Inc., 421 U. S. 454, 464 (1975)); see also 
Board of Regents of Univ. of State of N. Y. v. Tomanio, 446 
U. S. 478, 484 (1980) (in § 1983 actions “a state statute of limi-
tations and the coordinate tolling rules” are “binding rules 
of law”). But here, unlike in Hardin, the parties have 
adopted a limitations period by contract. Under these cir-
cumstances, where there is no need to borrow a state statute 
of limitations there is no need to borrow concomitant state 
tolling rules. 

IV 

We hold that the Plan's limitations provision is enforceable. 
The judgment is, accordingly, affrmed. 

It is so ordered. 
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DAIMLER AG v. BAUMAN et al. 

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

No. 11–965. Argued October 15, 2013—Decided January 14, 2014 

Plaintiffs (respondents here) are 22 residents of Argentina who fled suit 
in California Federal District Court, naming as a defendant Daimler-
Chrysler Aktiengesellschaft (Daimler), a German public stock company 
that is the predecessor to petitioner Daimler AG. Their complaint al-
leges that Mercedes-Benz Argentina (MB Argentina), an Argentinian 
subsidiary of Daimler, collaborated with state security forces during Ar-
gentina's 1976–1983 “Dirty War” to kidnap, detain, torture, and kill cer-
tain MB Argentina workers, among them, plaintiffs or persons closely 
related to plaintiffs. Based on those allegations, plaintiffs asserted 
claims under the Alien Tort Statute and the Torture Victim Protection 
Act of 1991, as well as under California and Argentina law. Personal 
jurisdiction over Daimler was predicated on the California contacts of 
Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC (MBUSA), another Daimler subsidiary, one 
incorporated in Delaware with its principal place of business in New 
Jersey. MBUSA distributes Daimler-manufactured vehicles to inde-
pendent dealerships throughout the United States, including California. 
Daimler moved to dismiss the action for want of personal jurisdiction. 
Opposing that motion, plaintiffs argued that jurisdiction over Daimler 
could be founded on the California contacts of MBUSA. The District 
Court granted Daimler's motion to dismiss. Reversing the District 
Court's judgment, the Ninth Circuit held that MBUSA, which it as-
sumed to fall within the California courts' all-purpose jurisdiction, was 
Daimler's “agent” for jurisdictional purposes, so that Daimler, too, 
should generally be answerable to suit in that State. 

Held: Daimler is not amenable to suit in California for injuries allegedly 
caused by conduct of MB Argentina that took place entirely outside the 
United States. Pp. 125–142. 

(a) California's long-arm statute allows the exercise of personal juris-
diction to the full extent permissible under the U. S. Constitution. 
Thus, the inquiry here is whether the Ninth Circuit's holding comports 
with the limits imposed by federal due process. See Fed. Rule Civ. 
Proc. 4(k)(1)(A). P. 125. 

(b) For a time, this Court held that a tribunal's jurisdiction over per-
sons was necessarily limited by the geographic bounds of the forum. 
See Pennoyer v. Neff, 95 U. S. 714. That rigidly territorial focus even-
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tually yielded to a less wooden understanding, exemplifed by the 
Court's pathmarking decision in International Shoe Co. v. Washington, 
326 U. S. 310. International Shoe presaged the recognition of two per-
sonal jurisdiction categories: One category, today called “specifc juris-
diction,” see Goodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, S. A. v. Brown, 564 
U. S. 915, 923–924, encompasses cases in which the suit “arise[s] out of 
or relate[s] to the defendant's contacts with the forum,” Helicopteros 
Nacionales de Colombia, S. A. v. Hall, 466 U. S. 408, 414, n. 8. Inter-
national Shoe distinguished exercises of specifc, case-based jurisdiction 
from a category today known as “general jurisdiction,” exercisable when 
a foreign corporation's “continuous corporate operations within a state 
[are] so substantial and of such a nature as to justify suit against it 
on causes of action arising from dealings entirely distinct from those 
activities.” 326 U. S., at 318. 

Since International Shoe, “specifc jurisdiction has become the cen-
terpiece of modern jurisdiction theory.” Goodyear, 564 U. S., at 925. 
This Court's general jurisdiction opinions, in contrast, have been few. 
See Perkins v. Benguet Consol. Mining Co., 342 U. S. 437, Helicopteros, 
466 U. S., at 416, and Goodyear, 564 U. S., at 927–928. As is evident 
from these post-International Shoe decisions, while specifc jurisdiction 
has been cut loose from Pennoyer's sway, general jurisdiction has not 
been stretched beyond limits traditionally recognized. Pp. 125–133. 

(c) Even assuming, for purposes of this decision, that MBUSA quali-
fes as at home in California, Daimler's affliations with California are 
not suffcient to subject it to the general jurisdiction of that State's 
courts. Pp. 133–142. 

(1) Whatever role agency theory might play in the context of gen-
eral jurisdiction, the Court of Appeals' analysis in this case cannot be 
sustained. The Ninth Circuit's agency determination rested primarily 
on its observation that MBUSA's services were “important” to Daimler, 
as gauged by Daimler's hypothetical readiness to perform those services 
itself if MBUSA did not exist. But if “importan[ce]” in this sense were 
suffcient to justify jurisdictional attribution, foreign corporations would 
be amenable to suit on any or all claims wherever they have an in-state 
subsidiary or affliate, an outcome that would sweep beyond even the 
“sprawling view of general jurisdiction” rejected in Goodyear. 564 
U. S., at 929. Pp. 134–136. 

(2) Even assuming that MBUSA is at home in California and that 
MBUSA's contacts are imputable to Daimler, there would still be no 
basis to subject Daimler to general jurisdiction in California. The para-
digm all-purpose forums for general jurisdiction are a corporation's 
place of incorporation and principal place of business. Goodyear, 564 
U. S., at 924. Plaintiffs' reasoning, however, would reach well beyond 
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these exemplar bases to approve the exercise of general jurisdiction in 
every State in which a corporation “engages in a substantial, continuous, 
and systematic course of business.” Brief for Respondents 16–17, and 
nn. 7–8. The words “continuous and systematic,” plaintiffs and the 
Court of Appeals overlooked, were used in International Shoe to de-
scribe situations in which the exercise of specifc jurisdiction would be 
appropriate. See 326 U. S., at 317. With respect to all-purpose juris-
diction, International Shoe spoke instead of “instances in which the 
continuous corporate operations within a state [are] so substantial and 
of such a nature as to justify suit . . . on causes of action arising from 
dealings entirely distinct from those activities.” Id., at 318. Accord-
ingly, the proper inquiry, this Court has explained, is whether a foreign 
corporation's “affliations with the State are so `continuous and system-
atic' as to render [it] essentially at home in the forum State.” Good-
year, 564 U. S., at 919. 

Neither Daimler nor MBUSA is incorporated in California, nor does 
either entity have its principal place of business there. If Daimler's 
California activities suffced to allow adjudication of this Argentina-
rooted case in California, the same global reach would presumably be 
available in every other State in which MBUSA's sales are sizable. No 
decision of this Court sanctions a view of general jurisdiction so grasp-
ing. The Ninth Circuit, therefore, had no warrant to conclude that 
Daimler, even with MBUSA's contacts attributed to it, was at home in 
California, and hence subject to suit there on claims by foreign plaintiffs 
having nothing to do with anything that occurred or had its principal 
impact in California. Pp. 136–139. 

(3) Finally, the transnational context of this dispute bears atten-
tion. This Court's recent precedents have rendered infrm plaintiffs' 
Alien Tort Statute and Torture Victim Protection Act claims. See Kio-
bel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co., 569 U. S. 108, 124, and Mohamad 
v. Palestinian Authority, 566 U. S. 449, 451–452. The Ninth Circuit, 
moreover, paid little heed to the risks to international comity posed by 
its expansive view of general jurisdiction. Pp. 140–142. 

644 F. 3d 909, reversed. 

Ginsburg, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, 
C. J., and Scalia, Kennedy, Thomas, Breyer, Alito, and Kagan, JJ., 
joined. Sotomayor, J., fled an opinion concurring in the judgment, 
post, p. 142. 

Thomas H. Dupree, Jr., argued the cause for petitioner. 
With him on the briefs were Theodore B. Olson, Daniel W. 
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Nelson, Amir C. Tayrani, Matthew J. Kemner, David M. 
Rice, and Troy M. Yoshino. 

Deputy Solicitor General Kneedler argued the cause for 
the United States as amicus curiae urging reversal. With 
him on the brief were Solicitor General Verrilli, Acting As-
sistant Attorney General Delery, Benjamin J. Horwich, and 
Michael S. Raab. 

Kevin K. Russell argued the cause for respondents. With 
him on the brief were Terrence P. Collingsworth, Christian 
Levesque, Pamela S. Karlan, and Jeffrey L. Fisher.* 

Justice Ginsburg delivered the opinion of the Court. 
This case concerns the authority of a court in the United 

States to entertain a claim brought by foreign plaintiffs 
against a foreign defendant based on events occurring en-
tirely outside the United States. The litigation commenced 
in 2004, when 22 Argentinian residents1 fled a complaint in 
the United States District Court for the Northern District 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for the Alliance of 
Automobile Manufacturers, Inc., et al. by Herbert Rubin, Bernard J. Wald, 
Ian Ceresney, and Linda M. Brown; for the Atlantic Legal Foundation by 
Martin S. Kaufman; for the Chamber of Commerce of the United States 
of America et al. by Peter B. Rutledge, Kathryn Comerford Todd, and 
Tyler R. Green; for Economiesuisse et al. by Andrew J. Pincus, Alex C. 
Lakatos, and Paul W. Hughes; for the New England Legal Foundation 
et al. by Benjamin G. Robbins and Martin J. Newhouse; for the Product 
Liability Advisory Council, Inc., by Jonathan M. Hoffman; for Viega 
GmbH & Co. KG et al. by Pat Lundvall, Debbie Leonard, and Amanda 
C. Yen; and for Lea Brilmayer by Joseph R. Knight, Evan A. Young, and 
Ms. Brilmayer, pro se. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the American 
Association for Justice by Alan B. Morrison, J. Burton LeBlanc IV, 
Erwin Chemerinsky, Jack Friedenthal, Arthur R. Miller, and Robert S. 
Peck; and for the German Institute for Human Rights et al. by Katherine 
M. Gallagher. 

Richard L. Herz and Marco B. Simons fled a brief for EarthRights 
International as amicus curiae. 

1 One plaintiff is a resident of Argentina and a citizen of Chile; all other 
plaintiffs are residents and citizens of Argentina. 
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of California against DaimlerChrysler Aktiengesellschaft 
(Daimler),2 a German public stock company, headquartered 
in Stuttgart, that manufactures Mercedes-Benz vehicles in 
Germany. The complaint alleged that during Argentina's 
1976–1983 “Dirty War,” Daimler's Argentinian subsidiary, 
Mercedes-Benz Argentina (MB Argentina) collaborated with 
state security forces to kidnap, detain, torture, and kill cer-
tain MB Argentina workers, among them, plaintiffs or per-
sons closely related to plaintiffs. Damages for the alleged 
human-rights violations were sought from Daimler under the 
laws of the United States, California, and Argentina. Juris-
diction over the lawsuit was predicated on the California con-
tacts of Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC (MBUSA), a subsidiary 
of Daimler incorporated in Delaware with its principal place 
of business in New Jersey. MBUSA distributes Daimler-
manufactured vehicles to independent dealerships through-
out the United States, including California. 

The question presented is whether the Due Process Clause 
of the Fourteenth Amendment precludes the District Court 
from exercising jurisdiction over Daimler in this case, given 
the absence of any California connection to the atrocities, 
perpetrators, or victims described in the complaint. Plain-
tiffs invoked the court's general or all-purpose jurisdiction. 
California, they urge, is a place where Daimler may be sued 
on any and all claims against it, wherever in the world 
the claims may arise. For example, as plaintiffs' counsel 
affrmed, under the proffered jurisdictional theory, if a 
Daimler-manufactured vehicle overturned in Poland, injur-
ing a Polish driver and passenger, the injured parties could 
maintain a design defect suit in California. See Tr. of Oral 
Arg. 28–29. Exercises of personal jurisdiction so exorbi-

2 Daimler was restructured in 2007 and is now known as Daimler AG. 
No party contends that any postsuit corporate reorganization bears on our 
disposition of this case. This opinion refers to members of the Daimler 
corporate family by the names current at the time plaintiffs fled suit. 
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tant, we hold, are barred by due process constraints on the 
assertion of adjudicatory authority. 

In Goodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, S. A. v. Brown, 
564 U. S. 915 (2011), we addressed the distinction between 
general or all-purpose jurisdiction, and specifc or conduct-
linked jurisdiction. As to the former, we held that a court 
may assert jurisdiction over a foreign corporation “to hear 
any and all claims against [it]” only when the corporation's 
affliations with the State in which suit is brought are so 
constant and pervasive “as to render [it] essentially at home 
in the forum State.” Id., at 919. Instructed by Goodyear, 
we conclude Daimler is not “at home” in California, and can-
not be sued there for injuries plaintiffs attribute to MB Ar-
gentina's conduct in Argentina. 

I 

In 2004, plaintiffs (respondents here) fled suit in the 
United States District Court for the Northern District of 
California, alleging that MB Argentina collaborated with Ar-
gentinian state security forces to kidnap, detain, torture, and 
kill plaintiffs and their relatives during the military dictator-
ship in place there from 1976 through 1983, a period known 
as Argentina's “Dirty War.” Based on those allegations, 
plaintiffs asserted claims under the Alien Tort Statute, 28 
U. S. C. § 1350, and the Torture Victim Protection Act of 
1991, 106 Stat. 73, note following 28 U. S. C. § 1350, as well 
as claims for wrongful death and intentional infiction of 
emotional distress under the laws of California and Argen-
tina. The incidents recounted in the complaint center on 
MB Argentina's plant in Gonzalez Catan, Argentina; no part 
of MB Argentina's alleged collaboration with Argentinian au-
thorities took place in California or anywhere else in the 
United States. 

Plaintiffs' operative complaint names only one corporate 
defendant: Daimler, the petitioner here. Plaintiffs seek to 
hold Daimler vicariously liable for MB Argentina's alleged 
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malfeasance. Daimler is a German Aktiengesellschaft (pub-
lic stock company) that manufactures Mercedes-Benz ve-
hicles primarily in Germany and has its headquarters in 
Stuttgart. At times relevant to this case, MB Argentina 
was a subsidiary wholly owned by Daimler's predecessor in 
interest. 

Daimler moved to dismiss the action for want of personal 
jurisdiction. Opposing the motion, plaintiffs submitted dec-
larations and exhibits purporting to demonstrate the pres-
ence of Daimler itself in California. Alternatively, plaintiffs 
maintained that jurisdiction over Daimler could be founded 
on the California contacts of MBUSA, a distinct corporate 
entity that, according to plaintiffs, should be treated as 
Daimler's agent for jurisdictional purposes. 

MBUSA, an indirect subsidiary of Daimler, is a Delaware 
limited liability corporation.3 MBUSA serves as Daimler's 
exclusive importer and distributor in the United States, pur-
chasing Mercedes-Benz automobiles from Daimler in Ger-
many, then importing those vehicles, and ultimately distrib-
uting them to independent dealerships located throughout 
the Nation. Although MBUSA's principal place of business 
is in New Jersey, MBUSA has multiple California-based 
facilities, including a regional offce in Costa Mesa, a Vehicle 
Preparation Center in Carson, and a Classic Center in Irvine. 
According to the record developed below, MBUSA is the 
largest supplier of luxury vehicles to the California market. 
In particular, over 10% of all sales of new vehicles in the 
United States take place in California, and MBUSA's Califor-
nia sales account for 2.4% of Daimler's worldwide sales. 

The relationship between Daimler and MBUSA is delin-
eated in a General Distributor Agreement, which sets forth 
requirements for MBUSA's distribution of Mercedes-Benz 
vehicles in the United States. That agreement established 
MBUSA as an “independent contracto[r]” that “buy[s] and 

3 At times relevant to this suit, MBUSA was wholly owned by Daimler-
Chrysler North America Holding Corporation, a Daimler subsidiary. 
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sell[s] [vehicles] . . . as an independent business for [its] 
own account.” App. 179a. The agreement “does not make 
[MBUSA] . . . a general or special agent, partner, joint 
venturer or employee of DAIMLERCHRYSLER or any 
DaimlerChrysler Group Company”; MBUSA “ha[s] no au-
thority to make binding obligations for or act on behalf of 
DAIMLERCHRYSLER or any DaimlerChrysler Group 
Company.” Ibid. 

After allowing jurisdictional discovery on plaintiffs' 
agency allegations, the District Court granted Daimler's mo-
tion to dismiss. Daimler's own affliations with California, 
the court frst determined, were insuffcient to support the 
exercise of all-purpose jurisdiction over the corporation. 
Bauman v. DaimlerChrysler AG, No. C–04–00194 RMW 
(ND Cal., Nov. 22, 2005), App. to Pet. for Cert. 111a–112a, 
2005 WL 3157472, *9–*10. Next, the court declined to at-
tribute MBUSA's California contacts to Daimler on an 
agency theory, concluding that plaintiffs failed to demon-
strate that MBUSA acted as Daimler's agent. Id., at 117a, 
133a, 2005 WL 3157472, *12, *19; Bauman v. Daimler-
Chrysler AG, No. C–04–00194 RMW (ND Cal., Feb. 12, 2007), 
App. to Pet. for Cert. 83a–85a, 2007 WL 486389, *2. 

The Ninth Circuit at frst affrmed the District Court's 
judgment. Addressing solely the question of agency, the 
Court of Appeals held that plaintiffs had not shown the exist-
ence of an agency relationship of the kind that might warrant 
attribution of MBUSA's contacts to Daimler. Bauman v. 
DaimlerChrysler Corp., 579 F. 3d 1088, 1096–1097 (2009). 
Judge Reinhardt dissented. In his view, the agency test 
was satisfed and considerations of “reasonableness” did not 
bar the exercise of jurisdiction. Id., at 1098–1106. Grant-
ing plaintiffs' petition for rehearing, the panel withdrew its 
initial opinion and replaced it with one authored by Judge 
Reinhardt, which elaborated on reasoning he initially ex-
pressed in dissent. Bauman v. DaimlerChrysler Corp., 644 
F. 3d 909 (CA9 2011). 
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Daimler petitioned for rehearing and rehearing en banc, 
urging that the exercise of personal jurisdiction over 
Daimler could not be reconciled with this Court's decision in 
Goodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, S. A. v. Brown, 564 
U. S. 915 (2011). Over the dissent of eight judges, the Ninth 
Circuit denied Daimler's petition. See Bauman v. Daimler-
Chrysler Corp., 676 F. 3d 774 (2011) (O'Scannlain, J., dissent-
ing from denial of rehearing en banc). 

We granted certiorari to decide whether, consistent with 
the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, 
Daimler is amenable to suit in California courts for claims 
involving only foreign plaintiffs and conduct occurring en-
tirely abroad. 569 U. S. 946 (2013). 

II 

Federal courts ordinarily follow state law in determining 
the bounds of their jurisdiction over persons. See Fed. Rule 
Civ. Proc. 4(k)(1)(A) (service of process is effective to estab-
lish personal jurisdiction over a defendant “who is subject to 
the jurisdiction of a court of general jurisdiction in the state 
where the district court is located”). Under California's 
long-arm statute, California state courts may exercise per-
sonal jurisdiction “on any basis not inconsistent with the 
Constitution of this state or of the United States.” Cal. Civ. 
Proc. Code Ann. § 410.10 (West 2004). California's long-arm 
statute allows the exercise of personal jurisdiction to the full 
extent permissible under the U. S. Constitution. We there-
fore inquire whether the Ninth Circuit's holding comports 
with the limits imposed by federal due process. See, e. g., 
Burger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U. S. 462, 464 (1985). 

III 

In Pennoyer v. Neff, 95 U. S. 714 (1878), decided shortly 
after the enactment of the Fourteenth Amendment, the 
Court held that a tribunal's jurisdiction over persons reaches 
no farther than the geographic bounds of the forum. See 
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id., at 720 (“The authority of every tribunal is necessarily 
restricted by the territorial limits of the State in which it is 
established.”). See also Shaffer v. Heitner, 433 U. S. 186, 
197 (1977) (Under Pennoyer, “any attempt `directly' to assert 
extraterritorial jurisdiction over persons or property would 
offend sister States and exceed the inherent limits of the 
State's power.”). In time, however, that strict territorial 
approach yielded to a less rigid understanding, spurred by 
“changes in the technology of transportation and communica-
tion, and the tremendous growth of interstate business activ-
ity.” Burnham v. Superior Court of Cal., County of Marin, 
495 U. S. 604, 617 (1990) (opinion of Scalia, J.). 

“The canonical opinion in this area remains International 
Shoe, 326 U. S. 310, in which we held that a State may au-
thorize its courts to exercise personal jurisdiction over an 
out-of-state defendant if the defendant has `certain minimum 
contacts with [the State] such that the maintenance of the 
suit does not offend “traditional notions of fair play and sub-
stantial justice.” ' ” Goodyear, 564 U. S., at 923 (quoting In-
ternational Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U. S. 310, 316 
(1945)). Following International Shoe, “the relationship 
among the defendant, the forum, and the litigation, rather 
than the mutually exclusive sovereignty of the States on 
which the rules of Pennoyer rest, became the central concern 
of the inquiry into personal jurisdiction.” Shaffer, 433 U. S., 
at 204. 

International Shoe's conception of “fair play and substan-
tial justice” presaged the development of two categories of 
personal jurisdiction. The frst category is represented by 
International Shoe itself, a case in which the in-state activi-
ties of the corporate defendant “ha[d] not only been continu-
ous and systematic, but also g[a]ve rise to the liabilities sued 
on.” 326 U. S., at 317.4 International Shoe recognized, as 

4 International Shoe was an action by the State of Washington to collect 
payments to the State's unemployment fund. Liability for the payments 
rested on in-state activities of resident sales solicitors engaged by 
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well, that “the commission of some single or occasional acts 
of the corporate agent in a state” may sometimes be enough 
to subject the corporation to jurisdiction in that State's tri-
bunals with respect to suits relating to that in-state activity. 
Id., at 318. Adjudicatory authority of this order, in which 
the suit “aris[es] out of or relate[s] to the defendant's contacts 
with the forum,” Helicopteros Nacionales de Colombia, 
S. A. v. Hall, 466 U. S. 408, 414, n. 8 (1984), is today called 
“specifc jurisdiction.” See Goodyear, 564 U. S., at 923–924 
(citing von Mehren & Trautman, Jurisdiction To Adjudicate: 
A Suggested Analysis, 79 Harv. L. Rev. 1121, 1144–1163 
(1966) (hereinafter von Mehren & Trautman)). 

International Shoe distinguished between, on the one 
hand, exercises of specifc jurisdiction, as just described, and 
on the other, situations where a foreign corporation's “con-
tinuous corporate operations within a state [are] so sub-
stantial and of such a nature as to justify suit against it on 
causes of action arising from dealings entirely distinct from 
those activities.” 326 U. S., at 318. As we have since ex-
plained, “[a] court may assert general jurisdiction over for-
eign (sister-state or foreign-country) corporations to hear 
any and all claims against them when their affliations with 
the State are so `continuous and systematic' as to render 
them essentially at home in the forum State.” Goodyear, 
564 U. S., at 919; see id., at 925; Helicopteros, 466 U. S., at 
414, n. 9.5 

the corporation to promote its wares in Washington. See 326 U. S., at 
313–314. 

5 Colloquy at oral argument illustrated the respective provinces of gen-
eral and specifc jurisdiction over persons. Two hypothetical scenarios 
were posed: First, if a California plaintiff, injured in a California accident 
involving a Daimler-manufactured vehicle, sued Daimler in California 
court alleging that the vehicle was defectively designed, that court's adju-
dicatory authority would be premised on specifc jurisdiction. See Tr. of 
Oral Arg. 11 (Daimler's counsel acknowledged that specifc jurisdiction 
“may well be . . . available” in such a case, depending on whether Daimler 
purposefully availed itself of the forum). Second, if a similar accident 
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Since International Shoe, “specifc jurisdiction has be-
come the centerpiece of modern jurisdiction theory, while 
general jurisdiction [has played] a reduced role.” Goodyear, 
564 U. S., at 925 (quoting Twitchell, The Myth of General 
Jurisdiction, 101 Harv. L. Rev. 610, 628 (1988)). Interna-
tional Shoe's momentous departure from Pennoyer's rigidly 
territorial focus, we have noted, unleashed a rapid expansion 
of tribunals' ability to hear claims against out-of-state de-
fendants when the episode-in-suit occurred in the forum or 
the defendant purposefully availed itself of the forum.6 Our 
subsequent decisions have continued to bear out the predic-
tion that “specifc jurisdiction will come into sharper relief 
and form a considerably more signifcant part of the scene.” 
von Mehren & Trautman 1164.7 

took place in Poland and injured Polish plaintiffs sued Daimler in Califor-
nia court, the question would be one of general jurisdiction. See id., at 
29 (in plaintiffs' view, Daimler would be amenable to such a suit in 
California). 

6 See Shaffer v. Heitner, 433 U. S. 186, 204 (1977) (“The immediate effect 
of [International Shoe's] departure from Pennoyer's conceptual apparatus 
was to increase the ability of the state courts to obtain personal jurisdic-
tion over nonresident defendants.”); McGee v. International Life Ins. Co., 
355 U. S. 220, 222 (1957) (“[A] trend is clearly discernible toward expanding 
the permissible scope of state jurisdiction over foreign corporations and 
other nonresidents.”). For an early codifcation, see Uniform Interstate 
and International Procedure Act § 1.02 (describing jurisdiction based on 
“[e]nduring [r]elationship” to encompass a person's domicile or a corpora-
tion's place of incorporation or principal place of business, and providing 
that “any . . . claim for relief ” may be brought in such a place), § 1.03 
(describing jurisdiction “[b]ased upon [c]onduct,” limited to claims arising 
from the enumerated acts, e. g., “transacting any business in th[e] state,” 
“contracting to supply services or things in th[e] state,” or “causing tor-
tious injury by an act or omission in th[e] state”), 9B U. L. A. 308, 310 
(1966). 

7 See, e. g., Asahi Metal Industry Co. v. Superior Court of Cal., Solano 
Cty., 480 U. S. 102, 112 (1987) (opinion of O’Connor, J.) (specifc jurisdiction 
may lie over a foreign defendant that places a product into the “stream of 
commerce” while also “designing the product for the market in the forum 
State, advertising in the forum State, establishing channels for providing 
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Our post-International Shoe opinions on general jurisdic-
tion, by comparison, are few. “[The Court's] 1952 decision 
in Perkins v. Benguet Consol. Mining Co. remains the text-
book case of general jurisdiction appropriately exercised 
over a foreign corporation that has not consented to suit in 
the forum.” Goodyear, 564 U. S., at 927–928 (internal quota-
tion marks and brackets omitted). The defendant in Per-
kins, Benguet, was a company incorporated under the laws 
of the Philippines, where it operated gold and silver mines. 
Benguet ceased its mining operations during the Japanese 
occupation of the Philippines in World War II; its president 
moved to Ohio, where he kept an offce, maintained the com-
pany's fles, and oversaw the company's activities. Perkins 
v. Benguet Consol. Mining Co., 342 U. S. 437, 448 (1952). 
The plaintiff, an Ohio resident, sued Benguet on a claim that 
neither arose in Ohio nor related to the corporation's activi-
ties in that State. We held that the Ohio courts could exer-
cise general jurisdiction over Benguet without offending due 

regular advice to customers in the forum State, or marketing the product 
through a distributor who has agreed to serve as the sales agent in the 
forum State”); World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U. S. 286, 
297 (1980) (“[I]f the sale of a product of a manufacturer or distributor such 
as Audi or Volkswagen is not simply an isolated occurrence, but arises 
from the efforts of the manufacturer or distributor to serve, directly or 
indirectly, the market for its product in other States, it is not unreasonable 
to subject it to suit in one of those States if its allegedly defective mer-
chandise has there been the source of injury to its owner or to others.”); 
Calder v. Jones, 465 U. S. 783, 789–790 (1984) (California court had specifc 
jurisdiction to hear suit brought by California plaintiff where Florida-
based publisher of a newspaper having its largest circulation in California 
published an article allegedly defaming the complaining Californian; under 
those circumstances, defendants “must `reasonably anticipate being haled 
into [a California] court' ”); Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., 465 U. S. 
770, 780–781 (1984) (New York resident may maintain suit for libel in New 
Hampshire state court against California-based magazine that sold 10,000 
to 15,000 copies in New Hampshire each month; as long as the defendant 
“continuously and deliberately exploited the New Hampshire market,” it 
could reasonably be expected to answer a libel suit there). 
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process. Ibid. That was so, we later noted, because “Ohio 
was the corporation's principal, if temporary, place of busi-
ness.” Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., 465 U. S. 770, 780, 
n. 11 (1984).8 

8 Selectively referring to the trial court record in Perkins (as summa-
rized in an opinion of the intermediate appellate court), Justice Soto-
mayor posits that Benguet may have had extensive operations in places 
other than Ohio. See post, at 153, n. 8 (opinion concurring in judgment) 
(“By the time the suit [in Perkins] was commenced, the company had re-
sumed its considerable mining operations in the Philippines, rebuilding 
its properties there and purchasing machinery, supplies and equipment.” 
(internal quotation marks omitted)). See also post, at 148, n. 5 (many of 
the corporation's “key management decisions” were made by the out-of-
state purchasing agent and chief of staff). Justice Sotomayor's account 
overlooks this Court's opinion in Perkins and the point on which that 
opinion turned: All of Benguet's activities were directed by the company's 
president from within Ohio. See Perkins v. Benguet Consol. Mining Co., 
342 U. S. 437, 447–448 (1952) (company's Philippine mining operations 
“were completely halted during the occupation . . . by the Japanese”; and 
the company's president, from his Ohio offce, “supervised policies dealing 
with the rehabilitation of the corporation's properties in the Philippines 
and . . . dispatched funds to cover purchases of machinery for such rehabili-
tation”). On another day, Justice Sotomayor joined a unanimous Court 
in recognizing: “To the extent that the company was conducting any busi-
ness during and immediately after the Japanese occupation of the Philip-
pines, it was doing so in Ohio . . . .” Goodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, 
S. A. v. Brown, 564 U. S. 915, 928 (2011). Given the wartime circum-
stances, Ohio could be considered “a surrogate for the place of incorpora-
tion or head offce.” von Mehren & Trautman 1144. See also ibid. (Per-
kins “should be regarded as a decision on its exceptional facts, not as a 
signifcant reaffrmation of obsolescing notions of general jurisdiction” 
based on nothing more than a corporation's “doing business” in a forum). 

Justice Sotomayor emphasizes Perkins' statement that Benguet's 
Ohio contacts, while “continuous and systematic,” were but a “limited . . . 
part of its general business.” 342 U. S., at 438. Describing the com-
pany's “wartime activities” as “necessarily limited,” id., at 448, however, 
this Court had in mind the diminution in operations resulting from the 
Japanese occupation and the ensuing shutdown of the company's Philip-
pine mines. No fair reader of the full opinion in Perkins could conclude 
that the Court meant to convey anything other than that Ohio was the 
center of the corporation's wartime activities. But cf. post, at 150 (“If any-
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The next case on point, Helicopteros, 466 U. S. 408, arose 
from a helicopter crash in Peru. Four U. S. citizens perished 
in that accident; their survivors and representatives brought 
suit in Texas state court against the helicopter's owner and 
operator, a Colombian corporation. That company's con-
tacts with Texas were confned to “sending its chief execu-
tive offcer to Houston for a contract-negotiation session; ac-
cepting into its New York bank account checks drawn on a 
Houston bank; purchasing helicopters, equipment, and train-
ing services from [a Texas-based helicopter company] for 
substantial sums; and sending personnel to [Texas] for train-
ing.” Id., at 416. Notably, those contacts bore no apparent 
relationship to the accident that gave rise to the suit. We 
held that the company's Texas connections did not resemble 
the “continuous and systematic general business contacts . . . 
found to exist in Perkins.” Ibid. “[M]ere purchases, even 
if occurring at regular intervals,” we clarifed, “are not 
enough to warrant a State's assertion of in personam juris-
diction over a nonresident corporation in a cause of action 
not related to those purchase transactions.” Id., at 418. 

Most recently, in Goodyear, we answered the question: 
“Are foreign subsidiaries of a United States parent corpora-
tion amenable to suit in state court on claims unrelated to 
any activity of the subsidiaries in the forum State?” 564 
U. S., at 918. That case arose from a bus accident outside 
Paris that killed two boys from North Carolina. The boys' 
parents brought a wrongful-death suit in North Carolina 
state court alleging that the bus's tire was defectively manu-
factured. The complaint named as defendants not only The 
Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company (Goodyear), an Ohio 
corporation, but also Goodyear's Turkish, French, and Lux-
embourgian subsidiaries. Those foreign subsidiaries, which 
manufactured tires for sale in Europe and Asia, lacked any 
affliation with North Carolina. A small percentage of tires 

thing, [Perkins] intimated that the defendant's Ohio contacts were not 
substantial in comparison to its contacts elsewhere.”). 
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manufactured by the foreign subsidiaries were distributed 
in North Carolina, however, and on that ground, the North 
Carolina Court of Appeals held the subsidiaries amenable to 
the general jurisdiction of North Carolina courts. 

We reversed, observing that the North Carolina court's 
analysis “elided the essential difference between case-
specifc and all-purpose (general) jurisdiction.” Id., at 927. 
Although the placement of a product into the stream of com-
merce “may bolster an affliation germane to specifc juris-
diction,” we explained, such contacts “do not warrant a de-
termination that, based on those ties, the forum has general 
jurisdiction over a defendant.” Ibid. As International 
Shoe itself teaches, a corporation's “continuous activity of 
some sorts within a state is not enough to support the de-
mand that the corporation be amenable to suits unrelated to 
that activity.” 326 U. S., at 318. Because Goodyear's for-
eign subsidiaries were “in no sense at home in North Caro-
lina,” we held, those subsidiaries could not be required to 
submit to the general jurisdiction of that State's courts. 564 
U. S., at 929. See also J. McIntyre Machinery, Ltd. v. Ni-
castro, 564 U. S. 873, 899 (2011) (Ginsburg, J., dissenting) 
(noting unanimous agreement that a foreign manufacturer, 
which engaged an independent U. S.-based distributor to sell 
its machines throughout the United States, could not be ex-
posed to all-purpose jurisdiction in New Jersey courts based 
on those contacts). 

As is evident from Perkins, Helicopteros, and Goodyear, 
general and specifc jurisdiction have followed markedly dif-
ferent trajectories post-International Shoe. Specifc juris-
diction has been cut loose from Pennoyer's sway, but we 
have declined to stretch general jurisdiction beyond limits 
traditionally recognized.9 As this Court has increasingly 

9 See generally von Mehren & Trautman 1177–1179. See also Twitchell, 
The Myth of General Jurisdiction, 101 Harv. L. Rev. 610, 676 (1988) (“[W]e 
do not need to justify broad exercises of dispute-blind jurisdiction unless 
our interpretation of the scope of specifc jurisdiction unreasonably limits 
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trained on the “relationship among the defendant, the forum, 
and the litigation,” Shaffer, 433 U. S., at 204, i. e., specifc 
jurisdiction,10 general jurisdiction has come to occupy a less 
dominant place in the contemporary scheme.11 

IV 

With this background, we turn directly to the question 
whether Daimler's affliations with California are suffcient 
to subject it to the general (all-purpose) personal jurisdiction 
of that State's courts. In the proceedings below, the parties 
agreed on, or failed to contest, certain points we now take 
as given. Plaintiffs have never attempted to ft this case 
into the specifc jurisdiction category. Nor did plaintiffs 
challenge on appeal the District Court's holding that Daim-

state authority over nonresident defendants.”); Borchers, The Problem 
With General Jurisdiction, 2001 U. Chi. Legal Forum 119, 139 (“[G]eneral 
jurisdiction exists as an imperfect safety valve that sometimes allows 
plaintiffs access to a reasonable forum in cases when specifc jurisdiction 
would deny it.”). 

10 Remarkably, Justice Sotomayor treats specific jurisdiction as 
though it were barely there. Given the many decades in which specifc 
jurisdiction has fourished, it would be hard to conjure up an example of 
the “deep injustice” Justice Sotomayor predicts as a consequence of our 
holding that California is not an all-purpose forum for suits against 
Daimler. Post, at 157. Justice Sotomayor identifes “the concept of re-
ciprocal fairness” as the “touchstone principle of due process in this feld.” 
Post, at 151 (citing International Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U. S. 310, 
319 (1945)). She overlooks, however, that in the very passage of Interna-
tional Shoe on which she relies, the Court left no doubt that it was ad-
dressing specifc—not general—jurisdiction. See id., at 319 (“The exer-
cise of th[e] privilege [of conducting corporate activities within a State] 
may give rise to obligations, and, so far as those obligations arise out of 
or are connected with the activities within the state, a procedure which 
requires the corporation to respond to a suit brought to enforce them can, 
in most instances, hardly be said to be undue.” (emphasis added)). 

11 As the Court made plain in Goodyear and repeats here, general juris-
diction requires affliations “so `continuous and systematic' as to render 
[the foreign corporation] essentially at home in the forum State.” 564 
U. S., at 919, i. e., comparable to a domestic enterprise in that State. 
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ler's own contacts with California were, by themselves, too 
sporadic to justify the exercise of general jurisdiction. 
While plaintiffs ultimately persuaded the Ninth Circuit to im-
pute MBUSA's California contacts to Daimler on an agency 
theory, at no point have they maintained that MBUSA is 
an alter ego of Daimler. 

Daimler, on the other hand, failed to object below to plain-
tiffs' assertion that the California courts could exercise all-
purpose jurisdiction over MBUSA.12 But see Brief for Peti-
tioner 23, n. 4 (suggestion that in light of Goodyear, MBUSA 
may not be amenable to general jurisdiction in California); 
Brief for United States as Amicus Curiae 16, n. 5 (herein-
after U. S. Brief) (same). We will assume then, for purposes 
of this decision only, that MBUSA qualifes as at home in 
California. 

A 

In sustaining the exercise of general jurisdiction over 
Daimler, the Ninth Circuit relied on an agency theory, deter-
mining that MBUSA acted as Daimler's agent for jurisdic-
tional purposes and then attributing MBUSA's California 
contacts to Daimler. The Ninth Circuit's agency analysis 
derived from Circuit precedent considering principally 
whether the subsidiary “performs services that are suff-
ciently important to the foreign corporation that if it did not 
have a representative to perform them, the corporation's 
own offcials would undertake to perform substantially simi-
lar services.” 644 F. 3d, at 920 (quoting Doe v. Unocal Corp., 
248 F. 3d 915, 928 (CA9 2001); emphasis deleted). 

This Court has not yet addressed whether a foreign corpo-
ration may be subjected to a court's general jurisdiction 
based on the contacts of its in-state subsidiary. Daimler ar-
gues, and several Courts of Appeals have held, that a subsid-
iary's jurisdictional contacts can be imputed to its parent 
only when the former is so dominated by the latter as to be 

12 MBUSA is not a defendant in this case. 
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its alter ego. The Ninth Circuit adopted a less rigorous test 
based on what it described as an “agency” relationship. 
Agencies, we note, come in many sizes and shapes: “One 
may be an agent for some business purposes and not others 
so that the fact that one may be an agent for one purpose 
does not make him or her an agent for every purpose.” 2A 
C. J. S., Agency § 43, p. 367 (2013) (footnote omitted).13 A 
subsidiary, for example, might be its parent's agent for claims 
arising in the place where the subsidiary operates, yet not 
its agent regarding claims arising elsewhere. The Court of 
Appeals did not advert to that prospect. But we need not 
pass judgment on invocation of an agency theory in the con-
text of general jurisdiction, for in no event can the appeals 
court's analysis be sustained. 

The Ninth Circuit's agency fnding rested primarily on its 
observation that MBUSA's services were “important” to 
Daimler, as gauged by Daimler's hypothetical readiness to 
perform those services itself if MBUSA did not exist. For-

13 Agency relationships, we have recognized, may be relevant to the ex-
istence of specifc jurisdiction. “[T]he corporate personality,” Interna-
tional Shoe observed, “is a fction, although a fction intended to be acted 
upon as though it were a fact.” 326 U. S., at 316. See generally 1 W. 
Fletcher, Cyclopedia of the Law of Corporations § 30, p. 30 (Supp. 2012– 
2013) (“A corporation is a distinct legal entity that can act only through 
its agents.”). As such, a corporation can purposefully avail itself of a 
forum by directing its agents or distributors to take action there. See, 
e. g., Asahi, 480 U. S., at 112 (opinion of O'Connor, J.) (defendant's act of 
“marketing [a] product through a distributor who has agreed to serve as 
the sales agent in the forum State” may amount to purposeful availment); 
International Shoe, 326 U. S., at 318 (“the commission of some single or 
occasional acts of the corporate agent in a state” may sometimes “be 
deemed suffcient to render the corporation liable to suit” on related 
claims). See also Brief for Petitioner 24 (acknowledging that “an agency 
relationship may be suffcient in some circumstances to give rise to specifc 
jurisdiction”). It does not inevitably follow, however, that similar reason-
ing applies to general jurisdiction. Cf. Goodyear, 564 U. S., at 927 (fault-
ing analysis that “elided the essential difference between case-specifc and 
all-purpose (general) jurisdiction”). 
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mulated this way, the inquiry into importance stacks the 
deck, for it will always yield a pro-jurisdiction answer: “Any-
thing a corporation does through an independent contractor, 
subsidiary, or distributor is presumably something that the 
corporation would do `by other means' if the independent 
contractor, subsidiary, or distributor did not exist.” 676 
F. 3d, at 777 (O'Scannlain, J., dissenting from denial of re-
hearing en banc).14 The Ninth Circuit's agency theory thus 
appears to subject foreign corporations to general jurisdic-
tion whenever they have an in-state subsidiary or affliate, 
an outcome that would sweep beyond even the “sprawling 
view of general jurisdiction” we rejected in Goodyear. 564 
U. S., at 929.15 

B 

Even if we were to assume that MBUSA is at home in 
California, and further to assume MBUSA's contacts are im-
putable to Daimler, there would still be no basis to subject 
Daimler to general jurisdiction in California, for Daimler's 
slim contacts with the State hardly render it at home there.16 

14 Indeed, plaintiffs do not defend this aspect of the Ninth Circuit's anal-
ysis. See Brief for Respondents 39, n. 18 (“We do not believe that this 
gloss is particularly helpful.”). 

15 The Ninth Circuit's agency analysis also looked to whether the parent 
enjoys “the right to substantially control” the subsidiary's activities. 
Bauman v. DaimlerChrysler Corp., 644 F. 3d 909, 924 (2011). The Court 
of Appeals found the requisite “control” demonstrated by the General Dis-
tributor Agreement between Daimler and MBUSA, which gives Daimler 
the right to oversee certain of MBUSA's operations, even though that 
agreement expressly disavowed the creation of any agency relationship. 
Thus grounded, the separate inquiry into control hardly curtails the over-
breadth of the Ninth Circuit's agency holding. 

16 By addressing this point, Justice Sotomayor asserts, we have 
strayed from the question on which we granted certiorari to decide an 
issue not argued below. Post, at 146–147. That assertion is doubly fawed. 
First, the question on which we granted certiorari, as stated in Daimler's 
petition, is “whether it violates due process for a court to exercise general 
personal jurisdiction over a foreign corporation based solely on the fact 
that an indirect corporate subsidiary performs services on behalf of the 
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Goodyear made clear that only a limited set of affliations 
with a forum will render a defendant amenable to all-purpose 
jurisdiction there. “For an individual, the paradigm forum 
for the exercise of general jurisdiction is the individual's 
domicile; for a corporation, it is an equivalent place, one in 
which the corporation is fairly regarded as at home.” 564 
U. S., at 924 (citing Brilmayer et al., A General Look at Gen-
eral Jurisdiction, 66 Texas L. Rev. 721, 728 (1988)). With 
respect to a corporation, the place of incorporation and prin-
cipal place of business are “paradig[m] . . . bases for general 
jurisdiction.” Id., at 735. See also Twitchell, 101 Harv. 
L. Rev., at 633. Those affliations have the virtue of being 
unique—that is, each ordinarily indicates only one place—as 
well as easily ascertainable. Cf. Hertz Corp. v. Friend, 559 
U. S. 77, 94 (2010) (“Simple jurisdictional rules . . . promote 
greater predictability.”). These bases afford plaintiffs re-
course to at least one clear and certain forum in which a 
corporate defendant may be sued on any and all claims. 

Goodyear did not hold that a corporation may be subject 
to general jurisdiction only in a forum where it is incorpo-
rated or has its principal place of business; it simply typed 
those places paradigm all-purpose forums. Plaintiffs would 
have us look beyond the exemplar bases Goodyear identifed, 

defendant in the forum State.” Pet. for Cert. i. That question fairly en-
compasses an inquiry into whether, in light of Goodyear, Daimler can be 
considered at home in California based on MBUSA's in-state activities. 
See also this Court's Rule 14.1(a) (a party's statement of the question pre-
sented “is deemed to comprise every subsidiary question fairly included 
therein”). Moreover, both in the Ninth Circuit, see, e. g., Brief for Feder-
ation of German Industries et al. as Amici Curiae in No. 07–15386 (CA9), 
p. 3, and in this Court, see, e. g., U. S. Brief 13–18; Brief for Chamber of 
Commerce of United States of America et al. as Amici Curiae 6–23; Brief 
for Lea Brilmayer as Amica Curiae 10–12, amici in support of Daimler 
homed in on the insuffciency of Daimler's California contacts for general 
jurisdiction purposes. In short, and in light of our pathmarking opinion 
in Goodyear, we perceive no unfairness in deciding today that California 
is not an all-purpose forum for claims against Daimler. 
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and approve the exercise of general jurisdiction in every 
State in which a corporation “engages in a substantial, con-
tinuous, and systematic course of business.” Brief for Re-
spondents 16–17, and nn. 7–8. That formulation, we hold, is 
unacceptably grasping. 

As noted, see supra, at 126–127, the words “continuous 
and systematic” were used in International Shoe to describe 
instances in which the exercise of specifc jurisdiction would 
be appropriate. See 326 U. S., at 317 ( jurisdiction can be 
asserted where a corporation's in-state activities are not only 
“continuous and systematic, but also give rise to the liabili-
ties sued on”).17 Turning to all-purpose jurisdiction, in con-
trast, International Shoe speaks of “instances in which the 
continuous corporate operations within a state [are] so sub-
stantial and of such a nature as to justify suit . . . on causes 
of action arising from dealings entirely distinct from those 
activities.” Id., at 318 (emphasis added). See also Twit-
chell, Why We Keep Doing Business With Doing-Business 
Jurisdiction, 2001 U. Chi. Legal Forum 171, 184 (Interna-
tional Shoe “is clearly not saying that dispute-blind jurisdic-
tion exists whenever `continuous and systematic' contacts 
are found.”).18 Accordingly, the inquiry under Goodyear is 

17 International Shoe also recognized, as noted above, see supra, at 126– 
127, that “some single or occasional acts of the corporate agent in a state 
. . . , because of their nature and quality and the circumstances of their 
commission, may be deemed suffcient to render the corporation liable to 
suit.” 326 U. S., at 318. 

18 Plaintiffs emphasize two decisions, Barrow S. S. Co. v. Kane, 170 U. S. 
100 (1898), and Tauza v. Susquehanna Coal Co., 220 N. Y. 259, 115 N. E. 
915 (1917) (Cardozo, J.), both cited in Perkins v. Benguet Consol. Mining 
Co., 342 U. S. 437 (1952), just after the statement that a corporation's con-
tinuous operations in-state may suffce to establish general jurisdiction. 
Id., at 446, and n. 6. See also International Shoe, 326 U. S., at 318 (citing 
Tauza). Barrow and Tauza indeed upheld the exercise of general juris-
diction based on the presence of a local offce, which signaled that the 
corporation was “doing business” in the forum. Perkins' unadorned cita-
tions to these cases, both decided in the era dominated by Pennoyer's 
territorial thinking, see supra, at 125–126, should not attract heavy reli-
ance today. See generally Feder, Goodyear, “Home,” and the Uncertain 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff

https://found.�).18


Cite as: 571 U. S. 117 (2014) 139 

Opinion of the Court 

not whether a foreign corporation's in-forum contacts can be 
said to be in some sense “continuous and systematic,” it is 
whether that corporation's “affliations with the State are so 
`continuous and systematic' as to render [it] essentially at 
home in the forum State.” 564 U. S., at 919.19 

Here, neither Daimler nor MBUSA is incorporated in Cal-
ifornia, nor does either entity have its principal place of 
business there. If Daimler's California activities suffced to 
allow adjudication of this Argentina-rooted case in Califor-
nia, the same global reach would presumably be available 
in every other State in which MBUSA's sales are sizable. 
Such exorbitant exercises of all-purpose jurisdiction would 
scarcely permit out-of-state defendants “to structure their 
primary conduct with some minimum assurance as to where 
that conduct will and will not render them liable to suit.” 
Burger King Corp., 471 U. S., at 472 (internal quotation 
marks omitted). 

It was therefore error for the Ninth Circuit to conclude 
that Daimler, even with MBUSA's contacts attributed to 
it, was at home in California, and hence subject to suit 
there on claims by foreign plaintiffs having nothing to do 
with anything that occurred or had its principal impact in 
California.20 

Future of Doing Business Jurisdiction, 63 S. C. L. Rev. 671 (2012) (ques-
tioning whether “doing business” should persist as a basis for general 
jurisdiction). 

19 We do not foreclose the possibility that in an exceptional case, see, 
e. g., Perkins, described supra, at 129–131, and n. 8, a corporation's opera-
tions in a forum other than its formal place of incorporation or principal 
place of business may be so substantial and of such a nature as to render 
the corporation at home in that State. But this case presents no occasion 
to explore that question, because Daimler's activities in California plainly 
do not approach that level. It is one thing to hold a corporation answer-
able for operations in the forum State, see supra, at 126–127, quite another 
to expose it to suit on claims having no connection whatever to the 
forum State. 

20 To clarify in light of Justice Sotomayor’s opinion concurring in the 
judgment, the general jurisdiction inquiry does not “focu[s] solely on the 
magnitude of the defendant's in-state contacts.” Post, at 149. General ju-
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C 

Finally, the transnational context of this dispute bears at-
tention. The Court of Appeals emphasized, as supportive of 

risdiction instead calls for an appraisal of a corporation's activities in their 
entirety, nationwide and worldwide. A corporation that operates in many 
places can scarcely be deemed at home in all of them. Otherwise, “at 
home” would be synonymous with “doing business” tests framed before 
specifc jurisdiction evolved in the United States. See von Mehren & 
Trautman 1142–1144. Nothing in International Shoe and its progeny 
suggests that “a particular quantum of local activity” should give a State 
authority over a “far larger quantum of . . . activity” having no connection 
to any in-state activity. Feder, supra, at 694. 

Justice Sotomayor would reach the same result, but for a different 
reason. Rather than concluding that Daimler is not at home in California, 
Justice Sotomayor would hold that the exercise of general jurisdiction 
over Daimler would be unreasonable “in light of the unique circumstances 
of this case.” Post, at 142. In other words, she favors a resolution ft for 
this day and case only. True, a multipronged reasonableness check was 
articulated in Asahi, 480 U. S., at 113–114, but not as a free-foating test. 
Instead, the check was to be essayed when specifc jurisdiction is at issue. 
See also Burger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U. S. 462, 476–478 (1985). 
First, a court is to determine whether the connection between the forum 
and the episode-in-suit could justify the exercise of specifc jurisdiction. 
Then, in a second step, the court is to consider several additional factors to 
assess the reasonableness of entertaining the case. When a corporation 
is genuinely at home in the forum State, however, any second-step inquiry 
would be superfuous. 

Justice Sotomayor fears that our holding will “lead to greater unpre-
dictability by radically expanding the scope of jurisdictional discovery.” 
Post, at 155. But it is hard to see why much in the way of discovery would 
be needed to determine where a corporation is at home. Justice Soto-
mayor's proposal to import Asahi's “reasonableness” check into the gen-
eral jurisdiction determination, on the other hand, would indeed compound 
the jurisdictional inquiry. The reasonableness factors identifed in Asahi 
include “the burden on the defendant,” “the interests of the forum State,” 
“the plaintiff 's interest in obtaining relief,” “the interstate judicial sys-
tem's interest in obtaining the most effcient resolution of controversies,” 
“the shared interest of the several States in furthering fundamental sub-
stantive social policies,” and, in the international context, “the procedural 
and substantive policies of other nations whose interests are affected by 
the assertion of jurisdiction.” 480 U. S., at 113–115 (some internal quota-
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the exercise of general jurisdiction, plaintiffs' assertion of 
claims under the Alien Tort Statute (ATS), 28 U. S. C. § 1350, 
and the Torture Victim Protection Act of 1991 (TVPA), 106 
Stat. 73, note following 28 U. S. C. § 1350. See 644 F. 3d, at 
927 (“American federal courts, be they in California or any 
other state, have a strong interest in adjudicating and re-
dressing international human rights abuses.”). Recent deci-
sions of this Court, however, have rendered plaintiffs' ATS 
and TVPA claims infrm. See Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petro-
leum Co., 569 U. S. 108, 124 (2013) (presumption against ex-
traterritorial application controls claims under the ATS); 
Mohamad v. Palestinian Authority, 566 U. S. 449, 451–452 
(2012) (only natural persons are subject to liability under 
the TVPA). 

The Ninth Circuit, moreover, paid little heed to the risks 
to international comity its expansive view of general juris-
diction posed. Other nations do not share the uninhibited 
approach to personal jurisdiction advanced by the Court of 
Appeals in this case. In the European Union, for example, 
a corporation may generally be sued in the nation in which 
it is “domiciled,” a term defned to refer only to the location 
of the corporation's “statutory seat,” “central administra-
tion,” or “principal place of business.” European Parlia-
ment and Council Reg. 1215/2012, Arts. 4(1) and 63(1), 2012 
O. J. (L. 351) 7, 18. See also id., Art. 7(5), 2012 O. J. 7 (as to 
“a dispute arising out of the operations of a branch, agency 
or other establishment,” a corporation may be sued “in the 
courts for the place where the branch, agency or other estab-
lishment is situated” (emphasis added)). The Solicitor Gen-
eral informs us, in this regard, that “foreign governments' 
objections to some domestic courts' expansive views of gen-
eral jurisdiction have in the past impeded negotiations of 
international agreements on the reciprocal recognition and 

tion marks omitted). Imposing such a checklist in cases of general juris-
diction would hardly promote the effcient disposition of an issue that 
should be resolved expeditiously at the outset of litigation. 
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enforcement of judgments.” U. S. Brief 2 (citing Juenger, 
The American Law of General Jurisdiction, 2001 U. Chi. 
Legal Forum 141, 161–162). See also U. S. Brief 2 (express-
ing concern that unpredictable applications of general juris-
diction based on activities of U. S.-based subsidiaries could 
discourage foreign investors); Brief for Respondents 35 (ac-
knowledging that “doing business” basis for general jurisdic-
tion has led to “international friction”). Considerations of 
international rapport thus reinforce our determination that 
subjecting Daimler to the general jurisdiction of courts in 
California would not accord with the “fair play and substan-
tial justice” due process demands. International Shoe, 326 
U. S., at 316 (quoting Milliken v. Meyer, 311 U. S. 457, 463 
(1940)). 

* * * 

For the reasons stated, the judgment of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit is 

Reversed. 

Justice Sotomayor, concurring in the judgment. 

I agree with the Court's conclusion that the Due Process 
Clause prohibits the exercise of personal jurisdiction over 
Daimler in light of the unique circumstances of this case. I 
concur only in the judgment, however, because I cannot 
agree with the path the Court takes to arrive at that result. 

The Court acknowledges that Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC 
(MBUSA), Daimler's wholly owned subsidiary, has consider-
able contacts with California. It has multiple facilities in 
the State, including a regional headquarters. Each year, it 
distributes in California tens of thousands of cars, the sale 
of which generated billions of dollars in the year this suit 
was brought. And it provides service and sales support to 
customers throughout the State. Daimler has conceded that 
California courts may exercise general jurisdiction over 
MBUSA on the basis of these contacts, and the Court as-
sumes that MBUSA's contacts may be attributed to Daimler 
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for the purpose of deciding whether Daimler is also subject 
to general jurisdiction. 

Are these contacts suffcient to permit the exercise of gen-
eral jurisdiction over Daimler? The Court holds that they 
are not, for a reason wholly foreign to our due process juris-
prudence. The problem, the Court says, is not that Daim-
ler's contacts with California are too few, but that its con-
tacts with other forums are too many. In other words, the 
Court does not dispute that the presence of multiple offces, 
the direct distribution of thousands of products account-
ing for billions of dollars in sales, and continuous inter-
action with customers throughout a State would be enough 
to support the exercise of general jurisdiction over some 
businesses. Daimler is just not one of those businesses, 
the Court concludes, because its California contacts must 
be viewed in the context of its extensive “nationwide and 
worldwide” operations. Ante, at 140, n. 20. In recent 
years, Americans have grown accustomed to the concept of 
multinational corporations that are supposedly “too big to 
fail”; today the Court deems Daimler “too big for general 
jurisdiction.” 

The Court's conclusion is wrong as a matter of both proc-
ess and substance. As to process, the Court decides this 
case on a ground that was neither argued nor passed on 
below, and that Daimler raised for the frst time in a footnote 
to its brief. Brief for Petitioner 31–32, n. 5. As to sub-
stance, the Court's focus on Daimler's operations outside of 
California ignores the lodestar of our personal jurisdiction 
jurisprudence: A State may subject a defendant to the bur-
den of suit if the defendant has suffciently taken advantage 
of the State's laws and protections through its contacts in 
the State; whether the defendant has contacts elsewhere is 
immaterial. 

Regrettably, these errors are unforced. The Court can 
and should decide this case on the far simpler ground that, 
no matter how extensive Daimler's contacts with California, 
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that State's exercise of jurisdiction would be unreasonable 
given that the case involves foreign plaintiffs suing a foreign 
defendant based on foreign conduct, and given that a more 
appropriate forum is available. Because I would reverse the 
judgment below on this ground, I concur in the judgment 
only. 

I 

I begin with the point on which the majority and I agree: 
The Ninth Circuit's decision should be reversed. 

Our personal jurisdiction precedents call for a two-part 
analysis. The contacts prong asks whether the defendant 
has suffcient contacts with the forum State to support per-
sonal jurisdiction; the reasonableness prong asks whether 
the exercise of jurisdiction would be unreasonable under the 
circumstances. Burger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U. S. 
462, 475–478 (1985). As the majority points out, all of the 
cases in which we have applied the reasonableness prong 
have involved specifc as opposed to general jurisdiction. 
Ante, at 139, n. 20. Whether the reasonableness prong 
should apply in the general jurisdiction context is therefore 
a question we have never decided,1 and it is one on which I 

1 The Courts of Appeals have uniformly held that the reasonableness 
prong does in fact apply in the general jurisdiction context. See Metro-
politan Life Ins. Co. v. Robertson-Ceco Corp., 84 F. 3d 560, 573 (CA2 1996) 
(“[E]very circuit that has considered the question has held, implicitly or 
explicitly, that the reasonableness inquiry is applicable to all questions of 
personal jurisdiction, general or specifc”); see also, e. g., Lakin v. Pruden-
tial Securities, Inc., 348 F. 3d 704, 713 (CA8 2003); Base Metal Trading, 
Ltd. v. OJSC “Novokuznetsky Aluminum Factory,” 283 F. 3d 208, 213– 
214 (CA4 2002); Trierwelier v. Croxton & Trench Holding Corp., 90 F. 3d 
1523, 1533 (CA10 1996); Amoco Egypt Oil Co. v. Leonis Navigation Co., 1 
F. 3d 848, 851, n. 2 (CA9 1993); Donatelli v. National Hockey League, 893 
F. 2d 459, 465 (CA1 1990); Bearry v. Beech Aircraft Corp., 818 F. 2d 370, 
377 (CA5 1987). Without the beneft of a single page of briefng on the 
issue, the majority casually adds each of these cases to the mounting list 
of decisions jettisoned as a consequence of today's ruling. See ante, at 
139, n. 20. 
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can appreciate the arguments on both sides. But it would 
be imprudent to decide that question in this case given that 
respondents have failed to argue against the application of 
the reasonableness prong during the entire 8-year history 
of this litigation. See Brief for Respondents 11, 12, 13, 16 
(conceding application of the reasonableness inquiry); Plain-
tiffs' Opposition to Defendant's Motion To Quash Service of 
Process and To Dismiss for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction in 
No. 04–00194–RMW (ND Cal., May 16, 2005), pp. 14–23 
(same). As a result, I would decide this case under the rea-
sonableness prong without foreclosing future consideration 
of whether that prong should be limited to the specifc juris-
diction context.2 

We identifed the factors that bear on reasonableness in 
Asahi Metal Industry Co. v. Superior Court of Cal., Solano 
Cty., 480 U. S. 102 (1987): “the burden on the defendant, the 
interests of the forum State,” “the plaintiff 's interest in ob-
taining relief” in the forum State, and the interests of other 
sovereigns in resolving the dispute. Id., at 113–114. We 
held in Asahi that it would be “unreasonable and unfair” for 
a California court to exercise jurisdiction over a claim be-
tween a Taiwanese plaintiff and a Japanese defendant that 
arose out of a transaction in Taiwan, particularly where the 
Taiwanese plaintiff had not shown that it would be more con-
venient to litigate in California than in Taiwan or Japan. 
Id., at 114. 

2 While our decisions rejecting the exercise of personal jurisdiction have 
typically done so under the minimum-contacts prong, we have never re-
quired that prong to be decided frst. See Asahi Metal Industry Co. v. 
Superior Court of Cal., Solano Cty., 480 U. S. 102, 121 (1987) (Stevens, J., 
concurring in part and concurring in judgment) (rejecting personal juris-
diction under the reasonableness prong and declining to consider the 
minimum-contacts prong because doing so would not be “necessary”). 
And although the majority frets that deciding this case on the reasonable-
ness ground would be “a resolution ft for this day and case only,” ante, at 
140, n. 20, I do not understand our constitutional duty to require otherwise. 
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The same considerations resolve this case. It involves 
Argentine plaintiffs suing a German defendant for conduct 
that took place in Argentina. Like the plaintiffs in Asahi, 
respondents have failed to show that it would be more con-
venient to litigate in California than in Germany, a sovereign 
with a far greater interest in resolving the dispute. Asahi 
thus makes clear that it would be unreasonable for a court 
in California to subject Daimler to its jurisdiction. 

II 
The majority evidently agrees that, if the reasonableness 

prong were to apply, it would be unreasonable for California 
courts to exercise jurisdiction over Daimler in this case. 
See ante, at 139 (noting that it would be “exorbitant” for 
California courts to exercise general jurisdiction over 
Daimler, a German defendant, in this “Argentina-rooted 
case” brought by “foreign plaintiffs”). But instead of resolv-
ing the case on this uncontroversial basis, the majority 
reaches out to decide it on a ground neither argued nor de-
cided below.3 

We generally do not pass on arguments that lower courts 
have not addressed. See, e. g., Cutter v. Wilkinson, 544 
U. S. 709, 718, n. 7 (2005). After all, “we are a court of re-
view, not of frst view.” Ibid. This principle carries even 
greater force where the argument at issue was never pressed 

3 The majority appears to suggest that Daimler may have presented the 
argument in its petition for rehearing en banc before the Ninth Circuit. 
See ante, at 125 (stating that Daimler “urg[ed] that the exercise of per-
sonal jurisdiction . . . could not be reconciled with this Court's decision in 
Goodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, S. A. v. Brown, 564 U. S. 915 (2011)”). 
But Daimler's petition for rehearing did not argue what the Court holds 
today. The Court holds that Daimler's California contacts would be insuf-
fcient for general jurisdiction even assuming that MBUSA's contacts may 
be attributed to Daimler. Daimler's rehearing petition made a distinct 
argument—that attribution of MBUSA's contacts should not be permitted 
under an “ ̀ agency' theory” because doing so would “rais[e] signifcant con-
stitutional concerns” under Goodyear. Petition for Rehearing or Rehear-
ing En Banc in No. 07–15386 (CA9), p. 9. 
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below. See Glover v. United States, 531 U. S. 198, 205 
(2001). Yet the majority disregards this principle, basing its 
decision on an argument raised for the frst time in a footnote 
of Daimler's merits brief before this Court. Brief for Peti-
tioner 32, n. 5 (“Even if MBUSA were a division of Daimler 
AG rather than a separate corporation, Daimler AG would 
still . . . not be `at home' in California”). 

The majority's decision is troubling all the more because 
the parties were not asked to brief this issue. We granted 
certiorari on the question “whether it violates due process 
for a court to exercise general personal jurisdiction over a 
foreign corporation based solely on the fact that an indirect 
corporate subsidiary performs services on behalf of the de-
fendant in the forum State.” Pet. for Cert. i. At no point 
in Daimler's petition for certiorari did the company contend 
that, even if this attribution question were decided against it, 
its contacts in California would still be insuffcient to support 
general jurisdiction. The parties' merits briefs accordingly 
focused on the attribution-of-contacts question, addressing 
the reasonableness inquiry (which had been litigated and de-
cided below) in most of the space that remained. See Brief 
for Petitioner 17–37, 37–43; Brief for Respondents 18–47, 
47–59. 

In bypassing the question on which we granted certiorari 
to decide an issue not litigated below, the Court leaves re-
spondents “without an unclouded opportunity to air the issue 
the Court today decides against them,” Comcast Corp. v. 
Behrend, 569 U. S. 27, 40 (2013) (Ginsburg and Breyer, JJ., 
dissenting). Doing so “does `not refect well on the proc-
esses of the Court.' ” Ibid. (quoting Redrup v. New York, 
386 U. S. 767, 772 (1967) (Harlan, J., dissenting)). “And by 
resolving a complex and fact-intensive question without the 
beneft of full briefng, the Court invites the error into which 
it has fallen.” 569 U. S., at 40. 

The relevant facts are undeveloped because Daimler con-
ceded at the start of this litigation that MBUSA is subject 
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to general jurisdiction based on its California contacts. We 
therefore do not know the full extent of those contacts, 
though what little we do know suggests that Daimler was 
wise to concede what it did. MBUSA imports more than 
200,000 vehicles into the United States and distributes many 
of them to independent dealerships in California, where they 
are sold. Declaration of Dr. Peter Waskönig in Bauman v. 
DaimlerChrysler Corp., No. 04–00194–RMW (ND Cal.), ¶ 10, 
p. 2. MBUSA's California sales account for 2.4% of Daim-
ler's worldwide sales, which were $192 billion in 2004.4 And 
2.4% of $192 billion is $4.6 billion, a considerable sum by any 
measure. MBUSA also has multiple offces and facilities in 
California, including a regional headquarters. 

But the record does not answer a number of other impor-
tant questions. Are any of Daimler's key fles maintained 
in MBUSA's California offces? How many employees work 
in those offces? Do those employees make important stra-
tegic decisions or oversee in any manner Daimler's activi-
ties? These questions could well affect whether Daimler is 
subject to general jurisdiction. After all, this Court upheld 
the exercise of general jurisdiction in Perkins v. Benguet 
Consol. Mining Co., 342 U. S. 437, 447–448 (1952)—which 
the majority refers to as a “textbook case” of general ju-
risdiction, ante, at 129—on the basis that the foreign de-
fendant maintained an offce in Ohio, kept corporate fles 
there, and oversaw the company's activities from the State. 
California-based MBUSA employees may well have done 
similar things on Daimler's behalf.5 But because the Court 

4 See DaimlerChrysler, Innovations for Our Customers: Annual Re-
port 2004, p. 22, http://www.daimler.com/Projects/c2c/channel/documents/ 
1364377_2004_DaimlerChrysler_Annual_Report.pdf (as visited on Jan. 8, 
2014, and available in Clerk of Court's case fle). 

5 To be sure, many of Daimler's key management decisions are undoubt-
edly made by employees outside California. But the same was true in 
Perkins. See Perkins v. Benguet Consol. Min. Co., 88 Ohio App. 118, 124, 
95 N. E. 2d 5, 8 (1950) (per curiam) (describing management decisions 
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decides the issue without a developed record, we will never 
know. 

III 

While the majority's decisional process is problematic 
enough, I fear that process leads it to an even more trou-
bling result. 

A 

Until today, our precedents had established a straightfor-
ward test for general jurisdiction: Does the defendant have 
“continuous corporate operations within a state” that are “so 
substantial and of such a nature as to justify suit against it 
on causes of action arising from dealings entirely distinct 
from those activities”? International Shoe Co. v. Washing-
ton, 326 U. S. 310, 318 (1945); see also Helicopteros Nacio-
nales de Colombia, S. A. v. Hall, 466 U. S. 408, 416 (1984) 
(asking whether defendant had “continuous and systematic 
general business contacts”).6 In every case where we have 
applied this test, we have focused solely on the magnitude of 
the defendant's in-state contacts, not the relative magnitude 
of those contacts in comparison to the defendant's contacts 
with other States. 

made by the company's chief of staff in Manila and a purchasing agent in 
California); see also n. 8, infra. 

6 While Helicopteros formulated the general jurisdiction inquiry as ask-
ing whether a foreign defendant possesses “continuous and systematic 
general business contacts,” 466 U. S., at 416, the majority correctly notes, 
ante, at 138, that International Shoe used the phrase “continuous and 
systematic” in the context of discussing specifc jurisdiction, 326 U. S., at 
317. But the majority recognizes that International Shoe separately de-
scribed the type of contacts needed for general jurisdiction as “continuous 
corporate operations” that are “so substantial” as to justify suit on un-
related causes of action. Id., at 318. It is unclear why our precedents 
departed from International Shoe's “continuous and substantial” formu-
lation in favor of the “continuous and systematic” formulation, but the 
majority does not contend—nor do I perceive—that there is a material 
difference between the two. 
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In Perkins, for example, we found an Ohio court's exercise 
of general jurisdiction permissible where the president of the 
foreign defendant “maintained an offce,” “drew and distrib-
uted . . . salary checks,” used “two active bank accounts,” 
“supervised . . . the rehabilitation of the corporation's proper-
ties in the Philippines,” and held “directors' meetings” in 
Ohio. 342 U. S., at 447–448. At no point did we attempt to 
catalog the company's contacts in forums other than Ohio or 
to compare them with its Ohio contacts. If anything, we 
intimated that the defendant's Ohio contacts were not sub-
stantial in comparison to its contacts elsewhere. See id., at 
438 (noting that the defendant's Ohio contacts, while “contin-
uous and systematic,” were but a “limited . . . part of its 
general business”).7 

We engaged in the same inquiry in Helicopteros. There, 
we held that a Colombian corporation was not subject to gen-
eral jurisdiction in Texas simply because it occasionally sent 
its employees into the State, accepted checks drawn on a 
Texas bank, and purchased equipment and services from a 

7 The majority suggests that I misinterpret language in Perkins that I 
do not even cite. Ante, at 130, n. 8. The majority is quite correct that it 
has found a sentence in Perkins that does not address whether most of the 
Philippine corporation's activities took place outside of Ohio. See ante, 
at 130, n. 8 (noting that Perkins described the company's “wartime activi-
ties” as “necessarily limited,” 342 U. S., at 448). That is why I did not 
mention it. I instead rely on a sentence in Perkins' opening paragraph: 
“The [Philippine] corporation has been carrying on in Ohio a continuous 
and systematic, but limited, part of its general business.” Id., at 438. 
That sentence obviously does convey that most of the corporation's activi-
ties occurred in “places other than Ohio,” ante, at 130, n. 8. This is not 
surprising given that the company's Ohio contacts involved a single offcer 
working from a home offce, while its non-Ohio contacts included signif-
cant mining properties and machinery operated throughout the Philip-
pines, Philippine employees (including a chief of staff), a purchasing agent 
based in California, and board of directors meetings held in Washington, 
New York, and San Francisco. Perkins, 88 Ohio App., at 123–124, 95 
N. E. 2d, at 8; see also n. 8, infra. 
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Texas company. In no sense did our analysis turn on the 
extent of the company's operations beyond Texas. 

Most recently, in Goodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, 
S. A. v. Brown, 564 U. S. 915 (2011), our analysis again fo-
cused on the defendant's in-state contacts. Goodyear in-
volved a suit against foreign tire manufacturers by North 
Carolina residents whose children had died in a bus accident 
in France. We held that North Carolina courts could not 
exercise general jurisdiction over the foreign defendants. 
Just as in Perkins and Helicopteros, our opinion in Goodyear 
did not identify the defendants' contacts outside of the forum 
State, but focused instead on the defendants' lack of offces, 
employees, direct sales, and business operations within the 
State. 

This approach follows from the touchstone principle of due 
process in this feld, the concept of reciprocal fairness. 
When a corporation chooses to invoke the benefts and pro-
tections of a State in which it operates, the State acquires 
the authority to subject the company to suit in its courts. 
See International Shoe, 326 U. S., at 319 (“[T]o the extent 
that a corporation exercises the privilege of conducting ac-
tivities within a state, it enjoys the benefts and protection 
of the laws of that state” such that an “obligatio[n] arise[s]” 
to respond there to suit); J. McIntyre Machinery, Ltd. v. Ni-
castro, 564 U. S. 873, 880–881 (2011) (plurality opinion) (same 
principle for general jurisdiction). The majority's focus on 
the extent of a corporate defendant's out-of-forum contacts 
is untethered from this rationale. After all, the degree to 
which a company intentionally benefts from a forum State 
depends on its interactions with that State, not its interac-
tions elsewhere. An article on which the majority relies 
(and on which Goodyear relied as well, 564 U. S., at 919) 
expresses the point well: “We should not treat defendants 
as less amenable to suit merely because they carry on more 
substantial business in other states; . . . the amount of ac-
tivity elsewhere seems virtually irrelevant to . . . the impo-
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sition of general jurisdiction over a defendant.” Brilmayer 
et al., A General Look at General Jurisdiction, 66 Texas 
L. Rev. 721, 742 (1988). 

Had the majority applied our settled approach, it would 
have had little trouble concluding that Daimler's Califor-
nia contacts rise to the requisite level, given the majority's 
assumption that MBUSA's contacts may be attributed to 
Daimler and given Daimler's concession that those contacts 
render MBUSA “at home” in California. Our cases have 
long stated the rule that a defendant's contacts with a forum 
State must be continuous, substantial, and systematic in 
order for the defendant to be subject to that State's general 
jurisdiction. See Perkins, 342 U. S., at 446. We offered ad-
ditional guidance in Goodyear, adding the phrase “essentially 
at home” to our prior formulation of the rule. 564 U. S., 
at 919 (a State may exercise general jurisdiction where a 
defendant's “affliations with the State are so `continuous and 
systematic' as to render [the defendant] essentially at home 
in the forum State”). We used the phrase “at home” to sig-
nify that in order for an out-of-state defendant to be subject 
to general jurisdiction, its continuous and substantial con-
tacts with a forum State must be akin to those of a local 
enterprise that actually is “at home” in the State. See Bril-
mayer, 66 Texas L. Rev., at 742.8 

8 The majority views the phrase “at home” as serving a different pur-
pose—that of requiring a comparison between a defendant's in-state and 
out-of-state contacts. Ante, at 140, n. 20. That cannot be the correct un-
derstanding though, because among other things it would cast grave doubt 
on Perkins—a case that Goodyear pointed to as an exemplar of general 
jurisdiction, 564 U. S., at 927–928. For if Perkins had applied the ma-
jority's newly minted proportionality test, it would have come out the 
other way. 

The majority apparently thinks that the Philippine corporate defendant 
in Perkins did not have meaningful operations in places other than Ohio. 
See ante, at 129–130, and n. 8. But one cannot get past the second sentence 
of Perkins before realizing that is wrong. That sentence reads: “The cor-
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Under this standard, Daimler's concession that MBUSA is 
subject to general jurisdiction in California (a concession the 
Court accepts, ante, at 134, 136) should be dispositive. For 
if MBUSA's California contacts are so substantial and the 
resulting benefts to MBUSA so signifcant as to make 
MBUSA “at home” in California, the same must be true of 
Daimler when MBUSA's contacts and benefts are viewed as 
its own. Indeed, until a footnote in its brief before this 
Court, even Daimler did not dispute this conclusion for eight 
years of the litigation. 

B 

The majority today concludes otherwise. Referring to 
the “continuous and systematic” contacts inquiry that has 

poration has been carrying on in Ohio a continuous and systematic, but 
limited, part of its general business.” 342 U. S., at 438. Indeed, the facts 
of the case set forth by the Ohio Court of Appeals show just how “limited” 
the company's Ohio contacts—which included a single offcer keeping fles 
and managing affairs from his Ohio home offce—were in comparison with 
its “general business” operations elsewhere. By the time the suit was 
commenced, the company had resumed its considerable mining operations 
in the Philippines, “ ̀ rebuilding its properties' ” there and purchasing 
“ `machinery, supplies and equipment.' ” 88 Ohio App., at 123–124, 95 
N. E. 2d, at 8. Moreover, the company employed key managers in other 
forums, including a purchasing agent in San Francisco and a chief of staff 
in the Philippines. Id., at 124, 95 N. E. 2d, at 8. The San Francisco 
purchasing agent negotiated the purchase of the company's machinery and 
supplies “ ̀ on the direction of the Company's Chief of Staff in Manila,' ” 
ibid., a fact that squarely refutes the majority's assertion that “[a]ll of 
Benguet's activities were directed by the company's president from within 
Ohio,” ante, at 130, n. 8. And the vast majority of the company's board of 
directors meetings took place outside Ohio, in locations such as Washing-
ton, New York, and San Francisco. 88 Ohio App., at 125, 95 N. E. 2d, at 8. 

In light of these facts, it is all but impossible to reconcile the result 
in Perkins with the proportionality test the majority announces today. 
Goodyear's use of the phrase “at home” is thus better understood to re-
quire the same general jurisdiction inquiry that Perkins required: An out-
of-state business must have the kind of continuous and substantial in-state 
presence that a parallel local company would have. 
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been taught to generations of frst-year law students as “un-
acceptably grasping,” ante, at 138, the majority announces 
the new rule that in order for a foreign defendant to be sub-
ject to general jurisdiction, it must not only possess continu-
ous and systematic contacts with a forum State, but those 
contacts must also surpass some unspecifed level when 
viewed in comparison to the company's “nationwide and 
worldwide” activities. Ante, at 140, n. 20.9 

Neither of the majority's two rationales for this propor-
tionality requirement is persuasive. First, the majority 
suggests that its approach is necessary for the sake of pre-
dictability. Permitting general jurisdiction in every State 
where a corporation has continuous and substantial contacts, 
the majority asserts, would “scarcely permit out-of-state de-
fendants `to structure their primary conduct with some mini-
mum assurance as to where that conduct will and will not 
render them liable to suit.' ” Ante, at 139 (quoting Burger 
King Corp., 471 U. S., at 472). But there is nothing un-
predictable about a rule that instructs multinational cor-
porations that if they engage in continuous and substantial 
contacts with more than one State, they will be subject 
to general jurisdiction in each one. The majority may not 
favor that rule as a matter of policy, but such disagreement 
does not render an otherwise routine test unpredictable. 

Nor is the majority's proportionality inquiry any more pre-
dictable than the approach it rejects. If anything, the ma-

9 I accept at face value the majority's declaration that general jurisdic-
tion is not limited to a corporation's place of incorporation and principal 
place of business because “a corporation's operations in a forum other than 
its formal place of incorporation or principal place of business may be so 
substantial and of such a nature as to render the corporation at home in 
that State.” Ante, at 139, n. 19; see also ante, at 137. Were that not so, 
our analysis of the defendants' in-state contacts in Perkins v. Benguet 
Consol. Mining Co., 342 U. S. 437 (1952), Helicopteros Nacionales de Co-
lombia, S. A. v. Hall, 466 U. S. 408 (1984), and Goodyear would have been 
irrelevant, as none of the defendants in those cases was sued in its place 
of incorporation or principal place of business. 
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jority's approach injects an additional layer of uncertainty 
because a corporate defendant must now try to foretell a 
court's analysis as to both the suffciency of its contacts with 
the forum State itself, as well as the relative suffciency of 
those contacts in light of the company's operations else-
where. Moreover, the majority does not even try to explain 
just how extensive the company's in-state contacts must be 
in the context of its global operations in order for general 
jurisdiction to be proper. 

The majority's approach will also lead to greater unpre-
dictability by radically expanding the scope of jurisdictional 
discovery. Rather than ascertaining the extent of a corpo-
rate defendant's forum-state contacts alone, courts will now 
have to identify the extent of a company's contacts in every 
other forum where it does business in order to compare them 
against the company's in-state contacts. That considerable 
burden runs headlong into the majority's recitation of the 
familiar principle that “ ̀ [s]imple jurisdictional rules . . . pro-
mote greater predictability.' ” Ante, at 137 (quoting Hertz 
Corp. v. Friend, 559 U. S. 77, 94 (2010)). 

Absent the predictability rationale, the majority's sole re-
maining justifcation for its proportionality approach is its 
unadorned concern for the consequences. “If Daimler's 
California activities suffced to allow adjudication of this 
Argentina-rooted case in California,” the majority laments, 
“the same global reach would presumably be available in 
every other State in which MBUSA's sales are sizable.” 
Ante, at 139. 

The majority characterizes this result as “exorbitant,” 
ibid., but in reality it is an inevitable consequence of the rule 
of due process we set forth nearly 70 years ago, that there 
are “instances in which [a company's] continuous corporate 
operations within a state” are “so substantial and of such a 
nature as to justify suit against it on causes of action arising 
from dealings entirely distinct from those activities,” Inter-
national Shoe, 326 U. S., at 318. In the era of International 
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Shoe, it was rare for a corporation to have such substantial 
nationwide contacts that it would be subject to general juris-
diction in a large number of States. Today, that circum-
stance is less rare. But that is as it should be. What has 
changed since International Shoe is not the due process 
principle of fundamental fairness but rather the nature of 
the global economy. Just as it was fair to say in the 1940's 
that an out-of-state company could enjoy the benefts of a 
forum State enough to make it “essentially at home” in the 
State, it is fair to say today that a multinational conglomer-
ate can enjoy such extensive benefts in multiple forum 
States that it is “essentially at home” in each one. 

In any event, to the extent the majority is concerned with 
the modern-day consequences of International Shoe's 
conception of personal jurisdiction, there remain other judi-
cial doctrines available to mitigate any resulting unfairness 
to large corporate defendants. Here, for instance, the rea-
sonableness prong may afford petitioner relief. See supra, 
at 144–146. In other cases, a defendant can assert the doc-
trine of forum non conveniens if a given State is a highly 
inconvenient place to litigate a dispute. See Gulf Oil Corp. 
v. Gilbert, 330 U. S. 501, 508–509 (1947). In still other cases, 
the federal change of venue statute can provide protection. 
See 28 U. S. C. § 1404(a) (permitting transfers to other dis-
tricts “[f]or the convenience of parties and witnesses” and 
“in the interests of justice”). And to the degree that the 
majority worries these doctrines are not enough to protect 
the economic interests of multinational businesses (or that 
our longstanding approach to general jurisdiction poses 
“risks to international comity,” ante, at 141), the task of 
weighing those policy concerns belongs ultimately to legisla-
tors, who may amend state and federal long-arm statutes in 
accordance with the democratic process. Unfortunately, the 
majority short circuits that process by enshrining today's 
narrow rule of general jurisdiction as a matter of constitu-
tional law. 
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C 

The majority's concern for the consequences of its decision 
should have led it the other way, because the rule that it 
adopts will produce deep injustice in at least four respects. 

First, the majority's approach unduly curtails the States' 
sovereign authority to adjudicate disputes against corporate 
defendants who have engaged in continuous and substantial 
business operations within their boundaries.10 The majority 
does not dispute that a State can exercise general jurisdic-
tion where a corporate defendant has its corporate headquar-
ters, and hence its principal place of business within the 
State. Cf. Hertz Corp., 559 U. S., at 93. Yet it never ex-
plains why the State should lose that power when, as is in-
creasingly common, a corporation “divide[s] [its] command 
and coordinating functions among offcers who work at sev-
eral different locations.” Id., at 95–96. Suppose a company 
divides its management functions equally among three of-
fces in different States, with one offce nominally deemed 
the company's corporate headquarters. If the State where 
the headquarters is located can exercise general jurisdiction, 
why should the other two States be constitutionally forbid-
den to do the same? Indeed, under the majority's approach, 
the result would be unchanged even if the company has sub-
stantial operations within the latter two States (and even 
if the company has no sales or other business operations in 
the frst State). Put simply, the majority's rule defnes the 
Due Process Clause so narrowly and arbitrarily as to contra-
vene the States' sovereign prerogative to subject to judg-
ment defendants who have manifested an unqualifed “inten-

10 States will of course continue to exercise specifc jurisdiction in many 
cases, but we have never held that to be the outer limit of the States' 
authority under the Due Process Clause. That is because the two forms 
of jurisdiction address different concerns. Whereas specifc jurisdiction 
focuses on the relationship between a defendant's challenged conduct and 
the forum State, general jurisdiction focuses on the defendant's substantial 
presence in the State irrespective of the location of the challenged conduct. 
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tion to beneft from and thus an intention to submit to the[ir] 
laws,” J. McIntyre, 564 U. S., at 88 (plurality opinion). 

Second, the proportionality approach will treat small busi-
nesses unfairly in comparison to national and multinational 
conglomerates. Whereas a larger company will often be im-
munized from general jurisdiction in a State on account of 
its extensive contacts outside the forum, a small business 
will not be. For instance, the majority holds today that 
Daimler is not subject to general jurisdiction in California 
despite its multiple offces, continuous operations, and bil-
lions of dollars' worth of sales there. But imagine a small 
business that manufactures luxury vehicles principally tar-
geting the California market and that has substantially all 
of its sales and operations in the State—even though those 
sales and operations may amount to one-thousandth of 
Daimler's. Under the majority's rule, that small business 
will be subject to suit in California on any cause of action 
involving any of its activities anywhere in the world, while 
its far more pervasive competitor, Daimler, will not be. 
That will be so even if the small business incorporates and 
sets up its headquarters elsewhere (as Daimler does), since 
the small business' California sales and operations would still 
predominate when “apprais[ed]” in proportion to its minimal 
“nationwide and worldwide” operations, ante, at 140, n. 20. 

Third, the majority's approach creates the incongruous re-
sult that an individual defendant whose only contact with a 
forum State is a one-time visit will be subject to general 
jurisdiction if served with process during that visit, Burn-
ham v. Superior Court of Cal., County of Marin, 495 U. S. 
604 (1990), but a large corporation that owns property, em-
ploys workers, and does billions of dollars' worth of business 
in the State will not be, simply because the corporation has 
similar contacts elsewhere (though the visiting individual 
surely does as well). 

Finally, it should be obvious that the ultimate effect of 
the majority's approach will be to shift the risk of loss from 
multinational corporations to the individuals harmed by 
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their actions. Under the majority's rule, for example, a par-
ent whose child is maimed due to the negligence of a foreign 
hotel owned by a multinational conglomerate will be unable 
to hold the hotel to account in a single U. S. court, even if 
the hotel company has a massive presence in multiple States. 
See, e. g., Meier v. Sun Int'l Hotels, Ltd., 288 F. 3d 1264 
(CA11 2002).11 Similarly, a U. S. business that enters into a 
contract in a foreign country to sell its products to a multina-
tional company there may be unable to seek relief in any 
U. S. court if the multinational company breaches the con-
tract, even if that company has considerable operations in 
numerous U. S. forums. See, e. g., Walpex Trading Co. v. 
Yacimientos Petroliferos Fiscales Bolivianos, 712 F. Supp. 
383 (SDNY 1989).12 Indeed, the majority's approach would 
preclude the plaintiffs in these examples from seeking re-
course anywhere in the United States even if no other judi-
cial system was available to provide relief. I cannot agree 
with the majority's conclusion that the Due Process Clause 
requires these results. 

* * * 

The Court rules against respondents today on a ground 
that no court has considered in the history of this case, that 

11 See also, e. g., Woods v. Nova Companies Belize Ltd., 739 So. 2d 617, 
620–621 (Fla. App. 1999) (estate of decedent killed in an overseas plane 
crash permitted to sue responsible Belizean corporate defendant in Florida 
courts, rather than Belizean courts, based on defendant's continuous and 
systematic business contacts in Florida). 

12 The present case and the examples posited involve foreign corporate 
defendants, but the principle announced by the majority would apply 
equally to preclude general jurisdiction over a U. S. company that is incor-
porated and has its principal place of business in another U. S. State. 
Under the majority's rule, for example, a General Motors autoworker who 
retires to Florida would be unable to sue GM in that State for disabilities 
that develop from the retiree's labor at a Michigan parts plant, even 
though GM undertakes considerable business operations in Florida. See 
Twitchell, The Myth of General Jurisdiction, 101 Harv. L. Rev. 610, 670 
(1988). 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff

https://1989).12
https://2002).11


160 DAIMLER AG v. BAUMAN 

Sotomayor, J., concurring in judgment 

this Court did not grant certiorari to decide, and that 
Daimler raised only in a footnote of its brief. In doing so, 
the Court adopts a new rule of constitutional law that is un-
moored from decades of precedent. Because I would re-
verse the Ninth Circuit's decision on the narrower ground 
that the exercise of jurisdiction over Daimler would be un-
reasonable in any event, I respectfully concur in the judg-
ment only. 
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MISSISSIPPI ex rel. HOOD, ATTORNEY GENERAL 
v. AU OPTRONICS CORP. et al. 

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

No. 12–1036. Argued November 6, 2013—Decided January 14, 2014 

Congress enacted the Class Action Fairness Act of 2005 (CAFA) to lower 
diversity jurisdiction requirements in class actions and, as relevant here, 
in mass actions, i. e., civil actions “in which monetary relief claims of 
100 or more persons are proposed to be tried jointly on the ground that 
the plaintiffs' claims involve common questions of law or fact,” 28 
U. S. C. § 1332(d)(11)(B)(i). Petitioner Mississippi sued respondent liq-
uid crystal display (LCD) manufacturers in state court, alleging viola-
tions of state law and seeking, inter alia, restitution for LCD purchases 
made by itself and its citizens. Respondents sought to remove the case 
to federal court. The District Court held that the suit qualifed as a 
mass action under § 1332(d)(11)(B)(i), but remanded the suit to state 
court on the ground that it fell within CAFA's “general public” excep-
tion, § 1332(d)(11)(B)(ii)(III). The Fifth Circuit reversed, agreeing with 
the District Court that the suit was a mass action but fnding the gen-
eral public exception inapplicable. 

Held: Because Mississippi is the only named plaintiff, this suit does not 
constitute a mass action under CAFA. Pp. 168–176. 

(a) Contrary to respondents' argument, CAFA's “100 or more per-
sons” phrase does not encompass unnamed persons who are real parties 
in interest to claims brought by named plaintiffs. Congress knew how 
to draft language to that effect when it intended such a meaning, see, 
e. g., §§ 1332(d)(5)(B), (d)(1)(D). That it did not do so in the mass action 
provision indicates that Congress did not want the provision's numer-
osity requirement to be satisfed by counting unnamed individuals who 
possess an interest in the suit. 

Respondents' understanding also cannot be reconciled with the fact 
that the “100 or more persons” are not unspecifed individuals with no 
participation in the suit but are the “plaintiffs” subsequently referred 
to in the provision, i. e., the very parties proposing to join their claims 
in a single trial. This is evident in two key ways. First, CAFA uses 
“persons” and “plaintiffs” the same way they are used in Federal Rule 
of Civil Procedure 20, which refers to “persons” as individuals who are 
proposing to join as “plaintiffs” in a single action. Second, it is diffcult 
to imagine how the “claims of 100 or more” unnamed individuals could 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



162 MISSISSIPPI ex rel. HOOD v. AU OPTRONICS CORP. 

Syllabus 

be “proposed to be tried jointly on the ground that the . . . claims” of 
some completely different group of named plaintiffs “involve common 
questions of law or fact.” 

Construing “plaintiffs” to include both named and unnamed real par-
ties in interest would stretch the meaning of “plaintiff ” beyond recogni-
tion. A “plaintiff ” is commonly understood to be a party who brings a 
civil suit in a court of law, not anyone, named or unnamed, whom a suit 
may beneft. Moreover, respondents' defnition would also have to 
apply to the mass action provision's subsequent reference to “plaintiffs” 
in the phrase “jurisdiction shall exist only over those plaintiffs whose 
claims [exceed $75,000],” § 1332(d)(11)(B)(i). See Brown v. Gardner, 513 
U. S. 115, 118. This would result in an administrative nightmare that 
Congress could not possibly have intended, see Griffn v. Oceanic Con-
tractors, Inc., 458 U. S. 564, 575, where district courts would have to 
identify hundreds (or in this case, hundreds of thousands) of unnamed 
parties whose claims are for less than $75,000 and then decide how to 
dispose of their claims. Pp. 168–173. 

(b) Statutory context reinforces this Court's reading of the mass ac-
tion provision. CAFA provides that once removal occurs, a case shall 
not be transferred to another court “unless a majority of the plaintiffs 
in the action request transfer.” § 1332(d)(11)(C)(i). If “plaintiffs” in-
cluded unnamed parties, it would be surpassingly diffcult for a court to 
poll the enormous number of real parties in interest to decide whether 
an action may be transferred. Moreover, respondents' position that the 
action here should be removed because it is similar to a class action fails 
to recognize that the mass action provision functions largely as a back-
stop to ensure that CAFA's relaxed class-action jurisdictional rules can-
not be evaded by a suit that names a host of plaintiffs rather than using 
the class device. Had Congress wanted CAFA to authorize removal of 
representative actions brought by States as sole plaintiffs on respond-
ents' theory, it would have done so through the class-action provision, 
not the mass action provision. Pp. 173–174. 

(c) This Court has interpreted the diversity jurisdiction statute to 
require courts in certain contexts to look behind the pleadings to ensure 
that parties are not improperly creating or destroying diversity juris-
diction, see, e. g., Wecker v. National Enameling & Stamping Co., 204 
U. S. 176, 185–186, but Congress did not intend this background inquiry 
to apply to the mass action provision. First, it could make sense to 
incorporate the background inquiry into the mass action provision if the 
inquiry had previously been applied in a similar manner. That is not 
the case here, however, and so any presumption that Congress wanted 
to incorporate the inquiry, if it exists at all, would be comparatively 
weak. Second, even if the background principle had previously been 
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applied in this manner, Congress expressly indicated that it did not want 
the principle to apply to the mass action provision both through the 
textual indicators described above and by prohibiting defendants from 
joining unnamed individuals to a lawsuit in order to turn it into a mass 
action, § 1332(d)(11)(B)(ii)(II). Requiring district courts to identify un-
named persons interested in the suit would run afoul of that intent. 
Pp. 174–176. 

701 F. 3d 796, reversed and remanded. 

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

Jonathan Massey argued the cause for petitioner. With 
him on the briefs were Jim Hood, Attorney General of Mis-
sissippi, pro se, Geoffrey Morgan, Carolyn G. Anderson, A. 
Lee Abraham, Jr., and Preston Rideout. 

Christopher M. Curran argued the cause for respondents. 
With him on the brief were Eric Grannon, Kristen J. McAh-
ren, Ross E. Elfand, Robert E. Freitas, Jason S. Angell, Jes-
sica N. Leal, Stephen L. Thomas, Charles E. Ross, Michael 
B. Wallace, Christopher A. Nedeau, Carl L. Blumenstein, 
Stephen B. Kinnaird, Kevin C. McCann, Sean D. Unger, 
Robert A. Miller, P. Ryan Beckett, Henry L. Parr, Jr., Rob-
ert A. Long, Robert D. Wick, and John M. Grenfell.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled 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, and 
Clifford W. Berlow, Assistant Attorney General, and by the Attorneys 
General for their respective States as follows: Michael C. Geraghty of 
Alaska, Thomas C. Horne of Arizona, Dustin McDaniel of Arkansas, 
Kamala D. Harris of California, John W. Suthers of Colorado, George Jep-
sen of Connecticut, Joseph R. Biden III of Delaware, Pamela Jo Bondi of 
Florida, David M. Louie of Hawaii, Lawrence G. Wasden of Idaho, Gregory 
F. Zoeller of Indiana, Thomas J. Miller of Iowa, Derek Schmidt of Kansas, 
Jack Conway of Kentucky, James D. “Buddy” Caldwell of Louisiana, Janet 
T. Mills of Maine, Douglas F. Gansler of Maryland, Martha Coakley of 
Massachusetts, Bill Schuette of Michigan, Lori Swanson of Minnesota, 
Chris Koster of Missouri, Timothy C. Fox of Montana, Jon Bruning of 
Nebraska, Catherine Cortez Masto of Nevada, Joseph A. Foster of New 
Hampshire, Gary K. King of New Mexico, Eric T. Schneiderman of New 
York, Roy Cooper of North Carolina, Wayne Stenehjem of North Dakota, 
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Justice Sotomayor delivered the opinion of the Court. 

Under the Class Action Fairness Act of 2005 (CAFA or 
Act), defendants in civil suits may remove “mass actions” 
from state to federal court. CAFA defnes a “mass action” 
as “any civil action . . . in which monetary relief claims of 
100 or more persons are proposed to be tried jointly on the 
ground that the plaintiffs' claims involve common questions 
of law or fact.” 28 U. S. C. § 1332(d)(11)(B)(i). The question 
presented is whether a suit fled by a State as the sole plain-
tiff constitutes a “mass action” under CAFA where it in-
cludes a claim for restitution based on injuries suffered by 
the State's citizens. We hold that it does not. According to 
CAFA's plain text, a “mass action” must involve monetary 
claims brought by 100 or more persons who propose to try 
those claims jointly as named plaintiffs. Because the State 
of Mississippi is the only named plaintiff in the instant action, 
the case must be remanded to state court. 

Michael DeWine of Ohio, E. Scott Pruitt of Oklahoma, Ellen F. Rosen-
blum of Oregon, Kathleen G. Kane of Pennsylvania, Peter F. Kilmartin of 
Rhode Island, Alan Wilson of South Carolina, Marty J. Jackley of South 
Dakota, Robert E. Cooper, Jr., of Tennessee, Greg Abbott of Texas, John 
E. Swallow of Utah, William H. Sorrell of Vermont, Kenneth T. Cucci-
nelli II of Virginia, Bob Ferguson of Washington, Patrick Morrisey of 
West Virginia, J. B. Van Hollen of Wisconsin, and Peter K. Michael of 
Wyoming; for the Center for State Enforcement of Antitrust and Con-
sumer Protection Laws, Inc., by Stephen D. Houck; and for Public Citizen, 
Inc., by Scott L. Nelson and Allison M. Zieve. Julie Nepveu, Michael 
Schuster, and Linda Singer fled a brief for AARP as amicus curiae urg-
ing vacatur. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for Allstate Insur-
ance Co. by Richard L. Fenton and Steven M. Levy; for DRI–The Voice of 
the Defense Bar by Mary Massaron Ross and Hilary A. Ballentine; for 
Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America et al. by Noah A. 
Levine and Daniel S. Volchok; and for the Washington Legal Foundation 
by Cory L. Andrews and Richard A. Samp. 

Charles J. Cooper, Howard C. Nielson, Jr., and Quentin Riegel fled a 
brief for Access to Courts Initiative, Inc., et al. as amici curiae. 
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I 

A 
Congress enacted CAFA in order to “amend the proce-

dures that apply to consideration of interstate class actions.” 
119 Stat. 4. In doing so, Congress recognized that “[c]lass 
action lawsuits are an important and valuable part of the 
legal system.” CAFA § 2. It was concerned, however, that 
certain requirements of federal diversity jurisdiction, 28 
U. S. C. § 1332, had functioned to “kee[p] cases of national 
importance” in state courts rather than federal courts. 
CAFA § 2. 

CAFA accordingly loosened the requirements for diversity 
jurisdiction for two types of cases—“class actions” and “mass 
actions.” The Act defnes “class action” to mean “any civil 
action fled under rule 23 of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure or similar State statute or rule of judicial procedure.” 
28 U. S. C. § 1332(d)(1)(B). And it defnes “mass action” to 
mean “any civil action . . . in which monetary relief claims of 
100 or more persons are proposed to be tried jointly on the 
ground that the plaintiffs' claims involve common questions 
of law or fact.” § 1332(d)(11)(B)(i). 

For class and mass actions, CAFA expanded diversity ju-
risdiction in two key ways. First, it replaced the ordinary 
requirement of complete diversity of citizenship among all 
plaintiffs and defendants, see State Farm Fire & Casualty 
Co. v. Tashire, 386 U. S. 523, 530–531 (1967), with a require-
ment of minimal diversity. Under that requirement, a fed-
eral court may exercise jurisdiction over a class action if 
“any member of a class of plaintiffs is a citizen of a State 
different from any defendant.” § 1332(d)(2)(A). The same 
rule applies to mass actions. See § 1332(d)(11)(A) (“[A] mass 
action shall be deemed . . . removable under [§§ 1332(d)(2) 
through (d)(10)]”). Second, whereas § 1332(a) ordinarily re-
quires each plaintiff 's claim to exceed the sum or value of 
$75,000, see Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Allapattah Services, Inc., 
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545 U. S. 546, 554–555 (2005), CAFA grants federal jurisdic-
tion over class and mass actions in which the aggregate 
amount in controversy exceeds $5 million. §§ 1332(d)(2), 
(d)(6), (d)(11)(A). Class and mass actions fled in state court 
that satisfy CAFA's requirements may be removed to federal 
court, 28 U. S. C. § 1453, but federal jurisdiction in a mass 
action, unlike a class action, “shall exist only over those 
plaintiffs” whose claims individually satisfy the $75,000 
amount in controversy requirement, § 1332(d)(11)(B)(i).1 

B 

Respondents manufacture liquid crystal displays, or 
LCDs. In March 2011, the State of Mississippi sued them 
in state court, alleging that they had formed an international 
cartel to restrict competition and raise prices in the LCD 
market. The State claimed that these actions violated two 
Mississippi statutes: the Mississippi Antitrust Act, Miss. 
Code Ann. § 75–21–1 et seq. (2009), and the Mississippi Con-
sumer Protection Act, § 75–24–1 et seq. (2009 and Cum. Supp. 
2013). The State sought injunctive relief and civil penalties 
under both statutes, along with punitive damages, costs, and 
attorney's fees. It also sought restitution for its own pur-
chases “of LCD products and the purchases of its citizens.” 
App. to Brief in Opposition 65a; § 75–24–11. 

Respondents fled a notice to remove the case from state 
to federal court, arguing that the case was removable under 
CAFA as either a “class action” or a “mass action.” The 
District Court ruled that the suit did not qualify as a “class 
action” because it was “not brought pursuant to Federal 
Rule of Civil Procedure 23 or a `similar State statute or rule 
of judicial procedure.' ” 876 F. Supp. 2d 758, 769 (SD Miss. 
2012). But it held that the suit did qualify as a “mass ac-

1 CAFA provides certain exceptions for class actions that involve mat-
ters of principally local or state concern. See 28 U. S. C. §§ 1332(d)(3)–(5). 
None of them are at issue in this case. 
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tion,” because “[i]t is a civil action `in which monetary relief 
claims of 100 or more persons are proposed to be tried jointly 
on the ground that the plaintiffs' claims involve common 
questions of law or fact.' ” Id., at 771. The District Court 
reached that conclusion on the basis of Fifth Circuit prece-
dent in Louisiana ex rel. Caldwell v. Allstate Ins. Co., 536 
F. 3d 418 (CA5 2008), which it understood to “stan[d] for the 
proposition that the words `persons' and `plaintiffs' in [the 
mass action defnition] are to be defned as `real parties in 
interest.' ” 876 F. Supp. 2d, at 771. Applying that rule, the 
court found that 100 or more unidentifed Mississippi con-
sumers had purchased LCD screens and were therefore real 
parties in interest to the State's restitution claim. Ibid. 
The court noted the “possibility that a `mass action' should 
be thought of as a `mass joinder' ”—that is, as a suit involving 
100 or more “named plaintiffs.” Ibid., n. 9. But it deemed 
that interpretation to be foreclosed by Caldwell. 

The District Court nonetheless remanded the case to state 
court on the basis of CAFA's “general public exception,” 
which excludes from the “mass action” defnition “any civil 
action in which . . . all of the claims in the action are asserted 
on behalf of the general public (and not on behalf of individ-
ual claimants or members of a purported class) pursuant to 
a State statute specifcally authorizing such action.” 28 
U. S. C. § 1332(d)(11)(B)(ii)(III). 

The Court of Appeals reversed. 701 F. 3d 796 (CA5 2012). 
It agreed with the District Court's determination that Mis-
sissippi's suit is not a “class action” under CAFA.2 Id., at 
799. It also agreed that, under Caldwell, the suit qualifes 
as a “mass action” because “[t]he real parties in interest in 
Mississippi's suit are those more than 100 . . . individual citi-
zens who purchased the [LCD] products within Mississippi.” 
701 F. 3d, at 800. It disagreed, however, with the District 

2 Respondents do not challenge this ruling before this Court. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



168 MISSISSIPPI ex rel. HOOD v. AU OPTRONICS CORP. 

Opinion of the Court 

Court's ruling that the suit falls within the general public 
exception.3 Id., at 802–803. Judge Elrod concurred in the 
judgment, noting that after the Fifth Circuit's decision in 
Caldwell, three Courts of Appeals had deemed similar law-
suits not to be mass actions removable under CAFA.4 We 
granted certiorari to resolve this split of authority, 569 U. S. 
1003 (2013), and now reverse. 

II 

A 

Our analysis begins with the statutory text. Sebelius v. 
Cloer, 569 U. S. 369, 376 (2013). The statute provides: 

“[T]he term `mass action' means any civil action (except 
a [class action]) in which monetary relief claims of 100 
or more persons are proposed to be tried jointly on the 
ground that the plaintiffs' claims involve common ques-
tions of law or fact, except that jurisdiction shall exist 
only over those plaintiffs whose claims in a mass action 
satisfy the jurisdictional amount requirements under 
subsection (a).” § 1332(d)(11)(B)(i). 

The parties do not dispute that this provision encompasses 
suits that are brought jointly by 100 or more named plaintiffs 
who propose to try their claims together. The question is 
whether the provision also includes suits brought by fewer 
than 100 named plaintiffs on the theory that there may be 
100 or more unnamed persons who are real parties in inter-

3 The Court of Appeals did so on the rationale that because individual 
Mississippi consumers are real parties in interest to the State's restitu-
tion claim, the general public exception's requirement that “all of the 
claims” must be “asserted on behalf of the general public (and not on 
behalf of individual claimants)” was not satisfed. 28 U. S. C. § 1332(d) 
(11)(B)(ii)(III). 

4 See AU Optronics Corp. v. South Carolina, 699 F. 3d 385 (CA4 2012); 
Nevada v. Bank of Am. Corp., 672 F. 3d 661 (CA9 2012); LG Display Co. 
v. Madigan, 665 F. 3d 768 (CA7 2011). 
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est as benefciaries to any of the plaintiffs' claims. Respond-
ents argue that the provision covers such suits because 
“claims of 100 or more persons” refers to “the persons to 
whom the claim belongs, i. e., the real parties in interest to 
the claims,” regardless of whether those persons are named 
or unnamed. Brief for Respondents 19 (some emphasis in 
original). We disagree. 

To start, the statute says “100 or more persons,” not “100 
or more named or unnamed real parties in interest.” Had 
Congress intended the latter, it easily could have drafted 
language to that effect. Indeed, when Congress wanted a 
numerosity requirement in CAFA to be satisfed by counting 
unnamed parties in interest in addition to named plain-
tiffs, it explicitly said so: CAFA provides that in order for 
a class action to be removable, “the number of members 
of all proposed plaintiff classes” must be 100 or greater, 
§ 1332(d)(5)(B), and it defnes “class members” to mean “the 
persons (named or unnamed) who fall within the defnition 
of the proposed or certifed class,” § 1332(d)(1)(D). Congress 
chose not to use the phrase “named or unnamed” in CAFA's 
mass action provision, a decision we understand to be inten-
tional. See Dean v. United States, 556 U. S. 568, 573 (2009) 
(“ ̀ [W]here Congress includes particular language in one sec-
tion of a statute but omits it in another section of the same 
Act, it is generally presumed that Congress acts intention-
ally and purposely in the disparate inclusion or exclusion' ”). 

More fundamentally, respondents' interpretation cannot be 
reconciled with the fact that the “100 or more persons” re-
ferred to in the statute are not unspecifed individuals who 
have no actual participation in the suit, but instead the very 
“plaintiffs” referred to later in the sentence—the parties who 
are proposing to join their claims in a single trial. Congress 
made this understanding evident in two key ways. 

First, we presume that “ ̀ Congress is aware of existing law 
when it passes legislation.' ” Hall v. United States, 566 U. S. 
506, 516 (2012). Here, Congress used the terms “persons” 
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and “plaintiffs” just as they are used in Federal Rule of 
Civil Procedure 20, governing party joinder. Where 
§ 1332(d)(11)(B)(i) requires that the “claims of 100 or more 
persons [must be] proposed to be tried jointly on the ground 
that the plaintiffs' claims involve common questions of law 
or fact,” Rule 20 provides that “[p]ersons may join in one 
action as plaintiffs if . . . they assert any right to relief jointly 
. . . and any question of law or fact common to all plaintiffs 
will arise in the action.” Thus, just as it is used in Rule 20, 
the term “persons” in § 1332(d)(11)(B)(i) refers to the in-
dividuals who are proposing to join as plaintiffs in a single 
action. 

Second, respondents' interpretation of “persons” cannot 
square with the statute's requirement that the claims of the 
“100 or more persons” must be proposed for joint trial “on 
the ground that the plaintiffs' claims involve common ques-
tions of law or fact.” § 1332(d)(11)(B)(i). It is diffcult to 
imagine how the claims of one set of unnamed individuals 
could be proposed for joint trial on the ground that the 
claims of some completely different group of named plaintiffs 
share common questions. The better understanding is that 
Congress meant for the “100 or more persons” and the pro-
posed “plaintiffs” to be one and the same. 

Recognizing that the statute's use of the term “persons” 
could be a reference to proposed plaintiffs, respondents as-
sert that “plaintiffs,” like “persons,” should be construed to 
“includ[e] both named and unnamed real parties in interest.” 
Brief for Respondents 24. But that stretches the meaning 
of “plaintiff ” beyond recognition. The term “plaintiff ” is 
among the most commonly understood of legal terms of art: 
It means a “party who brings a civil suit in a court of law.” 
Black's Law Dictionary 1267 (9th ed. 2009); see also Web-
ster's Third New International Dictionary 1729 (1961) (de-
fning “plaintiff ” to mean “one who commences a personal 
action or lawsuit,” or “the complaining party in any litiga-
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tion”). It certainly does not mean “anyone, named or un-
named, whom a suit may beneft,” as respondents suggest.5 

Moreover, Congress used the term “plaintiffs” twice in the 
mass action provision. The provision encompasses actions 
in which monetary “claims of 100 or more persons are pro-
posed to be tried jointly on the ground that the plaintiffs' 
claims involve common questions,” and it then provides that 
“jurisdiction shall exist only over those plaintiffs whose 
claims in a mass action satisfy the jurisdictional amount re-
quiremen[t]” of $75,000. § 1332(d)(11)(B)(i). If respondents 
are correct that “plaintiffs” means unnamed parties in inter-
est where it is used the frst time, then so too the second. 
After all, the “presumption that a given term is used to mean 
the same thing throughout a statute” is “at its most vigorous 
when a term is repeated within a given sentence.” Brown 
v. Gardner, 513 U. S. 115, 118 (1994). 

Yet if the term “plaintiffs” is stretched to include all 
unnamed individuals with an interest in the suit, then 
§ 1332(d)(11)(B)(i)'s requirement that “jurisdiction shall exist 
only over those plaintiffs whose claims [exceed $75,000]” be-
comes an administrative nightmare that Congress could not 
possibly have intended, see Griffn v. Oceanic Contractors, 
Inc., 458 U. S. 564, 575 (1982). How is a district court to 
identify the unnamed parties whose claims in a given case 
are for less than $75,000? Would the court in this case, for 
instance, have to hold an evidentiary hearing to determine 
the identity of each of the hundreds of thousands of unnamed 
Mississippi citizens who purchased one of respondents' LCD 
products between 1996 and 2006 (the period alleged in the 
complaint)? Even if it could identify every such person, how 
would it ascertain the amount in controversy for each in-
dividual claim? Respondents suggest that “[i]n some cir-

5 Congress could of course require a real party in interest inquiry in a 
statute that uses the term “plaintiff” simply by saying so. But it has not 
done that here. 
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cumstances, defendants may be able to identify from their 
payment records any persons who may have claims for 
overpayments,” but they stop notably short of claiming to 
possess such decades-old records themselves. Brief for Re-
spondents 25. 

Furthermore, what would happen with individuals whose 
claims were valued at less than $75,000? The District Court 
in this case suggested that if the suit were deemed a mass 
action, it would sever the claim for “restitution for losses 
incurred by individuals claiming less than or equal to $75,000 
each” and remand that claim to state court, while allowing 
the other claims (including the restitution claims exceeding 
$75,000) to proceed in federal court. 876 F. Supp. 2d, at 775 
(footnote omitted). Even respondents do not defend that 
outcome, presumably because it would mean that much of 
the State's lawsuit could proceed in state court after all, si-
multaneously with the newly severed parallel federal action.6 

We think it unlikely that Congress intended that federal 
district courts engage in these unwieldy inquiries. By con-
trast, interpreting “plaintiffs” in accordance with its usual 
meaning—to refer to the actual named parties who bring an 
action—leads to a straightforward, easy to administer rule 
under which a court would examine whether the plaintiffs 
have pleaded in good faith the requisite amount. See Hor-
ton v. Liberty Mut. Ins. Co., 367 U. S. 348, 353 (1961). Our 
decision thus comports with the commonsense observation 
that “when judges must decide jurisdictional matters, sim-

6 Respondents suggest that a district court might be able to exercise 
supplemental jurisdiction over the claims that fall beneath $75,000, 
thereby avoiding the problem of identifying and remanding such claims to 
the state court. We need not decide the issue here, but we note that at 
least one Court of Appeals has rejected that view. See Lowery v. Ala-
bama Power Co., 483 F. 3d 1184, 1206, n. 51 (CA11 2007) (holding that 
because supplemental jurisdiction does not apply where a federal statute 
“ ̀ expressly provide[s] otherwise,' ” 28 U. S. C. § 1367(a), the mass action 
provision's explicit exclusion of jurisdiction over claims beneath $75,000 
negates supplemental jurisdiction over such claims). 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 161 (2014) 173 

Opinion of the Court 

plicity is a virtue.” See Standard Fire Ins. Co. v. Knowles, 
568 U. S. 588, 595 (2013). 

B 

Our reading of the mass action provision's text is rein-
forced by the statutory context. See Mohamad v. Palestin-
ian Authority, 566 U. S. 449, 455–456 (2012). 

First, the provision of CAFA governing transfer motions 
confrms our view that the term “plaintiffs” refers to actual 
named parties as opposed to unnamed real parties in inter-
est. That provision, § 1332(d)(11)(C)(i), provides that once a 
mass action has been removed to federal court, it “shall not 
thereafter be transferred to any other court . . . unless a 
majority of the plaintiffs in the action request transfer.” If 
respondents are correct that “plaintiffs” means “unnamed 
parties in interest,” it will be surpassingly diffcult for a 
court to decide in a case like this one whether an action may 
be transferred. The District Court itself acknowledged this 
problem, noting that it would have to identify and communi-
cate with “hundreds of thousands if not millions of real par-
ties in interest” to “pol[l] [them] about their preferred 
forum” if respondents' interpretation were correct. 876 
F. Supp. 2d, at 777. 

The context in which the mass action provision was 
enacted lends further support to our conclusion. Congress' 
overriding concern in enacting CAFA was with class actions. 
See Preamble, 119 Stat. 4 (describing CAFA as “An Act To 
amend the procedures that apply to consideration of inter-
state class actions”); CAFA § 2 (Congress' fndings with re-
spect to class actions). The mass action provision thus func-
tions largely as a backstop to ensure that CAFA's relaxed 
jurisdictional rules for class actions cannot be evaded by a 
suit that names a host of plaintiffs rather than using the class 
device. Respondents' argument fails to recognize this key 
distinction. Their position is ultimately that “[t]his action is 
similar to a class action,” such that it should be removed. 
Brief for Respondents 27. But if Congress had wanted rep-
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resentative actions brought by States as sole plaintiffs to be 
removable under CAFA on the theory that they are in sub-
stance no different from class actions, it would have done 
so through the class-action provision, not the one governing 
mass actions.7 

III 

Rather than relying on the text of CAFA as the source of 
its real party in interest inquiry, the Court of Appeals ap-
peared to fnd such an inquiry necessary on the basis of what 
it understood to be a background principle: that “federal 
courts look to the substance of the action and not only at the 
labels that the parties may attach.” Caldwell, 536 F. 3d, at 
424. This was error. 

We have interpreted the diversity jurisdiction statute to 
require courts in certain contexts to look behind the plead-
ings to ensure that parties are not improperly creating or 
destroying diversity jurisdiction. We have held, for exam-
ple, that a plaintiff may not keep a case out of federal court 
by fraudulently naming a nondiverse defendant. Wecker v. 
National Enameling & Stamping Co., 204 U. S. 176, 185–186 
(1907). Nor may a plaintiff create diversity by collusively 
assigning his interest in an action. Kramer v. Caribbean 
Mills, Inc., 394 U. S. 823, 825–830 (1969); see also 28 U. S. C. 
§ 1359. And in cases involving a State or state offcial, we 
have inquired into the real party in interest because a State's 
presence as a party will destroy complete diversity. Mis-
souri, K. & T. R. Co. v. Missouri Railroad and Warehouse 
Comm'rs, 183 U. S. 53, 58–59 (1901). 

But the question in this case is not simply whether there 
exists some background principle of analyzing the real par-
ties in interest to a suit; the question is whether Congress 
intended that courts engage in that analysis when deciding 

7 The parties both point to the “general public exception,” § 1332(d)(11) 
(B)(ii)(III), in support of their respective positions. But because the fore-
going arguments resolve this case, we need not construe that provision 
here. 
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whether a suit is a mass action. Recognizing this fact, re-
spondents do not argue that the real party in interest inquiry 
employed in the above cases somehow supersedes the text 
of CAFA; they instead argue that we should read CAFA in 
light of those cases because “ ̀ Congress expects its statutes 
to be read in conformity with this Court's precedents.' ” 
Brief for Respondents 19 (quoting United States v. Wells, 519 
U. S. 482, 495 (1997)). For two reasons, however, we con-
clude that Congress did not intend the background inquiry 
to apply to the mass action provision. 

First, it makes sense to infer Congress' intent to incorpo-
rate a background principle into a new statute where the 
principle has previously been applied in a similar manner. 
But that is not the case here. The background real party 
in interest inquiry identifes what party's (or parties') citi-
zenship should be considered in determining diversity. The 
inquiry that respondents urge is quite different: It is an 
attempt to count up additional unnamed parties in order to 
satisfy the mass action provision's numerosity requirement. 
Respondents offer no reason to believe that Congress in-
tended to extend the real party inquiry to this new circum-
stance, and so any presumption that Congress wanted to 
incorporate the inquiry, if it exists in this case at all, would 
be comparatively weak. Cf. Meyer v. Holley, 537 U. S. 280, 
286 (2003) (“Congress' silence, while permitting an inference 
that Congress intended to apply ordinary background tort 
principles, cannot show that it intended to apply an unusual 
modifcation of those rules”).8 

8 We have also applied a real party in interest inquiry in contexts other 
than that of determining citizenship for purposes of diversity jurisdiction. 
See North Dakota v. Minnesota, 263 U. S. 365, 374–376 (1923) (state sover-
eign immunity); Oklahoma ex rel. Johnson v. Cook, 304 U. S. 387, 392– 
393 (1938) (original jurisdiction). But even if we were to indulge in a 
presumption that Congress somehow intended to import the inquiry ap-
plied in those particular contexts into the mass action provision's distinct 
numerosity requirement, we would fnd any such presumption overridden 
by CAFA's text. 
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Second, even if the background principle had previously 
been applied in the manner sought by respondents, Congress 
provided express indications that it did not want the princi-
ple to apply to the mass action provision. It specifed that 
“the term `mass action' shall not include any civil action in 
which . . . the claims are joined upon motion of a defendant.” 
§ 1332(d)(11)(B)(ii)(II). By prohibiting defendants from join-
ing unnamed individuals to a lawsuit in order to turn it into 
a mass action, Congress demonstrated its focus on the per-
sons who are actually proposing to join together as named 
plaintiffs in the suit. Requiring district courts to pierce the 
pleadings to identify unnamed persons interested in the suit 
would run afoul of that intent. Moreover, as already dis-
cussed, Congress repeatedly used the word “plaintiffs” to de-
scribe the 100 or more persons whose claims must be pro-
posed for a joint trial. That word refers to actual, named 
parties—a concept inherently at odds with the background 
inquiry into unnamed real parties in interest, who by defni-
tion are never plaintiffs. Congress thus clearly displaced a 
background real party in interest inquiry, even assuming one 
might otherwise apply. Cf. Barnhart v. Sigmon Coal Co., 
534 U. S. 438, 459, n. 16 (2002). 

* * * 

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

It is so ordered. 
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RAY HALUCH GRAVEL CO. et al. v. CENTRAL 
PENSION FUND OF INTERNATIONAL UNION 

OF OPERATING ENGINEERS AND PAR-
TICIPATING EMPLOYERS et al. 

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

No. 12–992. Argued December 9, 2013—Decided January 15, 2014 

Respondents, various union-affliated beneft funds (Funds), sued peti-
tioner Ray Haluch Gravel Co. (Haluch) in Federal District Court to col-
lect benefts contributions required to be paid under federal law. The 
Funds also sought attorney's fees and costs, which were obligations 
under both a federal statute and the parties' collective-bargaining agree-
ment (CBA). The District Court issued an order on June 17, 2011, on 
the merits of the contribution claim and a separate ruling on July 25 on 
the Funds' motion for fees and costs. The Funds appealed both deci-
sions on August 15. Haluch argued that the June 17 order was a fnal 
decision pursuant to 28 U. S. C. § 1291, and thus, the Funds' notice of 
appeal was untimely since it was not fled within the Federal Rules of 
Appellate Procedure's 30-day deadline. The Funds disagreed, arguing 
that there was no fnal decision until July 25. The First Circuit ac-
knowledged that an unresolved attorney's fees issue generally does not 
prevent judgment on the merits from being fnal, but held that no fnal 
decision was rendered until July 25 since the entitlement to fees and 
costs provided for in the CBA was an element of damages and thus part 
of the merits. Accordingly, the First Circuit addressed the appeal with 
respect to both the unpaid contributions and the fees and costs. 

Held: The appeal of the June 17 decision was untimely. Pp. 183–190. 
(a) This case has instructive similarities to Budinich v. Becton Dick-

inson & Co., 486 U. S. 196. There, this Court held a district court judg-
ment to be a “fnal decision” for § 1291 purposes despite an unresolved 
motion for statutory-based attorney's fees, noting that fee awards do 
not remedy the injury giving rise to the action, are often available to 
the defending party, and were, at common law, an element of “costs” 
awarded to a prevailing party, not a part of the merits judgment. Id., 
at 200. Even if laws authorizing fees might sometimes treat them as 
part of the merits, considerations of “operational consistency and pre-
dictability in the overall application of § 1291” favored a “uniform rule.” 
Id., at 202. Pp. 183–184. 
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(b) The Funds' attempts to distinguish Budinich fail. Pp. 184–190. 
(1) Their claim that contractual attorney's fees provisions are al-

ways a measure of damages is unpersuasive, for such provisions often 
provide attorney's fees to prevailing defendants. More basic, Budi-
nich's uniform rule did not depend on whether the law authorizing a 
particular fee claim treated the fees as part of the merits, 486 U. S., at 
201, and there is no reason to depart from that sound reasoning here. 
The operational consistency stressed in Budinich is not promoted by 
providing for different jurisdictional effect based solely on whether an 
asserted right to fees is based on contract or statute. Nor is predict-
ability promoted since it is not always clear whether and to what extent 
a fee claim is contractual rather than statutory. The Funds urge the 
importance of avoiding piecemeal litigation, but the Budinich Court was 
aware of such concerns when it adopted a uniform rule, and it suffces 
to say that those concerns are counterbalanced by the interest in deter-
mining with promptness and clarity whether the ruling on the merits 
will be appealed, especially given the complexity and amount of time it 
may take to resolve attorney's fees claims. Furthermore, the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure provide a means to avoid a piecemeal approach 
in many cases. See, e. g., Rules 54(d)(2), 58(e). Complex variations in 
statutory and contractual fee-shifting provisions also counsel against 
treating attorney's fees claims authorized by contract and statute differ-
ently for fnality purposes. The Budinich rule looks solely to the char-
acter of the issue that remains open after the court has otherwise ruled 
on the merits. The Funds suggest that it is unclear whether Budinich 
applies where, as here, nonattorney professional fees are included in a 
motion for attorney's fees and costs. They are mistaken to the extent 
that they suggest that such fees will be claimed only where a contractual 
fee claim is involved. Many fee-shifting statutes authorize courts to 
award related litigation expenses like expert fees, see West Virginia 
Univ. Hospitals, Inc. v. Casey, 499 U. S. 83, 89, n. 4, and there is no 
apparent reason why parties or courts would fnd it diffcult to tell that 
Budinich remains applicable where such fees are claimed and awarded 
incidental to attorney's fees. Pp. 184–189. 

(2) The Funds' claim that fees accrued prior to the commencement 
of litigation fall outside the scope of Budinich is also unpersuasive. 
Budinich referred to fees “for the litigation in question,” 486 U. S., at 
202, or “attributable to the case,” id., at 203, but this Court has observed 
that “some of the services performed before a lawsuit is formally com-
menced by the fling of a complaint are performed `on the litigation,' ” 
Webb v. Dyer County Bd. of Ed., 471 U. S. 234, 243. Here, the fees for 
investigation, preliminary legal research, drafting of demand letters, 
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and working on the initial complaint ft the description of standard pre-
liminary steps toward litigation. Pp. 189–190. 

695 F. 3d 1, reversed and remanded. 

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

Dan Himmelfarb argued the cause for petitioners. With 
him on the briefs were Charles A. Rothfeld, Michael B. 
Kimberly, Scott M. Noveck, Michael K. Callan, and José A. 
Aguiar. 

James A. Feldman argued the cause for respondents. 
With him on the brief were Stephanos Bibas, Nancy 
Bregstein Gordon, and Kenneth L. Wagner. 

Justice Kennedy delivered the opinion of the Court. 
Federal courts of appeals have jurisdiction of appeals from 

“fnal decisions” of United States district courts. 28 U. S. C. 
§ 1291. In Budinich v. Becton Dickinson & Co., 486 U. S. 
196 (1988), this Court held that a decision on the merits is a 
“fnal decision” under § 1291 even if the award or amount of 
attorney's fees for the litigation remains to be determined. 
The issue in this case is whether a different result obtains if 
the unresolved claim for attorney's fees is based on a con-
tract rather than, or in addition to, a statute. The answer 
here, for purposes of § 1291 and the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure, is that the result is not different. Whether the 
claim for attorney's fees is based on a statute, a contract, or 
both, the pendency of a ruling on an award for fees and costs 
does not prevent, as a general rule, the merits judgment 
from becoming fnal for purposes of appeal. 

I 
Petitioner Ray Haluch Gravel Co. (Haluch) is a landscape 

supply company. Under a collective-bargaining agreement 
(CBA) with the International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 98, Haluch was required to pay contributions to union-
affliated beneft funds. Various of those funds are respond-
ents here. 
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In 2007, respondents (Funds) commissioned an audit to de-
termine whether Haluch was meeting its obligations under 
the CBA. Based on the audit, the Funds demanded addi-
tional contributions. Haluch refused to pay, and the Funds 
fled a lawsuit in the United States District Court for the 
District of Massachusetts. 

The Funds alleged that Haluch's failure to make the re-
quired contributions was a violation of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA) and the Labor 
Management Relations Act, 1947. The Funds also sought 
attorney's and auditor's fees and costs, under § 502(g)(2)(D) 
of ERISA, 94 Stat. 1295, 29 U. S. C. § 1132(g)(2)(D) (provid-
ing for “reasonable attorney's fees and costs of the action, to 
be paid by the defendant”), and the CBA itself, App. to Pet. 
for Cert. 52a (providing that “[a]ny costs, including legal fees, 
of collecting payments due these Funds shall be borne by 
the defaulting Employer”). 

At the conclusion of a bench trial, the District Court asked 
the parties to submit proposed fndings of fact and conclu-
sions of law to allow the court “to consider both the possibil-
ity of enforcing [a] settlement and a decision on the merits 
at the same time.” Tr. 50 (Feb. 28, 2011). These submis-
sions were due on March 14, 2011. The District Court went 
on to observe that “[u]nder our rules . . . if there is a judg-
ment for the plaintiffs, typically a motion for attorney's fees 
can be fled” shortly thereafter. Id., at 51. It also noted 
that, “[o]n the other hand, attorney's fees is part of the dam-
ages potentially here.” Ibid. It gave the plaintiffs the op-
tion to offer a submission with regard to fees along with 
their proposed fndings of fact and conclusions of law, or to 
“wait to see if I fnd in your favor and submit the fee petition 
later on.” Ibid. 

The Funds initially chose to submit their fee petition at 
the same time as their proposed fndings of fact and conclu-
sions of law, but they later changed course. They requested 
an extension of time to fle their “request for reimbursement 
of attorneys' fees and costs in the above matter.” Motion 
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To Extend Time To Submit Request for Attorneys' Fees in 
No. 09–cv–11607–MAP (D Mass.), p. 1. The District Court 
agreed; and on April 4, the Funds moved “for an [o]rder 
awarding the total attorneys' fees and costs incurred . . . in 
attempting to collect this delinquency, in obtaining the audit, 
in protecting Plaintiffs' interests, and in protecting the inter-
ests of the participants and benefciaries.” App. 72. The 
motion alleged that “[t]hose fees and costs . . . amount to 
$143,600.44,” and stated that “[d]efendants are liable for 
these monies pursuant to” ERISA, “and for the reasons de-
tailed in the accompanying” affdavit. Ibid. The accompa-
nying “affdavit in support of [the] application for attorneys' 
fees and costs,” in turn, cited the parties' agreements (in-
cluding the CBA, as well as related trust agreements) and 
§ 502(g)(2)(D) of ERISA. Id., at 74. 

As to the merits of the claim that Haluch had underpaid, 
on June 17, 2011, the District Court issued a memorandum 
and order ruling that the Funds were entitled to certain un-
paid contributions, though less than had been requested. 
International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 98 
Health and Welfare, Pension and Annuity Funds v. Ray 
Haluch Gravel Co., 792 F. Supp. 2d 129 (Mass.). A judgment 
in favor of the Funds in the amount of $26,897.41 was issued 
the same day. App. to Pet. for Cert. 39a–40a. The District 
Court did not rule on the Funds' motion for attorney's fees 
and costs until July 25, 2011. On that date it awarded 
$18,000 in attorney's fees, plus costs of $16,688.15, for a total 
award of $34,688.15. 792 F. Supp. 2d 139, 143. On August 
15, 2011, the Funds appealed from both decisions. Haluch 
fled a cross-appeal a week later. 

In the Court of Appeals Haluch argued that there had 
been no timely appeal from the June 17 decision on the mer-
its. In its view, the June 17 decision was a fnal decision 
under § 1291, so that notice of appeal had to be fled within 
30 days thereafter, see Fed. Rule App. Proc. 4(a)(1)(A). The 
Funds disagreed. They argued that there was no fnal deci-
sion until July 25, when the District Court rendered a deci-
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sion on their request for attorney's fees and costs. In their 
view the appeal was timely as to all issues in the case. See 
Digital Equipment Corp. v. Desktop Direct, Inc., 511 U. S. 
863, 868 (1994). 

The Court of Appeals agreed with the Funds. 695 F. 3d 
1, 7 (CA1 2012). It acknowledged this Court's holding that 
an unresolved issue of attorney's fees generally does not pre-
vent judgment on the merits from being fnal. But it held 
that this rule does not “mechanically . . . apply to all claims 
for attorneys' fees, whatever their genesis,” and that, in-
stead, “[w]here, as here, an entitlement to attorneys' fees 
derives from a contract . . . the critical question is whether 
the claim for attorneys' fees is part of the merits.” Id., at 
6. Interpreting the CBA in this case as “provid[ing] for the 
payment of attorneys' fees as an element of damages in the 
event of a breach,” the Court of Appeals held that the June 
17 decision was not fnal. Ibid. Concluding that the appeal 
was timely as to all issues, the Court of Appeals addressed 
the merits of the dispute with respect to the amount of un-
paid remittances as well as the issue of fees and costs, re-
manding both aspects of the case to the District Court. Id., 
at 11. 

Haluch sought review here, and certiorari was granted to 
resolve a confict in the Courts of Appeals over whether and 
when an unresolved issue of attorney's fees based on a con-
tract prevents a judgment on the merits from being fnal. 
570 U. S. 904 (2013). Compare O & G Industries, Inc. v. 
National Railroad Passenger Corporation, 537 F. 3d 153, 
167, 168, and n. 11 (CA2 2008); United States ex rel. Famil-
ian Northwest, Inc. v. RG & B Contractors, Inc., 21 F. 3d 
952, 954–955 (CA9 1994); Continental Bank, N. A. v. Everett, 
964 F. 2d 701, 702–703 (CA7 1992); and First Nationwide 
Bank v. Summer House Joint Venture, 902 F. 2d 1197, 1199– 
1200 (CA5 1990), with Carolina Power & Light Co. v. Dynegy 
Marketing & Trade, 415 F. 3d 354, 356 (CA4 2005); Brandon, 
Jones, Sandall, Zeide, Kohn, Chalal & Musso, P. A. v. Med-
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Partners, Inc., 312 F. 3d 1349, 1355 (CA11 2002) (per cu-
riam); Gleason v. Norwest Mortgage, Inc., 243 F. 3d 130, 137– 
138 (CA3 2001); and Justine Realty Co. v. American Nat. 
Can Co., 945 F. 2d 1044, 1047–1049 (CA8 1991). For the rea-
sons set forth, the decision of the Court of Appeals must 
be reversed. 

II 

Title 28 U. S. C. § 1291 provides that “[t]he courts of ap-
peals . . . shall have jurisdiction of appeals from all fnal deci-
sions of the district courts of the United States . . . .” “[T]he 
timely fling of a notice of appeal in a civil case is a jurisdic-
tional requirement.” Bowles v. Russell, 551 U. S. 205, 214 
(2007). Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure 
provides, as a general matter and subject to specifc qualif-
cations set out in later parts of the Rule, that in a civil case 
“the notice of appeal . . . must be fled . . . within 30 days 
after entry of the judgment or order appealed from.” Rule 
4(a)(1)(A). The parties in this case agree that notice of ap-
peal was not given within 30 days of the June 17 decision 
but that it was given within 30 days of the July 25 decision. 
The question is whether the June 17 order was a fnal deci-
sion for purposes of § 1291. 

In the ordinary course a “fnal decision” is one that ends 
the litigation on the merits and leaves nothing for the court 
to do but execute the judgment. Catlin v. United States, 
324 U. S. 229, 233 (1945). In Budinich, this Court addressed 
the question whether an unresolved issue of attorney's fees 
for the litigation prevents a judgment from being fnal. 486 
U. S., at 202. There, a District Court in a diversity case had 
entered a judgment that left unresolved a motion for attor-
ney's fees based on a Colorado statute providing attorney's 
fees to prevailing parties in certain cases. Id., at 197. The 
Court held that the judgment was fnal for purposes of § 1291 
despite the unresolved issue of attorney's fees. Id., at 202. 

The Court in Budinich began by observing that “[a]s a 
general matter, at least, . . . a claim for attorney's fees is not 
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part of the merits of the action to which the fees pertain.” 
Id., at 200. The Court noted that awards of attorney's fees 
do not remedy the injury giving rise to the action, are often 
available to the party defending the action, and were re-
garded at common law as an element of “costs” awarded to 
a prevailing party, which are generally not treated as part 
of the merits judgment. Ibid. Though the Court acknowl-
edged that the statutory or decisional law authorizing the 
fees might sometimes treat the fees as part of the merits, 
it held that considerations of “operational consistency and 
predictability in the overall application of § 1291” favored a 
“uniform rule that an unresolved issue of attorney's fees for 
the litigation in question does not prevent judgment on the 
merits from being fnal.” Id., at 202. 

The facts of this case have instructive similarities to 
Budinich. In both cases, a plaintiff sought to recover 
employment-related payments. In both cases, the District 
Court entered a judgment resolving the claim for unpaid 
amounts but left outstanding a request for attorney's fees 
incurred in the course of litigating the case. Despite these 
similarities, the Funds offer two arguments to distinguish 
Budinich. First, they contend that unresolved claims for 
attorney's fees authorized by contract, unlike those author-
ized by statute, are not collateral for fnality purposes. Sec-
ond, they argue that the claim left unresolved as of June 17 
included fees incurred prior to the commencement of formal 
litigation and that those fees, at least, fall beyond the scope 
of the rule announced in Budinich. For the reasons given 
below, the Court rejects these arguments. 

III 

A 

The Funds' principal argument for the nonfnality of the 
June 17 decision is that a district court decision that does 
not resolve a fee claim authorized by contract is not fnal for 
purposes of § 1291, because it leaves open a claim for contract 
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damages. They argue that contractual provisions for attor-
ney's fees or costs of collection, in contrast to statutory at-
torney's fees provisions, are liquidated-damages provisions 
intended to remedy the injury giving rise to the action. 

The premise that contractual attorney's fees provisions are 
always a measure of damages is unpersuasive, for contrac-
tual fee provisions often provide attorney's fees to prevailing 
defendants. See 1 R. Rossi, Attorneys' Fees § 9:25, p. 9–64 
(3d ed. 2012); cf. Gleason, supra, at 137, n. 3. The Funds' 
argument fails, however, for a more basic reason, which is 
that the Court in Budinich rejected the very distinction the 
Funds now attempt to draw. 

The decision in Budinich made it clear that the uniform 
rule there announced did not depend on whether the statu-
tory or decisional law authorizing a particular fee claim 
treated the fees as part of the merits. 486 U. S., at 201. 
The Court acknowledged that not all statutory or decisional 
law authorizing attorney's fees treats those fees as part of 
“costs” or otherwise not part of the merits; and the Court 
even accepted for purposes of argument that the Colorado 
statute in that case “ma[de] plain” that the fees it authorized 
“are to be part of the merits judgment.” Ibid. But this 
did not matter. As the Court explained, the issue of attor-
ney's fees was still collateral for fnality purposes under 
§ 1291. The Court was not then, nor is it now, “inclined to 
adopt a disposition that requires the merits or nonmerits sta-
tus of each attorney's fee provision to be clearly established 
before the time to appeal can be clearly known.” Id., at 202. 
There is no reason to depart here from this sound reasoning. 
By arguing that a different rule should apply to fee claims 
authorized by contract because they are more often a matter 
of damages and thus part of the merits, the Funds seek in 
substance to relitigate an issue already decided in Budinich. 

Were the jurisdictional effect of an unresolved issue of at-
torney's fees to depend on whether the entitlement to fees 
is asserted under a statute, as distinct from a contract, the 
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operational consistency and predictability stressed in Budi-
nich would be compromised in many instances. Operational 
consistency is not promoted by providing for different juris-
dictional effect to district court decisions that leave unre-
solved otherwise identical fee claims based solely on whether 
the asserted right to fees is based on a contract or a statute. 

The Funds' proposed distinction also does not promote 
predictability. Although sometimes it may be clear whether 
and to what extent a fee claim is contractual rather than 
statutory in nature, that is not always so. This case pro-
vides an apt illustration. The Funds' notice of motion itself 
cited just ERISA; only by consulting the accompanying aff-
davit, which included an oblique reference to the CBA, could 
it be discerned that a contractual fee claim was being as-
serted in that fling. This may explain why the District 
Court's July 25 decision cited just ERISA, without mention 
or analysis of the CBA provision or any other contractual 
provision. 792 F. Supp. 2d, at 140. 

The Funds urge the importance of avoiding piecemeal liti-
gation. The basic point is well taken, yet, in the context of 
distinguishing between different sources for awards of at-
torney's fees, quite inapplicable. The Court was aware of 
piecemeal litigation concerns in Budinich, but it still adopted 
a uniform rule that an unresolved issue of attorney's fees for 
the litigation does not prevent judgment on the merits from 
being fnal. Here it suffces to say that the Funds' concern 
over piecemeal litigation, though starting from a legitimate 
principle, is counterbalanced by the interest in determining 
with promptness and clarity whether the ruling on the mer-
its will be appealed. This is especially so because claims for 
attorney's fees may be complex and require a considerable 
amount of time to resolve. Indeed, in this rather simple 
case, the fee-related submissions take up well over 100 pages 
in the joint appendix. App. 64–198. 

The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, furthermore, pro-
vide a means to avoid a piecemeal approach in the ordinary 
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run of cases where circumstances warrant delaying the time 
to appeal. Rule 54(d)(2) provides for motions claiming at-
torney's fees and related nontaxable expenses. Rule 58(e), 
in turn, provides that the entry of judgment ordinarily may 
not be delayed, nor may the time for appeal be extended, in 
order to tax costs or award fees. This accords with Budi-
nich and confrms the general practice of treating fees and 
costs as collateral for fnality purposes. Having recognized 
this premise, Rule 58(e) further provides that if a timely mo-
tion for attorney's fees is made under Rule 54(d)(2), the court 
may act before a notice of appeal has been fled and become 
effective to order that the motion have the same effect as a 
timely motion under Rule 59 for purposes of Federal Rule of 
Appellate Procedure 4(a)(4). This delays the running of the 
time to fle an appeal until the entry of the order disposing 
of the fee motion. Rule 4(a)(4)(A)(iii). 

In their brief in opposition to the petition for certiorari, 
the Funds argued that in their case this procedure would not 
have been applicable. Brief in Opposition 34. Rule 54(d)(2) 
provides that “[a] claim for attorney's fees and related non-
taxable expenses must be made by motion unless the sub-
stantive law requires those fees to be proved at trial as an 
element of damages.” The Advisory Committee Notes to 
Rule 54(d)(2) state that the procedure outlined in that Rule 
“does not . . . apply to fees recoverable as an element of 
damages, as when sought under the terms of a contract; such 
damages typically are to be claimed in a pleading and may 
involve issues to be resolved by a jury.” Advisory Commit-
tee's 1993 Note on subd. (d), par. (2), of Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 
54, 28 U. S. C. App., pp. 240–241. 

The Funds no longer rely on their reading of Rule 54 and 
the Advisory Committee Notes as a basis for their argument 
that the June 17 decision was not fnal under § 1291. And 
this is not a case in which the parties attempted to invoke 
Rule 58(e) to delay the time to appeal. Regardless of how 
the Funds' fee claims could or should have been litigated, 
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however, the Rules eliminate concerns over undue piecemeal 
appeals in the vast range of cases where a claim for at-
torney's fees is made by motion under Rule 54(d)(2). That 
includes some cases in which the fees are authorized by 
contract. See 2 M. Derfner & A. Wolf, Court Awarded 
Attorney Fees ¶18.01[1][c], pp. 18–7 to 18–8 (2013) (remark-
ing that Rule 54(d)(2) applies “regardless of the statutory, 
contractual, or equitable basis of the request for fees,” 
though noting inapplicability where attorney's fees are an 
element of damages under the substantive law governing 
the action). 

The complex variations in statutory and contractual fee-
shifting provisions also counsel against making the distinc-
tion the Funds suggest for purposes of fnality. Some fee-
shifting provisions treat the fees as part of the merits; some 
do not. Some are bilateral, authorizing fees either to plain-
tiffs or defendants; some are unilateral. Some depend on 
prevailing party status; some do not. Some may be unclear 
on these points. The rule adopted in Budinich ignores 
these distinctions in favor of an approach that looks solely to 
the character of the issue that remains open after the court 
has otherwise ruled on the merits of the case. 

In support of their argument against treating contractual 
and statutory fee claims alike the Funds suggest, neverthe-
less, that it is unclear whether Budinich still applies where, 
as here, auditor's fees (or other nonattorney professional 
fees) are included as an incidental part of a motion for attor-
ney's fees and costs. (In this case, auditor's fees accounted 
for $6,537 of the $143,600.44 requested in total.) To the ex-
tent the Funds suggest that similar fees will be claimed 
alongside attorney's fees only where a contractual fee claim 
is involved, they are incorrect. Statutory fee claims are not 
always limited to attorney's fees per se. Many fee-shifting 
statutes authorize courts to award additional litigation ex-
penses, such as expert fees. See West Virginia Univ. Hos-
pitals, Inc. v. Casey, 499 U. S. 83, 89, n. 4 (1991) (listing stat-
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utes); cf. Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 54(d)(2)(A) (providing mecha-
nism for claims by motion for “attorney's fees and related 
nontaxable expenses”). Where, as here, those types of fees 
are claimed and awarded incidental to attorney's fees, there 
is no apparent reason why parties or courts would fnd it dif-
fcult to tell that Budinich remains applicable. 

B 

The Funds separately contend that the June 17 decision 
was not fnal because their motion claimed some $8,561.75 in 
auditor's and attorney's fees (plus some modest additional 
expenses) incurred prior to the commencement of litigation. 
These included fees for the initial audit to determine 
whether Haluch was complying with the CBA, as well as 
attorney's fees incurred in attempting to obtain records from 
Haluch, researching fund auditing rights, drafting a letter 
demanding payment, and working on the initial complaint. 
Brief for Respondents 4–5; App. 64–67, 81–88. The Funds 
argue that these fees do not fall within the scope of Budi-
nich, because the Court in Budinich referred only to fees 
“for the litigation in question,” 486 U. S., at 202, or, equiva-
lently, “attributable to the case,” id., at 203. 

The fact that some of the claimed fees accrued before the 
complaint was fled is inconsequential. As this Court has 
observed, “some of the services performed before a lawsuit 
is formally commenced by the fling of a complaint are per-
formed `on the litigation.' ” Webb v. Dyer County Bd. of 
Ed., 471 U. S. 234, 243 (1985). “Most obvious examples” in-
clude “the drafting of the initial pleadings and the work as-
sociated with the development of the theory of the case.” 
Ibid. More generally, prefling tasks may be for the litiga-
tion if they are “both useful and of a type ordinarily neces-
sary to advance the . . . litigation” in question. Ibid. 

The fees in this case ft that description. Investigation, 
preliminary legal research, drafting of demand letters, and 
working on the initial complaint are standard preliminary 
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steps toward litigation. See id., at 250 (Brennan, J., concur-
ring in part and dissenting in part) (“[I]t is settled that a 
prevailing party may recover fees for the time spent before 
the formal commencement of the litigation on such matters 
as . . . investigation of the facts of the case, research on the 
viability of potential legal claims, [and] drafting of the com-
plaint and accompanying documents . . . ”); 2 Derfner, supra, 
¶16.02[2][b], at 16–15 (“[H]ours . . . spent investigating facts 
specifc to the client's case should be included in the lodestar, 
whether [or not] that time is spent prior to the fling of a 
complaint”). To be sure, the situation would differ if a party 
brought a freestanding contract action asserting an entitle-
ment to fees incurred in an effort to collect payments that 
were not themselves the subject of the litigation. But that 
is not this case. Here the unresolved issue left open by the 
June 17 order was a claim for fees for the case being resolved 
on the merits. 

* * * 

There was no timely appeal of the District Court's June 17 
order. The judgment of the Court of Appeals is reversed. 
The case is remanded for further proceedings consistent with 
this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 
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MEDTRONIC, INC. v. MIROWSKI FAMILY 
VENTURES, LLC 

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

No. 12–1128. Argued November 5, 2013—Decided January 22, 2014 

Petitioner Medtronic, Inc., designs, makes, and sells medical devices. Re-
spondent Mirowski Family Ventures, LLC, owns patents relating to im-
plantable heart stimulators. They have a licensing agreement that per-
mits Medtronic to practice certain Mirowski patents in exchange for 
royalty payments, and that specifes procedures to identify products 
covered by the license and to resolve disputes between the parties. 
Pursuant to those procedures, Mirowski notifed Medtronic of its belief 
that several of Medtronic's products infringed the licensed patents, and 
Medtronic then challenged that assertion of infringement in a declara-
tory judgment action, while accumulating disputed royalties in an es-
crow account for distribution to the prevailing party. The District 
Court concluded that Mirowski, as the party asserting infringement, 
had the burden of proving infringement and that Mirowski had not met 
that burden. The Federal Circuit disagreed. It acknowledged that a 
patentee normally bears the burden of proof but concluded that where 
the patentee is a declaratory judgment defendant and, like Mirowski, is 
foreclosed from asserting an infringement counterclaim by the contin-
ued existence of a licensing agreement, the party seeking the declara-
tory judgment, namely, Medtronic, bears the burden of persuasion. 

Held: 
1. The Federal Circuit did not lack subject-matter jurisdiction in this 

case. Title 28 U. S. C. § 1338(a) gives federal district courts exclusive 
jurisdiction over “any civil action arising under any Act of Congress 
relating to patents,” and § 1295(a)(1) gives the Federal Circuit appellate 
jurisdiction over any case where jurisdiction in the district court “was 
based, in whole or in part, on section 1338.” The Declaratory Judgment 
Act does not “extend” the federal courts' “jurisdiction,” Skelly Oil Co. 
v. Phillips Petroleum Co., 339 U. S. 667, 671; and federal courts deter-
mining declaratory judgment jurisdiction often look to the “character” 
of the declaratory judgment defendant's “threatened action,” Public 
Serv. Comm'n of Utah v. Wycoff Co., 344 U. S. 237, 248, i. e., whether the 
defendant's hypothetical “coercive action” “would necessarily present a 
federal question,” Franchise Tax Bd. of Cal. v. Construction Laborers 
Vacation Trust for Southern Cal., 463 U. S. 1, 19. Here, if Medtronic 
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had acted consistent with the understanding of its rights that it seeks 
to establish through the declaratory judgment suit (by ceasing to pay 
royalties), Mirowski could terminate the license and bring a suit for 
infringement. That suit would arise under federal patent law because 
“patent law creates the cause of action.” Christianson v. Colt Indus-
tries Operating Corp., 486 U. S. 800, 809. Thus, this declaratory judg-
ment action, which avoids that hypothetical threatened action, also 
“arises under” federal patent law. See, e. g., Franchise Tax Bd., supra, 
at 19. Pp. 196–198. 

2. When a licensee seeks a declaratory judgment against a patentee 
that its products do not infringe the licensed patent, the patentee bears 
the burden of persuasion on the issue of infringement. Pp. 198–203. 

(a) This conclusion is strongly supported by three settled legal 
propositions: First, a patentee ordinarily bears the burden of proving 
infringement, see, e. g., Agawam Co. v. Jordan, 7 Wall. 583, 609; second, 
the “operation of the Declaratory Judgment Act” is only “procedural,” 
Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. Haworth, 300 U. S. 227, 240, leaving “substantive 
rights unchanged,” Beacon Theatres, Inc. v. Westover, 359 U. S. 500, 509; 
and third, “the burden of proof” is a “ `substantive' aspect of a claim,” 
Raleigh v. Illinois Dept. of Revenue, 530 U. S. 15, 20–21. Practical con-
siderations lead to the same conclusion. Shifting the burden based on 
the form of the action could create postlitigation uncertainty about a 
patent's scope. It may also create unnecessary complexity by compel-
ling a licensee to prove a negative. Finally, burden shifting is diffcult 
to reconcile with the Declaratory Judgment Act's purpose of ameliorat-
ing the “dilemma” posed by “putting” one challenging a patent's scope 
“to the choice between abandoning his rights or risking” suit, MedIm-
mune, Inc. v. Genentech, Inc., 549 U. S. 118, 129. To the extent that the 
Federal Circuit's burden shifting rule makes the declaratory judgment 
procedure disadvantageous, that rule recreates the dilemma that the 
Declaratory Judgment Act sought to avoid. Pp. 198–201. 

(b) Several arguments to the contrary are unconvincing. First, 
Schaffer v. Weast, 546 U. S. 49, which noted the “ordinary default rule” 
that “plaintiffs” have the “risk of failing to prove their claims,” does not 
support the Federal Circuit's conclusion. Schaffer was not a declara-
tory judgment case, and it described exceptions to its basic burden of 
proof rule. For reasons explained in this case, declaratory judgment 
suits like this one are an exception to Schaffer's default rule. Second, 
the fact that the Federal Circuit limited its holding to the circumstance 
where a license forecloses an infringement counterclaim by a patentee 
cannot, by itself, show that the holding is legally justifed. Third, con-
trary to one amicus' concern that this Court's holding will permit licens-
ees to force patent holders into full-blown infringement litigation, such 
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litigation can occur only when there is a genuine and suffciently “imme-
dia[te]” dispute about a patent's validity or application, MedImmune, 
supra, at 127. Here, Mirowski set this dispute in motion by accusing 
Medtronic of infringement, and there is no convincing reason why bur-
den of proof law should favor the patentee. General considerations re-
lating to the public interest in maintaining a well-functioning patent 
system are, at most, in balance, and do not favor changing the ordinary 
burden of proof rule. Pp. 201–203. 

695 F. 3d 1266, reversed and remanded. 

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

Seth P. Waxman argued the cause for petitioner. With 
him on the briefs were Martin R. Lueck, Jan M. Conlin, 
Stacie E. Oberts, Paul R. Q. Wolfson, and Mark C. Fleming. 

Curtis E. Gannon argued the cause for the United States 
as amicus curiae urging reversal. With him on the brief 
were Solicitor General Verrilli, Acting Assistant Attorney 
General Delery, Deputy Solicitor General Stewart, Scott R. 
McIntosh, Daniel Tenny, Michael S. Forman, and William 
LaMarca. 

Arthur I. Neustadt argued the cause for respondent. 
With him on the brief were Thomas J. Fisher, John F. Pre-
sper, and Sidney J. Silver.* 

Justice Breyer delivered the opinion of the Court. 

A patentee ordinarily bears the burden of proving in-
fringement. Agawam Co. v. Jordan, 7 Wall. 583, 609 (1869). 
This case asks us to decide whether the burden of proof 
shifts when the patentee is a defendant in a declaratory judg-
ment action, and the plaintiff (the potential infringer) seeks 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the Intellectual 
Property Owners Association by Gary M. Hoffman, Richard F. Phillips, 
and Kevin H. Rhodes; and for Koninklijke Philips, N. V., by Jack E. Haken 
and Michael Fuerch. 

Briefs of amici curiae were fled for Legal Scholars by Michael Simons; 
and for Tessera Technologies, Inc., by Roman Melnik and Kenneth 
Weatherwax. 
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a judgment that he does not infringe the patent. We hold 
that, when a licensee seeks a declaratory judgment against 
a patentee to establish that there is no infringement, the 
burden of proving infringement remains with the patentee. 
We reverse the Federal Circuit's determination to the 
contrary. 

I 

A 

We set forth a simplifed version of the facts. The parties 
are Medtronic, Inc., a frm that (among other things) designs, 
makes, and sells medical devices, and Mirowski Family Ven-
tures, LLC, a frm that owns patents relating to implantable 
heart stimulators. In 1991 Medtronic and Mirowski entered 
into an agreement permitting Medtronic to practice certain 
Mirowski patents in exchange for royalty payments. 

In less simplifed form: Mirowski entered into a license 
agreement with Eli Lilly & Co., which then sublicensed the 
Mirowski patents to Medtronic. Guidant Corp. is Eli Lilly's 
successor in interest. For present purposes we shall ignore 
Eli Lilly, Guidant, and other parties on Mirowski's side, using 
“Mirowski” to refer to any and all of them. 

The 1991 agreement also provided that, if Mirowski gave 
notice to Medtronic that a new Medtronic product “in-
fringe[d]” a Mirowski patent, Medtronic had a choice. App. 
13. Medtronic could simply “cure the nonpayment of royal-
ties.” Ibid. Or it could pay royalties and, at the same 
time, “challenge” the “assertion of infringement of any of the 
Mirowski patents through a Declaratory Judgment action.” 
Ibid. Medtronic, of course, might just ignore the agreement 
and decide not to pay royalties at all, in which case Mirowski 
would have “the right to terminate the [l]icense,” ibid., and, 
if it wished, bring an infringement action. 

In 2006 the parties entered into a further agreement that 
slightly modifed the procedure for resolving disputes. If 
Medtronic, having received “timely written notice of in-
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fringement,” chose to pursue a declaratory judgment action 
“challenging infringement,” it could “accumulate disputed 
royalties” in an escrow account. Id., at 24, 27. The prevail-
ing party in the declaratory judgment action would receive 
the royalties. Id., at 28. 

In 2007 the parties found themselves in the midst of an 
“infringement” dispute. Mirowski gave Medtronic notice 
that it believed seven new Medtronic products violated vari-
ous claims contained in two of its patents (related to devices 
that cause the heart's ventricles to contract simultaneously 
as the heart beats). Medtronic thought that its products did 
not infringe Mirowski's patents, either because the products 
fell outside the scope of the patent claims or because the 
patents were invalid. 

B 

In 2007 Medtronic brought this declaratory judgment 
action in Federal District Court in Delaware. It sought 
a declaration that its products did not infringe Mirowski's 
patents and that the patents were invalid. But, as its agree-
ment with Mirowski provided, Medtronic paid all the rele-
vant royalties into an escrow account. 

The District Court recognized that Mirowski was the 
defendant in the action. But it nonetheless believed that 
Mirowski, “[a]s the part[y] asserting infringement,” bore the 
burden of proving infringement. Medtronic, Inc. v. Boston 
Scientifc Corp., 777 F. Supp. 2d 750, 766 (Del. 2011); 
see Under Sea Industries, Inc. v. Dacor Corp., 833 F. 2d 1551, 
1557 (CA Fed. 1987) (“The burden always is on the patentee 
to show infringement”). After a bench trial, the court found 
that Mirowski had not proved infringement, either directly 
or under the doctrine of equivalents. And since Mirowski, 
the patentee, bore the burden of proof, it lost. 777 F. Supp. 
2d, at 767–770. 

The Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit considered 
the burden of proof question, and it came to the opposite 
conclusion. It held that Medtronic, the declaratory judg-
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ment plaintiff, bore the burden. It acknowledged that nor-
mally the patentee, not the accused infringer, bears the bur-
den of proving infringement, and that the burden normally 
will not “shift” even when the patentee is “a counterclaiming 
defendant in a declaratory judgment action.” 695 F. 3d 
1266, 1272 (2012). Nonetheless, the Court of Appeals be-
lieved that a different rule applies where that patentee is 
a declaratory judgment defendant and, like Mirowski, that 
patentee/defendant is “foreclosed” from asserting an “in-
fringement counterclaim” by the “continued existence of a 
license.” Id., at 1274. In that case, the Court of Appeals 
held, the party “seeking a declaratory judgment of nonin-
fringement,” namely, Medtronic, “bears the burden of per-
suasion.” Ibid. 

Medtronic sought certiorari, asking us to review the 
Federal Circuit's burden of proof rule. In light of the impor-
tance of burdens of proof in patent litigation, we granted 
the petition. 

II 

We begin with a jurisdictional matter. An amicus claims 
that we must vacate the Federal Circuit's decision because 
that court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction. Amicus 
agrees with the parties that 28 U. S. C. § 1338(a) gives federal 
district courts exclusive jurisdiction over “any civil action 
arising under any Act of Congress relating to patents.” (Em-
phasis added.) Moreover, the version of § 1295(a)(1) govern-
ing this appeal gives the Federal Circuit exclusive appellate 
jurisdiction over any case where jurisdiction in the district 
court “was based, in whole or in part, on section 1338.” But, 
amicus says, in determining whether this case is a “civil ac-
tion arising under” an “Act of Congress relating to patents,” 
we must look to the nature of the action that the declaratory 
judgment defendant, namely, the patentee, Mirowski, could 
have brought in the absence of a declaratory judgment. 
And that action, amicus adds (in its most signifcant argu-
ment against jurisdiction), would not be a patent infringe-
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ment action but, rather, an action for damages for breach 
of contract, namely, an action for breach of the Mirowski-
Medtronic licensing contract, in which patent infringement 
is the central issue. Brief for Tessera Technologies, Inc., as 
Amicus Curiae 2–3. 

We agree with amicus that the Declaratory Judgment Act 
does not “extend” the “jurisdiction” of the federal courts. 
Skelly Oil Co. v. Phillips Petroleum Co., 339 U. S. 667, 671 
(1950). We also agree that federal courts, when determin-
ing declaratory judgment jurisdiction, often look to the 
“character of the threatened action.” Public Serv. Comm'n 
of Utah v. Wycoff Co., 344 U. S. 237, 248 (1952). That is to 
say, they ask whether “a coercive action” brought by “the 
declaratory judgment defendant” (here Mirowski) “would 
necessarily present a federal question.” Franchise Tax Bd. 
of Cal. v. Construction Laborers Vacation Trust for South-
ern Cal., 463 U. S. 1, 19 (1983). 

But we do not agree with amicus' characterization of the 
“threatened” or “coercive” action that Mirowski might have 
brought. The patent licensing agreement specifes that, if 
Medtronic stops paying royalties, Mirowski can terminate 
the contract and bring an ordinary patent infringement ac-
tion. Such an action would arise under federal patent law 
because “federal patent law creates the cause of action.” 
Christianson v. Colt Industries Operating Corp., 486 U. S. 
800, 809 (1988). 

Amicus says that an infringement suit would be unlikely. 
But that is not the relevant question. The relevant question 
concerns the nature of the threatened action in the absence 
of the declaratory judgment suit. Medtronic believes—and 
seeks to establish in this declaratory judgment suit—that it 
does not owe royalties because its products are noninfring-
ing. If Medtronic were to act on that belief (by not paying 
royalties and not bringing a declaratory judgment action), 
Mirowski could terminate the license and bring an ordinary 
federal patent law action for infringement. See Brief for 
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Respondent 48 (acknowledging that if Medtronic had “chosen 
not to pay the royalties . . . it would have subjected itself 
to a suit for infringement”). Consequently this declaratory 
judgment action, which avoids that threatened action, also 
“arises under” federal patent law. See Franchise Tax Bd., 
supra, at 19; Wycoff Co., supra, at 248. See also Med-
Immune, Inc. v. Genentech, Inc., 549 U. S. 118, 128 (2007) 
(concluding that Article III's case-or-controversy require-
ment was satisfed where a patent licensee faced the threat 
of suit if it ceased making payments under a license agree-
ment, notwithstanding that the licensee's continued royalty 
payments rendered the prospect of such a suit “remote, if 
not nonexistent”). 

For this reason we believe that the hypothetical threat-
ened action is properly characterized as an action “arising 
under an Act of Congress relating to patents.” 
§ 1338(a). 

III 

28 U. S. C. 

We now turn to the question presented. A patent 
licensee paying royalties into an escrow account under a pat-
ent licensing agreement seeks a declaratory judgment that 
some of its products are not covered by or do not infringe 
the patent, and that it therefore does not owe royalties for 
those products. In that suit, who bears the burden of proof 
or, to be more precise, the burden of persuasion? Must the 
patentee prove infringement or must the licensee prove non-
infringement? In our view, the burden of persuasion is with 
the patentee, just as it would be had the patentee brought 
an infringement suit. 

A 

Simple legal logic, resting upon settled case law, strongly 
supports our conclusion. It is well established that the bur-
den of proving infringement generally rests upon the pat-
entee. See, e. g., Imhaeuser v. Buerk, 101 U. S. 647, 662 
(1880) (“[T]he burden to prove infringement never shifts [to 
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the alleged infringer] if the charge is denied in the plea or 
answer”); Agawam Co., 7 Wall., at 609 (“Infringement is an 
affrmative allegation made by the complainant, and the bur-
den of proving it is upon him . . . ”). See also Under Sea 
Industries, 833 F. 2d, at 1557 (“The burden always is on the 
patentee to show infringement”); 5B D. Chisum, Patents 
§ 18.06[1][a], p. 18–1180 (2007) (“[T]he burden of proof on fac-
tual issues relating to infringement rests upon the patent 
owner”). 

We have long considered “the operation of the Declaratory 
Judgment Act” to be only “procedural,” Aetna Life Ins. Co. 
v. Haworth, 300 U. S. 227, 240 (1937), leaving “substantive 
rights unchanged,” Beacon Theatres, Inc. v. Westover, 359 
U. S. 500, 509 (1959). See also Vaden v. Discover Bank, 556 
U. S. 49, 70, n. 19 (2009); Skelly Oil Co., supra, at 674 (noting 
the “limited procedural purpose of the Declaratory Judg-
ment Act”). 

And we have held that “the burden of proof” is a “ `sub-
stantive' aspect of a claim.” Raleigh v. Illinois Dept. of 
Revenue, 530 U. S. 15, 20–21 (2000); Director, Offce of Work-
ers' Compensation Programs v. Greenwich Collieries, 512 
U. S. 267, 271 (1994) (“[T]he assignment of the burden of 
proof is a rule of substantive law . . . ”); Garrett v. Moore-
McCormack Co., 317 U. S. 239, 249 (1942) (“[T]he burden of 
proof . . . [is] part of the very substance of [the plaintiff 's] 
claim and cannot be considered a mere incident of a form 
of procedure”). 

Taken together these three legal propositions indicate 
that, in a licensee's declaratory judgment action, the burden 
of proving infringement should remain with the patentee. 

Several practical considerations lead to the same conclu-
sion. To shift the burden depending upon the form of the 
action could create postlitigation uncertainty about the scope 
of the patent. Suppose the evidence is inconclusive, and 
an alleged infringer loses his declaratory judgment action 
because he failed to prove noninfringement. The alleged in-
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fringer, or others, might continue to engage in the same 
allegedly infringing behavior, leaving it to the patentee to 
bring an infringement action. If the burden shifts, the pat-
entee might lose that action because, the evidence being in-
conclusive, he failed to prove infringement. So, both sides 
might lose as to infringement, leaving the infringement ques-
tion undecided, creating uncertainty among the parties and 
others who seek to know just what products and processes 
they are free to use. 

The example is not fanciful. The Restatement (Second) 
of Judgments says that relitigation of an issue (say, infringe-
ment) decided in one suit “is not precluded” in a subsequent 
suit where the burden of persuasion “has shifted” from the 
“party against whom preclusion is sought . . . to his adver-
sary.” Restatement (Second) of Judgments § 28(4) (1980). 
Rather, the 

“[f]ailure of one party to carry the burden of persua-
sion on an issue should not establish the issue in favor 
of an adversary who otherwise would have the burden 
of persuasion on that issue in later litigation.” 18 C. 
Wright, A. Miller, & E. Cooper, Federal Practice and 
Procedure § 4422, p. 592 (2d ed. 2002). 

Thus the declaratory judgment suit in the example above 
would have failed to achieve its object: to provide “an imme-
diate and defnitive determination of the legal rights of the 
parties.” Aetna, supra, at 241. 

Moreover, to shift the burden can, at least on occasion, 
create unnecessary complexity by making it diffcult for the 
licensee to understand upon just what theory the patentee's 
infringement claim rests. A complex patent can contain 
many pages of claims and limitations. A patent holder is in 
a better position than an alleged infringer to know, and to 
be able to point out, just where, how, and why a product (or 
process) infringes a claim of that patent. Until he does so, 
however, the alleged infringer may have to work in the dark, 
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seeking, in his declaratory judgment complaint, to negate 
every conceivable infringement theory. 

Finally, burden shifting here is diffcult to reconcile with a 
basic purpose of the Declaratory Judgment Act. In MedIm-
mune, Inc. v. Genentech, Inc., a case that similarly concerned 
a patent licensee that brought a declaratory judgment action 
after the patentee accused it of infringement, we wrote that 
the “ ̀ very purpose' ” of that Act is to “ ̀ ameliorate' ” the “di-
lemma” posed by “putting” one who challenges a patent's 
scope “to the choice between abandoning his rights or risk-
ing” suit. 549 U. S., at 129 (quoting Abbott Laboratories v. 
Gardner, 387 U. S. 136, 152 (1967)). In the absence of the 
declaratory judgment procedure, Medtronic would face the 
precise dilemma that MedImmune describes. Either Med-
tronic would have to abandon its right to challenge the scope 
of Mirowski's patents or it would have to stop paying royal-
ties, risk losing an ordinary patent infringement lawsuit, and 
thereby risk liability for treble damages and attorney's fees 
as well as injunctive relief. See 35 U. S. C. §§ 283–285 (pro-
viding for injunctive relief, treble damages, and—in “excep-
tional cases”—attorney's fees as remedies for patent in-
fringement). As in MedImmune, the declaratory judgment 
action rescues Medtronic from this dilemma. 

The Federal Circuit's burden shifting rule does not de-
prive Medtronic of the right to seek a declaratory judgment. 
But it does create a signifcant obstacle to use of that action. 
It makes the declaratory judgment procedure—compared to, 
say, just refusing to pay royalties—disadvantageous. To 
that extent it recreates the dilemma that the Declaratory 
Judgment Act sought to avoid. As we have made clear (and 
as we explain below), we are unaware of any strong reason 
for creating that obstacle. 

B 

We are not convinced by the arguments raised to the con-
trary. First, the Federal Circuit thought it had found sup-
port in a recent case of this Court, Schaffer v. Weast, 546 
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U. S. 49 (2005). In that case we referred to the “ordinary 
default rule” as placing upon the “plaintiffs” the “risk of fail-
ing to prove their claims.” Id., at 56. We added that that 
is because the plaintiffs are normally the parties “seeking 
relief.” Id., at 58. And Medtronic, not Mirowski, is the de-
claratory judgment “plaintif[f]” here. 

Schaffer, however, was not a declaratory judgment case. 
And Schaffer described exceptions to its basic burden of 
proof rule. E. g., id., at 57 (when an element of a claim “can 
fairly be characterized as [an] affrmative defens[e],” the bur-
den of proof “may be shifted to [the] defendants”); id., at 60 
(“ ̀ [T]he ordinary rule, based on considerations of fairness, 
does not place the burden upon a litigant of establishing facts 
peculiarly within the knowledge of his adversary' ” (quoting 
United States v. New York, N. H. & H. R. Co., 355 U. S. 253, 
256, n. 5 (1957))). For the reasons we have set forth in Part 
III–A, supra, declaratory judgment suits like the one at 
issue here constitute a further exception to the basic rule 
Schaffer described. 

Second, the Federal Circuit emphasized that its holding 
applied only in “the limited circumstance when an infringe-
ment counterclaim by a patentee is foreclosed by the contin-
ued existence of a license.” 695 F. 3d, at 1274. The fact 
that the Federal Circuit's opinion is limited, however, does 
not support its conclusion. The “limited circumstance” it 
described is often present when a patent licensee faces an 
ordinary but disputed claim of infringement. And that “cir-
cumstance” is virtually identical to MedImmune, where we 
found a declaratory judgment action constitutionally permis-
sible. In any event, the fact that a rule's scope is limited 
cannot, by itself, show that the rule is legally justifed. 

Third, an amicus supporting Mirowski fears that our 
holding, unlike the Federal Circuit's rule, will “burden . . . 
patent owners” by permitting “a licensee . . . —at its sole 
discretion—[to] force the patentee into full-blown patent-
infringement litigation.” Brief for Intellectual Property 
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Owners Association 9. The short answer to this argument, 
however, is that litigation can occur only in the presence of 
a genuine dispute, “ ̀ of suffcient immediacy and reality,' ” 
about the patent's validity or its application. MedImmune, 
supra, at 127 (quoting Maryland Casualty Co. v. Pacifc 
Coal & Oil Co., 312 U. S. 270, 273 (1941)). Indeed, it was 
Mirowski that set the present dispute in motion by accusing 
Medtronic of infringement. And in such an instance, we see 
no convincing reason why burden of proof law should favor 
the patentee. 

The public interest, of course, favors the maintenance of a 
well-functioning patent system. But the “public” also has a 
“paramount interest in seeing that patent monopolies . . . are 
kept within their legitimate scope.” Precision Instrument 
Mfg. Co. v. Automotive Maintenance Machinery Co., 324 
U. S. 806, 816 (1945). A patentee “should not be . . . allowed 
to exact royalties for the use of an idea . . . that is be-
yond the scope of the patent monopoly granted.” Blonder-
Tongue Laboratories, Inc. v. University of Ill. Foundation, 
402 U. S. 313, 349–350 (1971). And “[l]icensees may often 
be the only individuals with enough economic incentive” to 
litigate questions of a patent's scope. Lear, Inc. v. Adkins, 
395 U. S. 653, 670 (1969). The general public interest consid-
erations are, at most, in balance. They do not favor a 
change in the ordinary rule imposing the burden of proving 
infringement upon the patentee. 

For these reasons the judgment of the Federal Circuit is 
reversed, and the case is remanded for further proceedings 
consistent with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 
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BURRAGE v. UNITED STATES 

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

No. 12–7515. Argued November 12, 2013—Decided January 27, 2014 

Long-time drug user Banka died following an extended binge that in-
cluded using heroin purchased from petitioner Burrage. Burrage 
pleaded not guilty to a superseding indictment alleging, inter alia, that 
he had unlawfully distributed heroin and that “death . . . resulted from 
the use of th[at] substance”—thus subjecting Burrage to a 20-year man-
datory minimum sentence under the penalty enhancement provision of 
the Controlled Substances Act, 21 U. S. C. § 841(b)(1)(C). After medical 
experts testifed at trial that Banka might have died even if he had not 
taken the heroin, Burrage moved for a judgment of acquittal, arguing 
that Banka's death could only “result from” heroin use if there was 
evidence that heroin was a but-for cause of death. The court denied 
the motion and, as relevant here, instructed the jury that the Govern-
ment only had to prove that heroin was a contributing cause of death. 
The jury convicted Burrage, and the court sentenced him to 20 years. 
In affrming, the Eighth Circuit upheld the District Court's jury 
instruction. 

Held: At least where use of the drug distributed by the defendant is not 
an independently suffcient cause of the victim's death or serious bodily 
injury, a defendant cannot be liable for penalty enhancement under 
§ 841(b)(1)(C) unless such use is a but-for cause of the death or injury. 
Pp. 208–219. 

(a) Section 841(b)(1)(C)'s “death results” enhancement, which in-
creased the minimum and maximum sentences to which Burrage was 
exposed, is an element that must be submitted to the jury and found 
beyond a reasonable doubt. See, e. g., Alleyne v. United States, 570 
U. S. 99, 115–116. Pp. 208–210. 

(b) Because the Controlled Substances Act does not defne “results 
from,” the phrase should be given its ordinary meaning. See Asgrow 
Seed Co. v. Winterboer, 513 U. S. 179, 187. Ordinarily, that phrase im-
poses a requirement of actual causality, i. e., proof “ ̀ that the harm would 
not have occurred' in the absence of—that is, but for—the defendant's 
conduct.” University of Tex. Southwestern Medical Center v. Nassar, 
570 U. S. 338, 346–347. Similar statutory phrases—“because of,” see 
id., at 352, “ ̀ based on,' ” Safeco Ins. Co. of America v. Burr, 551 U. S. 
47, 63, and “ ̀ by reason of,' ” Gross v. FBL Financial Services, Inc., 557 
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U. S. 167, 176—have been read to impose a but-for causation require-
ment. This Court declines to adopt the Government's permissive inter-
pretation of “results from” to mean that use of a drug distributed by 
the defendant need only contribute to an aggregate force, e. g., mixed-
drug intoxication, that is itself a but-for cause of death. There is no 
need to address a special rule developed for cases in which multiple 
suffcient causes independently, but concurrently, produce death, since 
there was no evidence that Banka's heroin use was an independently 
suffcient cause of his death. And though Congress could have written 
§ 841(b)(1)(C) to make an act or omission a cause-in-fact if it was a “sub-
stantial” or “contributing” factor in producing death, Congress chose 
instead to use language that imports but-for causality. Pp. 210–216. 

(c) Whether adopting the but-for causation requirement or the Gov-
ernment's interpretation raises policy concerns is beside the point, for 
the Court's role is to apply the statute as written. Pp. 216–218. 

687 F. 3d 1015, reversed and remanded. 

Scalia, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, C. J., 
and Kennedy, Thomas, Breyer, and Kagan, JJ., joined, and in which 
Alito, J., joined as to all but Part III–B. Ginsburg, J., fled an opinion 
concurring in the judgment, in which Sotomayor, J., joined, post, p. 219. 

Angela L. Campbell, by appointment of the Court, 570 
U. S. 903, argued the cause for petitioner. With her on the 
briefs were Gary Dickey, Jr., Jeffrey T. Green, and Ryan 
C. Morris. 

Benjamin J. Horwich argued the cause for the United 
States. With him on the brief were Solicitor General Ver-
rilli, Acting Assistant Attorney General Raman, Deputy 
Solicitor Dreeben, and Stephan E. Oestreicher, Jr.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for Families Against 
Mandatory Minimums by Gregory G. Rapawy, Caitlin S. Hall, Mary 
Price, and Peter Goldberger; and for the National Association of Criminal 
Defense Lawyers by John D. Cline and Jonathan D. Hacker. 

A brief of amici curiae urging affrmance was fled for the State of 
Alaska et al. by Michael C. Geraghty, Attorney General of Alaska, Richard 
Svobodny, Deputy Attorney General, and Eric A. Johnson, Special As-
sistant Attorney General, and by the Attorneys General for their respec-
tive States as follows: John W. Suthers of Colorado, David M. Louie of 
Hawaii, Derek Schmidt of Kansas, Gary K. King of New Mexico, Marty 
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Justice Scalia delivered the opinion of the Court.* 

The Controlled Substances Act imposes a 20-year manda-
tory minimum sentence on a defendant who unlawfully dis-
tributes a Schedule I or II drug, when “death or serious 
bodily injury results from the use of such substance.” 21 
U. S. C. § 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(A)–(C) (2012 ed.). We consider 
whether the mandatory-minimum provision applies when use 
of a covered drug supplied by the defendant contributes to, 
but is not a but-for cause of, the victim's death or injury. 

I 

Joshua Banka, a long-time drug user, died on April 15, 
2010, following an extended drug binge. The episode began 
on the morning of April 14, when Banka smoked marijuana 
at a former roommate's home. Banka stole oxycodone pills 
from the roommate before departing and later crushed, 
cooked, and injected the oxycodone. Banka and his wife, 
Tammy Noragon Banka (Noragon), then met with petitioner 
Marcus Burrage and purchased one gram of heroin from him. 
Banka immediately cooked and injected some of the heroin 
and, after returning home, injected more heroin between 
midnight and 1 a.m. on April 15. Noragon went to sleep at 
around 5 a.m., shortly after witnessing Banka prepare an-
other batch of heroin. When Noragon woke up a few hours 
later, she found Banka dead in the bathroom and called 911. 
A search of the couple's home and car turned up syringes, 
0.59 grams of heroin, alprazolam and clonazepam tablets, 
oxycodone pills, a bottle of hydrocodone, and other drugs. 

Burrage pleaded not guilty to a superseding indictment 
alleging two counts of distributing heroin in violation of 
§ 841(a)(1). Only one of those offenses, count 2, is at issue 
here. (Count 1 related to an alleged distribution of heroin 

J. Jackley of South Dakota, Robert E. Cooper, Jr., of Tennessee, J. B. Van 
Hollen of Wisconsin, and Peter K. Michael of Wyoming. 

*Justice Alito joins all but Part III–B of this opinion. 
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fve months earlier than the sale to Banka.) Count 2 alleged 
that Burrage unlawfully distributed heroin on April 14, 2010, 
and that “death . . . resulted from the use of th[at] sub-
stance”—thus subjecting Burrage to the 20-year mandatory 
minimum of § 841(b)(1)(C). 

Two medical experts testifed at trial regarding the cause 
of Banka's death. Dr. Eugene Schwilke, a forensic toxicolo-
gist, determined that multiple drugs were present in Banka's 
system at the time of his death, including heroin metabolites, 
codeine, alprazolam, clonazepam metabolites, and oxycodone. 
(A metabolite is a “product of metabolism,” Webster's New 
International Dictionary 1544 (2d ed. 1950), or, as the Court 
of Appeals put it, “what a drug breaks down into in the 
body,” 687 F. 3d 1015, 1018, n. 2 (CA8 2012).) Although mor-
phine, a heroin metabolite, was the only drug present at a 
level above the therapeutic range—i. e., the concentration 
normally present when a person takes a drug as pre-
scribed—Dr. Schwilke could not say whether Banka would 
have lived had he not taken the heroin. Dr. Schwilke none-
theless concluded that heroin “was a contributing factor” in 
Banka's death, since it interacted with the other drugs to 
cause “respiratory and/or central nervous system depres-
sion.” App. 196. The heroin, in other words, contributed 
to an overall effect that caused Banka to stop breathing. 
Dr. Jerri McLemore, an Iowa state medical examiner, came 
to similar conclusions. She described the cause of death as 
“mixed drug intoxication” with heroin, oxycodone, alprazo-
lam, and clonazepam all playing a “contributing” role. Id., 
at 157. Dr. McLemore could not say whether Banka would 
have lived had he not taken the heroin, but observed that 
Banka's death would have been “[v]ery less likely.” Id., 
at 171. 

The District Court denied Burrage's motion for a judg-
ment of acquittal, which argued that Banka's death did not 
“result from” heroin use because there was no evidence that 
heroin was a but-for cause of death. Id., at 30. The court 
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also declined to give Burrage's proposed jury instructions 
regarding causation. One of those instructions would have 
required the Government to prove that heroin use “was the 
proximate cause of [Banka's] death.” Id., at 236. Another 
would have defned proximate cause as “a cause of death that 
played a substantial part in bringing about the death,” mean-
ing that “[t]he death must have been either a direct result of 
or a reasonably probable consequence of the cause and ex-
cept for the cause the death would not have occurred.” Id., 
at 238. The court instead gave an instruction requiring 
the Government to prove “that the heroin distributed by 
the Defendant was a contributing cause of Joshua Banka's 
death.” Id., at 241–242. The jury convicted Burrage on 
both counts, and the court sentenced him to 20 years' impris-
onment, consistent with § 841(b)(1)(C)'s prescribed minimum. 

The Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit affrmed Bur-
rage's convictions. 687 F. 3d 1015. As to the causation-in-
fact element of count 2, the court held that the District 
Court's contributing-cause instruction was consistent with 
its earlier decision in United States v. Monnier, 412 F. 3d 
859, 862 (CA8 2005). See 687 F. 3d, at 1021. As to proximate 
cause, the court held that Burrage's proposed instructions 
“d[id] not correctly state the law” because “a showing of ̀ proxi-
mate cause' is not required.” Id., at 1020 (quoting United 
States v. McIntosh, 236 F. 3d 968, 972–973 (CA8 2001)). 

We granted certiorari on two questions: Whether the de-
fendant may be convicted under the “death results” pro-
vision (1) when the use of the controlled substance was a 
“contributing cause” of the death, and (2) without separately 
instructing the jury that it must decide whether the victim's 
death by drug overdose was a foreseeable result of the de-
fendant's drug-traffcking offense. 569 U. S. 957 (2013). 

II 

As originally enacted, the Controlled Substances Act, 84 
Stat. 1242, 21 U. S. C. § 801 et seq., “tied the penalties for 
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drug offenses to both the type of drug and the quantity in-
volved, with no provision for mandatory minimum sen-
tences.” DePierre v. United States, 564 U. S. 70, 74 (2011). 
That changed in 1986 when Congress enacted the Anti-Drug 
Abuse Act, 100 Stat. 3207, which redefned the offense cate-
gories, increased the maximum penalties and set minimum 
penalties for many offenders, including the “death results” 
enhancement at issue here. See id., at 3207–4. With re-
spect to violations involving distribution of a Schedule I or 
II substance (the types of drugs defned as the most danger-
ous and addictive1) the Act imposes sentences ranging from 
10 years to life imprisonment for large-scale distributions, 
§ 841(b)(1)(A), from 5 to 40 years for medium-scale distribu-
tions, § 841(b)(1)(B), and not more than 20 years for smaller 
distributions, § 841(b)(1)(C), the type of offense at issue here. 
These default sentencing rules do not apply, however, when 
“death or serious bodily injury results from the use of [the 
distributed] substance.” § 841(b)(1)(A)–(C). In those in-
stances, the defendant “shall be sentenced to a term of im-
prisonment which . . . shall be not less than twenty years or 
more than life,” a substantial fne, “or both.” 2 Ibid. 

1 Schedule I drugs, such as heroin, have “a high potential for abuse,” “no 
currently accepted medical use in treatment in the United States,” and “a 
lack of accepted safety” even “under medical supervision.” 21 U. S. C. 
§ 812(b)(1). Schedule II drugs, such as methamphetamine, likewise have 
“a high potential for abuse” and a propensity to cause “severe psychologi-
cal or physical dependence” if misused. § 812(b)(2). 

2 Although this language, read literally, suggests that courts may impose 
a fne or a prison term, it is undisputed here that the “death results” 
provision mandates a prison sentence. Courts of Appeals have concluded, 
in effect, that the “or” is a scrivener's error, see, e. g., United States v. 
Musser, 856 F. 2d 1484, 1486 (CA11 1988) (per curiam). The best evi-
dence of that is the concluding sentence of § 841(b)(1)(C), which states that 
a court “shall not place on probation or suspend the sentence of any person 
sentenced under the provisions of this subparagraph which provide for 
a mandatory term of imprisonment if death or serious bodily injury 
results.” (Emphasis added.) 
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Because the “death results” enhancement increased the 
minimum and maximum sentences to which Burrage was ex-
posed, it is an element that must be submitted to the jury 
and found beyond a reasonable doubt. See Alleyne v. 
United States, 570 U. S. 99, 115–116 (2013); Apprendi v. New 
Jersey, 530 U. S. 466, 490 (2000). Thus, the crime charged in 
count 2 of Burrage's superseding indictment has two princi-
pal elements: (i) knowing or intentional distribution of her-
oin, § 841(a)(1),3 and (ii) death caused by (“resulting from”) 
the use of that drug, § 841(b)(1)(C). 

III 

A 

The law has long considered causation a hybrid concept, 
consisting of two constituent parts: actual cause and legal 
cause. H. Hart & A. Honoré, Causation in the Law 104 
(1959). When a crime requires “not merely conduct but also 
a specifed result of conduct,” a defendant generally may not 
be convicted unless his conduct is “both (1) the actual cause, 
and (2) the `legal' cause (often called the `proximate cause') 
of the result.” 1 W. LaFave, Substantive Criminal Law 
§ 6.4(a), pp. 464–466 (2d ed. 2003) (hereinafter LaFave); see 
also ALI, Model Penal Code § 2.03, p. 25 (1985). Those two 
categories roughly coincide with the two questions on which 
we granted certiorari. We fnd it necessary to decide only 
the frst: whether the use of heroin was the actual cause of 
Banka's death in the sense that § 841(b)(1)(C) requires. 

The Controlled Substances Act does not defne the phrase 
“results from,” so we give it its ordinary meaning. See As-
grow Seed Co. v. Winterboer, 513 U. S. 179, 187 (1995). A 
thing “results” when it “[a]rise[s] as an effect, issue, or out-
come from some action, process, or design.” 2 The New 

3 Violation of § 841(a)(1) is thus a lesser included offense of the crime 
charged in count 2. It is undisputed that Burrage is guilty of that lesser 
included offense. 
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Shorter Oxford English Dictionary 2570 (1993). “Results 
from” imposes, in other words, a requirement of actual cau-
sality. “In the usual course,” this requires proof “ ̀ that the 
harm would not have occurred' in the absence of—that is, 
but for—the defendant's conduct.” University of Tex. 
Southwestern Medical Center v. Nassar, 570 U. S. 338, 346– 
347 (2013) (quoting Restatement of Torts § 431, Comment a 
(1934)). The Model Penal Code refects this traditional un-
derstanding; it states that “[c]onduct is the cause of a result” 
if “it is an antecedent but for which the result in question 
would not have occurred.” § 2.03(1)(a). That formulation 
represents “the minimum requirement for a fnding of cau-
sation when a crime is defned in terms of conduct causing a 
particular result.” Id., Explanatory Note (emphasis added); 
see also United States v. Hatfeld, 591 F. 3d 945, 948 (CA7 
2010) (but for “is the minimum concept of cause”); Callahan 
v. Cardinal Glennon Hospital, 863 S. W. 2d 852, 862 (Mo. 
1993) (same). 

Thus, “where A shoots B, who is hit and dies, we can say 
that A [actually] caused B's death, since but for A's conduct 
B would not have died.” LaFave 467–468 (italics omitted). 
The same conclusion follows if the predicate act combines 
with other factors to produce the result, so long as the other 
factors alone would not have done so—if, so to speak, it was 
the straw that broke the camel's back. Thus, if poison is 
administered to a man debilitated by multiple diseases, it is 
a but-for cause of his death even if those diseases played a 
part in his demise, so long as, without the incremental effect 
of the poison, he would have lived. See, e. g., State v. Fra-
zier, 339 Mo. 966, 974–975, 98 S. W. 2d 707, 712–713 (1936). 

This but-for requirement is part of the common under-
standing of cause. Consider a baseball game in which the 
visiting team's leadoff batter hits a home run in the top of 
the frst inning. If the visiting team goes on to win by a 
score of 1 to 0, every person competent in the English lan-
guage and familiar with the American pastime would agree 
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that the victory resulted from the home run. This is so be-
cause it is natural to say that one event is the outcome or 
consequence of another when the former would not have oc-
curred but for the latter. It is beside the point that the 
victory also resulted from a host of other necessary causes, 
such as skillful pitching, the coach's decision to put the lead-
off batter in the lineup, and the league's decision to schedule 
the game. By contrast, it makes little sense to say that an 
event resulted from or was the outcome of some earlier ac-
tion if the action merely played a nonessential contributing 
role in producing the event. If the visiting team wound up 
winning 5 to 2 rather than 1 to 0, one would be surprised to 
read in the sports page that the victory resulted from the 
leadoff batter's early, non-dispositive home run. 

Where there is no textual or contextual indication to the 
contrary, courts regularly read phrases like “results from” 
to require but-for causality. Our interpretation of statutes 
that prohibit adverse employment action “because of” an em-
ployee's age or complaints about unlawful workplace discrim-
ination is instructive. Last Term, we addressed Title VII's 
antiretaliation provision, which states in part: 

“It shall be an unlawful employment practice for an em-
ployer . . . to discriminate against any individual . . . 
because he has opposed any practice made an unlawful 
employment practice by this subchapter, or because he 
has made a charge, testifed, assisted, or participated in 
any manner in an investigation, proceeding, or hearing 
under this subchapter.” 42 U. S. C. § 2000e–3(a) (2006 
ed.) (emphasis added). 

Given the ordinary meaning of the word “because,” we held 
that § 2000e–3(a) “require[s] proof that the desire to retaliate 
was [a] but-for cause of the challenged employment action.” 
Nassar, supra, at 352. The same result obtained in an ear-
lier case interpreting a provision in the Age Discrimination 
in Employment Act that makes it “unlawful for an employer 
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. . . to discharge any individual or otherwise discriminate 
against any individual with respect to his compensation, 
terms, conditions, or privileges of employment, because of 
such individual's age.” 29 U. S. C. § 623(a)(1) (emphasis 
added). Relying on dictionary defnitions of “[t]he words 
`because of ' ”—which resemble the defnition of “results 
from” recited above—we held that “[t]o establish a disparate-
treatment claim under the plain language of [§ 623(a)(1)] . . . 
a plaintiff must prove that age was [a] `but for' cause of 
the employer's adverse decision.” Gross v. FBL Financial 
Services, Inc., 557 U. S. 167, 176 (2009).4 

Our insistence on but-for causality has not been restricted 
to statutes using the term “because of.” We have, for in-
stance, observed that “[i]n common talk, the phrase `based 
on' indicates a but-for causal relationship,” Safeco Ins. Co. of 
America v. Burr, 551 U. S. 47, 63 (2007), and that “the 
phrase, `by reason of,' requires at least a showing of `but for' 
causation,” Gross, supra, at 176 (citing Bridge v. Phoenix 
Bond & Indemnity Co., 553 U. S. 639, 653–654 (2008)). See 
also Holmes v. Securities Investor Protection Corporation, 
503 U. S. 258, 265–268 (1992) (explaining that a statute per-
mitting recovery for injuries suffered “ `by reason of ' ” the 
defendant's unlawful conduct “require[s] a showing that the 
defendant's violation . . . was,” among other things, “a `but 
for' cause of his injury”). State courts, which hear and de-
cide the bulk of the Nation's criminal matters, usually inter-
pret similarly worded criminal statutes in the same manner. 

4 Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins, 490 U. S. 228 (1989), is not to the con-
trary. The three opinions of six Justices in that case did not eliminate 
the but-for-cause requirement imposed by the “because of” provision of 
42 U. S. C. § 2000e–2(a), but allowed a showing that discrimination was a 
“motivating” or “substantial” factor to shift the burden of persuasion to 
the employer to establish the absence of but-for cause. See University 
of Tex. Southwestern Medical Center v. Nassar, 570 U. S. 338, 347–351 
(2013). Congress later amended the statute to dispense with but-for cau-
sality. Civil Rights Act of 1991, Tit. I, § 107(a), 105 Stat. 1075 (codifed at 
42 U. S. C. § 2000e–2(m)). 
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See, e. g., People v. Wood, 276 Mich. App. 669, 671, 741 N. W. 
2d 574, 575–578 (2007) (construing the phrase “[i]f the viola-
tion results in the death of another individual” to require 
proof of but-for causation (emphasis deleted)); State v. Hen-
nings, 791 N. W. 2d 828, 833–835 (Iowa 2010) (statute prohib-
iting “ ̀ offenses . . . committed against a person or a person's 
property because of the person's race' ” or other protected 
trait requires discriminatory animus to be a but-for cause of 
the offense); State v. Richardson, 295 N. C. 309, 322–323, 
245 S. E. 2d 754, 763 (1978) (statute requiring suppression of 
evidence “ `obtained as a result of ' ” police misconduct “re-
quires, at a minimum,” a but-for causal relationship between 
the misconduct and collection of the evidence). 

In sum, it is one of the traditional background principles 
“against which Congress legislate[s],” Nassar, 570 U. S., at 
347, that a phrase such as “results from” imposes a require-
ment of but-for causation. The Government argues, how-
ever, that distinctive problems associated with drug over-
doses counsel in favor of dispensing with the usual but-for 
causation requirement. Addicts often take drugs in combi-
nation, as Banka did in this case, and according to the Na-
tional Center for Injury Prevention and Control, at least 46 
percent of overdose deaths in 2010 involved more than one 
drug. See Brief for United States 28–29. This consider-
ation leads the Government to urge an interpretation of “re-
sults from” under which use of a drug distributed by the 
defendant need not be a but-for cause of death, nor even 
independently suffcient to cause death, so long as it contrib-
utes to an aggregate force (such as mixed-drug intoxication) 
that is itself a but-for cause of death. 

In support of its argument, the Government can point to 
the undoubted reality that courts have not always required 
strict but-for causality, even where criminal liability is at 
issue. The most common (though still rare) instance of this 
occurs when multiple suffcient causes independently, but 
concurrently, produce a result. See Nassar, supra, at 346– 
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347; see also LaFave 467 (describing these cases as “unusual” 
and “numerically in the minority”). To illustrate, if “A stabs 
B, inficting a fatal wound; while at the same moment X, 
acting independently, shoots B in the head . . . also inficting 
[a fatal] wound; and B dies from the combined effects of the 
two wounds,” A will generally be liable for homicide even 
though his conduct was not a but-for cause of B's death (since 
B would have died from X's actions in any event). Id., at 
468 (italics omitted). We need not accept or reject the spe-
cial rule developed for these cases, since there was no evi-
dence here that Banka's heroin use was an independently 
suffcient cause of his death. No expert was prepared to say 
that Banka would have died from the heroin use alone. 

Thus, the Government must appeal to a second, less de-
manding (but also less well established) line of authority, 
under which an act or omission is considered a cause-in-fact 
if it was a “substantial” or “contributing” factor in producing 
a given result. Several state courts have adopted such a 
rule, see State v. Christman, 160 Wash. App. 741, 745, 249 
P. 3d 680, 687 (2011); People v. Jennings, 50 Cal. 4th 616, 643, 
237 P. 3d 474, 496 (2010); People v. Bailey, 451 Mich. 657, 
676–678, 549 N. W. 2d 325, 334–336 (1996); Commonwealth 
v. Osachuk, 43 Mass. App. 71, 72–73, 681 N. E. 2d 292, 294 
(1997), but the American Law Institute declined to do so 
in its Model Penal Code, see ALI, 39th Annual Meeting 
Proceedings 135–141 (1962); see also Model Penal Code 
§ 2.03(1)(a). One prominent authority on tort law asserts 
that “a broader rule . . . has found general acceptance: The 
defendant's conduct is a cause of the event if it was a mate-
rial element and a substantial factor in bringing it about.” 
W. Keeton, D. Dobbs, R. Keeton, & D. Owen, Prosser and 
Keeton on Law of Torts § 41, p. 267 (5th ed. 1984) (footnote 
omitted). But the authors of that treatise acknowledge that, 
even in the tort context, “[e]xcept in the classes of cases indi-
cated” (an apparent reference to the situation where each of 
two causes is independently effective) “no case has been 
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found where the defendant's act could be called a substantial 
factor when the event would have occurred without it.” Id., 
at 268. The authors go on to offer an alternative rule—func-
tionally identical to the one the Government argues here— 
that “[w]hen the conduct of two or more actors is so related 
to an event that their combined conduct, viewed as a whole, 
is a but-for cause of the event, and application of the but-for 
rule to them individually would absolve all of them, the con-
duct of each is a cause in fact of the event.” Ibid. Yet, 
as of 1984, “no judicial opinion ha[d] approved th[at] for-
mulation.” Ibid., n. 40. The “death results” enhancement 
became law just two years later. 

We decline to adopt the Government's permissive inter-
pretation of § 841(b)(1). The language Congress enacted 
requires death to “result from” use of the unlawfully distrib-
uted drug, not from a combination of factors to which drug 
use merely contributed. Congress could have written 
§ 841(b)(1)(C) to impose a mandatory minimum when the un-
derlying crime “contributes to” death or serious bodily in-
jury, or adopted a modifed causation test tailored to cases 
involving concurrent causes, as fve States have done, see 
Ala. Code § 13A–2–5(a) (2005); Ark. Code Ann. § 5–2–205 
(2006); Me. Rev. Stat. Ann., Tit. 17–A, § 33 (2006); N. D. Cent. 
Code Ann. § 12.1–02–05 (Lexis 2012); Tex. Penal Code Ann. 
§ 6.04 (West 2011). It chose instead to use language that 
imports but-for causality. Especially in the interpretation 
of a criminal statute subject to the rule of lenity, see Moskal 
v. United States, 498 U. S. 103, 107–108 (1990), we cannot 
give the text a meaning that is different from its ordinary, 
accepted meaning, and that disfavors the defendant. 

B 

The Government objects that the ordinary meaning of “re-
sults from” will “unduly limi[t] criminal responsibility” and 
“cannot be reconciled with sound policy.” Brief for United 
States 24. We doubt that the requirement of but-for causa-
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tion for this incremental punishment will prove a policy dis-
aster. A cursory search of the Federal Reporter reveals 
that but-for causation is not nearly the insuperable barrier 
the Government makes it out to be. See, e. g., United States 
v. Krieger, 628 F. 3d 857, 870–871 (CA7 2010) (affrming 
“death results” conviction based on expert testimony that, 
although the victim had several drugs in her system, the 
drug distributed by the defendant was a but-for cause of 
death); United States v. Webb, 655 F. 3d 1238, 1254–1255 
(CA11 2011) (per curiam) (same). Moreover, even when the 
prosecution is unable to prove but-for causation, the defend-
ant will still be liable for violating § 841(a)(1) and subject to 
a substantial default sentence under § 841(b)(1). 

Indeed, it is more likely the Government's proposal “can-
not be reconciled with sound policy,” given the need for clar-
ity and certainty in the criminal law. The judicial authori-
ties invoking a “substantial” or “contributing” factor test in 
criminal cases differ widely in their application of it. Com-
pare Wilson v. State, 24 S. W. 409, 410 (Tex. Crim. App. 1893) 
(an act is an actual cause if it “contributed materially” to a 
result, even if other concurrent acts would have produced 
that result on their own), with Cox v. State, 305 Ark. 244, 
248, 808 S. W. 2d 306, 309 (1991) (causation cannot be found 
where other concurrent causes were clearly suffcient to 
produce the result and the defendant's act was clearly insuf-
fcient to produce it (applying Ark. Code Ann. § 5–2–205 
(1987))).5 Here the Government is uncertain about the pre-
cise application of the test that it proposes. Taken literally, 
its “contributing-cause” test would treat as a cause-in-fact 
every act or omission that makes a positive incremental con-

5 Some cases apply what they call a “substantial factor” test only when 
multiple independently suffcient causes “operat[e] together to cause the 
result.” Eversley v. Florida, 748 So. 2d 963, 967 (Fla. 1999); see also 
Callahan v. Cardinal Glennon Hospital, 863 S. W. 2d 852, 862–863 (Mo. 
1993). We will not exaggerate the confusion by counting these as genuine 
“substantial factor” cases. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



218 BURRAGE v. UNITED STATES 

Opinion of the Court 

tribution, however small, to a particular result. See Brief 
for State of Alaska et al. as Amici Curiae 20; see also Black's 
Law Dictionary 250 (9th ed. 2009) (defning “contributing 
cause” as “[a] factor that—though not the primary cause— 
plays a part in producing a result”). But at oral argument 
the Government insisted that its test excludes causes that 
are “not important enough” or “too insubstantial.” Tr. of 
Oral Arg. 28. Unsurprisingly, it could not specify how im-
portant or how substantial a cause must be to qualify. See 
id., at 41–42. Presumably the lower courts would be left 
to guess. That task would be particularly vexing since the 
evidence in § 841(b)(1) cases is often expressed in terms of 
probabilities and percentages. One of the experts in this 
case, for example, testifed that Banka's death would have 
been “[v]ery less likely” had he not used the heroin that Bur-
rage provided. App. 171. Is it suffcient that use of a drug 
made the victim's death 50 percent more likely? Fifteen 
percent? Five? Who knows. Uncertainty of that kind 
cannot be squared with the beyond-a-reasonable-doubt 
standard applicable in criminal trials or with the need to 
express criminal laws in terms ordinary persons can compre-
hend. See United States v. L. Cohen Grocery Co., 255 U. S. 
81, 89–90 (1921). 

But in the last analysis, these always-fascinating policy 
discussions are beside the point. The role of this Court is 
to apply the statute as it is written—even if we think some 
other approach might “ ̀ accor[d] with good policy.' ” Com-
missioner v. Lundy, 516 U. S. 235, 252 (1996) (quoting Bada-
racco v. Commissioner, 464 U. S. 386, 398 (1984)). As we 
have discussed, it is written to require but-for cause. 

* * * 

We hold that, at least where use of the drug distributed 
by the defendant is not an independently suffcient cause of 
the victim's death or serious bodily injury, a defendant can-
not be liable under the penalty enhancement provision of 21 
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U. S. C. § 841(b)(1)(C) unless such use is a but-for cause of 
the death or injury. The Eighth Circuit affrmed Burrage's 
conviction based on a markedly different understanding of 
the statute, see 687 F. 3d, at 1020–1024, and the Government 
concedes that there is no “evidence that Banka would have 
lived but for his heroin use,” Brief for United States 33. 
Burrage's conviction with respect to count 2 of the supersed-
ing indictment is therefore reversed, and the case is re-
manded for further proceedings consistent with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Ginsburg, with whom Justice Sotomayor 
joins, concurring in the judgment. 

For reasons explained in my dissenting opinion in Univer-
sity of Tex. Southwestern Medical Center v. Nassar, 570 
U. S. 338, 363 (2013), I do not read “because of” in the context 
of antidiscrimination laws to mean “solely because of.” See 
id., at 383–385. And I do not agree that words “appear[ing] 
in two or more legal rules, and so in connection with more 
than one purpose, ha[ve] and should have precisely the same 
scope in all of them.” Cook, “Substance” and “Procedure” 
in the Confict of Laws, 42 Yale L. J. 333, 337 (1933). But I 
do agree that “in the interpretation of a criminal statute sub-
ject to the rule of lenity,” where there is room for debate, 
one should not choose the construction “that disfavors the 
defendant.” Ante, at 216. Accordingly, I join the Court's 
judgment. 
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Syllabus 

SANDIFER et al. v. UNITED STATES STEEL CORP. 

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

No. 12–417. Argued November 4, 2013—Decided January 27, 2014 

Petitioner Sandifer and others fled a putative collective action under the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, seeking backpay for time spent don-
ning and doffng pieces of protective gear that they assert respondent 
United States Steel Corporation requires workers to wear because of 
hazards at its steel plants. U. S. Steel contends that this donning-and-
doffng time, which would otherwise be compensable under the Act, is 
noncompensable under a provision of its collective-bargaining agree-
ment with petitioners' union. That provision's validity depends on 29 
U. S. C. § 203(o), which allows parties to collectively bargain over 
whether “time spent in changing clothes . . . at the beginning or end of 
each workday” must be compensated. The District Court granted U. S. 
Steel summary judgment in pertinent part, holding that petitioners' 
donning and doffng constituted “changing clothes” under § 203(o). It 
also assumed that any time spent donning and doffng items that were 
not “clothes” was “de minimis” and hence noncompensable. The Sev-
enth Circuit affrmed. 

Held: The time petitioners spend donning and doffng their protective gear 
is not compensable by operation of § 203(o). Pp. 224–236. 

(a) This Court initially construed compensability under the Fair 
Labor Standards Act expansively. See, e. g., Anderson v. Mt. Clemens 
Pottery Co., 328 U. S. 680. The Act was amended in 1949, however, to 
provide that the compensability of time spent “changing clothes or 
washing at the beginning or end of each workday” is a subject appropri-
ately committed to collective bargaining, § 203(o). Whether petitioners' 
donning and doffng qualifes as “changing clothes” depends on the 
meaning of that statutory phrase. Pp. 224–227. 

(b) The term “clothes,” which is otherwise undefned, is “interpreted 
as taking [its] ordinary, contemporary, common meaning.” Perrin v. 
United States, 444 U. S. 37, 42. In dictionaries from the era of § 203(o)'s 
enactment, “clothes” denotes items that are both designed and used to 
cover the body and are commonly regarded as articles of dress. Noth-
ing in § 203(o)'s text or context suggests anything other than this ordi-
nary meaning. There is no basis for petitioners' proposition that the 
unmodifed term “clothes” somehow omits protective clothing. Section 
203(o)'s exception applies only when the changing of clothes is “an inte-
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gral and indispensable part of the principal activities for which covered 
workmen are employed,” Steiner v. Mitchell, 350 U. S. 247, 256, and thus 
otherwise compensable under the Act. See 29 U. S. C. § 254(a). And 
protective gear is the only clothing that is integral and indispensable 
to the work of many occupations, such as butchers and longshoremen. 
Petitioners' position is also incompatible with the historical context of 
§ 203(o)'s passage, contradicting contemporaneous Labor Department 
regulations and dictum in Steiner, see 350 U. S., at 248, 254–255. The 
interpretation adopted here leaves room for distinguishing between 
clothes and wearable items that are not clothes, such as some equipment 
and devices. The view of respondent and its amici that “clothes” en-
compasses the entire outft that one puts on to be ready for work is also 
devoid of any textual foundation. Pp. 227–231. 

(c) While the normal meaning of “changing clothes” connotes substi-
tution, “changing” also carried the meaning to “alter” at the time of 
§ 203(o)'s enactment. The broader statutory context makes plain that 
“time spent in changing clothes” includes time spent in altering dress. 
Whether one exchanges street clothes for work clothes or simply 
chooses to layer one over the other may be a matter of purely personal 
choice, and § 203(o) should not be read to allow workers to opt into or out 
of its coverage at random or at will when another reading is textually 
permissible. Pp. 231–232. 

(d) Applying these principles here, it is evident that the donning and 
doffng in this case qualifes as “changing clothes” under § 203(o). Of 
the 12 items at issue, only 3—safety glasses, earplugs, and a respira-
tor—do not ft within the elaborated interpretation of “clothes.” Ap-
parently concerned that federal judges would have to separate the min-
utes spent clothes-changing and washing from the minutes devoted to 
other activities during the relevant period, some Courts of Appeals have 
invoked the doctrine de minimis non curat lex (the law does not take 
account of trifes). But that doctrine does not ft comfortably within 
this statute, which is all about trifes. A more appropriate way to pro-
ceed is for courts to ask whether the period at issue can, on the whole, 
be fairly characterized as “time spent in changing clothes or washing.” 
If an employee devotes the vast majority of that time to putting on and 
off equipment or other non-clothes items, the entire period would not 
qualify as “time spent in changing clothes” under § 203(o), even if some 
clothes items were also donned and doffed. But if the vast majority of 
the time is spent in donning and doffng “clothes” as defned here, the 
entire period qualifes, and the time spent putting on and off other items 
need not be subtracted. Here, the Seventh Circuit agreed with the 
District Court's conclusion that the time spent donning and doffng 
safety glasses and earplugs was minimal. And this Court is disinclined 
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to disturb the District Court's additional factual fnding, not addressed 
by the Seventh Circuit, that the respirators were donned and doffed as 
needed during the normal workday and thus fell beyond § 203(o)'s scope. 
Pp. 232–236. 

678 F. 3d 590, affrmed. 

Scalia, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, C. J., 
and Kennedy, Thomas, Ginsburg, Breyer, Alito, and Kagan, JJ., 
joined, and in which Sotomayor, J., joined except as to footnote 7. 

Eric Schnapper argued the cause for petitioners. With 
him on the briefs was Aaron B. Maduff. 

Lawrence C. DiNardo argued the cause for respondent. 
With him on the brief were Brian J. Murray and Warren 
D. Postman. 

Anthony A. Yang argued the cause for the United States 
as amicus curiae urging affrmance. On the brief were So-
licitor General Verrilli, Deputy Solicitor General Kneedler, 
Jeffrey B. Wall, and M. Patricia Smith.* 

Justice Scalia delivered the opinion of the Court.† 
The question before us is the meaning of the phrase 

“changing clothes” as it appears in the Fair Labor Standards 
Act of 1938, 52 Stat. 1060, as amended, 29 U. S. C. § 201 et seq. 
(2006 ed. and Supp. V). 

I. Facts and Procedural History 
Petitioner Clifton Sandifer, among others, fled suit under 

the Fair Labor Standards Act against respondent United 

*Lynn K. Rhinehart, Harold C. Becker, James B. Coppess, Matthew J. 
Ginsburg, Nicholas W. Clark, and Renee L. Bowser fled a brief for the 
American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations 
et al. as amici curiae urging reversal. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the American 
Meat Institute et al. by Joseph E. Tilson and Brian W. Bulger; for the 
Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America by E. Joshua 
Rosenkranz, Robert M. Loeb, and Kathryn Comerford Todd; and for the 
Grocery Manufacturers Association by Tammy D. McCutchen and Karin 
F. R. Moore. 

†Justice Sotomayor joins this opinion except as to footnote 7. 
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States Steel Corporation in the District Court for the North-
ern District of Indiana. The plaintiffs in this putative col-
lective action are a group of current or former employees of 
respondent's steelmaking facilities.1 As relevant here, they 
seek backpay for time spent donning and doffng various 
pieces of protective gear. Petitioners assert that respond-
ent requires workers to wear all of the items because of haz-
ards regularly encountered in steel plants. 

Petitioners point specifcally to 12 of what they state are 
the most common kinds of required protective gear: a fame-
retardant jacket, pair of pants, and hood; a hardhat; a 
“snood”; “wristlets”; work gloves; leggings; “metatarsal” 
boots; safety glasses; earplugs; and a respirator.2 At bot-
tom, petitioners want to be paid for the time they have spent 
putting on and taking off those objects. In the aggregate, 
the amount of time—and thus money—involved is likely 
to be quite large. Because this donning-and-doffng time 
would otherwise be compensable under the Act, U. S. Steel's 
contention of noncompensability stands or falls upon the va-
lidity of a provision of its collective-bargaining agreement 
with petitioners' union, which says that this time is noncom-
pensable.3 The validity of that provision depends, in turn, 

1 Petitioners fled this action under 29 U. S. C. § 216(b), which establishes 
a cause of action that may be maintained “by any one or more employees 
for and in behalf of himself or themselves and other employees similarly 
situated.” Pending resolution of the instant summary-judgment dispute, 
a Magistrate Judge set aside a motion to certify the suit as a collective 
action, see No. 2:07–CV–443 RM, 2009 WL 3430222, *1, n. 1 (ND Ind., Oct. 
15, 2009), but petitioners assert that their ranks are about 800 strong. 

2 The opinions below include descriptions of some of the items. See 678 
F. 3d 590, 592 (CA7 2012); 2009 WL 3430222, *2, *6. And the opinion of 
the Court of Appeals provides a photograph of a male model wearing 
the jacket, pants, hardhat, snood, gloves, boots, and glasses. 678 F. 3d, 
at 593. 

3 The District Court concluded that the collective-bargaining agreement 
provided that the activities at issue here were noncompensable, 2009 WL 
3430222, *10, and the Seventh Circuit upheld that conclusion, 678 F. 3d, at 
595. That issue was not among the questions on which we granted certio-
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upon the applicability of 29 U. S. C. § 203(o) to the time at 
issue. That subsection allows parties to decide, as part of a 
collective-bargaining agreement, that “time spent in chang-
ing clothes . . . at the beginning or end of each workday” 
is noncompensable. 

The District Court granted summary judgment in perti-
nent part to U. S. Steel, holding that donning and doffng 
the protective gear constituted “changing clothes” within 
the meaning of § 203(o). No. 2:07–CV–443 RM, 2009 WL 
3430222, *4–*10 (ND Ind., Oct. 15, 2009). The District 
Court further assumed that even if certain items—the hard-
hat, glasses, and earplugs—were not “clothes,” the time 
spent donning and doffng them was “de minimis” and hence 
noncompensable. Id., at *6. The Court of Appeals for the 
Seventh Circuit upheld those conclusions. 678 F. 3d 590, 
593–595 (2012).4 

We granted certiorari, 568 U. S. 1156 (2013), and now affrm. 

II. Legal Background 

The Fair Labor Standards Act, enacted in 1938, governs 
minimum wages and maximum hours for non-exempt “em-
ployees who in any workweek [are] engaged in commerce or 
in the production of goods for commerce, or [are] employed 
in an enterprise engaged in commerce or in the production of 
goods for commerce.” 29 U. S. C. § 206(a) (minimum wages); 
§ 207(a) (maximum hours); see § 213 (exemptions). The Act 
provides that “employee” generally means “any individual 
employed by an employer,” § 203(e)(1), and, in turn, provides 
that to “employ” is “to suffer or permit to work,” § 203(g). 

rari, and we take the import of the collective-bargaining agreement to be 
a given. 

4 Petitioners also sought, inter alia, backpay for time spent traveling 
between the locker rooms where they don and doff at least some of the 
protective gear and their workstations. The District Court denied that 
portion of respondent's motion for summary judgment, 2009 WL 3430222, 
*11, and the Seventh Circuit reversed, 678 F. 3d, at 595–598. That issue 
is not before this Court, so we express no opinion on it. 
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The Act did not, however, defne the key terms “work” 
and “workweek”—an omission that soon let loose a landslide 
of litigation. See IBP, Inc. v. Alvarez, 546 U. S. 21, 25–26 
(2005). This Court gave those terms a broad reading, culmi-
nating in its holding in Anderson v. Mt. Clemens Pottery Co., 
328 U. S. 680 (1946), that “the statutory workweek includes 
all time during which an employee is necessarily required to 
be on the employer's premises, on duty or at a prescribed 
workplace.” Id., at 690–691. That period, Anderson ex-
plained, encompassed time spent “pursu[ing] certain prelimi-
nary activities after arriving . . . , such as putting on aprons 
and overalls [and] removing shirts.” Id., at 692–693. 
“These activities,” the Court declared, “are clearly work” 
under the Act. Id., at 693. 

Organized labor seized on the Court's expansive construc-
tion of compensability by fling what became known as “por-
tal” actions (a reference to the “portals” or entrances to 
mines, at which workers put on their gear). “PORTAL PAY 
SUITS EXCEED A BILLION,” announced a newspaper 
headline in late 1946. N. Y. Times, Dec. 29, 1946, p. 1. Stat-
ing that the Fair Labor Standards Act had been “interpreted 
judicially in disregard of long-established customs, practices, 
and contracts between employers and employees,” Congress 
responded by passing the Portal-to-Portal Act of 1947, 61 
Stat. 84, as amended, 29 U. S. C. § 251 et seq. (2006 ed. and 
Supp. V). § 251(a). 

The Portal-to-Portal Act limited the scope of employers' 
liability in various ways. As relevant here, it excluded from 
mandatorily compensable time 

“activities which are preliminary to or postliminary to 
[the] principal activity or activities [that an employee is 
employed to perform], which occur either prior to the 
time on any particular workday at which such employee 
commences, or subsequent to the time on any particular 
workday at which he ceases, such principal activity or 
activities.” 61 Stat. 87, 29 U. S. C. § 254(a)(2). 
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The Department of Labor promulgated a regulation ex-
plaining that the Portal-to-Portal Act did not alter what is 
known as the “continuous workday rule,” under which com-
pensable time comprises “the period between the commence-
ment and completion on the same workday of an employee's 
principal activity or activities . . . [,] whether or not the em-
ployee engages in work throughout all of that period.” 12 
Fed. Reg. 7658 (1947); 29 CFR § 790.6(b) (2013). Of particu-
lar importance to this case, a Labor Department interpretive 
bulletin also specifed that whereas “changing clothes” and 
“washing up or showering” “would be considered `prelimi-
nary' or `postliminary' activities” when “performed outside 
the workday and . . . under the conditions normally present,” 
those same activities “may in certain situations be so directly 
related to the specifc work the employee is employed to 
perform that [they] would be regarded as an integral part of 
the employee's `principal activity.' ” 12 Fed. Reg. 7659, and 
n. 49; 29 CFR § 790.7, and n. 49. 

In 1949, Congress amended the Fair Labor Standards Act 
to address the conduct discussed in that interpretive bulle-
tin—changing clothes and washing—by adding the provision 
presently at issue: 

“Hours Worked.—In determining for the purposes of 
[the minimum-wage and maximum-hours sections] of 
this title the hours for which an employee is employed, 
there shall be excluded any time spent in changing 
clothes or washing at the beginning or end of each work-
day which was excluded from measured working time 
during the week involved by the express terms of or 
by custom or practice under a bona fde collective-
bargaining agreement applicable to the particular em-
ployee.” 63 Stat. 911, 29 U. S. C. § 203(o). 

Simply put, the statute provides that the compensability of 
time spent changing clothes or washing is a subject appropri-
ately committed to collective bargaining. 
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In Steiner v. Mitchell, 350 U. S. 247 (1956), the Court 
echoed the Labor Department's 1947 regulations by holding 
that “changing clothes and showering” can, under some cir-
cumstances, be considered “an integral and indispensable 
part of the principal activities for which covered workmen 
are employed,” reasoning that § 203(o) “clear[ly] impli[ed]” 
as much. Id., at 254–256. And in IBP, we applied Steiner 
to treat as compensable the donning and doffng of protective 
gear somewhat similar to that at issue here, 546 U. S., at 30. 
We said that “any activity that is `integral and indispensable' 
to a `principal activity' is itself a `principal activity' ” under 
§ 254(a), id., at 37. 

As relevant to the question before us, U. S. Steel does not 
dispute the Seventh Circuit's conclusion that “[h]ad the 
clothes-changing time in this case not been rendered non-
compensable pursuant to [§ ]203(o), it would have been a 
principal activity.” 678 F. 3d, at 596. Petitioners, however, 
quarrel with the premise, arguing that the donning and 
doffng of protective gear does not qualify as “changing 
clothes.” 

III. Analysis 

A. “Clothes” 

We begin by examining the meaning of the word 
“clothes.” 5 It is a “fundamental canon of statutory con-
struction” that, “unless otherwise defned, words will be in-
terpreted as taking their ordinary, contemporary, common 
meaning.” Perrin v. United States, 444 U. S. 37, 42 (1979). 

Dictionaries from the era of § 203(o)'s enactment indicate 
that “clothes” denotes items that are both designed and used 
to cover the body and are commonly regarded as articles of 
dress. See Webster's New International Dictionary of the 
English Language 507 (2d ed. 1950) (Webster's Second) (de-

5 Although the Labor Department has construed § 203(o) on a number of 
occasions, the Government has expressly declined to ask us to defer to 
those interpretations, which have vacillated considerably over the years. 
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fning “clothes” as “[c]overing for the human body; dress; 
vestments; vesture”); see also, e. g., 2 Oxford English Dic-
tionary 524 (1933) (defning “clothes” as “[c]overing for the 
person; wearing apparel; dress, raiment, vesture”). That is 
what we hold to be the meaning of the word as used in 
§ 203(o). Although a statute may make “a departure from 
the natural and popular acceptation of language,” Greenleaf 
v. Goodrich, 101 U. S. 278, 284–285 (1880) (citing Maillard v. 
Lawrence, 16 How. 251 (1854)), nothing in the text or context 
of § 203(o) suggests anything other than the ordinary mean-
ing of “clothes.” 

Petitioners argue that the word “clothes” is too indetermi-
nate to be ascribed any general meaning but that, whatever 
it includes, it necessarily excludes items designed and used 
to protect against workplace hazards. That position creates 
a distinction between “protection,” on the one hand, and “de-
cency or comfort,” on the other—a distinction that petition-
ers appear to have derived from Webster's Second, which 
elaborates that “clothes” is “a general term for whatever cov-
ering is worn, or is made to be worn, for decency or com-
fort.” Webster's Second 507 (emphasis added). But that 
defnition does not exclude, either explicitly or implicitly, 
items with a protective function, since “protection” and 
“comfort” are not incompatible, and are often synonymous. 
A parasol protects against the sun, enhancing the comfort of 
the bearer—just as work gloves protect against scrapes and 
cuts, enhancing the comfort of the wearer. Petitioners fur-
ther assert that protective items of apparel are referred to 
as “clothing” rather than “clothes.” They point out that, 
when introduced by the adjective “protective,” the noun 
“clothing” is used more commonly than “clothes.” That is 
true enough, but it seems to us explained by euphonic prefer-
ence rather than difference in meaning. We see no basis for 
the proposition that the unmodifed term “clothes” somehow 
omits protective clothing. 
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Petitioners' proffered distinction, moreover, runs the risk 
of reducing § 203(o) to near nothingness. The statutory 
compensation requirement to which § 203(o) provides an ex-
ception embraces the changing of clothes only when that con-
duct constitutes “an integral and indispensable part of the 
principal activities for which covered workmen are em-
ployed.” Steiner, 350 U. S., at 256. But protective gear is 
the only clothing that is integral and indispensable to the 
work of factory workers, butchers, longshoremen, and a host 
of other occupations. Petitioners' defnition of “clothes” 
would largely limit the application of § 203(o) to what might 
be called workers' costumes, worn by such employees as 
waiters, doormen, and train conductors. Petitioners insist 
that their defnition excludes only items with some specifc 
work-hazard-related protective function, but that limita-
tion essentially abandons the assertion that clothes are for 
decency or comfort, leaving no basis whatever for the 
distinction. 

Petitioners' position is also incompatible with the histori-
cal context surrounding § 203(o)'s passage, since it fatly con-
tradicts an illustration provided by the Labor Department's 
1947 regulations to show how “changing clothes” could be 
intimately related to a principal activity. See 29 CFR 
§ 790.7, and n. 49. Those regulations cited the situation in 
which “an employee in a chemical plant . . . cannot perform 
his [ job] without putting on certain clothes” and specifed 
that “[s]uch a situation may exist where the changing of 
clothes on the employer's premises is required by law, by 
rules of the employer, or by the nature of the work.” 12 
Fed. Reg. 7660, and n. 65; 29 CFR § 790.8(c), and n. 65. And 
petitioners' position contradicts this Court's only prior opin-
ion purporting to interpret § 203(o). Steiner, announced less 
than a decade after the statute's passage, suggested in dic-
tum that, were there a pertinent provision of a collective-
bargaining agreement, § 203(o) would have applied to the 
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facts of that case—where workers “ma[d]e extensive use of 
dangerously caustic and toxic materials, and [we]re com-
pelled by circumstances, including vital considerations of 
health and hygiene, to change clothes” on the job site. 350 
U. S., at 248, 254–255. 

Petitioners contend that any attempt at a general def-
nition of “clothes” will cast a net so vast as to capture all 
manner of marginal things—from bandoliers to barrettes to 
bandages. Yet even acknowledging that it may be impossi-
ble to eliminate all vagueness when interpreting a word as 
wide-ranging as “clothes,” petitioners' fanciful hypotheticals 
give us little pause. The statutory context makes clear that 
the “clothes” referred to are items that are integral to job 
performance; the donning and doffng of other items would 
create no claim to compensation under the Act, and hence no 
need for the § 203(o) exception. Moreover, even with re-
spect to items that can be regarded as integral to job per-
formance, our defnition does not embrace the view, adopted 
by some Courts of Appeals, that “clothes” means essentially 
anything worn on the body—including accessories, tools, and 
so forth. See, e. g., Salazar v. Butterball, LLC, 644 F. 3d 
1130, 1139–1140 (CA10 2011) (“clothes” are “items or gar-
ments worn by a person” and include “knife holders”). The 
construction we adopt today is considerably more contained. 
Many accessories—necklaces and knapsacks, for instance— 
are not “both designed and used to cover the body.” Nor 
are tools “commonly regarded as articles of dress.” Our 
defnition leaves room for distinguishing between clothes and 
wearable items that are not clothes, such as some equipment 
and devices.6 

Respondent and its amici, by contrast, give the term in 
question a capacious construction, effectively echoing the 

6 Petitioners and their amici insist that equipment can never be clothes. 
While we do not believe that every wearable piece of equipment quali-
fes—for example, a wristwatch—our construction of “clothes” does not 
exclude all objects that could conceivably be characterized as equipment. 
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Courts of Appeals mentioned above. On this view, “clothes” 
encompasses the entire outft that one puts on to be ready 
for work. That interpretation is, to be sure, more readily 
administrable, but it is even more devoid of a textual founda-
tion than petitioners' offering. Congress could have de-
clared bargainable under § 203(o) “time spent in changing 
outfts,” or “time spent in putting on and off all the items 
needed for work.” For better or worse, it used the narrower 
word “clothes.” “The role of this Court is to apply the stat-
ute as it is written—even if we think some other approach 
might accord with good policy.” Burrage v. United States, 
ante, at 218 (internal quotation marks and brackets omitted). 

B. “Changing” 

Having settled upon the meaning of “clothes,” we must 
now consider the meaning of “changing.” Petitioners assert 
that when used with certain objects—such as “tire,” “dia-
per,” or, indeed, “clothes”—the term “changing” connotes 
substitution. That is undoubtedly true. See Webster's 
Second 448 (defning “change” as “to make substitution of, 
for, or among, often among things of the same kind . . . ; as, 
to change one's clothes”). One would not normally say he 
has changed clothes when he puts on an overcoat. Petition-
ers conclude from this that items of protective gear that are 
put on over the employee's street clothes are not covered 
by § 203(o). 

We disagree. Although it is true that the normal meaning 
of “changing clothes” connotes substitution, the phrase is 
certainly able to have a different import. The term “chang-
ing” carried two common meanings at the time of § 203(o)'s 
enactment: to “substitute” and to “alter.” See, e. g., 2 Ox-
ford English Dictionary 268 (defning “change,” among other 
verb forms, as “to substitute another (or others) for, replace 
by another (or others)” and “[t]o make (a thing) other than it 
was; to render different, alter, modify, transmute”). We 
think that despite the usual meaning of “changing clothes,” 
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the broader statutory context makes it plain that “time spent 
in changing clothes” includes time spent in altering dress. 

The object of § 203(o) is to permit collective bargaining 
over the compensability of clothes-changing time and to pro-
mote the predictability achieved through mutually benefcial 
negotiation. There can be little predictability, and hence lit-
tle meaningful negotiation, if “changing” means only “substi-
tuting.” Whether one actually exchanges street clothes for 
work clothes or simply layers garments atop one another 
after arriving on the job site is often a matter of purely per-
sonal choice. That choice may be infuenced by such happen-
stances and vagaries as what month it is, what styles are 
in vogue, what time the employee wakes up, what mode of 
transportation he uses, and so on. As the Fourth Circuit 
has put it, if the statute imposed a substitution requirement 
“compensation for putting on a company-issued shirt might 
turn on something as trivial as whether the employee did 
or did not take off the t-shirt he wore into work that day.” 
Sepulveda v. Allen Family Foods, Inc., 591 F. 3d 209, 216 
(2009). Where another reading is textually permissible, 
§ 203(o) should not be read to allow workers to opt into or 
out of its coverage at random or at will.7 

C. Application 
Applying the foregoing principles to the facts of this case, 

we hold that petitioners' donning and doffng of the protec-
tive gear at issue qualifes as “changing clothes” within the 
meaning of § 203(o). 

7 This Court has stated that “exemptions” in the Fair Labor Standards 
Act “are to be narrowly construed against the employers seeking to assert 
them.” Arnold v. Ben Kanowsky, Inc., 361 U. S. 388, 392 (1960). We 
need not disapprove that statement to resolve the present case. The ex-
emptions from the Act generally reside in § 213, which is entitled “Exemp-
tions” and classifes certain kinds of workers as uncovered by various pro-
visions. Thus, in Christopher v. SmithKline Beecham Corp., 567 U. S. 
142, 164, n. 21 (2012), we declared the narrow-construction principle inap-
plicable to a provision appearing in § 203, entitled “Defnitions.” 
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Petitioners have pointed to 12 particular items: a fame-
retardant jacket, pair of pants, and hood; a hardhat; a snood; 
wristlets; work gloves; leggings; metatarsal boots; safety 
glasses; earplugs; and a respirator. The frst nine clearly ft 
within the interpretation of “clothes” elaborated above: they 
are both designed and used to cover the body and are com-
monly regarded as articles of dress. That proposition is ob-
vious with respect to the jacket, pants, hood, and gloves. 
The hardhat is simply a type of hat. The snood is basically 
a hood that also covers the neck and upper shoulder area; on 
the ski slopes, one might call it a “balaclava.” The wristlets 
are essentially detached shirtsleeves. The leggings look 
much like traditional legwarmers, but with straps. And the 
metatarsal boots—more commonly known as “steel-toed” 
boots—are just a special kind of shoe. 

The remaining three items, by contrast, do not satisfy our 
standard. Whereas glasses and earplugs may have a cover-
ing function, we do not believe that they are commonly re-
garded as articles of dress. And a respirator obviously falls 
short on both grounds. The question is whether the time 
devoted to the putting on and off of these items must be 
deducted from the noncompensable time. If so, federal 
judges must be assigned the task of separating the minutes 
spent clothes-changing and washing from the minutes de-
voted to other activities during the period in question. 

Some Courts of Appeals, including the Court of Appeals 
in this case, have sought to avoid, or at least mitigate, this 
diffculty by invoking the doctrine de minimis non curat lex 
(the law does not take account of trifes). This, they hold, 
enables them to declare noncompensable a few minutes actu-
ally spent on something other than clothes-changing—to wit, 
donning and doffng non-clothes items. 

Although the roots of the de minimis doctrine stretch to 
ancient soil, its application in the present context began with 
Anderson. There, the Court declared that because “[s]plit-
second absurdities are not justifed by the actualities of 
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working conditions or by the policy of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act,” such “trifes” as “a few seconds or minutes of work 
beyond the scheduled working hours” may be “disregarded.” 
328 U. S., at 692. “We [thus] do not . . . preclude the applica-
tion of a de minimis rule.” Ibid. 

We doubt that the de minimis doctrine can properly be 
applied to the present case. To be sure, Anderson included 
“putting on aprons and overalls” and “removing shirts” as 
activities to which “it is appropriate to apply a de minimis 
doctrine.” Id., at 692–693. It said that, however, in the 
context of determining what preliminary activities had to be 
counted as part of the gross workweek under § 207(a) of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act.8 A de minimis doctrine does not 
ft comfortably within the statute at issue here, which, it can 
fairly be said, is all about trifes—the relatively insignifcant 
periods of time in which employees wash up and put on vari-
ous items of clothing needed for their jobs. Or to put it in 
the context of the present case, there is no more reason to 
disregard the minute or so necessary to put on glasses, ear-
plugs, and respirators, than there is to regard the minute or 
so necessary to put on a snood. If the statute in question 
requires courts to select among trifes, de minimis non curat 
lex is not Latin for close enough for government work. 

That said, we nonetheless agree with the basic perception 
of the Courts of Appeals that it is most unlikely Congress 
meant § 203(o) to convert federal judges into time-study pro-
fessionals. That is especially so since the consequence of 
dispensing with the intricate exercise of separating the min-
utes spent clothes-changing and washing from the minutes 

8 We note, moreover, that even in that context, the current regulations 
of the Labor Department apply a stricter de minimis standard than An-
derson expressed. They specify that “[a]n employer may not arbitrarily 
fail to count as hours worked any part, however small, of the employee's 
fxed or regular working time or practically ascertainable period of time 
he is regularly required to spend on duties assigned to him.” 29 CFR 
§ 785.47. 
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devoted to other activities is not to prevent compensation for 
the uncovered segments, but merely to leave the issue of 
compensation to the process of collective bargaining. We 
think it is possible to give the text of § 203(o) a meaning that 
avoids such relatively inconsequential judicial involvement 
in “a morass of diffcult, fact-specifc determinations,” Sep-
ulveda, 591 F. 3d, at 218. 

The forerunner of § 203(o)—the Portal-to-Portal Act pro-
vision whose interpretation by the Labor Department 
prompted its enactment—focused narrowly on the activities 
involved: “activities which are preliminary to or postlimi-
nary to [the employee's] principal activity or activities.” 
§ 254(a)(2). Section 203(o), by contrast, is addressed not to 
certain “activities,” but to “time spent” on certain activities, 
viz., “changing clothes or washing.” Just as one can speak 
of “spending the day skiing” even when more-than-negligible 
portions of the day are spent having lunch or drinking hot 
toddies, so also one can speak of “time spent changing 
clothes and washing” when the vast preponderance of the 
period in question is devoted to those activities. To be sure, 
such an imprecise and colloquial usage will not ordinarily be 
attributed to a statutory text, but for the reasons we have 
discussed we think that appropriate here. The question for 
courts is whether the period at issue can, on the whole, be 
fairly characterized as “time spent in changing clothes or 
washing.” If an employee devotes the vast majority of the 
time in question to putting on and off equipment or other 
non-clothes items (perhaps a diver's suit and tank) the entire 
period would not qualify as “time spent in changing clothes” 
under § 203(o), even if some clothes items were donned and 
doffed as well. But if the vast majority of the time is spent 
in donning and doffng “clothes” as we have defned that 
term, the entire period qualifes, and the time spent putting 
on and off other items need not be subtracted. 

In the present case, the District Court stated that “the 
time expended by each employee donning and doffng” safety 
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glasses and earplugs “is minimal,” 2009 WL 3430222, *6, a 
conclusion with which the Seventh Circuit agreed, 678 F. 3d, 
at 593. As for respirators, the District Court stated that 
they “are kept and put on as needed at job locations,” 2009 
WL 3430222, *2, which would render the time spent donning 
and doffng them part of an employee's normal workday and 
thus beyond the scope of § 203(o). The Seventh Circuit did 
not address respirators at all, and we are not inclined to dis-
turb the District Court's factual conclusion. 

* * * 

The judgment of the Court of Appeals is affrmed. 

It is so ordered. 
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AIR WISCONSIN AIRLINES CORP. v. HOEPER 

certiorari to the supreme court of colorado 

No. 12–315. Argued December 9, 2013—Decided January 27, 2014 

Respondent Hoeper was a pilot for petitioner Air Wisconsin Airlines Corp. 
When Air Wisconsin stopped fying from Hoeper's home base on aircraft 
that he was certifed to fy, he needed to become certifed on a different 
type of aircraft to keep his job. After Hoeper failed in his frst three 
attempts to gain certifcation, Air Wisconsin agreed to give him a fourth 
and fnal chance. But he performed poorly during a required training 
session in a simulator. Hoeper responded angrily to this failure—rais-
ing his voice, tossing his headset, using profanity, and accusing the in-
structor of “railroading the situation.” 

The instructor called an Air Wisconsin manager, who booked Hoeper 
on a fight from the test location to Hoeper's home in Denver. Several 
hours later, the manager discussed Hoeper's behavior with other airline 
offcials. The offcials discussed Hoeper's outburst, his impending ter-
mination, the history of assaults by disgruntled airline employees, and 
the chance that—because Hoeper was a federal fight deck offcer 
(FFDO), permitted “to carry a frearm while engaged in providing air 
transportation,” 49 U. S. C. § 44921(f)(1)—he might be armed. At the 
end of the meeting, an airline executive made the decision to notify the 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) of the situation. The 
manager who had received the initial report from Hoeper's instructor 
made the call to the TSA. During that call, according to the jury, he 
made two statements: frst, that Hoeper “was an FFDO who may be 
armed” and that the airline was “concerned about his mental stability 
and the whereabouts of his frearm”; and second, that an “[u]nstable 
pilot in [the] FFDO program was terminated today.” In response, the 
TSA removed Hoeper from his plane, searched him, and questioned him 
about the location of his gun. Hoeper eventually boarded a later fight 
to Denver, and Air Wisconsin fred him the next day. 

Hoeper sued for defamation in Colorado state court. Air Wisconsin 
moved for summary judgment and later for a directed verdict, relying 
on the Aviation and Transportation Security Act (ATSA), which grants 
airlines and their employees immunity against civil liability for report-
ing suspicious behavior, 49 U. S. C. § 44941(a), except where such disclo-
sure is “made with actual knowledge that the disclosure was false, inac-
curate, or misleading” or “made with reckless disregard as to the truth 
or falsity of that disclosure,” § 44941(b). The trial court denied the mo-
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tions and submitted the ATSA immunity question to the jury. The jury 
found for Hoeper on the defamation claim. The State Supreme Court 
affrmed. It held that the trial court erred in submitting the immunity 
question to the jury but that the error was harmless. Laboring under 
the assumption that even true statements do not qualify for ATSA im-
munity if they are made recklessly, the court held that Air Wisconsin 
was not entitled to immunity because its statements to the TSA were 
made with reckless disregard of their truth or falsity. 

Held: 
1. ATSA immunity may not be denied to materially true statements. 

Pp. 246–251. 
(a) The ATSA immunity exception is patterned after the actual 

malice standard of New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U. S. 254, which 
requires material falsity. See, e. g., Masson v. New Yorker Magazine, 
Inc., 501 U. S. 496, 517. Because the material falsity requirement was 
settled when the ATSA was enacted, Congress presumably meant to 
incorporate it into the ATSA's immunity exception and did not mean to 
deny ATSA immunity to true statements made recklessly. This pre-
sumption is not rebutted by other indicia of statutory meaning. Section 
44941(b)(1) requires falsity, and § 44941(b)(2) simply extends the immu-
nity exception from knowing falsehoods to reckless ones. Denying im-
munity for substantially true reports, on the theory that the person 
making the report had not yet gathered enough information to be cer-
tain of its truth, would defeat the purpose of ATSA immunity: to ensure 
that air carriers and their employees do not hesitate to provide the TSA 
with needed information. Pp. 246–249. 

(b) Hoeper's arguments that the State Supreme Court's judgment 
should be affrmed notwithstanding its misapprehension of ATSA's im-
munity standard are unpersuasive. Hoeper claims that Air Wisconsin 
did not argue the truth of its statements in asserting immunity, but Air 
Wisconsin contended in the state court that ATSA's immunity exception 
incorporates the New York Times actual malice standard, which re-
quires material falsity. And the State Supreme Court did not perform 
the requisite analysis of material falsity in fnding the record suffcient 
to support the defamation verdict. A court's deferential review of jury 
fndings cannot substitute for its own analysis of the record; the jury 
was instructed only to determine falsity, not materiality; and applying 
the material falsity standard to a defamation claim is quite different 
from applying it to ATSA immunity. Pp. 249–251. 

2. Under the correct material falsity analysis, Air Wisconsin is enti-
tled to immunity as a matter of law. Pp. 251–257. 
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(a) In the defamation context, a materially false statement is one 
that “ ̀ would have a different effect on the mind of the reader [or 
listener] from that which the . . . truth would have produced.' ” Mas-
son, 501 U. S., at 517. This standard suffces in the ATSA context as 
well, so long as the hypothetical reader or listener is a security offcer. 
For purposes of ATSA immunity, a falsehood cannot be material absent 
a substantial likelihood that a reasonable security offcer would con-
sider it important in determining a response to the supposed threat. 
Pp. 251–252. 

(b) Viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to Hoeper, the 
Court concludes as a matter of law that any falsehoods in Air Wiscon-
sin's statement to the TSA were not material. First, the Court rejects 
Hoeper's argument that Air Wisconsin should have qualifed its state-
ment that Hoeper “was an FFDO who may be armed” by noting that it 
had no reason to think he actually was armed. To the extent that Air 
Wisconsin's statement could have been confusing, any such confusion is 
immaterial, as a reasonable TSA offcer—having been told that Hoeper 
was an FFDO who was upset about losing his job—would have wanted 
to investigate whether he was armed. To demand more precise word-
ing would vitiate the purpose of ATSA immunity: to encourage air carri-
ers and their employees, often in fast-moving situations and with little 
time to fne-tune their diction, to provide the TSA immediately with 
information about potential threats. Second, Air Wisconsin's statement 
that Hoeper “was terminated today” was not materially false. While 
Hoeper had not actually been fred at the time of the statement, every-
one involved knew that his fring was imminent. No reasonable TSA 
offcer would care whether an angry, potentially armed airline employee 
had just been fred or merely knew he was about to meet that fate. 
Finally, although the details of Hoeper's behavior during the simulator 
session may be disputed, it would have been correct even under Hoep-
er's version of the facts for Air Wisconsin to report that Hoeper “blew 
up” during the test. From a reasonable security offcer's perspective, 
there is no material difference between a statement that Hoeper had 
“blown up” in a professional setting and a statement that he was unsta-
ble. Air Wisconsin's related statement that it was “concerned about 
[Hoeper's] mental stability” is no more troubling. Many of the offcials 
who attended the meeting at airline headquarters might not have 
framed their concerns in terms of “mental stability,” but it would be 
inconsistent with the ATSA's text and purpose to expose Air Wisconsin 
to liability because the manager who placed the call to the TSA could 
have chosen a slightly better phrase to articulate the airline's con-
cern. A statement that would otherwise qualify for ATSA immunity 
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cannot lose that immunity because of some minor imprecision, so long 
as “the gist” of the statement is accurate, Masson, 501 U. S., at 517. 
Pp. 252–257. 

320 P. 3d 830, reversed and remanded. 

Sotomayor, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, 
C. J., and Kennedy, Ginsburg, Breyer, and Alito, JJ., joined, and 
in which Scalia, Thomas, and Kagan, JJ., joined as to Parts I, II, and 
III–A. Scalia, J., fled an opinion concurring in part and dissenting in 
part, in which Thomas and Kagan, JJ., joined, post, p. 258. 

Jonathan F. Cohn argued the cause for petitioner. With 
him on the briefs were Peter D. Keisler, Eric D. Mc-
Arthur, Donald Chance Mark, Jr., David H. Yun, and Jared 
R. Ellis. 

Eric J. Feigin argued the cause for the United States as 
amicus curiae urging vacatur. With him on the brief were 
Solicitor General Verrilli, Assistant Attorney General De-
lery, Deputy Solicitor General Kneedler, Mark B. Stern, 
Kathryn B. Thomson, Paul M. Geier, Peter J. Plocki, and 
Timothy H. Goodman. 

Kevin K. Russell argued the cause for respondent. With 
him on the brief were Scott A. McGath, Thomas C. Gold-
stein, Jason P. Rietz, Pamela S. Karlan, and Jeffrey L. 
Fisher.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for Airlines for 
America et al. by Christopher T. Handman, David A. Berg, Kathryn Com-
erford Todd, and Tyler R. Green; for DRI–The Voice of the Defense Bar 
by Mary Massaron Ross, Jerrold J. Ganzfried, and Judith R. Nemsick; 
for the First Amendment Coalition by Gary L. Bostwick and Jean-Paul 
Jassy; for the Reporters Committee for Freedom of the Press et al. by 
Robert Corn-Revere, Ronald G. London, Bruce D. Brown, Gregg P. Leslie, 
Richard A. Bernstein, Kevin M. Goldberg, Jonathan Bloom, Jonathan 
Donnellan, Charles D. Tobin, Mickey H. Osterreicher, Kurt Wimmer, Jon-
athan D. Hart, Bruce W. Sanford, and Laurie A. Babinski; and for Rep. 
John L. Mica by Jon M. DeVore. 

Andrew J. Harakas fled a brief for the International Air Transport 
Association as amicus curiae. 
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Justice Sotomayor delivered the opinion of the Court. 

In 2001, Congress created the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration (TSA) to assess and manage threats against air 
travel. Aviation and Transportation Security Act (ATSA), 
49 U. S. C. § 44901 et seq. To ensure that the TSA would be 
informed of potential threats, Congress gave airlines and 
their employees immunity against civil liability for reporting 
suspicious behavior. § 44941(a). But this immunity does 
not attach to “any disclosure made with actual knowledge 
that the disclosure was false, inaccurate, or misleading” or 
“any disclosure made with reckless disregard as to the truth 
or falsity of that disclosure.” § 44941(b). 

The question before us is whether ATSA immunity may 
be denied under § 44941(b) without a determination that a 
disclosure was materially false. We hold that it may not. 
Because the state courts made no such determination, and 
because any falsehood in the disclosure here would not have 
affected a reasonable security offcer's assessment of the 
supposed threat, we reverse the judgment of the Colorado 
Supreme Court. 

I 

A 

William Hoeper joined Air Wisconsin Airlines Corporation 
as a pilot in 1998. But by late 2004, Air Wisconsin had 
stopped operating fights from Denver, Hoeper's home base, 
on any type of aircraft for which he was certifed. To con-
tinue fying for Air Wisconsin out of Denver, Hoeper needed 
to gain certifcation on the British Aerospace 146 (BAe–146), 
an aircraft he had not fown. 

Hoeper failed in his frst three attempts to pass a prof-
ciency test. After the third failure, as he later acknowl-
edged at trial, his employment was “at [Air Wisconsin's] 
discretion.” App. 193. But he and Air Wisconsin entered 
into an agreement to afford him “one more opportunity to 
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pass [the] profciency check.” Id., at 426. The agreement 
left little doubt that Hoeper would lose his job if he failed 
again. 

In December 2004, Hoeper few from Denver to Virginia 
for simulator training as part of this fnal test. During the 
training, Hoeper failed to cope with a challenging scenario 
created by the instructor, Mark Schuerman, and the simula-
tor showed the engines “fam[ing] out” due to a loss of fuel. 
Id., at 203. As Schuerman began to tell Hoeper that he 
“should know better,” ibid., Hoeper responded angrily. He 
later described what happened: 

“At this point, that's it. I take my headset off and I 
toss it up on the glare shield. . . . [Schuerman] and I 
exchanged words at the same elevated decibel level. 
Mine went something like this: This is a bunch of shit. 
I'm sorry. You are railroading the situation and it's not 
realistic.” Id., at 203–204. 

When Hoeper announced that he wanted to call the legal 
department of the pilots' union, Schuerman ended the ses-
sion so that Hoeper could do so. Schuerman then reported 
Hoeper's behavior to Patrick Doyle, the Wisconsin-based 
manager of the BAe–146 feet. Doyle booked Hoeper on a 
United Airlines fight back to Denver. 

Several hours after Schuerman's report, Doyle discussed 
the situation at Air Wisconsin's headquarters with the air-
line's Vice President of Operations, Kevin LaWare; its Man-
aging Director of Flight Operations, Scott Orozco; and its 
Assistant Chief Pilot, Robert Frisch. LaWare later ex-
plained the accretion of his concerns about what Hoeper 
might do next. He regarded Hoeper's behavior in the simu-
lator as “a fairly signifcant outburst,” of a sort that he 
“hadn't seen . . . before.” Id., at 276. And he knew “it was 
a given that . . . Hoeper's employment was . . . going to be 
terminated” as a result of his failure to complete the simula-
tor training. Id., at 278. 
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Then, LaWare testifed, Orozco mentioned that Hoeper 
was a federal fight deck offcer (FFDO). The FFDO pro-
gram allows the Government to “deputize volunteer pilots of 
air carriers . . . to defend the fight decks of aircraft . . . 
against acts of criminal violence or air piracy.” § 44921(a). 
FFDOs are permitted “to carry a frearm while engaged in 
providing air transportation.” § 44921(f)(1). Hoeper had 
become an FFDO earlier in 2004 and had been issued a fre-
arm. He was not allowed to carry the frearm during his 
trip to the training facility, because he was not “engaged in 
providing air transportation.” Ibid. But according to one 
offcial at the meeting, the Denver airport's security proce-
dures made it possible for crew members to bypass screen-
ing, so that Hoeper could have carried his gun despite the 
rule. Indeed, Frisch later testifed that he was “aware of 
one” incident in which an Air Wisconsin pilot had come to 
training with his FFDO weapon. App. 292. On the basis 
of this information, LaWare concluded, there was “no way 
. . . to confrm” whether “Hoeper had his weapon with him, 
even though . . . by policy, [he was] not supposed to have it 
with him.” Id., at 279. 

Finally, LaWare testifed, he and the other Air Wisconsin 
offcials discussed two prior episodes in which disgruntled 
airline employees had lashed out violently. Id., at 280. In 
one incident, a FedEx fight engineer under investigation 
for misconduct “entered the cockpit” of a FedEx fight “and 
began attacking the crew with a hammer” before being sub-
dued. United States v. Calloway, 116 F. 3d 1129, 1131 (CA6 
1997). In another, a recently fred ticket agent brought a 
gun onto a Pacifc Southwest Airlines fight and shot his for-
mer supervisor and the crew, leading to a fatal crash. Mal-
nic, Report Confrms That Gunman Caused 1987 Crash of 
PSA Jet, L. A. Times, Jan. 6, 1989, p. 29. 

In light of all this—Hoeper's anger, his impending termina-
tion, the chance that he might be armed, and the history of as-
saults by disgruntled airline employees—LaWare decided 
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that the airline “need[ed] to make a call to the TSA,” to let the 
authorities know “the status” of the situation. App. 282. 

Doyle offered to make the call. According to the jury, he 
made two statements to the TSA: frst, that Hoeper “was an 
FFDO who may be armed” and that the airline was “con-
cerned about his mental stability and the whereabouts of his 
frearm”; and second, that an “[u]nstable pilot in [the] FFDO 
program was terminated today.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 
111a. (The latter statement appears in the record as the 
subject line of an internal TSA e-mail, summarizing the call 
from Doyle. App. 414.) 

The TSA responded to the call by ordering that Hoeper's 
plane return to the gate. Offcers boarded the plane, re-
moved Hoeper, searched him, and questioned him about the 
location of his gun. When Hoeper stated that the gun was 
at his home in Denver, a Denver-based federal agent went 
there to retrieve it. 

Later that day, Hoeper boarded a return fight to Denver. 
Air Wisconsin fred him the following day. 

B 

Hoeper sued Air Wisconsin in Colorado state court on sev-
eral claims, including defamation.1 Air Wisconsin moved for 
summary judgment on the basis of ATSA immunity,2 but the 

1 Air Wisconsin agrees that it bears responsibility for Doyle's state-
ments. 320 P. 3d 830, 834, n. 2 (Colo. 2012); id., at 847 (Eid, J., concurring 
in part and dissenting in part). 

2 The ATSA immunity provision specifes that “[a]ny air carrier . . . or 
any employee of an air carrier . . . who makes a voluntary disclosure of any 
suspicious transaction relevant to a possible violation of law or regulation, 
relating to air piracy, a threat to aircraft or passenger safety, or terrorism, 
. . . to any employee or agent of the Department of Transportation, the 
Department of Justice, any Federal, State, or local law enforcement offcer, 
or any airport or airline security offcer shall not be civilly liable to any 
person under any law or regulation of the United States, any constitution, 
law, or regulation of any State or political subdivision of any State, for 
such disclosure.” 49 U. S. C. § 44941(a). 
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trial court denied it, ruling that the jury was entitled to fnd 
the facts pertinent to immunity. The case went to trial, and 
the court denied Air Wisconsin's motion for a directed ver-
dict on the same basis. It submitted the question of ATSA 
immunity to the jury, with the instruction—following the 
language of § 44941(b)—that immunity would not apply if 
Hoeper had proved that Air Wisconsin “made the disclosure 
[to the TSA] with actual knowledge that the disclosure was 
false, inaccurate, or misleading” or “with reckless disregard 
as to its truth or falsity.” Id., at 582. The jury instructions 
did not state that ATSA immunity protects materially true 
statements. 

The jury found for Hoeper on the defamation claim 
and awarded him $849,625 in compensatory damages and 
$391,875 in punitive damages. The court reduced the latter 
award to $350,000, for a total judgment of just under $1.2 
million, plus costs. 

The Colorado Court of Appeals affrmed. 232 P. 3d 230 
(2009). It held “that the trial court properly submitted the 
ATSA immunity issue to the jury,” that “the record supports 
the jury's rejection of immunity,” and that the evidence 
was suffcient to support the jury's defamation verdict. Id., 
at 233. 

The Colorado Supreme Court affrmed. 320 P. 3d 830 
(2012). It began by holding, contrary to the lower courts, 
“that immunity under the ATSA is a question of law to be 
determined by the trial court before trial.” Id., at 836. 
But it concluded that the trial court's error in submitting 
immunity to the jury was “harmless because Air Wisconsin 
is not entitled to immunity.” Id., at 837. In a key footnote, 
the court stated: “In our determination of immunity under 
the ATSA, we need not, and therefore do not, decide whether 
the statements were true or false. Rather, we conclude that 
Air Wisconsin made the statements with reckless disregard 
as to their truth or falsity.” Id., at 838, n. 6. The court 
thus appears to have labored under the assumption that even 
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true statements do not qualify for ATSA immunity if they 
are made recklessly. 

Applying this standard, and giving “no weight to the jury's 
fnding[s],” ibid., n. 5, the court held that “[a]lthough the 
events at the training may have warranted a report to TSA,” 
Air Wisconsin's statements “overstated those events to such 
a degree that they were made with reckless disregard of 
their truth or falsity.” Id., at 838. The court opined that 
Air Wisconsin “would likely be immune under the ATSA if 
Doyle had reported that Hoeper was an Air Wisconsin em-
ployee, that he knew he would be terminated soon, that he 
had acted irrationally at the training three hours earlier and 
`blew up' at test administrators, and that he was an FFDO 
pilot.” Id., at 840. But because Doyle actually told the 
TSA “(1) that he believed Hoeper to be mentally unstable; 
(2) that Hoeper had been terminated earlier that day; and 
(3) that Hoeper may have been armed,” id., at 838, the court 
determined that his statements “went well beyond” the facts 
and did not qualify for immunity, id., at 840. The court went 
on to conclude that the evidence was suffcient to support the 
jury's defamation verdict. 

Justice Eid, joined by two others, dissented in part. She 
agreed with the majority's holding that immunity is an issue 
for the court, not the jury. But she reasoned that Air Wis-
consin was entitled to immunity “because [its] statements to 
the TSA were substantially true.” Id., at 842. 

We granted certiorari to decide “[w]hether ATSA immu-
nity may be denied without a determination that the air car-
rier's disclosure was materially false.” 570 U. S. 904 (2013). 

II 

A 

Congress patterned the exception to ATSA immunity after 
the actual malice standard of New York Times Co. v. Sulli-
van, 376 U. S. 254 (1964), and we have long held that actual 
malice requires material falsity. Because we presume that 
Congress meant to incorporate the settled meaning of actual 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 237 (2014) 247 

Opinion of the Court 

malice when it incorporated the language of that standard, 
we hold that a statement otherwise eligible for ATSA immu-
nity may not be denied immunity unless the statement is 
materially false. 

In New York Times, we held that under the First Amend-
ment, a public offcial cannot recover “for a defamatory false-
hood relating to his offcial conduct unless he proves that 
the statement was made with `actual malice'—that is, with 
knowledge that it was false or with reckless disregard of 
whether it was false or not.” Id., at 279–280. Congress 
borrowed this exact language in denying ATSA immunity 
to “(1) any disclosure made with actual knowledge that the 
disclosure was false, inaccurate, or misleading; or (2) any dis-
closure made with reckless disregard as to the truth or fal-
sity of that disclosure.” § 44941(b). 

One could in principle construe the language of the actual 
malice standard to cover true statements made recklessly. 
But we have long held, to the contrary, that actual malice 
entails falsity. See, e. g., Philadelphia Newspapers, Inc. v. 
Hepps, 475 U. S. 767, 775 (1986) (“[A]s one might expect 
given the language of the Court in New York Times, a public-
fgure plaintiff must show the falsity of the statements at 
issue in order to prevail in a suit for defamation” (citation 
omitted)); Garrison v. Louisiana, 379 U. S. 64, 74 (1964) 
(“We held in New York Times that a public offcial might 
be allowed the civil remedy only if he establishes that the 
utterance was false”). 

Indeed, we have required more than mere falsity to estab-
lish actual malice: The falsity must be “material.” Masson 
v. New Yorker Magazine, Inc., 501 U. S. 496, 517 (1991). As 
we explained in Masson, “[m]inor inaccuracies do not amount 
to falsity so long as `the substance, the gist, the sting, of the 
libelous charge be justifed.' ” Ibid. A “statement is not 
considered false unless it `would have a different effect on 
the mind of the reader from that which the pleaded truth 
would have produced.' ” Ibid. (quoting R. Sack, Libel, Slan-
der, and Related Problems 138 (1980)). 
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These holdings were settled when Congress enacted the 
ATSA, and we therefore presume that Congress meant to 
adopt the material falsity requirement when it incorporated 
the actual malice standard into the ATSA immunity excep-
tion. “[I]t is a cardinal rule of statutory construction that, 
when Congress employs a term of art, it presumably knows 
and adopts the cluster of ideas that were attached to each 
borrowed word in the body of learning from which it is 
taken.” FAA v. Cooper, 566 U. S. 284, 292 (2012) (internal 
quotation marks omitted). The actual malice standard does 
not cover materially true statements made recklessly, so we 
presume that Congress did not mean to deny ATSA immu-
nity to such statements. 

Other indicia of statutory meaning could rebut this pre-
sumption, but here, they do not. First, the ATSA's text fa-
vors a falsity requirement. The frst subsection of § 44941(b) 
requires falsity, as a true disclosure cannot have been made 
“with actual knowledge” that it “was false.” The only ques-
tion is whether the second subsection—which denies immu-
nity to “any disclosure made with reckless disregard as to [its] 
truth or falsity”—similarly requires falsity. We conclude 
that it does. The second subsection simply extends the im-
munity exception from knowing falsehoods to reckless ones, 
ensuring that an air carrier cannot avoid liability for a base-
less report by sticking its head in the sand to avoid “actual 
knowledge” that its statements are false. “[T]he defense of 
truth . . . , even if not explicitly recognized, . . . is implicit in 
. . . a standard of recovery that rests on knowing or reckless 
disregard of the truth.” Cox Broadcasting Corp. v. Cohn, 
420 U. S. 469, 498–499 (1975) (Powell, J., concurring). 

A material falsity requirement also serves the purpose of 
ATSA immunity. The ATSA shifted from airlines to the 
TSA the responsibility “for assessing and investigating pos-
sible threats to airline security.” 320 P. 3d, at 845. (Eid, 
J., concurring in part and dissenting in part). In directing 
the TSA to “receive, assess, and distribute intelligence in-
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formation related to transportation security,” 49 U. S. C. 
§ 114(f)(1), Congress wanted to ensure that air carriers and 
their employees would not hesitate to provide the TSA with 
the information it needed. This is the purpose of the immu-
nity provision, evident both from its context and from the 
title of the statutory section that contained it: “encouraging 
airline employees to report suspicious activities.” ATSA 
§ 125, 115 Stat. 631 (capitalization and boldface type omitted). 
It would defeat this purpose to deny immunity for substan-
tially true reports, on the theory that the person making the 
report had not yet gathered enough information to be certain 
of its truth. Such a rule would restore the pre-ATSA state 
of affairs, in which air carriers bore the responsibility to in-
vestigate and verify potential threats. 

We therefore hold that ATSA immunity may not be denied 
under § 44941(b) to materially true statements. This inter-
pretation of the statute is clear enough that Hoeper effec-
tively concedes it. See Brief for Respondent 30 (acknowl-
edging that if the Colorado Supreme Court actually said “ ̀ an 
airline may be denied ATSA immunity . . . for reporting true 
information,' ” then “the court was likely wrong”). Hoeper 
does point out in a footnote that given Congress' desire to 
deny immunity to “ ̀ bad actors,' ” and “given that the vast 
majority of reckless statements will not turn out to be true[,] 
. . . Congress could have quite reasonably chosen to deny the 
special privilege of ATSA immunity to all reckless speakers,” 
even those whose statements turned out to be true. Id., at 
30, n. 12. But although Congress could have made this 
choice, nothing about the statute's text or purpose suggests 
that it actually did. Instead, Congress chose to model the 
exception to ATSA immunity after a standard we have long 
construed to require material falsity. 

B 

We are not persuaded by Hoeper's arguments that we 
should affrm the judgment of the Colorado Supreme Court 
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notwithstanding its misapprehension of the ATSA immu-
nity standard. 

Hoeper frst argues that Air Wisconsin forfeited the claim 
that it is entitled to immunity because its statements were 
materially true. His premise is that Air Wisconsin argued 
the truth of its statements only in challenging the eviden-
tiary basis for the defamation verdict, not in asserting immu-
nity. But Air Wisconsin's brief before the Colorado Su-
preme Court argued that the exception to ATSA immunity 
“appears to incorporate the New York Times actual malice 
standard,” which—as we have explained—requires material 
falsity. Petitioner's Opening Brief in No. 09SC1050, p. 24. 

Hoeper next argues that the Colorado Supreme Court per-
formed the requisite analysis of material falsity, albeit in the 
context of fnding the record suffcient to support the jury's 
defamation verdict. For several reasons, however, this 
analysis does not suffce for us to affrm the denial of ATSA 
immunity. First, to the extent that the immunity determi-
nation belongs to the court—as the Colorado Supreme Court 
held—a court's deferential review of jury fndings cannot 
substitute for its own analysis of the record. Second, the 
jury here did not fnd that any falsity in Air Wisconsin's 
statements was material, because the trial court instructed 
it only to determine whether “[o]ne or more of th[e] state-
ments was false,” App. 580, without addressing materiality. 
Third, applying the material falsity standard to a defamation 
claim is quite different from applying it to ATSA immunity. 
In both contexts, a materially false statement is one that 
“ ̀ would have a different effect on the mind of the reader 
[or listener] from that which the . . . truth would have 
produced.' ” Masson, 501 U. S., at 517. But the identity of 
the relevant reader or listener varies according to the con-
text. In determining whether a falsehood is material to a 
defamation claim, we care whether it affects the subject's 
reputation in the community. In the context of determining 
ATSA immunity, by contrast, we care whether a falsehood 
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affects the authorities' perception of, and response to, a 
given threat.3 

III 

Finally, the Colorado Supreme Court's analysis of material 
falsity was erroneous. We turn next to explaining why, by 
applying the ATSA immunity standard to the facts of this 
case.4 

A 

We begin by addressing how to determine the material-
ity of a false statement in the ATSA context. As we noted 
earlier, a materially false statement is generally one that 
“ ̀ would have a different effect on the mind of the reader 
[or listener] from that which the . . . truth would have 
produced. ' ” Ibid. The parties quibble over whether 
ATSA immunity requires some special version of this stand-
ard, but they more or less agree—as do we—that the usual 
standard suffces as long as the hypothetical reader or lis-
tener is a security offcer. 

A further question is what it means for a statement to 
produce “ `a different effect on the mind of ' ” a security off-

3 These are very different inquiries. Suppose the TSA receives the fol-
lowing tip: “My adulterous husband is carrying a gun onto a fight.” 
Whether the husband is adulterous will presumably have no effect on the 
TSA's assessment of any security risk that he poses. So if the word “adul-
terous” is false, the caller may still be entitled to ATSA immunity. But 
any falsity as to that word obviously would affect the husband's reputation 
in the community, so it would be material in the context of a defamation 
claim. 

4 We “recognize the prudence . . . of allowing the lower courts `to under-
take [a fact-intensive inquiry] in the frst instance.' ” Holland v. Florida, 
560 U. S. 631, 654 (2010). Here, however, we conclude that another pru-
dential consideration—the need for clear guidance on a novel but impor-
tant question of federal law—weighs in favor of our applying the ATSA 
immunity standard. Cf. Bose Corp. v. Consumers Union of United 
States, Inc., 466 U. S. 485, 503 (1984) (“[T]his Court's role in marking out 
the limits of [a First Amendment] standard through the process of case-
by-case adjudication is of special importance”). 
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cer from that which the truth would have produced. In def-
amation law, the reputational harm caused by a false state-
ment is its effect on a reader's or listener's mind. But con-
trary to the position of Hoeper's counsel at oral argument, 
Tr. of Oral Arg. 32–33, courts cannot decide whether a false 
statement produced “ `a different effect on the mind of ' ” a 
hypothetical TSA offcer without considering the effect of 
that statement on the TSA's behavior. After all, the whole 
reason the TSA considers threat reports is to determine and 
execute a response. 

A plaintiff seeking to defeat ATSA immunity need not 
show “precisely what a particular offcial or federal agency 
would have done in a counterfactual scenario.” Brief for 
United States as Amicus Curiae 27. Such a showing would 
be “impossible . . . given the need to maintain secrecy re-
garding airline security operations.” Brief for Respondent 
42. But any falsehood cannot be material, for purposes of 
ATSA immunity, absent a substantial likelihood that a rea-
sonable security offcer would consider it important in de-
termining a response to the supposed threat. Cf. TSC 
Industries, Inc. v. Northway, Inc., 426 U. S. 438, 449 (1976) 
(an omission in a proxy solicitation “is material if there is a 
substantial likelihood that a reasonable shareholder would 
consider it important in deciding how to vote”). This stand-
ard “is an objective one, involving the [hypothetical] signif-
cance of an omitted or misrepresented fact to a reasonable” 
security offcial, rather than the actual signifcance of that 
fact to a particular security offcial. Id., at 445. 

B 

We apply the material falsity standard to the facts of this 
case. In doing so, we neither embrace nor reject the Colo-
rado Supreme Court's unanimous holding “that immunity 
under the ATSA is a question of law to be determined by 
the trial court before trial.” 320 P. 3d, at 836; see id., at 842 
(Eid, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part) (agreeing 
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with majority). Rather, we conclude that even if a jury 
were to fnd the historical facts in the manner most favorable 
to Hoeper, Air Wisconsin is entitled to ATSA immunity as a 
matter of law. 

We begin with Air Wisconsin's statement that Hoeper 
“was an FFDO who may be armed.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 
111a. Hoeper cannot dispute the literal truth of this state-
ment: He was an FFDO, and because FFDOs possess weap-
ons, any FFDO “may be armed.” Hoeper argues only that 
to avoid any misinterpretation, Air Wisconsin should have 
qualifed the statement by adding that it had no reason to 
think he was actually carrying his gun during the trip to 
Virginia, especially because he was not allowed to do so 
under § 44921(f)(1).5 We agree that Air Wisconsin's state-
ment could have been misinterpreted by some, but we reject 
Hoeper's argument for two reasons. First, any confusion 
of the nature that Hoeper suggests would have been im-
material: A reasonable TSA offcer, having been told only 
that Hoeper was an FFDO and that he was upset about los-
ing his job, would have wanted to investigate whether 
Hoeper was carrying his gun. Second, to accept Hoeper's 
demand for such precise wording would vitiate the purpose 
of ATSA immunity: to encourage air carriers and their em-
ployees, often in fast-moving situations and with little time 
to fne-tune their diction, to provide the TSA immediately 
with information about potential threats. Baggage han-

5 See Tr. of Oral Arg. 42–43 (concession by Hoeper's counsel that “it 
would have been true for [Air Wisconsin] to say, look, we're calling to let 
you know, because Mr. Hoeper's an FFDO, we don't have any reason to 
believe that he has gun with him, but we can't tell for sure, so we just 
thought we would tell you, in case you have any questions and want to 
investigate further”). 

While we take the jury's fndings at face value, we note that the record 
suggests Air Wisconsin may well have added the qualifer that Hoeper 
argues was necessary. An internal TSA e-mail summarizing Doyle's call 
concludes by stating: “[Redacted] does not believe [redacted] is in posses-
sion of a frearm at this time.” App. 414. 
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dlers, fight attendants, gate agents, and other airline em-
ployees who report suspicious behavior to the TSA should 
not face fnancial ruin if, in the heat of a potential threat, 
they fail to choose their words with exacting care.6 

We next consider Air Wisconsin's statement that Hoeper 
“was terminated today.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 111a. 
When Air Wisconsin made that statement, Hoeper had not 
yet been fred. But everyone knew the fring was almost 
certainly imminent. Hoeper acknowledged that his employ-
ment was “at [Air Wisconsin's] discretion” after his third 
failed test, App. 193, and the agreement between him and 
Air Wisconsin stated that his “fourth . . . attempt” to pass 
the test would be his “fnal” one, id., at 426. No reasonable 
TSA offcer would care whether an angry, potentially armed 
airline employee had just been fred or merely knew he was 
about to meet that fate. 

Finally, we consider Air Wisconsin's statements that 
Hoeper was “[u]nstable” and that it was “concerned about 
his mental stability.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 111a. Al-
though the details of Hoeper's behavior during the simulator 
session may be disputed, Hoeper himself testifed that he had 
become visibly angry: He decided “that's it,” he removed his 
headset and “toss[ed] it,” and he accused the instructor—at 
an “elevated decibel level,” and with an expletive—of “rail-
roading the situation.” App. 203–204. It would surely 
have been correct, then, for Air Wisconsin to report that 
Hoeper “ ̀ blew up' ” during the test. 320 P. 3d, at 840. The 
question is whether, from the perspective of a reasonable 
security offcer, there is any material difference between a 
statement that Hoeper had just “blown up” in a professional 

6 Hoeper also takes issue with Air Wisconsin's statement that it was 
“concerned about . . . the whereabouts of his frearm,” App. to Pet. for 
Cert. 111a. But his arguments concerning this statement are the same 
as those concerning the statement that he “may [have] been armed,” ibid., 
and we reject them for the same reasons. 
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setting and a statement that he was “[u]nstable.” We 
think not. 

We are no more troubled by Air Wisconsin's related state-
ment that it was “concerned about [Hoeper's] mental sta-
bility.” Hoeper is correct that many of the Air Wisconsin 
offcials who attended the meeting at headquarters might not 
have framed their concerns in terms of “mental stability.” 
LaWare, for instance, testifed that “[t]hose weren't the 
words that [he] would have anticipated” when he directed 
Doyle to call the TSA. App. 272. But the offcials who at-
tended the meeting did harbor concerns about Hoeper's men-
tal state: They knew he had just “blown up,” and they wor-
ried about what he might do next. It would be inconsistent 
with the ATSA's text and purpose to expose Air Wisconsin 
to liability because its employee could have chosen a slightly 
better phrase than “mental stability” to articulate its con-
cern. Just as “[m]inor inaccuracies do not amount to falsity” 
in the defamation context, “so long as `the substance, the 
gist, the sting, of the libelous charge be justifed,' ” Masson, 
501 U. S., at 517, a statement that would otherwise qualify 
for ATSA immunity cannot lose that immunity because of 
some minor imprecision, so long as “the gist” of the state-
ment is accurate. Doyle's statements to the TSA accurately 
conveyed “the gist” of the situation; it is irrelevant whether 
trained lawyers or judges might with the luxury of time have 
chosen more precise words. 

Hoeper's overarching factual theory appears to be that 
members of the BAe–146 team, including Doyle and Schuer-
man, harbored personal animosity toward him, which caused 
them to manipulate the profciency tests in order to fail him. 
But even if Hoeper were correct about all this (and we ex-
press no view on that question), we do not see why it would 
have made him any less a threat in the eyes of a reasonable 
security offcer. As between two employees—one who 
thinks he is being fred because of his inadequate skills, an-
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other who thinks he is being fred because his employer hates 
him—the latter is presumably more, not less, likely to lash 
out in anger. 

The partial dissent argues that Doyle's reference to Hoep-
er's “mental stability” was so egregious as to make his 
report to the TSA the basis of a $1.2 million defamation 
judgment. We disagree. While lawyers and judges may in 
some contexts apply the label “mentally unstable” to people 
suffering from serious mental illnesses, see post, at 261 
(Scalia, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part), that 
is hardly the only manner in which the label is used. A hold-
ing that Air Wisconsin lost its ATSA immunity by virtue of 
Doyle's failure to be aware of every connotation of the phrase 
“mental stability” would eviscerate the immunity provision. 
All of us from time to time use words that, on refection, we 
might modify. If such slips of the tongue could give rise to 
major fnancial liability, no airline would contact the TSA (or 
permit its employees to do so) without running by its law-
yers the text of its proposed disclosure—exactly the kind of 
hesitation that Congress aimed to avoid. 

The partial dissent further argues that Hoeper's “dis-
play of anger” made him no more a threat than “millions 
of perfectly harmless air travelers.” Post, at 260, 261. But 
Hoeper did not just lose his temper; he lost it in circum-
stances that he knew would lead to his fring, which he re-
garded as the culmination of a vendetta against him. And 
he was not just any passenger; he was an FFDO, which 
meant that he could plausibly have been carrying a frearm. 
In short, Hoeper was not some traveling businessman who 
yelled at a barista in a ft of pique over a badly brewed cup 
of coffee. 

Finally, the partial dissent relies on an expert's testimony 
“that Hoeper's behavior did not warrant any report to the 
TSA.” Post, at 261 (citing App. 356). But the expert ap-
pears to have based that statement on an outdated under-
standing of reporting obligations that is fatly at odds with the 
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ATSA. Prior to the ATSA, “airlines were responsible for as-
sessing and investigating possible threats to airline security.” 
320 P. 3d, at 845 (Eid, J., concurring in part and dissenting in 
part). But the ATSA shifted that responsibility to the TSA, 
creating a policy “known as `when in doubt, report.' ” Id., at 
846; see supra, at 248–249. The expert who believed that 
Hoeper's conduct did not warrant a report to the TSA also be-
lieved that airlines have “an obligation . . . to flter out . . . the 
low noise from . . . what's signifcant” in reporting threats. 
App. 356. That understanding does not comport with the pol-
icy that Congress chose to enact. 

The Colorado Supreme Court recognized that even if the 
facts are viewed in the light most favorable to Hoeper, Air 
Wisconsin “would likely be immune” had it “reported that 
Hoeper . . . knew he would be terminated soon, that he had 
acted irrationally at the training three hours earlier and 
`blew up' at test administrators, and that he was an FFDO 
pilot.” 320 P. 3d, at 840. But the court erred in parsing so 
fnely the distinctions between these hypothetical state-
ments and the ones that Air Wisconsin actually made. The 
minor differences are, for the reasons we have explained, 
immaterial as a matter of law in determining Air Wisconsin's 
ATSA immunity. 

By incorporating the actual malice standard into 
§ 44941(b), Congress meant to give air carriers the “ ̀ breath-
ing space' ” to report potential threats to security offcials 
without fear of civil liability for a few inaptly chosen words. 
New York Times, 376 U. S., at 272. To hold Air Wisconsin 
liable for minor misstatements or loose wording would un-
dermine that purpose and disregard the statutory text. 

* * * 

The judgment of the Supreme Court of Colorado is there-
fore reversed, and the case is remanded for proceedings not 
inconsistent with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 
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Justice Scalia, with whom Justice Thomas and Jus-
tice Kagan join, concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

I agree with the Court that under the Aviation and Trans-
portation Security Act (ATSA), 49 U. S. C. § 44901 et seq., an 
airline may not be denied immunity for a report it made to 
the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) absent a 
fnding that the report was materially false. I also agree 
that, in this context, materiality means that the falsehood 
had a natural tendency to infuence a reasonable TSA off-
cer's determination of an appropriate response to the report; 
and that neither the jury nor the courts below considered 
material falsity in this ATSA-specifc way. I therefore join 
Parts I, II, and III–A of the Court's opinion. 

Having answered the question we granted certiorari to 
decide, see 570 U. S. 904 (2013), I would stop there and re-
mand the case for further proceedings. Instead, the Court 
proceeds to “apply the [ATSA] material falsity standard to 
the facts of this case” in the frst instance, ante, at 252, and 
concludes as a matter of law that Air Wisconsin's report to 
the TSA about William Hoeper was not materially false. In 
so holding, the Court in my view reaches out to decide a 
factbound question better left to the lower courts, and then 
proceeds to give the wrong answer. I therefore respectfully 
dissent from Part III–B and the disposition. 

We have held that under the First Amendment, a court's 
role is to determine whether “[a] reasonable jury could fnd 
a material difference between” the defendant's statement 
and the truth. Masson v. New Yorker Magazine, Inc., 501 
U. S. 496, 522 (1991). That makes sense, since materiality is 
the sort of “ ̀ mixed question of law and fact' ” that “has typi-
cally been resolved by juries.” United States v. Gaudin, 515 
U. S. 506, 512 (1995). The jury has a vital role to play in the 
materiality inquiry, which entails “ ̀ delicate assessments of 
the inferences a “reasonable decisionmaker” would draw 
from a given set of facts and the signifcance of those infer-
ences to him' ” and is therefore “ ̀ peculiarly one for the trier 
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of fact.' ” Ibid. (quoting TSC Industries, Inc. v. Northway, 
Inc., 426 U. S. 438, 450 (1976); brackets omitted). Such a 
question cannot be withdrawn from the jury unless “the facts 
and the law will reasonably support only one conclusion” on 
which “reasonable persons . . . could [not] differ.” McDer-
mott Int'l, Inc. v. Wilander, 498 U. S. 337, 356 (1991). The 
same rule applies to a determination of immunity from suit: 
When a defendant raises qualifed immunity on summary 
judgment, the court must “adop[t] . . . the plaintiff 's version 
of the facts” unless “no reasonable jury could believe it.” 
Scott v. Harris, 550 U. S. 372, 378–380 (2007). 

Therefore, if we are to apply the ATSA materiality stand-
ard to the complex record in this case in the frst instance, it 
is proper to view “the historical facts in the manner most 
favorable to Hoeper,” as the Court purports to do. Ante, at 
253. We must of course begin by taking as given the fnd-
ings that we know the jury already made, including that Air 
Wisconsin told the TSA that the airline was “concerned 
about [Hoeper's] mental stability” and that he was an “[u]n-
stable pilot,” App. to Pet. for Cert. 111a (special verdict 
form), and that those statements were false, 320 P. 3d 830, 
841 (Colo. 2012). Next, we must ask whether a reasonable 
jury could fnd the remaining historical facts to be such that 
those statements were not only false, but materially false 
from the perspective of a reasonable TSA agent. If not, 
judgment for Air Wisconsin is proper; but if so, the ATSA 
materiality question should be tried to a (properly in-
structed) jury. (Unless, of course, a reasonable jury would 
be compelled to fnd facts that would render the statements 
materially false, in which case judgment for Hoeper would 
be proper; but that is assuredly not the case here.) 

Applying that reasonable-jury standard, I do not see how 
we can possibly hold as a matter of law that Air Wisconsin's 
report was not materially false. The Court acknowledges 
Hoeper's description of the confrontation that spawned the 
airline's threat report: After failing a fight simulator test, 
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Hoeper “decided `that's it,' he removed his headset and 
`toss[ed] it,' and he accused the instructor—at an `elevated 
decibel level,' and with an expletive—of `railroading the situ-
ation.' ” Ante, at 254 (quoting App. 203–204). A jury could 
credit Hoeper's account. It could also believe his “overarch-
ing factual theory” that his anger was reasonable because 
the instructor had “manipulate[d]” the test to cause him to 
fail out of “personal animosity,” ante, at 255—a theory that 
was not without supporting evidence, see, e. g., App. 259–260 
(pilot testifying as expert witness that Hoeper's testing 
was “absolutely unfair” and “biased”). Moreover, there was 
evidence from which a jury could conclude that no one who 
interacted with Hoeper during or after the confrontation— 
including the instructor—viewed him as either unstable or 
threatening. See, e. g., id., at 15–16 (instructor acknowledg-
ing that he “ ̀ quickly realized it wasn't a threatening situa-
tion' ”); id., at 29–31 (instructor testifying he “ ̀ never felt 
that [Hoeper] was going to go do something stupid,' ” “ ̀ didn't 
believe that Mr. Hoeper posed a threat in any way to any-
body else at all,' ” “ ̀ did not believe that Mr. Hoeper was en-
gaging in irrational behavior,' ” and “ ̀ deem[ed] him perfectly 
safe to get on an airplane' ”); id., at 462 (airline representa-
tive who gave Hoeper permission to fy home testifying he 
“had no concern that [Hoeper] was a physical threat to any-
body” and “didn't believe he was mentally unstable”). 

In short, a jury could fnd that Hoeper did nothing more 
than engage in a brief, run-of-the-mill, and arguably justifed 
display of anger that included raising his voice and swearing, 
but that did not cause anyone, including the person on the 
receiving end of the outburst, to view him as either irrational 
or a potential source of violence. Viewing the facts in that 
light, I cannot agree with the Court that a reasonable TSA 
offcial would not “consider . . . important,” ante, at 252, the 
difference between an individual who engaged in this sort of 
heated but commonplace display of anger, on the one hand, 
and on the other, an individual whose colleagues regard him 
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as “mentally unstable.” It is the difference between a cate-
gory that no doubt includes millions of perfectly harmless 
air travelers and one that, in ordinary parlance, connotes an 
alarming degree of unpredictability and aggressiveness. 
Indeed, we have used that term in connection with individu-
als so “dangerously mentally ill” that they may be subject to 
civil confnement. Kansas v. Hendricks, 521 U. S. 346, 363 
(1997). The importance of that difference was highlighted 
by the expert testimony in this case of a former TSA Federal 
Security Director, who stated—based on a version of the un-
derlying facts the jury was entitled to accept—that Hoeper's 
behavior did not warrant any report to the TSA. App. 356.* 

The association with dangerous mental illness is not, as 
the Court suggests, merely one “connotation of the phrase 
`mental [in]stability' ” among many, ante, at 256; it is the ev-
eryday understanding of that phrase. The Court says that 
this is “hardly the only manner in which the label is used,” 
ibid., but it does not even attempt to describe another usage, 
let alone one that would be a materially accurate description 
of the facts of this case as a jury might fnd them. The 
Court also suggests that the circumstances of this case— 
particularly the fact that Hoeper knew his fring was im-
minent, had reason to be angry with the airline, and was 

*The Court dismisses the former Director's testimony because he testi-
fed that in making threat reports to the TSA, airline offcials should use 
“common sense” to “flter out the garbage and report [only] really suspi-
cious incidents,” App. 356, a view the Court deems “fatly at odds with the 
ATSA,” ante, at 256. The ATSA, however, simply requires airlines to re-
port “threat[s] to civil aviation,” 49 U. S. C. § 44905(a). The statute surely 
places a heavy thumb on the scale in favor of reporting, but it certainly 
does not preclude the exercise of reasonable judgment in deciding what 
rises to the level of a “threat” and what constitutes, as the former Director 
put it, irrelevant “garbage.” And even if one disagrees with the former 
Director that no report should have been made at all, the point is that a 
reasonable jury could have considered his testimony relevant to establish-
ing that falsely expressing concerns about an individual's “mental stabil-
ity” in the circumstances of this case would have a material effect on the 
TSA's decisionmaking process. 
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authorized to carry a frearm—distinguish Hoeper's confron-
tation with the instructor from an ordinary “ft of pique.” 
Ibid. But if so, it was all the more important for the airline 
to make an accurate report to the TSA, so that the agency 
could assess the possible danger and determine an appro-
priate response. Falsely reporting to the TSA that a young 
Irishman is an IRA terrorist is much more likely to produce 
a prompt and erroneous response than reporting that a 70-
year-old English grandmother is. The circumstances the 
Court identifes enhanced, rather than diminished, the likeli-
hood that the false “mentally unstable” designation would 
have a material effect on the TSA's response. 

In sum, it is simply implausible that, taking the facts of 
this case in the light most favorable to Hoeper, a reasonable 
jury would have to fnd that the report of mental instability 
would have no effect upon the course of action determined 
by the TSA. The Court's holding to the contrary demon-
strates the wisdom of preserving the jury's role in this in-
quiry, designed to inject a practical sense that judges some-
times lack. I respectfully dissent from that holding. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



OCTOBER TERM, 2013 263 

Syllabus 

HINTON v. ALABAMA 

on petition for writ of certiorari to the court of 
criminal appeals of alabama 

No. 13–6440. Decided February 24, 2014 

Petitioner Hinton was charged with two counts of capital murder. The 
case against him turned on whether the State's expert witnesses could 
convince the jury that six recovered bullets from three different crime 
scenes had been fred from Hinton's revolver. Hinton's attorney fled a 
motion for funding to hire his own “frearms and toolmark” expert. 
The trial judge granted the motion, but mistakenly believed that $500 
per count was Alabama's statutory maximum. In fact, at the time, Ala-
bama law permitted reimbursement for any reasonably incurred ex-
penses. Although the judge offered counsel the opportunity to make a 
separate request for additional funds, counsel did not accept the invita-
tion or discover the judge's error. Instead, counsel hired the only per-
son willing to take the case for the pay he could offer, knowing that 
this expert was inadequate. That witness, Andrew Payne, was badly 
discredited on cross-examination. Hinton was convicted and sentenced 
to death. On postconviction review, Hinton contended that trial coun-
sel was ineffective in failing to seek additional funds. He also produced 
three new toolmark experts to show that he had been prejudiced by 
Payne's testimony. The Circuit Court and the State Court of Criminal 
Appeals both held that Hinton had not been prejudiced by Payne's testi-
mony, but the Supreme Court of Alabama reversed and remanded for 
consideration of whether Payne was qualifed to testify. On remand, 
the lower courts held that Payne was qualifed under the applicable 
standard, and the Alabama Supreme Court denied review. 

Held: The Alabama courts failed to correctly apply the test for ineffective 
assistance of counsel under Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668. 
Hinton's attorney's failed to request additional funding to replace an 
expert he knew to be inadequate because he mistakenly believed that 
he had received all he could get under Alabama law. His ignorance of 
a point of law fundamental to his case, combined with his failure to 
perform basic research on that point, is a quintessential example of un-
reasonable performance under Strickland. Having established the frst 
part of Strickland's test, Hinton must “show 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 State con-
tends that Payne said all that could be hoped for from a toolmark expert: 
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that the bullets used in the crimes could not have been fred from Hin-
ton's revolver. Yet the jury did not believe him. If there is a reason-
able probability that, but for counsel's errors, counsel would have hired 
an expert who could have testifed more effectively and thereby instilled 
in the jury a reasonable doubt as to Hinton's guilt, then Hinton was 
prejudiced by counsel's defcient performance. Because no court has 
yet properly engaged in that inquiry here, the case is remanded for 
reconsideration of the question whether Hinton's attorney's perform-
ance was prejudicial under Strickland. 

Certiorari granted; 172 So. 3d 355, vacated and remanded. 

Per Curiam. 
In Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668 (1984), we held 

that a criminal defendant's Sixth Amendment right to coun-
sel is violated if his trial attorney's performance falls below 
an objective standard of reasonableness and if there is a rea-
sonable probability that the result of the trial would have 
been different absent the defcient act or omission. Id., at 
687–688, 694. Anthony Ray Hinton, an inmate on Alabama's 
death row, asks us to decide whether the Alabama courts 
correctly applied Strickland to his case. We conclude that 
they did not and hold that Hinton's trial attorney rendered 
constitutionally defcient performance. We vacate the lower 
court's judgment and remand the case for reconsideration of 
whether the attorney's defcient performance was prejudicial. 

I 
A 

In February 1985, a restaurant manager in Birmingham 
was shot to death in the course of an afterhours robbery of 
his restaurant. A second manager was murdered during a 
very similar robbery of another restaurant in July. Then, 
later in July, a restaurant manager named Smotherman sur-
vived another similar robbery-shooting. During each crime, 
the robber fred two .38-caliber bullets; all six bullets were 
recovered by police investigators. Smotherman described 
his assailant to the police, and when the police showed him 
a photographic array, he picked out Hinton's picture. 
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The police arrested Hinton and recovered from his house 
a .38-caliber revolver belonging to his mother, who shared 
the house with him. After analyzing the six bullets fred 
during the three crimes and test-fring the revolver, examin-
ers at the State's Department of Forensic Sciences concluded 
that the six bullets had all been fred from the same gun: the 
revolver found at Hinton's house. Hinton was charged with 
two counts of capital murder for the killings during the frst 
two robberies. He was not charged in connection with the 
third robbery (that is, the Smotherman robbery). 

At trial, the State's strategy was to link Hinton to the 
Smotherman robbery through eyewitness testimony and fo-
rensic evidence about the bullets fred at Smotherman and 
then to persuade the jury that, in light of the similarity of 
the three crimes and forensic analysis of the bullets and the 
Hinton revolver, Hinton must also have committed the two 
murders. Smotherman identifed Hinton as the man who 
robbed his restaurant and tried to kill him, and two other 
witnesses provided testimony that tended to link Hinton to 
the Smotherman robbery. Hinton maintained that he was 
innocent and that Smotherman had misidentifed him. In 
support of that defense, Hinton presented witnesses who tes-
tifed in support of his alibi that he was at work at a ware-
house at the time of the Smotherman robbery. See Ex parte 
Hinton, 548 So. 2d 562, 568–569 (Ala. 1989) (summarizing the 
evidence on each side of the case). 

The six bullets and the revolver were the only physical 
evidence. Besides those items, the police found no evidence 
at the crime scenes that could be used to identify the perpe-
trator (such as fngerprints) and no incriminating evidence 
at Hinton's home or in his car. The State's case turned on 
whether its expert witnesses could convince the jury that 
the six recovered bullets had indeed been fred from the Hin-
ton revolver. According to the Alabama Supreme Court, 
“the only evidence linking Hinton to the two murders were 
forensic comparisons of the bullets recovered from those 
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crime scenes to the Hinton revolver.” 2008 WL 4603723, *2 
(Oct. 17, 2008). 

The category of forensic evidence at issue in this case is 
“frearms and toolmark” evidence. Toolmark examiners at-
tempt to determine whether a bullet recovered from a crime 
scene was fred from a particular gun by comparing micro-
scopic markings (toolmarks) on the recovered bullet to the 
markings on a bullet known to have been fred from that gun. 
The theory is that minor differences even between guns of 
the same model will leave discernible traces on bullets that 
are unique enough for an examiner to conclude that the re-
covered bullet was or was not fred from a given weapon. 
See generally National Research Council, Strengthening Fo-
rensic Science in the United States: A Path Forward 150– 
155 (2009). 

Recognizing that Hinton's defense called for an effective 
rebuttal of the State's expert witnesses, Hinton's attorney 
fled a motion for funding to hire an expert witness of his 
own. In response, the trial judge granted $1,000 with this 
statement: 

“ ̀ I don't know as to what my limitations are as for how 
much I can grant, but I can grant up to $500.00 in each 
case [that is, for each of the two murder charges, which 
were tried together] as far as I know right now and I'm 
granting up to $500.00 in each of these two cases for this. 
So if you need additional experts I would go ahead and 
fle on a separate form and I'll have to see if I can 
grant additional experts, but I am granting up to 
$500.00, which is the statutory maximum as far as I 
know on this and if it's necessary that we go beyond that 
then I may check to see if we can, but this one's 
granted.' ” 172 So. 3d 249, 316–317 (Ala. Crim. App. 
2006) (Cobb, J., dissenting) (quoting Tr. 10). 

Hinton's attorney did not take the judge up on his invitation 
to fle a request for more funding. 
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In fact, $500 per case ($1,000 total) was not the statutory 
maximum at the time of Hinton's trial. An earlier version 
of the statute had limited state reimbursement of expenses 
to one half of the $1,000 statutory cap on attorney's fees, 
which explains why the judge believed that Hinton was enti-
tled to up to $500 for each of the two murder charges. See 
Smelley v. State, 564 So. 2d 74, 88 (Ala. Crim. App. 1990). 
But the relevant statute had been amended to provide: 
“ ̀ Counsel shall also be entitled to be reimbursed for any ex-
penses reasonably incurred in such defense to be approved 
in advance by the trial court.' ” Dubose v. State, 662 So. 2d 
1156, 1177, n. 5 (Ala. Crim. App. 1993) (quoting Ala. Code 
§ 15–12–21(d) (1984)), aff 'd, 662 So. 2d 1189 (Ala. 1995). That 
amendment went into effect on June 13, 1984, Dubose, supra, 
at 1177, n. 5, which was over a year before Hinton was ar-
rested, so Hinton's trial attorney could have corrected the 
trial judge's mistaken belief that a $1,000 limit applied and 
accepted his invitation to fle a motion for additional funds. 

The attorney failed to do so because he was himself un-
aware that Alabama law no longer imposed a specifc limit 
and instead allowed reimbursement for “any expenses rea-
sonably incurred.” At an evidentiary hearing held on Hin-
ton's postconviction petition, the following conversation oc-
curred between a state attorney and Hinton's trial attorney: 

“Q. You did an awful lot of work to try and fnd what 
you believed to be a qualifed expert in this case, didn't 
you? 
“A. Yes, sir, I did. 
“Q. Would you characterize it that you did everything 
that you knew to do? 
“A. Yes, sir, I think so. 
“Q. And this case, did it come down to an unwillingness 
of experts to work for the price that you were able to 
pay? 
“A. Yes, sir, I think it did. 
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“Q. So your failure to get an expert that you would have 
been let's say a hundred percent satisfed with was not 
a failure on your part to go out and do some act, it was 
a failure of the court to approve what you believed 
would have been suffcient funds? 
“A. Well, putting it a little differently, yes, sir, it was a 
failure—it was my failure, my inability under the stat-
ute to obtain any more funding for the purpose of hir-
ing qualifed experts.” Reporter's Offcial Tr. 206–207 
(emphasis added). 

Operating under the mistaken belief that he could pay no 
more than $1,000, Hinton's attorney went looking for an ex-
pert witness. According to his postconviction testimony, he 
made an extensive search for a well-regarded expert, but 
found only one person who was willing to take the case for 
the pay he could offer: Andrew Payne. Hinton's attorney 
“testifed that Payne did not have the expertise he thought 
he needed and that he did not consider Payne's testimony to 
be effective.” 2006 WL 1125605, *27. As he told the trial 
judge during a pretrial hearing: 

“I made an effort to get somebody that I thought would 
be useable. And I'll have to tell you what I did [about] 
Payne. I called a couple of other lawyers in town . . . 
to ask if they knew of anybody. One of them knew him; 
one of them knew him. The reason I didn't contact him 
was because he wasn't recommended by the lawyer. So 
now I'm stuck that he's the only guy I could possibly 
produce.” Id., at *30 (internal quotation marks omitted). 

At trial, Payne testifed that the toolmarks in the barrel of 
the Hinton revolver had been corroded away so that it would 
be impossible to say with certainty whether a particular bul-
let had been fred from that gun. He also testifed that the 
bullets from the three crime scenes did not match one another. 
The State's two experts, by contrast, maintained that all six 
bullets had indeed been fred from the Hinton revolver. 
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On cross-examination, the prosecutor badly discredited 
Payne. Payne admitted that he'd testifed as an expert on 
frearms and toolmark identifcation just twice in the preced-
ing eight years and that one of the two cases involved a shot-
gun rather than a handgun. Payne also conceded that he 
had had diffculty operating the microscope at the state fo-
rensic laboratory and had asked for help from one of the state 
experts. The prosecutor ended the cross-examination with 
this colloquy: 

“Q. Mr. Payne, do you have some problem with your 
vision? 
“A. Why, yes. 
“Q. How many eyes do you have? 
“A. One.” Tr. 1667. 

The prosecutor's closing argument highlighted the fact 
that Payne's expertise was in military ordnance, not frearms 
and toolmark identifcation, and that Payne had graduated in 
1933 (more than half a century before the trial) with a degree 
in civil engineering, whereas the State's experts had years of 
training and experience in the feld of frearms and toolmark 
examination. The prosecutor said: 

“ `I ask you to reject [Payne's] testimony and you have 
that option because you are the judges of the facts and 
whose testimony, Mr. Yates' or Mr. Payne's, you will 
give credence to, and I submit to you that as between 
these two men there is no match between them. There 
is no comparison. One man just doesn't have it and the 
other does it day in and day out, month in and month 
out, year in and year out, and is recognized across the 
state as an expert.' ” 2006 WL 1125605, *64 (Cobb, J., 
dissenting) (quoting Tr. 1733–1734). 

The jury convicted Hinton and recommended by a 10-to-2 
vote that he be sentenced to death. The trial judge ac-
cepted that recommendation and imposed a death sentence. 
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B 

In his state postconviction petition, Hinton contended that 
his trial attorney was “ ̀ ineffective to not seek additional 
funds when it became obvious that the individual willing to 
examine the evidence in the case for the $1,000 allotted by 
the court was incompetent and unqualifed. Indeed, this 
failure to seek additional, suffcient funds is rendered all the 
more inexplicable by the trial court's express invitation to 
counsel to seek more funds if such funds were necessary.' ” 
172 So. 3d, at 285. 

To show that he had been prejudiced by Payne's ineffec-
tive testimony, Hinton produced three new experts on tool-
mark evidence. One of the three, a forensic consultant 
named John Dillon, had worked on toolmark identifcation at 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation's forensics laboratory 
and, from 1988 until he retired in 1994, had served as chief 
of the frearms and toolmark unit at the FBI's headquarters. 
The other two postconviction experts had worked for many 
years as frearms and toolmark examiners at the Dallas 
County Crime Laboratory and had each testifed as toolmark 
experts in several hundred cases. 

All three experts examined the physical evidence and tes-
tifed that they could not conclude that any of the six bullets 
had been fred from the Hinton revolver. The State did not 
submit rebuttal evidence during the postconviction hearing, 
and one of Hinton's experts testifed that, pursuant to the 
ethics code of his trade organization, the Association of Fire-
arm and Tool Mark Examiners, he had asked the State's ex-
pert, Yates, to show him how he had determined that the 
recovered bullets had been fred from the Hinton revolver. 
Yates refused to cooperate. 

C 

The Circuit Court denied Hinton's postconviction petition 
on the ground that Hinton had not been prejudiced by 
Payne's allegedly poor performance because Payne's testi-
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mony did not depart from what Hinton's postconviction 
experts had said: The bullets could not be affrmatively 
matched either to one another or to the Hinton revolver. 

The Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals affrmed by a 3-
to-2 vote. 172 So. 3d 249. The court agreed with the Circuit 
Court that Hinton had not been prejudiced because Payne's 
testimony, if believed by the jury, strongly supported the in-
ference that Hinton was innocent. Id., at 288–289. Then-
Judge Cobb (who later became chief justice of the Alabama 
Supreme Court) dissented. In her view, Hinton's attorney 
had been ineffective in failing to seek additional funds to hire a 
better expert and Hinton had been prejudiced by that failure, 
meaning that he was entitled to a new trial. Then-Judge 
Shaw (who is now a justice of the Alabama Supreme Court) 
also dissented. He would have remanded the case to the Cir-
cuit Court to make a fnding as to whether or not Payne was 
qualifed to act as an expert on toolmark evidence. He stated 
that “[i]t goes without saying that, with knowledge that suff-
cient funds were available to have a qualifed frearms and 
toolmarks expert, no reasonable criminal defense lawyer 
would seek out and hire an unqualifed frearms witness.” 
Id., at 331. 

The Supreme Court of Alabama reversed and remanded. 
172 So. 3d 322 (2008) (per curiam). After quoting at length 
from Judge Shaw's dissent, the court stated, “We agree with 
Judge Shaw that `the dispositive issue is whether Payne was 
a qualifed frearms and toolmarks expert' and that in deny-
ing Hinton's [postconviction] petition the trial court did not 
directly rule on `the issue whether Payne was qualifed to be 
testifying in the frst place.' ” Id., at 336–337 (quoting 172 
So. 3d, at 329, 330 (opinion of Shaw, J.)). The State Supreme 
Court was thus focused on Payne's own qualifcations, rather 
than on whether a better expert—one who could have been 
hired had the attorney learned that there was no funding cap 
and requested additional funds—would have made a more 
compelling case for Hinton. 
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On remand, the Circuit Court held that Payne was indeed 
qualifed to testify as a frearms and toolmark expert witness 
under the Alabama evidentiary standard in place at the 
time of the trial, which required only that Payne have had 
“knowledge of frearms and toolmarks examination beyond 
that of an average layperson.” 172 So. 3d 338, 344 (Ala. 
Crim. App. 2008); see also Charles v. State, 350 So. 2d 
730, 733 (Ala. Crim. App. 1977) (“An `expert witness' is 
one who can enlighten a jury more than the average man 
in the street. . . . An expert witness, by defnition, is 
any person whose opportunity or means of knowledge in a 
specialized art or science is to some degree better than that 
found in the average juror or witness”). The appellate court 
affrmed the Circuit Court's ruling that Payne was qualifed 
under the applicable standard. 172 So. 3d 355 (Ala. Crim. 
App. 2013). The Alabama Supreme Court denied review by 
a 4-to-3 vote, with two justices recused. Hinton then fled 
this petition for a writ of certiorari. 

II 

This case calls for a straightforward application of our 
ineffective-assistance-of-counsel precedents, beginning with 
Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668. Strickland recog-
nized that the Sixth Amendment's guarantee that “[i]n 
all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the 
right . . . to have the Assistance of Counsel for his 
defence” entails that defendants are entitled to be repre-
sented by an attorney who meets at least a minimal 
standard of competence. Id., at 685–687. “Under Strick-
land, we frst determine whether counsel's representation 
`fell below an objective standard of reasonableness.' Then 
we ask whether `there is a reasonable probability that, 
but for counsel's unprofessional errors, the result of the 
proceeding would have been different.' ” Padilla v. Ken-
tucky, 559 U. S. 356, 366 (2010) (quoting Strickland, supra, 
at 688, 694). 
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A 

“The frst prong—constitutional defciency—is necessarily 
linked to the practice and expectations of the legal commu-
nity: `The proper measure of attorney performance remains 
simply reasonableness under prevailing professional 
norms.' ” Padilla, supra, at 366 (quoting Strickland, 466 
U. S., at 688). “In any case presenting an ineffectiveness 
claim, the performance inquiry must be whether counsel's 
assistance was reasonable considering all the circum-
stances.” Id., at 688. Under that standard, it was unrea-
sonable for Hinton's lawyer to fail to seek additional funds 
to hire an expert where that failure was based not on any 
strategic choice but on a mistaken belief that available fund-
ing was capped at $1,000. 

“Criminal cases will arise where the only reasonable and 
available defense strategy requires consultation with ex-
perts or introduction of expert evidence.” Harrington v. 
Richter, 562 U. S. 86, 106 (2011). This was such a case. As 
Hinton's trial attorney recognized, the core of the prosecu-
tion's case was the state experts' conclusion that the six bul-
lets had been fred from the Hinton revolver, and effectively 
rebutting that case required a competent expert on the de-
fense side. Hinton's attorney also recognized that Payne 
was not a good expert, at least with respect to toolmark evi-
dence. Nonetheless, he felt he was “stuck” with Payne be-
cause he could not fnd a better expert willing to work for 
$1,000 and he believed that he was unable to obtain more 
than $1,000 to cover expert fees. 

As discussed above, that belief was wrong: Alabama law 
in effect beginning more than a year before Hinton was ar-
rested provided for state reimbursement of “any expenses 
reasonably incurred in such defense to be approved in ad-
vance by the trial court.” Ala. Code § 15–12–21(d). And 
the trial judge expressly invited Hinton's attorney to fle a 
request for further funds if he felt that more funding was 
necessary. Yet the attorney did not seek further funding. 
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The trial attorney's failure to request additional funding 
in order to replace an expert he knew to be inadequate be-
cause he mistakenly believed that he had received all he 
could get under Alabama law constituted defcient perform-
ance. Under Strickland, “strategic choices made after thor-
ough investigation of law and facts relevant to plausible op-
tions are virtually unchallengeable; and strategic choices 
made after less than complete investigation are reasonable 
precisely to the extent that reasonable professional judg-
ments support the limitations on investigation. In other 
words, counsel has a duty to make reasonable investigations 
or to make a reasonable decision that makes particular inves-
tigations unnecessary.” 466 U. S., at 690–691. Hinton's at-
torney knew that he needed more funding to present an ef-
fective defense, yet he failed to make even the cursory 
investigation of the state statute providing for defense fund-
ing for indigent defendants that would have revealed to him 
that he could receive reimbursement not just for $1,000 but 
for “any expenses reasonably incurred.” An attorney's ig-
norance of a point of law that is fundamental to his case com-
bined with his failure to perform basic research on that point 
is a quintessential example of unreasonable performance 
under Strickland. See, e. g., Williams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 
362, 395 (2000) (fnding defcient performance where counsel 
“failed to conduct an investigation that would have uncov-
ered extensive records [that could be used for death penalty 
mitigation purposes], not because of any strategic calculation 
but because they incorrectly thought that state law barred 
access to such records”); Kimmelman v. Morrison, 477 U. S. 
365, 385 (1986) (fnding defcient performance where counsel 
failed to conduct pretrial discovery and that failure “was not 
based on `strategy,' but on counsel's mistaken belie[f] that 
the State was obliged to take the initiative and turn over all 
of its inculpatory evidence to the defense”). 

We wish to be clear that the inadequate assistance of coun-
sel we fnd in this case does not consist of the hiring of an 
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expert who, though qualifed, was not qualifed enough. The 
selection of an expert witness is a paradigmatic example of 
the type of “strategic choic[e]” that, when made “after thor-
ough investigation of [the] law and facts,” is “virtually un-
challengeable.” Strickland, 466 U. S., at 690. We do not 
today launch federal courts into examination of the relative 
qualifcations of experts hired and experts that might have 
been hired. The only inadequate assistance of counsel here 
was the inexcusable mistake of law—the unreasonable fail-
ure to understand the resources that state law made avail-
able to him—that caused counsel to employ an expert that 
he himself deemed inadequate. 

B 

Having established defcient performance, Hinton must 
also “show that there is a reasonable probability that, but for 
counsel's unprofessional errors, the result of the proceeding 
would have been different. A reasonable probability is a 
probability suffcient to undermine confdence in the out-
come.” Id., at 694. “When a defendant challenges a convic-
tion, the question is whether there is a reasonable probabil-
ity that, absent the errors, the factfnder would have had a 
reasonable doubt respecting guilt.” Id., at 695. 

The Court of Criminal Appeals held, and the State con-
tends in its brief in opposition to certiorari, that Hinton 
could not have been prejudiced by his attorney's use of 
Payne rather than a more qualifed expert because Payne 
said all that Hinton could have hoped for from a toolmark 
expert: that the bullets used in the crimes could not have 
been fred from the Hinton revolver. See 2006 WL 1125605, 
*31 (“[E]ven assuming that counsel's apparent ignorance that 
the cap on expert expenses had been lifted constituted def-
cient performance . . . , the appellant has not shown that he 
was prejudiced by that defcient performance”). It is true 
that Payne's testimony would have done Hinton a lot of good 
if the jury had believed it. But the jury did not believe 
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Payne. And if there is a reasonable probability that Hin-
ton's attorney would have hired an expert who would have 
instilled in the jury a reasonable doubt as to Hinton's guilt 
had the attorney known that the statutory funding limit had 
been lifted, then Hinton was prejudiced by his lawyer's def-
cient performance and is entitled to a new trial. 

That the State presented testimony from two experienced 
expert witnesses that tended to inculpate Hinton does not, 
taken alone, demonstrate that Hinton is guilty. Prosecution 
experts, of course, can sometimes make mistakes. Indeed, 
we have recognized the threat to fair criminal trials posed by 
the potential for incompetent or fraudulent prosecution foren-
sics experts, noting that “[s]erious defciencies have been 
found in the forensic evidence used in criminal trials. . . . One 
study of cases in which exonerating evidence resulted in the 
overturning of criminal convictions concluded that invalid fo-
rensic testimony contributed to the convictions in 60% of the 
cases.” Melendez-Diaz v. Massachusetts, 557 U. S. 305, 319 
(2009) (citing Garrett & Neufeld, Invalid Forensic Science Tes-
timony and Wrongful Convictions, 95 Va. L. Rev. 1, 14 (2009)). 
This threat is minimized when the defense retains a compe-
tent expert to counter the testimony of the prosecution's ex-
pert witnesses; it is maximized when the defense instead 
fails to understand the resources available to it by law. 

Because no court has yet evaluated the prejudice question 
by applying the proper inquiry to the facts of this case, 
we remand the case for reconsideration of whether Hin-
ton's attorney's defcient performance was prejudicial under 
Strickland. 

* * * 

The petition for certiorari and Hinton's motion for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis are granted, the judgment of 
the Court of Criminal Appeals of Alabama is vacated, and 
the case is remanded for further proceedings not inconsistent 
with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 
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WALDEN v. FIORE et al. 

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

No. 12–574. Argued November 4, 2013—Decided February 25, 2014 

Petitioner Walden, a Georgia police offcer working as a deputized Drug 
Enforcement Administration agent at a Georgia airport, searched re-
spondents and seized a large amount of cash. Respondents allege that 
after they returned to their Nevada residence, petitioner helped draft 
a false probable-cause affdavit in support of the funds' forfeiture and 
forwarded it to a United States attorney's offce in Georgia. In the end, 
no forfeiture complaint was fled, and respondents' funds were returned. 
Respondents fled a tort suit against petitioner in Federal District Court 
in Nevada. The District Court dismissed the suit, fnding that the 
Georgia search and seizure did not establish a basis to exercise personal 
jurisdiction in Nevada. The Ninth Circuit reversed, holding that the 
District Court could properly exercise jurisdiction because petitioner 
had submitted the false probable-cause affdavit with the knowledge 
that it would affect persons with signifcant Nevada connections. 

Held: The District Court lacked personal jurisdiction over petitioner. 
Pp. 283–291. 

(a) The Fourteenth Amendment's Due Process Clause constrains a 
State's authority to bind a nonresident defendant to a judgment of its 
courts, World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U. S. 286, 291, 
and requires that the nonresident have “certain minimum contacts” with 
the forum State, International Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U. S. 310, 
316. The inquiry into the “minimum contacts” necessary to create spe-
cifc jurisdiction focuses “on the relationship among the defendant, the 
forum, and the litigation.” Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., 465 U. S. 
770, 775. For a State to exercise jurisdiction consistent with due proc-
ess, that relationship must arise out of contacts that the “defendant 
himself ” creates with the forum, Burger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 
U. S. 462, 475, and must be analyzed with regard to the defendant's 
contacts with the forum itself, not with persons residing there, see, e. g., 
International Shoe, supra, at 319. The plaintiff cannot be the only link 
between the defendant and the forum. These same principles apply 
when intentional torts are involved. See Calder v. Jones, 465 U. S. 783, 
788–789. Pp. 283–288. 

(b) Petitioner lacks the “minimal contacts” with Nevada that are a 
prerequisite to the exercise of jurisdiction over him. No part of peti-
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tioner's course of conduct occurred in Nevada, and he formed no juris-
dictionally relevant contacts with that forum. The Ninth Circuit 
reached its contrary conclusion by improperly shifting the analytical 
focus from petitioner's contacts with the forum to his contacts with re-
spondents, obscuring the reality that none of petitioner's challenged con-
duct had anything to do with Nevada itself. Respondents emphasize 
that they suffered the “injury” caused by the delayed return of their 
funds while residing in Nevada, but Calder made clear that mere injury 
to a forum resident is not a suffcient connection to the forum. The 
proper question is whether the defendant's conduct connects him to the 
forum in a meaningful way: Here, respondents' claimed injury does not 
evince such a connection. The injury occurred in Nevada simply be-
cause that is where respondents chose to be when they desired to use 
the seized funds. Other possible contacts noted by the Ninth Circuit— 
that respondents' Nevada attorney contacted petitioner in Georgia, 
that cash seized in Georgia originated in Nevada, and that funds 
were returned to respondents in Nevada—are ultimately unavailing. 
Pp. 288–291. 

688 F. 3d 558, reversed. 

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

Jeffrey S. Bucholtz argued the cause and fled briefs for 
petitioner. 

Melissa Arbus Sherry argued the cause for the United 
States as amicus curiae urging reversal. With her on the 
brief were Solicitor General Verrilli, Acting Assistant At-
torney General Delery, Deputy Solicitor General Stewart, 
Barbara L. Herwig, Mark W. Pennak, and Brant S. Levine. 

Thomas C. Goldstein argued the cause for respondents. 
With him on the brief were Robert A. Nersesian, Thea San-
kiewicz, and Kevin K. Russell.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for the State of Ala-
bama et al. by Luther Strange, Attorney General of Alabama, John C. 
Neiman, Jr., Solicitor General, Andrew L. Brasher, Deputy Solicitor Gen-
eral, and Kasdin E. Miller, Assistant Solicitor General, and by the Attor-
neys General for their respective jurisdictions as follows: Thomas C. 
Horne of Arizona, Irvin B. Nathan of the District of Columbia, Samuel S. 
Olens of Georgia, David M. Louie of Hawaii, Lawrence G. Wasden of 
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Justice Thomas delivered the opinion of the Court. 

This case asks us to decide whether a court in Nevada may 
exercise personal jurisdiction over a defendant on the basis 
that he knew his allegedly tortious conduct in Georgia would 
delay the return of funds to plaintiffs with connections 
to Nevada. Because the defendant had no other contacts 
with Nevada, and because a plaintiff 's contacts with the 
forum State cannot be “decisive in determining whether the 
defendant's due process rights are violated,” Rush v. Sav-
chuk, 444 U. S. 320, 332 (1980), we hold that the court in 
Nevada may not exercise personal jurisdiction under these 
circumstances. 

I 

Petitioner Anthony Walden serves as a police offcer for 
the city of Covington, Georgia. In August 2006, petitioner 
was working at the Atlanta Hartsfeld-Jackson Airport as 
a deputized agent of the Drug Enforcement Administration 
(DEA). As part of a task force, petitioner conducted in-
vestigative stops and other law enforcement functions in 
support of the DEA's airport drug interdiction program. 

On August 8, 2006, Transportation Security Administra-
tion agents searched respondents Gina Fiore and Keith Gip-

Idaho, Gregory F. Zoeller of Indiana, Jack Conway of Kentucky, Janet 
T. Mills of Maine, Bill Schuette of Michigan, Jim Hood of Mississippi, 
Timothy C. Fox of Montana, Jon Bruning of Nebraska, Joseph A. Foster 
of New Hampshire, Wayne Stenehjem of North Dakota, Kathleen G. Kane 
of Pennsylvania, Alan Wilson of South Carolina, Robert E. Cooper, Jr., of 
Tennessee, and John E. Swallow of Utah; for the Chamber of Commerce 
of the United States of America by Peter B. Rutledge and Kathryn Comer-
ford Todd; for the Federal Law Enforcement Offcers Association by Mark 
A. Perry and Porter N. Wilkinson; and for the New England Legal Foun-
dation et al. by Benjamin G. Robbins and Martin J. Newhouse. 

Kathleen G. Sumner fled a brief for the Workers' Injury Law & Advo-
cacy Group as amicus curiae urging affrmance. 

A brief of amicus curiae was fled for Charles W. Adams by 
Mr. Adams, pro se. 
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son and their carry-on bags at the San Juan airport in Puerto 
Rico. They found almost $97,000 in cash. Fiore explained 
to DEA agents in San Juan that she and Gipson had been 
gambling at a casino known as the El San Juan, and that 
they had residences in both California and Nevada (though 
they provided only California identifcation). After re-
spondents were cleared for departure, a law enforcement of-
fcial at the San Juan airport notifed petitioner's task force 
in Atlanta that respondents had boarded a plane for Atlanta, 
where they planned to catch a connecting fight to Las 
Vegas, Nevada. 

When respondents arrived in Atlanta, petitioner and an-
other DEA agent approached them at the departure gate for 
their fight to Las Vegas. In response to petitioner's ques-
tioning, Fiore explained that she and Gipson were profes-
sional gamblers. Respondents maintained that the cash 
they were carrying was their gambling “ ̀ bank' ” and win-
nings. App. 15, 24. After using a drug-sniffng dog to per-
form a sniff test, petitioner seized the cash.1 Petitioner ad-
vised respondents that their funds would be returned if they 
later proved a legitimate source for the cash. Respondents 
then boarded their plane. 

After respondents departed, petitioner moved the cash to 
a secure location and the matter was forwarded to DEA 
headquarters. The next day, petitioner received a phone 
call from respondents' attorney in Nevada seeking return of 
the funds. On two occasions over the next month, petitioner 
also received documentation from the attorney regarding the 
legitimacy of the funds. 

At some point after petitioner seized the cash, he helped 
draft an affdavit to show probable cause for forfeiture of 
the funds and forwarded that affdavit to a United States 

1 Respondents allege that the sniff test was “at best, inconclusive,” and 
there is no indication in the pleadings that drugs or drug residue were 
ever found on or with the cash. App. 21. 
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attorney's offce in Georgia.2 According to respondents, the 
affdavit was false and misleading because petitioner misrep-
resented the encounter at the airport and omitted exculpa-
tory information regarding the lack of drug evidence and the 
legitimate source of the funds. In the end, no forfeiture 
complaint was fled, and the DEA returned the funds to re-
spondents in March 2007. 

Respondents fled suit against petitioner in the United 
States District Court for the District of Nevada, seeking 
money damages under Bivens v. Six Unknown Fed. Narcot-
ics Agents, 403 U. S. 388 (1971). Respondents alleged that 
petitioner violated their Fourth Amendment rights by (1) 
seizing the cash without probable cause; (2) keeping the 
money after concluding it did not come from drug-related 
activity; (3) drafting and forwarding a probable-cause affda-
vit to support a forfeiture action while knowing the affdavit 
contained false statements; (4) willfully seeking forfeiture 
while withholding exculpatory information; and (5) withhold-
ing that exculpatory information from the United States at-
torney's offce. 

The District Court granted petitioner's motion to dismiss. 
Relying on this Court's decision in Calder v. Jones, 465 
U. S. 783 (1984), the court determined that petitioner's 
search of respondents and his seizure of the cash in Georgia 
did not establish a basis to exercise personal jurisdiction in 
Nevada. The court concluded that even if petitioner caused 
harm to respondents in Nevada while knowing they lived 
in Nevada, that fact alone did not confer jurisdiction. Be-
cause the court dismissed the complaint for lack of per-
sonal jurisdiction, it did not determine whether venue was 
proper. 

2 The alleged affdavit is not in the record. Because this case comes to 
us at the motion-to-dismiss stage, we take respondents' factual allegations 
as true, including their allegations regarding the existence and content of 
the affdavit. 
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On appeal, a divided panel of the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit reversed. The Court of Ap-
peals assumed the District Court had correctly determined 
that petitioner's search and seizure in Georgia could not sup-
port exercise of jurisdiction in Nevada. The court held, 
however, that the District Court could properly exercise ju-
risdiction over “the false probable cause affdavit aspect of 
the case.” 688 F. 3d 558, 577 (2011). According to the 
Court of Appeals, petitioner “expressly aimed” his submis-
sion of the allegedly false affdavit at Nevada by submitting 
the affdavit with knowledge that it would affect persons 
with a “signifcant connection” to Nevada.3 Id., at 581. 
After determining that the delay in returning the funds to 
respondents caused them “foreseeable harm” in Nevada and 
that the exercise of personal jurisdiction over petitioner was 
otherwise reasonable, the court found the District Court's 
exercise of personal jurisdiction to be proper.4 Id., at 582, 
585. The Ninth Circuit denied rehearing en banc, with eight 
judges, in two separate opinions, dissenting. Id., at 562, 568. 

We granted certiorari to decide whether due process per-
mits a Nevada court to exercise jurisdiction over petitioner. 
568 U. S. 1211 (2013). We hold that it does not and there-
fore reverse.5 

3 The allegations in the complaint suggested to the Court of Appeals 
that petitioner “defnitely knew, at some point after the seizure but before 
providing the alleged false probable cause affdavit, that [respondents] had 
a signifcant connection to Nevada.” 688 F. 3d, at 578. 

4 Judge Ikuta dissented. In her view, the “false affdavit/forfeiture pro-
ceeding aspect” over which the majority found jurisdiction proper was not 
raised as a separate claim in the complaint, and she found it “doubtful that 
such a constitutional tort even exists.” Id., at 593. After the court de-
nied rehearing en banc, the majority explained in a postscript that it 
viewed the fling of the false affdavit, which effected a “continued seizure” 
of the funds, as a separate Fourth Amendment violation. Id., at 588–589. 
Petitioner does not dispute that reading here. 

5 We also granted certiorari on the question whether Nevada is a proper 
venue for the suit under 28 U. S. C. § 1391(b)(2). Because we resolve the 
case on jurisdictional grounds, we do not decide whether venue was proper 
in Nevada. 
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II 

A 

“Federal courts ordinarily follow state law in determining 
the bounds of their jurisdiction over persons.” Daimler AG 
v. Bauman, ante, at 125. This is because a federal district 
court's authority to assert personal jurisdiction in most cases 
is linked to service of process on a defendant “who is subject 
to the jurisdiction of a court of general jurisdiction in the 
state where the district court is located.” Fed. Rule Civ. 
Proc. 4(k)(1)(A). Here, Nevada has authorized its courts to 
exercise jurisdiction over persons “on any basis not incon-
sistent with . . . the Constitution of the United States.” 
Nev. Rev. Stat. § 14.065 (2011). Thus, in order to determine 
whether the Federal District Court in this case was author-
ized to exercise jurisdiction over petitioner, we ask whether 
the exercise of jurisdiction “comports with the limits im-
posed by federal due process” on the State of Nevada. 
Daimler, ante, at 125. 

B 

1 

The Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment 
constrains a State's authority to bind a nonresident defend-
ant to a judgment of its courts. World-Wide Volkswagen 
Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U. S. 286, 291 (1980). Although a non-
resident's physical presence within the territorial jurisdic-
tion of the court is not required, the nonresident generally 
must have “certain minimum contacts . . . such that the main-
tenance of the suit does not offend `traditional notions of fair 
play and substantial justice.' ” International Shoe Co. v. 
Washington, 326 U. S. 310, 316 (1945) (quoting Milliken v. 
Meyer, 311 U. S. 457, 463 (1940)). 

This case addresses the “minimum contacts” necessary to 
create specifc jurisdiction.6 The inquiry whether a forum 

6 “Specifc” or “case-linked” jurisdiction “depends on an `affliatio[n] be-
tween the forum and the underlying controversy' ” (i. e., an “activity or an 
occurrence that takes place in the forum State and is therefore subject 
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State may assert specifc jurisdiction over a nonresident de-
fendant “focuses on `the relationship among the defendant, 
the forum, and the litigation.' ” Keeton v. Hustler Maga-
zine, Inc., 465 U. S. 770, 775 (1984) (quoting Shaffer v. 
Heitner, 433 U. S. 186, 204 (1977)). For a State to exercise 
jurisdiction consistent with due process, the defendant's suit-
related conduct must create a substantial connection with 
the forum State. Two related aspects of this necessary rela-
tionship are relevant in this case. 

First, the relationship must arise out of contacts that the 
“defendant himself ” creates with the forum State. Burger 
King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U. S. 462, 475 (1985). Due 
process limits on the State's adjudicative authority princi-
pally protect the liberty of the nonresident defendant—not 
the convenience of plaintiffs or third parties. See World-
Wide Volkswagen Corp., supra, at 291–292. We have con-
sistently rejected attempts to satisfy the defendant-focused 
“minimum contacts” inquiry by demonstrating contacts be-
tween the plaintiff (or third parties) and the forum State. 
See Helicopteros Nacionales de Colombia, S. A. v. Hall, 466 
U. S. 408, 417 (1984) (“[The] unilateral activity of another 
party or a third person is not an appropriate consideration 
when determining whether a defendant has suffcient con-
tacts with a forum State to justify an assertion of jurisdic-
tion”). We have thus rejected a plaintiff 's argument that a 
Florida court could exercise personal jurisdiction over a 
trustee in Delaware based solely on the contacts of the 
trust's settlor, who was domiciled in Florida and had exe-
cuted powers of appointment there. Hanson v. Denckla, 
357 U. S. 235, 253–254 (1958). We have likewise held that 
Oklahoma courts could not exercise personal jurisdiction 

to the State's regulation”). Goodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, S. A. v. 
Brown, 564 U. S. 915, 919 (2011). This is in contrast to “general” or “all 
purpose” jurisdiction, which permits a court to assert jurisdiction over a 
defendant based on a forum connection unrelated to the underlying suit 
(e. g., domicile). Respondents rely on specifc jurisdiction only. 
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over an automobile distributor that supplies New York, New 
Jersey, and Connecticut dealers based only on an automobile 
purchaser's act of driving it on Oklahoma highways. World-
Wide Volkswagen Corp., supra, at 298. Put simply, however 
signifcant the plaintiff 's contacts with the forum may be, 
those contacts cannot be “decisive in determining whether 
the defendant's due process rights are violated.” Rush, 444 
U. S., at 332. 

Second, our “minimum contacts” analysis looks to the de-
fendant's contacts with the forum State itself, not the defend-
ant's contacts with persons who reside there. See, e. g., 
International Shoe, supra, at 319 (Due process “does not 
contemplate that a state may make binding a judgment in 
personam against an individual . . . with which the state 
has no contacts, ties, or relations”); Hanson, supra, at 251 
(“However minimal the burden of defending in a foreign tri-
bunal, a defendant may not be called upon to do so unless he 
has had the `minimal contacts' with that State that are a 
prerequisite to its exercise of power over him”). Accord-
ingly, we have upheld the assertion of jurisdiction over 
defendants who have purposefully “reach[ed] out beyond” 
their State and into another by, for example, entering a con-
tractual relationship that “envisioned continuing and wide-
reaching contacts” in the forum State, Burger King, supra, 
at 479–480, or by circulating magazines to “deliberately ex-
ploi[t]” a market in the forum State, Keeton, supra, at 781. 
And although physical presence in the forum is not a prereq-
uisite to jurisdiction, Burger King, supra, at 476, physical 
entry into the State—either by the defendant in person 
or through an agent, goods, mail, or some other means—is 
certainly a relevant contact. See, e. g., Keeton, supra, at 
773–774. 

But the plaintiff cannot be the only link between the de-
fendant and the forum. Rather, it is the defendant's conduct 
that must form the necessary connection with the forum 
State that is the basis for its jurisdiction over him. See 
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Burger King, supra, at 478 (“If the question is whether an 
individual's contract with an out-of-state party alone can au-
tomatically establish suffcient minimum contacts in the 
other party's home forum, we believe the answer clearly is 
that it cannot”); Kulko v. Superior Court of Cal., City and 
County of San Francisco, 436 U. S. 84, 93 (1978) (declining 
to “fnd personal jurisdiction in a State . . . merely because 
[the plaintiff in a child support action] was residing there”). 
To be sure, a defendant's contacts with the forum State may 
be intertwined with his transactions or interactions with the 
plaintiff or other parties. But a defendant's relationship 
with a plaintiff or third party, standing alone, is an in-
suffcient basis for jurisdiction. See Rush, supra, at 332 
(“Naturally, the parties' relationships with each other may 
be signifcant in evaluating their ties to the forum. The re-
quirements of International Shoe, however, must be met as 
to each defendant over whom a state court exercises jurisdic-
tion”). Due process requires that a defendant be haled into 
court in a forum State based on his own affliation with the 
State, not based on the “random, fortuitous, or attenuated” 
contacts he makes by interacting with other persons affli-
ated with the State. Burger King, 471 U. S., at 475 (internal 
quotation marks omitted). 

2 

These same principles apply when intentional torts are in-
volved. In that context, it is likewise insuffcient to rely on 
a defendant's “random, fortuitous, or attenuated contacts” or 
on the “unilateral activity” of a plaintiff. Ibid. (same). A 
forum State's exercise of jurisdiction over an out-of-state in-
tentional tortfeasor must be based on intentional conduct by 
the defendant that creates the necessary contacts with the 
forum. 

Calder v. Jones, 465 U. S. 783, illustrates the application of 
these principles. In Calder, a California actress brought a 
libel suit in California state court against a reporter and an 
editor, both of whom worked for the National Enquirer at 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 277 (2014) 287 

Opinion of the Court 

its headquarters in Florida. The plaintiff 's libel claims were 
based on an article written and edited by the defendants in 
Florida for publication in the National Enquirer, a national 
weekly newspaper with a California circulation of roughly 
600,000. 

We held that California's assertion of jurisdiction over the 
defendants was consistent with due process. Although we 
recognized that the defendants' activities “focus[ed]” on the 
plaintiff, our jurisdictional inquiry “focuse[d] on `the relation-
ship among the defendant, the forum, and the litigation.' ” 
Id., at 788 (quoting Shaffer, 433 U. S., at 204). Specif-
cally, we examined the various contacts the defendants had 
created with California (and not just with the plaintiff) by 
writing the allegedly libelous story. 

We found those forum contacts to be ample: The defend-
ants relied on phone calls to “California sources” for the in-
formation in their article; they wrote the story about the 
plaintiff 's activities in California; they caused reputational 
injury in California by writing an allegedly libelous article 
that was widely circulated in the State; and the “brunt” of 
that injury was suffered by the plaintiff in that State. 465 
U. S., at 788–789. “In sum, California [wa]s the focal point 
both of the story and of the harm suffered.” Id., at 789. 
Jurisdiction over the defendants was “therefore proper in 
California based on the `effects' of their Florida conduct in 
California.” Ibid. 

The crux of Calder was that the reputation-based “effects” 
of the alleged libel connected the defendants to California, 
not just to the plaintiff. The strength of that connection 
was largely a function of the nature of the libel tort. How-
ever scandalous a newspaper article might be, it can lead to 
a loss of reputation only if communicated to (and read and 
understood by) third persons. See Restatement (Second) of 
Torts § 577, Comment b (1976); see also ibid. (“[R]eputation 
is the estimation in which one's character is held by his 
neighbors or associates”). Accordingly, the reputational in-
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jury caused by the defendants' story would not have oc-
curred but for the fact that the defendants wrote an article 
for publication in California that was read by a large number 
of California citizens. Indeed, because publication to third 
persons is a necessary element of libel, see id., § 558, the 
defendants' intentional tort actually occurred in California. 
Keeton, 465 U. S., at 777 (“The tort of libel is generally held 
to occur wherever the offending material is circulated”). In 
this way, the “effects” caused by the defendants' article— 
i. e., the injury to the plaintiff 's reputation in the estimation 
of the California public—connected the defendants' conduct 
to California, not just to a plaintiff who lived there. That 
connection, combined with the various facts that gave the 
article a California focus, suffced to authorize the California 
court's exercise of jurisdiction.7 

III 
Applying the foregoing principles, we conclude that peti-

tioner lacks the “minimal contacts” with Nevada that are a 
prerequisite to the exercise of jurisdiction over him. Han-
son, 357 U. S., at 251. It is undisputed that no part of peti-
tioner's course of conduct occurred in Nevada. Petitioner 
approached, questioned, and searched respondents, and 
seized the cash at issue, in the Atlanta airport. It is alleged 
that petitioner later helped draft a “false probable cause af-
fdavit” in Georgia and forwarded that affdavit to a United 
States attorney's offce in Georgia to support a potential ac-
tion for forfeiture of the seized funds. 688 F. 3d, at 563. 

7 The defendants in Calder argued that no contacts they had with Cali-
fornia were suffciently purposeful because their employer was responsible 
for circulation of the article. See Calder v. Jones, 465 U. S. 783, 789 
(1984). We rejected that argument. Even though the defendants did not 
circulate the article themselves, they “expressly aimed” “their intentional, 
and allegedly tortious, actions” at California because they knew the 
National Enquirer “ha[d] its largest circulation” in California, and that 
the article would “have a potentially devastating impact” there. Id., at 
789–790. 
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Petitioner never traveled to, conducted activities within, con-
tacted anyone in, or sent anything or anyone to Nevada. In 
short, when viewed through the proper lens—whether the 
defendant's actions connect him to the forum—petitioner 
formed no jurisdictionally relevant contacts with Nevada. 

The Court of Appeals reached a contrary conclusion by 
shifting the analytical focus from petitioner's contacts with 
the forum to his contacts with respondents. See Rush, 444 
U. S., at 332. Rather than assessing petitioner's own con-
tacts with Nevada, the Court of Appeals looked to petition-
er's knowledge of respondents' “strong forum connections.” 
688 F. 3d, at 577–579, 581. In the court's view, that knowl-
edge, combined with its conclusion that respondents suffered 
foreseeable harm in Nevada, satisfed the “minimum con-
tacts” inquiry.8 Id., at 582. 

This approach to the “minimum contacts” analysis imper-
missibly allows a plaintiff 's contacts with the defendant and 
forum to drive the jurisdictional analysis. Petitioner's ac-
tions in Georgia did not create suffcient contacts with Ne-
vada simply because he allegedly directed his conduct at 
plaintiffs whom he knew had Nevada connections. Such 
reasoning improperly attributes a plaintiff 's forum connec-
tions to the defendant and makes those connections “deci-
sive” in the jurisdictional analysis. See Rush, supra, at 332. 
It also obscures the reality that none of petitioner's chal-
lenged conduct had anything to do with Nevada itself. 

Relying on Calder, respondents emphasize that they suf-
fered the “injury” caused by petitioner's allegedly tortious 
conduct (i. e., the delayed return of their gambling funds) 
while they were residing in the forum. Brief for Respond-
ents 14. This emphasis is likewise misplaced. As pre-

8 Respondents propose a substantially similar analysis. They suggest 
that “a defendant creates suffcient minimum contacts with a forum when 
he (1) intentionally targets (2) a known resident of the forum (3) for impo-
sition of an injury (4) to be suffered by the plaintiff while she is residing 
in the forum state.” Brief for Respondents 26–27. 
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viously noted, Calder made clear that mere injury to a forum 
resident is not a suffcient connection to the forum. Regard-
less of where a plaintiff lives or works, an injury is jurisdic-
tionally relevant only insofar as it shows that the defendant 
has formed a contact with the forum State. The proper 
question is not where the plaintiff experienced a particular 
injury or effect but whether the defendant's conduct con-
nects him to the forum in a meaningful way. 

Respondents' claimed injury does not evince a connection 
between petitioner and Nevada. Even if we consider the 
continuation of the seizure in Georgia to be a distinct injury, 
it is not the sort of effect that is tethered to Nevada in 
any meaningful way. Respondents (and only respondents) 
lacked access to their funds in Nevada not because anything 
independently occurred there, but because Nevada is where 
respondents chose to be at a time when they desired to use 
the funds seized by petitioner. Respondents would have ex-
perienced this same lack of access in California, Mississippi, 
or wherever else they might have traveled and found them-
selves wanting more money than they had. Unlike the 
broad publication of the forum-focused story in Calder, the 
effects of petitioner's conduct on respondents are not con-
nected to the forum State in a way that makes those effects 
a proper basis for jurisdiction.9 

9 Respondents warn that if we decide petitioner lacks minimum contacts 
in this case, it will bring about unfairness in cases where intentional torts 
are committed via the Internet or other electronic means (e. g., fraudulent 
access of fnancial accounts or “phishing” schemes). As an initial matter, 
we reiterate that the “minimum contacts” inquiry principally protects the 
liberty of the nonresident defendant, not the interests of the plaintiff. 
World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U. S. 286, 291–292 (1980). 
In any event, this case does not present the very different questions 
whether and how a defendant's virtual “presence” and conduct translate 
into “contacts” with a particular State. To the contrary, there is no ques-
tion where the conduct giving rise to this litigation took place: Petitioner 
seized physical cash from respondents in the Atlanta airport, and he later 
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The Court of Appeals pointed to other possible contacts 
with Nevada, each ultimately unavailing. Respondents' Ne-
vada attorney contacted petitioner in Georgia, but that is 
precisely the sort of “unilateral activity” of a third party that 
“cannot satisfy the requirement of contact with the forum 
State.” Hanson, 357 U. S., at 253. Respondents allege that 
some of the cash seized in Georgia “originated” in Nevada, 
but that attenuated connection was not created by petitioner, 
and the cash was in Georgia, not Nevada, when petitioner 
seized it. Finally, the funds were eventually returned to re-
spondents in Nevada, but petitioner had nothing to do with 
that return (indeed, it seems likely that it was respondents' 
unilateral decision to have their funds sent to Nevada). 

* * * 

Well-established principles of personal jurisdiction are 
suffcient to decide this case. The proper focus of the “mini-
mum contacts” inquiry in intentional-tort cases is “ `the rela-
tionship among the defendant, the forum, and the litiga-
tion.' ” Calder, 465 U. S., at 788. And it is the defendant, 
not the plaintiff or third parties, who must create contacts 
with the forum State. In this case, the application of those 
principles is clear: Petitioner's relevant conduct occurred en-
tirely in Georgia, and the mere fact that his conduct affected 
plaintiffs with connections to the forum State does not suffce 
to authorize jurisdiction. We therefore reverse the judg-
ment of the Court of Appeals. 

It is so ordered. 

drafted and forwarded an affdavit in Georgia. We leave questions about 
virtual contacts for another day. 
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FERNANDEZ v. CALIFORNIA 

certiorari to the court of appeal of california, 
second appellate district 

No. 12–7822. Argued November 13, 2013—Decided February 25, 2014 

Police offcers observed a suspect in a violent robbery run into an apart-
ment building and heard screams coming from one of the apartments. 
They knocked on the apartment door, which was answered by Roxanne 
Rojas, who appeared to be battered and bleeding. When the offcers 
asked her to step out of the apartment so that they could conduct a 
protective sweep, petitioner came to the door and objected. Suspecting 
that he had assaulted Rojas, the offcers removed petitioner from the 
apartment and placed him under arrest. He was then identifed as the 
perpetrator in the earlier robbery and taken to the police station. An 
offcer later returned to the apartment and, after obtaining Rojas' oral 
and written consent, searched the premises, where he found several 
items linking petitioner to the robbery. The trial court denied petition-
er's motion to suppress that evidence, and he was convicted. The Cali-
fornia Court of Appeal affrmed. It held that because petitioner was not 
present when Rojas consented to the search, the exception to permissible 
warrantless consent searches of jointly occupied premises that arises 
when one of the occupants present objects to the search, Georgia v. Ran-
dolph, 547 U. S. 103, did not apply, and therefore, petitioner's suppression 
motion had been properly denied. 

Held: Randolph does not extend to this situation, where Rojas' con-
sent was provided well after petitioner had been removed from their 
apartment. Pp. 298–307. 

(a) Consent searches are permissible warrantless searches, Schneck-
loth v. Bustamonte, 412 U. S. 218, 228, 231–232, and are clearly reason-
able when the consent comes from the sole occupant of the premises. 
When multiple occupants are involved, the rule extends to the search of 
the premises or effects of an absent, nonconsenting occupant so long as 
“the consent of one who possesses common authority over [the] premises 
or effects” is obtained. United States v. Matlock, 415 U. S. 164, 170. 
However, when “a physically present inhabitan[t]” refuses to consent, 
that refusal “is dispositive as to him, regardless of the consent of a 
fellow occupant.” Randolph, 547 U. S., at 122–123. A controlling fac-
tor in Randolph was the objecting occupant's physical presence. See, 
e. g., id., at 106, 108, 109, 114. Pp. 298–301. 
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(b) Petitioner contends that, though he was not present when Rojas 
consented, Randolph nevertheless controls, but neither of his argu-
ments is sound. Pp. 301–306. 

(1) He frst argues that his absence should not matter since it 
occurred only because the police had taken him away. Dictum in Ran-
dolph suggesting that consent by one occupant might not be suffcient if 
“there is evidence that the police have removed the potentially objecting 
tenant from the entrance for the sake of avoiding a possible objection,” 547 
U. S., at 121, is best understood to refer to situations in which the removal 
of the potential objector is not objectively reasonable. Petitioner does 
not contest the fact that the police had reasonable grounds for his removal 
or the existence of probable cause for his arrest. He was thus in the same 
position as an occupant absent for any other reason. Pp. 302–303. 

(2) Petitioner also argues that the objection he made while at the 
threshold remained effective until he changed his mind and withdrew it. 
This is inconsistent with Randolph in at least two important ways. It 
cannot be squared with the “widely shared social expectations” or “cus-
tomary social usage” upon which Randolph's holding was based. 547 
U. S., at 111, 121. It also creates the sort of practical complications that 
Randolph sought to avoid by adopting a “formalis[tic]” rule, id., at 121, 
e. g., requiring that the scope of an objection's duration and the procedures 
necessary to register a continuing objection be defned. Pp. 303–306. 

(c) Petitioner claims that his expansive interpretation of Randolph 
would not hamper law enforcement because in most cases where offcers 
have probable cause to arrest a physically present objector they also 
have probable cause to obtain a warrant to search the premises that 
the objector does not want them to enter. But he misunderstands the 
constitutional status of consent searches, which are permissible irre-
spective of the availability of a warrant. Requiring offcers to obtain a 
warrant when a warrantless search is justifed may interfere with law 
enforcement strategies and impose an unmerited burden on the person 
willing to consent to an immediate search. Pp. 306–307. 

208 Cal. App. 4th 100, 145 Cal. Rptr. 3d 51, affrmed. 

Alito, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, C. J., 
and Scalia, Kennedy, Thomas, and Breyer, JJ., joined. Scalia, J., 
post, p. 307, and Thomas, J., post, p. 309, fled concurring opinions. Gins-
burg, J., fled a dissenting opinion, in which Sotomayor and Kagan, JJ., 
joined, post, p. 310. 

Jeffrey L. Fisher argued the cause for petitioner. With 
him on the briefs were Gerald P. Peters, by appointment 
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of the Court, 570 U. S. 930, Pamela S. Karlan, and Kevin 
K. Russell. 

Louis W. Karlin, Deputy Attorney General of California, 
argued the cause for respondent. With him on the brief 
were Kamala D. Harris, Attorney General, Dane R. Gillette, 
Chief Assistant Attorney General, Donald E. de Nicola, 
Deputy State Solicitor General, Lance E. Winters, Senior 
Assistant Attorney General, and Steven E. Mercer, Deputy 
Attorney General. 

Joseph R. Palmore argued the cause for the United States 
as amicus curiae urging affrmance. With him on the brief 
were Solicitor General Verrilli, Acting Assistant Attorney 
General Raman, and Deputy Solicitor General Dreeben.* 

Justice Alito delivered the opinion of the Court. 

Our cases frmly establish that police offcers may search 
jointly occupied premises if one of the occupants1 consents. 
See United States v. Matlock, 415 U. S. 164 (1974). In Geor-
gia v. Randolph, 547 U. S. 103 (2006), we recognized a nar-
row exception to this rule, holding that the consent of one 
occupant is insuffcient when another occupant is present and 
objects to the search. In this case, we consider whether 
Randolph applies if the objecting occupant is absent when 
another occupant consents. Our opinion in Randolph took 
great pains to emphasize that its holding was limited to situ-
ations in which the objecting occupant is physically present. 
We therefore refuse to extend Randolph to the very differ-
ent situation in this case, where consent was provided by 
an abused woman well after her male partner had been 
removed from the apartment they shared. 

*Jeffrey A. Lamken and David M. Porter fled a brief for the National 
Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers as amicus curiae urging reversal. 

1 We use the terms “occupant,” “resident,” and “tenant” interchangeably 
to refer to persons having “common authority” over premises within the 
meaning of Matlock. See United States v. Matlock, 415 U. S. 164, 171, 
n. 7 (1974). 
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I 

A 

The events involved in this case occurred in Los Angeles 
in October 2009. After observing Abel Lopez cash a check, 
petitioner Walter Fernandez approached Lopez and asked 
about the neighborhood in which he lived. When Lopez re-
sponded that he was from Mexico, Fernandez laughed and 
told Lopez that he was in territory ruled by the “D. F. S.,” 
i. e., the “Drifters” gang. App. 4–5. Petitioner then pulled 
out a knife and pointed it at Lopez' chest. Lopez raised his 
hand in self-defense, and petitioner cut him on the wrist. 

Lopez ran from the scene and called 911 for help, but peti-
tioner whistled, and four men emerged from a nearby apart-
ment building and attacked Lopez. After knocking him to 
the ground, they hit and kicked him and took his cell phone 
and his wallet, which contained $400 in cash. 

A police dispatch reported the incident and mentioned the 
possibility of gang involvement, and two Los Angeles police 
offcers, Detective Clark and Offcer Cirrito, drove to an alley 
frequented by members of the Drifters. A man who ap-
peared scared walked by the offcers and said: “ ̀ [T]he guy is 
in the apartment.' ” Id., at 5. The offcers then observed a 
man run through the alley and into the building to which the 
man was pointing. A minute or two later, the offcers heard 
sounds of screaming and fghting coming from that building. 

After backup arrived, the offcers knocked on the door of 
the apartment unit from which the screams had been heard. 
Roxanne Rojas answered the door. She was holding a baby 
and appeared to be crying. Her face was red, and she had 
a large bump on her nose. The offcers also saw blood on 
her shirt and hand from what appeared to be a fresh injury. 
Rojas told the police that she had been in a fght. Offcer 
Cirrito asked if anyone else was in the apartment, and 
Rojas said that her 4-year-old son was the only other per-
son present. 
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After Offcer Cirrito asked Rojas to step out of the apart-
ment so that he could conduct a protective sweep, petitioner 
appeared at the door wearing only boxer shorts. Appar-
ently agitated, petitioner stepped forward and said, “ ̀ You 
don't have any right to come in here. I know my rights.' ” 
Id., at 6. Suspecting that petitioner had assaulted Rojas, 
the offcers removed him from the apartment and then placed 
him under arrest. Lopez identifed petitioner as his initial 
attacker, and petitioner was taken to the police station for 
booking. 

Approximately one hour after petitioner's arrest, Detec-
tive Clark returned to the apartment and informed Rojas 
that petitioner had been arrested. Detective Clark re-
quested and received both oral and written consent from 
Rojas to search the premises.2 In the apartment, the police 
found Drifters gang paraphernalia, a butterfy knife, clothing 
worn by the robbery suspect, and ammunition. Rojas' 
young son also showed the offcers where petitioner had hid-
den a sawed-off shotgun. 

B 

Petitioner was charged with robbery, Cal. Penal Code Ann. 
§ 211 (West 2008), infiction of corporal injury on a spouse, 
cohabitant, or child's parent, § 273.5(a), possession of a fre-
arm by a felon, § 12021(a)(1) (West 2009), possession of a 

2 Both petitioner and the dissent suggest that Rojas' consent was co-
erced. Post, at 317, n. 5 (opinion of Ginsburg, J.). But the trial court 
found otherwise, App. 152, and the correctness of that fnding is not before 
us. In suggesting that Rojas' consent was coerced, the dissent recites 
portions of Rojas' testimony from the suppression hearing that the trial 
judge appears to have rejected. Post, at 317, n. 5. Similarly, the jury 
plainly did not fnd Rojas to be credible. At trial, she testifed for the 
defense and told the jury, among other things, that the wounds observed 
by the offcers who came to her door were not inficted by petitioner but 
by a woman looking for petitioner during a fght. 208 Cal. App. 4th 100, 
109–110, 145 Cal. Rptr. 3d 51, 56 (2012). The jury obviously did not be-
lieve this testimony because it found petitioner guilty of inficting corporal 
injury on her. 
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short-barreled shotgun, § 12020(a)(1), and felony possession 
of ammunition, § 12316(b)(1). 

Before trial, petitioner moved to suppress the evidence 
found in the apartment, but after a hearing, the court denied 
the motion. Petitioner then pleaded nolo contendere to 
the frearms and ammunition charges. On the remaining 
counts—for robbery and infiction of corporal injury—he 
went to trial and was found guilty by a jury. The court 
sentenced him to 14 years of imprisonment. 

The California Court of Appeal affrmed. 208 Cal. App. 
4th 100, 145 Cal. Rptr. 3d 51 (2012). Because Randolph did 
not overturn our prior decisions recognizing that an occu-
pant may give effective consent to search a shared residence, 
the court agreed with the majority of the federal circuits 
that an objecting occupant's physical presence is “indispensi-
ble to the decision in Randolph.” 208 Cal. App. 4th, at 122, 
145 Cal. Rptr. 3d, at 66.3 And because petitioner was not 
present when Rojas consented, the court held that petition-

3 See United States v. Cooke, 674 F. 3d 491, 498 (CA5 2012) (“Randolph 
was a narrow exception to the general Matlock rule permitting cotenant 
consent, relevant only as to physically present objectors”); United States 
v. Hudspeth, 518 F. 3d 954, 960 (CA8 2008) (concluding that “the narrow 
holding of Randolph, which repeatedly referenced the defendant's physical 
presence and immediate objection is inapplicable”); United States v. Hen-
derson, 536 F. 3d 776, 777 (CA7 2008) (recognizing that “Randolph left the 
bulk of third-party consent law in place; its holding applies only when the 
defendant is both present and objects to the search of his home”); United 
States v. McKerrell, 491 F. 3d 1221, 1227 (CA10 2007) (“Randolph carefully 
delineated the narrow circumstances in which its holding applied, and . . . 
Randolph consciously employed a rule requiring an express objection by 
a present co-tenant”); but see United States v. Murphy, 516 F. 3d 1117, 
1124–1125 (CA9 2008) (holding that “when a co-tenant objects to a search 
and another party with common authority subsequently gives consent to 
that search in the absence of the frst co-tenant the search is invalid as to 
the objecting co-tenant” because “[o]nce a co-tenant has registered his 
objection, his refusal to grant consent remains effective barring some ob-
jective manifestation that he has changed his position and no longer 
objects”). 
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er's suppression motion had been properly denied. Id., at 
121, 145 Cal. Rptr. 3d, at 65. 

The California Supreme Court denied the petition for 
review, and we granted certiorari. 569 U. S. 993 (2013). 

II 

A 

The Fourth Amendment prohibits unreasonable searches 
and seizures and provides that a warrant may not be issued 
without probable cause, but “the text of the Fourth Amend-
ment does not specify when a search warrant must be ob-
tained.” Kentucky v. King, 563 U. S. 452, 459 (2011). Our 
cases establish that a warrant is generally required for a 
search of a home, Brigham City v. Stuart, 547 U. S. 398, 403 
(2006), but “the ultimate touchstone of the Fourth Amend-
ment is `reasonableness,' ” ibid.; see also Michigan v. Fisher, 
558 U. S. 45, 47 (2009) (per curiam). And certain cate-
gories of permissible warrantless searches have long been 
recognized. 

Consent searches occupy one of these categories. “Con-
sent searches are part of the standard investigatory 
techniques of law enforcement agencies” and are “a constitu-
tionally permissible and wholly legitimate aspect of effective 
police activity.” Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 412 U. S. 218, 
228, 231–232 (1973). It would be unreasonable—indeed, ab-
surd—to require police offcers to obtain a warrant when the 
sole owner or occupant of a house or apartment voluntarily 
consents to a search. The owner of a home has a right to 
allow others to enter and examine the premises, and there is 
no reason why the owner should not be permitted to extend 
this same privilege to police offcers if that is the owner's 
choice. Where the owner believes that he or she is under 
suspicion, the owner may want the police to search the prem-
ises so that their suspicions are dispelled. This may be par-
ticularly important where the owner has a strong interest in 
the apprehension of the perpetrator of a crime and believes 
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that the suspicions of the police are defecting the course of 
their investigation. An owner may want the police to search 
even where they lack probable cause, and if a warrant were 
always required, this could not be done. And even where 
the police could establish probable cause, requiring a war-
rant despite the owner's consent would needlessly inconven-
ience everyone involved—not only the offcers and the magis-
trate but also the occupant of the premises, who would 
generally either be compelled or would feel a need to stay 
until the search was completed. Michigan v. Summers, 452 
U. S. 692, 701 (1981).4 

While it is clear that a warrantless search is reasonable 
when the sole occupant of a house or apartment consents, 
what happens when there are two or more occupants? Must 
they all consent? Must they all be asked? Is consent by 
one occupant enough? The Court faced that problem 40 
years ago in United States v. Matlock, 415 U. S. 164 (1974). 

In that case, Matlock and a woman named Graff were liv-
ing together in a house that was also occupied by several of 
Graff 's siblings and by her mother, who had rented the 
house. While in the front yard of the house, Matlock was 
arrested for bank robbery and was placed in a squad car. 
Although the police could have easily asked him for consent 
to search the room that he and Graff shared, they did not do 
so. Instead, they knocked on the door and obtained Graff 's 
permission to search. The search yielded incriminating evi-
dence, which the defendant sought to suppress, but this 
Court held that Graff 's consent justifed the warrantless 
search. As the Court put it, “the consent of one who pos-

4 A main theme of the dissent is that the police in this case had probable 
cause to search the apartment and therefore could have obtained a war-
rant. Of course, this will not always be so in cases in which one occupant 
consents to a search and the other objects, and the dissent does not sug-
gest that a warrant should be required only when probable cause is pres-
ent. As a result, the dissent's repeated references to the availability of a 
warrant in this case are beside the point. 
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sesses common authority over premises or effects is valid as 
against the absent, nonconsenting person with whom that 
authority is shared.” Id., at 170. 

In Illinois v. Rodriguez, 497 U. S. 177 (1990), the Court 
reaffrmed and extended the Matlock holding. In Rodri-
guez, a woman named Fischer told police offcers that she 
had been assaulted by Rodriguez in what she termed “ ̀ our' 
apartment.” 497 U. S., at 179. She also informed the off-
cers that Rodriguez was asleep in the apartment, and she 
then accompanied the offcers to that unit. When they ar-
rived, the offcers could have knocked on the door and awak-
ened Rodriguez, and had they done so, Rodriguez might 
well have surrendered at the door and objected to the 
offcers' entry. Instead, Fischer unlocked the door, the 
offcers entered without a warrant, and they saw drug para-
phernalia and containers flled with white powder in plain 
view. 

After the search, the police learned that Fischer no longer 
resided at the apartment, and this Court held that she did 
not have common authority over the premises at the time 
in question. The Court nevertheless held that the warrant-
less entry was lawful if the police reasonably believed that 
Fischer was a resident. Id., at 188–189. 

B 

While consent by one resident of jointly occupied premises 
is generally suffcient to justify a warrantless search, we rec-
ognized a narrow exception to this rule in Randolph, 547 
U. S. 103. In that case, police offcers responded to the Ran-
dolphs' home after receiving a report of a domestic dispute. 
When the offcers arrived, Janet Randolph informed the of-
fcers that her estranged husband, Scott Randolph, was a co-
caine user and that there were “items of drug evidence” in the 
house. Id., at 107 (internal quotation marks omitted). The 
offcers frst asked Scott for consent to search, but he “unequiv-
ocally refused.” Ibid. The offcers then turned to Janet, and 
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she consented to the search, which produced evidence that was 
later used to convict Scott for possession of cocaine. 

Without questioning the prior holdings in Matlock and Ro-
driguez, this Court held that Janet Randolph's consent was 
insuffcient under the circumstances to justify the warrant-
less search. The Court reiterated the proposition that a 
person who shares a residence with others assumes the risk 
that “any one of them may admit visitors, with the conse-
quence that a guest obnoxious to one may nevertheless be 
admitted in his absence by another.” 547 U. S., at 111. But 
the Court held that “a physically present inhabitant's ex-
press refusal of consent to a police search [of his home] is 
dispositive as to him, regardless of the consent of a fellow 
occupant.” Id., at 122–123 (emphasis added). 

The Court's opinion went to great lengths to make clear 
that its holding was limited to situations in which the object-
ing occupant is present. Again and again, the opinion of the 
Court stressed this controlling factor. See id., at 106 (“pres-
ent at the scene”); ibid. (“physically present”); id., at 108 (“a 
co-tenant who is present”); id., at 109 (“physically present”); 
id., at 114 (“a present and objecting co-tenant”); id., at 119 (a 
co-tenant “standing at the door and expressly refusing con-
sent”); id., at 120 (“a physically present resident”); id., at 121 
(“a physically present fellow tenant objects”); ibid. (“[A] po-
tential defendant with self-interest in objecting is at the door 
and objects”); id., at 122 (“[A] physically present inhabitant's 
express refusal of consent to a police search is dispositive as to 
him”). The Court's opinion could hardly have been clearer on 
this point, and the separate opinion fled by Justice Breyer, 
whose vote was decisive, was equally unambiguous. See id., 
at 126 (concurring opinion) (“The Court's opinion does not 
apply where the objector is not present `and object[ing]' ”). 

III 

In this case, petitioner was not present when Rojas 
consented, but petitioner still contends that Randolph is 
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controlling. He advances two main arguments. First, he 
claims that his absence should not matter since he was ab-
sent only because the police had taken him away. Second, 
he maintains that it was suffcient that he objected to the 
search while he was still present. Such an objection, he 
says, should remain in effect until the objecting party “no 
longer wishes to keep the police out of his home.” Brief for 
Petitioner 8. Neither of these arguments is sound. 

A 

We frst consider the argument that the presence of the 
objecting occupant is not necessary when the police are re-
sponsible for his absence. In Randolph, the Court sug-
gested in dictum that consent by one occupant might not be 
suffcient if there is “evidence that the police have removed 
the potentially objecting tenant from the entrance for the 
sake of avoiding a possible objection.” 547 U. S., at 121. 
We do not believe the statement should be read to suggest 
that improper motive may invalidate objectively justifed re-
moval. Hence, it does not govern here. 

The Randolph dictum is best understood not to require an 
inquiry into the subjective intent of offcers who detain or 
arrest a potential objector but instead to refer to situations 
in which the removal of the potential objector is not objec-
tively reasonable. As petitioner acknowledges, see Brief for 
Petitioner 25, our Fourth Amendment cases “have repeat-
edly rejected” a subjective approach. Brigham City, 547 
U. S., at 404. “Indeed, we have never held, outside limited 
contexts such as an `inventory search or administrative in-
spection . . . , that an offcer's motive invalidates objectively 
justifable behavior under the Fourth Amendment.' ” King, 
563 U. S., at 464. 

Petitioner does not claim that the Randolph Court meant 
to break from this consistent practice, and we do not think 
that it did. And once it is recognized that the test is one 
of objective reasonableness, petitioner's argument collapses. 
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He does not contest the fact that the police had reasonable 
grounds for removing him from the apartment so that they 
could speak with Rojas, an apparent victim of domestic vio-
lence, outside of petitioner's potentially intimidating pres-
ence. In fact, he does not even contest the existence of 
probable cause to place him under arrest. We therefore 
hold that an occupant who is absent due to a lawful detention 
or arrest stands in the same shoes as an occupant who is 
absent for any other reason. 

This conclusion does not “make a mockery of Randolph,” 
as petitioner protests. Brief for Petitioner 9. It simply ac-
cepts Randolph on its own terms. The Randolph holding 
unequivocally requires the presence of the objecting occu-
pant in every situation other than the one mentioned in the 
dictum discussed above. 

B 

This brings us to petitioner's second argument, viz., that 
his objection, made at the threshold of the premises that the 
police wanted to search, remained effective until he changed 
his mind and withdrew his objection. This argument is in-
consistent with Randolph's reasoning in at least two impor-
tant ways. First, the argument cannot be squared with the 
“widely shared social expectations” or “customary social 
usage” upon which the Randolph holding was based. See 
547 U. S., at 111, 121. Explaining why consent by one occu-
pant could not override an objection by a physically present 
occupant, the Randolph Court stated: 

“[I]t is fair to say that a caller standing at the door of 
shared premises would have no confdence that one occu-
pant's invitation was a suffciently good reason to enter 
when a fellow tenant stood there saying, `stay out.' 
Without some very good reason, no sensible person 
would go inside under those conditions.” Id., at 113. 

It seems obvious that the calculus of this hypothetical 
caller would likely be quite different if the objecting tenant 
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was not standing at the door. When the objecting occupant 
is standing at the threshold saying “stay out,” a friend or 
visitor invited to enter by another occupant can expect at 
best an uncomfortable scene and at worst violence if he or 
she tries to brush past the objector. But when the objector 
is not on the scene (and especially when it is known that the 
objector will not return during the course of the visit), the 
friend or visitor is much more likely to accept the invitation 
to enter.5 Thus, petitioner's argument is inconsistent with 
Randolph's reasoning. 

Second, petitioner's argument would create the very sort 
of practical complications that Randolph sought to avoid. 
The Randolph Court recognized that it was adopting a “for-
malis[tic]” rule, but it did so in the interests of “simple clar-
ity” and administrability. Id., at 121, 122. 

The rule that petitioner would have us adopt would pro-
duce a plethora of practical problems. For one thing, 
there is the question of duration. Petitioner argues that an 
objection, once made, should last until it is withdrawn by the 
objector, but such a rule would be unreasonable. Suppose 
that a husband and wife owned a house as joint tenants and 
that the husband, after objecting to a search of the house, 

5 Although the dissent intimates that “customary social usage” goes fur-
ther than this, see post, at 313, the dissent provides no support for this 
doubtful proposition. In the present case, for example, suppose that 
Rojas had called a relative, a friend, a supportive neighbor, or a person 
who works for a group that aids battered women and had invited that 
individual to enter and examine the premises while petitioner was in jail. 
Would any of those invitees have felt that it was beyond Rojas' authority 
to extend that invitation over petitioner's objection? 

Instead of attempting to show that such persons would have felt it im-
proper to accept this invitation, the dissent quickly changes the subject 
and says that “conjectures about social behavior shed little light on the 
constitutionality” of the search in this case. Ibid. But the holding in 
Georgia v. Randolph, 547 U. S. 103 (2006), was based on “widely shared 
social expectations” and “customary social usage.” See id., at 111, 121. 
Thus, the dissent simply fails to come to grips with the reasoning of the 
precedent on which it relies. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 292 (2014) 305 

Opinion of the Court 

was convicted and sentenced to a 15-year prison term. 
Under petitioner's proposed rule, the wife would be unable 
to consent to a search of the house 10 years after the date 
on which her husband objected. We refuse to stretch Ran-
dolph to such strange lengths. 

Nor are we persuaded to hold that an objection lasts for a 
“reasonable” time. “[I]t is certainly unusual for this Court 
to set forth precise time limits governing police action,” 
Maryland v. Shatzer, 559 U. S. 98, 110 (2010), and what inter-
val of time would be reasonable in this context? A week? 
A month? A year? Ten years? 

Petitioner's rule would also require the police and ulti-
mately the courts to determine whether, after the passage 
of time, an objector still had “common authority” over the 
premises, and this would often be a tricky question. Sup-
pose that an incarcerated objector and a consenting co-
occupant were joint tenants on a lease. If the objector, after 
incarceration, stopped paying rent, would he still have “com-
mon authority,” and would his objection retain its force? 
Would it be enough that his name remained on the lease? 
Would the result be different if the objecting and consenting 
lessees had an oral month-to-month tenancy? 

Another problem concerns the procedure needed to regis-
ter a continuing objection. Would it be necessary for an oc-
cupant to object while police offcers are at the door? If 
presence at the time of consent is not needed, would an occu-
pant have to be present at the premises when the objection 
was made? Could an objection be made pre-emptively? 
Could a person like Scott Randolph, suspecting that his es-
tranged wife might invite the police to view his drug stash 
and paraphernalia, register an objection in advance? Could 
this be done by posting a sign in front of the house? Could 
a standing objection be registered by serving notice on the 
chief of police? 

Finally, there is the question of the particular law enforce-
ment offcers who would be bound by an objection. Would 
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this set include just the offcers who were present when the 
objection was made? Would it also apply to other offcers 
working on the same investigation? Would it extend to 
offcers who were unaware of the objection? How about 
offcers assigned to different but arguably related cases? 
Would it be limited by law enforcement agency? 

If Randolph is taken at its word—that it applies only when 
the objector is standing in the door saying “stay out” when 
offcers propose to make a consent search—all of these prob-
lems disappear. 

In response to these arguments, petitioner argues that 
Randolph's requirement of physical presence is not without 
its own ambiguity. And we acknowledge that if, as we con-
clude, Randolph requires presence on the premises to be 
searched, there may be cases in which the outer boundary of 
the premises is disputed. The Court confronted a similar 
problem last Term in Bailey v. United States, 568 U. S. 186 
(2013), but despite arguments similar to those now offered 
by petitioner, the Court adopted a rule that applies only 
when the affected individual is near the premises being 
searched. Having held that a premises rule is workable 
in that context, we see no ground for reaching a different 
conclusion here. 

C 

Petitioner argues strenuously that his expansive interpre-
tation of Randolph would not hamper law enforcement 
because in most cases where offcers have probable cause to 
arrest a physically present objector they also have probable 
cause to search the premises that the objector does not want 
them to enter, see Brief for Petitioner 20–23, but this argu-
ment misunderstands the constitutional status of consent 
searches. A warrantless consent search is reasonable and 
thus consistent with the Fourth Amendment irrespective of 
the availability of a warrant. Even with modern technologi-
cal advances, the warrant procedure imposes burdens on the 
offcers who wish to search, the magistrate who must review 
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the warrant application, and the party willing to give con-
sent. When a warrantless search is justifed, requiring the 
police to obtain a warrant may “unjustifably interfer[e] with 
legitimate law enforcement strategies.” King, 563 U. S., at 
466. Such a requirement may also impose an unmerited 
burden on the person who consents to an immediate search, 
since the warrant application procedure entails delay. Put-
ting the exception the Court adopted in Randolph to one 
side, the lawful occupant of a house or apartment should have 
the right to invite the police to enter the dwelling and con-
duct a search. Any other rule would trample on the rights 
of the occupant who is willing to consent. Such an occupant 
may want the police to search in order to dispel “suspicion 
raised by sharing quarters with a criminal.” 547 U. S., at 
116; see also Schneckloth, 412 U. S., at 243 (evidence obtained 
pursuant to a consent search “may insure that a wholly inno-
cent person is not wrongly charged with a criminal offense”). 
And an occupant may want the police to conduct a thorough 
search so that any dangerous contraband can be found and 
removed. In this case, for example, the search resulted in 
the discovery and removal of a sawed-off shotgun to which 
Rojas' 4-year-old son had access. 

Denying someone in Rojas' position the right to allow the 
police to enter her home would also show disrespect for her 
independence. Having beaten Rojas, petitioner would bar 
her from controlling access to her own home until such time 
as he chose to relent. The Fourth Amendment does not give 
him that power. 

* * * 

The judgment of the Cal ifornia Court of Appeal is 
affrmed. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Scalia, concurring. 

Like Justice Thomas, I believe Georgia v. Randolph, 547 
U. S. 103 (2006), was wrongly decided. I nonetheless join 
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the Court's opinion because it is a faithful application of Ran-
dolph. I write separately to address the argument that the 
search of petitioner's shared apartment violated the Fourth 
Amendment because he had a right under property law to 
exclude the police. See Brief for National Association of 
Criminal Defense Lawyers as Amicus Curiae 17–23. The 
United States dismisses that argument, pointing to our 
statement in United States v. Matlock, 415 U. S. 164, 171, 
n. 7 (1974), that a cotenant's ability to consent to a search 
“does not rest upon the law of property, with its attendant 
historical and legal refnements.” See Brief for United 
States as Amicus Curiae 23. 

I do not think the argument can be so easily dismissed. 
To be sure, under Katz v. United States, 389 U. S. 347 (1967), 
“property rights `are not the sole measure of Fourth Amend-
ment violations.' ” Florida v. Jardines, 569 U. S. 1, 5 
(2013). But as we have recently made clear, “[t]he Katz 
reasonable-expectations test `has been added to, not substi-
tuted for,' the traditional property-based understanding of the 
Fourth Amendment.” Id., at 11 (quoting United States v. 
Jones, 565 U. S. 400, 409 (2012)). I would therefore fnd this 
a more diffcult case if it were established that property law 
did not give petitioner's cotenant the right to admit visitors 
over petitioner's objection. That diffculty does not arise, 
however, because the authorities cited by the amicus associ-
ation fail to establish that a guest would commit a trespass 
if one of two joint tenants invited the guest to enter and the 
other tenant forbade the guest to do so. Indeed, what lim-
ited authority there is on the subject points to the opposite 
conclusion. See, e. g., 86 C. J. S., Tenancy in Common § 144, 
p. 354 (2006) (a licensee of one tenant “is not liable in trespass 
to nonconsenting cotenants”); Dinsmore v. Renfroe, 66 Cal. 
App. 207, 212–214, 225 P. 886, 888–889 (1924); Buchanan v. 
Jencks, 38 R. I. 443, 446–451, 96 A. 307, 309–311 (1916) (and 
cases cited therein); cf. 2 H. Tiffany, Real Property § 457, 
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p. 274 (3d ed. 1939) (endorsing the opposite view but ac-
knowledging that “there is little authority” on the question). 
There accordingly is no basis for us to conclude that the po-
lice infringed on any property right of petitioner's when they 
entered the premises with his cotenant's consent. 

Justice Thomas, concurring. 

I join the opinion of the Court, which faithfully applies 
Georgia v. Randolph, 547 U. S. 103 (2006). I write sepa-
rately to make clear the extent of my disagreement with 
Randolph. 

I dissented in Randolph because the facts of that case did 
not implicate a Fourth Amendment search and never should 
have been analyzed as such. Id., at 145 (“[N]o Fourth 
Amendment search occurs where . . . the spouse of an ac-
cused voluntarily leads the police to potential evidence of 
wrongdoing by the accused”). Instead of deciding the case 
on that narrow ground, the majority in Randolph looked to 
“widely shared social expectations” to resolve whether the 
wife's consent to a search should control over her husband's 
objection. Id., at 111. I fnd no support for that novel an-
alytical approach in the Fourth Amendment's text or his-
tory, or in this Court's jurisprudence. See id., at 128–131 
(Roberts, C. J., dissenting). Accordingly, given a blank 
slate, I would analyze this case consistent with The Chief 
Justice's dissent in Randolph: “A warrantless search is 
reasonable if police obtain the voluntary consent of a person 
authorized to give it.” Id., at 128. That is because “[c]o-
occupants have `assumed the risk that one of their number 
might permit [a] common area to be searched.' ” Ibid. (quot-
ing United States v. Matlock, 415 U. S. 164, 171, n. 7 (1974)). 
In this case, the trial court found that Rojas' consent was 
voluntary, see ante, at 296, n. 2, and petitioner does not con-
test that Rojas had common authority over the premises. 
That should be the end of the matter. 
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Justice Ginsburg, with whom Justice Sotomayor and 
Justice Kagan join, dissenting. 

The Fourth Amendment guarantees to the people “[t]he 
right . . . to be secure in their . . . houses . . . against unrea-
sonable searches and seizures.” Warrants to search prem-
ises, the Amendment further instructs, shall issue only when 
authorized by a neutral magistrate upon a showing of “prob-
able cause” to believe criminal activity has occurred or is 
afoot. This Court has read these complementary provisions 
to convey that, “whenever practicable, [the police must] ob-
tain advance judicial approval of searches and seizures 
through the warrant procedure.” Terry v. Ohio, 392 U. S. 1, 
20 (1968). The warrant requirement, Justice Jackson ob-
served, ranks among the “fundamental distinctions between 
our form of government, where offcers are under the law, 
and the police-state where they are the law.” Johnson v. 
United States, 333 U. S. 10, 17 (1948). The Court has ac-
cordingly declared warrantless searches, in the main, “per se 
unreasonable.” Mincey v. Arizona, 437 U. S. 385, 390 (1978) 
(internal quotation marks omitted); see Groh v. Ramirez, 540 
U. S. 551, 559 (2004). If this main rule is to remain hardy, 
the Court has explained, exceptions to the warrant require-
ment must be “few in number and carefully delineated.” 
United States v. United States Dist. Court for Eastern Dist. 
of Mich., 407 U. S. 297, 318 (1972); see Kyllo v. United States, 
533 U. S. 27, 31 (2001). 

Instead of adhering to the warrant requirement, today's 
decision tells the police they may dodge it, never mind ample 
time to secure the approval of a neutral magistrate. Sup-
pressing the warrant requirement, the Court shrinks to pe-
tite size our holding in Georgia v. Randolph, 547 U. S. 103 
(2006), that “a physically present inhabitant's express refusal 
of consent to a police search [of his home] is dispositive as to 
him, regardless of the consent of a fellow occupant,” id., at 
122–123. 
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I 

This case calls for a straightforward application of Ran-
dolph. The police offcers in Randolph were confronted 
with a scenario closely resembling the situation presented 
here. Once the police arrived at Janet and Scott Randolph's 
shared residence, Scott Randolph “unequivocally refused” an 
offcer's request for permission to search their home. Id., at 
107. The offcer then asked Janet Randolph for her consent 
to the search, which she “readily gave.” Ibid. The se-
quence here was similar. After Walter Fernandez, while 
physically present at his home, rebuffed the offcers' request 
to come in, the police removed him from the premises and 
then arrested him, albeit with cause to believe he had as-
saulted his cohabitant, Roxanne Rojas. At the time of the 
arrest, Rojas said nothing to contradict Fernandez' refusal. 
About an hour later, however, and with no attempt to obtain 
a search warrant, the police returned to the apartment and 
prevailed upon Rojas to sign a consent form authorizing 
search of the premises. See infra, at 317, n. 5. 

The circumstances triggering “the Fourth Amendment's 
traditional hostility to police entry into a home without a 
warrant,” 547 U. S., at 126 (Breyer, J., concurring), are at 
least as salient here as they were in Randolph. In both 
cases, “[t]he search at issue was a search solely for evidence”; 
“[t]he objecting party,” while on the premises, “made his ob-
jection [to police entry] known clearly and directly to the 
offcers seeking to enter the [residence]”; and “the offcers 
might easily have secured the premises and sought a warrant 
permitting them to enter.” Id., at 125–126. Here, more-
over, with the objector in custody, there was scant danger 
to persons on the premises, or risk that evidence might be 
destroyed or concealed, pending request for, and receipt of, 
a warrant. See id., at 126. 

Despite these marked similarities, the Court removes this 
case from Randolph's ambit. The Court does so principally 
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by seizing on the fact that Fernandez, unlike Scott Randolph, 
was no longer present and objecting when the police ob-
tained the co-occupant's consent. Ante, at 301–302. But 
Fernandez was present when he stated his objection to the 
would-be searchers in no uncertain terms. See App. 6 (“You 
don't have any right to come in here. I know my rights.” 
(internal quotation marks omitted)). The officers could 
scarcely have forgotten, one hour later, that Fernandez re-
fused consent while physically present. That express, on-
premises objection should have been “dispositive as to him.” 
Randolph, 547 U. S., at 122.1 

The Court tells us that the “widely shared social ex-
pectations” and “customary social usage” undergirding 
Randolph's holding apply only when the objector remains 
physically present. Ante, at 303–304 (internal quotation 
marks omitted). Randolph's discussion of social expecta-
tions, however, does not hinge on the objector's physical 
presence vel non at the time of the search. “[W]hen people 
living together disagree over the use of their common quar-
ters,” Randolph observes, “a resolution must come through 
voluntary accommodation, not by appeals to authority.” 547 
U. S., at 113–114. See also id., at 114 (“[T]here is no com-
mon understanding that one co-tenant generally has a right 
or authority to prevail over the express wishes of another, 
whether the issue is the color of the curtains or invitations 

1 The Court is correct that this case does not involve a situation, alluded 
to in Randolph, where “the police have removed the potentially objecting 
tenant from the entrance for the sake of avoiding a possible objection.” 
Georgia v. Randolph, 547 U. S. 103, 121 (2006). Here, as in Randolph, no 
one disputes that the police had probable cause to place the objecting 
tenant under arrest. But had the objector's arrest been illegal, Randolph 
suggested, the remaining occupant's consent to the search would not suf-
fce. The suggestion in Randolph, as the Court recognizes, see ante, at 
302–303, is at odds with today's decision. For “[i]f the police cannot prevent 
a co-tenant from objecting to a search through arrest, surely they cannot 
arrest a co-tenant and then seek to ignore an objection he has already 
made.” United States v. Murphy, 516 F. 3d 1117, 1124–1125 (CA9 2008). 
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to outsiders.”); id., at 115 (“[T]he cooperative occupant's invi-
tation adds nothing to the government's side to counter the 
force of an objecting individual's claim to security against 
the government's intrusion into his dwelling place.”). Ran-
dolph thus trained on whether a joint occupant had conveyed 
an objection to a visitor's entry, and did not suggest that the 
objection could be ignored if the police reappeared post the 
objector's arrest. 

A visitor might be less reluctant to enter over a joint occu-
pant's objection, the Court speculates, if that visitor knows 
the objector will not be there. See ante, at 303–304. “Only 
in a Hobbesian world,” however, “would one person's social 
obligations to another be limited to what the other[, because 
of his presence,] is . . . able to enforce.” United States v. 
Henderson, 536 F. 3d 776, 787 (CA7 2008) (Rovner, J., dissent-
ing). Such conjectures about social behavior, at any rate, 
shed little light on the constitutionality of this warrantless 
home search, given the marked distinctions between private 
interactions and police investigations. Police, after all, have 
power no private person enjoys. They can, as this case 
illustrates, put a tenant in handcuffs and remove him from 
the premises. 

Moreover, as the Court comprehended just last Term, “the 
background social norms that invite a visitor to the front 
door do not invite him there to conduct a search.” Florida 
v. Jardines, 569 U. S. 1, 9 (2013). Similarly here, even if 
shared tenancy were understood to entail the prospect of 
visits by unwanted social callers while the objecting resident 
was gone, that unwelcome visitor's license would hardly in-
clude free rein to rummage through the dwelling in search 
of evidence and contraband.2 

2 Remarkably, the Court thinks my disagreement with its account of the 
applicable social norms distances me from Randolph's understanding of 
social expectations. See ante, at 304, n. 5. Quite the opposite. Ran-
dolph considered whether “customary social understanding accords the 
consenting tenant authority powerful enough to prevail over the co-
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Next, the Court cautions, applying Randolph to these 
facts would pose “a plethora of practical problems.” Ante, 
at 304. For instance, the Court asks, must a cotenant's ob-
jection, once registered, be respected indefnitely? Yet it 
blinks reality to suppose that Fernandez, by withholding 
consent, could stop police in their tracks eternally. Cf. ante, 
at 304–305 (imagining an objector behind bars serving his 
sentence, still refusing permission to search his residence). 
To mount the prosecution eventuating in a conviction, of 
course, the State would frst need to obtain incriminating 
evidence, and could get it easily simply by applying for a 
warrant. Warrant in police hands, the Court's practical 
problems disappear. 

Indeed, as the Court acknowledges, see ante, at 306, 
reading Randolph to require continuous physical presence 
poses administrative diffculties of its own. Does an occu-
pant's refusal to consent lose force as soon as she absents 
herself from the doorstep, even if only for a moment? Are 
the police free to enter the instant after the objector leaves 
the door to retire for a nap, answer the phone, use the bath-
room, or speak to another offcer outside? See Brief for 
Petitioner 28. Hypothesized practical considerations, in 
short, provide no cause for today's drastic reduction of Ran-
dolph's holding and attendant disregard for the warrant 
requirement. 

II 

In its zeal to diminish Randolph, today's decision over-
looks the warrant requirement's venerable role as the 

tenant's objection”; social practice in such circumstances, the Court held, 
provided no cause to depart from the “ ̀ centuries-old principle of respect 
for privacy of the home.' ” 547 U. S., at 115, 121 (quoting Wilson v. Layne, 
526 U. S. 603, 610 (1999)). See also 547 U. S., at 115 (“Disputed permission 
is . . . no match for this central value of the Fourth Amendment . . . .”). 
I would so hold here. Today's decision, by contrast, provides police with 
ready means to nullify a cotenant's objection, and therefore “fails to come 
to grips with the reasoning of [Randolph].” Ante, at 304, n. 5. 
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“bulwark of Fourth Amendment protection.” Franks v. 
Delaware, 438 U. S. 154, 164 (1978). Reducing Randolph to 
a “narrow exception,” the Court declares the main rule to be 
that “consent by one resident of jointly occupied premises is 
generally suffcient to justify a warrantless search.” Ante, 
at 300. That declaration has it backwards, for consent 
searches themselves are a “ ̀ jealously and carefully drawn' 
exception” to “the Fourth Amendment rule ordinarily pro-
hibiting the warrantless entry of a person's house as un-
reasonable per se.” Randolph, 547 U. S., at 109 (quoting 
Jones v. United States, 357 U. S. 493, 499 (1958)). See 
also Jardines, 569 U. S., at 6 (“[W]hen it comes to the 
Fourth Amendment, the home is frst among equals. At 
the Amendment's `very core' stands `the right of a man 
to retreat into his own home and there be free from 
unreasonable governmental intrusion.' ”); Payton v. New 
York, 445 U. S. 573, 585 (1980) (“[T]he physical entry of 
the home is the chief evil against which . . . the 
Fourth Amendment is directed.” (internal quotation marks 
omitted)).3 

3 I agree with the Court that when a sole owner or occupant consents to 
a search, the police can enter without obtaining a warrant. See ante, at 
298–299. Where multiple persons occupy the premises, it is true, this 
Court has upheld warrantless home searches based on one tenant's consent; 
those cases, however, did not involve, as this case does, an occupant who told 
the police they could not enter. See United States v. Matlock, 415 U. S. 
164 (1974) (police relied on cotenant's consent to search when other tenant 
had already been detained in a nearby squad car); Illinois v. Rodriguez, 
497 U. S. 177 (1990) (same, when the other tenant was asleep in the bed-
room). The Court's rationale for allowing a search to proceed in those 
instances—that co-occupants “assum[e] the risk that one of their number 
might permit the common area to be searched,” Matlock, 415 U. S., at 171, 
n. 7—does not apply where, as here, an occupant on the premises explicitly 
tells the police they cannot search his home sans warrant. See United 
States v. Henderson, 536 F. 3d 776, 788 (CA7 2008) (Rovner, J., dissenting) 
(in such circumstances, the objector “has not assumed the risk that his co-
tenant may subsequently admit the visitor, because all choice has been 
taken from him in his involuntary removal from the premises”). 
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In this case, the police could readily have obtained a warrant 
to search the shared residence.4 The Court does not dispute 
this, but instead disparages the warrant requirement as in-
convenient, burdensome, entailing delay “[e]ven with mod-
ern technological advances.” Ante, at 306. Shut from the 
Court's sight is the ease and speed with which search warrants 
nowadays can be obtained. See Missouri v. McNeely, 569 
U. S. 141, 154 (2013) (observing that technology now “allow[s] 
for the more expeditious processing of warrant applications,” 
and citing state statutes permitting warrants to be obtained 
“remotely through various means, including telephonic or 
radio communication, electronic communication . . . , and 
video conferencing”). See also Brief for National Associa-
tion of Criminal Defense Lawyers as Amicus Curiae 29 (de-
scribing California's procedures for electronic warrant appli-
cations). With these developments in view, dilution of the 
warrant requirement should be vigilantly resisted. 

4 The Court dismisses as “beside the point” the undeniable fact that the 
police easily could have obtained a warrant. Ante, at 299, n. 4. There 
may be circumstances, the Court observes, in which the police, faced with 
a cotenant's objection, will lack probable cause to obtain a warrant. That 
same argument was considered and rejected by the Court in Randolph, 
which recognized that “alternatives to disputed consent will not always 
open the door to search for evidence that the police suspect is inside.” 
547 U. S., at 120. Moreover, it is unlikely that police, possessing an objec-
tive basis to arrest an objecting tenant, will nevertheless lack probable 
cause to obtain a search warrant. Probable cause to arrest, I recognize, 
calls for a showing discrete from the showing needed to establish probable 
cause to search a home. But “where, as here, a suspect is arrested at or 
near his residence, it will often `be permissible to infer that the instrumen-
talities and fruits of th[e] crime are presently in that person's residence.' ” 
Brief for National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers as Amicus 
Curiae 25 (quoting 2 W. LaFave, Search and Seizure § 3.1(b) (5th ed. 
2011)). And as the Court observed in Randolph, if a warrant may be 
impeded by a tenant's refusal to consent, “[a] co-tenant acting on [her] own 
initiative may be able to deliver evidence to the police, and . . . tell the 
police what [s]he knows, for use before a magistrate in getting a warrant.” 
547 U. S., at 116 (citation omitted). 
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Although the police have probable cause and could obtain 
a warrant with dispatch, if they can gain the consent of some-
one other than the suspect, why should the law insist on the 
formality of a warrant? Because the Framers saw the neu-
tral magistrate as an essential part of the criminal process 
shielding all of us, good or bad, saint or sinner, from un-
checked police activity. See, e. g., Johnson, 333 U. S., at 13– 
14 (“The point of the Fourth Amendment . . . is not that it 
denies law enforcement the support of the usual inferences 
which reasonable men draw from evidence. Its protection 
consists in requiring that those inferences be drawn by a 
neutral and detached magistrate instead of being judged 
by the offcer engaged in the often competitive enterprise 
of ferreting out crime.”). “The investigation of crime,” of 
course, “would always be simplifed if warrants were un-
necessary.” Mincey, 437 U. S., at 393. “But the Fourth 
Amendment,” the Court has long recognized, “refects the 
view of those who wrote the Bill of Rights that the privacy 
of a person's home and property may not be totally sacrifced 
in the name of maximum simplicity in enforcement of the 
criminal law.” Ibid. See also Randolph, 547 U. S., at 115, 
n. 5 (“A generalized interest in expedient law enforcement 
cannot, without more, justify a warrantless search.”). 

A fnal word is in order about the Court's reference to 
Rojas' autonomy, which, in its view, is best served by allow-
ing her consent to trump an abusive cohabitant's objection. 
See ante, at 307 (“Denying someone in Rojas' position the 
right to allow the police to enter her home would also show 
disrespect for her independence.”).5 Rojas' situation is not 

5 Although the validity of Rojas' consent is not before us, the record 
offers cause to doubt that her agreement to the search was, in fact, an 
unpressured exercise of self-determination. At the evidentiary hearing 
on Fernandez' motion to suppress, Rojas testifed that the police, upon 
returning to the residence about an hour after Fernandez' arrest, began 
questioning her four-year-old son without her permission. App. 81, 93. 
Rojas asked to remain present during that questioning, but the police off-
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distinguishable from Janet Randolph's in this regard. If a 
person's health and safety are threatened by a domestic 
abuser, exigent circumstances would justify immediate re-
moval of the abuser from the premises, as happened here. 
Cf. Randolph, 547 U. S., at 118 (“[T]his case has no bearing 
on the capacity of the police to protect domestic victims. . . . 
No question has been raised, or reasonably could be, about 
the authority of the police to enter a dwelling to protect a 
resident from domestic violence . . . .”). See also Brigham 
City v. Stuart, 547 U. S. 398, 403 (2006) (“[L]aw enforcement 
offcers 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.”). Domestic abuse is indeed “a 
serious problem in the United States,” Randolph, 547 U. S., 
at 117 (citing statistics); appropriate policy responses to this 
scourge may include fostering effective counseling, providing 
public information about, and ready access to, protective or-
ders, and enforcing such orders diligently.6 As the Court 

cer told her that their investigation was “going to determine whether or 
not we take your kids from you right now or not.” Id., at 93. See also 
ibid. (“I felt like [the police] were going to take my kids away from me.”). 
Rojas thus maintained that she felt “pressured” into giving consent. Id., 
at 93–94. See also id., at 93 (“I felt like I had no rights.”). After about 
20 or 30 minutes, Rojas acceded to the offcer's request that she sign a 
consent form. Rojas testifed that she “didn't want to sign [the form],” 
but did so because she “just wanted it to just end.” Id., at 100. 

The trial court found Rojas' testimony at the suppression hearing “be-
lievable at points and unbelievable at other points,” and concluded that 
the police conduct did not amount to “duress or coercion.” Id., at 152. 
The trial court agreed, however, that Rojas “may have felt pressured.” 
Ibid. 

6 See generally National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, 
Civil Protection Orders: A Guide for Improving Practice (2010), online at 
http://www.ncjfcj.org/sites/default/fles/cpo_guide.pdf (all Internet materi-
als as visited Feb. 21, 2014, and available in Clerk of Court's case fle); 
Epidemiology and Prevention for Injury Control Branch, California 
Statewide Policy Recommendations for the Prevention of Violence Against 
Women (2006), online at http://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/Documents/ 
VAWSPP-EPIC.pdf. 
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understood in Randolph, however, the specter of domestic 
abuse hardly necessitates the diminution of the Fourth 
Amendment rights at stake here. 

* * * 

For the reasons stated, I would honor the Fourth Amend-
ment's warrant requirement and hold that Fernandez' 
objection to the search did not become null upon his arrest 
and removal from the scene. “There is every reason to con-
clude that securing a warrant was entirely feasible in this 
case, and no reason to contract the Fourth Amendment's 
dominion.” Kentucky v. King, 563 U. S. 452, 477 (2011) 
(Ginsburg, J., dissenting). I would therefore reverse the 
judgment of the California Court of Appeal. 
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KALEY et vir v. UNITED STATES 

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

No. 12–464. Argued October 16, 2013—Decided February 25, 2014 

Title 21 U. S. C. § 853(e)(1) empowers courts to enter pre-trial restraining 
orders to “preserve the availability of [forfeitable] property” while crim-
inal proceedings are pending. Such pre-trial asset restraints are consti-
tutionally permissible whenever probable cause exists to think that a 
defendant has committed an offense permitting forfeiture and that the 
assets in dispute are traceable or otherwise suffciently related to the 
crime charged. United States v. Monsanto, 491 U. S. 600. 

After a grand jury indicted petitioners, Kerri and Brian Kaley, for 
reselling stolen medical devices and laundering the proceeds, the Gov-
ernment obtained a § 853(e)(1) restraining order against their assets. 
The Kaleys moved to vacate the order, intending to use a portion of the 
disputed assets for their legal fees. The District Court allowed them 
to challenge the assets' traceability to the offenses in question but not 
the facts supporting the underlying indictment. The Eleventh Circuit 
affrmed. 

Held: When challenging the legality of a § 853(e)(1) pre-trial asset seizure, 
a criminal defendant who has been indicted is not constitutionally enti-
tled to contest a grand jury's determination of probable cause to believe 
the defendant committed the crimes charged. Pp. 326–341. 

(a) In Monsanto, this Court held that the Government may seize 
assets before trial that a defendant intends to use to pay an attorney, 
so long as probable cause exists “to believe that the property will ul-
timately be proved forfeitable.” 491 U. S., at 615. The question 
whether indicted defendants like the Kaleys are constitutionally entitled 
to a judicial re-determination of the grand jury's probable cause conclu-
sion in a hearing to lift an asset restraint has a ready answer in the funda-
mental and historic commitment of the criminal justice system to entrust 
probable cause fndings to a grand jury. A probable cause fnding suf-
fcient to initiate a prosecution for a serious crime is “conclusiv[e],” 
Gerstein v. Pugh, 420 U. S. 103, 117, n. 19, and, as a general matter, 
“a challenge to the reliability or competence of the evidence” supporting 
that fnding “will not be heard,” United States v. Williams, 504 U. S. 36, 
54. A grand jury's probable cause fnding may, on its own, effect a 
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pre-trial restraint on a person's liberty. Gerstein, 420 U. S., at 117, n. 19. 
The same result follows when it works to restrain a defendant's property. 

The Kaleys' alternative rule would have strange and destructive conse-
quences. Allowing a judge to decide anew what the grand jury has al-
ready determined could result in two inconsistent fndings governing 
different aspects of one criminal proceeding, with the same judge who 
found probable cause lacking presiding over a trial premised on its 
existence. That legal dissonance could not but undermine the criminal 
justice system's integrity, especially the grand jury's constitutional role. 
Pp. 326–333. 

(b) The balancing test of Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U. S. 319—which 
requires a court to weigh (1) the burdens that a requested procedure 
would impose on the government against (2) the private interest at 
stake, as viewed alongside (3) “the risk of an erroneous deprivation” of 
that interest without the procedure and “the probable value, if any, of 
[the] additional . . . procedural safeguar[d],” id., at 335—if applicable 
here, tips against the Kaleys. Because the Government's interest in 
freezing potentially forfeitable assets without an adversarial hearing 
about the probable cause underlying criminal charges and the Kaleys' 
interest in retaining counsel of their own choosing are both substantial, 
the test's third prong is critical. It boils down to the “probable value, 
if any,” of a judicial hearing in uncovering mistaken grand jury probable 
cause fndings. But when the legal standard is merely probable cause 
and the grand jury has already made that fnding, a full-dress hearing will 
provide little beneft. See Florida v. Harris, 568 U. S. 237, 249. A fnd-
ing of probable cause to think that a person committed a crime “can be 
[made] reliably without an adversary hearing,” Gerstein, 420 U. S., at 120, 
and the value of requiring additional “formalities and safeguards” would 
“[i]n most cases . . . be too slight,” id., at 121–122. The experience of sev-
eral Circuits corroborates this view. Neither the Kaleys nor their amici 
point to a single case in two decades where courts, holding hearings of the 
kind they seek, have found the absence of probable cause to believe that 
an indicted defendant committed the crime charged. Pp. 333–340. 

677 F. 3d 1316, affrmed and remanded. 

Kagan, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Scalia, Kennedy, 
Thomas, Ginsburg, and Alito, JJ., joined. Roberts, C. J., fled a dissent-
ing opinion, in which Breyer and Sotomayor, JJ., joined, post, p. 341. 

Howard Srebnick argued the cause for petitioners. With 
him on the briefs was G. Richard Strafer. 
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Opinion of the Court 

Deputy Solicitor General Dreeben argued the cause for 
the United States. With him on the brief were Solicitor 
General Verrilli, Acting Assistant Attorney General 
Raman, Elaine J. Goldenberg, and Sonja M. Ralston.* 

Justice Kagan delivered the opinion of the Court. 

A federal statute, 21 U. S. C. § 853(e), authorizes a court to 
freeze an indicted defendant's assets prior to trial if they 
would be subject to forfeiture upon conviction. In United 
States v. Monsanto, 491 U. S. 600, 615 (1989), we approved 
the constitutionality of such an order so long as it is “based 
on a fnding of probable cause to believe that the property 
will ultimately be proved forfeitable.” And we held that 
standard to apply even when a defendant seeks to use the 
disputed property to pay for a lawyer. 

In this case, two indicted defendants wishing to hire an 
attorney challenged a pre-trial restraint on their property. 
The trial court convened a hearing to consider the seizure's 
legality under Monsanto. The question presented is 
whether criminal defendants are constitutionally entitled at 
such a hearing to contest a grand jury's prior determination 
of probable cause to believe they committed the crimes 
charged. We hold that they have no right to relitigate that 
fnding. 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for the American Bar 
Association by Laurel G. Bellows, Jerrold J. Ganzfried, Terrance G. Reed, 
and John F. Stanton; for California Attorneys for Criminal Justice by John 
B. Owens, Daniel B. Levin, Michael J. Mongan, and John T. Philipsborn; 
for the Cato Institute by Ilya Shapiro; for the Florida Association of 
Criminal Defense Lawyers by Courtney J. Linn, Robert M. Loeb, Michael 
Ufferman, Karen M. Gottlieb, and Sonya Rudenstine; for the Gun Owners 
Foundation et al. by William J. Olson, Jeremiah L. Morgan, Herbert W. 
Titus, and John S. Miles; and for the National Association of Criminal 
Defense Lawyers by Ricardo J. Bascuas and Jonathan Hacker. 

Briefs of amici curiae were fled for the Institute for Justice by William 
H. Mellor, Scott G. Bullock, and Darpana M. Sheth; and for the New York 
Council of Defense Lawyers by Jonathan P. Bach. 
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I 

A 

Criminal forfeitures are imposed upon conviction to con-
fscate assets used in or gained from certain serious crimes. 
See 21 U. S. C. § 853(a). Forfeitures help to ensure that 
crime does not pay: They at once punish wrongdoing, deter 
future illegality, and “lessen the economic power” of criminal 
enterprises. Caplin & Drysdale, Chartered v. United 
States, 491 U. S. 617, 630 (1989); see id., at 634 (“Forfeiture 
provisions are powerful weapons in the war on crime”). The 
Government also uses forfeited property to recompense vic-
tims of crime, improve conditions in crime-damaged commu-
nities, and support law enforcement activities like police 
training. See id., at 629–630.1 Accordingly, “there is a 
strong governmental interest in obtaining full recovery of all 
forfeitable assets.” Id., at 631. 

In line with that interest, § 853(e)(1) empowers courts to 
enter pre-trial restraining orders or injunctions to “preserve 
the availability of [forfeitable] property” while criminal pro-
ceedings are pending. Such an order, issued “[u]pon applica-
tion of the United States,” prevents a defendant from spend-
ing or transferring specifed property, including to pay an 
attorney for legal services. Ibid. In Monsanto, our princi-
pal case involving this procedure, we held a pre-trial asset 
restraint constitutionally permissible whenever there is 
probable cause to believe that the property is forfeitable. 
See 491 U. S., at 615. That determination has two parts, 
refecting the requirements for forfeiture under federal law: 
There must be probable cause to think (1) that the defendant 
has committed an offense permitting forfeiture, and (2) that 

1 Between January 2012 and April 2013, for example, the Department of 
Justice returned over $1.5 billion in forfeited assets to more than 400,000 
crime victims. See Dept. of Justice, Justice Department Returned $1.5 
Billion to Victims of Crime Since January 2012 (Apr. 26, 2013), online at 
http://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/2013/April/13-crm-480.html (as visited Feb. 
21, 2014, and available in the Clerk of Court's case fle). 
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the property at issue has the requisite connection to that 
crime. See § 853(a). The Monsanto Court, however, de-
clined to consider “whether the Due Process Clause requires 
a hearing” to establish either or both of those aspects of 
forfeitability. Id., at 615, n. 10.2 

Since Monsanto, the lower courts have generally provided 
a hearing to any indicted defendant seeking to lift an asset 
restraint to pay for a lawyer. In that hearing, they have 
uniformly allowed the defendant to litigate the second issue 
stated above: whether probable cause exists to believe that 
the assets in dispute are traceable or otherwise suffciently 
related to the crime charged in the indictment.3 But the 
courts have divided over extending the hearing to the frst 
issue. Some have considered, while others have barred, a 
defendant's attempt to challenge the probable cause under-
lying a criminal charge.4 This case raises the question 
whether an indicted defendant has a constitutional right to 
contest the grand jury's prior determination of that matter. 

B 

The grand jury's indictment in this case charges a scheme 
to steal prescription medical devices and resell them for 

2 The forfeiture statute itself requires a hearing when the Government 
seeks to restrain the assets of someone who has not yet been indicted. 
See 21 U. S. C. § 853(e)(1)(B). That statutory provision is not at issue in 
this case, which involves a pair of indicted defendants. 

3 At oral argument, the Government agreed that a defendant has a con-
stitutional right to a hearing on that question. See Tr. of Oral Arg. 45. 
We do not opine on the matter here. 

4 Compare United States v. E-Gold, Ltd., 521 F. 3d 411 (CADC 2008) 
(holding that a defendant is entitled to raise such a challenge); United 
States v. Dejanu, 37 Fed. Appx. 870, 873 (CA9 2002) (same); United States 
v. Michelle's Lounge, 39 F. 3d 684, 700 (CA7 1994) (same); United States 
v. Monsanto, 924 F. 2d 1186 (CA2 1991) (en banc) (same), with United 
States v. Jamieson, 427 F. 3d 394, 406–407 (CA6 2005) (prohibiting a de-
fendant from raising such a challenge); United States v. Farmer, 274 F. 3d 
800, 803–806 (CA4 2001) (same); United States v. Jones, 160 F. 3d 641, 648– 
649 (CA10 1998) (same). 
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proft. The indictment accused petitioner Kerri Kaley, a 
sales representative for a subsidiary of Johnson & Johnson, 
and petitioner Brian Kaley, her husband, with transporting 
stolen medical devices across state lines and laundering the 
proceeds of that activity.5 The Kaleys have contested those 
allegations throughout this litigation, arguing that the medi-
cal devices at issue were unwanted, excess hospital inven-
tory, which they could lawfully take and market to others. 

Immediately after obtaining the indictment, the Govern-
ment sought a restraining order under § 853(e)(1) to prevent 
the Kaleys from transferring any assets traceable to or in-
volved in the alleged offenses. Included among those assets 
is a $500,000 certifcate of deposit that the Kaleys intended to 
use for legal fees. The District Court entered the requested 
order. Later, in response to the Kaleys' motion to vacate 
the asset restraint, the court denied a request for an eviden-
tiary hearing and confrmed the order, except as to $63,000 
that it found (based on the parties' written submissions) was 
not connected to the alleged offenses. 

On interlocutory appeal, the Eleventh Circuit reversed 
and remanded for further consideration of whether some 
kind of evidentiary hearing was warranted. See 579 F. 3d 
1246 (2009). The District Court then concluded that it 
should hold a hearing, but only as to “whether the restrained 
assets are traceable to or involved in the alleged criminal 
conduct.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 43, n. 5. The Kaleys in-
formed the court that they no longer disputed that issue; 
they wished to show only that the “case against them is 
`baseless.' ” Id., at 39; see App. 107 (“We are not contesting 

5 An earlier version of the indictment did not include the money launder-
ing charge. In its superseding indictment, the Government also accused 
Jennifer Gruenstrass, another sales representative, of transporting stolen 
property and money laundering. Her case went to trial, and she was ac-
quitted. Several other sales representatives participating in the Kaleys' 
activity entered guilty pleas (each to a charge of shipping stolen goods) 
during the Government's investigation. 
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that the assets restrained were . . . traceable to the conduct. 
Our quarrel is whether that conduct constitutes a crime”). 
Accordingly, the District Court affrmed the restraining 
order, and the Kaleys took another appeal. The Eleventh 
Circuit this time affrmed, holding that the Kaleys were not 
entitled at a hearing on the asset freeze “to challenge the 
factual foundation supporting the grand jury's probable 
cause determination[ ]”—that is, “the very validity of the un-
derlying indictment.” 677 F. 3d 1316, 1317 (2012). 

We granted certiorari in light of the Circuit split on the 
question presented, 568 U. S. 1227 (2013), and we now affrm 
the Eleventh Circuit. 

II 

This Court has twice considered claims, similar to the Ka-
leys', that the Fifth Amendment's right to due process and 
the Sixth Amendment's right to counsel constrain the way 
the federal forfeiture statute applies to assets needed to re-
tain an attorney. See Caplin & Drysdale, 491 U. S. 617; 
Monsanto, 491 U. S. 600. We begin with those rulings not 
as mere background, but as something much more. On the 
single day the Court decided both those cases, it cast the die 
on this one too. 

In Caplin & Drysdale, we considered whether the Fifth 
and Sixth Amendments exempt from forfeiture money that 
a convicted defendant has agreed to pay his attorney. See 
491 U. S., at 623–635. We conceded a factual premise of the 
constitutional claim made in the case: Sometimes “a defend-
ant will be unable to retain the attorney of his choice” if he 
cannot use forfeitable assets. Id., at 625. Still, we held, the 
defendant's claim was “untenable.” Id., at 626. “A defend-
ant has no Sixth Amendment right to spend another person's 
money” for legal fees—even if that is the only way to hire a 
preferred lawyer. Ibid. Consider, we submitted, the ex-
ample of a “robbery suspect” who wishes to “use funds he 
has stolen from a bank to retain an attorney to defend him 
if he is apprehended.” Ibid. That money is “not rightfully 
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his.” Ibid. Accordingly, we concluded, the Government 
does not violate the Constitution if, pursuant to the forfeit-
ure statute, “it seizes the robbery proceeds and refuses to 
permit the defendant to use them” to pay for his lawyer. 
Ibid. 

And then, we confrmed in Monsanto what our “robbery 
suspect” hypothetical indicated: Even prior to conviction (or 
trial)—when the presumption of innocence still applies—the 
Government could constitutionally use § 853(e) to freeze 
assets of an indicted defendant “based on a fnding of proba-
ble cause to believe that the property will ultimately be 
proved forfeitable.” 491 U. S., at 615. In Monsanto, too, 
the defendant wanted to use the property at issue to pay a 
lawyer, and maintained that the Fifth and Sixth Amend-
ments entitled him to do so. We disagreed. We frst noted 
that the Government may sometimes “restrain persons 
where there is a fnding of probable cause to believe that the 
accused has committed a serious offense.” Id., at 615–616. 
Given that power, we could fnd “no constitutional infrmity 
in § 853(e)'s authorization of a similar restraint on [the de-
fendant's] property” in order to protect “the community's in-
terest” in recovering “ill-gotten gains.” Id., at 616. Nor 
did the defendant's interest in retaining a lawyer with the 
disputed assets change the equation. Relying on Caplin & 
Drysdale, we reasoned: “[I]f the Government may, post-trial, 
forbid the use of forfeited assets to pay an attorney, then 
surely no constitutional violation occurs when, after probable 
cause is adequately established, the Government obtains an 
order barring a defendant from frustrating that end by dis-
sipating his assets prior to trial.” 491 U. S., at 616. So 
again: With probable cause, a freeze is valid. 

The Kaleys little dispute that proposition; their argument is 
instead about who should have the last word as to probable 
cause. A grand jury has already found probable cause to 
think that the Kaleys committed the offenses charged; that is 
why an indictment issued. No one doubts that those crimes 
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are serious enough to trigger forfeiture. Similarly, no one 
contests that the assets in question derive from, or were used 
in committing, the offenses. See supra, at 325–326. The 
only question is whether the Kaleys are constitutionally enti-
tled to a judicial re-determination of the conclusion the grand 
jury already reached: that probable cause supports this crimi-
nal prosecution (or alternatively put, that the prosecution is 
not “baseless,” as the Kaleys believe, supra, at 325). And 
that question, we think, has a ready answer, because a funda-
mental and historic commitment of our criminal justice system 
is to entrust those probable cause fndings to grand juries. 

This Court has often recognized the grand jury's singular 
role in fnding the probable cause necessary to initiate a 
prosecution for a serious crime. See, e. g., Costello v. United 
States, 350 U. S. 359, 362 (1956). “[A]n indictment `fair upon 
its face,' and returned by a `properly constituted grand 
jury,' ” we have explained, “conclusively determines the ex-
istence of probable cause” to believe the defendant perpe-
trated the offense alleged. Gerstein v. Pugh, 420 U. S. 103, 
117, n. 19 (1975) (quoting Ex parte United States, 287 U. S. 
241, 250 (1932)). And “conclusively” has meant, case in and 
case out, just that. We have found no “authority for looking 
into and revising the judgment of the grand jury upon the 
evidence, for the purpose of determining whether or not the 
fnding was founded upon suffcient proof.” Costello, 350 
U. S., at 362–363 (quoting United States v. Reed, 27 F. Cas. 
727, 738 (No. 16,134) (CC NDNY 1852) (Nelson, J.)). To the 
contrary, “the whole history of the grand jury institution” 
demonstrates that “a challenge to the reliability or compe-
tence of the evidence” supporting a grand jury's fnding of 
probable cause “will not be heard.” United States v. Wil-
liams, 504 U. S. 36, 54 (1992) (quoting Costello, 350 U. S., at 
364, and Bank of Nova Scotia v. United States, 487 U. S. 
250, 261 (1988)). The grand jury gets to say—without any 
review, oversight, or second-guessing—whether probable 
cause exists to think that a person committed a crime. 
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And that inviolable grand jury fnding, we have decided, 
may do more than commence a criminal proceeding (with all 
the economic, reputational, and personal harm that entails); 
the determination may also serve the purpose of immedi-
ately depriving the accused of her freedom. If the person 
charged is not yet in custody, an indictment triggers “issu-
ance of an arrest warrant without further inquiry” into the 
case's strength. Gerstein, 420 U. S., at 117, n. 19; see Kalina 
v. Fletcher, 522 U. S. 118, 129 (1997). Alternatively, if the 
person was arrested without a warrant, an indictment elimi-
nates her Fourth Amendment right to a prompt judicial as-
sessment of probable cause to support any detention. See 
Gerstein, 420 U. S., at 114, 117, n. 19. In either situation, 
this Court—relying on the grand jury's “historical role of 
protecting individuals from unjust persecution”—has “let 
[that body's] judgment substitute for that of a neutral and 
detached magistrate.” Ibid. The grand jury, all on its own, 
may effect a pre-trial restraint on a person's liberty by fnd-
ing probable cause to support a criminal charge.6 

6 The grand jury's unreviewed fnding similarly may play a signifcant 
role in determining a defendant's eligibility for release before trial under 
the Bail Reform Act of 1984, 18 U. S. C. § 3141 et seq. That statute creates 
a rebuttable presumption that a defendant is ineligible for bail if “there 
is probable cause to believe” she committed certain serious crimes. 
§§ 3142(e)(2)–(3), (f ). The Courts of Appeals have uniformly held that pre-
sumption to operate whenever an indictment charges those offenses. Re-
lying on our instruction that an indictment returned by a proper grand 
jury “conclusively determines the existence of probable cause,” the courts 
have denied defendants' calls for any judicial reconsideration of that issue. 
United States v. Contreras, 776 F. 2d 51, 54 (CA2 1985) (quoting Gerstein 
v. Pugh, 420 U. S. 103, 117, n. 19 (1975)); see, e. g., United States v. Suppa, 
799 F. 2d 115, 117–119 (CA3 1986); United States v. Vargas, 804 F. 2d 157, 
162–163 (CA1 1986) (per curiam); United States v. Hurtado, 779 F. 2d 
1467, 1477–1479 (CA11 1985). 

The dissent, while conceding this point, notes that courts may consider 
the “weight of the evidence” in deciding whether a defendant has rebutted 
the presumption. See post, at 349–350, and n. 3 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.). 
And so they may, along with a host of other factors relating to the defend-
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The same result follows when, as here, an infringement on 
the defendant's property depends on a showing of probable 
cause that she committed a crime. If judicial review of the 
grand jury's probable cause determination is not warranted 
(as we have so often held) to put a defendant on trial or place 
her in custody, then neither is it needed to freeze her prop-
erty. The grand jury that is good enough—reliable enough, 
protective enough—to infict those other grave consequences 
through its probable cause fndings must be adequate to im-
pose this one too. Indeed, Monsanto already noted the ab-
sence of any reason to hold property seizures to different 
rules: As described earlier, the Court partly based its adop-
tion of the probable cause standard on the incongruity of 
subjecting an asset freeze to any stricter requirements than 
apply to an arrest or ensuing detention. See supra, at 327; 
491 U. S., at 615 (“[I]t would be odd to conclude that the 
Government may not restrain property” on the showing 
often suffcient to “restrain persons”). By similar token, the 
probable cause standard, once selected, should work no dif-
ferently for the single purpose of freezing assets than for 
all others.7 So the longstanding, unvarying rule of criminal 

ant's dangerousness or risk of fight. See § 3142(g). But that is because 
the Bail Reform Act so allows—not because (as argued here) the Constitu-
tion compels the inquiry. And even that provision of the statute cuts 
against the dissent's position, because it enables courts to consider only 
an evidentiary issue different from the probable cause determination. 
When it comes to whether probable cause supports a charge—i. e., the 
issue here—courts making bail determinations are stuck, as all agree, with 
the grand jury's fnding. 

7 Contrary to the dissent's characterization, see post, at 351, nothing in 
our reasoning depends on viewing one consequence of a probable cause 
determination (say, detention) as “greater” than another (say, the asset 
freeze here). (We suspect that would vary from case to case, with some 
defendants seeing the loss of liberty as the more signifcant deprivation 
and others the loss of a chosen lawyer.) We simply see no reason to treat 
a grand jury's probable cause determination as conclusive for all other 
purposes (including, in some circumstances, locking up the defendant), but 
not for the one at issue here. 
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procedure we have just described applies here as well: The 
grand jury's determination is conclusive. 

And indeed, the alternative rule the Kaleys seek would 
have strange and destructive consequences. The Kaleys 
here demand a do-over, except with a different referee. 
They wish a judge to decide anew the exact question the 
grand jury has already answered—whether there is probable 
cause to think the Kaleys committed the crimes charged. 
But suppose the judge performed that task and came to the 
opposite conclusion. Two inconsistent fndings would then 
govern different aspects of one criminal proceeding: Proba-
ble cause would exist to bring the Kaleys to trial (and, if 
otherwise appropriate, hold them in prison), but not to re-
strain their property. And assuming the prosecutor contin-
ued to press the charges,8 the same judge who found proba-
ble cause lacking would preside over a trial premised on its 
presence. That legal dissonance, if sustainable at all, could 
not but undermine the criminal justice system's integrity— 
and especially the grand jury's integral, constitutionally pre-
scribed role. For in this new world, every prosecution in-
volving a pre-trial asset freeze would potentially pit the 
judge against the grand jury as to the case's foundational 
issue.9 

8 A prosecutor, of course, might drop the case because of the court's 
ruling, especially if he thought that decision would bring into play an ethi-
cal standard barring any charge “that the prosecutor knows is not sup-
ported by probable cause.” ABA Model Rule of Professional Conduct 
3.8(a) (2013). But then the court would have effectively done what we 
have long held it cannot: overrule the grand jury on whether to bring a 
defendant to trial. See supra, at 328–329. 

9 The dissent argues that the same is true when a judge hears evidence 
on whether frozen assets are traceable to a crime, because that allegation 
also appears in the indictment. See post, at 346–347; supra, at 324, and n. 3. 
But the tracing of assets is a technical matter far removed from the grand 
jury's core competence and traditional function—to determine whether 
there is probable cause to think the defendant committed a crime. And 
a judge's fnding that assets are not traceable to the crime charged in no 
way casts doubt on the prosecution itself. So that determination does not 
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The Kaleys counter (as does the dissent, post, at 347–348) 
that apparently inconsistent fndings are not really so, be-
cause the prosecutor could have presented scantier evidence 
to the judge than he previously offered the grand jury. Sup-
pose, for example, that at the judicial hearing the prosecutor 
put on only “one witness instead of all fve”; then, the Kaleys 
maintain, the judge's decision of no probable cause would 
mean only that “the Government did not satisfy its bur-
den[ ] on that one day in time.” Tr. of Oral Arg. 12, 18; see 
Reply Brief 11–12. But we do not think that hypothetical 
solves the problem. As an initial matter, it does not fore-
close a different fact pattern: A judge could hear the exact 
same evidence as the grand jury, yet respond to it differently, 
thus rendering what even the Kaleys must concede is a con-
tradictory fnding. And when the Kaleys' hypothetical is 
true, just what does it show? Consider that the prosecutor 
in their example has left home some of the witnesses he took 
to the grand jury—presumably because, as we later discuss, 
he does not yet wish to reveal their identities or likely testi-
mony. See infra, at 335–336. The judge's ruling of no 
probable cause therefore would not mean that the grand jury 
was wrong: As the Kaleys concede, the grand jury could have 
heard more than enough evidence to fnd probable cause that 
they committed the crimes charged. The Kaleys would win 
at the later hearing despite, not because of, the case's true 
merits. And we would then see still less reason for a judge 
to topple the grand jury's (better supported) fnding of prob-
able cause.10 

similarly undermine the grand jury or create internal contradictions 
within the criminal justice system. 

10 The dissent claims as well that the hearing the Kaleys seek “would 
not be mere relitigation” of the grand jury's decision because they could 
now “tell their side of the story.” Post, at 347, 348. But the same could 
be said of an adversarial hearing on an indictment's validity, which everyone 
agrees is impermissible because it “look[s] into and revise[s]” the grand 
jury's judgment. See post, at 348 (quoting Costello v. United States, 350 
U. S. 359, 362 (1956)). The lesson of our precedents, as described above, is 
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Our reasoning so far is straightforward. We held in Mon-
santo that the probable cause standard governs the pre-trial 
seizure of forfeitable assets, even when they are needed to 
hire a lawyer. And we have repeatedly affrmed a corollary 
of that standard: A defendant has no right to judicial review 
of a grand jury's determination of probable cause to think a 
defendant committed a crime. In combination, those settled 
propositions signal defeat for the Kaleys because, in contest-
ing the seizure of their property, they seek only to relitigate 
such a grand jury fnding. 

III 

The Kaleys would have us undertake a different analysis, 
which they contend would lead to a different conclusion. 
They urge us to apply the balancing test of Mathews v. El-
dridge, 424 U. S. 319 (1976), to assess whether they have re-
ceived a constitutionally suffcient opportunity to challenge 
the seizure of their assets. See Brief for Petitioners 32–64. 
Under that three-pronged test (reordered here for exposi-
tional purposes), a court must weigh (1) the burdens that a re-
quested procedure would impose on the Government against 
(2) the private interest at stake, as viewed alongside (3) “the 
risk of an erroneous deprivation” of that interest without the 
procedure and “the probable value, if any, of [the] additional 
. . . procedural safeguard[ ].” Mathews, 424 U. S., at 335. 
Stressing the importance of their interest in retaining chosen 
counsel, the Kaleys argue that the Mathews balance tilts hard 
in their favor. It thus overrides—or so the Kaleys claim—all 
we have previously held about the fnality of grand jury fnd-
ings, entitling them to an evidentiary hearing before a judge 
to contest the probable cause underlying the indictment. 

The Government battles with the Kaleys over whether 
Mathews has any application to this case. This Court de-

that a grand jury's fnding is “conclusive”—and thus precludes subsequent 
proceedings on the same matter—even though not arising from adversar-
ial testing. See supra, at 328–329; see also infra, at 338–339. 
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vised the test, the Government notes, in an administrative 
setting—to decide whether a Social Security recipient was 
entitled to a hearing before her benefts were terminated. 
And although the Court has since employed the approach in 
other contexts, the Government reads Medina v. California, 
505 U. S. 437 (1992), as foreclosing its use here. In that case, 
we held that “the Mathews balancing test does not provide 
the appropriate framework for assessing the validity of state 
procedural rules which . . . are part of the criminal process,” 
reasoning that because the “Bill of Rights speaks in explicit 
terms to many aspects of criminal procedure,” the Due Proc-
ess Clause “has limited operation” in the feld. Id., at 443. 
That settles that, asserts the Government. See Brief for 
United States 18. But the Kaleys argue that Medina ad-
dressed a State's procedural rule and relied on federalism 
principles not implicated here. Further, they claim that Me-
dina concerned a criminal proceeding proper, not a collateral 
action seizing property. See Reply Brief 1–5. As to that 
sort of action, the Kaleys contend, Mathews should govern. 

We decline to address those arguments, or to defne the 
respective reach of Mathews and Medina, because we need 
not do so. Even if Mathews applied here—even if, that is, 
its balancing inquiry were capable of trumping this Court's 
repeated admonitions that the grand jury's word is conclu-
sive—the Kaleys still would not be entitled to the hearing 
they seek. That is because the Mathews test tips against 
them, and so only reinforces what we have already said. As 
we will explain, the problem for the Kaleys comes from Ma-
thews' prescribed inquiry into the requested procedure's use-
fulness in correcting erroneous deprivations of their private 
interest. In light of Monsanto's holding that a seizure of 
the Kaleys' property is erroneous only if unsupported by 
probable cause, the added procedure demanded here is not 
suffciently likely to make any difference. 

To begin the Mathews analysis, the Government has a sub-
stantial interest in freezing potentially forfeitable assets 
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without an evidentiary hearing about the probable cause un-
derlying criminal charges. At the least, such an adversarial 
proceeding—think of it as a pre-trial mini-trial (or maybe a 
pre-trial not-so-mini-trial)—could consume signifcant prose-
cutorial time and resources. The hearing presumably would 
rehearse the case's merits, including the Government's the-
ory and supporting evidence. And the Government also 
might have to litigate a range of ancillary questions relating 
to the conduct of the hearing itself (for example, could the 
Kaleys subpoena witnesses or exclude certain evidence?). 

Still more seriously, requiring a proceeding of that kind 
could undermine the Government's ability either to obtain a 
conviction or to preserve forfeitable property. To ensure a 
favorable result at the hearing, the Government could choose 
to disclose all its witnesses and other evidence. But that 
would give the defendant knowledge of the Government's 
case and strategy well before the rules of criminal proce-
dure—or principles of due process, see, e. g., Brady v. Mary-
land, 373 U. S. 83 (1963)—would otherwise require. See 
Fed. Rules Crim. Proc. 26.2(a), 16(a)(2); Weatherford v. 
Bursey, 429 U. S. 545, 559–561 (1977) (“There is no general 
constitutional right to discovery in a criminal case”). And 
sometimes (particularly in organized crime and drug traf-
fcking prosecutions, in which forfeiture questions often 
arise), that sneak preview might not just aid the defendant's 
preparations but also facilitate witness tampering or jeopar-
dize witness safety. Alternatively, to ensure the success of 
its prosecution, the Government could hold back some of its 
evidence at the hearing or give up on the pre-trial seizure 
entirely. But if the Government took that tack, it would di-
minish the likelihood of ultimately recovering stolen assets 
to which the public is entitled.11 So any defense counsel 

11 The dissent says not to worry—the Government can obtain the assets 
after conviction by using 21 U. S. C. § 853(c)'s “relation-back” provision. 
See post, at 355. That provision is intended to aid the Government in 
recovering funds transferred to a third party—here, the Kaleys' lawyer— 
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worth his salt—whatever the merits of his case—would put 
the prosecutor to a choice: “Protect your forfeiture by pro-
viding discovery” or “protect your conviction by surrender-
ing the assets.”12 It is small wonder that the Government 
wants to avoid that lose-lose dilemma. 

For their part, however, defendants like the Kaleys have a 
vital interest at stake: the constitutional right to retain coun-
sel of their own choosing. See Wheat v. United States, 486 
U. S. 153, 159 (1988) (describing the scope of, and various limits 
on, that right). This Court has recently described that right, 
separate and apart from the guarantee to effective representa-
tion, as “the root meaning” of the Sixth Amendment. United 
States v. Gonzalez-Lopez, 548 U. S. 140, 147–148 (2006); cf. 
Powell v. Alabama, 287 U. S. 45, 53 (1932) (“It is hardly neces-
sary to say that, the right to counsel being conceded, a defend-
ant should be afforded a fair opportunity to secure counsel of 
his own choice”).13 Indeed, we have held that the wrongful 

subsequent to the crime. But forfeiture applies only to specifc assets, so 
in the likely event that the third party has spent the money, the Govern-
ment must resort to a State's equitable remedies—which may or may not 
even be available—to force him to disgorge an equivalent amount. See 
Tr. of Oral Arg. 48–49. And indeed, if the Government could easily re-
cover such monies, then few lawyers would agree to represent defendants 
like the Kaleys, and the dissent's proposed holding would be for naught. 

12 Compare Cassella, Criminal Forfeiture Procedure, 32 Am. J. Crim. L. 
55, 63 (2004) (explaining that “defendants tend to demand the hearing . . . 
to afford defense counsel an early opportunity to discover the nature of 
the Government's criminal case and to cross-examine some of the Govern-
ment's witnesses”), with May, Attorney Fees and Government Forfeiture, 
34 Champion 20, 23 (Apr. 2010) (advising that “[e]ven if defense counsel 
cannot prevail on the facts or the law, he may be able to prevail anyway” 
because “[s]ometimes the government will decide to give up its restraint 
on a piece of property rather than engage in litigation that will result in 
early discovery”). 

13 Still, a restraint on assets could not deprive the Kaleys of representa-
tion suffcient to ensure fair proceedings. The Sixth Amendment would 
require the appointment of effective counsel if the Kaleys were unable to 
hire a lawyer. See Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668 (1984); Gideon 
v. Wainwright, 372 U. S. 335 (1963). The vast majority of criminal defend-

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff

https://choice�).13


Cite as: 571 U. S. 320 (2014) 337 

Opinion of the Court 

deprivation of choice of counsel is “structural error,” immune 
from review for harmlessness, because it “pervades the entire 
trial.” Gonzalez-Lopez, 548 U. S., at 150. Different lawyers 
do all kinds of things differently, sometimes “affect[ing] 
whether and on what terms the defendant . . . plea bargains, or 
decides instead to go to trial”—and if the latter, possibly af-
fecting whether she gets convicted or what sentence she re-
ceives. Ibid. So for defendants like the Kaleys, having the 
ability to retain the “counsel [they] believe[ ] to be best”—and 
who might in fact be superior to any existing alternatives— 
matters profoundly. Id., at 146. 

And yet Monsanto held, crucially for the last part of our 
Mathews analysis, that an asset freeze depriving a defendant 
of that interest is erroneous only when unsupported by a 
fnding of probable cause. Recall that Monsanto considered 
a case just like this one, where the defendant wanted to use 
his property to pay his preferred lawyer. He urged the 
Court to hold that the Government could seize assets needed 
for that purpose only after conviction. But we instead de-
cided that the Government could act “after probable cause 
[that the assets are forfeitable] is adequately established.” 
491 U. S., at 616. And that means in a case like this one— 
where the assets' connection to the allegedly illegal conduct 
is not in dispute, see supra, at 325–326—that a pre-trial sei-
zure is wrongful only when there is no probable cause to 
believe the defendants committed the crimes charged. Or 
to put the same point differently, such a freeze is erroneous— 
notwithstanding the weighty burden it imposes on the de-
fendants' ability to hire a chosen lawyer—only when the 
grand jury should never have issued the indictment. 

ants proceed with appointed counsel. And the Court has never thought, 
as the dissent suggests today, that doing so risks the “fundamental fair-
ness of the actual trial.” Post, at 351; see post, at 356–357. If it does, 
the right way to start correcting the problem is not by adopting the dis-
sent's position, but by ensuring that the right to effective counsel is fully 
vindicated. 
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The Mathews test's remaining prong—critical when the 
governmental and private interests both have weight—thus 
boils down to the “probable value, if any,” of a judicial hear-
ing in uncovering mistaken grand jury fndings of probable 
cause. 424 U. S., at 335. The Kaleys (and the dissent) con-
tend that such proceedings will serve an important remedial 
function because grand juries hear only a “one-sided presen-
tation[ ]” of evidence. Brief for Petitioners 57; see post, at 
355–356. And that argument rests on a generally sound 
premise: that the adversarial process leads to better, more 
accurate decision-making. But in this context—when the 
legal standard is merely probable cause and the grand jury 
has already made that fnding—both our precedents and 
other courts' experience indicate that a full-dress hearing 
will provide little beneft. 

This Court has repeatedly declined to require the use of 
adversarial procedures to make probable cause determina-
tions. Probable cause, we have often told litigants, is not a 
high bar: It requires only the “kind of `fair probability' on 
which `reasonable and prudent [people,] not legal technicians, 
act.' ” Florida v. Harris, 568 U. S. 237, 244 (2013) (quoting 
Illinois v. Gates, 462 U. S. 213, 231, 238 (1983)); see Gerstein, 
420 U. S., at 121 (contrasting probable cause to reasonable-
doubt and preponderance standards). That is why a grand 
jury's fnding of probable cause to think that a person com-
mitted a crime “can be [made] reliably without an adversary 
hearing,” id., at 120; it is and “has always been thought suf-
fcient to hear only the prosecutor's side,” Williams, 504 
U. S., at 51. So, for example, we have held the “confron-
tation and cross-examination” of witnesses unnecessary in 
a grand jury proceeding. Gerstein, 420 U. S., at 121–122. 
Similarly, we have declined to require the presentation of 
exculpatory evidence, see Williams, 504 U. S., at 51, and we 
have allowed the introduction of hearsay alone, see Costello, 
350 U. S., at 362–364. On each occasion, we relied on the 
same reasoning, stemming from our recognition that proba-
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ble cause served only a gateway function: Given the rela-
tively undemanding “nature of the determination,” the value 
of requiring any additional “formalities and safeguards” 
would “[i]n most cases . . . be too slight.” Gerstein, 420 
U. S., at 121–122. 

We can come out no differently here. The probable cause 
determinations the Kaleys contest are simply those underly-
ing the charges in the indictment. No doubt the Kaleys 
could seek to poke holes in the evidence the Government 
offered the grand jury to support those allegations. No 
doubt, too, the Kaleys could present evidence of their own, 
which might cast the Government's in a different light. 
(Presumably, the Kaleys would try in those two ways to 
show that they did not steal, but instead lawfully obtained, 
the medical devices they later resold. See supra, at 325.) 
Our criminal justice system of course relies on such contesta-
tion at trial when the question becomes whether a defendant 
is guilty beyond peradventure. But as we have held before, 
an adversarial process is far less useful to the threshold fnd-
ing of probable cause, which determines only whether ade-
quate grounds exist to proceed to trial and reach that ques-
tion. The probable cause decision, by its nature, is hard to 
undermine, and still harder to reverse. So the likelihood 
that a judge holding an evidentiary hearing will repudiate 
the grand jury's decision strikes us, once more, as “too 
slight” to support a constitutional requirement. Gerstein, 
420 U. S., at 122. 

The evidence from other courts corroborates that view, 
over and over and over again. In the past two decades, the 
courts in several Circuits have routinely held the kind of 
hearing the Kaleys seek. See supra, at 324, and n. 4. Yet 
neither the Kaleys nor their amici (mostly lawyers' associa-
tions) have found a single case in which a judge found an 
absence of probable cause to believe that an indicted defend-
ant committed the crime charged. One amicus cites 25 re-
ported cases involving pre-trial hearings on asset freezes. 
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See Brief for New York Council of Defense Lawyers 4, n. 2. 
In 24 of those, the defendant lost outright. The last in-
volved a not-yet-indicted defendant (so no grand jury fnd-
ing); there, the District Court's ruling for him was reversed 
on appeal. See Tr. of Oral Arg. 15, 36. To be sure, a kind 
of selection bias might affect those statistics: Perhaps a 
prosecutor with a very weak case would choose to abandon 
an asset freeze rather than face a diffcult hearing. See id., 
at 16, 37. But the Kaleys and their amici have also failed 
to offer any anecdotes of that kind; and we suspect that the 
far more common reason a prosecutor relinquishes a freeze 
is just to avoid premature discovery. See supra, at 335–336. 
So experience, as far as anyone has discerned it, cuts against 
the Kaleys: It confrms that even under Mathews, they have 
no right to revisit the grand jury's fnding.14 

IV 

When we decided Monsanto, we effectively resolved this 
case too. If the question in a pre-trial forfeiture case is 
whether there is probable cause to think the defendant com-

14 As against all this—all we have formerly held and all other courts have 
actually found—the dissent cites nothing: not a single decision of ours sug-
gesting, nor a single decision of a lower court demonstrating, that formal, 
adversarial procedures are at all likely to correct any grand jury errors. 
The dissent argues only that a hearing will have “probable value” for the 
Kaleys because “the deprivation of [their] right” to chosen counsel, once ac-
complished, is “effectively permanent.” Post, at 356. But that argument 
confuses two different parts of the Mathews inquiry. The dissent's point 
well underscores the importance of the Kaleys' interest: As we have readily 
acknowledged, if the grand jury made a mistake, the Kaleys have suffered a 
serious injury, which cannot later be corrected. See supra, at 336–337. 
(We note, though, that the dissent, in asserting that injury's uniqueness, un-
derstates the losses that always attend a mistaken indictment, which no ulti-
mate verdict can erase.) But the dissent's argument about what is at stake 
for the Kaleys says nothing about the crucial, last prong of Mathews, which 
asks whether and to what extent the adversarial procedures they request 
will in fact correct any grand jury errors. That part of the analysis is what 
requires our decision, and the dissent's view that the Government over-
reached in this particular case cannot overcome it. 
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mitted the crime alleged, then the answer is: whatever the 
grand jury decides. And even if we test that proposition by 
applying Mathews, we arrive at the same place: In considering 
such fndings of probable cause, we have never thought the 
value of enhanced evidentiary procedures worth their costs. 
Congress of course may strike its own balance and give de-
fendants like the Kaleys the kind of hearing they want. In-
deed, Congress could disapprove of Monsanto itself and hold 
pre-trial seizures of property to a higher standard than proba-
ble cause. But the Due Process Clause, even when combined 
with a defendant's Sixth Amendment interests, does not com-
mand those results. Accordingly, the Kaleys cannot chal-
lenge the grand jury's conclusion that probable cause supports 
the charges against them. The grand jury gets the fnal word. 

We therefore affrm the judgment of the Eleventh Circuit 
and remand the case for further proceedings consistent with 
this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

Chief Justice Roberts, with whom Justice Breyer 
and Justice Sotomayor join, dissenting. 

An individual facing serious criminal charges brought by 
the United States has little but the Constitution and his at-
torney standing between him and prison. He might readily 
give all he owns to defend himself. 

We have held, however, that the Government may effec-
tively remove a defendant's primary weapon of defense—the 
attorney he selects and trusts—by freezing assets he needs 
to pay his lawyer. That ruling is not at issue. But today 
the Court goes further, holding that a defendant may be hob-
bled in this way without an opportunity to challenge the 
Government's decision to freeze those needed assets. I can-
not subscribe to that holding and respectfully dissent. 

I 

The facts of this case are important. They highlight the 
signifcance to a defendant of being able to hire his counsel 
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of choice, and the potential for unfairness inherent in giving 
the prosecutor the discretion to take that right away. Kerri 
Kaley worked as a sales representative for a Johnson & John-
son subsidiary, selling prescription medical devices. Kaley 
and other sales representatives occasionally obtained out-
moded or surplus devices from staff members at the medical 
facilities they served, when, for example, those devices 
were no longer needed because they had been superseded 
by newer models. Kaley sold the unwanted devices to a 
Florida company, dividing the proceeds among the sales 
representatives. 

Kaley learned in January 2005 that a federal grand jury 
was investigating those activities as a conspiracy to sell sto-
len prescription medical devices. Kaley and her husband 
(who allegedly helped ship the products to Florida) retained 
counsel, who immediately set to work preparing their de-
fense against any impending charges. Counsel regularly 
discussed the investigation with the Kaleys, helped review 
documents demanded by the grand jury, and met with prose-
cutors in an attempt to ward off an indictment. Nonetheless 
preparing for the worst, the Kaleys applied for a $500,000 
equity line of credit on their home to pay estimated legal fees 
associated with a trial. They used that money to purchase 
a $500,000 certifcate of deposit, which they set aside until it 
would be needed to pay their attorneys for the trial. 

In February 2007, the grand jury returned a seven-count 
indictment charging the Kaleys and another sales repre-
sentative, Jennifer Gruenstrass, with violations of federal 
law. The indictment alleged that a “money judgment” of 
over $2 million and the $500,000 certifcate of deposit were 
subject to forfeiture under 18 U. S. C. § 981(a)(1)(C) because 
those assets constituted “proceeds” of the alleged crimes. 
Armed with this indictment, the prosecution obtained an 
ex parte order pursuant to 21 U. S. C. § 853(e), thereby freez-
ing all of the Kaleys' assets listed in the indictment, includ-
ing the certifcate of deposit set aside for legal fees. The 
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Government did not seek to freeze any of Gruenstrass's 
assets. 

The Kaleys moved to vacate the order, requesting a hear-
ing at which they could argue that there was no probable 
cause to believe their assets were forfeitable, because their 
alleged conduct was not criminal. They argued they were 
entitled to such a hearing because the restraining order tar-
geted funds they needed and had set aside to retain for trial 
the same counsel who had been preparing their defense for 
two years. And they contended that the prosecution was 
baseless because the Government could not identify anyone 
who claimed ownership of the medical devices alleged to 
have been “stolen.” During a telephone conference with a 
Magistrate Judge on the motion, the prosecution conceded 
that it had been able to trace only $140,000 in allegedly crimi-
nal proceeds to the Kaleys, which led the Magistrate Judge 
to question the lawfulness of restraining the listed assets. 

Just two business days after that conference, the Govern-
ment obtained a superseding indictment that added a count 
of conspiracy to commit money laundering under 18 U. S. C. 
§ 1956(h). Adding that charge enabled the Government to 
proceed under a much broader forfeiture provision than the 
one in the original indictment. While the civil forfeiture 
provision in § 981(a)(1)(C) authorized forfeiture of property 
that “constitutes or is derived from proceeds traceable to” a 
qualifying criminal violation, the criminal forfeiture provi-
sion now invoked by the Government—§ 982(a)(1)—author-
izes forfeiture of property “involved in” a qualifying offense, 
or “any property traceable to such property.” The super-
seding indictment alleged that a sum of more than $2 million, 
the certifcate of deposit reserved to pay legal expenses, and 
now the Kaleys' home were subject to forfeiture. And 
again, the Government sought an order freezing substan-
tially all those assets. 

The Kaleys objected, repeating the arguments they had 
previously raised, and also contending that the prosecutors 
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were being vindictive in adding the money laundering charge 
and seeking broader forfeiture. The District Court none-
theless entered the broader order requested by the Gov-
ernment, and the restraint on the Kaleys' assets remains in 
place. 

While the Kaleys' appeal from that denial was pending, 
the Government proceeded to trial separately against their 
codefendant Gruenstrass. As the Government had not 
sought to freeze Gruenstrass's assets, she was represented 
by her chosen counsel. Her counsel argued that the Govern-
ment was pitching a fraud without a victim, because no Gov-
ernment witness took the stand to claim ownership of the 
allegedly stolen devices. The jury acquitted Gruenstrass on 
all charges in less than three hours—a good omen for the 
Kaleys and their counsel as they prepared for their own trial. 

II 

The issues at stake here implicate fundamental constitu-
tional principles. The Sixth Amendment provides that “[i]n 
all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right 
. . . to have the Assistance of Counsel for his defence.” In 
many ways, this is the most precious right a defendant has, 
because it is his attorney who will fght for the other rights 
the defendant enjoys. United States v. Cronic, 466 U. S. 
648, 653–654 (1984). And more than 80 years ago, we found 
it “hardly necessary to say that, the right to counsel being 
conceded, a defendant should be afforded a fair opportunity 
to secure counsel of his own choice.” Powell v. Alabama, 
287 U. S. 45, 53 (1932). 

Indeed, we recently called the “right to select counsel of 
one's choice . . . the root meaning of the constitutional guar-
antee” of the Sixth Amendment. United States v. Gonzalez-
Lopez, 548 U. S. 140, 147–148 (2006). The Amendment 
requires “that a particular guarantee of fairness be pro-
vided—to wit, that the accused be defended by the counsel 
he believes to be best.” Id., at 146. An individual's right 
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to counsel of choice is violated “whenever the defendant's 
choice is wrongfully denied,” and such error “pervades the 
entire trial.” Id., at 150. A violation of this right is there-
fore a “structural error,” ibid.; that is, one of the very few 
kinds of errors that “undermine the fairness of a criminal 
proceeding as a whole.” United States v. Davila, 569 U. S. 
597, 611 (2013). 

It is of course true that the right to counsel of choice is 
(like most rights) not absolute. A defendant has no right to 
choose counsel he cannot afford, counsel who is not a member 
of the bar, or counsel with an impermissible confict of inter-
est. Wheat v. United States, 486 U. S. 153, 159 (1988). And 
a district court need not always shuffe its calendar to accom-
modate a defendant's preferred counsel if it has legitimate 
reasons not to do so. Morris v. Slappy, 461 U. S. 1, 11–12 
(1983). But none of those limitations is imposed at the unre-
viewable discretion of a prosecutor—the party who wants 
the defendant to lose at trial. 

This Court has held that the prosecution may freeze assets 
a defendant needs to retain his counsel of choice upon “a 
fnding of probable cause to believe that the assets are for-
feitable.” United States v. Monsanto, 491 U. S. 600, 615 
(1989). The Kaleys do not challenge that holding here. But 
the Court in Monsanto acknowledged and reserved the crucial 
question whether a defendant had the right to be heard before 
the Government could take such action. Id., at 615, n. 10.1 

There was good reason for that caution. The possibility 
that a prosecutor could elect to hamstring his target by pre-
venting him from paying his counsel of choice raises substan-
tial concerns about the fairness of the entire proceeding. “A 
fair trial in a fair tribunal is a basic requirement of due proc-

1 Because the District Court in Monsanto had imposed the restraining 
order after an “extensive, 4-day hearing on the question of probable 
cause,” it was “pointless” for this Court to decide whether a hearing was 
required to “adequately establish[ ]” probable cause. 491 U. S., at 615, 
n. 10, 616. 
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ess.” In re Murchison, 349 U. S. 133, 136 (1955). Issues 
concerning the denial of counsel of choice implicate the over-
all fairness of the trial because they “bear[ ] directly on the 
`framework within which the trial proceeds.' ” Gonzalez-
Lopez, supra, at 150 (quoting Arizona v. Fulminante, 499 
U. S. 279, 310 (1991)). 

III 

Notwithstanding the substantial constitutional issues at 
stake, the majority believes that syllogistic-type reasoning 
effectively resolves this case. Ante, at 333. The majority's 
reasoning goes like this: First, to freeze assets prior to trial, 
the Government must show probable cause to believe that a 
defendant has committed an offense giving rise to forfeiture. 
Second, grand jury determinations of probable cause are 
nonreviewable. Therefore, the Kaleys cannot “relitigate 
[the] grand jury fnding” of probable cause to avoid a pretrial 
restraint of assets they need to retain their counsel of choice. 
Ibid. I do not view the matter as nearly so “straightfor-
ward,” and neither did the multiple Courts of Appeals since 
Monsanto that have granted defendants the type of hearing 
the Kaleys request. See ante, at 324, n. 4. 

To begin with, the majority's conclusion is wrong on its 
own terms. To freeze assets prior to trial, the Government 
must show probable cause to believe both that (1) a defend-
ant has committed an offense giving rise to forfeiture and (2) 
the targeted assets have the requisite connection to the al-
leged criminal conduct. 21 U. S. C. § 853(e)(1)(A). The So-
licitor General concedes—and all Courts of Appeals to have 
considered the issue have held—that “defendants are enti-
tled to show that the assets that are restrained are not actu-
ally the proceeds of the charged criminal offense,” Tr. of Oral 
Arg. 45; that is, that the second prong of the required show-
ing is not satisfed. But by listing property in the indict-
ment and alleging that it is subject to forfeiture—as required 
to restrain assets before trial under § 853(e)(1)(A)—the grand 
jury found probable cause to believe those assets were linked 
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to the charged offenses, just as it found probable cause to 
believe the Kaleys committed the underlying crimes. App. 
60–61 (separate indictment section alleging criminal forfeit-
ure, including of the certifcate of deposit); see United States 
v. Jones, 160 F. 3d 641, 645 (CA10 1998); United States v. 
Monsanto, 924 F. 2d 1186, 1197 (CA2 1991) (en banc); Dept. 
of Justice, Asset Forfeiture Policy Manual 128 (2013) (“That 
the indictment alleges that property is subject to forfeiture 
indicates that the grand jury has made a probable cause de-
termination”). Neither the Government nor the majority 
gives any reason why the District Court may reconsider the 
grand jury's probable cause fnding as to traceability—and in 
fact constitutionally must, if asked—but may not do so as to 
the underlying charged offenses.2 

In any event, the hearing the Kaleys seek would not be 
mere relitigation of the grand jury proceedings. At that 
hearing, the District Court would consider the merits of the 
prosecution to determine whether there is probable cause to 
believe the Kaleys' assets are forfeitable, not to determine 
whether the Kaleys may be tried at all. If the judge agrees 
with the Kaleys, he will merely hold that the Government 
has not met its burden at that hearing to justify freezing the 
assets the Kaleys need to pay their attorneys. The Govern-
ment may proceed with the prosecution, but the Kaleys will 
have their chosen counsel at their side. 

Even though the probable cause standard applies at both 
the indictment stage and the pretrial asset restraint hearing, 
the judge's determination will be based on different evidence 

2 The majority's only response is to characterize the grand jury's fnding 
of traceability as merely a “technical matter.” Ante, at 331, n. 9. But 
the indictment draws no distinction between the grand jury's fnding of 
probable cause to believe that the Kaleys committed a crime and its fnd-
ing of probable cause to believe that certain assets are traceable to that 
crime. Both showings must be made to justify a pretrial asset restraint 
under Monsanto, and there is nothing in that case or the indictment that 
justifes treating one grand jury fnding differently than the other. 
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than that previously presented to the grand jury. For its 
part, the Government may choose to put on more or less 
evidence at the hearing than it did before the grand jury. 
And of course the Kaleys would have the opportunity to tell 
their side of the story—something the grand jury never 
hears. See United States v. Williams, 504 U. S. 36, 51–52 
(1992). Here, much of what the Kaleys want to present 
comes from Gruenstrass's trial—evidence that the grand 
jury obviously could not have considered. So even if the 
judge determined that probable cause to justify the pretrial 
asset restraint had not been adequately established, that de-
termination would not in any way amount to “looking into 
and revising the judgment of the grand jury upon the evi-
dence, for the purpose of determining whether or not the 
fnding was founded upon suffcient proof.” Ante, at 328 
(quoting Costello v. United States, 350 U. S. 359, 362–363 
(1956); internal quotation marks omitted). The judge's deci-
sion based on the evidence presented at the hearing would 
have no necessary legal or logical consequence for the under-
lying prosecution because it would be based on different evi-
dence and used for a different purpose. 

The majority warns that allowing a judge to consider the 
underlying merits of the prosecution for purposes of deter-
mining whether a defendant's assets may be restrained pre-
trial could create “legal dissonance” with the grand jury's 
indictment, which “could not but undermine the criminal jus-
tice system's integrity.” Ante, at 331. But as explained, 
such a judicial fnding based on different evidence with both 
sides present would not contradict the grand jury's probable 
cause fnding based on what was before it. That fnding 
would still suffce to accomplish its purpose—to call for a 
trial on the merits of the charges. Rather than creating 
“dissonance,” the traditional roles of the principal actors in 
our justice system would remain respected: The grand jury 
decides whether a defendant should be required to stand 
trial, the judge decides pretrial matters and how the trial 
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should proceed, and the jury decides whether the defendant 
is guilty of the crime. 

Indeed, in the bail context—the pretrial determination 
that is perhaps the closest analogue to the pretrial restraint 
of assets at issue here—we allow judicial inquiries into the 
underlying merits of the indicted charges, without concern 
about intruding into the province of the grand jury. An in-
dictment charging suffciently serious crimes gives rise to a 
rebuttable presumption that a defendant is not eligible for 
pretrial release. See 18 U. S. C. §§ 3142(e)(3) and (f). Such 
a defendant is nonetheless entitled to an evidentiary hearing 
at which he may contest (among other things) “the weight 
of the evidence against” him, § 3142(g)(2). Yet no one would 
say that the district court encroached on the grand jury's 
role if the court determined that it would not authorize pre-
trial detention because of the weakness of the prosecution's 
case. See, e. g., United States v. Hurtado, 779 F. 2d 1467, 
1479–1480 (CA11 1985) (recognizing that in considering the 
“weight of the evidence” to decide whether the presumption 
is rebutted, “it may well be necessary to open up the issue 
of probable cause since that too is a question of evidentiary 
weight”). That makes sense, because the district court has 
considered the underlying merits of the charges based on 
different information and for a different purpose than the 
grand jury did. Such a defendant would be granted pretrial 
release, but would still have to show up for trial.3 

3 The majority cites cases in which courts have correctly rejected re-
quests for a judicial redetermination of the grand jury's probable cause 
fnding for purposes of determining whether the rebuttable presumption 
of pretrial detention is triggered. See ante, at 329, n. 6. But those cases 
do not question the judge's authority to consider the underlying merits of 
the Government's case (including what the grand jury has alleged in the 
indictment) for purposes of determining whether that presumption has 
been rebutted. E. g., United States v. Dominguez, 783 F. 2d 702, 706 (CA7 
1986) (“evidence probative of guilt is admitted at a detention hearing only 
to support or challenge the weight of the government's case against the 
defendant”); see also United States v. Jones, 583 F. Supp. 2d 513, 517 
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In any event, few things could do more to “undermine the 
criminal justice system's integrity,” ante, at 331, than to 
allow the Government to initiate a prosecution and then, at 
its option, disarm its presumptively innocent opponent by 
depriving him of his counsel of choice—without even an op-
portunity to be heard. That is the result of the Court's deci-
sion in this case, and it is fundamentally at odds with our 
constitutional tradition and basic notions of fair play. 

IV 

The majority is no more persuasive in applying the due proc-
ess balancing test set forth in Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U. S. 
319 (1976).4 As an initial matter, the majority gives short 
shrift to the Kaleys' interests at stake. “The presumption of 

(SDNY 2008) (releasing a defendant pretrial after determining that “the 
weight of the evidence now overcomes the presumption of detention”). 
The majority notes that this inquiry in the bail context is authorized by 
statute, but that does not alter the crucial point: Where the prosecutor 
seeks to use the indictment to impose another signifcant pretrial conse-
quence on a defendant, judges are allowed to inquire into the underlying 
merits of the prosecution (including the very same matters the grand jury 
has considered) as part of the inquiry into whether that consequence is 
justifed, and that has not resulted in “dissonance” or the undermining of 
the grand jury's role. 

4 Under our due process precedents, it is clear that the Mathews test 
applies in this case, rather than the inquiry set forth in Medina v. Califor-
nia, 505 U. S. 437 (1992). We held in Medina that Mathews is inapplicable 
when “assessing the validity of state procedural rules” that “are part of 
the criminal process.” 505 U. S., at 443. We have therefore applied Me-
dina rather than Mathews only when considering such due process chal-
lenges, including, for example, the allocation of burdens of proof or what 
type of evidence may be admitted. See, e. g., 505 U. S., at 443–446 (bur-
den of proving incompetence to stand trial); Patterson v. New York, 432 
U. S. 197, 202 (1977) (burden of proving affrmative defense); Dowling v. 
United States, 493 U. S. 342, 352 (1990) (admissibility of testimony about 
a prior crime of which the defendant was acquitted). This case is not 
about such questions, but about the collateral issue of the pretrial depriva-
tion of property a defendant needs to exercise his right to counsel of 
choice. Mathews therefore provides the relevant inquiry. 
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innocence, although not articulated in the Constitution, is a 
basic component of a fair trial under our system of criminal jus-
tice.” Estelle v. Williams, 425 U. S. 501, 503 (1976). What-
ever serious crimes the grand jury alleges the Kaleys com-
mitted, they are presumptively innocent of those charges until 
fnal judgment. Their right to vindicate that presumption 
by choosing the advocate they believe will best defend them 
is, as explained, at the very core of the Sixth Amendment. 

I suspect that, for the Kaleys, that right could hardly be 
more precious than it is now. In addition to potentially los-
ing the property the Government has already frozen—in-
cluding their home—the Kaleys face maximum prison terms 
of fve years (18 U. S. C. § 371), 10 years (§ 2314), and 20 years 
(§ 1956(h)) for the charges in the superseding indictment. 
The indictment means they must stand trial on those 
charges. But the Kaleys plainly have an urgent interest in 
having their chosen counsel—who has worked with them 
since the grand jury's investigation began, two years before 
the indictment—mount their best possible defense at trial. 

The majority alludes to our cases recognizing that indict-
ments may result in the temporary deprivation of a defend-
ant's liberty without judicial review, and suggests that in-
dictments therefore must also be “good enough” to deprive 
a defendant of property without judicial review. Ante, at 
330–331. Even if this greater-includes-the-lesser reasoning 
might be valid in other contexts, it is not when the property 
at issue is needed to hire chosen counsel. In the context of 
a prosecution for serious crimes, it is far from clear which 
interest is greater—the interest in temporary liberty pend-
ing trial, or the interest in using one's available means to 
avoid imprisonment for many years after trial. Retaining 
one's counsel of choice ensures the fundamental fairness of 
the actual trial, and thus may be far more valuable to a crimi-
nal defendant than pretrial release. 

As for the Government's side, the Court echoes the Gov-
ernment's concerns that a hearing would place demands on 
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its resources and interfere with its desire to keep its trial 
strategy close to the vest. These concerns are somewhat 
curious in light of the majority's emphasis on how easy it is 
to make a probable cause showing. And they are even more 
surprising in light of the extensive discovery obligations al-
ready imposed on the Government by Federal Rule of Crimi-
nal Procedure 16 and Brady v. Maryland, 373 U. S. 83 (1963). 
The emphasis the Government places on pretrial secrecy 
evokes an outdated conception of the criminal trial as “a 
poker game in which players enjoy an absolute right always 
to conceal their cards until played.” Williams v. Florida, 
399 U. S. 78, 82 (1970). 

Moreover, recall that the Government concedes that due 
process guarantees defendants a hearing to contest the 
traceability of the restrained assets to the charged conduct. 
If a defendant requests such a hearing, the Government will 
likely be required to reveal something about its case to dem-
onstrate that the assets have the requisite connection to the 
charged offenses. 

In any event, these concerns are exaggerated. What the 
Government would be required to show in a pretrial re-
straint hearing is similar to pretrial showings prosecutors 
make in other contexts on a daily basis. As mentioned 
above, when the Government seeks an order detaining a de-
fendant pending trial, it routinely makes an extensive evi-
dentiary showing—voluntarily disclosing much of its evi-
dence and trial strategy—in support of that relief. See 
Brief for California Attorneys for Criminal Justice as Ami-
cus Curiae 11–18. The Government makes similar show-
ings in the context of other pretrial motions, such as motions 
to admit hearsay evidence under the co-conspirator excep-
tion, or to discover attorney-client communications made in 
furtherance of a future crime. Id., at 19–28. 

In those contexts, as in this one, the decision how much to 
“show its hand” rests fully within the Government's discre-
tion. If it has a strong case and believes that pretrial re-
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straint is necessary to preserve the assets for forfeiture, the 
Government may choose to make a strong evidentiary show-
ing and have little concern about doing so. In a closer case, 
where the Government is more concerned about tipping its 
hand, it may elect to forgo a pretrial restraint of those assets 
the defendant needs to pay his counsel. I see no great bur-
den on the Government in allowing it to strike this balance 
as it sees ft when considering a pretrial asset restraint 
that would deprive a defendant of his right to counsel 
of choice. In the end, it is a bit much to argue that the 
Government has discretion to deprive a defendant—without 
a hearing—of the counsel he has chosen to present his de-
fense, simply to avoid the mere possibility of a premature 
peek at some aspect of what the Government intends to do 
at trial. 

The majority also signifcantly underestimates the amount 
of control judges can exercise in these types of hearings. 
The Circuits that allow such hearings have afforded judges 
a great deal of fexibility in structuring them. Judges need 
not apply the Federal Rules of Evidence during the hearings, 
and they can take many steps, including in camera proceed-
ings, to ensure that witness safety and grand jury secrecy 
are fully preserved. See Monsanto, 924 F. 2d, at 1198; 
United States v. E-Gold, Ltd., 521 F. 3d 411, 418–419 
(CADC 2008). 

Moreover, experience in the Second Circuit, where defend-
ants have for more than 20 years been afforded the type of 
hearing the Kaleys seek, indicates that such hearings do not 
occur so often as to raise substantial concerns about taxing 
the resources of the Government and lower courts. See 
Brief for New York Council of Defense Lawyers as Amicus 
Curiae 4–9. As the majority notes, only 25 reported cases 
appear to have addressed such hearings. Id., at 4. This 
relative rarity is unsurprising. To even be entitled to the 
hearing, defendants must frst show a genuine need to use 
the assets to retain counsel of choice. See United States v. 
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Bonventre, 720 F. 3d 126, 131 (CA2 2013). And defendants 
too have an incentive not to tip their hands as to trial strat-
egy—perhaps to an even greater extent than the Govern-
ment, given that defendants bear comparatively few discov-
ery obligations at a criminal trial. In light of the low bar of 
the probable cause standard, many defendants likely con-
clude that the possible benefts of the hearing are not worth 
the candle. 

For those hearings that do occur, they are by all appear-
ances ably controlled by district judges to keep them man-
ageable and to limit the potential for excess or abuse. See 
Brief for New York Council of Defense Lawyers as Amicus 
Curiae 6–8. In addition, where such hearings are allowed, 
prosecutors and defense counsel often reach agreements con-
cerning the scope and conditions of any protective order 
that accommodate the interests of both sides. See id., at 
8–9. When the right at stake is as fundamental as hiring 
one's counsel of choice—the “root meaning” of the Sixth 
Amendment, Gonzalez-Lopez, 548 U. S., at 147–148—the 
Government's interest in saving the time and expense of 
a limited number of such proceedings is not particularly 
compelling. 

The Government does have legitimate interests that are 
served by forfeiture of allegedly tainted assets. Caplin & 
Drysdale, Chartered v. United States, 491 U. S. 617, 629 
(1989). And imposing a pretrial restraint on such assets 
does increase the likelihood that they will be available if the 
defendant is convicted.5 But that interest is protected in 

5 The Government and the majority place particular emphasis on the use 
of forfeited assets to provide restitution to victims of crime. See Brief 
for United States 41–42, and n. 14; ante, at 323, n. 1. It is worth noting 
in this respect that in prosecuting the other sales representatives that 
participated with the Kaleys in the allegedly fraudulent conduct, the Gov-
ernment's position as to who exactly is the “victim” has shifted frequently. 
See Brief for Petitioners 9–11 (hospitals); id., at 18, 21–23 (their employ-
ers); Tr. of Oral Arg. 43–44 (hospitals). As one prosecutor forthrightly 
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other ways that mitigate the concern that defendants will 
successfully divert forfeitable assets from the Government's 
reach if afforded a hearing. The relation-back provision in 
21 U. S. C. § 853(c) provides that title to forfeitable assets, 
once adjudged forfeitable, vests in the Government as of the 
time the offense was committed. Section 853(c) then pro-
vides that the Government may seek a “special verdict of 
forfeiture” as to any forfeited property that was subse-
quently transferred to a third party. The Government pro-
tests that recovery of such assets will often be complicated 
and subject to the vagaries of state law. Tr. of Oral Arg. 
49–50. But such complaints of administrative inconvenience 
carry little weight in this particular context, when the Gov-
ernment knows exactly where the money has gone: to an 
attorney who is, after all, an offcer of the court, and on no-
tice that the Government claims title to the assets. 

And we are not talking about all of a defendant's assets 
that are subject to forfeiture—only those that the defendant 
can show are necessary to secure his counsel of choice. 
Here, for example, the Kaleys have identifed as needed to 
pay counsel only a discrete portion of the assets the Govern-
ment seeks. The statistics cited by the Court on the total 
amount of assets recovered by the Government and provided 
as restitution for victims, ante, at 323, n. 1, are completely 
beside the point. 

The majority ultimately concludes that a pretrial hearing 
of the sort the Kaleys seek would be a waste of time. Ante, 
at 338–340. No. It takes little imagination to see that sei-
zures based entirely on ex parte proceedings create a height-
ened risk of error. Common sense tells us that secret de-
cisions based on only one side of the story will prove 
inaccurate more often than those made after hearing from 
both sides. We have thus consistently recognized that the 
“fundamental instrument for judicial judgment” is “an adver-

acknowledged at the sentencing hearing of an alleged co-conspirator, “we 
can't make restitution.” Brief for Petitioners 11. 
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sary proceeding in which both parties may participate.” 
Carroll v. President and Comm'rs of Princess Anne, 393 
U. S. 175, 183 (1968). In the present context, some defend-
ants (like the Kaleys) may be able to show that the theory 
of prosecution is legally defective through an argument that 
almost certainly was not presented to the grand jury. And 
as discussed above, supra, at 352–354, prosecutors in some 
cases elect not to freeze needed assets, or they negotiate 
tailored protective orders to serve the interests of both 
sides—something they would be unlikely to do if the hear-
ings were rote exercises. 

Given the risk of an erroneous restraint of assets needed to 
retain chosen counsel, the “probable value” of the “additional 
safeguard” a pretrial hearing would provide is signifcant. 
That is because the right to counsel of choice is inherently 
transient, and the deprivation of that right effectively per-
manent. In our cases suggesting that little would be gained 
by requiring an adversary hearing on probable cause or im-
posing stricter evidentiary requirements in grand jury pro-
ceedings, we have noted that the grand jury is not where the 
ultimate question of “the guilt or innocence of the accused is 
adjudicated.” United States v. Calandra, 414 U. S. 338, 343 
(1974); see Williams, 504 U. S., at 51 (explaining that the 
grand jury hears only from the prosecutor because “ `the 
fnding of an indictment is only in the nature of an enquiry or 
accusation, which is afterwards to be tried and determined' ” 
(quoting 4 W. Blackstone, Commentaries 300 (1769))). If the 
grand jury considers incomplete or incompetent evidence in 
deciding to return an indictment, the defendant still has the 
full trial on the merits, with all its “formalities and safe-
guards,” Gerstein v. Pugh, 420 U. S. 103, 122 (1975), to prove 
his innocence. 

Here, by contrast, the Government seeks to use the grand 
jury's probable cause determination to strip the Kaleys of 
their counsel of choice. The Kaleys can take no comfort that 
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they will be able to vindicate that right in a future adversar-
ial proceeding. Once trial begins with someone other than 
chosen counsel, the right is lost, and it cannot be restored 
based on what happens at trial. “The fundamental require-
ment of due process is the opportunity to be heard `at a 
meaningful time and in a meaningful manner.' ” Mathews, 
424 U. S., at 333 (quoting Armstrong v. Manzo, 380 U. S. 545, 
552 (1965)). If the Kaleys are to have any opportunity to 
meaningfully challenge that deprivation, they must have it 
before the trial begins. 

* * * 

The issues presented here implicate some of the most fun-
damental precepts underlying the American criminal justice 
system. A person accused by the United States of commit-
ting a crime is presumed innocent until proved guilty beyond 
a reasonable doubt. But he faces a foe of powerful might 
and vast resources, intent on seeing him behind bars. That 
individual has the right to choose the advocate he believes 
will most ably defend his liberty at trial. 

The trial is governed by rules designed to ensure that, 
whatever the ultimate verdict, we can be confdent to the 
extent possible that justice was done, within the bounds 
of the Constitution. That confdence is grounded in our be-
lief in the adversary system. “The very premise of our ad-
versary system of criminal justice is that partisan advocacy 
on both sides of a case will best promote the ultimate objec-
tive that the guilty be convicted and the innocent go free.” 
Herring v. New York, 422 U. S. 853, 862 (1975). Today's de-
cision erodes that confdence by permitting the Government 
to deprive a criminal defendant of his right to counsel of 
choice, without so much as a chance to be heard on why such 
a signifcant pretrial deprivation is unwarranted. 

The majority wraps up its analysis by blandly noting that 
Congress is of course free to extend broader protection to 
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criminal defendants. Ante, at 341. Not very likely. In 
this area it is to the courts that those charged with crime 
must turn. 

Federal prosecutors, when they rise in court, represent 
the people of the United States. But so do defense law-
yers—one at a time. In my view, the Court's opinion pays 
insuffcient respect to the importance of an independent bar 
as a check on prosecutorial abuse and government over-
reaching. Granting the Government the power to take 
away a defendant's chosen advocate strikes at the heart of 
that signifcant role. I would not do it, and so respectfully 
dissent. 
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UNITED STATES v. APEL 

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

No. 12–1038. Argued December 4, 2013—Decided February 26, 2014 

Vandenberg Air Force Base has been designated a “closed base,” meaning 
that civilians may not enter without express permission. The Air Force 
has granted an easement over two areas of the Base, with the result 
that two public highways traverse the Base. Adjacent to one of those 
highways is an area that the Government has designated for peaceful 
protests. The Base commander has enacted several restrictions to con-
trol the protest area and has issued an advisory stating that anyone who 
fails to adhere to the protest area policies may be barred from entering 
the Base. 

Respondent Apel was barred from the Base for trespassing and van-
dalism, but continued to enter the protest area. A Magistrate Judge 
convicted him of violating 18 U. S. C. § 1382, which makes it a crime to 
reenter a “military . . . installation” after having been ordered not to 
do so “by any offcer or person in command.” On appeal, the Federal 
District Court rejected Apel's defense that § 1382 does not apply to the 
designated protest area. The Ninth Circuit reversed. It held that 
because the easement through Vandenberg deprived the Government of 
exclusive possession, § 1382 did not cover the portion of the Base where 
Apel's protest occurred. 

Held: A “military . . . installation” for purposes of § 1382 encompasses the 
commanding offcer's area of responsibility, and it includes Vandenberg's 
highways and protest area. Pp. 366–373. 

(a) Contrary to Apel's argument, § 1382 does not require exclusive 
possession and control. The statute is written broadly to apply to many 
different kinds of military places, and nothing in its text defnes those 
places in terms of the access granted to the public or the nature of the 
Government's possessory interest. See United States v. Albertini, 472 
U. S. 675, 682. Nor have military places been defned historically as 
land withdrawn from public use. The common feature of the places 
described in § 1382 is that they have defned boundaries and are subject 
to the command authority of a military offcer. This conclusion is con-
frmed by United States v. Phisterer, 94 U. S. 219, 222, which defned 
the term “military station” as a place “where military duty is performed 
or military protection afforded.” And while some Executive Branch 
documents have said that § 1382 requires exclusive possession, those 
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opinions are nonbinding, and this Court has never held that the Gov-
ernment's reading of a criminal statute is entitled to any deference. 
Pp. 367–369. 

(b) Section 1382 applies to any place with a defned boundary that is 
under the command of a military offcer. Apel contends that the high-
ways and protest area are outside the Base because they lie outside 
fenced areas on the Base, but this argument assumes the conclusion. 
The United States has placed the entire Vandenberg property under the 
administration of the Air Force. The Air Force's choice to secure a 
portion of the Base more closely does not alter its boundaries or dimin-
ish its commander's jurisdiction. Apel's further contention that the 
highways and protest area are uncontrolled spaces where military oper-
ations are not performed is contrary to the record: The Base commander 
has enacted rules to restrict the manner of protests in the designated 
area and has publicly stated that persons barred from Vandenberg may 
not enter the Base to protest; the District Court found that the Govern-
ment exercises substantial control over the protest area; the easement 
itself reserves to the Base commander the authority to restrict access 
to the entire Base when necessary and reserves to the United States 
rights of way for all purposes; and the Base commander has occasionally 
closed the highways to the public for security purposes or when conduct-
ing a military launch. In any event, § 1382 does not require base com-
manders to make continuous, uninterrupted use of a place within their 
jurisdiction, lest they lose authority to exclude certain individuals. 
Such a use-it-or-lose-it rule would frustrate the administration of mili-
tary facilities, raise diffcult questions for judges, and discourage com-
manders from opening portions of their bases for public convenience. 
Pp. 369–372. 

(c) Apel's argument that the statute was unconstitutional as applied 
was not reached by the Ninth Circuit and, thus, is not addressed here. 
Pp. 372–373. 

676 F. 3d 1202, vacated and remanded. 

Roberts, C. J., delivered the opinion for a unanimous Court. Gins-
burg, J., fled a concurring opinion, in which Sotomayor, J., joined, post, 
p. 375. Alito, J., fled a concurring opinion, post, p. 376. 

Benjamin J. Horwich argued the cause for the United 
States. With him on the briefs were Solicitor General Ver-
rilli, Acting Assistant Attorney General Raman, Deputy 
Solicitor General Dreeben, and David M. Lieberman. 
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Erwin Chemerinsky argued the cause for respondent. 
With him on the brief were Kathryn M. Davis, Peter R. 
Afrasiabi, Paul L. Hoffman, Steven R. Shapiro, Ben Wizner, 
and Peter J. Eliasberg.* 

Chief Justice Roberts delivered the opinion of the 
Court. 

Federal law makes it a crime to reenter a “military . . . 
installation” after having been ordered not to do so “by any 
offcer or person in command.” 18 U. S. C. § 1382. The 
question presented is whether a portion of an Air Force base 
that contains a designated protest area and an easement for 
a public road qualifes as part of a “military installation.” 

I 

A 

Vandenberg Air Force Base is located in central California, 
near the coast, approximately 170 miles northwest of Los 
Angeles. The Base sits on land owned by the United States 
and administered by the Department of the Air Force. It is 
the site of sensitive missile and space launch facilities. The 
commander of Vandenberg has designated it a “closed base,” 
meaning that civilians may not enter without express per-
mission. Memorandum for the General Public Re: Closed 
Base, from David J. Buck, Commander (Oct. 23, 2008), App. 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the Ground 
Zero Center for Nonviolent Action by Christine M. Salmi and John R. 
Tyler; for the National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers by Mi-
chael V. Schafer, Jeffrey L. Fisher, and Albert Giang; for the Nuclear Age 
Peace Foundation by Matthew D. Umhofer and Kevin J. Minnick; for the 
Reporters Committee for Freedom of the Press et al. by Robert Corn-
Revere, Ronald G. London, Bruce D. Brown, Gregg P. Leslie, Kelli L. 
Sager, Richard A. Bernstein, Charles D. Tobin, Mickey H. Osterreicher, 
Barbara L. Camens, Jonathan D. Hart, Bruce W. Sanford, and Laurie A. 
Babinski; and for The Rutherford Institute by John W. Whitehead. 
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51; see also 32 CFR § 809a.2(b) (2013) (“Each [Air Force] com-
mander is authorized to grant or deny access to their instal-
lations, and to exclude or remove persons whose presence 
is unauthorized”). 

Although the Base is closed, the Air Force has granted to 
the County of Santa Barbara “an easement for a right-of-
way for a road or street” over two areas within Vandenberg. 
Department of the Air Force, Easement for Road or Street 
No. DA–04–353–ENG–8284 (Aug. 20, 1962), App. 35. Pursu-
ant to that easement, two state roads traverse the Base. 
Highway 1 (the Pacifc Coast Highway) runs through the 
eastern part of the Base and provides a route between the 
towns of Santa Maria and Lompoc. Highway 246 runs 
through the southern part of the Base and allows access to 
a beach and a train station on Vandenberg's western edge. 
The State of California maintains and polices these highways 
as it does other state roads, except that its jurisdiction is 
merely “concurrent” with that of the Federal Government. 
Letter from Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., to Joseph C. 
Zengerle, Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (July 21, 
1981), App. 40. The easement instrument states that use of 
the roads “shall be subject to such rules and regulations as 
[the Base commander] may prescribe from time to time in 
order to properly protect the interests of the United States.” 
Easement, App. 36. The United States also “reserves to it-
self rights-of-way for all purposes” that would not create 
“unnecessary interference with . . . highway purposes.” Id., 
at 37. 

As relevant to this case, Highway 1 runs northwest sev-
eral miles inside Vandenberg until it turns northeast at a 
90-degree angle. There Highway 1 intersects with Lompoc 
Casmalia Road, which continues running northwest, and 
with California Boulevard, which runs southwest. In the 
east corner of this intersection there is a middle school. In 
the west corner there is a visitors' center and a public bus 
stop. A short way down California Boulevard is the main 
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entrance to the operational areas of the Base where military 
personnel live and work. Those areas are surrounded by a 
fence and entered by a security checkpoint. See Appendix, 
infra (maps from record). 

In the south corner of the intersection is an area that has 
been designated by the Federal Government for peaceful 
protests. A painted green line on the pavement, a tempo-
rary fence, Highway 1, and Lompoc Casmalia Road mark the 
boundaries of the protest area. Memorandum for the Gen-
eral Public Re: Limited Permission for Peaceful Protest Ac-
tivity Policy, from David J. Buck, Commander (Oct. 23, 2008), 
App. 57–58. The Base commander has enacted several re-
strictions to control the protest area, including reserving the 
authority “for any reason” to withdraw permission to protest 
and “retain[ing] authority and control over who may access 
the installation, including access to roadway easements for 
purposes other than traversing by vehicle through the instal-
lation.” Ibid. A public advisory explains other rules for 
the protest area: Demonstrations “must be coordinated and 
scheduled with [B]ase Public Affairs and [Base] Security 
Forces at least two (2) weeks in advance”; “[a]nyone failing to 
vacate installation property upon advisement from Security 
Forces will be cited for trespass pursuant to [18 U. S. C. 
§ 1382]”; and “[a]ctivities other than peaceful protests in this 
area are not permitted and are specifcally prohibited.” 
U. S. Air Force Fact Sheet, Protest Advisory, App. 52–53. 

The advisory states, consistent with federal regulations, 
that anyone who fails to adhere to these policies may 
“receive an offcial letter barring you from entering Vanden-
berg.” Id., at 55; see also 32 CFR § 809a.5 (“Under the au-
thority of 50 U. S. C. [§] 797, installation commanders may 
deny access to the installation through the use of a barment 
order”). And for any person who is “currently barred from 
Vandenberg AFB, there is no exception to the barment per-
mitting you to attend peaceful protest activity on Vanden-
berg AFB property. If you are barred and attend a protest 
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or are otherwise found on base, you will be cited and de-
tained for a trespass violation due to the non-adherence of 
the barment order.” Protest Advisory, App. 54. 

B 

John Dennis Apel is an antiwar activist who demonstrates 
at Vandenberg. In March 2003, Apel trespassed beyond the 
designated protest area and threw blood on a sign for the 
Base. He was convicted for these actions, was sentenced to 
two months' imprisonment, and was barred from the Base 
for three years. In May 2007, Apel returned to Vandenberg 
to protest. When he trespassed again and was convicted, 
he received another order barring him from Vandenberg, 
this time permanently, unless he followed specifed proce-
dures “to modify or revoke” the order. Memorandum for 
John D. Apel Re: Barment Order (Oct. 22, 2007), App. 63–65. 
The only exception to the barment was limited permission 
from the Base commander for Apel to “ `traverse', meaning 
to travel . . . on [Highway] 1 and . . . on [Highway] 246 . . . . 
You are not authorized to deviate from these paved road-
ways onto [Vandenberg] property.” Id., at 64. The order 
informed Apel that if he reentered Vandenberg in violation 
of the order, he would “be subject to detention by Security 
Forces personnel and prosecution by civilian authorities for 
a violation of [18 U. S. C. § 1382].” Ibid. 

Apel ignored the commander's order and reentered Van-
denberg several times during 2008 and 2009. That led the 
Base commander to serve Apel with an updated order, which 
informed him: 

“You continue to refuse to adhere to the rules and guide-
lines that have been put in place by me to protect and 
preserve order and to safeguard the persons and prop-
erty under my jurisdiction by failing to remain in the 
area approved by me for peaceful demonstrations pursu-
ant to [50] U. S. C. § 797 and 32 C. F. R. § 809a.0– 
[809]a.11. You cannot be expected or trusted to abide 
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by the protest guidance rules based upon this behavior. 
I consider your presence on this installation to be a risk 
and detrimental to my responsibility to protect and pre-
serve order and to safeguard the persons and property 
under my jurisdiction. You are again ordered not to 
enter onto [Vandenberg] property, as provided in the 
October 22, 2007 order. The content and basis of that 
order is hereby incorporated by reference herein, EX-
CEPT that your barment will be for a period of three 
(3) years from the date of this supplemental letter.” 
Memorandum for John D. Apel Re: Barment Order 
Dated Oct. 22, 2007 (served Jan. 31, 2010), App. 59, 60. 

Apel ignored this barment order too, and on three occa-
sions in 2010 he reentered Vandenberg to protest in the des-
ignated area. Each time Vandenberg security personnel 
reminded him of the barment order and instructed him to 
leave. Each time Apel refused. He was cited for violating 
§ 1382 and escorted off Base property. 

A Magistrate Judge convicted Apel and ordered him to 
pay a total of $355 in fnes and fees. Apel appealed to the 
Federal District Court for the Central District of California. 
The District Court rejected Apel's defense that § 1382 does 
not apply to the designated protest area, holding that the 
military “has a suffcient possessory interest and exercises 
suffcient control over” the area. App. to Pet. for Cert. 14a. 
The court also concluded that Apel's conviction would not 
violate the First Amendment. Id., at 13a. 

The United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit 
reversed, holding that the statute does not apply. Based on 
Circuit precedent, the Ninth Circuit interpreted § 1382 to re-
quire the Government to prove that it has “the exclusive 
right of possession of the area on which the trespass alleg-
edly occurred.” 676 F. 3d 1202, 1203 (2012) (citing United 
States v. Parker, 651 F. 3d 1180 (CA9 2011)). The court 
found that the easement through Vandenberg deprived the 
Government of exclusive possession of the roadway, so it con-
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cluded that § 1382 does not cover the portion of the Base 
where Apel's protest occurred. 

We granted certiorari, 569 U. S. 1017 (2013), and now va-
cate the judgment. 

II 

Section 1382 provides in full: 

“Whoever, within the jurisdiction of the United 
States, goes upon any military, naval, or Coast Guard 
reservation, post, fort, arsenal, yard, station, or in-
stallation, for any purpose prohibited by law or lawful 
regulation; or 

“Whoever reenters or is found within any such reser-
vation, post, fort, arsenal, yard, station, or installation, 
after having been removed therefrom or ordered not to 
reenter by any offcer or person in command or charge 
thereof— 

“Shall be fned under this title or imprisoned not more 
than six months, or both.” 

Apel does not dispute that he was “found within” the law-
ful boundaries of Vandenberg, “within the jurisdiction of the 
United States,” after having been “ordered not to reenter” 
by the Base commander. § 1382. And certainly Vanden-
berg would naturally be described as a “military installa-
tion”: It is an Air Force base, which a military commander 
has closed to the public (with limited exceptions), located on 
land owned by the United States and under the jurisdiction 
of the Air Force, where military personnel conduct sensitive 
missile operations. 

Against this straightforward interpretation, Apel insists 
that § 1382 applies only where the military exercises exclu-
sive possession and control, which, he contends, does not 
include land subject to a roadway easement. Apel further 
argues that the fence enclosing Vandenberg's operational 
facilities marks the real boundary of the Base and that Van-
denberg's commander lacks authority to control the rest, or 
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at least the designated protest area. We take his arguments 
in turn. 

A 

Apel asserts that the Ninth Circuit's exclusive possession 
and control requirement “derives directly from the text of 
§ 1382.” Brief for Respondent 23. It does not. Section 
1382 is written broadly to apply to many different kinds of 
military places: a “reservation, post, fort, arsenal, yard, sta-
tion, or installation.” Nothing in the text defnes those 
places in terms of the access granted to the public or 
the nature of the Government's possessory interest. See 
United States v. Albertini, 472 U. S. 675, 682 (1985) (“The 
language of the statute does not limit § 1382 to military bases 
where access is restricted”). 

Apel contends that the listed military places have histori-
cally been defned as land withdrawn from public use. Not 
so. Historical sources are replete with references to mili-
tary “forts” and “posts” that provided services to civilians, 
and were open for access by them. See, e. g., R. Wooster, 
Soldiers, Sutlers, and Settlers 64 (1987) (“The frontier forts 
of Texas were not simply army bases occupied solely by mili-
tary personnel. They were often bustling communities that 
attracted merchants, laborers, settlers, and dependents”); 
Davis, The Sutler at Fort Bridger, 2 Western Hist. Q. 37, 40– 
41 (Jan. 1971) (describing a 19th-century post in southwest-
ern present Wyoming which included a “sutler,” a civilian 
merchant who set up shop inside the fort and sold wares both 
to soldiers and to civilians from outside the base). 

The common feature of the places described in § 1382 is 
not that they are used exclusively by the military, but that 
they have defned boundaries and are subject to the com-
mand authority of a military offcer. That makes sense, be-
cause the Solicitor General has informed us that a military 
commander's authority is frequently defned by the bound-
aries of a particular place: When the Department of Defense 
establishes a base, military commanders assign a military 
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unit to the base, and the commanding offcer of the unit be-
comes the commander of the base. Tr. of Oral Arg. 6–7. 

Apel responds by invoking our decision in United States 
v. Phisterer, 94 U. S. 219 (1877), which held that the term 
“military station” (in a different statute) did not include a 
soldier's off-base home. But Phisterer only confrms our 
conclusion that § 1382 does not require exclusive use, posses-
sion, or control. For there we interpreted “military station” 
to mean “a place where troops are assembled, where military 
stores, animate or inanimate, are kept or distributed, where 
military duty is performed or military protection afforded,— 
where something, in short, more or less closely connected 
with arms or war is kept or is to be done.” Id., at 222. To 
describe a place as “more or less closely connected” with mil-
itary activities hardly requires that the military hold an ex-
clusive right to the property. Rather, “military duty” and 
“military protection” are synonymous with the exercise of 
military jurisdiction. And that, not coincidentally, is pre-
cisely how the term “military installation” is used elsewhere 
in federal law. See, e. g., 10 U. S. C. § 2687(g)(1) (defning 
“military installation” as a “base . . . or other activity under 
the jurisdiction of the Department of Defense”); § 2801(c)(4) 
(defning “military installation” as a “base . . . or other activ-
ity under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of a military de-
partment”); 32 CFR § 809a.0 (“This part prescribes the com-
manders' authority for enforcing order within or near Air 
Force installations under their jurisdiction and controlling 
entry to those installations”). 

Apel also relies on the fact that some Executive Branch 
documents, including the United States Attorneys' Manual 
and opinions of the Air Force Judge Advocate General, have 
said that § 1382 requires exclusive possession. Brief for Re-
spondent 44–47. So they have, and that is a point in his 
favor. But those opinions are not intended to be binding. 
See Dept. of Justice, United States Attorneys' Manual § 1– 
1.100 (2009) (“The Manual provides only internal Depart-
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ment of Justice guidance. It is not intended to, does not, 
and may not be relied upon to create any rights, substantive 
or procedural, enforceable at law by any party in any matter 
civil or criminal”); 2 Civil Law Opinions of the Judge Advo-
cate General, United States Air Force 1978–1983 (Preface) 
(opinions of the Judge Advocate General “are good starting 
points but should not be cited as precedence [sic] without 
frst verifying the validity of the conclusions by independent 
research”). Their views may refect overly cautious legal 
advice based on division in the lower courts. Or they may 
refect legal error. Either way, we have never held that the 
Government's reading of a criminal statute is entitled to any 
deference. See Crandon v. United States, 494 U. S. 152, 177 
(1990) (Scalia, J., concurring in judgment). 

Today, as throughout our Nation's history, there is signif-
cant variation in the ownership status of U. S. military sites 
around the world. Some are owned in fee, others are leased. 
Some are routinely open to the public, others are open for 
specifc occasions or purposes, and no public access whatso-
ever is permitted on others. Many, including such well-
known places as the Washington Navy Yard and the United 
States Air Force Academy, have roads running through them 
that are used freely by the public. Nothing in § 1382 or our 
history suggests that the statute does not apply to a military 
base under the command of the Air Force, merely because 
the Government has conveyed a limited right to travel 
through a portion of the base or to assemble in a particular 
area. 

B 

Section 1382 is most naturally read to apply to places with 
a defned boundary under the command of a military offcer. 
Apel argues, however, that Vandenberg's commander has no 
authority on the highways running through the Base or, ap-
parently, in the designated protest area. His arguments 
more or less reduce to two contentions: that the highways 
and protest area lie “outside the entrance to [a] closed mili-
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tary installation[ ],” Brief for Respondent 22, and that they 
are “uncontrolled” spaces where “no military operations are 
performed,” id., at 23. Neither contention is sound. 

First, to say that the highway and protest area are “out-
side” the Vandenberg installation is not a legal argument; 
it simply assumes the conclusion. Perhaps recognizing as 
much, Apel tacks: He suggests that because Vandenberg's 
operational facilities are surrounded by a fence and guarded 
by a security checkpoint, the Government has determined 
that it does not control the rest of the Base. The problem 
with this argument is that the United States has placed the 
entire Vandenberg property under the administration of the 
Air Force, which has defned that property as an Air Force 
base and designated the Base commander to exercise juris-
diction. Federal law makes the commander responsible “for 
the protection or security of” “property subject to the juris-
diction, administration, or in the custody of the Department 
of Defense.” 50 U. S. C. §§ 797(a)(2), (4); see also 32 CFR 
§ 809a.2(a) (“Air Force installation commanders are responsi-
ble for protecting personnel and property under their juris-
diction”). And pursuant to that authority, the Base com-
mander has issued an order closing the entire base to the 
public. Buck Memorandum Re: Closed Base, App. 51; see 
also 32 CFR § 809a.3 (“any directive issued by the com-
mander of a military installation or facility, which includes 
the parameters for authorized entry to or exit from a mili-
tary installation, is legally enforceable against all persons”). 
The fact that the Air Force chooses to secure a portion of 
the Base more closely—be it with a fence, a checkpoint, or a 
painted green line—does not alter the boundaries of the 
Base or diminish the jurisdiction of the military commander. 

As for Apel's claim that the protest area specifcally is un-
controlled, the record is conclusively to the contrary. The 
Base commander “at all times has retained authority and 
control over who may access the installation,” including the 
protest area. Buck Memorandum Re: Protest Activity, App. 
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58. He has enacted rules to restrict the manner of protests 
in the designated area. Protest Advisory, App. 53. In par-
ticular, he requires two weeks' notice to schedule a protest 
and prohibits the distribution of pamphlets or leafets. Id., 
at 52–53. The Base commander has also publicly stated that 
persons who are barred from Vandenberg—for whatever 
reason—may not come onto the Base to protest. Id., at 54. 
And the District Court found, after hearing testimony, that 
“the Government exercises substantial control over the des-
ignated protest area, including, for example, patrolling the 
area.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 14a–15a. Apel has never dis-
puted these facts. 

Instead Apel tells us that, by granting an easement, the 
military has “relinquished its right to exclude civilians from 
Highway 1,” Brief for Respondent 36, and that the easement 
does not “permit[ ]” use by the military, id., at 43. But the 
easement itself specifcally reserves to Vandenberg's com-
mander the authority to restrict access to the entire Base, 
including Highway 1, when necessary “to properly protect 
the interests of the United States,” and likewise “reserves 
to [the United States] rights-of-way for all purposes.” 
Easement, App. 36. We simply do not understand how Apel 
can claim that “[n]othing in the easement contemplates, or 
even permits, military use or occupation; it provides for ex-
clusive civil use and occupation.” Brief for Respondent 43. 
Moreover, the Base commander, in an exercise of his com-
mand authority, has notifed the public that use of the roads 
is “limited to . . . vehicular travel activity through the base,” 
which does not include Apel's protest activity. See Buck 
Memorandum Re: Closed Base, App. 51. 

Apel likewise offers no support for his contention that mil-
itary functions do not occur on the easement highways. The 
Government has referred us to instances when the com-
mander of Vandenberg has closed the highways to the public 
for security purposes or when conducting a military launch. 
Reply Brief 12, and n. 5; Tr. of Oral Arg. 8–9. In any event, 
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there is no indication that Congress intended § 1382 to re-
quire base commanders to make continuous, uninterrupted 
use of a place within their jurisdiction, lest they lose author-
ity to exclude individuals who have vandalized military prop-
erty and been determined to pose a threat to the order and 
security of the base. 

In sum, we decline Apel's invitation to require civilian 
judges to examine U. S. military sites around the world, par-
cel by parcel, to determine which have roads, which have 
fences, and which have a suffciently important, persistent 
military purpose. The use-it-or-lose-it rule that Apel pro-
poses would frustrate the administration of military facilities 
and raise diffcult questions for judges, who are not expert in 
military operations. And it would discourage commanders 
from opening portions of their bases for the convenience of 
the public. We think a much better reading of § 1382 is that 
it reaches all property within the defned boundaries of a 
military place that is under the command of a military offcer. 

III 

Much of the rest of Apel's brief is devoted to arguing that 
§ 1382 would be unconstitutional as applied to him on this 
Base. But the Court of Appeals never reached Apel's con-
stitutional arguments, and we decline to do so in the frst 
instance. Apel also attempts to repackage his First Amend-
ment objections as a statutory interpretation argument 
based on constitutional avoidance. See Brief for Respond-
ent 54 (“the statute should be interpreted . . . not to apply 
to peaceful protests on a public road outside of a closed 
military base over which an easement has been granted and 
that has been declared a protest zone”). But we do not 
“interpret” statutes by gerrymandering them with a list 
of exceptions that happen to describe a party's case. “The 
canon [of constitutional avoidance] is not a method of adjudi-
cating constitutional questions by other means.” Clark v. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 359 (2014) 373 

Opinion of the Court 

Martinez, 543 U. S. 371, 381 (2005). Whether § 1382 is un-
constitutional as applied is a question we need not address. 

* * * 

Where a place with a defned boundary is under the admin-
istration of a military department, the limits of the “military 
installation” for purposes of § 1382 are coterminous with the 
commanding offcer's area of responsibility. Those limits do 
not change when the commander invites the public to use a 
portion of the base for a road, a school, a bus stop, or a pro-
test area, especially when the commander reserves authority 
to protect military property by, among other things, exclud-
ing vandals and trespassers. 

The judgment of the Court of Appeals is vacated, and the 
case is remanded for further proceedings consistent with 
this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

[Appendix to opinion of the Court follows this page.] 
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Ginsburg, J., concurring 

Justice Ginsburg, with whom Justice Sotomayor 
joins, concurring. 

I agree with the Court's reading of 18 U. S. C. § 1382: The 
military's choice “to secure a portion of the Base more 
closely—be it with a fence, a checkpoint, or a painted green 
line—does not alter the boundaries of the Base or diminish 
the jurisdiction of the military commander.” Ante, at 370. 
But a key inquiry remains, for the fence, checkpoint, and 
painted line, while they do not alter the Base boundaries, 
may alter the First Amendment calculus. 

When the Government permits the public onto part of its 
property, in either a traditional or designated public forum, 
its “ability to permissibly restrict expressive conduct is very 
limited.” United States v. Grace, 461 U. S. 171, 177 (1983). 
In such venues, the Government may enforce “reasonable 
time, place, and manner regulations,” but those regulations 
must be “content-neutral [and] narrowly tailored to serve a 
signifcant government interest.” Ibid. (internal quotation 
marks omitted). 

The stated interest of the Air Force in keeping Apel out 
of the area designated for peaceful protest lies in ensuring 
Base security. Brief for United States 22–26. See also 
Reply Brief 21–22. That interest, however, must be as-
sessed in light of the general public's (including Apel's) 
permission to traverse, at any hour of the day or night, the 
highway located a few feet from the designated protest area. 
See Appendix to opinion of the Court, ante (displaying maps 
of the area). The Air Force also permits open access to the 
middle school, bus stop, and visitors' center, all situated in 
close proximity to the protest area. See ante, at 362–363. 

As the Air Force has exhibited no “special interes[t] in who 
walks [or] talks” in these places, Flower v. United States, 407 
U. S. 197, 198 (1972) (per curiam), it is questionable whether 
Apel's ouster from the protest area can withstand constitu-
tional review. The Court has properly reserved that issue 
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for consideration on remand. Ante, at 372–373. In accord 
with that reservation, I join the Court's opinion. 

Justice Alito, concurring. 
The Ninth Circuit did not rule on the constitutionality of 

18 U. S. C. § 1382, and I see no reason to express any view 
on that question at this time. See FCC v. Fox Television 
Stations, Inc., 556 U. S. 502, 529 (2009). “This Court . . . is 
one of fnal review, `not of frst view.' ” Ibid. (quoting Cutter 
v. Wilkinson, 544 U. S. 709, 719, n. 7 (2005)). Our failure to 
address this question should not be interpreted to signify 
either agreement or disagreement with the arguments out-
lined in Justice Ginsburg 's concurrence. 
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CHADBOURNE & PARKE LLP v. TROICE et al. 

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

No. 12–79. Argued October 7, 2013—Decided February 26, 2014* 

The Securities Litigation Uniform Standards Act of 1998 (Litigation Act 
or Act) forbids the bringing of large securities class actions “based upon 
the statutory or common law of any State” in which the plaintiffs allege 
“a misrepresentation or omission of a material fact in connection with 
the purchase or sale of a covered security,” 15 U. S. C. § 78bb(f)(1). The 
Act defnes “covered security” to include, as relevant here, only securi-
ties traded on a national exchange. §§ 78bb(f)(5)(E), 77r(b)(1). 

Four sets of plaintiffs, respondents here, fled civil class actions under 
state law, contending that the defendants, petitioners here, helped Allen 
Stanford and his companies perpetrate a Ponzi scheme by falsely repre-
senting that uncovered securities (certifcates of deposit in Stanford In-
ternational Bank) that plaintiffs were purchasing were backed by cov-
ered securities. The District Court dismissed each case under the 
Litigation Act. Although the certifcates of deposit were not covered 
securities, the court concluded, the Bank's misrepresentation that its 
holdings in covered securities made investments in its uncovered securi-
ties more secure provided the requisite “connection” (under the Litiga-
tion Act) between the plaintiffs' state-law actions and transactions in 
covered securities. The Fifth Circuit reversed, concluding that the 
falsehoods about the Bank's holdings in covered securities were too tan-
gentially related to the fraud to trigger the Litigation Act. 

Held: The Litigation Act does not preclude the plaintiffs' state-law class 
actions. Pp. 386–397. 

(a) Several factors support the conclusion that the scope of 
§ 78bb(f)(1)(A)'s phrase “misrepresentation or omission of a material fact 
in connection with the purchase or sale of a covered security” does not 
extend further than misrepresentations that are material to the decision 
by one or more individuals (other than the fraudster) to purchase or sell 
a covered security. First, this interpretation is consistent with the 
Act's basic focus on transactions in covered, not uncovered, securities. 
Second, the interpretation is supported by the Act's language. The 

*Together with No. 12–86, Willis of Colorado Inc. et al. v. Troice et al., 
and No. 12–88, Proskauer Rose LLP v. Troice et al., also on certiorari to 
the same court. 
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phrase “material fact in connection with the purchase or sale” suggests 
a connection that matters. And a connection matters where the mis-
representation makes a signifcant difference to someone's decision to 
purchase or to sell a covered security, not an uncovered one, something 
about which the Act expresses no concern. See Matrixx Initiatives, 
Inc. v. Siracusano, 563 U. S. 27, 37–40. Further, for the connection to 
matter, the “someone” making the decision to purchase or sell a covered 
security must be a party other than the fraudster. Third, the securities 
cases in which this Court has found a fraud to be “in connection with” 
a purchase or sale of a security, under both the Litigation Act and § 10(b) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (which also uses the “in connec-
tion with” phrase), have involved victims who took, who tried to take, 
who divested themselves of, who tried to divest themselves of, or who 
maintained an ownership interest in fnancial instruments that fall 
within the relevant statutory defnition. See, e. g., Merrill Lynch, 
Pierce, Fenner & Smith Inc. v. Dabit, 547 U. S. 71, 77. Fourth, this 
Court reads the Litigation Act in light of and consistent with the lan-
guage and purpose of the underlying regulatory statutes, the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 and the Securities Act of 1933, which refer to 
persons engaged in securities transactions that lead to the taking or 
dissolving of ownership positions, and which make it illegal to deceive a 
person when he or she is doing so. The basic purpose of the 1934 and 
1933 regulatory statutes is to protect investor confdence in the securi-
ties markets. Nothing in those statutes, or in the Litigation Act, sug-
gests their object is to protect persons whose connection with the statu-
torily defned securities is more remote than buying or selling. Fifth, 
a broader interpretation of the necessary statutory “connection” would 
interfere with state efforts to provide remedies for victims of ordinary 
state-law frauds, despite the fact that the Litigation Act purposefully 
seeks to avoid such results by maintaining States' legal authority over 
matters that are primarily of state concern, see, e. g., § 78bb(f)(4). 
Pp. 387–392. 

(b) Petitioners and the Government make two important, but un-
availing, counterarguments. First, they point to this Court's sugges-
tions that the phrase “in connection with” should be given a broad inter-
pretation. But every case in which this Court interpreted the phrase 
to cover a fraud involved a false statement (or the like) that was “mate-
rial” to another individual's decision to “purchase or s[ell]” a statutorily 
defned “security” or “covered security,” e. g., Dabit, supra, at 75–77, 
and where the transaction was by or on behalf of someone other than the 
fraudster. Second, the Government warns that a narrow interpretation 
would curtail the Securities and Exchange Commission's enforcement 
powers under § 10(b) of the Securities Exchange Act, which uses the 
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same “in connection with the purchase or sale” phrase. To the contrary, 
this Court's interpretation is perfectly consistent with past SEC prac-
tice. The authority of the SEC and the Department of Justice extends 
to all “securities” under § 10(b), not just to those traded on national 
exchanges. 15 U. S. C. § 78c(a)(10). The SEC has accordingly brought 
successful enforcement actions against Stanford and his associates, 
based on the Bank's fraudulent sales of certifcates of deposit—products 
that are “securities” even if not “covered securities.” Neither the Gov-
ernment nor the dissent has pointed to an example of any prior SEC 
enforcement action that the instant holding would have prevented the 
SEC from bringing. Pp. 392–395. 

(c) Respondents' complaints do not allege, for Litigation Act pur-
poses, misrepresentations or omissions of material fact “in connection 
with” the “purchase or sale of a covered security.” At most, they allege 
misrepresentations about the Bank's ownership of covered securities. 
But the Bank is the fraudster, not the fraudster's victim; nor is it some 
other person transacting in covered securities. Thus, there is not the 
necessary “connection” between the materiality of the misstatements 
and the statutorily required “purchase or sale of a covered security.” 
In addition, while the District Court found that one plaintiff acquired 
Bank certifcates with proceeds from the sale of covered securities, the 
plaintiffs did not allege that the sale of these covered securities consti-
tuted any part of the fraudulent scheme or that Stanford or his associ-
ates were interested in how the plaintiffs obtained the funds to purchase 
the certifcates. Thus, those sales were only incidental to the fraud. 
Pp. 395–397. 

675 F. 3d 503, affrmed. 

Breyer, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, C. J., 
and Scalia, Thomas, Ginsburg, Sotomayor, and Kagan, JJ., joined. 
Thomas, J., fled a concurring opinion, post, p. 397. Kennedy, J., fled a 
dissenting opinion, in which Alito, J., joined, post, p. 398. 

Paul D. Clement argued the cause for petitioners in all 
cases. With him on the briefs for petitioners in No. 12–86 
were Jeffrey M. Harris, J. Gordon Cooney, Jr., Allyson N. 
Ho, and Bradley W. Foster. Walter Dellinger, Jonathan D. 
Hacker, Anton Metlitsky, Daniel J. Beller, and Daniel J. 
Leffell fled briefs for petitioner in No. 12–79. James 
P. Rouhandeh, Daniel J. Schwartz, and Richard A. Cooper 
fled briefs for petitioner in No. 12–88. 
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Elaine J. Goldenberg argued the cause for the United 
States as amicus curiae urging reversal. With her on the 
brief were Solicitor General Verrilli, Deputy Solicitor Gen-
eral Stewart, Anne K. Small, Michael A. Conley, Jacob H. 
Stillman, and Michael L. Post. 

Thomas C. Goldstein argued the cause for respondents in 
all cases. With him on the brief were Tejinder Singh, Phil-
lip W. Preis, Charles M. Gordon, Jr., Edward C. Snyder, 
P. Michael Jung, David N. Kitner, and Judith R. Blakeway.† 

Justice Breyer delivered the opinion of the Court. 
The Securities Litigation Uniform Standards Act of 1998 

(which we shall refer to as the Litigation Act or Act) forbids 
the bringing of large securities class actions based upon vio-
lations of state law. It says that plaintiffs may not maintain 
a class action “based upon the statutory or common law of 
any State” in which the plaintiffs allege “a misrepresentation 
or omission of a material fact in connection with the pur-
chase or sale of a covered security.” 15 U. S. C. § 78bb(f)(1) 
(emphasis added). The Act defnes “class actions” as those 
involving more than 50 members. See § 78bb(f)(5). It de-
fnes “covered security” narrowly to include only securi-

†Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal in all cases were fled for 
Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP, by Lisa S. Blatt and Christopher S. 
Rhee; for DRI–The Voice of the Defense Bar by Mary Massaron Ross, 
Linda T. Coberly, Gene C. Schaerr, and Steffen N. Johnson; and for the 
Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association by Richard D. 
Bernstein and Kevin M. Carroll. 

Charles Lee Eisen, Jeffrey B. Maletta, and Nicholas G. Terris fled a 
brief for Causeway Capital Management LLC as amicus curiae urging 
reversal in No. 12–86. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance in all cases were fled for the 
Court-Appointed Receiver et al. by Richard B. Phillips, Jr., Michael W. 
Stockham, and John J. Little; for the National Association of Bankruptcy 
Trustees by Paul Steven Singerman; for Occupy the SEC by Akshat Tew-
ary; for the Public Investors Arbitration Bar Association et al. by Royal 
B. Lea III, Jay E. Sushelsky, and Lawrence R. Velvel; and for Sixteen 
Law Professors by Richard A. Lockridge and Gregg M. Fishbein. 
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ties traded on a national exchange (or, here irrelevant, 
those issued by investment companies). §§ 78bb(f )(5)(E), 
77r(b)(1)–(2). 

The question before us is whether the Litigation Act en-
compasses a class action in which the plaintiffs allege (1) that 
they “purchase[d]” uncovered securities (certifcates of de-
posit that are not traded on any national exchange), but (2) 
that the defendants falsely told the victims that the uncov-
ered securities were backed by covered securities. We note 
that the plaintiffs do not allege that the defendants' misrep-
resentations led anyone to buy or to sell (or to maintain posi-
tions in) covered securities. Under these circumstances, we 
conclude the Act does not apply. 

In light of the dissent's characterization of our holding, 
post, at 407–409 (opinion of Kennedy, J.)—which we believe 
is incorrect—we specify at the outset that this holding does 
not limit the Federal Government's authority to prosecute 
“frauds like the one here.” Post, at 407. The Federal Gov-
ernment has in fact brought successful prosecutions against 
the fraudsters at the heart of this litigation, see infra, at 
384–385, and we fail to understand the dissent's repeated 
suggestions to the contrary, post, at 400, 401, 407, 408–409, 
413. Rather, as we shall explain, we believe the basic conse-
quence of our holding is that, without limiting the Federal 
Government's prosecution power in any signifcant way, it 
will permit victims of this (and similar) frauds to recover 
damages under state law. See infra, at 394–395. Under 
the dissent's approach, they would have no such ability. 

I 

A 

The relevant statutory framework has four parts: 
(1) Section 10(b) of the underlying regulatory stat-

ute, the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 48 Stat. 891, 
as amended, 15 U. S. C. § 78j (2012 ed.). This well-known 
statutory provision forbids the “use” or “employ[ment]” 
of “any manipulative or deceptive device or contrivance” 
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“in connection with the purchase or sale of any security.” 
§ 78j(b). 

Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) Rule 10b–5 
similarly forbids the use of any “device, scheme, or artifce 
to defraud” (including the making of “any untrue statement 
of a material fact” or any similar “omi[ssion]”) “in connec-
tion with the purchase or sale of any security.” 17 CFR 
§ 240.10b–5 (2013). 

For purposes of these provisions, the Securities Exchange 
Act defnes “security” broadly to include not just things 
traded on national exchanges, but also “any note, stock, 
treasury stock, security future, security-based swap, bond, 
debenture . . . [or] certifcate of deposit for a security.” 15 
U. S. C. § 78c(a)(10). See also §§ 77b(a)(1), 80a–2(a)(36), 80b– 
2(a)(18) (providing virtually identical defnitions of “security” 
for the Securities Act of 1933, the Investment Company Act 
of 1940, and the Investment Advisers Act of 1940). 

(2) A statute-based private right of action. The 
Court has read § 10(b) and Rule 10b–5 as providing injured 
persons with a private right of action to sue for damages 
suffered through those provisions' violation. See, e. g., Blue 
Chip Stamps v. Manor Drug Stores, 421 U. S. 723, 730 (1975). 

The scope of the private right of action is more limited 
than the scope of the statutes upon which it is based. See 
Stoneridge Investment Partners, LLC v. Scientifc-Atlanta, 
Inc., 552 U. S. 148, 153, 155, 166 (2008) (private right does 
not cover suits against “secondary actors” who had no “role 
in preparing or disseminating” a stock issuer's fraudulent 
“fnancial statements”); Central Bank of Denver, N. A. v. 
First Interstate Bank of Denver, N. A., 511 U. S. 164, 179 
(1994) (private right does not extend to actions against “aid-
ers and abettors” of securities fraud); Blue Chip Stamps, 
supra, at 737 (private right extends only to purchasers and 
sellers, not to holders, of securities). 

(3) The Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 

1995 (PSLRA). 109 Stat. 737, 15 U. S. C. §§ 77z–1, 78u–4. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 377 (2014) 383 

Opinion of the Court 

This law imposes procedural and substantive limitations 
upon the scope of the private right of action available under 
§ 10(b) and Rule 10b–5. It requires plaintiffs to meet 
heightened pleading standards. It permits defendants to 
obtain automatic stays of discovery. It limits recoverable 
damages and attorney's fees. And it creates a new “safe 
harbor” for forward-looking statements. See §§ 78u–4, 
78u–5. 

(4) The Securities Litigation Uniform Standards Act. 

112 Stat. 3227, 15 U. S. C. § 78bb(f)(1)(A). As we said at the 
outset, this 1998 law forbids any 

“covered class action based upon the statutory or com-
mon law of any State . . . by any private party alleging— 

“(A) a misrepresentation or omission of a material 
fact in connection with the purchase or sale of a covered 
security; or 

“(B) that the defendant used or employed any manip-
ulative or deceptive device or contrivance in connec-
tion with the purchase or sale of a covered security.” 
§§ 78bb(f)(1)(A)–(B). 

The law defnes “covered security” narrowly. It is a secu-
rity that “satisfes the standards for a covered security speci-
fed in paragraph (1) or (2) of section 18(b) of the Securities 
Act of 1933.” § 78bb(f)(5)(E). And the relevant paragraphs 
of § 18(b) of the 1933 Act defne a “covered security” as “[a 
security] listed, or authorized for listing, on a national securi-
ties exchange,” § 77r(b)(1) (or, though not relevant here, as a 
security issued by an “investment company,” § 77r(b)(2)). 
The Litigation Act also specifes that a “covered security” 
must be listed or authorized for listing on a national 
exchange “at the time during which it is alleged that the 
misrepresentation, omission, or manipulative or deceptive 
conduct occurred.” § 78bb(f)(5)(E). 

The Litigation Act sets forth exceptions. It does not 
apply to class actions with fewer than 51 “persons or 
prospective class members.” § 78bb(f)(5)(B). It does not 
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apply to actions brought on behalf of a State itself. 
§ 78bb(f)(3)(B)(i). It does not apply to class actions based on 
the law “of the State in which the issuer is incorporated.” 
§ 78bb(f)(3)(A)(i). And it reserves the authority of state 
securities commissions “to investigate and bring enforce-
ment actions.” § 78bb(f)(4). 

We are here primarily interested in the Litigation Act's 
phrase “misrepresentation or omission of a material fact in 
connection with the purchase or sale of a covered security.” 
§ 78bb(f)(1)(A). Unless this phrase applies to the class ac-
tions before us, the plaintiffs may maintain their state-law-
based class actions, and they may do so either in federal or 
state court. Otherwise, their class actions are precluded al-
together. See § 78bb(f)(2) (providing for the removal from 
state to federal court of class actions that meet the specifca-
tions of paragraph 1, and for the dismissal of such suits by 
the district court). 

B 

1 

The plaintiffs in these actions (respondents here) say that 
Allen Stanford and several of his companies ran a multibil-
lion dollar Ponzi scheme. Essentially, Stanford and his com-
panies sold the plaintiffs certifcates of deposit in Stanford 
International Bank (or Bank). Those certifcates “were debt 
assets that promised a fxed rate of return.” Roland v. 
Green, 675 F. 3d 503, 522 (CA5 2012). The plaintiffs ex-
pected that Stanford International Bank would use the 
money it received to buy highly lucrative assets. But in-
stead, Stanford and his associates used the money provided 
by new investors to repay old investors, to fnance an elabo-
rate lifestyle, and to fnance speculative real estate ventures. 

The Department of Justice brought related criminal 
charges against Allen Stanford. A jury convicted Stanford 
of mail fraud, wire fraud, conspiracy to commit money laun-
dering, and obstruction of an SEC investigation. Stanford 
was sentenced to prison and required to forfeit $6 billion. 
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The SEC, noting that the Bank certifcates of deposit fell 
within the 1934 Securities Exchange Act's broad defnition 
of “security,” fled a § 10(b) civil case against Allen Stanford, 
the Stanford International Bank, and related Stanford com-
panies and associates. The SEC won the civil action, and 
the court imposed a civil penalty of $6 billion. 

2 

The plaintiffs in each of the four civil class actions are pri-
vate investors who bought the Bank's certifcates of deposit. 
Two groups of plaintiffs fled their actions in Louisiana state 
court against frms and individuals who helped sell the 
Bank's certifcates by working as “investment advisers” af-
fliated with Stanford, or who provided Stanford-related 
companies with trust, insurance, accounting, or reporting 
services. (The defendants included a respondent here, SEI 
Investments Company.) The plaintiffs claimed that the de-
fendants helped the Bank perpetrate the fraud, thereby vio-
lating Louisiana state law. 

Two other groups of plaintiffs fled their actions in federal 
court for the Northern District of Texas. One group sued 
Willis of Colorado (and related Willis companies) and Bowen, 
Miclette & Britt, two insurance brokers; the other group 
sued Proskauer Rose and Chadbourne & Parke, two law 
frms. Both groups claimed that the defendants helped the 
Bank (and Allen Stanford) perpetrate the fraud or conceal it 
from regulators, thereby violating Texas securities law. 

The Louisiana state-court defendants removed their cases 
to federal court, and the Judicial Panel on Multi-District Liti-
gation moved the Louisiana cases to the Northern District 
of Texas. A single federal judge heard all four class actions. 

The defendants in each of the cases moved to dismiss the 
complaints. The District Court concluded that the Litiga-
tion Act required dismissal. The court recognized that the 
certifcates of deposit themselves were not “covered securi-
ties” under the Litigation Act, for they were not “ `traded 
nationally [or] listed on a regulated national exchange.' ” 
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App. to Pet. for Cert. in No. 12–86, p. 62. But each com-
plaint in one way or another alleged that the fraud included 
misrepresentations that the Bank maintained signifcant 
holdings in “ ̀ highly marketable securities issued by stable 
governments [and] strong multinational companies,' ” and 
that the Bank's ownership of these “covered” securities made 
investments in the uncovered certifcates more secure. Id., 
at 66. The court concluded that this circumstance provided 
the requisite statutory “connection” between (1) the plain-
tiffs' state-law fraud claims and (2) “transactions in covered 
securities.” Id., at 64, 66–67. Hence, the court dismissed 
the class actions under the Litigation Act. Id., at 75. See 
also 675 F. 3d, at 511. 

All four sets of plaintiffs appealed. The Fifth Circuit 
reversed. It agreed with the District Court that the com-
plaints described misrepresentations about the Bank's in-
vestments in nationally traded securities. Still, the “heart, 
crux, and gravamen of” the “allegedly fraudulent scheme 
was representing . . . that the [uncovered] CDs were a `safe 
and secure' investment that was preferable to other invest-
ments for many reasons.” Id., at 522. The court held that 
the falsehoods about the Bank's holdings in covered securi-
ties were too “ `tangentially related' ” to the “crux” of the 
fraud to trigger the Litigation Act. Id., at 520, 522 (quoting 
Madden v. Cowen & Co., 576 F. 3d 957, 965–966 (CA9 2009)). 
“That the CDs were marketed with some vague references 
to [the Bank's] portfolio containing instruments that might 
be [covered by the Litigation Act] seems tangential to the 
schemes,” to the point where the complaints fall outside the 
scope of that Act. 675 F. 3d, at 522. 

Defendants in the four class actions sought certiorari. We 
granted their petitions. 

II 

The question before us concerns the scope of the Litigation 
Act's phrase “misrepresentation or omission of a material 
fact in connection with the purchase or sale of a covered 
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security.” § 78bb(f)(1)(A). How broad is that scope? Does 
it extend further than misrepresentations that are material 
to the purchase or sale of a covered security? 

In our view, the scope of this language does not extend 
further. To put the matter more specifcally: A fraudulent 
misrepresentation or omission is not made “in connection 
with” such a “purchase or sale of a covered security” unless 
it is material to a decision by one or more individuals (other 
than the fraudster) to buy or to sell a “covered security.” 
We add that in Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith Inc. 
v. Dabit, 547 U. S. 71 (2006), we held that the Litigation Act 
precluded a suit where the plaintiffs alleged a “fraudulent 
manipulation of stock prices” that was material to and “ ̀ coin-
cide[d]' with” third-party securities transactions, while also 
inducing the plaintiffs to “hold their stocks long beyond the 
point when, had the truth been known, they would have 
sold.” Id., at 75, 85, 89 (citing United States v. O'Hagan, 521 
U. S. 642, 651 (1997)). We do not here modify Dabit. 

A 

We reach this interpretation of the Litigation Act for sev-
eral reasons. First, the Act focuses upon transactions in 
covered securities, not upon transactions in uncovered secu-
rities. An interpretation that insists upon a material con-
nection with a transaction in a covered security is consistent 
with the Act's basic focus. 

Second, a natural reading of the Act's language supports 
our interpretation. The language requires the dismissal of 
a state-law-based class action where a private party alleges 
a “misrepresentation or omission of a material fact” (or en-
gages in other forms of deception, not relevant here) “in con-
nection with the purchase or sale of a covered security.” 
§ 78bb(f)(1). The phrase “material fact in connection with 
the purchase or sale” suggests a connection that matters. 
And for present purposes, a connection matters where the 
misrepresentation makes a signifcant difference to some-
one's decision to purchase or to sell a covered security, not 
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to purchase or to sell an uncovered security, something about 
which the Act expresses no concern. See generally Matrixx 
Initiatives, Inc. v. Siracusano, 563 U. S. 27, 37–40 (2011) (a 
misrepresentation or omission is “material” if a reasonable 
investor would have considered the information signifcant 
when contemplating a statutorily relevant investment deci-
sion). Further, the “someone” making that decision to pur-
chase or sell must be a party other than the fraudster. If the 
only party who decides to buy or sell a covered security as a 
result of a lie is the liar, that is not a “connection” that matters. 

Third, prior case law supports our interpretation. As far 
as we are aware, every securities case in which this Court 
has found a fraud to be “in connection with” a purchase or 
sale of a security has involved victims who took, who tried 
to take, who divested themselves of, who tried to divest 
themselves of, or who maintained an ownership interest in 
fnancial instruments that fall within the relevant statutory 
defnition. See, e. g., Dabit, supra, at 77 (Litigation Act: vic-
tims were “holders” of covered securities that the defend-
ant's fraud caused to become overvalued); SEC v. Zandford, 
535 U. S. 813, 822 (2002) (§ 10(b): victims were “duped into 
believing” that the defendant would “ `invest' their assets in 
the stock market”); Wharf (Holdings) Ltd. v. United Int'l 
Holdings, Inc., 532 U. S. 588, 592 (2001) (§ 10(b): victim pur-
chased an oral option to buy 10% of a company's stock); O'Ha-
gan, supra, at 655–656 (§ 10(b): victims were “members of 
the investing public” harmed by the defendant's “gain[ing of 
an] advantageous market position” through insider trading); 
Superintendent of Ins. of N. Y. v. Bankers Life & Casualty 
Co., 404 U. S. 6, 10 (1971) (§ 10(b): victim was “injured as an 
investor” when the fraud deprived it of “compensation for 
the sale of its valuable block of securities”). We have found 
no Court case involving a fraud “in connection with” the pur-
chase or sale of a statutorily defned security in which the 
victims did not ft one of these descriptions. And the dis-
sent apparently has not either. 
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Although the dissent characterizes our approach as “new,” 
post, at 400, and tries to describe several of our prior cases, 
such as Zandford or Dabit, in a different way, post, at 410– 
411, it cannot escape the fact that every case it cites involved 
a victim who took, tried to take, or maintained an ownership 
position in the statutorily relevant securities through “pur-
chases” or “sales” induced by the fraud. E. g., Zandford, 
supra, at 815, 820 (fraudster told customers he would “ ̀ con-
servatively invest' their money” in the stock market and 
made sales of “his customer's securities,” but pocketed the 
proceeds (emphasis added)); Dabit, supra, at 76, 85, 89 (the 
“misrepresentations and manipulative tactics caused [the 
plaintiffs] to hold onto overvalued securities” while also in-
ducing third parties to trade them); In re Jett, 82 S. E. C. 
Docket 1211, 1236–1237 (2004) (trader's scheme “greatly in-
fated the reporting trading profts” that his frm “used to 
determine . . . the amount of capital he was permitted to 
commit on the frm's behalf ” (emphasis added)). 

Fourth, we read the Litigation Act in light of and consist-
ent with the underlying regulatory statutes, the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 and the Securities Act of 1933. The 
regulatory statutes refer to persons engaged in securities 
transactions that lead to the taking or dissolving of owner-
ship positions. And they make it illegal to deceive a person 
when he or she is doing so. Section 5 of the 1933 Act, for 
example, makes it unlawful to “offer to sell or offer to buy 
. . . any security, unless a registration statement has been 
fled as to such security.” 15 U. S. C. § 77e(c). Section 17 of 
the 1933 Act makes it unlawful “in the offer or sale of any 
securities . . . to employ any device, scheme, or artifce to 
defraud, or to obtain money or property by means of any 
untrue statement of a material fact.” §§ 77q(a)(1)–(2). And 
§ 10(b) of the 1934 Act makes it unlawful to “use or employ, 
in connection with the purchase or sale of any security 
. . . any manipulative or deceptive device or contrivance.” 
§ 78j(b). 
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Not only language but also purpose suggests a statutory 
focus upon transactions involving the statutorily relevant 
securities. The basic purpose of the 1934 and 1933 regula-
tory statutes is “to insure honest securities markets and 
thereby promote investor confdence.” See O'Hagan, 521 
U. S., at 658. Nothing in the regulatory statutes suggests 
their object is to protect persons whose connection with the 
statutorily defned securities is more remote than words such 
as “buy,” “sell,” and the like, indicate. Nor does anything 
in the Litigation Act provide us with reasons for interpreting 
its similar language more broadly. 

The dissent correctly points out that the federal securities 
laws have another purpose, beyond protecting investors. 
Namely, they also seek to protect securities issuers, as well 
as the investment advisers, accountants, and brokers who 
help them sell fnancial products, from abusive class-action 
lawsuits. Post, at 401. Both the PSLRA and the Litigation 
Act were enacted in service of that goal. By imposing 
heightened pleading standards, limiting damages, and pre-
empting state-law suits where the claims pertained to cov-
ered securities, Congress sought to reduce frivolous suits 
and mitigate legal costs for frms and investment profes-
sionals that participate in the market for nationally traded 
securities. 

We fail to see, however, how our decision today under-
mines that objective. The dissent worries our approach will 
“subject many persons and entities whose profession it is to 
give advice, counsel, and assistance in investing in the securi-
ties markets to complex and costly state-law litigation.” 
Ibid. To the contrary, the only issuers, investment ad-
visers, or accountants that today's decision will continue to 
subject to state-law liability are those who do not sell or 
participate in selling securities traded on U. S. national ex-
changes. We concede that this means a bank, chartered in 
Antigua and whose sole product is a fxed-rate debt instru-
ment not traded on a U. S. exchange, will not be able to claim 
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the beneft of preclusion under the Litigation Act. But it is 
diffcult to see why the federal securities laws would be— 
or should be—concerned with shielding such entities from 
lawsuits. 

Fifth, to interpret the necessary statutory “connection” 
more broadly than we do here would interfere with state 
efforts to provide remedies for victims of ordinary state-law 
frauds. A broader interpretation would allow the Litigation 
Act to cover, and thereby to prohibit, a lawsuit brought by 
creditors of a small business that falsely represented it was 
creditworthy, in part because it owns or intends to own 
exchange-traded stock. It could prohibit a lawsuit brought 
by homeowners against a mortgage broker for lying about 
the interest rates on their mortgages—if, say, the broker (not 
the homeowners) later sold the mortgages to a bank which 
then securitized them in a pool and sold off pieces as 
“covered securities.” Brief for Sixteen Law Professors as 
Amici Curiae 24. 

The dissent all but admits this. Its proposed rule is that 
whenever “the purchase or sale of the securities [including 
by the fraudster] is what enables the fraud,” the Litigation 
Act pre-empts the suit. Post, at 408. In other words, any 
time one person convinces another to loan him money, by 
pretending he owns nationally traded securities or will ac-
quire them for himself in the future, the action constitutes 
federal securities fraud, is subject to federal enforcement, 
and is also precluded by the Litigation Act if it qualifes as 
a “covered class action” under § 78bb(f)(5)(B) (e. g., involves 
more than 50 members). Leaving aside whether this would 
work a signifcant expansion of the scope of liability under 
the federal securities laws, it unquestionably would limit the 
scope of protection under state laws that seek to provide 
remedies to victims of garden-variety fraud. 

The text of the Litigation Act reflects congressional 
care to avoid such results. Under numerous provisions, 
it purposefully maintains state legal authority, especially 
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over matters that are primarily of state concern. See 
§§ 78bb(f)(1)(A)–(B) (limiting preclusion to lawsuits involving 
“covered,” i. e., nationally traded, securities); § 78bb(f)(4) 
(providing that the “securities commission . . . of any State 
shall retain jurisdiction under the laws of such State to in-
vestigate and bring enforcement actions”); § 78bb(f)(3)(B) 
(preserving States' authority to bring suits of the kind for-
bidden to private class-action plaintiffs). See also 112 Stat. 
3227 (“Congress fnds that . . . it is appropriate to enact na-
tional standards for securities class action lawsuits involving 
nationally traded securities, while preserving the appro-
priate enforcement powers of State securities regulators”). 
A broad interpretation of the Litigation Act works at cross-
purposes with this state-oriented concern. Cf. Zandford, 
535 U. S., at 820 (warning against “constru[ing]” the phrase 
“in connection with” “so broadly as to convert any common-
law fraud that happens to involve securities into a violation 
of § 10(b)”); Wharf (Holdings) Ltd., 532 U. S., at 596 (recog-
nizing that “ordinary state breach-of-contract claims” are 
“actions that lie outside the [Securities Exchange] Act's 
basic objectives”). 

B 

Petitioners and the Government make two important 
counterarguments. Petitioners point to statements we have 
made suggesting we should give the phrase “in connection 
with” a broad interpretation. In Dabit, for example, we 
said that the Court has consistently “espoused a broad inter-
pretation” of “in connection with” in the context of § 10(b) 
and Rule 10b–5, and we added that the Litigation Act lan-
guage similarly warranted a “broad construction.” 547 
U. S., at 85–86. In Bankers Life, we said that, if a deceptive 
practice “touch[es]” a securities transaction, it meets § 10(b)'s 
“in connection with” requirement, 404 U. S., at 12, and in 
O'Hagan, we said the fraud and the purchase or sale of a 
security must simply “coincide,” 521 U. S., at 656. The idea, 
we explained in Zandford, is that the phrase “should be `con-

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 377 (2014) 393 

Opinion of the Court 

strued not technically and restrictively, but fexibly to effec-
tuate its remedial purposes.' ” 535 U. S., at 819 (quoting Af-
fliated Ute Citizens of Utah v. United States, 406 U. S. 128, 
151 (1972)). 

Every one of these cases, however, concerned a false state-
ment (or the like) that was “material” to another individual's 
decision to “purchase or s[ell]” a statutorily defned “secu-
rity” or “covered security.” Dabit, supra, at 75–77; Zand-
ford, supra, at 822; Wharf (Holdings) Ltd., supra, at 590– 
592; O'Hagan, supra, at 655–657; Bankers Life, supra, at 10. 
And the relevant statements or omissions were material to 
a transaction in the relevant securities by or on behalf of 
someone other than the fraudster. 

Second, the Government points out that § 10(b) of the 
Securities Exchange Act also uses the phrase “in connection 
with the purchase or sale of any security.” 15 U. S. C. 
§ 78j(b). And the Government warns that a narrow inter-
pretation of “in connection with” here threatens a similarly 
narrow interpretation there, which could limit the SEC's en-
forcement capabilities. See Brief for United States as Ami-
cus Curiae 28. 

We do not understand, however, how our interpretation 
could signifcantly curtail the SEC's enforcement powers. 
As far as the Government has explained the matter, our in-
terpretation seems perfectly consistent with past SEC prac-
tice. For one thing, we have cast no doubt on the SEC's 
ability to bring enforcement actions against Stanford and 
Stanford International Bank. The SEC has already done so 
successfully. As we have repeatedly pointed out, the term 
“security” under § 10(b) covers a wide range of fnancial 
products beyond those traded on national exchanges, appar-
ently including the Bank's certifcates of deposit at issue in 
these cases. No one here denies that, for § 10(b) purposes, 
the “material” misrepresentations by Stanford and his asso-
ciates were made “in connection with” the “purchases” of 
those certifcates. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



394 CHADBOURNE & PARKE LLP v. TROICE 

Opinion of the Court 

We fnd it surprising that the dissent worries that our deci-
sion will “narro[w] and constric[t] essential protection for our 
national securities markets,” post, at 400, and put “frauds 
like the one here . . . not within the reach of federal regula-
tion,” post, at 407. That would be news to Allen Stanford, 
who was sentenced to 110 years in federal prison after a 
successful federal prosecution, and to Stanford International 
Bank, which was ordered to pay billions in federal fnes, after 
the same. Frauds like the one here—including this fraud 
itself—will continue to be within the reach of federal regula-
tion because the authority of the SEC and Department of 
Justice extends to all “securities,” not just to those traded 
on national exchanges. 15 U. S. C. § 78c(a)(10); accord, 
§ 77b(a)(1), § 80a–2(a)(36), § 80b–2(a)(18). When the fraud-
ster peddles an uncovered security like the CDs here, the 
Federal Government will have the full scope of its usual pow-
ers to act. The only difference between our approach and 
that of the dissent is that we also preserve the ability for 
investors to obtain relief under state laws when the fraud 
bears so remote a connection to the national securities mar-
ket that no person actually believed he was taking an owner-
ship position in that market. 

Thus, despite the Government's and the dissent's hand 
wringing, neither has been able to point to an example of 
any prior SEC enforcement action brought during the past 
80 years that our holding today would have prevented the 
SEC from bringing. At oral argument, the Government 
referred to an administrative proceeding, In re Line, 62 
S. E. C. Docket 2879 (1996), as its best example. Our exami-
nation of the report of that case, however, indicates that the 
defendant was a fraudster to whom the fraud's victims had 
loaned money, expecting that he would purchase securities 
on their behalf. Id., at 2880 (“Line represented to investors 
that he would invest their non-admitted assets in various 
securities, including U. S. Treasury notes, mutual fund 
shares, and collateralized debt obligations”); ibid. (“[He] fab-
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ricated account statements which falsely recited that securi-
ties had been purchased on behalf of certain investors”). 

The Government's brief refers to two other proceedings as 
demonstrating the SEC's broad § 10(b) enforcement powers. 
Each, however, involved defrauded investors who had tried 
to take an ownership interest in the relevant securities. 
Jett, 82 S. E. C. Docket, at 1251 (involving a § 10(b) action 
where a defrauded trading frm's “decision to purchase 
or `invest' in strips or bonds . . . stemmed directly from 
the activity that constituted the fraud”); In re D. S. Waddy 
& Co., 30 S. E. C. 367, 368 (1949) (involving a § 10(b) ac-
tion where a broker “appropriated to his own use money 
paid to him by customers for securities purchases”). We 
have examined SEC records without fnding any further 
examples. 

For these reasons, the dissent's warning that our decision 
will “inhibit” “litigants from using federal law to police 
frauds” and will “undermine the primacy of federal law in 
policing abuses in the securities markets” rings hollow. 
Post, at 401, 402. The dissent cannot point to one example 
of a federal securities action—public or private—that would 
have been permissible in the past but that our approach will 
disallow in the future. And the irony of the dissent's posi-
tion is that federal law would have precluded private recov-
ery in these very suits, because § 10(b) does not create a pri-
vate right of action for investors vis-à-vis “secondary actors” 
or “aiders and abettors” of securities fraud. Stoneridge In-
vestment Partners, 552 U. S., at 152, 155; Central Bank of 
Denver, 511 U. S., at 180; accord, Brief for Petitioners in 
No. 12–86, p. 46 (“Any federal securities action against Peti-
tioners would clearly run afoul of Central Bank and Stone-
ridge”); Brief for Respondents 48 (same); Brief for United 
States as Amicus Curiae 28 (same). 

III 

Respondents' complaints specify that their claims rest 
upon their purchases of uncovered, not of covered, securities. 
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Our search for allegations that might bring their allegations 
within the scope of the Litigation Act reveals the following: 

(1) The frst set of Texas plaintiffs alleged that they bought 
certifcates of deposit from Stanford International Bank be-
cause they were told “the CDs issued by SIB were safer 
even than U. S. bank-issued CDs” and “could be redeemed at 
any time,” given that the Bank “only invested the money 
[i. e., the Bank's money obtained from its certifcate sale pro-
ceeds] in safe, secure, and liquid assets.” App. 433. They 
claimed Stanford “touted the high quality of SIB's invest-
ment portfolio,” and such falsehoods were material to their 
decision to purchase the uncovered certifcates. Id., at 444. 

(2) The second set of Texas plaintiffs contended that they, 
too, purchased the Bank's certifcates on the belief “that 
their money was being invested in safe, liquid investments.” 
Id., at 715. They alleged that the Bank's marketing materi-
als stated it devoted “the greater part of its assets” to “frst 
grade investment bonds (AAA, AA+, AA) and shares of 
stock (of great reputation, liquidity, and credibility).” Id., at 
744 (emphasis deleted). 

(3) Both groups of Louisiana plaintiffs alleged that they 
were induced to purchase the certifcates based on misrep-
resentations that the Bank's assets were “ ̀ invested in a 
well-diversifed portfolio of highly marketable securities 
issued by stable governments, strong multinational compa-
nies and major international banks.' ” Id., at 253, 345. And 
they claimed the “ ̀ liquidity/marketability of SIB's invested 
assets' ” was “the most important factor to provide security 
to SIB clients.” Id., at 254. 

These statements do not allege, for Litigation Act pur-
poses, misrepresentations or omissions of material fact “in 
connection with” the “purchase or sale of a covered security.” 
At most, the complaints allege misrepresentations about the 
Bank's ownership of covered securities—fraudulent assur-
ances that the Bank owned, would own, or would use the 
victims' money to buy for itself shares of covered securities. 
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But the Bank is an entity that made the misrepresentations. 
The Bank is the fraudster, not the fraudster's victim. Nor is 
the Bank some other person transacting (or refraining from 
transacting, see Dabit, 547 U. S., at 75–77) in covered securi-
ties. And consequently, there is not the necessary “connec-
tion” between the materiality of the misstatements and the 
statutorily required “purchase or sale of a covered security.” 
See supra, at 386–387. 

A fnal point: The District Court found that one of the 
plaintiffs acquired Bank certifcates “with the proceeds of 
selling” covered securities contained in his IRA portfolio. 
App. to Pet. for Cert. in No. 12–86, at 70. The plaintiffs, 
however, did not allege that the sale of these covered securi-
ties (which were used to fnance the purchase of the certif-
cates) constituted any part of the fraudulent scheme. Nor 
did the complaints allege that Stanford or his associates were 
at all interested in how the plaintiffs obtained the funds they 
needed to purchase the certifcates. Thus, we agree with 
the Court of Appeals that “[u]nlike Bankers Life and Zand-
ford, where the entirety of the fraud depended upon the tort-
feasor convincing the victims of those fraudulent schemes 
to sell their covered securities in order for the fraud to be 
accomplished, the allegations here are not so tied with the 
sale of covered securities.” 675 F. 3d, at 523. In our view, 
like that of the Court of Appeals, these sales constituted no 
relevant part of the fraud but were rather incidental to it. 

For these reasons the Court of Appeals' judgment is 
affrmed. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Thomas, concurring. 

I join the opinion of the Court on the understanding that 
the “misrepresentation[s] . . . of . . . material fact” alleged in 
these cases are not properly considered “in connection with” 
transactions in covered securities. 15 U. S. C. § 78bb(f) 
(1)(A). We have said that the statutory phrase “in connec-
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tion with” warrants a “broad interpretation,” Merrill Lynch, 
Pierce, Fenner & Smith Inc. v. Dabit, 547 U. S. 71, 85 (2006), 
though not so broad as to reach any “common-law fraud that 
happens to involve securities,” SEC v. Zandford, 535 U. S. 
813, 820 (2002). Considered in isolation, however, that 
phrase “is essentially `indeterminat[e]' because connections, 
like relations, `stop nowhere.' ” Maracich v. Spears, 570 
U. S. 48, 59 (2013) (some internal quotation marks omitted). 
The phrase thus “provides little guidance without a limiting 
principle consistent with the structure of the statute and its 
other provisions.” Id., at 60. As I understand it, the opin-
ion of the Court resolves these cases by applying a limiting 
principle to the phrase “in connection with” that is “consist-
ent with the statutory framework and design” of the Securi-
ties Litigation Uniform Standards Act of 1998, ibid., and also 
consistent with our precedents. 

Justice Kennedy, with whom Justice Alito joins, 
dissenting. 

A number of investors purchased certifcates of deposit 
(CDs) in the Stanford International Bank (SIB). For pur-
poses of this litigation all accept the premise that Allen Stan-
ford and SIB induced the investors to purchase the CDs by 
fraudulent representations. In various state and federal 
courts the investors fled state-law suits against persons 
and entities, including attorneys, accountants, brokers, and 
investment advisers, alleging that they participated in or 
enabled the fraud. The defendants in the state-court suits 
removed the actions to federal court, where they were con-
solidated with the federal-court suits. The defendants con-
tended that the state-law suits are precluded under the 
terms of the Securities Litigation Uniform Standards Act of 
1998 (SLUSA or Act), 15 U. S. C. § 78bb(f)(1). As the inves-
tors prevailed in the Court of Appeals, they are the respond-
ents here. The persons and entities who were defendants 
in the state-law actions are the petitioners. The investors 
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contend the state-law suits are not precluded by SLUSA, 
and the petitioners contend the suits are precluded. 

For purposes of determining SLUSA's reach, all can agree 
that the CD purchases would not have been, without more, 
transactions regulated by that Act; for the CDs were not 
themselves covered securities. As a result, in determining 
whether the Act must be invoked, a further circumstance 
must be considered: The investors purchased the CDs based 
on the misrepresentations that the CDs were, or would be, 
backed by investments in, among other assets, covered 
securities. 

What must be resolved, to determine whether the Act pre-
cludes the state-law suits at issue, is whether the misrepre-
sentations regarding covered securities and the ensuing 
failure to invest in those securities were so related to the 
purchase of the CDs that the misrepresentations were “mis-
representation[s] or omission[s] of a material fact in connec-
tion with the purchase or sale of a covered security.” 15 
U. S. C. § 78bb(f)(1)(A). 

The opinion for the Court, it seems fair to say, adopts this 
beginning framework, and it is quite correct to do so. The 
Court is further correct to view this litigation as involving a 
fraud of a type, scale, and perhaps sophistication that has 
not yet been addressed in its precedents with respect to the 
applicability of the federal securities laws. 

It is the premise of this dissent that the more simple 
frauds addressed in this Court's precedents, where the Court 
did fnd fraud “in connection with the purchase or sale,” 
are applicable here. In those cases, as here, the immediate 
cause of loss to the victim of the fraud was not simply a 
purchase or sale but rather a fraud that depended on the 
purchase or sale of securities or the promise to do so. It is 
submitted that this litigation should not come out differently 
simply because the fraud here was so widespread that many 
investors were misled by misrepresentations respecting in-
vestments, or promised investments, in regulated securities 
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in the markets. And it is necessary to caution that, in hold-
ing otherwise, the Court adopts a new approach, an approach 
which departs from the rules established in the earlier, albeit 
simpler, cases. And, as a consequence, today's decision, to a 
serious degree, narrows and constricts essential protection 
for our national securities markets, protection vital for their 
strength and integrity. The result will be a lessened conf-
dence in the market, a force for instability that should other-
wise be countered by the proper interpretation of federal 
securities laws and regulations. Though the reasons sup-
porting the Court's opinion are set forth with care and clar-
ity, this respectful dissent submits that established principles 
do not support its holding. 

I 

It must be determined whether the misrepresentations to 
the investors—misrepresentations that led them to buy CDs 
in the belief they could rely on the expertise and sophistica-
tion of Stanford and SIB in the national securities markets— 
were “misrepresentation[s] or omission[s] of . . . material 
fact[s] in connection with the purchase or sale of a covered 
security.” 15 U. S. C. § 78bb(f)(1). This is the central pro-
vision of SLUSA for purposes of this litigation. The Court's 
precedents instruct that this language has broad applica-
tion and must be construed fexibly in order to encompass 
new and ever more ingenious fraudulent schemes. Merrill 
Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith Inc. v. Dabit, 547 U. S. 71, 
85 (2006); SEC v. Zandford, 535 U. S. 813, 819 (2002). The 
Court has held that a material misrepresentation is made “in 
connection with the purchase or sale” of a security when the 
“fraud coincided with the sales [or purchases] themselves.” 
Id., at 820. 

This signifcant language must apply here in order to 
implement two of Congress' purposes in passing SLUSA. 
First, SLUSA seeks to preclude a broad range of state-law 
securities claims in order to protect those who advise, coun-
sel, and otherwise assist investors from abusive and multi-
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plicitous class actions designed to extract settlements from 
defendants vulnerable to litigation costs. This, in turn, pro-
tects the integrity of the markets. Second, even as the Act 
cuts back on the availability of state-law securities claims, 
a fair interpretation of its language ensures robust federal 
regulation of the national securities markets. That is be-
cause, in designing SLUSA, Congress “imported the key 
phrase” from § 10(b) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
and Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) Rule 10b– 
5, which provide a private cause of action, as well as SEC 
enforcement authority, for securities fraud. Dabit, 547 
U. S., at 79, 85. As a result, that language must be “ ̀ pre-
sumed to have the same meaning' ” in SLUSA as it does in 
those contexts. Id., at 86. 

The Court's narrow interpretation of the Act's language 
will inhibit the SEC and litigants from using federal law to 
police frauds and abuses that undermine confdence in the 
national securities markets. Throughout the country, then, 
it will subject many persons and entities whose profession it 
is to give advice, counsel, and assistance in investing in the 
securities markets to complex and costly state-law litigation 
based on allegations of aiding or participating in transactions 
that are in fact regulated by the federal securities laws. 

A 

Congress enacted SLUSA and its predecessor, the Private 
Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995, to reform “per-
ceived abuses of the class-action vehicle in litigation involv-
ing nationally traded securities.” Dabit, 547 U. S., at 81. 
Congress found that these abuses were being used “to injure 
`the entire U. S. economy.' ” Ibid. The Act and its prede-
cessor together addressed these problems by limiting dam-
ages, imposing heightened pleading standards, and, as most 
relevant here, precluding state-law claims involving nation-
ally traded securities. 112 Stat. 3227; see S. Rep. No. 104– 
98, pp. 19–20 (1995); H. R. Rep. No. 105–640, p. 10 (1998); S. 
Rep. No. 105–182, pp. 3–4 (1998). 
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In light of the Act's objectives, the Act must be given a 
“broad construction,” because a “narrow reading of the stat-
ute would undercut the effectiveness” of Congress' reforms. 
Dabit, supra, at 86. Today's decision does not heed that 
principle. The Court's narrow reading of the statute will 
permit proliferation of state-law class actions, forcing de-
fendants to defend against multiple suits in various state 
fora. This state-law litigation will drive up legal costs for 
market participants and the secondary actors, such as law-
yers, accountants, brokers, and advisers, who seek to rely on 
the stability that results from a national securities market 
regulated by federal law. See Central Bank of Denver, 
N. A. v. First Interstate Bank of Denver, N. A., 511 U. S. 164, 
189 (1994). This is a serious burden to put on attorneys, 
accountants, brokers, and investment advisers nationwide; 
and that burden itself will make the national securities mar-
kets more costly and diffcult to enter. The purpose of the 
Act is to preclude just these suits. By permitting the very 
state-law claims Congress intended to prohibit, the Court 
will undermine the primacy of federal law in policing abuses 
in the securities markets. 

The Court casts its rule as allowing victims to recover 
against secondary actors under state law when they would 
not be able to recover under federal law due to Central 
Bank. Ante, at 391, 395. But in Dabit a unanimous Court 
rejected that conception of SLUSA. A federal-law claim 
was not available to the plaintiffs in Dabit because Blue Chip 
Stamps v. Manor Drug Stores, 421 U. S. 723 (1975), limited 
the Rule 10b–5 private right of action to purchasers and sell-
ers, not holders. “[T]he Second Circuit held that SLUSA 
only pre-empts state-law class action claims brought by 
plaintiffs who have a private remedy under federal law.” 
547 U. S., at 74. The Court held the opposite, “concluding 
that SLUSA pre-empts state-law holder class-action claims.” 
Id., at 87. “It would be odd, to say the least,” the Court 
reasoned, “if SLUSA exempted that particularly trouble-
some subset of class actions from its pre-emptive sweep.” 
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Id., at 86. The Court in Dabit also noted that SLUSA pre-
clusion does not leave victims with “no” ability to “recover 
damages under state law.” Ante, at 381. Rather, “[i]t sim-
ply denies plaintiffs the right to use the class-action device 
to vindicate certain claims.” 547 U. S., at 87. The Court in 
Dabit precluded the suit at issue in order to effect the pur-
pose of Blue Chip. By following the opposite course today, 
the Court revisits Dabit's logic and undermines Central Bank. 

B 

Congress intended to make “federal law, not state law, . . . 
the principal vehicle for asserting class-action securities 
fraud claims.” Dabit, supra, at 88. And a broad construc-
tion of the “in connection with” language found in both 
SLUSA and Rule 10b–5 ensures an effcient and effective 
federal regulatory regime, one equal to the task of deterring 
and punishing fraud and providing compensation for victims. 

In undertaking regulation of the national markets during 
the Great Depression, Congress sought to eliminate the 
“abuses which were found to have contributed to the stock 
market crash of 1929 and the depression of the 1930's.” 
SEC v. Capital Gains Research Bureau, Inc., 375 U. S. 180, 
186 (1963). “ ̀ It requires but little appreciation . . . of what 
happened in this country during the 1920's and 1930's to real-
ize how essential it is that the highest ethical standards 
prevail' in every facet of the securities industry.” Id., at 
186–187 (quoting Silver v. New York Stock Exchange, 373 
U. S. 341, 366 (1963)). In the Securities Exchange Act, Con-
gress sought “ `to achieve a high standard of business ethics 
in the securities industry' ” by “ ̀ substitut[ing] a philosophy 
of full disclosure for the philosophy of caveat emptor.' ” Af-
fliated Ute Citizens of Utah v. United States, 406 U. S. 128, 
151 (1972). To that end, Congress enacted § 10(b) “to insure 
honest securities markets and thereby promote investor con-
fdence.” United States v. O'Hagan, 521 U. S. 642, 658 
(1997). 
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Investor confdence indicates fair dealing and integrity in 
the markets. See Dabit, supra, at 78; O'Hagan, supra, at 
658; see also Central Bank, supra, at 188. It also is critical 
to achieving an effcient market. The corollary to the princi-
ple that insider trading and other frauds have an “inhibiting 
impact on market participation” is that investor confdence 
in strong federal regulation to prevent these abuses inspires 
participation in the market. See O'Hagan, supra, at 659. 
Widespread market participation in turn facilitates effcient 
allocation of capital to the Nation's companies. See also 
Central Bank, supra, at 188. 

C 

Mindful of the ends of both SLUSA and Rule 10b–5, the 
Court's precedents interpret the key phrase in both laws to 
mean that a “misrepresentation or omission of a material 
fact” is made “in connection with the purchase or sale” of a 
security when the “fraud coincided with the sales [or pur-
chases] themselves.” Zandford, 535 U. S., at 820; see also 
Dabit, supra, at 85. 

This litigation is very similar to Zandford and satisfes 
the coincides test it sets forth, and for similar reasons. In 
Zandford, the SEC brought a civil action against a broker, 
who, over a period of time, gained control of an investment 
account, sold its securities, and then pocketed the proceeds. 
535 U. S., at 815–816. The broker argued that “the sales 
themselves were perfectly lawful and that the subequent 
misappropriation of the proceeds, though fraudlent, is not 
properly viewed as having the requisite connection with the 
sales.” Id., at 820. The Court rejected that argument. 
Although the transactions were lawful and separate from the 
misappropriations, the two were “not independent events.” 
Ibid. Rather, the fraud “coincided with the sales,” in part 
because the sales “further[ed]” the fraud. Ibid. 

The Court likened the broker's fraud to that in Superin-
tendent of Ins. of N. Y. v. Bankers Life & Casualty Co., 404 
U. S. 6, 10 (1971), where the fraud victims were misled to 
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believe that they “would receive the proceeds of the sale” 
of securities. Zandford, supra, at 821. Like the victims in 
Bankers Life, the victims in Zandford “were injured as in-
vestors through [the broker]'s deceptions” because “[t]hey 
were duped into believing that [the broker] would `conserva-
tively invest' their assets in the stock market and that any 
transactions made on their behalf would be for their beneft.” 
535 U. S., at 822. Both suffered losses because they were 
victims of dishonest intermediaries or fduciaries. See also 
In re Line, 62 S. E. C. Docket 2879 (1996) (broker who in-
duced parents to transfer funds to him to invest in securities 
so as to temporarily hide them during the college fnancial 
aid application process, but then failed to return the money, 
violated Rule 10b–5). 

Here, just as in Zandford, the victims parted with their 
money based on a fraudster's promise to invest it on their 
behalf by purchases and sales in the securities markets. 
The investors had—or were led to believe they could have— 
the advantages of Stanford's and SIB's expertise in invest-
ments in the national market. So here, as in Zandford, the 
success of the fraud turned on the promise to trade in regu-
lated securities. According to the complaints, SIB repre-
sented that it would “ ̀ re-inves[t]' ” the plaintiffs' money on 
their behalf in “a well-diversifed portfolio of highly market-
able securities issued by stable national governments, strong 
multinational companies, and major international banks” to 
ensure a “safe, liquid,” and above-market return. See App. 
244, 249, 250, 253, 336, 342, 345, 444, 470, 480, 628. The mis-
representation was about nationally traded securities and 
lent credence to SIB's promise that the CDs were a liquid 
investment that “could be redeemed with just a few days' 
notice.” See id., at 253, 345, 445, 628. The CDs, SIB ex-
plained, would be backed by nationally traded securities. 
As a result, according to the complaints, the misrepresenta-
tion was “material.” Id., at 244–245, 336–338, 480, 715. 
The fraud could not have succeeded without the misrepre-
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sentation: The investors gave SIB money because they ex-
pected it to be invested in the national securities markets. 
The connection between the promised purchases and the mis-
representation is more direct than in Zandford, because the 
misrepresentation was essential to the fraud. 

Here, and again just as in Zandford, the fraud was not 
complete until the representation about securities transac-
tions became untrue, just as Stanford intended all along. 
Instead of purchasing covered securities, SIB purchased 
some but fewer covered securities than it promised—only 
10% of its portfolio, according to an affdavit attached to a 
complaint—and primarily speculated in Caribbean real es-
tate. Brief for Respondents 37; App. 594; but see Tr. of Oral 
Arg. 43–44 (suggesting SIB did not purchase securities). It 
was not until SIB rendered the CDs illiquid by failing to 
make substantial investments in the nationally traded secu-
rities it promised that the fraud was consummated. At that 
point, SIB blocked the plaintiffs' access to the market. The 
fraud and SIB's failure to purchase all that it promised were 
not independent events. Rather, the false promises to in-
vest in covered securities enabled and furthered the CD 
fraud. Without the false promise, there would have been no 
money to purchase the covered securities. On these facts, 
this Court's controlling precedents instruct that these mis-
representations were made “in connection with the purchase 
or sale” of regulated securities; and, as a result, state-law 
claims concerning them should be precluded. 

Dabit provides further support for this conclusion. 
There, the Court held that an investment bank that deceived 
brokers into advising their clients to hold covered securities 
made misrepresentations “in connection with the purchase 
or sale of a covered security.” “Under our precedents,” the 
Court explained, “it is enough that the fraud alleged `coin-
cide' with a securities transaction—whether by the plaintiff 
or by someone else.” 547 U. S., at 85. It did not matter 
that the plaintiffs did not purchase or sell securities, because 
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they were participants in the national markets: “The requi-
site showing, in other words,” is “ ̀ deception “in connection 
with the purchase or sale of any security,” not deception of 
an identifable purchaser or seller.' ” Ibid. (quoting O'Ha-
gan, 521 U. S., at 658). Here, for like reasons, it does not 
matter that the fraud victims, as opposed to Stanford and 
SIB, were not the ones to fail to invest in the market. The 
very essence of the fraud was to induce purchase of the CDs 
on the (false) promise that investors should rely on SIB's 
special skills and expertise in making market investments in 
covered securities on their behalf. If promises related to 
covered securities are integral to the fraud in this direct way, 
federal regulation is necessary if confdence in the market is 
to be maintained. 

That interest is at stake here. Because confdence in the 
ability to act as an investor without diversion of funds by 
intermediaries and insiders is critical, it does not matter if 
the victim of a fraud does not purchase or sell a security, 
Dabit, 547 U. S., at 85; or if the sale or purchase does not 
occur at the same time as the deception, Bankers Life, 404 
U. S., at 12–13; or if no party to the actual transaction is 
deceived by the fraud, O'Hagan, supra, at 656; or if the mis-
representation has nothing to do with the value of a covered 
security, Zandford, supra, at 820. An investor's confdence 
in the market, and willingness to participate in it, may be 
severely undermined if frauds like the one here are not 
within the reach of federal regulation. Frauds like this one 
undermine investor confdence in attorneys, accountants, 
brokers, and investment advisers, the intermediaries on 
whom investors depend to gain access to the market. And 
when frauds are as widespread as this one, the market as a 
whole is weakened because investors, including sophisticated 
ones, are misled as to the amount of funds committed to the 
market and its consequent stability and resilience. 

The rule that SLUSA applies when a misrepresenta-
tion about the market is coincident to the fraud is, then, 
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essential to the framework of the Act and to federal securi-
ties regulation. Fraudulent practices “ ̀ constantly vary,' ” 
and “ ̀ practices legitimate for some purposes may be turned 
to illegitimate and fraudulent means. ' ” Bankers Life, 
supra, at 12. That is why the key language “should be con-
strued not technically and restrictively, but fexibly to ef-
fectuate its remedial purposes.” Zandford, 535 U. S., at 819 
(internal quotation marks omitted); see Affliated Ute, 406 
U. S., at 151. The language merits a “broad interpretation” 
because it is part of a residuary provision that must be able 
to accommodate evolving methods of fraud by intermediaries 
and insiders in ever more complicated securities markets. 
Central Bank, 511 U. S., at 174. Its interpretation should 
not privilege fraudsters who devise ever more devious meth-
ods of committing fraud involving covered securities. 

At the same time, the submitted interpretation is not so 
broad as to “convert every common-law fraud that happens 
to involve securities into a violation of § 10(b)” or preclude 
all state tort claims that involve securities in a tangential 
way. Zandford, supra, at 820. So, for example, the statu-
tory language does not extend to cover a thief who steals 
money from a store to buy securities or to a fraudster who 
defrauds a bank for a loan that he uses to buy securities. 
See O'Hagan, supra, at 656. The victims in those cases are 
not concerned about their ability to act as investors but 
rather about their duties as a store clerk or a loan offcer. 
Those frauds involve securities transactions only as happen-
stance. As a result, the interpretation submitted in this dis-
sent strikes the balance that Congress intended between for-
bidding frauds by intermediaries in the market without 
reaching frauds that touch the markets in only tangential 
ways. 

The key question is whether the misrepresentation coin-
cides with the purchase or sale of a covered security or the 
purchase or sale of the securities is what enables the fraud. 
Stanford's misrepresentation did so. Stanford promised to 
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purchase covered securities for investors, using his special 
expertise, thus allowing investors to rely on his skill to 
participate in the national securities markets. The entire 
scheme rested on investors falling for the trick. When cov-
ered securities are so integral to the fraud, the false promise 
is incident to the purchase or sale of regulated securities 
because it coincides with it, and the misrepresentation re-
specting national securities enabled the fraud. 

D 
The Court interprets the phrase “misrepresentation or 

omission of a material fact in connection with the purchase 
or sale of a covered security”—the key phrase in SLUSA 
and Rule 10b–5—in a different manner. The result, it is 
submitted, is inconsistent with the statutory scheme Con-
gress enacted and casts doubt on the applicability of federal 
securities law to cases of serious securities fraud. 

The Court construes the text of SLUSA and Rule 10b–5 
to require a misrepresentation that “is material to a decision 
by one or more individuals (other than the fraudster) to buy 
or sell a `covered security.' ” Ante, at 387. The Act simply 
does not say that the purchase or sale—or the promise to 
make a purchase or sale—must be by one other than the 
fraudster. Rather the Act states that there must be “a mis-
representation or omission of a material fact in connection 
with the purchase or sale of a covered security.” 15 U. S. C. 
§ 78bb(f)(1)(A). See 17 CFR § 240.10b–5 (2013) (requiring 
an “untrue statement of a material fact” “in connection with 
the purchase or sale of any security”). The Court narrows 
the statute Congress wrote in two ways. It excises the im-
portant “in connection with” language, resulting in a con-
fned reading inconsistent with the Act's purpose, structure, 
and operation. And, by requiring the purchase or sale be 
made by someone “other than the fraudster,” the Court in-
serts a limiting phrase that nowhere appears in the language 
of the provisions. In litigation like this, this new rule has 
it upside down. When the violation that adversely affects 
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the securities market is done by the fraudster himself, that 
is all the more reason for applying federal law. This is not 
a case where Congress has limited its coverage to a certain 
subset of purchasers. Congress enacted such a limit two 
subsections later in SLUSA when detailing which actions 
are not precluded. See 15 U. S. C. § 78bb(f)(3)(A)(ii)(I) (“the 
purchase or sale of securities by the issuer or an affliate of 
the issuer exclusively from or to holders of equity securities 
of the issuer”). But it did not do so in the provision at issue. 

The Court's reconstruction of the language of the provi-
sions also casts doubt on the applicability of federal securi-
ties law to three established instances of federal securities 
fraud and one instance of preclusion under the Act as ad-
judged by the Court and the SEC in earlier cases. 

First, the Court's interpretation necessarily suggests that 
Zandford is incorrect and that dishonest brokers need not 
fear Rule 10b–5 liability. The deceit in Zandford was that 
the broker would act as the victim's fduciary when in fact 
he planned on selling (and did sell) the investor's securities 
for his own beneft. 535 U. S., at 820; see also Line, 62 
S. E. C. Docket 2879 (broker's deceit was false promise to 
buy). The Court's rule that liability must rest on a fnding 
that someone other than the fraudster purchased or sold 
securities is inconsistent with Zandford, where the recipient 
of the misrepresentation did not buy or sell. The Court's 
opinion disregards the hazards to the market when the 
fraudster is the one acting in the market and frustrates the 
investment objectives of his victims. 

Second, the Court's interpretation is diffcult to reconcile 
with liability for insider trading. In O'Hagan, the Court 
held that the “in connection with” element “is satisfed be-
cause the fduciary's fraud is consummated, not when the 
fduciary gains the confdential information, but when, with-
out disclosure to his principal, he uses the information to 
purchase or sell securities,” “even though the person or en-
tity defrauded is not the other party to the trade.” 521 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 377 (2014) 411 

Kennedy, J., dissenting 

U. S., at 656. The Court's requirement that someone other 
than the fraudster purchase or sell a security is hard to 
square with O'Hagan. 

Third, the Court's interpretation is diffcult to square with 
the SEC's position in In re Jett, 82 S. E. C. Docket 1211 
(2004). There, the SEC held liable a trader who fabricated 
complex trades to supplement the returns of his real trades, 
so as to increase his standing in his company. The SEC lik-
ened Jett to “garden-variety securities fraud cases in which a 
broker-dealer or investment adviser engages in unsuccessful 
securities trades for a client and then hides the losses or 
infates the profts by sending out false account statements.” 
Id., at 1253. The decision of the Court today would require 
that Jett's misrepresentation led to the purchase or sale of 
securities by someone other than Jett. But the SEC found 
Jett's own purchases and sales to be suffcient to come within 
the securities laws. 

Finally, the Court's analysis is inconsistent with the unani-
mous opinion in Dabit, which interpreted the same statutory 
language at issue in this litigation. Dabit squarely rejected 
the view that “an alleged fraud is `in connection with' a pur-
chase or sale of securities only when the plaintiff himself was 
defrauded into purchasing or selling particular securities.” 
547 U. S., at 85. Instead, it approved the SEC's interpreta-
tion that a broker who “ ̀ sells customer securities with intent 
to misappropriate the proceeds' ” satisfes the “in connection 
with the purchase or sale” requirement. Ibid., n. 10. Dabit 
cannot be reconciled with today's decision to require some-
one other than the fraudster buy or sell a security. 

It is correct that there is no case precisely standing for the 
proposition that a victim does not have to take an ownership 
position. However, O'Hagan supports that view. O'Hagan 
clearly states that in insider trading cases “the person or 
entity defrauded is not the other party to the trade.” 521 
U. S., at 656. And in Zandford, a fraudster told customers 
he would invest “their money” in securities and then sold 
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those securities. 535 U. S., at 815. Here the fraudster told 
plaintiffs that he would “re-invest” “their” money in securi-
ties and then bought different securities. App. 250, 470, 715. 
The only difference is that there the fraudster sold and here 
he bought. Federal regulation should not turn on whether 
a fraudster arrives before or after an investor makes his 
frst purchase. 

II 

The Court's interpretation also introduces confusion into 
securities law by not defning what it means for someone 
“other than the fraudster to buy or sell” a security, a rule 
that it derives from its view that the precedents all involve 
victims who had an ownership interest in securities. Ante, 
at 387–389. The precedents the Court cites involve what 
the parties have called direct ownership, where the victim 
buys or sells an entire equity. By using the term ownership 
interest instead of ownership, the Court also appears to ac-
cept the respondents' concession that indirect ownership, 
where the victim buys or sells shares in a defendant fund 
that itself owns equities, is suffcient in certain circum-
stances, such as when a victim has “some interest in the de-
fendant's supposed portfolio.” Brief for Respondents 16. 

An ownership rule distinguishing between different types 
of indirect ownership is unworkable. Indirect ownership is 
a common type of investment. See M. Fink, The Rise of 
Mutual Funds 1 (2008) (U. S. mutual funds have over 88 mil-
lion American shareholders and over $11 trillion in assets). 
Yet whether indirect ownership involves an interest in the 
underlying equities is a complex question of corporation, 
LLC, or partnership law. See In re Bernard L. Madoff Inv. 
Securities LLC, 708 F. 3d 422, 427 (CA2 2013). Congress 
likely did not intend preclusion of state-law suits to depend 
on the complexities of the Delaware Code. 

The Court's ownership approach also casts doubt on the 
scope of Rule 10b–5. Under the Court's interpretation, 
§ 10(b) applies to fraudulent mutual or hedge funds not 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



Cite as: 571 U. S. 377 (2014) 413 

Kennedy, J., dissenting 

because those funds invest in securities but because invest-
ments in the funds are securities. But not all such invest-
ments are securities. 2 L. Ribstein & R. Keatinge, Limited 
Liability Companies § 14:2 (2010) (discussing test for a secu-
rity from SEC v. W. J. Howey Co., 328 U. S. 293 (1946)); 1 H. 
Bloomenthal & S. Wolff, Securities Law Handbook §§ 2:3 
to 2:4 (2010). For those that are not, the Court seems to 
envision liability only when the investment confers an own-
ership interest in the fund's securities. And the general 
rule for investments in funds organized as LLPs and LLCs 
is that they do not convey such claims. 1 Ribstein & Kea-
tinge, supra, § 7:11; see In re Herald, 730 F. 3d 112 (CA2 
2013). As a result, in important instances Rule 10b–5 may 
not extend to mutual and hedge funds under the Court's 
interpretation. 

It is true that the SEC pursued the fraudster with success 
here. But that is because the CDs are securities. See 
Order Denying Motion To Dismiss in SEC v. Stanford Inter-
national Bank, No. 3–09–CV–0298–N (ND Tex., Nov. 30, 
2011), pp. 5–10. This aspect of Stanford's fraud is not a nec-
essary feature of all frauds involving funds similar to SIB. 

III 
The fraudster in this litigation misrepresented that he 

would purchase nationally traded securities. That misrep-
resentation was made “in connection with the purchase or 
sale” of the promised securities because it coincided with 
them. The fraud turned on the misrepresentation. The 
Court's contrary interpretation excises the phrase “in con-
nection with” from the Act, a phrase that the Court in earlier 
cases held to require a broad and fexible meaning. At the 
same time, by holding that the purchase or sale of securities 
be made by someone other than the fraudster, the Court en-
grafts a limitation that does not appear in the text. The 
result is to constrict the application of federal securities reg-
ulation in instances where dishonest brokers, insider traders, 
and lying employees purchase or sell securities, or promise 
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to do so, as part of the fraud. Today's decision introduces 
confusion in the enforcement of securities laws. 

For these reasons, it is submitted that the judgment of the 
Court of Appeals should be reversed. 
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LAW v. SIEGEL, CHAPTER 7 TRUSTEE 

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

No. 12–5196. Argued January 13, 2014—Decided March 4, 2014 

Petitioner Law fled for Chapter 7 bankruptcy. He valued his California 
home at $363,348, claiming that $75,000 of that value was covered by 
California's homestead exemption and thus was exempt from the bank-
ruptcy estate. See 11 U. S. C. § 522(b)(3)(A). He also claimed that the 
sum of two voluntary liens—one of which was in favor of “Lin's Mort-
gage & Associates”—exceeded the home's nonexempt value, leaving no 
equity recoverable for his other creditors. Respondent Siegel, the 
bankruptcy estate trustee, challenged the “Lin” lien in an adversary 
proceeding, but protracted and expensive litigation ensued when a sup-
posed “Lili Lin” in China claimed to be the benefciary of Law's deed of 
trust. Ultimately, the Bankruptcy Court concluded that the loan was 
a fction created by Law to preserve his equity in the house. It thus 
granted Siegel's motion to “surcharge” Law's $75,000 homestead exemp-
tion, making those funds available to defray attorney's fees incurred by 
Siegel in overcoming Law's fraudulent misrepresentations. The Ninth 
Circuit Bankruptcy Appellate Panel and the Ninth Circuit affrmed. 

Held: The Bankruptcy Court exceeded the limits of its authority when it 
ordered that the $75,000 protected by Law's homestead exemption be 
made available to pay Siegel's attorney's fees. Pp. 420–428. 

(a) A bankruptcy court may not exercise its authority to “carry out” 
the provisions of the Code, 11 U. S. C. § 105(a), or its “inherent power . . . 
to sanction `abusive litigation practices,' ” Marrama v. Citizens Bank of 
Mass., 549 U. S. 365, 375–376, by taking action prohibited elsewhere 
in the Code. Here, the Bankruptcy Court's “surcharge” contravened 
§ 522, which (by reference to California law) entitled Law to exempt 
$75,000 of equity in his home from the bankruptcy estate, § 522(b)(3)(A), 
and which made that $75,000 “not liable for payment of any administra-
tive expense,” § 522(k), including attorney's fees, see § 503(b)(2). The 
surcharge thus exceeded the limits of both the court's authority under 
§ 105(a) and its inherent powers. Pp. 420–423. 

(b) Siegel argues that an equitable power to deny an exemption by 
“surcharging” exempt property in response to a debtor's misconduct 
can coexist with § 522. But insofar as that argument equates the sur-
charge with an outright denial of Law's homestead exemption, it found-
ers on this case's procedural history. The Bankruptcy Appellate Panel 
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recognized that because no one timely objected to the homestead ex-
emption, it became fnal before the surcharge was imposed. And a 
trustee who fails to make a timely objection cannot challenge an exemp-
tion. Taylor v. Freeland & Kronz, 503 U. S. 638, 643–644. Assuming 
the Bankruptcy Court could have revisited Law's entitlement to the 
exemption, § 522 specifes the criteria that render property exempt, and 
a court may not refuse to honor a debtor's invocation of an exemption 
without a valid statutory basis. Federal courts may apply state law 
to disallow state-created exemptions, but federal law itself provides no 
authority for bankruptcy courts to deny an exemption on a ground not 
specifed in the Code. Pp. 423–425. 

(c) Neither the holding of Marrama v. Citizens Bank nor its dictum 
points toward a different result. There, the debtor's bad faith kept him 
from converting his bankruptcy from a Chapter 7 liquidation to a Chap-
ter 13 reorganization as permitted by § 706(a). But that was because 
his conduct prevented him from qualifying under Chapter 13, and thus 
he could not satisfy § 706(d), which expressly conditions conversion on 
the debtor's ability to qualify under Chapter 13. Pp. 425–426. 

(d) This ruling forces Siegel to shoulder a heavy fnancial burden due 
to Law's egregious misconduct and may produce inequitable results for 
other trustees and creditors, but it is not for courts to alter the balance 
that Congress struck in crafting § 522. Cf. Guidry v. Sheet Metal 
Workers Nat. Pension Fund, 493 U. S. 365, 376–377. Pp. 426–427. 

(e) Ample authority remains to address debtor misconduct, including 
denial of discharge, see § 727(a)(2)–(6); sanctions for bad-faith litigation 
conduct under the Bankruptcy Rules, § 105(a), or a bankruptcy court's 
inherent powers; enforcement of monetary sanctions through the normal 
procedures for collecting money judgments, see § 727(b); or possible 
prosecution under 18 U. S. C. § 152. Pp. 427–428. 

435 Fed. Appx. 697, reversed and remanded. 

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

Matthew S. Hellman argued the cause for petitioner. 
With him on the briefs were Jessica Ring Amunson, Cather-
ine L. Steege, and Adam G. Unikowsky. 

Neal Kumar Katyal argued the cause for respondent. 
With him on the brief were Steven T. Grubner, Mary Helen 
Wimberly, and Elizabeth B. Prelogar. 

Sarah E. Harrington argued the cause for the United 
States as amicus curiae urging affrmance. With her on the 
brief were Solicitor General Verrilli, Assistant Attorney 
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General Delery, Deputy Solicitor General Stewart, Michael 
S. Raab, Anne Murphy, Ramona D. Elliott, and P. Mat-
thew Sutko.* 

Justice Scalia delivered the opinion of the Court. 
The Bankruptcy Code provides that a debtor may exempt 

certain assets from the bankruptcy estate. It further pro-
vides that exempt assets generally are not liable for any ex-
penses associated with administering the estate. In this 
case, we consider whether a bankruptcy court nonetheless 
may order that a debtor's exempt assets be used to pay ad-
ministrative expenses incurred as a result of the debtor's 
misconduct. 

I. Background 
A 

Chapter 7 of the Bankruptcy Code gives an insolvent 
debtor the opportunity to discharge his debts by liquidating 
his assets to pay his creditors. 11 U. S. C. §§ 704(a)(1), 726, 
727. The fling of a bankruptcy petition under Chapter 7 
creates a bankruptcy “estate” generally comprising all of the 
debtor's property. § 541(a)(1). The estate is placed under 
the control of a trustee, who is responsible for managing liq-
uidation of the estate's assets and distribution of the pro-
ceeds. § 704(a)(1). The Code authorizes the debtor to “ex-
empt,” however, certain kinds of property from the estate, 
enabling him to retain those assets postbankruptcy. 
§ 522(b)(1). Except in particular situations specifed in the 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for Bankruptcy Law 
Scholars by Deanne E. Maynard and Marc A. Hearron; for the National 
Association of Consumer Bankruptcy Attorneys by Danielle Spinelli, 
Craig Goldblatt, Daniel S. Volchok, and Tara Twomey; and for G. Eric 
Brunstad, Jr., by Mr. Brunstad, pro se, Collin O'Connor Udell, and Kate 
M. O'Keeffe. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the National 
Association of Bankruptcy Trustees by Lynne F. Riley and William C. 
Heuer; and for the National Association of Chapter Thirteen Trustees by 
Henry E. Hildebrand III. 
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Code, exempt property “is not liable” for the payment of 
“any [prepetition] debt” or “any administrative expense.” 
§ 522(c), (k). 

Section 522(d) of the Code provides a number of exemp-
tions unless they are specifcally prohibited by state law. 
§ 522(b)(2), (d). One, commonly known as the “homestead 
exemption,” protects up to $22,975 in equity in the debtor's 
residence. § 522(d)(1) and note following § 522; see Owen v. 
Owen, 500 U. S. 305, 310 (1991). The debtor may elect, how-
ever, to forgo the § 522(d) exemptions and instead claim 
whatever exemptions are available under applicable state or 
local law. § 522(b)(3)(A). Some States provide homestead 
exemptions that are more generous than the federal exemp-
tion; some provide less generous versions; but nearly every 
State provides some type of homestead exemption. See 
López, State Homestead Exemptions and Bankruptcy Law: 
Is It Time for Congress To Close the Loophole? 7 Rutgers 
Bus. L. J. 143, 149–165 (2010) (listing state exemptions). 

B 

Petitioner, Stephen Law, fled for Chapter 7 bankruptcy in 
2004, and respondent, Alfred H. Siegel, was appointed to 
serve as trustee. The estate's only signifcant asset was 
Law's house in Hacienda Heights, California. On a schedule 
fled with the Bankruptcy Court, Law valued the house at 
$363,348 and claimed that $75,000 of its value was covered 
by California's homestead exemption. See Cal. Civ. Proc. 
Code Ann. § 704.730(a)(1) (West Supp. 2014). He also re-
ported that the house was subject to two voluntary liens: a 
note and deed of trust for $147,156.52 in favor of Washington 
Mutual Bank, and a second note and deed of trust for 
$156,929.04 in favor of “Lin's Mortgage & Associates.” Law 
thus represented that there was no equity in the house that 
could be recovered for his other creditors, because the sum 
of the two liens exceeded the house's nonexempt value. 

If Law's representations had been accurate, he presumably 
would have been able to retain the house, since Siegel would 
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have had no reason to pursue its sale. Instead, a few 
months after Law's petition was fled, Siegel initiated an ad-
versary proceeding alleging that the lien in favor of “Lin's 
Mortgage & Associates” was fraudulent. The deed of trust 
supporting that lien had been recorded by Law in 1999 and 
refected a debt to someone named “Lili Lin.” Not one but 
two individuals claiming to be Lili Lin ultimately responded 
to Siegel's complaint. One, Lili Lin of Artesia, California, 
was a former acquaintance of Law's who denied ever having 
loaned him money and described his repeated efforts to in-
volve her in various sham transactions relating to the dis-
puted deed of trust. That Lili Lin promptly entered into a 
stipulated judgment disclaiming any interest in the house. 
But that was not the end of the matter, because the second 
“Lili Lin” claimed to be the true benefciary of the disputed 
deed of trust. Over the next fve years, this “Lili Lin” man-
aged—despite supposedly living in China and speaking no 
English—to engage in extensive and costly litigation, includ-
ing several appeals, contesting the avoidance of the deed of 
trust and Siegel's subsequent sale of the house. 

Finally, in 2009, the Bankruptcy Court entered an order 
concluding that “no person named Lili Lin ever made a loan 
to [Law] in exchange for the disputed deed of trust.” In re 
Law, 401 B. R. 447, 453 (Bkrtcy. Ct. CD Cal.). The court 
found that “the loan was a fction, meant to preserve [Law's] 
equity in his residence beyond what he was entitled to ex-
empt” by perpetrating “a fraud on his creditors and the 
court.” Ibid. With regard to the second “Lili Lin,” the 
court declared itself “unpersuaded that Lili Lin of China 
signed or approved any declaration or pleading purporting to 
come from her.” Ibid. Rather, it said, the “most plausible 
conclusion” was that Law himself had “authored, signed, and 
fled some or all of these papers.” Ibid. It also found that 
Law had submitted false evidence “in an effort to persuade 
the court that Lili Lin of China—rather than Lili Lin of Ar-
tesia—was the true holder of the lien on his residence.” Id., 
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at 452. The court determined that Siegel had incurred more 
than $500,000 in attorney's fees overcoming Law's fraudulent 
misrepresentations. It therefore granted Siegel's motion to 
“surcharge” the entirety of Law's $75,000 homestead exemp-
tion, making those funds available to defray Siegel's attor-
ney's fees. 

The Ninth Circuit Bankruptcy Appellate Panel affrmed. 
BAP No. CC–09–1077–PaMkH, 2009 WL 7751415 (Oct. 22, 
2009) (per curiam). It held that the Bankruptcy Court's 
factual fndings regarding Law's fraud were not clearly erro-
neous and that the court had not abused its discretion by 
surcharging Law's exempt assets. It explained that in Lat-
man v. Burdette, 366 F. 3d 774 (2004), the Ninth Circuit had 
recognized a bankruptcy court's power to “equitably sur-
charge a debtor's statutory exemptions” in exceptional cir-
cumstances, such as “when a debtor engages in inequitable 
or fraudulent conduct.” 2009 WL 7751415, *5, *7. The 
Bankruptcy Appellate Panel acknowledged that the Tenth 
Circuit had disagreed with Latman, see In re Scrivner, 535 
F. 3d 1258, 1263–1265 (2008), but the panel affrmed that Lat-
man was correct. 2009 WL 7751415, *7, n. 10. Judge Mar-
kell fled a concurring opinion agreeing with the panel's 
application of Latman but questioning “whether Latman 
remains good policy.” 2009 WL 7751415, *10. 

The Ninth Circuit affrmed. In re Law, 435 Fed. Appx. 
697 (2011) (per curiam). It held that the surcharge was 
proper because it was “calculated to compensate the estate 
for the actual monetary costs imposed by the debtor's mis-
conduct, and was warranted to protect the integrity of the 
bankruptcy process.” Id., at 698. We granted certiorari. 
570 U. S. 904 (2013). 

II. Analysis 

A 

A bankruptcy court has statutory authority to “issue any 
order, process, or judgment that is necessary or appropriate 
to carry out the provisions of” the Bankruptcy Code. 11 
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U. S. C. § 105(a). And it may also possess “inherent power 
. . . to sanction `abusive litigation practices.' ” Marrama v. 
Citizens Bank of Mass., 549 U. S. 365, 375–376 (2007). But 
in exercising those statutory and inherent powers, a bank-
ruptcy court may not contravene specifc statutory provisions. 

It is hornbook law that § 105(a) “does not allow the bank-
ruptcy court to override explicit mandates of other sec-
tions of the Bankruptcy Code.” 2 Collier on Bankruptcy 
¶105.01[2], p. 105–6 (16th ed. 2013). Section 105(a) confers 
authority to “carry out” the provisions of the Code, but it is 
quite impossible to do that by taking action that the Code 
prohibits. That is simply an application of the axiom that a 
statute's general permission to take actions of a certain type 
must yield to a specifc prohibition found elsewhere. See 
Morton v. Mancari, 417 U. S. 535, 550–551 (1974); D. Gins-
berg & Sons, Inc. v. Popkin, 285 U. S. 204, 206–208 (1932).1 

Courts' inherent sanctioning powers are likewise subordi-
nate to valid statutory directives and prohibitions. Degen 
v. United States, 517 U. S. 820, 823 (1996); Chambers v. 
NASCO, Inc., 501 U. S. 32, 47 (1991). We have long held 
that “whatever equitable powers remain in the bankruptcy 
courts must and can only be exercised within the confnes 
of” the Bankruptcy Code. Norwest Bank Worthington v. 
Ahlers, 485 U. S. 197, 206 (1988); see, e. g., Raleigh v. Illinois 
Dept. of Revenue, 530 U. S. 15, 24–25 (2000); United States 
v. Noland, 517 U. S. 535, 543 (1996); SEC v. United States 
Realty & Improvement Co., 310 U. S. 434, 455 (1940). 

1 The second sentence of § 105(a) adds little to the analysis. It states: 
“No provision of this title providing for the raising of an issue by a party 
in interest shall be construed to preclude the court from, sua sponte, tak-
ing any action or making any determination necessary or appropriate to 
enforce or implement court orders or rules, or to prevent an abuse of 
process.” Even if the “abuse of process” language were deemed to confer 
additional authority beyond that conferred by the frst sentence (which is 
doubtful), that general authority would also be limited by more specifc 
provisions of the Code. 
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Thus, the Bankruptcy Court's “surcharge” was unauthor-
ized if it contravened a specifc provision of the Code. We 
conclude that it did. Section 522 (by reference to California 
law) entitled Law to exempt $75,000 of equity in his home 
from the bankruptcy estate. § 522(b)(3)(A). And it made 
that $75,000 “not liable for payment of any administrative 
expense.” § 522(k).2 The reasonable attorney's fees Siegel 
incurred defeating the “Lili Lin” lien were indubitably an 
administrative expense, as a short march through a few stat-
utory cross-references makes plain: Section 503(b)(2) pro-
vides that administrative expenses include “compensation . . . 
awarded under” § 330(a); § 330(a)(1) authorizes “reasonable 
compensation for actual, necessary services rendered” by a 
“professional person employed under” § 327; and § 327(a) au-
thorizes the trustee to “employ one or more attorneys . . . to 
represent or assist the trustee in carrying out the trustee's 
duties under this title.” Siegel argues that even though at-
torney's fees incurred responding to a debtor's fraud qualify 
as “administrative expenses” for purposes of determining the 
trustee's right to reimbursement under § 503(b), they do not 
so qualify for purposes of § 522(k); but he gives us no reason 
to depart from the “ ̀ normal rule of statutory construction' ” 
that words repeated in different parts of the same statute 
generally have the same meaning. See Department of Rev-
enue of Ore. v. ACF Industries, Inc., 510 U. S. 332, 342 (1994) 
(quoting Sorenson v. Secretary of Treasury, 475 U. S. 851, 
860 (1986)). 

The Bankruptcy Court thus violated § 522's express terms 
when it ordered that the $75,000 protected by Law's home-
stead exemption be made available to pay Siegel's attorney's 
fees, an administrative expense. In doing so, the court ex-

2 The statute's general rule that exempt assets are not liable for adminis-
trative expenses is subject to two narrow exceptions, both pertaining to 
the use of exempt assets to pay expenses associated with the avoidance of 
certain voidable transfers of exempt property. § 522(k)(1)–(2). Neither 
of those exceptions is relevant here. 
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ceeded the limits of its authority under § 105(a) and its inher-
ent powers. 

B 

Siegel does not dispute the premise that a bankruptcy 
court's § 105(a) and inherent powers may not be exercised in 
contravention of the Code. Instead, his main argument is 
that the Bankruptcy Court's surcharge did not contravene 
§ 522. That statute, Siegel contends, “establish[es] the pro-
cedure by which a debtor may seek to claim exemptions” but 
“contains no directive requiring [courts] to allow [an exemp-
tion] regardless of the circumstances.” Brief for Respond-
ent 35. Thus, he says, recognition of an equitable power in 
the Bankruptcy Court to deny an exemption by “surcharg-
ing” the exempt property in response to the debtor's miscon-
duct can coexist comfortably with § 522. The United States, 
appearing in support of Siegel, agrees, arguing that § 522 
“neither gives debtors an absolute right to retain exempt 
property nor limits a court's authority to impose an equitable 
surcharge on such property.” Brief for United States as 
Amicus Curiae 23. 

Insofar as Siegel and the United States equate the Bank-
ruptcy Court's surcharge with an outright denial of Law's 
homestead exemption, their arguments founder upon this 
case's procedural history. The Bankruptcy Appellate Panel 
stated that because no one “timely oppose[d] [Law]'s home-
stead exemption claim,” the exemption “became fnal” before 
the Bankruptcy Court imposed the surcharge. 2009 WL 
7751415, *2. We have held that a trustee's failure to make 
a timely objection prevents him from challenging an exemp-
tion. Taylor v. Freeland & Kronz, 503 U. S. 638, 643–644 
(1992). 

But even assuming the Bankruptcy Court could have re-
visited Law's entitlement to the exemption, § 522 does not 
give courts discretion to grant or withhold exemptions based 
on whatever considerations they deem appropriate. Rather, 
the statute exhaustively specifes the criteria that will ren-
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der property exempt. See § 522(b), (d). Siegel insists that 
because § 522(b) says that the debtor “may exempt” certain 
property, rather than that he “shall be entitled” to do so, the 
court retains discretion to grant or deny exemptions even 
when the statutory criteria are met. But the subject of 
“may exempt” in § 522(b) is the debtor, not the court, so it is 
the debtor in whom the statute vests discretion. A debtor 
need not invoke an exemption to which the statute entitles 
him; but if he does, the court may not refuse to honor the 
exemption absent a valid statutory basis for doing so. 

Moreover, § 522 sets forth a number of carefully calibrated 
exceptions and limitations, some of which relate to the debt-
or's misconduct. For example, § 522(c) makes exempt prop-
erty liable for certain kinds of prepetition debts, including 
debts arising from tax fraud, fraud in connection with stu-
dent loans, and other specifed types of wrongdoing. Sec-
tion 522(o) prevents a debtor from claiming a homestead ex-
emption to the extent he acquired the homestead with 
nonexempt property in the previous 10 years “with the in-
tent to hinder, delay, or defraud a creditor.” And § 522(q) 
caps a debtor's homestead exemption at approximately 
$150,000 (but does not eliminate it entirely) where the debtor 
has been convicted of a felony that shows “that the fling of 
the case was an abuse of the provisions of” the Code, or 
where the debtor owes a debt arising from specifed wrong-
ful acts—such as securities fraud, civil violations of the 
Racketeer Infuenced and Corrupt Organizations Act, or 
“any criminal act, intentional tort, or willful or reckless mis-
conduct that caused serious physical injury or death to an-
other individual in the preceding 5 years.” § 522(q) and note 
following § 522. The Code's meticulous—not to say mind-
numbingly detailed—enumeration of exemptions and excep-
tions to those exemptions confrms that courts are not au-
thorized to create additional exceptions. See Hillman v. 
Maretta, 569 U. S. 483, 496 (2013); TRW Inc. v. Andrews, 534 
U. S. 19, 28–29 (2001). 
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Siegel points out that a handful of courts have claimed au-
thority to disallow an exemption (or to bar a debtor from 
amending his schedules to claim an exemption, which is much 
the same thing) based on the debtor's fraudulent conceal-
ment of the asset alleged to be exempt. See, e. g., In re 
Yonikus, 996 F. 2d 866, 872–873 (CA7 1993); In re Doan, 672 
F. 2d 831, 833 (CA11 1982) (per curiam); Stewart v. Ganey, 
116 F. 2d 1010, 1011 (CA5 1940). He suggests that those 
decisions refect a general, equitable power in bankruptcy 
courts to deny exemptions based on a debtor's bad-faith con-
duct. For the reasons we have given, the Bankruptcy Code 
admits no such power. It is of course true that when a 
debtor claims a state-created exemption, the exemption's 
scope is determined by state law, which may provide that 
certain types of debtor misconduct warrant denial of the ex-
emption. E. g., In re Sholdan, 217 F. 3d 1006, 1008 (CA8 
2000); see 4 Collier on Bankruptcy ¶522.08[1]–[2], at 522–45 
to 522–47. Some of the early decisions on which Siegel re-
lies, and which the Fifth Circuit cited in Stewart, are in-
stances in which federal courts applied state law to disallow 
state-created exemptions. See In re Denson, 195 F. 857, 858 
(ND Ala. 1912); Cowan v. Burchfeld, 180 F. 614, 619 (ND 
Ala. 1910); In re Ansley Bros., 153 F. 983, 984 (EDNC 1907). 
But federal law provides no authority for bankruptcy courts 
to deny an exemption on a ground not specifed in the Code. 

C 

Our decision in Marrama v. Citizens Bank, on which 
Siegel and the United States heavily rely, does not point to-
ward a different result. The question there was whether a 
debtor's bad-faith conduct was a valid basis for a bankruptcy 
court to refuse to convert the debtor's bankruptcy from a 
liquidation under Chapter 7 to a reorganization under Chap-
ter 13. Although § 706(a) of the Code gave the debtor a 
right to convert the case, § 706(d) “expressly conditioned” 
that right on the debtor's “ability to qualify as a `debtor' 
under Chapter 13.” 549 U. S., at 372. And § 1307(c) pro-
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vided that a proceeding under Chapter 13 could be dismissed 
or converted to a Chapter 7 proceeding “for cause,” which 
the Court interpreted to authorize dismissal or conversion 
for bad-faith conduct. In light of § 1307(c), the Court held 
that the debtor's bad faith could stop him from qualifying as 
a debtor under Chapter 13, thus preventing him from satisfy-
ing § 706(d)'s express condition on conversion. Id., at 372– 
373. That holding has no relevance here, since no one 
suggests that Law failed to satisfy any express statutory 
condition on his claiming of the homestead exemption. 

True, the Court in Marrama also opined that the Bank-
ruptcy Court's refusal to convert the case was authorized 
under § 105(a) and might have been authorized under the 
court's inherent powers. Id., at 375–376. But even that 
dictum does not support Siegel's position. In Marrama, the 
Court reasoned that if the case had been converted to Chap-
ter 13, § 1307(c) would have required it to be either dismissed 
or reconverted to Chapter 7 in light of the debtor's bad faith. 
Therefore, the Court suggested, even if the Bankruptcy 
Court's refusal to convert the case had not been expressly 
authorized by § 706(d), that action could have been justifed 
as a way of providing a “prompt, rather than a delayed, rul-
ing on [the debtor's] unmeritorious attempt to qualify” under 
§ 1307(c). Id., at 376. At most, Marrama's dictum suggests 
that in some circumstances a bankruptcy court may be au-
thorized to dispense with futile procedural niceties in order 
to reach more expeditiously an end result required by the 
Code. Marrama most certainly did not endorse, even in 
dictum, the view that equitable considerations permit a 
bankruptcy court to contravene express provisions of the 
Code. 

D 

We acknowledge that our ruling forces Siegel to shoulder 
a heavy fnancial burden resulting from Law's egregious mis-
conduct, and that it may produce inequitable results for 
trustees and creditors in other cases. We have recognized, 
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however, that in crafting the provisions of § 522, “Congress 
balanced the diffcult choices that exemption limits impose 
on debtors with the economic harm that exemptions visit on 
creditors.” Schwab v. Reilly, 560 U. S. 770, 791 (2010). The 
same can be said of the limits imposed on recovery of admin-
istrative expenses by trustees. For the reasons we have ex-
plained, it is not for courts to alter the balance struck by the 
statute. Cf. Guidry v. Sheet Metal Workers Nat. Pension 
Fund, 493 U. S. 365, 376–377 (1990). 

* * * 
Our decision today does not denude bankruptcy courts of 

the essential “authority to respond to debtor misconduct 
with meaningful sanctions.” Brief for United States as 
Amicus Curiae 17. There is ample authority to deny the 
dishonest debtor a discharge. See § 727(a)(2)–(6). (That 
sanction lacks bite here, since by reason of a postpetition 
settlement between Siegel and Law's major creditor, Law 
has no debts left to discharge; but that will not often be the 
case.) In addition, Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 
9011—bankruptcy's analogue to Civil Rule 11—authorizes 
the court to impose sanctions for bad-faith litigation conduct, 
which may include “an order directing payment . . . of some 
or all of the reasonable attorneys' fees and other expenses 
incurred as a direct result of the violation.” Fed. Rule 
Bkrtcy. Proc. 9011(c)(2). The court may also possess further 
sanctioning authority under either § 105(a) or its inherent 
powers. Cf. Chambers, 501 U. S., at 45–49. And because it 
arises postpetition, a bankruptcy court's monetary sanction 
survives the bankruptcy case and is thereafter enforceable 
through the normal procedures for collecting money judg-
ments. See § 727(b). Fraudulent conduct in a bankruptcy 
case may also subject a debtor to criminal prosecution under 
18 U. S. C. § 152, which carries a maximum penalty of fve 
years' imprisonment. 

But whatever other sanctions a bankruptcy court may im-
pose on a dishonest debtor, it may not contravene express 
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provisions of the Bankruptcy Code by ordering that the 
debtor's exempt property be used to pay debts and expenses 
for which that property is not liable under the Code. 

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. 
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Syllabus 

LAWSON et al. v. FMR LLC et al. 

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

No. 12–3. Argued November 12, 2013—Decided March 4, 2014 

To safeguard investors in public companies and restore trust in the fnan-
cial markets following the collapse of Enron Corporation, Congress 
passed the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002. One of the Act's provisions 
protects whistleblowers; at the time relevant here, that provision in-
structed: “No [public] company . . . , or any . . . contractor [or] subcon-
tractor . . . of such company, may discharge, demote, suspend, threaten, 
harass, or . . . discriminate against an employee in the terms and condi-
tions of employment because of [whistleblowing activity].” 18 U. S. C. 
§ 1514A(a). 

Plaintiffs below, petitioners here, are former employees of respond-
ents (collectively FMR), private companies that contract to advise or 
manage mutual funds. As is common in the industry, the mutual funds 
served by FMR are public companies with no employees. Both plain-
tiffs allege that they blew the whistle on putative fraud relating to the 
mutual funds and, as a consequence, suffered retaliation by FMR. Each 
commenced suit in federal court. Moving to dismiss the suits, FMR 
argued that the plaintiffs could state no claim under § 1514A, for that 
provision protects only employees of public companies, and not employ-
ees of private companies that contract with public companies. On inter-
locutory appeal from the District Court's denial of FMR's motion to 
dismiss, the First Circuit reversed, concluding that the term “an em-
ployee” in § 1514A(a) refers only to employees of public companies. 

Held: The judgment is reversed and the case is remanded. 

670 F. 3d 61, reversed and remanded. 
Justice Ginsburg delivered the opinion of the Court, concluding 

that § 1514A's whistleblower protection includes employees of a public 
company's private contractors and subcontractors. Pp. 440–459. 

(a) This reading of § 1514A is supported by the provision's text. 
Pp. 440–447. 

(1) The Court looks frst to the ordinary meaning of the provision's 
language. See Moskal v. United States, 498 U. S. 103, 108. As rele-
vant here, § 1514A(a) provides that “no . . . contractor . . . may discharge 
. . . an employee.” The ordinary meaning of “an employee” in this pro-
scription is the contractor's own employee. FMR's “narrower construc-
tion” requires inserting “of a public company” after “an employee,” but 
where Congress meant “an employee of a public company,” it said so. 
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The provision as a whole supports this reading. The prohibited retal-
iatory measures enumerated in § 1514A(a)—discharge, demotion, sus-
pension, threats, harassment, or discrimination in employment terms 
and conditions—are actions an employer takes against its own employ-
ees. Contractors are not ordinarily positioned to take adverse actions 
against employees of the public company with whom they contract. 
FMR's interpretation of § 1514A, therefore, would shrink to insignif-
cance the provision's ban on retaliation by contractors. The protected 
activity covered by § 1514A, and the provision's enforcement procedures 
and remedies, also indicate that Congress presumed an employer-
employee relationship between the retaliator and the whistleblowing 
employee. Pp. 440–445. 

(2) FMR's textual arguments are unpersuasive. It urges that “an 
employee” must be read to refer exclusively to public company employ-
ees to avoid the absurd result of extending protection to the personal 
employees of company offcers and employees, e. g., their housekeepers 
or gardeners. This concern appears more theoretical than real and, in 
any event, is outweighed by the compelling arguments opposing FMR's 
reading of § 1514A. FMR also urges that its reading is supported by 
the provision's statutory headings, but those headings are “not meant 
to take the place of the detailed provisions of the text.” Trainmen v. 
Baltimore & Ohio R. Co., 331 U. S. 519, 528. Pp. 445–447. 

(b) Other considerations support the Court's textual analysis. 
Pp. 447–457. 

(1) The Court's reading fts § 1514A's aim to ward off another Enron 
debacle. The legislative record shows Congress' understanding that 
outside professionals bear signifcant responsibility for reporting fraud 
by the public companies with whom they contract, and that fear of retal-
iation was the primary deterrent to such reporting by the employees 
of Enron's contractors. Sarbanes-Oxley contains numerous provisions 
designed to control the conduct of accountants, auditors, and lawyers 
who work with public companies, but only § 1514A affords such employ-
ees protection from retaliation by their employers for complying with 
the Act's reporting requirements. Pp. 447–450. 

(2) This Court's reading of § 1514A avoids insulating the entire mu-
tual fund industry from § 1514A. Virtually all mutual funds are struc-
tured so that they have no employees of their own; they are managed, 
instead, by independent investment advisors. Accordingly, the “nar-
rower construction” endorsed by FMR would leave § 1514A with no 
application to mutual funds. The Court's reading of § 1514A, in con-
trast, protects the employees of investment advisors, who are often the 
only frsthand witnesses to shareholder fraud involving mutual funds. 
Pp. 450–452. 
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(3) There is scant evidence that today's decision will open any 
foodgates for whistleblowing suits outside § 1514A's purposes. The De-
partment of Labor's regulations have interpreted § 1514A as protecting 
contractor employees for almost a decade, yet FMR is unable to identify 
a single case in which the employee of a private contractor has asserted 
a § 1514A claim based on allegations unrelated to shareholder fraud. 
Plaintiffs and the Solicitor General suggest various limiting principles 
to dispel any overbreadth problems. This Court need not determine 
§ 1514A's bounds here, however, because, if plaintiffs' allegations prove 
true, plaintiffs are precisely the “frsthand witnesses to [the shareholder] 
fraud” Congress anticipated § 1514A would protect. S. Rep. No. 107– 
146, p. 10. Pp. 452–454. 

(4) The 2010 Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Pro-
tection Act does not affect this Court's task of determining whether 
Congress in 2002 afforded protection to whistleblowing contractor em-
ployees. Pp. 454–457. 

(c) The 2000 Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act 
for the 21st Century's whistleblower protection provision has been read 
to cover, in addition to employees of air carriers, employees of contrac-
tors and subcontractors of the carriers. Given the parallel statutory 
texts and whistleblower protective aims, the Court reads the words “an 
employee” in AIR 21 and in § 1514A to have similar import. Pp. 457–459. 

Justice Scalia, joined by Justice Thomas, relying only on 18 
U. S. C. § 1514A's text and broader context, agreed that § 1514A protects 
employees of private contractors from retaliation when they report cov-
ered forms of fraud. Pp. 459–461. 

Ginsburg, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, 
C. J., and Breyer and Kagan, JJ., joined, and in which Scalia and 
Thomas, JJ., joined in principal part. Scalia, J., fled an opinion concur-
ring in principal part and concurring in the judgment, in which Thomas, 
J., joined, post, p. 459. Sotomayor, J., fled a dissenting opinion, in which 
Kennedy and Alito, JJ., joined, post, p. 461. 

Eric Schnapper argued the cause for petitioners. With 
him on the briefs were Indira Talwani and Kevin G. Powers. 

Nicole A. Saharsky argued the cause for the United States 
as amicus curiae urging reversal. With her on the brief 
were Solicitor General Verrilli, Deputy Solicitor General 
Kneedler, M. Patricia Smith, Mary J. Rieser, Michael A. 
Conley, Richard M. Humes, and Thomas J. Karr. 
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Mark A. Perry argued the cause for respondents. With 
him on the brief were Porter N. Wilkinson, Geoffrey C. 
Weien, Rachel S. Brass, Stephen M. Shapiro, and Timothy 
S. Bishop.* 

Justice Ginsburg delivered the opinion of the Court. 
To safeguard investors in public companies and restore 

trust in the fnancial markets following the collapse of Enron 
Corporation, Congress enacted the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 
2002, 116 Stat. 745. See S. Rep. No. 107–146, pp. 2–11 
(2002). A provision of the Act, 18 U. S. C. § 1514A, protects 
whistleblowers. Section 1514A, at the time here relevant, 
instructed: 

“No [public] company . . . , or any offcer, employee, 
contractor, subcontractor, or agent of such company, 
may discharge, demote, suspend, threaten, harass, or 
in any other manner discriminate against an employee 
in the terms and conditions of employment because 
of [whistleblowing or other protected activity]. ” 
§ 1514A(a) (2006 ed.). 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the Chamber 
of Commerce of the United States of America by Willis J. Goldsmith, 
Wendy C. Butler, and Rachel Brand; for the Equal Employment Advisory 
Council by Rae T. Vann and Ann Elizabeth Reesman; for Former SEC 
Offcials by T. Peter R. Pound and Michael C. Moran; for the Investment 
Company Institute by G. Eric Brunstad, Jr., Alexander R. Bilus, Paul 
Schott Stevens, and Tamara K. Salmon; for the National Federation of 
Independent Business Small Business Legal Center by Scott A. Coffna, 
Karen R. Harned, Elizabeth Milito, and Mark H. M. Sosnowsky; for the 
New England Legal Foundation et al. by Benjamin G. Robbins and Mar-
tin J. Newhouse; for the Securities Industry and Financial Markets Associ-
ation by Michael Delikat, Richard Bierschbach, and Kevin Carroll; and 
for the Society for Human Resource Management by Gregory C. Keating 
and Stephen T. Melnick. 

Briefs of amici curiae were fled for the National Employment Lawyers 
Association et al. by R. Scott Oswald and Richard R. Renner; and for the 
National Whistleblower Center by Stephen M. Kohn and David K. 
Colapinto. 
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This case concerns the defnition of the protected class: Does 
§ 1514A shield only those employed by the public company 
itself, or does it shield as well employees of privately held 
contractors and subcontractors—for example, investment ad-
visers, law frms, accounting enterprises—who perform work 
for the public company? 

We hold, based on the text of § 1514A, the mischief to 
which Congress was responding, and earlier legislation Con-
gress drew upon, that the provision shelters employees of 
private contractors and subcontractors, just as it shelters 
employees of the public company served by the contractors 
and subcontractors. We frst summarize our principal rea-
sons, then describe this controversy and explain our decision 
more comprehensively. 

Plaintiffs below, petitioners here, are former employees of 
private companies that contract to advise or manage mutual 
funds. The mutual funds themselves are public companies 
that have no employees. Hence, if the whistle is to be blown 
on fraud detrimental to mutual fund investors, the whistle-
blowing employee must be on another company's payroll, 
most likely, the payroll of the mutual fund's investment 
adviser or manager. 

Taking the allegations of the complaint as true, both plain-
tiffs blew the whistle on putative fraud relating to the mu-
tual funds and, as a consequence, suffered adverse action by 
their employers. Plaintiffs read § 1514A to convey that “[n]o 
. . . contractor . . . may . . . discriminate against [its own] 
employee [for whistleblowing].” We fnd that reading con-
sistent with the text of the statute and with common sense. 
Contractors are in control of their own employees, but are 
not ordinarily positioned to control someone else's workers. 
Moreover, we resist attributing to Congress a purpose to 
stop a contractor from retaliating against whistleblowers 
employed by the public company the contractor serves, while 
leaving the contractor free to retaliate against its own em-
ployees when they reveal corporate fraud. 
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In the Enron scandal that prompted the Sarbanes-Oxley 
Act, contractors and subcontractors, including the accounting 
frm Arthur Andersen, participated in Enron's fraud and its 
coverup. When employees of those contractors attempted 
to bring misconduct to light, they encountered retaliation by 
their employers. The Sarbanes-Oxley Act contains numer-
ous provisions aimed at controlling the conduct of account-
ants, auditors, and lawyers who work with public companies. 
See, e. g., §§ 101–107, 203–206, 307, 116 Stat. 750–768, 773– 
775, 784. Given Congress' concern about contractor conduct 
of the kind that contributed to Enron's collapse, we regard 
with suspicion construction of § 1514A to protect whistle-
blowers only when they are employed by a public company, 
and not when they work for the public company's contractor. 

Congress borrowed § 1514A's prohibition against retalia-
tion from the wording of the 2000 Wendell H. Ford Aviation 
Investment and Reform Act for the 21st Century (AIR 21), 
49 U. S. C. § 42121. That Act provides: “No air carrier or 
contractor or subcontractor of an air carrier may discharge 
an employee or otherwise discriminate against an employee 
with respect to compensation, terms, conditions, or privi-
leges of employment” when the employee provides informa-
tion regarding violations “relating to air carrier safety” to 
his or her employer or federal authorities. § 42121(a)(1). 
AIR 21 has been read to cover, in addition to employees of 
air carriers, employees of contractors and subcontractors of 
the carriers. Given the parallel statutory texts and whistle-
blower protective aims, we read the words “an employee” in 
AIR 21 and in § 1514A to have similar import. 

I 

A 

The Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (Sarbanes-Oxley or Act) 
aims to “prevent and punish corporate and criminal fraud, 
protect the victims of such fraud, preserve evidence of such 
fraud, and hold wrongdoers accountable for their actions.” 
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S. Rep. No. 107–146, p. 2 (2002) (hereinafter S. Rep.).1 Of 
particular concern to Congress was abundant evidence that 
Enron had succeeded in perpetuating its massive share-
holder fraud in large part due to a “corporate code of si-
lence”; that code, Congress found, “discourage[d] employees 
from reporting fraudulent behavior not only to the proper 
authorities, such as the FBI and the SEC, but even in-
ternally.” Id., at 4–5 (internal quotation marks omitted). 
When employees of Enron and its accounting frm, Arthur 
Andersen, attempted to report corporate misconduct, Con-
gress learned, they faced retaliation, including discharge. 
As outside counsel advised company offcials at the time, En-
ron's efforts to “quiet” whistleblowers generally were not 
proscribed under then-existing law. Id., at 5, 10. Congress 
identifed the lack of whistleblower protection as “a signif-
cant defciency” in the law, for in complex securities fraud 
investigations, employees “are [often] the only frsthand wit-
nesses to the fraud.” Id., at 10. 

Section 806 of Sarbanes-Oxley addresses this concern. 
Titled “Protection for Employees of Publicly Traded Compa-
nies Who Provide Evidence of Fraud,” § 806 added a new 
provision to Title 18 of the United States Code, 18 U. S. C. 
§ 1514A, which reads in relevant part: 

“Civil action to protect against retaliation in 

fraud cases 

“(a) Whistleblower Protection for Employees 
of Publicly Traded Companies.—No company with 

1 Title VIII of the Act, which contains the whistleblower protection pro-
vision at issue in this case, was authored by Senators Leahy and Grassley 
and originally constituted a discrete bill, S. 2010, 107th Cong., 2d Sess. 
(2002). We thus look to the Senate Report for S. 2010, S. Rep. No. 107– 
146, as the Senate Report relevant here. See 148 Cong. Rec. 14447–14448 
(2002) (statement of Sen. Leahy) (“unanimous consent” to “includ[e] in the 
Congressional Record as part of the offcial legislative history” of 
Sarbanes-Oxley that Title VIII's “terms track almost exactly the provi-
sions of S. 2010, introduced by Senator Leahy and reported unanimously 
from the Committee on the Judiciary”). 
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a class of securities registered under section 12 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U. S. C. § 78l), or 
that is required to fle reports under section 15(d) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U. S. C. § 78o(d)), 
or any offcer, employee, contractor, subcontractor, or 
agent of such company, may discharge, demote, suspend, 
threaten, harass, or in any other manner discriminate 
against an employee in the terms and conditions of 
employment because of any lawful act done by the 
employee— 

“(1) to provide information, cause information to be 
provided, or otherwise assist in an investigation regard-
ing any conduct which the employee reasonably believes 
constitutes a violation of section 1341 [mail fraud], 1343 
[wire fraud], 1344 [bank fraud], or 1348 [securities or 
commodities fraud], any rule or regulation of the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, or any provision of Fed-
eral law relating to fraud against shareholders, when the 
information or assistance is provided to or the investi-
gation is conducted by [a federal agency, Congress, or 
supervisor] . . . .” § 806, 116 Stat. 802.2 

Congress has assigned whistleblower protection largely to 
the Department of Labor (DOL), which administers some 20 
United States Code incorporated whistleblower protection 
provisions. See 78 Fed. Reg. 3918 (2013). The Secretary 
has delegated investigatory and initial adjudicatory respon-
sibility over claims under a number of these provisions, in-
cluding § 1514A, to DOL's Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA). Ibid. OSHA's order may be ap-

2 As discussed infra, at 454–457, Congress amended § 1514A in 2010 to 
extend whistleblower coverage to employees of public companies' subsidi-
aries and nationally recognized statistical ratings organizations. 124 
Stat. 1848. Plaintiffs do not fall in either category and, in any event, their 
claims are governed by the prior version of § 1514A. Unless otherwise 
noted, all citations to § 1514A are to the original text in the 2006 edition 
of the United States Code. 
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pealed to an administrative law judge, and then to DOL's 
Administrative Review Board (ARB). 29 CFR §§ 1980.104 
to 1980.110 (2011). 

In common with other whistleblower protection provisions 
enforced by DOL, see 77 Fed. Reg. 3912 (2012), the ARB's 
determination on a § 1514A claim constitutes the agency's 
fnal decision and is reviewable in federal court under the 
standards stated in the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 
U. S. C. § 706. If, however, the ARB does not issue a fnal 
decision within 180 days of the fling of the complaint, and 
the delay is not due to bad faith on the claimant's part, the 
claimant may proceed to federal district court for de novo 
review. 18 U. S. C. § 1514A(b). An employee prevailing in 
a proceeding under § 1514A is entitled to “all relief necessary 
to make the employee whole,” including “reinstatement with 
the same seniority status that the employee would have had, 
but for the discrimination,” backpay with interest, and com-
pensation for litigation costs. § 1514A(c). 

Congress modeled § 1514A on the antiretaliation provision 
of AIR 21, 49 U. S. C. § 42121, a measure enacted two 
years earlier. See S. Rep., at 30 (corporate whistleblower 
protections “track [AIR 21's] protections as closely as possi-
ble”). Section 1514A incorporates by cross-reference AIR 
21's administrative enforcement procedures. 18 U. S. C. 
§ 1514A(b)(2). 

B 

Petitioners Jackie Hosang Lawson and Jonathan M. Zang 
(plaintiffs) separately initiated proceedings under § 1514A 
against their former employers, privately held companies 
that provide advisory and management services to the Fidel-
ity family of mutual funds. The Fidelity funds are not par-
ties to either case; as is common in the mutual fund industry, 
the Fidelity funds themselves have no employees. Instead, 
they contract with investment advisers like respondents to 
handle their day-to-day operations, which include making in-
vestment decisions, preparing reports for shareholders, and 
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fling reports with the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion (SEC). Lawson was employed by Fidelity Brokerage 
Services, LLC, a subsidiary of FMR Corp., which was suc-
ceeded by FMR LLC. Zang was employed by a different 
FMR LLC subsidiary, Fidelity Management & Research Co., 
and later by one of that company's subsidiaries, FMR Co., 
Inc. For convenience, we refer to respondents collectively 
as FMR. 

Lawson worked for FMR for 14 years, eventually serving 
as a Senior Director of Finance. She alleges that, after she 
raised concerns about certain cost accounting methodologies, 
believing that they overstated expenses associated with op-
erating the mutual funds, she suffered a series of adverse 
actions, ultimately amounting to constructive discharge. 
Zang was employed by FMR for eight years, most recently 
as a portfolio manager for several of the funds. He alleges 
that he was fred in retaliation for raising concerns about 
inaccuracies in a draft SEC registration statement concern-
ing certain Fidelity funds. Lawson and Zang separately 
filed administrative complaints alleging retaliation pro-
scribed by § 1514A. After expiration of the 180-day period 
specifed in § 1514A(b)(1), Lawson and Zang each fled suit in 
the U. S. District Court for the District of Massachusetts. 

FMR moved to dismiss the suits, arguing, as relevant, that 
neither plaintiff has a claim for relief under § 1514A. FMR 
is privately held, and maintained that § 1514A protects only 
employees of public companies—i. e., companies that either 
have “a class of securities registered under section 12 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934,” or that are “required to 
fle reports under section 15(d)” of that Act. § 1514A(a).3 

In a joint order, the District Court rejected FMR's interpre-
tation of § 1514A and denied the dismissal motions in both 
suits. 724 F. Supp. 2d 141 (Mass. 2010). 

3 Here, as just noted, the public company has no employees. See supra, 
at 433. 
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On interlocutory appeal, a divided panel of the First Cir-
cuit reversed. 670 F. 3d 61 (2012). The Court of Appeals 
majority acknowledged that FMR is a “contractor” 4 within 
the meaning of § 1514A(a), and thus among the actors prohib-
ited from retaliating against “an employee” who engages in 
protected activity. The majority agreed with FMR, how-
ever, that “an employee” refers only to employees of public 
companies and does not cover a contractor's own employees. 
Id., at 68–80. Judge Thompson dissented. In her view, the 
majority had “impose[d] an unwarranted restriction on the 
intentionally broad language of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act” and 
“bar[red] a significant class of potential securities-fraud 
whistleblowers from any legal protection.” Id., at 83. 

Several months later, the ARB issued a decision in an 
unrelated case, Spinner v. David Landau & Assoc., LLC, 
No. 10–111 etc., ALJ No. 2010–SOX–029 (May 31, 2012),5 

disagreeing with the Court of Appeals' interpretation of 
§ 1514A. In a comprehensive opinion, the ARB explained 
its position that § 1514A affords whistleblower protection to 
employees of privately held contractors that render services 
to public companies. Ibid.6 

4 As § 1514A treats contractors and subcontractors identically, we gener-
ally refer simply to “contractors” without distinguishing between the two. 

5 The whistleblower in Spinner was an employee of an accounting frm 
that provided auditing, consulting, and Sarbanes-Oxley compliance serv-
ices to a public company. 

6 The dissent maintains that the ARB's interpretation of § 1514A is not 
entitled to deference because, “if any agency has the authority to resolve 
ambiguities in § 1514A with the force of law, it is the SEC, not the Depart-
ment of Labor.” Post, at 477. Because we agree with the ARB's conclu-
sion that § 1514A affords protection to a contractor's employees, we need 
not decide what weight that conclusion should carry. We note, however, 
that the SEC apparently does not share the dissent's view that it, rather 
than DOL, has interpretive authority over § 1514A. To the contrary, the 
SEC is a signatory to the Government's brief in this case, which takes the 
position that Congress has charged the Secretary of Labor with interpret-
ing § 1514A. Brief for United States as Amicus Curiae 9–11, 31–34. 
That view is hardly surprising given the lead role played by DOL in ad-
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We granted certiorari, 569 U. S. 993 (2013), to resolve the 
division of opinion on whether § 1514A extends whistle-
blower protection to employees of privately held contractors 
who perform work for public companies. 

II 

A 

In determining the meaning of a statutory provision, “we 
look frst to its language, giving the words used their ordi-
nary meaning.” Moskal v. United States, 498 U. S. 103, 108 
(1990) (citation and internal quotation marks omitted). As 
Judge Thompson observed in her dissent from the Court of 
Appeals' judgment, “boiling [§ 1514A(a)] down to its relevant 
syntactic elements, it provides that `no . . . contractor . . . 
may discharge . . . an employee.' ” 670 F. 3d, at 84 (quoting 
§ 1514A(a)). The ordinary meaning of “an employee” in this 
proscription is the contractor's own employee. 

FMR's interpretation of the text requires insertion of “of a 
public company” after “an employee.” But where Congress 
meant “an employee of a public company,” it said so: With re-
spect to the actors governed by § 1514A, the provision's inter-
dictions run to the offcers, employees, contractors, subcon-
tractors, and agents “of such company,” i. e., a public company. 
§ 1514A(a). Another antiretaliation provision in Sarbanes-
Oxley provides: “[A] broker or dealer and persons employed 
by a broker or dealer who are involved with investment bank-
ing activities may not, directly or indirectly, retaliate against 
or threaten to retaliate against any securities analyst em-
ployed by that broker or dealer or its affliates . . . .” 15 
U. S. C. § 78o–6(a)(1)(C) (emphasis added). In contrast, noth-

ministering whistleblower statutes. See supra, at 436–437. The dissent 
observes that the SEC “has not issued a regulation applying § 1514A whis-
tleblower protection to employees of public company contractors,” post, at 
477, but omits to inform that the SEC has not promulgated any regula-
tions interpreting § 1514A, consistent with its view that Congress dele-
gated that responsibility to DOL. 
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ing in § 1514A's language confnes the class of employees pro-
tected to those of a designated employer. Absent any textual 
qualifcation, we presume the operative language means what 
it appears to mean: A contractor may not retaliate against 
its own employee for engaging in protected whistleblowing 
activity.7 

Section 1514A's application to contractor employees is 
confrmed when we enlarge our view from the term “an em-
ployee” to the provision as a whole. The prohibited retalia-
tory measures enumerated in § 1514A(a)—discharge, de-
motion, suspension, threats, harassment, or discrimination 
in the terms and conditions of employment—are commonly 
actions an employer takes against its own employees. Con-
tractors are not ordinarily positioned to take adverse actions 
against employees of the public company with whom they 
contract. FMR's interpretation of § 1514A, therefore, would 
shrink to insignifcance the provision's ban on retaliation by 
contractors. The dissent embraces FMR's “narrower” con-
struction. See post, at 462, 463, 464, 467. 

FMR urges that Congress included contractors in 
§ 1514A's list of governed actors simply to prevent public 
companies from avoiding liability by employing contractors 
to effectuate retaliatory discharges. FMR describes such 
a contractor as an “ax-wielding specialist,” illustrated by 
George Clooney's character in the movie Up in the Air.8 

Brief for Respondents 24–25 (internal quotation marks omit-
ted). As portrayed by Clooney, an ax-wielding specialist is 
a contractor engaged only as the bearer of the bad news that 
the employee has been fred; he plays no role in deciding 

7 We need not decide in this case whether § 1514A also prohibits a con-
tractor from retaliating against an employee of one of the other actors 
governed by the provision. 

8 This hypothetical originates in a Seventh Circuit opinion, Fleszar v. 
United States Dept. of Labor, 598 F. 3d 912, 915 (2010), and is mentioned 
in a footnote in the First Circuit's opinion in this case, 670 F. 3d 61, 69, 
n. 11 (2012). 
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who to terminate. If the company employing the ax-wielder 
chose the recipients of the bad tidings for retaliatory rea-
sons, the § 1514A claim would properly be directed at the 
company. Hiring the ax-wielder would not insulate the 
company from liability. Moreover, we see no indication that 
retaliatory ax-wielding specialists are the real-world prob-
lem that prompted Congress to add contractors to § 1514A.9 

Moving further through § 1514A to the protected activity 
described in subsection (a)(1), we fnd further reason to be-
lieve that Congress presumed an employer-employee rela-
tionship between the retaliator and the whistleblower. Em-
ployees gain protection for furnishing information to a 
federal agency, Congress, or “a person with supervisory 
authority over the employee (or such other person working 
for the employer who has the authority to investigate, dis-
cover, or terminate misconduct).” § 1514A(a)(1)(C) (empha-
sis added). And under § 1514A(a)(2), employees are pro-
tected from retaliation for assisting “in a proceeding fled or 
about to be fled (with any knowledge of the employer) relat-
ing to an alleged violation” of any of the enumerated fraud 
provisions, securities regulations, or other federal law relat-
ing to shareholder fraud. § 1514A(a)(2) (emphasis added). 

9 When asked during oral argument for an example of actual circum-
stances in which a contractor would have employment decisionmaking au-
thority over public company employees, FMR's counsel cited Kalkunte v. 
DVI Financial Servs., Inc., No. 05–139 etc., ALJ No. 2004–SOX–056 (Feb. 
27, 2009). Tr. of Oral Arg. 33. That case involved a bankrupt public com-
pany that hired a private company to handle its dissolution. The ARB 
found the private company liable under § 1514A because it acted as a “con-
tractor, subcontractor, or agent” of the public company in discharging the 
claimant. ALJ No. 2004–SOX–056, at 10 (emphasis added). Neither 
FMR nor its amici have pointed us to any actual situation in which a 
public company employee would be vulnerable to retaliatory conduct by a 
contractor not already covered as an “agent” under § 1514A. Notably, 
even in Tides v. Boeing Co., 644 F. 3d 809 (CA9 2011), the case cited by 
the dissent for the proposition that contractors may possess “managerial 
authority” over public company employees, post, at 469, the alleged retali-
ation was by the public company itself. 
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The reference to employer knowledge is an additional indica-
tor of Congress' expectation that the retaliator typically will 
be the employee's employer, not another entity less likely 
to know of whistleblower complaints fled or about to be fled. 

Section 1514A's enforcement procedures and remedies 
similarly contemplate that the whistleblower is an employee 
of the retaliator. As earlier noted, see supra, at 437, 
§ 1514A(b)(2)(A) provides that a claim under § 1514A “shall 
be governed under the rules and procedures set forth in sec-
tion 42121(b) of title 49,” i. e., AIR 21's antiretaliation provi-
sion. Throughout § 42121(b), the respondent is referred to 
as “the employer.” See 49 U. S. C. § 42121(b)(2)(B)(ii) (The 
Secretary shall not conduct an investigation into a retaliation 
claim “if the employer demonstrates, by clear and convincing 
evidence, that the employer would have taken the same unfa-
vorable personnel action in the absence of that behavior.”); 
§ 42121(b)(2)(B)(iv) (“Relief may not be ordered . . . if the 
employer demonstrates by clear and convincing evidence 
that the employer would have taken the same unfavorable 
personnel action in the absence of that behavior.”). 

Regarding remedies, § 1514A(c)(2) states that a successful 
claimant shall be entitled to “reinstatement with the same 
seniority status that the employee would have had, but for 
the discrimination,” as well as “the amount of back pay, with 
interest.” As the Solicitor General, for the United States as 
amicus curiae, observed, “It is diffcult, if not impossible, to 
see how a contractor or subcontractor could provide those 
remedies to an employee of a public company.” Brief for 
United States 15. The most sensible reading of § 1514A's 
numerous references to an employer-employee relationship 
between the respondent and the claimant is that the provi-
sion's protections run between contractors and their own 
employees. 

Remarkably, the dissent attributes to Congress a strange 
design. Under the dissent's “narrower” construction, post, 
at 462, 463, 464, 467, a public company's contractor may not 
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retaliate against a public company's employees, academic 
here because the public company has no employees. Ac-
cording to the dissent, this coverage is necessary to prevent 
“a gaping hole” that would allow public companies to “evade 
§ 1514A simply by hiring a contractor to engage in the very 
retaliatory acts that an offcer or employee could not.” Post, 
at 470. This cannot be right—even if Congress had omitted 
any reference to contractors, subcontractors, or agents in 
§ 1514A, the remaining language surely would prohibit a 
public company from directing someone else to engage in re-
taliatory conduct against the public company's employees; 
hiring an ax-wielder to announce an employee's demotion 
does not change the fact that the public company is the entity 
commanding the demotion. Under the dissent's reading of 
§ 1514A, the inclusion of contractors as covered employers 
does no more than make the contractor secondarily liable for 
complying with such marching orders—hardly a hole at all.10 

There would be a huge hole, on the other hand, were the 
dissent's view of § 1514A's reach to prevail: Contractors' em-
ployees would be disarmed; they would be vulnerable to retali-
ation by their employers for blowing the whistle on a scheme 
to defraud the public company's investors, even a scheme engi-
neered entirely by the contractor. Not only would mutual 
fund advisers and managers escape § 1514A's control. Le-
gions of accountants and lawyers would be denied § 1514A's 
protections. See infra, at 450–452. Instead of indulging 
in fanciful visions of whistleblowing babysitters and the like, 
post, at 462, 466, 472–473, 479, the dissent might pause to 
consider whether a Congress, prompted by the Enron deba-

10 The dissent suggests that we “fai[l] to recognize” that its construction 
also makes contractors primarily liable for retaliating of their own volition 
against employees of public companies. Post, at 470, n. 6. As explained 
supra, at 442, n. 9, however, FMR and its supporters have identifed not 
even one real-world instance of a public company employee asserting a 
§ 1514A claim alleging retaliatory conduct by a contractor. Again, no 
“gaping hole,” practically no hole at all. 
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cle, would exclude from whistleblower protection countless 
professionals equipped to bring fraud on investors to a halt. 

B 

We turn next to two textual arguments made by FMR. 
First, FMR urges that “an employee” must be read to refer 
exclusively to public company employees to avoid the absurd 
result of extending protection to the personal employees of 
company offcers and employees, e. g., their housekeepers or 
gardeners. See Brief for Respondents 19–20; post, at 461– 
463, 466, 472–473, 479. Plaintiffs and the Solicitor General 
do not defend § 1514A's application to personal employees. 
They argue, instead, that the prohibition against an “offcer” 
or “employee” retaliating against “an employee” may be read 
as imposing personal liability only on offcers and employees 
who retaliate against other public company employees. 
Brief for Petitioners 12; Brief for United States as Amicus 
Curiae 16.11 FMR calls this reading “bizarre,” for it would 
ascribe to the words “an employee” in § 1514A(a) “one mean-
ing if the respondent is an `offcer' and a different meaning 
if the respondent is a `contractor.' ” Brief for Respondents 
20–21. 

We agree with FMR that plaintiffs and the Solicitor Gen-
eral offer an interpretation at odds with the text Congress 
enacted. If, as we hold, “an employee” includes employees 
of contractors, then grammatically, the term also includes 
employees of public company offcers and employees. Noth-
ing suggests Congress' attention was drawn to the curiosity 
its drafting produced. The issue, however, is likely more 
theoretical than real. Few housekeepers or gardeners, we 

11 The ARB endorsed this view in Spinner v. David Landau & Assoc., 
LLC, No. 10–111 etc., ALJ No. 2010–SOX–029, p. 8 (May 31, 2012). We 
have no occasion to determine whether the ARB would be entitled to 
deference in this regard, for, as explained in text, we fnd that the statu-
tory text unambiguously affords protection to personal employees of pub-
lic company offcers and employees. § 1514A(a). 
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suspect, are likely to come upon and comprehend evidence of 
their employer's complicity in fraud. In any event, FMR's 
point is outweighed by the compelling arguments opposing 
FMR's contention that “an employee” refers simply and only 
to public company employees. See supra, at 440–445. See 
also infra, at 453–454 (limiting principles may serve as check 
against overbroad applications). 

Second, FMR argues that the statutory headings support 
the exclusion of contractor employees from § 1514A's protec-
tions. Although § 1514A's own heading is broad (“Civil ac-
tion to protect against retaliation in fraud cases”), subsection 
(a) is captioned “Whistleblower Protection for Employees of 
Publicly Traded Companies.” Similarly, the relevant pub-
lic law section, § 806 of Sarbanes-Oxley, is captioned “Pro-
tection for Employees of Publicly Traded Companies Who 
Provide Evidence of Fraud.” 116 Stat. 802. The Court 
of Appeals described the latter two headings as “explicit 
guides” limiting protection under § 1514A to employees of 
public companies. 670 F. 3d, at 69. 

This Court has placed less weight on captions. In Train-
men v. Baltimore & Ohio R. Co., 331 U. S. 519 (1947), we 
explained that where, as here, “the [statutory] text is compli-
cated and prolifc, headings and titles can do no more than 
indicate the provisions in a most general manner.” Id., at 
528. The underinclusiveness of the two headings relied on 
by the Court of Appeals is apparent. The provision indis-
putably extends protection to employees of companies that 
fle reports with the SEC pursuant to § 15(d) of the 1934 Act, 
even when such companies are not “publicly traded.” And 
the activity protected under § 1514A is not limited to “pro-
vid[ing] evidence of fraud”; it also includes reporting viola-
tions of SEC rules or regulations. § 1514A(a)(1). As in 
Trainmen, the headings here are “but a short-hand reference 
to the general subject matter” of the provision, “not meant 
to take the place of the detailed provisions of the text.” 331 
U. S., at 528. Section 1514A is attended by numerous indi-
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cators that the statute's prohibitions govern the relationship 
between a contractor and its own employees; we do not read 
the headings to “undo or limit” those signals. Id., at 529.12 

III 

A 

Our textual analysis of § 1514A fts the provision's purpose. 
It is common ground that Congress installed whistleblower 
protection in the Sarbanes-Oxley Act as one means to ward 
off another Enron debacle. S. Rep., at 2–11. And, as the 
ARB observed in Spinner, “Congress plainly recognized that 
outside professionals—accountants, law frms, contractors, 
agents, and the like—were complicit in, if not integral to, the 
shareholder fraud and subsequent cover-up [Enron] offcers 
. . . perpetrated.” ALJ No. 2010–SOX–029, at 12–13. In-
deed, the Senate Report demonstrates that Congress was as 
focused on the role of Enron's outside contractors in facilitat-
ing the fraud as it was on the actions of Enron's own offcers. 
See, e. g., S. Rep., at 3 (fraud “occurred with extensive partic-
ipation and structuring advice from Arthur Andersen . . . 
which was simultaneously serving as both consultant and in-
dependent auditor for Enron” (internal quotation marks and 
brackets omitted)); id., at 4 (“professionals from accounting 
frms, law frms and business consulting frms, who were paid 
millions to advise Enron on these practices, assured others 
that Enron was a solid investment”); id., at 4–5 (team of An-
dersen employees were tasked with destroying “physical evi-
dence and documents” relating to Enron's fraud); id., at 5 
(“Enron and Andersen were taking advantage of a system 
that allowed them to behave in an apparently fraudulent 
manner”); id., at 11 (Enron's fraud partly attributable to “the 

12 AIR 21's antiretaliation provision, on which § 1514A is based, includes 
a similarly composed heading, “Discrimination against airline employees.” 
49 U. S. C. § 42121(a). Nevertheless, that provision has been read to cover 
employees of companies rendering contract services to airlines. See 
infra, at 457–459. 
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well-paid professionals who helped create, carry out, and 
cover up the complicated corporate ruse when they should 
have been raising concerns”); id., at 20–21 (“Enron's account-
ants and lawyers brought all their skills and knowledge to 
bear in assisting the fraud to succeed and then in covering 
it up.”). 

Also clear from the legislative record is Congress' under-
standing that outside professionals bear signifcant responsi-
bility for reporting fraud by the public companies with whom 
they contract, and that fear of retaliation was the primary 
deterrent to such reporting by the employees of Enron's con-
tractors. Congressional investigators discovered ample evi-
dence of contractors demoting or discharging employees they 
have engaged who jeopardized the contractor's business rela-
tionship with Enron by objecting to Enron's fnancial prac-
tices. See, e. g., Oppel, Merrill Replaced Research Analyst 
Who Upset Enron, N. Y. Times, July 30, 2002, p. A1 (“In the 
summer of 1998, when it was eager to win more investment 
banking business from Enron, Merrill Lynch replaced a re-
search analyst who had angered Enron executives by rating 
the company's stock `neutral' with an analyst who soon up-
graded the rating, according to Congressional investiga-
tors.”); Yost, Andersen Whistleblower Was Removed, As-
sociated Press (Apr. 3, 2002) (congressional investigation 
reveals that Andersen removed one of its partners from its 
Enron team after Enron offcials expressed unhappiness with 
the partner's questioning of certain accounting practices); 
Oppel, The Man Who Paid the Price for Sizing up Enron, 
N. Y. Times, Mar. 27, 2002, p. C1 (“Enron executives pressed 
UBS PaineWebber to take action against a broker who ad-
vised some Enron employees to sell their shares in August 
and was fred by the brokerage frm within hours of the 
complaint, according to e-mail messages released today by 
Congressional investigators.”). 

In the same vein, two of the four examples of whistle-
blower retaliation recounted in the Senate Report involved 
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outside professionals retaliated against by their own employ-
ers. S. Rep., at 5 (on Andersen and UBS Paine-Webber em-
ployees); see also id., at 4–5 (Andersen employees who “at-
tempted to report or `blow the whistle' on [Enron's] fraud 
. . . were discouraged at nearly every turn”). Emphasizing 
the importance of outside professionals as “gatekeepers who 
detect and deter fraud,” the Senate Report concludes: “Con-
gress must reconsider the incentive system that has been set 
up that encourages accountants and lawyers who come 
across fraud in their work to remain silent.” Id., at 20–21. 
From this legislative history, one can safely conclude that 
Congress enacted § 1514A aiming to encourage whistleblow-
ing by contractor employees who suspect fraud involving the 
public companies with whom they work.13 

FMR argues that Congress addressed its concerns about 
the role of outside accountants and lawyers in facilitating 
Enron's wrongdoing, not in § 1514A, but exclusively in other 
provisions of Sarbanes-Oxley “directly regulat[ing] account-
ants and lawyers.” Brief for Respondents 40. In particu-
lar, FMR points to sections of the Act requiring accountants 
and lawyers for public companies to investigate and report 
misconduct, or risk being banned from further practice be-
fore the SEC. Id., at 41 (citing 15 U. S. C. §§ 7215(c)(4), 

13 FMR urges that the Senate Report's references to “employees of 
publicly traded companies” demonstrate that Congress wanted to limit 
whistleblower protection to such employees. Brief for Respondents 30– 
31. This argument fails for the same reason that FMR's reliance on the 
statutory section headings fails: “employees of publicly traded companies” 
must be understood as shorthand not designed to capture every employee 
covered by § 1514A. See supra, at 446–447. Senator Sarbanes' state-
ment, cited in the concurring opinion, post, at 460, is similarly imprecise. 
The Act indisputably covers private accounting frms and law frms that 
provide services to public companies. See, e. g., 15 U. S. C. §§ 7215, 7245. 
Indeed, Senator Sarbanes acknowledged this point in his very next sen-
tence. 148 Cong. Rec. 14440 (2002) (“This legislation prohibits accounting 
frms from providing certain specifed consulting services if they are also 
the auditors of the company.”). 
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7245). These requirements, however, indicate why Con-
gress would have wanted to extend § 1514A's coverage to the 
many lawyers and accountants who perform outside work for 
public companies. Although lawyers and accountants are 
subject to extensive regulations and sanctions throughout 
Sarbanes-Oxley, no provision of the Act other than § 1514A 
affords them protection from retaliation by their employers 
for complying with the Act's reporting requirements.14 In 
short, we cannot countenance the position advanced by FMR 
and the dissent, see post, at 474–476, that Congress intended 
to leave these professionals vulnerable to discharge or other 
retaliatory action for complying with the law. 

B 
Our reading of § 1514A avoids insulating the entire mutual 

fund industry from § 1514A, as FMR's and the dissent's “nar-
rower construction” would do. As companies “required to 
fle reports under section 15(d) of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934,” 18 U. S. C. § 1514A(a), mutual funds unquestion-
ably are governed by § 1514A. Because mutual funds fgure 
prominently among such report-fling companies, Congress 
presumably had them in mind when it added to “publicly 
traded companies” the discrete category of companies “re-
quired to fle reports under section 15(d).” 

Virtually all mutual funds are structured so that they have 
no employees of their own; they are managed, instead, by 
independent investment advisers. See S. Rep. No. 91–184, 
p. 5 (1969) (accompanying the 1970 amendments to the In-
vestment Company Act of 1940). The United States invest-

14 The dissent suggests that the Public Company Accounting Oversight 
Board's and the SEC's authority to sanction unprofessional conduct by 
accountants and lawyers, respectively, “could well provide” a disincentive 
to retaliate against other accountants and lawyers. See post, at 474. 
The possibility of such sanctions, however, is cold comfort to the account-
ant or lawyer who loses her job in retaliation for her efforts to comply 
with the Act's requirements if, as the dissent would have it, § 1514A does 
not enable her to seek reinstatement or backpay. 
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ment advising industry manages $14.7 trillion on behalf of 
nearly 94 million investors. See 2013 Investment Company 
Fact Book 7 (53d ed.), available at http://www.icifactbook.org/ 
pdf/2013_factbook.pdf (as visited Feb. 20, 2014, and available 
in Clerk of Court's case fle). These investment advisers, 
under our reading of § 1514A, are contractors prohibited 
from retaliating against their own employees for engaging 
in whistleblowing activity. This construction protects the 
“insiders [who] are the only frsthand witnesses to the [share-
holder] fraud.” S. Rep., at 10. Under FMR's and the dis-
sent's reading, in contrast, § 1514A has no application to 
mutual funds, for all of the potential whistleblowers are 
employed by the privately held investment management 
companies, not by the mutual funds themselves. See Brief 
for Respondents 45 (describing this glaring gap as “merely a 
consequence of the corporate structure” of mutual funds). 

The Court of Appeals found exclusion of the mutual fund 
industry from § 1514A tenable because mutual funds and 
their investment advisers are separately regulated under the 
Investment Company Act of 1940, 15 U. S. C. § 80a–1 et seq., 
the Investment Advisers Act of 1940, § 80b–1 et seq., and 
elsewhere in Sarbanes-Oxley. 670 F. 3d, at 72–73. See also 
post, at 476, n. 10. But this separate regulation does not 
remove the problem, for nowhere else in these legislative 
measures are investment management employees afforded 
whistleblower protection. Section 1514A alone shields them 
from retaliation for bringing fraud to light. 

Indeed, affording whistleblower protection to mutual fund 
investment advisers is crucial to Sarbanes-Oxley's endeavor 
to “protect investors by improving the accuracy and relia-
bility of corporate disclosures made pursuant to the securi-
ties laws.” 116 Stat. 745. As plaintiffs observe, these dis-
closures are written, not by anyone at the mutual funds 
themselves, but by employees of the investment advisers. 
“Under FMR's [and the dissent's] proposed interpretation of 
section 1514A, FMR could dismiss any FMR employee who 
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disclosed to the directors of or lawyers for the Fidelity funds 
that there were material falsehoods in the documents being 
fled by FMR with the SEC in the name of those funds.” 
Reply Brief 13. It is implausible that Congress intended to 
leave such an employee remediless. See id., at 14. 

C 

Unable credibly to contest the glaring underinclusiveness 
of the “narrower reading” FMR urges, the dissent empha-
sizes instead FMR's claim that the reading of § 1514A we 
adopt is all too inclusive. See post, at 462, 466, 472–473, 479. 
FMR's amici also press this point, observing that the activ-
ity protected under § 1514A(a)(1) encompasses reporting not 
only securities fraud (18 U. S. C. § 1348), but also mail, wire, 
and bank fraud (§§ 1341, 1343, 1344). Including contractor 
employees in the protected class, they therefore assert, could 
“cas[t] a wide net over employees who have no exposure to 
investor-related activities and thus could not possibly assist 
in detecting investor fraud.” Brief for Chamber of Com-
merce of the United States of America as Amicus Curiae 3. 
See also Brief for Securities Industry and Financial Markets 
Association as Amicus Curiae 7–16. 

There is scant evidence, however, that these foodgate-
opening concerns are more than hypothetical. DOL's regu-
lations have interpreted § 1514A as protecting contractor 
employees for almost a decade.15 See 69 Fed. Reg. 52105– 
52106 (2004). Yet no “narrower construction” advocate has 
identifed even a single case in which the employee of a pri-
vate contractor has asserted a § 1514A claim based on allega-
tions unrelated to shareholder fraud. FMR's parade of hor-
ribles rests solely on Lockheed Martin Corp. v. ARB, 717 F. 3d 

15 Although the dissent suggests that the ARB had not provided “defni-
tive clarifcation” on the issue prior to Spinner, post, at 473, the ARB 
“repeatedly interpreted [§ 1514A] as affording whistleblower protection to 
employees of [private] contractors” before Spinner. See Spinner, ALJ 
No. 2010–SOX–029, at 5 (citing prior decisions). 
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1121 (CA10 2013), a case involving mail and wire fraud claims 
asserted by an employee of a public company—i. e., claims in 
no way affected by today's decision. The dissent's fears that 
household employees and others, on learning of today's deci-
sion, will be prompted to pursue retaliation claims, post, at 472, 
and that OSHA will fnd them meritorious under § 1514A, 
seem to us unwarranted. If we are wrong, however, Con-
gress can easily fx the problem by amending § 1514A explicitly 
to remove personal employees of public company offcers and 
employees from the provision's reach. But it would thwart 
Congress' dominant aim if contractors were taken off the hook 
for retaliating against their whistleblowing employees, just to 
avoid the unlikely prospect that babysitters, nannies, garden-
ers, and the like will food OSHA with § 1514A complaints. 

Plaintiffs and the Solicitor General observe that over-
breadth problems may be resolved by various limiting prin-
ciples. They point specifcally to the word “contractor.” 
Plaintiffs note that in “common parlance,” “contractor” does 
not extend to every feeting business relationship. Instead, 
the word “refers to a party whose performance of a contract 
will take place over a signifcant period of time.” Reply 
Brief 16. See also Fleszar v. Department of Labor, 598 
F. 3d 912, 915 (CA7 2010) (“Nothing in § 1514A implies that, 
if [a privately held business] buys a box of rubber bands from 
Wal-Mart, a company with traded securities, the [business] 
becomes covered by § 1514A.”). 

The Solicitor General further maintains that § 1514A pro-
tects contractor employees only to the extent that their 
whistleblowing relates to “the contractor . . . fulflling its role 
as a contractor for the public company, not the contractor in 
some other capacity.” Tr. of Oral Arg. 18–19 (Government 
counsel). See also id., at 23 (“[I]t has to be a person who is 
in a position to detect and report the types of fraud and 
securities violations that are included in the statute. . . . [W]e 
think that `the contractor of such company' refers to the con-
tractor in that role, working for the public company.”). 
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Finally, the Solicitor General suggests that we need not 
determine the bounds of § 1514A today, because plaintiffs 
seek only a “mainstream application” of the provision's 
protections. Id., at 20 (Government counsel). We agree. 
Plaintiffs' allegations fall squarely within Congress' aim in 
enacting § 1514A. Lawson alleges that she was construc-
tively discharged for reporting accounting practices that 
overstated expenses associated with managing certain Fidel-
ity mutual funds. This alleged fraud directly implicates the 
funds' shareholders: “By infating its expenses, and thus un-
derstating its profts, [FMR] could potentially increase the 
fees it would earn from the mutual funds, fees ultimately 
paid by the shareholders of those funds.” Brief for Petition-
ers 3. Zang alleges that he was fred for expressing con-
cerns about inaccuracies in a draft registration statement 
FMR prepared for the SEC on behalf of certain Fidelity 
funds. The potential impact on shareholders of false or mis-
leading registration statements needs no elaboration. If 
Lawson and Zang's allegations prove true, these plaintiffs 
would indeed be “frsthand witnesses to [the shareholder] 
fraud” Congress anticipated § 1514A would protect. S. Rep., 
at 10. 

D 
FMR urges that legislative events subsequent to 

Sarbanes-Oxley's enactment show that Congress did not in-
tend to extend § 1514A's protections to contractor employ-
ees.16 In particular, FMR calls our attention to the 2010 

16 We can easily dismiss FMR's invocation of a failed bill from 2004, the 
Mutual Fund Reform Act, S. 2059, 108th Cong., 2d Sess., § 116(b), which 
would have amended § 1514A explicitly to cover employees of investment 
advisers and affliates. Brief for Respondents 34–35. “[F]ailed legisla-
tive proposals are a particularly dangerous ground on which to rest an 
interpretation of a prior statute.” United States v. Craft, 535 U. S. 274, 
287 (2002) (internal quotation marks omitted). Where, as here, the pro-
posed amendment amounted to six lines in a 51-page bill that died without 
any committee action, its failure is scarcely relevant to Congress' inten-
tions regarding a different bill enacted two years earlier. 
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Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection 
Act, 124 Stat. 1376 (Dodd-Frank). Dodd-Frank amended 
§ 1514A(a) to read: 

“No company with a class of securities registered under 
section 12 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 
U. S. C. 78l), or that is required to fle reports under [sec-
tion 12] of the [1934 Act] (15 U. S. C. 78o(d)) including 
any subsidiary or affliate whose fnancial information 
is included in the consolidated fnancial statements of 
such company, or nationally recognized statistical rat-
ing organization (as defned in section 3(a) of the [1934 
Act] (15 U. S. C. 78c)), or any offcer, employee, contrac-
tor, subcontractor, or agent of such company or nation-
ally recognized statistical rating organization, may 
discharge, demote, suspend, threaten, harass, or in 
any other manner discriminate against an employee in 
the terms and conditions of employment because of any 
[protected activity].” 18 U. S. C. § 1514A(a) (2012 ed.) 
(emphasis added; footnote omitted). 

The amended provision extends § 1514A's protection to 
employees of public company subsidiaries and nationally rec-
ognized statistical rating organizations (NRSROs). FMR 
asserts that Congress' decision to add NRSROs to § 1514A 
shows that the provision did not previously cover contractor 
employees: “If [§ 1514A] already covered every private com-
pany contracting with a public company, there would have 
been no need for Congress to extend [§ 1514A] to certain pri-
vate companies.” Brief for Respondents 35–36. This argu-
ment fails at the starting gate, for FMR concedes that not 
all NRSROs are privately held, and not all NRSROs contract 
with public companies. Id., at 36. 

We see nothing useful to our inquiry in Congress' decision 
to amend § 1514A to include public company subsidiaries and 
NRSROs. More telling, at the time of the Dodd-Frank 
amendments, DOL regulations provided that § 1514A pro-
tects contractor employees. See 29 CFR § 1980.101 (2009). 
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Congress included in its alterations no language gainsaying 
that protection. As Judge Thompson's dissent from the 
First Circuit's judgment observes, “Congress had a miles-
wide opening to nip [DOL's] regulation in the bud if it had 
wished to do so. It did not.” 670 F. 3d, at 88. 

Dodd-Frank also establishes a corporate whistleblowing 
reward program, accompanied by a new provision prohibit-
ing any employer from retaliating against “a whistleblower” 
for providing information to the SEC, participating in an 
SEC proceeding, or making disclosures required or protected 
under Sarbanes-Oxley and certain other securities laws. 15 
U. S. C. § 78u–6(a)(6), (b)(1), (h). FMR urges that, as this 
provision covers employees of all companies, public or pri-
vate, “[t]here is no justifcation” for reading § 1514A to cover 
employees of contractors: “Any `gap' that might, arguendo, 
have existed for employees of private entities between 2002 
and 2010 has now been closed.” Brief for Respondents 44.17 

FMR, we note, somewhat overstates Dodd-Frank's cover-
age. Section 1514A's protections include employees who 
provide information to any “person with supervisory author-
ity over the employee.” § 1514A(a)(1)(C). Dodd-Frank's 
whistleblower provision, however, focuses primarily on re-
porting to federal authorities. See Brief for United States 
as Amicus Curiae 30 (“[I]f employees of contractors of pub-
lic companies are not protected under Section 1514A, they 
are not protected for making internal complaints under . . . 
the Dodd-Frank Act.”). 

In any event, our task is not to determine whether includ-
ing contractor employees in the class protected by § 1514A 
remains necessary in 2014. It is, instead, to determine 
whether Congress afforded protection to contractor employ-
ees when it enacted § 1514A in 2002. If anything rele-
vant to our inquiry can be gleaned from Dodd-Frank, it is 

17 FMR acknowledges that plaintiffs' claims could have proceeded under 
Dodd-Frank, but for the date of enactment. Brief for Respondents 43. 
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that Congress apparently does not share FMR's concerns 
about extending protection comprehensively to corporate 
whistleblowers.18 

IV 

We end by returning to AIR 21's whistleblower protection 
provision, 49 U. S. C. § 42121, enacted two years before 
Sarbanes-Oxley. Congress designed § 1514A to “track . . . 
as closely as possible” the protections afforded by § 42121. 
S. Rep., at 30. To this end, § 1514A incorporates by cross-
reference § 42121's administrative enforcement regime, see 
18 U. S. C. § 1514A(b)(2), and contains parallel statutory text. 
Compare § 1514A(a) (“No [public] company . . . or any offcer, 
employee, contractor, subcontractor, or agent of such com-
pany, may discharge, demote, suspend, threaten, harass, or 
in any other manner discriminate against an employee in the 
terms and conditions of employment” for engaging in pro-
tected activity) with 49 U. S. C. § 42121(a) (“No air carrier or 
contractor or subcontractor of an air carrier may discharge 
an employee or otherwise discriminate against an employee 
with respect to compensation, terms, conditions, or privi-
leges of employment” for engaging in protected activity).19 

Section 42121 has been read to protect employees of con-
tractors covered by the provision. The ARB has consist-
ently construed AIR 21 to cover contractor employees. 
E. g., Evans v. Miami Valley Hospital, ARB No. 07–118 etc., 
ALJ No. 2006–AIR–022, pp. 9–11 (June 30, 2009); Peck v. 
Safe Air Int'l, Inc., ARB No. 02–028, ALJ No. 2001–AIR–3, 

18 Section 1107 of the Act is of similar breadth, declaring it a criminal 
offense to “tak[e] any action harmful to any person, including interference 
with the lawful employment or livelihood of any person, for providing to 
a law enforcement offcer any truthful information relating to the commis-
sion or possible commission of any Federal offense.” 18 U. S. C. § 1513(e). 

19 For other provisions borrowing from AIR 21, see 49 U. S. C. § 20109, 
governing rail carriers, which incorporates AIR 21's enforcement proce-
dures, and § 31105, governing motor carriers, which incorporates AIR 21's 
proof burdens. 
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p. 13 (Jan. 30, 2004).20 And DOL's regulations adopting this 
interpretation of § 42121 date back to April 1, 2002, before 
§ 1514A was enacted. 67 Fed. Reg. 15454, 15457–15458 
(2002). The Senate Report for AIR 21 supports this read-
ing, explaining that the Act “provide[s] employees of airlines, 
and employees of airline contractors and subcontractors, 
with statutory whistleblower protection.” S. Rep. No. 105– 
278, p. 22 (1998).21 

The Court of Appeals recognized that Congress modeled 
§ 1514A on § 42121, and that § 42121 has been understood to 
protect contractor employees. 670 F. 3d, at 73–74. It none-
theless declined to interpret § 1514A the same way, because, 
in its view, “important differences” separate the two pro-
visions. First, unlike § 1514A, § 42121 contains a defnition 
of “contractor”: “a company that performs safety-sensitive 
functions by contract for an air carrier.” 49 U. S. C. 
§ 42121(e). Second, unlike § 1514A, § 42121 does not include 
“offcers” or “employees” among governed actors. 670 F. 3d, 
at 74. These distinctions, the Court of Appeals reasoned, 
render § 1514A less amenable to an inclusive construction of 
the protected class. Ibid.22 

20 The ARB has also interpreted similarly worded whistleblower protec-
tion provisions in the Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of 2002, 49 U. S. C. 
§ 60129(a), and the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, 42 U. S. C. § 5851(a), 
as protecting employees of contractors. See Rocha v. AHR Utility Corp., 
ARB No. 07–112, ALJ No. 2006–PSI–001 etc., p. 2 (June 25, 2009); Robin-
son v. Triconex Corp., ARB No. 10–013, ALJ No. 2006–ERA–031, pp. 8– 
9 (Mar. 28, 2012). 

21 FMR protests that there is no court of appeals precedent on point, 
Brief for Respondents 24, n. 6, but the courts of appeals are not, of course, 
the only lodestar for determining whether a proposition of law is plainly 
established. 

22 The dissent suggests the provisions' headings are also distinguish-
able because § 42121's title—“Protection of employees providing air 
safety information”—“comfortably encompasses the employees of contrac-
tors.” Post, at 468. The dissent omits, however, the subsection heading 
directly following the title: “Discrimination against airline employees.” 
§ 42121(a). 
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We do not fnd these textual differences overwhelming. 
True, Congress strayed from § 42121's pattern in failing to 
defne “contractor” for purposes of § 1514A, and in adding 
“offcers” and “employees” to § 1514A's list of governed 
actors. And we agree that § 1514A covers a far wider range 
than § 42121 does. But in our view, neither difference war-
rants the determination that § 1514A omits employees of con-
tractors while § 42121 includes them. The provisions' paral-
lel text and purposes counsel in favor of interpreting the two 
provisions consistently. And we have already canvassed the 
many reasons why § 1514A is most sensibly read to protect 
employees of contractors. See supra, at 440–454. 

* * * 

For the reasons stated, we hold that 18 U. S. C. § 1514A 
whistleblower protection extends to employees of contrac-
tors and subcontractors. The judgment of the U. S. Court 
of Appeals for the First Circuit is therefore reversed, and 
the case is remanded for further proceedings consistent with 
this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Scalia, with whom Justice Thomas joins, con-
curring in principal part and concurring in the judgment. 

I agree with the Court's conclusion that 18 U. S. C. § 1514A 
protects employees of private contractors from retaliation 
when they report covered forms of fraud. As the Court 
carefully demonstrates, that conclusion logically fows from 
§ 1514A's text and broader context. I therefore join the 
Court's opinion in principal part. 

I do not endorse, however, the Court's occasional excur-
sions beyond the interpretative terra frma of text and con-
text, into the swamps of legislative history. Reliance on 
legislative history rests upon several frail premises. First, 
and most important: That the statute means what Congress 
intended. It does not. Because we are a government of 
laws, not of men, and are governed by what Congress 
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enacted rather than by what it intended, the sole object of 
the interpretative enterprise is to determine what a law 
says. Second: That there was a congressional “intent” 
apart from that refected in the enacted text. On most is-
sues of detail that come before this Court, I am confdent 
that the majority of Senators and Representatives had 
no views whatever on how the issues should be resolved— 
indeed, were unaware of the issues entirely. Third: That 
the views expressed in a committee report or a foor state-
ment represent those of all the Members of that House. 
Many of them almost certainly did not read the report or 
hear the statement, much less agree with it—not to mention 
the Members of the other House and the President who 
signed the bill. 

Since congressional “intent” apart from enacted text is 
fction to begin with, courts understandably allow them-
selves a good deal of poetic license in defning it. Today's 
opinion is no exception. It cites parts of the legislative rec-
ord that are consistent with its holding that § 1514A covers 
employees of private contractors and subcontractors, but 
it ignores other parts that unequivocally cut in the oppo-
site direction. For example, the following remark by the 
Sarbanes-Oxley Act's lead sponsor in the Senate: “[L]et me 
make very clear that [the Act] applies exclusively to public 
companies—that is, to companies registered with the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission. It is not applicable to pr[i]-
v[at]e companies,[*] who make up the vast majority of com-
panies across the country.” 148 Cong. Rec. 14440 (2002) 
(remarks of Sen. Sarbanes). 

Two other minor points in the Court's opinion I do not 
agree with. First, I do not rely on the fact that a separate 
anti-retaliation provision, 49 U. S. C. § 42121(a), “has been 
read” by an administrative tribunal to cover contractor em-

*The Congressional Record reads “provide companies,” but context as 
well as grammar makes clear that this is a scrivener's error for “private 
companies.” 
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ployees. Ante, at 457. Section 1514A(b)(2), entitled “Pro-
cedure,” contains cross-references to the procedural rules 
set forth in § 42121(b), but the substantive provisions of 
§ 1514A(a) are worded quite differently from the substantive 
prohibition of § 42121, which is contained in subsection (a)— 
thus making interpretation of the latter an unreliable guide 
to § 1514A's meaning. Second, I do not agree with the 
Court's acceptance of the possible validity of the Govern-
ment's suggestion that “§ 1514A protects contractor employ-
ees only to the extent that their whistleblowing relates to 
`the contractor . . . fulflling its role as a contractor for the 
public company.' ” Ante, at 453 (quoting Tr. of Oral Arg. 
18–19). Although that “limiting principl[e],” ibid., may be 
appealing from a policy standpoint, it has no basis whatso-
ever in the statute's text. So long as an employee works 
for one of the actors enumerated in § 1514A(a) and reports a 
covered form of fraud in a manner identifed in § 1514(a)(1)– 
(2), the employee is protected from retaliation. 

For all the other reasons given by the Court, the statute's 
text is clear, and I would reverse the judgment of the Court 
of Appeals and remand the case. 

Justice Sotomayor, with whom Justice Kennedy and 
Justice Alito join, dissenting. 

Section 806 of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002, 116 Stat. 
802, forbids any public company,1 or any “offcer, employee, 
contractor, subcontractor, or agent of such company,” to re-
taliate against “an employee” who reports a potential fraud. 
18 U. S. C. § 1514A(a). The Court recognizes that the core 
purpose of the Act is to “safeguard investors in public compa-
nies.” Ante, at 432. And the Court points out that Congress 

1 The majority uses the term “public company” as shorthand for 18 
U. S. C. § 1514A's reference to companies that either have “ ̀ a class of secu-
rities registered under section 12 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934,' ” 
or that are “ ̀ required to fle reports under section 15(d).' ” Ante, at 438, 
440. I do the same. 
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entitled the whistleblower provision, “Protection for Em-
ployees of Publicly Traded Companies Who Provide Evi-
dence of Fraud.” § 806, 116 Stat. 802. Despite these clear 
markers of intent, the Court does not construe § 1514A to 
apply only to public company employees who blow the whis-
tle on fraud relating to their public company employers. 
The Court instead holds that the law encompasses any 
household employee of the millions of people who work for a 
public company and any employee of the hundreds of thou-
sands of private businesses that contract to perform work 
for a public company. 

The Court's interpretation gives § 1514A a stunning reach. 
As interpreted today, the Sarbanes-Oxley Act authorizes a 
babysitter to bring a federal case against his employer—a 
parent who happens to work at the local Walmart (a public 
company)—if the parent stops employing the babysitter 
after he expresses concern that the parent's teenage son may 
have participated in an Internet purchase fraud. And it 
opens the door to a cause of action against a small business 
that contracts to clean the local Starbucks (a public company) 
if an employee is demoted after reporting that another non-
public company client has mailed the cleaning company a 
fraudulent invoice. 

Congress was of course free to create this kind of sweep-
ing regime that subjects a multitude of individuals and pri-
vate businesses to litigation over fraud reports that have no 
connection to, or impact on, the interests of public company 
shareholders. But because nothing in the text, context, or 
purpose of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act suggests that Congress 
actually wanted to do so, I respectfully dissent. 

I 
Although the majority correctly starts its analysis with 

the statutory text, it fails to recognize that § 1514A is deeply 
ambiguous. Three indicators of Congress' intent clearly 
resolve this ambiguity in favor of a narrower interpreta-
tion of § 1514A: the statute's headings, the statutory con-
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text, and the absurd results that follow from the majority's 
interpretation. 

A 

The majority begins its textual analysis by declaring 
that the “ ̀ relevant syntactic elements' ” of § 1514A are that 
“ ̀  “no . . . contractor . . . may discharge . . . an employee.” ' ” 
Ante, at 440. After “ ̀ boiling . . . down' ” the text to this 
formulation, the majority concludes that the “ordinary mean-
ing of `an employee' ” is obviously “the contractor's own em-
ployee.” Ibid. 

If that were what the statute said, the majority's decision 
would undoubtedly be correct. But § 1514A(a) actually pro-
vides that “[n]o [public] company . . . or any offcer, employee, 
contractor, subcontractor, or agent of such company . . . may 
discharge, demote, suspend, threaten, harass, or in any other 
manner discriminate against an employee.” The provision 
thus does not speak only (or even primarily) to “contractors.” 
It speaks to public companies, and then includes a list of fve 
types of representatives that companies hire to carry out 
their business: “offcer[s], employee[s], contractor[s], subcon-
tractor[s], [and] agent[s].” 

Read in full, then, the statute is ambiguous. The majority 
is correct that it may be read broadly, to create a cause of 
action both for employees of public companies and for em-
ployees of the enumerated public company representatives. 
But the statute can also be read more narrowly, to prohibit 
the public company and the listed representatives—all of 
whom act on the company's behalf—from retaliating against 
just the public company's employees. 

The narrower reading of the text makes particular sense 
when one considers the other terms in the list of company 
representatives. The majority acknowledges that, as a mat-
ter of “gramma[r],” the scope of protected employees must 
be consistent with respect to all fve types of company repre-
sentatives listed in § 1514A(a). Ante, at 445. Yet the Gov-
ernment and petitioners readily concede that § 1514A is 
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meant to bar two of the enumerated representatives—“off-
cer[s]” and “employee[s]”—from retaliating against other 
employees of the public company, as opposed to their own 
babysitters and housekeepers. See Brief for United States 
as Amicus Curiae 16 (§ 1514A “impose[s] personal liability 
on corporate offcers and employees who are involved in re-
taliation against other employees of their employer”); Brief 
for Petitioners 12 (similar). The Department of Labor's 
Administrative Review Board (ARB) agrees. Spinner v. 
David Landau & Assoc., LLC, No. 10–111 etc., ALJ No. 
2010–SOX–029, p. 8 (May 31, 2012). And if § 1514A prohib-
its an “offcer” or “employee” of a public company from retal-
iating against only the public company's own employees, then 
as the majority points out, the same should be true “gram-
matically” of contractors, subcontractors, and agents as well, 
ante, at 445.2 

The majority responds by suggesting that the narrower 
interpretation could have been clearer if Congress had added 
the phrase “ ̀ of a public company' after `an employee.' ” 
Ante, at 440. Fair enough. But Congress could more 
clearly have dictated the majority's construction of the stat-
ute, too: It could have specifed that public companies and 
their offcers, employees, contractors, subcontractors, and 
agents may not retaliate against “their own employees.” In 
any case, that Congress could have spoken with greater spec-
ifcity in both directions only underscores that the words 
Congress actually chose are ambiguous. To resolve this am-
biguity, we must rely on other markers of intent. 

2 In reaching the opposite conclusion, the majority rejects the conces-
sions by the Government and petitioners and gives no weight to the ARB's 
interpretation. If § 1514A creates a cause of action for contractor employ-
ees, the majority concludes, so too must it create a cause of action for 
“housekeepers” and “gardeners” against their individual employers if they 
happen to work for a public company. Ante, at 445. In reaching this 
result, however, the majority only adds to the absurdities produced by its 
holding. See infra, at 473. 
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B 

We have long held that where the text is ambiguous, a 
statute's titles can offer “a useful aid in resolving [the] ambi-
guity.” FTC v. Mandel Brothers, Inc., 359 U. S. 385, 388– 
389 (1959). Here, two headings strongly suggest that Con-
gress intended § 1514A to apply only to employees of public 
companies. First, the title of § 806—the section of the 
Sarbanes-Oxley Act that enacted § 1514A—speaks clearly to 
the scope of employees protected by the provision: “Protec-
tion for Employees of Publicly Traded Companies Who Pro-
vide Evidence of Fraud.” 116 Stat. 802. Second, the head-
ing of § 1514A(a) reinforces that the provision provides 
“[w]histleblower protection for employees of publicly traded 
companies.” 

The majority suggests that in covering “employees of pub-
licly traded companies,” the headings may be imprecise. 
Ante, at 446. Section 1514A(a) technically applies to the 
employees of two types of companies: those “with a class 
of securities registered under section 12 of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934,” and those that are “required to fle 
reports under section 15(d) of the” same Act. Both types of 
companies are “public” in that they are publicly owned. See 
ante, at 438. The difference is that shares of the § 12 compa-
nies are listed and traded on a national securities exchange; 
§ 15(d) companies, by contrast, exchange their securities di-
rectly with the public. The headings may therefore be inex-
act in the sense that the phrase “publicly traded” is com-
monly associated with companies whose securities are traded 
on national exchanges. Congress, however, had good reason 
to use the phrase to refer to § 15(d) companies as well: Sec-
tion 15(d) companies are traded publicly, too. For instance, 
as the majority recognizes, ante, at 450, a mutual fund is 
one paradigmatic example of a § 15(d) company. And mutual 
funds, like other § 15(d) companies, are both publicly owned 
and widely traded; the trades just take place typically be-
tween the fund and its investors directly. 
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In any case, even if referring to employees of § 12 and 
§ 15(d) companies together as “employees of publicly traded 
companies” may be slightly imprecise, the majority's compet-
ing interpretation of § 1514A would stretch the statute's 
headings far past the point of recognition. As the majority 
understands the law, Congress used the term “employees of 
publicly traded companies” as shorthand not just for (1) em-
ployees of § 12 and § 15(d) companies, but also for (2) house-
hold employees of any individual who works for a § 12 or 
§ 15(d) company; (3) employees of any private company that 
contracts with a § 12 or § 15(d) company; (4) employees of any 
private company that, even if it does not contract with a 
public company, subcontracts with a private company that 
does; and (5) employees of any agent of a § 12 or § 15(d) com-
pany. If Congress had wanted to enact such a far-reaching 
provision, it would have called it something other than 
“[w]histleblower protection for employees of publicly traded 
companies.” 

Recognizing that Congress chose headings that are incon-
sistent with its interpretation, the majority notes that the 
Court has “placed less weight on captions.” Ante, at 446. 
But where the captions favor one interpretation so deci-
sively, their signifcance should not be dismissed so quickly. 
As we have explained, headings are important “ `tools avail-
able for the resolution of a doubt' about the meaning of a 
statute.” Almendarez-Torres v. United States, 523 U. S. 
224, 234 (1998). 

C 

1 

Statutory context confirms that Congress intended 
§ 1514A to apply only to employees of public companies. To 
start, the Sarbanes-Oxley Act as a whole evinces a clear 
focus on public companies. Congress stated in the Act's pre-
amble that its objective was to “protect investors by improv-
ing the accuracy and reliability of corporate disclosures made 
pursuant to the securities laws,” 116 Stat. 745, disclosures 
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that public companies alone must fle. The Act thus created 
enhanced disclosure obligations for public companies, § 401; 
added new confict of interest rules for their executives, 
§ 402; increased the responsibilities of their audit committees, 
§ 301; and created new rules governing insider trading by 
their executives and directors, § 306. The common denomi-
nator among all of these provisions is their singular focus on 
the activities of public companies. 

When Congress wanted to depart from the Act's public 
company focus to regulate private frms and their employees, 
it spoke clearly. For example, § 307 of the Act ordered the 
Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) to issue rules 
“setting forth minimum standards of professional conduct for 
attorneys appearing and practicing before the [SEC],” in-
cluding a rule requiring outside counsel to report violations 
of the securities laws to public company offcers and di-
rectors. 15 U. S. C. § 7245. Similarly, Title I of the Act 
created the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board 
(PCAOB) and vested it with the authority to register, regu-
late, investigate, and discipline privately held outside ac-
counting frms and their employees. §§ 7211–7215. And 
Title V required the SEC to adopt rules governing outside 
securities analysts when they make public recommendations 
regarding securities. § 78o–6. 

Section 1514A, by contrast, does not unambiguously cover 
the employees of private businesses that contract with public 
companies or the employees of individuals who work for pub-
lic companies. Far from it, for the reasons noted above. 
Yet as the rest of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act demonstrates, if 
Congress had really wanted § 1514A to impose liability upon 
broad swaths of the private sector, it would have said so 
more clearly. 

Congress' intent to adopt the narrower understanding of 
§ 1514A is also clear when the statute is compared to the 
whistleblower provision that served as its model. That pro-
vision, enacted as part of the Wendell H. Ford Aviation In-
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vestment and Reform Act for the 21st Century, 49 U. S. C. 
§ 42121, provides that “[n]o air carrier or contractor or sub-
contractor of an air carrier” may retaliate against an em-
ployee who reports a potential airline safety violation. 

Section 42121 protects employees of contractors. But as 
the majority acknowledges, “Congress strayed” from § 42121 
in signifcant ways when it wrote § 1514A. Ante, at 459. 
First, § 42121 specifcally defnes the term “contractor,” lim-
iting the term to “a company that performs safety-sensitive 
functions by contract for an air carrier.” § 42121(e). That 
is in notable distinction to § 1514A, which does not defne the 
word “contractor” as a particular type of company, instead 
placing the term in a list alongside individual “offcer[s]” and 
“employee[s]” who act on a company's behalf. Second, un-
like § 42121, § 1514A sets off the term “contractor” in a sepa-
rate clause that is subsidiary to the primary subject of the 
provision—the public company itself. Third, the title of 
§ 42121 is “[p]rotection of employees providing air safety in-
formation,” a title that comfortably encompasses the employ-
ees of contractors. Not so of § 1514A's headings, as ex-
plained above. In short, § 42121 shows that Congress had 
an easy-to-follow model if it wanted to protect the employees 
of contractors, yet chose to depart from that model in several 
important ways. We should not presume that choice to be 
accidental. See Blue Chip Stamps v. Manor Drug Stores, 
421 U. S. 723, 734 (1975). 

2 

The majority relies on statutory context as well, but its 
examples are unconvincing. It frst argues that the types 
of conduct prohibited by the statute—“discharge, demotion, 
suspension, threats, harassment, [and] discrimination in the 
terms and conditions of employment—are commonly actions 
an employer takes against its own employees.” Ante, at 
441. The problem is that § 1514A does not forbid retaliation 
by an “employer”; it forbids retaliation by a “[public] com-
pany . . . or any offcer, employee, contractor, subcontractor, 
or agent of such company.” For the reasons already dis-
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cussed, Congress could have reasonably included the fve 
types of representatives not in their capacity as employers, 
but rather as representatives of the company who are barred 
from retaliating against a public company's employees on the 
company's behalf. 

The majority next suggests that contractors are rarely 
“positioned to take adverse actions against employees of the 
public company with whom they contract.” Ibid. That 
misconceives the nature of modern work forces, which in-
creasingly comprise a mix of contractors and persons la-
boring under more typical employment relationships. For 
example, public companies often hire “independent contrac-
tors,” of whom there are more than 10 million,3 and contract 
workers,4 of whom there are more than 11 million.5 And 
they employ outside lawyers, accountants, and auditors as 
well. While not every person who works for a public com-
pany in these nonemployee capacities may be positioned to 
threaten or harass employees of the public company, many 
are. See, e. g., Tides v. Boeing Co., 644 F. 3d 809, 811 (CA9 
2011) (noting that “approximately seventy contract auditors 
from [an] accounting frm” possessed “managerial authority” 
over the 10 Boeing employees in the company's audit divi-
sion). Congress therefore had as much reason to shield a 
public company's employees from retaliation by the com-
pany's contractors as it had to bar retaliation by offcers and 

3 Dept. of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, News, Contingent and Al-
ternative Employment Arrangements, Feb. 2005 (July 27, 2005), online at 
http://www.bls.gov/news.release/conemp.nr0.htm (all Internet materials as 
visited on Feb. 28, 2014, and available in Clerk of Court's case fle). 

4 The Bureau of Labor Statistics distinguishes contract workers from 
independent contractors, defning the former as “[w]orkers who are em-
ployed by a company that provides them or their services to others under 
contract and who . . . usually work at the customer's worksite.” Id., at 2 
(Table A). 

5 Penn, Staffng Firms Added Nearly 1 Million Jobs Over Four 
Years Since Recession, ASA Says, Bloomberg Law (Oct. 8, 2012), online 
at http://about.bloomberglaw.com/law-reports/staffng-frms-added-early-
1-million-jobs-over-four-years-since-recession-asa-says/. 
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employees. Otherwise, the statute would have had a gaping 
hole—a public company could evade § 1514A simply by hiring 
a contractor to engage in the very retaliatory acts that an 
offcer or employee could not.6 

The majority also too quickly dismisses the prominence of 
“outplacement” frms, or consultants that help companies de-
termine whom to fre. See ante, at 441–442. Companies 
spent $3.6 billion on these services in 2009 alone.7 Congress 
surely could have meant to protect public company employ-
ees against retaliation at the hands of such frms, especially 
in the event that the public company itself goes bankrupt (as 
companies engaged in fraud often do). See, e. g., Kalkunte 
v. DVI Financial Servs., Inc., No. 05–139 etc., ALJ No. 2004– 
SOX–056 (Feb. 27, 2009) (former employee of bankrupt pub-
lic company permitted to bring § 1514A action against corpo-
rate restructuring frm that terminated her employment).8 

6 The majority submits that the hole might not be so problematic because 
§ 1514A “surely” prohibits a “public company from directing someone else 
to engage in retaliatory conduct against the public company's employees.” 
Ante, at 444. It surely does, but that is the point—the whole reason 
§ 1514A(a) clearly does so is because it expressly forbids a public company 
to retaliate against its employees through “any offcer, employee, contrac-
tor, subcontractor, or agent.” The prohibition on retaliation through a 
contractor would be far less certain (hence the hole) if Congress had 
merely forbidden a public company to retaliate through its “offcers and 
employees.” Moreover, while the majority concedes that, under the nar-
rower reading of § 1514A, Congress' inclusion of the term “contractor” 
imposes secondary liability in the event a public company is judgment 
proof, ibid., the majority fails to recognize that Congress' use of the term 
also imposes primary liability against contractors who threaten public 
company employees without direction from the company. Thus, for exam-
ple, FMR's interpretation of § 1514A would prevent an outside accountant 
from threatening or harassing a public company employee who discovers 
that the accountant is defrauding the public company and who seeks to 
blow the whistle on that fraud. 

7 Rogers, Do Firing Consultants Really Exist, Slate, Jan. 7, 2010, 
www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/explainer/2010/01/getting_the_ 
ax_from_george_clooney.html. 

8 The majority suggests that an outplacement frm would likely be acting 
as an “agent” for the public company, such that Congress' additional inclu-
sion of the word “contractor” would be superfuous under the narrower 
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The majority points next to the remedies afforded by 
§ 1514A(c), which authorizes “all relief necessary to make the 
employee whole,” in addition to “reinstatement,” “back pay,” 
and “special damages . . . including litigation costs, expert 
witness fees, and reasonable attorney fees.” The majority 
posits that Congress could not have intended to bar contrac-
tors from retaliating against public company employees be-
cause one of the remedies (reinstatement) would likely be 
outside of the contractor's power. Ante, at 443. But there 
is no requirement that a statute must make every type of 
remedy available against every type of defendant. A con-
tractor can compensate a whistleblower with backpay, costs, 
and fees, and that is more than enough for the statute's 
remedial scheme to make sense. The majority's reference 
to the affrmative defense for public company “employers” 
who lack “knowledge” that an employee has participated in 
a proceeding relating to the fraud report, ibid. (citing 
§ 1514A(a)(2)), fails for a similar reason. There is no rule 
that Congress may only provide an affrmative defense if it 
is available to every conceivable defendant. 

D 

1 

Finally, the majority's reading runs afoul of the precept 
that “interpretations of a statute which would produce ab-
surd results are to be avoided if alternative interpretations 
consistent with the legislative purpose are available.” Grif-
fn v. Oceanic Contractors, Inc., 458 U. S. 564, 575 (1982). 

reading of § 1514A. Ante, at 442, n. 9. The two words are not legally 
synonymous, however. An outplacement frm and public company might, 
for example, enter into a contract with a provision expressly disclaiming 
an agency relationship. Moreover, Congress' use of the term “contractor” 
would in all events have an independent and important effect: If Congress 
had not included the term, no one could be held liable if a contractor were 
to threaten or harass a public company employee without the company's 
direction. While the majority may speculate that such occurrences are 
rare, ibid., it is hardly unthinkable, see n. 6, supra. 
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The majority's interpretation transforms § 1514A into a 
sweeping source of litigation that Congress could not have 
intended. As construed by the majority, the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act regulates employment relationships between indi-
viduals and their nannies, housekeepers, and caretakers, sub-
jecting individual employers to litigation if their employees 
claim to have been harassed for providing information re-
garding any of a host of offenses. If, for example, a nanny 
is discharged after expressing a concern to his employer that 
the employer's teenage son may be participating in some In-
ternet fraud, the nanny can bring a § 1514A suit. The em-
ployer may prevail, of course, if the nanny cannot prove he 
was fred “because of” the fraud report. § 1514A. But 
there is little reason to think Congress intended to sweep 
such disputes into federal court. 

Nor is it plausible that Congress intended the Act to im-
pose costly litigation burdens on any private business that 
happens to have an ongoing contract with a public company. 
As the majority acknowledges, the purpose of the Act was 
to protect public company investors and the fnancial mar-
kets. Yet the majority might well embroil federal agencies 
and courts in the resolution of mundane labor disputes that 
have nothing to do with such concerns. For instance, a con-
struction worker could fle a § 1514A suit against her em-
ployer (that has a long-term contract with a public company) 
if the worker is demoted after reporting that another client 
has mailed the company a false invoice.9 

9 Recognizing that the majority's reading would lead to a “notably ex-
pansive scope untethered to the purpose of the statute,” the District Court 
in this case sought to impose an extratextual limiting principle under 
which an employee who reports fraud is entitled to protection only if her 
report “relat[es] to fraud against shareholders.” 724 F. Supp. 2d 141, 160 
(Mass. 2010). The District Court acknowledged, however, that “the lan-
guage of the statute itself does not plainly provide such a limiting princi-
ple,” id., at 158, and the majority does not attempt to revive that limita-
tion here. 
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The majority's interpretation also produces truly odd dis-
tinctions. Under the rule it announces, a babysitter can 
bring a § 1514A retaliation suit against his employer if his 
employer is a checkout clerk for the local PetSmart (a public 
company), but not if she is a checkout clerk for the local 
Petco (a private company). Likewise, the day laborer who 
works for a construction business can avail herself of 
§ 1514A if her company has been hired to help remodel the 
local Dick's Sporting Goods store (a public company), but not 
if it is remodeling a nearby Sports Authority (a private 
company). 

In light of the reasonable alternative reading of § 1514A, 
there is no reason to accept these absurd results. The ma-
jority begs to differ, arguing that “[t]here is scant evidence” 
that lawsuits have been brought by the multitude of newly 
covered employees “ ̀ who have no exposure to investor-
related activities and thus could not possibly assist in detect-
ing investor fraud.' ” Ante, at 452. Until today, however, 
no court has deemed § 1514A applicable to household employ-
ees of individuals who work for public companies; even the 
Department of Labor's ARB rejected that view. Spinner, 
ALJ No. 2010–SOX–029, at 8. And as the District Court 
noted, prior to the ARB's 2012 decision in Spinner, the ARB 
“ha[d] yet to provide . . . defnitive clarifcation” on the ques-
tion whether § 1514A extends to the employees of a public 
company's private contractors. 724 F. Supp. 2d 141, 155 
(Mass. 2010). So the fact that individuals and private busi-
nesses have yet to suffer burdensome litigation offers little 
assurance that the majority's capacious reading of § 1514A 
will produce no untoward effects. 

Finally, it must be noted that § 1514A protects the report-
ing of a variety of frauds—not only securities fraud, but also 
mail, wire, and bank fraud. By interpreting a statute that 
already protects an expansive class of conduct also to cover a 
large class of employees, today's opinion threatens to subject 
private companies to a costly new front of employment litiga-
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tion. Congress almost certainly did not intend the statute 
to have that reach. 

2 

The majority argues that the broader reading of § 1514A 
is necessary because a small number of the millions of indi-
viduals and private companies affected by its ruling have a 
special role to play in preventing public company fraud. If 
§ 1514A does not bar retaliation against employees of con-
tractors, the majority cautions, then law frms and account-
ing frms will be free to retaliate against their employees 
when those employees report fraud on the part of their pub-
lic company clients. 

It is undisputed that Congress was aware of the role that 
outside accountants and lawyers played in the Enron debacle 
and the importance of encouraging them to play an active 
part in preventing future scandals. But it hardly follows 
that Congress must have meant to apply § 1514A to every 
employee of every public company contractor, subcontractor, 
offcer, and employee as a result. It is far more likely that 
Congress saw the unique ethical duties and professional con-
cerns implicated by outside lawyers and accountants as rea-
son to vest regulatory authority in the hands of experts with 
the power to sanction wrongdoers. 

Specifcally, rather than imposing § 1514A's generic ap-
proach on outside accounting frms, Congress established the 
PCAOB, which regulates “every detail” of an accounting 
frm's practice, including “supervision of audit work,” “inter-
nal inspection procedures,” “professional ethics rules,” and 
“ ̀ such other requirements as the Board may prescribe.' ” 
Free Enterprise Fund v. Public Company Accounting 
Oversight Bd., 561 U. S. 477, 485 (2010). Importantly, the 
PCAOB is empowered to levy “severe sanctions in its disci-
plinary proceedings, up to and including the permanent revo-
cation of a frm's registration . . . and money penalties of $15 
million.” Ibid. (citing 15 U. S. C. § 7215(c)(4)). Such sanc-
tions could well provide a more powerful incentive to pre-
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vent an accounting frm from retaliating against its employ-
ees than § 1514A. 

The Sarbanes-Oxley Act confers similar regulatory author-
ity upon the SEC with respect to attorneys. The Act re-
quires the SEC to establish rules of professional conduct for 
attorneys, § 307 (codifed at 15 U. S. C. § 7245), and confers 
broad power on the SEC to punish attorneys for “improper 
professional conduct,” which would include, for example, a 
law frm partner's decision to retaliate against an associate 
who reports fraud, § 602 (codifed at 15 U. S. C. § 78d–3). In-
deed, the Act grants the SEC the power to censure culpable 
attorneys and to deny “permanently” to any such attorney 
the “privilege of appearing or practicing before” the SEC “in 
any way.” § 602. 

Congress thus evidently made the judgment that decisions 
concerning how best to punish law frms and accounting 
frms ought to be handled not by the Department of Labor, 
but by the SEC and the PCAOB. Such judgment should not 
be disturbed under usual circumstances, much less at the 
cost to congressional intent produced by today's ruling. The 
majority does offer cogent policy arguments for why Con-
gress might have been wiser to include certain types of con-
tractors within § 1514A, noting for example that a law frm 
or accounting frm might be able to retaliate against its em-
ployees for making reports required under the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act. Ante, at 450. But as the majority recognizes, 
Congress has since remedied that precise concern, enacting 
a comprehensive whistleblower incentive and protection pro-
gram that unequivocally “prohibit[s] any employer”—public 
or private—“from retaliating against `a whistleblower' for 
providing information to the SEC, participating in an SEC 
proceeding, or making disclosures required or protected 
under Sarbanes-Oxley and certain other securities laws.” 
Ante, at 456 (citing 15 U. S. C. §§ 78u–6(a)(6), (b)(1), (h)). 
The majority thus acknowledges that, moving forward, re-
taliation claims like the petitioners' may “procee[d] under 
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[§ 78u–6],” ante, at 456, n. 17. In other words, to the extent 
the majority worries about a “hole” in FMR's interpretation, 
ante, at 444, Congress has already addressed it.10 

II 

Because the statute is ambiguous, and because the majori-
ty's broad interpretation has also been adopted by the ARB, 
there remains the question whether the ARB's decision in 
Spinner, ALJ No. 2010–SOX–029, is entitled to deference 
under Chevron U. S. A. Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Inc., 467 U. S. 837 (1984).11 Under United States v. 
Mead Corp., 533 U. S. 218, 226–227 (2001), an agency may 
claim Chevron deference “when it appears [1] that Congress 
delegated authority to the agency generally to make rules 
carrying the force of law, and [2] that the agency interpreta-
tion claiming deference was promulgated in the exercise of 
that authority.” Neither requirement is met here. 

First, the agency interpretation for which petitioners 
claim deference is the position announced by the ARB, the 

10 The majority also contends that its reading is necessary to avoid “insu-
lating the entire mutual fund industry from § 1514A.” Ante, at 450. But 
that argument is misguided for a reason similar to the majority's concern 
about lawyers and accountants. As this Court has observed, Congress 
responded to the “ ̀ potential for abuse inherent in the structure of invest-
ment companies,' ” Daily Income Fund, Inc. v. Fox, 464 U. S. 523, 536 
(1984), by enacting the Investment Company Act of 1940 and the Invest-
ment Advisers Act of 1940. 15 U. S. C. § 80a–1 et seq.; § 80b–1 et seq. The 
Advisers Act in particular grants the SEC broad regulatory authority to 
regulate mutual fund investment advisers. § 80b–11. The Act also au-
thorizes fnes and imprisonment of up to fve years for violations of SEC 
rules. The SEC thus has broad discretion to punish retaliatory actions 
taken by mutual fund advisers against their employees. And to the ex-
tent these provisions may have been insuffcient to protect mutual fund 
adviser employees, § 78u–6's extensive whistleblower incentive and protec-
tion program now unambiguously covers such employees. 

11 Although it claims not to reach the issue, ante, at 439–440, n. 6, the ma-
jority implicitly declines to defer to a portion of the ARB's ruling as well, 
rejecting the ARB's ruling that § 1514A does not apply to the household em-
ployees of public company offcers and employees, ante, at 445–446, and n. 11. 
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board to which the Secretary of Labor has delegated author-
ity “in review or on appeal” in connection with § 1514A pro-
ceedings. 75 Fed. Reg. 3924 (2010). According to petition-
ers, the ARB's rulings are entitled to deference because the 
“Secretary is responsible for enforcing Section 1514A both 
through investigation and through formal adjudication.” 
Brief for Petitioners 61. That is right as far as it goes, but 
even if the Secretary has the power to investigate and adju-
dicate § 1514A claims, Congress did not delegate authority to 
the Secretary to “make rules carrying the force of law,” 
Mead, 533 U. S., at 226–227. Congress instead delegated 
that power to the SEC: Section 3(a) of the Sarbanes-Oxley 
Act, codifed at 15 U. S. C. § 7202(a), provides that the SEC 
“shall promulgate such rules and regulations, as may be nec-
essary or appropriate in the public interest or for the protec-
tion of investors, and in furtherance of this Act.” So if any 
agency has the authority to resolve ambiguities in § 1514A 
with the force of law, it is the SEC, not the Department of 
Labor. See Martin v. Occupational Safety and Health Re-
view Comm'n, 499 U. S. 144, 154 (1991). The SEC, however, 
has not issued a regulation applying § 1514A whistleblower 
protection to employees of public company contractors. 
And while the majority notes that the SEC may share the 
(incorrect) view that the Department of Labor has interpre-
tive authority regarding § 1514A, ante, at 439–440, n. 6, the 
majority cites nothing to suggest that one agency may trans-
fer authority unambiguously delegated to it by Congress to 
a different agency simply by signing onto an amicus brief. 

That Congress did not intend for the Secretary to resolve 
ambiguities in the law is confrmed by § 1514A's mechanism 
for judicial review. The statute does not merely permit 
courts to review the Secretary's fnal adjudicatory rulings 
under the Administrative Procedure Act's deferential stand-
ard. It instead allows a claimant to bring an action in a 
federal district court, and allows district courts to adjudicate 
such actions de novo, in any case where the Secretary has 
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not issued a fnal decision within 180 days. That is a con-
spicuously short amount of time in light of the three-tiered 
process of agency review of § 1514A claims. See ante, at 
436–437. As a result, even if Congress had not delegated to 
the SEC the authority to resolve ambiguities in § 1514A, the 
muscular scheme of judicial review suggests that Congress 
would have wanted federal courts, and not the Secretary of 
Labor, to have that power. See Mead, 533 U. S., at 232 (de-
clining to defer to Customs Service classifcations where, 
among other things, the statute authorized “independent re-
view of Customs classifcations by the [Court of Interna-
tional Trade]”). 

As to the second Mead requirement, even if Congress had 
delegated authority to the Secretary to make “rules carrying 
the force of law,” the “agency interpretation claiming defer-
ence” in this case was not “promulgated in the exercise of 
that authority.” Id., at 226–227. That is because the Secre-
tary has explicitly vested any policymaking authority he may 
have with respect to § 1514A in the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) instead of the ARB. See 67 
Fed. Reg. 65008 (2002). In fact, the Secretary has expressly 
withdrawn from the ARB any power to deviate from the 
rules OSHA issues on the Department of Labor's behalf. 75 
Fed. Reg. 3925 (“The [ARB] shall not have jurisdiction to 
pass on the validity of any portion of the Code of Federal 
Regulations that has been duly promulgated by the Depart-
ment of Labor and shall observe the provisions thereof, 
where pertinent, in its decisions”). 

OSHA has promulgated regulations supporting the major-
ity's reading of § 1514A. See 29 CFR §§ 1980.101(f)–(g) 
(2013). The Secretary, however, has expressly disclaimed 
any claim of deference to them. See Brief for United States 
as Amicus Curiae 33, n. 8. As a result, the ARB's under-
standing of § 1514A's coverage in Spinner was not an “exer-
cise of [the Secretary's] authority” to make rules carrying 
the force of law, Mead, 533 U. S., at 226–227, but rather the 
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ARB's necessary compliance with a regulation that no one 
claims is deserving of deference in the frst place. See Spin-
ner, ALJ No. 2010–SOX–029, at 10 (recognizing that “the 
ARB is bound by the [Department of Labor] regulations”). 

In the absence of Chevron deference, the ARB's decision 
in Spinner may claim only “respect according to its persua-
siveness” under Skidmore v. Swift & Co., 323 U. S. 134 
(1944). See Mead, 533 U. S., at 221. But the ARB's deci-
sion is unpersuasive, for the many reasons already discussed. 

* * * 

The Court's interpretation of § 1514A undeniably serves a 
laudatory purpose. By covering employees of every offcer, 
employee, and contractor of every public company, the ma-
jority's interpretation extends § 1514A's protections to the 
outside lawyers and accountants who could have helped pre-
vent the Enron fraud. 

But that is not the statute Congress wrote. Congress en-
visioned a system in which public company employees would 
be covered by § 1514A, and in which outside lawyers, invest-
ment advisers, and accountants would be regulated by the 
SEC and PCAOB. Congress did not envision a system in 
which employees of other private businesses—such as clean-
ing and construction company workers who have little inter-
action with investor-related activities and who are thus ill 
suited to assist in detecting fraud against shareholders— 
would fall within § 1514A. Nor, needless to say, did it envi-
sion § 1514A applying to the household employees of millions 
of individuals who happen to work for public companies— 
housekeepers, gardeners, and babysitters who are also 
poorly positioned to prevent fraud against public company 
investors. And to the extent § 1514A may have been under-
inclusive as frst drafted, Congress has shown itself capable 
of flling in any gaps. See, e. g., Dodd-Frank Wall Street 
Reform and Consumer Protection Act, §§ 922, 929A, 124 Stat. 
1848, 1852 (extending § 1514A to credit rating agencies 
and public company subsidiaries); § 922, id., at 1841–1848 
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(codifying additional whistleblower incentive and protection 
program at 15 U. S. C. § 78u–6). 

The Court's decision upsets the balance struck by Con-
gress. Fortunately, just as Congress has added further pro-
tections to the system it originally designed when necessary, 
so too may Congress now respond to limit the far-reaching 
implications of the Court's interpretation.12 But because 
that interpretation relies on a debatable view of § 1514A's 
text, is inconsistent with the statute's titles and context, and 
leads to absurd results that Congress did not intend, I re-
spectfully dissent. 

12 Congress could, for example, limit § 1514A to contractor employees in 
only those professions that can assist in detecting fraud on public company 
shareholders, or it could restrict the fraud reports that trigger whistle-
blower protection to those that implicate the interests of public company 
investors, see n. 9, supra. 
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Reporter’s Note 

The next page is purposely numbered 801. The numbers between 480 
and 801 were intentionally omitted, in order to make it possible to publish 
the orders with permanent page numbers, thus making the offcial cita-
tions available upon publication of the preliminary prints of the United 
States Reports. 
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ORDERS FOR OCTOBER 7, 2013, THROUGH 
MARCH 3, 2014 

October 7, 2013 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 12–9499. Ruiz-Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 370; and 

No. 13–5257. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Re-
ported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 774. Motions of petitioners for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari granted, 
judgments vacated, and cases remanded for further consideration 
in light of Descamps v. United States, 570 U. S. 254 (2013). 

No. 12–9877. Ingram v. Stephens, 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 granted. Certiorari granted, judgment 
vacated, and case remanded for further consideration in light of 
McQuiggin v. Perkins, 569 U. S. 383 (2013). 

No. 12–10639. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 7th 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 Peugh v. United 
States, 569 U. S. 530 (2013). Reported below: 710 F. 3d 724. 

No. 13–7. Fifth Third Bancorp v. Arlington Video Pro-
ductions, Inc. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment va-
cated, and case remanded for further consideration in light of 
Comcast Corp. v. Behrend, 569 U. S. 27 (2013). Reported below: 
515 Fed. Appx. 426. 

No. 13–5059. O’Neil v. United States. C. A. 8th 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 Alleyne v. United States, 570 U. S. 
99 (2013). Reported below: 496 Fed. Appx. 694. 

801 
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Certiorari Dismissed 
No. 12–8785. Escobar de Jesus v. United States. C. A. 

1st Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration or deci-
sion of this motion and this petition. 

No. 12–9936. Honesto v. United States 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. 12–9999. King v. United States District Court for 
the Central District of 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. 12–10044. Martin 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. 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). 

No. 12–10056. O’Connor v. Brown 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. 12–10111. Cobble v. Oubre, Warden, 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. 12–10172. Propes v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 12–10196. Swain v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
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: 117 So. 3d 424. 

No. 12–10352. Cary v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. 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. 12–10435. McCartney v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. 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). Reported below: 2012–2376 (La. 4/ 
5/13), 110 So. 3d 1072. 

No. 12–10459. Cobble v. McLaughlin, Warden. 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. 12–10510. Butler v. United States. 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. 

No. 12–10614. Scott v. Byars, Director, South Carolina 
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: 516 
Fed. Appx. 281. 

No. 12–10630. Corines v. Hartford Life Insurance Co. 
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. 

No. 12–10875. Tricome v. eBay, Inc. 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. Reported 
below: 486 Fed. Appx. 639. 

No. 12–10880. Remmert v. San Mateo County Public 
Guardian. 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. 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-
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tin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) 
(per curiam). 

No. 12–10911. Garcia v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. 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). 
Reported below: 104 App. Div. 3d 874, 960 N. Y. S. 2d 657. 

No. 12–10919. Darnell v. Stephens, 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. 12–10927. Jackson v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 12–10965. Adams v. United States. 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. Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion 
and this petition. 

No. 13–5035. Perez v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 109 So. 3d 787. 

No. 13–5068. Jones v. Vouitton. 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: 544 Fed. Appx. 460. 

No. 13–5102. Mills v. Sheahan, Superintendent, Five 
Points Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of peti-
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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). 

No. 13–5300. Crain v. Cecil et al. Ct. App. Tex., 10th Dist. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 13–5330. Dydzak v. Schwarzenegger 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. 13–5444. Lewis v. Forman, Clerk, Circuit Court of 
Florida, Broward County. 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: 117 So. 
3d 411. 

No. 13–5493. Sneed v. Pan American Hospital Board of 
Directors et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 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: 139 
So. 3d 901. 

No. 13–5549. Rogers v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 2013 WI App 1, 345 Wis. 2d 398, 824 N. W. 2d 928. 

No. 13–5725. Richards v. Smith, Superintendent, Mid-
State Correctional Facility, 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. 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). 
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No. 13–5830. Smith v. Idaho. Sup. Ct. Idaho. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion 
and this petition. 

No. 13–5841. Smith v. Idaho. Ct. App. Idaho. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 13–5926. Marcusse v. Flournoy, Warden. 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. 
Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this motion and this petition. 

No. 13–6038. Williams v. United States Marshals Serv-
ice et al. C. A. 11th Cir.; 

No. 13–6039. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir.; 
and 

No. 13–6040. Williams v. United States et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Motions 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 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). 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 13A120. Mangino v. Cameron, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Cresson, et al. Application 
for certifcate of appealability, addressed to Justice Sotomayor 
and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. D–2726. In re Disbarment of Paragano. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 570 U. S. 902.] 

No. 13M1. Wessell et al. v. Topiwala et al.; 
No. 13M4. Moses v. Texas Commission on Environmen-

tal Quality; 
No. 13M5. Rayess v. Educational Commission for For-

eign Medical Graduates; and 
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No. 13M12. Sealed Appellant v. Sealed Appellee et al. 
Motions for leave to fle petitions for writs of certiorari under 
seal with redacted copies for the public record granted. 

No. 13M2. Karim-Seidou v. Hospital of Saint Raphael; 
No. 13M6. Jeffrey S. v. Jennifer S.; 
No. 13M7. Solomon v. Social Security Administration 

et al.; 
No. 13M8. Loving v. Lew, Secretary of the Treasury; 
No. 13M9. Wright v. Webber et al.; 
No. 13M11. Bryant v. United States; 
No. 13M14. Nottingham v. Richardson, Sheriff, Randall 

County, Texas, et al.; 
No. 13M15. Morris v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division; 

No. 13M17 . Stokes v. Virginia Department of 
Corrections; 

No. 13M18. Lewis v. Sternes et al.; 
No. 13M19. Torres-Cuesta v. Berberich et al.; 
No. 13M20. McDonald v. Carpenter; 
No. 13M21. Sabo v. Stevenson, Warden; 
No. 13M24. Schmidt v. Wisconsin Division of Vocational 

Rehabilitation; 
No. 13M28. Willie v. Schulties; 
No. 13M29. Stevenson v. New York Department of 

Corrections; 
No. 13M31. Alonzo v. McDonald, Warden; and 
No. 13M32. Levinson v. McCullough et al. Motions to 

direct the Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of 
time denied. 

No. 13M3. Potts v. Howard University Hospital et al.; 
and 

No. 13M22. Williams v. Department of the Air Force. 
Motions for leave to proceed as veterans granted. 

No. 13M10. Mathis v. AT&T SBC Communications et al. 
Motion to direct the Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari 
out of time denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this motion. 
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No. 13M16. Heil v. New et al. Motion to direct the Clerk 
to fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time under this Court's 
Rule 14.5 denied. 

No. 13M23. Hairston v. United States. Motion for leave 
to fle petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental appendix 
under seal granted. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this motion. 

No. 13M25. Dismukes v. Illinois Department of Employ-
ment Security et al.; and 

No. 13M26. Reyes v. Flanagan, Judge, Circuit Court of 
Illinois, Cook County. Motions for leave to proceed as veter-
ans denied. 

No. 13M27. Lam v. Harris, Attorney General of Califor-
nia, et al. Motion to direct the Clerk to fle petition for writ 
of certiorari out of time denied. Justice Breyer took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 13M30. JPMorgan Chase & Co. et al. v. Federal 
Housing Finance Agency, as Conservator for the Federal 
National Mortgage Association et al. Motion for leave to 
intervene to fle petition for writ of certiorari denied. Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 13M33. Safouane et ux. v. Hassett et al. Motion for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis with declaration of indigency 
under seal denied. 

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 $6,889.03 for the period July 
1, 2012, through June 30, 2013, to be paid equally by the parties. 
[For earlier order herein, see, e. g., 568 U. S. 808.] 

No. 12–138. BG Group plc v. Republic of Argentina. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 569 U. S. 1029.] Motion of 
petitioner to dispense with printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 12–158. Bond v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. [Certio-
rari granted, 568 U. S. 1140.] Motion of Cato Institute et al. for 
leave to participate in oral argument as amici curiae and for 
divided argument denied. 

No. 12–417. Sandifer et al. v. United States Steel Corp. 
C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 568 U. S. 1156.] Motion of 
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the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as 
amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–574. Walden v. Fiore et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certio-
rari granted, 568 U. S. 1211.] Motion of the Solicitor General for 
leave to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae and for 
divided argument granted. 

No. 12–696. Town of Greece, New York v. Galloway 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. [Certiorari granted, 569 U. S. 993.] Mo-
tion of Faith and Action Networks for leave to fle brief as amicus 
curiae out of time granted. 

No. 12–794. White, Warden v. Woodall. C. A. 6th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 930.] Motion of respondent for ap-
pointment of counsel granted. Laurence E. Komp, Esq., of Man-
chester, Mo., is appointed to serve as counsel for respondent in 
this case. 

No. 12–895. Rosemond v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 569 U. S. 1003.] Motion of petitioner for 
leave to fle volume II of the joint appendix under seal granted. 

No. 12–930. Mayorkas, Director, United States Citizen-
ship and Immigration Services, et al. v. Cuellar de Osorio 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 916.] Mo-
tion of the Solicitor General to dispense with printing joint appen-
dix granted. 

No. 12–1182. Environmental Protection Agency et al. v. 
EME Homer City Generation, L. P., et al.; and 

No. 12–1183. American Lung Assn. et al. v. EME Homer 
City Generation, L. P., et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 570 U. S. 916.] Motion of the federal parties to deem 
the Court of Appeals' joint appendix to be volumes 2 through 8 
of this Court's joint appendix granted. Justice Alito took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 12–1226. Young v. United Parcel Service, Inc. C. A. 
4th Cir.; 

No. 12–1349. United States ex rel. Nathan v. Takeda 
Pharmaceuticals North America, Inc., et al. C. A. 4th Cir.; 

No. 12–1351. Medtronic, Inc. v. Stengel et ux. C. A. 
9th Cir.; 
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No. 12–1497. Kellogg Brown & Root Services, Inc., et al. 
v. United States ex rel. Carter. C. A. 4th Cir.; and 

No. 13–43. Maersk Drilling USA, Inc. v. Transocean 
Offshore Deepwater Drilling, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. The So-
licitor General is invited to fle briefs in these cases expressing 
the views of the United States. 

No. 12–1281. National Labor Relations Board v. Noel 
Canning et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 
916.] Motion of petitioner to dispense with printing joint appen-
dix granted. 

No. 12–8561. Paroline v. United States et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 931.] Motion of petitioner for 
appointment of counsel granted. Stanley G. Schneider, Esq., of 
Houston, Tex., is appointed to serve as counsel for petitioner in 
this case. 

No. 12–9183. Cutaia v. Florida et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [569 U. S. 956] denied. 

No. 12–9317. Cobble v. Owens, Commissioner, Georgia De-
partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Ga. Motion of petitioner 
for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis [569 U. S. 992] denied. 

No. 12–9318. Cobble v. Fields et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [569 U. S. 992] denied. 

No. 12–9337. In re Presley, aka Young. Motion of peti-
tioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [569 U. S. 971] denied. 

No. 12–9529. In re Cobble. Motion of petitioner for recon-
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[569 U. S. 1017] denied. 

No. 12–9807. Carr v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [569 U. S. 1028] denied. 

No. 12–9824. Cardona v. Thomas, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
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proceed in forma pauperis [569 U. S. 992] denied. Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
motion. 

No. 12–9941. Anderson v. Private Capital Group et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir.; 

No. 12–9976. Thurber v. Bank of New York Mellon 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir.; 

No. 12–9981. Finkelson v. Yuen. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 2; 

No. 12–10006. Missud v. D. R. Horton, Inc., et al. Ct. App. 
Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 3; 

No. 12–10073. Alexander v. First Wind Energy, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir.; 

No. 12–10108. Rathell, fka Chakkour v. Chakkour. Ct. 
App. Mich.; 

No. 12–10134. Demarest v. Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir.; 

No. 12–10158. Rivera v. Cary Place Condominium Assn. 
App. Ct. Mass.; 

No. 12–10272. Moore v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir.; 

No. 12–10358. DuLaurence v. Telegen et al. App. Ct. 
Mass.; 

No. 12–10412. Kelmar v. Corstorphine et al. Ct. App. 
Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 6; 

No. 12–10426. Roach v. Hagel, Secretary of Defense. 
C. A. 4th Cir.; 

No. 12–10631. Titus-Morris v. Banc of America Card Ser-
vicing Corp. C. A. 3d Cir.; 

No. 12–10656. Peterson v. Ayers, Architect of the Capi-
tol. C. A. D. C. Cir.; 

No. 12–10678. Luis Reyes v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir.; 
No. 12–10756. Westmoreland v. Stephens, Director, 

Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional In-
stitutions Division. C. A. 5th Cir.; 

No. 12–10883. Foskey v. Plus Properties, LLC. Ct. App. 
D. C.; 

No. 12–10884. Hartman v. Patent and Trademark Ofące. 
C. A. Fed. Cir.; 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



812 OCTOBER TERM, 2013 

October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10941. Moore v. Revlon Consumer Products Corp. 
et al. Ct. App. Ga.; 

No. 12–10963. Frantz v. Walled et al. C. A. 11th Cir.; 
No. 12–10989. Fabian v. Guttman. C. A. 4th Cir.; 
No. 12–11001. Kashąan v. Abrams et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 

App. Dist., Div. 4; 
No. 12–11004. Townsend v. New Jersey Transit. C. A. 

3d Cir.; 
No. 13–5040. Bilyeu v. Metropolitan Government of 

Nashville and Davidson County, Tennessee, et al. C. A. 
6th Cir.; 

No. 13–5056. Williams v. Pepperidge Farm, Inc. C. A. 
4th Cir.; 

No. 13–5071. In re Williams; 
No. 13–5109. DesAutel v. Dupris et al. C. A. 9th Cir.; 
No. 13–5207. Hill v. Hawks, Judge, Circuit Court of the 

City of Portsmouth, Virginia, et al. C. A. 4th Cir.; 
No. 13–5239. Graham v. Illinois Department of Juvenile 

Justice et al. C. A. 7th Cir.; 
No. 13–5252. Davison v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir.; 
No. 13–5322. Beach-Mathura v. Miami-Dade County Pub-

lic Schools et al. Sup. Ct. Fla.; 
No. 13–5323. Adams v. Montenay Power Corp. et al. Sup. 

Ct. Fla.; 
No. 13–5431. Humphrey v. Beers, Acting Secretary of 

Homeland Security. C. A. 11th Cir.; 
No. 13–5538. Lance v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir.; 
No. 13–5546. Dos Santos v. Power Authority of State of 

New York et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept.; 
No. 13–5597. Washington v. Kroger Limited Partner-

ship I. C. A. 4th Cir.; 
No. 13–5604. Bullard v. Pennsylvania Bureau of Unem-

ployment and Allowances. C. A. 3d Cir.; 
No. 13–5640. McDaniel v. Merit Systems Protection 

Board et al. C. A. Fed. Cir.; 
No. 13–5655. Hailey v. Donahoe, Postmaster General. 

C. A. 4th Cir.; 
No. 13–5789. Decubas v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir.; 

and 
No. 13–5855. Green v. American Federation of Labor 

and Congress of Industrial Organizations et al. C. A. 
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D. C. Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until October 28, 2013, 
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. 12–9975. Franza v. Sheahan. Ct. App. N. Y. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [570 U. S. 914] denied. 

No. 12–10110. Staffney v. MacLaren, Warden. Ct. App. 
Mich. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [570 U. S. 914] denied. 

No. 13–130. Thurber v. Aetna Life Insurance Co. et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief in 
this case expressing the views of the United States. Justice 
Breyer took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 12–1420. In re Stierhoff; 
No. 12–10469. In re Hill; 
No. 12–10685. In re Seawright; 
No. 12–10720. In re Nicolo; 
No. 12–10748. In re Will; 
No. 12–10775. In re Newland; 
No. 12–10862. In re Brown; 
No. 12–10867. In re Crews; 
No. 13–200. In re Fields et al.; 
No. 13–249. In re Carter; 
No. 13–5008. In re Hunt; 
No. 13–5055. In re Wells; 
No. 13–5186. In re Radcliff; 
No. 13–5308. In re Lennon; 
No. 13–5350. In re Brown; 
No. 13–5371. In re Fairley; 
No. 13–5390. In re Rivera; 
No. 13–5467. In re Gssime; 
No. 13–5494. In re Ramos; 
No. 13–5511. In re Baugus; 
No. 13–5527. In re Harris; 
No. 13–5537. In re De La Cruz; 
No. 13–5547. In re Foster; 
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No. 13–5551. In re Sutton; 
No. 13–5559. In re Smith; 
No. 13–5572. In re Kimball; 
No. 13–5639. In re Pittman; 
No. 13–5649. In re Robinson; 
No. 13–5691. In re Pickett; 
No. 13–5728. In re Palacios; 
No. 13–5748. In re Polly; 
No. 13–5863. In re Hackney; 
No. 13–5897. In re Dean; 
No. 13–5950. In re Davis; 
No. 13–5991. In re Noriega; 
No. 13–6032. In re Micolo; 
No. 13–6116. In re Capozzi; 
No. 13–6243. In re Moore; and 
No. 13–6245. In re Rowland. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 13–5596. In re Kilgore. Petition for writ of habeas cor-
pus denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 12–10869. In re Davis. 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 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 Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this motion and this petition. 

No. 13–5416. In re Crosby. 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. 

No. 12–10037. In re Ward; 
No. 12–10049. In re Squires; 
No. 12–10537. In re Higgins; 
No. 12–10613. In re Yelverton; 
No. 12–10792. In re Spencer; 
No. 13–73. In re Del Rio; 
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No. 13–5072. In re De La Cruz; 
No. 13–5225. In re Roberts; 
No. 13–5501. In re Isom; and 
No. 13–5545. In re Elso. Petitions for writs of mandamus 

denied. 

No. 12–10240. In re Dunbar. 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. 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). 

No. 12–10903. In re Hinkle. 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. 12–10114. In re Adams; 
No. 12–10731. In re Wei Zhou; 
No. 13–25. In re Hollander; 
No. 13–155. In re Coyle; 
No. 13–5339. In re Pillette; and 
No. 13–5726. In re Colbert. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus and/or prohibition denied. 

No. 12–10451. In re Dixon. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 12–10998. 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. 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 Kagan took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this motion and this 
petition. 
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No. 13–5062. In re Warren. 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. 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). 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–668. Native Village of Eyak et al. v. Pritzker, 
Secretary of Commerce. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 688 F. 3d 619. 

No. 12–691. Hammond v. Sheets, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–964. Haagensen v. Pennsylvania State Police 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 490 
Fed. Appx. 447. 

No. 12–973. Sandhill Amusements, Inc., et al. v. North 
Carolina et al. Sup. Ct. N. C. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 366 N. C. 323, 734 S. E. 2d 570. 

No. 12–1008. Kohl v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 699 F. 3d 935. 

No. 12–1010. Thorson v. Epps, Commissioner, Mississippi 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 701 F. 3d 444. 

No. 12–1043. Atlantic Medical Center, Inc., et al. v. 
Gonzalez Feliciano, Secretary, Puerto Rico Department 
of Health, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 695 F. 3d 83. 

No. 12–1046. Craig v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 694 F. 3d 509. 

No. 12–1093. Demahy v. Schwarz Pharma, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 702 F. 3d 177. 

No. 12–1100. Garcia v. Nevada; and 
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No. 12–9118. Jackson v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 128 Nev. 598, 291 P. 3d 1274. 

No. 12–1111. Estate of Smith, By and Through the Ad-
ministratrix of His Estate, Richardson, et al. v. United 
States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 
Fed. Appx. 436. 

No. 12–1126. Dormescar v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 690 F. 3d 
1258. 

No. 12–1150. Blackwater Security Consulting, LLC, 
et al. v. Director, Ofące of Workers’ Compensation Pro-
grams, Department of Labor, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 498. 

No. 12–1172. LaPlant, Individually and on Behalf of 
All Others Similarly Situated v. Northwestern Mutual 
Life Insurance Co. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 701 F. 3d 1137. 

No. 12–1185. Jeffries v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 692 F. 3d 473. 

No. 12–1191. Big Sky Colony, Inc., et al. v. Montana De-
partment of Labor and Industry. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 368 Mont. 66, 291 P. 3d 1231. 

No. 12–1193. Wise et ux. v. Vilsack, Secretary of Agri-
culture. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
496 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 12–1202. Lobo et al. v. Celebrity Cruises, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 
882. 

No. 12–1212. Gomez v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 68. 

No. 12–1221. Snyder, Governor of Michigan, et al. v. 
American Beverage Assn.; 

No. 12–1224. Michigan Beer & Wine Wholesalers Assn. 
v. American Beverage Assn.; and 
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No. 12–1344. American Beverage Assn. v. Snyder, Gover-
nor of Michigan, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 735 F. 3d 362. 

No. 12–1230. Toyota Motor Corp. et al. v. Choi et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 
1122. 

No. 12–1231. Freeman v. Key Largo Volunteer Fire & 
Rescue Department, Inc., et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 494 Fed. Appx. 940. 

No. 12–1233. American Management Services, LLC, dba 
Pinnacle v. Department of the Army. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 724. 

No. 12–1238. Mollaghan et al. v. Varnell et al. Sup. 
Ct. Miss. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 105 So. 3d 291. 

No. 12–1239. Doe et al. v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 133. 

No. 12–1245. Finjan, Inc. v. Patent and Trademark Of-
ące. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 491 
Fed. Appx. 194. 

No. 12–1252. Jefferson County Board of Education v. 
Phillip C. et ux., on Behalf of Their Son A. C. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 701 F. 3d 691. 

No. 12–1261. Pentonville Developers, Ltd., et al. v. Re-
public of Iraq et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 694 F. 3d 1122. 

No. 12–1270. Williams v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 698 F. 3d 374. 

No. 12–1274. Hall v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 
Fed. Appx. 269. 

No. 12–1276. Jones v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 945. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



ORDERS 819 

571 U. S. October 7, 2013 

No. 12–1278. Nebraska v. Elise M. et al. Sup. Ct. Neb. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 284 Neb. 834, 825 N. W. 2d 
173. 

No. 12–1280. Cellmark Paper Inc. v. Ames Merchandising 
Corp. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 
Fed. Appx. 70. 

No. 12–1282. Cornelius v. Nelson et al. App. Ct. Conn. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 138 Conn. App. 1, 51 A. 3d 
1144. 

No. 12–1286. Dinicola v. Oregon Department of Reve-
nue. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 246 
Ore. App. 526, 268 P. 3d 632. 

No. 12–1287. C. C. S. v. Heart of Adoptions, Inc. Dist. 
Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 121 
So. 3d 1043. 

No. 12–1290. Impact Energy Resources, LLC, et al. v. 
Jewell, Secretary of the Interior, et al.; and 

No. 12–1291. Uintah County, Utah, et al. v. Jewell, Sec-
retary of the Interior, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 693 F. 3d 1239. 

No. 12–1295. Buckner v. United Parcel Service, Inc. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 489 Fed. 
Appx. 709. 

No. 12–1296. Ray et al. v. OSU Student Alliance et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 699 F. 3d 
1053. 

No. 12–1298. Murrin v. Ofące of Lawyers Professional 
Responsibility Board. Sup. Ct. Minn. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 821 N. W. 2d 195. 

No. 12–1299. Coplan v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 46. 

No. 12–1300. Huang v. CNA Financial Corp. App. Ct. Ill., 
1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 
112243–U. 
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No. 12–1306. Beard, Secretary, California Department 
of Corrections and Rehabilitation v. Pouncil. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 568. 

No. 12–1311. Benn v. Kissane et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 34. 

No. 12–1312. Sharma et ux. v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 318. 

No. 12–1316. Pine Bar Ranch, LLC, et al. v. Interior 
Board of Indian Appeals, Department of the Interior, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 503 
Fed. Appx. 491. 

No. 12–1320. Taylor v. Taylor. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 854. 

No. 12–1321. Shoemaker v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1322. Lewis v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–1324. Rice et al. v. Interfood, Inc., et al. Ct. 
App. Mo., Eastern Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 404 
S. W. 3d 272. 

No. 12–1325. CoreValve, Inc., et al. v. Edwards Life-
sciences AG et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 699 F. 3d 1305. 

No. 12–1327. Taylor v. Winnecour. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–1328. Paul v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1329. Recinto et al. v. Shinseki, Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 706 F. 3d 1171. 

No. 12–1330. Shechet v. Kim et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 481 Fed. Appx. 366. 

No. 12–1331. Frick et al. v. City of Salina, Kansas. Ct. 
App. Kan. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 46 Kan. App. 2d 
xii, 263 P. 3d 223. 
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No. 12–1332. White v. City of Tampa, Florida, et al. 
Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 103 So. 3d 153. 

No. 12–1334. Goldblatt v. Geiger et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1335. Gray v. City of Jacksonville, Florida. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 492 Fed. Appx. 1. 

No. 12–1338. Gladden v. City of Dillingham, Alaska. 
Sup. Ct. Alaska. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1339. Novartis Pharmaceuticals Corp. v. Fuss-
man, Individually and as Administrator of the Estate of 
Fussman. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
509 Fed. Appx. 215. 

No. 12–1343. Luevano v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 8th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1345. Burton v. Owens et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 385. 

No. 12–1346. Shahid v. Borough of Eddystone, Pennsyl-
vania. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 503 
Fed. Appx. 184. 

No. 12–1348. Lingfei Sun v. City of New York, New York, 
et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 99 App. Div. 3d 673, 952 N. Y. S. 2d 98. 

No. 12–1350. Weisshaus v. Port Authority of New York 
and New Jersey et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 497 Fed. Appx. 102. 

No. 12–1353. Woolley v. Harrington, Warden. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 702 F. 3d 411. 

No. 12–1354. Raylon, LLC v. Complus Data Innovations, 
Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 700 F. 3d 1361. 

No. 12–1355. Jordan River Restoration Network et al. 
v. Salt Lake City Corporation. Sup. Ct. Utah. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2012 UT 84, 299 P. 3d 990. 
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No. 12–1356. Coker et al. v. Wells. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 707 F. 3d 756. 

No. 12–1359. Sembly et al. v. U. S. Bank N. A. ND. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 443. 

No. 12–1361. Williams v. Pledged Property II, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 
Fed. Appx. 465. 

No. 12–1363. Evans et al. v. City of Durham, North Car-
olina, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 703 F. 3d 636. 

No. 12–1364. McCarthy v. International Boundary and 
Water Commission: United States and Mexico. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 497 Fed. Appx. 4. 

No. 12–1367. Underwood v. Harkins, Clerk, Superior 
Court of Georgia, Lumpkin County. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 698 F. 3d 1335. 

No. 12–1369. Hest Technologies, Inc., et al. v. North 
Carolina ex rel. McCrory, Governor, et al. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 366 N. C. 289, 749 S. E. 2d 
429. 

No. 12–1370. Greif et ux. v. Kidd et al. Ct. App. Ariz. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1372. Intema Ltd. v. PerkinElmer, Inc., et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 496 Fed. 
Appx. 65. 

No. 12–1374. Wyrzykowski v. Marin County, California, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1375. Ruff v. Gilless et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–1376. Allen v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1377. Mitrano v. RJM Acquisitions LLC et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 486 Fed. 
Appx. 349. 
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No. 12–1380. Shallow v. Scoąeld et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1383. Grifąn v. S & B Engineers & Constructors, 
Ltd. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 
Fed. Appx. 377. 

No. 12–1384. Gulley v. Oakland County, Michigan. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 496 Fed. Appx. 603. 

No. 12–1385. DairyAmerica, Inc., et al. v. Carlin et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 856. 

No. 12–1386. Stogner v. Sturdivant et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 280. 

No. 12–1387. Miami-Dade County, Florida v. Florida 
Transportation Services, Inc. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 1230. 

No. 12–1388. D. A. Osguthorpe Family Partnership v. 
ASC Utah, Inc., et al. Sup. Ct. Utah. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 2013 UT 12, 322 P. 3d 620. 

No. 12–1389. Russell et ux. v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 154 So. 3d 1099. 

No. 12–1390. Harris County, Texas v. Nagel, Individu-
ally and as Representative of the Estate of Casey. Ct. 
App. Tex., 14th Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 
S. W. 3d 769. 

No. 12–1391. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 749. 

No. 12–1392. Safari v. Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, 
Inc., et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–1393. Simmons-Myers v. Caesars Entertainment 
Corp., dba Harrah’s Casino, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 269. 

No. 12–1394. Roach v. Missouri. Ct. App. Mo., Eastern Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 391 S. W. 3d 8. 

No. 12–1395. Peppin v. Minnesota Commissioner of Public 
Safety. Ct. App. Minn. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 12–1397. Maraschiello v. City of Buffalo Police De-
partment et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 709 F. 3d 87. 

No. 12–1398. Schatten et ux. v. Weichert Realtors, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 406 
Fed. Appx. 589. 

No. 12–1399. First Korean Church of New York, Inc. v. 
Cheltenham Township Zoning Hearing Board et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1400. Villeneuve v. Federal Grievance Commit-
tee. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1402. Dixon v. University of Toledo et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 702 F. 3d 269. 

No. 12–1404. Stephen Slesinger, Inc. v. Disney Enter-
prises, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 702 F. 3d 640. 

No. 12–1405. Bauer v. 7-Eleven, Inc., et al. Ct. App. Mo., 
Eastern Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 391 S. W. 
3d 25. 

No. 12–1407. Skytruck Co., LLC v. Sikorsky Aircraft 
Corp. et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 501 Fed. Appx. 879. 

No. 12–1409. In re Grand Jury Proceedings No. 4–10. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 707 F. 3d 
1262. 

No. 12–1410. Tonasket, dba Stogie Shop, et al. v. Sar-
gent, Tobacco Tax Administrator, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 648. 

No. 12–1411. Levinson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 824. 

No. 12–1413. Holkesvig v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 ND 1, 828 N. W. 2d 546. 

No. 12–1414. Serge v. Harlow, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Albion, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 12–1415. Milakovich v. Citizenship and Immigration 
Services-Orlando et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 500 Fed. Appx. 873. 

No. 12–1417. Stayart v. Google, Inc. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 719. 

No. 12–1418. Kuhlman v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 1321. 

No. 12–1421. Kanna v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
517 Fed. Appx. 393. 

No. 12–1422. Castleton Plaza, LP v. EL–SNPR Notes 
Holdings, LLC. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 707 F. 3d 821. 

No. 12–1423. Burlison et vir, as Parents and Next 
Friends of C. M. v. Springąeld Public Schools et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 
1034. 

No. 12–1424. Duran v. Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–1425. Ruppert, as Trustee of Fairmount Park, 
Inc., Retirement Savings Plan v. Principal Life Insurance 
Co. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 
3d 839. 

No. 12–1426. Masferrer v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1427. Marlborough Holdings Group, Ltd. v. 
Azimut-Benetti, SpA, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 899. 

No. 12–1429. Bakoss v. Certain Underwriters at Lloyd’s 
of London Issuing Certiącate No. 0510135. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 707 F. 3d 140. 

No. 12–1430. Brooks v. Miller, Acting Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1431. Yadav et ux. v. Township of West Windsor, 
New Jersey, et al. Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 12–1432. Walker v. City of Chicago, Illinois, et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. 
Appx. 593. 

No. 12–1434. Loza Santivanez et al. v. Estado Pluri-
nacional de Bolivia, fka La Republica de Bolivia, et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. 
Appx. 887. 

No. 12–1435. Cole v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 517. 

No. 12–1436. Northern Natural Gas Co. v. ONEOK Field 
Services Co., L. L. C., et al. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 296 Kan. 906, 296 P. 3d 1106. 

No. 12–1437. Guedry et al. v. Newman. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 757. 

No. 12–1438. Tadros v. State Bar of California. Sup. Ct. 
Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1439. Bourgeois v. Mississippi Valley State Uni-
versity. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
507 Fed. Appx. 386. 

No. 12–1440. Goldblatt v. Doerty, Individually and in 
His Ofącial Capacity as Judge of the Superior Court of 
Washington, King County. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 537. 

No. 12–1442. Corsi et al. v. Ohio Elections Commission. 
Ct. App. Ohio, 10th App. Dist., Franklin County. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 2012-Ohio-4831, 981 N. E. 2d 919. 

No. 12–1446. Siry Investment, L. P. v. Neman, Individu-
ally and as Trustee of the Neman Family Revocable 
Trust et al., et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 2. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–1447. Rajala, Trustee in Bankruptcy for the 
Estate of Generation Resources Holding Co., LLC v. Look-
out Windpower Holding Co., LLC. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 1031. 

No. 12–1448. Norfolk Southern Corp. v. Zimmerman. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 170. 
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No. 12–1449. McClain v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1450. Yohanan v. City of Fort Lauderdale, Flor-
ida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1451. Wilson, Individually and as Next of Kin 
and Personal Representative of Wilson, Deceased v. City 
of Lafayette, Colorado, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 775. 

No. 12–1452. Long v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 36 A. 3d 363. 

No. 12–1454. Wei Xu v. Fangruo Chen. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1455. Corrigan v. PĆanz et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 491 Fed. Appx. 406. 

No. 12–1458. Ortiz v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2011–2799 (La. 1/29/13), 110 So. 3d 1029. 

No. 12–1459. Mills v. Prudential Insurance Company of 
America et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 513 Fed. Appx. 713. 

No. 12–1462. Ring v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 460. 

No. 12–1463. Warmbrod v. USAA County Mutual In-
surance Co. Ct. App. Tex., 8th Dist. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 367 S. W. 3d 778. 

No. 12–1464. Williams v. Zurz et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 367. 

No. 12–1466. Crumpler v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 531. 

No. 12–1467. Reed et al. v. Speck et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 415. 

No. 12–1468. Najawicz v. Territory of the Virgin Is-
lands. Sup. Ct. V. I. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 58 
V. I. 315. 

No. 12–1469. Frank H. Rechtzigel Trust et al. v. Fi-
scher Market Place, LLP, et al.; and 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



828 OCTOBER TERM, 2013 

October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–1470. Rechtzigel v. Fischer Market Place, LLP, 
et al. Ct. App. Minn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1471. Metropolitan Atlanta Task Force for the 
Homeless v. City of Atlanta, Georgia. C. A. 11th Cir. 
tiorari denied. Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 867. 

Cer-

No. 12–1473. Weiss v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
tiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 794. 

Cer-

No. 12–1474. Stein v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
tiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 1038. 

Cer-

No. 12–1476. Van Auken v. Catron; and 
No. 12–1477. Van Auken, Trustee v. Catron. 

N. M. Certiorari denied. 
Ct. App. 

No. 12–1478. Clemons v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 123 So. 3d 1. 

No. 12–1479. A. M., a Minor, by Her Parent and Next 
Friend, McKay v. Taconic Hills Central School District. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. 
Appx. 3. 

No. 12–1482. Martinez, Individually and as Parent and 
Natural Guardian of Jimenez, a Minor v. Glassman et al. 
Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 128 Nev. 916, 
381 P. 3d 637. 

No. 12–1483. Navellier et al. v. Town of Manalapan, 
Florida, et al. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 110 So. 3d 441. 

No. 12–1484. Luminant Generation Co. LLC et al. v. En-
vironmental Protection Agency. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 841. 

No. 12–1486. Hernandez-Madrid v. United States. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 493 Fed. Appx. 822. 

No. 12–1487. Haydel et al. v. Zodiac Corp., Ltd., et al. 
Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012–1472 (La. 
3/19/13), 112 So. 3d 209. 

No. 12–1488. Haskell v. Berghuis, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 538. 
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No. 12–1489. Hollander v. Board of Regents of the Uni-
versity of the State of New York et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 727. 

No. 12–1490. Moose v. MacDonald. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 154. 

No. 12–1491. Smith et al. v. Wilson et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 674. 

No. 12–1492. Rivera v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2013 IL 112467, 986 N. E. 2d 634. 

No. 12–1496. Hardwick, By and Through Her Parents 
and Guardians, Hardwick et ux. v. Heyward et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 426. 

No. 12–1498. World Holdings, LLC v. Federal Republic 
of Germany et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 701 F. 3d 641. 

No. 12–1499. Castro v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 295. 

No. 12–1500. Edokobi v. Litton Loan Servicing, LP. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 225. 

No. 12–1501. Eastland Music Group, LLC v. Lionsgate 
Entertainment, Inc., et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 707 F. 3d 869. 

No. 12–7720. Strouth v. Colson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 680 F. 3d 596. 

No. 12–8142. Bonilla v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 687 F. 3d 188. 

No. 12–8385. Barner v. Williamson, Warden, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 461 Fed. Appx. 92. 

No. 12–8485. Davis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 690 F. 3d 226. 

No. 12–8536. Maxwell v. Straughn, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–8554. Allen v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 482 Fed. Appx. 962. 
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No. 12–8616. Koumjian v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
484 Fed. Appx. 966. 

No. 12–8631. Campbell v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–8729. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 495 Fed. Appx. 224. 

No. 12–8749. Robinson v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 208 Cal. 
App. 4th 232, 145 Cal. Rptr. 3d 364. 

No. 12–8828. Games-Perez v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 667 F. 3d 1136. 

No. 12–8915. Harris v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–8963. Patterson v. Godward et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 424. 

No. 12–8968. Ross v. Florida (Reported below: 88 So. 3d 
297); and Thompson v. Florida (102 So. 3d 714). Dist. Ct. App. 
Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–8975. King v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–8989. Rodriguez v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 495 Fed. 
Appx. 456. 

No. 12–9043. Williams v. Folino, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Greene, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9062. Atkins v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 498 Fed. Appx. 276. 

No. 12–9070. Magee v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2011–0574 (La. 9/28/12), 103 So. 3d 285. 

No. 12–9129. Ferguson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 702 F. 3d 89. 
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No. 12–9137. Blackmon v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 490 Fed. Appx. 574. 

No. 12–9169. Walker v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 488 Fed. Appx. 176. 

No. 12–9220. Mitchell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 500 Fed. Appx. 802. 

No. 12–9289. Valenzuela v. Silversmith, Deputy Warden, 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 699 
F. 3d 1199. 

No. 12–9291. Carpio-Leon v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 701 F. 3d 974. 

No. 12–9311. Phillips v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9323. Raghunathan et ux. v. United States. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9355. Edwards v. Steele, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 688 F. 3d 449. 

No. 12–9407. Nooner v. Hobbs, Director, Arkansas De-
partment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 689 F. 3d 921. 

No. 12–9412. Missud v. D. R. Horton, Inc., et al. Sup. 
Ct. Nev. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 128 Nev. 919, 381 
P. 3d 642. 

No. 12–9413. Missud v. State Bar of California. Sup. Ct. 
Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9492. Olick v. Kearney et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 498 Fed. Appx. 153. 

No. 12–9494. Mathis v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9527. Hardy v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 388. 

No. 12–9564. Langford v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 400 S. C. 421, 735 S. E. 2d 
471. 
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No. 12–9571. Walker v. Federal Reserve Bank of Rich-
mond. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 479 
Fed. Appx. 464. 

No. 12–9597. Vasquez v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
505 Fed. Appx. 319. 

No. 12–9620. Rand v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 302. 

No. 12–9678. Jones v. Bagley, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 696 F. 3d 475. 

No. 12–9685. Davis v. Washington. Sup. Ct. Wash. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 175 Wash. 2d 287, 290 P. 3d 43. 

No. 12–9730. Noble v. Department of Justice. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 497 Fed. Appx. 18. 

No. 12–9738. Grant v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 696 F. 3d 780. 

No. 12–9746. Ford v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 708. 

No. 12–9762. Ramos-Medina v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 932. 

No. 12–9771. Fenton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 487 Fed. Appx. 102. 

No. 12–9776. Jones v. United States Postal Service. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. 
Appx. 930. 

No. 12–9836. McFadden v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 391 S. W. 3d 408. 

No. 12–9841. Mora v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–9891. McFadden v. Reynolds, Warden. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 491 Fed. Appx. 452. 
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No. 12–9892. McNeish v. Big Sarge Bail Bonds Associ-
ates, Inc., et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 474 Fed. Appx. 999. 

No. 12–9895. Brown v. Kerestes, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Mahanoy. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–9896. Basagoitia v. Smith, Superintendent, Shaw-
angunk Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–9897. Adames v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9900. Benally v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–9901. Abboud v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 441 Fed. Appx. 331. 

No. 12–9905. Grim v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 705 F. 3d 1284. 

No. 12–9906. Atterbury v. Varney et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9908. Polly v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–9910. Pichon v. Terrell, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9911. Whitmore v. Ard et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 375. 

No. 12–9912. Dailey v. Warren, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9915. Scott v. Uribe, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–9917. Lynn v. Handley et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–9921. Zuniga v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9923. Vasquez v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–9924. Taylor v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9929. Gilmore v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9930. Taylor v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–9934. Ford v. McKesson. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–9935. Gumisiriza v. Busby, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9938. Garcia v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 20 N. Y. 3d 1098, 988 N. E. 2d 532. 

No. 12–9939. Gibbs v. Dialessi. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–9942. Gillilland v. Roal, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9943. Hunter v. Bryant, Judge, 22d Judicial Cir-
cuit of Missouri, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9944. Gray v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 366 N. C. 418, 735 S. E. 2d 178. 

No. 12–9952. Merzbacher v. Shearin et al. (two judg-
ments). C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 
F. 3d 356 (frst judgment). 

No. 12–9958. Barrett v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 292 Ga. 160, 733 S. E. 2d 304. 
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No. 12–9964. Sanders v. Department of Health and 
Human Services et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 311. 

No. 12–9967. Gelin v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 170 Wash. App. 1031. 

No. 12–9977. Bustillos v. Arkansas. Ct. App. Ark. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 Ark. App. 654, 425 S. W. 
3d 44. 

No. 12–9980. Gammons v. City and County of Denver, 
Colorado, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 505 Fed. Appx. 785. 

No. 12–9982. Fiore v. Richards. Sup. Ct. R. I. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 57 A. 3d 254. 

No. 12–9983. Ramroop v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9985. Fairley v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 250 Ore. App. 570, 284 P. 3d 599. 

No. 12–9986. Hicks v. Stephens, Judge, Circuit Court of 
West Virginia, McDowell County. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9989. Fraher v. Patrick, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9990. Gray v. Gonzalez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9991. Gssime v. Nassau County Courthouse et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9992. Russell v. Geddes, Trustee. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9993. Carpenter v. Schwarzenegger et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9994. Ettlin v. United States District Court for 
the Central District of California. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10004. Lewis v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 111252–U. 

No. 12–10005. Johnson v. Vargo, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 370. 

No. 12–10010. Leerdam v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., 
App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10013. Xin Dan Lin v. Warren, Administrator, 
New Jersey State Prison. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10014. Rivera v. Venditto. App. Ct. Mass. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 83 Mass. App. 1103, 979 N. E. 2d 
239. 

No. 12–10015. Balle v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10017. Johnson v. Hill, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10021. Fuller v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 104 So. 3d 1105. 

No. 12–10023. Greenberry v. Memphis City Schools. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10024. Graves v. Virginia Department of Correc-
tions. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 
Fed. Appx. 196. 

No. 12–10025. Gant v. North Carolina. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 487 Fed. Appx. 91. 

No. 12–10029. Blackwell v. Foulk, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10030. Black v. Trammell, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 485 Fed. Appx. 335. 

No. 12–10031. Andreu v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 109 So. 3d 1163. 

No. 12–10035. Harrington v. McKee, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 12–10038. Vasquez-Cruz v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 692 F. 3d 1001. 

No. 12–10042. Thornsberry v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10046. Earnest v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 496 Fed. Appx. 902. 

No. 12–10050. Branham v. Harvanek, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 485 Fed. Appx. 338. 

No. 12–10052. Smith v. Tennessee Board of Probation 
and Parole et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10053. Stephens v. United States District Court 
for the Middle District of Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10055. Johnson et vir v. HSBC Bank USA et al. 
Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 106 So. 3d 932. 

No. 12–10058. Rodriguez v. Gipson, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10060. Shephard v. United States Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10061. Scurlock v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (3d) 100800–U. 

No. 12–10065. Millsap v. Hobbs, Director, Arkansas De-
partment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10066. Jacobs v. Jacobs. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 313 Ga. App. XXII. 

No. 12–10069. Grayton v. Lee, Superintendent, Green 
Haven Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 691 F. 3d 165. 

No. 12–10072. McFadden v. Cohen, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 128. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10074. Ashley v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 82 Mass. App. 748, 978 N. E. 
2d 576. 

No. 12–10075. Alvarado v. Long, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10077. Louisiana ex rel. Pittman v. Conerly 
et al. Ct. App. La., 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 2012–0468 (La. App. 4 Cir. 9/12/12), 100 So. 3d 339. 

No. 12–10078. Murillo v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10081. Pace v. Chapdelaine, Acting Warden, 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 
Fed. Appx. 724. 

No. 12–10082. Morris v. McAllester et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 702 F. 3d 187. 

No. 12–10084. Green v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10086. Gonzalez v. Grounds, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10088. Hall v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10090. Horton v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10092. Barzar v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10094. Baxter v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 473 Fed. Appx. 321. 

No. 12–10098. Robles v. Amarr Garage Doors et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. 
Appx. 741. 
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No. 12–10103. Green v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 206. 

No. 12–10104. Hunt v. Wilson et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10115. Dyer v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 1134. 

No. 12–10119. Rodriguez v. Busby, Warden; and Rodri-
guez v. Long, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10120. Tall v. MV Transportation. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 355. 

No. 12–10125. Wilkins v. Allen. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10126. Cruz-Hernandez v. Kane, Attorney Gen-
eral of Pennsylvania. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10129. Brown v. Woodruff et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10132. Backman v. Grifąn, Superintendent, Sul-
livan Correctional Facility. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 3d 
Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 101 App. Div. 3d 
1316, 956 N. Y. S. 2d 233. 

No. 12–10140. Torres v. Davis et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 98. 

No. 12–10141. Williams v. Steele, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 695 F. 3d 825. 

No. 12–10146. Nesselrode v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 369 Mont. 540, 310 P. 3d 
1098. 

No. 12–10148. Patrick v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 104 So. 3d 1046. 

No. 12–10149. Payton v. Merit Systems Protection Board. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. 
Appx. 963. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10151. Anderson v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 103288, 
977 N. E. 2d 222. 

No. 12–10152. Alvarez v. California. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10153. Bean v. Reilly, Warden. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10155. Snelgrove v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 107 So. 3d 242. 

No. 12–10156. Ovante v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 231 Ariz. 180, 291 P. 3d 974. 

No. 12–10159. Manning v. Horne, Attorney General of 
Arizona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10160. Leon v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 107 So. 3d 419. 

No. 12–10165. Rosenfeld v. Hackett et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 646. 

No. 12–10171. Young v. McCabe, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 316. 

No. 12–10173. Morris v. Epps, Commissioner, Mississippi 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10175. Bokeno v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 12th App. 
Dist., Butler County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012-
Ohio-4218. 

No. 12–10178. Elfand v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10180. Olds v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10183. Kuehner v. Pennsylvania Board of Proba-
tion and Parole et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10185. Dean v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2011 IL App (1st) 101379–U. 
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No. 12–10186. Casey v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 100 So. 3d 687. 

No. 12–10187. Edgleston v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10188. DeBlasio v. Stone et al. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10189. Swain v. Seaman et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 773. 

No. 12–10190. Stewart v. Giroux, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Muncy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10191. Rosales v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10198. Martin v. Radford et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10201. Brown v. Thompson. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10202. Webb v. Oklahoma Department of Human 
Services et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 516 Fed. Appx. 727. 

No. 12–10203. Molina v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 60 A. 3d 847. 

No. 12–10204. Peterson v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 356. 

No. 12–10205. Javier Medina v. Scribner, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10214. Dennis v. Schwarzauer. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 496 Fed. Appx. 958. 

No. 12–10215. Edwards v. Mississippi. Ct. App. Miss. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 856 So. 2d 587. 

No. 12–10217. Williams v. Terry et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 479 Fed. Appx. 463. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10219. Sutherland v. Oregon. Sup. Ct. Ore. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10220. Robertson v. Chase, Warden. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 951. 

No. 12–10224. Tierney v. Torikawa et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10225. Rogovich v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 694 F. 3d 1094. 

No. 12–10230. Evans v. Beck, Magistrate Judge, United 
States District Court for the Eastern District of Cali-
fornia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10232. Sistrunk v. Eli Lilly & Co. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 22. 

No. 12–10233. Matthews v. Junious, Acting Warden. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10235. Brereton v. Wisconsin. Sup. Ct. Wis. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 WI 17, 345 Wis. 2d 563, 826 
N. W. 2d 369. 

No. 12–10236. Arias v. LaĆer, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 440. 

No. 12–10239. Chavira v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10243. Reed v. Job Council of the Ozarks et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10252. Robinson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10253. Olick v. Northampton County Tax Claim 
Bureau et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 504 Fed. Appx. 189. 

No. 12–10255. Montgomery v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2010–01151 (La. App. 
3 Cir. 4/6/11), 66 So. 3d 82. 
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No. 12–10258. Kilmartin v. Hurley, Warden. Sup. Ct. Mo. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10262. Morman-Johnson v. Hathaway et al. Ct. 
App. Ga. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Ga. App. 300, 
718 S. E. 2d 132. 

No. 12–10264. Oquendo Saladino v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 473 Fed. Appx. 617. 

No. 12–10265. Castellanos Rodriguez v. California. Ct. 
App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10266. Robinson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10268. Lewis v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 102617–U. 

No. 12–10270. B. C. S. v. Darnell, Superintendent, Indian 
River Juvenile Correctional Facility. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 618. 

No. 12–10274. Lowery v. Toole, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10275. Martinez-Jaramillo v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
501 Fed. Appx. 667. 

No. 12–10276. Jaimes-Cruz v. United States; 
No. 12–10340. Cavillo-Rojas, aka Rojas v. United 

States; and 
No. 12–10489. Jaimes-Cruz v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 238. 

No. 12–10278. Reynolds v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 114 So. 3d 61. 

No. 12–10279. Spencer v. Sharp et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 487 Fed. Appx. 424. 

No. 12–10281. Knox v. Davis et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 287. 

No. 12–10282. Phillips v. Ohio. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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844 OCTOBER TERM, 2013 

October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10283. Davis v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10285. O’Campo v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 102477–U. 

No. 12–10287. Jackson v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (4th) 120241–U. 

No. 12–10288. Olds v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10291. Moore v. Wall et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10294. Hurt v. Connecticut et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10295. Gaddy v. Hedgpeth, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10297. Francis v. Kentucky. Cir. Ct. Knott County, 
Ky. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10298. L. G. v. Department of Public Welfare. 
Commw. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10299. Flander v. Texas Workforce Commission 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 490 
Fed. Appx. 631. 

No. 12–10300. Francisco v. Yelich, Superintendent, 
Bare Hill Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10303. Hanna v. Robinson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 694 F. 3d 596. 

No. 12–10306. Gilbert v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10307. Gonzales v. Stainer, Acting Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. 
Appx. 704. 
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No. 12–10314. Bracey v. Lamas, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Rockview, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10316. Hayward v. Premo, Superintendent, Ore-
gon State Penitentiary. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 248 Ore. App. 141, 273 P. 3d 926. 

No. 12–10321. Gentry v. Sinclair, Superintendent, Wash-
ington State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 705 F. 3d 884. 

No. 12–10322. Valdez v. Grounds, Acting Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10325. Saucedo v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 10th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10326. Shrader v. Beann et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 650. 

No. 12–10327. Brown v. Maine et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10328. Robinson v. Dunbar. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 102 So. 3d 747. 

No. 12–10329. Staberg v. Nebraska. Ct. App. Neb. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 20 Neb. App. xiii. 

No. 12–10330. Rodriguez v. Valenzuela, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10331. Carbajal et al. v. City and County of Den-
ver, Colorado, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 715. 

No. 12–10332. DeJesus v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10334. Aubert v. Biter, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10336. Archuleta v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 169 Wash. App. 1015. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10338. England v. Poret et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10339. Conner v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10344. Widmer v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 12th App. 
Dist., Warren County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012-
Ohio-4342. 

No. 12–10347. Williams v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 206 Md. App. 751. 

No. 12–10349. Pealer v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 20 N. Y. 3d 447, 985 N. E. 2d 903. 

No. 12–10350. Morales v. Pelican Bay State Prison et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 481 Fed. 
Appx. 393. 

No. 12–10351. Coleman v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10353. Lattimore v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. 
Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 82 Mass. App. 1121, 
978 N. E. 2d 106. 

No. 12–10354. Kaminski v. New York et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10355. Jasso-Rios v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 590. 

No. 12–10356. Schied v. Nelson. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10357. Clark v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10359. Commins v. Habberstad BMW et al. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10361. Lieser v. Spencer et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10362. Lizarraga v. Long, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 12–10364. Loftis v. Uribe, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 645. 

No. 12–10365. Irvin v. United States District Court for 
the Middle District of Tennessee. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10366. Navarro v. Harrington, Warden. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10367. Paranteau v. Kerkegard, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. 
Appx. 685. 

No. 12–10368. Montoya v. Jones, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 656. 

No. 12–10370. Taylor v. Long, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10372. Brown v. Swarthout, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10378. Little v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 1286. 

No. 12–10379. Spencer v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 682. 

No. 12–10381. Orsi v. Al-Nahyan. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10384. Lester v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 500 Fed. Appx. 259. 

No. 12–10388. Reid, aka Abdurrahman v. Washtenaw 
County Circuit Court et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10390. Byars v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10395. Espinoza v. Valenzuela, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10396. Kyei v. Oregon Department of Transporta-
tion et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
497 Fed. Appx. 711. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10397. Washington v. Wall, Director, Rhode Is-
land Department of Corrections. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10398. Jennings v. City of Indianapolis, Indiana. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10399. Love v. Rivard, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10402. Rosales v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10403. Smith v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10405. Moreland v. Robinson, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 699 F. 3d 908. 

No. 12–10411. White et vir v. Deutsche Bank National 
Trust Co. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 144 So. 3d 556. 

No. 12–10413. Johnson v. Pugh, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10414. Ortiz v. United States; and 
No. 12–10493. Rolon v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 883. 

No. 12–10416. Eason v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 092927–U. 

No. 12–10417. Bell v. Florida Parole Commission. Dist. 
Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 107 
So. 3d 408. 

No. 12–10420. Dahl v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 ND 25, 826 N. W. 2d 922. 

No. 12–10423. Schmidt v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10424. Rolandini v. Crews, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



ORDERS 849 

571 U. S. October 7, 2013 

No. 12–10427. Reveles v. Tegels, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10428. Kim v. Sussal et al. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 207 Md. App. 772 and 778. 

No. 12–10429. Melgoza Ramirez v. Gage, Warden. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10430. Bucklew v. Steele, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10433. Pickett v. Williams et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 498 Fed. Appx. 699. 

No. 12–10434. Power v. Chavez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10436. Kelly v. Timmerman-Cooper, Warden. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10437. Krecic v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 109 So. 3d 781. 

No. 12–10440. Garris v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 389 S. W. 3d 648. 

No. 12–10441. Marcum et ux. v. Ayers et ux. Ct. App. 
Tenn. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 398 S. W. 3d 624. 

No. 12–10442. Martin v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 294 Kan. 638, 279 P. 3d 704. 

No. 12–10443. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 953. 

No. 12–10444. Homick v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 55 Cal. 4th 816, 289 P. 3d 791. 

No. 12–10445. Quevi v. Bickell, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Huntingdon, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10446. Samuels v. Strange et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10447. Sturkey v. McCall, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 315. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10449. Hill v. Humphrey, Warden. Super. Ct. Butts 
County, Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10454. Michuda v. Minnesota Board of Public De-
fense et al. Ct. App. Minn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10458. Baroni v. Kerestes, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10463. Cortez v. Patrick, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10464. Brown v. Wolfe et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 482 Fed. Appx. 304. 

No. 12–10465. Brown v. McQuiggin, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10468. Banks v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 491 Fed. Appx. 966. 

No. 12–10470. Sealed Appellant v. Sealed Appellee 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10474. Winegarner v. Cinemark Holdings, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10475. Walker v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 657 F. 3d 160. 

No. 12–10476. Harris v. Kernan, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 550. 

No. 12–10477. Farias v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 682. 

No. 12–10478. Hopewell v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 498 Fed. Appx. 609. 

No. 12–10482. Scott v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 686 F. 3d 1130. 

No. 12–10483. Burch v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 811. 
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No. 12–10484. Brown v. Patrick et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10485. Baker v. Holt et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 498 Fed. Appx. 770. 

No. 12–10486. Burghardt v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10487. Irish v. Overstreet et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10488. Lavender v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 719. 

No. 12–10490. Johnson v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10491. Johnson v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10494. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 445. 

No. 12–10495. Radobenko v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 534. 

No. 12–10496. Sanders v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10497. Muhammad v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 613. 

No. 12–10498. Pollock v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 251 Ore. App. 755, 284 P. 3d 1222. 

No. 12–10499. Sneed v. Florida Department of Correc-
tions. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 496 
Fed. Appx. 20. 

No. 12–10500. Burns v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10501. Bromwell et al. v. Lombardi, Director, 
Missouri Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10502. Bowen v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 487 Fed. Appx. 353. 

No. 12–10503. Bockiaro v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10504. Bloomąeld v. Hargett, Warden, et al. 
Dist. Ct. Wyo., Campbell County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10505. Bayron v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10506. Lucero Cano v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10507. Church v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 760. 

No. 12–10508. Ramon Ochoa v. Rubin. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10509. Rubio v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10511. Booker v. Harrington, Warden, et al. 
Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10512. Dahl v. King, Superintendent, South Mis-
sissippi Correctional Institution. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10513. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 461. 

No. 12–10514. Copeland v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 707 F. 3d 522. 

No. 12–10515. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 313. 

No. 12–10516. Willis v. Kerestes, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10517. Keaton v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 824. 
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No. 12–10518. Mack v. Falk, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 756. 

No. 12–10519. Molina-Uribe v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 304. 

No. 12–10520. Wallin v. Sinclair, Superintendent, Wash-
ington State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10521. Taylor v. Ozmint et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 269. 

No. 12–10522. Tomlin v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 139 So. 3d 901. 

No. 12–10523. Visikides v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 298. 

No. 12–10524. Wallace v. Stromberg. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 621. 

No. 12–10525. Sadio v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 31. 

No. 12–10526. Rodriguez v. Smith, Superintendent, Shaw-
angunk Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10527. Tisdale v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10530. Thornton v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10532. Cisneros v. Ford, Superintendent, Wash-
ington Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10534. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 800. 

No. 12–10535. Kirkwood v. Mohr, Director, Ohio Depart-
ment of Rehabilitation and Correction, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10536. Krone v. Gonzales et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10538. Hudson v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2012 WI App 118, 344 Wis. 2d 518, 
822 N. W. 2d 736. 

No. 12–10539. Gutierrez v. Bradt, Superintendent, 
Attica Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10540. Humes v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10541. Hines v. Valenzuela, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10542. Fearence v. Cash, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10543. Figueroa v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10544. Giraldo v. Bradt, Superintendent, Attica 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10545. Guice v. Winkler et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 498 Fed. Appx. 650. 

No. 12–10546. Houck v. Ball et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 704. 

No. 12–10547. Rowe v. Lemmon et al. Ct. App. Ind. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 976 N. E. 2d 129. 

No. 12–10548. Seibert v. Mohead et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 268. 

No. 12–10549. Hines v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 A. 3d 307. 

No. 12–10550. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 488 Fed. Appx. 804. 

No. 12–10551. Franklin v. County of Kalamazoo, Michi-
gan, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10552. Fleming v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 168 Wash. App. 1028. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



ORDERS 855 

571 U. S. October 7, 2013 

No. 12–10553. Gray v. Carlin, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10554. Hessmer v. Colson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10555. Hessmer v. Bad Government et al. (two 
judgments). C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10556. Flores v. Texas (two judgments). Ct. Crim. 
App. Tex. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10557. Heidinger v. Cash, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10558. Perez-Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 490 Fed. Appx. 275. 

No. 12–10559. Seely v. Jones, Director, Oklahoma De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 806. 

No. 12–10560. Ruiz v. Thomas, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 105. 

No. 12–10561. Tanner, aka Brice v. Louisiana. Ct. App. 
La., 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11–62 (La. 
App. 5 Cir. 6/28/12), 109 So. 3d 390. 

No. 12–10562. Tirado v. Walsh, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Dallas, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10563. Smith v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 628. 

No. 12–10564. Parson, aka Perrin v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 
11th Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 392 S. W. 3d 809. 

No. 12–10565. Nunez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10566. Robinson v. Kings County District Attor-
ney’s Ofące et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10567. Savior v. Bickell, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Dallas, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10568. Reynosa-Aldaco v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10569. Reynosa-Aldaco v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10570. Jennings v. Baker, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10572. Michener v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 574. 

No. 12–10573. Neely v. Timmerman-Cooper, Warden. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10574. McNary v. Lemke, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 905. 

No. 12–10575. Smith et ux. v. Regions Bank et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10576. Daram v. Ptak. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 635. 

No. 12–10577. Rebollo v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 544. 

No. 12–10580. Kalluvilayil v. Stephens, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10581. Roebuck v. Dothan Security, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. 
Appx. 275. 

No. 12–10582. Adkins v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 259. 

No. 12–10583. Banks v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 922. 

No. 12–10585. Adeleke v. Dallas Area Rapid Transit. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 487 Fed. 
Appx. 901. 

No. 12–10586. Mitchell v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 A. 3d 307. 
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No. 12–10587. Shanton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 265. 

No. 12–10588. Carter v. Midway Slots and Simulcast 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 
Fed. Appx. 125. 

No. 12–10589. Dunsmore v. San Diego County Sheriff’s 
Department et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 481 Fed. Appx. 384. 

No. 12–10590. Conway v. Internal Revenue Service 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10592. Hawkins v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 746. 

No. 12–10593. Frazier v. Sabine River Authority, State 
of Louisiana. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 509 Fed. Appx. 370. 

No. 12–10594. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 591. 

No. 12–10595. McNeely v. United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of California. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10596. Powell v. Travelers Indemnity Co. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10597. Perkins v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 60 A. 3d 849. 

No. 12–10598. Mattix v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 694 F. 3d 1082. 

No. 12–10599. Kyong Ho Kim v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10600. Jurado-Rincon v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 305. 

No. 12–10601. Coleman v. Lewis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10602. Cherry v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 114 So. 3d 932. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10603. Sandoval-Castillo v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 84. 

No. 12–10604. Adams v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 483 Fed. Appx. 299. 

No. 12–10605. Adionser v. Department of Justice et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10606. Benoit v. Fayram, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10607. Borders v. Knipp, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10608. McClain v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 788. 

No. 12–10609. Patton v. Mills. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 629. 

No. 12–10610. Myrick v. Mayo, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10611. Wallace v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 263. 

No. 12–10612. Townsend v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10615. Olivier v. Grounds, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10616. Nhuong Van Nguyen v. State Bar of Cali-
fornia. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10617. Render v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 823. 

No. 12–10618. Lake v. Capital One Bank. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 487 Fed. Appx. 111. 

No. 12–10619. Burgess v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 888. 
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No. 12–10620. Suber v. Kerestes, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10621. Lall v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12 –10622 . Ndon v. University of Wisconsin -
Milwaukee. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10623. Phelan v. Cambell et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 14. 

No. 12–10624. Carneal v. Crews, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 347. 

No. 12–10625. Wolcott v. Diaz, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 468 Fed. Appx. 756. 

No. 12–10626. Villar v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10627. Torres-Rivera v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. 
Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 60 A. 3d 850. 

No. 12–10628. Cristallo v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10629. Cassano v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. 
Dist., Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
2012-Ohio-4047. 

No. 12–10632. Verbanac v. Pugh, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10634. Youngblood v. Chico Parole Outpatient 
Clinic et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10635. Capers v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 1286. 

No. 12–10636. Hayes v. Hobbs, Director, Arkansas De-
partment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10637. Woerner v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 527. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10640. Washington v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10641. Reed v. Miller-Stout, Superintendent, 
Airway Heights Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10642. Whylie v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10643. Lopez-Valle v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 616. 

No. 12–10644. Preacher v. Obama, President of the 
United States, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10645. Broadus v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 352. 

No. 12–10646. Brown v. Michigan. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10647. Bueno v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 1053. 

No. 12–10648. Bell v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 109 So. 3d 1157. 

No. 12–10649. Harbor v. Uribe, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10650. Guillen v. Hedgpeth, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10651. Haberlein v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 296 Kan. 195, 290 P. 3d 640. 

No. 12–10652. Jerome v. Barcelo Crestline, Inc. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 861. 

No. 12–10653. Nava-Duran v. United States et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 357. 

No. 12–10654. Moniz v. Cox. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 495. 

No. 12–10655. McKinnon v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 481 Fed. Appx. 72. 
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No. 12–10657. Hale v. Vacaville Housing Authority. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 491 Fed. 
Appx. 839. 

No. 12–10658. Teagarden v. Johnson, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10659. Justice v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10660. Woodruff v. National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation, aka Amtrak. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10661. Laryea v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10662. Parks v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10663. Proch v. Crestview Police Ofącer. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10664. Moon v. Vasquez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10665. Morris v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 285. 

No. 12–10666. Olmos v. Arizona. Super. Ct. Ariz., County 
of Maricopa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10667. Muyet v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10668. Miller v. Hooks, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10669. Boyd v. Harris, Attorney General of Cali-
fornia. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 
Fed. Appx. 661. 

No. 12–10670. Brizan v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 864. 

No. 12–10672. Benner v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10673. Medina v. Hedgpeth, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10674. Cummer v. Holland, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10675. Kidd v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10676. Lester-Ochoa v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 342. 

No. 12–10677. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10679. Shabazz, aka Hines v. City of Houston, 
Texas, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 515 Fed. Appx. 263. 

No. 12–10680. Smith v. Brown, Superintendent, Wabash 
Valley Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10681. Cooper v. Missouri Lottery. Ct. App. Mo., 
Eastern Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 395 S. W. 
3d 599. 

No. 12–10682. Payne v. Cayhill et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10683. Smorynski v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10684. Davis v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10686. Reeves v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 487 Fed. Appx. 88. 

No. 12–10687. Chaplin v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 248. 

No. 12–10688. Watkins v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10689. Teters v. Texas et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 12–10690. Alexander v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 368. 

No. 12–10691. Berkman v. Indiana. Ct. App. Ind. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 976 N. E. 2d 68. 

No. 12–10692. Calixto-Calderon v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 343. 

No. 12–10693. Zack v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 917. 

No. 12–10694. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10697. Spivey v. Rhode Island et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10698. Sullivan v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10699. Lesane v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 12–10700. Piper v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 205. 

No. 12–10701. May v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 423. 

No. 12–10702. Newson v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 58 A. 3d 1021. 

No. 12–10703. Zobel v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 696 F. 3d 558. 

No. 12–10704. Nedelcu et al. v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 980. 

No. 12–10705. Jost v. Hartley, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10706. Louis v. Sullivan, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10707. Marshall v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 276. 
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No. 12–10708. Stafford v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 322. 

No. 12–10709. Soto-Lopez v. United States (Reported 
below: 513 Fed. Appx. 746); Avalos-Estrada v. United States 
(520 Fed. Appx. 652); and Hernandez-Castillo v. United 
States (514 Fed. Appx. 742). C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10710. Ruąno v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10711. Skeffery v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 500 Fed. Appx. 694. 

No. 12–10712. Medina v. Roden, Superintendent, Massa-
chusetts Correctional Institution at Norfolk. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10713. De Medeiros v. Superior Court of Califor-
nia, Santa Clara County. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10715. Kilgore v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10716. Kadir v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 115. 

No. 12–10717. Jones v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 600. 

No. 12–10718. McLeod v. Jarvis, Warden. Sup. Ct. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10719. Prince v. Thomas, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 170. 

No. 12–10721. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10722. Andrade-Rivera v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 516. 

No. 12–10723. Barroca v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10724. Belcher v. Hurley, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 12–10725. Brown v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10726. Abdul-Malik v. Miller, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10727. Winters v. Westbrooks, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10728. Wiley v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 209 Md. App. 768. 

No. 12–10729. Warren v. Russell, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10732. Nelson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 378. 

No. 12–10733. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 377. 

No. 12–10734. Turner v. Almager, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10735. Reedy v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 5th App. Dist., 
Perry County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012-Ohio-
4899. 

No. 12–10736. Carbajal v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10738. Barbee v. Keller, Secretary, North Caro-
lina Department of Correction. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 255. 

No. 12–10739. Gover v. Perry, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 698 F. 3d 295. 

No. 12–10740. Grenning v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 169 Wash. App. 1036. 

No. 12–10742. Gomez v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10743. Greineder v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. 
Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 464 Mass. 580, 984 
N. E. 2d 804. 
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No. 12–10744. Lee v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 916. 

No. 12–10745. Dickerson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 683. 

No. 12–10746. Hernandez-Munguia v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. 
Appx. 627. 

No. 12–10747. Telfair v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 164. 

No. 12–10749. Theard v. LaValley, Superintendent, 
Clinton Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10750. Basemore v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10751. Burk v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 488 Fed. Appx. 332. 

No. 12–10752. Akens v. United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Missouri. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10754. Bonestroo v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 702 F. 3d 1066. 

No. 12–10755. Jiang Yan Hua v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 70. 

No. 12–10757. Thorpe v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 358. 

No. 12–10758. Willis v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 53 A. 3d 928. 

No. 12–10759. Trigg v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 418. 

No. 12–10760. Whiteford v. Pennsylvania et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 792. 

No. 12–10761. Yuan v. Komiyana. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 12–10762. Cunningham v. Chappell, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 1143. 

No. 12–10763. Histon v. Beard, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 634. 

No. 12–10764. Kizer v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 415. 

No. 12–10765. Asakevich v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10766. Hunter v. Haney et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10767. Gassew v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 764. 

No. 12–10768. Holness v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 579. 

No. 12–10769. Gatewood v. Department of Veterans Af-
fairs et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 514 Fed. Appx. 755. 

No. 12–10770. Reid v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10771. Sexton-Walker v. Great Expressions Den-
tal Centers, P. C. Ct. App. Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10772. Rafay v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 168 Wash. App. 734, 285 P. 3d 83. 

No. 12–10773. Singh v. Lopez, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10774. Deane v. Marshalls, Inc., et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 237. 

No. 12–10776. Boyd v. Brunsman, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10777. Morales-Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 
784. 
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No. 12–10778. Price v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 489 Fed. Appx. 354. 

No. 12–10779. McKinney v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10780. D’Amico v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 96 So. 3d 905. 

No. 12–10781. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 935. 

No. 12–10782. Malone v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 OK CR 1, 293 P. 3d 198. 

No. 12–10783. Ingram v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
532 Fed. Appx. 475. 

No. 12–10784. Johnson v. Wilkenson, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 726 F. 3d 1134. 

No. 12–10785. Colon v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10786. Medrano-Ochoa v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 390. 

No. 12–10787. Wilcher v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 919. 

No. 12–10788. Thomas v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 618 Pa. 70, 54 A. 3d 332. 

No. 12–10789. Yong Ming Song v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 531. 

No. 12–10790. Suber v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 920. 

No. 12–10791. Simpson v. Kane, Attorney General of 
Pennsylvania. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10793. Stevenson v. Young. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 393. 
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No. 12–10795. Norman v. Timmerman-Cooper, Warden. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10796. DiMonda v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10797. Madura et ux. v. United States District 
Court for the Middle District of Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10798. Lott v. Trammell, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 1167. 

No. 12–10799. Keen v. Tennessee. Sup. Ct. Tenn. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 398 S. W. 3d 594. 

No. 12–10800. Curry v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10801. DiPietro v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10802. Slewion v. Weinstein et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10803. Vaughn v. Robb et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10804. Wellons v. Humphrey, Warden. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 695 F. 3d 1202. 

No. 12–10805. Thornton v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 101. 

No. 12–10806. Perez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10807. McClure v. Rapelje, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10808. Bolanos v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 144 So. 3d 548. 

No. 12–10809. Busanet v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 618 Pa. 1, 54 A. 3d 35. 

No. 12–10810. Aponte v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 82 Mass. App. 1121, 978 N. E. 
2d 106. 
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No. 12–10811. Boyston v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 231 Ariz. 539, 298 P. 3d 887. 

No. 12–10813. Villafuerte v. Colorado. Sup. Ct. Colo. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10814. Tijerina v. Patterson et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 807. 

No. 12–10815. Shefąeld v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 375. 

No. 12–10816. Scott v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 303. 

No. 12–10817. Ridgley v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 654. 

No. 12–10818. Parker v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 231 Ariz. 391, 296 P. 3d 54. 

No. 12–10819. Peng Xiang Li v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 713. 

No. 12–10820. Lesure v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 296. 

No. 12–10822. Yates v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 134 Ohio St. 3d 1506, 2013-Ohio-1123, 984 
N. E. 2d 1101. 

No. 12–10823. Valme v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10824. Warren v. Spearman, Acting Warden. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10825. Pugh v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 281. 

No. 12–10826. Gerth v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 285. 

No. 12–10827. Fussell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10828. Hippolyte v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 535. 
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No. 12–10829. Vega v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 413. 

No. 12–10830. Winebarger v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 165. 

No. 12–10831. Petite v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 1290. 

No. 12–10832. Reed v. Superior Court of California, Sac-
ramento County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10833. Smith v. Bechtold, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 763. 

No. 12–10834. Smith v. Bickell, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Huntingdon, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10835. Tucker v. Murphy, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 
808. 

No. 12–10836. Whalen v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 56 Cal. 4th 1, 294 P. 3d 915. 

No. 12–10837. Johnson et al. v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 606. 

No. 12–10838. Neal v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 302. 

No. 12–10839. McCain v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 12–10840. Chantharath v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 295. 

No. 12–10841. Dean v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 745. 

No. 12–10842. Rodriguez v. Court of Appeal of Califor-
nia, Second Appellate District, et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10845. Martin v. Biter, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 12–10846. Krivacska v. Lanigan, Commissioner, New 
Jersey Department of Corrections. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10847. Batts v. Oates, Correctional Administra-
tor, Pender Correctional Institution. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 318. 

No. 12–10848. Boan v. McCall, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 289. 

No. 12–10849. Ardon v. Committee for Public Counsel 
Services. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 464 Mass. 1001, 979 N. E. 2d 1093. 

No. 12–10850. Barillas v. Diaz, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10851. Austin v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 53 A. 3d 1104. 

No. 12–10852. Brock v. Brazelton, Acting Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10853. Cobbins v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (3d) 100855– 
UB. 

No. 12–10854. Quirino Rios v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10856. Caracappa v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10857. Mayard v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10858. Singleton v. Rivera, Warden, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 489 Fed. Appx. 727. 

No. 12–10859. Bealer v. Godinez et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10860. Barajas v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 12–10861. Belt v. United States District Court for 
the District of Maryland. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 491 Fed. Appx. 391. 

No. 12–10863. Anguiano-Magana v. Taylor, Acting Super-
intendent, Two Rivers Correctional Institution. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10864. Burfeindt v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10865. Dema v. City of Mesa, Arizona, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 650. 

No. 12–10866. Douglas v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10868. Cottrell v. Bergh, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10870. Cosby v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 507 Fed. Appx. 819. 

No. 12–10872. Miles v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10873. Parker v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 317 Ga. App. 93, 730 S. E. 2d 717. 

No. 12–10874. Moreland v. McDonald, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10876. Kinsey v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 292. 

No. 12–10877. Loraditch v. Jillson. App. Ct. Mass. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 83 Mass. App. 1104, 980 N. E. 
2d 470. 

No. 12–10878. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 533. 

No. 12–10879. Van Lilly v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 12–10881. Gonzalez v. Caden, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 672. 

No. 12–10885. Grabinski v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10886. Holmes v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 6. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 212 Cal. App. 
4th 431, 150 Cal. Rptr. 3d 914. 

No. 12–10887. Gilkeson v. Lee, Superintendent, Green 
Haven Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10888. Rollins v. LaValley, Superintendent, 
Clinton Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 12–10889. Alfredo Zepeda v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 652. 

No. 12–10891. Pooler v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 702 F. 3d 1252. 

No. 12–10892. Van Alstyne v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 622. 

No. 12–10893. Bass v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 19. 

No. 12–10894. Dowlen v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 559. 

No. 12–10895. Clark v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10896. Montiel v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 502. 

No. 12–10897. Johnson v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 120 So. 3d 1130. 

No. 12–10898. Link v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



ORDERS 875 

571 U. S. October 7, 2013 

No. 12–10899. Morrison v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 247. 

No. 12–10900. Daniels v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 56. 

No. 12–10901. Clay v. United States; and 
No. 12–11005. Cobb v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-

tiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 755. 

No. 12–10902. Eltayib v. Cornell Cos., Inc., et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 414. 

No. 12–10904. Heyward v. Bodison, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 474 Fed. Appx. 156. 

No. 12–10905. Forte v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10906. Herrerra Hernandez v. Stephens, Direc-
tor, Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional 
Institutions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10907. Fernandez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10908. Holland v. Warren, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10909. Fabian v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10910. Gadsden v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 90 So. 3d 285. 

No. 12–10912. Harris v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 55 A. 3d 403. 

No. 12–10913. Luh v. Farnsworth et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10914. Leal v. Ohio Secretary of State. Ct. App. 
Ohio, 10th App. Dist., Franklin County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10916. Cost v. Spearman, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 12–10917. Dixon v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 501 Fed. Appx. 803. 

No. 12–10918. Earls v. Meisner, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10920. Loyal v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 681. 

No. 12–10921. In re Grand Jury Proceedings. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10922. Sanchez v. Yates, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 520. 

No. 12–10923. Clark v. Kentucky. Ct. App. Ky. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10924. Pearson v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 56 Cal. 4th 393, 297 P. 3d 793. 

No. 12–10925. Melendez-Hernandez v. United States (Re-
ported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 279); Hernandez Alarcon, aka 
Hernandez, aka Hernandez Alcon v. United States (518 
Fed. Appx. 268); Camarillo Lopez, aka Lopez Camarillo v. 
United States (518 Fed. Appx. 289); Rueda-Flores v. United 
States (545 Fed. Appx. 278); Morones-Vargas, aka Gonzalez-
Zuniga v. United States (519 Fed. Appx. 244); Pena-Rojas v. 
United States (546 Fed. Appx. 380); Resendez-Villavueva, 
aka Carlos Resendez, aka Resendez-Villanueva, aka Re-
sendez, aka Resendez Villavueva v. United States (519 
Fed. Appx. 297); Ovalle-Castillo v. United States (544 Fed. 
Appx. 379); Carrillo-Martinez v. United States (519 Fed. 
Appx. 311); Alejandro Alcaraz v. United States (544 Fed. 
Appx. 429); and Garcia-Guillen v. United States (520 Fed. 
Appx. 243). C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10926. Cyrus v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 365. 

No. 12–10928. Wen Liu v. United States District Court 
for the Southern District of New York. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10929. Conway v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 12–10930. Fusilier v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10931. Harris v. Pąster, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10933. Gartman v. Pąster, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10934. Angel Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 300. 

No. 12–10935. Fenner v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10936. Maggio v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 696. 

No. 12–10937. Ebron v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 358. 

No. 12–10938. Castro-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 641. 

No. 12–10939. Nash v. Cuyahoga County Jail Warden. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10940. Merritt v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10942. Morris v. Ulibarri, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 777. 

No. 12–10943. Arturo Enamorado v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 
654. 

No. 12–10944. Dale v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 421. 

No. 12–10945. Denham v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10946. Vanmeter v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 226. 

No. 12–10947. Thompson v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10948. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 205. 

No. 12–10949. Townsend v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 904. 

No. 12–10950. Gomez-Diaz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 272. 

No. 12–10951. Godfrey v. Fox, Attorney General of 
Montana, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 511 Fed. Appx. 613. 

No. 12–10952. Hall v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 107 So. 3d 262. 

No. 12–10955. Mendez-Roldan et al. v. United States. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 1. 

No. 12–10956. Barreto v. Knipp, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 664. 

No. 12–10957. Sparks v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 58. 

No. 12–10959. Solomon v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 895. 

No. 12–10960. Lan Thi Tran Nguyen v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. 
Appx. 678. 

No. 12–10961. Duarte Plancarte, aka Duarte-Plancarte 
v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 513 Fed. Appx. 699. 

No. 12–10962. Daley v. Harrington, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10964. Burt v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10966. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 830. 

No. 12–10967. Grey v. McDonald, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 12–10968. Hinnant v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 217. 

No. 12–10969. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 270. 

No. 12–10970. Grobman v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10971. Hayes v. Atkinson, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10972. Felan-Cisneros v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10973. Goodenow v. Bradford County Court of 
Common Pleas. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10975. Graham v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 63. 

No. 12–10976. Fernandez v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10977. Franks v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10978. Hughes v. Levenhagen, Superintendent, 
Westville Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10979. Hassan v. Arizona. Super. Ct. Ariz., County 
of Maricopa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10980. Fonseca v. Small, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10982. Godwin v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 491 Fed. Appx. 393. 

No. 12–10983. Harrison v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10984. Skoda v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 834. 

No. 12–10985. Snow v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–10986. George v. Anspach et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10987. Garcia v. United States District Court 
for the Southern District of California et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10988. Harmon v. Turnbull. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 12–10990. Husnik v. Engles et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 495 Fed. Appx. 719. 

No. 12–10991. Greene v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 368. 

No. 12–10993. Familia v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10994. Grove v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 855. 

No. 12–10995. Hawkins v. County of Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10996. Ward v. Daniels, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10997. Watkins v. MacLaren, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 488. 

No. 12–10999. Adames v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 176. 

No. 12–11000. Mosbrucker v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 
6th App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–11002. Flores-Olague v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 526. 

No. 13–1. Allen v. Radio One of Texas II, LLC. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 295. 

No. 13–2. Landry v. G. C. Constructors. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 432. 

No. 13–3. Sodomsky v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 47 A. 3d 1257. 
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No. 13–4. Langston v. Wilson McShane Corp., as Admin-
istrator for the Twin Cities Carpenters and Joiners 
Pension Fund, et al. Sup. Ct. Minn. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 828 N. W. 2d 109. 

No. 13–8. TransportAzumah LLC v. City of New York, 
New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 101 App. Div. 3d 465, 955 N. Y. S. 2d 
333. 

No. 13–9. Kingsley et al. v. Brundige et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 492. 

No. 13–11. Canedy v. Canedy. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–12. Sledge v. State Farm Insurance. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–13. Dugan v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 369 Mont. 39, 303 P. 3d 755. 

No. 13–14. Stegmeier v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 701 F. 3d 574. 

No. 13–15. Sanchez v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 8th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 393 S. W. 3d 798. 

No. 13–16. Campbell v. Hanover Insurance Co. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 388. 

No. 13–17. Kent v. Vicksburg Healthcare, L. L. C., dba 
River Region Medical Center, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 229. 

No. 13–18. Janda v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 174 Wash. App. 229, 298 P. 3d 751. 

No. 13–19. Ohio Chemical Services et al. v. Falcon-
bridge, Ltd., et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 703 F. 3d 1004. 

No. 13–20. Opsitnick et ux. v. Johnson. Ct. App. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 223 N. C. App. 101, 732 S. E. 
2d 394. 

No. 13–21. Shiner v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–22. Hamberg v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 109 So. 3d 795. 

No. 13–24. Daniel v. Universal Ensco, Inc. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 434. 

No. 13–26. Donna L. v. New Mexico ex rel. Children, 
Youth and Families Department. Ct. App. N. M. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–27. Lord v. Hall et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 687. 

No. 13–28. Gallagher v. Long et al. Sup. Ct. Del. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 65 A. 3d 616. 

No. 13–29. Andochick v. Byrd et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 296. 

No. 13–30. Yarusso v. 106 Rescue Wing, New York Air 
National Guard, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 13. 

No. 13–31. Price v. Steen, Chief Administrator of the 
Texas Alcoholic Beverage Commission, et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 361. 

No. 13–32. De Los Santos v. United States District 
Court for the Northern District of Texas. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–33. Reynolds et ux. v. Bank of Canton et al. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–36. Halliburton, Inc., et al. v. Kirkendall et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 707 F. 3d 173. 

No. 13–37. Truscio v. New York (two judgments). Ct. App. 
N. Y. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 20 N. Y. 3d 1065, 985 
N. E. 2d 926 (frst judgment); 20 N. Y. 3d 1065, 985 N. E. 2d 927 
(second judgment). 

No. 13–39. Schmall v. Nevada Department of Motor Ve-
hicles and Public Safety. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 129 Nev. 1150. 

No. 13–40. Jones v. Home Bank et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–41. von Drehle Corp. v. Georgia Paciąc Con-
sumer Products, LP, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 710 F. 3d 527. 

No. 13–44. Lindell v. Iowa. Sup. Ct. Iowa. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 828 N. W. 2d 1. 

No. 13–45. Lamas, Superintendent, State Correctional 
Institution at Rockview, et al. v. Eley. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 837. 

No. 13–46. Person v. Sheets, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 419. 

No. 13–47. Cunningham v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 413. 

No. 13–48. Lapin v. State Bar of California. Sup. Ct. 
Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–49. James L. v. Devin H. et al. Ct. App. Tex., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 378 S. W. 3d 542. 

No. 13–50. Chon v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 812. 

No. 13–51. Moore, Individually and on Behalf of All 
Others Similarly Situated, et al. v. Publicis Groupe SA 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–54. Ryan v. Donley, Secretary of the Air Force. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. 
Appx. 687. 

No. 13–57. Irizarry v. United States. C. A. Armed Forces. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 M. J. 100. 

No. 13–59. Morales v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
714 F. 3d 295. 

No. 13–60. Huang et al. v. New Jersey Bureau of Secu-
rities. Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–61. Bell v. Hercules Liftboat Co., L. L. C. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 64. 
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No. 13–62. Ashland Hospital Corp., dba King’s Daugh-
ters Medical Center v. Service Employees International 
Union, District 1199. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 708 F. 3d 737. 

No. 13–64. Fein et ux. v. Commissioner of Internal Rev-
enue. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 
Fed. Appx. 41. 

No. 13–65. Durkee et al. v. Geologic Solutions, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 
Fed. Appx. 326. 

No. 13–66. Dwight R. v. Christy B. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 212 Cal. App. 
4th 697, 151 Cal. Rptr. 3d 406. 

No. 13–67. Sanchez-Campuzano et al. v. Playboy En-
terprises, Inc. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 519 Fed. Appx. 219. 

No. 13–68. PAC Paciąc Group International, Inc. v. NGC 
Network Asia, L. L. C. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 86. 

No. 13–70. Lowery et al. v. Deal, Governor of Georgia. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. 
Appx. 885. 

No. 13–71. Williams, Individually and as Personal Rep-
resentative of the Estate of Williams and Successor 
Trustee of the Charles L. Williams Living Trust v. 
Shafer, Clark County Public Administrator, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 487 Fed. Appx. 
413. 

No. 13–72. Araya v. Bayly, Judge, Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–74. Hsu, Individually and as Trustee of the 
Darru K. Hsu and Gina T. Hsu Living Trust U/A05/05/03 v. 
UBS Financial Services, Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 716. 

No. 13–75. Hicker v. California. App. Div., Super. Ct. Cal., 
County of San Diego. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–76. Rogozinski v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 900. 

No. 13–77. Novartis Pharmaceuticals Corp. v. Puerto 
Rico Department of Consumer Affairs. Sup. Ct. P. R. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–78. Viera v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 8th Dist. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–80. Shumin Zhang v. Sugars et al. Ct. App. Cal., 
2d App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–81. Carrasco v. City of Bryan, Texas. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 325. 

No. 13–82. Pathria v. University of Texas Health Sci-
ence Center at San Antonio. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 454. 

No. 13–83. Sunde et ux. v. Crockett et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 129 Nev. 1155. 

No. 13–84. Americans for Safe Access et al. v. Drug 
Enforcement Administration. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 438. 

No. 13–86. Tearman v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 M. J. 54. 

No. 13–88. Lehigh Gas Corp. v. Jimico Enterprises, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 
F. 3d 106. 

No. 13–90. Johnson et al. v. Barr et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 343. 

No. 13–92. Sun Life & Health Insurance Co. v. Hanning-
ton. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 
F. 3d 226. 

No. 13–94. Owens v. McDonald, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–96. Valles et al. v. Pima County, Arizona. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 
651. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–98. Cooper, Individually and as Next Friend of 
D. C. v. Black. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 503 Fed. Appx. 672. 

No. 13–100. Jackson v. Branca et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–101. Kulesa v. Rex et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 743. 

No. 13–102. May v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–104. SNFA v. Russell, as Executor of the Estate 
of Russell, Deceased. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 2013 IL 113909, 987 N. E. 2d 778. 

No. 13–105. al-Marri v. Berkebile, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 1183. 

No. 13–106. Beneącial West Virginia Inc. v. Britton 
et ux. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–107. White v. Baptist Memorial Health Care 
Corp. et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 699 F. 3d 869. 

No. 13–109. Mariano Martinez v. Ryan, Director, Ari-
zona Department of Corrections. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–110. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 707 F. 3d 655. 

No. 13–111. Martino v. Western & Southern Financial 
Group. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 
F. 3d 195. 

No. 13–112. Long v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. Dist., 
Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012-
Ohio-5724. 

No. 13–114. Javier Monreal v. New York et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 11. 

No. 13–117. Rhodes v. United States et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 703. 
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No. 13–118. Regatta Bay Ltd. v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 617. 

No. 13–119. Wilkes v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–120. Kivanc et ux. v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 782. 

No. 13–121. Sloan v. Bank of America N. A. Ct. App. Cal., 
1st App. Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–122. Whitaker v. Nash County, North Carolina, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 
Fed. Appx. 237. 

No. 13–123. Kentucky v. N. C., a Child Under Eighteen. 
Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 396 S. W. 3d 
852. 

No. 13–124. Livecchi v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 345. 

No. 13–125. Johnson v. Horry County, South Carolina, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 
Fed. Appx. 256. 

No. 13–126. Leist v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 779. 

No. 13–129. KM Enterprises, Inc., dba Emtrac Systems 
v. McDonald, Commissioner, New York State Department 
of Transportation. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 12. 

No. 13–131. Towns v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 404. 

No. 13–135. Matheson, dba Jess’s Wholesale v. Washing-
ton Department of Revenue. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–142. Safari Club International et al. v. Jewell, 
Secretary of the Interior, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 1. 
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No. 13–143. Hayes v. Harmony Gold Mining Co. Ltd. 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 
Fed. Appx. 21. 

No. 13–146. Tebeau v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 955. 

No. 13–147. Howard v. Joseph et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–150. Collvins v. Hackford et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 515. 

No. 13–151. Desmarais v. Jhelum Enterprises, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 
Fed. Appx. 671. 

No. 13–154. Burge v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 803. 

No. 13–156. Assariathu et al. v. Lone Star Health Man-
agement Associates, LP, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 315. 

No. 13–157. Hooten v. Ikard Servi Gas, dba Heritage 
Propane, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 525 Fed. Appx. 663. 

No. 13–158. Sadik v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 
723. 

No. 13–159. Soobzokov v. Holder, Attorney General, 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 
Fed. Appx. 98. 

No. 13–160. Mercer v. Gupta. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 756. 

No. 13–163. Domaschko et ux., Co-Trustees of the Nick 
Domaschko Living Revocable Trust, et al. v. Indiana. Ct. 
App. Ind. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 983 N. E. 2d 
182. 

No. 13–168. Bowersox v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 M. J. 71. 
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No. 13–175. Sutherland v. Leonhart, Administrator, 
Drug Enforcement Administration, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 598. 

No. 13–177. Clay et ux. v. Sharp. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 354. 

No. 13–178. MacNeill v. Merit Systems Protection 
Board. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
524 Fed. Appx. 638. 

No. 13–183. Flaherty v. Justices of the Haverhill Divi-
sion of the District Court Department of the Trial 
Court et al. App. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 83 Mass. App. 120, 981 N. E. 2d 745. 

No. 13–184. Padilla v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 21 N. Y. 3d 268, 992 N. E. 2d 414. 

No. 13–191. Philip Morris USA Inc. et al. v. Douglas, as 
Personal Representative of the Estate of Douglas. Sup. 
Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 110 So. 3d 419. 

No. 13–199. Primeau v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. Dist., 
Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012-
Ohio-5172. 

No. 13–206. Scruggs v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 258. 

No. 13–208. Thorne v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 55 A. 3d 873. 

No. 13–210. Torres-Coronado v. Holder, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 
Fed. Appx. 314. 

No. 13–213. Prakash v. Altadis U. S. A., Inc., et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–215. Mitrano v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–220. Fischer v. City of New York, New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 
Fed. Appx. 32. 
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No. 13–221. Heike v. Guevara et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 911. 

No. 13–222. Flood v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 1281. 

No. 13–223. Allen v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–224. Collum v. PayPal et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 611. 

No. 13–226. Alexander v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 1085. 

No. 13–230. Townsend v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 755. 

No. 13–233. County of Oakland, California, et al. v. 
Federal Housing Finance Agency et al.; and 

No. 13–237. Michigan Department of Attorney General 
et al. v. Federal Housing Finance Agency et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 935. 

No. 13–241. Blair v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 225. 

No. 13–251. James S. et ux. v. Matt G. et ux. Ct. Sp. App. 
Md. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 209 Md. App. 760. 

No. 13–270. Yufeng Wei v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 1. 

No. 13–272. Rawlins v. Kansas et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 1189. 

No. 13–277. Arledge v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 83. 

No. 13–5001. Barber v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 270. 

No. 13–5003. Golembiewski v. Logie et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 476. 

No. 13–5004. Fernandez et al. v. United States. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 847. 
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No. 13–5006. Cruz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 600. 

No. 13–5007. Diaz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 849. 

No. 13–5009. Jaimes Yanez v. United States (Reported 
below: 546 Fed. Appx. 331); and Trujillo-Morales v. United 
States (545 Fed. Appx. 288). C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5010. Ketchmore v. Clarke, Director, Virginia 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 324. 

No. 13–5011. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 492 Fed. Appx. 700. 

No. 13–5012. Handy v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5013. Alberto Gutierrez v. Stephens, Director, 
Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional In-
stitutions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5014. Hepburn v. Eagleton, Warden. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 197. 

No. 13–5015. Grady v. Winders et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 242. 

No. 13–5016. Henson v. Hart, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5017. Harris v. Outlaw, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 588. 

No. 13–5018. Feller v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (3d) 110164, 978 
N. E. 2d 1103. 

No. 13–5019. Green v. Brown, Superintendent, Wabash 
Valley Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5020. Henderson v. Klevenhagen et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5021. Hernandez v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 110301–U. 

No. 13–5022. Gore v. Beard, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5024. Gariby v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5025. Givens v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 869. 

No. 13–5026. Creek v. United States et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5027. Vasquez v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 104. 

No. 13–5028. Wagner v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 488 Fed. Appx. 760. 

No. 13–5029. Townsend v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5030. Lee v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 869. 

No. 13–5031. Antonio Lopez v. United States (Reported 
below: 518 Fed. Appx. 269); Garcia-Lopez v. United States 
(518 Fed. Appx. 280); Grimaldo v. United States (532 Fed. 
Appx. 504); Cortinas-Aldape v. United States (519 Fed. Appx. 
264); Cavazos-Salazar v. United States (519 Fed. Appx. 329); 
Moniet-Wong, aka Huerta v. United States (528 Fed. Appx. 
406); Betancourt-Nunez, aka Juarez-Garcia v. United 
States (528 Fed. Appx. 417); Zamora-Garcia v. United States 
(528 Fed. Appx. 416); Estrada v. United States (530 Fed. Appx. 
384); Valencia-Mosquera v. United States (532 Fed. Appx. 
557); and Rodriguez-Escareno v. United States (700 F. 3d 
751). C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5032. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5033. Morel v. Farley, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5034. Neri Prado v. City of Fredericksburg Po-
lice Department et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 262. 

No. 13–5036. Conway v. Illinois Department of Correc-
tions et al. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5037. Bumpers v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 168. 

No. 13–5038. Buck v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5039. Amaya v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 784. 

No. 13–5041. Alexander v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5042. Thomas v. Kerestes, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5043. Tenison v. Morgan et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 824. 

No. 13–5044. Burd v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5045. Christian v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5046. Allen v. Bartkowski et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5047. Brown v. Westbrooks, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5048. Baynard v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 13th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5049. Ahern v. Clay, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5050. Belcher v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 115 So. 3d 998. 

No. 13–5051. Keith v. McCabe, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 280. 
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No. 13–5052. Jones v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 395. 

No. 13–5053. Daws v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 725. 

No. 13–5054. Viserto v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5057. Easley v. Dietrich et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5058. Moore v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 562. 

No. 13–5060. Clark v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 103158–U. 

No. 13–5061. Williams v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5063. Worthan v. Frink, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 671. 

No. 13–5065. Wilson v. Trammell, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 1286. 

No. 13–5066. Martiniano, Next Friend of Reid v. Tennes-
see. Sup. Ct. Tenn. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 396 
S. W. 3d 478. 

No. 13–5067. Dunn v. Oklahoma et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 766. 

No. 13–5069. Lovette et al. v. North Carolina Depart-
ment of Correction et al. Sup. Ct. N. C. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 366 N. C. 471, 737 S. E. 2d 737. 

No. 13–5070. Magwood v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5073. StefĆer v. Premo, Superintendent, Oregon 
State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5074. Richardson v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 63 A. 3d 820. 
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No. 13–5075. Strohl v. Winstead, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Cambridge Springs, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5076. Ray v. Steele, Warden. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5077. Rueb v. Zavaras et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 831. 

No. 13–5078. Red Star v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5079. Ross v. Danforth et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5080. Snow v. Bledsoe, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 149. 

No. 13–5081. Smith v. Idaho. Sup. Ct. Idaho. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5082. Rios v. Lewis. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 250. 

No. 13–5083. Storey v. Hutchison et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5084. Reynard v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 M. J. 162. 

No. 13–5085. Silsby v. Hoffner, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5087. Iglesias v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. Sup. Ct. 
Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5088. Boswell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 214. 

No. 13–5089. Akwei v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 291. 

No. 13–5090. Terrelonge v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 151. 

No. 13–5091. Barber v. Scott et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 13–5092. Oji v. Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5093. Oji v. Westchester County Police Depart-
ment. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5094. Phipps v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 498. 

No. 13–5095. Mobley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 838. 

No. 13–5096. Overstreet v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 627. 

No. 13–5097. Miller v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5099. Richardson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 232. 

No. 13–5100. Rice v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 292 Ga. 191, 733 S. E. 2d 755. 

No. 13–5101. Edwards v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 411. 

No. 13–5103. Bartlett v. Jackson, Correctional Adminis-
trator, Nash Correctional Institution, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 281. 

No. 13–5104. Barajas v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 1102. 

No. 13–5105. Bailey v. Biter, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5106. Barber v. Chavez, Acting Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5107. Bogle v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 55 A. 3d 140. 

No. 13–5108. Benitez-Espinoza v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 513. 
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No. 13–5110. Craig v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 487. 

No. 13–5111. Pascual v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 75. 

No. 13–5112. Owen v. Sports Gymnastics Federation of 
Russia. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5113. Powell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 826. 

No. 13–5114. Moorer v. Bunting, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5115. Ramon Quiroz v. Clark, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5116. Riley v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5117. Smith v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5118. Robinson v. Smith et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5119. Rawlings v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 217. 

No. 13–5120. Scantland v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5121. Kelly v. Bartkowski et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5122. Dickens v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 239. 

No. 13–5123. Mabe v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 620. 

No. 13–5124. Bullard v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5125. Boniecki v. Stewart et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5126. Zahursky v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5127. Thompson v. Runnels, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 1089. 

No. 13–5128. McIntosh v. United States District Court 
for the Southern District of New York et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5129. Polzin v. Baenen. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5130. Peyton v. Gipson, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5131. Maddin v. Carpenter, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5132. Laraneta v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 700 F. 3d 983. 

No. 13–5133. Ontiveras v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 487 Fed. Appx. 387. 

No. 13–5134. Delgado v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5135. Nofsinger v. Virginia Commonwealth Uni-
versity et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 523 Fed. Appx. 204. 

No. 13–5137. Moore v. Rapelje, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5138. Murray v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5140. Drewry v. Maine. Sup. Jud. Ct. Me. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5141. Juarez-Santamaria v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 306. 

No. 13–5142. Lester v. Butch. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 319 Ga. App. 125, 735 S. E. 2d 122. 
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No. 13–5143. Allen v. Bennett, Sheriff, Glynn County, 
Georgia, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5144. Bassett v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 164. 

No. 13–5145. Williams v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2012–2716 (La. 5/3/13), 113 So. 3d 
213. 

No. 13–5146. Torres v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 810. 

No. 13–5147. Victor v. Roscommon County Probation De-
partment et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5148. Dotson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 369. 

No. 13–5149. Evans v. Heath, Superintendent, Sing Sing 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 712 F. 3d 125. 

No. 13–5150. Wood v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 693 F. 3d 1104. 

No. 13–5151. Morales v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 111 So. 3d 193. 

No. 13–5153. Jones v. Bergh, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5155. Disco v. Coleman, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Fayette, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5156. Frederick v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 1286. 

No. 13–5157. Fernandez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 796. 

No. 13–5158. Gonzalez-Melchor v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 646. 

No. 13–5159. Haase v. Pearl River Polymers, Inc., et al. 
Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5160. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 1194. 

No. 13–5161. Fuller v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5162. Hester v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 292 Ga. 356, 736 S. E. 2d 404. 

No. 13–5163. Flemings v. Moran et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5164. Hurst v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5165. Richards v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (4th) 111051–U. 

No. 13–5166. Jones v. McClarty, Judge, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5167. King v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 501 Fed. Appx. 596. 

No. 13–5168. Jacobs v. Nonpublic Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5170. Loza v. Beard, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5171. Mefford v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 923. 

No. 13–5172. Beale v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 792. 

No. 13–5173. Sun Bear v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 618. 

No. 13–5174. Acevedo-Herrera v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 239. 

No. 13–5175. Allison v. United States (Reported below: 518 
Fed. Appx. 324); Contreras v. United States (546 Fed. Appx. 
338); Trejo-Dominguez v. United States (544 Fed. Appx. 434); 
Martinez v. United States (524 Fed. Appx. 993); Mallory 
v. United States (528 Fed. Appx. 417); Alejandro Ramos 
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v. United States (528 Fed. Appx. 400); Trejo, aka Trejo-
Gonzalez v. United States; Caballero-Escamilla v. United 
States (528 Fed. Appx. 414); Keller v. United States (530 
Fed. Appx. 351); Bernal-Elizondo v. United States (528 Fed. 
Appx. 415); Merrell v. United States (528 Fed. Appx. 415); 
and Jorge-Mendoza v. United States (528 Fed. Appx. 403). 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5176. Davenport v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5177. De-Luis-Conti v. Grounds, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 680. 

No. 13–5178. Doscher v. Swift Transportation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 498 Fed. Appx. 724. 

No. 13–5179. Blanco-Avalos v. Holder, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5180. Northington v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 795. 

No. 13–5181. Cunningham v. Crews, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5182. Copeland v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 760. 

No. 13–5183. Steiner v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 111 So. 3d 896. 

No. 13–5184. Smith v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 347. 

No. 13–5185. Schoppe-Rico v. Horel, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5187. Simmons v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5188. Smith v. Baxter et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5189. Reagle v. Jones, Director, Oklahoma De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 749. 
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No. 13–5190. Rodriguez v. Valenzuela, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5191. Sinclair v. Citi Mortgage, Inc., et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 737. 

No. 13–5192. Rinere v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 30. 

No. 13–5193. Jeep v. Obama, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5194. Younggil Kim, aka Kim v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5195. Laster v. Krystal Co. et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5196. Thrasher v. Missouri Department of Cor-
rections. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5197. Reyes Vasallo v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 147. 

No. 13–5198. Steiner v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 114 So. 3d 936. 

No. 13–5199. Carter v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 377. 

No. 13–5200. Stanko v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 402 S. C. 252, 741 S. E. 2d 
708. 

No. 13–5201. Escobar-Marroquin v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 262. 

No. 13–5202. Kadiri v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5203. Jensen v. Pash, Warden. Sup. Ct. Mo. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5204. Walker v. Lawrenceville Apartments. 
App. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 81 Mass. 
App. 1135, 966 N. E. 2d 868. 

No. 13–5205. Wei Chin v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 690. 
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No. 13–5206. Woods v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 111170–U. 

No. 13–5208. Hardy v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 464 Mass. 660, 984 N. E. 2d 
727. 

No. 13–5209. Hammond v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 333. 

No. 13–5210. Daniel Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 282. 

No. 13–5211. Foster v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 887. 

No. 13–5212. Alexis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 865. 

No. 13–5213. Burr v. Lassiter, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 327. 

No. 13–5214. Burton v. Thomas, Commissioner, Alabama 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 700 F. 3d 1266. 

No. 13–5215. Burgess v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5216. Mendoza v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 484 Fed. Appx. 101. 

No. 13–5217. McLellan v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 109 So. 3d 1158. 

No. 13–5218. Mendez-Valdez v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 317. 

No. 13–5219. Pantano v. Donat, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5220. Jeter v. Palmetto Health, dba Palmetto 
Health Internal Medicine Center. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 234. 

No. 13–5221. Karboau v. City of Portland, Oregon, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 498 Fed. 
Appx. 747. 
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No. 13–5222. Lonkoski v. Wisconsin. Sup. Ct. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2013 WI 30, 346 Wis. 2d 523, 828 
N. W. 2d 552. 

No. 13–5223. Cuevas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 163. 

No. 13–5224. Rogers v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5226. Ralph v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5227. Sanchez v. Hedgpeth, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5228. Puckett v. Lopez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5230. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5231. Blake v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 501 Fed. Appx. 587. 

No. 13–5232. Jackson v. Curry. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 225. 

No. 13–5233. Jackson, as Administratrix of the Estate 
of Giguere v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 23. 

No. 13–5234. Gjelaj v. Lee, Superintendent, Green 
Haven Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5235. Husband v. Denmark, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5236. Gray v. Ulit et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 653. 

No. 13–5237. Hyacinth v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5238. Hall v. Sandor, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5240. Grady v. Wayne County Clerk of Court. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. 
Appx. 265. 

No. 13–5241. Harper v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 102 So. 3d 272. 

No. 13–5242. Hurst v. McEwen, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5243. Ramos-Carrillo v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 739. 

No. 13–5244. Raven v. Oklahoma. Sup. Ct. Okla. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5245. Soro v. Soro. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 97 So. 3d 310. 

No. 13–5246. Schoppe-Rico v. Rupert. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5247. Melendez v. Beard, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5248. Meherg v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 457. 

No. 13–5249. Perez v. Colorado. Sup. Ct. Colo. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 302 P. 3d 222. 

No. 13–5250. Pedroza v. Tilton, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 554. 

No. 13–5253. Barkley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5254. Brooks v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5255. Bonds v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2011–1674 (La. App. 4 Cir. 
10/3/12), 101 So. 3d 531. 

No. 13–5256. Peterson v. Timme, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 
830. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5258. Serrano-Navarro v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 558. 

No. 13–5259. Rodriguez-Reyes v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 1. 

No. 13–5261. Hernandez v. Beard, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. 
Appx. 618. 

No. 13–5262. Goss v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 915. 

No. 13–5263. Gaxiola v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5264. Angel Gonzales v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 288. 

No. 13–5265. Van Ross v. Shelton, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 
723. 

No. 13–5266. Williams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 379. 

No. 13–5267. Whitworth v. Story et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5269. Freeman v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 317. 

No. 13–5270. Villarreal v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 236. 

No. 13–5271. Williams v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 420. 

No. 13–5272. Yuman-Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 471. 

No. 13–5273. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5274. Sialeu v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 734. 
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No. 13–5275. Platts v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5277. Hynes v. Caraway, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5278. Fagan v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
4th Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 98 App. Div. 
3d 1270, 951 N. Y. S. 2d 612. 

No. 13–5279. Guerrero v. Dexter, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5280. Gregory v. Adams, Judge, Superior Court 
of Georgia, Whitąeld County, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5281. Gil v. Lewis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5282. Schoppe-Rico v. Horel, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5283. Holtsinger v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5284. Harris v. Gee, Sheriff, Hillsborough 
County, Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5285. Fourstar v. Eckroth et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 127. 

No. 13–5286. Green v. Coleman, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Fayette, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5287. Hall v. Scutt, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 482 Fed. Appx. 990. 

No. 13–5288. Wilson v. Morrissey et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 742. 

No. 13–5289. James v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 41. 

No. 13–5290. Manzini v. Florida Bar et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 978. 
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No. 13–5291. Evans v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 155. 

No. 13–5292. Warren H. v. Ballard, Warden. Sup. Ct. 
App. W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5293. Gates v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 58. 

No. 13–5294. Emory v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 352. 

No. 13–5295. Bell v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 880. 

No. 13–5296. Barber v. Superior Court of California, 
Santa Barbara County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., 
Div. 6. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5297. May v. Patterson et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5298. Panice v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5299. Pooler v. Cain, Warden, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5301. Horan, aka Caroselli v. New York. App. 
Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 99 App. Div. 3d 1021, 952 N. Y. S. 2d 473. 

No. 13–5303. Patterson v. Davis et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 610. 

No. 13–5304. Mintz v. McCabe, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 359. 

No. 13–5305. Pagonis v. Texas Department of Criminal 
Justice et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 518 Fed. Appx. 328. 

No. 13–5306. Davis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 841. 

No. 13–5307. Case v. Hatch, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 731 F. 3d 1015. 
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No. 13–5309. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5310. Hollins v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 264. 

No. 13–5311. Brabham v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 907. 

No. 13–5312. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 625. 

No. 13–5313. Ambrose v. Godinez et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 470. 

No. 13–5314. Ramon-Herrada v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 397. 

No. 13–5315. Palmer v. Adams. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 308. 

No. 13–5317. Rochelle v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 297 Kan. 32, 298 P. 3d 293. 

No. 13–5320. Riggins v. Booker, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5321. Blackburn v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 769. 

No. 13–5325. Brimeyer v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 M. J. 3. 

No. 13–5326. Kane v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 761. 

No. 13–5327. Winkelman v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5328. Winkelman v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5329. Yowell v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
545 Fed. Appx. 311. 

No. 13–5331. Smith-Hodges v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 354. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5332. Rose v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 362. 

No. 13–5333. Smart v. Tennessee et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5334. Scott v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 647. 

No. 13–5335. Richards v. British Petroleum et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 378. 

No. 13–5336. Cabrera-Orellana v. United States (Re-
ported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 313); Echavarria-Espinoza v. 
United States (546 Fed. Appx. 351); and Munoz-Guerrero v. 
United States (547 Fed. Appx. 416). C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5337. Eddings v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 115. 

No. 13–5340. Seibel v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 1229. 

No. 13–5341. Patrick et al. v. Albuquerque School Dis-
trict et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5342. Williams v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5343. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5344. Turner v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5345. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 284. 

No. 13–5346. Ryals v. Montgomery County, Pennsylva-
nia, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
515 Fed. Appx. 75. 

No. 13–5347. Braddy v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 111 So. 3d 810. 

No. 13–5348. Batts v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 135. 
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No. 13–5349. Baldwin v. Diaz, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5352. Patterson v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5353. Ellison v. Moreci et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 489. 

No. 13–5355. Hall v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 352. 

No. 13–5357. Allen v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 406. 

No. 13–5358. Brissey v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 481. 

No. 13–5360. Barber v. Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5361. Kareem v. Federal Deposit Insurance Cor-
poration et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 482 Fed. Appx. 594. 

No. 13–5362. Garrett v. United States District Court 
for the Western District of Michigan et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5363. Herrera v. Ginter et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5364. Flores v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 11th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5365. Hood v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 501 Fed. Appx. 812. 

No. 13–5366. Gilliam v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 62 A. 3d 107. 

No. 13–5367. Redd v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 173. 

No. 13–5368. Smith, aka Larry v. Crews, Secretary, 
Florida Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5369. Huynh v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 212 Cal. App. 
4th 285, 151 Cal. Rptr. 3d 170. 

No. 13–5370. Van Harris v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 204. 

No. 13–5372. Hill v. Mississippi et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5373. Glispy v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 110 So. 3d 463. 

No. 13–5374. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 485 Fed. Appx. 334. 

No. 13–5375. Turner v. Craig et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 587. 

No. 13–5376. Mabry v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 236. 

No. 13–5377. Thompson v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 159 So. 3d 797. 

No. 13–5378. Walker v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 M. J. 157. 

No. 13–5379. Walker v. Williams, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 685. 

No. 13–5381. Joyner v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5382. Medina-Campo v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 232. 

No. 13–5383. Steiner v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 114 So. 3d 181. 

No. 13–5384. MacLloyd v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 434. 

No. 13–5385. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5386. Iglesias v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. Sup. Ct. 
Va. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5387. Quintana Rojano v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 375. 

No. 13–5388. Enriquez Mendez v. California. Ct. App. 
Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5389. Berg v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 490. 

No. 13–5391. Smith, aka Harris v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5392. Collington v. Department of Human Re-
sources et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5393. Donley v. Hudsons Salvage, L. L. C., et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. 
Appx. 216. 

No. 13–5394. Carneglia v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5395. McDaniel v. Pennsylvania Department of 
Corrections et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5396. Garcia-Navar, aka Navar-Garcia v. United 
States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5397. Avalos Perez v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5400. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 846. 

No. 13–5401. Basaldua v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 207. 

No. 13–5402. Williams v. Rivard, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5403. Williams v. Guzman et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 388. 

No. 13–5404. Pittman v. Nebraska. Sup. Ct. Neb. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 285 Neb. 314, 826 N. W. 2d 862. 

No. 13–5405. Vicks v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 56 Cal. 4th 274, 295 P. 3d 863. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



914 OCTOBER TERM, 2013 

October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5406. Orta Lopez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 545 Fed. Appx. 315. 

No. 13–5407. Sierra-Pesina v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 522. 

No. 13–5408. Andrews v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5409. Carpenter v. California et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 677. 

No. 13–5410. Smart v. Harrington, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5411. Rufus v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 168. 

No. 13–5412. Kendrick v. Robinson, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5413. Johnson v. Gansler, Attorney General of 
Maryland. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
519 Fed. Appx. 156. 

No. 13–5414. Jones v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 143. 

No. 13–5417. Donaldson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 110 So. 3d 17. 

No. 13–5418. Ewing, aka Ewing Bey v. Young, Secretary, 
North Carolina Department of Public Safety, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. 
Appx. 267. 

No. 13–5419. Hodge v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 380. 

No. 13–5420. Garner v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 100931–U. 

No. 13–5421. Phipps v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 209. 

No. 13–5422. Olivares-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 205. 
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No. 13–5424. Sauseda v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 349. 

No. 13–5425. Snow v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 808. 

No. 13–5426. Whitlow v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 41. 

No. 13–5427. Lopez Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 
908. 

No. 13–5428. Lucero v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 1024. 

No. 13–5429. Koering v. Sullivan, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 665. 

No. 13–5432. Wilson v. Holder, Attorney General, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. 
Appx. 169. 

No. 13–5433. Allen v. Avance. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5434. Boroczk v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 616. 

No. 13–5435. Brown v. Dove et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 237. 

No. 13–5437. Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 1134. 

No. 13–5438. Smith v. Clements, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5439. Nixon v. Unknown. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 334. 

No. 13–5440. Putnam v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 83 Mass. App. 1115, 982 N. E. 
2d 1225. 

No. 13–5441. Payton v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2013–0064 (La. 5/24/13), 117 So. 3d 99. 
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No. 13–5442. Villanueva Labastida v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5443. Kelso v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5445. Justice v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5446. Johnson v. Giles, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 491 Fed. Appx. 60. 

No. 13–5447. Lewis v. Chappius, Superintendent, Elmira 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5448. Castellano v. McEwan, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 713. 

No. 13–5449. Antonio DeJesus v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5450. Woodward v. American University of Anti-
gua College of Medicine. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5452. Butler v. Bickell, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Huntingdon, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5453. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 263. 

No. 13–5454. Sanders v. Virginia et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 490 Fed. Appx. 573. 

No. 13–5455. Robinson v. District Attorney of Philadel-
phia County et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5456. Fletcher v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 89. 

No. 13–5457. Silva Zapata v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 327. 

No. 13–5458. Strand et al. v. Golden Meadows Proper-
ties, LC. Ct. App. Utah. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5460. Gelin v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 612. 
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No. 13–5461. Garcia v. Jacquez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5462. Forrest v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5463. Falcon v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5464. Sernas v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5465. Shareef v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5466. Howell v. Young, Judge, Superior Court of 
Delaware, Kent County. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5468. Tschida v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 159 So. 3d 799. 

No. 13–5469. Youngblood v. Feather Falls Casino et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5470. A. M. M. v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5471. Garcia Ornelas v. Gipson, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5472. Hinnant v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 936. 

No. 13–5473. Fagan v. Fayram, Warden, et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5474. Garcia-Mendoza v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 641. 

No. 13–5475. Grandberry v. Wenerowicz, Superintend-
ent, State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5476. Hockman v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5477. Henderson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 109 So. 3d 795. 
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No. 13–5478. Grifąn v. Clements, Executive Director, 
Colorado Department of Corrections. Ct. App. Colo. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5479. Serrano v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 184. 

No. 13–5480. Taurus v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. Sup. Ct. Colo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5481. Augustine v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 1290. 

No. 13–5485. Castillo v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 407. 

No. 13–5486. Emmons v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 995. 

No. 13–5488. Jones v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 888. 

No. 13–5489. Langford v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 189. 

No. 13–5490. Morales v. Bradt, Superintendent, Attica 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5491. Jackson v. Hargadon. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 270. 

No. 13–5492. Reilly v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 116 So. 3d 386. 

No. 13–5495. Moore v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 926. 

No. 13–5496. Brown v. Capozza, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Pittsburgh, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5497. Dodd v. Semmes, Bowen & Semmes. Ct. Sp. 
App. Md. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 207 Md. App. 766 
and 777. 

No. 13–5498. Alejandro Carrillo v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 662. 
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No. 13–5499. Dinkins v. Giroux, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Muncy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5500. Davis v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 64 A. 3d 23. 

No. 13– 5502. Spencer v. Michigan. Cir. Ct. Oakland 
County, Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5503. Switzer v. Dean et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 294. 

No. 13–5504. Medina-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 344. 

No. 13–5505. Propst v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5506. Standberry v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 381. 

No. 13–5509. Youngblood v. Evans, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5510. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 433. 

No. 13–5512. Bustos-Ochoa v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 1053 and 714 
F. 3d 1133. 

No. 13–5513. Kelly v. Perry, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5514. Legette v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 322. 

No. 13–5515. Wiggins v. St. Lukes Episcopal Health Sys-
tem. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 
Fed. Appx. 249. 

No. 13–5516. Vickers v. Pearce, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 395. 

No. 13–5518. Mungia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5519. Pittman v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 12th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5520. Gandy v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 1234. 

No. 13–5521. Galaz-Perez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 95. 

No. 13–5523. Bryant v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5524. Westbrook v. Kerestes, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Mahanoy. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5525. Guerrero Galindo v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 812. 

No. 13–5526. Farmer v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 257. 

No. 13–5528. Martinez v. Martinez et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5529. HoĆand v. Maine. Sup. Jud. Ct. Me. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2012 ME 129, 58 A. 3d 1023. 

No. 13–5530. Hockman v. Hobbs, Warden. Sup. Ct. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5532. Perez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 287. 

No. 13–5533. Wilson v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5534. Velasquez-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 559. 

No. 13–5535. Winkelman v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 127. 

No. 13–5536. Jelinski v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5539. Novitskiy v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. 
Appx. 724. 

No. 13–5540. McWilliams v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5541. Mondragon-Carrillo v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. 
Appx. 569. 

No. 13–5542. Croskey v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5543. Lashley v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 843. 

No. 13–5544. Chisolm v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 87. 

No. 13–5548. Riley v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL App (1st) 112464–U. 

No. 13–5550. Ross v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 109 So. 3d 788. 

No. 13–5552. Villafana v. Virginia. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 242. 

No. 13–5553. Cardona-Rosario v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5554. Martin v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 129. 

No. 13–5555. Watson v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 196. 

No. 13–5556. Jones v. Amolinski et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5557. Benjamin v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 371. 

No. 13–5558. Bunch v. Hobbs, Director, Arkansas De-
partment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5560. Cook v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 812. 

No. 13–5561. Vera v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 603. 

No. 13–5562. Whiteside v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 Ark. 176, 426 S. W. 3d 917. 

No. 13–5563. Weeks v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 1255. 

No. 13–5564. Walker v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 8th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5565. Walker v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 638. 

No. 13–5566. Rincon v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5567. Santana-Smith v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 250. 

No. 13–5569. Royal v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 377. 

No. 13–5570. Cox v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 394 S. W. 3d 867. 

No. 13–5573. Mitchell v. Kelly, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 329. 

No. 13–5577. Woods v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 195. 

No. 13–5579. Thompson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 113 So. 3d 846. 

No. 13–5580. Sarah W. v. South Carolina Department of 
Social Services. Sup. Ct. S. C. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 402 S. C. 324, 741 S. E. 2d 739. 

No. 13–5581. Weston v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 196. 
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No. 13–5582. Koonin v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5584. Perez-Leal v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 777. 

No. 13–5585. Cooper v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 873. 

No. 13–5586. Abraham v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5587. Alvarez v. Wells, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5588. Bergere v. Neven, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5591. Parker v. Department of Behavioral 
Health et al. Super. Ct. Gwinnett County, Ga. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5594. Kocis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 865. 

No. 13–5595. Corbett v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 523 Fed. Appx. 892. 

No. 13–5600. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 730. 

No. 13–5601. Rodas, aka Rodas-Esposito, aka Carlos v. 
United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 523 Fed. Appx. 731. 

No. 13–5602. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 657. 

No. 13–5605. Mahmood v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. 
Appx. 118. 

No. 13–5606. Sloan v. Bank of America N. A. Ct. App. 
Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5607. Laster v. City of Albany, Georgia, Water, 
Gas & Light Company. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 777. 

No. 13–5608. Megan J. v. Katz, Commissioner, Connecti-
cut Department of Children and Families. App. Ct. Conn. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 140 Conn. App. 626, 59 A. 
3d 892. 

No. 13–5611. Williams v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5612. Barbee v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 15. 

No. 13–5613. Bishop v. Ofące of Personnel Management 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 
Fed. Appx. 104. 

No. 13–5616. Blair v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 639. 

No. 13–5618. Vazquez v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5619. Stebbins v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 1. 

No. 13–5620. Stanąll v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 1150. 

No. 13–5621. Williams v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 59 A. 3d 1278. 

No. 13–5622. Whalen v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 368 Mont. 354, 295 P. 3d 1055. 

No. 13–5623. Gatlin v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 676. 

No. 13–5624. Haynes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 810. 

No. 13–5628. Huffman v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 426. 

No. 13–5629. Figueroa v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 501 Fed. Appx. 5. 
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No. 13–5636. Robertson v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 M. J. 256. 

No. 13–5638. Waldner v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5642. Roush v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 349. 

No. 13–5643. Smith v. Coleman, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 444. 

No. 13–5644. Reberger v. Offender Management Divi-
sion et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5645. Small v. Rozum, Superintendent, State Cor-
rectional Institution at Somerset. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5646. Guillermo Carrillo v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 
767. 

No. 13–5647. Maldonado Perez v. Gipson, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5648. Subh v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., et al. Ct. 
Sp. App. Md. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5651. Chansamone v. NRG Northeast Afąliate 
Service, Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 523 Fed. Appx. 820. 

No. 13–5652. Orozco Nunez v. McEwen, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5653. Munar v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 305. 

No. 13–5654. Chester v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 175. 

No. 13–5658. Ferguson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5659. Frederick v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 91. 
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No. 13–5660. Dow v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 976. 

No. 13–5661. Parker v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 449. 

No. 13–5662. McIntosh v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 783. 

No. 13–5663. McNeair v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 258. 

No. 13–5667. Villarreal-Solis v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5668. Buczek v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5670. Mohabir v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 122. 

No. 13–5673. Poole v. Farley, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5674. Molen v. Timmerman-Cooper, Warden. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5676. Crawley v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 551. 

No. 13–5677. Connor v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 609. 

No. 13–5678. Patterson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5679. Rivera-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 11. 

No. 13–5680. Sumner v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 806. 

No. 13–5681. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 528. 

No. 13–5682. Kelly v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 990. 
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No. 13–5683. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 316. 

No. 13–5685. Magner v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 36. 

No. 13–5688. Bolarinwa v. Kaplan, Superintendent, Bed-
ford Hills Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5689. Bryan v. Swarthout, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5694. Walls v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 529. 

No. 13–5695. Young v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 153. 

No. 13–5697. Davis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 344. 

No. 13–5698. Rivera v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 304. 

No. 13–5699. Barry v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 85. 

No. 13–5700. Batchelor v. Stevenson, Warden. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 194. 

No. 13–5701. Bey v. Capello, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 405. 

No. 13–5702. Agoro v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5703. Brown v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
526 Fed. Appx. 941. 

No. 13–5705. George v. Warren, Sheriff, Cobb County, 
Georgia, et al. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5707. Parker v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5710. Chon v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 855. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5711. Robertson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 54. 

No. 13–5712. Juarez-Espina v. Holder, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5715. Underwood v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 733. 

No. 13–5719. Lake v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5720. Kingsberry v. Maryland. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 268. 

No. 13–5721. Lopesierra-Gutierrez v. United States. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 
193. 

No. 13–5723. Amodeo v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5724. Esquivel v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5730. McGary v. Richards. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5732. Dominguez-Mejia v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 605. 

No. 13–5733. Richard, aka Earl, aka Narrl v. United 
States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 
Fed. Appx. 323. 

No. 13–5736. Sussman v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5737. Keel v. Beard, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 487 Fed. Appx. 394. 

No. 13–5740. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5741. Jones v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 741. 
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No. 13–5743. Tyler v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 60 A. 3d 580. 

No. 13–5747. Roering v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5751. Sanchez-Guerrero v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5752. Mitchell v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 411. 

No. 13–5755. Hale v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 711. 

No. 13–5760. Corsi v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 181. 

No. 13–5762. Goodwin v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 511. 

No. 13–5764. Corzine v. Department of the Army et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. 
Appx. 207. 

No. 13–5768. Rogers v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 866. 

No. 13–5770. Holman v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 162. 

No. 13–5771. Gonzalez-Chavez v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 36. 

No. 13–5772. Burnett v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 62 A. 3d 726. 

No. 13–5774. Appolon v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 362. 

No. 13–5775. Annoreno v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 352. 

No. 13–5776. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 598. 

No. 13–5778. Washington v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 962. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5779. Tooley v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 644. 

No. 13–5781. Soto v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 51. 

No. 13–5782. Rosalez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 1194. 

No. 13–5786. Leal v. Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5788. Estrella v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 822. 

No. 13–5791. Pena, aka Alverez Ayala v. United States. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5792. Oldyn v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5794. Burnside v. Wenerowicz, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. 
Appx. 135. 

No. 13–5797. Hayes v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 361. 

No. 13–5798. Perkins v. LaValley, Superintendent, Clin-
ton Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5799. Morris v. Curtin, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5802. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5803. Donato v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5804. Cabrera-Cosme, aka Villalobos, aka Ca-
nales v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 714 F. 3d 1. 

No. 13–5805. Canty v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5806. Latania T. v. Illinois et al. App. Ct. Ill., 
1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL App (1st) 
121949–U. 

No. 13–5811. Martin v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5812. Barry v. Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5813. Claudio et vir v. Philadelphia Department 
of Human Services et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5817. Maxwell v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 21 N. Y. 3d 913, 988 N. E. 2d 893. 

No. 13–5818. Martinez Suarez v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5819. Rith v. Rios, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 684. 

No. 13–5821. Mikanda v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 72. 

No. 13–5823. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5826. Gibson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 1256. 

No. 13–5827. Green v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 292. 

No. 13–5828. Elias Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 270. 

No. 13–5829. Shell v. Clarke, Director, Virginia Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 254. 

No. 13–5832. Grant v. Nevada et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5833. Wingąeld v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5837. Higgins v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 839. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5838. Gomez-Cazares v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5839. Hsia v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 176. 

No. 13–5840. Hughes v. United States Postal Service. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5842. White v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 237. 

No. 13–5843. Robertson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 320. 

No. 13–5844. Quick v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 159 So. 3d 799. 

No. 13–5847. Martinez-Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5848. Castonguay v. Britton, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5850. Mauldin v. Department of Justice. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5853. Bradford v. Hobbs, Director, Arkansas De-
partment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5857. Ibanez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 544. 

No. 13–5858. Hill v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 554. 

No. 13–5859. Figueroa-Gaona v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 587. 

No. 13–5861. Williamson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 556. 

No. 13–5866. Shea v. Kirkegard, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5868. Schrubb v. Beard, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. 
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C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. 
Appx. 609. 

No. 13–5872. Howell v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5873. Goudeau v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 390. 

No. 13–5874. Gabino Chavarria v. Busby, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 720. 

No. 13–5875. D’Binion v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 309. 

No. 13–5876. Dudley, aka Brown v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 378. 

No. 13–5877. Wynn v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 596. 

No. 13–5880. Ojeda Barraza v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 426. 

No. 13–5882. Allen v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 551. 

No. 13–5887. McKibbins v. Williams, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. 
Appx. 572. 

No. 13–5889. Cirves v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5890. Chick v. McGrady, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Retreat, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5895. Daranda v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5896. Cavender v. Haney, Warden, et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5898. Davis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 451 Fed. Appx. 876. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5899. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 673. 

No. 13–5900. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 161. 

No. 13–5901. Bleckler v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 495. 

No. 13–5903. Holt v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5905. Davis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 547. 

No. 13–5906. Hoggard v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 772. 

No. 13–5908. Ferri v. Kane, Attorney General of Penn-
sylvania, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 513 Fed. Appx. 124. 

No. 13–5910. Harris v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5915. Hinds v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5921. Mueller v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5922. McCloud v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5923. Palacios Rengifo v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 41. 

No. 13–5924. Turnage v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5928. McCormick v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 411. 

No. 13–5929. McDowell v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 571. 

No. 13–5931. McDonald v. Village of Palatine, Illinois. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. 
Appx. 286. 
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No. 13–5932. Oliver v. McGrady, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Retreat, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5934. Thompson v. Southers, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5935. Alford v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 495. 

No. 13–5936. Butler v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 173. 

No. 13–5938. Bell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 956. 

No. 13–5939. Smith v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 294. 

No. 13–5941. Santiago-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 129. 

No. 13–5946. Huff et al. v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 451. 

No. 13–5951. Ray v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 585. 

No. 13–5953. Christian v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5955. Clark v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5956. Taken Alive v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 609. 

No. 13–5957. Ortega, aka Alcaraz v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. 
Appx. 541. 

No. 13–5960. Daveng Wee v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 28. 

No. 13–5961. Turner v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 763. 
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October 7, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5962. Watson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 116 So. 3d 1268. 

No. 13–5963. Walker v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 687. 

No. 13–5964. Mercado v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 574. 

No. 13–5971. Samuels v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5974. Roebuck v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 867. 

No. 13–5975. Reyes-Guzman v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 317. 

No. 13–5976. Slagg v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5979. Pineda v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 863. 

No. 13–5981. Roberts v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5985. Ghoston v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 468. 

No. 13–5986. Henderson v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL 114040, 989 N. E. 2d 192. 

No. 13–5988. Cole v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 638. 

No. 13–5989. Corey v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 759. 

No. 13–5993. Martin v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 433. 

No. 13–6000. Gabriel Aguilar v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 
541. 

No. 13–6001. Ramos v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 545 Fed. Appx. 301. 
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No. 13–6003. Langley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 903. 

No. 13–6008. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 457. 

No. 13–6009. Johnson v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (4th) 090893–U. 

No. 13–6014. Daniels v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 399. 

No. 13–6015. DeVaughn v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 319. 

No. 13–6016. Katherine D. v. Katz, Commissioner, Con-
necticut Department of Children and Families. App. Ct. 
Conn. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 141 Conn. App. 474, 
62 A. 3d 635. 

No. 13–6018. Dudley, aka Brown v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 378. 

No. 13–6024. Mack v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6026. Nichols v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 344. 

No. 13–6028. Boyd v. Neven, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6030. Harriman v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 491 Fed. Appx. 782. 

No. 13–6035. Rosas v. Donat, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6036. Roach v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 610. 

No. 13–6037. Smith v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6042. Crosby v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 771. 

No. 13–6048. Hunt v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 630. 
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No. 13–6051. Garcon v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6055. Peterson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 770. 

No. 13–6059. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6062. Winkelman et al. v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 52. 

No. 13–6065. Akinlade v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 529. 

No. 13–6066. Alexander v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 448. 

No. 13–6067. Andarade-Valle v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 252. 

No. 13–6076. Tasby v. Obenland, Superintendent, Clal-
lam Bay Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 680. 

No. 13–6077. Ochoa-Torres v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 583. 

No. 13–6079. Baird v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6080. Barrington v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 206. 

No. 13–6081. Sanchez-Aguilar v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 1108. 

No. 13–6082. Sayamontry v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 442. 

No. 13–6084. Riggin v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 381. 

No. 13–6085. Bond v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6087. Hiatt v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 665. 
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No. 13–6095. Dyke et al. v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 1282. 

No. 13–6098. Schoppe v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 
F. 3d 1190. 

No. 13–6100. Blackmon v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6101. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 250. 

No. 13–6103. Noel v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 284. 

No. 13–6107. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 562. 

No. 13–6108. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–789. Palmquist v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 689 F. 3d 66. 

No. 12–1218. Folino, Superintendent, State Correc-
tional Institution at Greene, et al. v. Johnson. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 
117. 

No. 12–1256. New Mexico v. Navarette. Sup. Ct. N. M. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013–NMSC–003, 
294 P. 3d 435. 

No. 12–1292. Technology Patents LLC v. T-Mobile (UK) 
Ltd. et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re-
ported below: 700 F. 3d 482. 

No. 12–1303. Karnatcheva et al. v. JPMorgan Chase 
Bank et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re-
ported below: 704 F. 3d 545. 
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No. 12–1341. Abraham, dba Paddle Tramps Manufactur-
ing Co. v. Alpha Chi Omega et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of 
Law Professors for leave to fle brief as amici curiae granted. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 614. 

No. 12–1342. Sahid v. Cadlerock Joint Venture, L. P. 
App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Motion of Philip A. 
Byler for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 94 App. Div. 3d 580, 942 N. Y. S. 2d 497. 

No. 12–1347. Cintas Corp. v. Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Commission. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Breyer took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 699 F. 3d 884. 

No. 12–1362. Wineman et al. v. City of Santa Maria, Cal-
ifornia, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 6th App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 211 Cal. App. 4th 266, 149 Cal. 
Rptr. 3d 491. 

No. 12–1366. Ho Myung Moolsan Co., Ltd., et al. v. Ma-
nitou Mineral Water, Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. Reported below: 501 Fed. Appx. 85. 

No. 12–1382. Chau Kieu Nguyen, as Representative of 
Dung Kim Nguyen, and the Estate of Luong Trung Ngu-
yen v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N. A. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 1342. 

No. 12–1396. American Electric Power Service Corp. 
et al. v. Federal Communications Commission et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 708 
F. 3d 183. 

No. 12–1406. Jones, as Administratrix of the Estate of 
Jones and as Guardian ad Litem for Jones v. Town of East 
Haven, Connecticut. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Jus-
tice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 691 F. 3d 72. 

No. 12–1441. Dickson v. Public Service Company of Okla-
homa. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took 
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no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 511 Fed. Appx. 753. 

No. 12–1456. Jones v. Department of the Treasury et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 12–1457. AMAG Pharmaceuticals, Inc., et al. v. Sil-
verstrand Investments et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or deci-
sion of this petition. Reported below: 707 F. 3d 95. 

No. 12–1461. Herrera v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 480. 

No. 12–1465. Interface Kanner, LLC v. JPMorgan Chase 
Bank, N. A., et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Jus-
tice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 927. 

No. 12–1481. Priester et ux. v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, 
N. A., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re-
ported below: 708 F. 3d 667. 

No. 12–1494. Republic of Argentina v. NML Capital, 
Ltd., 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: 699 F. 3d 246. 

No. 12–1495. Church of Scientology International v. 
DeCrescenzo et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 3. Mo-
tions of The Rutherford Institute and National Council of 
Churches of Christ et al. for leave to fle briefs as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–8364. Fulks v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 683 F. 3d 512. 

No. 12–8891. Stewart 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: 686 F. 
3d 156. 
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No. 12–9125. Cain 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: 671 F. 3d 271. 

No. 12–9748. Deleon v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis granted, and the order entered June 3, 
2013, [569 U. S. 1016,] is vacated. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 704 F. 3d 189. 

No. 12–10181. Perry v. Key Auto Recovery et al. Ct. 
App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 12–10211. Andersen v. Young and Rubicam Advertis-
ing. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 487 Fed. Appx. 675. 

No. 12–10317. Neal v. Duke Energy et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer and Justice Alito took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 509 Fed. Appx. 280. 

No. 12–10528. Steele v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 12–10531. Caban v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 291. 

No. 12–10571. Marcus v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor and Justice Kagan 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re-
ported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 8. 

No. 12–10578. Rodriguez 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: 503 Fed. 
Appx. 72. 

No. 12–10584. Asante et al. v. JPMorgan Chase & Co. 
et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari de-
nied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or deci-
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sion of this petition. Reported below: 93 App. Div. 3d 429, 940 
N. Y. S. 2d 44. 

No. 12–10671. Brown v. Ferrara et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 12–10714. Matherly v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 514 Fed. 
Appx. 287. 

No. 12–10737. Reeder v. English, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 12–10753. Alexander v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 490 Fed. 
Appx. 575. 

No. 12–10794. Lewis v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 505 Fed. 
Appx. 1. 

No. 12–10812. DeGlace v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 501 Fed. 
Appx. 949. 

No. 12–10843. Kearney 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. 

No. 12–10844. Jones 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. 12–10953. Kapordelis v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 12–10974. Fields v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 
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No. 12–10981. Hutchinson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 12–10992. Feuer 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. 13–35. Landolfi v. City of Melbourne, Florida. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Motion of Reserve Offcers Association for leave 
to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 832. 

No. 13–63. Brennan et al. v. Concord EFS, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer and Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 686 F. 3d 741. 

No. 13–85. Patterson, Warden, et al. v. Adkins. C. A. 
11th Cir. Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 
3d 1241. 

No. 13–89. Rubin et al. v. City of Lancaster, California. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 13–103. Hartman et al. v. Moore. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. The Chief Justice and Justice Kagan took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 704 F. 3d 1003. 

No. 13–161. Public Patent Foundation Inc. v. McNeil-
PPC, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 13–202. James v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 232. 

No. 13–234. White v. Department of Defense. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–257. Hall, aka Valeriano v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the 
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consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 528 
Fed. Appx. 377. 

No. 13–5098. Piskanin v. Cameron, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Cresson, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5136. Morris v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5139. Antonio Cordero v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5229. Muhammad, aka Cooper v. United States. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5260. Smith v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 1114. 

No. 13–5268. Grifąn v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 520 Fed. 
Appx. 858. 

No. 13–5318. Harris v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 521 Fed. 
Appx. 732. 

No. 13–5324. Aguiar 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. 13–5356. Hutchinson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5359. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 520 Fed. 
Appx. 226. 
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No. 13–5531. Hall v. Rios, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5576. Wilson v. Swarthout, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5672. Patterson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 525 Fed. 
Appx. 681. 

No. 13–5692. Fernando Villalon v. Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari before 
judgment denied. 

No. 13–5708. Payne v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5713. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5722. Bloom 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. 13–5777. Watts v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 292. 

No. 13–5785. Kilbride v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5942. Sessa 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: 711 F. 3d 316. 

No. 13–5959. Cirineo 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: 523 Fed. 
Appx. 70. 
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No. 13–6041. DeJesus 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: 509 Fed. 
Appx. 12. 

No. 13–6045. Cochran v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6050. Green v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6052. Givens 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. 13–6091. Saavedra v. Scribner, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
482 Fed. Appx. 268. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 12–9523. Gresham v. Capello, Warden, 569 U. S. 1020; 
No. 12–9840. Jones v. Toll Brothers, 570 U. S. 921; 
No. 12–10059. Jennings v. Hagel, Secretary of Defense, 

570 U. S. 922; 
No. 12–10177. Adams v. Smith, Warden, 570 U. S. 923; and 
No. 12–10419. Evans v. United States, 570 U. S. 925. Peti-

tions for rehearing denied. 

No. 12–7148. Budha v. United States, 568 U. S. 1164; 
No. 12–8422. Stacker v. Norman, Warden, 569 U. S. 906; and 
No. 12–10179. Campbell v. United States, 569 U. S. 1037. 

Motions for leave to fle petitions for rehearing denied. 

October 9, 2013 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 12–1502. Asia Pulp & Paper Co., Ltd., et al. v. JPMor-
gan Chase Bank, N. A., Successor in Interest to the First 
National Bank of Chicago. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari dis-
missed under this Court's Rule 46. Reported below: 707 F. 3d 
853. 
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Miscellaneous Order 

No. 13–6790 (13A362). In re Schad. Application for stay of 
execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Kennedy, 
and by him referred to the Court, denied. Petition for writ of 
habeas corpus denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–6756 (13A350). Schad v. Ryan, Director, Arizona 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 9th Cir. Application for 
stay of execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Ken-
nedy, and by him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 732 F. 3d 963. 

No. 13–6780 (13A352). Schad v. Brewer, Governor of Ari-
zona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Application for stay of execution 
of sentence of death, presented to Justice Kennedy, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 732 F. 3d 946. 

No. 13–6809 (13A368). Yowell v. Livingston, Executive 
Director, Texas Department of Criminal Justice, et al. 
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. Reported below: 732 F. 3d 
465. 

October 15, 2013 

Appeal Dismissed 

No. 13–198. Brown, Governor of California, et al. v. 
Plata et al. Appeal from D. C. E. D. & D. C. N. D. Cal. dis-
missed for want of jurisdiction. See 28 U. S. C. § 1253. Reported 
below: 922 F. Supp. 2d 1004. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–5626. Howell v. Young, Judge, Superior Court of 
Delaware, Kent County, et al. C. A. 3d 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: 530 
Fed. Appx. 98. 

No. 13–5746. Raihala v. Cass County District Judge. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



ORDERS 949 

571 U. S. October 15, 2013 

pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. 

No. 13–5750. Sanders v. Midland Funding LLC 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. 

No. 13–5761. Evans v. Marshall, Judge, Court of Common 
Pleas of Ohio, Scioto County. Sup. Ct. Ohio. 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: 134 
Ohio St. 3d 1505, 2013-Ohio-1123, 984 N. E. 2d 1100. 

No. 13–5784. Kemppainen v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
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). 

No. 13–5871. Seward v. Roe, 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. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 13A231. Charline P. v. Connecticut Department of 
Children and Families. Sup. Ct. Conn. Application for stay, 
addressed to Justice Scalia and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 13M34. Rockefeller v. Obama, President of the 
United States, et al.; 

No. 13M35. Boyd v. United States.; 
No. 13M37. Henke v. City of Newburgh, New York; 

and 
No. 13M39. Panzarella v. Navapai County Sherriff’s Of-

ące et al. Motions to direct the Clerk to fle petitions for writs 
of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 13M36. Anders v. Cellco Partnership, dba Verizon 
Wireless. Motion to direct the Clerk to fle petition for writ of 
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certiorari out of time denied. Justice Alito took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 13M38. Sibley v. United States et al. Motion to di-
rect the Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari denied. 

No. 12–462. Northwest, Inc., et al. v. Ginsberg. C. A. 9th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 569 U. S. 993.] Motion of the Solicitor 
General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus cu-
riae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–696. Town of Greece, New York v. Galloway 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. [Certiorari granted, 569 U. S. 993.] Mo-
tion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argu-
ment as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–1128. Medtronic, Inc. v. Mirowski Family Ven-
tures, LLC. C. A. Fed. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 569 U. S. 993.] 
Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral 
argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 
Motion of Tessera Technologies, Inc., for leave to participate in 
oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument 
denied. 

No. 13–5354. Espinosa v. Burger King Corp. C. A. 11th 
Cir.; 

No. 13–5717. Thomas v. ITT Educational Services, Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir.; and 

No. 13–6047. Hunter v. Kalmanson et al. Sup. Ct. Va. 
Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. Petitioners are allowed until November 5, 2013, 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. 13–370. In re Phelps; and 
No. 13–6348. In re Trimuar. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 13–5690. In re Moore. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

No. 13–5765. In re Colbert. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 
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Certiorari Granted 
No. 12–1493. Abramski v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 

Certiorari granted. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 307. 

No. 12–1146. Utility Air Regulatory Group v. Environ-
mental Protection Agency et al.; 

No. 12–1248. American Chemistry Council et al. v. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency et al.; 

No. 12–1254. Energy-Intensive Manufacturers Working 
Group on Greenhouse Gas Regulation et al. v. Environ-
mental Protection Agency et al.; 

No. 12–1268. Southeastern Legal Foundation, Inc., et 
al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al.; 

No. 12–1269. Texas et al. v. Environmental Protection 
Agency et al.; and 

No. 12–1272. Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States of America et al. v. Environmental Protection 
Agency et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari granted limited to 
the following question: “Whether EPA permissibly determined 
that its regulation of greenhouse gas emissions from new motor 
vehicles triggered permitting requirements under the Clean Air 
Act for stationary sources that emit greenhouse gases.” Cases 
consolidated, and a total of one hour is allotted for oral argument. 
Reported below: 684 F. 3d 102. 

Certiorari Denied 
No. 12–1086. Sony Computer Entertainment America 

LLC et al. v. 1st Media, LLC. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 694 F. 3d 1367. 

No. 12–1152. Virginia et al. v. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency; 

No. 12–1153. Paciąc Legal Foundation v. Environmental 
Protection Agency; and 

No. 12–1253. Coalition for Responsible Regulation, Inc., 
et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 684 F. 3d 102. 

No. 12–1368. Fisher v. North Carolina. Ct. App. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 219 N. C. App. 498, 725 S. E. 
2d 40. 

No. 12–1378. Fox Group, Inc. v. Cree, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 700 F. 3d 1300. 
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No. 12–1433. Davidson v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 48 A. 3d 194. 

No. 12–1503. Geac Enterprise Solutions, Inc., et al. v. 
Cornus Corp. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 252 Ore. App. 595, 289 P. 3d 267. 

No. 12–9965. Greene v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 298. 

No. 12–10116. Demmitt v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 665. 

No. 12–10251. Sepulvado v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 707 F. 3d 550. 

No. 12–10371. Flocker v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 637. 

No. 12–10529. Swims v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 520. 

No. 12–10579. Worthy v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6. United States Sugar Corp. v. Friends of the 
Everglades et al.; 

No. 13–10. Environmental Protection Agency et al. v. 
Friends of the Everglades et al.; and 

No. 13–23. South Florida Water Management District 
et al. v. Friends of the Everglades et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 699 F. 3d 1280. 

No. 13–34. Knappe, Executor of the Estate of Pattee, 
Deceased v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 713 F. 3d 1164. 

No. 13–38. 677 New Loudon Corp., dba Nite Moves v. New 
York Tax Appeals Tribunal et al. Ct. App. N. Y. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 19 N. Y. 3d 1058, 979 N. E. 2d 1121. 

No. 13–42. Woollard et al. v. Gallagher et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 865. 

No. 13–53. Bufąn v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 441. 

No. 13–91. Castille et al. v. St. Joseph Abbey et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 215. 
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No. 13–133. Rondigo, L. L. C., et al. v. Township of Rich-
mond, Michigan, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 13–134. Stern v. Weinstein et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 701. 

No. 13–140. MoGas Pipeline LLC et al. v. Public Service 
Commission of Missouri et al. Ct. App. Mo., Western Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 395 S. W. 3d 562. 

No. 13–148. Shumin Zhang et vir v. Jianong Guo et al. 
Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–149. Davey et ux. v. Windermere Services Co. 
et al. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 172 
Wash. App. 1011. 

No. 13–153. American Dental Partners of Michigan, 
LLC, et al. v. Dental Associates, P. C., dba Redwood Den-
tal Group. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
520 Fed. Appx. 349. 

No. 13–162. Montano et al. v. Wilson. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 847. 

No. 13–164. Araya v. Keleta. Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 65 A. 3d 40. 

No. 13–166. Hanford-Southport, LLC v. City of San An-
tonio, Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 387 S. W. 3d 849. 

No. 13–167. Lawlor v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 285 Va. 187, 738 S. E. 2d 847. 

No. 13–170. Lahrichi et al. v. Frank et al. Ct. App. 
Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 171 Wash. App. 1005. 

No. 13–171. Lunts et vir v. Rochester City School Dis-
trict et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
515 Fed. Appx. 11. 

No. 13–172. Lieblich et al. v. Nahzi, fka Nazi. App. Div., 
Sup. Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 99 App. Div. 3d 639, 952 N. Y. S. 2d 883. 
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October 15, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–176. Cox v. Anne Arundel County, Maryland, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 
Fed. Appx. 244. 

No. 13–181. Gaind v. Garcia Cordero et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 68. 

No. 13–189. Voneida v. Stoehr et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 219. 

No. 13–192. Matthews v. Educational Credit Manage-
ment Corp. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
516 Fed. Appx. 556. 

No. 13–194. Caldera v. Insurance Company of Pennsyl-
vania. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 
F. 3d 861. 

No. 13–195. Dearborn Lodging, Inc., dba Metro Inn v. 
City of Dearborn, Michigan. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–196. Spurlock et al. v. Fox et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 383. 

No. 13–197. Lin v. Chicago Title Insurance Co. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 501 Fed. Appx. 655. 

No. 13–201. Mariotti v. Mariotti Building Products, Inc. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 
761. 

No. 13–203. American Red Cross, Heart of America 
Blood Services Region v. Harrell, Regional Director of 
Subregion 33 of the National Labor Relations Board. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 553. 

No. 13–207. San Luis Unit Food Producers et al. v. 
United States et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 709 F. 3d 798. 

No. 13–211. Ekmark v. Matthews et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 62. 

No. 13–227. Soni Law Firm v. Scottsdale Insurance Co. 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 
Fed. Appx. 576. 
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No. 13–228. Staker et ux. v. Jubber, Chapter 7 Trustee, 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 
Fed. Appx. 811. 

No. 13–229. Yadav v. Brookhaven National Laboratory 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 487 
Fed. Appx. 671. 

No. 13–232. Smith v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 
Fed. Appx. 395. 

No. 13–235. Clyce v. Hunt County, Texas, et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 
319. 

No. 13–245. Asencio v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 
798. 

No. 13–258. Grant, Konvalinka & Harrison P. C. v. Still 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 
F. 3d 404. 

No. 13–279. Kozlowski v. Smith, Superintendent, Mid-
State Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 21. 

No. 13–280. O’Donnell v. Commissioner of Internal Rev-
enue. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 489 
Fed. Appx. 469. 

No. 13–282. Ciaramitaro v. UNUM Life Insurance Com-
pany of America et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 430. 

No. 13–283. Dubea v. School Board of Avoyelles Parish. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. 
Appx. 357. 

No. 13–284. Duran et al. v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 620 Fed. Appx. 687. 

No. 13–285. Beasley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 204. 
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October 15, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–300. Halmos et al. v. Insurance Company of 
North America. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 515 Fed. Appx. 851. 

No. 13–305. Lacognata et vir v. Hospira, Inc. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 866. 

No. 13–5276. McMahon v. Fisher et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5399. Uribe-Quintero v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 299. 

No. 13–5571. Madura ex ux. v. United States District 
Court for the Middle District of Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5575. Wetzel v. Tanner et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5578. Moritz v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 277. 

No. 13–5589. Adams v. Palmer, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5590. Ankeney v. Archuleta, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. 
Appx. 650. 

No. 13–5593. McDaniels v. Drew, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 269. 

No. 13–5598. Parker v. Clark, Superior Court of Geor-
gia, Gwinnett County. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 292 Ga. XXII, 742 S. E. 2d 479. 

No. 13–5599. Young v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5609. Emrit et al. v. Cheap-O-Air et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 347. 

No. 13–5610. Despio v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5614. Avington v. Arizona. Super. Ct. Ariz., County 
of Maricopa. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5615. Bergerud v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5617. Washington v. Stephens, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 714 F. 3d 352. 

No. 13–5627. Harris v. Messitte, Judge, United States 
District Court for the District of Maryland, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 
241. 

No. 13–5630. Gilding v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5631. Hug v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5632. Hutton v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5633. Pavon v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5634. Rodriguez v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 126 So. 3d 363. 

No. 13–5635. Smith v. Gottlob. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 41. 

No. 13–5637. Scott v. Clarke, Director, Virginia Depart-
ment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5641. Pinkney v. American Medical Response, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
520 Fed. Appx. 502. 

No. 13–5650. Moore v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5656. Frank v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 414. 

No. 13–5657. Hegewald v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. 
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October 15, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5664. Zochlinski v. Regents of the University of 
California et al. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5665. Whalen v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5666. Tunoa v. Thomas et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5669. Merritt v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 118 So. 3d 221. 

No. 13–5671. Moss v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 113 So. 3d 9. 

No. 13–5684. Johnson v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 227. 

No. 13–5686. Anderson et al. v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. 
Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 104 So. 3d 
1089. 

No. 13–5687. Atta Bey v. Georgia. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5693. Thompson v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5696. Corbin v. Johnson, Judge, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 200. 

No. 13–5704. McKenzie v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 907. 

No. 13–5706. Brown v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5709. Nero v. Maryland. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 487 Fed. Appx. 89. 

No. 13–5718. Topping v. Department of Education et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. 
Appx. 816. 
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No. 13–5727. Todd et al. v. Rothschild, as Chapter 11 
Trustee of Fort Deąance Housing Corp., Inc. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 489 Fed. Appx. 181. 

No. 13–5729. McFadden v. Gainey. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 176. 

No. 13–5731. Dumey v. Kissimmee Utility Authority. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. 
Appx. 937. 

No. 13–5734. Shine v. Tillman, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5735. Raven v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5738. Youngblood v. Lamarque, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5739. Mikkelson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 104 So. 3d 1085. 

No. 13–5742. Trudeau v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 83 Mass. App. 1120, 984 N. E. 
2d 890. 

No. 13–5744. Rosenthal v. O’Brien, Superintendent, Old 
Colony Correctional Center. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 676. 

No. 13–5745. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5749. Petkovic v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. 
Dist., Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
2012-Ohio-4050. 

No. 13–5754. Alexander v. Bayview Loan Servicing, LLC. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. 
Appx. 589. 

No. 13–5758. Tolsma v. King County, Washington, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 489 Fed. 
Appx. 178. 

No. 13–5759. Simbaqueba v. Department of Defense. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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October 15, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5763. Renee D. v. Racine County Department of 
Human Services. Ct. App. Wis. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 2013 WI App 41, 346 Wis. 2d 733, 828 N. W. 2d 594. 

No. 13–5767. Shaun A. W. v. Jora D. B. Sup. Ct. Nev. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 129 Nev. 1127. 

No. 13–5769. Fulmer v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 401 S. W. 3d 305. 

No. 13–5773. Burfeindt v. Postupack et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 65. 

No. 13–5780. Snider-Carpenter et al. v. City of Dixon, 
Missouri, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 504 Fed. Appx. 527. 

No. 13–5783. Keaton v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5787. Mackey v. Brunsman, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 357. 

No. 13–5790. McDonald v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 117 So. 3d 412. 

No. 13–5793. Noll v. Peterson et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5795. Baez v. Roden, Superintendent, Massachu-
setts Correctional Institution at Norfolk. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5796. Hill v. Fischer, Commissioner, New York 
Department of Correctional Services, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 56. 

No. 13–5814. Mayąeld v. Commission for Lawyer Disci-
pline of the State Bar of Texas. Sup. Ct. Tex. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5815. Kelly v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 180. 

No. 13–5831. Sowell v. South Carolina. Ct. Common 
Pleas of Richland County, S. C. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5846. Kerns v. Klem et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5851. Gutierrez v. Smith, Superintendent, Shaw-
angunk Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 702 F. 3d 103. 

No. 13–5870. Rogers v. Glebe, Superintendent, Stafford 
Creek Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5879. Josephs, aka Gibbs v. Artus, Superintend-
ent, Wende Correctional Facility, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5907. Grunau v. Hill, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5914. Gentile v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 116 So. 3d 382. 

No. 13–5917. Crockett v. Kelly, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5919. DeGroot v. Territory of the Virgin Is-
lands. Sup. Ct. V. I. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5925. M. I., a Minor v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL 113776, 989 N. E. 2d 173. 

No. 13–5940. Steward v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 397 S. W. 3d 881. 

No. 13–5944. Loucks v. Neven, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5948. Ventura v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 113 So. 3d 11. 

No. 13–5978. Isidro v. Superior Court of California, 
Santa Clara County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 6th App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5982. Petrossian v. Collins et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 861. 

No. 13–5990. Codrington v. Territory of the Virgin Is-
lands. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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October 15, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5995. Littlejohn v. Riley, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 491 Fed. Appx. 448. 

No. 13–5999. Billu v. Territory of the Virgin Islands. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6010. Carroll v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 
Fed. Appx. 281. 

No. 13–6011. Chavarriaga v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., 
App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6017. Clemons v. Harlow, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Albion, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6019. Evans v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6031. O’Keefe v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 129 Nev. 1142. 

No. 13–6033. Sheptock v. Fenty et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 707 F. 3d 326. 

No. 13–6057. Barbaris v. Taylor, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 183. 

No. 13–6063. Williams v. Coleman, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Fayette, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6069. Clevenger v. Cartinhour et al. C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6070. McBride v. Larkin, Superintendent, East-
ern New York Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6072. Nugent v. Pippin, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6074. Bustillo v. Lappin et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 551. 

No. 13–6086. Antonetti v. Neven, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6088. Papadopoulos v. Obama, President of the 
United States, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6104. Okey v. Strebig et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 212. 

No. 13–6109. Moore v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6112. Braddy v. Fox, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 469. 

No. 13–6114. Thomas v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 62 A. 3d 446. 

No. 13–6115. Cyrus v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 794. 

No. 13–6122. Brantley v. United States; and 
No. 13–6123. Stith v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-

rari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 287. 

No. 13–6124. Long v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 920. 

No. 13–6125. Way Quoe Long v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6126. Perez, aka Wallace v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 319. 

No. 13–6127. Poynter v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 2. 

No. 13–6128. McBee v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6129. Ford v. Stevenson, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 206. 

No. 13–6131. Beamon v. Wisconsin. Sup. Ct. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2013 WI 47, 347 Wis. 2d 559, 830 
N. W. 2d 681. 

No. 13–6132. Graham v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 445. 

No. 13–6133. Rocha-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 340. 
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No. 13–6134. Delaney v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 553. 

No. 13–6135. Edwards v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 285. 

No. 13–6136. Duque-Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 296. 

No. 13–6137. Henderson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 381. 

No. 13–6139. Fabricant v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 636. 

No. 13–6140. Defreitas v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 115. 

No. 13–6142. Theall v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 256. 

No. 13–6143. Tavares v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 4. 

No. 13–6144. Thompson v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 68 A. 3d 729. 

No. 13–6148. Schmitz v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 536. 

No. 13–6150. Doss v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6151. Mitchell v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6152. Mendez v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL App (4th) 110107, 
985 N. E. 2d 1047. 

No. 13–6155. McDowney v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 183. 

No. 13–6156. Moore v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 764. 

No. 13–6157. Cunningham v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 256. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



ORDERS 965 

571 U. S. October 15, 2013 

No. 13–6161. Keys v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6163. Redd v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 656. 

No. 13–6165. Anchrum v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6166. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 778. 

No. 13–6167. Cooper v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6169. Whittingham v. Crews, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6170. Whatley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 1206. 

No. 13–6171. Woods v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 248. 

No. 13–6172. Whitehead v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 929. 

No. 13–6174. Williams v. Glunt, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Houtzdale, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6176. Ortega v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 626. 

No. 13–6177. Parker v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 63 A. 3d 819. 

No. 13–6178. Lovell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6180. Jahns v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 483. 

No. 13–6182. Flores-Alejo v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 422. 

No. 13–6183. Hockaday v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6184. Gentile v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6185. Hudspeth v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6188. Fernandez-Gradis v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 270. 

No. 13–6189. Greene v. Department of Justice. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6191. Caldwell v. Mazurkiewicz, Superintend-
ent, State Correctional Institution at Greensburg, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6192. Bevins v. Wenerowicz, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6195. Aguilar-Diaz v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 372. 

No. 13–6197. Essien v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 291. 

No. 13–6200. Solano-Fell, aka Ligas v. United States. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. 
Appx. 41. 

No. 13–6201. Jones v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 109 So. 3d 1158. 

No. 13–6202. Williams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 312. 

No. 13–6203. Robles v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 303. 

No. 13–6204. Redmond v. Hogsten, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6209. McCall v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6213. Jones v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6216. Lee v. Cozza-Rhodes, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 630. 
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No. 13–6217. Shengyang Zhou v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 1139. 

No. 13–6219. Dudley, aka Brown v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 378. 

No. 13–6221. Coleman v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 M. J. 184. 

No. 13–6225. Son Nguyen v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 459. 

No. 13–6229. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 193. 

No. 13–6230. Stephens v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 440. 

No. 13–6231. Rhone v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 772. 

No. 13–6236. Rios-Contreras v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6240. Garcia-Delira v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 683. 

No. 13–6241. Primus v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 932. 

No. 13–6242. Mendiola v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 646. 

No. 13–6247. Banks v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 501 Fed. Appx. 606. 

No. 13–6249. Forrest v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 257. 

No. 13–6253. Zavala-Zavala v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 375. 

No. 13–6258. Beumel v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 623. 

No. 13–6261. Tovar v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 376. 

No. 13–6262. Urbina-Abrego v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 256. 
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No. 13–6263. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6264. Sakoman v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6265. Evans v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 641. 

No. 13–6266. Camacho-Rosales v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 215. 

No. 13–6267. Davis v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 474. 

No. 13–6268. Cole v. Feather, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 571. 

No. 13–6270. Cibrian-Quintero v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 644. 

No. 13–6271. Ponce-Zuniga v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 693. 

No. 13–6272. Meridyth v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 251. 

No. 13–6274. Neal v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 794. 

No. 13–6276. McDowell v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 755. 

No. 13–6278. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 488. 

No. 13–6279. Stafford v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 380. 

No. 13–6282. Puttick v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6287. Cowan v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 278. 

No. 13–6288. Nosair v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6294. Vandemerwe v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 745. 
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No. 13–6300. Sauseda v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 349. 

No. 13–6313. Al Sabahi v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 305. 

No. 13–6315. Umeh v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 57. 

No. 13–6318. Negron v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 692. 

No. 13–6340. Johnson v. Ware, Director, District of 
Columbia Court Services and Offenders Supervision 
Agency. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6352. Ford v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6355. Badruddoza v. Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1279. Onondaga Nation v. 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: 
500 Fed. Appx. 87. 

No. 12–1352. Nokia Inc. et al. v. International Trade 
Commission et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. The 
Chief Justice and Justice Breyer took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 690 F. 3d 
1318. 

No. 12–10633. Williamson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 405. 

No. 13–141. Sprint Communications Company of Virginia, 
Inc., et al. v. Central Telephone Company of Virginia 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 715 F. 3d 501. 

No. 13–152. Dixie-Net Communications, Inc. v. BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc., dba AT&T Mississippi, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part 
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in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
516 Fed. Appx. 407. 

No. 13–5972. Rinaldi v. Zickefoose, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 532 Fed. 
Appx. 64. 

No. 13–6113. Winters v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 1098. 

No. 13–6186. Herrera-Gomez v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6254. James v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6298. Connolly v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

October 16, 2013 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 13–6158. Mahoney v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. Reported 
below: 717 F. 3d 257. 

October 21, 2013 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–5862. Wheeler v. DeSautel et al. 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. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–2712. In re Disbarment of Boyd. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 568 U. S. 1226.] 

No. D–2713. In re Disbarment of Field. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 570 U. S. 901.] 
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No. D–2714. In re Disbarment of Ohl. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 570 U. S. 902.] 

No. D–2715. In re Disbarment of Casale. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 570 U. S. 902.] 

No. D–2716. In re Disbarment of Liberace. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 570 U. S. 902.] 

No. D–2727. In re Disbarment of Dickson. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 570 U. S. 902.] 

No. D–2728. In re Disbarment of Claffey. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 570 U. S. 902.] 

No. D–2729. In re Disbarment of Sigman. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 570 U. S. 902.] 

No. D–2730. In re Disbarment of Alessandro. Disbar-
ment entered. [For earlier order herein, see 570 U. S. 902.] 

No. D–2732. In re Disbarment of Gold. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 570 U. S. 903.] 

No. 13M40. Maldonado v. Local 803 I. B. of T. Health 
and Welfare Fund. Motion to direct the Clerk to fle petition 
for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 13M41. In re Sealed Case; and 
No. 13M42. R. L. v. Pennsylvania. Motions for leave to fle 

petitions for writs of certiorari under seal with redacted copies 
for the public record granted. 

No. 13M43. Emerson v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division; 

No. 13M44. Dunne v. Martinez, Warden; and 
No. 13M45. Wallis v. USA Baby, Inc. Motions to direct the 

Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 137, Orig. Montana v. Wyoming et al. Motion of the 
Special Master for allowance of fees and disbursements granted, 
and the Special Master is awarded a total of $72,322.76 for the 
period May 19, 2011, through July 1, 2013, to be paid equally by 
Montana and Wyoming. [For earlier order herein, see, e. g., 562 
U. S. 1000.] 
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No. 12–3. Lawson et al. v. FMR LLC et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 569 U. S. 993.] Motion of the Solicitor 
General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus cu-
riae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–99. Unite Here Local 355 v. Mulhall et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 915.] Motion of the So-
licitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus 
curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–1485. Arab Bank, PLC v. Linde et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief in this case 
expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 12–7822. Fernandez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 4. [Certiorari granted, 569 U. S. 993.] Motion 
of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument 
as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 13–5860. Rodriguez v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist.; 
No. 13–5881. Bach v. Milwaukee County, Wisconsin, 

et al. Ct. App. Wis.; 
No. 13–5888. Missud v. Nevada et al. C. A. 9th Cir.; 
No. 13–6096. Dash v. Chasen et al. C. A. 11th Cir.; and 
No. 13–6422. Corner v. Perez, Secretary of Labor. C. A. 

7th Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until November 12, 
2013, 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. 13–6540. In re Shaheed; 
No. 13–6553. In re O’Bryan; 
No. 13–6610. In re Carrillo; 
No. 13–6637. In re Franks; 
No. 13–6640. In re Ginglen; 
No. 13–6641. In re Hill; and 
No. 13–6671. In re Woodworth. Petitions for writs of ha-

beas corpus denied. 

No. 13–6604. In re Cruz. Petition for writ of habeas corpus 
denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. 
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No. 13–6365. In re Liverman. Petition for writ of manda-
mus denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 12–9012. Robers v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 698 F. 3d 937. 

No. 12–10882. Hall v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer-
tiorari granted. Reported below: 109 So. 3d 704. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–1444. Mann v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 701 F. 3d 274. 

No. 12–10466. McIntosh v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 894. 

No. 12–10481. Lambert v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 413. 

No. 12–10492. Shou Yu Chen v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10855. Compian-Torres v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 203. 

No. 12–10890. Martin v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 664 F. 3d 684. 

No. 12–10958. Sellars v. North Carolina. Ct. App. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 222 N. C. App. 245, 730 S. E. 
2d 208. 

No. 13–87. McCray v. City of West Palm Beach, Florida. 
Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 91 So. 3d 165. 

No. 13–205. Cashman v. Warchol et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–214. Novo Nordisk A/S v. Lukas-Werner et vir. 
Sup. Ct. Ore. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–216. Parr v. Hulbert et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 275. 

No. 13–217. Nace v. Lawyer Disciplinary Board. Sup. Ct. 
App. W. Va. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 232 W. Va. 661, 
753 S. E. 2d 618. 

No. 13–218. Johnson, Individually and on Behalf of All 
Others Similarly Situated v. West Publishing Corp. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 531. 

No. 13–219. Stringer v. Woolsey et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 495 Fed. Appx. 838. 

No. 13–242. Hollander v. Dayson, Judge, Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia, et al. Ct. App. D. C. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–243. Harrison v. Forest, Probation Agent, Michi-
gan Department of Corrections. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–248. Bethlehem Area School District v. D. Z. 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 
Fed. Appx. 74. 

No. 13–276. Swinford v. Lisath, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–295. Farnik et al. v. Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 707 F. 3d 717. 

No. 13–312. Robinson et al. v. Select Portfolio Servic-
ing, Inc., et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 522 Fed. Appx. 309. 

No. 13–321. Pann v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–331. Bufkin v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 530. 

No. 13–340. Comans v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–366. Evans et ux. v. Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
507 Fed. Appx. 645. 
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No. 13–372. Kenner et al. v. Kelly et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 870. 

No. 13–5064. Watkins v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 55 Cal. 4th 999, 290 P. 3d 364. 

No. 13–5169. Lampton v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2012–1547 (La. 4/5/13), 110 So. 3d 
557. 

No. 13–5800. Gilmore v. National Mail Handlers Union 
Local 318 et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 517 Fed. Appx. 784. 

No. 13–5801. Feeley v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5807. Greeley v. Harlow, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Albion, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5809. Davis v. Gulleckson et al. Ct. App. Mich. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5810. Jimenez v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
518 Fed. Appx. 325. 

No. 13–5816. Martinez v. Martinez et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5822. Morris v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 990. 

No. 13–5824. Jackson v. Salmon. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 182. 

No. 13–5834. Sullivan v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5835. Coleman v. Circuit Court of Virginia, Rock-
ingham County. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5836. Daniel v. Trani, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 794. 
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October 21, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5845. Masterson v. Huerta-Garcia et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 687. 

No. 13–5849. Campbell, aka Walker v. Bunting, Warden. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5852. Hughes v. Harlow, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Albion, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5854. Barren v. Cox, Director, Nevada Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–5864. Hightower v. Godinez, Director, Illinois 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 294. 

No. 13–5865. Gary v. Federal Trade Commission et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. 
Appx. 146. 

No. 13–5867. Spencer v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2012–2631 (La. 4/26/13), 112 So. 
3d 842. 

No. 13–5869. Strzelczyk v. Pennsylvania Board of Pro-
bation and Parole et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5883. Cromeans v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 Ark. 273. 

No. 13–5884. Williams v. California. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–5885. Antonio Trevino v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 
13th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5886. Gabriel Corro v. Stephens, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5891. Clark v. McLaughlin, Warden. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5893. Correa v. Supreme Court of California. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5894. Echols v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5904. Jones v. Montgomery, Judge, Criminal 
Court of Tennessee, Sullivan County, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5909. Goosby v. Khoshdel et al. Ct. App. Tex., 
10th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5911. Stone v. Ballard et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 688. 

No. 13–5912. Fields v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 12th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5913. Holley v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 486 Fed. Appx. 371. 

No. 13–5916. Haworth v. Montgomery et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 577. 

No. 13–5930. Mitchell v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 293 Ga. 1, 742 S. E. 2d 454. 

No. 13–5937. Burden v. Ramos et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 342. 

No. 13–5947. Widmer v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 12th App. 
Dist., Warren County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013-
Ohio-62. 

No. 13–5949. Tart v. Kornegay et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 185. 

No. 13–5952. Butte v. Diaz, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6005. Jones v. Lee, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6027. Barker v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6083. Stockamp v. Missouri. Ct. App. Mo., Eastern 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 398 S. W. 3d 490. 
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October 21, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–6153. Beyah v. Cartledge, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 243. 

No. 13–6181. Dowell v. Kentucky. Ct. App. Ky. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6194. Burgess v. Costco Wholesale Corp. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 271. 

No. 13–6199. Mejia-Perez v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6224. Pinkston v. Foster, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 539. 

No. 13–6237. Chandler v. Lewis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6250. Pride v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6259. Van Pool v. Johnson, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 653. 

No. 13–6260. Appleąeld v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 793. 

No. 13–6293. White v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 475 Fed. Appx. 963. 

No. 13–6295. Cline v. Ziegler, Warden, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 209. 

No. 13–6303. Aery v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 295. 

No. 13–6312. Brackett v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 306. 

No. 13–6319. Smith v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 465. 

No. 13–6322. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6323. Hubbard v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 930. 
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No. 13–6324. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 500 Fed. Appx. 653. 

No. 13–6325. Grasso v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 1077. 

No. 13–6330. Bailey v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 316. 

No. 13–6332. Wright v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 328. 

No. 13–6341. Kearney v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 216. 

No. 13–6344. Boston v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 501 Fed. Appx. 235. 

No. 13–6345. Berry v. Palmer, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 336. 

No. 13–6347. Gwin v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6349. Herrell v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6357. Carter v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 357. 

No. 13–6358. McIntosh v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 776. 

No. 13–6360. Miller v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 335. 

No. 13–6361. Montoya v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 716. 

No. 13–6362. Nottingham v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 789. 

No. 13–6370. Reyes-Ceja v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 1284. 

No. 13–6372. Dean v. United States Postal Service. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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October 21, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–6373. Carlos Chavez v. Pugh, Warden. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6374. Cofąe v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 506. 

No. 13–6376. Marks v. Biter, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 374. 

No. 13–6378. Mathers v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 771. 

No. 13–6380. Strausbaugh v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 175. 

No. 13–6381. Ruiz v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 1077. 

No. 13–6383. McClarin v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6386. Jenkins v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 483. 

No. 13–6388. Martin v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 210. 

No. 13–6389. Weaver v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 323. 

No. 13–6393. Riley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6400. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 487. 

No. 13–6405. Flemming v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6406. Goss v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 275. 

No. 13–6407. Gleason v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 500. 

No. 13–6408. Fuller v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 494. 
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No. 13–6412. Watts v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6414. Solomon v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6418. Bray v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6419. Boomer v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 778. 

No. 13–6420. Antar v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6423. Cromwell v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 443. 

No. 13–6424. Vargas-Torres v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 317. 

No. 13–6425. Thrower v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6427. Jauregui v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6432. Richardson v. United States. C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 2. 

No. 13–6434. Rivas v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 354. 

No. 13–6438. Nyamaharo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 479. 

No. 13–6442. Humphrey v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 493 Fed. Appx. 564. 

No. 13–6448. Toney v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6454. Eikelboom v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 370. 

No. 13–6455. Davis v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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October 21, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–6456. Keeler v. Fox et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 250. 

No. 13–6460. Long v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 669. 

No. 13–6464. Raley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 246. 

No. 13–6469. Estrada v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 852. 

No. 13–6470. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 222. 

No. 13–6471. Patterson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 575. 

No. 13–6472. Porter v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 484. 

No. 13–6475. Curran v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 198. 

No. 13–6488. Frost v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 484. 

No. 13–6489. Graham v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6493. Clark v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6494. Luis Vazquez v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 179. 

No. 13–6495. Ramos-Murrillo v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 527. 

No. 13–6497. Berry v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 823. 

No. 13–6501. Suitt v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 922. 

No. 13–6504. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 807. 

No. 13–6505. Lopez-Ruiz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 486. 
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No. 13–6506. Luna-Morales, aka Rico-Luna, aka Luna v. 
United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 530 Fed. Appx. 359. 

No. 13–6507. Jones v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 851. 

No. 13–6509. Street v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 291. 

No. 13–6511. Olalde-Velasquez, aka Olalde-Velazquez v. 
United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 531 Fed. Appx. 480. 

No. 13–6512. Mendez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 564. 

No. 13–6517. Stewart v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 879. 

No. 13–6520. Pedregon v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 605. 

No. 13–6529. Moore v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 251. 

No. 13–6530. Nelson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 150. 

No. 13–209. Wagner v. BellSouth Telecommunications, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re-
ported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 295. 

No. 13–225. Mitrano v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N. A. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–328. Sagar v. Oracle Corp. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 999. 

No. 13–350. Prince v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 524 Fed. 
Appx. 377. 
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October 21, 23, 29, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5902. Atherton v. District of Columbia Ofące of 
the Mayor et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. The 
Chief Justice and Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 512. 

No. 13–6075. Aldridge v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6417. Kosack v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6502. Neeley v. Federal Communications Commis-
sion et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. The Chief Jus-
tice took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

October 23, 2013 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 13–7023 (13A401). In re Jones. Application for stay of 
execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Kennedy, 
and by him referred to the Court, denied. Petition for writ of 
habeas corpus denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–6994 (13A396). Jones v. Ryan, Director, Arizona 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 9th Cir. Application for 
stay of execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Ken-
nedy, and by him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 733 F. 3d 825. 

October 29, 2013 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 12–1146. Utility Air Regulatory Group v. Environ-
mental Protection Agency; 

No. 12–1248. American Chemistry Council et al. v. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency et al.; 

No. 12–1254. Energy-Intensive Manufacturers Working 
Group on Greenhouse Gas Regulation et al. v. Environ-
mental Protection Agency et al.; 
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No. 12–1268. Southeastern Legal Foundation, Inc., et 
al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al.; 

No. 12–1269. Texas et al. v. Environmental Protection 
Agency et al.; and 

No. 12–1272. Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States of America et al. v. Environmental Protection 
Agency et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certiorari granted, ante, 
p. 951.] Upon consideration of the letter of October 22, 2013, 
from counsel for petitioners in No. 12–1248 on behalf of the par-
ties, the briefng proposal set out in the letter is adopted with 
the exception that briefs for petitioners shall not exceed 45,000 
words in aggregate. Briefs for respondents in support of peti-
tioners shall not exceed 6,000 words each. Brief for the Solicitor 
General shall not exceed 15,000 words. Briefs for other respond-
ents shall not exceed 10,000 words each. Reply briefs shall not 
exceed 18,000 words in aggregate. 

November 4, 2013 

Certiorari Granted—Reversed and Remanded. (See No. 12– 
1217, ante, p. 3.) 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 12–9916. Martin v. Stephens, 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 granted. Certiorari granted, judgment 
vacated, and case remanded for further consideration in light of 
McQuiggin v. Perkins, 569 U. S. 383 (2013). 

No. 13–6359. Olsson v. United States. C. A. 8th 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 Descamps v. United States, 570 U. S. 
254 (2013). Reported below: 713 F. 3d 441. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 12–1094. Cline et al. v. Oklahoma Coalition for 
Reproductive Justice et al. Sup. Ct. Okla. [Certiorari 
granted, 570 U. S. 930.] Writ of certiorari dismissed as improvi-
dently granted. 
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November 4, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–5977. 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. 13–6022. Lyon v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 6th Dist. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 13–6089. Richards v. Yelich, Superintendent, Bare 
Hill Correctional Facility, 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. 

No. 13–6545. Robinson v. United States. 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). 

No. 13–6691. Alexander v. United States. 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. 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 Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. Re-
ported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 331. 

No. 13–6717. Jeffus v. United States. 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. 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 
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U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. Re-
ported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 254. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–2733. In re Discipline of Lisoni. Joseph Louis Li-
soni, of Solvang, Cal., 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–2734. In re Discipline of Andresen. Kenneth 
P. Andresen, of Charlotte, N. C., 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–2735. In re Discipline of Lynn. Kathy A. Lynn, of 
Mountlake Terrace, Wash., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring her to show cause why she should not be disbarred 
from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2736. In re Discipline of Rose. Jacob Addington 
Rose, of West Palm Beach, Fla., 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–2737. In re Discipline of Lippman. Steven Neil 
Lippman, of Fort Lauderdale, Fla., 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–2738. In re Discipline of Berg. Philip J. Berg, of 
Lafayette Hill, Pa., 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–2739. In re Discipline of Carter. Karl W. Carter, 
Jr., of Alexandria, Va., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re-
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quiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2740. In re Discipline of Zouzoulas. Alexander 
Zouzoulas, of Winter Park, Fla., 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–2741. In re Discipline of Martin. Kenneth Allen 
Martin, of McLean, Va., 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–2742. In re Discipline of Makowski. Raymond Ed-
mund Makowski, of Jacksonville, Fla., is suspended from the prac-
tice of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 
40 days, requiring him to show cause why he should not be dis-
barred from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. 13M46. Jones v. United States. Motion for leave to fle 
petition for writ of certiorari under seal with redacted copies for 
the public record granted. 

No. 13M47. Melly v. Singer et al.; 
No. 13M48. Toney v. LaSalle Bank N. A. et al.; 
No. 13M49. Singleton v. Sunshine State Insurance Co.; 
No. 13M50. Jones v. Giarrusso, Judge, District Court of 

Louisiana, Orleans Parish, et al.; and 
No. 13M51. Bagby v. Jones, Director, Oklahoma Depart-

ment of Corrections. Motions to direct the Clerk to fle peti-
tions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 12–9490. Prado Navarette et al. v. California. Ct. 
App. Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 5. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 
948.] Motion of petitioners for leave to proceed further herein 
in forma pauperis granted. Motion for appointment of counsel 
granted, and it is ordered that Paul Kleven, Esq., of Berkeley, 
Cal., is appointed to serve as counsel for petitioners in this case. 

No. 13–6007. Lewis v. Navy Federal Credit Union. C. A. 
4th Cir.; 

No. 13–6046. Hunter v. Marion Superior Court et al. 
Sup. Ct. Ind.; 
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No. 13–6056. Owens v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La.; 
No. 13–6538. Burtton v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir.; 
No. 13–6542. Snyder v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir.; and 
No. 13–6608. Diaz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Mo-

tions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioners are allowed until November 25, 2013, 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. 13–6822. In re Cordovano; and 
No. 13–6842. In re DiVentura. Petitions for writs of ha-

beas corpus denied. 

No. 13–6145. In re Satterąeld; 
No. 13–6146. In re Polk; and 
No. 13–6667. In re Comeaux. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–1403. Martinez-Claib v. Business Men’s Assur-
ance Company of America et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 522. 

No. 12–1443. Schrader et al. v. Holder, Attorney Gen-
eral, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 704 F. 3d 980. 

No. 12–6956. Ebron v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 683 F. 3d 105. 

No. 12–9933. Frye v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–10695. Cabecera Rodriguez, aka Cebecera, aka 
Cabecera v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 711 F. 3d 541. 

No. 12–10954. Quiroga-Hernandez v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 698 F. 3d 227. 

No. 13–108. Matkin et al. v. Barett, Former Sheriff, 
Fulton County, Georgia. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 957. 

No. 13–128. Walker v. Chappell, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 925. 
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No. 13–139. PCS Nitrogen, Inc. v. Ashley II of Charles-
ton, LLC, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 714 F. 3d 161. 

No. 13–236. McDowell v. Tankinetics, Inc., et al. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 613. 

No. 13–247. National Union of Healthcare Workers 
et al. v. Service Employees International Union et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 
1036. 

No. 13–250. Vurimindi v. Achek et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 95. 

No. 13–262. Traber et ux. v. Mortgage Electronic 
Registration System, Inc., et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 307. 

No. 13–263. J. R. L., a Child v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Ga. App. 666, 738 S. E. 2d 
144. 

No. 13–265. Sloan v. Szalkiewicz et al. App. Div., Sup. 
Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
109 App. Div. 3d 423, 971 N. Y. S. 2d 208. 

No. 13–267. Datto v. Harrison et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 160. 

No. 13–268. Evans v. Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. Ct. App. 
Ind. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 977 N. E. 2d 477. 

No. 13–273. Rapp et al. v. City of East Lansing, Michi-
gan. Cir. Ct. Ingham County, Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–286. Allgood et al. v. Wansley et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 963. 

No. 13–287. Rapold v. Baxter International, Inc. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 602. 

No. 13–292. Chardin v. Davis, Police Commissioner of 
Boston, et al. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 465 Mass. 314, 989 N. E. 2d 392. 

No. 13–293. Siskos v. Britz et al. Super. Ct. Pa. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 60 A. 3d 865. 
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No. 13–310. Eigles et ux. v. State Farm Automobile In-
surance Co. et al. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 209 Md. App. 756 and 766. 

No. 13–314. Flint v. Marx et al. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–315. Keys et al. v. Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 727. 

No. 13–325. Chavez v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–333. Worley et al. v. Detzner, Florida Secre-
tary of State, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 717 F. 3d 1238. 

No. 13–335. Hamdeh et al. v. United States et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 167. 

No. 13–336. Fumo v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 215. 

No. 13–344. Ehrman v. United States et al. C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 1. 

No. 13–353. Yarcheski v. Keiser School, Inc., dba Keiser 
University. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–357. Diaz v. Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 7. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–363. Holm v. Gonzalez, Acting Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 529. 

No. 13–368. Parker v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 999. 

No. 13–382. Arnold v. City of Columbus, Ohio (Reported 
below: 515 Fed. Appx. 524); and Fullen v. City of Columbus, 
Ohio (514 Fed. Appx. 601). C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–401. Longaker v. Boston Scientiąc Corp. et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 658. 

No. 13–403. Lusk v. United States (Reported below: 72 
M. J. 452); Blazier v. United States (72 M. J. 413); Dollar 
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v. United States (72 M. J. 413); Burton v. United States (72 
M. J. 413); and Kilarski v. United States (72 M. J. 414). C. A. 
Armed Forces. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–417. Brown v. Utah. Ct. App. Utah. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 2013 UT App 99, 300 P. 3d 1289. 

No. 13–422. Story v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–427. Justice v. Internal Revenue Service. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 485 Fed. Appx. 
439. 

No. 13–440. Datta v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 60. 

No. 13–5002. Barnes v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 257. 

No. 13–5005. Coley v. Robinson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 741. 

No. 13–5415. Garrido, aka Cid-Garrido v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. 
Appx. 241. 

No. 13–5430. Johnson v. Tennessee. Sup. Ct. Tenn. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 401 S. W. 3d 1. 

No. 13–5436. Smith v. Thomas, Commissioner, Alabama 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 1266. 

No. 13–5483. Blackson v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 36. 

No. 13–5484. Stojetz v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 134 Ohio St. 3d 1417, 2013-Ohio-158, 981 
N. E. 2d 884. 

No. 13–5522. Francois v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 21. 

No. 13–5920. Satinover v. Superior Court of California, 
Los Angeles County. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 7. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5933. Presley v. California; and 
No. 13–6106. Whitaker v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 

App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 213 Cal. App. 
4th 999, 153 Cal. Rptr. 3d 165. 

No. 13–5943. Smith et al. v. Atlantic Southern Bank 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 
Fed. Appx. 760. 

No. 13–5945. Houa Lao v. Lewis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5954. Conway v. Walker, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5965. Hung Nguyen v. Yarborough, Warden. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5966. Martin v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5969. Ward v. Territory of the Virgin Islands. 
Sup. Ct. V. I. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 58 V. I. 277. 

No. 13–5970. Elasali v. Sureride Charter, Inc., et al. 
Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5973. Suarez v. Bartkowski et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5980. Mitchell v. Texas Department of Criminal 
Justice et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 533 Fed. Appx. 467. 

No. 13–5984. Gakuba v. Kurtz et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 402. 

No. 13–5987. Casey v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 115 So. 3d 1009. 

No. 13–5992. Keitz v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
4th Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 99 App. Div. 
3d 1254, 951 N. Y. S. 2d 454. 

No. 13–5994. Manwarren v. Wallace, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6002. Williams v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6004. Jones v. Morgan, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 134. 

No. 13–6012. Ellison v. Brown, Warden. Super. Ct. Rich-
mond County, Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6013. Dooley v. Chappell, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6020. Cozy v. LeGrand, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6023. Johnson v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6025. Miles v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 713 F. 3d 477. 

No. 13–6029. Fleming v. Coward et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 947. 

No. 13–6043. Dailey v. Gipson, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6044. Howard v. Clark, Chairman, Louisiana 
Board of Pardons, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 719 F. 3d 350. 

No. 13–6049. Harbison v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6053. Grabinski v. Bergh, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6054. DeLeon v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6060. Tinsley v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6061. Wilson v. Mississippi. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6064. Taylor v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 887. 
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No. 13–6068. Brockman v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 292 Ga. 707, 739 S. E. 2d 332. 

No. 13–6071. Olic v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6073. Allen v. Gipson, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6078. Meza v. McDonald, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6090. Quintana v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., 
App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6092. Scott v. United States District Court for 
the Middle District of Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6093. Stricklin v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6094. Dodson v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6097. Doucette v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6099. Brown v. McCollum, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 759. 

No. 13–6102. Whitąeld v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6105. Ibarra v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 8. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6110. Wiley v. Fields et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6111. Lancaster v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6117. Skinner v. D’Cunha et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 345. 
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No. 13–6119. Ware v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6120. Paliotta v. McDaniel et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 501. 

No. 13–6121. Mathis v. Monza et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 124. 

No. 13–6130. Harris v. Arvest Bank. Sup. Ct. Okla. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 311 P. 3d 454. 

No. 13–6138. Williams v. Swarthout, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6141. Vaughan v. Amtrak. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 6. 

No. 13–6154. Aref v. California Environmental Protec-
tion Agency et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 2. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6159. Lepre v. Department of Education et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. 
Appx. 121. 

No. 13–6175. Fitzgerald v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 232 Ariz. 208, 303 P. 3d 519. 

No. 13–6193. Bilaal v. Coleman, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6206. Vasko v. Lamb, Judge, Superior Court of 
Arizona, Navajo County. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6215. Kublawi v. Palmer, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6218. Babb v. Gentry, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 1019. 

No. 13–6228. Hung Thach v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 60 A. 3d 844. 

No. 13–6275. Moreira v. Varano, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Coal Township, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6277. Perez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 214 Cal. App. 
4th 49, 154 Cal. Rptr. 3d 114. 

No. 13–6284. Pagan v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 60 A. 3d 861. 

No. 13–6286. Mansąeld et al. v. Missouri Department of 
Corrections et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 560. 

No. 13–6290. Carter v. Head, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6296. Cintron v. Wenerowicz, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6299. Robles v. Bureau of Prisons et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6301. Rinick v. Glunt, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Houtzdale, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6305. Killen v. Epps, Commissioner, Mississippi 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6311. I. S. v. New Jersey Department of Children 
and Families, Division of Youth and Family Services. Sup. 
Ct. N. J. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 214 N. J. 8, 66 
A. 3d 1271. 

No. 13–6334. Thomas v. Poveda et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 614. 

No. 13–6346. Gates v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6366. Wilson v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6377. Jacobs v. Bureau of Prisons et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6387. Mayąeld v. Taylor, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 538. 
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No. 13–6399. Vando v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 63 A. 3d 819. 

No. 13–6404. Tatum v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2013 WI App 30, 346 Wis. 2d 279, 827 
N. W. 2d 928. 

No. 13–6429. Christmas v. Huntington Ingalls, Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. 
Appx. 237. 

No. 13–6447. Vore v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 12th App. Dist., 
Warren County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013-Ohio-
1490. 

No. 13–6458. Lovett v. Internal Revenue Service. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 
964. 

No. 13–6481. Fletcher v. Myers et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6490. Hunkele v. Kerestes, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6499. Thompson v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 60 A. 3d 861. 

No. 13–6508. Michael H. v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6513. Doe, aka Mayers, aka Meyers v. United 
States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
536 Fed. Appx. 871. 

No. 13–6526. Zierke v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6528. Williams v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6533. Anderson v. Pruitt et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 341. 

No. 13–6535. Lash v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6537. Lingenfelter v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6539. Burns v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6546. Riascos v. United States; and 
No. 13–6592. Fabio Zapata v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 565. 

No. 13–6548. Murphy-Cordero v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 398. 

No. 13–6554. Mintz v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 225. 

No. 13–6558. Cherry v. Washington County, Wisconsin, 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 
Fed. Appx. 683. 

No. 13–6559. Lucas v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 463. 

No. 13–6563. Jones v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 231. 

No. 13–6564. Jones v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6571. Rosiere v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6572. Curtis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 823. 

No. 13–6573. Massaro v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6574. Hilterbrand v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 394. 

No. 13–6575. Hull v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 256. 

No. 13–6577. Chavarry v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 924. 

No. 13–6579. Dill v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 13–6581. Freeman v. Missouri. Ct. App. Mo., Southern 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6582. Frazier v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 902. 

No. 13–6583. Grifąth v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6584. Hawkins v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6585. Flores-Jimenez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 255. 

No. 13–6588. Reminsky v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 327. 

No. 13–6593. Alvarez-Soto v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 420. 

No. 13–6594. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 732 F. 3d 569. 

No. 13–6597. O’Neal v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 203. 

No. 13–6600. Kebede v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 55 A. 3d 402. 

No. 13–6602. Garibaldi-Ibanes v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 509. 

No. 13–6607. Dotstry v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6612. Cook v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 341. 

No. 13–6616. DeCiantis v. Vierra, Warden. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 41. 

No. 13–6617. Chambers v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 643. 

No. 13–6618. Campbell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 303. 
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No. 13–6621. Bennett v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 419. 

No. 13–6622. Anderson v. Wenerowicz, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6624. Harris v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 499. 

No. 13–6625. Cervantes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 533. 

No. 13–6626. Peters v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 485. 

No. 13–6627. Miller v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 569. 

No. 13–6629. Ortega-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 261. 

No. 13–6632. Vaughn v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 918. 

No. 13–6633. Ragosta v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 663. 

No. 13–6636. Crimmins v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 660. 

No. 13–6638. Moore v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 336. 

No. 13–6639. Jones et al. v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 291. 

No. 13–6654. Fluellen v. Kerestes, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6657. Coronado-Meza v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 331. 

No. 13–6658. Rodriguez Espinoza v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 727. 
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No. 13–6660. Bailentia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 448. 

No. 13–6661. Anchico-Mosquera et al. v. United States; 
and 

No. 13–6663. Loyd et al. v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 753. 

No. 13–6662. Anguiano-Morąn v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 1208. 

No. 13–6664. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 689. 

No. 13–6669. Neumann et vir v. Wisconsin. Sup. Ct. Wis. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 WI 58, 348 Wis. 2d 455, 
832 N. W. 2d 560. 

No. 13–6673. Woida v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6685. Reader v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 302. 

No. 13–6692. Bowen v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6693. Davis v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 174. 

No. 13–6694. Venegas-Reynoso v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 373. 

No. 13–6697. Winston v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6698. Stinnett v. Miller, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6699. Matcovich v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 850. 

No. 13–6700. Clark v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 603. 

No. 13–6705. Strong v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6706. Hemetek v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 261. 
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No. 13–6707. Fernandez-Torres v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6708. Grimsley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6710. Garcia-Diaz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 592. 

No. 13–6711. Fallas-Garo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 255. 

No. 13–6731. Miller v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 259. 

No. 13–6732. McCallum v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 706. 

No. 13–6741. Jones v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 747. 

No. 13–6744. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 625. 

No. 13–6745. Davis, aka As-Salaą v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 375. 

No. 13–6749. Nasi v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6751. Plaza-Uzeta v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6752. Navarro-Montes v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 611. 

No. 13–6753. Pineda-Pineda v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 272. 

No. 13–6754. Pilch v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 172. 

No. 13–6755. Bolander v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 199. 

No. 13–136. Marek v. Lane, Individually and on Behalf 
of All Others Similarly Situated, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 696 F. 3d 811. 
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Statement of Chief Justice Roberts respecting the denial 
of certiorari. 

In November 2007, respondent Facebook, Inc., released a pro-
gram called “Beacon.” It worked like this: Whenever someone 
visited the Web site of a participating company and performed a 
“trigger” activity, such as posting a comment or buying a product, 
the program would automatically report the activity and the 
user's personally identifable information to Facebook—regardless 
of whether the user was a Facebook member. If the user was a 
Facebook member, Facebook would publish the activity on his 
member profle and broadcast it to everyone in his “friends” net-
work. So rent a movie from Blockbuster.com, and all your 
friends would know the title. Or plan a vacation on Hotwire.com, 
and all your friends would know the destination. To prevent 
Facebook from posting a particular trigger activity, a member 
had to affrmatively opt out by clicking an icon in a pop-up win-
dow that appeared for about 10 seconds after he performed the 
activity. 

Beacon resulted in the dissemination of large amounts of infor-
mation Facebook members allegedly did not intend to share, pro-
voking a public outcry against Beacon and Facebook. Facebook 
responded about a month after Beacon's launch by changing the 
program's default setting from opt out to opt in, so that any given 
trigger activity would not appear on a member's profle unless 
the member explicitly consented. Facebook also allowed its 
members to disable Beacon altogether. 

In August 2008, 19 individuals brought a putative class-action 
lawsuit in the U. S. District Court for the Northern District of 
California against Facebook and the companies that had partici-
pated in Beacon, alleging violations of various federal and state 
privacy laws. The putative class comprised only those individu-
als whose personal information had been obtained and disclosed 
by Beacon during the approximately one-month period in which 
the program's default setting was opt out rather than opt in. The 
complaint sought damages and various forms of equitable relief, 
including an injunction barring the defendants from continuing 
the program. 

In the end, the vast majority of Beacon's victims got neither 
remedy. The named plaintiffs reached a settlement agreement 
with the defendants before class certifcation. Although Face-
book promised to discontinue the “Beacon” program itself, plain-
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tiffs' counsel conceded at the fairness hearing in the District 
Court that nothing in the settlement would preclude Facebook 
from reinstituting the same program with a new name. See Tr. 
18 (Feb. 26, 2010) (counsel for named plaintiffs) (“At the end of 
the day, we could not reach agreement with defendants regarding 
limiting their future actions as a corporation”). 

And while Facebook also agreed to pay $9.5 million, the parties 
allocated that fund in an unusual way. Plaintiffs' counsel were 
awarded nearly a quarter of the fund in fees and costs, while 
the named plaintiffs received modest incentive payments. The 
unnamed class members, by contrast, received no damages from 
the remaining $6.5 million. Instead, the parties earmarked that 
sum for a “cy pres” remedy—an “as near as” form of relief— 
because distributing the $6.5 million among the large number of 
class members would result in too small an award per person to 
bother. The cy pres remedy agreed to by the parties entailed 
the establishment of a new charitable foundation that would help 
fund organizations dedicated to educating the public about online 
privacy. A Facebook representative would be one of the three 
members of the new foundation's board. 

To top it off, the parties agreed to expand the settlement class 
barred from future litigation to include not just those individuals 
injured by Beacon during the brief period in which it was an opt-
out program—the class proposed in the original complaint—but 
also those injured after Facebook had changed the program's de-
fault setting to opt in. Facebook thus insulated itself from all 
class claims arising from the Beacon episode by paying plaintiffs' 
counsel and the named plaintiffs some $3 million and spending 
$6.5 million to set up a foundation in which it would play a major 
role. The District Court approved the settlement as “fair, rea-
sonable, and adequate.” Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 23(e)(2); see Lane 
v. Facebook, Inc., Civ. No. C 08–3845, 2010 WL 9013059 (ND Cal., 
Mar. 17, 2010). 

Petitioner Megan Marek was one of four unnamed class mem-
bers who objected to the settlement. Her challenge focused on 
a number of disconcerting features of the new foundation: the 
facts that a senior Facebook employee would serve on its board, 
that the board would enjoy nearly unfettered discretion in select-
ing fund recipients, and that the foundation—as a new entity— 
necessarily lacked a proven track record of promoting the ob-
jectives behind the lawsuit. She also criticized the overall 
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settlement amount as too low. The District Court rebuffed these 
objections, as did a divided panel of the Ninth Circuit on appeal. 
Lane v. Facebook, Inc., 696 F. 3d 811 (2012). A petition for re-
hearing en banc was denied, over the dissent of six judges. Lane 
v. Facebook, Inc., 709 F. 3d 791 (2013). 

I agree with this Court's decision to deny the petition for certio-
rari. Marek's challenge is focused on the particular features of 
the specifc cy pres settlement at issue. Granting review of this 
case might not have afforded the Court an opportunity to address 
more fundamental concerns surrounding the use of such remedies 
in class-action litigation, including when, if ever, such relief should 
be considered; how to assess its fairness as a general matter; 
whether new entities may be established as part of such relief; 
if not, how existing entities should be selected; what the respec-
tive roles of the judge and parties are in shaping a cy pres rem-
edy; how closely the goals of any enlisted organization must corre-
spond to the interests of the class; and so on. This Court has 
not previously addressed any of these issues. Cy pres remedies, 
however, are a growing feature of class-action settlements. See 
Redish, Julian, & Zyontz, Cy Pres Relief and the Pathologies of 
the Modern Class Action: A Normative and Empirical Analysis, 
62 Fla. L. Rev. 617, 653–656 (2010). In a suitable case, this Court 
may need to clarify the limits on the use of such remedies. 

No. 13–264. Florida v. Deviney. Sup. Ct. Fla. Motion of 
respondent to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 112 So. 3d 57. 

No. 13–355. Giller v. Oracle USA, Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 512 Fed. 
Appx. 71. 

No. 13–365. Markgraf v. A. D., a Minor, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of California State Association of Counties for leave 
to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 712 F. 3d 446. 

No. 13–418. Dhaąr, aka Sealed Defendant v. United 
States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
and Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 74. 
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No. 13–5482. Byrd v. Time Warner Cable Inc. et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. The Chief Justice took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 507 Fed. Appx. 565. 

No. 13–6034. Renteria v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 526 Fed. 
Appx. 724. 

No. 13–6550. Cox 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: 458 Fed. 
Appx. 79. 

No. 13–6568. Mayer v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6759. Hairston v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 505 Fed. 
Appx. 272. 

November 12, 2013 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 13–334. Fung et al. v. Columbia Pictures Industries, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this 
Court's Rule 46. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 1020. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–6173. Tricome v. Chunias et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 13–6187. Sweeney v. Brown, Superintendent, Wa-
bash Valley Correctional Facility. 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. 13–6226. Zied-Campbell et vir v. Pennsylvania et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Motion of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
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39.8. As petitioner Mindy Jaye Zied-Campbell has repeatedly 
abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed not to accept 
any further petitions in noncriminal matters from Mindy Jaye 
Zied-Campbell 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). Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 154. 

No. 13–6255. Keeling v. United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania. 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). Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 77. 

No. 13–6428. Klat v. Mitchell Repair Information Co., 
LLC, 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. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 733. 

No. 13–6743. Hien Anh Dao v. State Bar of 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. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–2743. In re Discipline of McGarry. Richard Law-
rence James McGarry, of Roanoke, Va., 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–2744. In re Discipline of Lezell. Mark L. Lezell, 
of Rockville, Md., 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–2745. In re Discipline of Haacke. LeslieAnn 
Haacke, of Scottsdale, Ariz., is suspended from the practice of law 
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in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring her to show cause why she should not be disbarred 
from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2746. In re Discipline of Blank. Diane Serafn 
Blank, of New York, N. Y., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring her to show cause why she should not be disbarred 
from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. 13M52. Robinson v. Bandy et al. Motion to direct the 
Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 12–10869. In re Davis. Motion of petitioner for reconsid-
eration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 814] denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this motion. 

No. 12–11004. Townsend v. New Jersey Transit. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 812] denied. 

No. 13–5068. Jones v. Vouitton. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of 
petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 804] denied. 

No. 13–5330. Dydzak v. Schwarzenegger 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. 13–6214. Lublin v. Lublin, nka Lawson. Sup. Ct. Nev. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied. Petitioner is allowed until December 3, 2013, 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. 13–487. In re McDonald; 
No. 13–6902. In re Taylor; 
No. 13–6931. In re Jackson; and 
No. 13–7014. In re Jones. Petitions for writs of habeas cor-

pus denied. 

No. 13–6232. In re Schultz. 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. 
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No. 13–6238. In re Clay. Petition for writ of mandamus and/ 
or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–1170. Pruitt, Attorney General of Oklahoma, 
et al. v. Nova Health Systems, dba Reproductive Services, 
et al. Sup. Ct. Okla. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 
OK 103, 292 P. 3d 28. 

No. 12–10741. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 1124. 

No. 13–5. Bernard v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 583. 

No. 13–173. Renda v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 472. 

No. 13–179. Kaplan et al. v. Code Blue Billing & Coding, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 504 Fed. Appx. 831. 

No. 13–182. Larry Grifąn Special Needs Trust et al. v. 
ACS Recovery Services, Inc., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 723 F. 3d 518. 

No. 13–296. Hyundai Motor America, Inc. v. Clear With 
Computers, LLC. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 496 Fed. Appx. 88. 

No. 13–311. Daughters of St. Paul Inc., dba Pauline 
Books & Media v. Parish of Jefferson. Ct. App. La., 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12–494 (La. App. 5 Cir. 3/27/ 
13), 113 So. 3d 371. 

No. 13–391. Berger v. Horne, Attorney General of 
Arizona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 525 Fed. Appx. 543. 

No. 13–5398. Ramos Vargas v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 932. 

No. 13–5856. Hill v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 810. 
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No. 13–6160. Jackson v. Corcoran, Warden, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 192. 

No. 13–6162. Maitland v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 53 A. 3d 934. 

No. 13–6164. Borkowski v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6168. Wightman v. Morgan, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6179. Lacroix v. United States District Court 
for the Sourthern District of Indiana; Lacroix v. Morgan 
Stanley & Co., Inc., et al.; Lacroix v. Morgan Stanley & 
Co., Inc., et al.; and Lacroix v. Morgan Stanley & Co., Inc., 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6198. McDonough v. Yates, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 796. 

No. 13–6205. Robinson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6207. Zimmerman v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 333. 

No. 13–6208. Clark v. Department of Justice et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6210. Dungan v. Grounds, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 491 Fed. Appx. 851. 

No. 13–6211. Pagonis v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6212. Martinez v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 11th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6220. McDonald v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 7th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 401 S. W. 3d 360. 

No. 13–6222. McElveen v. Calibre et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6223. Positano v. Wetzel, Secretary, Pennsylva-
nia Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 116. 

No. 13–6227. Davis v. Clark, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6233. Chestang v. Sisto, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 389. 

No. 13–6234. Chestang v. Yahoo, Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6235. Enriquez v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6239. Chappell v. Jones, Director, Oklahoma De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 838. 

No. 13–6248. Blank v. Eavenson et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 364. 

No. 13–6251. Fatta v. M & M Properties Management, 
Inc. Ct. App. N. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 224 
N. C. App. 18, 735 S. E. 2d 836. 

No. 13–6252. Werber v. Bunting, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6269. Isasi v. Holder, Attorney General, et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13 – 6273 . Mutschler v. State Correctional 
Institution-Albion, Chief Health Care Administrator, 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 
Fed. Appx. 104. 

No. 13–6310. Webber v. Franke, Superintendent, Two 
Rivers Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6314. Wright v. Allenby, Acting Director, Cali-
fornia Department of Mental Health, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 649. 
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No. 13–6327. Burt v. Pearson, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 156. 

No. 13–6363. Ayobola, aka Oyelakin v. United States 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6395. Antonio Villarreal v. Premo, Superintend-
ent, Oregon State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6402. Truss v. Thomas et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6450. Ortiz-Salgado v. Polk, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 
700. 

No. 13–6453. Ceballos v. Williams, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 856. 

No. 13–6461. Traxtle v. Holman et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. Appx. 709. 

No. 13–6468. Berrioz v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 215. 

No. 13–6487. Gardner v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6534. Johnson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 113 So. 3d 2. 

No. 13–6549. Sobczak v. Wisconsin. Sup. Ct. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2013 WI 52, 347 Wis. 2d 724, 833 
N. W. 2d 59. 

No. 13–6555. Cheffen v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 297 Kan. 689, 303 P. 3d 1261. 

No. 13–6557. Diaz v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6562. Kelly v. Sheahan, Superintendent, Five 
Points Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 13–6631. Theus v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6635. Bradley v. Sauers, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Forest, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6647. Frances v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6675. Sidbury v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 336. 

No. 13–6678. Shi Yong Wei v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6683. Barba v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 8. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 215 Cal. App. 
4th 712, 155 Cal. Rptr. 3d 707. 

No. 13–6695. Weaver v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6709. Gray v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 465 Mass. 330, 990 N. E. 2d 
528. 

No. 13–6727. Ingram v. Just Energy. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 48. 

No. 13–6757. Thompson v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 711. 

No. 13–6764. Gonzales v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 425. 

No. 13–6766. Gomez-Ortiz v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 376. 

No. 13–6767. Boyd v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 1259. 

No. 13–6768. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 378. 

No. 13–6775. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 1105. 
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No. 13–6778. Brown v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6782. Cardona Guillen v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 354. 

No. 13–6784. Vanderwal v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 433 Fed. Appx. 498. 

No. 13–6789. Shelton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 400. 

No. 13–6791. Darden v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6806. Dormeus v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 545. 

No. 12–968. Uribe, Warden v. Johnson. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 700 F. 3d 413. 

No. 12–1460. McFadyen et al. v. City of Durham, North 
Carolina, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 636. 

No. 13–95. Unger, Superintendent, Wyoming Correc-
tional Facility v. Young. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of respondent 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 698 F. 3d 69. 

Justice Alito, joined by Justice Scalia, dissenting. 

The United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit 
granted habeas relief in this case after concluding that New 
York's highest court unreasonably applied our decision in United 
States v. Wade, 388 U. S. 218 (1967), when it determined that a 
witness' prolonged observation of a burglar in a well-lighted area 
of her own home provided an independent source for her in-court 
identifcation of respondent. Because the Second Circuit's deci-
sion contravenes the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty 
Act of 1996 (AEDPA), 110 Stat. 1214, our decision in Cullen v. 
Pinholster, 563 U. S. 170 (2011), and Wade itself, I would grant 
the petition and reverse. 
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I 
In 1991, a burglar invaded the home of William and Lisa Sykes. 

In a well-lighted area of the home, the burglar brandished an axe 
over the head of Mr. Sykes, who was confned to a wheelchair, 
and demanded money. Mrs. Sykes was standing only three or 
four feet away from the burglar. Although his body was covered 
with a blanket and the lower part of his face with a scarf, 
Mrs. Sykes was able to observe clearly the upper part of his face. 
At frst Mrs. Sykes was unable to believe that a burglar had 
entered the house; she thought the incident might be a prank by 
someone she knew, and therefore stared at the burglar's eyes to 
see if she could detect his identity. 

The burglar remained in the Sykeses' home for fve to seven 
minutes. During the course of the burglary, he took cash from 
Mr. Sykes' wallet and Mrs. Sykes' purse, as well as three watches 
and a pair of binoculars with the name “Sykes” written on them. 
Mrs. Sykes continued to stare at the burglar while he was in the 
house, at one point prompting the burglar to order her, “ ̀ Don't 
look at my face.' ” App. to Pet. for Cert. 101a. After ripping 
two telephones out of the wall to prevent Mr. or Mrs. Sykes from 
calling the police, the burglar left the house. 

The police later arrested respondent. Mrs. Sykes identifed 
him at a lineup on the basis of his appearance and voice, but a 
state court later concluded that the police lacked probable cause 
to arrest respondent, and that the lineup was tainted by the 
illegal arrest. 

At respondent's trial, the prosecution introduced a variety 
of evidence that respondent was the burglar. For instance, an 
acquaintance of respondent's testifed that, at about the time of 
the burglary, respondent sold her a pair of binoculars bearing 
the name “Sykes” and three watches like those stolen from 
the Sykeses' home. Mrs. Sykes also testifed and identifed re-
spondent as the burglar. She was permitted to identify respond-
ent on the grounds that her observations of the burglar during 
the course of the crime provided an independent source of 
identifcation. 

On direct appeal, the New York Court of Appeals correctly 
cited this Court's decision in Wade, supra, as providing the gov-
erning standard for respondent's independent source challenge, 
which it rejected. People v. Young, 7 N. Y. 3d 40, 44, 850 N. E. 
2d 623, 626 (2006). Respondent then fled a petition for habeas 
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relief, which the District Court granted. The Second Circuit af-
frmed, concluding that the New York Court of Appeals' applica-
tion of Wade was unreasonable because all six Wade factors fa-
vored respondent. In particular, the Second Circuit cited two 
sources of authority for its determination that the frst Wade 
factor, the witness' “prior opportunity to observe the alleged 
criminal act,” Wade, supra, at 241, favored respondent: Second 
Circuit precedent and several social science studies that ques-
tioned an eyewitness' ability to make an accurate identifcation in 
circumstances like those present here. Young v. Conway, 698 
F. 3d 69, 80–83 (2012). 

The State petitioned for rehearing en banc. The Second Cir-
cuit denied the petition, with Judges Cabranes, Raggi, and Living-
ston dissenting from denial. 

II 
There is no dispute that the New York Court of Appeals applied 

the correct legal standard in this case. Nor is it disputed that, 
because this Court has not given relevant guidance on how to 
weigh the various Wade factors, the Second Circuit's decision is 
tenable only if that court correctly concluded that all the factors 
favor respondent. 

That conclusion, however, is deeply fawed. In the frst place, 
the Second Circuit relied on its own precedent to determine that 
the frst Wade factor favored respondent—a choice that AEDPA 
clearly forecloses. See 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1) (limiting habeas 
relief to cases in which a state court rendered a decision “that was 
contrary to, or involved an unreasonable application of, clearly 
established Federal law, as determined by the Supreme Court of 
the United States”). 

The only other basis for the Second Circuit's conclusion on the 
frst factor is its citation to several social science studies that 
were never presented to the state courts. We stated very clearly 
in Pinholster that “review under § 2254(d)(1) is limited to the 
record that was before the state court that adjudicated the claim 
on the merits.” 563 U. S., at 181. The lower court attempted to 
distinguish Pinholster by explaining that the social science stud-
ies “reinforced,” but did not “compe[ l] or contro[ l],” its conclusion 
that the New York Court of Appeals unreasonably applied Wade. 
698 F. 3d, at 79, n. 8. But we drew no such distinction between 
“reinforcing” and “controlling” evidence in Pinholster, and the 
Second Circuit erred by doing so here. In any event, if it is 
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true that the studies merely “reinforced” the Second Circuit's 
conclusion, then that conclusion must have been “compelled” by 
the only other authority on which the court relied: its own prece-
dent. And as noted, AEDPA fatly prohibits such reliance.* 

More fundamentally, the Second Circuit's disagreement is not 
with the New York Court of Appeals; it is with us. Mrs. Sykes 
unquestionably had a substantial opportunity to observe the bur-
glar. We held in Wade that “the prior opportunity to observe 
the alleged criminal act” favors fnding that an independent 
source exists. 388 U. S., at 241. The Second Circuit held, to the 
contrary, that such an opportunity does not suggest the existence 
of an independent source in the circumstances of this case. Wade 
simply does not leave that option on the table. 

The Second Circuit's decision creates loopholes in both Pinhol-
ster and Wade. In my view, the importance of this issue war-
rants review at this time. I respectfully dissent from the denial 
of certiorari. 

No. 13–261. Cariou v. Prince et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion 
of New York Intellectual Property Law Association for leave to 
fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 714 F. 3d 694. 

No. 13–297. Plasse v. Dung Mao et ux. Ct. App. Wash. 
Motion of Seattle Transit Riders Union et al. for leave to fle brief 
as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
171 Wash. App. 1008. 

No. 13–341. Downs v. United States Army Corps of Engi-
neers. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re-
ported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 717. 

*The analysis of the court below cannot be defended on the ground that 
Pinholster concerns only adjudicative facts and that the data in the social 
science studies constituted legislative facts. See Advisory Committee's Note 
on subd. (a) of Fed. Rule Evid. 201, 28 U. S. C. App., p. 319. Pinholster 
does not mention any such distinction, but even if Pinholster is limited in 
this way, the Second Circuit's analysis would still be fawed. By accepting 
and applying the factual conclusions drawn in the studies in question to 
conclude that, in the circumstances presented, Mrs. Sykes' prior opportunity 
to observe the burglar did not suggest the existence of an independent 
source, the Second Circuit signifcantly altered the holding in Wade, as ex-
plained infra this page. 
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No. 13–408. Farkas v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N. A., et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
544 Fed. Appx. 324. 

No. 13–6737. Williams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 520 Fed. 
Appx. 174. 

No. 13–7259 (13A474). Kimbrough v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 125 So. 3d 752. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 12–10428. Kim v. Sussal et al., ante, p. 849; 
No. 12–10575. Smith et ux. v. Regions Bank et al., ante, 

p. 856; 
No. 13–32. De Los Santos v. United States District 

Court for the Northern District of Texas, ante, p. 882; 
No. 13–5166. Jones v. McClarty, Judge, et al., ante, 

p. 900; 
No. 13–5726. In re Colbert, ante, p. 815; and 
No. 13–5898. Davis v. United States, ante, p. 933. Petitions 

for rehearing denied. 

No. 12–10953. Kapordelis v. United States, ante, p. 943. 
Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Kagan took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 12–10992. Feuer v. United States, ante, p. 944. Peti-
tion for rehearing denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

November 14, 2013 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 13A374 (13–6827). Holt, aka Muhammad v. Hobbs, Di-
rector, Arkansas Department of Correction, et al. C. A. 
8th Cir. Application for an injunction, submitted to Justice 
Alito, and by him referred to the Court, granted pending disposi-
tion of applicant's petition for writ of certiorari. Respondents are 
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enjoined from enforcing the Arkansas Department of Correction's 
grooming policy to the extent that it prohibits applicant from 
growing a ½-inch beard in accordance with his religious beliefs. 
If the Court denies the petition for writ of certiorari, this order 
shall terminate automatically. If the Court grants the petition 
for writ of certiorari, this order shall terminate when the Court 
enters its judgment. 

November 15, 2013 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 11–1507. Township of Mount Holly, New Jersey, 
et al. v. Mt. Holly Gardens Citizens in Action, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46.1. 
Reported below: 658 F. 3d 375. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 12–1117. Plumhoff et al. v. Rickard, a Minor Child, 
Individually, and as Surviving Daughter of Rickard, De-
ceased, By and Through Her Mother Rickard, as Parent 
and Next Friend. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari granted. Re-
ported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 388. 

No. 13–317. Halliburton Co. et al. v. Erica P. John Fund, 
Inc., fka Archdiocese of Milwaukee Supporting Fund, Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 
423. 

November 18, 2013 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 13–5820. Olten v. United States. C. A. 8th 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 Descamps v. United States, 570 U. S. 
254 (2013). 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–6645. Flemming v. Kemp et al. C. A. 2d 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 
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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). 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 13A143. Mynes v. United States. Application for cer-
tifcate of appealability, addressed to Justice Sotomayor and 
referred to the Court, denied. 

No. D–2731. In re Chesley. Stanley M. Chesley, of Cincin-
nati, Ohio, having requested to resign as a member of the Bar of 
this 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 June 17, 2013 [570 U. S. 903], 
is discharged. 

No. 13M53. Dorr v. Ford Motor Co. et al. Motion to di-
rect the Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time 
denied. 

No. 12–138. BG Group plc v. Republic of Argentina. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 569 U. S. 1029.] Motion of 
the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as 
amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–315. Air Wisconsin Airlines Corp. v. Hoeper. 
Sup. Ct. Colo. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 904.] Motion of the 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami-
cus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–515. Michigan v. Bay Mills Indian Community 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 916.] Mo-
tion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argu-
ment as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–820. Lozano v. Montoya Alvarez. C. A. 2d Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 916.] Motion of the Solicitor Gen-
eral for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae 
and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–5196. Law v. Siegel, Chapter 7 Trustee. C. A. 9th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 904.] Motion of the Solicitor 
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General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus cu-
riae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–10459. Cobble v. McLaughlin, Warden. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 803] denied. 

No. 12–10919. Darnell v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsidera-
tion of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, 
p. 804] denied. 

No. 12–11001. Kashąan v. Abrams et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 4. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of 
order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 812] 
denied. 

No. 13–5416. In re Crosby. Motion of petitioner for recon-
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 814] denied. 

No. 13–5784. Kemppainen v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 949] denied. 

No. 13–5926. Marcusse v. Flournoy, Warden. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 806] denied. Jus-
tice Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
motion. 

No. 13–6038. Williams v. United States Marshals Serv-
ice et al. C. A. 11th Cir.; 

No. 13–6039. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir.; 
and 

No. 13–6040. Williams v. United States et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Motions of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 806] denied. 

No. 13–6326. Bach v. Linhart et al. Ct. App. Wis.; 
No. 13–6396. Wallis v. Levine et al. C. A. 7th Cir.; 
No. 13–6398. Missud v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir.; 
No. 13–6580. Crippen v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn.; 
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No. 13–6840. McConnel v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir.; and 

No. 13–6867. Edwards v. New York State Uniąed Court 
System. C. A. 2d Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to pro-
ceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until 
December 9, 2013, 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. 13–7049. In re McCormack; 
No. 13–7082. In re Avery; and 
No. 13–7098. In re Strong. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 13–5071. In re Williams; 
No. 13–6354. In re Beyah; 
No. 13–6496. In re Biton; 
No. 13–6885. In re Biton; and 
No. 13–6944. In re Barakat. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

No. 13–58. In re Electronic Privacy Information Cen-
ter; and 

No. 13–6371. In re Craft. Petitions for writs of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–8965. Sessoms v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 488 Fed. Appx. 539. 

No. 12–9941. Anderson v. Private Capital Group et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 481 Fed. 
Appx. 357. 

No. 12–9976. Thurber v. Bank of New York Mellon 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–9981. Finkelson v. Yuen. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10006. Missud v. D. R. Horton, Inc., et al. Ct. App. 
Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10412. Kelmar v. Corstorphine et al. Ct. App. 
Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 6. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 12–10426. Roach v. Hagel, Secretary of Defense. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 487 Fed. 
Appx. 112. 

No. 12–10884. Hartman v. Patent and Trademark Ofące. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. 
Appx. 955. 

No. 13–190. Shenoy v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Hospital 
Authority, dba Carolinas HealthCare System, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. 
Appx. 168. 

No. 13–319. Waterąeld v. Laboda et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 667. 

No. 13–320. Bacardi International Ltd. v. V. Suarez & 
Co., Inc. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
719 F. 3d 1. 

No. 13–322. Miller v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–326. Rivera Franco v. Stephens, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–329. Moffett Engineering, Ltd. v. Ainsworth 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 
F. 3d 174. 

No. 13–330. Avis Budget Group, Inc., fka Cendant Corp., 
et al. v. Alaska Rent-A-Car, Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 738 F. 3d 960. 

No. 13–337. Triple A International, Inc. v. Democratic 
Republic of Congo. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 721 F. 3d 415. 

No. 13–375. Artesyn Technologies, Inc., et al. v. Synqor, 
Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 
F. 3d 1365. 

No. 13–381. Ahmad v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 366. 
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No. 13–397. Miller v. Hinshaw & Culbertson et al. Ct. 
App. Mo., Western Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
391 S. W. 3d 886. 

No. 13–399. Powell v. Saddler. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–410. Toy v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 881. 

No. 13–423. Long-Wiggins v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 
1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 115 So. 3d 1006. 

No. 13–450. Benson v. Baltimore Equitable Insurance. 
Cir. Ct. Baltimore County, Md. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–472. Green et ux. v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 1146. 

No. 13–473. Toepfer v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 834. 

No. 13–476. Domingue v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–484. Olsen v. Drug Enforcement Administration. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 
438. 

No. 13–5109. DesAutel v. Dupris et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 490 Fed. Appx. 914. 

No. 13–5207. Hill v. Hawks, Judge, Circuit Court of the 
City of Portsmouth, Virginia, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 234. 

No. 13–5323. Adams v. Montenay Power Corp. et al. Sup. 
Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 114 So. 3d 932. 

No. 13–5351. Morgan v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 850. 

No. 13–5757. Golden v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 1229. 

No. 13–5789. Decubas v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 986. 
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No. 13–5855. Green v. American Federation of Labor 
and Congress of Industrial Organizations et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6058. Edmiston v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 619 Pa. 549, 65 A. 3d 339. 

No. 13–6256. Johnson v. Coleman, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Fayette, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6257. Macias v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 8. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6280. Walker v. Stith. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 202. 

No. 13–6281. Walters v. Buchanan, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 375. 

No. 13–6283. McCabe v. Pennsylvania Department of 
Corrections et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 858. 

No. 13–6285. Luis Morales v. United States District 
Court for the Northern District of California. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6289. Avila Torrez v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6292. Whitworth v. Lowery et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6297. Desilets v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 9th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6302. Schenck v. Superior Court of California, 
Marin County, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6304. Marvel v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 74 A. 3d 654. 

No. 13–6306. Waithe v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 13–6307. Wilder v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 320 Ga. App. 497, 740 S. E. 2d 241. 

No. 13–6308. Thomas v. Zatecky, Superintendent, Pendle-
ton Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6309. Yadon v. Hilton et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 694. 

No. 13–6316. Key v. Miano et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 203. 

No. 13–6317. Jones v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Di-
vision. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6320. Sirois v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6321. Mays v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6328. Bristow v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6329. Banh v. Montgomery, Acting Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6331. Williams v. Williams, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6333. Walker v. Davis. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 471. 

No. 13–6335. Reed v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 116 So. 3d 260. 

No. 13–6336. Cruz Rivera v. Busby, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6337. Jefferson v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL App (1st) 112453–U. 

No. 13–6338. Jeffrey K. v. Ballard, Warden. Sup. Ct. 
App. W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



1028 OCTOBER TERM, 2013 

November 18, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–6339. Johnson v. Busby, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6342. Williams v. Perez et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6343. Taverna v. Atlantic Van Buren Road, LLC, 
et al. Super. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 62 
A. 3d 458. 

No. 13–6350. Gu v. Abraham et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 513. 

No. 13–6351. Hines v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6356. Hogan v. Trammell, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 769. 

No. 13–6364. Parker v. CitiMortgage, Inc., et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6367. Toliver v. Artus, Superintendent, Wende 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6368. Lindsey v. Indiana. Ct. App. Ind. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6369. Solis v. Solis Griego et al. Ct. App. Cal., 
5th App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6375. Castro v. Katavich, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6379. Sigmon v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 403 S. C. 120, 742 S. E. 2d 
394. 

No. 13–6390. Valencia v. McDonald, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 712. 

No. 13–6394. Bradshaw v. Montgomery, Acting Warden. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6397. Wright v. Bearden et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 151. 

No. 13–6410. Munguia v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6446. Young v. Kerestes, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6449. Stanley v. Bank of New York Mellon. Ct. 
App. Ga. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Ga. App. 
XXVI. 

No. 13–6451. Miller v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6478. Collins v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6498. Carter v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 501 Fed. Appx. 602. 

No. 13–6510. Phelan v. Sheahan, Superintendent, Five 
Points Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6516. Simmons v. Superior Court of California, 
Sacramento County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6551. Ramos v. Chappius, Superintendent, Elmira 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 726 F. 3d 284. 

No. 13–6590. Sigmon v. Hillen Tire et al. Ct. Sp. App. 
Md. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 209 Md. App. 759 and 
766. 

No. 13–6609. Dempsey v. Eagleton, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 225. 

No. 13–6611. Cowan v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6648. Harris v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6668. Meek v. Bergh, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 530. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



1030 OCTOBER TERM, 2013 

November 18, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–6672. Thomas v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6696. Truesdell v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 129 Nev. 194, 304 P. 3d 396. 

No. 13–6701. Gable v. Oregon. Sup. Ct. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 353 Ore. 750, 305 P. 3d 85. 

No. 13–6715. Boettlin v. Fisher, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Smithąeld, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 867. 

No. 13–6726. Strawder v. LaValley, Superintendent, 
Clinton Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6728. Kachina v. Roy, Commissioner, Minnesota 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6738. Wiggins v. Donley, Secretary of the Air 
Force. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 
Fed. Appx. 130. 

No. 13–6742. Kim v. Internal Revenue Service. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 157. 

No. 13–6750. Potes v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6760. Sealed Appellant v. Sealed Appellee 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6774. Mauldin v. Holder, Attorney General, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6779. Adams v. McCall, Warden, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 316. 

No. 13–6785. Weeks v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 106 So. 3d 954. 

No. 13–6793. Osteen v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 353. 

No. 13–6797. Caldwell v. Romero et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6799. Bishop v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 910. 

No. 13–6801. Banks v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6803. Werber v. Bunting, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6805. Callen v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 252. 

No. 13–6807. Capozzi v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 723 F. 3d 720. 

No. 13–6808. Rodriguez-Aranda v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 341. 

No. 13–6810. Seda-Arroyo v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6811. Riddell v. Hobbs, Director, Arkansas De-
partment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6812. Mejia-Gonzalez v. United States (Reported 
below: 536 Fed. Appx. 454); Ogbonu v. United States (539 Fed. 
Appx. 389); Sanchez v. United States (539 Fed. Appx. 349); 
and Arteaga-Martinez v. United States (539 Fed. Appx. 382). 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6813. Jeter v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 746. 

No. 13–6814. Komar v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 28. 

No. 13–6815. Lee v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6825. Credico v. 15th Judicial District et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6826. Credico v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6828. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6829. Fridie v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 217. 

No. 13–6831. Giles v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 181. 

No. 13–6835. Holmes v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 5th App. Dist., 
Coshocton County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6841. Javier Estrada v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6847. Westcott v. Phelps, Warden, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6850. Valdes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6854. Ndhlovu v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 842. 

No. 13–6855. Patton v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6856. Nava-Arellano v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 635. 

No. 13–6858. Allen v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6861. Collins v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 1032. 

No. 13–6864. Williams v. Bickell, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Huntingdon, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6865. Truong Nguyen v. Glebe, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6866. Davis v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 214 Cal. App. 
4th 1322, 155 Cal. Rptr. 3d 128. 

No. 13–6868. Mason v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 432. 
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No. 13–6875. Spence v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 1224. 

No. 13–6877. Smith v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 904. 

No. 13–6878. White v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 390. 

No. 13–6879. Valdez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 396. 

No. 13–6880. Trotter v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 501. 

No. 13–6881. Morazan-Alvarez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 363. 

No. 13–6883. Irons v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 221. 

No. 13–6884. D’Angelo v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 524 Fed. Appx. 700. 

No. 13–6888. Gravatt v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 300. 

No. 13–6889. Scarnati v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 103. 

No. 13–6891. Sanderson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 232. 

No. 13–6893. Davis v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 97. 

No. 13–6898. Pipe-Begay v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 775. 

No. 13–6901. Winbush v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 914. 

No. 13–6905. Medina-Vasquez v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6906. Orona v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 1297. 

No. 13–6907. Grissette v. Westbrooks, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6911. Omares v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6912. Dean v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 479 Fed. Appx. 513. 

No. 13–6914. Batchu v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 1. 

No. 13–6915. Arreola-Jimenez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 717. 

No. 13–6916. Thrower v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 579. 

No. 13–6918. Castellano-Vega v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6921. Dignam v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 915. 

No. 13–6923. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6928. Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 642. 

No. 13–6933. Cruz Martinez v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6934. Jones v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 40. 

No. 13–6938. Burns v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6939. Vaughn v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL App (4th) 110925–U. 

No. 13–6941. Valdez v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 723 F. 3d 206. 
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No. 13–6943. Hudgins v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6961. Rawls v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6962. Geas v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 81. 

No. 13–6973. King v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 789. 

No. 13–6974. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6992. Solis-Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 769. 

No. 13–6993. Rabiu v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 467. 

No. 13–6996. Villarreal v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 723 F. 3d 609. 

No. 13–6998. McDufąe v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6999. Wilkinson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 874. 

No. 13–7001. Wiand v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 332. 

No. 13–7003. Watson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 232. 

No. 13–7007. Garcia-Segura v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 566. 

No. 13–7008. Gonzales-Hinojosa v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 437. 

No. 13–7010. Barrios v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7013. Carrigan v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 39. 
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No. 13–7015. Keglar v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 494. 

No. 13–7017. Loffredi v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 991. 

No. 13–7021. Whiting v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 556. 

No. 13–7022. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 314. 

No. 13–7026. Weathersby v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 987. 

No. 13–7033. McDaniel v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 561. 

No. 13–7041. Lewis et al. v. Waxahachie Daily Light 
et al. Ct. App. Tex., 10th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–1480. Rapelje v. McClellan. C. A. 6th Cir. Mo-
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 344. 

Justice Alito, with whom Justice Scalia joins, dissenting. 
The decision of the United States Court of Appeals for the 

Sixth Circuit in this case was based on a serious misreading of 
our decision in Harrington v. Richter, 562 U. S. 86 (2011), and if 
left uncorrected, it is likely to interfere with the proper handling 
of a signifcant number of federal habeas petitions fled by Michi-
gan prisoners. Under Harrington, when a state court summarily 
rejects an appeal without clearly indicating whether the disposi-
tion was based on the merits of the claims presented or instead 
on procedural grounds, a federal habeas court must presume that 
the decision was on the merits, but the presumption may be over-
come under certain circumstances. Id., at 99–100. By contrast, 
when the state court makes it clear that a summary disposition 
was on the merits, Harrington's rebuttable presumption has no 
application. A federal court may not probe beyond the state 
court's order to inquire whether the court accurately character-
ized its own decision. 

In this case, the Sixth Circuit overlooked that important rule. 
The panel majority relied on a prior Sixth Circuit decision that 
had recognized—based on a long line of Michigan Court of Ap-
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peals cases—that the form of order used by the Michigan Court 
of Appeals in the present case invariably refects a disposition on 
the merits. But the panel understood that prior decision never-
theless to allow it to look past the order to determine whether 
the state appellate court had meant what it said and actually 
based its disposition on the merits. 

This was a fundamental error—and an important one. I would 
therefore grant the petition for a writ of certiorari. 

I 
Respondent was convicted of frst-degree murder in Michigan 

state court and was sentenced to life in prison. The Michigan 
Court of Appeals affrmed his conviction, and the Supreme Court 
of Michigan denied leave to appeal. Respondent then sought 
postconviction relief from a Michigan trial court, raising for the 
frst time certain claims that his trial counsel had provided consti-
tutionally ineffective assistance. The trial court held that those 
claims were procedurally defaulted and that respondent had failed 
to show cause or prejudice to excuse the default. Respondent 
requested leave to appeal, and the Michigan Court of Appeals 
denied his application “for lack of merit in the grounds pre-
sented.”* App. to Pet. for Cert. 84a. 

Respondent then fled a petition for habeas corpus in the United 
States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan, and 
he requested that the court hold an evidentiary hearing on his 
ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claims. A federal evidentiary 
hearing is permissible for a particular claim only if, among other 
requirements, the claim was not “adjudicated on the merits by a 
state court.” Cullen v. Pinholster, 563 U. S. 170, 185 (2011). If 
it was, a state prisoner is limited to “the record that was before 
that state court” in seeking federal habeas relief. Ibid. 

*After the Court of Appeals entered its order, the Michigan Supreme 
Court denied leave to appeal in an order stating that respondent had “failed 
to meet the burden of establishing entitlement to relief under [Michigan 
Court Rule] 6.508(D).” People v. McClellan, 480 Mich. 1006, 742 N. W. 2d 
367 (2007). The Sixth Circuit, en banc, has ruled that under Michigan law 
such orders are ambiguous “because holdings from the Michigan courts indi-
cate that the language used by such summary orders [i. e., orders citing 
Michigan Court Rule 6.508(D)] can refer to the petitioner's failure to estab-
lish entitlement to relief either on the merits or procedurally.” Guilmette 
v. Howes, 624 F. 3d 286, 289–290 (2010). Neither party argues otherwise 
before this Court. 
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The District Court held that no state court had adjudicated 
respondent's ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claims on the merits 
and that therefore an evidentiary hearing on those claims was 
proper. Based on evidence produced at that hearing, the District 
Court found cause and prejudice to excuse respondent's failure to 
raise the claims on direct appeal of his conviction, see Coleman 
v. Thompson, 501 U. S. 722, 750 (1991), and decided that respond-
ent's trial counsel had been constitutionally ineffective. As a re-
sult, the District Court granted habeas relief. 

Petitioner appealed, and a divided panel of the Sixth Circuit 
affrmed, holding that the Michigan Court of Appeals' decision in 
the postconviction appeal had not been on the merits. 703 F. 3d 
344 (2013). The panel majority based its holding on a recent 
Sixth Circuit decision, Werth v. Bell, 692 F. 3d 486 (2012). There, 
the court considered the meaning of a Michigan Court of Appeals 
order identical to the one at issue here. Citing Michigan Court 
of Appeals precedents, the Werth panel stated unequivocally that 
the language in the order signifes a disposition “ ̀ on the merits' 
as a matter of Michigan law.” Id., at 494 (quoting People v. Col-
lier, 2005 WL 1106501, *1 (May 10, 2005) (per curiam)). The 
Werth panel then held that the order represented a merits adjudi-
cation, although it frst noted that no other provision of Michigan 
law, and nothing about the specifc background of the case, gave 
reason to believe that the disposition had not been on the merits. 
692 F. 3d, at 494. 

The panel majority in the case now before us interpreted Werth 
to mean that it is proper for a federal habeas court to disregard 
the form of order issued by the Michigan Court of Appeals and 
apply Harrington's rebuttable presumption. Proceeding in this 
way, the panel majority held that respondent had rebutted that 
presumption because (1) the last reasoned state-court decision 
(by the Michigan trial court) had rested solely on respondent's 
procedural default, see Ylst v. Nunnemaker, 501 U. S. 797, 803 
(1991), and (2) the Michigan Court of Appeals did not have the 
trial court's record before it when it issued its ruling. 

Because the Sixth Circuit determined that no state court had 
adjudicated respondent's federal claims on the merits, it held that 
the District Court had not erred in holding an evidentiary hearing 
on those claims. See 703 F. 3d, at 351 (citing Pinholster, supra). 
And based on evidence that respondent had presented at the 
federal hearing, the Sixth Circuit affrmed the District Court's 
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holdings that respondent had demonstrated cause and prejudice 
to excuse procedural default; that his trial counsel had been inef-
fective; and that, as a result, he was entitled to habeas relief. 

Judge McKeague dissented. He concluded that “[t]he Michigan 
Court of Appeals' denial of [respondent's] claims `for lack of 
merit [in] the grounds presented' was a merits adjudication” and 
therefore that “the federal district court was limited to consider-
ing the record before the Michigan Court of Appeals at the time 
that court rendered its decision.” 703 F. 3d, at 351. He argued 
that “Michigan courts have `consistently held that denial of an 
application “for lack of merit in the grounds presented” is a deci-
sion on the merits of the issues raised.' ” Id., at 355 (quoting 
Collier, supra, at *1). 

II 
As noted, the Sixth Circuit has previously acknowledged that 

the form of order at issue here represents a disposition “on the 
merits as a matter of Michigan law.” Werth, supra, at 494 (inter-
nal quotation marks omitted). Yet the panel majority in the pres-
ent case, while purporting to follow that precedent, held that 
the Michigan Court of Appeals did not adjudicate respondent's 
ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claims on the merits. That hold-
ing cannot be reconciled with Harrington. The Harrington re-
buttable presumption comes into play only when a state court's 
order is ambiguous. When state courts have adopted a phrase 
to denote a decision on the merits, federal courts may not deem 
the courts' use of that language to be anything other than an 
adjudication on the merits. After all, “federal courts have no 
authority to impose mandatory opinion-writing standards on state 
courts.” Johnson v. Williams, 568 U. S. 289, 300 (2013). 

Here, petitioner persuasively argues that the form of order used 
by the Michigan Court of Appeals refects a merits adjudication 
under settled Michigan law. For over 30 years, petitioner tells 
us, that court has “consistently held that denial of an application 
`for lack of merit in the grounds presented' is a decision on the 
merits of the issues raised.” Pet. for Cert. 12 (quoting Collier, 
supra, at *1, in turn citing People v. Hayden, 132 Mich. App. 273, 
348 N. W. 2d 672 (1984); People v. Douglas, 122 Mich. App. 526, 
332 N. W. 2d 521 (1983); People v. Wiley, 112 Mich. App. 344, 315 
N. W. 2d 540 (1981)). See also Attorney General ex rel. Dept. of 
Treasury v. Great Lakes Real Estate Inv. Trust, 77 Mich. App. 
1, 2–4, 257 N. W. 2d 248, 249 (1977). There is no dispute that 
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respondent's ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claims were “issues 
raised” by him before the Michigan Court of Appeals. See 703 
F. 3d, at 350, n. 4. Accordingly, if this interpretation of Michigan 
law is correct, it is clear that the court's order was a decision on 
the merits of those claims. 

If that order was on the merits, then the District Court was 
precluded from holding an evidentiary hearing on respondent's 
ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claims, see Pinholster, 563 U. S., 
at 184–187, and, in turn, the District Court and Sixth Circuit 
were not permitted to consider evidence presented at the eviden-
tiary hearing in evaluating those claims. Rather, respondent 
could have prevailed on his claims only if he could have demon-
strated an entitlement to relief under 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d) on the 
state-court record. 

In sum, the Sixth Circuit has gone astray in its analysis of 
habeas cases in which the Michigan Court of Appeals denies re-
view using the form of order at issue here. And this error may 
derail many Michigan habeas cases. I can understand the Court's 
reluctance to decide what the form of order at issue means under 
Michigan law. But I would grant the petition and vacate the 
decision below because the Sixth Circuit made a severe error of 
federal law. On remand, I would direct the Sixth Circuit to de-
cide whether, as another panel of that court clearly stated, the 
form of order at issue represents a merits disposition. If so, the 
Harrington presumption has no place in the court's analysis. 

For these reasons, I respectfully dissent from the denial of the 
petition for a writ of certiorari. 

No. 13–79. Winkal Holdings, LLC, et al. v. JPMorgan 
Chase Bank, N. A., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 674. 

No. 13–169. Martin v. Blessing et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. The Chief Justice took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 507 Fed. 
Appx. 1. 

Statement of Justice Alito, respecting the denial of the peti-
tion for writ of certiorari. 

The petition in this case challenges a highly unusual practice 
followed by one District Court Judge in assessing the adequacy 
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of counsel in class actions. This judge insists that class counsel 
“ensure that the lawyers staffed on the case fairly refect the 
class composition in terms of relevant race and gender metrics.” 
App. to Pet. for Cert. 35a. The uniqueness of this practice 
weighs against review by this Court, but the meaning of the 
Court's denial of the petition should not be misunderstood. 

I 

In 2008, the Nation's only two providers of satellite digital 
audio radio services, Sirius Satellite Radio, Inc., and XM Satellite 
Holdings, Inc., merged to form a new company, Sirius XM Radio, 
Inc. (Sirius). Id., at 8a–9a. Their subscribers claimed the 
merger violated antitrust laws and fled several class actions that 
were joined in a consolidated complaint and assigned to Judge 
Harold Baer, Jr., of the Southern District of New York. Judge 
Baer appointed three law frms to serve as interim class coun-
sel. Ibid. 

In July 2010, class plaintiffs moved to certify a federal antitrust 
class. Ibid. Class certifcation is governed by Federal Rule of 
Civil Procedure 23, which sets out the requirements that a puta-
tive class must meet to gain certifcation. One such requirement 
is adequate class counsel; subsection (g) orders the district court 
to consider four particular indicators of adequacy. It provides 
also that the district court “may consider any other matter perti-
nent to counsel's ability to fairly and adequately represent the 
interests of the class.” Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 23(g)(1)(B). 

Citing that provision, Judge Baer ordered that the three law 
frms appointed as interim counsel (and subsequently elevated to 
permanent counsel) “ensure that the lawyers staffed on the case 
fairly refect the class composition in terms of relevant race and 
gender metrics.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 35a. 

Class certification orders that impose race- and sex-based 
staffng requirements on law frms appear to be part of Judge 
Baer's standard practice. In 2007, Judge Baer followed this prac-
tice in considering certifcation of a class of plaintiffs seeking 
redress under the Employee Retirement Income Security Act. 
See In re J. P. Morgan Chase Cash Balance Litigation, 242 
F. R. D. 265, 277 (SDNY 2007). 

Three years later, in Spagnola v. Chubb Corp., 264 F. R. D. 76 
(SDNY 2010), Judge Baer refused to certify a putative class of 
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insurance policyholders in part because of the race and gender of 
the proposed class counsel. He noted that “proposed . . . counsel 
. . . ha[d] provided no information—frm resumé, attorney biog-
raphies, or otherwise—[regarding the race or gender of the law-
yers assigned to the case].” Id., at 95, n. 23. 

Judge Baer has repeated this practice in at least three addi-
tional class actions apart from the one before the Court today. 
See Public Employees' Retirement System of Miss. v. Goldman 
Sachs Group, Inc., 280 F. R. D. 130, 142, n. 6 (SDNY 2012); New 
Jersey Carpenters Health Fund v. Residential Capital, LLC, 2012 
WL 4865174, *5, n. 5 (SDNY, Oct. 15, 2012); In re Gildan Active-
wear Inc. Securities Litigation, No. 08 Civ. 5048 (SDNY, Sept. 
20, 2010). 

Following certifcation in the present case, Sirius and class 
counsel reached a settlement that drew objections. Under the 
deal, Sirius would freeze its prices for fve months and pay class 
counsel $13 million in attorney's fees. Blessing v. Sirius XM 
Radio Inc., 507 Fed. Appx. 1, 3, 4 (CA2 2012). Sirius would pay 
no cash to class members. Ibid. Nicolas Martin, a class member 
and petitioner here, objected, not only to those terms, but also to 
Judge Baer's reliance on race and gender in assessing the ade-
quacy of class counsel. Petitioner asked the Second Circuit to 
set aside the settlement as the tainted product of an invalid certi-
fcation order. The Second Circuit rejected his challenge to the 
certifcation order on standing grounds, concluding that Martin 
failed to allege injury in fact. Martin now asks this Court to 
intervene. 

II 
Based on the materials now before us, I am hard pressed to 

see any ground on which Judge Baer's practice can be defended. 
This Court has often stressed that “[r]acial discrimination has no 
place in the courtroom, whether the proceeding is civil or crimi-
nal.” Edmonson v. Leesville Concrete Co., 500 U. S. 614, 630 
(1991). Court-approved discrimination based on gender is simi-
larly objectionable, and therefore it is doubtful that the practice 
in question could survive a constitutional challenge. 

Before reaching this constitutional question, however, a court 
would have to consider whether the challenged practice can be 
reconciled with Rule 23(g), which carefully regulates the appoint-
ment of class counsel. The appointment of class counsel is a 
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sensitive matter. Because of the fees that class counsel may 
receive—witness the present case in which counsel was awarded 
$13 million for handling a case in which the class members re-
ceived no compensation—any deviation from the criteria set out 
in the Rule may give rise to suspicions about favoritism. There 
are more than 600 district judges, and it would be intolerable if 
each judge adopted a personalized version of the criteria set out 
in Rule 23(g). 

It is true that Rule 23 allows a district court to consider “any 
. . . matter pertinent to counsel's ability to fairly and adequately 
represent the interests of the class,” Rule 23(g)(1)(B), but I doubt 
that this provision can be stretched to justify the practice at issue 
here. It seems quite farfetched to argue that class counsel cannot 
fairly and adequately represent a class unless the race and gender 
of counsel mirror the demographics of the class. Indeed, if the 
District Court's rule were taken seriously, it would seriously com-
plicate the appointment process and lead to truly bizarre results. 

It may be no easy matter to ascertain “the class composition 
in terms of relevant race and gender metrics.” In some cases, 
only the defendant will possess such information, and where that 
is so, must the parties engage in discovery on this preliminary 
point? In other cases, it may be impossible to obtain the relevant 
information without requesting it from all of the members of the 
class. For example, in a securities case in which the class con-
sists of everyone who purchased the stock of a particular company 
during a specifed period, how else could the race or gender of 
the class members be ascertained? 

Where the demographics of the class can be ascertained or 
approximated, faithful application of the District Court's rule 
would lead to strange results. The racial and ethnic makeup of 
the plaintiff class in many cases deviates signifcantly from the 
racial and ethnic makeup of the general population or of the bar. 
Suppose, for example, that the class consisted of persons who 
had undergone a particular type of treatment for prostate cancer. 
Would it be proper for a district judge to favor law frms with a 
high percentage of male attorneys? Or if the class consisted of 
persons who had undergone treatment for breast cancer, would it 
be permissible for a court to favor frms with a high percentage 
of female lawyers? In some cases, the members of a class may 
be signifcantly more affuent than the general population. (A 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



1044 OCTOBER TERM, 2013 

Statement of Alito, J. 571 U. S. 

class consisting of the purchasers of stock may be an example.) 
To the extent that affuence correlates with race, would it be 
proper for a district judge in such a case to favor law frms with 
relatively low minority representation? 

The Second Circuit did not decide whether the District Court's 
practice is unconstitutional or otherwise unlawful because the 
court held that Martin lacked standing to challenge the order at 
issue. Martin did not allege that he actually received inferior 
representation, and therefore the Second Circuit, invoking the 
standard used to determine whether a plaintiff has standing under 
Article III of the Constitution, refused to entertain Martin's ob-
jection on the ground that he had suffered no injury in fact. I 
fnd this reasoning debatable. 

It is not clear that a class member who objects to a feature of 
a proposed settlement must show that the feature in question 
would cause the objecting member the sort of harm that is needed 
to establish Article III standing. Article III demands that the 
members of the plaintiff class demonstrate that they were injured 
in fact by the alleged antitrust violations, see Amchem Products, 
Inc. v. Windsor, 521 U. S. 591, 613 (1997), but the plaintiff class' 
satisfaction of this requirement is not challenged. At issue, in-
stead, is Martin's ability to object to the proposed settlement, and 
Rule 23(e)(5) states without qualifcation that “[a]ny class member 
may object” to a proposed settlement requiring court approval. 
I assume for present purposes that a court need not entertain 
the objection of a class member who is not aggrieved by a settle-
ment, but it is by no means clear to me that this is the same as 
requiring proof of an injury in fact within the meaning of Article 
III. See Devlin v. Scardelletti, 536 U. S. 1, 6–7 (2002) (an object-
ing class member “has an interest in the settlement that creates 
a `case or controversy' suffcient to satisfy the constitutional re-
quirements of injury, causation, and redressability”). 

Whether or not Martin suffered injury in fact in the Article III 
sense, he unquestionably has a legitimate interest in ensuring 
that class counsel is appointed in a lawful manner. Ibid. The 
use of any criteria not set out specifcally in Rule 23(g) or “perti-
nent to counsel's ability to fairly and adequately represent the 
interests of the class” creates a risk of injury that a class member 
should not have to endure. And class members have a strong 
and legitimate interest in having their attorneys appointed pursu-
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ant to a practice that is free of unlawful discrimination. If a 
district judge had a practice of appointing only attorneys of a 
particular race or gender, would an appellate court refuse to en-
tertain a class member's objection unless the class member could 
show that the attorney in question did a poor job? 

Unlike the courts of appeals, we are not a court of error correc-
tion, and thus I do not disagree with the Court's refusal to review 
the singular policy at issue here. I stress, however, that the 
“denial of certiorari does not constitute an expression of any opin-
ion on the merits.” Boumediene v. Bush, 549 U. S. 1328, 1329 
(2007) (Stevens and Kennedy, JJ., statement respecting denial of 
certiorari). If the challenged appointment practice continues and 
is not addressed by the Court of Appeals, future review may 
be warranted. 

No. 13–204. Dzurenda, Commissioner, Connecticut De-
partment of Correction v. Gonzalez (Reported below: 308 
Conn. 463, 68 A. 3d 624); and Dzurenda, Commissioner, Con-
necticut Department of Correction v. Huertas (308 Conn. 
516, 64 A. 3d 766). Sup. Ct. Conn. Motions of respondents for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–383. Albright et al. v. Exxon Mobil Corp. Ct. 
App. Md. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 433 
Md. 303, 71 A. 3d 30. 

No. 13–460. Owusu-Ansah v. Coca-Cola Co. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 1306. 

No. 13–5380. Woodward v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 123 So. 3d 989. 

Justice Sotomayor, with whom Justice Breyer joins as to 
Parts I and II, dissenting. 

The jury that convicted Mario Dion Woodward of capital mur-
der voted 8 to 4 against imposing the death penalty. But the 
trial judge overrode the jury's decision and sentenced Woodward 
to death after hearing new evidence and fnding, contrary to the 
jury's prior determination of the same question, that the aggra-
vating circumstances outweighed the mitigating circumstances. 
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The judge was statutorily entitled to do this under Alabama law, 
which provides that a jury's decision as to whether a defendant 
should be executed is merely an “advisory verdict” that the trial 
judge may override if she disagrees with the jury's conclusion. 
In the last decade, Alabama has been the only State in which 
judges have imposed the death penalty in the face of contrary 
jury verdicts. Since Alabama adopted its current statute, its 
judges have imposed death sentences on 95 defendants contrary 
to a jury's verdict.1 Forty-three of these defendants remain on 
death row today. Because I harbor deep concerns about whether 
this practice offends the Sixth and Eighth Amendments, I would 
grant Woodward's petition for certiorari so that the Court could 
give this issue the close attention that it deserves. 

I 

A 

In Alabama, a defendant convicted of capital murder is entitled 
to an evidentiary sentencing hearing before a jury. Ala. Code 
§§ 13A–5–45, 13A–5–46 (2005). At that hearing, the State must 
prove beyond a reasonable doubt the existence of at least one 
aggravating circumstance; otherwise, the defendant cannot be 
sentenced to death and instead receives a sentence of life impris-
onment without parole. §§ 13A–5–45(e), (f ). The defendant may 
present mitigating circumstances, which the State may seek to 
disprove by a preponderance of the evidence. § 13A–5–45(g). If 
it has found at least one aggravating circumstance, the jury then 
weighs the aggravating and mitigating evidence and renders its 
advisory verdict. If it fnds that the aggravating circumstances 
do not outweigh the mitigating circumstances, the jury must re-
turn a life-without-parole verdict; if it fnds that the aggravating 
circumstances do outweigh the mitigating circumstances, it must 
return a death verdict. § 13A–5–46(e). A life-without-parole 
verdict requires a vote of a majority of the jurors, while a death 
verdict requires a vote of at least 10 jurors. § 13A–5–46(f). 

1 A list of these 95 defendants sentenced to death after a jury verdict of 
life imprisonment is produced in an appendix to this opinion. By contrast, 
where juries have voted to impose the death penalty, Alabama judges have 
overridden that verdict in favor of a life sentence only nine times. 
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After the jury returns its advisory verdict, the trial judge 
makes her own determination whether the aggravating circum-
stances outweigh the mitigating circumstances and imposes a 
sentence accordingly. § 13A–5–47. Alabama's statute provides 
that “[w]hile the jury's recommendation concerning [the] sentence 
shall be given consideration, it is not binding upon the court.” 
§ 13A–5–47(e). 

B 

Woodward was convicted of capital murder for fatally shooting 
Keith Houts, a city of Montgomery police offcer. By a vote of 8 
to 4, the jury determined that the aggravating circumstances 
shown by the State did not outweigh the mitigating circumstances 
presented by the defense. It therefore recommended a sentence 
of life imprisonment without parole. 

The trial judge conducted his own sentencing proceeding. At 
that hearing, the State presented additional evidence concerning 
the mitigating circumstances presented to the jury. The trial 
judge, in part on the basis of the new evidence, rejected the jury's 
fnding. Making his own determination that the aggravating cir-
cumstances outweighed the mitigating circumstances, the judge 
imposed the death penalty, thereby overriding the jury's prior 
advisory verdict of life without parole. The Alabama Court of 
Criminal Appeals affrmed Woodward's conviction and sentence, 
123 So. 3d 989 (2012), and the Alabama Supreme Court denied 
certiorari. 

II 

This Court has long acknowledged that death is fundamentally 
different in kind from any other punishment. See Furman v. 
Georgia, 408 U. S. 238, 286–291 (1972) (Brennan, J., concurring); 
Gregg v. Georgia, 428 U. S. 153, 188 (1976) ( joint opinion of Stew-
art, Powell, and Stevens, JJ.). For that reason, we have required 
States to apply special procedural safeguards to “minimize the 
risk of wholly arbitrary and capricious action” in imposing the 
death penalty. Id., at 189, 195 ( joint opinion of Stewart, Powell, 
and Stevens, JJ.); see also Ring v. Arizona, 536 U. S. 584, 614 
(2002) (Breyer, J., concurring in judgment) (explaining that with-
out adequate procedural safeguards, “the constitutional prohibi-
tion against `cruel and unusual punishments' would forbid [the] 
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use” of the death penalty). One such safeguard, as determined 
by the vast majority of States, is that a jury, and not a judge, 
should impose any sentence of death.2 

Of the 32 States that currently authorize capital punishment, 
31 require jury participation in the sentencing decision; only Mon-
tana leaves the jury with no sentencing role in capital cases. See 
Mont. Code Ann. §§ 46–18–301, 46–18–305 (2013). In 27 of those 
31 States, plus the federal system, 18 U. S. C. § 3593, the jury's 
decision to impose life imprisonment is fnal and may not be dis-
turbed by the trial judge under any circumstance. That leaves 
four States in which the jury has a role in sentencing but is not 
the fnal decisionmaker. In Nebraska, the jury is responsible for 
fnding aggravating circumstances, while a three-judge panel de-
termines mitigating circumstances and weighs them against the 
aggravating circumstances to make the ultimate sentencing deci-
sion. See Neb. Rev. Stat. §§ 29–2520, 29–2521 (2008). Three 
States—Alabama, Delaware, and Florida—permit the trial judge 
to override the jury's sentencing decision. 

In Spaziano v. Florida, 468 U. S. 447 (1984), we upheld Florida's 
judicial-override sentencing statute. And in Harris v. Alabama, 
513 U. S. 504 (1995), we upheld Alabama's similar statute. Eight-
een years have passed since we decided Harris, and in my view, 
the time has come for us to reconsider that decision. Cf. Roper 
v. Simmons, 543 U. S. 551, 555 (2005) (reconsidering after 16 years 
the issue decided in Stanford v. Kentucky, 492 U. S. 361 (1989)); 
Atkins v. Virginia, 536 U. S. 304, 307 (2002) (reconsidering after 
13 years the issue decided in Penry v. Lynaugh, 492 U. S. 302 
(1989)). 

2 It is perhaps unsurprising that the national consensus has moved toward 
a capital sentencing scheme in which the jury is responsible for imposing 
capital punishment. Because “ ̀ capital punishment is an expression of soci-
ety's moral outrage at particularly offensive conduct,' ” Harris v. Alabama, 
513 U. S. 504, 518 (1995) (Stevens, J., dissenting), jurors, who “express the 
conscience of the community on the ultimate question of life or death,” With-
erspoon v. Illinois, 391 U. S. 510, 519 (1968), seem best positioned to decide 
whether the need for retribution in a particular case mandates imposition of 
the death penalty. See Harris, 513 U. S., at 518 (Stevens, J., dissenting) (“A 
capital sentence expresses the community's judgment that no lesser sanction 
will provide an adequate response to the defendant's outrageous affront to 
humanity”). 
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In the nearly two decades since we decided Harris, the practice 
of judicial overrides has become increasingly rare. In the 1980's, 
there were 125 life-to-death overrides: 89 in Florida, 30 in Ala-
bama, and 6 in Indiana. In the 1990's, there were 74: 26 in Flor-
ida, 44 in Alabama, and 4 in Indiana.3 Since 2000, by contrast, 
there have been only 27 life-to-death overrides, 26 of which were 
by Alabama judges.4 

As these statistics demonstrate, Alabama has become a clear 
outlier. Among the four States that permitted judicial overrides 
at the time of Harris, Alabama now stands as the only one in 
which judges continue to override jury verdicts of life without 
parole. One of the four States, Indiana, no longer permits life-
to-death judicial overrides at all. See Ind. Code § 35–50–2–9(e) 
(2004). Only one defendant in Delaware has ever been con-
demned to death by a judicial life-to-death override, and the Dela-
ware Supreme Court overturned his sentence.5 And no Florida 

3 See Radelet, Overriding Jury Sentencing Recommendations in Florida 
Capital Cases: An Update and Possible Half-Requiem, 2011 Mich. State L. 
Rev. 793, 818 (2011) (listing overrides in Indiana); id., at 828 (listing over-
rides in Florida); id., at 825–827 (listing overrides in Alabama). 

4 The 27th death sentence by judicial override, which occurred in Dela-
ware, was eventually reduced to a life sentence. See n. 5, infra. 

5 One Delaware judge has used the override to impose a death sentence in 
two cases involving the same defendant. On appeal, the Delaware Supreme 
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judge has overridden a jury's verdict of a life sentence since 1999.6 

In sum, whereas judges across three States overrode roughly 10 
jury verdicts per year in the 1980's and 1990's, a dramatic shift 
has taken place over the past decade: Judges now override jury 
verdicts of life in just a single State, and they do so roughly 
twice a year. 

What could explain Alabama judges' distinctive proclivity for 
imposing death sentences in cases where a jury has already re-
jected that penalty? There is no evidence that criminal activity 
is more heinous in Alabama than in other States, or that Alabama 
juries are particularly lenient in weighing aggravating and miti-
gating circumstances. The only answer that is supported by em-
pirical evidence is one that, in my view, casts a cloud of illegiti-
macy over the criminal justice system: Alabama judges, who are 
elected in partisan proceedings, appear to have succumbed to elec-
toral pressures. See Symposium, Politics and the Death Penalty: 
Can Rational Discourse and Due Process Survive the Perceived 
Political Pressure? 21 Ford. Urban L. J. 239, 256 (1994) (comments 
of Bryan Stevenson) (concluding, based on “a mini-multiple regres-
sion analysis of how the death penalty is applied and how override 
is applied, [that] there is a statistically signifcant correlation 
between judicial override and election years in most of the coun-
ties where these overrides take place”); see also Equal Justice 
Initiative, The Death Penalty in Alabama: Judge Override 16, 
http://eji.org/fles/Override_Report.pdf (as visited on Nov. 15, 
2013, and available in Clerk of Court's case fle) (hereinafter Over-
ride Report) (noting that the proportion of death sentences 
imposed by override in Alabama is elevated in election years). One 

Court twice vacated the death sentence, and ultimately ordered the trial 
court to impose a life sentence. See Garden v. State, 815 A. 2d 327, 331– 
333 (2003); Garden v. State, 844 A. 2d 311, 318 (2004) (per curiam). 

6 Even after this Court upheld Florida's capital sentencing scheme in Spaz-
iano v. Florida, 468 U. S. 447 (1984), the practice of judicial overrides con-
sistently declined in that State. Since 1972, 166 death sentences have been 
imposed in Florida following a jury recommendation of life imprisonment. 
Between 1973 and 1989, an average of eight people was sentenced to death 
on an override each year. That average number dropped by 50 percent 
between 1990 and 1994, and by an additional 70 percent from 1995 to 1999. 
The practice then stopped completely. It has been more than 14 years since 
the last life-to-death override in Florida; the last person sentenced to death 
after a jury recommendation of life imprisonment was Jeffrey Weaver, sen-
tenced in August 1999. 
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Alabama judge, who has overridden jury verdicts to impose the 
death penalty on six occasions, campaigned by running several 
advertisements voicing his support for capital punishment. One 
of these ads boasted that he had “ ̀ presided over more than 9,000 
cases, including some of the most heinous murder trials in our 
history,' ” and expressly named some of the defendants whom he 
had sentenced to death, in at least one case over a jury's contrary 
judgment. Ibid. With admirable candor, another judge, who has 
overridden one jury verdict to impose death, admitted that voter 
reaction does “ `have some impact, especially in high-profile 
cases.' ” Velasco, More Judges Issue Death Despite Jury, Bir-
mingham News, July 17, 2011, p. 12A. “ ̀ Let's face it,' ” the judge 
said, “ ̀ we're human beings. I'm sure it affects some more than 
others.' ” Ibid. Alabama judges, it seems, have “ben[t] to politi-
cal pressures when pronouncing sentence in highly publicized cap-
ital cases.” Harris, 513 U. S., at 520 (Stevens, J., dissenting). 

By permitting a single trial judge's view to displace that of a 
jury representing a cross-section of the community, Alabama's 
sentencing scheme has led to curious and potentially arbitrary 
outcomes. For example, Alabama judges frequently override 
jury life-without-parole verdicts even in cases where the jury was 
unanimous in that verdict.7 In many cases, judges have done 
so without offering a meaningful explanation for the decision to 
disregard the jury's verdict. In sentencing a defendant with an 
IQ of 65, for example, one judge concluded that “ ̀ [t]he sociological 
literature suggests Gypsies intentionally test low on standard IQ 
tests.' ” 8 Override Report 20 (quoting Sentencing Order in State 
v. Neal, No. 87–520 (Baldwin Cty. Cir. Ct., May 17, 1990)). An-

7 As recently as May 2011, an Alabama judge overrode a 12-to-0 jury ver-
dict to sentence Courtney Lockhart to death. Lockhart, a former army sol-
dier and Iraq war veteran, was convicted of murdering a college student, 
Lauren Burk. The jury recommended life imprisonment without the possi-
bility of parole, infuenced by mitigating circumstances relating to severe 
psychological problems Lockhart suffered as a result of his combat in Iraq. 
(Lockhart spent 16 months in Iraq; 64 of the soldiers in his brigade never 
made it home, including Lockhart's best friend. The soldiers who survived 
all exhibited signs of posttraumatic stress disorder and other psychological 
conditions. Twelve of them have been arrested for murder or attempted 
murder.) The trial judge nonetheless imposed the death penalty. 

8 After this sentence was reversed on appeal, the State agreed that the 
defendant was exempt from the death penalty because he is mentally re-
tarded. Override Report 20. 
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other judge, who was facing reelection at the time he sentenced 
a 19-year-old defendant, refused to consider certain mitigating 
circumstances found by the jury, which had voted to recommend 
a life-without-parole sentence. He explained his sensitivity to 
public perception as follows: “ ̀ If I had not imposed the death 
sentence, I would have sentenced three black people to death and 
no white people.' ” Override Report 20 (quoting Tr. of Sentenc-
ing Hearing in State v. Waldrop, No. 98–162 (Randolph Cty. Cir. 
Ct., July 25, 2000)). These results do not seem to square with 
our Eighth Amendment jurisprudence, see Furman, 408 U. S., at 
274 (Brennan, J., concurring) (“In determining whether a punish-
ment comports with human dignity, we are aided also by [the 
principle] that the State must not arbitrarily infict a severe pun-
ishment”); Gregg, 428 U. S., at 188 ( joint opinion of Stewart, Pow-
ell, and Stevens, JJ.) (“Furman held that [the death penalty] could 
not be imposed under sentencing procedures that created a sub-
stantial risk that it would be inficted in an arbitrary and capri-
cious manner”), and they raise important concerns that are wor-
thy of this Court's review. 

III 
There is a second reason why Alabama's sentencing scheme 

deserves our review. Since our decisions in Spaziano and Har-
ris, our Sixth Amendment jurisprudence has developed signif-
cantly. Five years after we decided Harris, we held in Apprendi 
v. New Jersey, 530 U. S. 466 (2000), that the Sixth Amendment 
does not permit a defendant to be “expose[d] . . . to a penalty 
exceeding the maximum he would receive if punished according 
to the facts refected in the jury verdict alone.” Id., at 483 (em-
phasis deleted). When “a State makes an increase in a defend-
ant's authorized punishment contingent on the fnding of fact,” we 
explained, “that fact—no matter how the State labels it—must 
be found by a jury beyond a reasonable doubt.” Ring, 536 U. S., 
at 602 (citing Apprendi, 530 U. S., at 482–483); see also id., at 499 
(Scalia, J., concurring) (“[A]ll the facts which must exist in order 
to subject the defendant to a legally prescribed punishment must 
be found by the jury”). 

Two years later, we applied the Apprendi rule in Ring v. Ari-
zona to invalidate Arizona's capital sentencing scheme, which per-
mitted the trial judge to determine the presence of aggravating 
factors required for imposition of the death penalty. 536 U. S., 
at 609. We made clear that “[c]apital defendants, no less than 
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noncapital defendants, . . . are entitled to a jury determination of 
any fact on which the legislature conditions an increase in their 
maximum punishment.” Id., at 589. And we overruled our ear-
lier decision in Walton v. Arizona, 497 U. S. 639 (1990), by holding 
that the jury—not the judge—must fnd an aggravating circum-
stance that is necessary for the imposition of the death penalty. 
Ring, 536 U. S., at 609. “Because Arizona's enumerated aggravat-
ing factors operate as `the functional equivalent of an element of 
a greater offense,' ” we explained, “the Sixth Amendment requires 
that they be found by a jury.” Ibid. (quoting Apprendi, 530 U. S., 
at 494, n. 19). 

The very principles that animated our decisions in Apprendi 
and Ring call into doubt the validity of Alabama's capital sentenc-
ing scheme. Alabama permits a defendant to present mitigating 
circumstances that weigh against imposition of the death penalty. 
See Ala. Code §§ 13A–5–51, 13A–5–52. Indeed, we have long 
held that a defendant has a constitutional right to present mitigat-
ing evidence in capital cases. See Eddings v. Oklahoma, 455 
U. S. 104, 110 (1982). And a defendant is eligible for the death 
penalty in Alabama only upon a specifc factual fnding that any 
aggravating factors outweigh the mitigating factors he has pre-
sented. See Ala. Code §§ 13A–5–46(e), 13A–5–47(e). The statu-
torily required fnding that the aggravating factors of a defend-
ant's crime outweigh the mitigating factors is therefore necessary 
to impose the death penalty. It is clear, then, that this factual 
fnding exposes the defendant to a greater punishment than he 
would otherwise receive: death, as opposed to life without parole. 
Under Apprendi and Ring, a fnding that has such an effect must 
be made by a jury. 

The facts of this case underscore why Alabama's statute might 
run afoul of Apprendi and Ring. After the State and Woodward 
presented evidence at the sentencing hearing, the jury found two 
aggravating factors, but it determined that the mitigating factors 
outweighed those aggravating factors, and it voted to recommend 
a sentence of life imprisonment without the possibility of parole. 
The judge then heard additional evidence before reweighing the 
aggravating and mitigating factors to reach the opposite conclu-
sion from the jury. With respect to the frst mitigating circum-
stance—Woodward's relationship with his children—the judge 
noted that he was “underwhelmed” by Woodward's family situa-
tion in light of the additional evidence that only he had heard. 
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App. to Pet. for Cert. 80 (amended sentencing order). Rejecting 
the conclusion that Woodward had a positive infuence on the lives 
of his young children, the judge opined: “What young child does 
not adore a parent?” Ibid. The judge further reasoned that 
Woodward's criminal history rendered him a “very poor parent-
ing role model.” Id., at 81. Moving to the second mitigating 
factor—Woodward's traumatic childhood—the judge concluded 
that the evidence of problems in Woodward's childhood did not 
“withstand close scrutiny.” Ibid. He noted that “no documenta-
tion of abuse was introduced”; speculated that Woodward's “trun-
cated academic career may well have been the result of his bring-
ing weapons to school, not the result of family issues”; suggested 
that Woodward's mother did not actually send him to live with 
his abusive father because no mother would “sen[d] her children 
to live alone, unprotected with an abusive man”; and found that 
it “strain[ed] logic to accept the story that [Woodward's] father 
evicted him.” Ibid. The judge opined that “[w]hile [Wood-
ward's] childhood was not the stuff of fairytales, his youth ap-
pear[ed] more idyllic than those of others [Woodward] called to 
testify.” Ibid. And he concluded that the aggravating factors 
“far outweigh[ed] the mitigating factors.” Id., at 82.9 In other 
words, the judge imposed the death penalty on Woodward only 
because he disagreed with the jury's assessment of the facts. 

Under our Apprendi jurisprudence, as it has evolved since Har-
ris was decided, a sentencing scheme that permits such a result 
is constitutionally suspect. 

* * * 

Eighteen years have passed since we last considered Alabama's 
capital sentencing scheme, and much has changed since then. 
Today, Alabama stands alone: No other State condemns prisoners 
to death despite the considered judgment rendered by a cross-
section of its citizens that the defendant ought to live. And Ap-

9 In discounting the jury's fnding that the mitigating circumstances out-
weighed the aggravating circumstances, the judge noted that he had access 
to information that the jury did not hear (referring to the additional fact-
fnding he had conducted after the jury made its fndings), and “surmise[d]” 
that some members of the jury were “daunted by the task [of sentencing]” 
and fell prey to defense counsel's “powerful, emotional appeal.” App. to Pet. 
for Cert. 82 (amended sentencing order). 
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prendi and its progeny have made clear the sanctity of the jury's 
role in our system of criminal justice. Given these developments, 
we owe the validity of Alabama's system a fresh look. I therefore 
respectfully dissent from the denial of certiorari. 

APPENDIX 
Life-to-Death Overrides in Alabama* 

# Name County 

Year of 
Sen-
tence 

Jury Vote 
(Life-Death) 

1 Jones, Arthur Baldwin 1982 Unknown 

2 Lindsey, Michael Mobile 1982 11–1 

3 Murry, Paul Montgomery 1982 11–1 

Murry, Paul Montgomery 1988 12–0 

4 Acres, Gregory Montgomery 1983 7–5 

5 Harrell, Ed Jefferson 1983 11–1 

6 Neelley, Judy De Kalb 1983 10–2 

7 Crowe, Coy Jefferson 1984 12–0 

8 Freeman, Darryl Madison 1984 12–0 

9 Hays, Henry Mobile 1984 7–5 

10 Turner, Calvin Etowah 1984 9–3 

11 Johnson, Anthony Morgan 1985 9–3 

12 Musgrove, Phillip Madison 1985 10–2 

13 Owens, Charles Russell 1985 9–3 

*This list includes defendants identifed in a July 2011 report by the Equal 
Justice Initiative, see The Death Penalty in Alabama: Judge Override, at 
http://eji.org/fles/Override_Report.pdf (as visited on Nov. 15, 2013, and avail-
able in Clerk of Court's case fle), and a 2011 law review article, see Radelet, 
Overriding Jury Sentencing Recommendations in Florida Capital Cases: An 
Update and Possible Half-Requiem, 2011 Mich. State L. Rev. 793, as well as 
defendants we are aware of who have been sentenced to death by judicial 
override subsequent to the publishing of those reports. 
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# Name County 

Year of 
Sen-
tence 

Jury Vote 
(Life-Death) 

14 Tarver, Robert Russell 1985 7–5 

Thompson, Steven Madison 1985 10–2 

16 Frazier, Richard Mobile 1986 Unknown 

Frazier, Richard Mobile 1990 Unknown 

17 Hooks, Joseph Montgomery 1986 7–5 

18 Boyd, William Calhoun 1987 7–5 

19 Tarver, Bobby Mobile 1987 7–5 

Duncan, Joe Dallas 1988 10–2 

21 McMillian, Walter Monroe 1988 7–5 

22 Wesley, Ronald Mobile 1988 8–4 

23 Coral, Robert Montgomery 1989 8–4 

24 Hadley, J. C. Baldwin 1989 12–0 

Jackson, Willie Coffee 1989 7–5 

26 Parker, John Colbert 1989 10–2 

27 Russaw, Henry Pike 1989 8–4 

28 Stephens, Victor Hale 1989 7–5 

29 White, Leroy Madison 1989 9–3 

Flowers, Clayton Baldwin 1990 11–1 

31 Harris, Louise Montgomery 1990 7–5 

32 Neal, John Baldwin 1990 10–2 

33 Sockwell, Michael Montgomery 1990 7–5 

34 Tomlin, Phillip Mobile 1990 12–0 

Tomlin, Phillip Mobile 1994 12–0 

Tomlin, Phillip Mobile 1999 12–0 

Williams, Herbert Mobile 1990 9–3 

36 Beard, David Marshall 1991 8–4 
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# Name County 

Year of 
Sen-
tence 

Jury Vote 
(Life-Death) 

37 Bush, William Montgomery 1991 12–0 

38 Giles, Arthur Morgan 1991 Unknown 

39 Carr, Patrick Jefferson 1992 12–0 

40 Gentry, Ward Jefferson 1992 7–5 

41 McGahee, Earl Dallas 1992 10–2 

42 Padgett, Larry Marshall 1992 9–3 

43 Rieber, Jeffrey Madison 1992 7–5 

44 Knotts, William Montgomery 1993 9–3 

45 McNair, Willie Montgomery 1993 8–4 

46 Burgess, Alonzo Jefferson 1994 8–4 

47 Burgess, Roy Morgan 1994 10–2 

48 Madison, Vernon Mobile 1994 8–4 

49 Myers, Robin Morgan 1994 9–3 

50 Roberts, David Marion 1994 7–5 

51 Scott, William Geneva 1994 12–0 

52 Barnes, Michael Mobile 1995 9–3 

53 Clark, Andrew Henry 1995 9–3 

54 Gregory, William Baldwin 1995 10–2 

55 Norris, Michael Jefferson 1995 8–4 

56 Ponder, Terry Cullman 1995 8–4 

57 Smith, Ronald Madison 1995 7–5 

58 Evans, Edward Macon 1996 12–0, 9–3 

59 Hyde, James Marshall 1996 7–5 

60 McGowan, James Conecuh 1996 7–5 

61 Smith, Kenneth Jefferson 1996 11–1 

62 Apicella, Andrew Jefferson 1997 8–4 
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# Name County 

Year of 
Sen-
tence 

Jury Vote 
(Life-Death) 

63 Carroll, Taurus Jefferson 1998 10–2 

64 Dorsey, Ethan Conecuh 1998 11–1 

Ferguson, Thomas Mobile 1998 11–1 

66 Jackson, Shonelle Montgomery 1998 12–0 

67 Taylor, Jarrod Mobile 1998 7–5 

68 Wimberly, Shaber Dale 1998 10–2 

Wimberly, Shaber Dale 2001 7–5 

69 Hodges, Melvin Lee 1999 8–4 

Waldrop, Bobby Randolph 1999 10–2 

71 Lee, Jeffrey Dallas 2000 7–5 

72 Martin, George Mobile 2000 8–4 

73 Morrow, John Baldwin 2002 8–4 

74 Moore, Daniel Morgan 2003 8–4 

Eatmon, Dionne Jefferson 2005 9–3 

76 Harris, Westley Crenshaw 2005 7–5 

77 Spencer, Kerry Jefferson 2005 9–3, 10–2 

78 Yancey, Vernon Russell 2005 7–5 

79 Billups, Kenneth Jefferson 2006 7–5 

Doster, Oscar Covington 2006 12–0 

81 Killingsworth, Jimmy Bibb 2006 7–5 

82 Lane, Thomas Mobile 2006 8–4 

83 Sneed, Ulysses Morgan 2006 7–5 

84 Mitchell, Brandon Jefferson 2007 10–2 

Stanley, Anthony Colbert 2007 8–4 

86 Jackson, Demetrius Jefferson 2008 10–2 

87 Spradley, Montez Jefferson 2008 10–2 
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# Name County 

Year of 
Sen-
tence 

Jury Vote 
(Life-Death) 

88 Woodward, Mario Montgomery 2008 8–4 

89 McMillan, Calvin Elmore 2009 8–4 

90 Scott, Christie Franklin 2009 7–5 

91 Riggs, Jeffery Jefferson 2010 10–2 

92 White, Justin Jefferson 2010 9–3 

93 Lockhart, Courtney Lee 2011 12–0 

94 Shanklin, Clayton Walker 2012 12–0 

95 Henderson, Gregory Lee 2012 9–3 

No. 13–6525. Torres v. Cate et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 501 Fed. Appx. 662. 

No. 13–6591. Strujan v. Merck & Co., Inc. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 532 Fed. 
Appx. 551. 

No. 13–6787. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6821. Cruz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 945. 

No. 13–6836. Guibilo v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6857. Melendez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6862. Percel v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 
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No. 13–6951. Reyes v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6953. Disla v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–7005. Quintero-Calle v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 12–964. Haagensen v. Pennsylvania State Police 
et al., ante, p. 816; 

No. 12–1348. Lingfei Sun v. City of New York, New York, 
et al., ante, p. 821; 

No. 12–1431. Yadav et ux. v. Township of West Windsor, 
New Jersey, et al., ante, p. 825; 

No. 12–9991. Gssime v. Nassau County Courthouse et al., 
ante, p. 835; 

No. 12–10146. Nesselrode v. Montana, ante, p. 839; 
No. 12–10551. Franklin v. County of Kalamazoo, Michi-

gan, et al., ante, p. 854; 
No. 12 –10622. Ndon v. University of Wisconsin-

Milwaukee, ante, p. 859; 
No. 12–10718. McLeod v. Jarvis, Warden, ante, p. 864; 
No. 12–10774. Deane v. Marshalls, Inc., et al., ante, 

p. 867; 
No. 12–10993. Familia v. United States, ante, p. 880; 
No. 13–241. Blair v. United States, ante, p. 890; 
No. 13–5267. Whitworth v. Story et al., ante, p. 906; 
No. 13–5344. Turner v. Illinois, ante, p. 910; 
No. 13–5394. Carneglia v. United States, ante, p. 913; 

and 
No. 13–5764. Corzine v. Department of the Army et al., 

ante, p. 929. Petitions for rehearing denied. 

No. 12–10211. Andersen v. Young and Rubicam Advertis-
ing, ante, p. 942. Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Alito 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 
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November 19, 2013 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 13A452. Planned Parenthood of Greater Texas Sur-
gical Health Services et al. v. Abbott, Attorney General 
of Texas, et al. Application to vacate the stay entered by the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit on October 
31, 2013, presented to Justice Scalia, and by him referred to 
the Court, denied. 

Justice Scalia, with whom Justice Thomas and Justice 
Alito join, concurring. 

We may not vacate a stay entered by a court of appeals unless 
that court clearly and “ ̀ demonstrably' ” erred in its application of 
“ ̀ accepted standards.' ” Western Airlines, Inc. v. Teamsters, 480 
U. S. 1301, 1305 (1987) (O'Connor, J., in chambers) (quoting Cole-
man v. Paccar Inc., 424 U. S. 1301, 1304 (1976) (Rehnquist, J., in 
chambers)). The dissent promises to show that the Fifth Circuit 
committed such error when it granted a stay in this case, see 
post, at 1065 (opinion of Breyer, J.), but that promise goes unful-
flled. Instead, the dissent mentions six “considerations,” most 
of which bear no discernible relationship to the “accepted stand-
ards” we have hitherto told courts to apply. The dissent's analy-
sis is inconsistent with the “great deference” we owe to the Court 
of Appeals' decision, Garcia-Mir v. Smith, 469 U. S. 1311, 1313 
(1985) (Rehnquist, J., in chambers)—deference that “is especially 
warranted when,” as here, “that court is proceeding to adjudica-
tion on the merits with due expedition,” Doe v. Gonzales, 546 
U. S. 1301, 1308 (2005) (Ginsburg, J., in chambers). 

When deciding whether to issue a stay, the Fifth Circuit had 
to consider four factors: (1) whether the State made a strong 
showing that it was likely to succeed on the merits, (2) whether 
the State would have been irreparably injured absent a stay, (3) 
whether issuance of a stay would substantially injure other par-
ties, and (4) where the public interest lay. See Nken v. Holder, 
556 U. S. 418, 434 (2009). The frst two factors are “the most 
critical.” Ibid. 

The Court of Appeals analyzed the frst factor at length and 
concluded that the State was likely to prevail on the merits of 
the constitutional question. The dissent does not join issue with 
that conclusion; it says only that the question is “diffcult.” Post, 
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at 1066. Standing alone, that observation cuts against vacatur, 
since the diffculty of a question is inversely proportional to the 
likelihood that a given answer will be clearly erroneous. With 
respect to the second factor, the Court of Appeals reasoned that 
the State faced irreparable harm because “ ̀ [a]ny time a State is 
enjoined by a court from effectuating statutes enacted by repre-
sentatives of its people, it suffers a form of irreparable injury.' ” 
Maryland v. King, 567 U. S. 1301, 1303 (2012) (Roberts, C. J., in 
chambers) (quoting New Motor Vehicle Bd. of Cal. v. Orrin W. 
Fox Co., 434 U. S. 1345, 1351 (1977) (Rehnquist, J., in chambers)). 
The dissent does not quarrel with that conclusion either. It thus 
fails to allege any error, let alone obvious error, in the Court 
of Appeals' determination that the two “most critical” factors 
weighed in favor of the stay. 

One might think that would be the end of the matter. Yet the 
dissent asserts that “the balance of harms tilts in favor of [the] 
applicants,” post, at 1065—presumably referring to the third rele-
vant factor, whether the stay would substantially injure third par-
ties. The Court of Appeals, of course, acknowledged that applicants 
had “made a strong showing that their interests would be 
harmed” by a stay, but it concluded that “given the State's likely 
success on the merits, this is not enough, standing alone, to out-
weigh the other factors.” 734 F. 3d 406, 419 (CA5 2013). The 
dissent never explains why that conclusion was clearly wrong: In 
particular, it cites no “ ̀ accepted standar[d],' ” Western Airlines, 
supra, at 1305, requiring a court to delay enforcement of a state 
law that the court has determined is likely to withstand constitu-
tional challenge solely because the law might injure third parties. 

The Court of Appeals concluded that the fourth factor also 
favored the stay, reasoning that the State's interest in enforcing 
a valid law merges with the public interest. See Nken, supra, 
at 435. The dissent declines to criticize that reasoning, though 
we are presumably meant to infer from its disapproving comments 
about the stay's “seriou[s] disrupt[ion of the] status quo,” post, at 
1065, that the dissent believes preservation of the status quo—in 
which the law at issue is not enforced—is in the public interest. 
Many citizens of Texas, whose elected representatives voted for 
the law, surely feel otherwise. But their views go unacknowl-
edged by the dissent, which again fails to cite any “ ̀ accepted 
standar[d]' ” requiring a court to delay enforcement of a state law 
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that the court has determined is likely constitutional on the 
ground that the law threatens disruption of the status quo. 

In sum, the dissent would vacate the Court of Appeals' stay 
without expressly rejecting that court's analysis of any of the 
governing factors. And it would fout core principles of federal-
ism by mandating postponement of a state law without asserting 
that the law is even probably unconstitutional. Reasonable minds 
can perhaps disagree about whether the Court of Appeals should 
have granted a stay in this case. But there is no doubt that the 
applicants have not carried their heavy burden of showing that 
doing so was a clear violation of accepted legal standards—which 
do not include a special “status quo” standard for laws affecting 
abortion. The Court is correct to deny the application. 

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

In July of this year, the State of Texas passed two amendments 
to its abortion laws, which were to go into effect on October 29. 
See 2013 Texas House Bill No. 2. The amendment now at issue 
requires a physician performing an abortion to have admitting 
privileges at a hospital within 30 miles. Applicants challenged 
the amendments in Federal District Court, arguing (among other 
things) that they violate the constitutional right to have an abor-
tion. See Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pa. v. Casey, 505 
U. S. 833 (1992). 

The District Court held a bench trial and, on the day before 
the amendments were to go into effect, issued an opinion and 
order holding that the admitting privileges requirement is un-
constitutional and permanently enjoining its enforcement. 
951 F. Supp. 2d 891 (WD Tex. 2013). The District Court con-
cluded that “admitting privileges have no rational relationship to 
improved patient care” and “do not rationally relate to the State's 
legitimate interest in protecting the unborn.” Id., at 900. And 
the court explained that, in its view, the admitting privileges 
requirement is unconstitutional because it is “without a rational 
basis and places a substantial obstacle in the path of a woman 
seeking an abortion of a nonviable fetus.” Id., at 896–897; see 
also Gonzales v. Carhart, 550 U. S. 124, 146 (2007) (A State “may 
not impose upon this right [to an abortion] an undue burden, 
which exists if a regulation's `purpose or effect is to place a sub-
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stantial obstacle in the path of a woman seeking an abortion 
before the fetus attains viability' ” (quoting Casey, supra, at 878)). 

The State appealed the District Court's decision and asked the 
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit to stay the injunction 
pending resolution of the appeal. The Court of Appeals granted 
the stay, which had the effect of allowing the admitting privileges 
requirement to go into force immediately. 734 F. 3d 406 (2013). 
In deciding to issue the stay, the Fifth Circuit undertook to apply 
the traditional analysis, which requires a balancing of four factors: 
“ ̀ (1) whether the stay applicant has made a strong showing that 
he is likely to succeed on the merits; (2) whether the applicant 
will be irreparably injured absent a stay; (3) whether issuance of 
the stay will substantially injure the other parties interested in 
the proceeding; and (4) where the public interest lies.' ” Nken v. 
Holder, 556 U. S. 418, 426 (2009) (quoting Hilton v. Braunskill, 
481 U. S. 770, 776 (1987)). The Fifth Circuit thought that the 
State was likely to prevail on the merits, that the injunction 
would irreparably injure it by preventing it from implementing 
its statute at least until the Fifth Circuit reached a fnal decision, 
and that the public interest merged with the State's interest in 
the enforcement of its law. The Fifth Circuit recognized that 
applicants had “made a strong showing that their interests would 
be harmed by staying the injunction,” but it concluded that “given 
the State's likely success on the merits, this is not enough, stand-
ing alone, to outweigh the other factors.” 734 F. 3d, at 419. 

As a practical matter, the Fifth Circuit's decision to stay the 
injunction meant that abortion clinics in Texas whose physicians 
do not have admitting privileges at a hospital within 30 miles of 
the clinic were forced to cease offering abortions. And it means 
that women who were planning to receive abortions at those clin-
ics were forced to go elsewhere—in some cases 100 miles or 
more—to obtain a safe abortion, or else not to obtain one at all. 
The Fifth Circuit set the appeal for expedited consideration, with 
oral argument to be held in January 2014 and, I assume, a decision 
to issue soon thereafter. See ibid. 

Applicants, the plaintiffs in the District Court, now ask this 
Court to vacate the Fifth Circuit's stay, meaning that the District 
Court's injunction would be reinstated and those clinics that were 
forced to close could reopen while the Fifth Circuit receives 
briefng and renders its considered decision on the merits. 

This Court may vacate a stay entered by a court of appeals 
where the case “ ̀ could and very likely would be reviewed here 
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upon fnal disposition in the court of appeals,' ” “ ̀ the rights of 
the parties . . . may be seriously and irreparably injured by the 
stay,' ” and “ ̀ the court of appeals is demonstrably wrong in its 
application of accepted standards in deciding to issue the stay.' ” 
Western Airlines, Inc. v. Teamsters, 480 U. S. 1301, 1305 (1987) 
(O'Connor, J., in chambers) (quoting Coleman v. Paccar Inc., 424 
U. S. 1301, 1304 (1976) (Rehnquist, J., in chambers)). For the 
following reasons, I believe that these conditions are satisfed 
here. 

First, under the status quo that existed in Texas prior to the 
enactment of the admitting privileges requirement, women across 
the State of Texas who needed abortions had a certain level of 
access to clinics that would provide them. If allowed to stand, 
the District Court's injunction would maintain that status quo 
pending the decision of this case by the Court of Appeals. 

Second, the Fifth Circuit's stay seriously disrupts that status 
quo. By putting Texas' new law into immediate effect, it in-
stantly leaves “24 counties in the Rio Grande Valley . . . with no 
abortion provider because those providers do not have admitting 
privileges and are unlikely to get them,” 951 F. Supp. 2d, at 900, 
and it may substantially reduce access to safe abortions elsewhere 
in Texas. Applicants assert that 20,000 women in Texas will be 
left without service. While the State denies this assertion, it 
provides no assurance that a signifcant number of women seeking 
abortions will not be affected, and the District Court unquestion-
ably found that “there will be abortion clinics that will close.” 
Ibid. The longer a given facility remains closed, the less likely 
it is ever to reopen even if the admitting privileges requirement 
is ultimately held unconstitutional. 

Third, the Fifth Circuit has agreed to expedite its consideration 
of the challenge, minimizing the harm that the injunction, if en-
tered in error, would do to the State and bolstering my view that 
it is a mistake to disrupt the status quo so seriously before the 
Fifth Circuit has arrived at a considered decision on the merits. 

Fourth, the balance of harms tilts in favor of applicants. If 
the law is valid, then the District Court's injunction harms the 
State by delaying for a few months a change to the longstanding 
status quo. If the law is invalid, the injunction properly pre-
vented the potential for serious physical or other harm to many 
women whose exercise of their constitutional right to obtain an 
abortion would be unduly burdened by the law. And although 
the injunction will ultimately be reinstated if the law is indeed 
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invalid, the harms to the individual women whose rights it re-
stricts while it remains in effect will be permanent. 

Fifth, the underlying legal question—whether the new Texas 
statute is constitutional—is a diffcult question. It is a question, 
I believe, that at least four Members of this Court will wish to 
consider irrespective of the Fifth Circuit's ultimate decision. 

Sixth, I can fnd no signifcant “public interest” considerations 
beyond those I have already mentioned. 

Given these considerations, in my view, the standard governing 
the Fifth Circuit's decision whether to stay the District Court's 
injunction was not satisfed, and the standard governing this 
Court's decision whether to vacate the Fifth Circuit's stay is satis-
fed. See Nken, supra, at 426; Western Airlines, supra, at 1305. 
I would maintain the status quo while the lower courts consider 
this diffcult, sensitive, and controversial legal matter. Thus, I 
would vacate the stay, and I dissent from the Court's refusal to 
do so. 

November 20, 2013 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 13A512. Franklin v. Lombardi et al. Application for 
stay of execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice 
Alito, and by him referred to the Court, denied. Justice 
Scalia took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
application. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–7419 (13A511). Franklin v. Luebbers, Warden. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Application for stay of ex-
ecution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Alito, and 
by him referred to the Court, denied. Justice Scalia took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this application and this 
petition. 

November 26, 2013 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 12–1182. Environmental Protection Agency et al. v. 
EME Homer City Generation, L. P., et al.; and 

No. 12–1183. American Lung Assn. et al. v. EME Homer 
City Generation, L. P., et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certiorari 
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granted, 570 U. S. 916.] Motion of respondents for divided argu-
ment granted. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this motion. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 13–115. Wood et al. v. Moss et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari granted. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 941. 

No. 13–299. Clark et ux. v. Rameker, Trustee, et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 
559. 

No. 13–354. Sebelius, Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, et al. v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., et al. C. A. 
10th Cir.; and 

No. 13–356. Conestoga Wood Specialties Corp. et al. v. 
Sebelius, Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari granted, cases consolidated, and 
a total of one hour is allotted for oral argument. Reported below: 
No. 13–354, 723 F. 3d 1114; No. 13–356, 724 F. 3d 377. 

December 2, 2013 

Appeal Dismissed 

No. 13–395. Alabama Legislative Black Caucus et al. v. 
Alabama et al. Appeal from D. C. M. D. Ala. dismissed for 
want of jurisdiction. Reported below: 988 F. Supp. 2d 1285. 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded. (See No. 13–113, 
ante, p. 28.) 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–6485. Mosby v. Kelley. 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. 

No. 13–6985. Pitchford v. Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Commission 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 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 
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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). Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 549. 

No. 13–7088. Erwin v. United States 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: 509 Fed. Appx. 285. 

No. 13–7140. O’Connor v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. 

No. 13–7162. Settle v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion 
and this petition. 

No. 13–7197. Hindman 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. Jus-
tice Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
motion and this petition. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–2747. In re Discipline of Davy. Michelle Hamilton 
Davy, of Largo, Md., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
her to show cause why she should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2748. In re Discipline of Nachwalter. George M. 
Nachwalter, of Miami, Fla., 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–2749. In re Discipline of Sargent. Mark Alan 
Sargent, of Devon, Pa., 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. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



ORDERS 1069 

571 U. S. December 2, 2013 

No. 13M55. Semien v. Jacquez, Warden; 
No. 13M56. Fuller v. Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & 

Jacobson LLP; 
No. 13M58. Ross-West et vir v. Bank of New York Mel-

lon Corp.; and 
No. 13M59. Andrews v. Professional Paratransit. Mo-

tions to direct the Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari 
out of time denied. 

No. 13M57. Fine v. Massachusetts Department of Chil-
dren and Families. Motion to direct the Clerk to fle petition 
for writ of certiorari out of time under this Court's Rule 14.5 
denied. 

No. 12–10196. Swain v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 802] denied. 

No. 12–10352. Cary v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Motion of 
petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 802] denied. 

No. 12–10678. Luis Reyes v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 811] denied. 

No. 13–271. Oneok, Inc., et al. v. Learjet, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief 
in this case expressing the views of the United States. Jus-
tice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 13–5597. Washington v. Kroger Limited Partner-
ship I. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration 
of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, 
p. 812] denied. 

No. 13–6459. Johnson v. Edwards et al. C. A. 5th Cir.; 
No. 13–6518. Missud v. Superior Court of California, 

San Francisco County, et al. C. A. 9th Cir.; 
No. 13–6586. Harrison v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va.; 
No. 13–6908. Torda, Mother of Torda v. Fairfax County 

School Board. C. A. 4th Cir.; 
No. 13–7036. Escalante v. Holder, Attorney General. 

C. A. 9th Cir.; and 
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No. 13–7057. Awad v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Mo-
tions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioners are allowed until December 23, 2013, 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. 13–7163. Spataro v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioner is allowed until December 23, 2013, 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 Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this motion. 

No. 13–7148. In re Sudberry; 
No. 13–7233. In re Atwater; and 
No. 13–7258. In re Brown. Petitions for writs of habeas cor-

pus denied. 

No. 13–414. In re Partington; 
No. 13–6491. In re Culverhouse; and 
No. 13–7212. In re Le Chabrier. Petitions for writs of 

mandamus denied. 

No. 13–6474. In re Hien Anh Dao. 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. 13–6561. In re Jenkins. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–1412. Lee Vang Lor v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 1252. 

No. 12–1419. Beasley v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
709 F. 3d 1154. 

No. 12–10073. Alexander v. First Wind Energy, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 12–10087. Freeman v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



ORDERS 1071 

571 U. S. December 2, 2013 

Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
491 Fed. Appx. 506. 

No. 12–10134. Demarest v. Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 481 
Fed. Appx. 352. 

No. 12–10158. Rivera v. Cary Place Condominium Assn. 
App. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 83 Mass. 
App. 1103, 979 N. E. 2d 239. 

No. 13–231. Judd et al. v. Libertarian Party of Virginia 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 718 
F. 3d 308. 

No. 13–239. Berry v. Webloyalty.com, Inc., et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 581. 

No. 13–244. May et ux. v. Commissioner of Internal Rev-
enue. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–252. Overstock.com, Inc. v. New York State De-
partment of Taxation and Finance et al.; and 

No. 13–259. Amazon.com LLC et al. v. New York State 
Department of Taxation and Finance et al. Ct. App. N. Y. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 20 N. Y. 3d 586, 987 N. E. 
2d 621. 

No. 13–266. Grand River Enterprises Six Nations, Ltd. 
v. Oklahoma ex rel. Pruitt, Attorney General, et al. Ct. 
Civ. App. Okla. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 OK 
CIV APP 58, 308 P. 3d 1057. 

No. 13–306. Liberty University et al. v. Lew, Secretary 
of the Treasury, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 733 F. 3d 72. 

No. 13–338. Bowers et al. v. Franks, as Personal Repre-
sentative of the Estate of Franks, Deceased. Sup. Ct. 
Fla. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 116 So. 3d 1240. 

No. 13–345. Cappiello v. ICD Publications, Inc. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 109. 

No. 13–346. Kreher v. Loe. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 
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December 2, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–348. Comb et al. v. Rowell et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 371. 

No. 13–359. Santos v. Hawkins et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–360. Singleton v. Stack et al. Ct. App. S. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–361. Rechtzigel v. Fischer. Ct. App. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–362. Scott v. City of Virginia Beach, Virginia, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 
Fed. Appx. 215. 

No. 13–364. Underwood v. Florida Department of Finan-
cial Services. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 518 Fed. Appx. 637. 

No. 13–367. Mwangi v. Braegelmann et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 637. 

No. 13–374. Jackson v. Dow Chemical Co. et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 99. 

No. 13–378. Delancey, as Personal Representative of 
the Estate and on Behalf of All Survivors of Delancey, 
Deceased v. Carlton Arms of Magnolia Valley. Dist. Ct. 
App. Fla., 2d Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 104 So. 
3d 1143. 

No. 13–384. Vurimindi v. City of Philadelphia, Penn-
sylvania, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 521 Fed. Appx. 62. 

No. 13–386. CFS Enterprise, Inc., et al. v. Heckadon 
et al. Ct. App. Mo., Western Dist. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 400 S. W. 3d 372. 

No. 13–388. Seitz et al. v. City of Elgin, Illinois. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 654. 

No. 13–396. Johnson et ux. v. City of Shorewood, Minne-
sota. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–404. Toney v. LaSalle Bank N. A., Trustee. Ct. 
App. S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–406. Shrestha et al. v. Lelin. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 488 Fed. Appx. 513. 

No. 13–409. Diggs v. Donahoe, Postmaster General. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–420. Baker v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 104 App. Div. 
3d 783, 960 N. Y. S. 2d 511. 

No. 13–425. Potts v. Howard University Hospital et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 493 Fed. 
Appx. 114. 

No. 13–426. Williams v. Department of the Air Force. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. 
Appx. 608. 

No. 13–432. Wessell et al. v. Topiwala et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 184. 

No. 13–489. Costello v. University of Washington Medi-
cal Center et al. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 170 Wash. App. 1047. 

No. 13–507. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 149. 

No. 13–535. Lapin v. State Bar of California. Sup. Ct. 
Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–540. HIE Holdings, Inc., et al. v. Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 602. 

No. 13–556. Nader v. Federal Election Commission. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 725 F. 3d 
226. 

No. 13–5040. Bilyeu v. Metropolitan Government of 
Nashville and Davidson County, Tennessee, et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–5154. Hale v. Hoffner, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 512 Fed. Appx. 516. 

No. 13–5322. Beach-Mathura v. Miami-Dade County Pub-
lic Schools et al. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 110 So. 3d 440. 

No. 13–5354. Espinosa v. Burger King Corp. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 991. 

No. 13–5431. Humphrey v. Beers, Acting Secretary of 
Homeland Security. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 705. 

No. 13–5451. Benton v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 365. 

No. 13–5487. Maryea v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 55. 

No. 13–5517. Petri v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 731 F. 3d 833. 

No. 13–5568. Sprouse v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 199. 

No. 13–5714. Kennedy v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 7th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 S. W. 3d 729. 

No. 13–5716. Williams v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 116. 

No. 13–5918. Ellis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 220. 

No. 13–5996. Laver v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 468. 

No. 13–6021. Matthews v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 124 So. 3d 811. 

No. 13–6392. Rondeno v. Law Ofące of William S. Vin-
cent, Jr., et al. Ct. App. La., 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 2012–1203 (La. App. 4 Cir. 3/13/13), 111 So. 3d 515. 

No. 13–6401. Williams v. Wilson, Superintendent, Indi-
ana State Prison. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6403. Weems v. Hardy. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6409. McFadden v. Jepertinger. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 195. 

No. 13–6413. Pitney v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6416. Hilton v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 117 So. 3d 742. 

No. 13–6421. Galindo Benavides v. Stephens, Director, 
Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional In-
stitutions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6426. Laye v. Caldwell, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6430. Stone v. Owens, Commissioner, Georgia De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6431. Sloss v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6433. Stroll v. Johnson et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6436. Patton v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 109 So. 3d 66. 

No. 13–6437. Vasquez Perez v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6439. Aguilera-Guerra v. Ryan, Director, Ari-
zona Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6441. Graber et vir v. Conway et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6443. Nash v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. Dist., 
Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013-
Ohio-1346. 

No. 13–6452. Nitz v. Bell et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



1076 OCTOBER TERM, 2013 

December 2, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–6457. Marin v. Trumbull County Court of Ap-
peals. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 134 
Ohio St. 3d 1481, 2013-Ohio-902, 984 N. E. 2d 26. 

No. 13–6462. Givins v. Brisco et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 624. 

No. 13–6463. Higgins v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 255. 

No. 13–6465. Bagley v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 103199–U. 

No. 13–6466. Burton v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 103007–U. 

No. 13–6467. Arvie v. Tanner, Warden, et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 304. 

No. 13–6473. Dews v. Kern Radiology Medical Group, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6476. Davis v. City of St. Louis, Missouri, et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6477. Diggs v. LaValley, Superintendent, Clin-
ton Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6479. Fluker v. Reynold’s American Inc. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6480. Fluker v. General Motors. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6482. Hamilton v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6483. Gilbert v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6484. Graves v. Howerton, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6486. Porter v. Howard et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 792. 

No. 13–6492. Cisneros v. Soto, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6500. Elliott v. Michigan. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 494 Mich. 292, 833 N. W. 2d 284. 

No. 13–6503. Mitchell v. Hampton et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6514. Randolph v. Louisiana (two judgments). Sup. 
Ct. La. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012–2257 (La. 3/1/ 
13), 108 So. 3d 1173 (frst judgment); 2012–1783 (La. 12/14/12), 104 
So. 3d 435 (second judgment). 

No. 13–6519. Moore v. Robinson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 760. 

No. 13–6521. Woods v. Wenerowicz, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. 
Appx. 225. 

No. 13–6522. Webb v. Stevens. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6523. Zakat v. Avent. Super. Ct. Pa. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 63 A. 3d 841. 

No. 13–6524. Wiggins v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 209 Md. App. 768. 

No. 13–6527. Williams v. Reynor Rensch & Pąeffer 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6531. Palmer v. Lemoy. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 685. 

No. 13–6532. Mathis v. Carpenter, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 470. 

No. 13–6536. Jones v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
4th Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 100 App. 
Div. 3d 1362, 953 N. Y. S. 2d 416. 

No. 13–6543. Solis v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6547. Dowdy v. Pruett, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 268. 
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December 2, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–6552. Parker v. Warren, Administrator, New Jer-
sey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6560. Keeler v. Riverside Hospital, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. 
Appx. 253. 

No. 13–6565. Pierre-Gilles v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 
3d Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 116 So. 3d 390. 

No. 13–6566. Bolin v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 117 So. 3d 728. 

No. 13–6569. Johnson v. Giroux, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Muncy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6570. Jimena v. Standish et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 632. 

No. 13–6576. Chand v. Bravo, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 640. 

No. 13–6578. Espinoza v. McDonald. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6587. Greene v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 122 So. 3d 867. 

No. 13–6589. Rose v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 231 Ariz. 500, 297 P. 3d 906. 

No. 13–6598. Pryor v. Yatauro et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6599. Linton v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 56 Cal. 4th 1146, 302 P. 3d 927. 

No. 13–6601. Semulka v. Pennsylvania et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 74. 

No. 13–6603. Satkiewicz v. Michigan et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6605. Davis v. Workman, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 774. 

No. 13–6606. Chesher v. Chapman, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6613. Collins v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 116 So. 3d 389. 

No. 13–6614. Clarke v. Rader, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 339. 

No. 13–6615. Claude v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6620. Aguirre v. Lewis, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6623. Banks v. Doe et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 503. 

No. 13–6630. McLeod v. Select Specialty Hospital 
Northeast Ohio, Inc., et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6676. Papa v. Holder, Attorney General, et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. 
Appx. 86. 

No. 13–6680. Wilson v. Ofące of the Attorney General. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6686. Spells v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6689. Barros-Suarez v. Holder, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 
Fed. Appx. 192. 

No. 13–6704. Schreane v. Santoes et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 845. 

No. 13–6718. James v. Wetzel, Secretary, Pennsylvania 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6722. Zornes v. Minnesota. Sup. Ct. Minn. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 831 N. W. 2d 609. 

No. 13–6730. Charline P. v. Connecticut Department of 
Children and Families. App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 140 Conn. App. 708, 59 A. 3d 902. 
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December 2, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–6739. Moses v. Texas Commission on Environmen-
tal Quality. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 489 Fed. Appx. 753. 

No. 13–6792. Pierre v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 114. 

No. 13–6794. New v. Uribe, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 743. 

No. 13–6795. Portillo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6804. Wiegand v. Bachus et al. Ct. App. Colo. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6819. Carranza et ux. v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 
882. 

No. 13–6838. Gilyard v. Anglin, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6843. DeSue v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 100 So. 3d 151. 

No. 13–6845. Viray v. Eighth Judicial District Court of 
Nevada, Clark County, et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 129 Nev. 1159. 

No. 13–6890. Strong v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 51. 

No. 13–6897. Almy v. Kickert School Bus Line, Inc. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 
1069. 

No. 13–6899. Crowder v. Heath, Superintendent, Sing 
Sing Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6900. Cummings v. Santiago, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 427. 

No. 13–6904. Parra v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 420 S. W. 3d 821. 
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No. 13–6930. Jimena v. Sai Ho Wong. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6932. Melanson v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6935. Badini v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 190. 

No. 13–6937. Bryant v. Stevenson, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 345. 

No. 13–6942. Williams v. Donahoe, Postmaster General. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. 
Appx. 516. 

No. 13–6946. Garcia v. Holder, Attorney General, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. 
Appx. 269. 

No. 13–6960. Young v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6964. Garąas-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 729. 

No. 13–6965. Foster v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 178. 

No. 13–6967. Goncalves v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 404 S. W. 3d 180. 

No. 13–6968. Frasier v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 799. 

No. 13–6971. Mack v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 756. 

No. 13–6972. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 660. 

No. 13–6983. Napoli v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6984. Park v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 770. 
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No. 13–6986. Morimoto v. Obenland, Superintendent, 
Clallam Bay Corrections Center, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7009. Bell v. Perry, Secretary, North Carolina 
Department of Public Safety. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 215. 

No. 13–7024. Wehland v. Palmer, Warden, et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7038. Thomas v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
520 Fed. Appx. 276. 

No. 13–7043. Lutz v. Anderson, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7045. Ke v. Edinboro University of Pennsylvania 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 518 
Fed. Appx. 104. 

No. 13–7052. Hernandez-Lizardi v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 
676. 

No. 13–7053. Hauck v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 247. 

No. 13–7055. Gardner v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 663. 

No. 13–7056. Baker v. Werlinger, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7060. Stevenson v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 70 A. 3d 259. 

No. 13–7061. Cauląeld v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 509. 

No. 13–7062. Curanovic v. United States; and 
No. 13–7076. Franzese v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 490 Fed. Appx. 403. 
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No. 13–7064. Smith v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 68 A. 3d 729. 

No. 13–7069. Patterson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7075. Ortiz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 898. 

No. 13–7081. Bamdad v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7084. Baldwin v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7085. Harris v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 185. 

No. 13–7086. Gonzalez-Corella v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 616. 

No. 13–7089. Yi Qing Chen v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 772. 

No. 13–7090. Crowder v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7092. Stringer v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 730 F. 3d 120. 

No. 13–7095. Easley v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 117 So. 3d 425. 

No. 13–7097. Edwards v. Cartledge, Warden. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 403. 

No. 13–7099. Jones v. Pastrana, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 942. 

No. 13–7104. Richardson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 236. 

No. 13–7106. Carrington v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 111. 

No. 13–7111. Walton v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 430. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



1084 OCTOBER TERM, 2013 

December 2, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–7113. Lopez-Garcia, aka Alberto Carrazco v. 
United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 537 Fed. Appx. 388. 

No. 13–7123. Worthey v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 1107. 

No. 13–7126. Campbell v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7127. Drewery et al. v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 675. 

No. 13–7130. Francis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 531. 

No. 13–7131. Flores v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7133. Morris v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 538. 

No. 13–7135. Stokes v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 726 F. 3d 880. 

No. 13–7139. Parks v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7141. Fredericks et al. v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 
570. 

No. 13–7144. Manuel Carrasco v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7151. Jones v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 171. 

No. 13–7153. Hernandez Lozano v. United States (Re-
ported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 403); Trevino-Cruz v. United 
States (539 Fed. Appx. 396); and Villegas-Marquez v. United 
States (539 Fed. Appx. 392). C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7156. Ramsey v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 731. 

No. 13–7165. Roberts v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 501 Fed. Appx. 228. 
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No. 13–7166. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 928. 

No. 13–7168. Minjarez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 495 Fed. Appx. 857. 

No. 13–7170. McClendon v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7175. Brown v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 70 A. 3d 258. 

No. 13–7176. Barragan-Malfabon v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. 
Appx. 483. 

No. 13–7177. Bratton-Bey, aka Bratton, aka Banks v. 
United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 537 Fed. Appx. 165. 

No. 13–7179. Shahid v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7181. Estupinan-Estupinan v. United States. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7182. Davis v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 949. 

No. 13–7183. Cordell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 584. 

No. 13–7185. Clark v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 927. 

No. 13–7187. Gilbertson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 511. 

No. 13–7188. Forde v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 12. 

No. 13–7196. Baylor et al. v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 149. 

No. 13–7201. Zaines-Vargas v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 612. 

No. 13–7203. Miller v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 331. 
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No. 13–7204. Real v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7213. Little Dog v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7216. Shuff v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 251. 

No. 13–7217. Rivera v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 596. 

No. 13–7220. Watson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 213. 

No. 13–7221. Aguilera-Sandoval v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 491. 

No. 13–7223. Bernegger v. United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Mississippi. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–260. Dynamic Transit Co. et al. v. Trans Paciąc 
Ventures, Inc., et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. Motion of Trucking In-
dustry Defense Association for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 128 Nev. 755, 291 
P. 3d 114. 

No. 13–347. California v. Gutierrez. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist., Div. 3. Motion of respondent for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
214 Cal. App. 4th 343, 153 Cal. Rptr. 3d 832. 

No. 13–349. Christine Falls of New York, Inc., et al. v. 
Algonquin Power Income Fund 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: 509 Fed. 
Appx. 82. 

No. 13–371. A. S. E. v. A. S. Ct. App. Tex., 9th Dist. Mo-
tions of Family Defense Center et al. and Sargent Shriver Na-
tional Center on Poverty Law for leave to fle briefs as amici 
curiae granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6515. Startup v. United States District Court 
for the Central District of California et al. C. A. 9th 
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Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6959. Hertular 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: 509 Fed. 
Appx. 45. 

No. 13–6995. Boren v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 611. 

No. 13–7102. Mayąeld v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–7159. Redmond v. Upton, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 544 Fed. 
Appx. 428. 

No. 13–7180. Bernardo Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–7218. Ventura-Vera v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–7219. Ventura-Vera v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 12–1286. Dinicola v. Oregon Department of Reve-
nue, ante, p. 819; 

No. 12–1375. Ruff v. Gilless et al., ante, p. 822; 
No. 12–1413. Holkesvig v. North Dakota, ante, p. 824; 
No. 12–1454. Wei Xu v. Fangruo Chen, ante, p. 827; 
No. 12–1476. Van Auken v. Catron, ante, p. 828; 
No. 12–7720. Strouth v. Colson, Warden, ante, p. 829; 
No. 12–9952. Merzbacher v. Shearin et al. (two judg-

ments), ante, p. 834; 
No. 12–9964. Sanders v. Department of Health and 

Human Services et al., ante, p. 835; 
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No. 12–9980. Gammons v. City and County of Denver, 
Colorado, et al., ante, p. 835; 

No. 12–10104. Hunt v. Wilson et al., ante, p. 839; 
No. 12–10243. Reed v. Job Council of the Ozarks et al., 

ante, p. 842; 
No. 12–10258. Kilmartin v. Hurley, Warden, ante, p. 843; 
No. 12–10262. Morman-Johnson v. Hathaway et al., ante, 

p. 843; 
No. 12–10278. Reynolds v. Alabama, ante, p. 843; 
No. 12–10321. Gentry v. Sinclair, Superintendent, Wash-

ington State Penitentiary, ante, p. 845; 
No. 12–10396. Kyei v. Oregon Department of Transporta-

tion et al., ante, p. 847; 
No. 12–10398. 

ante, p. 848; 
No. 12–10427. 
No. 12–10441. 
No. 12–10449. 
No. 12–10469. 
No. 12–10508. 
No. 12–10593. 

Jennings v. City of Indianapolis, Indiana, 

Reveles v. Tegels, Warden, ante, p. 849; 
Marcum et ux. v. Ayers et ux., ante, p. 849; 
Hill v. Humphrey, Warden, ante, p. 850; 
In re Hill, ante, p. 813; 
Ramon Ochoa v. Rubin, ante, p. 852; 
Frazier v. Sabine River Authority, State 

of Louisiana, ante, p. 857; 
No. 12–10681. 
No. 12–10683. 
No. 12–10731. 
No. 12–10740. 
No. 12–10760. 

p. 866; 
No. 12–10796. 
No. 12–10852. 

p. 872; 
No. 12–10861. 

Cooper v. Missouri Lottery, ante, p. 862; 
Smorynski v. United States, ante, p. 862; 
In re Wei Zhou, ante, p. 815; 
Grenning v. Washington, ante, p. 865; 
Whiteford v. Pennsylvania et al., ante, 

DiMonda v. Florida, ante, p. 869; 
Brock v. Brazelton, Acting Warden, ante, 

Belt v. United States District Court for 
the District of Maryland, ante, p. 873; 

No. 12–10862. 
No. 12–10864. 
No. 12–10895. 
No. 12–10913. 
No. 12–10935. 
No. 12–10995. 

In re Brown, ante, p. 813; 
Burfeindt v. United States, ante, p. 873; 
Clark v. Minnesota, ante, p. 874; 
Luh v. Farnsworth et al., ante, p. 875; 
Fenner v. United States, ante, p. 877; 
Hawkins v. County of Los Angeles, Cali-

fornia, ante, p. 880; 
No. 13–18. Janda v. Washington, ante, p. 881; 
No. 13–21. Shiner v. United States, ante, p. 881; 
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No. 13–24. Daniel v. Universal Ensco, Inc., ante, p. 882; 
No. 13–114. Javier Monreal v. New York et al., ante, 

p. 886; 
No. 13–122. Whitaker v. Nash County, North Carolina, 

et al., ante, p. 887; 
No. 13–189. Voneida v. Stoehr et al., ante, p. 954; 
No. 13–220. Fischer v. City of New York, New York, 

et al., ante, p. 889; 
No. 13–5008. In re Hunt, ante, p. 813; 
No. 13–5032. Johnson v. United States, ante, p. 892; 
No. 13–5100. Rice v. Georgia, ante, p. 896; 
No. 13–5127. Thompson v. Runnels, Warden, et al., ante, 

p. 898; 
No. 13–5168. Jacobs v. Nonpublic Postsecondary Educa-

tion Commission, ante, p. 900; 
No. 13–5189. Reagle v. Jones, Director, Oklahoma De-

partment of Corrections, ante, p. 901; 
No. 13–5232. Jackson v. Curry, ante, p. 904; 
No. 13–5245. Soro v. Soro, ante, p. 905; 
No. 13–5280. Gregory v. Adams, Judge, Superior Court 

of Georgia, Whitąeld County, et al., ante, p. 907; 
No. 13–5297. 
No. 13–5335. 

p. 910; 
No. 13–5467. 
No. 13–5491. 
No. 13–5528. 
No. 13–5529. 
No. 13–5551. 
No. 13–5627. 

May v. Patterson et al., ante, p. 908; 
Richards v. British Petroleum et al., ante, 

In re Gssime, ante, p. 813; 
Jackson v. Hargadon, ante, p. 918; 
Martinez v. Martinez et al., ante, p. 920; 
HoĆand v. Maine, ante, p. 920; 
In re Sutton, ante, p. 814; 
Harris v. Messitte, Judge, United States 

District Court for the District of Maryland, et al., ante, 
p. 957; 

No. 13–5668. 
No. 13–5731. 

p. 959; 
No. 13–5748. 
No. 13–5816. 
No. 13–5829. 

Buczek v. United States, ante, p. 926; 
Dumey v. Kissimmee Utility Authority, ante, 

In re Polly, ante, p. 814; 
Martinez v. Martinez et al., ante, p. 975; 

Shell v. Clarke, Director, Virginia Depart-
ment of Corrections, ante, p. 931; 

No. 13–6125. Way Quoe Long v. United States, ante, 
p. 963; and 
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No. 13–6161. Keys v. United States, ante, p. 965. Petitions 
for rehearing denied. 

No. 12–8364. Fulks v. United States, ante, p. 941; 
No. 12–10974. Fields v. United States, ante, p. 943; and 
No. 13–5359. Bryant v. United States, ante, p. 945. Peti-

tions for rehearing denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of these petitions. 

No. 12–9125. Cain v. United States, ante, p. 942; 
No. 12–10843. Kearney v. Graham, Superintendent, Au-

burn Correctional Facility, ante, p. 943; and 
No. 13–5942. Sessa v. United States, ante, p. 946. Petitions 

for rehearing denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of these petitions. 

December 6, 2013 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 13–97. Geneva-Roth Ventures, Inc., dba Loan Point 
USA v. Kelker. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari dismissed under 
this Court's Rule 46.1. Reported below: 369 Mont. 254, 303 
P. 3d 777. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 13–298. Alice Corporation Pty. Ltd. v. CLS Bank In-
ternational et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari granted. Re-
ported below: 717 F. 3d 1269. 

December 9, 2013 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 12–1475. Broadcom Corp. v. United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of Texas et al. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re-
manded for further consideration in light of Atlantic Marine 
Constr. Co. v. United States Dist. Court for Western Dist. of 
Tex., ante, p. 49. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 960. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–7066. Williams v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
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certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 120 So. 3d 563. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–2750. In re Discipline of Bailey. Donald A. Bailey, 
of Harrisburg, Pa., 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–2751. In re Discipline of Jaeger. Hugh D. Jaeger, 
of Wayzata, Minn., 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–2752. In re Discipline of Murray. Matthew B. 
Murray, of Charlottesville, Va., 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–2753. In re Discipline of Siegel. Martin J. Siegel, 
of Pennsville, N. J., 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–2754. In re Discipline of Saia. Frank R. Saia, of 
Longmeadow, 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–2755. In re Discipline of Patton. Raymond Vaughn 
Patton, of Brentwood, Cal., 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–2756. In re Discipline of McCarthy. Daniel 
Thomas McCarthy, of Phoenix, Ariz., is suspended from the prac-
tice of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 
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40 days, requiring him to show cause why he should not be dis-
barred from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2757. In re Discipline of Malvone. Neil A. Mal-
vone, of Milltown, N. J., 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. 13M60. Dalenko v. News & Observer Publishing Co., 
dba The News & Observer. Motion to direct the Clerk to fle 
petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 13M61. Armstrong v. United States; and 
No. 13M62. Justice v. United States District Court for 

the Eastern District of Tennessee. Motions for leave to 
fle petitions for writs of certiorari with supplemental appendixes 
under seal granted. 

No. 13M63. Cacioppo v. Town of Vail, Colorado. Motion 
for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari under seal with 
redacted copies for the public record granted. 

No. 12–1168. McCullen et al. v. Coakley, Attorney Gen-
eral of Massachusetts, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 570 U. S. 916.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave 
to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided 
argument granted. 

No. 12–1173. Marvin M. Brandt Revocable Trust et al. 
v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 
U. S. 947.] Motion of Owners' Counsel of America et al. for leave 
to fle brief as amici curiae granted. 

No. 12–1200. Executive Beneąts Insurance Agency v. 
Arkison, Chapter 7 Trustee of the Estate of Bellingham 
Insurance Agency, Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 
570 U. S. 916.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to partic-
ipate in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided argu-
ment granted. 

No. 12–1281. National Labor Relations Board v. Noel 
Canning et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 
916.] Motion of Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell et al. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



ORDERS 1093 

571 U. S. December 9, 2013 

for leave to participate in oral argument as amici curiae and for 
divided argument granted, and the time is to be divided as fol-
lows: 45 minutes for petitioner, 30 minutes for respondent Noel 
Canning, and 15 minutes for amici curiae Senate Republican 
Leader Mitch McConnell et al. Motion of Professor Victor Wil-
liams for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae 
and for divided argument denied. 

No. 12–8561. Paroline v. United States et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 931.] Motion of the Solicitor 
General for divided argument granted. Motion of Professor 
Adam Lamparello et al. for leave to fle brief as amici curiae out 
of time denied. 

No. 13–5750. Sanders v. Midland Funding LLC et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 949] denied. 

No. 13–5881. Bach v. Milwaukee County, Wisconsin, 
et al. Ct. App. Wis. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration 
of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, 
p. 972] denied. 

No. 13–6659. Benham v. Hagen et al. C. A. 9th Cir.; 
No. 13–6788. Dilts et vir v. Cold Spring Forest Section 1 

Homeowners Assn., Inc., et al. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va.; 
No. 13–6925. Rushin v. City Council. C. A. 6th Cir.; 
No. 13–7016. Jernigan v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veter-

ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir.; and 
No. 13–7154. Matei v. Kansas. Ct. App. Kan. Motions of 

petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Peti-
tioners are allowed until December 30, 2013, 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. 13–7310. In re Jackson; 
No. 13–7351. In re Nie; and 
No. 13–7355. In re Thompson. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 13–6734. In re Rivera; and 
No. 13–6966. In re Shrader. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 
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Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–550. Alpha I, L. P., et al. v. United States. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 682 F. 3d 1009. 

No. 12–10941. Moore v. Revlon Consumer Products Corp. 
et al. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 
Ga. App. XXIV. 

No. 13–99. Crispin v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 
F. 3d 507. 

No. 13–188. Baker v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 558. 

No. 13 –256. Hegab v. Long, Director, National 
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 790. 

No. 13–289. Pązer Inc. et al. v. Kaiser Foundation 
Health Plan, Inc., et al. (Reported below: 712 F. 3d 21); 
Pązer Inc. et al. v. Harden Manufacturing Corp. et al. 
(712 F. 3d 60); and Pązer Inc. et al. v. Aetna, Inc. (712 F. 3d 
51). C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–290. Arthrex, Inc. v. Smith & Nephew, Inc., et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 Fed. 
Appx. 945. 

No. 13–416. Grifąn et al. v. ABN AMRO Mortgage 
Group, Inc., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 240. 

No. 13–424. Yoder v. University of Louisville et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. 
Appx. 537. 

No. 13–428. Lambey v. Eighth Judicial District Court of 
Nevada, Clark County, et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 129 Nev. 1132. 

No. 13–429. Bapte, Individually and as Personal Repre-
sentative of the Estate of Bapte, Deceased, et al. v. West 
Caribbean Airways et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 715 F. 3d 1290. 
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No. 13–434. Floyd et al. v. Town of Hollywood, South 
Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
403 S. C. 466, 744 S. E. 2d 161. 

No. 13–438. Renaissance Art Investors, LLC v. AXA 
Art Insurance Corp. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 102 App. Div. 3d 604, 961 
N. Y. S. 2d 31. 

No. 13–464. Morley v. Farnese. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 620 Pa. 287, 67 A. 3d 758. 

No. 13–465. Morley v. Field et al. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 620 Pa. 288, 67 A. 3d 758. 

No. 13– 503. Pennington v. University of Arkansas 
Board of Trustees et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 500 Fed. Appx. 567. 

No. 13–505. Read et ux. v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 470. 

No. 13–520. Evance v. Trumann Health Services, LLC, 
aka Trumann Health & Rehabilitation Center, et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 673. 

No. 13–521. Adams v. Michigan Judicial Tenure Commis-
sion. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 494 
Mich. 162, 833 N. W. 2d 897. 

No. 13–525. Lindsey v. Highwoods Realty Limited Part-
nership et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 521 Fed. Appx. 203. 

No. 13–528. Rojas v. Anderson et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 1000. 

No. 13–547. Convolve, Inc. v. Compaq Computer Corp. 
et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 
Fed. Appx. 910. 

No. 13–549. Boeri v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 1367. 

No. 13–558. Lorentzen v. Omer et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 486 Fed. Appx. 749. 
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No. 13–561. Hoffecker v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–566. Kanofsky v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 
Fed. Appx. 95. 

No. 13–571. Pacchioli v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 1294. 

No. 13–577. Moody, on Behalf of J. M. v. New York City 
Department of Education et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 95. 

No. 13–5583. Davila v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5625. Gomez v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 1. 

No. 13–5717. Thomas v. ITT Educational Services, Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. 
Appx. 259. 

No. 13–5766. Graham-Wright v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 598. 

No. 13–5860. Rodriguez v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 378 S. W. 3d 486. 

No. 13–5888. Missud v. Nevada et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 534. 

No. 13–6056. Owens v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2012–2548 (La. 4/26/13), 112 So. 3d 838. 

No. 13–6096. Dash v. Chasen et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 791. 

No. 13–6190. Cole v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6422. Corner v. Perez, Secretary of Labor. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 942. 

No. 13–6642. Holmes v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 293 Ga. 229, 744 S. E. 2d 701. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



ORDERS 1097 

571 U. S. December 9, 2013 

No. 13–6643. Harrison v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6644. Flemming v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6649. Ponte v. FIA Card Services, N. A., et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6650. Hill v. Seven Eleven Corp. et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6651. Gambino v. Whitney et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6652. Gray v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2013–0620 (La. 7/31/13), 119 So. 3d 599. 

No. 13–6653. Gamble v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6665. Loughmiller v. Duffy, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 695. 

No. 13–6666. Alberto Suarez v. Trimble. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6670. Papes v. CitiMortgage, Inc. Ct. App. Minn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6674. Wilson v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 32 A. 3d 284. 

No. 13–6677. Nifas v. Coleman et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 132. 

No. 13–6679. Davis v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 141 So. 3d 189. 

No. 13–6681. Williams v. Virginia et al. Sup. Ct. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6682. Vanegas v. Biter, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6684. Romero v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6687. Rodriguez v. Florida Department of Cor-
rections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6688. Baptiste v. Foulk, Acting Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6690. Brunsting v. Colorado. Sup. Ct. Colo. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 307 P. 3d 1073. 

No. 13–6703. Williams v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6713. Antonmarchi v. Consolidated Edison Com-
pany of New York, Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 33. 

No. 13–6714. Robertson v. Cartinhour et al. C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6716. Mayes v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 209 Md. App. 776. 

No. 13–6719. Luongo v. Massachusetts Department of 
Developmental Services et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6720. Kunselman v. Scott, Governor of Florida, 
et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6721. Kinter v. Boltz et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6723. Williams v. Publish America. Cir. Ct. Fred-
erick County, Md. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6724. Craig S. v. Donna S. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 101 App. 
Div. 3d 505, 954 N. Y. S. 2d 876. 

No. 13–6729. Jinks v. Matthews et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 913. 

No. 13–6735. Spano v. McAvoy et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6736. Roberts v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6740. Rayess v. Educational Commission for For-
eign Medical Graduates. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 134 Ohio St. 3d 509, 2012-Ohio-5676, 983 N. E. 
2d 1267. 

No. 13–6746. Connor v. Territory of the Virgin Islands. 
Sup. Ct. V. I. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 59 V. I. 286. 

No. 13–6747. DeVeaux v. New York. Sup. Ct. N. Y., New 
York County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6758. Minor v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 117 So. 3d 412. 

No. 13–6761. Cartwright v. Superior Court of Califor-
nia, Kern County. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. Dist. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6762. Conley v. Anglin, Warden, et al. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 598. 

No. 13–6763. Corona v. Miller, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 740. 

No. 13–6769. Jones et al. v. Beverly Hills Uniąed 
School District et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 505 Fed. Appx. 667. 

No. 13–6770. Leslie v. Neven, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6777. Bell v. O’Brien. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 547 Fed. Appx. 397. 

No. 13–6781. Miller v. Keystone Blind Association/TPM. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 547 Fed. 
Appx. 100. 

No. 13–6786. Winstead v. Jackson et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 139. 

No. 13–6798. Broadnax v. Berghuis, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6818. Hampton v. Dotson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6820. Proceviat v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 524 Fed. Appx. 674. 

No. 13–6844. Staple-Bey v. Burt, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6848. Bedford v. Port of Houston Authority 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6887. Evans v. Patrick, Governor of Massachu-
setts, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6910. Payne v. Romanowski, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6924. Major v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6929. Smith v. Brunsman, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6947. Flores v. Beard, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 730. 

No. 13–6948. Pegues v. Haines, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6956. Barber v. Obama, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 505 Fed. Appx. 278. 

No. 13–6970. Langford v. Hoffner, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6982. Wilson v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6987. Phillip v. Territory of the Virgin Islands. 
Sup. Ct. V. I. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 58 V. I. 569. 

No. 13–6990. Mercado v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 216 Cal. 
App. 4th 67, 156 Cal. Rptr. 3d 804. 

No. 13–7018. Koonce v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 120 So. 3d 561. 
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No. 13–7019. Ochoa v. Rubin, aka Rubin Ochoa. Super. 
Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7029. Jenner v. Medina, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 691. 

No. 13–7030. Jeep v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7032. Zuck v. Nebraska. Ct. App. Neb. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 20 Neb. App. lii. 

No. 13–7040. Washington v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 
2d Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 106 So. 3d 941. 

No. 13–7059. Brand v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7093. Watson v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 366 N. C. 601, 743 S. E. 2d 
640. 

No. 13–7137. McIntyre v. Horry County, South Carolina, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 
Fed. Appx. 158. 

No. 13–7142. Hudson v. Middle Flint Behavioral Health-
care. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 
Fed. Appx. 594. 

No. 13–7147. Rodgers v. Wyoming. Dist. Ct. Wyo., Platte 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7171. Antonio Cossio v. Department of the Air 
Force. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
527 Fed. Appx. 932. 

No. 13–7199. Obriecht v. Foster, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 744. 

No. 13–7214. Jacques v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7232. Archer v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7235. Gibson v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7237. West v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 280. 

No. 13–7240. Grissett et al. v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 907. 

No. 13–7241. Sanders v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 976. 

No. 13–7245. Borja-Antunes, aka Martinez-Jimienez, aka 
Borcha v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 882. 

No. 13–7247. Keyes v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 577. 

No. 13–7248. May v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 465. 

No. 13–7251. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 364. 

No. 13–7252. Nnaji v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7253. Oliver v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 474. 

No. 13–7254. Patterson v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7255. Lugo-Gutierrez v. United States (Reported 
below: 539 Fed. Appx. 344); Olvera-Rojas v. United States 
(539 Fed. Appx. 399); Torres-Figueroa v. United States (539 
Fed. Appx. 363); Vasquez-Fonseca, aka Vasquez, aka Vas-
quez Fonseca, aka Roa, aka Varquez Fonseca v. United 
States (539 Fed. Appx. 372); Antonio Escobar v. United 
States (539 Fed. Appx. 377); Tejeda-Silva v. United States 
(539 Fed. Appx. 370); Rivera-Alfaro, aka Rivera v. United 
States (538 Fed. Appx. 598); Sanchez-Hernandez, aka 
Hernandez-Hernandez v. United States (539 Fed. Appx. 
463); Chilel-Soto, aka Soto-Lopez v. United States (541 Fed. 
Appx. 488); Vazquez-Hernandez, aka Vasquez, aka Vasquez 
Hernandez v. United States (543 Fed. Appx. 406); Barrien-
tos Sorriano v. United States (543 Fed. Appx. 387); Flores-
Diaz, aka Diaz-Flores v. United States (543 Fed. Appx. 384); 
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Dominguez-Navarro v. United States (543 Fed. Appx. 445); 
Granados-Rodriguez v. United States (543 Fed. Appx. 441); 
and Perez-Ramos v. United States (543 Fed. Appx. 443). C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7256. Rojas-Pedroza v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 1253. 

No. 13–7257. Angilau v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 781. 

No. 13–7260. McAtee v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 414. 

No. 13–7261. Ali v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 117. 

No. 13–7267. Medearis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 590. 

No. 13–7269. De La Cruz-Diaz v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 592. 

No. 13–7279. Carlock v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 661. 

No. 13–7281. Bernacet v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 269. 

No. 13–7284. Sanchez-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 693. 

No. 13–7285. Garcia-Ocampo v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 600. 

No. 13–7286. Noble v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 654. 

No. 13–7289. Velasco v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 759. 

No. 13–7295. Censke v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 382. 

No. 13–7299. Cuff v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 411. 

No. 13–7300. Dunbar v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 1268. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



1104 OCTOBER TERM, 2013 

December 9, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–7301. Poteete v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 418. 

No. 13–7304. Alston v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 603. 

No. 13–7308. Jones v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7309. Logan v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 498. 

No. 13–7311. Watts v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 748. 

No. 13–542. Klein v. TAP Pharmaceutical Products, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 518 Fed. Appx. 583. 

No. 13–6196. Brown v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
507 Fed. Appx. 543. 

No. 13–6712. Biton v. United Continental Airlines et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6725. Searles v. Berkel et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6748. McWeay v. Citibank, N. A. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 521 Fed. 
Appx. 784. 

No. 13–7270. Derrow v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 532 Fed. 
Appx. 574. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 12–1327. Taylor v. Winnecour, ante, p. 820; 
No. 12–1334. Goldblatt v. Geiger et al., ante, p. 821; 
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No. 12–1440. Goldblatt v. Doerty, Individually and in 
His Ofącial Capacity as Judge of the Superior Court of 
Washington, King County, ante, p. 826; 

No. 12–8616. Koumjian v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, ante, p. 830; 

No. 12–10005. Johnson v. Vargo, Warden, ante, p. 836; 
No. 12–10065. Millsap v. Hobbs, Director, Arkansas De-

partment of Correction, ante, p. 837; 
No. 12–10072. McFadden v. Cohen, Warden, ante, p. 837; 
No. 12–10082. Morris v. McAllester et al., ante, p. 838; 
No. 12–10125. Wilkins v. Allen, ante, p. 839; 
No. 12–10354. Kaminski v. New York et al., ante, p. 846; 
No. 12–10397. Washington v. Wall, Director, Rhode Is-

land Department of Corrections, ante, p. 848; 
No. 12–10499. Sneed v. Florida Department of Correc-

tions, ante, p. 851; 
No. 12–10566. Robinson v. Kings County District Attor-

ney’s Ofące et al., ante, p. 855; 
No. 12–10634. Youngblood v. Chico Parole Outpatient 

Clinic et al., ante, p. 859; 
No. 12–10685. In re Seawright, ante, p. 813; 
No. 12–10705. Jost v. Hartley, Warden, ante, p. 863; 
No. 12–10747. Telfair v. United States, ante, p. 866; 
No. 12–10771. Sexton-Walker v. Great Expressions Den-

tal Centers, P. C., ante, p. 867; 
No. 12–10778. Price v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 868; 
No. 12–10802. Slewion v. Weinstein et al., ante, p. 869; 
No. 12–10866. Douglas v. United States, ante, p. 873; 
No. 12–10873. Parker v. Georgia, ante, p. 873; 
No. 12–10914. Leal v. Ohio Secretary of State, ante, 

p. 875; 
No. 12–10928. Wen Liu v. United States District Court 

for the Southern District of New York, ante, p. 876; 
No. 12–10996. Ward v. Daniels, Warden, et al., ante, 

p. 880; 
No. 12–10997. Watkins v. MacLaren, Warden, ante, p. 880; 
No. 13–178. MacNeill v. Merit Systems Protection 

Board, ante, p. 889; 
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December 9, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–229. Yadav v. Brookhaven National Laboratory 
et al., ante, p. 955; 

No. 13–5003. Golembiewski v. Logie et al., ante, p. 890; 
No. 13–5051. Keith v. McCabe, Warden, ante, p. 893; 
No. 13–5057. Easley v. Dietrich et al., ante, p. 894; 
No. 13–5079. Ross v. Danforth et al., ante, p. 895; 
No. 13–5195. Laster v. Krystal Co. et al., ante, p. 902; 
No. 13–5204. Walker v. Lawrenceville Apartments, ante, 

p. 902; 
No. 13–5305. Pagonis v. Texas Department of Criminal 

Justice et al., ante, p. 908; 
No. 13–5341. Patrick et al. v. Albuquerque School Dis-

trict et al., ante, p. 910; 
No. 13–5438. Smith v. Clements, Warden, ante, p. 915; 
No. 13–5454. Sanders v. Virginia et al., ante, p. 916; 
No. 13–5494. In re Ramos, ante, p. 813; 
No. 13–5509. Youngblood v. Evans, Warden, et al., ante, 

p. 919; 
No. 13–5589. Adams v. Palmer, Warden, ante, p. 956; 
No. 13–5595. Corbett v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 

Social Security, ante, p. 923; 
No. 13–5598. Parker v. Clark, Superior Court of Geor-

gia, Gwinnett County, ante, p. 956; 
No. 13–5605. Mahmood v. Holder, Attorney General, 

ante, p. 923; 
No. 13–5607. Laster v. City of Albany, Georgia, Water, 

Gas & Light Company, ante, p. 924; 
No. 13–5634. Rodriguez v. Florida, ante, p. 957; 
No. 13–5665. Whalen v. Missouri, ante, p. 958; 
No. 13–5688. Bolarinwa v. Kaplan, Superintendent, Bed-

ford Hills Correctional Facility, ante, p. 927; 
No. 13–5690. In re Moore, ante, p. 950; 
No. 13–5693. Thompson v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 958; 
No. 13–5729. McFadden v. Gainey, ante, p. 959; 
No. 13–5769. Fulmer v. Texas, ante, p. 960; 
No. 13–5786. Leal v. Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission et al., ante, p. 930; 
No. 13–5884. Williams v. California, ante, p. 976; 
No. 13–5932. Oliver v. McGrady, Superintendent, State 

Correctional Institution at Retreat, et al., ante, p. 935; 
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No. 13–6088. Papadopoulos v. Obama, President of the 
United States, et al., ante, p. 963; and 

No. 13–6185. Hudspeth v. United States, ante, p. 966. Pe-
titions for rehearing denied. 

December 11, 2013 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 12–1453. Mariner’s Cove Townhomes Assn., Inc. v. 
United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this 
Court's Rule 46.1. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 540. 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 13A594. Roper, Warden v. Nicklasson. Application to 
vacate the stay of execution of sentence of death entered by the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit on Decem-
ber 9, 2013, presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to 
the Court, granted. 

Justice Ginsburg, with whom Justice Breyer, Justice So-
tomayor, and Justice Kagan join, dissenting. 

I would deny the application to vacate the stay of execution 
entered by the Court of Appeals. See Bowersox v. Williams, 
517 U. S. 345, 347 (1996) (Ginsburg, J., dissenting) (“At the very 
least, before acting irretrievably, this Court might have invited 
prompt clarifcation of the Court of Appeals' [stay] order. Ap-
preciation of our own fallibility, and respect for the judgment of 
an appellate tribunal closer to the scene than we are, as I see it, 
demand as much.”). 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–7766 (13A598). Nicklasson v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. 
Mo. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre-
sented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, de-
nied. Certiorari denied. 

December 13, 2013 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 13–316. Loughrin v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 1111. 
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December 13, 16, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 12–751. Fifth Third Bancorp et al. v. Dudenhoeffer 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari granted limited to Question 1 
presented by the petition. Reported below: 692 F. 3d 410. 

December 16, 2013 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–6773. Jones v. Greenway Mercedes et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 244. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 13A471. Graves v. Department of the Navy. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Application for stay, addressed to Justice Scalia and 
referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 13M64. Bova v. Massachusetts Department of Chil-
dren and Families. Motion to direct the Clerk to fle petition 
for writ of certiorari out of time under this Court's Rule 14.5 
denied. 

No. 13M65. Choice v. Texas. Motion to direct the Clerk to 
fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 13–318. O’Neill et al. v. Al Rajhi Bank et al.; and 
O’Neill et al. v. Asat Trust Reg. et al. C. A. 2d Cir. The 
Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief in this case expressing 
the views of the United States. Justice Kagan took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5655. Hailey v. Donahoe, Postmaster General. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 812] 
denied. 

No. 13–5830. Smith v. Idaho. Sup. Ct. Idaho. Motion of 
petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 806] denied. Justice Kagan took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 13–5841. Smith v. Idaho. Ct. App. Idaho. Motion of 
petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 806] denied. 
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No. 13–5862. Wheeler v. DeSautel et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 970] denied. 

No. 13–6187. Sweeney v. Brown, Superintendent, Wa-
bash Valley Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1007] denied. 

No. 13–6226. Zied-Campbell et vir v. Pennsylvania et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Motion of petitioners for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1007] 
denied. 

No. 13–6538. Burtton v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 989] denied. 

No. 13–6608. Diaz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 989] denied. 

No. 13–6834. In re Hunter. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed until 
January 6, 2014, 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. 13–7425. In re Land; and 
No. 13–7488. In re Whitehead. Petitions for writs of ha-

beas corpus denied. 

No. 13–573. In re Del Rio. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–312. Mulhall v. Unite Here Local 355 et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 667 F. 3d 
1211. 

No. 12–9758. Schaeffer v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 295 Kan. 872, 286 P. 3d 889. 

No. 12–10308. Hernandez v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 390 S. W. 3d 310. 
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December 16, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–56. Hornbeck Offshore Services, LLC, et al. v. 
Jewell, Secretary of the Interior, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 787. 

No. 13–180. Harkonen v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 Fed. Appx. 633. 

No. 13–185. Minnesota Majority et al. v. Mansky, Elec-
tions Manager for Ramsey County, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 1051. 

No. 13–187. Steel Institute of New York v. City of New 
York, New York. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 716 F. 3d 31. 

No. 13–278. Stocker et ux. v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 225. 

No. 13–302. Morrow et al. v. Balaski et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 160. 

No. 13–308. Dabney v. TD Bank, N. A. Super. Ct. N. J., 
App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–313. Grand Canyon Skywalk Development, LLC v. 
Grand Canyon Resort Corp. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 1196. 

No. 13–421. Libertarian Party of Michigan et al. v. 
Johnson, Michigan Secretary of State, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 929. 

No. 13–441. Cephalon, Inc. v. Apotex, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 500 Fed. Appx. 959. 

No. 13–446. Fischer v. Global Connector Research 
Group, Inc. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–447. Lockheed Martin Corp. et al. v. Abbott 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 725 
F. 3d 803. 

No. 13–453. Dongbu Tour & Travel, Inc., et al. v. Tae In 
Kim et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
529 Fed. Appx. 229. 
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No. 13–458. Shumin Zhang v. Sugars et al. Ct. App. Cal., 
2d App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–459. Gonzalez Guilbot et al. v. Guilbot Serros 
de Gonzalez, Individually and as Administrator of the 
Estate of Luis Gonzalez y Vallejo, et al. Ct. App. Tex., 
14th Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 367 S. W. 3d 442. 

No. 13–508. Akl v. Sebelius, Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–515. Hoffman v. Disciplinary Board of the Su-
preme Court of North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2013 ND 137, 834 N. W. 2d 636. 

No. 13–572. Fahs Construction Group, Inc. v. Gray. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 725 F. 3d 289. 

No. 13–583. Brown v. United States. C. A. Armed Forces. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 M. J. 359. 

No. 13–5459. Williams v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 56 Cal. 4th 165, 294 P. 3d 1005. 

No. 13–5574. Johnson v. New York; and 
No. 13–5592. Moss v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari 

denied. Reported below: 21 N. Y. 3d 1, 989 N. E. 2d 9. 

No. 13–6147. Pleasant v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 808. 

No. 13–6771. Keegan v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6772. Yun-Wen Lu v. UNUM Group. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6796. Padgett v. Sexton, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 590. 

No. 13–6800. Allen v. Lamas, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Rockview, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6802. Viola v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. 
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December 16, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–6816. Pride v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6817. Lee v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6823. Edwards v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., 
App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6824. Davis v. Indiana. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 979 N. E. 2d 1073. 

No. 13–6830. Hoskins v. Murrel et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6832. Francis v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 7th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6833. Garcia v. Department of Industrial Rela-
tions et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6837. Gonzalez v. Goodwin, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6839. McIntosh v. Ayotte-McIntosh et al. Sup. 
Ct. N. H. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6846. Wilson v. Oakland County Probation Of-
ące. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6853. Nickerson v. Texas Department of Crimi-
nal Justice, Correctional Institutions Division. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6859. Bonds v. Wilson, Superintendent, Indiana 
State Prison. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6860. Brown v. Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 519 Fed. Appx. 930. 

No. 13–6863. Morris v. Tennessee. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6926. Sanford v. Kolongo et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 342. 
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No. 13–6963. Gibbs v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of So-
cial Security. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 529 Fed. Appx. 950. 

No. 13–6989. Ofarrit-Figueroa v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 239. 

No. 13–6997. Tatum v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 466 Mass. 45, 992 N. E. 2d 
987. 

No. 13–7006. Helm v. Liem et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 643. 

No. 13–7065. Beckett v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 60 A. 3d 585. 

No. 13–7068. Mendoza v. LeGrand, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7134. Saintcalle v. Washington. Sup. Ct. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 178 Wash. 2d 34, 309 P. 3d 
326. 

No. 13–7193. Smith v. Moore, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7263. Behl v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 121 So. 3d 1037. 

No. 13–7303. Morrow v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7316. Shabazz v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 158. 

No. 13–7319. Grier v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 935. 

No. 13–7321. Castellanos v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 828. 

No. 13–7322. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 961. 

No. 13–7325. Coughlin v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 3. 

Jeff
Sticky Note
None set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by Jeff

Jeff
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by Jeff



1114 OCTOBER TERM, 2013 

December 16, 2013 571 U. S. 

No. 13–7326. Collins v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 743. 

No. 13–7328. Djeredjian v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 732. 

No. 13–7329. Xue Cheng Dong v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 753. 

No. 13–7330. York v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7335. Perez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 674. 

No. 13–7337. Jones v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 562. 

No. 13–7338. Jones v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 769. 

No. 13–7340. Davis v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 576. 

No. 13–7341. Diaz-Plaza v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7343. Paxson v. Chandler, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 475. 

No. 13–7346. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 670. 

No. 13–7348. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 1291. 

No. 13–7349. Bane v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 818. 

No. 13–7353. Williams v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6291. Zeigler v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Motion of 
petitioner to defer consideration of petition for writ of certiorari 
denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 116 So. 3d 255. 
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Rehearing Denied 

No. 12–8536. Maxwell v. Straughn, Warden, ante, p. 829; 
No. 12–10050. Branham v. Harvanek, Warden, ante, p. 837; 
No. 12–10140. Torres v. Davis et al., ante, p. 839; 
No. 12–10359. Commins v. Habberstad BMW et al., ante, 

p. 846; 
No. 12–10501. Bromwell et al. v. Lombardi, Director, 

Missouri Department of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 851; 
No. 12–10589. Dunsmore v. San Diego County Sheriff’s 

Department et al., ante, p. 857; 
No. 12–10652. Jerome v. Barcelo Crestline, Inc., ante, 

p. 860; 
No. 12–10660. Woodruff v. National Railroad Passenger 

Corporation, aka Amtrak, ante, p. 861; 
No. 12–10688. Watkins v. United States, ante, p. 862; 
No. 12–10964. Burt v. United States, ante, p. 878; 
No. 13–242. Hollander v. Dayson, Judge, Superior Court 

of the District of Columbia, et al., ante, p. 974; 
No. 13–5026. Creek v. United States et al., ante, p. 892; 
No. 13–5055. In re Wells, ante, p. 813; 
No. 13–5072. In re De La Cruz, ante, p. 815; 
No. 13–5087. Iglesias v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., ante, 

p. 895; 
No. 13–5103. Bartlett v. Jackson, Correctional Adminis-

trator, Nash Correctional Institution, et al., ante, p. 896; 
No. 13–5143. Allen v. Bennett, Sheriff, Glynn County, 

Georgia, et al., ante, p. 899; 
No. 13–5386. Iglesias v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., ante, 

p. 912; 
No. 13–5433. Allen v. Avance, ante, p. 915; 
No. 13–5515. Wiggins v. St. Lukes Episcopal Health Sys-

tem, ante, p. 919; 
No. 13–5552. Villafana v. Virginia, ante, p. 921; 
No. 13–5883. Cromeans v. Arkansas, ante, p. 976; 
No. 13–5904. Jones v. Montgomery, Judge, Criminal 

Court of Tennessee, Sullivan County, et al., ante, p. 977; 
No. 13–5948. Ventura v. Florida, ante, p. 961; 
No. 13–6097. Doucette v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 995; 
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No. 13–6099. Brown v. McCollum, Warden, ante, p. 995; 
No. 13–6119. Ware v. Georgia, ante, p. 996; 
No. 13–6203. Robles v. United States, ante, p. 966; and 
No. 13–6237. Chandler v. Lewis, Warden, ante, p. 978. Pe-

titions for rehearing denied. 

No. 13–328. Sagar v. Oracle Corp., ante, p. 983. Petition 
for rehearing denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–5722. Bloom v. United States, ante, p. 946. Petition 
for rehearing denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

January 2, 2014 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 13–480. Malloy, Governor of Connecticut, et al. v. 
State Employees Bargaining Agent Coalition et al. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. Re-
ported below: 718 F. 3d 126. 

January 6, 2014 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 13A687. Herbert , Governor of Utah, et al. v. 
Kitchen et al. Application for stay, presented to Justice So-
tomayor, and by her referred to the Court, granted. Permanent 
injunction issued by the United States District Court for the 
District of Utah, case No. 2:13–cv–217, on December 20, 2013, is 
stayed pending fnal disposition of the appeal by the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit. 

January 7, 2014 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 13–5086. Howell v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 13–8120 (13A702). In re Muhammad. Application for 
stay of execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice 
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Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, denied. Petition for 
writ of habeas corpus denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–7624 (13A649). Muhammad v. Crews, Secretary, 
Florida Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 733 F. 3d 1065. 

No. 13–8030 (13A674). Muhammad, fka Knight v. Florida. 
Sup. Ct. Fla. Application for stay of execution of sentence of 
death, presented to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the 
Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 132 So. 3d 
176. 

Justice Breyer, dissenting. 
I would grant the application for stay of execution and the 

petition for certiorari limited to the Lackey claim. See Lackey 
v. Texas, 514 U. S. 1045 (1995) (Stevens, J., respecting denial of 
certiorari); Elledge v. Florida, 525 U. S. 944 (1998) (Breyer, J., 
dissenting from denial of certiorari); Knight v. Florida, 528 U. S. 
990, 993 (1999) (same); Valle v. Florida, 564 U. S. 1067 (2011) 
(Breyer, J., dissenting from denial of stay). 

No. 13–8153 (13A710). Muhammad, fka Knight v. Crews, 
Secretary, Florida Department of Corrections, et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence of 
death, presented to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the 
Court, denied. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8154 (13A711). Muhammad, fka Knight v. Crews, 
Secretary, Florida Department of Corrections, et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence of 
death, presented to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the 
Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 739 F. 3d 
683. 

January 10, 2014 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 11–681. Harris et al. v. Quinn, Governor of Illinois, 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 948.] Mo-
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tion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argu-
ment as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–1315. Petrella v. Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 948.] Mo-
tion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argu-
ment as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 12–9490. Prado Navarette et al. v. California. Ct. 
App. Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 5. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 
948.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in 
oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument 
granted. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 12–842. Republic of Argentina v. NML Capital, Ltd. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 695 F. 3d 201. 

No. 13–193. Susan B. Anthony List et al. v. Driehaus 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 525 
Fed. Appx. 415. 

No. 13–301. United States v. Clarke et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 689. 

No. 13–339. CTS Corp. v. Waldburger et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 723 F. 3d 434. 

No. 13–369. Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Inc. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 
891. 

No. 12–761. POM Wonderful LLC v. Coca-Cola Co. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari granted. Justice Breyer and Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 679 F. 3d 1170. 

No. 12–786. Limelight Networks, Inc. v. Akamai Technol-
ogies, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari granted. Jus-
tice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 692 F. 3d 1301. 

No. 13–461. American Broadcasting Cos., Inc., et al. v. 
Aereo, Inc., fka Bamboom Labs, Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
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rari granted. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 676. 

January 13, 2014 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 12–10871. Newbold v. United States. C. A. 4th 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 Miller v. United 
States, 735 F. 3d 141 (CA4 2013). Reported below: 490 Fed. 
Appx. 614. 

No. 13–343. United States v. Nevada Partners Fund, 
LLC, By and Through Sapphire II, Inc., Tax Matters Part-
ner, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment va-
cated, and case remanded for further consideration in light of 
United States v. Woods, ante, p. 31. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 
594. 

No. 13–5423. Neathery v. Stephens, 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 granted. Certiorari granted, judgment 
vacated, and case remanded for further consideration in light of 
Trevino v. Thaler, 569 U. S. 413 (2013). 

No. 13–6353. Aviles v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. 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 Missouri v. McNeely, 569 U. S. 141 
(2013). Reported below: 385 S. W. 3d 110. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–6979. Cobble v. Oubre, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir.; 
and 

No. 13–6980. Cobble v. Cobb County Police Department. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Motions 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 
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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). 

No. 13–7046. Dydzak v. United States District Court for 
the Central District 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. 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). Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 653. 

No. 13–7087. Baez v. Goodrich, Warden, 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. 13–7105. Simon v. City of Atlanta, Georgia, et al. 
Super. Ct. Fulton County, Ga. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 13–7115. Johnson v. Davis, Warden. 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: 536 Fed. Appx. 322. 

No. 13–7143. Casey v. Florida. 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: 120 So. 3d 559. 

No. 13–7306. Sims v. American Development Group 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. 

No. 13–7332. Vivone v. United States District Court for 
the Western District of Missouri. 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 
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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). 

No. 13–7426. Johnson 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 Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. 

No. 13–7656. Desmond v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 74 A. 3d 653. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 13M54. National Collegiate Athletic Assn. v. Kel-
ler et al. Motion of A&E Television Networks et al. for leave 
to fle brief as amici curiae denied. Motion of National Colle-
giate Athletic Association for leave to intervene to fle petition 
for writ of certiorari denied. 

No. 13M66. Doe v. CLC et al. Motion for leave to fle peti-
tion for writ of certiorari under seal with redacted copies for the 
public record denied. 

No. 13M67. Brown v. Lopez, Warden; 
No. 13M68. Coleman v. Gaetz, Warden; and 
No. 13M69. Melot et ux. v. United States. Motions to 

direct the Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of 
time denied. 

No. 13M70. Zopatti v. Rancho Dorado Homeowners Assn. 
et al. Motion for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari with 
supplemental appendix under seal granted. 
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No. 126, Orig. Kansas v. Nebraska et al. Report of the 
Special Master received and ordered fled. Exceptions to the Re-
port, with supporting briefs, may be fled within 45 days. Re-
plies, if any, with supporting briefs, may be fled within 30 days. 
Surreplies, if any, with supporting briefs, may be fled within 30 
days. [For earlier order herein, see, e. g., 569 U. S. 916.] 

No. 12–1184. Octane Fitness, LLC v. ICON Health & Fit-
ness, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 948.] 
Motion of petitioner for leave to fle joint appendix under seal 
with redacted copies for the public record granted. 

No. 12–9012. Robers v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, ante, p. 973.] Motion of petitioner for ap-
pointment of counsel granted. Christopher Donovan, Esq., of 
Milwaukee, Wis., is appointed to serve as counsel for petitioner 
in this case. 

No. 12–10882. Hall v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. [Certiorari 
granted, ante, p. 973.] Motion of Professor Adam Lamparello 
et al. for leave to fle brief as amici curiae granted. 

No. 13–115. Wood et al. v. Moss et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, ante, p. 1067.] Motion of petitioners to dis-
pense with printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 13–352. B&B Hardware, Inc. v. Hargis Industries, 
Inc., dba Sealtite Building Fasteners et al., et al. C. A. 
8th Cir.; 

No. 13–448. Picard v. HSBC Bank PLC et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir.; and 

No. 13–485. Comptroller of the Treasury of Maryland 
v. Wynne et ux. Ct. App. Md. The Solicitor General is invited 
to fle briefs in these cases expressing the views of the United 
States. 

No. 13–5756. Hagans v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 3d Cir.; 

No. 13–6892. Tagoe, aka Roberts v. District of Columbia 
Department of Employment Services et al. Ct. App. D. C.; 

No. 13–7020. Ortiz v. New York et al. C. A. 2d Cir.; 
No. 13–7034. Cannon v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A., et al. 

C. A. 4th Cir.; 
No. 13–7117. Kahler v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa.; 
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No. 13–7266. Mendez v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir.; 
No. 13–7273. Hester v. Indiana State Department of 

Health. C. A. 7th Cir.; and 
No. 13–7320. Groner 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 
February 3, 2014, 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. 13–6214. Lublin v. Lublin, nka Lawson. Sup. Ct. Nev. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1009] denied. 

No. 13–6255. Keeling v. United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1008] denied. 

No. 13–6326. Bach v. Linhart et al. Ct. App. Wis. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1022] denied. 

No. 13–6428. Klat v. Mitchell Repair Information Co., 
LLC, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsidera-
tion of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, 
p. 1008] denied. 

No. 13–6459. Johnson v. Edwards et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1069] denied. 

No. 13–6908. Torda, Mother of Torda v. Fairfax County 
School Board. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for recon-
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 1069] denied. 

No. 13–7600. Paull v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir.; and 
No. 13–7623. Paull v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Mo-

tions of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioner is allowed until February 3, 2014, 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. Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of these 
motions. 
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No. 13–7543. In re Ortiz; 
No. 13–7610. In re Ayers; 
No. 13–7633. In re Olson; 
No. 13–7812. In re Fuentes Alonso; and 
No. 13–7867. In re Morrison. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 13–6702. In re Tagliaferri et al.; 
No. 13–6895. In re Biton; and 
No. 13–7363. In re Lamb. Petitions for writs of mandamus 

denied. 

No. 13–7145. In re Hien Anh Dao. 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. 13–7452. In re Marcusse. 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. Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion 
and this petition. 

No. 13–510. In re Levy Gardens Partners 2007, L. P. Pe-
tition for writ of mandamus and/or prohibition denied. 

No. 13–7372. In re Schmitz. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6896. In re Biton. Petition for writ of prohibition 
denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–1416. Mehaffy v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 499 Fed. Appx. 18. 

No. 12–7954. Dawes, aka Lee, aka Bryan, aka Heyward, 
aka Neil v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 495 Fed. Appx. 117. 

No. 12–10358. DuLaurence v. Telegen et al. App. Ct. 
Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 83 Mass. App. 1101, 
979 N. E. 2d 237. 
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No. 12–11003. Heath v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 26 A. 3d 266. 

No. 13–93. Buck Creek Coal Co. et al. v. Sexton et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 756. 

No. 13–116. St. Croix Renaissance Group, L. L. L. P. v. 
Abraham et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 719 F. 3d 270. 

No. 13–144. Southwest Pharmacy Solutions, Inc. v. Cen-
ters for Medicare and Medicaid Services et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 436. 

No. 13–145. American Road & Transportation Builders 
Assn. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 453. 

No. 13–165. Grosdidier v. Isaacson, Chairman, Broadcast-
ing Board of Governors. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 709 F. 3d 19. 

No. 13–238. Judicial Watch, Inc. v. Department of De-
fense et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 715 F. 3d 937. 

No. 13–246. One and Ken Valley Housing Group et al. 
v. Maine State Housing Authority et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 218. 

No. 13–253. Managed Pharmacy Care et al. v. Sebelius, 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, et al.; and 

No. 13–380. California Medical Assn. et al. v. Sebelius, 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 1235. 

No. 13–269. Power Integrations, Inc. v. Fairchild Semi-
conductor International, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 1348. 

No. 13–281. Dachniwskyj v. Ofące of Personnel Man-
agement et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 713 F. 3d 99. 

No. 13–288. MHC Financing Limited Partnership et al. 
v. City of San Rafael, California, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 1118. 
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No. 13–291. Carpenter v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–294. Leshin et al. v. Federal Trade Commission. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 
1227. 

No. 13–303. Organic Seed Growers and Trade Assn. 
et al. v. Monsanto Co. et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 1350. 

No. 13–307. Demaree et al. v. Fulton County School Dis-
trict. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 
Fed. Appx. 859. 

No. 13–309. Mayo et al. v. Board of Education of Prince 
George’s County et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 713 F. 3d 735. 

No. 13–324. Lassiter v. City of Philadelphia, Pennsylva-
nia, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
716 F. 3d 53. 

No. 13–327. Nelson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 498. 

No. 13–332. Trail v. Local 2850 UAW United Defense 
Workers of America et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 710 F. 3d 541. 

No. 13–342. Fox v. Blue Cross & Blue Shield of Florida 
Inc. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 
Fed. Appx. 754. 

No. 13–358. Clark v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 790. 

No. 13–373. Kapila v. Internal Revenue Service. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 
840. 

No. 13–387. Kerman et ux. v. Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
713 F. 3d 849. 

No. 13–398. CSX Transportation, Inc. v. MD Mall Associ-
ates, LLC, t/a MacDade Mall Associates, L. P. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 479. 
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No. 13–402. Horne, Attorney General of Arizona, et al. 
v. Isaacson et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 716 F. 3d 1213. 

No. 13–415. County of Los Angeles, California v. Gold-
stein. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 
F. 3d 750. 

No. 13–437. Entertainment Productions, Inc., et al. v. 
Shelby County, Tennessee, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 729. 

No. 13–442. Republican Party of Nevada v. Miller, Ne-
vada Secretary of State, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 1128. 

No. 13–463. Paramount Contractors & Developers, Inc., 
et al. v. City of Los Angeles, California, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 614. 

No. 13–466. Advanced Microtherm, Inc., et al. v. Norman 
Wright Mechanical Equipment Corp. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 612. 

No. 13–468. Levy Gardens Partners 2007, L. P. v. United 
States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisi-
ana. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–470. Coulter v. Studeny et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 147. 

No. 13–474. Triton Schiffahrts GmbH et al. v. Fiocca 
et ux. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 
Fed. Appx. 183. 

No. 13–475. Snyder v. Smith College. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–477. Soverain Software LLC v. Newegg Inc. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 705 F. 3d 
1333. 

No. 13–488. Merrill v. Alaska Bar Assn. Sup. Ct. Alaska. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 P. 3d 288. 

No. 13–490. Majorsky et ux. v. Douglas et al. Super. Ct. 
Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 58 A. 3d 1250. 
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No. 13–491. Hobbs v. John et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 1089. 

No. 13–492. Frone v. City of Riverdale, Georgia, et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. 
Appx. 789. 

No. 13–493. Weber, fka Sall v. Sall. Sup. Ct. N. D. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 ND 108, 833 N. W. 2d 417. 

No. 13–495. Zellars v. Nextech Northeast, LLC. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 192. 

No. 13–497. Donegan v. Livingston et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 195. 

No. 13–500. R. L. v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 620 Pa. 217, 67 A. 3d 716. 

No. 13–506. Perry v. Southern Wine & Spirits et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. 
Appx. 888. 

No. 13–509. Trescott v. Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 724 F. 3d 243. 

No. 13–511. Smith v. Philadelphia Housing Authority 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 
Fed. Appx. 273. 

No. 13–512. Safari v. Cooper Wiring Devises, Inc. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 372. 

No. 13–518. Cabrera v. Nassau Medical Services, P. C. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. 
Appx. 12. 

No. 13–519. Dejesus v. HF Management Services, LLC. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 726 F. 3d 85. 

No. 13–522. Lothian Cassidy, LLC, et al. v. Lothian Ex-
ploration & Development II, L. P., et al.; and Grossman v. 
Lothian Oil Inc. et al. (Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 105). 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–523. Anti Lothian Bankruptcy Fraud Committee 
et al. v. Lothian Oil Inc. et al. (two judgments). C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 352 
(frst judgment); 531 Fed. Appx. 428 (second judgment). 

No. 13–526. Bathula et al. v. Holder, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 723 
F. 3d 889. 

No. 13–527. Willits et al. v. Peabody Coal Co., LLC, 
et al. Ct. App. Mo., Eastern Dist. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 400 S. W. 3d 432. 

No. 13–529. Stevens v. Meier et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 737. 

No. 13–530. Bassan et ux. v. Federal Land Bank Associ-
ation of Hawaii et al. Int. Ct. App. Haw. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–533. Gordon v. Softech International, Inc., et 
al.; and 

No. 13–539. Arcanum Investigations, Inc., et al. v. Gor-
don. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 726 
F. 3d 42. 

No. 13–541. Basile v. Connolly et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 5. 

No. 13–543. Motley v. Rapelje, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–544. Tucker et al. v. Federal National Mortgage 
Association. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–545. Verhagen et al. v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 WI App 16, 346 Wis. 
2d 196, 827 N. W. 2d 891. 

No. 13–546. Gardner v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–548. Sanchez et al. v. Mays, Director, Depart-
ment of Excise and Licenses of the City and County of 
Denver, Colorado, et al. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari denied. 
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January 13, 2014 571 U. S. 

No. 13–554. Jones v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 321. 

No. 13–559. Lukashin et vir v. AllianceOne Receivables 
Management, Inc. Sup. Ct. Wash. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–560. Burgin, Individually and as Surviving 
Spouse of Burgin, Deceased, et al. v. Leach, Individually 
and in His Ofącial Capacity as Deputy of the Pawnee 
County Sheriff’s Department, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 882. 

No. 13–563. Francis et al. v. Allstate Insurance Co. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 362. 

No. 13–565. Metso Minerals, Inc. v. Powerscreen Inter-
national Distribution, Ltd., nka Terex GB Ltd., et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. 
Appx. 988. 

No. 13–570. SimmsParris v. Standing Committee on At-
torney Discipline. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–574. Cummins, Conservator for C. A. P., a Minor 
Child v. BIC USA, Inc., et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 506. 

No. 13–575. Schiff v. City and County of San Francisco, 
California, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 743. 

No. 13–582. Holly et al. v. Thomas. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 208. 

No. 13–588. Shott v. Vedder Price, P. C. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 562. 

No. 13–589. Dalton v. United States. C. A. Armed Forces. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 M. J. 446. 

No. 13–595. Le et al. v. Duc Tan et al. Sup. Ct. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 177 Wash. 2d 649, 300 P. 3d 
356. 

No. 13–596. Parenteau v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 532. 
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No. 13–598. Burke v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–601. Zei v. Maryland Transit Administration. 
Ct. App. Md. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 433 Md. 254, 
71 A. 3d 1. 

No. 13–602. Davis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 13–608. Johnston v. United States et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–609. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 406. 

No. 13–611. Dyarman v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 621 Pa. 88, 73 A. 3d 565. 

No. 13–616. Stevens et al. v. Hayes et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 358. 

No. 13–622. Dulal-Whiteway v. Holder, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–624. Wagler et al. v. West Boggs Sewer District, 
Inc. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 980 
N. E. 2d 363. 

No. 13–629. Sorich et al. v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 670. 

No. 13–631. Bourne v. New Hampshire et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–634. Montana Shooting Sports Assn. et al. v. 
Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 975. 

No. 13–635. Stroud v. McIntosh et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 1294. 

No. 13–643. Worsham v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 
Fed. Appx. 310. 

No. 13–647. Clark, Individually and as Executor for 
the Estate of Watson v. Internal Revenue Service et al. 
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C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. 
Appx. 824. 

No. 13–649. Douglas v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 694. 

No. 13–659. Cichon v. Lemke, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–660. Deters v. Kentucky Bar Assn. Sup. Ct. Ky. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 406 S. W. 3d 812. 

No. 13–669. Thomas v. Thomas et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 181. 

No. 13–673. Bush et al. v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 920. 

No. 13–678. Field v. Berman et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 287. 

No. 13–696. Kwang Hee Kim v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 171. 

No. 13–5152. Norman v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 233. 

No. 13–5604. Bullard v. Pennsylvania Bureau of Unem-
ployment and Allowances. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 516 Fed. Appx. 111. 

No. 13–5825. Bess v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–5878. King v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 507 Fed. Appx. 853. 

No. 13–5892. Collins v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 403. 

No. 13–5958. Adams v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 1066. 

No. 13–5983. Bracey v. Grondin et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 712 F. 3d 1012. 

No. 13–6244. Strelski v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 704. 

No. 13–6382. Satele v. California; and 
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No. 13–6411. Nunez v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 57 Cal. 4th 1, 302 P. 3d 981. 

No. 13–6385. McCray v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6391. Aleman v. Diaz, Warden; and 
No. 13–7210. Maldonado v. Lewis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 723 F. 3d 976. 

No. 13–6398. Missud v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 809. 

No. 13–6415. Goodley v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 452. 

No. 13–6567. Stumpf v. Robinson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 739. 

No. 13–6595. Obado v. University of Medicine and Den-
tistry of New Jersey, Behavioral Health Center, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. 
Appx. 812. 

No. 13–6596. Mosby, aka Muhaymin v. United States. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 925. 

No. 13–6608. Diaz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 527. 

No. 13–6628. Melson v. Thomas, Commissioner, Alabama 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 1086. 

No. 13–6656. Esparza v. Robinson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6776. Bargman v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6783. White v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 
Fed. Appx. 226. 

No. 13–6840. McConnel v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 743. 
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January 13, 2014 571 U. S. 

No. 13–6849. Ioane v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 383. 

No. 13–6869. Maggese v. Stoia et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 523. 

No. 13–6871. Lightner v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6872. Lewis v. Love et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6873. O’Brien v. Calvo, Governor of Guam, et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6882. Smith v. Kirkland, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6886. Sealey v. Chatman, Warden. Super. Ct. 
Butts County, Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6894. Cole v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 141 So. 3d 189. 

No. 13–6913. Alexander v. Michigan Adjutant General 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6917. Jordan v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6919. Walker v. Indiana. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 986 N. E. 2d 328. 

No. 13–6920. Wetzel v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2013–0449 (La. 7/31/13), 118 So. 3d 1117. 

No. 13–6922. James v. Brown, Superintendent, Wabash 
Valley Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6927. Reed v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6936. Breedlove v. Hine et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6940. Velasquez v. Michigan. Cir. Ct. Kalamazoo 
County, Mich. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–6945. Barnett v. Gansler, Attorney General of 
Maryland. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
518 Fed. Appx. 209. 

No. 13–6952. Clark v. McLaughlin, Warden. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6954. Cowan v. Standiąrd, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 857. 

No. 13–6955. Em v. Harrington, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6957. Alexander v. Shearin, Warden, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 336. 

No. 13–6958. Garcia v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6969. Holley v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 857. 

No. 13–6975. Johnson v. Patterson et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 610. 

No. 13–6976. Matthews v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6977. Harrell v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6978. Harris et al. v. Los Angeles Department 
of Children and Family Services et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6981. Crosby v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6988. Porto v. City of Newport Beach, Califor-
nia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
509 Fed. Appx. 665. 

No. 13–6991. Morales v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 
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January 13, 2014 571 U. S. 

No. 13–7000. Williams v. Florida et al. Dist. Ct. App. 
Fla., 3d Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 121 So. 3d 
1114. 

No. 13–7002. Washington v. Woods, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 766. 

No. 13–7004. Reed v. Edwards. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 330. 

No. 13–7012. Burton v. Kakani et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 577. 

No. 13–7025. Wilborn v. Coakley, Attorney General of 
Massachusetts, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7027. Thompson v. Florida et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7028. Witherspoon v. White, Correctional Admin-
istrator, Mountain View Correctional Institution. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 150. 

No. 13–7031. Jackson v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7035. Bates v. MacLaren, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7036. Escalante v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7037. Wells v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7044. Mathis v. Heath, Superintendent, Sing Sing 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7051. Crowley v. State Bar of Nevada. Sup. Ct. 
Nev. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 129 Nev. 1125. 

No. 13–7054. Harrington v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 170 Wash. App. 1025. 

No. 13–7067. Brown v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 356. 
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No. 13–7070. Rauch v. Denney, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7071. Snipes v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7072. Shaw v. Hedgpeth, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7073. Robinson v. Crews, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7074. Smith v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7077. Mitchell v. Kerestes, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Mahanoy. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7078. Morris v. Henson. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7079. Heredia v. Small, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 606. 

No. 13–7080. Antonetti v. Neven, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7083. Bates v. Warren, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7091. Moats v. West Virginia Department of 
Transportation. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7094. Studli v. Children and Youth Services 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 
Fed. Appx. 270. 

No. 13–7096. Rogers v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7100. Mayąeld v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7101. Davis v. Heyns, Director, Michigan Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7107. Paskauskiene v. Alcor PetroLab, LLP. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. 
Appx. 329. 

No. 13–7108. Parker v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 118 So. 3d 234. 

No. 13–7109. Biton v. Grier et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7110. Clark v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7112. Warner v. Trammell, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 675. 

No. 13–7114. Lockett v. Trammell, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 1218. 

No. 13–7116. Locke v. Tritt, Superintendent, State Cor-
rectional Institution at Frackville, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7118. Leonard v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 119 So. 3d 449. 

No. 13–7119. Jackson v. Sampson et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 356. 

No. 13–7121. Young v. Folino, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Greene, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7122. Todd v. Bigelow, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 748. 

No. 13–7124. Taylor v. Good, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 806. 

No. 13–7125. Conley v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7128. Estrada v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7129. Baker v. Keith, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7138. Mott v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 83 Mass. App. 1132, 987 N. E. 
2d 620. 

No. 13–7149. Strickengloss v. State Correctional Insti-
tution at Mercer et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 193. 

No. 13–7150. Kirschke v. Prelesnik, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7152. Kirschke v. Prelesnik, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7155. Shakir v. Lewis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 523. 

No. 13–7157. Reid v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 3d Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7158. Ranteesi v. Grounds, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7160. Seibert v. Hooks, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7161. Sosa v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7164. Sanchez v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7167. Nickerson, aka Webb v. United States 
Marshals Service. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7169. Obreagon v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7172. Switzer v. Weaver. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 208. 

No. 13–7173. Escobar v. Chrisman, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 839. 
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No. 13–7174. Whittington v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 64 A. 3d 9. 

No. 13–7178. Switzer v. Thomas, Sheriff, Page County, 
Virginia, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 535 Fed. Appx. 312. 

No. 13–7184. Cornish v. Wenerowicz, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7189. Garges v. People’s Light & Theatre Co. 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 
Fed. Appx. 156. 

No. 13–7192. Hernandez v. Luis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7195. Carrion v. Foulk, Acting Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7200. Torres v. Long, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 652. 

No. 13–7202. Young v. Montgomery, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7205. Reeves v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2013–1884 (La. 9/13/13), 120 So. 3d 705. 

No. 13–7206. Copeland v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7207. Evans v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7208. Cathey v. Jones, Director, Oklahoma De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7209. Bergara v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7215. David L., a Juvenile v. South Carolina. 
Sup. Ct. S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7222. Brascom v. Arizona et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7224. Alford v. United States District Court for 
the Middle District of Pennsylvania. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 133. 

No. 13–7225. Davis v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 5th App. Dist., 
Licking County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012-
Ohio-32. 

No. 13–7226. Crowder v. University of Texas Medical 
Branch Correctional Managed Care (UTMB–CMC) et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7227. Nobrega v. Woodcock, Chief District Judge, 
United States District Court for the District of Maine, 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7228. Moller v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 536 Fed. Appx. 752. 

No. 13–7230. Moss v. Ballard, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 191. 

No. 13–7231. Perez v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7234. Boyd v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 234. 

No. 13–7238. Henson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 407 S. W. 3d 764. 

No. 13–7239. Gonzalez-Aguilera v. Franke, Superintend-
ent, Two Rivers Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7242. Reis, fka Klein v. Spectrum Health Sys-
tems, Inc., et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7243. Stanberry v. Thomas, Commissioner, Ala-
bama Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7244. Jarrow v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7246. Johnson v. Lester, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7249. Lewis v. Steward, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7262. Brown v. Matauszak et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7265. Armendariz v. Montgomery, Acting Warden. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7268. Shea v. Director for Patents, United 
States Patent Ofące. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 508 Fed. Appx. 668. 

No. 13–7271. Dunsmore v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7272. Cakoni v. United States; and 
No. 13–7476. Cela v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-

rari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 23. 

No. 13–7274. Montgomery v. Green, Warden. Sup. Ct. 
Mont. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 370 Mont. 554, 311 
P. 3d 444. 

No. 13–7275. Barnes v. Toole, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7276. Bonner v. Holland, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 759. 

No. 13–7277. Catalan v. Hedgpeth, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 780. 

No. 13–7278. Olive v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 123 So. 3d 559. 

No. 13–7280. Gillespie v. Reverse Mortgage Solutions, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7282. Bridges v. Barnes, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 537. 

No. 13–7287. Parker v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7288. Millsaps v. Smith, Administrator, Albe-
marle Correctional Institution. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 296. 
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No. 13–7290. Thompson v. Denney, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7291. Woodard v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 43 A. 3d 513. 

No. 13–7292. Chestang v. California Department of Cor-
rections and Rehabilitation et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7293. Besada v. Department of State, National 
Visa Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7294. Brown v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 101 App. Div. 
3d 1267, 956 N. Y. S. 2d 618. 

No. 13–7296. Davis v. Bear et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 785. 

No. 13–7297. Dickerson v. Experiment in Self Reliance. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. 
Appx. 214. 

No. 13–7298. Delarm v. Lizarraga, Acting Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7302. Montoya v. Olson et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7305. Amaro v. Livingston, Executive Director, 
Texas Department of Criminal Justice. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7307. Gallegos v. Arizona. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 626. 

No. 13–7318. Mendez v. New Jersey State Lottery Com-
mission et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 532 Fed. Appx. 41. 

No. 13–7323. Outten v. Howard University, dba WHUR 
FM Radio. Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
62 A. 3d 1283. 

No. 13–7324. Davis v. Wilson et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 145. 
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January 13, 2014 571 U. S. 

No. 13–7333. Williamson v. Albany Medical Center. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7347. Bell v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 172 Wash. App. 1018. 

No. 13–7352. Tasciyan v. Medical Numerics et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 545 Fed. Appx. 257. 

No. 13–7354. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 188. 

No. 13–7359. Johnson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 119 So. 3d 443. 

No. 13–7362. Lance v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 312. 

No. 13–7364. Donnell v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 726 F. 3d 1054. 

No. 13–7365. Dunn v. Dreamworks Animation SKG, Inc. 
Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7368. Smith v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7371. Bickom v. Neven, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7373. Shepherd v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7374. Simmons v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7375. Robinson v. Hinman. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 500 Fed. Appx. 504. 

No. 13–7376. Robins v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 M. J. 160. 

No. 13–7377. Saunders v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 60 A. 3d 162. 

No. 13–7382. Shephard v. United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia (two judgments). C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7384. Goodwin v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 857. 

No. 13–7385. Gomez-Yanez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 792. 

No. 13–7388. Moore v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 723 F. 3d 919. 

No. 13–7389. Poole v. Mackie, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7390. Lafonta v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 507. 

No. 13–7391. Watson-El v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7392. Wiseman v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 324. 

No. 13–7395. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 321. 

No. 13–7396. Montelongo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 379. 

No. 13–7401. Shivers v. Kerestes, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7403. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 384. 

No. 13–7404. Hurth v. Campbell, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 696. 

No. 13–7405. Harrison v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 510. 

No. 13–7406. Hampton v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 732 F. 3d 687. 

No. 13–7407. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 438. 

No. 13–7409. Graham Smith v. Meyer, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 774. 
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January 13, 2014 571 U. S. 

No. 13–7411. Baird v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 149. 

No. 13–7412. Bell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 882. 

No. 13–7414. Arreola-Castillo v. United States. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7416. Campbell v. Arkansas Department of Cor-
rection et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 525 Fed. Appx. 522. 

No. 13–7417. Evans v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7420. Rollie v. Falk et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 755. 

No. 13–7423. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 977. 

No. 13–7424. Manolatos v. Dube-Gilley et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7427. Sanchez-Guevara v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7428. Moffat v. Department of Justice. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 244. 

No. 13–7431. Sanchez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7432. Ashraf v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 197. 

No. 13–7433. Alvarado-Casas v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 945. 

No. 13–7437. Wells v. Columbus Technical College 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 510 
Fed. Appx. 893. 

No. 13–7438. Thannavong v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 589. 
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No. 13–7443. Rollerson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 318. 

No. 13–7444. Owens v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7445. Ogeone v. Yang. Sup. Ct. Haw. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7446. Martino v. McCabe, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 335. 

No. 13–7449. Diaz v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 790. 

No. 13–7450. Rosario v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 662. 

No. 13–7453. Kalu v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 305. 

No. 13–7454. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7455. Owens v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7457. Dasher v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 250. 

No. 13–7459. Davalos-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 773. 

No. 13–7460. Claycomb v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 703. 

No. 13–7461. Bailon-Renteria v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 411. 

No. 13–7462. Brown v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 57. 

No. 13–7464. Gauger v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 758. 

No. 13–7465. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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January 13, 2014 571 U. S. 

No. 13–7470. Lopez Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 
871. 

No. 13–7471. Holley v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 743. 

No. 13–7473. Green v. Virginia Employment Commission. 
Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7475. Cleveland v. Pastrana, Warden. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7477. Casteel v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 635. 

No. 13–7478. Edington v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 584. 

No. 13–7480. Frazier v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 308. 

No. 13–7481. Robinson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 123 So. 3d 559. 

No. 13–7482. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7483. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7484. Hockaday v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 102. 

No. 13–7485. Flores v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 773. 

No. 13–7492. Gonzalez-Ramirez v. Johnson, Secretary of 
Homeland Security, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 177. 

No. 13–7493. Orr v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7494. Perez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 818. 
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No. 13–7496. Grifąn v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 696 F. 3d 1354. 

No. 13–7498. Jackson v. Hartford Life & Accident Insur-
ance Co. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
543 Fed. Appx. 977. 

No. 13–7499. Martin Benavidez v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 
829. 

No. 13–7501. Bunkley v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7502. Roberts et al. v. Colvin, Acting Commis-
sioner of Social Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 387. 

No. 13–7503. Frazier v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7505. Gay v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 560. 

No. 13–7511. Sanchez v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. 
Mass. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7514. Roemmele v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 891. 

No. 13–7515. Burgos-Valencia v. Maiorana, Warden, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7518. Neuner v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 373. 

No. 13–7522. Carlson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 743. 

No. 13–7523. Prado Castaneda v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 790. 

No. 13–7524. Stamper v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 408. 
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No. 13–7525. Masello v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. 
Mass. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7526. Peixoto v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. 
Mass. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7527. Mitchell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 972. 

No. 13–7528. Nelson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 915. 

No. 13–7531. Ferrer v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7536. Burke v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 256. 

No. 13–7537. Doroteo Ayala v. Young, Secretary, North 
Carolina Department of Public Safety, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 303. 

No. 13–7538. Threadgill v. North Carolina. Ct. App. 
N. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 227 N. C. App. 175, 
741 S. E. 2d 677. 

No. 13–7539. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 111. 

No. 13–7540. Weldon v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 301. 

No. 13–7541. Young v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 984. 

No. 13–7542. Terry v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 685. 

No. 13–7545. Curbelo v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 726 F. 3d 1260. 

No. 13–7546. Coronado v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 576. 

No. 13–7547. Carvajal v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 803. 

No. 13–7548. Denton v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 832. 
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No. 13–7549. Charlestain v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 870. 

No. 13–7551. Cross v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 766 F. 3d 1. 

No. 13–7552. Ramirez-Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 638. 

No. 13–7554. Shmuckler v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 287. 

No. 13–7555. Stokes v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7559. Marcus v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 840. 

No. 13–7560. Jones v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 728 F. 3d 763. 

No. 13–7564. Jones v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 451. 

No. 13–7565. Bonczek v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7575. Carmago-Antonio, aka Lorenzo-Camargo v. 
United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 541 Fed. Appx. 678. 

No. 13–7578. Coppedge v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 288. 

No. 13–7579. Anin v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 59. 

No. 13–7585. Walker v. Pierce, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7586. Wilson v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 75 A. 3d 296. 

No. 13–7587. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7590. Ordonez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7591. Pargas-Gonzales v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 781. 

No. 13–7592. Ramey v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 210. 

No. 13–7594. Bush v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 1308. 

No. 13–7595. Bugg v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7597. Ortega v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 335. 

No. 13–7601. Ponis v. Hartley, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 801. 

No. 13–7604. Kissel v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7605. Marcelino v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 217. 

No. 13–7606. Robbins v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 729 F. 3d 131. 

No. 13–7607. Resio-Aragon v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 658. 

No. 13–7608. Braddy v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 183. 

No. 13–7611. Fuller v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7612. Angel Ordaz v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 1245. 

No. 13–7613. Mercer v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7615. Garcia v. New Mexico. Ct. App. N. M. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2013–NMCA–005, 294 P. 3d 1256. 

No. 13–7616. Harris v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 858. 
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No. 13–7617. Fulton v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 853. 

No. 13–7620. Ugwu v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 35. 

No. 13–7625. McCulligan v. Mazurkiewicz, Superintend-
ent, State Correctional Institution at Greensburg, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7626. Mir v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 35. 

No. 13–7628. Sung Kun Kim v. Hagel, Secretary of De-
fense. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 
Fed. Appx. 268. 

No. 13–7635. Enrique Funez v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 217. 

No. 13–7637. Green v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 70 A. 3d 260. 

No. 13–7638. Gutierrez v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7643. Isasi v. Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7644. Grice v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7645. Hanna v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 367. 

No. 13–7647. Robinson v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 70 A. 3d 259. 

No. 13–7653. Duyzings v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7654. Dumas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 309. 

No. 13–7655. Camacho Torres v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7657. Moore v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 648. 

No. 13–7658. Mims v. United States; 
No. 13–7661. Thomas v. United States; 
No. 13–7673. Carter v. United States; 
No. 13–7674. Daniels v. United States; 
No. 13–7684. Furlow v. United States; and 
No. 13–7695. Carter v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-

tiorari denied. Reported below: 723 F. 3d 562. 

No. 13–7659. Nieto v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 357. 

No. 13–7662. Burrell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 290. 

No. 13–7663. 
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7670. 
rari denied. 

No. 13–7671. 
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7675. 

Lucas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 826. 

Jones v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-

Knight v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-

Lespier v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 725 F. 3d 437. 

No. 13–7678. Locke v. Baenen, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7679. Kamerling v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7680. Courvelle v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 511. 

No. 13–7682. Chase v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 651. 

No. 13–7685. Berry v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7688. Ritter v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 811. 

No. 13–7690. Armstrong v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7692. Lee v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 723 F. 3d 134. 

No. 13–7693. Jones v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 940. 

No. 13–7694. Campbell v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7696. Nash v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 729 F. 3d 400. 

No. 13–7697. Nickles v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 736. 

No. 13–7699. Allen v. Stewart, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 435. 

No. 13–7700. Burgess v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7701. Boston v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 98. 

No. 13–7703. Cruz-Castillo, aka Curz-Castillo v. United 
States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 
Fed. Appx. 7. 

No. 13–7714. Hood v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 982. 

No. 13–7733. Lelinski v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7746. Manuel Bahena v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 297. 

No. 13–7747. Eads v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 729 F. 3d 769. 

No. 13–7748. Mercado v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 260. 

No. 13–7752. Parker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 228. 

No. 13–7754. Stevens v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 192. 
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January 13, 2014 571 U. S. 

No. 13–7757. Cooper v. Jarvis, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7761. Villanueva-Jimenez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 436. 

No. 13–7762. Talbert v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 496. 

No. 13–7765. Twymon v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 501. 

No. 13–7770. Ten Choup v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7771. Black v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 12–1078. Samantar v. Yousuf et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 699 F. 3d 763. 

No. 13–186. Cotterman v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 952. 

No. 13–351. Bingham McCutchen, LLP, et al. v. Harris. 
Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 5. Motion of New England 
Legal Foundation for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 214 Cal. App. 4th 1399, 154 
Cal. Rptr. 3d 843. 

No. 13–394. McDaniels v. Mobil Oil Corp. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 527 Fed. 
Appx. 615. 

No. 13–412. Chubb Custom Insurance Co. v. Space Sys-
tems/Loral, LLC, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 946. 

No. 13–419. Clayton v. ConocoPhillips Co. et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 722 
F. 3d 279. 
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No. 13–532. Owner-Operator Independent Drivers Assn. 
Inc. v. Department of Transportation et al. C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Motion of petitioner to defer consideration of petition for 
writ of certiorari denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
724 F. 3d 206. 

No. 13–592. Stephens, Director, Texas Department of 
Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Division v. 
Gongora. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of respondent for leave to pro-
ceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 710 F. 3d 267. 

No. 13–610. Dade v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–7011. Arizmendi v. State Bar of California. Sup. 
Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–7194. Dunigan v. Beard, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 13–7229. Pennington-Thurman v. AT&T Inc. et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
511 Fed. Appx. 599. 

No. 13–7387. Peterson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 523 Fed. 
Appx. 233. 

No. 13–7516. Ellis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 361. 

No. 13–7530. Garrison v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–7568. Lesane v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 541 Fed. 
Appx. 332. 
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No. 13–7569. Pitcher v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–7627. Kissi v. United States (two judgments). C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 543 
Fed. Appx. 293 (frst judgment); 555 Fed. Appx. 223 (second 
judgment). 

No. 13–7646. Schmitz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 12–1491. Smith et al. v. Wilson et al., ante, p. 829; 
No. 12–7788. Jules v. United States, 568 U. S. 1173; 
No. 12–8963. Patterson v. Godward et al., ante, p. 830; 
No. 12–9935. Gumisiriza v. Busby, Warden, ante, p. 834; 
No. 12–10024. Graves v. Virginia Department of Correc-

tions, ante, p. 836 
No. 12–10298. L. G. v. Department of Public Welfare, 

ante, p. 844; 
No. 12–10454. Michuda v. Minnesota Board of Public De-

fense et al., ante, p. 850; 
No. 12–10550. Garcia v. United States, ante, p. 854; 
No. 12–10580. Kalluvilayil v. Stephens, Director, Texas 

Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division, ante, p. 856; 

No. 12–10585. Adeleke v. Dallas Area Rapid Transit, 
ante, p. 856; 

No. 12–10596. Powell v. Travelers Indemnity Co., ante, 
p. 857; 

No. 12–10637. Woerner v. United States, ante, p. 859; 
No. 12–10640. Washington v. Virginia, ante, p. 860; 
No. 12–10672. Benner v. Texas, ante, p. 861; 
No. 12–10980. Fonseca v. Small, Warden, ante, p. 879; 
No. 13–262. Traber et ux. v. Mortgage Electronic Reg-

istration System, Inc., et al., ante, p. 990; 
No. 13–267. Datto v. Harrison et al., ante, p. 990; 
No. 13–321. Pann v. Smith, Warden, ante, p. 974; 
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No. 13–397. Miller v. Hinshaw & Culbertson et al., ante, 
p. 1025; 

No. 13–5140. Drewry v. Maine, ante, p. 898; 
No. 13–5275. Platts v. United States, ante, p. 907; 
No. 13–5288. Wilson v. Morrissey et al., ante, p. 907; 
No. 13–5346. Ryals v. Montgomery County, Pennsylva-

nia, et al., ante, p. 910; 
No. 13–5353. Ellison v. Moreci et al., ante, p. 911; 
No. 13–5471. Garcia Ornelas v. Gipson, Warden, ante, 

p. 917; 
No. 13–5511. In re Baugus, ante, p. 813; 
No. 13–5558. Bunch v. Hobbs, Director, Arkansas De-

partment of Correction, ante, p. 921; 
No. 13–5591. Parker v. Department of Behavioral 

Health et al., ante, p. 923; 
No. 13–5613. Bishop v. Ofące of Personnel Management 

et al., ante, p. 924; 
No. 13–5776. Wilson v. United States, ante, p. 929; 
No. 13–5809. Davis v. Gulleckson et al., ante, p. 975; 
No. 13–5814. Mayąeld v. Commission for Lawyer Disci-

pline of the State Bar of Texas, ante, p. 960; 
No. 13–5821. Mikanda v. United States, ante, p. 931; 
No. 13–5886. Gabriel Corro v. Stephens, Director, Texas 

Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division, ante, p. 976; 

No. 13–5910. Harris v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 934; 

No. 13–5943. Smith et al. v. Atlantic Southern Bank 
et al., ante, p. 993; 

No. 13–5949. Tart v. Kornegay et al., ante, p. 977; 
No. 13–6005. Jones v. Lee, Warden, ante, p. 977; 
No. 13–6012. Ellison v. Brown, Warden, ante, p. 994; 
No. 13–6013. Dooley v. Chappell, Warden, ante, p. 994; 
No. 13–6029. Fleming v. Coward et al., ante, p. 994; 
No. 13–6141. Vaughan v. Amtrak, ante, p. 996; 
No. 13–6153. Beyah v. Cartledge, Warden, ante, p. 978; 
No. 13–6154. Aref v. California Environmental Protec-

tion Agency et al., ante, p. 996; 
No. 13–6164. Borkowski v. Michigan, ante, p. 1011; 
No. 13–6189. Greene v. Department of Justice, ante, 

p. 966; 
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No. 13–6204. Redmond v. Hogsten, Warden, ante, p. 966; 
No. 13–6283. McCabe v. Pennsylvania Department of 

Corrections et al., ante, p. 1026; 
No. 13–6305. Killen v. Epps, Commissioner, Mississippi 

Department of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 997; 
No. 13–6342. Williams v. Perez et al., ante, p. 1028; 
No. 13–6354. In re Beyah, ante, p. 1023; 
No. 13–6363. Ayobola, aka Oyelakin v. United States 

et al., ante, p. 1013; 
No. 13–6394. Bradshaw v. Montgomery, Acting Warden, 

ante, p. 1028; 
No. 13–6399. Vando v. Pennsylvania, ante, p. 998; 
No. 13–6409. McFadden v. Jepertinger, ante, p. 1075; 
No. 13–6429. Christmas v. Huntington Ingalls, Inc., ante, 

p. 998; 
No. 13–6449. Stanley v. Bank of New York Mellon, ante, 

p. 1029; 
No. 13–6469. Estrada v. United States, ante, p. 982; 
No. 13–6481. Fletcher v. Myers et al., ante, p. 998; 
No. 13–6496. In re Biton, ante, p. 1023; 
No. 13–6539. Burns v. United States, ante, p. 999; 
No. 13–6581. Freeman v. Missouri, ante, p. 1000; 
No. 13–6671. In re Woodworth, ante, p. 972; 
No. 13–6672. Thomas v. California, ante, p. 1030; 
No. 13–6727. Ingram v. Just Energy, ante, p. 1014; 
No. 13–6843. DeSue v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 1080; 
No. 13–6885. In re Biton, ante, p. 1023; 
No. 13–6941. Valdez v. United States, ante, p. 1034; 
No. 13–7001. Wiand v. United States, ante, p. 1035; 
No. 13–7014. In re Jones, ante, p. 1009; and 
No. 13–7098. In re Strong, ante, p. 1023. Petitions for re-

hearing denied. 

No. 13–5268. Grifąn v. United States, ante, p. 945; and 
No. 13–7005. Quintero-Calle v. United States, ante, 

p. 1060. Petitions for rehearing denied. Justice Kagan took 
no part in the consideration or decision of these petitions. 

No. 13–5324. Aguiar v. United States, ante, p. 945. Peti-
tion for rehearing denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 
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No. 13–5902. Atherton v. District of Columbia Ofące of 
the Mayor et al., ante, p. 984. Petition for rehearing denied. 
The Chief Justice and Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

January 15, 2014 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–8165 (13A720). McGuire v. Robinson, Warden. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence of 
death, presented to Justice Kagan, and by her referred to the 
Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 738 F. 3d 
741. 

January 17, 2014 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 13–483. Lane v. Franks et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari granted. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 709. 

No. 13–132. Riley v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari granted limited to the following ques-
tion: “Whether evidence admitted at petitioner's trial was 
obtained in a search of petitioner's cell phone that violated peti-
tioner's Fourth Amendment rights.” 

No. 13–212. United States v. Wurie. C. A. 1st Cir. Mo-
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 728 F. 3d 1. 

January 21, 2014 

Affrmed on Appeal 

No. 13–456. Kostick et al. v. Nago, Chief Election Ofą-
cer, State of Hawaii, et al. Affrmed on appeal from D. C. 
Haw. Reported below: 960 F. Supp. 2d 1074. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–7356. Martinez v. Martinez et al. 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: 517 Fed. Appx. 634. 
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Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–2734. In re Disbarment of Andresen. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 987.] 

No. D–2735. In re Disbarment of Lynn. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 987.] 

No. D–2736. In re Disbarment of Rose. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 987.] 

No. D–2737. In re Disbarment of Lippman. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 987.] 

No. D–2738. In re Berg. Philip J. Berg, of Lafayette Hill, 
Pa., having requested to resign as a member of the Bar of this 
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 4, 2013 [ante, p. 987], 
is discharged. 

No. D–2739. In re Disbarment of Carter. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 987] 

No. D–2740. In re Disbarment of Zouzoulas. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 988.] 

No. D–2741. In re Disbarment of Martin. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 988.] 

No. D–2742. In re Disbarment of Makowski. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 988.] 

No. 13–7163. Spataro v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1070] denied. Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
motion. 

No. 13–7386. Oshode v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa.; 
No. 13–7397. Cahill v. Cahill. Sup. Ct. Va.; and 
No. 13–7398. Clifford v. Rockland County, New York. 

C. A. 2d Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until February 11, 2014, 
within which to pay the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) 
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and to submit petitions in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules 
of this Court. 

No. 13–8015. In re Quinerly. Petition for writ of habeas 
corpus denied. 

No. 13–7719. In re Kost. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

No. 13–7344. In re Parker. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–911. AU Optronics Corp. et al. v. South Carolina. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 699 F. 3d 385. 

No. 12–10591. Fugit v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 248. 

No. 13–323. Perez-Guerrero v. Holder, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 
F. 3d 1224. 

No. 13–452. CSX Transportation, Inc. v. ABB Inc. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 135. 

No. 13–467. Transocean Deepwater, Inc. v. Boudreaux. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 723. 

No. 13–469. Southern Communications Services, Inc., 
dba Southernlinc Wireless v. Thomas, Individually and 
on Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 1352. 

No. 13– 513. Rural Water District No. 4, Douglas 
County, Kansas v. City of Eudora, Kansas. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 1269. 

No. 13–580. Tanguy et al. v. West, Trustee. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 440. 

No. 13–586. Atwell, Executor of the Estate of Atwell, 
Deceased v. John Crane, Inc. Super. Ct. Pa. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 63 A. 3d 841. 
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No. 13–590. Lara K. v. Dwight K. et al. Ct. App. Ariz. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–594. Noshafagh v. Leggett, County Executive, 
Montgomery County, Maryland, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 251. 

No. 13–615. Tupper v. Gladden. Ct. App. Wash. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–653. Anderson v. Discovery Communications, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 
Fed. Appx. 190. 

No. 13–656. Jaegel et ux. v. Skagit County, Washington. 
Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 174 Wash. 
App. 1010. 

No. 13–716. SAP America, Inc., et al. v. Versata Soft-
ware, Inc., fka Trilogy Software, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 1255. 

No. 13–5508. Winger v. Pierce et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 569. 

No. 13–6246. Batiste v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6518. Missud v. Superior Court of California, 
San Francisco County, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 745. 

No. 13–6542. Snyder v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 220. 

No. 13–6586. Harrison v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–6950. Stanley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 325. 

No. 13–7136. Rhines v. Weber, Warden. Sup. Ct. S. D. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7312. Warren v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7313. Saesee v. McDonald, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 725 F. 3d 1045. 

No. 13–7314. Ross v. Seabolt, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7315. Rhodes v. City of Phoenix, Arizona, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7317. Russell v. Cooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7331. Zavala v. Wofford, Acting Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 684. 

No. 13–7336. Melendez v. Phelps, Warden, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7339. Maxberry v. Sallie Mae Education Loans. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. 
Appx. 73. 

No. 13–7345. Scheib v. Keystone Residential Properties, 
LLC, et al. Super. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 62 A. 3d 449. 

No. 13–7350. Pate v. Fletcher et al. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7358. Kelly v. Swarthout, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7360. Carrea v. Beard, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7361. Kidd v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7366. Elder v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7369. Wright v. Pixley, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 200. 
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No. 13–7370. Martin Trinidad v. California. Ct. App. 
Cal., 5th App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7378. Daker v. Warren, Sheriff, Cobb County, 
Georgia; and 

No. 13–7379. Daker v. Warren, Sheriff, Cobb County, 
Georgia. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7380. Seals v. Mitchell et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 566. 

No. 13–7381. Brinkley v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 320 Ga. App. 275, 739 S. E. 2d 703. 

No. 13–7383. Adeniji v. Florida State College. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7393. Young v. Orwick et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7400. Lei Ke v. Drexel University et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 187. 

No. 13–7402. DeSue v. Kinsaul. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 129 So. 3d 1067. 

No. 13–7408. Harris v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7410. Radbod v. Arias et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 235. 

No. 13–7415. Blackwell v. Coley et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7421. Lance v. McLean, Judge, Fourth Judicial 
District Court of Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 370 Mont. 556, 311 P. 3d 445. 

No. 13–7422. Jean v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7430. Moore v. Little et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7436. Taylor v. Florida et al. Sup. Ct. Fla. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 120 So. 3d 540. 
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No. 13–7487. Haugen v. Kitzhaber, Governor of Oregon. 
Sup. Ct. Ore. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Ore. 715, 
306 P. 3d 592. 

No. 13–7508. Haley v. Sauers, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Forest, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7562. Balogh v. Persson, Superintendent, Oregon 
State Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7602. Kelly v. Omaha Housing Authority et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 560. 

No. 13–7660. Mullins v. Rozum, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Somerset, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7711. Van Cox v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7713. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7718. Valdes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 860. 

No. 13–7724. Alonzo-Llanas v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 531. 

No. 13–7725. Bermudez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 869. 

No. 13–7727. Wen Chyu Liu v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 159. 

No. 13–7732. Keys v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 512. 

No. 13–7740. Cobb v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7743. Donovan v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 648. 

No. 13–7745. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7772. Costelon v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 586. 

No. 13–7774. Pitts v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7777. Carlos Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 840. 

No. 13–7780. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 736 F. 3d 40. 

No. 13–7783. Flores-Duran v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 348. 

No. 13–7784. Mathews v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 418. 

No. 13–7785. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7790. Bassett v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 640. 

No. 13–7799. Hendricks v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7802. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7803. Keeter v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 435 Fed. Appx. 270. 

No. 13–7804. Kozohorsky v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 1028. 

No. 13–7808. Conaway v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 898. 

No. 13–7811. Holley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 192. 

No. 13–7814. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 815. 

No. 13–7817. England v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7818. Harmon v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 877. 

No. 13–7819. Green v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 70 A. 3d 258. 

No. 13–7820. Gonzalez-Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7821. Huddleston v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7822. Kareem v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7823. Mathias v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 952. 

No. 13–7824. Lee v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 895. 

No. 13–7829. Alvarez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 551. 

No. 13–7830. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 898. 

No. 13–7832. Murdock v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 57. 

No. 13–7835. White v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 977. 

No. 13–7836. Suarez-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 832. 

No. 13–7843. Cavender v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 514. 

No. 13–7846. Burns v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 916. 

No. 13–7847. Abrams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 990. 

No. 13–7849. Barnes v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 194. 
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No. 13–7851. Rubi-Vallecillo v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 367. 

No. 13–7852. Sanchez-Torres v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 353. 

No. 13–7860. Bartley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 166. 

No. 13–7868. Abdur-Rahman v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 708 F. 3d 98 and 512 
Fed. Appx. 1. 

No. 13–52. Kansas v. Swindler. Sup. Ct. Kan. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 296 Kan. 670, 294 P. 3d 308. 

No. 13–478. Adams, Warden v. Cannedy. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 1148. 

No. 13–481. Rowland et al. v. State Employees Bargain-
ing Agent Coalition et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of Yankee 
Institute for Public Policy for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. 
Reported below: 718 F. 3d 126. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 12–10556. Flores v. Texas (two judgments), ante, p. 855; 
No. 12–10601. Coleman v. Lewis, Warden, ante, p. 857; 
No. 13–5525. Guerrero Galindo v. United States, ante, 

p. 920; 
No. 13–5852. Hughes v. Harlow, Superintendent, State 

Correctional Institution at Albion, et al., ante, p. 976; 
No. 13–6238. In re Clay, ante, p. 1010; 
No. 13–6320. Sirois v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion, ante, p. 1027; 

No. 13–6491. In re Culverhouse, ante, p. 1070; 
No. 13–6640. In re Ginglen, ante, p. 972; 
No. 13–6680. Wilson v. Ofące of the Attorney General, 

ante, p. 1079; 
No. 13–6723. Williams v. Publish America, ante, p. 1098; 
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No. 13–6912. Dean v. United States, ante, p. 1034; and 
No. 13–7019. Ochoa v. Rubin, aka Rubin Ochoa, ante, 

p. 1101. Petitions for rehearing denied. 

January 22, 2014 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–8353 (13A765). Tamayo v. Stephens, Director, 
Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional In-
stitutions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Application for stay of ex-
ecution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Scalia, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 740 F. 3d 991. 

No. 13–8358 (13A762). Tamayo v. Stephens, Director, 
Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional In-
stitutions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Application for stay of ex-
ecution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Scalia, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Ginsburg, Justice Breyer, and Justice Sotomayor would 
grant the application for stay of execution. Reported below: 740 
F. 3d 986. 

January 24, 2014 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 13A691. Little Sisters of the Poor Home for the 
Aged, Denver, Colorado, a Colorado Nonproąt Corpora-
tion, et al. v. Sebelius, Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, et al. D. C. Colo. Application for an injunction hav-
ing been submitted to Justice Sotomayor, and by her referred 
to the Court, the Court orders: If the employer applicants inform 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services in writing that they 
are nonproft organizations that hold themselves out as religious 
and have religious objections to providing coverage for contracep-
tive services, respondents are enjoined from enforcing against 
applicants the challenged provisions of the Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act and related regulations pending fnal disposi-
tion of the appeal by the United States Court of Appeals for the 
Tenth Circuit. To meet the condition for injunction pending ap-
peal, applicants need not use the form prescribed by the Govern-
ment and need not send copies to third-party administrators. 
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The Court issues this order based on all of the circumstances of 
the case, and this order should not be construed as an expression 
of the Court's views on the merits. 

January 27, 2014 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 13–6435. Persaud v. United States. C. A. 4th 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 his brief for the United States fled 
on December 20, 2013. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 137. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–7472. Hann v. Heyns, Director, Michigan Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 6th Cir. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dis-
missed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 13–7571. Johnson v. Holder, Attorney General, 
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. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 177. 

No. 13–7839. Townsend v. Minnesota. Sup. Ct. Minn. 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). Reported below: 834 N. W. 2d 736. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–2733. In re Disbarment of Lisoni. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 987.] 

No. D–2749. In re Disbarment of Sargent. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 1068.] 

No. 13M71. Buczek v. Maiorana; 
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No. 13M72. Davis v. United States; and 
No. 13M73. Vencill v. Baskerville, Warden. Motions to 

direct the Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of 
time denied. 

No. 141, Orig. Texas v. New Mexico et al. Motion for 
leave to fle bill of complaint granted. Motion of plaintiff for 
leave to fle supplemental brief granted. New Mexico is allowed 
60 days within which to fle a motion to dismiss, in the nature of 
a motion under Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 12(b)(6). Plaintiff is allowed 
45 days to fle a response to the motion. A reply, if any, shall be 
fled within 15 days after the response is fled. [For earlier order 
herein, see 569 U. S. 916.] 

No. 12–1146. Utility Air Regulatory Group v. Environ-
mental Protection Agency et al.; 

No. 12–1248. American Chemistry Council et al. v. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency et al.; 

No. 12–1254. Energy-Intensive Manufacturers Working 
Group on Greenhouse Gas Regulation et al. v. Environ-
mental Protection Agency et al.; 

No. 12–1268. Southeastern Legal Foundation, Inc., et 
al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al.; 

No. 12–1269. Texas et al. v. Environmental Protection 
Agency et al.; and 

No. 12–1272. Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States of America et al. v. Environmental Protection 
Agency et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certiorari granted, ante, 
p. 951.] Motion of petitioners for divided argument granted, and 
the time is divided as follows: 30 minutes for private-party pe-
titioners, 15 minutes for state petitioners, and 45 minutes for 
respondents. 

No. 12–1163. Highmark Inc. v. Allcare Health Manage-
ment System, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 
U. S. 947.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate 
in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument 
granted. 

No. 12–1184. Octane Fitness, LLC v. ICON Health & Fit-
ness, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 948.] 
Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral 
argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 
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No. 13–553. Alabama Department of Revenue et al. v. 
CSX Transportation, Inc. C. A. 11th Cir. The Solicitor Gen-
eral is invited to fle a brief in this case expressing the views of 
the United States. 

No. 13–6788. Dilts et vir v. Cold Spring Forest Section 
1 Homeowners Assn., Inc., et al. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Mo-
tion of petitioners for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1093] denied. 

No. 13–7088. Erwin v. United States et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1068] denied. 

No. 13–790. In re Borelli; and 
No. 13–8136. In re Woodworth. Petitions for writs of ha-

beas corpus denied. 

No. 13–7908. In re Puzey. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

No. 13–7738. In re Settle. 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. Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion 
and this petition. 

No. 13–614. In re McDonald. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–1116. Mirowski Family Ventures, LLC v. Med-
tronic, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 695 F. 3d 1266. 

No. 13–451. Michigan v. Harrison. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 768. 

No. 13–501. Engleson v. UNUM Life Insurance Company 
of America et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 723 F. 3d 611. 

No. 13–514. Hoagland v. Ada County, Idaho, et al. Sup. 
Ct. Idaho. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 154 Idaho 900, 
303 P. 3d 587. 
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No. 13–568. Bankert, Individually and as Personal Rep-
resentative of the Estate of Bankert, et al. v. Bernstein 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 733 
F. 3d 190. 

No. 13–569. Edelman v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 726 F. 3d 305. 

No. 13–605. ASAP Copy and Print et al. v. Canon Busi-
ness Solutions, Inc., et al.; Ringgold-Lockhart et al. v. 
Sankary; Evans v. Carter et al.; and Turner et al. v. Supe-
rior Court of Los Angeles County, California, et al. Ct. 
App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–612. Hardy v. Federal National Mortgage Asso-
ciation et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–613. Ghosh v. City of Berkeley, California. Ct. 
App. Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–617. Shechet v. Doar et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 26. 

No. 13–619. Spehar Capital, LLC, et al. v. Mayer Brown 
Rowe & Maw, LLP, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 719 F. 3d 785. 

No. 13–623. Clayton v. CitiMortgage, Inc. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 64 A. 3d 17. 

No. 13–626. Swanson v. Baker & McKenzie, LLP, et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. 
Appx. 572. 

No. 13–627. Capra et al. v. Cook County Board of Re-
view et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 733 F. 3d 705. 

No. 13–630. Richards v. Holsum Bakery, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. 
Appx. 738. 

No. 13–636. FINR II, Inc. v. CF Industries, Inc., et al. 
Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 118 So. 3d 809. 
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No. 13–642. Anuforo v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 494 Fed. 
Appx. 970. 

No. 13–657. McLane Southern, Inc. v. Bridges, Secre-
tary, Louisiana Department of Revenue. Ct. App. La., 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2010–1259 (La. App. 1 
Cir. 3/21/13), 110 So. 3d 1262. 

No. 13–661. Bunck et al. v. King et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 905. 

No. 13–663. Amerijet International, Inc. v. National 
Labor Relations Board et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 795. 

No. 13–664. Price v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–668. High Plains Cattle Co., LLC v. United 
States. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
728 F. 3d 1190. 

No. 13–670. Dempsey v. Indiana Supreme Court Discipli-
nary Commission. Sup. Ct. Ind. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 986 N. E. 2d 816. 

No. 13–681. Van Horn v. Keefer et al. Sup. Ct. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–688. Jonas v. Jonas. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 371 Mont. 113, 308 P. 3d 33. 

No. 13–702. Koziol v. Committee on Professional Stand-
ards. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 
N. Y. 3d 1056, 996 N. E. 2d 907. 

No. 13–703. L & F Homes and Development, L. L. C., dba 
Hyneman Homes, et al. v. City of Gulfport, Mississippi. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. 
Appx. 395. 

No. 13–724. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 632. 

No. 13–725. Shields v. Connecticut. Sup. Ct. Conn. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Conn. 678, 69 A. 3d 293. 
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No. 13–732. McDonough v. United States; and 
No. 13–740. DiMasi v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-

tiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 143. 

No. 13–756. Morgan v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 908. 

No. 13–6118. Ray v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–6544. Rodriguez-Martel v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 341. 

No. 13–6659. Benham v. Hagen et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–6909. Trice v. Allstate Insurance Co. et al. Sup. 
Ct. Mo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7048. Correll v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7154. Matei v. Kansas. Ct. App. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 47 Kan. App. 2d xxi, 275 P. 3d 931. 

No. 13–7418. Camboni v. Allstate Insurance Co. et al. 
Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7434. Silas v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7435. Sasser v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7439. Nance v. Chatman, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 293 Ga. 189, 744 S. E. 2d 706. 

No. 13–7440. Akins v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7441. Boone v. Soto, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7442. Aponte v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 119 So. 3d 1261. 
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No. 13–7447. Leverette v. Crews, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 122 So. 3d 868. 

No. 13–7448. Jules v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 117 So. 3d 426. 

No. 13–7458. Conyers v. Virginia Housing Development 
Authority. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
533 Fed. Appx. 342. 

No. 13–7466. Jeffries v. Gaylord Entertainment et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. 
Appx. 313. 

No. 13–7468. Walker v. Fischer, Commissioner, New York 
Department of Corrections and Community Supervision, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 
Fed. Appx. 43. 

No. 13–7469. Wright v. McCall, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 224. 

No. 13–7474. Rathy v. Thompson et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7479. Cohron v. City of Louisville, Kentucky, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 
Fed. Appx. 534. 

No. 13–7486. Grazzini-Rucki v. Rucki. Ct. App. Minn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7489. Wade v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7495. Knox v. Dixon Correctional Institute 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 
Fed. Appx. 328. 

No. 13–7497. Giffen v. Rosenblum, Attorney General of 
Oregon (two judgments). C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7500. Boyd v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 251 Ore. App. 526, 287 P. 3d 426. 
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No. 13–7504. Huminski v. City of Surprise, Arizona, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 
Fed. Appx. 746. 

No. 13–7506. Hollihan v. Rozum, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Somerset, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7507. Holden v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7510. Hill v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2013–1081 (La. 7/31/13), 119 So. 3d 602. 

No. 13–7512. Sunday v. Sisto, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7513. Saunders, aka Marsh v. Mississippi. Ct. 
App. Miss. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 119 So. 3d 1051. 

No. 13–7517. Miller v. Kashani et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7519. Tusa v. Folino, Superintendent, State Cor-
rectional Institution at Greene, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7520. Taylor v. Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 
Fed. Appx. 310. 

No. 13–7529. Hafez v. Frazier, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7532. Hickingbottom v. Lake Superior Court 
et al. Sup. Ct. Ind. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7533. Alberto Mendoza v. Stephens, Director, 
Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional In-
stitutions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7534. Pyle v. Martel et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 820. 

No. 13–7535. Oliver v. Rozum, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Somerset, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7561. Kennedy v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7576. Collier v. Tennessee. Sup. Ct. Tenn. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 411 S. W. 3d 886. 

No. 13–7596. Anderson v. Folino, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Greene, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 55. 

No. 13–7619. Williams v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 WI App 30, 346 Wis. 2d 
280, 827 N. W. 2d 929. 

No. 13–7632. Gutierrez v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 100 
App. Div. 3d 656, 952 N. Y. S. 2d 897. 

No. 13–7636. Ham v. Board of Trustees of the Leland 
Stanford Junior University. Ct. App. Cal., 6th App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 216 Cal. App. 4th 330, 156 
Cal. Rptr. 3d 893. 

No. 13–7642. Fouche v. Holencik. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 783. 

No. 13–7648. Sekou v. Kerestes, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7665. Browning v. Pennington et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7666. Alnutt v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 101 
App. Div. 3d 1461, 957 N. Y. S. 2d 412. 

No. 13–7676. Manigaulte v. C. W. Post of Long Island 
University. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
533 Fed. Appx. 4. 

No. 13–7677. Mack v. Drew, Individually and in Her Of-
ącial Capacity as Warden for the Federal Correctional 
Institute at Bennettsville, South Carolina, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 222. 
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No. 13–7681. Decker v. Roberts, Secretary, Kansas De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 844. 

No. 13–7683. Evitt v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7691. Jones v. United States et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 306. 

No. 13–7704. Darby v. Schmalenberger, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7705. Darby v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7710. Dale v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7715. Figueroa v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 729 F. 3d 267. 

No. 13–7734. Landrith v. Schmidt, Attorney General of 
Kansas, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 531 Fed. Appx. 942. 

No. 13–7751. Moie v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 81 A. 3d 987. 

No. 13–7787. Ragan v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7837. Whitley v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7840. Utsey v. Donahoe, Postmaster General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7844. Bailey v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7845. Barajas-Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 392. 

No. 13–7850. Beard v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 370. 
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No. 13–7854. Collins v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7864. Drew v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7865. Santiago v. Sauers, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Forest, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7869. Nosov v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 127. 

No. 13–7874. Castillo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 500. 

No. 13–7877. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 876. 

No. 13–7881. Collins v. Wenerowicz, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7883. Cardoza-Sarabia v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 
932. 

No. 13–7886. Davis v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 30 A. 3d 810. 

No. 13–7887. Starks v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 843. 

No. 13–7892. Rodriguez, aka Rodriguez-Nunez, aka Flo-
res v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 715 F. 3d 451. 

No. 13–7893. Angel Cardona v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 296. 

No. 13–7901. Peterson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7902. Del Valle v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7906. Torres v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 964. 
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No. 13–7917. Gause v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 234. 

No. 13–7919. Bartko v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 728 F. 3d 327. 

No. 13–7920. Lara Arguelles v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 338. 

No. 13–7921. Crocker v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7924. Dawson v. Cross, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 469. 

No. 13–7926. Goddard v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 753. 

No. 13–7928. Gray v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 730 F. 3d 645. 

No. 13–7931. Heron v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 896. 

No. 13–7932. Card v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 765. 

No. 13–7933. Stewart v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 729 F. 3d 517. 

No. 13–7934. Stubbleąeld v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7945. Grifąn v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7946. Smith v. Secretary, Pennsylvania Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 80. 

No. 13–7948. Simmons v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7954. Mondestin v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 819. 

No. 13–7955. Martinez, aka Marcano v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7959. Westmoreland v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 221. 

No. 13–7966. Fay v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7967. Gibbs v. Wilson, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 307. 

No. 13–7979. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 519 Fed. Appx. 168. 

No. 13–7982. Vanderweele v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 545 Fed. Appx. 465. 

No. 13–7985. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 758. 

No. 13–7986. Bottorff v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 947. 

No. 13–7987. Stanąeld v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 547 Fed. Appx. 194. 

No. 13–7988. Stuckey et al. v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 198. 

No. 13–7990. Thanh Viet Cao v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 526 Fed. Appx. 798. 

No. 13–8001. Burke v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 720. 

No. 13–8007. Zavala-Bolanos v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 777. 

No. 13–8008. Orange v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 952. 

No. 13–8012. Walker v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 256. 

No. 13–8013. Reed v. Williams et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 661. 

No. 13–8021. Fabricant v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 506 Fed. Appx. 636. 
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No. 13–8022. Starks v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8027. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 703 F. 3d 471. 

No. 13–8031. Anderson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 668. 

No. 13–8032. Brewer v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8035. Remble v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 436. 

No. 13–8036. Satcher v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 547 Fed. Appx. 222. 

No. 13–405. Saffran v. Johnson & Johnson et al. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 712 
F. 3d 549. 

No. 13–603. Hoffner, Warden v. Walker. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Justice Scalia and Justice 
Alito would grant the petition for writ of certiorari. Reported 
below: 534 Fed. Appx. 406. 

No. 13–618. DIRECTV et al. v. K-Tech Telecommunica-
tions, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. The Chief 
Justice took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 714 F. 3d 1277. 

No. 13–743. Scrushy v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 1288. 

No. 13–7509. Grmusa v. PNC Bank. Super. Ct. Pa. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 60 A. 3d 852. 

No. 13–7862. Sandoval v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 
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January 27, 2014 571 U. S. 

No. 13–8000. Bullock v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 532 Fed. 
Appx. 179. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 12–9984. Hall v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of So-
cial Security, 570 U. S. 909; 

No. 12–10264. Oquendo Saladino v. United States, ante, 
p. 843; 

No. 13–525. Lindsey v. Highwoods Realty Limited Part-
nership et al., ante, p. 1095; 

No. 13–549. Boeri v. United States, ante, p. 1095; 
No. 13–5071. In re Williams, ante, p. 1023; 
No. 13–5191. Sinclair v. Citi Mortgage, Inc., et al., ante, 

p. 902; 
No. 13–6096. Dash v. Chasen et al., ante, p. 1096; 
No. 13–6377. Jacobs v. Bureau of Prisons et al., ante, 

p. 997; 
No. 13–6547. Dowdy v. Pruett, Warden, ante, p. 1077; 
No. 13–6561. In re Jenkins, ante, p. 1070; 
No. 13–6730. Charline P. v. Connecticut Department of 

Children and Families, ante, p. 1079; 
No. 13–6845. Viray v. Eighth Judicial District Court of 

Nevada, Clark County, et al., ante, p. 1080; 
No. 13–6846. Wilson v. Oakland County Probation Of-

ące, ante, p. 1112; 
No. 13–6897. Almy v. Kickert School Bus Line, Inc., ante, 

p. 1080; and 
No. 13–7148. In re Sudberry, ante, p. 1070. Petitions for 

rehearing denied. 

No. 09–9902. Johnson et al. v. United States, 559 U. S. 
1113. Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Kagan took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–542. Klein v. TAP Pharmaceutical Products, Inc., 
et al., ante, p. 1104; and 

No. 13–6515. Startup v. United States District Court 
for the Central District of California et al., ante, p. 1086. 
Petitions for rehearing denied. Justice Alito took no part in 
the consideration or decision of these petitions. 
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No. 13–6725. Searles v. Berkel et al., ante, p. 1104. Peti-
tion for rehearing denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–6739. Moses v. Texas Commission on Environmen-
tal Quality, ante, p. 1080. Motion of petitioner for leave to fle 
petition for rehearing under seal with redacted copies for the 
public record granted. Petition for rehearing denied. 

January 29, 2014 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 13A784. Smulls v. Lombardi, Director, Missouri De-
partment of Corrections. Application for stay of execution 
of sentence of death, presented to Justice Alito, and by him 
referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 13A790. Lombardi, Director, Missouri Department 
of Corrections, et al. v. Smulls. Application to vacate stay 
of execution of sentence of death entered by the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit on January 28, 2014, 
presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, 
granted. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–8432 (13A783). Smulls v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. The order heretofore entered by Justice 
Alito is vacated. 

No. 13–8440 (13A791). Smulls v. Lombardi, Director, 
Missouri Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre-
sented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. 

January 30, 2014 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 13–759. Frazier v. Life Insurance Company of North 
America. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this 
Court's Rule 46.1. Reported below: 725 F. 3d 560. 
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February 5, 2014 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–8558 (13A804). Basso v. Texas (two judgments). 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. 

February 12, 2014 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–8605 (13A813). Carlos Chavez v. Florida. Sup. Ct. 
Fla. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre-
sented to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 132 So. 3d 826. 

No. 13–8673 (13A837). Carlos Chavez v. Florida. Sup. Ct. 
Fla. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre-
sented to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8681 (13A838). Carlos Chavez v. Palmer, Warden, 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 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. Reported below: 
742 F. 3d 1267. 

February 21, 2014 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 12–1117. Plumhoff et al. v. Rickard, a Minor Child, 
Individually, and as Surviving Daughter of Rickard, De-
ceased, By and Through Her Mother Rickard, as Parent 
and Next Friend. C. A. 6th Cir. [Certiorari granted, ante, 
p. 1020.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate 
in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument 
granted. 

No. 12–8561. Paroline v. United States et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 570 U. S. 931.] Motion of respondent 
Amy Unknown for leave to fle a supplemental brief after argu-
ment granted. The other parties may fle supplemental briefs, 
not to exceed 3,000 words each, addressing the effect of our deci-
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sion in Burrage v. United States, ante, p. 204, on this case, on or 
before Friday, March 7, 2014. 

No. 13–317. Halliburton Co. et al. v. Erica P. John Fund, 
Inc., fka Archdiocese of Milwaukee Supporting Fund, Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir. [Certiorari granted, ante, p. 1020.] Motion of the 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami-
cus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

February 24, 2014 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded. (See also No. 13– 
6440, ante, p. 263.) 

No. 13–439. CarMax Auto Superstores California, LLC, 
et al. v. Fowler et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., 
Div. 1. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded 
for further consideration in light of American Express Co. v. 
Italian Colors Restaurant, 570 U. S. 228 (2013). 

No. 13–5997. Ford v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for fur-
ther consideration in light of Burrage v. United States, ante, 
p. 204. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 612. 

No. 13–6733. Snipes v. United States. C. A. 6th 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 his brief for the United States fled on January 3, 2014. 

No. 13–7283. Story v. United States. C. A. 6th 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 his brief for the United States fled on January 8, 2014. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–7664. Jones v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
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-
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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). Reported below: 122 So. 3d 878. 

No. 13–7826. Lawhorn v. Wright, Warden. 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. 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). Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 141. 

No. 13–7876. Johnson et al. v. Holder, Attorney Gen-
eral, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of Zachary Johnson for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dis-
missed as to petitioner Johnson. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 
Certiorari denied as to petitioner Russell K. Hill. 

No. 13–7911. Cobble v. Owens, Commissioner, Georgia De-
partment of Corrections, et al. Super. Ct. Fulton County, 
Ga. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 13–7938. Tate v. Florida. 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. 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). 

No. 13–8168. Chan Lai v. Ipson 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: 474 Fed. Appx. 595. 

No. 13–8315. Settle v. United States. C. A. 8th 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-
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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 Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 12A239. Muhammad v. United States Court of Ap-
peals for the Fourth Circuit. C. A. 4th Cir. Application 
for stay, addressed to Justice Sotomayor and referred to the 
Court, denied. 

No. 13A654. Jones et al. v. Griggs. C. A. 7th Cir. Applica-
tion for stay, addressed to Justice Ginsburg and referred to the 
Court, denied. 

No. 13A681. McDermott v. Pifer. Sup. Ct. N. D. Applica-
tion for stay, addressed to Justice Sotomayor and referred to 
the Court, denied. 

No. 13A705. Smith et ux. v. Countrywide Home Loans, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Application for stay, addressed to 
Justice Sotomayor and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 13A776 (13–8374). Cardwell v. Palmetto Bank. Ct. 
App. S. C. Application for stay, addressed to Justice Scalia 
and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. D–2743. In re Disbarment of McGarry. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 1008.] 

No. D–2744. In re Disbarment of Lezell. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 1008.] 

No. D–2746. In re Disbarment of Blank. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 1009.] 

No. D–2758. In re Discipline of Vesel. David Alan Vesel, 
of Creedmoor, N. C., 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. 
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No. D–2759. In re Discipline of Malinski. Norman Malin-
ski, of Aventura, Fla., 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–2760. In re Discipline of Daly. Timothy Francis 
Daly, of Rockville Centre, N. Y., 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–2761. In re Discipline of Cormier. B. Michael Cor-
mier, of Haverhill, 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–2762. In re Discipline of Yarbrough. David Cole-
man Yarbrough, of Montgomery, Ala., is suspended from the prac-
tice of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 
40 days, requiring him to show cause why he should not be dis-
barred from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2763. In re Discipline of Craft. Bruce Allen Craft, 
of Baton Rouge, La., 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–2764. In re Discipline of Ahaghotu. Amako N. K. 
Ahaghotu, of Washington, D. C., 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–2765. In re Discipline of Edelson. Leon Irwin 
Edelson, of Deerfeld, Ill., 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–2766. In re Discipline of Smiekel. Jason W. Smie-
kel, of Lisbon, Ohio, is suspended from the practice of law in this 
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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–2767. In re Discipline of Wittner. Howard Allen 
Wittner, of St. Louis, Mo., 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–2768. In re Discipline of Coury. Elie S. Coury, of 
Danbury, Conn., 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. 13M74. Doe v. Harris, Attorney General of Califor-
nia. Motion for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari under 
seal with redacted copies for the public record granted. 

No. 13M75. Moore v. Schmidt; 
No. 13M76. Hayes v. Adams, Warden; 
No. 13M77. Dews v. Superior Court of California, 

Fresno County; 
No. 13M81. Conway v. United States; 
No. 13M82. Giovanniello v. ALM Media, LLC; 
No. 13M83. Moore v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division; 

No. 13M84. Poland v. Bickell, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Huntingdon, et al.; and 

No. 13M85. Cosby v. United States. Motions to direct the 
Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 13M78. Cuyler v. Aurora Loan Services, LLC, et 
al.; and 

No. 13M80. Hwang et al. v. Town of Rehoboth, Massa-
chusetts. Motions to direct the Clerk to fle petitions for writs 
of certiorari out of time under this Court's Rule 14.5 denied. 

No. 13M79. Risen v. United States. Motion for leave to fle 
petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental appendix under 
seal granted. 
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No. 12–10989. Fabian v. Guttman. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 812] denied. 

No. 13–339. CTS Corp. v. Waldburger et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, ante, p. 1118.] Motion of petitioner to 
dispense with printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 13–6892. Tagoe, aka Roberts v. District of Columbia 
Department of Employment Services et al. Ct. App. D. C. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1122] denied. 

No. 13–7046. Dydzak v. United States District Court for 
the Central District of California. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1120] denied. 

No. 13–7306. Sims v. American Development Group et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1120] denied. 

No. 13–7426. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1121] denied. Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
motion. 

No. 13–7709. Todd v. Healey. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist.; 
No. 13–7749. Nyanjom v. Hawker Beechcraft, Inc. C. A. 

10th Cir.; 
No. 13–7756. Del Giorno v. West Virginia Board of Medi-

cine. C. A. 4th Cir.; 
No. 13–7789. Bustos v. Rubera et al. C. A. 9th Cir.; 
No. 13–7910. Delgado v. Polk et al. C. A. 7th Cir.; 
No. 13–7929. Gossage v. Merit Systems Protection 

Board. C. A. Fed. Cir.; and 
No. 13–8111. Miller v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Mo-

tions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioners are allowed until March 17, 2014, 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. 13–8229. In re Evans; 
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No. 13–8235. In re Haag; 
No. 13–8277. In re Woodard; 
No. 13–8297. In re Williams; 
No. 13–8316. In re Thompson; 
No. 13–8460. In re Tucker; and 
No. 13–8484. In re Godfrey. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 13–7888. In re Biton; and 
No. 13–8173. In re McPhate. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

No. 13–7895. In re Biton; and 
No. 13–7918. In re Biton. Motions of petitioner for leave 

to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs of 
mandamus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 13–7558. In re Kidwell et ux. Petition for writ of 
mandamus and/or prohibition denied. 

No. 13–7937. In re Ware. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–7889. In re Biton. Petition for writ of prohibition 
denied. 

No. 13–7890. In re Biton; 
No. 13–7891. In re Biton; 
No. 13–7894. In re Biton; 
No. 13–7898. In re Biton; and 
No. 13–7899. In re Biton. Motions of petitioner for leave 

to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs of 
prohibition dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

Certiorari Denied. (See also No. 13–7876, supra.) 

No. 12–1401. Lane et al. v. Holder, Attorney General, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 703 
F. 3d 668. 

No. 12–10257. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 728. 

No. 12–10821. Baltazar Garcia v. United States; and 
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No. 13–5675. Snarr v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 704 F. 3d 368. 

No. 13–137. National RiĆe Association of America, Inc., 
et al. v. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Ex-
plosives et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 700 F. 3d 185. 

No. 13–138. BSH Home Appliances Corp. v. Cobb et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–174. Rojas-Perez et ux. v. Holder, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 699 
F. 3d 74. 

No. 13–274. MacKay v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 715 F. 3d 807. 

No. 13–275. Valdez-Avalos v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL App (3d) 
120192–U. 

No. 13–304. McCarron v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 1336. 

No. 13–390. National RiĆe Association of America, Inc. 
v. McCraw, Director of the Texas Department of Public 
Safety. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 719 
F. 3d 338. 

No. 13–400. Merchant v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. 
Appx. 459. 

No. 13–411. Morton et al. v. U. S. Bank, N. A. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 504 Fed. Appx. 30. 

No. 13–430. Sears, Roebuck & Co. v. Butler et al., Indi-
vidually and on Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 796. 

No. 13–431. Whirlpool Corp. v. Glazer et al., Individu-
ally and on Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 722 F. 3d 838. 

No. 13–443. Schuette, Attorney General of Michigan, 
et al. v. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission; and 
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No. 13–445. Hoosier Energy Rural Electric Coopera-
tive, Inc., et al. v. Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 
F. 3d 764. 

No. 13–455. Ofącial Committee of Unsecured Creditors 
of Quebecor World (USA) Inc. v. American United Life 
Insurance Co. et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 719 F. 3d 94. 

No. 13–457. Marquez Moreno v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 255. 

No. 13–462. CITGO Asphalt Reąning Co. et al. v. Fres-
cati Shipping Co., Ltd., et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 184. 

No. 13–494. Williams v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 56 Cal. 4th 630, 299 P. 3d 1185. 

No. 13–536. Leimkuehler, as Trustee of and on Behalf 
of the Leimkuehler, Inc. Proąt Sharing Plan v. American 
United Life Insurance Co. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 713 F. 3d 905. 

No. 13–537. Jensen et al., Individually and on Behalf 
of All Others Similarly Situated v. Solvay Chemicals, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 721 F. 3d 1180. 

No. 13–538. Hawkins v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 706 F. 3d 820. 

No. 13–555. Wolfe v. Clarke, Director, Virginia Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 718 F. 3d 277. 

No. 13–564. DiCristina v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 726 F. 3d 92. 

No. 13–579. Wilson, Superintendent, Indiana State 
Prison v. Stitts. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 713 F. 3d 887. 

No. 13–606. Patel v. Johnson, Secretary of Homeland 
Security, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 706 F. 3d 370. 
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No. 13–620. City of Burbank, California v. Dahlia. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 735 F. 3d 1060. 

No. 13–621. Betlach, Director, Arizona Health Care 
Cost Containment System, et al. v. Planned Parenthood 
Arizona, Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 727 F. 3d 960. 

No. 13–639. Hatchigian v. International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers, Local Union No. 98, Health & 
Welfare Fund, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 181. 

No. 13–646. RCS Capital Development, LLC v. ABC 
Learning Centres Ltd., nka ZYX Learning Centres Ltd., 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 728 
F. 3d 301. 

No. 13–650. United States ex rel. Newell v. City of 
Saint Paul, Minnesota. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 728 F. 3d 791. 

No. 13–654. Z. Q. v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. Sup. Ct. Tex. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–658. Mathis v. Goldberg et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 310. 

No. 13–665. Skinner v. Addison, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 692. 

No. 13–666. Jones v. HSBC. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 103. 

No. 13–675. Ozinal v. Johns Hopkins Health System Corp. 
et al. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
211 Md. App. 763 and 766. 

No. 13–676. Tennis Channel, Inc. v. Comcast Cable Com-
munications, LLC, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 717 F. 3d 982. 

No. 13–686. Justice v. United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Tennessee. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 291. 
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No. 13–691. Shelton et al. v. Gravelet-Blondin et ux. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 728 F. 3d 
1086. 

No. 13–692. Walker v. Trinity Marine Products, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 
F. 3d 542. 

No. 13–694. Aboytes Garcia v. Ault, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–695. Whittaker v. Morgan State University 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 
Fed. Appx. 58. 

No. 13–698. Martin et al. v. Brondum et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 242. 

No. 13–707. Cooper B-Line, Inc. v. Crosby. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 725 F. 3d 795. 

No. 13–709. Sinclair-Allison, Inc. v. Fifth Avenue Physi-
cian Services, LLC, et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 939. 

No. 13–710. Dismukes v. Illinois Department of Employ-
ment Security et al. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 113379–U. 

No. 13–711. Payne v. City of Decatur, Alabama. Ct. Civ. 
App. Ala. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 141 So. 3d 500. 

No. 13–713. Jones v. City of Montgomery, Alabama. Sup. 
Ct. Ala. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 170 So. 3d 722. 

No. 13–714. Firebaugh Canal Water District et al. v. 
United States et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 712 F. 3d 1296. 

No. 13–715. Hixson et vir v. CitiMortgage, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. 
Appx. 767. 

No. 13–717. Gulf States Reorganization Group, Inc. v. 
Nucor Corp. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 721 F. 3d 1281. 
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No. 13–718. McBroom v. Dickerson. Ct. App. Tex., 14th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–721. Ewan et al. v. Hartford Casualty Insur-
ance Co. et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 536 Fed. Appx. 553. 

No. 13–723. Willoughby et ux. v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 730 F. 3d 476. 

No. 13–726. Simmons v. Countrywide Home Loans et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–727. Cox v. Director, Ofące of Workers’ Compen-
sation Programs, Department of Labor, et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 311. 

No. 13–728. Curtis et al., Individually and on Behalf 
of All Others Similarly Situated v. Alcoa, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. 
Appx. 371. 

No. 13–729. D. B., by His Next Friend Kurtis B., et al. 
v. Kopp et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 725 F. 3d 681. 

No. 13–730. Prewitt v. Mississippi State University. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. 
Appx. 322. 

No. 13–734. Christie v. Obama, President of the United 
States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 
Fed. Appx. 88. 

No. 13–735. Medina v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 232 Ariz. 391, 306 P. 3d 48. 

No. 13–736. Doe v. Heil, Acting Manager, Colorado De-
partment of Corrections, Sex Offender Treatment and 
Monitoring Program, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 831. 

No. 13–738. Maersk Line Ltd. v. Padilla. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 77. 

No. 13–741. Moore v. Ad Hoc Committee on Attorney Ad-
missions, Peer Review, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 13–745. Cassens Transport Co. v. Lewis, Individually 
and as Personal Representative of the Estate of Lewis, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–746. Kramer v. Federal National Mortgage Asso-
ciation, aka Fannie Mae, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 319. 

No. 13–747. Mahoning County, Ohio, et al. v. Graves 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 
Fed. Appx. 399. 

No. 13–748. Wajda v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 457. 

No. 13–749. Broussard et al. v. Maples et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 825. 

No. 13–750. Austin and Laurato, P. A., et al. v. United 
States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
539 Fed. Appx. 957. 

No. 13–751. Green v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 3d Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL App (3d) 120190–U. 

No. 13–752. Faxon v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–753. Barton v. Hayes et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–755. Morsa v. Patent and Trademark Ofące. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 
104. 

No. 13–757. Jafari v. Old Dominion Transit Management 
Co., dba Greater Richmond Transit Co. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 238. 

No. 13–760. Turza v. Holtzman, Individually and on Be-
half of All Others Similarly Situated. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 728 F. 3d 682. 

No. 13–763. Salameh et al. v. Tarsadia Hotel et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 726 F. 3d 
1124. 
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No. 13–764. Bickerstaff v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–765. Quinn v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–766. Rich v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 12th App. Dist., But-
ler County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013-Ohio-857. 

No. 13–769. West Dundee China Palace Restaurant, 
Inc., et al. v. Wellington Homes, Inc., Individually and on 
Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated. App. Ct. Ill., 
2d Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL App (2d) 
120740, 984 N. E. 2d 554. 

No. 13–771. Uesco Industries, Inc., Individually and on 
Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated v. Poolman of 
Wisconsin, Inc. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 2013 IL App (1st) 112566, 993 N. E. 2d 97. 

No. 13–773. Royal American Management, Inc. v. Wolff. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 545 Fed. 
Appx. 791. 

No. 13–774. Siegel, Administrator of the Estate of 
Akkad, Deceased, et al. v. Hyatt International (Europe, 
Africa, Middle East) LLC et al. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 103524–U. 

No. 13–779. Earnest v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–782. Sanai v. Washington State Bar Association 
Disciplinary Board. Sup. Ct. Wash. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 177 Wash. 2d 743, 302 P. 3d 864. 

No. 13–783. Ayers v. Sheetz, Inc. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 285. 

No. 13–784. City of Houston, Texas v. Rea, Acting Di-
rector, Patent and Trademark Ofące. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 731 F. 3d 1326. 

No. 13–785. Storey v. Kellerher. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 128 Nev. 938, 381 P. 3d 667. 
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No. 13–792. Stinn v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 4. 

No. 13–798. Doty v. Molnar. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 372 Mont. 550, 317 P. 3d 204. 

No. 13–801. Bell v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 293 Ga. 683, 748 S. E. 2d 382. 

No. 13–805. Montana v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 975. 

No. 13–808. Swanson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–809. Stepovich v. Alaska. Ct. App. Alaska. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 299 P. 3d 734. 

No. 13–810. Nelson v. Shane et al. Ct. App. Ga. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–816. Brunson v. Aurora Loan Services, LLC. Ct. 
App. Utah. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–821. Flint v. McDonald, Judge, Kentucky Circuit 
Court. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–828. Diamond et ux. v. United States. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 943. 

No. 13–831. Selvaggio v. Federal Retirement Thrift In-
vestment Board et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–832. Perry v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 347. 

No. 13–839. Fox, Attorney General of Montana, et al. 
v. Sanders County Republican Central Committee. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 1090. 

No. 13–840. Agerton et al. v. Pilgrim’s Pride Corp. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 728 F. 3d 457. 

No. 13–843. Horras v. American Capital Strategies, Ltd. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 729 F. 3d 798. 
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No. 13–844. Gordon v. Rea, Acting Director, Patent and 
Trademark Ofące. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 991. 

No. 13–845. Shetty v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 675. 

No. 13–904. Genova v. Banner Health et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 734 F. 3d 1095. 

No. 13–5319. Green v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 709 F. 3d 1082. 

No. 13–5603. Namvar v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 498 Fed. Appx. 749. 

No. 13–5756. Hagans v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 694 F. 3d 287. 

No. 13–5808. Gonzalez-Silva v. United States (Reported 
below: 519 Fed. Appx. 306); Ramirez-Loarca v. United States 
(519 Fed. Appx. 316); Garcia-Cordero v. United States (544 
Fed. Appx. 411); Perales Orduna v. United States (544 Fed. 
Appx. 441); Barrios-Quiroz v. United States (520 Fed. Appx. 
260); Vazquez Medina, aka Jaime Vazquez, aka Vasquez v. 
United States (531 Fed. Appx. 508); Blanco-Fortuna v. 
United States (534 Fed. Appx. 261); Martinez Olguin, aka 
Martinez, aka Olguin Martinez, aka Olquin Martinez v. 
United States (535 Fed. Appx. 396); Jaimes Villanueva, aka 
Villanueva Jaimes, aka Jaimes Vaillanueva v. United 
States (535 Fed. Appx. 419); Marquez-Delgado v. United 
States (537 Fed. Appx. 318); Morales Santos, aka Santos-
Moralez, aka Santos Moralez v. United States (537 Fed. 
Appx. 462); and Acosta-Escobar v. United States (537 Fed. 
Appx. 472). C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–5998. Byrom v. Epps, Commissioner, Mississippi De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 518 Fed. Appx. 243. 

No. 13–6006. Jordan v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 619 Pa. 513, 65 A. 3d 318. 

No. 13–6149. Ruelas v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 711 F. 3d 1194. 
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No. 13–6384. Perry v. McCall, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 363. 

No. 13–6556. Esler v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 502. 

No. 13–6851. Gutierres-Landeros v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. 
Appx. 319. 

No. 13–6852. Fernandez-Rubio v. United States (Reported 
below: 537 Fed. Appx. 666); Flores-Perla v. United States 
(539 Fed. Appx. 349); Lopez-Bernal v. United States (539 Fed. 
Appx. 374); Alcaraz-Jimenez v. United States (539 Fed. Appx. 
401); and Santibanez-Luviano v. United States (539 Fed. 
Appx. 368). C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–6874. Otuya v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 183. 

No. 13–7034. Cannon v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A., et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. 
Appx. 251. 

No. 13–7042. Jones v. Premo, Superintendent, Oregon 
State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 513 Fed. Appx. 648. 

No. 13–7050. Patterson v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 129 Nev. 168, 298 P. 3d 433. 

No. 13–7058. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 581. 

No. 13–7146. Crawford v. Epps, Commissioner, Mississippi 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 531 Fed. Appx. 511. 

No. 13–7266. Mendez v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 986. 

No. 13–7320. Groner v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
500 Fed. Appx. 956. 

No. 13–7334. Pickett v. Allen et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 714. 
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No. 13–7342. Shockley v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 410 S. W. 3d 179. 

No. 13–7456. Moore v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 795. 

No. 13–7491. Hernandez v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 232 Ariz. 313, 305 P. 3d 378. 

No. 13–7544. Personius v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 344. 

No. 13–7550. Sievers v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 256. 

No. 13–7553. Rogers v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 57 Cal. 4th 296, 304 P. 3d 124. 

No. 13–7563. Jamerson v. Runnels, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 1218. 

No. 13–7566. Bogany v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7567. Biton v. Lippert et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7570. Kirk v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 120 So. 3d 560. 

No. 13–7572. Legg v. South Carolina et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 199. 

No. 13–7573. Jones v. Hoffner, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7577. De Adams v. Grounds, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7581. Tompkins v. Rogers et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7582. White v. Soto, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7583. Vaught v. Ugwueze et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 569. 

No. 13–7584. Lopez Zamora v. Beard, Secretary, Califor-
nia Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7588. Thompson v. LaValley, Superintendent, 
Clinton Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7589. Williams v. Falk, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 763. 

No. 13–7593. Myers v. Wiete et al. Ct. App. Ind. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 983 N. E. 2d 1201. 

No. 13–7598. Mendia v. City of Wellington, Kansas. Ct. 
App. Kan. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 48 Kan. App. 2d 
xxii, 296 P. 3d 1140. 

No. 13–7599. McWilliams v. Schumacher et al. Ct. App. 
Ohio, 8th App. Dist., Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 2013-Ohio-29. 

No. 13–7603. Massad-Williams v. Crews, Secretary, 
Florida Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7609. Blake v. Connolly, Superintendent, Fish-
kill Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7614. McCutchen v. Wenerowicz, Superintend-
ent, State Correctional Institution at Graterford. Sup. 
Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 621 Pa. 15, 73 A. 
3d 522. 

No. 13–7618. Parker v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7622. Vaughn v. Zatecky, Superintendent, Pen-
dleton Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7629. Mays v. Davenport, Warden, et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7630. Keeler v. Aramark. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 771. 

No. 13–7631. Little v. Workers’ Compensation Appeals 
Board et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7634. Alford v. Pennsylvania Board of Probation 
and Parole et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7639. Green v. Trimble, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7640. Haggerty v. Sauers, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Forest, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7641. Irby v. O’Neill et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7649. Roulhac v. Janek. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 270. 

No. 13–7650. Stratton v. Mecklenburg County Depart-
ment of Social Services et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 278. 

No. 13–7651. Ramirez v. Lewis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7652. Davis v. Kelso et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 514 Fed. Appx. 656. 

No. 13–7667. Pouncy v. Michigan. Cir. Ct. Genesee County, 
Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7668. Ybarra v. Hoots. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 528. 

No. 13–7669. Rooks v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7672. Bagley v. Sinclair, Superintendent, Wash-
ington State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7686. Crump v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (2d) 110416–U. 
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No. 13–7687. Dorsey v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
720 F. 3d 309. 

No. 13–7689. Cook v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 217. 

No. 13–7702. Eversole v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7706. Denson, aka Shabazz v. Florida. Sup. Ct. 
Fla. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 123 So. 3d 557. 

No. 13–7707. Casey v. Washington. Sup. Ct. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7712. Doyle v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 
Fed. Appx. 391. 

No. 13–7716. Howell v. Crews, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7717. Williams v. Ozmint et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 801. 

No. 13–7720. Joyner v. Chatman, Warden, et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7721. Kaizer v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 13th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7722. Lucero v. Archuleta, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 
769. 

No. 13–7726. Barnett v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7728. Torns v. McMillin, Sheriff, Hinds County, 
Mississippi, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7729. Williams v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 104 So. 3d 1088. 

No. 13–7730. Williams v. Phillips et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 704. 

No. 13–7731. Zinnerman v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 123 So. 3d 574. 

No. 13–7735. Sanchez-Torres v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 130 So. 3d 661. 

No. 13–7736. Saber et al. v. Saber. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7737. Rhodes v. Hill, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7739. Everett v. Hardy, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7741. Cleveland v. Havanek, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 840. 

No. 13–7742. Edenąeld v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 293 Ga. 370, 744 S. E. 2d 738. 

No. 13–7744. Alton v. Johnson et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 170. 

No. 13–7750. Prasad v. Hill, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7753. Morris v. Crews, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7758. Manuel Lopez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 
4th App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7759. Spencer v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2013–0797 (La. 9/27/13), 123 So. 
3d 719. 

No. 13–7760. Brown v. Hoffner, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7763. Venzie v. Yatauro, Administrator, Adult Di-
agnostic and Treatment Center. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7764. Vaults v. U. S. Bank, N. A., et al. Ct. App. 
Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7767. Jameson v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 7th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7775. McCollister v. Cameron, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Cresson, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 187. 

No. 13–7776. Murray, aka Hines v. Federal Bureau of 
Prisons et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 530 Fed. Appx. 582. 

No. 13–7778. Trimble v. Bobby, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7779. Hall v. Utah. Ct. App. Utah. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 2013 UT App 4, 294 P. 3d 632. 

No. 13–7781. Evans v. Town of Hampton, New Hampshire, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7782. Christopher v. St. Vincent de Paul of Bal-
timore Inc. et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 137. 

No. 13–7786. Jackson v. Superior Court of California, 
Ventura County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 6. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7791. Gillis v. Klee, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7792. Green v. Price, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7793. Singer v. Bureau of Professional and Occu-
pational Affairs, State Board of Psychology, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 523 Fed. 
Appx. 185. 
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No. 13–7794. Filer v. Polston et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7795. Herrera v. Pain Management Committee 
Staff. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7796. Hartmann v. Johnson, Warden, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7797. Gore v. Glebe, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7798. Howe v. Belknap et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7800. Harrison v. Steele, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7801. Hale v. Beard, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 636. 

No. 13–7805. Jackson v. Bamberg et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7806. Mussa v. Dormire et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7807. Morrison v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7809. Billings v. Superior Court of California, 
Fresno County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. Dist. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7810. Luis Arrocha v. City University of New 
York et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
523 Fed. Appx. 66. 

No. 13–7813. Quintana v. Chandler, Warden. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 723 F. 3d 849. 

No. 13–7815. Day v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 OK CR 8, 303 P. 3d 291. 

No. 13–7816. Lemke v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 1093. 
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No. 13–7825. Johnson v. Uline, Inc. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 613. 

No. 13–7827. Box v. Steele, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7828. Evans v. Massachusetts Nurses Assn. et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7831. Moore v. Bramwell et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7833. Ortiz v. United States District Court for 
the Central District of California. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7834. Pastor v. Partnership for Children ’s 
Rights. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 
Fed. Appx. 119. 

No. 13–7838. Valdez v. Cate et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7841. Taylor v. Omeechevarria. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 249. 

No. 13–7842. Williams v. Coleman et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 694. 

No. 13–7855. Black v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7856. Borja v. Beard, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7857. Bell v. Batson, Deputy Warden, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7858. Foster v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7859. Bjork v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 105 App. Div. 
3d 1258, 963 N. Y. S. 2d 472. 
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No. 13–7861. Segura v. Houston, Director, Nebraska De-
partment of Correctional Services. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7863. Ybarra v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2013 Ark. 423. 

No. 13–7866. Paolino v. Glunt, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Houtzdale, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7870. Patterson v. Circuit Court of Michigan, 
Kent County. Ct. App. Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7871. Coleman v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
716 F. 3d 895. 

No. 13–7872. Pettway v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7873. Shannon v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 540 Fed. Appx. 635. 

No. 13–7878. Krieger v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 367 N. C. 224, 750 S. E. 2d 
834. 

No. 13–7879. Bresnahan v. Roy, Commissioner, Minnesota 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7880. Leggett v. Bates et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 57. 

No. 13–7882. LaPointe v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL App (2d) 100013–U. 

No. 13–7884. Givens v. Lamas, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Rockview, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7885. Her v. Jacquez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7897. Carter v. Hobbs, Director, Arkansas De-
partment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7900. Biton v. Abrutyn et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7903. Warner v. Patterson et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 785. 

No. 13–7904. Washington v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 WI App 55, 347 Wis. 
2d 550, 830 N. W. 2d 723. 

No. 13–7905. Dalton v. New Hampshire. Sup. Ct. N. H. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 165 N. H. 263, 75 A. 3d 1140. 

No. 13–7907. Cook v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 115 So. 3d 372. 

No. 13–7912. Frank v. Lopez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7914. Flores v. Beard, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 642. 

No. 13–7915. Harris v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7922. Bozelko v. Connecticut. App. Ct. Conn. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 119 Conn. App. 483, 987 
A. 2d 1102. 

No. 13–7923. Welch v. Colvin. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7925. Giddings v. Kerestes, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7927. Gressett v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 120 So. 3d 571. 

No. 13–7935. Whitley v. Strada et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7936. Wilson v. Wilson. Sup. Ct. Del. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 74 A. 3d 655. 

No. 13–7939. Fabricio v. LaValley, Superintendent, 
Clinton Correctional Facility, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7940. George v. Mabus, Secretary of the Navy. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. 
Appx. 369. 

No. 13–7941. Freeman v. Watson, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 325. 

No. 13–7942. Hamze v. Steele et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 509 Fed. Appx. 897. 

No. 13–7943. Howard v. Langston et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 427. 

No. 13–7944. Goosby v. Trammell, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 Fed. Appx. 776. 

No. 13–7947. Richert v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7949. Newkirk v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7950. Arabzadegan v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7951. Keckeissen v. Pennsylvania. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7953. Martinez v. Artus, Superintendent, Wende 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7956. Manning v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 367 N. C. 230, 747 S. E. 2d 
248. 

No. 13–7957. Long v. City of San Francisco, California, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7958. King v. Wharton, Mayor of the City of Mem-
phis, Tennessee, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–7960. Turner v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
536 Fed. Appx. 1012. 

No. 13–7961. Williams v. Washington et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 273. 

No. 13–7962. Smith v. Perry, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7963. Hines v. White. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–7964. Heard v. Ashby et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7965. Hernandez v. Parker, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 401. 

No. 13–7968. Glaser v. Everett et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 817. 

No. 13–7969. Franklin v. Workers’ Compensation Ap-
peals Board et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 3. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7970. Hill v. Hobbs, Director, Arkansas Depart-
ment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7971. Foster v. Romanowski, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7972. Howard v. Cartledge, Warden. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 503 Fed. Appx. 227. 

No. 13–7973. Gonzalez v. Martel, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7974. Goodman v. Johnson et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 524 Fed. Appx. 887. 

No. 13–7975. Hawkins v. Deboo, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 511 Fed. Appx. 261. 

No. 13–7976. Green v. Wolfe et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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February 24, 2014 571 U. S. 

No. 13–7977. Harper v. Guernsey County Sheriff ’s 
Department et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7978. Ibrahim v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 59. 

No. 13–7983. Thrasher v. Missouri. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7984. Yaacov v. Collins et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–7989. Rubalcava v. Felker, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 683. 

No. 13–7992. Jones v. University of Rochester et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7993. King v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 130 So. 3d 676. 

No. 13–7994. Kleim v. Superior Court of California, 
Fresno County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. Dist. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–8003. Alvarado v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2012 IL App (1st) 103784–U. 

No. 13–8006. Washington v. Berghuis, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8009. Phillips v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 315 P. 3d 136. 

No. 13–8010. P. A. v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8011. White v. National Church Residence et al. 
Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8014. Rendelman v. Wampler et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8016. Rodriguez v. Welch, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–8019. Gist v. Wenerowicz, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8020. Howard v. Terry et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 527 Fed. Appx. 507. 

No. 13–8023. Shafford v. Chandler, Warden. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8033. Matthews v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 320. 

No. 13–8039. Clark v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 556. 

No. 13–8040. Carthorne v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 726 F. 3d 503. 

No. 13–8043. Powell v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 732 F. 3d 361. 

No. 13–8044. Matthews v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 211. 

No. 13–8046. Pendleton v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8047. Southerland v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 407. 

No. 13–8048. Olivas-Castaneda v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 530 Fed. Appx. 
791. 

No. 13–8049. Gomez Melendez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 375. 

No. 13–8052. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 380. 

No. 13–8053. Pratt v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 728 F. 3d 463. 

No. 13–8056. Barnett v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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February 24, 2014 571 U. S. 

No. 13–8057. Arnold v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8059. Sadler, aka Barber, aka Watts v. United 
States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 
Fed. Appx. 861. 

No. 13–8060. Washington v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 810. 

No. 13–8061. Damon v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 732 F. 3d 1. 

No. 13–8062. Meredith v. Washington. Sup. Ct. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 178 Wash. 2d 180, 306 P. 3d 
942. 

No. 13–8063. Miller v. New Jersey. Sup. Ct. N. J. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 216 N. J. 40, 76 A. 3d 1250. 

No. 13–8064. Okoye v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 731 F. 3d 46. 

No. 13–8066. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 731 F. 3d 20. 

No. 13–8069. Abdillahi v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8070. Ayika v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 344. 

No. 13–8071. Sedano-Chavez v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 548 Fed. Appx. 448. 

No. 13–8073. Jones v. Lester, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8074. Korbe v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8075. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 732 F. 3d 6. 

No. 13–8078. Martinez-Barrera v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 266. 
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No. 13–8079. Cross v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 762. 

No. 13–8080. Antonio Castro v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 736 F. 3d 1308. 

No. 13–8081. Thornton v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 343. 

No. 13–8082. Abrone v. Franke, Superintendent, Two 
Rivers Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–8083. Dumas v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 83 Mass. App. 536, 986 N. E. 
2d 878. 

No. 13–8084. Diaz v. Montgomery, Acting Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 782. 

No. 13–8085. Butsch v. Obenland, Superintendent, Clal-
lam Bay Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–8086. Scott v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 720. 

No. 13–8088. Lopapa v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 108. 

No. 13–8089. Knowles v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8090. Smith v. Virginia. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 586 Fed. Appx. 622. 

No. 13–8091. Shirley v. White, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8092. Sechler v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 150. 

No. 13–8093. Mason v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 529 Fed. Appx. 842. 
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No. 13–8098. Lee v. Loranth. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 220. 

No. 13–8099. Robles v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 713 F. 3d 985. 

No. 13–8102. Broecker v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8103. Requejo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 474. 

No. 13–8104. Alvarez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 731 F. 3d 1101. 

No. 13–8105. Beck v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8106. Elliott v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 124 So. 3d 924. 

No. 13–8108. Ramon Ochoa v. Rubin, aka Rubin Ochoa. 
Super. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 75 A. 3d 540. 

No. 13–8110. Myers v. Phillips et al. Ct. App. Ind. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 982 N. E. 2d 29. 

No. 13–8113. Parker v. United States; and 
No. 13–8171. Lawrence v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 386. 

No. 13–8117. Kohring v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8118. Mathis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8119. Oliver v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–8121. Rashid, aka Buchanan v. United States. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. 
Appx. 305. 

No. 13–8122. Parker v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 244. 
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No. 13–8130. Casimiro v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 752. 

No. 13–8132. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 556. 

No. 13–8133. Tillman v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 844. 

No. 13–8134. Williams v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 674. 

No. 13–8140. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 306. 

No. 13–8141. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 881. 

No. 13–8143. Butler v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 521 Fed. Appx. 379. 

No. 13–8145. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 592. 

No. 13–8146. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 512. 

No. 13–8149. Mack v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 729 F. 3d 594. 

No. 13–8151. Turner v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 122 So. 3d 872. 

No. 13–8152. Van v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 592. 

No. 13–8156. Dale v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 880. 

No. 13–8157. Torres-Leon v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 550 Fed. Appx. 480. 

No. 13–8160. Acevedo Ranero v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8162. Sprague, Individually and as Next Friend 
of G. S., a Minor v. Texas Department of Family and Pro-
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tective Services et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 547 Fed. Appx. 507. 

No. 13–8163. Shotts v. Wetzel, Secretary, Pennsylvania 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 364. 

No. 13–8164. Stewart v. Martin, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 444. 

No. 13–8167. Malone v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 196. 

No. 13–8169. Kendrick v. United States District Court 
for the Western District of New York. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8174. Moore v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 37. 

No. 13–8175. Dohan v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8176. Mitan, aka Hill v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 178. 

No. 13–8177. Luna-Magdaleno v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 792. 

No. 13–8178. Kelly v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8179. Lopez-Cuevas v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8187. Branigh v. Idaho. Ct. App. Idaho. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 155 Idaho 404, 313 P. 3d 732. 

No. 13–8188. Ogunfunwa v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 126. 

No. 13–8189. Rainey v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 836. 

No. 13–8190. Norvell v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 729 F. 3d 788. 
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No. 13–8191. Campbell v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8193. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8194. Revels v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 621. 

No. 13–8196. Samayoa v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 126 So. 3d 1063. 

No. 13–8199. Johnson v. Feather, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8201. Swisher v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8205. Broughton v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 886. 

No. 13–8206. Norwood v. Vance et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 517 Fed. Appx. 557. 

No. 13–8218. Grayson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 731 F. 3d 605. 

No. 13–8219. Rodgers v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 273. 

No. 13–8220. Springston v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 576. 

No. 13–8225. Harper et al. v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 545 Fed. Appx. 329. 

No. 13–8231. Reed v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 932. 

No. 13–8232. Garza v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 436. 

No. 13–8233. Guevara v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 731 F. 3d 824. 

No. 13–8236. Grzyminski v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 273. 
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No. 13–8237. Harris v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 75 A. 3d 914. 

No. 13–8238. Austin v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 927. 

No. 13–8241. Diaz-Correa v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 726 F. 3d 17. 

No. 13–8242. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 728 F. 3d 367. 

No. 13–8244. Hudson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 550 Fed. Appx. 793. 

No. 13–8246. Prescott v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 545 Fed. Appx. 931. 

No. 13–8248. Moore v. T-Mobile USA Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 548 Fed. Appx. 686. 

No. 13–8250. Cox v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 908. 

No. 13–8255. Hall v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 586. 

No. 13–8257. Morales-Beltran v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 598. 

No. 13–8258. Pena v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 661. 

No. 13–8259. Oates v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8260. Walters v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 732 F. 3d 489. 

No. 13–8263. Hernandez Guzman v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 702. 

No. 13–8264. Lucas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 13–8265. Stephens v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 325. 
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No. 13–8267. Segura-Gomez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8268. Schuerer et ux. v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 
902. 

No. 13–8269. Barnes v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 491. 

No. 13–8271. Goodwin v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 545 Fed. Appx. 204. 

No. 13–8276. Martinez-Velez v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8279. Tesseneer v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 264. 

No. 13–8280. Vanholten v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 776. 

No. 13–8283. Morris v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 521. 

No. 13–8287. Escalera v. United States; and 
No. 13–8288. Escalera v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 27. 

No. 13–8289. Daily v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 119 So. 3d 1250. 

No. 13–8291. Redd v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 183. 

No. 13–8292. Seibles v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 254. 

No. 13–8295. Jernigan v. Baker, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 669. 

No. 13–8299. Peel v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8302. Correa v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 13–8304. Vasquez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 760. 

No. 13–8305. Ugochukwu v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 674. 

No. 13–8311. Oduu v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 637. 

No. 13–8313. Carrington v. District of Columbia. Ct. 
App. D. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 77 A. 3d 999. 

No. 13–8320. Mattox v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8321. Mabry v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 728 F. 3d 1163. 

No. 13–8323. Gallardo-Bejarano v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 342. 

No. 13–8327. Gonzalez-Rivera v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 95. 

No. 13–8330. Gunn v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–8334. Park v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 686. 

No. 13–8335. Ortiz v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 127. 

No. 13–8338. Bloomgarden v. Bureau of Prisons et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. 
Appx. 723. 

No. 13–8342. Walker v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 720 F. 3d 705. 

No. 13–8344. Talavera-Ruiz v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 621. 

No. 13–8345. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8347. Tinsley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 545 Fed. Appx. 190. 
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No. 13–8348. Williams v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 77 A. 3d 425. 

No. 13–8349. Turrentine v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 714. 

No. 13–8355. Tokley v. Santiago, Administrator, New 
Jersey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 168. 

No. 13–8356. Ortiz Lopez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 718. 

No. 13–8357. Lopez-Gonzalo v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 773. 

No. 13–8360. Portillo-Merino v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 13–8361. Rand v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 571. 

No. 13–8362. Richardson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 Fed. Appx. 517. 

No. 13–8367. Keller v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 118 So. 3d 814. 

No. 13–8368. Ali et al. v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 735 F. 3d 176. 

No. 13–8376. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. Appx. 169. 

No. 13–8378. Joiner v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 601. 

No. 13–8379. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8380. Morales-Martinez v. United States (Re-
ported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 442); and Atrach v. United 
States (548 Fed. Appx. 293). C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8381. Jordan v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. Appx. 580. 
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No. 13–8382. Looman v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 419. 

No. 13–8383. Moore v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 733 F. 3d 171. 

No. 13–8386. Cisneros Ledesma v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 
836. 

No. 13–8387. Bracey v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8388. Lopez v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 77 A. 3d 412. 

No. 13–8476. Owens v. Colorado. Sup. Ct. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–389. Pennsylvania v. Champney. Sup. Ct. Pa. Mo-
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 619 Pa. 627, 65 
A. 3d 386. 

No. 13–413. Michigan v. Clary. Sup. Ct. Mich. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 494 Mich. 260, 833 N. W. 2d 308. 

No. 13–524. Mastery Charter School v. R. B., a Minor 
and Through Her Parent. C. A. 3d Cir. Motion of respond-
ent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 136. 

No. 13–593. Minnesota v. Sago. Ct. App. Minn. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–655. Robertson v. GMAC Mortgage, LLC, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–685. Federal Treasury Enterprise Sojuzplo-
doimport et al. v. SPI Spirits Ltd. et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 726 F. 3d 62. 
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No. 13–687. Cacioppo v. Town of Vail, Colorado. C. A. 
10th Cir. Motion of respondent for leave to fle brief in opposition 
under seal with redacted copies for the public record granted. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 528 Fed. Appx. 929. 

No. 13–737. Aubuchon v. State Bar of Arizona. Sup. Ct. 
Ariz. Motion of Susan Rose Smith-Schildmeyer et al. for leave to 
fle brief as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 233 Ariz. 62, 309 P. 3d 886. 

No. 13–781. Evertson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–7708. Daniel v. Lowe’s Home Centers, Inc. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–8067. Khalil 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. 13–8127. Payne v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–8166. McKay v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 13–8282. Sutton 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: 530 Fed. 
Appx. 668. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 12–10558. Perez-Hernandez v. United States, ante, 
p. 855; 

No. 13–360. Singleton v. Stack et al., ante, p. 1072; 
No. 13–425. Potts v. Howard University Hospital et al., 

ante, p. 1073; 
No. 13– 503. Pennington v. University of Arkansas 

Board of Trustees et al., ante, p. 1095; 
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No. 13–566. Kanofsky v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue, ante, p. 1096; 

No. 13–5040. Bilyeu v. Metropolitan Government of 
Nashville and Davidson County, Tennessee, et al., ante, 
p. 1073; 

No. 13–5287. Hall v. Scutt, Warden, ante, p. 907; 
No. 13–5322. Beach-Mathura v. Miami-Dade County Pub-

lic Schools et al., ante, p. 1074; 
No. 13–5807. Greeley v. Harlow, Superintendent, State 

Correctional Institution at Albion, et al., ante, p. 975; 
No. 13–6110. Wiley v. Fields et al., ante, p. 995; 
No. 13–6211. Pagonis v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, ante, p. 1011; 

No. 13–6292. Whitworth v. Lowery et al., ante, p. 1026; 
No. 13–6302. Schenck v. Superior Court of California, 

Marin County, et al., ante, p. 1026; 
No. 13–6392. Rondeno v. Law Ofące of William S. Vin-

cent, Jr., et al., ante, p. 1074; 
No. 13–6450. Ortiz-Salgado v. Polk, Warden, et al., ante, 

p. 1013; 
No. 13–6476. Davis v. City of St. Louis, Missouri, et al., 

ante, p. 1076; 
No. 13–6479. Fluker v. Reynold’s American Inc., ante, 

p. 1076; 
No. 13–6480. Fluker v. General Motors, ante, p. 1076; 
No. 13–6498. Carter v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 

Social Security, ante, p. 1029; 
No. 13–6620. Aguirre v. Lewis, Warden, et al., ante, 

p. 1079; 
No. 13–6677. Nifas v. Coleman et al., ante, p. 1097; 
No. 13–6719. Luongo v. Massachusetts Department of 

Developmental Services et al., ante, p. 1098; 
No. 13–6729. Jinks v. Matthews et al., ante, p. 1098; 
No. 13–6736. Roberts v. Crews, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections, ante, p. 1098; 
No. 13–6758. Minor v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-

ment of Corrections, ante, p. 1099; 
No. 13–6802. Viola v. Arizona, ante, p. 1111; 
No. 13–6819. Carranza et ux. v. United States, ante, 

p. 1080; 
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No. 13–6848. Bedford v. Port of Houston Authority et 
al., ante, p. 1100; 

No. 13–6859. Bonds v. Wilson, Superintendent, Indiana 
State Prison, ante, p. 1112; 

No. 13–6924. Major v. Crews, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, ante, p. 1100; 

No. 13–6931. In re Jackson, ante, p. 1009; 
No. 13–6982. Wilson v. Mississippi, ante, p. 1100; 
No. 13–7056. Baker v. Werlinger, Warden, ante, p. 1082; 
No. 13–7081. Bamdad v. United States, ante, p. 1083; 
No. 13–7092. Stringer v. United States, ante, p. 1083; 
No. 13–7139. Parks v. United States, ante, p. 1084; 
No. 13–7214. Jacques v. United States, ante, p. 1101; 
No. 13–7324. Davis v. Wilson et al., ante, p. 1143; 
No. 13–7352. Tasciyan v. Medical Numerics et al., ante, 

p. 1144; 
No. 13–7471. Holley v. United States, ante, p. 1148; and 
No. 13–7498. Jackson v. Hartford Life & Accident Insur-

ance Co., ante, p. 1149. Petitions for rehearing denied. 

No. 12–1456. Jones v. Department of the Treasury et 
al., ante, p. 941. Petition for rehearing denied. Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 13–5696. Corbin v. Johnson, Judge, et al., ante, p. 958. 
Motion for leave to fle petition for rehearing denied. 

No. 13–7627. Kissi v. United States (two judgments), ante, 
p. 1158. Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Kagan took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

February 25, 2014 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 13A857. Taylor v. Bowersox, Warden. Application for 
certifcate of appealability, presented to Justice Alito, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–8824 (13A862). Taylor v. Bowersox, Warden. C. A. 
8th Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, 
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presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8854 (13A865). Taylor v. Lombardi, Director, Mis-
souri Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8855 (13A866). Taylor v. Lombardi, Director, Mis-
souri Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8856 (13A867). Taylor v. Lombardi, Director, Mis-
souri Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

Justice Ginsburg, with whom Justice Sotomayor and Jus-
tice Kagan join, dissenting. 

For reasons well stated by Judge Bye in his statement calling 
for Eighth Circuit rehearing en banc, I would grant the stay and 
consider the petition for certiorari in the ordinary course. 

No. 13–8857 (13A864). Taylor v. Bowersox, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence of 
death, presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the 
Court, denied. Certiorari denied. 

February 26, 2014 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 13–8879 (13A871). In re Howell. Application for stay 
of execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Thomas, 
and by him referred to the Court, denied. Petition for writ of 
habeas corpus denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 13–1021 (13A869). Howell v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
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to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 133 So. 3d 511. 

No. 13–8530 (13A824). Howell v. Crews, Secretary, Flor-
ida Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Application 
for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice 
Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 730 F. 3d 1257. 

March 3, 2014 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 13–7980. Lambros v. Maye, 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: 533 Fed. Appx. 855. 

No. 13–8197. Solan v. Zickefoose. 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: 530 Fed. Appx. 109. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 13M86. Jefferson v. United States. Motion for leave 
to fle petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental appendix 
under seal granted. 

No. 13M87. Moore v. United States Postal Service et al. 
Motion to direct the Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari 
out of time under this Court's Rule 14.5 denied. Justice Kagan 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 142, Orig. Florida v. Georgia. The Solicitor General is 
invited to fle a brief in this case expressing the views of the 
United States. 

No. 13–461. American Broadcasting Cos., Inc., et al. v. 
Aereo, Inc., fka Bamboom Labs, Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. [Certio-
rari granted, ante, p. 1118.] Motion of FilmOn X, LLC, et al. for 
leave to intervene denied. Justice Alito took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 13–6979. Cobble v. Oubre, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir.; 
and 
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No. 13–6980. Cobble v. Cobb County Police Department. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Motions of petitioner for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1119] denied. 

No. 13–7600. Paull v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir.; and 
No. 13–7623. Paull v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Mo-

tions of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1123] denied. Justice Kagan 
took no part in the consideration or decision of these motions. 

No. 13–8341. Tassone v. Foxwoods Resort Casino et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir.; and 

No. 13–8446. Rosioreanu v. City of New York, New York. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until March 24, 2014, 
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. 13–7998. In re Kokinda; and 
No. 13–8050. In re Lamb. Petitions for writs of mandamus 

denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 13–433. Integrity Stafąng Solutions, Inc. v. Busk 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 713 
F. 3d 525. 

No. 13–435. Omnicare, Inc., et al. v. Laborers District 
Council Construction Industry Pension Fund et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 719 F. 3d 498. 

No. 13–517. Warger v. Shauers. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
granted. Reported below: 721 F. 3d 606. 

No. 13–534. North Carolina State Board of Dental Ex-
aminers v. Federal Trade Commission. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari granted. Reported below: 717 F. 3d 359. 

No. 13–6827. Holt, aka Muhammad v. Hobbs, Director, 
Arkansas Department of Correction, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted limited to the following question: 
“Whether the Arkansas Department of Correction's grooming pol-
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icy violates the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons 
Act of 2000, 42 U. S. C. § 2000cc et seq., to the extent that it 
prohibits petitioner from growing 
cordance with his religious beliefs.” 
Appx. 561. 

a one-half-inch beard in 
Reported below: 509 F

ac-
ed. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 12–8177. Rambo v. Estate of Rambo, Deceased. 
Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–379. RI, Inc., et al. v. Gardner, New York State 
Commissioner of Labor, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 523 Fed. Appx. 40. 

No. 13–392. Terry v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 707 F. 3d 607. 

No. 13–516. City of Farmers Branch, Texas v. Villas at 
Parkside Partners et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 726 F. 3d 524. 

No. 13–531. City of Hazleton, Pennsylvania v. Lozano 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 724 
F. 3d 297. 

No. 13 –767. Selig v. South Whitehall Township. 
Commw. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–770. Tustin Uniąed School District v. K. M., a 
Minor, By and Through Her Guardian ad Litem, Bright; 
and 

No. 13–777. Poway Uniąed School District v. D. H., a 
Minor, By and Through Her Guardian ad Litem, K. H. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 725 F. 3d 
1088. 

No. 13–776. Lederman et al. v. City of New York De-
partment of Parks and Recreation et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 731 F. 3d 199. 

No. 13–778. Cabacoff v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A., et al. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–797. Peterson, as Trustee for the Estates of 
Lancelot Investors Fund, Ltd., et al. v. Winston & 
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Strawn LLP. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 729 F. 3d 750. 

No. 13–800. Patel v. Georgia Department of Behavioral 
Health and Developmental Disabilities. Ct. App. Ga. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Ga. App. XXV. 

No. 13–802. Center for Constitutional Rights et al. v. 
Obama, President of the United States, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 522 Fed. Appx. 383. 

No. 13–812. Jaffe v. Pregerson, Judge, United States 
District Court for the Central District of California, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–818. Beverly Hills Hotel and Bungalows Em-
ployee Beneąt Trust Employee Welfare Plan v. Marti-
nez. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 
Fed. Appx. 778. 

No. 13–823. Garcia v. Freeman et al. (Reported below: 
542 Fed. Appx. 354); and Martinez De Esparza v. Kerry, Sec-
retary of State (548 Fed. Appx. 216). C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–825. Zopatti v. Rancho Dorado Homeowners Assn. 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 533 
Fed. Appx. 777. 

No. 13–833. Lorton v. Tenth District Court of Appeals 
of Ohio et al. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 136 Ohio St. 3d 1468, 2013-Ohio-3790, 993 N. E. 2d 774. 

No. 13–859. Berg et al. v. Sebelius, Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 1110. 

No. 13–866. Phillips v. Bestway Rental, Inc. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 410. 

No. 13–881. Lindsey v. Hawaii. Int. Ct. App. Haw. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 129 Haw. 427, 301 P. 3d 1268. 

No. 13–882. Matsa v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 520. 
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No. 13–7103. Ciavarella v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 716 F. 3d 705. 

No. 13–7273. Hester v. Indiana State Department of 
Health. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
726 F. 3d 942. 

No. 13–7556. King v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 736 F. 3d 805. 

No. 13–7952. Korte v. Midland Funding, LLC, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–7991. Luciano-Herrera v. Pennsylvania. Super. 
Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 82 A. 3d 465. 

No. 13–7995. Lee v. Wolfson et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–7996. Jones v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 
Fed. Appx. 499. 

No. 13–7997. Johnson v. Monday, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 532 Fed. Appx. 811. 

No. 13–7999. Matthews v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 102 
App. Div. 3d 709, 956 N. Y. S. 2d 903. 

No. 13–8002. Brandon v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2013 IL App (1st) 110652–U. 

No. 13–8005. Shuper v. Chandler et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8024. Williams v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 300. 

No. 13–8025. Huang v. Beard, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8026. Garcon v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–8028. Wallace v. Lagana, Administrator, North-
ern State Prison. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8029. Johnson v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 406 S. W. 3d 892. 

No. 13–8041. Brown v. Foulk, Acting Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8051. Johnson v. Cartledge, Warden, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 540 Fed. Appx. 190. 

No. 13–8055. Justin B., a Juvenile v. South Carolina. 
Sup. Ct. S. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 405 S. C. 391, 
747 S. E. 2d 774. 

No. 13–8058. Stewart v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 13th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8065. Thomas v. City of Houston, Texas, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. 
Appx. 593. 

No. 13–8068. Brummett v. Valenzuela, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8096. Leon v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 125 So. 3d 158. 

No. 13–8100. Assa’ad-Faltas v. South Carolina et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 516 Fed. 
Appx. 261. 

No. 13–8109. Parks v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 212 Md. App. 784. 

No. 13–8116. Lee v. Beard, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8131. Williams v. Reiser, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8137. Wright v. Bush, Former President of the 
United States, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–8158. Woods v. Regents of the University of 
California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 7. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 13–8184. Young v. Bickell, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Huntingdon, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 525 Fed. Appx. 153. 

No. 13–8195. Dotson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 121 So. 3d 1040. 

No. 13–8198. Lee v. Indiana. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 989 N. E. 2d 842. 

No. 13–8200. Collins v. Washington et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 520 Fed. Appx. 577. 

No. 13–8207. Peterson v. Apple Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 13–8209. Delee v. Graham, Superintendent, Auburn 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8216. Gray v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8240. Dorado v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8251. Mitchell v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., 
App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8275. Lenoir v. Morgan, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8317. Westbrook v. King, Superintendent, South 
Mississippi Correctional Institution. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8339. Kelly v. Rapelje, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8359. Parris v. Mitchem, Warden, et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 Fed. Appx. 
850. 
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No. 13–8365. Sims v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8370. Yeressian v. Department of the Army. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 534 Fed. 
Appx. 963. 

No. 13–8408. Briceno v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 550 Fed. Appx. 14. 

No. 13–8409. Jones v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 75 A. 3d 563. 

No. 13–8410. Ventura v. United States (Reported below: 
543 Fed. Appx. 388); Nunez-Salomon v. United States (543 
Fed. Appx. 400); Martinez-Becerra v. United States (548 
Fed. Appx. 316); Riascos-Cardenas, aka Santiago-Resto, aka 
Luis Santiago v. United States (548 Fed. Appx. 313); and De 
Jesus Cedillo, aka Costillos, aka Cedillo, aka Alvarado, 
aka Manuel Gonzalez v. United States (548 Fed. Appx. 306). 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8413. Hunter v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 374. 

No. 13–8417. Anita v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 533 Fed. Appx. 856. 

No. 13–8418. Bowser v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 537 Fed. Appx. 932. 

No. 13–8419. Beverly v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 Fed. Appx. 42. 

No. 13–8426. Dye v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 654. 

No. 13–8429. Baxter v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 Fed. Appx. 382. 

No. 13–8431. Whitley v. Wilson, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 Fed. Appx. 324. 

No. 13–8436. Cockett v. Willis, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 13–8438. DeCarlo v. Walton, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8439. Driessen v. Citibank, N. A. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8445. Murphy v. Johnson, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8448. Salinas v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 458. 

No. 13–8449. Lorentz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8450. Livingston v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 725 F. 3d 1141. 

No. 13–8454. Gallegos Molina v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 543 Fed. Appx. 480. 

No. 13–8457. Anzaldo-Contreras v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 548 Fed. Appx. 360. 

No. 13–8471. Lao Zhu, aka Yongxie Zhu v. United States. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. 
Appx. 715. 

No. 13–8475. Posadas v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 Fed. Appx. 478. 

No. 13–8482. Baker v. Werlinger, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8485. Ruiz v. Tilton, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8489. Quattlebaum v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 326. 

No. 13–8494. Conner v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 13–8495. Dell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 710 F. 3d 1267. 
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March 3, 2014 571 U. S. 

No. 13–8507. Shearer v. Wetzel, Secretary, Pennsylva-
nia Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8517. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 13–8518. Ray v. Boulware, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 Fed. Appx. 322. 

No. 13–471. Romeike et al. v. Holder, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 6th Cir. Motion of Alliance Defending Freedom 
et al. for leave to fle brief as amici curiae granted. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 718 F. 3d 528. 

No. 13–587. Trammell, Warden v. Williams. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 Fed. 
Appx. 844. 

No. 13–648. Sun Capital Partners III, LP, et al. v. New 
England Teamsters & Trucking Industry Pension Fund. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of Private Equity Growth Capital Council 
for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 724 F. 3d 129. 

No. 13–652. Casasola et al. v. Greene. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 5. Motion of American Bankers Association et al. 
for leave to fle brief as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 216 Cal. App. 4th 454, 156 Cal. Rptr. 3d 901. 

No. 13–865. Novozymes A/S et al. v. Dupont Nutrition 
Biosciences APS et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 723 F. 3d 1336. 

No. 13–909. Zucker, as Plan Administrator for Bank-
United Financial Corp. et al. v. Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, in Its Capacity as Receiver of Bank-
United, FSB. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion of petitioner to defer 
consideration of petition for writ of certiorari denied. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 727 F. 3d 1100. 

No. 13–923. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 732 F. 3d 826. 
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571 U. S. March 3, 2014 

No. 13–8392. Pappas 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. 13–8403. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 12–10358. DuLaurence v. Telegen et al., ante, p. 1124; 
No. 13–5604. Bullard v. Pennsylvania Bureau of Unem-

ployment and Allowances, ante, p. 1132; 
No. 13–6179. Lacroix v. United States District Court 

for the Sourthern District of Indiana; Lacroix v. Morgan 
Stanley & Co., Inc., et al.; Lacroix v. Morgan Stanley & 
Co., Inc., et al.; and Lacroix v. Morgan Stanley & Co., Inc., 
et al., ante, p. 1011; 

No. 13–6570. Jimena v. Standish et al., ante, p. 1078; 
No. 13–6702. In re Tagliaferri et al., ante, p. 1124; 
No. 13–7158. Ranteesi v. Grounds, Warden, ante, p. 1139; 
No. 13–7173. Escobar v. Chrisman, Warden, ante, p. 1139; 
No. 13–7323. Outten v. Howard University, dba WHUR 

FM Radio, ante, p. 1143; 
No. 13–7628. Sung Kun Kim v. Hagel, Secretary of De-

fense, ante, p. 1153; and 
No. 13–7690. Armstrong v. United States, ante, p. 1154. 

Petitions for rehearing denied. 

No. 13–186. Cotterman v. United States, ante, p. 1156. 
Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Kagan took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 
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I N D E X 

ABSTENTION. 

Regulation of intrastate telecommunications—Pre-emption—Excep-
tional cases under Younger doctrine.—This case—which involves both 
federal- and state-court claims that Telecommunications Act of 1996 pre-
empts intrastate regulation of long distance calls transported via In-
ternet—does not fall within any of three classes of exceptional cases for 
which abstention is appropriate under doctrine of Younger v. Harris, 401 
U. S. 37. Sprint Communications, Inc. v. Jacobs, p. 69. 

AIRLINES. See Immunity from Suit. 

ANTITERRORISM AND EFFECTIVE DEATH PENALTY ACT OF 

1996. See Habeas Corpus. 

APPEALS. 

Order on merits—Unresolved attorney's fees ruling.—Respondents' ap-
peal from District Court's order on merits was untimely despite pendency 
of an attorney's fees ruling, even though respondents' entitlement to those 
fees was based, partly, on parties' collective-bargaining agreement. Ray 
Haluch Gravel Co. v. Central Pension Fund of Operating Engineers and 
Participating Employers, p. 177. 

ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL. See Constitutional Law, III; Ha-

beas Corpus. 

ATTORNEY'S FEES. See Appeals; Bankruptcy. 

AVIATION AND TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ACT. See Immu-

nity from Suit. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

Homestead exemption—Chapter 7 trustee's attorney's fees.—Bank-
ruptcy Court exceeded limits of its authority under 11 U. S. C. § 105(a) and 
its inherent powers when it ordered petitioner Law's $75,000 homestead 
exemption to be made available to pay attorney's fees that Chapter 7 
trustee Siegel incurred as a result of Law's misconduct. Law v. Siegel, 
p. 415. 

BURDEN OF PERSUASION. See Patents. 

CALIFORNIA. See Jurisdiction. 

1247 
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1248 INDEX 

CIVIL PROCEDURE. See Venue. 

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1871. See Qualifed Immunity from Suit. 

CLASS ACTION FAIRNESS ACT OF 2005. 

Suit by Mississippi as sole plaintiff—Mass action.—A suit fled by 
Mississippi as sole plaintiff, though it includes a claim for restitution based 
on injuries suffered by State's citizens, does not constitute a “mass action” 
under Act, 28 U. S. C. § 1332(d)(11)(B)(i), which requires mass actions to 
involve monetary claims brought by 100 or more persons who propose to 
try those claims jointly as named plaintiffs. Mississippi ex rel. Hood v. 
AU Optronics Corp., p. 161. 

CLASS ACTIONS. See Class Action Fairness Act of 2005; Securi-

ties Law. 

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS. See Appeals; Labor 

Law. 

COMPENSATION FOR TIME SPENT DONNING AND DOFFING 

PROTECTIVE GEAR. See Labor Law. 

COMPULSORY SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, II. 

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Qualifed Immunity from Suit. 

I. Due Process. 

Personal jurisdiction—“Minimal contacts.”—Petitioner, a Georgia po-
lice offcer who searched respondents and seized their cash at a Georgia 
airport, did not create “minimal contacts” necessary to connect himself to 
forum State of Nevada, where respondents resided; thus, Federal District 
Court there lacked personal jurisdiction over him in respondents' damages 
suit. Walden v. Fiore, p. 277. 

II. Privilege Against Self-incrimination. 
Lack of requisite mental state defense—Rebuttal evidence—Court-

ordered psychiatric examination.—Rule of Buchanan v. Kentucky, 483 
U. S. 402—which provides that where a defense expert testifes that a 
criminal defendant lacked requisite mental state to commit an offense, 
prosecution may present psychiatric evidence in rebuttal—permitted 
prosecution in this case to offer evidence from a court-ordered psychiatric 
examination not agreed to by defendant. Kansas v. Cheever, p. 87. 

III. Right to Counsel. 

Ineffective assistance—Mistake of law—Prejudice.—Counsel's mistake 
of law—unreasonable failure to understand resources that state law made 
available to petitioner, which caused counsel to employ an expert that 
he himself deemed inadequate—amounts to defcient performance under 
Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668; state court should consider on 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 
remand whether counsel's performance was prejudicial. Hinton v. Ala-
bama, p. 263. 

IV. Searches and Seizures. 

Warrantless consent searches—Jointly occupied premises—Lawful 
removal of objecting cotenant.—Exception to permissible warrantless con-
sent searches of jointly occupied premises that arises when one of occu-
pants present objects to search, Georgia v. Randolph, 547 U. S. 103, does 
not apply where cotenant's consent to search premises was provided well 
after police had lawfully removed objecting cotenant from premises. Fer-
nandez v. California, p. 292. 

CONTRACTORS AND SUBCONTRACTORS. See Sarbanes-Oxley 

Act of 2002. 

CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES ACT. See Criminal Law, 2, 3. 

COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS. See Federal Courts. 

CREDITORS AND DEBTORS. See Bankruptcy. 

CRIMINAL FORFEITURES. See Criminal Law, 3. 

CRIMINAL LAW. See also Constitutional Law, II, III, IV; Habeas 

Corpus. 

1. “Military installation”—Criminal reentry following ban.—For pur-
poses of 18 U. S. C. § 1382, which makes it a crime to reenter a “military 
. . . installation” after having been ordered not to do so “by any offcer or 
person in command,” a “military . . . installation” encompasses a command-
ing offcer's area of responsibility, which, in this case, includes highways 
and public protest area of Vandenberg Air Force Base. United States v. 
Apel, p. 359. 

2. Penalty enhancement for drug distribution—Drug use a but-for 
cause of victim's death or injury.—At least where use of drug distributed 
by defendant is not an independently suffcient cause of victim's death or 
serious bodily injury, a defendant cannot be liable for penalty enhancement 
under 21 U. S. C. § 841(b)(1)(C) unless such use is a but-for cause of death 
or injury. Burrage v. United States, p. 204. 

3. Pretrial seizure of indicted defendant's assets—Grand jury determi-
nation of probable cause.—When challenging legality of a pretrial seizure 
of assets under 21 U. S. C. § 853(e)(1), a criminal defendant who has been 
indicted is not constitutionally entitled to contest a grand jury's determi-
nation of probable cause to believe defendant committed crimes charged. 
Kaley v. United States, p. 320. 

CRIMINAL TRESPASSING. See Criminal Law, 1. 
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1250 INDEX 

DEBTORS AND CREDITORS. See Bankruptcy. 

DECLARATORY JUDGMENTS. See Patents. 

DEFAMATION. See Immunity from Suit. 

DISABILITY BENEFITS. See Employee Retirement Income Secu-

rity Act of 1974. 

DONNING AND DOFFING PROTECTIVE GEAR. See Labor Law. 

DRUG TRAFFICKING. See Criminal Law, 2, 3. 

EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL. See Constitutional 

Law, III; Habeas Corpus. 

EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT INCOME SECURITY ACT OF 1974. 

Disability plan—Suit for benefts—Contractual limitations period.— 
Respondent Wal-Mart's Group Long Term Disability Plan's contractual 
limitations provision—which requires participants seeking benefts to fle 
suit under § 502(a)(1)(B) of ERISA within three years from time “proof of 
loss” is due—is enforceable, since plan's limitations period is not unreason-
ably short and since no controlling statute prevents plan's provision from 
taking effect. Heimeshoff v. Hartford Life & Accident Ins. Co., p. 99. 

EMPLOYERS AND EMPLOYEES. See Labor; Sarbanes-Oxley Act 

of 2002. 

ENHANCEMENT OF SENTENCES. See Criminal Law, 2. 

ENTRY AND SEARCH OF HOME. See Constitutional Law, I. 

EXPERT WITNESSES. See Constitutional Law, II. 

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT OF 1938. See Labor Law. 

FEDERAL COURTS. See also Appeals; Jurisdiction; Taxes; Venue. 

Court of Federal Claims—Suit for interest on tax overpayment— 
Tucker Act.—Judgment is vacated, and case is remanded for Sixth Circuit 
to decide in frst instance whether jurisdiction over Ford's suit for interest 
on a tax overpayment properly lies in Court of Federal Claims pursuant 
to Tucker Act. Ford Motor Co. v. United States, p. 28. 

FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See Abstention; Securities Law. 

FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II. 

FINALITY OF JUDGMENTS. See Appeals. 

FORFEITURE OF ASSETS. See Criminal Law, 3. 

FORUM-SELECTION CLAUSES. See Venue. 
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INDEX 1251 

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, IV; Quali-

fed Immunity from Suit. 

FOURTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, IV; Qualifed 

Immunity from Suit. 

GRAND-JURY PROCEEDINGS. See Criminal Law, 3. 

HABEAS CORPUS. 

Ineffective assistance of counsel claim—State-court factual fndings— 
“Doubly deferential” standard of review.—Sixth Circuit failed to apply 
“doubly deferential” standard of review required when a state prisoner 
seeks to set aside a sentence due to ineffective assistance of counsel during 
plea bargaining when it refused to credit a Michigan state court's reason-
able factual fnding and assumed that counsel was ineffective where record 
was silent. Burt v. Titlow, p. 12. 

IMMUNITY FROM SUIT. 

Aviation and Transportation Security Act—Airline's immunity from 
defamation suit for reporting suspicious behavior.—In this defamation 
action, Air Wisconsin Airlines Corp. was entitled, as a matter of law, to 
immunity under Act, 49 U. S. C. § 44901 et seq., which exempts from civil 
liability airlines and their employees who report suspicious behavior 
to Transportation Security Administration, provided that their state-
ments to TSA are not materially false. Air Wisconsin Airlines Corp. v. 
Hoeper, p. 237. 

INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL. See Constitutional 

Law, III; Habeas Corpus. 

JURISDICTION. See also Abstention; Appeals; Federal Courts; 

Taxes. 

Personal jurisdiction—California suit for injuries outside United 
States.—Petitioner Daimler AG is not amenable to suit in California for 
injuries allegedly caused by conduct of its subsidiary Mercedes-Benz Ar-
gentina that took place entirely outside United States. Daimler AG v. 
Bauman, p. 117. 

LABOR LAW. 

Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938—Compensation—Donning and 
doffng protective gear—Collective bargaining.—Time that petitioners 
spend donning and doffng their protective gear is not compensable by 
operation of 29 U. S. C. § 203(o), a provision of Act that allows parties to 
collectively bargain, as parties did here, over whether “time spent in 
changing clothes . . . at the beginning or end of each workday” must be 
compensated. Sandifer v. United States Steel Corp., p. 220. 

MASS ACTIONS. See Class Action Fairness Act of 2005. 
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1252 INDEX 

MILITARY BASES. See Criminal Law, 1. 

MINIMUM-CONTACTS STANDARD. See Constitutional Law, I. 

MISSISSIPPI. See Class Action Fairness Act of 2005. 

PATENTS. 

Declaratory judgment of noninfringement—Burden of persuasion.— 
When a licensee seeks a declaratory judgment against a patentee that its 
products do not infringe licensed patent, patentee bears burden of persua-
sion on issue of infringement. Medtronic, Inc. v. Mirowski Family Ven-
tures, LLC, p. 191. 

PERSONAL JURISDICTION. See Constitutional Law, I; Juris-

diction. 

PRE-EMPTION OF STATE LAW. See Abstention; Securities Law. 

PRETRIAL SEIZURES. See Criminal Law, 3. 

PRIVATE COMPANIES. See Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002. 

PROBABLE-CAUSE DETERMINATIONS. See Criminal Law, 3. 

PROTECTIVE GEAR DONNING AND DOFFING. See Labor Law. 

PROTESTS. See Criminal Law, 1. 

PUBLIC EASEMENTS. See Criminal Law, 1. 

QUALIFIED IMMUNITY FROM SUIT. 

Warrantless police entry—Pursuit of feeing misdemeanor suspect.— 
Ninth Circuit erred in fnding that Offcer Stanton was not entitled to 
qualifed immunity, where Stanton was not “plainly incompetent,” Malley 
v. Briggs, 475 U. S. 335, 341, in light of existing precedent when he made 
a warrantless entry into respondent's yard while pursuing a feeing misde-
meanor suspect. Stanton v. Sims, p. 3. 

SARBANES-OXLEY ACT OF 2002. 

Whistleblower protection—Employees of privately held contractors 
and subcontractors.—Act's whistleblower protection provision, 18 U. S. C. 
§ 1514A, shields employees of privately held contractors and subcontrac-
tors who perform work for a public company, such as a mutual fund. Law-
son v. FMR LLC, p. 429. 

SEARCHES AND SEIZURES. See Constitutional Law, IV; Quali-

fed Immunity from Suit. 

SECURITIES LAW. 

Securities Litigation Uniform Standards Act of 1998—State-law class 
actions—Purchase or sale of uncovered securities.—Act—which prohibits 
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SECURITIES LAW—Continued. 
plaintiffs from bringing state-law-based securities class actions alleging “a 
misrepresentation or omission of a material fact in connection with the 
purchase or sale of a covered security,” 15 U. S. C. § 78bb(f)(1)—does not 
extend to state-law class actions involving purchase or sale of uncovered 
securities. Chadbourne & Parke LLP v. Troice, p. 377. 

SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, II. 

SENTENCE ENHANCEMENT. See Criminal Law, 2. 

SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, III. 

TAXES. See also Federal Courts. 

District court jurisdiction—Partnership tax shelter—Tax underpay-
ment penalties.—District Court had jurisdiction in this partnership-level 
proceeding to determine whether penalty for tax underpayments attribut-
able to valuation misstatements, see 26 U. S. C. § 6662(b)(3), is applicable to 
an underpayment resulting from a basis-infating transaction subsequently 
disregarded for lack of economic substance; penalty is applicable to tax 
underpayments in this case. United States v. Woods, p. 31. 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996. See Abstention. 

TRANSPORTATION. See Immunity from Suit. 

TRESPASSING. See Criminal Law, 1. 

TUCKER ACT. See Federal Courts. 

VENUE. 

Forum-selection clause—Motion to transfer.—A forum-selection clause 
may be enforced by a motion to transfer under 28 U. S. C. § 1404(a); when 
a defendant fles a § 1404(a) motion, a district court should transfer case 
unless extraordinary circumstances unrelated to convenience of parties 
clearly disfavor a transfer. Atlantic Marine Constr. Co. v. United States 
Dist. Court for Western Dist. of Tex., p. 49. 

WARRANTLESS SEARCHES. See Constitutional Law, IV. 

WHISTLEBLOWERS. See Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002. 

WORDS AND PHRASES. 

“[M]ilitary . . . installation.” 18 U. S. C. § 1382. United States v. 
Apel, p. 359. 

“100 or more persons.” Class Action Fairness Act of 2005, 28 U. S. C. 
§ 1332(d)(11)(B)(i). Mississippi ex rel. Hood v. AU Optronics Corp., p. 161. 
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