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595 U. S. 

February 22, 2022 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 21–6561. Aranoff v. Aranoff. Ct. App. N. Y. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 37 N. Y. 3d 1086, 178 N. E. 3d 932. 

No. 21–6598. Plourde v. Northern Light Acadia Hospital 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–6608. Torres v. United States District Court for 
the Southern District of New York. 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. 21–6617. Douglas v. Superior Court of California, 
Los Angeles County. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dis-
missed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–6633. Hejazi v. White Bird Clinic. Ct. App. Ore. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–6664. Breest v. Formella, Attorney General of 
New Hampshire. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused 
this Court's process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any fur-
ther 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. 21–6713. Straw v. United States. C. A. Fed. 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 
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33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21M62. Conley v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-
sion of Correction; 

No. 21M66. Montalban v. Powell et al.; 
No. 21M68. Lundstedt v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N. A., 

et al.; 
No. 21M70. Rand v. United States; 
No. 21M71. Clair v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-

ment of Corrections, et al.; 
No. 21M72. Popson v. Kansas City, Missouri, et al.; 
No. 21M73. Sybbliss v. Garland, Attorney General; 
No. 21M75. Baskerville v. United States; 
No. 21M77. Salisbury v. United States; 
No. 21M79. Maye v. United States; and 
No. 21M80. B. B. v. Florida Department of Children and 

Families et al. Motions to direct the Clerk to fle petitions for 
writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 21M63. M. D. v. Montana Department of Public 
Health and Human Services, Child and Family Services 
Division, et al.; 

No. 21M67. Liviz v. Supreme Judicial Court of 
Massachusetts; 

No. 21M74. Deem v. DiMella-Deem; 
No. 21M76. Sherwood v. Neotti, Warden; and 
No. 21M78. Spencer v. Colorado. Motions for leave to fle 

petitions for writs of certiorari with supplemental appendixes 
under seal granted. 

No. 21M64. Watson v. Witty et al. Motion for leave to 
proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 21M65. Conner v. Folks, Warden. Motion to direct the 
Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari denied. 

No. 21M69. James v. United States. Motion for leave to fle 
petition for writ of certiorari under seal with redacted copies for 
the public record granted. 

No. 145, Orig. Delaware v. Pennsylvania et al.; and 
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No. 146, Orig. Arkansas et al. v. Delaware. Exceptions 
to the Special Master Report set for oral argument in due course. 
Motion of Delaware for leave to fle volume III of its appendix 
under seal granted. Motion of Arkansas et al. for leave to fle 
volume III of their appendix under seal granted. [For earlier 
order herein, see, e. g., 595 U. S. 906.] 

No. 21–234. George v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 
1162.] Motion of petitioner to dispense with printing joint appen-
dix granted. 

No. 21–309. Southwest Airlines Co. v. Saxon. C. A. 7th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 1106.] Motion of petitioner 
to dispense with printing joint appendix granted. Justice 
Barrett took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
motion. 

No. 21–429. Oklahoma v. Castro-Huerta. Ct. Crim. App. 
Okla. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 1181.] Motion of petitioner 
to dispense with printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 21–439. Nance v. Ward, Commissioner, Georgia De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 595 U. S. 1162.] Motion of petitioner to dispense with 
printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 21–441. Siegel, Trustee of the Circuit City Stores, 
Inc. Liquidating Trust v. Fitzgerald, Acting United 
States Trustee for Region 4. C. A. 4th Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 595 U. S. 1130.] Motion of petitioner to dispense with 
printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 21–511. Shoop, Warden v. Twyford. C. A. 6th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 1162.] Motion of petitioner to dis-
pense with printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 21–676. Musta v. Mendota Heights Dental Center 
et al. Sup. Ct. Minn.; 

No. 21–746. Apple Inc. v. Qualcomm Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir.; 
and 

No. 21–998. Bierbach v. Digger’s Polaris et al. Sup. Ct. 
Minn. The Solicitor General is invited to fle briefs in these cases 
expressing the views of the United States. 
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No. 21–1086. Merrill, Alabama Secretary of State, 
et al. v. Milligan et al. D. C. N. D. Ala. [Probable jurisdic-
tion noted, 595 U. S. 1197]; and 

No. 21–1087). Merrill, Alabama Secretary of State, 
et al. v. Caster et al. C. A. 11th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 
595 U. S. 1197.] Cases consolidated, and a total of one hour is 
allotted for oral argument. The question presented* in these 
cases is: “Whether the District Courts in these cases correctly 
found a violation of § 2 of the Voting Rights Act, 52 U. S. C. 
§ 10301.” 

No. 21–5726. Kemp v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. [Cer-
tiorari granted, 595 U. S. 1130.] Motion of petitioner to dispense 
with printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 21–6689. McGarry v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 
App. Dist.; and 

No. 21–6740. Chiquito v. United States et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied. Petitioners are allowed until March 15, 2022, 
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. 21–6834. In re Jackson. Petition for writ of habeas cor-
pus denied. 

No. 21–6797. In re Wilson. 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. 21–6879. In re Calton. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As peti-
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat-
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

*[Reporter’s Note: For amendment of the question presented, see 595 
U. S. 1281.] 
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No. 21–807. In re Eng; and 
No. 21–6444. In re Knochel. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

No. 21–1039. In re Kapordelis. Petition for writ of manda-
mus denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–6607. In re Burns. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 21–432. Arellano v. McDonough, Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported 
below: 1 F. 4th 1059. 

No. 21–476. 303 Creative LLC et al. v. Elenis et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari granted limited to the following ques-
tion: “Whether applying a public-accommodation law to compel an 
artist to speak or stay silent violates the Free Speech Clause of 
the First Amendment.” Reported below: 6 F. 4th 1160. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–27. Arrow Highway Steel, Inc. v. Dubin. Ct. App. 
Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
56 Cal. App. 5th 876, 270 Cal. Rptr. 3d 773. 

No. 21–225. Howard v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–385. Drasc, Inc., et al. v. Navistar International 
Corp. et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 990 F. 3d 1048. 

No. 21–466. Cathey v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–477. Self et al. v. Cher-Ae Heights Indian Com-
munity of the Trinidad Rancheria. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 60 Cal. App. 
5th 209, 274 Cal. Rptr. 3d 255. 

No. 21–533. Martin, Individually and as an Employee of 
the Arizona Department of Public Safety, et al. v. Cas-
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tro. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 854 
Fed. Appx. 888. 

No. 21–541. Tuggle v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 4 F. 4th 505. 

No. 21–563. Lent et al. v. California Coastal Commission 
et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 7. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 62 Cal. App. 5th 812, 277 Cal. Rptr. 3d 106. 

No. 21–579. Smith v. Hamm, Commissioner, Alabama De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 726. 

No. 21–605. Roberson v. United States; and 
No. 21–706. Gilbert v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 998 F. 3d 1237. 

No. 21–615. Woods et al. v. Alaska State Employees As-
sociation, AFSCME Local 52, et al.; and Creed et al. v. 
Alaska State Employees Association, AFSCME Local 52, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–653. Harvey v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 318 So. 3d 1238. 

No. 21–661. City of Eugene, Oregon, et al. v. Federal 
Communications Commission et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 998 F.3d 701. 

No. 21–675. Carswell et al. v. E. Pihl & Sons et al. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 999 F. 3d 18. 

No. 21–678. Big Sandy Rancheria Enterprises v. Bonta, 
Attorney General of California, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 710. 

No. 21–683. Kitchin et al. v. Bridgeton Landll, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 3 
F. 4th 1089. 

No. 21–690. Cannady v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 840 Fed. Appx. 749. 

No. 21–692. Haystings et al. v. Korb. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 860 Fed. Appx. 222. 
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No. 21–716. Sivella v. Township of Lyndhurst, New Jer-
sey, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–717. Doe et al. v. Mills, Governor of Maine, 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 16 
F. 4th 20. 

No. 21–718. Hermandad de Empleados del Fondo del 
Seguro del Estado et al. v. United States et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 995 F. 3d 18. 

No. 21–724. New York University v. Sacerdote et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 F. 4th 95. 

No. 21–789. Benton v. Bradley, as Administrator of the 
Estate of Robinson, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 10 F. 4th 1232. 

No. 21–801. McCabe v. Fairfax County, Virginia, et al. 
Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–803. Dale v. Butler. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 150. 

No. 21–804. Zatta v. Eldred et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 840 Fed. Appx. 266. 

No. 21–805. Norberg v. Nevada Center for Dermatology 
et al. Ct. App. Nev. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 137 
Nev. –––, 490 P. 3d 125. 

No. 21–810. Lorenzo Vargas v. City of Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 857 Fed. Appx. 360. 

No. 21–811. Yanbin Yu et al. v. Apple Inc. et al. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 1040. 

No. 21–815. Pierson v. Rogow et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–820. Louisiana v. Alexander. Ct. App. La., 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–821. Farrier v. Leicht et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 21–824. Abadie v. Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary 
Board. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–831. Jacobsen v. Rushmore Loan Management 
Services, LLC, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 831 Fed. Appx. 353. 

No. 21–832. Walker v. Intelli-Heart Services, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–833. Whitehead v. Traveler’s Insurance Co. 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–839. Oehmke v. Guinan. Ct. App. Mich. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–841. Smallwood v. Nichols et al.; 
No. 21–6309. Smith v. Nichols et al.; 
No. 21–6392. Berry v. Nichols et al.; 
No. 21–6535. Smith v. Nichols et al.; and 
No. 21–6545. Nichols v. Nichols et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–845. Pitlor v. TD Ameritrade, Inc., et al. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 
898. 

No. 21–850. Eline et al. v. Town of Ocean City, Mary-
land. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 7 
F. 4th 214. 

No. 21–853. Heidari v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–855. Mahoney v. Court of Appeal of California, 
Fourth Appellate District, Division Three. Ct. App. Cal., 
4th App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 65 
Cal. App. 5th 376, 250 Cal. Rptr. 3d 2. 

No. 21–856. Bilder v. Dykstra. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–858. Classic Cab Co. v. District of Columbia De-
partment of For-Hire Vehicles. Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 244 A. 3d 703. 
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No. 21–861. First Reliance Standard Life Insurance Co. 
v. Giorgio Armani Corp. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 852 Fed. Appx. 304. 

No. 21–862. Hartman v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-
sion of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 8 F. 4th 733. 

No. 21–863. Talamantes-Enriquez v. Garland, Attorney 
General. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
12 F. 4th 1340. 

No. 21–864. Young v. Barr. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–875. Barnett v. Menard, Inc. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 851 Fed. Appx. 619. 

No. 21–878. Seibert v. McIntire et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 874 Fed. Appx. 802. 

No. 21–879. Mayer v. Hartford Life & Accident Insur-
ance Co. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 
F. 4th 78. 

No. 21–881. Shao v. McManis Faulkner, LLP. Ct. App. 
Cal., 6th App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–883. Gore v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–886. Islami v. Kemper Independence Insurance 
Co. Sup. Ct. Wis. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 WI 
53, 397 Wis. 2d 394, 959 N. W. 2d 912. 

No. 21–889. Hussain v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 985 F. 3d 634. 

No. 21–891. Wey et al. v. NASDAQ, Inc., et al. App. Div., 
Sup. Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 188 App. Div. 3d 587, 132 N. Y. S. 3d 634. 

No. 21–892. Patterson v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–893. Apotex Inc. et al. v. Cephalon, Inc., et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 856 Fed. 
Appx. 309. 
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No. 21–894. Gardner v. New York Presbyterian Brook-
lyn Methodist Hospital et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 2d 
Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–897. Benson et al. v. Kemske et vir. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 204. 

No. 21–904. Kinney v. United States et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–905. Rimpson et al. v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–907. Kirby v. North Carolina. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 80. 

No. 21–909. Khai Quang Bui v. Ruiz Cabaellero. Sup. Ct. 
Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–910. Zaitzeff v. City of Seattle, Washington. 
Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 Wash. 
App. 2d 1, 484 P. 3d 470. 

No. 21–911. Sharp v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 6 F. 4th 573. 

No. 21–912. Maehr v. Department of State. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 5 F. 4th 1100. 

No. 21–913. Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe et al. v. Lummi 
Nation et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 849 Fed. Appx. 216. 

No. 21–915. McKinney v. Wormuth, Secretary of the 
Army. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 5 
F. 4th 42. 

No. 21–916. Fofana v. Mayorkas, Secretary of Homeland 
Security, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 4 F. 4th 668. 

No. 21–917. Diaz v. Warden, Federal Correctional Insti-
tution, Bennettsville. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 664. 

No. 21–919. Rodenburg LLP, dba Rodenburg Law Firm 
v. Cincinnati Insurance Co. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 9 F. 4th 1033. 
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No. 21–921. Witaschek v. District of Columbia. Ct. App. 
D. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 254 A. 3d 1151. 

No. 21–922. Combs v. Indiana. Sup. Ct. Ind. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 168 N. E. 3d 985. 

No. 21–923. Pacheco v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–924. Atraqchi et al. v. United State et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–925. Montero v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–927. Crabtree v. Crabtree. Sup. Ct. S. C. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–935. McIlwain, LLC v. Hagens Berman Sobol Sha-
piro LLP. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
855 Fed. Appx. 427. 

No. 21–937. Holloway v. Minnesota. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–940. Kentucky v. McCarthy. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 628 S. W. 3d 18. 

No. 21–946. Coscia v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 4 F. 4th 454. 

No. 21–947. Davis et al. v. Hodgkiss. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 F. 4th 329. 

No. 21–957. Webber v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (2d) 191090–U. 

No. 21–964. Rye v. Lucas County Department of Job and 
Family Services. Ct. App. Ohio, 6th App. Dist., Lucas County. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021-Ohio-1969. 

No. 21–982. Markland v. Asset Acceptance, LLC. Ct. 
Civ. App. Okla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–983. Meisner v. Zymogenetics, Inc., et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 853 Fed. Appx. 860. 

No. 21–985. Oklahoma v. Shriver. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–996. Allums v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 420. 

No. 21–1006. Kirschner v. FitzSimons et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 10 F. 4th 147. 

No. 21–1007. Hawkland v. Hall et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 860 Fed. Appx. 326. 

No. 21–1011. Patten et al. v. District of Columbia. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 F. 4th 921. 

No. 21–1012. Heidelberg, dba Rio Seco Resources, et al. 
v. D. O. H. Oil Co. Ct. App. Tex., 11th Dist. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1023. Gow v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1026. Walters v. Wisconsin Ofce of Lawyer 
Regulation et al. Sup. Ct. Wis. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1035. Harris v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 837 
Fed. Appx. 839. 

No. 21–1036. Gamon Plus, Inc. v. Campbell Soup Co. et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 10 F. 4th 
1268. 

No. 21–5411. Smith v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 848 Fed. Appx. 624. 

No. 21–5777. Wilson v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021–0167 (La. App. 1 Cir. 
2/24/21). 

No. 21–5826. Baxter v. McGinley, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Coal Township, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 998 F. 3d 542. 

No. 21–5902. Campbell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 178. 

No. 21–5905. Christen v. Wisconsin. Sup. Ct. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2021 WI 39, 396 Wis. 2d 705, 958 
N. W. 2d 746. 
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No. 21–5909. Cooper v. Advanced Internet Automation, 
LLC, et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–5928. Garcia v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 847 Fed. 
Appx. 50. 

No. 21–5972. Camargo v. Shinn, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–5978. Hall v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 852 Fed. Appx. 450. 

No. 21–6068. Tingle v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6120. Perez v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 6 F. 4th 448. 

No. 21–6139. Nuñez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 320. 

No. 21–6159. Skinner v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 So. 3d 54. 

No. 21–6190. Finley v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 855 Fed. Appx. 212. 

No. 21–6191. Hernandez-Pacheco v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 849 Fed. Appx. 
252. 

No. 21–6202. Clark v. Hamm, Commissioner, Alabama De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 988 F. 4th 1326. 

No. 21–6285. Hughbanks v. Shoop, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2 F. 4th 527. 

No. 21–6289. Andrews v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 861 Fed. Appx. 113. 

No. 21–6295. Mack v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 798. 

No. 21–6388. Roach v. Washington, Director, United 
States Marshals Service, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 21–6393. Woodbury v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 320 So. 3d 631. 

No. 21–6403. Guillory v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6408. Harnage v. Brennan et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6413. Smith v. Fleming, Judge, et al. Sup. Ct. Ky. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6414. Marietta v. LoBue et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 851 Fed. Appx. 108. 

No. 21–6420. Tanasescu et al. v. Coroian et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6430. Roberson v. Morgan et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 158. 

No. 21–6432. Ryder v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 OK CR 36, 500 P. 3d 
647. 

No. 21–6438. Smith v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 379 N. C. 166, 863 S. E. 2d 
589. 

No. 21–6443. Bosse v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 OK CR 30, 499 P. 3d 
771. 

No. 21–6451. Benson v. IHSS DPSS, In Home Supportive 
Services, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6462. Goode v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6464. Hanson v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6469. Campbell v. LaManna. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6470. Kogianes v. Jensen et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 854 Fed. Appx. 782. 
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No. 21–6475. Hollingsworth v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. 
Md. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 250 Md. App. 730 and 
742. 

No. 21–6478. Merid v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 300 Va. 77, 858 S. E. 2d 825. 

No. 21–6479. Langston v. Phillips, Chairman, Missouri 
Board of Probation and Parole. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6480. Martinez v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6485. R. S. C. v. Texas Department of Family and 
Protective Services. Sup. Ct. Tex. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 627 S. W. 3d 211. 

No. 21–6488. Mann v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6489. Swanson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6493. Kinley v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 251 A. 3d 1239. 

No. 21–6494. Cole v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 OK CR 28, 499 P. 3d 760. 

No. 21–6495. Amaro v. New Mexico et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6496. Wood v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 303 So. 3d 1289. 

No. 21–6497. Hye-Young Park v. Bruce. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6498. Hye-Young Park v. Board of Trustees for 
the University of Illinois et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6503. Gupte v. University of Connecticut. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6506. Allen v. Noeth, Superintendent, Attica 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6507. Brown v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6508. Jones v. Hochul, Governor of New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2 
F. 4th 22. 

No. 21–6509. Ogunjobi v. United Nations et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 859 Fed. Appx. 672. 

No. 21–6511. Smith v. Daniel. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6513. Schneider v. Bank of America, N. A., et al. 
Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6515. Morris v. Worley et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6516. Robinson v. Bailey. Ct. App. Ohio, 9th App. 
Dist., Lorain County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6526. Pepper v. Williams, Executive Director, 
Colorado Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6527. Johnson v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 313 Kan. 339, 486 P. 3d 544. 

No. 21–6528. Leon v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6529. Jenkins v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6531. Nichols v. Kerstein et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6532. Kruppe v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6533. Johnson v. McGuire et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6543. MacKenzie v. Fudge, Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6547. Long v. Vannoy, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 849 Fed. Appx. 94. 

No. 21–6558. Rosario v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 248 A. 3d 599. 

No. 21–6562. Plaza v. Smith, Superintendent, State Cor-
rectional Institution at Houtzdale, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6563. Sanchez-Torres v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6564. Cruz v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6567. Brown v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2020 IL App (1st) 162429–U. 

No. 21–6574. Wartereld v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 853 Fed. Appx. 989. 

No. 21–6577. Ostopowicz v. United Healthcare. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6578. Leri v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 849 Fed. Appx. 898. 

No. 21–6586. Martinez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 6. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6588. Anderson v. Wright, Warden, et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6590. King v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6596. Woods v. Arizona et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6602. Christian v. Crow, Director, Oklahoma De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6603. Blauch v. City of Westminster, Colorado, 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 859 
Fed. Appx. 327. 

No. 21–6604. Bowers v. Noeth, Superintendent, Attica 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6606. Tymes v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6610. Bruner v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6611. Salazar v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 852 Fed. 
Appx. 62. 

No. 21–6612. Cavitt v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6613. Russell et al. v. United States et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 845 Fed. Appx. 
818. 

No. 21–6619. Nation v. Frakes, Director, Nebraska De-
partment of Correctional Services. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6620. Prall v. Bruck, Acting Attorney General 
of New Jersey, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6622. Lawson v. West et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 852 Fed. Appx. 111. 

No. 21–6626. Ehinger v. Michigan. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 508 Mich. 895, 962 N. W. 2d 288. 

No. 21–6627. Greeneld et al. v. Munoz. App. Ct. Ill., 
1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (1st) 
200875–U. 

No. 21–6628. McNabb v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 7th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6635. Gibbs v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6637. Ivery v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 9th App. Dist., 
Summit County. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6641. Washburn v. Clark. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 858 S. W. 3d 653. 

No. 21–6647. Kerr v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
855 Fed. Appx. 968. 

No. 21–6648. Montgomery v. Hudson et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6649. Hultman v. Paramo, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6650. Harvell v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6652. Fluid v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6653. Fermin v. Annucci, Acting Commissioner, 
New York Department of Corrections and Community Su-
pervision. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6654. Davidson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 323 So. 3d 1241. 

No. 21–6655. Trevillion v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6660. Jones v. Ridder et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6662. Watts v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6663. Khan v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 997 F. 3d 242. 

No. 21–6665. DeLia v. Department of Justice et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6666. Johnson v. Johnson et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6669. Scully v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 11 Cal. 5th 542, 486 P. 3d 1029. 
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No. 21–6672. Bishop v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6673. Beatty v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 5th App. Dist., 
Muskingum County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6675. McCleland v. Raemisch et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6677. Pinson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6678. Mendez v. City of Boise, Idaho, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 845 Fed. Appx. 636. 

No. 21–6680. Cannon v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6681. Crapser v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 855 Fed. Appx. 626. 

No. 21–6682. Short v. Nebraska. Sup. Ct. Neb. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 310 Neb. 81, 964 N. W. 2d 272. 

No. 21–6683. Vines v. City of Black Diamond, Washing-
ton, et al. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 18 Wash. App. 2d 1003. 

No. 21–6684. Volpicelli v. Second Judicial District 
Court of Nevada, Washoe County, et al. Ct. App. Nev. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 137 Nev. 1233, 492 P. 3d 9. 

No. 21–6686. Baker v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6690. Pyatt v. AECOM Technical Services, Inc. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6691. Hicks v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 5 F. 4th 270. 

No. 21–6692. Ramos v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6694. Brantley v. Texas Department of Family 
and Protective Services; and 
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No. 21–6696. L. W. v. Texas Department of Family and 
Protective Services. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6697. Walker v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6699. J. T. v. Montgomery County Department of 
Health and Human Services. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 251 Md. App. 716. 

No. 21–6702. Porter v. Johnson, Administrator, New Jer-
sey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6703. Cumberland v. Vannoy, Warden. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 855 Fed. Appx. 957. 

No. 21–6704. Drew v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 9 F. 4th 718. 

No. 21–6705. Wartereld v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6709. Wije v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 193. 

No. 21–6712. Fuller v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 624 S. W. 3d 855. 

No. 21–6715. Sullivan v. United States District Court 
for the District of Hawaii. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6716. Romero v. McDowell, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6717. Sanders v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 F. 4th 672. 

No. 21–6720. Al-Maqablh v. Cameron, Attorney General 
of Kentucky. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6721. Anderson v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 264 A. 3d 628. 

No. 21–6722. Trevino v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 7 F. 4th 414. 
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No. 21–6723. Watson-Buisson v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6724. Thompson v. Alaska. Ct. App. Alaska. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6725. Scohy v. Pinellas County Code Enforce-
ment Division. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6726. Davis v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 So. 3d 82. 

No. 21–6727. Dickinson v. Shinn, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2 
F. 4th 851. 

No. 21–6728. Schied v. U-Haul International, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6729. Schied v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6730. Biyikoglu v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6731. McGarvey v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2 F. 4th 783. 

No. 21–6737. Donoghue et ux. v. Commissioner of Inter-
nal Revenue. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6738. Willingham v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6741. Demby v. County of Camden, New Jersey, 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6742. Salgado-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6743. Reyes v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6744. Resto-Figueroa v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 6 F. 4th 205. 

No. 21–6745. Garrett v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6746. Ramirez-Rubio v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6749. Sullivan v. Sproul, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6750. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6751. Mendoza v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6754. Mink v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 9 F. 4th 590. 

No. 21–6755. Pugh v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (1st) 181981–U. 

No. 21–6757. Petlechkov v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6758. Jones v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6759. Jones v. Johnson, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6760. Cotton v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6761. Killen v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6762. Juarez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6767. Clark v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6768. Goines v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6769. Burning Breast v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 8 F. 4th 808. 

No. 21–6775. Hardaway v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 999 F. 3d 1127. 

No. 21–6776. Carey v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (4th) 190097–U. 
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No. 21–6781. Dury v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 859 Fed. Appx. 674. 

No. 21–6785. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6786. Warren v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6788. Lindsey v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 3 F. 4th 32. 

No. 21–6789. Singh v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6790. Ryan v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6793. Tillman v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6795. White v. Garrett, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 856 Fed. Appx. 130. 

No. 21–6799. Norris v. Brook Forest Community Assn., 
Inc. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6800. Murshid v. Mississippi. Ct. App. Miss. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 So. 3d 489. 

No. 21–6802. Wilson v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6803. Rosales v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 326. 

No. 21–6812. Gerardo Velasquez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6814. Flores-Mora v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6816. Crews v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6817. Jones v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6819. Varner v. Shepard et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 F. 4th 1252. 

No. 21–6821. Cox v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6823. Arnold v. Richardson, Warden. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 780. 

No. 21–6824. Barnes v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 F. 4th 977. 

No. 21–6825. Bustamante v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 268. 

No. 21–6831. Richardson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6833. Sarabia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6838. Boyd v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6839. Amodeo v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 830 Fed. Appx. 295. 

No. 21–6840. Bart v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6844. Caraballo-Martinez v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6849. Vaquiz v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6852. Bradley v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 998 F. 3d 716. 

No. 21–6858. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 90. 

No. 21–6859. Scott v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6860. Lyerla v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6861. Kayarath v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6863. Loute v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6864. Jackson v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 2d App. Dist., 
Montgomery County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021-
Ohio-3114. 

No. 21–6874. Britt v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6876. Bryan, aka Jost v. Garland, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6878. Cox v. Nobles, Deputy Warden, et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 1350. 

No. 21–6882. Argueta-Urbina v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6884. Rodriguez-Monserrate v. United States. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 22 F. 4th 35. 

No. 21–6885. Gonzalez Segovia v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 589. 

No. 21–6886. Martinez-Rivera v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6887. Rodriguez-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6888. Richmond v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6890. Moats v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6894. Alvarado v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6897. Torres Ruelas v. Bowser, Superintendent, 
Two Rivers Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



1240 OCTOBER TERM, 2021 

February 22, 2022 595 U. S. 

No. 21–6901. Mathes v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6905. Diaz-Quintana v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6908. Flores v. Cates, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6910. Cruzado-Laureano v. Muldrow. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6911. Cavienss v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6912. Jones v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6915. Gaffney v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6918. Rodriguez Trevino v. Lumpkin, Director, 
Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional In-
stitutions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6919. Vigil v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6920. Cousins v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 70. 

No. 21–6921. Pervis v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6922. Rodd v. LaRiva, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 859 Fed. Appx. 18. 

No. 21–6924. Veysey v. Williams, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6926. Wilcher v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6929. Summerise v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6930. Rivera-George v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 F. 4th 1. 
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No. 21–6933. Rivera-Alejandro v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 F. 4th 1. 

No. 21–6936. Cheatham v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 946. 

No. 21–6937. Michael v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12 F. 4th 858. 

No. 21–6939. Beard v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 1115. 

No. 21–6940. Salas Torres v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 395. 

No. 21–6942. Gu v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 8 F. 4th 82. 

No. 21–6944. Coreno-Garay v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6955. Umbay v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6958. Vorasiangsuk v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6960. Roush v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6977. Flanders v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 847 Fed. Appx. 805. 

No. 21–6984. Hejazi v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6985. Hejazi v. Oregon. Sup. Ct. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6988. Pavulak v. Warden, Federal Medical Cen-
ter Butner. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 14 F. 4th 895. 

No. 21–6991. Kenney v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 20–7846. Ortiz v. Breslin, Superintendent, Queens-
boro Correctional Facility, et al. Ct. App. N. Y. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 36 N. Y. 3d 187, 163 N. E. 3d 1041. 
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Statement of Justice Sotomayor respecting the denial of 
certiorari. 

In New York, criminal defendants who earn suffcient good time 
credits before the end of their prison sentences are entitled to 
conditional release. Defendants classifed by the State as “level 
three sex offenders,” however, must frst assure the State that 
they will not reside within 1,000 feet of any school. In New York 
City, this is no easy task, and the diffculties of fnding a compliant 
residence can result in defendants serving additional time in 
prison past the expiration of their sentences. Because petitioner 
Angel Ortiz was unable to identify any release address that satis-
fed the State's requirement, he spent over two additional years 
incarcerated when he should have been at liberty. Although Or-
tiz's petition does not satisfy this Court's criteria for granting 
certiorari, I write to emphasize that New York's residential prohi-
bition, as applied to New York City, raises serious constitutional 
concerns. 

I 

Ortiz was sentenced in New York state court to 10 years in 
prison and 5 years of postrelease supervision. Near the end of 
his prison term, Ortiz had earned good time credits that entitled 
him to release to a term of community supervision. As required 
by New York's Department of Corrections and Community Super-
vision (DOCCS), Ortiz proposed that he would reside with his 
mother and his daughter in their New York City apartment. The 
DOCCS denied Ortiz's request, citing New York law that it inter-
prets to prohibit a person designated as a “level three sex of-
fender,” like Ortiz, from residing within 1,000 feet of a school. 
See N. Y. Exec. Law Ann. § 259–c(14); N. Y. Penal Law Ann. 
§ 220.00(14) (West Cum. Supp. 2022).1 Ortiz then proposed dozens 
of other release addresses, including various homeless shelters, 
but DOCCS rejected each one. As a result, Ortiz spent the en-
tirety of his 17 months of conditional release in prison. 

1 The text of the relevant law provides that a covered “offender shall re-
frain from knowingly entering into or upon any school grounds.” N. Y. 
Exec. Law Ann. § 259–c(14). New York defnes “[s]chool grounds” as “any 
area accessible to the public located within one thousand feet” of a school. 
N. Y. Penal Law Ann. § 220.00. DOCCS interpreted this requirement to re-
ject Ortiz's proposed release address because a childcare center was located 
in his family's apartment building. 
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Even after Ortiz served the full 10 years of his sentence, Ortiz's 
confnement did not end. Instead of releasing Ortiz, New York 
transferred him to a state prison that it designated a “Residential 
Treatment Facility” to begin serving his period of postrelease 
supervision. Ortiz spent eight months in two of these facilities, 
where he lived behind barbed wire, in a general prison population, 
in conditions nearly identical to those in which he served his 
sentence.2 All told, because of New York's residency prohibition, 
Ortiz was imprisoned for over two years longer than he otherwise 
would have been. 

While at a Residential Treatment Facility, Ortiz fled a petition 
for a writ of habeas corpus in state court, seeking release to any 
one of the New York City Department of Homeless Services shel-
ters, or, failing that, to live unhoused on the street. The court 
denied the writ, reasoning that Ortiz had not located “compliant 
community housing,” and thus, his continued detention was war-
ranted. App. to Pet. for Cert. 91a. The intermediate appellate 
court affrmed, and, in a divided opinion, the New York Court of 
Appeals affrmed as well. 

II 
In effect, New York's policy requires indefnite incarceration for 

some indigent people judged to be sex offenders. The within-
1,000-feet-of-a-school ban makes residency for Ortiz and others 
practically impossible in New York City, where the city's density 
guarantees close proximity of schools. See Gonzalez v. Annucci, 
32 N. Y. 3d 461, 470, 117 N. E. 3d 795, 800 (2018) (acknowledging 
the “dearth” of compliant housing in New York City). Rather 
than tailor its policy to the geography of New York City or provide 
shelter options for this group, New York has chosen to imprison 
people who cannot afford compliant housing past both their condi-
tional release date and the expiration of their maximum sentences. 

Judge Jenny Rivera's dissent below ably explains how New 
York's policies as applied to people like Ortiz raise constitutional 
concerns.3 People ex rel. Johnson v. Superintendent, 36 N. Y. 3d 

2 The principal difference between the treatment of Ortiz and the other 
residents serving sentences was that Ortiz was occasionally allowed to leave, 
guarded by armed correctional offcers, to join a work crew that unloaded 
trucks at a nearby police facility. 

3 Judge Rowan Wilson's dissent also importantly addresses how DOCCS's 
policy violates New York City's obligation to provide shelter to those in 
need. Johnson, 36 N. Y. 3d, at 231, 163 N. E. 3d, at 1072. 
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187, 207, 163 N. E. 3d 1041, 1056 (2020). Although individuals 
generally do not have a protected liberty interest in conditional 
release before expiration of their sentences, such an interest “may 
arise from an expectation or interest created by state laws or 
policies.” Wilkinson v. Austin, 545 U. S. 209, 221 (2005); see also 
Sandin v. Conner, 515 U. S. 472, 483–484 (1995) (“States may 
under certain circumstances create liberty interests . . . protected 
by the Due Process Clause”). Here, New York law provides that 
a defendant “shall . . . be conditionally released” once he earns 
suffcient credits, as Ortiz did. N. Y. Penal Law Ann. § 70.40 
(West 2021). As a New York City resident, Ortiz also enjoyed a 
right to “shelter and board [for] each homeless man who applies 
for it.” Callahan v. Carey, 307 App. Div. 2d 150, 151, 762 N. Y. S. 
2d 349, 350 (2003). In my view, under these New York state and 
city policies, Ortiz may well have held a liberty interest at the 
point that he became entitled to conditional release. At the very 
least, however, Ortiz indisputably held a liberty interest in his 
release at the expiration of his full sentence. 

The State's denial of Ortiz's liberty interest in his release de-
mands heightened scrutiny. Even absent such scrutiny, however, 
as Judge Rivera explains, New York's policy of indefnite deten-
tion may not withstand even rational-basis review. Johnson, 36 
N. Y. 3d, at 218–221, 163 N. E. 3d, at 1063–1065. No one doubts 
that New York's goal of preventing sexual violence toward chil-
dren is legitimate and compelling, but New York nonetheless must 
advance that objective through rational means. Courts, law en-
forcement agencies, and scholars all have acknowledged that resi-
dency restrictions do not reduce recidivism and may actually in-
crease the risk of reoffending. For example, in striking down 
retroactive application of Michigan's residency restriction, the 
Sixth Circuit found no evidence that “residential restrictions have 
any benefcial effect on recidivism rates.” Does #1–5 v. Snyder, 
834 F. 3d 696, 705 (2016). The Superior Court of New Jersey, 
Appellate Division, struck down local ordinances establishing resi-
dential restrictions, concluding that they were pre-empted by 
state law. See G. H. v. Galloway, 401 N. J. Super. 392, 951 A. 2d 
221 (2008), aff'd, 199 N. J. 135, 971 A. 2d 401 (2009). The court 
explained that the local ordinances “make it diffcult for a [con-
victed sex offender] to fnd stable housing, which can cause loss 
of employment and fnancial distress, factors which inadvertently 
increase the chance of reoffense.” 401 N. J. Super., at 417, 951 
A. 2d, at 236. 
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Law enforcement agencies also recognize that residency restric-
tions are often counterproductive. The Department of Justice 
acknowledges that there is “no empirical support for the effective-
ness of residence restrictions” such as New York's. Offce of 
Justice Programs, Sex Offender Management Assessment and 
Planning Initiative 205 (2017). In fact, the Department notes, 
residency restrictions may cause “a number of negative unin-
tended consequences” that “aggravate rather than mitigate of-
fender risk.” Ibid. An empirical study of recidivism conducted 
by the Minnesota Department of Corrections confrmed that “none 
of the 224 sex offenses would likely ha[ve] been deterred by a 
residency restriction law.” G. Duwe, Residency Restrictions and 
Sex Offender Recidivism: Implications for Public Safety, 2 Geog-
raphy & Pub. Safety 6, 7 (May 2009). Like the Department of 
Justice, the Minnesota Department of Corrections concluded that 
“[b]y making it more diffcult for sex offenders to fnd suitable 
housing and successfully reintegrate into the community, resi-
dency restrictions may actually compromise public safety by fos-
tering conditions that increase offenders' risk of reoffending.” 
Id., at 8. 

A large body of scholarship also cautions against residency re-
strictions as a means of reducing recidivism. Criminologists con-
sidering data from Missouri and Michigan concluded that resi-
dency restrictions have little or no effect on recidivism. B. 
Huebner et al., The Effect and Implications of Sex Offender Resi-
dence Restrictions: Evidence From a Two-State Evaluation, 13 
C. & Pub. Pol'y 139, 156 (2016). A similar study of recidivism 
rates in Florida reached the same conclusion. P. Zandbergen, J. 
Levenson, & T. Hart, Residential Proximity to Schools and Day-
cares: An Empirical Analysis of Sex Offense Recidivism, 37 Crim. 
Justice & Behavior 482, 498 (2010) (“The results of this study 
indicate no empirical association between where a sex offender 
lives and whether he reoffends sexually against a minor”). Other 
scholars have explained that by banishing returning individuals 
to the margins of society, residency restrictions may lead to home-
lessness, unemployment, isolation, and other conditions associated 
with an increased risk of recidivism. See generally A. Frankel, 
Pushed Out and Locked In: The Catch-22 for New York's Dis-
abled, Homeless Sex-Offender Registrants, 129 Yale L. J. Forum 
279 (2019). 

Despite the empirical evidence, legislatures and agencies are 
often not receptive to the plight of people convicted of sex of-

Page Proof Pending Publication



1246 OCTOBER TERM, 2021 

February 22, 2022 595 U. S. 

fenses and their struggles in returning to their communities. 
Nevertheless, the Constitution protects all people, and it pro-
hibits the deprivation of liberty based solely on speculation and 
fear. 

When the political branches fall short in protecting these guar-
antees, the courts must step in. Indeed, although a clear split 
has yet to develop among Federal Courts of Appeals or state 
courts of last resort, a growing number of courts have confronted 
issues caused by the extended imprisonment of people convicted 
of sex offenses. In Illinois, for instance, a Federal District Court 
enjoined the State from jailing people convicted of sex offenses 
“indefnitely because they are unable to fnd a residence due to 
indigence and lack of support.” Murphy v. Raoul, 380 F. Supp. 
3d 731, 738, 766 (ND Ill. 2019). The Court of Appeals of North 
Carolina held under state law that North Carolina could not re-
voke a person's probation simply because he could not fnd a 
residence that complied with the State's residency restriction. 
State v. Talbert, 221 N. C. App. 650, 727 S. E. 2d 908 (2012). In 
Wisconsin, after litigation challenged the State's policy of jailing 
people convicted of sex offenses past their mandatory release 
dates, Wisconsin voluntarily rescinded its policy requiring deten-
tion beyond the expiration of a sentence. See Werner v. Wall, 
836 F. 3d 751, 757 (CA7 2016). Because of the grave importance 
of these issues and the frequency with which they arise, it seems 
only a matter of time until this Court will come to address the 
question presented in this case. 

* * * 

New York should not wait for this Court to resolve the question 
whether a State can jail someone beyond their parole eligibility 
date, or even beyond their mandatory release date, solely because 
they cannot comply with a restrictive residency requirement. I 
hope that New York will choose to reevaluate its policy in a 
manner that gives due regard to the constitutional liberty inter-
ests of people like Ortiz. 

No. 21–210. Wisconsin v. Jensen. Sup. Ct. Wis. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Barrett took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this motion and this petition. Reported 
below: 2021 WI 27, 396 Wis. 2d 196, 957 N. W. 2d 244. 
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No. 21–351. Wild v. United States District Court for 
the Southern District of Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion 
of Child USA for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 994 F. 3d 1244. 

No. 21–560. Dakota Access, LLC v. Standing Rock Sioux 
Tribe et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Alito and Justice Kavanaugh took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 985 F. 3d 1032. 

No. 21–603. Ohio v. Brinkman. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2021-Ohio-2473. 

No. 21–637. Lee, Superintendent, Eastern Correctional 
Facility v. Garlick. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of respondent for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 1 F. 4th 122. 

No. 21–705. Oklahoma v. Yargee. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–734. Oklahoma v. Little. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Mo-
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–874. Armstrong v. United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of North Carolina. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–896. Martin, Warden v. Johnson; and 
No. 21–6661. Johnson v. Martin, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 

Motion of respondent in No. 21–896 for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 3 F. 4th 
1210. 

No. 21–932. Trump, Former President of the United 
States v. Thompson, Chairman of the United States House 
Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack 
on the United States Capitol, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Mo-
tion of States United Democracy Center et al. for leave to fle 
brief as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 20 F. 4th 10. 
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No. 21–934. Weinbach v. Boeing Co. et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 6 F. 4th 855. 

No. 21–6483. McNeil v. Department of State et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 21–6549. Lay v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–6550. Lay v. El Habti, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 20–7144. Xue Jie He v. Hairong Xue, 593 U. S. 932; 
No. 20–8304. Goston v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-

sion of Correction, 595 U. S. 944; 
No. 20–8377. Gardner v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 595 U. S. 948; 

No. 21–153. Mankaruse v. Intel Corp. et al., 595 U. S. 997; 
No. 21–507. Lawyers United Inc. et al. v. United States 

et al., 595 U. S. 1091; 
No. 21–525. Bhimnathwala v. Judiciary of the State of 

New Jersey et al., 595 U. S. 1119; 
No. 21–562. Pruitt v. Biden, President of the United 

States, et al., 595 U. S. 1120; 
No. 21–610. Shuman et ux. v. Commissioner of Internal 

Revenue, 595 U. S. 1092; 
No. 21–673. Austin v. McCann, Judge, et al., 595 U. S. 1136; 
No. 21–720. Ratheal v. United States, 595 U. S. 1137; 
No. 21–5038. Bledsoe v. Stockton Police Department 

et al., 595 U. S. 965; 
No. 21–5079. Bledsoe v. Guiliani, Judge, Superior Court 

of California, San Joaquin County, et al., 595 U. S. 967; 
No. 21–5190. Hines v. Reisch, Interim Secretary, South 

Dakota Department of Corrections, et al., 595 U. S. 973; 
No. 21–5223. Bledsoe v. CBS Television Network et al., 

595 U. S. 975; 
No. 21–5416. Bledsoe v. Facebook et al., 595 U. S. 1018; 
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No. 21–5470. Lomeli-Garcia v. Shinn, Director, Arizona 
Department of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, 
et al., 595 U. S. 1019; 

No. 21–5490. Bourgeois v. Texas, 595 U. S. 1043; 
No. 21–5554. Gibbs v. South Carolina, 595 U. S. 1007; 
No. 21–5621. In re Disanto, 595 U. S. 1062; 
No. 21–5623. Roberts v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 595 U. S. 1072; 

No. 21–5654. Ortega, aka Herrero Flores v. Oregon, 595 
U. S. 1010; 

No. 21–5677. Armstead v. Deville, Warden, 595 U. S. 1073; 
No. 21–5696. Fan Gu v. Invista S. A. R. L., 595 U. S. 1074; 
No. 21–5733. Westry v. Leon, 595 U. S. 1083; 
No. 21–5760. Auriemma v. Broomeld Municipal Court 

et al., 595 U. S. 1084; 
No. 21–5781. Scurlock-Zindler v. Zindler, 595 U. S. 1094; 
No. 21–5897. Shakouri v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 595 U. S. 1097; 

No. 21–5903. Johnson et al. v. United States, 595 U. S. 
1077; 

No. 21–5986. Hampton v. PROF-2013-S3 Legal Title Trust, 
by U. S. Bank N. A., as Legal Title Trustee, 595 U. S. 1085; 

No. 21–5987. Hampton v. PROF-2013-S3 Legal Title Trust, 
by U. S. Bank N. A., as Legal Title Trustee, 595 U. S. 1085; 

No. 21–6025. Hines v. Nelson, 595 U. S. 1098; 
No. 21–6032. Hurt v. United States District Court for 

the Southern District of Texas, 595 U. S. 1098; 
No. 21–6052. Mattison v. United States, 595 U. S. 1122; and 
No. 21–6162. Sales v. Tennessee, 595 U. S. 1101. Petitions 

for rehearing denied. 

No. 20–7143. Heyangjing Shi et al. v. Mash, 593 U. S. 
932. Motion of petitioners for leave to fle petition for rehear-
ing denied. 

No. 20–8461. In re Lussy, 595 U. S. 909. Petition for 
rehearing denied. The Chief Justice took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–154. Mankaruse v. Raytheon Co. et al., 595 U. S. 
1011. Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Breyer and Jus-
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tice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 21–435. Loggins v. Pilshaw, Judge, District Court of 
Kansas, Sedgwick County, et al., 595 U. S. 1085. Petition for 
rehearing denied. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–5832. In re Willis, 595 U. S. 1089; and 
No. 21–5833. In re Willis, 595 U. S. 1089. Petitions for re-

hearing denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration 
or decision of these petitions. 

February 25, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 21–147. Egbert v. Boule. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 595 U. S. 1060.] Joint motion of the parties and the 
Solicitor General for leave to fle a revised redacted joint appendix 
for the public record granted. 

February 28, 2022 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21M81. Matthews v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. Motion for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari 
under seal with redacted copies for the public record granted. 

No. 21M82. Khurana v. Idaho Department of Health and 
Welfare; and 

No. 21M83. Bellamy v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. Motions to direct the Clerk to fle petitions 
for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 21–401. ZF Automotive US, Inc., et al. v. Luxshare, 
Ltd. C. A. 6th Cir.; and 

No. 21–518. AlixPartners, LLP, et al. v. Fund for Pro-
tection of Investors’ Rights in Foreign States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 1106.] Joint motion of the 
parties for divided argument and for enlargement of time for oral 
argument granted. Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to 
participate in oral argument as amicus curiae, for divided argu-
ment, and for enlargement of time for oral argument granted. 
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No. 21–6022. In re Hedrick. Motion of petitioner for recon-
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[595 U. S. 1130] denied. 

No. 21–7087. In re Thompson. Petition for writ of habeas 
corpus denied. 

No. 21–7047. In re Gadsden. 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. 21–6773. In re Hedrick. 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. 21–6778. In re Garrett. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 21–376. Haaland, Secretary of the Interior, et al. 
v. Brackeen et al.; 

No. 21–377. Cherokee Nation et al. v. Brackeen et al.; 
No. 21–378. Texas v. Haaland, Secretary of the Inte-

rior, et al.; and 
No. 21–380. Brackeen et al. v. Haaland, Secretary of 

the Interior, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted, cases 
consolidated, and a total of one hour is allotted for oral argument. 
Parties that were plaintiffs/appellees in the lower courts shall fle 
opening and reply briefs in conformity with this Court's Rules 
33.1(g)(v) and (vii), under the schedule set forth in Rules 25.1 and 
25.3. Parties that were defendants/appellants in the lower courts 
shall fle briefs in conformity with Rule 33.1(g)(vi), under the 
schedule set forth in Rule 25.2. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–558. Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Assn. et al. v. Cali-
fornia Secure Choice Retirement Savings Program et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 997 F. 3d 848. 

No. 21–634. Wright v. Indiana. Sup. Ct. Ind. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 168 N. E. 3d 244. 

No. 21–767. Williams v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–769. Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indi-
ans v. Whitmer, Governor of Michigan, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 998 F. 3d 269. 

No. 21–782. Young v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 312 Ga. 71, 860 S. E. 2d 746. 

No. 21–814. Castagna et al. v. Jean et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2 F. 4th 9. 

No. 21–930. Xiu Jian Sun v. Obama. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–931. Salaam v. McAuley. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–933. Vdare Foundation v. City of Colorado 
Springs, Colorado. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 11 F. 4th 1151. 

No. 21–939. Beasley v. Society of Information Manage-
ment, Dallas Area Chapter, et al. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–944. Tripodi et al. v. North Coventry Township, 
Pennsylvania. Commw. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 252 A. 3d 695. 

No. 21–952. Bagley v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–965. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1001. Bey v. Rivello, Superintendent, State Cor-
rectional Institution at Huntingdon, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1025. Sheoran v. Walmart Stores East, LP, et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. 
Appx. 876. 

No. 21–1030. Brimelow v. New York Times Co. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1031. Estate of Beaudry v. Telecheck Services, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
854 Fed. Appx. 44. 
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No. 21–1041. Michael J. P. v. Blue Cross and Blue Shield 
of Texas et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1051. Mengyang Li v. Shepherd University Presi-
dent’s Ofce. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1059. Citibank, N. A., et al. v. Picard, Trustee for 
the Liquidation of Bernard L. Madoff Investment Securi-
ties LLC, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 12 F. 4th 171. 

No. 21–1063. Davis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 1192. 

No. 21–1067. Amen Bey, aka Andrews-Powley v. United 
States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1073. Hamidi et al. v. Service Employees Inter-
national Union, Local 1000. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1081. Wood v. Raffensperger, Georgia Secretary 
of State, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6073. Falk v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6098. Enamorado v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 6 F. 4th 180. 

No. 21–6374. Guidry v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2 
F. 4th 472. 

No. 21–6394. Matthews v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12 F. 4th 647. 

No. 21–6397. Chantharath v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6426. White v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 851 Fed. Appx. 482. 

No. 21–6733. Cleveland v. Wakeeld, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Smitheld, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



1254 OCTOBER TERM, 2021 

February 28, 2022 595 U. S. 

No. 21–6756. Micks-Harm v. Nichols et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6771. Reddicks v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 99 Mass. App. 1118, 167 N. E. 
3d 895. 

No. 21–6784. Talbot v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6808. Vivas, aka Martinez-Lara, aka Lopez-
Santos v. Garland, Attorney General. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6836. Locus v. Johnson, Administrator, New Jer-
sey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6856. Butler v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6875. Anderson v. Russell, Warden, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6902. Muhammad v. Armel, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Fayette, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6923. DiGiacomo v. Superior Court of California, 
City and County of San Francisco. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6928. Maxberry v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6946. Lozado v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6948. Ramseur v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 325. 

No. 21–6951. Adair v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 469. 

No. 21–6956. Delgado-Montoya v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6966. Sampel v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 860 Fed. Appx. 789. 
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No. 21–6969. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6972. Luzula v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6987. Grubbs v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 336. 

No. 21–6992. Lane v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6993. Willis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 851 Fed. Appx. 650. 

No. 21–6994. Lara v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7003. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 861 Fed. Appx. 483. 

No. 21–7004. Ware v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7005. DeVore v. Black, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ohio. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021-Ohio-3153. 

No. 21–7006. Jaime-Guzman v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7013. Wolfe v. Oregon. Sup. Ct. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 368 Ore. 38, 486 P. 3d 748. 

No. 21–7014. Lopez-Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7020. Gordon v. Lizarraga, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 859 Fed. Appx. 177. 

No. 21–7024. Sierra-Serrano v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 F. 4th 931. 

No. 21–7025. Samuels v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7026. Samayoa v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7032. Hunt v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



Page Proof Pending Publication

1256 OCTOBER TERM, 2021 

February 28, 2022 595 U. S. 

No. 21–7034. Curry v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 852 Fed. Appx. 110. 

No. 21–7035. Williams v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7038. Lillich v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 6 F. 4th 869. 

No. 21–7041. Andrews v. Dobbs, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 848 Fed. Appx. 568. 

No. 21–7052. Taylor v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7053. Wright v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7055. Willis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7060. Bilynsky v. Maine. Sup. Jud. Ct. Me. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2021 ME 56, 263 A. 3d 163. 

No. 21–53. Holcombe v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 So. 3d 132. 

Justice Sotomayor, dissenting. 

An attorney jointly represented four codefendants in a criminal 
case. As trial neared, two of the defendants accepted plea deals 
and agreed to testify against the other two: James Dale Holcombe, 
the petitioner here, and his father, Dale Chester Holcombe.1 This 
created a confict of interest that even the prosecutor deemed 
nonwaivable. Nevertheless, the trial court refused defense coun-
sel's offer to withdraw from representing the cooperating co-
defendants and neglected to conduct a detailed inquiry into the 
nature and extent of the confict. The case went to trial, and 
Holcombe's attorney cross-examined his two cooperating clients, 
whose sentences depended on the quality of the testimony they 
provided against Holcombe. Holcombe was convicted, and the 
Florida Court of Appeal affrmed. Because this Court's prece-

1 For clarity, I refer to Dale Chester Holcombe by his given name and to 
the petitioner by his surname. 
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dents require vacating Holcombe's conviction, I would sum-
marily reverse. 

I 
At the outset of his criminal prosecution, Holcombe, Dale, and 

their two codefendants were represented by the same counsel. 
During a pretrial conference, defense counsel advised the trial 
court that he would be representing all four codefendants. He 
explained that he had advised each of the defendants to consult 
with an independent attorney about the joint representation; that 
the defendants had done so; and that they wished to waive any 
confict and have their counsel continue representing them. The 
trial judge discussed some of the risks of joint representation with 
the defendants, expressing concern that they were in “dangerous 
territory” and “on super thin ice.” App. to Brief in Opposition 
A–12. The attorney responded that “all these cases are probably 
going to resolve within a certain margin of error that we're pre-
pared to accept as a group,” and that he was “not aware of any 
particular confict based on our current strategy.” Id., at A–16 to 
A–17. Counsel noted, however, “that if there becomes a confict 
I will have to withdraw.” Id., at A–16. The court ultimately 
concluded that the arrangement was not illegal or unethical be-
cause the defendants had discussed it and signed a confict waiver. 

As trial approached, however, the nature of the confict shifted. 
During another pretrial hearing, defense counsel informed the 
trial court that two of Holcombe's codefendants had entered pleas. 
Soon thereafter, the prosecution decided to call them as witnesses 
against Holcombe and Dale at trial. All four of the codefendants 
were still represented by the same counsel. 

Before jury selection began, the prosecutor told the trial court 
that, in her opinion, “[t]he circumstances [had] changed” and that 
Holcombe's two codefendants' decisions to accept plea deals cre-
ated a “greater confict that . . . is not waiveable.” App. to Pet. 
for Cert. A–34 to A–35. The prosecutor explained that, because 
the trial court had postponed the two codefendants' sentencing 
until after they testifed against Holcombe and Dale, the sentences 
they received would depend on the quality of their testimony. 
See id., at A–34 (“[I]t's in their best interest to cooperate and 
testify truthfully in order to beneft from the plea discussions”). 
Yet in order to represent Holcombe and Dale at trial, the defense 
attorney would be required to cross-examine those other two co-
defendants—his “current clients,” whose sentences would be de-
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termined based on how “cooperative” they were with the State. 
Ibid. In other words, the shared attorney's divided loyalties 
might result in a less-than-exhaustive cross-examination of the 
cooperating witnesses, to Holcombe's and Dale's detriment. 
Upon hearing the prosecutor's explanation, defense counsel of-
fered to withdraw from representing the two codefendants and 
have confict counsel appointed instead. Defense counsel pro-
ceeded to explain that he “d[id]n't know that [withdrawing would] 
cur[e]—,” at which point the trial judge interrupted. App. to 
Brief in Opposition A–34. 

Despite being made aware of this patent confict, the trial judge 
did not question the remaining two defendants, encourage them 
to speak to an unconficted attorney, or advise them that they 
had a right to separate representation. Instead, the court simply 
rejected defense counsel's offer to withdraw, concluding that any 
confict had been properly waived earlier in the proceedings, be-
fore the two codefendants accepted the plea deals and began coop-
erating with the prosecution. The trial proceeded; Holcombe's 
two codefendants testifed against him and Dale on behalf of the 
prosecution (and were cross-examined by their shared attorney); 
and Holcombe was convicted and sentenced to 10 years in prison.2 

The Florida Court of Appeal affrmed. It concluded that an 
attorney's simultaneous representation of both a criminal defend-
ant and two prosecution witnesses, and his cross-examination of 
those witnesses, does not, without more, create an actual confict 
for the purpose of the Sixth Amendment. Because Holcombe had 
not shown any adverse effect on defense counsel's performance, 
the court held that reversal was unwarranted. 

II 

Although a joint representation of codefendants “is not per se 
violative of constitutional guarantees of effective assistance of 
counsel,” this Court has recognized that a “[j]oint representation 
of conficting interests is suspect” because “the advocate fnds 
himself compelled to refrain” from vigorously defending his cli-
ents. Holloway v. Arkansas, 435 U. S. 475, 482, 489, 490 (1978) 
(emphasis deleted). Courts therefore bear a responsibility to in-
vestigate if they “kno[w] or reasonably should know that a partic-
ular confict exists.” Cuyler v. Sullivan, 446 U. S. 335, 347 

2 Dale was convicted as well. See Tr. 1147–1148. 
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(1980); accord, Holloway, 435 U. S., at 483 (explaining that a trial 
court has an “affrmative duty . . . to assure that criminal defend-
ants are not deprived of their right to the effective assistance of 
counsel by joint representation of conficting interests”). When 
a trial court is made aware of an actual confict before trial and 
fails to inquire into the nature and scope of the confict, reversal 
of a defendant's conviction is automatic. See Mickens v. Taylor, 
535 U. S. 162, 167–168 (2002); Holloway, 435 U. S., at 488–490. 

In this case, the trial court properly discharged its obligation 
at the outset of proceedings, but failed to fulfll its renewed obli-
gation after an actual confict arose. At the outset, the trial court 
was made aware of a “possible” or “potential” confict—that is, 
one that had not fully materialized because the codefendants' in-
terests could diverge but had not yet done so. See Wheat v. 
United States, 486 U. S. 153, 163 (1988) (noting that a “potential” 
confict “may or may not burgeon into an actual confict as the 
trial progresses”); Sullivan, 446 U. S., at 348 (“[A] possible confict 
inheres in almost every instance of multiple representation . . . ”). 
The trial court appropriately responded by inquiring into the co-
defendants' consent to the joint representation, expressing well-
founded concern that they were in “dangerous territory,” and 
approving the joint representation based on the codefendants' 
waivers and counsel's representation that any confict remained 
hypothetical. App. to Brief in Opposition A–12. 

Once notifed that the codefendants' interests had parted ways, 
however, the trial court was obligated to inquire further. That 
divergence of interests sharpened the potential confict into an 
“actual” confict—that is, one in which “the defendants' interests 
. . . diverge with respect to a material factual or legal issue or to 
a course of action.” Sullivan, 446 U. S., at 356, n. 3 (Marshall, 
J., concurring in part and dissenting in part). Such a confict 
actually “affect[s] counsel's performance,” unlike the “mere theo-
retical division of loyalties” presented by a possible confict. 
Mickens, 535 U. S., at 171 (emphasis deleted). 

Here, the prosecutor unequivocally identifed an actual confict, 
different in kind from the potential confict the trial court had 
previously considered, by explaining that Holcombe's codefend-
ants' decisions to testify against him created an unwaivable con-
fict. Her concerns were well founded. The codefendants' pleas 
put defense counsel in an impossible dilemma: If the attorney 
successfully undermined the codefendants' testimony, he would 
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aid Holcombe's defense, but potentially jeopardize the codefend-
ants' ability to obtain lenient sentences. Holding back against 
the codefendants, on the other hand, would improve their chances 
at sentencing, but allow the State's key witnesses to provide 
damning evidence against Holcombe. Once notifed of this con-
fict, the trial court had an obligation to inquire further into its 
nature and extent. At minimum, given that the potential confict 
had matured into an actual confict, the court should have taken 
the precaution of advising the defendants to confer again with 
unconficted counsel regarding the propriety of the representation 
and should have directly explained the serious dangers of continu-
ing with an actually conficted attorney. Because it did not, re-
versal of Holcombe's conviction on appeal should have been auto-
matic. See Sullivan, 446 U. S., at 350; see also Holloway, 435 
U. S., at 488. 

The Florida Court of Appeal erred by concluding that Holcombe 
bore the additional burden of proving an adverse effect on his 
representation. The court relied on Mickens, but that case de-
clined to apply Holloway's “automatic reversal rule,” Mickens, 
535 U. S., at 168, for two reasons not present here. First, the 
Court in Mickens distinguished Holloway on the ground that 
defense counsel failed to object to “his inability simultaneously to 
represent multiple defendants” before the trial court. Mickens, 
535 U. S., at 173. Second, Mickens concerned only a potential 
confict of interest resulting from successive representations, 
rather than the type of joint (concurrent) representation ad-
dressed in Holloway or the actual confict identifed here. See 
Mickens, 535 U. S., at 175 (distinguishing “the high probability of 
prejudice arising from multiple concurrent representation” from 
other attorney conficts, including “prior representation”). 

Unlike Mickens, this case concerns an actual confict created 
by a simultaneous joint representation that was timely brought 
to the trial court's attention. That it happened to be the prosecu-
tor who frst raised the confict does not affect whether Hollo-
way's automatic reversal rule applies. This Court's precedents 
hold that the duty to inquire is a duty of the trial court—not of 
any particular party. Sullivan, 446 U. S., at 347; Mickens, 535 
U. S., at 168–169; Holloway, 435 U. S., at 483. Consistent with 
this principle, the key question is whether the trial court was 
alerted to the confict, not by whom. See, e. g., Wood v. Georgia, 
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450 U. S. 261, 272–273 (1981) (“Any doubt as to whether the court 
should have been aware of the [confict] is dispelled by the fact 
that the State raised the confict . . . explicitly and requested that 
the court look into it”); see also Mickens, 535 U. S., at 168 (where 
“[n]either counsel nor anyone else objected to the multiple repre-
sentation,” Holloway's rule did not apply); Sullivan, 446 U. S., at 
347 (where “[n]o participant in [the defendant's] trial ever objected 
to the multiple representation,” the Sixth Amendment did not 
obligate the trial court to inquire). A contrary rule would offer 
less protection to those defendants whose counsel is so severely 
conficted that even the prosecution is compelled to voice its 
concern. 

Decades ago, this Court explained that “[t]he mere physical 
presence of an attorney does not fulfll the Sixth Amendment 
guarantee when the advocate's conficting obligations have effec-
tively sealed his lips on crucial matters.” Holloway, 435 U. S., 
at 490. The proceedings below failed to protect that core consti-
tutional guarantee. For these reasons, I would summarily re-
verse the judgment of the Florida Court of Appeal. 

No. 21–145. Gordon College et al. v. DeWeese-Boyd. 
Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 487 
Mass. 31, 163 N. E. 3d 1000. 

Statement of Justice Alito, with whom Justice Thomas, 
Justice Kavanaugh, and Justice Barrett join, respecting the 
denial of certiorari. 

The Religion Clauses of the First Amendment sometimes forbid 
“courts to intervene in employment disputes involving teachers 
at religious schools who are entrusted with the responsibility of 
instructing their students in the faith.” Our Lady of Guadalupe 
School v. Morrissey-Berru, 591 U. S. 732, 736–737 (2020); see also 
Hosanna-Tabor Evangelical Lutheran Church and School v. 
EEOC, 565 U. S. 171 (2012). The Supreme Judicial Court of Mas-
sachusetts held that this “ministerial exception” did not apply to 
a professor at a religious college who “did not teach religion or 
religious texts,” but who was still expected to “integrate her 
Christian faith into her teaching and scholarship.” 487 Mass. 31, 
33, 163 N. E. 3d 1000, 1002 (2021). Although the state court's 
understanding of religious education is troubling, I concur in the 
denial of the petition for a writ of certiorari because the prelimi-
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nary posture of the litigation would complicate our review. But 
in an appropriate future case, this Court may be required to 
resolve this important question of religious liberty. 

I 

Petitioner Gordon College is a Christian college in Wenham, 
Massachusetts. The college's bylaws state that it “strives to 
graduate men and women distinguished by intellectual maturity 
and Christian character.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 133a (emphasis 
deleted). As “a Christian community of the liberal arts and sci-
ences,” the college “is dedicated to: 

• The historic, evangelical, biblical faith; 
• Education, not indoctrination; 
• Scholarship that is integrally Christian; 
• People and programs that refect the rich mosaic of the Body 

of Christ; 
• Life guided by the teaching of Christ and the empowerment 

of the Holy Spirit; 
• The maturation of students in all dimensions of life: body, 

mind and spirit; 
• The application of biblical principles to transform society and 

culture.” Ibid. (emphasis deleted). 

The college requires all of its faculty to sign a “Christian State-
ment of Faith,” which affrms that the “66 canonical books of the 
Bible as originally written were inspired of God” and that there 
“is one God, the Creator and Preserver of all things, infnite 
in being and perfection.” Id., at 114a (internal quotation marks 
omitted). The faculty handbook explains that the college's profes-
sors are expected “to engage students in their respective disci-
plines from the perspectives of Christian faith” and “to participate 
actively in the spiritual formation of its students into godly, 
biblically-faithful ambassadors for Christ.” Id., at 118a. The 
handbook also states that the most important task of the “Chris-
tian educator” is the “integration” of faith and learning. Id., at 
119a. 

Respondent Margaret DeWeese-Boyd was hired as a faculty 
member in Gordon College's department of social work in 1998. 
DeWeese-Boyd's application for employment at Gordon College 
acknowledged “personal agreement with Gordon's Statement of 
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Faith, stated her Christian beliefs, described her pilgrimage as a 
Christian, [and] explained how her Christian commitment affected 
her scholarship.” Id., at 122a. Her application also mentioned 
her Christian missionary work in the Philippines and indicated 
that she had earned an advanced degree in theology. Id., at 124a. 
In 2009, when DeWeese-Boyd applied for tenure, she submitted a 
paper titled “Refections on Christian Scholarship” that discussed 
her “integration of the Christian faith into her work.” Id., at 
126a (internal quotation marks omitted). 

In 2016, DeWeese-Boyd applied for promotion to full professor, 
and that application explained that she thought the “work of inte-
gration” required “pursuing scholarship that is faithful to the 
mandates of Scripture, the vocational call of Christ, and the dic-
tates of conscience.” Joint Exhs. App. for Summary Judgment in 
No. 1777cv01367, p. 195 (Super. Ct. Essex Cty., Mass., Sept. 17, 
2010). Student evaluations, also included in the 2016 application, 
stated that she “did a great job of connecting class materials with 
Christian faith” and “calling our thoughts to a higher level of 
Christian responsibility.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 128a, 130a–131a 
(internal quotation marks omitted). 

Gordon College denied her 2016 application for a promotion, 
citing lack of scholarly productivity, among other things. She 
sued in the Superior Court of Massachusetts, alleging that the 
college and its agents had actually denied her a promotion because 
of “her vocal opposition to [the college's] policies and practices 
regarding individuals who identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans-
gender, or queer.” 487 Mass., at 34, 163 N. E. 3d, at 1003. The 
parties cross-moved for summary judgment on the question 
whether the ministerial exception barred DeWeese-Boyd's claims. 
The trial court ruled in favor of DeWeese-Boyd, and the Supreme 
Judicial Court of Massachusetts granted an application for direct 
appellate review of the summary-judgment ruling. 

The Supreme Judicial Court affirmed. It concluded that 
DeWeese-Boyd was not a “minister” under this Court's decisions 
in Our Lady of Guadalupe School, 591 U. S. 732, and Hosanna-
Tabor Evangelical Lutheran Church and School, 565 U. S. 171. 
The court reasoned that DeWeese-Boyd did not “undergo formal 
religious training, pray with her students, participate in or lead 
religious services, take her students to chapel services, or teach 
a religious curriculum.” 487 Mass., at 53, 163 N. E. 3d, at 1017. 
Though the court recognized that she was required to “integrate 
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the Christian faith into her teaching, scholarship, and advising,” 
the court reasoned that this integrated teaching was “different in 
kind” from religious instruction. Ibid. 

The college fled a petition for certiorari, essentially asking us 
to decide whether the ministerial exception bars the present 
lawsuit. 

II 
In Our Lady of Guadalupe School, we explained that the “min-

isterial exception” protects the “autonomy” of “churches and other 
religious institutions” in the selection of the employees who “play 
certain key roles.” 591 U. S., at 746. We recognized that “educat-
ing young people in their faith, inculcating its teachings, and 
training them to live their faith are responsibilities that lie at the 
very core of the mission of a private religious school.” Id., at 
753–754. Because the teachers in that case had been, among 
other things, “entrusted most directly with the responsibility of 
educating their students in the faith,” we concluded that the min-
isterial exception applied to such educators. Id., at 757. 

The Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court thought that 
DeWeese-Boyd was not a religious educator because she did not 
“teach religion, the Bible, or religious doctrine.” 487 Mass., 
at 49, 163 N. E. 3d, at 1014. Though it acknowledged her 
responsibility “to integrate the Christian faith into her teaching, 
scholarship, and advising,” the state court asserted that this re-
sponsibility was “different in kind” from the kind of religious 
education at issue in Our Lady of Guadalupe School and insuff-
cient to make DeWeese-Boyd a minister. 487 Mass., at 53, 163 
N. E., at 1017. 

That conclusion refects a troubling and narrow view of re-
ligious education. What many faiths conceive of as “religious 
education” includes much more than instruction in explicitly re-
ligious doctrine or theology. As one amicus supporting the col-
lege explains, many religious schools ask their teachers to “show 
students how to view the world through a faith-based lens,” even 
when teaching nominally secular subjects. See Brief for Jewish 
Coalition for Religious Liberty et al. as Amici Curiae 6. For 
example, a professor teaching a course on the civil rights move-
ment at a secular college might concentrate on the political, eco-
nomic, and sociological aspects of the struggle for racial justice, 
while a professor at a Christian college might also highlight Dr. 
Martin Luther King Jr.'s faith and the biblical arguments in his 
famous Letter from Birmingham Jail. Similarly, an English pro-
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fessor at a secular college might see nihilism and skepticism in 
Shakespeare's King Lear, while a professor at a Catholic school 
might present it as a pilgrimage to redemption. See Brief for 
Association of Christian Schools International as Amicus Curiae 
6–8 (listing other examples). 

Faith-infused instruction of this kind might complement student 
instruction in explicitly religious subjects. For example, Gordon 
College requires all of its students to take required courses on 
the Old Testament, the New Testament, and Christian Theology; 
they must also earn “Christian Life and Worship” credits for 
attending chapel services (or other similar faith-based events). 
But religious education at Gordon College does not end as soon 
as a student passes those required courses and leaves the chapel. 
Instead, the college asks each member of the faculty to “inte-
grate” faith and learning, i. e., “to help students make connections 
between course content, Christian thought and principles, and 
personal faith and practice.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 119a. 

For those reasons, I have doubts about the state court's under-
standing of religious education and, accordingly, its application of 
the ministerial exception. But DeWeese-Boyd argues that be-
cause the Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts affrmed the 
trial court's summary-judgment ruling in an interlocutory pos-
ture, its ruling is not a “fnal judgment” under 28 U. S. C. § 1257. 
Gordon College responds that the decision is a reviewable fnal 
judgment under Cox Broadcasting Corp. v. Cohn, 420 U. S. 469 
(1975), but at the very least this threshold jurisdictional issue 
would complicate our review. The brief in opposition notes, how-
ever, that “[i]f DeWeese-Boyd prevails in the trial court, there is 
nothing that would preclude Gordon [College] from appealing at 
that time, including seeking review in this Court when the deci-
sion is actually fnal.” Brief in Opposition 16. On that under-
standing, I concur in the denial of certiorari. 

No. 21–773. Oklahoma v. McCurtain. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–798. Oklahoma v. Vineyard. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6979. Johnston v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Barrett took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. 
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Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–315. Bouazizi v. Hillsborough County Civil Serv-
ice Board et al., 595 U. S. 1131; 

No. 21–416. Anderson v. United States, 595 U. S. 1001; 
No. 21–611. Hamilton v. United States et al., 595 U. S. 

1134; 
No. 21–655. Butler v. Porter et al., 595 U. S. 1135; 
No. 21–5961. Horsley v. Ohio, 595 U. S. 1141; and 
No. 21–6066. Woods v. Alina’s Real Estate, LLC; and 

Woods v. Collins, Trustee, 595 U. S. 1143. Petitions for re-
hearing denied. 

March 7, 2022 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21A398. Keil et al. v. City of New York, New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Application for injunction, addressed to 
Justice Gorsuch and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 21A455. Moore, Speaker of the North Carolina 
House of Representatives, et al. v. Harper et al. Sup. 
Ct. N. C. Application for stay pending the fling and disposition 
of a petition for writ of certiorari, presented to The Chief Jus-
tice, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 

Justice Kavanaugh, concurring. 

I agree with Justice Alito that the underlying Elections 
Clause question raised in the emergency application is important, 
and that both sides have advanced serious arguments on the mer-
its. The issue is almost certain to keep arising until the Court 
defnitively resolves it. Therefore, if the Court receives petitions 
for certiorari raising the issue, I believe that the Court should 
grant certiorari in an appropriate case—either in this case from 
North Carolina or in a similar case from another State. If the 
Court does so, the Court can carefully consider and decide the 
issue next Term after full briefng and oral argument. 

In their emergency application, however, the applicants are ask-
ing this Court for extraordinary interim relief—namely, an order 
from this Court requiring North Carolina to change its existing 
congressional election districts for the upcoming 2022 primary 
and general elections. But this Court has repeatedly ruled that 
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federal courts ordinarily should not alter state election laws in the 
period close to an election. See, e. g., Republican National Com-
mittee v. Democratic National Committee, 589 U. S. 423, 424–425 
(2020) (per curiam); Purcell v. Gonzalez, 549 U. S. 1 (2006) (per cu-
riam). In light of the Purcell principle and the particular circum-
stances and timing of the impending primary elections in North Car-
olina, it is too late for the federal courts to order that the district 
lines be changed for the 2022 primary and general elections, just as 
it was too late for the federal courts to do so in the Alabama redis-
tricting case last month. See Merrill v. Milligan, 595 U. S. 1197 
(2022) (Kavanaugh, J., concurring in grant of application for stay). 

For that reason, I concur in the Court's denial of the emergency 
application for stay. 

Justice Alito, with whom Justice Thomas and Justice 
Gorsuch join, dissenting. 

I would grant the application for a stay. 
This case presents an exceptionally important and recurring 

question of constitutional law, namely, the extent of a state court's 
authority to reject rules adopted by a state legislature for use in 
conducting federal elections. There can be no doubt that this 
question is of great national importance. But we have not yet 
found an opportune occasion to address the issue. See, e. g., Demo-
cratic National Committee v. Wisconsin State Legislature, 592 
U. S. 1039 (2020); Scarnati v. Boockvar, 592 U. S. 1022 (2020); Moore 
v. Circosta, 592 U. S. 1065 (2020); Wise v. Circosta, 592 U. S. 1065 
(2020); Bush v. Gore, 531 U. S. 98, 112 (2000) (Rehnquist, C. J., concur-
ring); see also Republican Party of Pennsylvania v. Degraffenreid, 
592 U. S. 1287, 1288 (2021) (Thomas, J., dissenting from denial of cer-
tiorari); id., at 1295 (Alito, J., dissenting from denial of certiorari); 
Wisconsin State Legislature, 592 U. S., at 1040 (Gorsuch, J., concur-
ring in denial of application to vacate stay). We will have to resolve 
this question sooner or later, and the sooner we do so, the better. 
This case presented a good opportunity to consider the issue, but 
unfortunately the Court has again found the occasion inopportune. 

In my view, the applicants have shown that the question pre-
sented by this case easily satisfes our usual criteria for certiorari, 
see this Court's Rule 10, and it is also likely that they would 
prevail on the merits if review were granted. The Elections 
Clause provides that rules governing the “Times, Places and 
Manner of holding Elections for Senators and Representatives” 
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must be “prescribed in each State by the Legislature thereof.” 
Art. I, § 4, cl. 1 (emphasis added). This Clause could have said 
that these rules are to be prescribed “by each State,” which 
would have left it up to each State to decide which branch, compo-
nent, or offcer of the state government should exercise that 
power, as States are generally free to allocate state power as 
they choose. But that is not what the Elections Clause says. 
Its language specifes a particular organ of a state government, 
and we must take that language seriously. 

In this case, after North Carolina gained a seat in the House 
of Representatives, the North Carolina General Assembly twice 
adopted new congressional districting maps. See 2021 N. C. Sess. 
Law 174; 2022 N. C. Sess. Law 3. But on both occasions, the 
State Supreme Court rejected those maps and ultimately ordered 
that the 2022 election proceed on the basis of a map of the court's 
own creation. See App. to Application for Stay 2a, 13a–14a, 266a 
(App.). The court justifed its actions on the ground that the 
General Assembly's maps constituted partisan gerrymanders and 
thus violated a congeries of state constitutional provisions.1 But 
none of those provisions says anything about partisan gerryman-
dering, and all but one make no reference to elections at all. 

The most relevant provision states simply that “[a]ll elections 
shall be free.” N. C. Const., Art. I, § 10. This guarantee of “free 
elections” dates all the way back to the North Carolina Constitu-
tion of 1776, see Art. VI, but for 246 years that language was not 
found to prohibit partisan gerrymandering. In 2015, the State 
Supreme Court held that “a partisan gerrymandering challenge” 

1 See App. 12a (citing N. C. Const., Art. I, § 19 (“No person shall be taken, 
imprisoned, or disseized of his freehold, liberties, or privileges, or outlawed, 
or exiled, or in any manner deprived of his life, liberty, or property, but by 
the law of the land. No person shall be denied the equal protection of the 
laws; nor shall any person be subjected to discrimination by the State be-
cause of race, color, religion, or national origin”)); § 14 (“Freedom of speech 
and of the press are two of the great bulwarks of liberty and therefore shall 
never be restrained, but every person shall be held responsible for their 
abuse); § 12 (“The people have a right to assemble together to consult for 
their common good, to instruct their representatives, and to apply to the 
General Assembly for redress of grievances; but secret political societies are 
dangerous to the liberties of a free people and shall not be tolerated”); and 
§ 10 (“All elections shall be free”). 
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failed because it was “ ̀ not based upon a justiciable standard.' ” 2 

Only this year did the State Supreme Court change course and 
discern in the State Constitution a judicially enforceable prohibi-
tion of partisan gerrymandering. Explaining the reasons for this 
new interpretation, the court noted that the State Constitution is 
diffcult to amend and that North Carolina is “a state without 
a citizen referendum process.” App. 35a. The court concluded 
that “the only way that partisan gerrymandering can be ad-
dressed is through the courts.” Ibid. (emphasis added). These 
explanations have the hallmarks of legislation. 

The applicants, who are members of the North Carolina Legis-
lature, contend that the State Supreme Court took it upon itself 
to decide the “Manner” in which the State's congressional elec-
tions will be held and that the court therefore usurped the power 
that the Elections Clause confnes to the “Legislature.” The 
other side answers that state election laws must be interpreted 
and applied by the state courts, that this is what the State Su-
preme Court did in this case when it interpreted and applied the 
State Constitution, and that this Court has no authority to over-
rule a state supreme court's interpretation of state law. 

Both sides advance serious arguments, but based on the 
briefng we have received, my judgment is that the applicants' 
argument is stronger. The question presented is one of federal 
not state law because the state legislature, in promulgating rules 
for congressional elections, acts pursuant to a constitutional man-
date under the Elections Clause. Cf. Bush, 531 U. S., at 113 
(Rehnquist, C. J., concurring) (compliance with the Electors 
Clause “presents a federal constitutional question”). And if the 
language of the Elections Clause is taken seriously, there must 
be some limit on the authority of state courts to countermand 
actions taken by state legislatures when they are prescribing 
rules for the conduct of federal elections. I think it is likely that 
the applicants would succeed in showing that the North Carolina 
Supreme Court exceeded those limits. 

The applicants will be irreparably harmed if a stay is not 
granted because they will be deprived of their constitutional pre-
rogative to draw the congressional map in their State, and the 

2 See App. 113a (quoting Dickson v. Rucho, 368 N. C. 481, 534, 781 S. E. 2d 
404, 440 (2015), vacated on other grounds, 581 U. S. 1004 (2017)). 
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public interest will be disserved if the 2022 congressional elections 
in North Carolina are held using districts that we eventually 
determine were unconstitutionally imposed. 

This matter came to us only seven days before the deadline for 
candidates to fle on March 4, but promptly granting a stay would 
have been only minimally disruptive in the circumstances here. 
The General Assembly's remedial map provides that the frst map 
enacted by the Assembly would become effective by operation of 
law if we “stay[ed]” the orders of the North Carolina Supreme 
Court. What candidates were required to do by March 4 was to 
fle a short form, and the only change that they would have been 
required to make had we granted the application was to ensure 
that the form they submitted specifed the district in which they 
were running under the frst plan adopted by the legislature. 
That would not have been greatly disruptive. 

I therefore respectfully dissent from the denial of the stay, but 
further review of the judgment below may be warranted once a 
petition for a writ of certiorari is fled. 

No. 21A457. Toth et al. v. Chapman, Acting Secretary 
of Pennsylvania, et al. D. C. M. D. Pa. Application for writ 
of injunction, presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred 
to the Court in No. 21A457, denied. This case has now been 
referred to a three-judge court, and the parties may exercise their 
right to appeal from an order of that court granting or denying 
interlocutory injunctive relief. 

No. 21M84. Thomas v. Martin-Gibbons et al.; and 
No. 21M87. Donzinger v. Attorney Grievance Committee 

for the First Judicial Department. Motions to direct the 
Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 21M85. Polite v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. Motion for leave to proceed as a veteran 
denied. 

No. 21M86. Gatsby v. Gatsby; and 
No. 21M88. Collier v. University of California, Berke-

ley. Motions for leave to fle petitions for writs of certiorari 
with supplemental appendixes under seal granted. 

No. 21M89. Broaden v. Department of Transportation. 
Motion for leave to proceed as a veteran granted. 
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No. 20–1034. Golan v. Saada. C. A. 2d Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 595 U. S. 1106.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave 
to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae, for divided 
argument, and for enlargement of time for oral argument granted 
in part, and the time is allotted as follows: 20 minutes for peti-
tioner, 15 minutes for the Solicitor General, and 35 minutes for 
respondent. 

No. 21–248. Berger et al. v. North Carolina State Con-
ference of the NAACP et al. C. A. 4th Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 595 U. S. 1086.] Motion of respondents for divided argu-
ment granted. 

No. 21–599. Kinney v. HSBC Bank USA, N. A. C. A. 10th 
Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief in this case 
expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 21–6906. Jackson v. AT&T Retirement Savings Plan 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed until March 28, 
2022, 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. 21–6780. In re Sklar. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 20–7805. Knight v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 663 Pa. 235, 241 A. 3d 620. 

No. 21–494. Lewis v. Power Research, Inc., et al. Sup. 
Ct. Nev. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 137 Nev. 934, 478 
P. 3d 872. 

No. 21–594. Alphabet Inc. et al. v. Rhode Island, Ofce 
of the Rhode Island Treasurer on Behalf of the Employ-
ees’ Retirement System of Rhode Island. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 687. 

No. 21–629. Santa Fe Alliance for Public Health and 
Safety et al. v. City of Santa Fe, New Mexico, et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 993 F. 3d 
802. 
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No. 21–632. Vazquez-Guerra et al. v. Garland, Attorney 
General. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
7 F. 4th 265. 

No. 21–651. Lumaj v. Garland, Attorney General. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 856 Fed. Appx. 339. 

No. 21–761. OptumHealth Care Solutions, LLC v. Peters. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2 F. 4th 199. 

No. 21–787. Russomanno v. Dugan et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–792. Billioni v. Bryant, Sheriff, York County, 
South Carolina, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 998 F. 3d 572. 

No. 21–793. Pennsylvania v. Cosby. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 666 Pa. 416, 252 A. 3d 1092. 

No. 21–816. Gear v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 F. 4th 1040. 

No. 21–828. Estate of Fontana et al. v. ACFB Admin-
istracao Judicial LTDA–ME. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 860 Fed. Appx. 163. 

No. 21–955. Rismiller, Tutrix for Goins, et al. v. Gemini 
Insurance Co. et al. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 2020–00313 (La. 6/30/21), 330 So. 3d 145. 

No. 21–958. A. A. v. M. A. Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–961. Oklahoma v. Olive. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–963. McNaughton v. Adams, Mayor of the City of 
New York, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 857 Fed. Appx. 690. 

No. 21–987. Salis v. Mayorkas, Secretary of Homeland 
Security. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–990. Boss, as Personal Representative of the Es-
tate of Crane v. United States et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 515. 
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No. 21–992. Yates et al. v. Hillsboro Unied School Dis-
trict et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1032. Berry v. Federal Bureau of Investigation 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1054. Song v. Becerra, Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1070. Gonzalez v. Roney et al. Ct. App. Ariz. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1088. Luis Alvarez v. Pinon. Ct. App. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 17 Wash. App. 2d 939, 489 
P. 3d 259. 

No. 21–1106. Gabara v. Facebook, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 852 Fed. Appx. 541. 

No. 21–1107. FTS USA, LLC, et al. v. Monroe et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 664. 

No. 21–1120. Thompson et al. v. DeWine, Governor of 
Ohio, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 7 F. 4th 521. 

No. 21–5649. Shelby v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 853 Fed. Appx. 131. 

No. 21–5875. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 995 F. 3d 522. 

No. 21–6171. Granda v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 990 F. 3d 1272. 

No. 21–6196. I. A. v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 313 Kan. 803, 491 P. 3d 1241. 

No. 21–6382. Raheem v. Ford, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 995 F. 3d 895. 

No. 21–6431. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 839 Fed. Appx. 819. 

No. 21–6484. Battle v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 Cal. 5th 749, 489 P. 3d 329. 

No. 21–6486. Green v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 860 
Fed. Appx. 930. 
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No. 21–6492. Galvez v. Muniz, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 845 Fed. Appx. 542. 

No. 21–6636. Fears v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 666 Pa. 140, 250 A. 3d 1180. 

No. 21–6752. McPherson v. Keyser, Superintendent, Sul-
livan Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6763. Johnson v. Lambkins et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6766. DeAtley v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6774. Harris v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6779. Hite v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6783. Wareld v. Department of the Air Force 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 859 
Fed. Appx. 831. 

No. 21–6794. Winningham v. City of Broken Arrow, Okla-
homa. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6796. Webster v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner 
of Social Security. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6798. Everett v. Justices of the Supreme Court 
of California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6811. Cummings v. Lightstorm Entertainment, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6827. Pick v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6832. True v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Division 
of Correction. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 2021 Ark. 154, 628 S. W. 3d 641. 

No. 21–6851. Quiles v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 488 Mass. 298, 173 N. E. 3d 1. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 1275 

595 U. S. March 7, 2022 

No. 21–6866. Lawless v. Mulder et al. Super. Ct. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6883. Booker v. Engelke et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 830 Fed. Appx. 415. 

No. 21–6913. Littlejohn v. Bowman et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6947. Christmas v. Jackson et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6959. Cox v. Caley, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 274. 

No. 21–6974. Gonzalez v. Quiros, Commissioner, Connecti-
cut Department of Correction. App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 205 Conn. App. 511, 258 A. 3d 97. 

No. 21–6976. Karki v. Department of Homeland Security 
et al. Super. Ct. D. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6990. Roberts v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6996. Stivers v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (5th) 180338–U. 

No. 21–6998. Pape v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7000. Adams v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7002. Wren v. Ndoh, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 851 Fed. Appx. 108. 

No. 21–7021. Gayden v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7031. Davis v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7037. Breest v. New Hampshire. Sup. Ct. N. H. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7042. Nelsen v. Southern Poverty Law Center. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7054. Walker v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7057. Nava v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7062. Smith v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7063. Shaheed v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7065. Majors v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7066. Brewer v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 853 Fed. Appx. 46. 

No. 21–7069. Clarke v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7070. Duke v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 770. 

No. 21–7071. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7072. Wise v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 460. 

No. 21–7074. Dennis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 852 Fed. Appx. 159. 

No. 21–7078. Fortia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 386. 

No. 21–7080. Gibson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 211. 

No. 21–7081. Stasiv v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7089. Jordan v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 166 Ohio St. 3d 339, 2021-Ohio-3922, 185 
N. E. 3d 1051. 

No. 21–7090. O’Neal v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 236. 
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No. 21–7092. Malauulu v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7101. James v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 3 F. 4th 1102. 

No. 21–201. Abdelnabi v. Sekik; and 
No. 21–971. Abdulnabi v. Sekik. Ct. App. Tenn. Motions 

of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–459. Doe v. Facebook, Inc. Sup. Ct. Tex. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 625 S. W. 3d 80. 

Statement of Justice Thomas respecting the denial of certiorari. 
In 2012, an adult, male sexual predator used Facebook to lure 

15-year-old Jane Doe to a meeting, shortly after which she was 
repeatedly raped, beaten, and traffcked for sex. Doe eventually 
escaped and sued Facebook in Texas state court, alleging that 
Facebook had violated Texas' anti-sex-traffcking statute and com-
mitted various common-law offenses. Facebook petitioned the 
Texas Supreme Court for a writ of mandamus dismissing Doe's 
suit. The court held that a provision of the Communications De-
cency Act known as § 230 bars Doe's common-law claims, but not 
her statutory sex-traffcking claim. 

Section 230(c)(1) states that “[n]o provider or user of an inter-
active computer service shall be treated as the publisher or 
speaker of any information provided by another information 
content provider.” 47 U. S. C. § 230(c)(1). The Texas Supreme 
Court emphasized that courts have uniformly treated internet 
platforms as “publisher[s]” under § 230(c)(1), and thus immune, 
whenever a plaintiff's claim “ ̀ stem[s] from [the platform's] publica-
tion of information created by third parties.' ” In re Facebook, 
Inc., 625 S. W. 3d 80, 90 (Tex. 2021) (quoting Doe v. MySpace, Inc., 
528 F. 3d 413, 418 (CA5 2008)). As relevant here, this expansive 
understanding of publisher immunity requires dismissal of claims 
against internet companies for failing to warn consumers of prod-
uct defects or failing to take reasonable steps “to protect their 
users from the malicious or objectionable activity of other users.” 
625 S. W. 3d, at 83. The Texas Supreme Court acknowledged 
that it is “plausible” to read § 230(c)(1) more narrowly to immunize 
internet platforms when plaintiffs seek to hold them “strictly lia-
ble” for transmitting third-party content, id., at 90–91, but the 
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court ultimately felt compelled to adopt the consensus approach, 
id., at 91. 

This decision exemplifes how courts have interpreted § 230 “to 
confer sweeping immunity on some of the largest companies in 
the world,” Malwarebytes, Inc. v. Enigma Software Group USA, 
LLC, 592 U. S. 1013 (2020) (statement of Thomas, J., respecting 
denial of certiorari), particularly by employing a “capacious con-
ception of what it means to treat a website operator as [a] pub-
lisher or speaker,” id., at 1019 (internal quotation marks omitted). 
Here, the Texas Supreme Court afforded publisher immunity even 
though Facebook allegedly “knows its system facilitates human 
traffckers in identifying and cultivating victims,” but has none-
theless “failed to take any reasonable steps to mitigate the use of 
Facebook by human traffckers” because doing so would cost the 
company users—and the advertising revenue those users gener-
ate. Fourth Amended Pet. in No. 2018–69816 (Dist. Ct., Harris 
Cty., Tex., Feb. 10, 2020), pp. 20, 22, 23; see also Reply Brief 3, 
n. 1, 4, n. 2 (listing recent disclosures and investigations support-
ing these allegations). It is hard to see why the protection 
§ 230(c)(1) grants publishers against being held strictly liable for 
third parties' content should protect Facebook from liability for 
its own “acts and omissions.” Fourth Amended Pet., at 21. 

At the very least, before we close the door on such serious 
charges, “we should be certain that is what the law demands.” 
Malwarebytes, 592 U. S., at 1020. As I have explained, the argu-
ments in favor of broad immunity under § 230 rest largely on 
“policy and purpose,” not on the statute's plain text. Id., at 1015. 
Here, the Texas Supreme Court recognized that “[t]he United 
States Supreme Court—or better yet, Congress—may soon re-
solve the burgeoning debate about whether the federal courts 
have thus far correctly interpreted section 230.” 625 S. W. 3d, 
at 84. Assuming Congress does not step in to clarify § 230's 
scope, we should do so in an appropriate case. 

Unfortunately, this is not such a case. We have jurisdiction to 
review only “[f]inal judgments or decrees” of state courts. 28 
U. S. C. § 1257(a). And fnality typically requires “an effective de-
termination of the litigation and not of merely interlocutory or 
intermediate steps therein.” Market Street R. Co. v. Railroad 
Comm'n of Cal., 324 U. S. 548, 551 (1945). Because the Texas 
Supreme Court allowed Doe's statutory claim to proceed, the liti-
gation is not “fnal.” Conceding as much, Doe relies on a narrow 
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exception to the fnality rule involving cases where “the federal 
issue, fnally decided by the highest court in the State, will sur-
vive and require decision regardless of the outcome of future 
state-court proceedings.” Cox Broadcasting Corp. v. Cohn, 420 
U. S. 469, 480 (1975). But that exception cannot apply here because 
the Texas courts have not yet conclusively adjudicated a personal-
jurisdiction defense that, if successful, would “effectively moot the 
federal-law question raised here.” Jefferson v. City of Tarrant, 
522 U. S. 75, 82 (1997). 

I, therefore, concur in the Court's denial of certiorari. We 
should, however, address the proper scope of immunity under 
§ 230 in an appropriate case. 

No. 21–6777. Garrard et al. v. Newsom, Governor of Cal-
ifornia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Breyer took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 21–6868. Webb v. Fauci et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari before judgment denied. Justice Alito took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–7099. Disla v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 20–8015. Brown v. Pennsylvania, 595 U. S. 932; 
No. 21–621. Flaherty et al. v. Holly Hill Investments, 

LLC, 595 U. S. 1134; 
No. 21–635. Fields v. Cincinnati, Ohio Police Depart-

ment, et al., 595 U. S. 1134; 
No. 21–5919. Moses v. Texas, 595 U. S. 1097; 
No. 21–6072. Sakuma v. Association of Apartment Own-

ers of the Tropics of Waikele et al., 595 U. S. 1143; 
No. 21–6153. Wije v. Burns et al., 595 U. S. 1144; 
No. 21–6306. Shortes v. Google LLC, 595 U. S. 1167; 
No. 21–6308. Sanders v. Christwood, 595 U. S. 1148; 
No. 21–6416. Davic v. Ohio, 595 U. S. 1152; and 
No. 21–6624. Jones v. United States, 595 U. S. 1189. Peti-

tions for rehearing denied. 

No. 21–6315. Weidrick v. Biden, President of the United 
States, et al., 595 U. S. 1171. Petition for rehearing denied. 
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The Chief Justice took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. 

March 11, 2022 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 21–6396. Jeune v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

March 16, 2022 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 21–1128. Turnure v. Redrick. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

March 18, 2022 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 20–603. Torres v. Texas Department of Public 
Safety. Ct. App. Tex., 13th Dist. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 
1126.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in 
oral argument as amicus curiae, for divided argument, and for 
enlargement of time for oral argument granted. 

No. 20–807. LeDure v. Union Pacic Railroad Co. C. A. 
7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 1126.] Motion of the So-
licitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus 
curiae, for divided argument, and for enlargement of time for 
oral argument granted. Justice Barrett took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion. 

March 21, 2022 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 21–648. Hedican v. Walmart Stores East, L. P., et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case 
remanded for further consideration in light of Cameron v. EMW 
Women's Surgical Center, P. S. C., 595 U. S. 267 (2022). Reported 
below: 992 F. 3d 656. 

No. 21–6412. Stampe 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 
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General in her brief for the United States fled on February 25, 
2022. Reported below: 994 F. 3d 767. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 21–6809. West-El v. Midland Funding LLC. 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. 21–7143. Gregory 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. 21M90. Lewis v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division; 

No. 21M91. Sandlain v. United States; and 
No. 21M95. Cotton v. Graham, Superintendent, Auburn 

Correction Facility. Motions to direct the Clerk to fle peti-
tions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 21M92. Ingram v. United States; and 
No. 21M94. L’Heureux v. West Virginia. Motions for leave 

to fle petitions for writs of certiorari with supplemental appen-
dixes under seal granted. 

No. 21M93. Gilliard v. Lumme et al. Motion for leave to 
proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 21–1086. Merrill, Alabama Secretary of State, 
et al. v. Milligan et al. D. C. N. D. Ala. [Probable jurisdic-
tion noted, 595 U. S. 1197 and 1217]; and 

No. 21–1087. Merrill, Alabama Secretary of State, 
et al. v. Caster et al. C. A. 11th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 
595 U. S. 1197 and 1217.] Upon consideration of the motion to 
modify or amend the question presented, the question presented 
in these cases is amended as follows: “Whether the State of Ala-
bama's 2021 redistricting plan for its seven seats in the United 
States House of Representatives violated § 2 of the Voting Rights 
Act, 52 U. S. C. § 10301.” 
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No. 21–6358. Young v. Lamont et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [595 U. S. 1181] denied. 

No. 21–6561. Aranoff v. Aranoff. Ct. App. N. Y. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [595 U. S. 1214] denied. 

No. 21–6829. Donmez v. New York City Department of 
Consumer Affairs et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of petitioner 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioner is 
allowed until April 11, 2022, 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. 21–7141. In re Gullett-El; and 
No. 21–7202. In re Kwaning. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 21–6801. In re McMahon; 
No. 21–6843. In re Brewer; 
No. 21–6845. In re Smith; and 
No. 21–6862. In re Jones. Petitions for writs of mandamus 

denied. 

No. 21–6880. In re Calton. 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). 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–417. Sulzer Mixpac AG v. A&N Trading Co. et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 988 F. 3d 174. 

No. 21–437. Yao Pone v. Board of County Commissioners 
for Calvert County. Ct. App. Md. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 474 Md. 212, 253 A. 3d 632. 

No. 21–460. Myres v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 844 Fed. Appx. 987. 
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No. 21–520. Hawkins, Individually and as a Trustee of 
the CN Hawkins Trust et al., et al. v. Haaland, Secretary 
of the Interior, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 991 F. 3d 216. 

No. 21–618. Jones v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 316 So. 3d 619. 

No. 21–677. Burns v. Town of Palm Beach, Florida. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 999 F. 3d 1317. 

No. 21–682. Shivers v. United States et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 924. 

No. 21–688. Montilla et al. v. Federal National Mort-
gage Association et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 999 F. 3d 751. 

No. 21–735. Jim Olive Photography, dba Photolive, Inc. 
v. University of Houston System. Sup. Ct. Tex. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 624 S. W. 3d 764. 

No. 21–843. Sellars et al. v. CRST Expedited, Inc. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 681. 

No. 21–851. Narang v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–859. Montana State Legislature et al. v. Mc-
Laughlin. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
405 Mont. 1, 493 P. 3d 980. 

No. 21–866. Realgy, LLC v. Lindenbaum et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 524. 

No. 21–877. Thacker v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 F. 4th 569. 

No. 21–888. Intel Corp. v. VLSI Technology LLC et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–967. Nwinee v. St. Louis Developmental Disabil-
ity Treatment Centers et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 890. 

No. 21–969. Coulter v. Paulisick et al. Ct. Common Pleas 
of Butler County, Pa. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–976. Wilson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 So. 3d 1252. 

No. 21–977. Kovacevich v. Finch et al. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 Wash. App. 2d 1060. 

No. 21–979. Young v. Lundstrom et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 952. 

No. 21–980. Jennings v. Nash et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 848 Fed. Appx. 228. 

No. 21–981. Trinh v. Fineman. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 9 F. 4th 235. 

No. 21–986. Vanderveer v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 
Town of East Hampton, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–988. Crawford v. Henrico County Public School 
Board et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 834 Fed. Appx. 833. 

No. 21–989. Coulter v. Paul Laurence Dunbar Commu-
nity Center et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–991. Berber v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A., et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–999. Blessett v. Texas Ofce of the Attorney 
General, Galveston County Child Support Enforcement 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1000. Brace v. Speier et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 298. 

No. 21–1002. Lopez v. HSBC Bank USA, N. A., et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1004. Cody et al. v. Superior Court of California, 
Trinity County, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 854 Fed. Appx. 934. 

No. 21–1005. Heat On-The-Fly, LLC, et al. v. Energy 
Heating, LLC, et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 15 F. 4th 1378. 
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No. 21–1015. Cao v. BSI Financial Services, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. 
Appx. 156. 

No. 21–1016. Chrostowski v. Clarke, Director, Virginia 
Department of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1018. Colton v. Fehrer Automotive, North 
America, LLC. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1020. Tingling v. Educational Credit Manage-
ment Corp. et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 990 F. 3d 304. 

No. 21–1024. Brysk v. Herskovitz et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 500. 

No. 21–1029. Young v. Edelen et al. (four judgments). Ct. 
App. Ky. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1038. Kenney v. City of San Diego, California, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 830 
Fed. Appx. 235. 

No. 21–1042. Minnick v. Winkleski, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 460. 

No. 21–1072. DeMocker v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1075. England v. Colson. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1076. Thamilselvan v. Thamilselvan. Ct. App. 
Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1092. Perry v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1095. “I Am” School, Inc. v. City of Mount Shasta, 
California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1105. Garcia v. Wyoming Department of Health 
and Social Services. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1109. Carson v. Merit Systems Protection Board. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1117. Watkins et al. v. U. S. Bank N. A. et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1118. Moore v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1122. Young v. McGrath. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1127. Samish Indian Nation v. Washington et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 8 F. 4th 853. 

No. 21–1135. Kuburovich v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 852 Fed. Appx. 291. 

No. 21–1142. Domen et al. v. Vimeo, Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1149. Phoenix Light SF DAC et al. v. U. S. Bank 
N. A. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–5511. Sanchez et al. v. United States; and 
No. 21–6282. Fazah v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-

tiorari denied. Reported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 472. 

No. 21–5991. Fackrell v. United States; and 
No. 21–5995. Cramer v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 991 F. 3d 589. 

No. 21–6054. Koziol v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 993 F. 3d 1160. 

No. 21–6077. McCray v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 7 F. 4th 40. 

No. 21–6212. De La Torriente v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 846 Fed. Appx. 609. 

No. 21–6223. Mercado-Gracia v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 989 F. 3d 829. 

No. 21–6238. Broadnax v. Hamm, Commissioner, Alabama 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 996 F. 3d 1215. 

No. 21–6319. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 788. 
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No. 21–6344. Snyder v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 1 F. 4th 996. 

No. 21–6385. Dostal v. Basin Electric Power Coopera-
tive et al. Sup. Ct. S. D. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6481. Wilson v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2021 WI App 14, 396 Wis. 2d 194, 
956 N. W. 2d 461. 

No. 21–6519. Driskill v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6559. Kayer v. Shinn, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 841 Fed. Appx. 34. 

No. 21–6580. Johnson v. Steele, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 999 F. 3d 584. 

No. 21–6593. Hooper v. Shinn, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 985 F. 3d 594. 

No. 21–6639. Giebell v. Heartland Dublin Nursing Fa-
cility. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6657. Dudley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 5 F. 4th 1249. 

No. 21–6688. McNeill v. Shoop, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 10 F. 4th 588. 

No. 21–6765. Ombe v. Cook et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 861 Fed. Appx. 182. 

No. 21–6782. A. M., aka A. G. v. Colorado, In the Interest 
of J. G. et al., Children. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 486 P. 3d 504. 

No. 21–6791. Javaheri v. U. S. Bank N. A. et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 963. 

No. 21–6792. Leslie v. Bodkin et al. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 488 Mass. 1012, 174 N. E. 
3d 315. 
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No. 21–6805. Chapman v. Smith et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 685. 

No. 21–6806. Wand v. Boughton, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6807. Salary v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6810. Jodie T. v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (5th) 210096–U. 

No. 21–6813. Washington v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6818. Lawson v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 165 Ohio St. 3d 445, 2021-Ohio-3566, 179 
N. E. 3d 1216. 

No. 21–6820. Dixon v. Shinn, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry. Sup. 
Ct. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6822. Barber v. Hamm, Commissioner, Alabama 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 861 Fed. Appx. 328. 

No. 21–6828. Mitchell v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6830. Huy-Ying Chen v. JPMorgan Chase Bank 
et al. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 
Wash. App. 2d 1045. 

No. 21–6835. Ma v. Gallery Belltown Condominium Assn. 
Sup. Ct. Wash. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6837. Ragin v. Circuit Court of Virginia, City of 
Newport News. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6841. Benson v. Hemet Police Department. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6842. Benson v. Census 2020 et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6848. Lopez v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6850. Villafana v. Padrick, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 151. 

No. 21–6853. Belssner v. Gittings. Ct. App. Nev. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 137 Nev. 887, 496 P. 3d 981. 

No. 21–6854. Byrd v. Bank of New York Mellon, fka 
Trustee for the Benet of Alternative Loan Trust 2007– 
J1 Mortgage Pass-Through Certicates, et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6855. Andrich v. Meyers et al. Ct. App. Ariz. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6857. Blandford v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 37 N. Y. 3d 1062, 176 N. E. 3d 
1043. 

No. 21–6865. Langford v. Baker, Warden. Ct. App. Nev. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 137 Nev. 932, 498 P. 3d 1289. 

No. 21–6867. Thorpe v. OneMain Financial. Sup. Ct. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6869. Oberwise v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6870. Dumond v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6871. Price v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 So. 3d 202. 

No. 21–6872. Perry v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 So. 3d 1146. 

No. 21–6873. Torres v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2020 IL App (1st) 172057–U. 

No. 21–6877. Aldridge v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6881. Bressi v. McCloud et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6889. Lowery v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6891. Johnson v. Boyd et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6892. Johnson v. Smith et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6893. Johnson v. Clayhurst et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6895. Boykin v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6898. Stevens et al. v. Whitmore. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 1214. 

No. 21–6899. Alberts v. Perry, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6900. Brown v. Shinn, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry. Ct. 
App. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6903. Thomas v. Grundfos CBS et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6904. Thomas v. Stafink, Inc., dba Link Stafng 
Services, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 855 Fed. Appx. 983. 

No. 21–6907. Baldwin v. Zurich American Insurance Co. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6932. Dixon v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6938. Sussman v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6943. Ms. T. v. Montgomery County Department 
of Health and Human Services. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 252 Md. App. 742. 

No. 21–6953. Luevano v. Clinton et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6962. Plaster v. Burgess, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6965. Rhoden v. Price, Executive Director of 
Coalinga State Hospital. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6970. Wright v. Rivard, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 856 Fed. Appx. 16. 

No. 21–6980. Fowler v. Fox, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6986. Atlas v. Covello, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6995. Regassa v. Brininger et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6997. Caines v. Interian. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 855 Fed. Appx. 419. 

No. 21–6999. Richardson v. Campbell, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7016. Gonzalez v. Rhode Island. Sup. Ct. R. I. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 254 A. 3d 813. 

No. 21–7028. Pride v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7033. Alvarado v. Tice, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Somerset, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 596. 

No. 21–7073. Collins v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7079. Glenn v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7094. Guillermo Gutierrez v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7102. Rivas-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7107. Nowlan v. Nowlan. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7110. Funez-Zapata v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7115. Stahlnecker v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7117. Allen v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7120. Telles v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 290. 

No. 21–7125. Kaetz v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7128. Riley v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7129. Quiroz Razo v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 860 Fed. Appx. 477. 

No. 21–7133. Salemme v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 1. 

No. 21–7134. Bell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7135. Dawson v. Larson, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7136. Nesbitt v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7139. Williams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7140. Gullett-El v. United States; and Gullett-
El v. Salas et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7147. Arzate-Gameroz v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7148. Banes v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7149. Romero-Sandoval v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7151. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7153. Miles v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 76. 
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No. 21–7156. Hawkins v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7157. Lucas v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7158. Lopez-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7161. Paschal v. Connecticut. App. Ct. Conn. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 207 Conn. App. 328, 262 A. 
3d 893. 

No. 21–7162. Jaime Lopez v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7163. Ruth v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7169. James v. United States (two judgments). 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7170. Bowers et al. v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 F. 4th 66. 

No. 21–7174. Gamboa-Rivera v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7176. Chisholm v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7183. Diaz-Burgos v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7184. Langley v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 1273. 

No. 21–7188. Banks v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7190. Terrell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7191. Leija-Peralta v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7195. Higgins v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7196. Alonso Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7210. Webb v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7214. Taylor v. Valentine, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7225. Lattimore v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2020 IL App (5th) 170194–U. 

No. 20–1426. Epic Systems Corp. v. Tata Consultancy 
Services Ltd. et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Jus-
tice Barrett took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 980 F. 3d 1117. 

No. 21–144. Seattle’s Union Gospel Mission v. Woods. 
Sup. Ct. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 197 Wash. 
2d 231, 481 P. 3d 1060. 

Statement of Justice Alito, with whom Justice Thomas 
joins, respecting the denial of certiorari. 

The First Amendment gives “special solicitude to the rights of 
religious organizations” to operate according to their faith without 
government interference. Hosanna-Tabor Evangelical Lutheran 
Church and School v. EEOC, 565 U. S. 171, 189 (2012). In certain 
contexts, this autonomy requires courts to “stay out of employ-
ment disputes involving those holding certain important positions 
with churches and other religious institutions.” Our Lady of 
Guadalupe School v. Morrissey-Berru, 591 U. S. 732, 746 (2020). 
Consistent with this constitutional principle, Congress has long 
exempted religious employers from federal employment laws that 
would otherwise interfere with their ability “to defne and carry 
out their religious missions” by imposing “potential liability” for 
hiring practices that favor co-religionists. Corporation of Presid-
ing Bishop of Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints v. Amos, 
483 U. S. 327, 335–336 (1987); see also id., at 342–343 (Brennan, J., 
concurring in judgment) (“a religious organization should be able to 
require that only members of its community perform those activi-
ties” that “constitute part of a religious community's practice”). 

Because of such federal statutory exemptions and their state 
analogs, we have yet to confront whether freedom for religious 
employers to hire their co-religionists is constitutionally required, 
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though the courts of appeals have generally protected the auton-
omy of religious organization to hire personnel who share their 
beliefs. See, e. g., Little v. Wuerl, 929 F. 2d 944 (CA3 1991); 
Kennedy v. St. Joseph's Ministries, Inc., 657 F. 3d 189 (CA4 2011); 
EEOC v. Mississippi College, 626 F. 2d 447 (CA5 1980); Hall v. 
Baptist Mem. Health Care Corp., 215 F. 3d 618 (CA6 2000); 
Killinger v. Samford Univ., 113 F. 3d 196 (CA11 1997). 

But in this case the confrontation may be inevitable, as it in-
volves an employment dispute between a religious employer and 
an applicant who was not hired because he disagreed with that 
employer's religious views. The Washington Supreme Court ex-
pressly declined to apply its state employment law exemption for 
religious entities to this dispute. Instead, it held that if that 
state exemption applied to employment decisions beyond those 
involving church ministers, such an exemption would violate the 
Washington State Constitution's protection for other individual 
rights and could become a “license to discriminate.” Because of 
the interlocutory posture of this case, I concur in the denial of 
certiorari at this time. But the day may soon come when we 
must decide whether the autonomy guaranteed by the First 
Amendment protects religious organizations' freedom to hire co-
religionists without state or judicial interference. 

I 

Petitioner Seattle's Union Gospel Mission (Mission) was founded 
in 1932 to care for those suffering from the economic hardships 
attending the Great Depression. App. to Pet. for Cert. 159a. The 
Mission is a tax-exempt community categorized as a church 
equivalent by the Internal Revenue Service under 26 U. S. C. 
§ 170(b)(1)(A)(i). It requires its paid staff to affrm its statement 
of faith, which declares “the Bible is the inspired, infallible, au-
thoritative Word of God.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 153a. Its em-
ployee handbook also requires staff to abide by the Mission's un-
derstanding of the Bible by refraining from “[a]cts or language 
which are considered immoral or indecent according to traditional 
biblical standards,” including “extra-marital affairs, sex outside of 
marriage, [and] homosexual behavior.” Id., at 160a, 162a. 

In 2016, respondent Matthew Woods, a former summer intern 
and volunteer for the Mission, saw a job posting for a staff attor-
ney position in the Mission's legal aid clinic. He disclosed to the 
legal aid clinic's staff that he identifed as bisexual and was in a 
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same-sex relationship, and he asked whether that would pose an 
obstacle to employment with the Mission. Id., at 181a–182a, 
200a–201a. The clinic's director quoted the employee handbook 
and explained that Woods was not “able to apply,” but the director 
wished him well and later sent Woods a secular legal aid clinic's 
job posting. Id., at 122a, 184a, 197a–198a. 

Woods nevertheless applied for the Mission's staff attorney posi-
tion to “protest” the Mission's employment policy. Id., at 127a. 
His application also disclosed that Woods was not an active mem-
ber of a local church and could not provide a pastor's name and 
contact information, as the application requested. Woods's cover 
letter asked the Mission to “change” its religious practices. Id., 
at 195a. 

After he applied, the clinic's director met Woods for lunch and 
confrmed that the Mission could not change its theology. Id., at 
147a. He explained that Woods's employment application was not 
viable because he did not comply with the Mission's religious 
lifestyle requirements, did not actively attend church, and did not 
exhibit a passion for helping clients develop a personal relation-
ship with Jesus. The Mission hired a co-religionist candidate 
instead. 

In 2017, Woods fled suit against the Mission in the Superior 
Court of King County. He alleged that the Mission violated 
Washington's Law Against Discrimination (WLAD), which forbids 
discrimination against sexual orientation in employment decisions. 
The Mission answered that entertaining the suit would violate 
the First Amendment's Religion Clauses. The Mission also ar-
gued that it fell into an express statutory exemption from the 
WLAD, which excludes “any religious or sectarian organization 
not organized for private proft” from its defnition of “employer.” 
Wash. Rev. Code § 49.60.040(11) (2020). The Washington state 
trial court agreed, noting that the Mission “put applicants on 
notice” that employees must “accept the Mission's Statement of 
Faith” and that the staff attorney's duties would “extend beyond 
legal advice to include spiritual guidance and praying with the 
clients.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 64a–65a. The trial court thus 
dismissed the suit based on the WLAD's statutory exemption. 

The Washington Supreme Court granted Woods's petition for 
direct review and reversed. The court held that as applied to 
Woods's lawsuit, the WLAD's religious exemption would violate 
protections for sexual orientation and same-sex marriage implicit 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 1297 

1294 Statement of Alito, J. 

in the Washington Constitution's Privileges and Immunities 
Clause, Art. I, § 12, unless the court narrowed the scope of the 
WLAD religious exemption. It thus reasoned that the State 
Constitution would not be “offended if WLAD's exception for reli-
gious organizations is applied concerning the claims of a `minister' 
as defned by Our Lady of Guadalupe and Hosanna-Tabor.” 197 
Wash. 2d 231, 250, 481 P. 3d 1060, 1069 (2021). 

Rather than enter a fnal judgment, the Washington Supreme 
Court concluded that a “material question of fact remains concern-
ing whether the [Mission] staff attorneys qualify as ministers.” 
Id., at 252, 481 P. 3d, at 1070. It thus remanded for “the trial 
court to determine whether staff attorneys can qualify as minis-
ters.” Ibid. 

II 
The Washington Supreme Court's reasoning presumes that the 

guarantee of church autonomy in the Constitution's Religion 
Clauses protects only a religious organization's employment deci-
sions regarding formal ministers. But our precedents suggest 
that the guarantee of church autonomy is not so narrowly con-
fned. As early as 1872, our church-autonomy cases explained 
that “civil courts exercise no jurisdiction” over matters involving 
“theological controversy, church discipline, ecclesiastical govern-
ment, or the conformity of the members of the church to the 
standard of morals required of them.” Watson v. Jones, 13 Wall. 
679, 733 (1872). That is so because the Constitution protects 
religious organizations “from secular control or manipulation.” 
Kedroff v. Saint Nicholas Cathedral of Russian Orthodox Church 
in North America, 344 U. S. 94, 116 (1952). The religious organi-
zations protected include churches, religious schools, and religious 
organizations engaged in charitable practices, like operating 
homeless shelters, hospitals, soup kitchens, and religious legal-aid 
clinics similar to the Mission's—among many others. 

Such religious groups' “very existence is dedicated to the collec-
tive expression and propagation of shared religious ideals,” and 
“there can be no doubt that the messenger matters” in that reli-
gious expression. Hosanna-Tabor, 565 U. S., at 200–201 (Alito, 
J., concurring). To force religious organizations to hire messen-
gers and other personnel who do not share their religious views 
would undermine not only the autonomy of many religious organi-
zations but also their continued viability. If States could compel 
religious organizations to hire employees who fundamentally dis-
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agree with them, many religious non-profts would be extin-
guished from participation in public life—perhaps by those who 
disagree with their theological views most vigorously. Driving 
such organizations from the public square would not just infringe 
on their rights to freely exercise religion but would greatly im-
poverish our Nation's civic and religious life. 

This case illustrates that serious risk. Woods applied for a 
position with the Mission not to embrace and further its religious 
views but to protest and fundamentally change them. The Wash-
ington Legislature sought to prevent its employment laws from 
being used in such a way by exempting “any religious or sectarian 
organization not organized for private proft” from its defnition 
of a covered “employer.” Wash. Rev. Code § 49.60.040(11); see 
Brief for 20 Current and Former Washington State Legislators 
as Amici Curiae 4–5. The Washington Supreme Court's decision 
to narrowly construe that religious exemption to avoid confict 
with the Washington Constitution may, however, have created a 
confict with the Federal Constitution. 

III 
The Washington Supreme Court's decision may warrant our 

review in the future, but threshold issues would make it diffcult 
for us to review this case in this posture. The state court did 
not address whether applying state employment law to require 
the Mission to hire someone who is not a co-religionist would 
infringe the First Amendment. Further, respondent claims that 
the Washington Supreme Court's decision is not a fnal judgment 
because of its interlocutory nature, see 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a), while 
petitioner contends that we have jurisdiction under Cox Broad-
casting Corp. v. Cohn, 420 U. S. 469, 477 (1975). Given respond-
ent's admission that “there is no prospect that this Court would 
be precluded from reviewing” these First Amendment questions 
“once there is a fnal state judgment,” Brief in Opposition 21–22, 
I concur in the denial of certiorari. 

No. 21–614. Green v. Pierce County, Washington. Sup. 
Ct. Wash. Motions of Liberty Justice Center and Cato Institute 
for leave to fle briefs as amici curiae granted. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 197 Wash. 2d 841, 487 P. 3d 499. 

No. 21–868. Oklahoma v. Foster. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1037. Briggs v. Cameron et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. The Chief Justice took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–7086. Whiteeld v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–7164. Pyne 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: 848 Fed. Appx. 606. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 20–1817. Ezaki Glico Kabushiki Kaisha et al. v. 
Lotte International America Corp. et al., 595 U. S. 1038; 

No. 20–8356. Harrell v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner 
of Social Security, 595 U. S. 947; 

No. 21–517. Marques v. JPMorgan Chase, N. A., 595 U. S. 
1082; 

No. 21–739. Singh v. Won, 595 U. S. 1185; 
No. 21–5555. Hartwell v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 595 U. S. 1044; 

No. 21–5881. In re Creamer, 595 U. S. 1088; 
No. 21–5926. Kunik v. New York City Department of Ed-

ucation et al., 595 U. S. 1141; 
No. 21–5951. Baumgarten v. Evans, 595 U. S. 1141; 
No. 21–6116. Cobb v. United States, 595 U. S. 1100; 
No. 21–6127. In re Grifth, 595 U. S. 1089; 
No. 21–6129. Ragin v. Supreme Court of Virginia, 595 

U. S. 1144; 
No. 21–6163. Lynch v. New York State Justice Center 

for the Protection of People With Special Needs, 595 
U. S. 1145; 

No. 21–6173. Salu v. New York State Justice Center for 
the Protection of People With Special Needs, 595 U. S. 
1145; 

No. 21–6399. Anderson v. Stacy (two judgments), 595 U. S. 
1188; 

No. 21–6410. Speckman v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 595 U. S. 1188; and 
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No. 21–6591. Spottsville v. Georgia, 595 U. S. 1156. Peti-
tions for rehearing denied. 

No. 21–6522. Banerjee v. Bank of America, N. A., 595 U. S. 
1154. Motion for leave to fle petition for rehearing denied. 

March 23, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 21A490. Grothman, United States Congressman, 
et al. v. Wisconsin Elections Commission et al. Sup. Ct. 
Wis. Application for stay, presented to Justice Barrett and 
by her referred to the Court, denied. 

March 24, 2022 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 21–973. Colangelo et al. v. Chase. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 156, Orig. New York v. New Jersey. Motion for prelim-
inary relief granted. New Jersey is hereby enjoined from enforc-
ing Chapter 324 [2017 N. J. Laws p. 2102] or taking action to 
withdraw unilaterally from the compact or terminate the commis-
sion pending disposition of the motion for leave to fle bill of 
complaint and, if granted, disposition of the case. 

March 25, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 21A477. Austin, Secretary of Defense, et al. v. U. S. 
Navy Seals et al. D. C. N. D. Tex. Application for partial stay, 
presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, 
granted. The District Court's January 3, 2022 order, insofar as 
it precludes the Navy from considering respondents' vaccination 
status in making deployment, assignment, and other operational 
decisions, is stayed pending disposition of the appeal in the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit and disposition of 
the petition for writ of certiorari, if such writ is timely sought. 
Should the petition for writ of certiorari be denied, this order 
shall terminate automatically. In the event the petition for writ 
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of certiorari is granted, the order shall terminate upon the send-
ing down of the judgment of this Court. Justice Thomas would 
deny the application for partial stay. 

Justice Kavanaugh, concurring. 
I concur in the Court's decision to grant the Government's ap-

plication for a partial stay of the District Court's preliminary 
injunction for a simple overarching reason: Under Article II of 
the Constitution, the President of the United States, not any fed-
eral judge, is the Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces. In 
light of that bedrock constitutional principle, “courts traditionally 
have been reluctant to intrude upon the authority of the Execu-
tive in military and national security affairs.” Department of 
Navy v. Egan, 484 U. S. 518, 530 (1988). As the Court has long 
emphasized, moreover, the “complex, subtle, and professional deci-
sions as to the composition, training, equipping, and control of a 
military force are essentially professional military judgments.” 
Gilligan v. Morgan, 413 U. S. 1, 10 (1973). Therefore, it is “diff-
cult to conceive of an area of governmental activity in which the 
courts have less competence.” Ibid. 

In this case, the District Court, while no doubt well-intentioned, 
in effect inserted itself into the Navy's chain of command, overrid-
ing military commanders' professional military judgments. The 
Court relied on the Religious Freedom Restoration Act. See 42 
U. S. C. § 2000bb−1(b). But even accepting that RFRA applies in 
this particular military context, RFRA does not justify judicial 
intrusion into military affairs in this case. That is because the 
Navy has an extraordinarily compelling interest in maintaining 
strategic and operational control over the assignment and deploy-
ment of all Special Warfare personnel—including control over de-
cisions about military readiness. And no less restrictive means 
would satisfy that interest in this context. 

The Court “should indulge the widest latitude” to sustain the 
President's “function to command the instruments of national 
force, at least when turned against the outside world for the 
security of our society.” Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v. Saw-
yer, 343 U. S. 579, 645 (1952) (Jackson, J., concurring). That fun-
damental principle applies here. As Admiral William Lescher, 
Vice Chief of Naval Operations, explained: “Sending ships into 
combat without maximizing the crew's odds of success, such as 
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would be the case with ship defciencies in ordnance, radar, work-
ing weapons or the means to reliably accomplish the mission, is 
dereliction of duty. The same applies to ordering unvaccinated 
personnel into an environment in which they endanger their lives, 
the lives of others and compromise accomplishment of essential 
missions.” App. to Application for Partial Stay 110a. 

In sum, I see no basis in this case for employing the judicial 
power in a manner that military commanders believe would im-
pair the military of the United States as it defends the Ameri-
can people. 

Justice Alito, with whom Justice Gorsuch joins, 
dissenting. 

By rubberstamping the Government's request for what it calls 
a “partial stay,” the Court does a great injustice to the 35 re-
spondents—Navy Seals and others in the Naval Special Warfare 
community—who have volunteered to undertake demanding and 
hazardous duties to defend our country. These individuals appear 
to have been treated shabbily by the Navy, and the Court brushes 
all that aside. I would not do so, and I therefore dissent. 

I 

In August 2021, the Secretary of the Navy made COVID–19 
vaccination mandatory and threatened severe consequences, in-
cluding dishonorable discharge and confnement, for anyone who 
refused.1 Later Navy directives told service members that they 
could apply for religious exemptions, see U. S. Navy Seals v. 
Biden, No. 4:21–cv–01236 (ND Tex., Jan. 3, 2022) ECF, Doc. 44– 
1, p. 40 (Trident Order #12), but this program, as described by 
the District Court, was largely “theater” designed to result in 
the denial of almost all requests. U. S. Navy Seals v. Biden, 578 
F. Supp. 3d 822, 826 (ND Tex. 2022). 

The exemption procedure that the Navy set up included no 
fewer than 50 steps, and during the frst 35 steps, none of the 
various offcials who processed requests gave any consideration 

1 See Decl. of W. Lescher in No. 4:21–cv–01236 (ND Tex.), ECF Doc. 87, 
p. 10 (explaining that the Navy's vaccination policy was that refusing to be 
vaccinated would constitute the refusal to obey “a lawful order under Article 
92 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice,” which is punishable by dishon-
orable discharge and confnement for two years). 
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to their merit. Decl. of A. Stephens, Exh. 1, ECF Doc. 62, at 
10–26. Instead, a form letter rejecting each request was pre-
pared and sent to seven offces for review. 578 F. Supp. 3d, at 
831.2 A package of rejection letters was then assembled, to-
gether with a memo asking the vice admiral who served as a 
deputy chief of naval operations to sign the rejection letters. 
Ibid. Only at step 35 was someone in this chain told to read the 
exemption requests, but it appears that this individual was not 
given an opportunity to recommend that a request be granted. 
See ECF Doc. 62, at 7. Instead, this person's sole task was to 
record pertinent information on a spreadsheet and send the pack-
age on to the vice admiral. Id., at 7–8. 

Given the nature of this procedure, the results it produced are 
not surprising. Although more than 4,000 exemption requests 
had been submitted by February 15, 2022, not a single one had 
been approved when the complaint in this case was fled. See 
Application for Partial Stay 9, and n. 3 (Application) (citing ECF 
Doc. 129, at 16, n. 2 (Feb. 23, 2022)). 

Respondents are among the many recipients of form rejection 
letters, and according to their declarations and testimony, some 
of them were told outright that pressing for a religious exemption 
would end their naval careers. A respondent identifed as Navy 
Seal 2 stated that a superior offcer advised him that “ ̀ all reli-
gious accommodation requests will be denied' ” because “ ̀ senior 
leadership . . . has no patience or tolerance for service members 
who refuse COVID–19 vaccination for religious reasons and want 
them out of the SEAL community.' ” U. S. Navy Seals v. Biden, 
27 F. 4th 336, 342 (CA5 2022) (per curiam). This offcer allegedly 
added that “ ̀ even if a legal challenge is somehow successful, the 
senior leadership of Naval Special Warfare will remove [his] spe-
cial warfare designation.' ” Ibid. According to Navy Seal 5, he 
was told that “ ̀ there [would] be a blanket denial of all religious 
accommodation requests regarding COVID–19 vaccination.' ” Id., 
at 342–343. Navy Seal 8 declared that his “ ̀ chain of com-
mand . . . made it clear that [his] request [would] not be approved 

2 Both the District Court and the Court of Appeals concluded based on the 
record that the Navy did not have a template for approving an exemption. 
See U. S. Navy Seals v. Biden, 27 F. 4th 336, 341 (CA5 2022) (per curiam); 
578 F. Supp. 3d, at 831. In the reply fled in this Court, the Solicitor Gen-
eral claims that there was an approval template, Reply Brief 12, n. 6, but no 
such document has been supplied to this Court. 
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and . . . provided [him] with information on how to prepare for 
separation from the U. S. Navy.' ” Id., at 343. Navy Seal 11 
stated that a command master chief told him that “ ̀ anyone not 
receiving the COVID–19 vaccine is an “acceptable loss” to the 
Naval Special Warfare (NSW) community.' ” Ibid. 

Forced to choose between violating their religious beliefs and 
the punishment that the Navy threatened, respondents brought 
this suit, claiming that the Navy's denial of their exemption re-
quests violated the Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment 
and the Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 (RFRA), 107 
Stat. 1488, 42 U. S. C. § 2000bb et seq. See Complaint in ECF 
Doc. 1. The District Court found that these claims were likely to 
succeed, and it issued a preliminary injunction prohibiting the Navy 
from taking adverse actions against respondents due to their unvac-
cinated status. 578 F. Supp. 3d, at 840. But the court made clear 
that its order did not require the Navy “to make any particular per-
sonnel assignments” and left “[a]ll strategic decisions . . . in the 
hands of the Navy.” App. to Application for Partial Stay 60a. 

The Government appealed and asked the U. S. Court of Appeals 
for the Fifth Circuit to stay the preliminary injunction, but the 
Fifth Circuit refused and issued a detailed opinion. 27 F. 4th 336. 

The Government then applied to this Court for what it charac-
terizes as a “partial stay,” and the Court now issues a stay that 
uses precisely the language that the Government proposed. As 
I will explain, the Court's order essentially gives the Navy carte 
blanche to warehouse respondents for the duration of the appel-
late process, which may take years. There is no justifcation for 
this unexplained and potentially career-ending disposition. 

II 

In order to obtain a stay, the Government must show, among 
other things, that it is likely to succeed in defeating respondents' 
RFRA and free exercise claims, Hilton v. Braunskill, 481 U. S. 
770, 776 (1987), and it cannot make that showing. 

A 

Under the clear terms of RFRA, all components of the Federal 
Government are forbidden to burden a person's exercise of reli-
gion unless the Government can demonstrate that the burden 
represents the least restrictive means of furthering a compelling 
interest. 42 U. S. C. § 2000bb–1(b); Holt v. Hobbs, 574 U. S. 352, 
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357 (2015). The Government does not claim that Article II im-
peratives absolve the Navy's chain of command from complying 
with RFRA, and it concedes that the statute applies to the mili-
tary. Application 28 (citing Burwell v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 
573 U. S. 682, 726–727 (2014)). Indeed, even the form disapproval 
letter for religious accommodation requests in the District Court 
record explains that RFRA applies to the Navy, and it is the 
Navy's position that “only those interests of the highest order can 
overbalance legitimate claims to the free exercise of religion.” 
ECF Doc. 62, at 27–28. 

Here, it is not disputed that compliance with the vaccination 
requirement would impose a substantial burden on respondents' 
free exercise of religion. Therefore, the two remaining questions 
are (1) whether the Navy's mandatory vaccination program 
furthers compelling interests and (2) whether the denial of re-
spondents' exemptions represents the least restrictive means of 
furthering such interests. 

As to the frst question, I agree that the Navy has a compelling 
interest in preventing COVID–19 infection from impairing its 
ability to carry out its vital responsibilities, as well as a compel-
ling interest in minimizing any serious health risk to Navy per-
sonnel. But the Navy's summary rejection of respondents' 
requests for religious exemptions was by no means the least re-
strictive means of furthering those interests. This is so for at 
least two reasons. 

First, all the evidence available at this stage suggests that the 
Navy gave no real consideration to respondents' requests, and the 
Navy had no compelling need to proceed in that fashion. I can-
not believe that this Court would tolerate such treatment in other 
contexts. Suppose, for example, that a federal agency processed 
employee complaints about discrimination on the basis of race, 
sex, or disability using a 50-step process in which rejection was 
presumed until the very last step, and suppose that the record 
showed that this procedure nearly always resulted in the denial 
of a claim. We would be outraged—and rightfully so. Why, 
then, is the Court willing to brush aside what appears to have 
occurred here? 

Second, even if we ignore what the Navy did and accept the 
justifcation for the denials that Justice Department lawyers later 
provided in court, the relief that the Court now awards goes 
well beyond anything that can possibly be regarded as the least 
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restrictive means of further compelling Navy interests. Focusing 
primarily on the Seals, the Government stresses certain charac-
teristics of Seal missions, including small unit size, the frequent 
need to work at very close quarters, and the remote and often 
inaccessible locations in which such missions are carried out. 
Due to those characteristics, the Government argues, there is a 
heightened danger that the COVID–19 virus will spread, as well 
as a special need to minimize the risk that a mission will be 
compromised by a sick team member who is unable to perform 
assigned tasks with maximum effectiveness. 

In order to win at trial, it would not be enough for the Govern-
ment to posit that sending an unvaccinated Seal on such a mission 
might produce such consequences. A court could not simply 
defer to the Navy's opinion, and mere “conjecture” or “speculation” 
would not be enough. See Ramirez v. Collier, 595 U. S. 411, 427–430 
(2022); Fulton v. Philadelphia, 593 U. S. 522, 541–542 (2021). The 
Government would bear the burden of showing that mandatory vac-
cination is the least restrictive means of furthering the interest it 
asserts in light of the present nature of the pandemic, what is 
known about the spread of the virus and the effectiveness of the 
vaccines, prevalent practices, and the physical characteristics of 
Navy Seals and others in the Special Warfare community. 

Whether the Government will be able to make the requisite 
showing remains to be seen, but for the purposes of considering 
interim relief that is sought in an emergency application, I am 
willing to accept the Navy's need to refrain from sending unvacci-
nated Seals on the types of missions the Government has de-
scribed. But participating in such missions is not the only thing 
that respondents do, and the relief that the Government sought 
and that the Court now awards goes much further. Using the 
terminology selected by the Government, the Court stays the 
preliminary injunction with respect to decisions about “deploy-
ment,” “assignment,” and “other operational decisions.” 

The Government has not told us what these terms mean, but 
without any contrary guidance, we must assume that they will be 
interpreted in accordance with the defnitions in the Department 
of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms (DOD 
Dictionary).3 And as defned in that dictionary, the terms seem-

3 See DOD Dictionary (Nov. 2021), https://www.jcs.mil/Portals/36/Documents/ 
Doctrine/pubs/dictionary.pdf. 
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ingly allow the Navy to do just about anything it wants short of 
punishing respondents and drumming them out of the service. 

“Deployment” is defned as “[t]he movement of forces into and 
out of an operational area,” 4 and an “operational area” seems to 
mean any “geographic are[a]” where the Navy might carry out “a 
strategic, operational, tactical, service, training, or administrative 
military mission.” 5 Thus, sending a respondent somewhere for 
training or administrative purposes may constitute a deployment. 

The term “assignment” appears to include detailing an individ-
ual to perform any duties on something more than a temporary 
basis.6 And an “operational decision” apparently can include the 
carrying out of any “strategic, operational, tactical, service, train-
ing, or administrative military mission.” 7 

Putting all this together, it appears that the Court's order 
allows the Navy to use respondents' unvaccinated status as a 
reason for directing them to perform whatever duties or functions 
the Navy wants, including sitting alone in a room pushing paper 
or reading manuals for the duration of the appellate process. It 
is squarely within the judicial power of Article III to assess 
whether the Government has shown that it has a compelling inter-
est in obtaining this breadth of equitable relief pending appeal. 
The Government has not done so. 

I would not rubberstamp the Government's proposed language. 
While I am not sure that the Navy is entitled to any relief at this 
stage, I am also wary, as was the District Court, about judicial 
interference with sensitive military decision making. Granting a 
substantial measure of deference to the Navy, I would limit the 
order to the selection of the Special Warfare service members who 
are sent on missions where there is a special need to minimize 

4 Id., at 62. 
5 Id., at 159. 
6 The DOD Dictionary does not defne “assignment,” but the term “assign” 

is given this complex defnition: 
“1. To place units or personnel in an organization where such placement is 

relatively permanent, and/or where such organization controls and adminis-
ters the units or personnel for the primary function, or greater portion of 
the functions, of the unit or personnel. 2. To detail individuals to specifc 
duties or functions where such duties or functions are primary and/or rela-
tively permanent.” Id., at 20. 

7 The specifc term “operational decision” is not defned, but the defnition 
of “operation” includes “the carrying out of a strategic, operational, tactical, 
service, training, or administrative military mission.” Id., at 159. 
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the risk that the illness of a member due to COVID–19 might 
jeopardize the success of the mission or the safety of the team 
members. This, I believe, was the aim of the District Court, and 
respondents themselves understand the preliminary injunction 
that way. See Response in Opposition 1 (stating that the injunc-
tion “does not require the Navy to deploy any of the thirty-fve 
plaintiffs” (footnote omitted)). 

B 
Respondents are also likely to prevail on their claims under 

the Free Exercise Clause. Under our case law, if the Federal 
Government or a State treats conduct engaged in for religious 
reasons less favorably than similar conduct engaged in for secular 
reasons, that treatment is unconstitutional unless the relevant 
jurisdiction can satisfy “strict scrutiny,” which is essentially the 
same as the standard imposed by RFRA. See Employment Div., 
Dept. of Human Resources of Ore. v. Smith, 494 U. S. 872, 878– 
879 (1990); Church of Lukumi Babalu Aye, Inc. v. Hialeah, 508 
U. S. 520, 533 (1993). 

That “[o]ur review of military regulations challenged on First 
Amendment grounds” is deferential does not “render entirely nu-
gatory in the military context the guarantees of the First Amend-
ment.” Goldman v. Weinberger, 475 U. S. 503, 507 (1986). “This 
Court has never held . . . that military personnel are barred from 
all redress in civilian courts for constitutional wrongs suffered in 
the course of military service.” Chappell v. Wallace, 462 U. S. 
296, 304 (1983). 

Here, the Navy treated service members who applied for medi-
cal exemptions more favorably than those who sought religious 
exemptions. For one thing, requests for medical exemptions 
were seriously considered, and quite a few were granted, at least 
on a temporary basis. Application 7–8; 27 F. 4th, at 348 (“[T]he 
Navy acknowledges that it has granted hundreds of medical ex-
emptions from the COVID–19 vaccine, at least 17 of which were 
temporary medical exemptions for those in Naval Special War-
fare”). In addition, service personnel with medical exemptions 
are not restricted as severely as respondents will be under the 
Court's order. 578 F. Supp. 3d, at 832. Indeed, the District 
Court found that under Navy policy those participating in clinical 
trials and those with medical contraindications and allergies to 
vaccines remained deployable, unlike those seeking religious accom-
modations. Id., at 837 (citing ECF Doc. 17–2, at 66). The Navy has 
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no interest in different treatment for accommodation requests 
that produce otherwise identical outcomes. I would therefore 
specify in the Court's order that the Navy must provide equal 
treatment for all unvaccinated service members. 

III 

Today, the Court brushes aside respondents' First Amendment 
and RFRA rights. But yesterday, the Court handed down an-
other decision that illustrates the strong protection for religious 
liberty that is provided by the framework that applies under 
RFRA and strict scrutiny. The decision in question, Ramirez v. 
Collier, involved a convicted murderer awaiting execution and his 
rights under the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Per-
sons Act of 2000, 14 Stat. 803, 42 U. S. C. § 2000cc et seq., which, 
among other things, essentially requires prisons to comply with 
the RFRA standard. Ramirez argued that his exercise of reli-
gion will be burdened unless Texas allows his pastor to lay hands 
on him and pray aloud while he is being executed. Ramirez was 
less than punctilious and consistent in requesting a religious ac-
commodation, see Ramirez, 595 U. S., at 419–420; id., at 452–453 
(Thomas, J., dissenting), but the Court's decision forgave all that. 
Texas objected to Ramirez's request on the ground that the pas-
tor's conduct might interfere with the execution, but the Court 
held that the State failed to discharge its burden to substantiate 
the likelihood of such harm. Id., at 456–457. 

The contrast between our decision in Ramirez yesterday and 
the Court's treatment of respondents today is striking. We prop-
erly went to some lengths to protect Ramirez's rights because 
that is what the law demands. We should do no less for 
respondents. 




