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ORDERS FOR MARCH 28 THROUGH 
JUNE 9, 2022 

March 28, 2022 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 21–6963. Lee, aka Khalifa Al-Amin v. Missouri et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
Rule 39.8. 

See this Court's 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21M96. Nichols et 
Transportation et al.; and 

al. v. Illinois Department of 

No. 21M97. Simcox v. Arizona. Motions to direct the Clerk 
to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 21M98. Jessie D. v. Arizona Department of Child 
Safety et al.; and 

No. 21M99. Rose v. Arizona. Motions for leave to fle peti-
tions for writs of certiorari with the supplemental appendixes 
under seal granted. 

No. 21–7064. Squires v. Merit Systems Protection Board 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir.; 

No. 21–7067. Baker v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz.; and 
No. 21–7205. Holland v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 

Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. Petitioners are allowed until April 18, 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. 21–6978. In re Harris; and 
No. 21–6981. In re Gibson. Petition for writs of mandamus 

denied. 

Certiorari Granted 
No. 21–468. National Pork Producers Council et al. v. 

Ross, Secretary of the California Department of Food 
901 
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March 28, 2022 596 U. S. 

and Agriculture, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted. 
Reported below: 6 F. 4th 1021. 

No. 21–869. Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual 
Arts, Inc. v. Goldsmith et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
granted. Reported below: 11 F. 4th 26. 

No. 21–846. Cruz v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certiorari 
granted limited to the following question: “Whether the Arizona 
Supreme Court's holding that Arizona Rule of Criminal Procedure 
32.1(g) precluded postconviction relief is an adequate and inde-
pendent state-law ground for the judgment.” Reported below: 
251 Ariz. 203, 487 P. 3d 991. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–475. Brookhart, Warden v. Smith. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 996 F. 3d 402. 

No. 21–622. Devine v. Absolute Activist Value Master 
Fund Ltd. et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 998 F. 3d 1258. 

No. 21–686. Esparraguera v. Department of the Army. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 981 F. 3d 
1328. 

No. 21–711. Markham Concepts, Inc., et al. v. Hasbro, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
1 F. 4th 74. 

No. 21–721. Transpacific Steel LLC et al. v. United 
States et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 4 F. 4th 1306. 

No. 21–771. Herrera v. Cleveland et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 8 F. 4th 493. 

No. 21–797. Aluker v. Yan, aka Aluker. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–860. Doe v. White et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 859 Fed. Appx. 76. 

No. 21–1022. Garza v. City of Los Angeles, California. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1033. Mandel v. White Nile Software, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1034. Kagel v. Raftery et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 854 Fed. Appx. 180. 

No. 21–1045. I. M. v. Montgomery County Department of 
Health and Human Services et al. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 251 Md. App. 716. 

No. 21–1048. Caballero et al. v. United States et al.; 
and Caballero v. Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1055. Jolon-Velasquez v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1083. Choi v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1084. Heltzel et al. v. Youngkin, Governor of 
Virginia, et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 300 Va. 230, 862 S. E. 2d 458. 

No. 21–1099. Steres v. Curran, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1108. Enron Nigeria Power Holding, Ltd. v. 
United States et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 13 F. 4th 448. 

No. 21–1111. Giha v. Garland, Attorney General. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12 F. 4th 922. 

No. 21–1113. Fredin v. Middlecamp et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 855 Fed. Appx. 314. 

No. 21–1125. Schantz v. Deloach. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1131. Mighty, as Personal Representative of the 
Estate of Alexis, Deceased v. Carballosa et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1133. Abrahamsen v. Department of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1139. Daikin Industries, Ltd., et al. v. Chemours 
Co. FC, LLC. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 4 F. 4th 1370. 

No. 21–1141. Wade v. Lewis. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 1217. 

No. 21–1150. Finizie et al. v. Department of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1165. Cole v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 421. 

No. 21–1198. Weir et al. v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1201. Smith v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1209. Miller, fka Fosgitt v. Bank of New York 
Mellon, Successor to JPMorgan Chase Bank, N. A., et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–5717. Blackmon v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 844 Fed. Appx. 729. 

No. 21–6099. Cody v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 998 F. 3d 912. 

No. 21–6150. Gholston v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 492. 

No. 21–6154. Ford v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 861 Fed. Appx. 8. 

No. 21–6200. Ruiz v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 990 F. 3d 1025. 

No. 21–6229. Handley v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6383. Singh v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 995 F. 3d 1069. 

No. 21–6386. Sydnor v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6740. Chiquito v. United States et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6909. Geralds v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 855 Fed. Appx. 576. 

No. 21–6914. Kennedy v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6917. Clark v. Britt et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6925. Chong Su Yi v. Hogan, Governor of Mary-
land, et al. (four judgments). Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6927. Wallgren v. Whitten, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6931. White v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6935. Blake v. City of Northglenn, Colorado. 
Dist. Ct. Colo., Adams County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6945. Byrd v. Gray, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6949. Fuentes Rios v. Clark, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 854 Fed. Appx. 129. 

No. 21–6950. Rosa v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 37 N. Y. 3d 1061, 176 N. E. 3d 679. 

No. 21–6957. Thacker v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6961. Palacio v. Caraway et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6964. Smith v. Florida Department of Correc-
tions. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–6967. Maddox v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6968. Jones v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6971. Case v. Douglas County, Oregon, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6973. Jacks v. Lynch, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6975. Lola v. Ramsay, Sheriff, Monroe County, 
Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7007. Rodriguez v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7008. Acoff v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7009. Loga-Negru v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 WI App 7, 970 N. W. 
2d 565. 

No. 21–7022. Gil v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7077. Kurkjian v. Wormuth, Secretary of the 
Army. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7085. Larson v. American Home Products, Wyeth-
Ayerst Laboratories. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 856 Fed. Appx. 472. 

No. 21–7106. Nyamusevya v. Franklin County Court of 
Common Pleas et al. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 164 Ohio St. 3d 1439, 2021-Ohio-3233, 173 N. E. 
3d 1223. 

No. 21–7112. Sovann v. Wakefield, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Smitheld, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7171. Sherwood v. Neotti, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7175. Smeaton v. United States District Court 
for the Western District of Louisiana. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7181. Samuels v. Espinoza, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7189. Allen v. Laughlin, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7204. Hines v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7219. Suttles v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7220. Skyberg v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7221. Moody v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7222. Valencia Mendoza v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7226. Martin v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 878. 

No. 21–7227. Thody v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7238. Wrice v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7239. Arrington v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 331. 

No. 21–7245. Poff v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7249. Hill v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 848 Fed. Appx. 565. 

No. 21–7256. Rosales-Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7258. Contreras-Rojas v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 479. 
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No. 21–7266. Zamora-Reyes v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7268. Farca v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7269. Clarke v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7274. Basey v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7276. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7279. Foster v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 874. 

No. 21–7294. Lacey v. Gootkin, Director, Montana De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 856 Fed. Appx. 645. 

No. 21–7297. Garcia v. Montgomery, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–379. Texas et al. v. Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 987 F. 3d 518. 

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

This case presents a fundamental question about the limits on 
the Federal Government's authority to delegate its powers to 
private actors. See Department of Transportation v. Associa-
tion of American Railroads, 575 U. S. 43 (2015); Carter v. Carter 
Coal Co., 298 U. S. 238 (1936). Unfortunately, the case presents 
threshold questions that could complicate our review of that im-
portant question, but the statutory scheme at issue here points 
up the need to clarify the private non-delegation doctrine in an 
appropriate future case. 

I 

Medicaid is a program that is jointly funded by the States and 
the Federal Government, and while a State is not required to 
participate in the program, all have chosen or at least found it 
necessary to do so. 
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As a condition of participation, States must ensure that they 
fund their part of the program “on an actuarially sound basis.” 
42 U. S. C. § 1396b(m)(2)(A)(iii). Congress did not explain what it 
meant by “actuarially sound,” but the Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS) has defned that term to require certifca-
tion of state payment schemes by actuaries who meet “the quali-
fcation[s]” of the American Academy of Actuaries and “follow the 
practice standards established” by the Actuarial Standards Board, 
which is a private entity. 42 CFR § 438.6(c) (2002). 

The Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act imposed a tax 
called the Health Insurance Provider Fee (HIPF) as a lump 
sum on all covered health insurance providers, starting at $8 
billion total in 2014 and rising each year afterwards. 26 CFR 
§ 57.4(a)(3) (2021). The HIPF was assessed annually on each pro-
vider based on its market share, which the Internal Revenue 
Service calculated by reference to each provider's net premiums 
for the previous year. See §§ 57.1(a)–(c), 57.4(a)–(d). The HIPF 
applied to “any entity which provides health insurance,” excluding 
“any government entity.” § 9010(c)(1), 124 Stat. 866. Thus, if a 
State used a private health maintenance organization (HMO) to 
assist it in running its Medicaid program, as nearly all States do, 
that HMO was generally “an entity” required to pay its share of 
the HIPF. 

In 2015, the Actuarial Standards Board published a binding 
defnition of “actuarial soundness” as used in the Medicaid statute. 
Known as ASOP 49, this standard required that States include 
funds for any “government-mandated assessments, fees, and 
taxes” in their payments to private managed-care organizations 
that assist States in the management of Medicaid. In simple 
terms, this meant that States had to reimburse their HMOs for 
the cost of those HMOs' share of the annual HIPF. If a State 
did not do so, its Medicaid payment scheme could not be certifed 
as “actuarially sound.” Texas v. United States, 300 F. Supp. 3d 
810, 845 (ND Tex. 2018). The Actuarial Standards Board thus 
effectively mandated that States absorb the costs of the HIPF 
taxes Congress assessed on non-government entities. 

Texas and four other States sued HHS in Federal District 
Court in October 2015, seeking the return of the funds they paid 
to cover the HIPF. The States alleged that under HHS's rule, 
an actuary can deprive a State of its ability to meet the conditions 
of participating in Medicaid by refusing to certify the State's 
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payment structure. As a consequence, the States argued, HHS 
had impermissibly delegated its authority to a private entity. 
While the litigation was pending, Congress repealed the HIPF in 
2020, but the regulation empowering the Actuarial Standards 
Board to defne when a State's Medicaid payments can be certifed 
remains on the books. 42 CFR § 438.7 (2021); § 438.2. 

In 2018, the District Court held that HHS had violated the 
private non-delegation doctrine, but in July 2020, the Fifth Circuit 
reversed, holding that the doctrine had not been violated because 
HHS retained control over the private entities' process. The 
Court of Appeals denied rehearing en banc over a dissent. Texas 
v. Rettig, 993 F. 3d 408 (2021) (per curiam). 

II 

I agree with petitioners that this case presents an important 
separation-of-powers question. “Our Constitution, by careful de-
sign, prescribes a process for making law, and with that process 
there are many accountability checkpoints.” American Rail-
roads, 575 U. S., at 61 (Alito, J., concurring). To ensure the 
Government remains accountable to the public, it “ ̀ cannot dele-
gate regulatory authority to a private entity.' ” Ibid.; see also 
Carter Coal, 298 U. S. 238. Here, however, that is precisely what 
happened. What was essentially a legislative determination—the 
actuarial standards that a State must meet in order to participate 
in Medicaid—was made not by Congress or even by the Executive 
Branch but by a private group. And this was no inconsequential 
matter. It has cost the States hundreds of millions of dollars. 

The Government urges us not to grant review because Congress 
has repealed the HIPF and therefore the delegation will not cause 
the States any future injury. The Government also contends that 
any direct challenge to the 2002 HHS regulation giving the Actu-
arial Standards Board its power is barred by the applicable 6-
year statute of limitations. 28 U. S. C. § 2401(a). The States re-
spond that the dictates of the Actuarial Standards Board will 
continue to regulate the “ ̀ complex ongoing relationship' ” be-
tween the States and the Federal Government in the Medicaid 
Act. Maine Community Health Options v. United States, 590 
U. S. 296, 327 (2020). 

In light of the complications highlighted by the Government, I 
reluctantly concur in the denial of certiorari. However, if the 
determinations of the Actuarial Standards Board have any future 
effect, review should be granted in an appropriate case. 
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No. 21–6916. Martillo v. Twitter, Inc., et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 21–7230. Morgan v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 21–7252. Stinson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 20–1665. Palmer v. Williams, 595 U. S. 917; 
No. 21–5402. West v. United States, 595 U. S. 981; 
No. 21–5887. Neil v. Forshey, Warden, 595 U. S. 1047; 
No. 21–5914. Tabor v. Coleman, 595 U. S. 1121; 
No. 21–5988. Jones v. Maryland, 595 U. S. 1141; 
No. 21–6058. Lola v. Florida, 595 U. S. 1143; 
No. 21–6168. White v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion, 595 U. S. 1145; 

No. 21–6169. Yaag v. Baker, Warden, et al., 595 U. S. 1145; 
No. 21–6267. Brown-Mallard v. Potomac Concrete Co., 

Inc., et al., 595 U. S. 1166; 
No. 21–6477. Parker v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 

Social Security, 595 U. S. 1188; 
No. 21–6576. Peacock v. United States, 595 U. S. 1156; and 
No. 21–6597. Whren v. United States, 595 U. S. 1156. Peti-

tions for rehearing denied. 

April 4, 2022 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 
No. 20–7617. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Re-

ported below: 833 Fed. Appx. 261; 
No. 20–7798. Williams v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 

Reported below: 976 F. 3d 781; and 
No. 21–6448. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Mo-

tions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgments vacated, and cases re-
manded for further consideration in light of Wooden v. United 
States, 595 U. S. 360 (2022). 

Miscellaneous Orders 
No. 21M100. In re Danam. Motion for leave to proceed as a 

veteran denied. 
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No. 21M101. McCall v. United States. Motion for leave to 
fle petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental appendix 
under seal granted. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this motion. 

No. 21–6664. Breest v. Formella, Attorney General of 
New Hampshire. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of petitioner for recon-
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[595 U. S. 1214] denied. 

No. 21–7068. Wright v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 2d Cir.; and 

No. 21–7237. Dalen v. South Carolina. Ct. App. S. C. 
Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. Petitioners are allowed until April 25, 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. 21–7337. In re McClarty. Petition for writ of habeas 
corpus denied. 

No. 21–1203. In re Rowe. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–357. Taylor v. Heath, President-Elect, State Bar 
of Michigan Board of Commissioners, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 F. 4th 406. 

No. 21–641. Ferrellgas Partners LP v. Director, Divi-
sion of Taxation. Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–762. Lasher v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 970 F. 3d 129. 

No. 21–779. Schell v. Darby, Chief Justice, Supreme 
Court of Oklahoma, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 11 F. 4th 1178. 

No. 21–781. NVS Technologies, Inc. v. Department of 
Homeland Security. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 844 Fed. Appx. 367. 

No. 21–800. McDonald et al. v. Firth et al.; and 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 913 
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No. 21–974. Firth et al. v. McDonald et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 F. 4th 229. 

No. 21–895. Rodrigues v. County of Hawaii et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–945. Wisconsin v. Garcia. Sup. Ct. Wis. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2021 WI 76, 399 Wis. 2d 324, 964 N. W. 
2d 342. 

No. 21–950. Ramey v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 7 
F. 4th 271. 

No. 21–953. Leake et al. v. Drinkard, Individually and 
in His Ofcial Capacity as Assistant City Administrator 
of the City of Alpharetta, GA, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 1242. 

No. 21–1040. Corona Clay Co. v. Inland Empire Water-
keeper, a Project of Orange County Coastkeeper, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 825. 

No. 21–1049. Guan v. Ellingsworth Residential Commu-
nity Assn., Inc. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1050. Koger et al. v. Richardson, Judge, et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. 
Appx. 425. 

No. 21–1053. Hepp, Warden v. Wilber. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 1232. 

No. 21–1060. Douglas v. Douglas. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1061. Kristek v. Travelers Home & Marine Insur-
ance Co. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1062. Caldwell v. Department of Transportation 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 847 
Fed. Appx. 677. 

No. 21–1069. Stewart v. RRL Holding Company of Ohio, 
LLC, et al. Ct. App. Ohio, 10th App. Dist., Franklin County. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1085. Ikorongo Texas LLC et al. v. Samsung Elec-
tronics Co., Ltd., et al. (Reported below: 2 F. 4th 1371); and 
Ikorongo Technology LLC et al. v. Samsung Electronics 
Co., Ltd., et al. (852 Fed. Appx. 542). C. A. Fed. Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1093. PersonalWeb Technologies LLC v. Google 
LLC et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 8 F. 4th 1310. 

No. 21–1101. Nowicki v. Tinicum Township et al. Commw. 
Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 242 A. 3d 996. 

No. 21–1114. Charles v. Ellis, Trustee of the James 
Shelton Ellis Trust CUI 9/2/1998. Ct. App. Ark. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2021 Ark. App. 277. 

No. 21–1155. Marshall v. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
Firearms and Explosives, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 322. 

No. 21–1159. Patel et al. v. Su et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1184. Hutton et al. v. Hyundai Motor America 
et al. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 
So. 3d 592. 

No. 21–1189. Lothringer v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1208. Andrews v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12 F. 4th 255. 

No. 21–6434. Fratta v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–6748. Wong v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6982. Gordon v. Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 846 Fed. 
Appx. 541. 

No. 21–6983. Majid, aka Moseley v. Richards et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 847. 

No. 21–6989. Oien v. Pringle, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7001. Tenser v. Silverman et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7010. Johnson v. Johnson. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7011. Johnson v. McGuire et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7012. Ewing v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 856 Fed. Appx. 462. 

No. 21–7017. Funkhouser v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. 
Okla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7018. Fuentes v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7023. Rambo v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 12th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7027. Mendez v. Ada County, Idaho, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 853 Fed. Appx. 
123. 

No. 21–7029. Pedder v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 859 
Fed. Appx. 697. 

No. 21–7030. Pickens v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7036. Davis v. Orange County Sheriff’s Ofce 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7040. Jadav v. Woodson, Warden. Sup. Ct. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7043. Benson v. Allstate Insurance Co. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7044. Fishman v. Ofce of Court Administration 
New York State Courts et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 21–7045. Hoffman v. Arizona Department of Correc-
tions. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7048. Gerken v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (2d) 170839–U. 

No. 21–7049. Holloway v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7050. Cozzi v. New York State Workers’ Compen-
sation Board et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7051. Chatmon v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 9th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7056. Wilson v. Maricopa County Sheriff’s Ofce 
Legal Liaison. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7058. Pelletier v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7059. Muller v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7084. Jordan v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 So. 3d 864. 

No. 21–7103. Ream v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 So. 3d 693. 

No. 21–7105. Sisney v. Kaemingk, Secretary, South Da-
kota Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 1181. 

No. 21–7152. Barney v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 241 A. 3d 428. 

No. 21–7154. Walters v. Martin, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 434. 

No. 21–7177. Byrd v. Byrd, Warden, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7199. Brewer v. Oklahoma Bar Assn. Sup. Ct. 
Okla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7215. Walker v. Freeman’s Electric Service, Inc., 
et al. Sup. Ct. S. D. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7216. Welch v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7271. Moore v. Mackie, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7272. Uwasomba v. Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fen-
ner & Smith Inc. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7284. Ruiz v. Williams, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7287. Cruz-Rivera v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 32. 

No. 21–7289. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7291. Trujillo-Gutierrez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7293. Rodriguez-Vasquez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7295. Lerma-Reyes v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7299. Muhammad v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 352. 

No. 21–7301. Nicolescu v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 706. 

No. 21–7305. Bryant v. Emmons, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Ga. 711, 864 S. E. 2d 1. 

No. 21–7306. Mota v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7307. McFarland v. United States; and 
No. 21–7316. Duerson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7309. Calderon, aka Arredonde v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7313. Wright v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7315. Cash v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7318. Augustin v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 227. 

No. 21–7319. Augustin v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7322. Harper v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7323. Hampton v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7324. Guerrier v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7326. Burgos-Montes v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7327. Ortega v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 19 F. 4th 831. 

No. 21–7338. Saxton v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 313 Ga. 48, 867 S. E. 2d 130. 

No. 21–7363. Lewis v. Davids, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–949. Little, Acting Secretary, Pennsylvania De-
partment of Corrections, et al. v. Randolph. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 5 F. 4th 362. 

No. 21–6180. Alexander v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner 
of Social Security. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of National Alliance 
on Mental Illness of Champlain Valley for leave to fle brief as 
amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 5 
F. 4th 139. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 21–775. Rubin v. United States, 595 U. S. 1165; 
No. 21–6214. Oyibo v. North Shore University Hospital 

et al., 595 U. S. 1146; 
No. 21–6415. Kinchen v. United States, 595 U. S. 1152; and 
No. 21–6421. Bailey v. Suffolk Public Schools et al., 595 

U. S. 1188. Petitions for rehearing denied. 
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Miscellaneous Order 

No. 21A539. Louisiana et al. v. American Rivers et al. 
D. C. N. D. Cal. Application for stay, presented to Justice 
Kagan, and by her referred to the Court, granted. The District 
Court's October 21, 2021 order, insofar as it vacates the current 
certifcation rule, 40 CFR pt. 121 (2021), is stayed pending disposi-
tion of the appeal in the United States Court of Appeals for the 
Ninth 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 of certiorari is granted, the order 
shall terminate upon the sending down of the judgment of this 
Court. 

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

Five months after the District Court remanded and vacated an 
Environmental Protection Agency rule, a group of States and 
industry organizations have asked us to stay the decision pending 
appeal, claiming that they will otherwise suffer irreparable harm. 
I would deny the request. This Court may stay a decision under 
review in a court of appeals “only in extraordinary circumstances” 
and “upon the weightiest considerations.” Williams v. Zbaraz, 
442 U. S. 1309, 1311 (1979) (Stevens, J., in chambers); Packwood 
v. Senate Select Comm. on Ethics, 510 U. S. 1319, 1320 (1994) 
(Rehnquist, C. J., in chambers). The applicants here have not 
met our standard because they have failed to substantiate their 
assertions of irreparable harm. The Court therefore has no war-
rant to grant emergency relief. 

To obtain a stay in a case pending before an appellate court, a 
party (like the applicants here) must make a showing of “irrepara-
bl[e] injur[y] absent a stay.” Nken v. Holder, 556 U. S. 418, 434 
(2009); see, e. g., Teva Pharmaceuticals USA, Inc. v. Sandoz, Inc., 
572 U. S. 1301, 1301–1302 (2014) (Roberts, C. J., in chambers). 
“A stay is an intrusion into the ordinary processes of administra-
tion and judicial review.” Nken, 556 U. S., at 427 (internal quota-
tion marks omitted). It disrupts the usual manner of hearing 
and considering an appeal before rendering a decision and grant-
ing relief. Our disruption of that normal order is justifed only 
“rarely.” Heckler v. Lopez, 463 U. S. 1328, 1330 (1983) (Rehn-
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quist, J., in chambers). An applicant must show more than a 
likelihood of prevailing on the merits in the appellate court. It 
must also show an exceptional need for immediate relief. That 
means the applicant must (at the least) present evidence of irre-
versible injury—harm occurring during the appeals process that 
cannot be later redressed. And that evidence must clear a high 
bar. “[S]imply showing some possibility of irreparable injury 
fails to satisfy” our test. Nken, 556 U. S., at 434–435 (internal 
quotation marks and citation omitted). The applicant must offer 
concrete proof that irreparable harm is “likel[y]” to occur. Hol-
lingsworth v. Perry, 558 U. S. 183, 190 (2010) (per curiam). 

The applicants here have failed to meet that burden. They 
claim that the vacated rule gave them “protections” against 
States that previously “abuse[d]” their statutory authority to re-
view infrastructure projects for compliance with water-quality 
standards. Application 25. But the applicants have not identi-
fed a single project that a State has obstructed in the fve months 
since the District Court's decision. Still more, they have not 
cited a single project that the court's ruling threatens, or is likely 
to threaten, in the time before the appellate process concludes. 
The request for a stay rests on simple assertions—on conjectures, 
unsupported by any present-day evidence, about what States will 
now feel free to do. And the application fails to show that proper 
implementation of the reinstated regulatory regime—which ex-
isted for 50 years before the vacated rule came into effect—is 
incapable of countering whatever state overreach may (but may 
not) occur. Even the applicants' own actions belie the need for 
a stay: Twice, the applicants waited a month before seeking that 
relief (the frst time in the District Court, the second time here). 
While the applicants thus delayed, the appellate process went 
forward: The case will be fully briefed in the Court of Appeals 
next month. The applicants have given us no good reason to 
think that in the remaining time needed to decide the appeal, 
they will suffer irreparable harm. 

By nonetheless granting relief, the Court goes astray. It pro-
vides a stay pending appeal, and thus signals its view of the 
merits, even though the applicants have failed to make the irrepa-
rable harm showing we have traditionally required. That ren-
ders the Court's emergency docket not for emergencies at all. 
The docket becomes only another place for merits determina-
tions—except made without full briefng and argument. I re-
spectfully dissent. 
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April 11, 2022 

Miscellaneous Orders. (For the Court's orders prescribing 
amendments to the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure, 
see, 596 U. S. –––; amendments to the Federal Rules of Bank-
ruptcy Procedure, see, 596 U. S. –––; an amendment and an 
addition to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, see, 596 
U. S. –––; and an amendment to the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure, see, 596 U. S. –––. 

April 14, 2022 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21–418. Kennedy v. Bremerton School District. 
C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 1162.] Motion of 
City, County, and Local Public Employer Organizations for leave 
to participate in oral argument as amici curiae and for divided 
argument denied. 

No. 21–429. Oklahoma v. Castro-Huerta. Ct. Crim. App. 
Okla. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 1181.] Motion of City of 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, for leave to fle an appendix to an amicus curiae 
brief under seal granted. 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. 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 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. 21–499. Vega v. Tekoh. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 595 U. S. 1162.] 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. 21–511. Shoop, Warden v. Twyford. [Certiorari 
granted, 595 U. S. 1162.] 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: 30 minutes for peti-
tioner, 15 minutes for the Solicitor General, and 25 minutes for 
respondent. 
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Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 21–700. Smith v. City of Chicago, Illinois, et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case 
remanded for further consideration in light of Thompson v. Clark, 
596 U. S. 36 (2022). Reported below: 3 F. 4th 332. 

Vacated and Remanded After Certiorari Granted 

No. 20–37. Becerra, Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, et al. v. Gresham et al.; and Becerra, Secretary 
of Health and Human Services, et al. v. Philbrick et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certiorari granted sub nom. Azar v. Gresham; 
Azar v. Philbrick, 592 U. S. 1121]; and 

No. 20–38. Arkansas v. Gresham et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 592 U. S. 1121.] Motion to vacate the judg-
ments granted. The judgment of the United States Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit in Nos. 19–5094 and 
19–5096 is vacated, and the cases are remanded to that court with 
instructions to direct the District Court to vacate its judgment 
and dismiss the case as moot. See United States v. Munsing-
wear, Inc., 340 U. S. 36 (1950). The judgment of the Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit in Nos. 19–5293 and 
19–5295 is vacated, and the cases are remanded to that court with 
instructions to direct the District Court to remand to the Secre-
tary of Health and Human Services. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 21–7123. Wilson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, 
the Clerk is directed not to accept any further petitions in non-
criminal matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required 
by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance 
with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 21–7168. Liviz v. Supreme Judicial Court of Massa-
chusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
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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). 
Reported below: 488 Mass. 1012, 175 N. E. 3d 371. 

No. 21–7389. Alexander v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat-
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21A599. Dunn v. Austin, Secretary of Defense, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Application for an injunction pending 
appeal, presented to Justice Kagan, and by her referred to the 
Court, denied. Justice Thomas, Justice Alito, and Justice 
Gorsuch would grant the application for an injunction pending 
appeal. 

No. 21M103. Brown v. Neal, Warden. Motion to direct the 
Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 21–757. Amgen Inc. et al. v. Sano et al. C. A. Fed. 
Cir.; and 

No. 21–1013. Republic of Turkey v. Usoyan et al. C. A. 
D. C. The Solicitor General is invited to fle briefs in these cases 
expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 21–7098. Landreth v. United States et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir.; and 

No. 21–7395. Zogradis v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. Petitioners are allowed until May 9, 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. 
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No. 21–7410. In re Pineda. Petition for writ of habeas cor-
pus denied. 

No. 21–1115. In re Bowling. Petition for writ of manda-
mus denied. 

No. 21–7364. In re Lopez. Petition for writ of prohibition 
denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 20–1351. Hurd et al. v. Laskar. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 972 F. 3d 1278. 

No. 20–1788. City of New York, New York, et al. v. 
Frost. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 980 
F. 3d 231. 

No. 21–626. Boyd & Associates v. White et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 854 Fed. Appx. 610. 

No. 21–640. Five Star Automatic Fire Protection, 
L. L. C. v. Department of Labor. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 987 F. 3d 436. 

No. 21–669. Benito Guido v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–796. Marchand & Rossi, L. L. P., nka Marchand 
Law, L. L. P. v. White et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 854 Fed. Appx. 610. 

No. 21–838. Penobscot Nation v. Frey, Attorney Gen-
eral of Maine, et al.; and 

No. 21–840. United States v. Frey, Attorney General of 
Maine, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 3 F. 4th 484. 

No. 21–848. Spire Missouri Inc. et al. v. Environmental 
Defense Fund et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 2 F. 4th 953. 

No. 21–854. Maniscalco et al. v. New York City Depart-
ment of Education et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–898. Conyers et al. v. City of Chicago, Illinois. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 10 F. 4th 704. 
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No. 21–906. Klickitat County, Washington, et al. v. Con-
federated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 673. 

No. 21–951. Rio Grande Foundation v. City of Santa Fe, 
New Mexico, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 7 F. 4th 956. 

No. 21–966. New York et al. v. Yellen, Secretary of the 
Treasury, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 15 F. 4th 569. 

No. 21–978. Rivero v. Fidelity Investments, Inc. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 340. 

No. 21–1010. Nix v. Advanced Urology Institute of Geor-
gia, P. C. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1071. Murray v. Taylor et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 
4th Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 So. 3d 912. 

No. 21–1077. Reyes v. Westchester County Health Care 
Corp., dba Westchester Medical Center, et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1080. Garrett v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1091. Espejo v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 16 Wash. App. 2d 1029. 

No. 21–1094. Kabongo v. Michigan. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 507 Mich. 78, 968 N. W. 2d 264. 

No. 21–1096. Guan v. Ellingsworth Residential Com-
munity Assn., Inc. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1097. Dahiya v. Neptune Shipmanagement Serv-
ices, PTE, Ltd., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 15 F. 4th 630. 

No. 21–1103. Pelaez, as Limited Guardian of the Person 
and Property of Pelaez, Ward v. Government Employees 
Insurance Co. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 13 F. 4th 1243. 
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No. 21–1104. Davis v. City of Andrews, Texas, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 850 Fed. 
Appx. 281. 

No. 21–1110. Boys v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2019–0675 (La. App. 4 Cir. 5/26/ 
21), 321 So. 3d 1087. 

No. 21–1112. Gorbea v. Verizon New York, Inc. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1116. Liebovich et al. v. Tobin et al. Ct. App. 
Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1119. Francis v. Desmond, United States Trustee. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 996 F. 3d 10. 

No. 21–1129. Zheng-Smith v. Nassau Health Care Corp., 
dba NUHealth System, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1130. Mutua v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 22 F. 4th 
963. 

No. 21–1137. Phillips v. Life Property Management 
Services, LLC, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1148. SB Building Associates L. P. v. Atkinson 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1156. David v. Kazal et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 736. 

No. 21–1162. Bailey-Johnson v. United States. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1166. Gramajo-Reyes v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1167. Chapman v. Social Security Administration 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 853 
Fed. Appx. 846. 

No. 21–1186. Manor et vir v. Mayorkas, Secretary of 
Homeland Security, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 21–1199. Gaetjens v. City of Loves Park, Illinois, 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 
F. 4th 487. 

No. 21–1213. Broaden v. Department of Transportation. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1226. Washington v. Florida Department of 
Transportation. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1227. MRI Associates of Tampa, Inc. v. State Farm 
Mutual Automobile Insurance Co. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 334 So. 3d 577. 

No. 21–6186. Rose v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 3 F. 4th 722. 

No. 21–6348. Ramiro-Medina v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 901. 

No. 21–6551. Aguilera Fernandez v. Garland, Attorney 
General. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
857 Fed. Appx. 487. 

No. 21–6630. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6719. N. R. v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 314 Kan. 98, 495 P. 3d 16. 

No. 21–6747. Taylor v. Jordan, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 10 F. 4th 625. 

No. 21–6815. Flores-Perez v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 454. 

No. 21–6846. Reynoso v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
854 Fed. Appx. 605. 

No. 21–7015. James v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 323 So. 3d 158. 

No. 21–7046. Haile v. Conteh. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 21–7075. Cooke v. Williams et al. App. Ct. Conn. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 206 Conn. App. 151, 259 A. 
3d 1211. 

No. 21–7091. Coley v. Shaw Industries, Inc. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7096. Reed v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7100. Dunkins v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7104. Simmermaker v. Cedar County Sheriff ’s 
Department et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 463. 

No. 21–7108. Ryan v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7109. Mills v. Hamm, Commissioner, Alabama 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7111. Worthy v. Corizon Medical Group et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7113. Jako v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 245 W. Va. 625, 862 S. E. 
2d 474. 

No. 21–7114. Smith v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 So. 3d 301. 

No. 21–7118. Davoren v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 99 Mass. App. 1123, 168 N. E. 
3d 376. 

No. 21–7121. Wilson v. Phoenix Police Department et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7122. Warner v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (1st) 182539–U. 

No. 21–7126. Butler v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 929 

596 U. S. April 18, 2022 

No. 21–7127. Nwaneri v. Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & 
Sullivan, LLP. Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 250 A. 3d 1079. 

No. 21–7130. Johnson v. DeFrancesco et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7131. Jones v. Mitchell, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7138. Echols v. CSX Transportation, Inc. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7159. Williams v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7166. Ozsusamlar v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7167. M. D. v. Montana Department of Public 
Health and Human Services, Child and Family Services 
Division, et al. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 405 Mont. 540, 495 P. 3d 81. 

No. 21–7172. Zinman v. Nova Southeastern University 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7179. Wiley v. Department of Veterans Affairs 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 848 
Fed. Appx. 886. 

No. 21–7185. Tate v. Hogan, Governor of Maryland, 
et al. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
251 Md. App. 715 and 726. 

No. 21–7194. Avilez Canales v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. 
App. Tenn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7197. Shaffer v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7198. Ahart v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7200. Jacques v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7206. Duckworth v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (4th) 180740–U. 
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No. 21–7207. Brewer v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 4th Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 196 
App. Div. 3d 1172, 151 N. Y. S. 3d 784. 

No. 21–7208. Bailey v. New York Law School et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7213. McKinney v. Arkansas. Ct. App. Ark. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 Ark. App. 235, 626 S. W. 
3d 110. 

No. 21–7228. Dingle v. Kendall, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7231. McGillvary v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., 
App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7240. Carr v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2021 WI App 41, 962 N. W. 2d 268. 

No. 21–7250. Fortuna v. Hudgins, Warden, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7261. Ifesinachi v. Cirillo, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 851 Fed. Appx. 330. 

No. 21–7265. Manns v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 So. 3d 203. 

No. 21–7278. James v. Wilcher, Sheriff, Chatham County, 
Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7280. Carroll v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 251 Md. App. 711 and 722. 

No. 21–7303. Pinchon v. Byrd, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7308. Colvin v. Howard University. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 257 A. 3d 474. 

No. 21–7310. Kline v. Johns, Regional Administrator, De-
partment of Health and Human Services. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7320. Carter v. Iowa. Ct. App. Iowa. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 964 N. W. 2d 26. 
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No. 21–7330. Rajab v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 793. 

No. 21–7331. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7332. Sisnero-Gil v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7333. Penny v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7334. Numann v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7339. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7340. Hall v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7341. Fruit v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7342. Salinas Garcia v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7343. Hueston v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7344. Calligan v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 8 F. 4th 499. 

No. 21–7345. Aring v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7346. Brule v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7347. Phillips v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7349. Johnson v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7351. Cruz-Polanco, aka Hernandez v. United 
States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 797 
Fed. Appx. 92. 
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No. 21–7352. Intzin-Guzman v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7353. Chavarria v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7354. Keel v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 So. 3d 26. 

No. 21–7355. Vance v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7356. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7357. Castro-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7359. Gattis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7360. Greenberg v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7362. Kurtz v. Gray, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7367. Swindle v. Ma’at. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7369. Parker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7372. Abadi v. Department of Transportation. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7373. Chapman v. Warden, Federal Correctional 
Complex Coleman, United States Penitentiary II. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7374. Noguera v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 5 F. 4th 1020. 

No. 21–7375. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7376. Stafford v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7382. Huerta v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7385. Alcaraz v. Williams, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7386. Cody v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7387. Wood v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 529. 

No. 21–7390. Hailey v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7391. Henderson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 F. 4th 713. 

No. 21–7393. Skaggs v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 342. 

No. 21–7403. Breeden v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7404. Barahona-Paz v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7405. Guity-Nunez v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7409. Strizich v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 406 Mont. 391, 499 P. 3d 575. 

No. 21–7414. Hawes v. Pacheco, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 7 F. 4th 1252. 

No. 21–7415. Rausenberg v. Langford, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7418. L’Heureux v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7423. Keyes v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7427. Snow v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 3d Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2020 IL App (3d) 190051–U. 
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No. 21–7429. Ramon Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 860 Fed. Appx. 
584. 

No. 21–7430. Padilla Espinoza v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–788. Apartment Association of Los Angeles 
County, Inc., dba Apartment Association of Greater Los 
Angeles v. City of Los Angeles, California, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Motion of Foundation for Moral Law for leave to fle 
brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 10 F. 4th 905. 

No. 21–870. Michigan v. Terrance. Ct. App. Mich. Motion 
of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2018–01999 (La. 9/30/21), 330 
So. 3d 199. 

No. 21–871. Louisiana v. Brown. Sup. Ct. La. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1144. Leach et al. v. Mentor Worldwide, LLC. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
847 Fed. Appx. 380. 

No. 21–5050. Love v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

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

Racial bias is “odious in all aspects,” but “especially pernicious 
in the administration of justice.” Buck v. Davis, 580 U. S. 
100, 124 (2017) (internal quotation marks omitted). When racial 
bias infects a jury in a capital case, it deprives a defendant of his 
right to an impartial tribunal in a life-or-death context, and it 
“ ̀ poisons public confdence' in the judicial process.” Ibid. The 
seating of a racially biased juror, therefore, can never be harmless. 
As with other forms of disqualifying bias, if even one racially 
biased juror is empaneled and the death penalty is imposed, “the 
State is disentitled to execute the sentence,” Morgan v. Illinois, 
504 U. S. 719, 729 (1992). 
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In this case, petitioner Kristopher Love, a Black man, claims 
that one of the jurors in his capital trial was racially biased be-
cause the juror asserted during jury selection that “[n]on-white” 
races were statistically more violent than the white race. 29 
Record 145. The Texas Court of Criminal Appeals never consid-
ered Love's claim on the merits. Instead, relying on an inappo-
site state-law rule, the court concluded that any error was harm-
less because Love had been provided with two extra peremptory 
strikes earlier in the jury selection proceeding, which he had 
used before the juror at issue was questioned. That decision was 
plainly erroneous. An already-expended peremptory strike is no 
cure for the seating of an allegedly biased juror. The state court 
thus deprived Love of any meaningful review of his federal consti-
tutional claim. I would summarily vacate the judgment below 
and remand for proper consideration. 

I 

In 2018, a jury convicted Love of capital murder in the course 
of a robbery that occurred in 2015. Prior to trial, prospective 
members of the jury flled out a questionnaire that included the 
following questions: 

“68. Do you sometimes personally harbor bias against mem-
bers of certain races or ethnic groups? 

“69. Do you believe that some races and/or ethnic groups 
tend to be more violent than others?” Jury Questionnaire, 
p. 12 (Juror 1136B). 

To the frst question, No. 68, the prospective juror at issue 
answered, “No.” Ibid. But to the second question, No. 69, he 
answered, “Yes.” Ibid. He explained that “[s]tatistics show 
more violent crimes are committed by certain races. I believe 
in statistics.” Ibid. 

During the voir dire proceeding that followed, both Love and 
the State questioned the prospective juror about his response to 
question No. 69. He explained that he understood “[n]on-white” 
races to be the “more violent races.” 29 Record 145. He claimed 
that he had seen statistics to this effect in “[n]ews reports and 
criminology classes” he had taken. Id., at 144. He stated that 
his answer to question No. 69 was based on these statistics, rather 
than his “personal feelings towards one race or another,” id., at 
107, and he indicated that he did not “think because of somebody's 
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race they're more likely to commit a crime than somebody of a 
different race,” id., at 145. He told defense counsel that he would 
not feel differently about Love “because he's an African Ameri-
can.” Id., at 146. 

Following the examination, Love's counsel moved to exclude 
the prospective juror for cause based on “his stated beliefs that 
. . . non-whites commit more violent crimes than whites.” Id., at 
153. Counsel argued that, under Texas law, the frst issue the 
jury would have to decide at sentencing (referred to as Special 
Issue No. 1) was “whether there is a probability that the defend-
ant would commit criminal acts of violence that would constitute 
a continuing threat to society.” Tex. Code Crim. Proc. Ann., Art. 
37.071, § 2(b)(1) (Vernon 2021). Counsel explained that “leaving 
this man on the jury would be an invitation to leaving someone 
on there that might make a decision on Special Issue No. 1 that 
would ultimately lead to a sentence of death on his preconceived 
notions and beliefs that have to do with the race of the defend-
ant.” 29 Record 153–154. 

The trial court denied defense counsel's challenge for cause 
without explanation. At that point, counsel had exhausted all of 
Love's allotted peremptory challenges and two extra challenges 
the trial court had previously granted. Love's counsel requested 
a third additional peremptory challenge in order to strike the 
prospective juror at issue. The trial court denied that request, 
again without explanation, and seated the juror on the jury. 

At the conclusion of the trial, the jury convicted Love. At 
sentencing, the jury unanimously concluded that there was a suf-
fcient probability that Love would commit future violent crimes 
and that there were not suffcient mitigating circumstances to 
warrant a sentence of life. Accordingly, the trial court sentenced 
Love to death. 

On appeal, Love argued that he was “denied the constitutional 
right to an impartial jury” because the trial court seated a “ra-
cially biased juror.” Brief for Appellant in No. AP–77,085 (Tex. 
Crim. App.), pp. 101–102. Rather than address this federal con-
stitutional claim on the merits, the Court of Criminal Appeals of 
Texas held that, “even if we assume that the trial court erred in 
denying Appellant's challenges [to the juror at issue and another 
prospective juror] for cause,” Love could not show any harm 
under Texas law. 2021 WL 1396409, *24 (Apr. 14, 2021). The 
court reasoned that the trial judge had previously granted Love 
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two extra peremptory challenges, which he had already used by 
the time the prospective juror at issue was called up. Neverthe-
less, in the state appellate court's view, each extra peremptory 
challenge operated to cure any harm from the erroneous denial 
of any challenge for cause. See ibid. (citing Chambers v. State, 
866 S. W. 2d 9, 23 (Tex. Crim. App. 1993) (en banc)). The court 
concluded that Love could not make out any claim for relief stem-
ming from the juror's alleged bias. See 2021 WL 1396409, *24. 

Love now petitions this Court for a writ of certiorari. 

II 

“[T]he Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments guarantee a defend-
ant on trial for his life the right to an impartial jury.” Ross v. 
Oklahoma, 487 U. S. 81, 85 (1988). Biases capable of destroying 
a jury's impartiality can take many forms. See Morgan, 504 
U. S., at 729 ( juror who would automatically vote for the death 
penalty in every case); Parker v. Gladden, 385 U. S. 363, 365–366 
(1966) (per curiam) (prejudicial comments by the bailiff ); Irvin 
v. Dowd, 366 U. S. 717, 725–727 (1961) (public opinions and press 
coverage about the case); Morford v. United States, 339 U. S. 258, 
259 (1950) (per curiam) (potential infuence of an executive order 
requiring loyalty to United States). Whatever the nature of the 
bias, if a trial court seats a juror who harbors a disqualifying 
prejudice, the resulting judgment must be reversed. See United 
States v. Martinez-Salazar, 528 U. S. 304, 316 (2000); Morgan, 504 
U. S., at 729; see also Rose v. Clark, 478 U. S. 570, 578 (1986) 
(“Harmless-error analysis thus presupposes a trial . . . before an 
impartial judge and jury”). 

This Court has recognized that claims of racial bias must be 
treated “with added precaution” in light of the special danger 
such bias poses. Pena-Rodriguez v. Colorado, 580 U. S. 206, 225 
(2017). For instance, when a juror makes a clear statement indi-
cating that racial stereotypes or animus infuenced a conviction, 
the Sixth Amendment requires the trial court to make an excep-
tion to the general rule shielding juror deliberations from scrutiny 
in order “to consider the evidence of the juror's statement and 
any resulting denial of the jury trial guarantee.” Ibid. In addi-
tion, in some circumstances, courts must permit defendants to ask 
questions about prospective jurors' racial biases during voir dire. 
See Turner v. Murray, 476 U. S. 28, 36–37 (1986); Ham v. South 
Carolina, 409 U. S. 524, 527 (1973). The principle underlying these 
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cases is simple: “[R]acial bias in the justice system must be ad-
dressed—including, in some instances, after the verdict has been 
entered.” Pena-Rodriguez, 580 U. S., at 225. That is because 
racial bias is too grave and systemic a threat to the fair adminis-
tration of justice to be tolerated or ignored. 

In this case, no court has meaningfully reviewed Love's allega-
tions of racial bias in violation of the Sixth and Fourteenth 
Amendments. Instead, the Court of Criminal Appeals “as-
sume[d]” that the juror at issue was biased, but concluded that 
allowing him to sit on the jury was harmless. 2021 WL 1396409, 
*24. That is an inherently contradictory determination. If the 
juror were indeed biased, then because he sat on the jury, Love's 
conviction and sentence “would have to be overturned.” Ross, 
487 U. S., at 85. 

The Court of Criminal Appeals reached its erroneous conclusion 
by relying upon a state-law rule that has no application to Love's 
claim. Texas courts have developed a rule aimed at evaluating 
the harm when a party is forced to use a peremptory challenge 
on a juror who should have been excluded for cause, thereby 
“ ̀ wrongfully depriv[ing]' ” the party of an allotted challenge. 
Hernandez v. State, 563 S. W. 2d 947, 948 (Tex. Crim. App. 1978) 
(en banc). In such cases, a trial court can cure any harm from 
its erroneous ruling by granting an additional peremptory strike. 
See Chambers, 866 S. W. 2d, at 22–23. This rule has no bearing 
on Love's federal constitutional claim that a racially biased juror 
actually sat on his jury and helped convict him and sentence him 
to death. As to that type of claim, a previously used peremptory 
strike does not eliminate the need to inquire into the juror's bias. 

The State acknowledges that the Court of Criminal Appeals 
“never reached the federal issues Love raises,” Brief in Opposi-
tion 13, but the State contends that the court's harmless-error 
analysis constitutes an independent and adequate ground for the 
judgment below, precluding this Court's jurisdiction. See Foster 
v. Chatman, 578 U. S. 488, 497 (2016). As already shown, how-
ever, the state harmless-error rule was not “an `adequate' basis 
for the court's decision” on Love's federal claim. Ibid. Indeed, 
in this situation, the rule is entirely beside the point. The State's 
jurisdictional argument therefore fails. 

The State also predicts that, on the merits, Love's claim would 
be rejected if it were reviewed, especially given the deference 
owed to the trial court's assessment of prospective jurors. A 
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reviewing court should give the trial judge appropriate deference, 
see Uttecht v. Brown, 551 U. S. 1, 7 (2007), but it may not turn a 
blind eye to claims of bias entirely. The merits of Love's claim 
should be reviewed by the Court of Criminal Appeals in the frst 
instance. As this Court has often said, “ ̀ [w]e are a court of 
review, not of frst view.' ” Manuel v. Joliet, 580 U. S. 357, 372 
(2017); see Sandstrom v. Montana, 442 U. S. 510, 527 (1979) (“As 
none of these issues was considered by the Supreme Court of 
Montana, we decline to reach them as an initial matter here”). 

* * * 
Over time, we have endeavored to cleanse our jury system of 

racial bias. One of the most important mechanisms for doing so, 
questioning during voir dire, was properly employed here to iden-
tify a potential claim of bias. Safeguards like this, however, are 
futile if courts do not even consider claims of racial bias that 
litigants bring forward. The task of reviewing the record to de-
termine whether a juror was fair and impartial is challenging, 
but it must be undertaken, especially when a person's life is 
on the line. I would ensure that Love's claim is heard by the 
Court of Criminal Appeals, rather than leave these questions 
unanswered. I respectfully dissent. 

No. 21–7366. Rogers v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 21–8. Pennington-Thurman v. Federal Home Loan 

Mortgage Corporation et al., 595 U. S. 955; 
No. 21–787. Russomanno v. Dugan et al., 595 U. S. 1272; 
No. 21–815. Pierson v. Rogow et al., 595 U. S. 1220; 
No. 21–5557. Miller v. Government Employees Insur-

ance Co. et al., 595 U. S. 1044; 
No. 21–5938. Johnson v. Electronic Transaction Con-

sultants, LLC, 595 U. S. 1122; 
No. 21–6172. Sulzner v. United States District Court 

for the Northern District of Iowa, 595 U. S. 1145; 
No. 21–6444. In re Knochel, 595 U. S. 1218; 
No. 21–6470. Kogianes v. Jensen et al., 595 U. S. 1227; 
No. 21–6498. Hye-Young Park v. Board of Trustees for 

the University of Illinois et al., 595 U. S. 1228; 
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No. 21–6571. Benitez v. Mississippi, 595 U. S. 1156; 
No. 21–6588. Anderson v. Wright, Warden, et al., 595 

U. S. 1230; 
No. 21–6694. Brantley v. Texas Department of Family 

and Protective Services, 595 U. S. 1233; 
No. 21–6709. Wije v. United States, 595 U. S. 1234; 
No. 21–6840. Bart v. United States, 595 U. S. 1238; 
No. 21–6910. Cruzado-Laureano v. Muldrow, 595 U. S. 

1240; and 
No. 21–7005. DeVore v. Black, Warden, 595 U. S. 1255. Pe-

titions for rehearing denied. 

No. 21–881. Shao v. McManis Faulkner, LLP, 595 U. S. 
1222. Petition for rehearing denied. The Chief Justice took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–934. Weinbach v. Boeing Co. et al., 595 U. S. 1248. 
Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Alito took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–6979. Johnston v. United States, 595 U. S. 1265. 
Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Barrett took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

April 21, 2022 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21A632. Buntion v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Application for stay of execu-
tion of sentence of death, presented to Justice Alito, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. 

Statement of Justice Breyer respecting the denial of applica-
tion for stay. 

This case illustrates a serious legal and practical problem with 
the death penalty as it is currently administered. As I have 
previously noted, Carl Wayne Buntion has been on death row 
under threat of execution for 30 years. Buntion v. Lumpkin, 
595 U. S. 988 (2021) (statement respecting denial of certiorari). 
Twenty of those years, he tells us, were spent in solitary 
confnement. Ibid. We have described even four weeks of 
waiting in prison under the threat of execution as “one of the 
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most horrible feelings to which [a person] can be subjected.” In 
re Medley, 134 U. S. 160, 172 (1890). Buntion has suffered under 
such conditions for decades. When efforts to administer the 
death penalty produce results such as this, it raises serious ques-
tions about whether that practice complies with the Constitution's 
prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment. I have ex-
pressed concerns about the constitutionality of the death penalty 
in the past, and I am compelled to do so again in light of the 
facts and history of Buntion's case. See, e. g., Hamm v. Dunn, 
583 U. S. 1153 (2018) (statement respecting denial of application 
for stay and denial of certiorari); Smith v. Ryan, 581 U. S. 954, 
955 (2017) (statement respecting denial of certiorari); Glossip v. 
Gross, 576 U. S. 863, 908 (2015) (dissenting opinion). 

No. 21–7670 (21A631). In re Smith. Application for stay of 
execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Kavanaugh, 
and by him referred to the Court, denied. Petition for writ of 
habeas corpus denied. 

April 25, 2022 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 21–7193. Yeyille v. Speigel. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. 

No. 21–7203. Hejazi v. Schwab. Ct. App. Ore. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21A590. Coalition for TJ v. Fairfax County School 
Board et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Application to vacate stay, pre-
sented to The Chief Justice, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Justice Thomas, Justice Alito, and Justice Gor-
such would grant the application to vacate the stay. 

No. 21M104. McCullough v. Pennsylvania. Motion to di-
rect the Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time 
denied. 

No. 21–511. Shoop, Warden v. Twyford. C. A. 6th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 1162.] Motion of respondent for 
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appointment of counsel granted, and Michael J. Benza, Esq., of 
Chagrin Falls, Ohio, is appointed to serve as counsel for respond-
ent in this case. 

No. 21–7142. Holmes v. Blue Cross Blue Shield of South 
Carolina, Inc., et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed 
until May 16, 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. 21–7143. Gregory v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [595 U. S. 1281] denied. Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
motion. 

No. 21–7497. In re Murphy; 
No. 21–7541. In re James; and 
No. 21–7551. In re Jendrzejewski. Petitions for writs of 

habeas corpus denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 21–1168. Mallory v. Norfolk Southern Railway Co. 
Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 266 A. 3d 542. 

No. 21–442. Reed v. Goertz et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion 
of Constitutional Accountability Center for leave to fle brief as 
amicus curiae granted. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 
995 F. 3d 425. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–658. Canales v. Paxton, Attorney General of 
Texas, et al. Ct. App. Tex., 3d Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–719. Sandwich Isles Communications, Inc. v. 
United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 992 F. 3d 1355. 

No. 21–740. Paulus v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–752. Hammond v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 996 F. 3d 374. 
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No. 21–760. Kelly, Governor of Kansas, et al. v. Animal 
Legal Defense Fund et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 9 F. 4th 1219. 

No. 21–890. Gaspee Project et al. v. Mederos et al. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 79. 

No. 21–997. Brnovich, Attorney General of Arizona, 
et al. v. Arizona Attorneys for Criminal Justice et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1136. M. S. v. J. B. App. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 100 Mass. App. 1105, 173 N. E. 3d 57. 

No. 21–1146. McClain v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1147. Uziel v. Superior Court of California, Los 
Angeles County, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 405. 

No. 21–1152. Deem v. DiMella-Deem. Ct. App. N. Y. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 36 N. Y. 3d 1106, 168 N. E. 3d 
391. 

No. 21–1163. Baburka v. Township of Hazlet, New Jer-
sey, et al. Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1171. Cadillac of Naperville, Inc. v. National 
Labor Relations Board. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 14 F. 4th 703. 

No. 21–1175. Jean-Baptiste v. Department of Justice 
et al. Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1177. Fetner v. McCarthy. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 860. 

No. 21–1180. Jordan v. Department of Labor. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1182. Jorge Gonzalez v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1183. Herrera Acosta v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 859 
Fed. Appx. 733. 
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No. 21–1196. Johannsongs-Publishing, Ltd. v. Peermusic 
Ltd. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1206. Page v. Biden, President of the United 
States. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1207. Klenck v. Liberty University et al. Sup. 
Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1220. County of Sacramento, California, et al. v. 
Thomas. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1248. Snoqualmie Indian Tribe v. Washington 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 8 
F. 4th 853. 

No. 21–1251. Ibarguen v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 37 N. Y. 3d 1107, 178 N. E. 3d 
917. 

No. 21–1275. Adesioye v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1288. Libertarian Party of Alabama v. Merrill, 
Alabama Secretary of State. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1291. Muschette v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1293. Scudero v. Alaska. Sup. Ct. Alaska. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 496 P. 3d 381. 

No. 21–1300. Gabriele et al. v. Service Employees Inter-
national Union, Local 1000, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1305. Munoz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1306. Penning v. Service Employees Interna-
tional Union, Local 1021, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–6453. Nishiie, aka Suh Jae Hon v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 996 F. 3d 
1013. 
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No. 21–6466. Gibbs v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6954. Jurado v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 12 F. 4th 1084. 

No. 21–7132. Swopes v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. Dist., 
Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7144. Grass v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7145. Hall v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2020 IL App (1st) 170671–U. 

No. 21–7146. A. W. v. District of Columbia. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 263 A. 3d 143. 

No. 21–7150. Cameron v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7155. Binbing Xie v. Yan Fang Chen. Ct. App. 
N. Y. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7160. Brown v. Oklahoma. Sup. Ct. Okla. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7165. Middleton v. Greene, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7173. Snell v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7178. Valls v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7180. Nguyen v. Cache Creek Casino Resort. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7182. Smith v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 So. 3d 230. 

No. 21–7186. Hall v. Mays, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 7 F. 4th 433. 

No. 21–7192. Wilkins v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7201. Jones v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7209. Nuno-Velasco v. Sisolak, Governor of Ne-
vada. Ct. App. Nev. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 137 
Nev. 946, 496 P. 3d 602. 

No. 21–7211. Taylor v. Kendall Law Group, P. L. L. C., 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7212. Porter v. Cunningham. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7217. Twobabies v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7235. Ricks v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7260. Mackie v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 100 Mass. App. 1114, 178 
N. E. 3d 915. 

No. 21–7263. Halford v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2020–0585 (La. App. 1 Cir. 
6/4/21), 327 So. 3d 1004. 

No. 21–7302. Peterson v. Kansas. Ct. App. Kan. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 21 Kan. App. 2d xxxv, 493 P. 3d 
311. 

No. 21–7311. Baldwin v. Office of Injured Employee 
Counsel. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
843 Fed. Appx. 656. 

No. 21–7358. Elliott v. Little, Acting Secretary, Penn-
sylvania Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7371. Collins v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7384. Laue v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2020–0225 (La. App. 1 Cir. 
12/30/20), 326 So. 3d 267. 
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No. 21–7413. Folks v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7420. Pierce v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 170. 

No. 21–7424. Ruiz v. Wyoming. Sup. Ct. Wyo. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7428. Caldwell v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7431. Nobles v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7433. Parker v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7434. Williams v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7438. Horne v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7440. Kerr v. Gomez, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7442. Oleston v. Wisconsin. Sup. Ct. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7443. Arenas-Tellez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7444. Sadiqullah v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7445. Rios v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7448. Garza-Limones v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7450. Waldman v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7451. Bell v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 21–7458. Williamson v. Clendenion, Warden. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7459. Catchings, aka Brown, aka Catching v. 
United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7460. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7461. Rooks-Byrd v. Nebraska. Ct. App. Neb. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7462. Burton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7463. Sandford v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 859 Fed. Appx. 602. 

No. 21–7474. Jessie D. v. Arizona Department of Child 
Safety et al. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 251 Ariz. 574, 495 P. 3d 914. 

No. 21–7476. Dantzler v. Rewerts, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7479. Smith v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7480. Moore v. Tompkis. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7482. Jean-Louis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7483. Aguilera v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7484. Schoonover v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL 124832, 190 N. E. 3d 802. 

No. 21–7486. Goodall v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 555. 

No. 21–7487. Fisher v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7488. Gonzalez et al. v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 249. 
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No. 21–7494. Samuels v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7495. Travis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7502. Elmore v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 193. 

No. 21–7516. Booth v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–819. Baxter Corporation Englewood v. Becton, 
Dickinson & Co. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 998 F. 3d 1337. 

No. 21–995. Jam et al. v. International Finance Corp. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kavanaugh took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 3 F. 4th 405. 

No. 21–1151. Armstrong v. School District of Philadel-
phia. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–1202. Smith v. Cadle et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–1303. Walsh et al. v. Cohen, Individually and on 
Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated, et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. The Chief Justice took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 16 
F. 4th 935. 

No. 21–7187. Jozwiak v. Raytheon Missile Systems et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer and Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 903. 

No. 21–7477. Cruz-Rivera v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–201. Abdelnabi v. Sekik, 595 U. S. 1277; 
No. 21–925. Montero v. United States, 595 U. S. 1224; 
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No. 21–1032. Berry v. Federal Bureau of Investigation 
et al., 595 U. S. 1273; 

No. 21–5707. Gittens v. Pavlack, Judge, Court of Common 
Pleas of Pennsylvania, Lehigh County, 595 U. S. 1074; 

No. 21–5739. Ifechukwu v. Garland, Attorney General, 
595 U. S. 1046; 

No. 21–6311. Gaylord v. McDonough, Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs, 595 U. S. 1167; 

No. 21–6380. Gibbs v. Hamilton, Warden, 595 U. S. 1151; 
No. 21–6497. Hye-Young Park v. Bruce, 595 U. S. 1228; 
No. 21–6515. Morris v. Worley et al., 595 U. S. 1229; 
No. 21–6783. Wareld v. Department of the Air Force 

et al., 595 U. S. 1274; 
No. 21–7140. Gullett-El v. United States; and Gullett-

El v. Salas et al., 595 U. S. 1292; and 
No. 21–7141. In re Gullett-El, 595 U. S. 1282. Petitions 

for rehearing denied. 

May 2, 2022 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 21–7304. Torres v. New York City Police Depart-
ment et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this 
Court's process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any further 
petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the dock-
eting fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submit-
ted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21M105. In re Grand Jury. Motion for leave to fle 
petition for writ of certiorari under seal with redacted copies for 
the public record granted. 

No. 21M106. Subdiaz-Osorio v. Humphreys. Motion to di-
rect the Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time 
denied. Justice Barrett took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this motion. 

No. 21–432. Arellano v. McDonough, Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 
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1218.] Motion of petitioner to dispense with printing joint appen-
dix granted. 

No. 21–867. Midwest Air Trafc Control Service, Inc. 
v. Badilla et al. C. A. 2d Cir.; and 

No. 21–1043. Abitron Austria GmbH et al. v. Hetronic 
International, Inc. C. A. 10th Cir. The Solicitor General is 
invited to fle briefs in these cases expressing the views of the 
United States. 

No. 21–954. Biden, President of the United States, 
et al. v. Texas et al. C. A. 5th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 595 
U. S. 1213.] The parties are directed to fle supplemental briefs 
addressing the following questions: “(1) Whether 8 U. S. C. 
§ 1252(f)(1) imposes any jurisdictional or remedial limitations on 
the entry of injunctive relief, declaratory relief, or relief under 5 
U. S. C. § 706. (2) Whether such limitations are subject to forfeit-
ure. (3) Whether this Court has jurisdiction to consider the mer-
its of the questions presented in this case.” Briefs, not to exceed 
6,000 words, are to be fled simultaneously with the Clerk and 
served upon opposing counsel on or before 5 p.m., Monday, May 
9, 2022. Amicus curiae briefs, not to exceed 3,000 words, may 
be fled with the Clerk and served upon counsel on or before 5 
p.m., Monday, May 9, 2022. Reply briefs, not to exceed 3,000 
words, are to be fled simultaneously with the Clerk and served 
upon opposing counsel on or before 5 p.m., Friday, May 13, 2022. 

No. 21–1236. In re Kyko Global Inc. et al.; 
No. 21–7246. In re Harris; and 
No. 21–7540. 

mus denied. 
In re Harris. Petitions for writs of manda-

Certiorari Granted 

No. 21–908. Bartenwerfer v. Buckley. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 860 Fed. Appx. 544. 

No. 21–984. Helix Energy Solutions Group, Inc., et al. 
v. Hewitt. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 
15 F. 4th 289. 

No. 21–806. Health and Hospital Corporation of Marion 
County, et al. v. Talevski, by His Next Friend Talev-
ski. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion to substitute Ivanka Talevski, 
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as authorized representative, as respondent in place of Gorgi Ta-
levski, deceased, granted. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 
6 F. 4th 713. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–728. Nuñez et al. v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 976. 

No. 21–764. Huff v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 So. 3d 880. 

No. 21–770. Hawkins v. Banks. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 999 F. 3d 521. 

No. 21–842. Donelson v. Ameriprise Financial Services, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
999 F. 3d 1080. 

No. 21–852. Lischewski v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 860 Fed. Appx. 512. 

No. 21–900. City of Cincinnati, Ohio, et al. v. Lamar 
Advantage GP Co., LLC, et al. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–941. Gastelum v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 F. 4th 898. 

No. 21–942. Clark County Bancorporation v. Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, as Receiver for Bank of 
Clark County. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 848 Fed. Appx. 321. 

No. 21–943. Lundergan v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 8 F. 4th 454. 

No. 21–1027. Green Haven Preparative Meeting et al. v. 
New York State Department of Corrections and Commu-
nity Supervision et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 16 F. 4th 67. 

No. 21–1154. Speech & Language Center, LLC, et al. v. 
Horizon Blue Cross Blue Shield of New Jersey. Sup. Ct. 
N. J. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1174. Sweet v. Thornton Mellon, LLC, et al. Ct. 
Sp. App. Md. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 251 Md. 
App. 726. 

No. 21–1176. Guan v. Bing Ran. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1178. Gunawardana et vir v. American Veteri-
nary Medical Assn. et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1261. Angeles v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1273. Lazzerini v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 5th App. 
Dist., Stark County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021-
Ohio-1998, 173 N. E. 3d 907. 

No. 21–1314. United States ex rel. Foreman v. AECOM 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 
F. 4th 85. 

No. 21–1318. Bogomol v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1325. Estate of Roig, By and Through Its Per-
sonal Representative Olivera, et al. v. United Parcel 
Service, Inc., et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6424. Joubert v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6456. Carter v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 804. 

No. 21–6734. Epperson v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7218. Matthews v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7223. DeLara v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7224. Alcegaire v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 So. 3d 656. 
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No. 21–7229. Taliani v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2021 IL 125891, 174 N. E. 3d 503. 

No. 21–7232. Reberger v. Koehn et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 856 Fed. Appx. 656. 

No. 21–7241. Johnson v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 258 A. 3d 559. 

No. 21–7242. Kelly v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 9th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7243. Johnson v. Dalton. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7244. Merritte v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7247. Herriott v. Jackson. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 846 Fed. Appx. 210. 

No. 21–7248. Garcia v. Robinson. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7251. Hudson v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7253. Sambolin-Robles v. Corrections Adminis-
tration. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7254. Hanf v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7255. Hope v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7257. Stone v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7262. Guzman v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7264. Gore v. Skropas et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 21–7267. Thietje v. Clark, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7273. Dizzley v. United States District Court for 
the District of South Carolina. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 853. 

No. 21–7275. Nowakowski v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 260 A. 3d 135. 

No. 21–7277. Jones v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 242 A. 3d 396. 

No. 21–7281. Debnam v. Salazar, Sheriff, Bexar County, 
Texas, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7282. Bland v. Allison, Secretary, California De-
partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 859 Fed. Appx. 232. 

No. 21–7283. Matthews v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7288. Chatmon v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-
sion of Correction, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7290. Caudle v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7312. Viveiros v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 100 Mass. App. 1109, 175 
N. E. 3d 1241. 

No. 21–7328. Glen S. v. Connecticut. App. Ct. Conn. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 207 Conn. App. 56, 261 A. 3d 805. 

No. 21–7378. Long v. Oregon State Bar. Sup. Ct. Ore. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 368 Ore. 452, 491 P. 3d 783. 

No. 21–7399. Clayton v. DeJoy, Postmaster General, 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 854 
Fed. Appx. 772. 

No. 21–7416. Ewers v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 21–7419. Mulgado v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 So. 3d 1099. 

No. 21–7437. Hutchinson v. Zaken, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Greene, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 860 Fed. Appx. 246. 

No. 21–7467. Muraca v. Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7469. White v. Erdos, Warden, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7491. Charles v. Ofce of Personnel Manage-
ment et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7509. Ferreira v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7510. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7517. Animashaun, aka Animshaun v. Regner. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7519. Tamez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7520. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7524. Staszak v. Yates, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7529. Mince v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7530. Weadick v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7534. Gallagher v. Capella Education Co. et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7535. Gutierrez v. Shelton et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7538. Alston v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7543. Castillo-Chavez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7544. Salter v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7547. Gonzalez v. Yates, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7549. Palacios-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7550. Neal v. Neal. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 309 Ore. App. 420, 480 P. 3d 941. 

No. 21–7557. Andrea Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7560. Andres-Tomas v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7561. Duarte-Pineda v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7563. Kates v. New York. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7564. Kieffer v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7567. Rhymes v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 827 Fed. Appx. 266. 

No. 21–219. Clear Channel Outdoor, LLC v. Raymond, 
Director, Department of Finance of Baltimore City. Ct. 
App. Md. Motion of Out of Home Advertising Association of 
America for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae denied. Re-
ported below: 472 Md. 444, 247 A. 3d 740. 

No. 21–1317. McCall v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–7542 (21A606). Deck v. Blair, Warden. Sup. Ct. Mo. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Kavanaugh, and by him referred to the Court, de-
nied. Certiorari denied. 
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Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–909. 
U. S. 1223; 

Khai Quang Bui v. Ruiz Cabaellero, 595 

No. 21–6612. Cavitt v. Massachusetts, 595 U. S. 1231; 
No. 21–6696. L. W. v. Texas Department of Family and 

Protective Services, 595 U. S. 1234; 
No. 21–6800. Murshid v. Mississippi, 595 U. S. 1237; 
No. 21–6845. In re Smith, 595 U. S. 1282; and 
No. 21–6898. Stevens et al. v. Whitmore, 595 U. S. 1290. 

Petitions for rehearing denied. 

No. 21–5862. Lamb v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al., 595 U. S. 1096; and 

No. 21–6033. Francis v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 595 U. S. 1098. Motions for leave to fle petitions for 
rehearing denied. 

May 3, 2022 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 21–759. WeBuildTheWall, Inc. v. United States. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 
Reported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 125. 

May 11, 2022 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–7829. Dixon v. Shinn, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry. C. A. 
9th Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, 
presented to Justice Kagan, and by her referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 1050. 

May 16, 2022 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 21–7286. Johnston v. Ward et al. C. A. 7th 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 
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38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Barrett took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. 

No. 21–7361. Watson v. Witty et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21M107. Nieves v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections; 

No. 21M108. White v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division; 

No. 21M110. Benson v. Riverside County Sheriff’s De-
partment et al.; 

No. 21M111. Martineau v. Arizona; and 
No. 21M114. Harris v. United States. Motions to direct 

the Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 21M109. Meyer v. United States. Motion for leave to 
fle petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental appendix 
under seal granted. 

No. 21M112. Pearson v. United States. Motion for leave 
to fle petition for writ of certiorari with the declaration of indi-
gency under seal granted. 

No. 21M113. Sealed Appellant v. Sealed Appellee 
et al. Motion for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari 
under seal denied. 

No. 21–86. Axon Enterprise, Inc. v. Federal Trade Com-
mission et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 
1184.] Motion of petitioner to dispense with printing joint appen-
dix granted. 
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No. 21–468. National Pork Producers Council et al. v. 
Ross, Secretary of the California Department of Food 
and Agriculture, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 
596 U. S. 901–902.] Motion of petitioners to dispense with print-
ing joint appendix granted. 

No. 21–936. United States et al. ex rel. Owsley v. Fazzi 
Associates, Inc., et al. C. A. 6th Cir.; and 

No. 21–968. Fairfax County School Board v. Doe. C. A. 
4th Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle briefs in these 
cases expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 21–6829. Donmez v. New York City Department of 
Consumer Affairs et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of petitioner 
for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis [595 U. S. 1282] denied. 

No. 21–7205. Holland v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [596 U. S. 901] denied. 

No. 21–7237. Dalen v. South Carolina. Ct. App. S. C. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [596 U. S. 912] denied. 

No. 21–7408. Dingle v. Baggett, Judge, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir.; and 

No. 21–7627. Hearn v. DeJoy, Postmaster General. C. A. 
7th Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until June 6, 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. 21–7649. In re McNeil. Petition for writ of habeas cor-
pus denied. 

No. 21–1280. In re Cordova; 
No. 21–1286. In re Grifn; and 
No. 21–1287. In re Grifn. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 21–857. Jones v. Hendrix, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 8 F. 4th 683. 
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No. 21–1239. Securities and Exchange Commission et al. 
v. Cochran. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported 
below: 20 F. 4th 194. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 20–1229. Robertson v. Intratek Computer, Inc. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 976 F. 3d 575. 

No. 20–1394. PersonalWeb Technologies, LLC v. Pa-
treon, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 961 F. 3d 1365. 

No. 21–835. Flowers v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 6 F. 4th 651. 

No. 21–948. Educational Commission for Foreign Medi-
cal Graduates v. Russell et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 259. 

No. 21–1056. Universal Secure Registry LLC v. Apple 
Inc. et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 10 F. 4th 1342. 

No. 21–1057. Oracle Corp. v. Hewlett-Packard Co. Ct. 
App. Cal., 6th App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
65 Cal. App. 5th 506, 280 Cal. Rptr. 3d 21. 

No. 21–1068. Lion Raisins, Inc., et al. v. Ross. Ct. App. 
Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 64 Cal. 
App. 5th 718, 279 Cal. Rptr. 3d 222. 

No. 21–1074. Di Carlo v. Swartz et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1082. Leonard v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 F. 4th 1134. 

No. 21–1090. Calvert v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1157. Spencer v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1200. Philips v. Pitt County Memorial Hospital, 
Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 855 
Fed. Appx. 324. 
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No. 21–1204. City of Chico, California, et al. v. Estate 
of Rushing et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1205. Eric E. v. Los Angeles County Department 
of Children and Family Services. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1212. Gatsby, nka Wallace v. Gatsby. Sup. Ct. 
Idaho. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 169 Idaho 308, 495 
P. 3d 996. 

No. 21–1216. Yan Ping Xu v. Suffolk County, New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1221. S. U. v. C. J.; and S. U. et al. v. C. J. Sup. Ct. 
App. W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1222. Joseph v. American General Life Insurance 
Co. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 
Fed. Appx. 297. 

No. 21–1229. Saved Magazine et al. v. Spokane Police 
Department et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 19 F. 4th 1193. 

No. 21–1230. Dakota Territory Tours, ACC v. Sedona-Oak 
Creek Airport Authority, Inc. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1232. Nordberg v. Massachusetts Teachers’ Re-
tirement System. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1233. Joubert v. Miley. App. Ct. Mass. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 99 Mass. App. 1128, 170 N. E. 3d 353. 

No. 21–1234. Dominguez v. American Express, FSB. Ct. 
App. Tex., 14th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1235. Grundstein v. Supreme Court of Ohio. Sup. 
Ct. Ohio. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 165 Ohio St. 3d 
1445, 2021-Ohio-3981, 175 N. E. 3d 1279. 

No. 21–1238. Rodman v. Otsuka America Pharmaceutical, 
Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1242. Chronister, Sheriff, Hillsborough County, 
Florida, et al. v. Joseph, as Natural Father, Next Friend, 
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and Personal Representative of the Estate of Joseph, 
Deceased. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1247. Rafter v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1249. Cassidy v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 100 Mass. App. 1119, 180 
N. E. 3d 1017. 

No. 21–1250. Parker v. Blinken, Secretary of State, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1252. Herta v. McBride et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1253. Fetner v. McCarthy et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1254. Bregman v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 So. 3d 1201. 

No. 21–1259. John v. Deutsche Bank National Trust Co. 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 
Fed. Appx. 943. 

No. 21–1263. Gerber v. Herskovitz et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 500. 

No. 21–1265. Lowe v. Northern Indiana Commuter Trans-
portation District. Sup. Ct. Ind. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 177 N. E. 3d 796. 

No. 21–1282. Martin v. Nevada. Ct. App. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 137 Nev. 938, 494 P. 3d 909. 

No. 21–1285. M & N Financing Corp. et al. v. Department 
of Fair Employment and Housing. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 69 Cal. App. 
5th 434, 284 Cal. Rptr. 3d 477. 

No. 21–1289. Taft v. Ventura County Medical Center 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1298. Albrecht et al. v. Riverside County, Cali-
fornia, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 68 Cal. App. 5th 692, 283 Cal. Rptr. 
3d 716. 
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No. 21–1311. Pierno v. Fidelity Brokerage Services, 
LLC. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1315. Lingenfelter v. Kaiser Foundation Health 
Plan of Colorado. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1332. Daker v. Ward et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 999 F. 3d 1300. 

No. 21–1336. Olsen v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 1036. 

No. 21–1339. Nebergall v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 So. 3d 914. 

No. 21–1341. Turner v. Brannon-Dortch, Warden. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 992. 

No. 21–1369. Page v. Oath Inc. Sup. Ct. Del. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 270 A. 3d 833. 

No. 21–6804. Kemp v. Arkansas (two judgments). Sup. Ct. 
Ark. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 Ark. 173, 629 
S. W. 3d 804 (frst judgment); 2021 Ark. 172 (second judgment). 

No. 21–6826. Stands Alone v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 F. 4th 532. 

No. 21–6847. Childers v. Crow, Director, Oklahoma De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 1 F. 4th 792. 

No. 21–7019. Myles v. Jacobs et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7067. Baker v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7068. Wright v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7124. Polejewski v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7285. Collier v. University of California, Berke-
ley. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7292. Walker v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7296. Gonzalez v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 12 Cal. 5th 367, 499 P. 3d 282. 

No. 21–7298. Conte v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 234 Md. App. 763. 

No. 21–7300. Davidson v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7314. Jones v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7317. Cota v. Malone et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7321. Mack v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 10th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7325. Braxton v. James, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7336. Allen v. Mayo et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7348. Prescott v. Appellate Court of Illinois, 
Fourth District. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7350. Cerda v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (1st) 171433, 197 
N. E. 3d 752. 

No. 21–7370. Milon v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7377. Torres et vir v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A., 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7379. Terry v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7380. Brown v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7383. Armah v. Dowling, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7388. Wells v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7392. Brantley v. Moody, Attorney General of 
Florida, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7394. Carter v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7401. Edwards v. Nevada et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7406. Kozubal v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. 
Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 488 Mass. 575, 174 
N. E. 3d 1169. 

No. 21–7407. Tisdel v. Witness Protection. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7411. Platt v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7412. Robinson v. Saffold, Judge, Court of Com-
mon Pleas of Ohio, Cuyahoga County, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7435. Williams v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 314 Kan. 466, 500 P. 3d 1182. 

No. 21–7441. Maldonado-Arce v. Criswell, Administra-
tor, Federal Emergency Management Agency. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7447. Liounis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7472. Walker v. Kansas. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7485. Staton v. Lamont. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7500. Jones v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 21–7511. Herriott v. Burton, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7518. Myers v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7522. Phillips v. Frink, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7525. Perkins v. Perry, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7532. Karupaiyan v. International SOS et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7552. Bishop v. McGinley, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Coal Township, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7571. Liverpool v. Cleveland et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 848 Fed. Appx. 468. 

No. 21–7574. Black v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7575. Morris v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7576. Wright v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7581. Hudson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7585. McNeil v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7588. Marigny v. Centene Management Co. LLC. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7605. Mansell v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7606. Scott v. Fox, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 21–7610. Smith v. Florida et al. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 So. 3d 867. 

No. 21–7613. Williams v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (2d) 180276–U. 

No. 21–7615. Codner, aka Malchizdek v. Florida. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7636. Lopez v. Quiros, Commissioner, Connecticut 
Department of Correction. App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 208 Conn. App. 515, 264 A. 3d 1097. 

No. 21–7639. Carley v. Neven, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7647. Brice v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7651. Martinez v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (4th) 190668–U. 

No. 21–7676. Jones v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 2021 IL 126432, 190 N. E. 3d 731. 

No. 21–1044. Stirling, Director, South Carolina Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. v. Bryant. C. A. 4th Cir. Mo-
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 513. 

No. 21–1100. 3M Co. et al. v. Amador. C. A. 8th Cir. Mo-
tion of Product Liability Advisory Council, Inc., for leave to fle 
brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion 
and this petition. Reported below: 9 F. 4th 768. 

No. 21–1224. Cozza v. PNC Bank, N. A. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 16 Wash. App. 
2d 1073. 

No. 21–1231. Lefebure v. D’Aquilla, Individually and in 
His Ofcial Capacity as District Attorney of the 20th 
Judicial District, Louisiana. C. A. 5th Cir. Motions of Loui-
siana Foundation Against Sexual Assault et al. and American 
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Conservative Union for leave to fle briefs as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 650. 

No. 21–1264. Klayman v. Judicial Watch, Inc., et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kavanaugh took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 6 F. 4th 1301. 

No. 21–1267. Cisco Systems, Inc. v. SRI International, 
Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. Motion of Comcast Corporation for leave 
to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 14 F. 4th 1323. 

No. 21–7365. Clements v. Florida et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 21–7589. Brown v. Mason, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–501. Liott v. U. S. Bank N. A., 595 U. S. 1082; 
No. 21–969. Coulter v. Paulisick et al., 595 U. S. 1283; 
No. 21–989. Coulter v. Paul Laurence Dunbar Commu-

nity Center et al., 595 U. S. 1284; 
No. 21–1015. Cao v. BSI Financial Services, Inc., et al., 

595 U. S. 1285; 
No. 21–1076. Thamilselvan v. Thamilselvan, 595 U. S. 

1285; 
No. 21–5245. Hahn v. Georgia, 595 U. S. 976; 
No. 21–5345. Thurman v. Medical Transportation Man-

agement, Inc., 595 U. S. 1003; 
No. 21–6765. Ombe v. Cook et al., 595 U. S. 1287; 
No. 21–6766. DeAtley v. Colorado, 595 U. S. 1274; 
No. 21–6841. Benson v. Hemet Police Department, 595 

U. S. 1288; 
No. 21–6881. Bressi v. McCloud et al., 595 U. S. 1289; 
No. 21–6958. Vorasiangsuk v. United States, 595 U. S. 

1241; 
No. 21–7043. Benson v. Allstate Insurance Co., 596 U. S. 

915; and 
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No. 21–7106. Nyamusevya v. Franklin County Court of 
Common Pleas et al., 596 U. S. 906. Petitions for rehearing 
denied. 

May 18, 2022 

Dismissals Under Rule 46 

No. 21–1132. Asner et al. v. Hengle et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. Reported 
below: 19 F. 4th 324. 

No. 21–1138. Treppa et al. v. Hengle et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. Reported 
below: 19 F. 4th 324. 

May 23, 2022 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 21–1334. Columbia Export Terminal, LLC v. Interna-
tional Longshore and Warehouse Union et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. Reported 
below: 23 F. 4th 836. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 21–7422. West-El v. Internal Revenue Service 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–7425. Johnson v. Gentzler et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–7436. Loggins v. Zmuda, Secretary, Kansas De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. Justice Gor-
such took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion 
and this petition. Reported below: 854 Fed. Appx. 954. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21M115. Cooks v. Contra Costa County, California; 
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No. 21M116. Akard v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs; and 

No. 21M119. In re Lee. Motions for leave to proceed as 
veterans denied. 

No. 21M117. McCoy v. Hawaii Department of Human 
Services et al. Motion for leave to fle petition for writ of 
certiorari under seal with redacted copies for the public record 
granted. 

No. 21M118. Powell v. Biscuitville, Inc. Motion to direct 
the Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 21–7421. Jolly v. White et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioner is allowed until June 13, 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. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–11. Eritsian v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–557. Bahena-Brito v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–596. iTech U. S., Inc. v. Jaddou, Director, United 
States Citizenship and Immigration Services. C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 5 F. 4th 59. 

No. 21–791. Edgar et al. v. Haines, Director of National 
Intelligence, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 2 F. 4th 298. 

No. 21–817. Leon-Leon v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 856 Fed. 
Appx. 738. 

No. 21–1003. F. F., as Parent of Y. F., et al. v. New York 
et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 194 App. Div. 3d 80, 143 N. Y. S. 3d 734. 

No. 21–1257. Evans, as Administrator of the Estate of 
Bousquet v. Marvin et al. App. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 100 Mass. App. 1114, 178 N. E. 3d 906. 
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No. 21–1260. PakeyBey v. Luminant Mining Co., LLC. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 375. 

No. 21–1266. Talasek v. National Oilwell Varco, L. P. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 164. 

No. 21–1277. O’Neal v. Crawford County, Georgia. Ct. 
App. Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1278. Wright v. May 27, 2011 Order, et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1290. Ferrari v. United States et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1294. Penny v. Pelosi et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1302. Dawson v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 998 F. 3d 876. 

No. 21–1308. Robertson v. Larkspur Courts et al. Ct. 
App. Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1309. Meigs v. Zucker et al. Ct. App. Tex., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1348. Barber v. District of Columbia Commission 
on Selection and Tenure of Administrative Law Judges. 
Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 259 A. 3d 62. 

No. 21–1362. Gray v. White et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 463. 

No. 21–1385. Robinson v. Walmart Stores East, LP. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–6594. Hald et al. v. United States (Reported below: 
8 F. 4th 932); and Edwards v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7039. Sasser v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-
sion of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 999 F. 3d 609. 

No. 21–7116. Acevedo v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7395. Zogradis v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7396. Nguyen v. Yolo County District Attorney. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7400. Stricklin v. Nebraska. Sup. Ct. Neb. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Neb. 478, 967 N. W. 2d 130. 

No. 21–7402. Bibbs v. Barnes, Sheriff, Orange County, 
California. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7417. Davis v. Morledge, Judge, et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7426. Spears v. Crow, Director, Oklahoma De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 846 Fed. Appx. 732. 

No. 21–7439. Johnson v. Benton. Ct. App. Miss. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 333 So. 3d 51. 

No. 21–7489. Vasquez v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7503. Victorino-Tista v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7508. Greene v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7513. Carvalho v. Kenneway, Superintendent, 
Massachusetts Correctional Institution at Shirley. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7514. Clark v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7546. Eddington v. Tewalt, Director, Idaho De-
partment of Correction. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7566. Johnston v. Devries. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7655. Committe v. Gentry. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 21–7718. Winger v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7731. Bell v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (1st) 190366, 189 
N. E. 3d 531. 

No. 21–1021. Payne, Director, Arkansas Division of Cor-
rection v. Jackson. C. A. 8th Cir. Motion of respondent for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 9 F. 4th 646. 

No. 21–1268. Smith v. Shinn, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

Statement of Justice Breyer respecting the denial of 
certiorari. 

Joe Clarence Smith was frst sentenced to death in 1977, more 
than 44 years ago. Pet. for Cert. 2. The Arizona Supreme Court 
vacated that sentence as unconstitutional and remanded for resen-
tencing in 1979. Id., at 3; App. to Pet. for Cert. 9. On remand, 
Smith was sentenced to death a second time. Ibid. Twenty 
years later in 1999, the Ninth Circuit vacated Smith's second 
death sentence, again on constitutional grounds. Smith v. Stew-
art, 189 F. 3d 1004. Smith was then resentenced to death a third 
time in 2004. App. to Pet. for Cert. 10. 

In 2007, 30 years after Smith was frst sentenced to death, he 
petitioned this Court to review the constitutionality of his death 
sentence. He argued that it would be cruel and unusual to exe-
cute him after such a lengthy delay. The Court denied certiorari, 
and I dissented because I believed that Smith could “reasonably 
claim that his execution at this late date would be `unusual' . . . 
particularly when much of the delay at issue seems due to consti-
tutionally defective sentencing proceedings.” Smith v. Arizona, 
552 U. S. 985, 986 (2007). In 2017, Smith again petitioned for 
certiorari on the same issue, and the Court again denied his peti-
tion. I wrote again to express my continued concern that the 
length of time Smith had spent on death row raised serious consti-
tutional questions. But I recognized that procedural obstacles 
(which had not been present in his frst petition for certiorari 10 
years earlier) now made it diffcult for the Court to grant certio-
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rari on that question. Smith v. Ryan, 581 U. S. 954, 955 (2017) 
(statement respecting denial of certiorari). 

Smith's case is now before us for the third time. By now, more 
than 44 years have passed since his frst death sentence. Pet. for 
Cert. 2. And he “has spent almost all of [that] time” in solitary 
confnement, “alone in a cell that . . . measures 86.4 square feet, 
or roughly the size of a compact parking space.” Id., at 3–4 
(footnote omitted). Smith tells us that only four other prisoners 
in all of the United States have been on death row longer than 
he has. Id., at 4–5, and n. 2. 

We have said that the uncertainty of waiting in prison under 
threat of execution for just four weeks is “one of the most horrible 
feelings to which [a person] can be subjected.” In re Medley, 134 
U. S. 160, 172 (1890). On top of that, “[y]ears on end of near-
total isolation exact a terrible price.” Davis v. Ayala, 576 U. S. 
257, 289 (2015) (Kennedy, J., concurring). Smith has been sub-
jected to those conditions, not for four weeks, but for four dec-
ades. While I recognize, as I did in 2017, that procedural obsta-
cles make it diffcult for us to grant certiorari here, I continue to 
believe that the excessive length of time that Smith and others 
have spent on death row awaiting execution raises serious doubts 
about the constitutionality of the death penalty as it is currently 
administered. See Glossip v. Gross, 576 U. S. 863, 908 (2015) (dis-
senting opinion); see also, e. g., Buntion v. Lumpkin, 596 U. S. 940 
(2022) (statement respecting denial of application for stay); Hamm 
v. Dunn, 583 U. S. 1153 (2018) (statement respecting denial of 
application for stay and denial of certiorari). 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–515. Kim v. Huong Tran et al., 595 U. S. 1119; 
No. 21–988. Crawford v. Henrico County Public School 

Board et al., 595 U. S. 1284; 
No. 21–1050. Koger et al. v. Richardson, Judge, et al., 

596 U. S. 913; 
No. 21–1101. Nowicki v. Tinicum Township et al., 596 

U. S. 914; 
No. 21–1203. In re Rowe, 596 U. S. 912; 
No. 21–6134. Rosales v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 595 U. S. 1144; 
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No. 21–6414. Marietta v. LoBue et al., 595 U. S. 1227; 
No. 21–6837. Ragin v. Circuit Court of Virginia, City of 

Newport News, 595 U. S. 1288; 
No. 21–6913. Littlejohn v. Bowman et al., 595 U. S. 1275; 
No. 21–7050. Cozzi v. New York State Workers’ Compen-

sation Board et al., 596 U. S. 916; 
No. 21–7077. Kurkjian v. Wormuth, Secretary of the 

Army, 596 U. S. 906; and 
No. 21–7125. Kaetz v. United States, 595 U. S. 1292. Peti-

tions for rehearing denied. 

May 24, 2022 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 21–7664. Sam-Pena v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

May 26, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 21A658. Louisiana et al. v. Biden, President of the 
United States, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Application to vacate 
stay, presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the 
Court, denied. 

May 31, 2022 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 21–938. Stirling, Director, South Carolina Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. v. Stokes. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for further 
consideration in light of Shinn v. Martinez Ramirez, 596 U. S. 366 
(2022). Reported below: 10 F. 4th 236. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 21–7453. Luevano v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–7466. Patel v. Bhatia Patel. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
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pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's 
Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–7689. Scott v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Division 
of Correction, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dis-
missed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–7792. Dedeaux v. McClure, Superintendent, Cen-
tral Mississippi Correctional Facility. C. A. 5th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21A720. NetChoice, LLC, dba NetChoice, et al. v. 
Paxton, Attorney General of Texas. Application to vacate 
stay, presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the 
Court, granted. The May 11, 2022, order of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit staying the District Court's 
preliminary injunction is vacated. Justice Kagan would deny 
the application to vacate stay. 

Justice Alito, with whom Justice Thomas and Justice Gor-
such join, dissenting. 

This application concerns issues of great importance that will 
plainly merit this Court's review. Social media platforms have 
transformed the way people communicate with each other and 
obtain news.1 At issue is a ground-breaking Texas law that ad-
dresses the power of dominant social media corporations to shape 
public discussion of the important issues of the day. 

The law in question, HB20, regulates “ ̀ [s]ocial media platform[s]' ” 
that are “open to the public;” that “enabl[e] users to communicate 
with other users for the primary purpose of posting information, 
comments, messages, or images;” and that have at least “50 mil-
lion active users in the United States in a calendar month.” App. 
to Application 39a–41a (App.). Section 7 of HB20 prohibits these 
platforms from “censor[ing]” users based on viewpoint, and § 2 
requires covered platforms to disclose certain information about 

1 See, e. g., E. Shearer, Pew Research Center, More Than Eight-in-
Ten Americans Get News From Digital Devices (Jan. 12, 2021), https://www. 
pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2021/01/12/more-than-eight-in-ten-americans-get-
news-from-digital-devices. 
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their business practices, including an “acceptable use policy” and 
“a biannual transparency report.” Id., at 39a–46a, 48a–52a. 
These platforms must also establish procedures by which users 
can appeal a platform's decision to “remove content posted by the 
user.” Id., at 44a. 

Applicants are two trade associations that represent major so-
cial media platforms covered by the statute. They challenged the 
constitutionality of HB20 in the United States District Court for 
the Western District of Texas, contending, among other things, 
that the law is facially unconstitutional under the First Amend-
ment. The court agreed, and it preliminarily enjoined the Texas 
attorney general from enforcing the statute. The United States 
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit—after full briefng and 
oral argument—stayed that preliminary injunction. Applicants 
now ask this Court to vacate that stay while the Fifth Circuit 
resolves the appeal of the underlying preliminary injunction, and 
the Court grants that extraordinary relief. 

I cannot agree with the Court's disposition. To be entitled to 
vacatur of the stay, applicants must show, among other things, a 
“substantial likelihood of success on the merits.” Alabama Assn. 
of Realtors v. Department of Health and Human Servs., 594 U. S. 
758, 763 (2021) (per curiam). Members of this Court have argued 
that a determination regarding an applicant's likelihood of success 
must be made under “existing law,” Merrill v. Milligan, 595 U. S. 
1197, 1202 (2022) (Roberts, C. J., dissenting from grant of applica-
tion for stays); Wisconsin Legislature v. Wisconsin Elections 
Comm'n, 595 U. S. 398, 406 (2022) (Sotomayor, J., dissenting) 
(“existing precedent”). And whether applicants are likely to suc-
ceed under existing law is quite unclear. 

The law before us is novel, as are applicants' business models. 
Applicants claim that § 7 of HB20 interferes with their exercise 
of “editorial discretion,” and they maintain that this interference 
violates their right “not to disseminate speech generated by oth-
ers.” Application 19. Under some circumstances, we have rec-
ognized the right of organizations to refuse to host the speech of 
others. See Hurley v. Irish-American Gay, Lesbian and Bisex-
ual Group of Boston, Inc., 515 U. S. 557 (1995) (parade organizer); 
Miami Herald Publishing Co. v. Tornillo, 418 U. S. 241 (1974) 
(newspaper). But we have rejected such claims in other circum-
stances. For example, in PruneYard Shopping Center v. Robins, 
447 U. S. 74 (1980), we rejected the argument that the owner of 
a shopping mall had “a First Amendment right not to be forced 
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by the State to use his property as a forum for the speech of 
others.” Id., at 85. And in Turner Broadcasting System, Inc. 
v. FCC, 512 U. S. 622 (1994), we declined to apply strict scrutiny 
to rules that “interfere[d] with cable operators' editorial discre-
tion by compelling them to offer carriage to a certain minimum 
number of broadcast stations.” Id., at 643–644; see generally E. 
Volokh, Treating Social Media Platforms Like Common Carriers? 
1 J. Free Speech Law 377 (2021). 

It is not at all obvious how our existing precedents, which 
predate the age of the internet, should apply to large social media 
companies, but Texas argues that its law is permissible under our 
case law. First, Texas contends that § 7 does not require social 
media platforms to host any particular message but only to refrain 
from discrimination against a user's speech on the basis of “view-
point,” App. 49a, and in this respect the statute may be a permis-
sible attempt to prevent “repression of [the freedom of speech] 
by private interests,” Associated Press v. United States, 326 U. S. 
1, 20 (1945). Second, Texas argues that HB20 applies only to 
platforms that hold themselves out as “open to the public,” App. 
40a, and as neutral forums for the speech of others.2 These rep-
resentations suggest that the covered social media platforms— 
like the cable operators in Turner—do not generally “ ̀ convey 
ideas or messages [that they have] endorsed.' ” Hurley, 515 U. S., 
at 576. Third, since HB20 is limited to companies with “50 mil-
lion active users in the United States,” App. 41a, Texas argues 
that the law applies to only those entities that possess some meas-
ure of common carrier-like market power and that this power 

2 Texas also suggests that applicants' position in this litigation is in confict 
or tension with the positions of its members in cases regarding the interpre-
tation of § 230 of the Communications Decency Act of 1996, 47 U. S. C. § 230. 
That statute directs, among other things, that “[n]o provider . . . of an inter-
active computer service shall be treated as the publisher or speaker of any 
information provided by another information content provider.” § 230(c)(1). 
Texas claims that “[w]hen the platforms resort to section 230's protections 
. . . they are relying on Congress's determinations that they are not the 
`publisher' of their users' content, 47 U. S. C. § 230(c)(1), and that they are 
not `responsible' for that content in any respect, id. § 230(f)(3).” Respond-
ents' Opposition to Application To Vacate Stay 36. And Texas suggests 
that, given that many of applicants' members have emphasized their “ ̀ neu-
tral[ity]' ” and their function as “ ̀ conduits' ” for the speech of their users 
(see id., at 37–38, and nn. 11–18), the Court should view their assertions of 
a First Amendment right to engage in “ ̀ editorial discretion' ” with some 
skepticism. 
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gives them an “opportunity to shut out [disfavored] speakers.” 
515 U. S., at 577; see also Biden v. Knight First Amendment 
Inst. at Columbia Univ., 593 U. S. 901, 905–906 (2021) (Thomas, 
J., concurring). 

If anything, Texas submits, its arguments regarding the consti-
tutionality of § 2's disclosure requirements are even stronger. 
The State notes that we have upheld laws requiring that busi-
nesses disclose “purely factual and uncontroversial information 
about the terms under which [their] services will be available,” 
so long as those requirements are not “unjustifed or unduly bur-
densome.” Zauderer v. Offce of Disciplinary Counsel of Su-
preme Court of Ohio, 471 U. S. 626, 651 (1985). If we were to 
agree with the applicants' arguments, the decision could have 
widespread implications with regard to other disclosures required 
by federal and state law. 

The procedural posture of this case also counsels against vaca-
tur of the stay. Applicants sought pre-enforcement review of the 
statute in federal court, so it is not clear how state courts would 
interpret this statute if it were applied to applicants' businesses; 
nor has it been resolved which platforms are covered by the law. 
Compare Respondent's Opposition to Application To Vacate Stay 
1, n. 1, with Application 11. The statute also includes a broad 
severability provision, see App. 52a–54a, so vacating the stay re-
quires a determination that applicants are likely to be able to 
show that every provision of HB20 is unconstitutional. What 
is more, the attorney general's enforcement power is limited to 
prospective relief. See id., at 52a (authorizing the attorney gen-
eral to seek “injunctive relief ” and, if granted, “costs,” “reason-
able attorney's fees,” and “reasonable investigative costs”). In 
this respect, this statute is quite different from one that author-
izes imprisonment or severe monetary penalties for those who 
refuse to comply. See, e. g., Ex parte Young, 209 U. S. 123, 127, 
131 (1908) (noting that a law's “penalties” were “so drastic” that 
no one could test the law's constitutionality “except at the risk of 
confscation of its property, and the imprisonment for long terms 
in jails and penitentiaries”). Should the attorney general bring 
an enforcement action for injunctive relief, applicants would then 
have an opportunity to argue that the statute violates the First 
Amendment, whether facially or as applied to them. 

I reiterate that I have not formed a defnitive view on the novel 
legal questions that arise from Texas's decision to address the 
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“changing social and economic” conditions it perceives. New 
State Ice Co. v. Liebmann, 285 U. S. 262, 311 (1932) (Brandeis, J., 
dissenting). But precisely because of that, I am not comfortable 
intervening at this point in the proceedings. While I can under-
stand the Court's apparent desire to delay enforcement of HB20 
while the appeal is pending, the preliminary injunction entered 
by the District Court was itself a signifcant intrusion on state 
sovereignty, and Texas should not be required to seek preclear-
ance from the federal courts before its laws go into effect. The 
Court of Appeals, after briefng and oral argument, concluded 
that the District Court's order should be stayed, and a decision 
on the merits can be expected in the near future. I would not 
disturb the Court of Appeals' informed judgment about appli-
cants' entitlement to a stay. 

For these reasons, I respectfully dissent. 

No. 21A756. Guillen et al. v. League of United Latin 
American Citizens et al. D. C. W. D. Tex. Application for 
stay, presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the 
Court, denied. 

No. 21M120. Perez v. LinkedIn Corp. Motion for leave to 
proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 21M121. Sgromo v. Target Brands Inc. Motion to di-
rect the Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time 
denied. 

No. 21–1019. Erisa Industry Committee v. City of Seat-
tle, Washington. C. A. 9th Cir. The Solicitor General is in-
vited to fle a brief in this case expressing the views of the 
United States. 

No. 21–6773. In re Hedrick. Motion of petitioner for recon-
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[595 U. S. 1251] denied. 

No. 21–7492. In re Manwell. Petition for writ of manda-
mus denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–956. Rudisill v. International Association of 
Machinists and Aerospace Workers et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 860 Fed. Appx. 37. 
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No. 21–1028. International Energy Ventures Manage-
ment, L. L. C. v. United Energy Group, Ltd. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 999 F. 3d 257. 

No. 21–1047. Roy, as Special Administrator of the Es-
tate of Veilleux, Deceased, et al. v. Canadian Pacic 
Railway Co. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 999 F. 3d 72. 

No. 21–1269. Lobstein et al. v. Washington Mutual 
Mortgage Pass-Through Certicates WMALT Series 2007– 
OC1 et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1276. Mehta et al. v. WestRock Co. et al. Sup. 
Ct. Del. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 263 A. 3d 422. 

No. 21–1279. Thomas et al. v. Belevich. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 1048. 

No. 21–1301. Jenkins v. Housing Court Department, City 
of Boston, Massachusetts, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 8. 

No. 21–1320. Campo et al. v. Department of Justice 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 854 
Fed. Appx. 768. 

No. 21–1321. Yan Sui v. Marshack et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1328. Community Baptist Church et al. v. Polis, 
Governor of Colorado, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1335. Al-Qarqani et al. v. Saudi Arabian Oil Co. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 F. 4th 794. 

No. 21–1343. Marshall v. Supreme Court of New Mexico. 
Sup. Ct. N. M. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1351. Barnes, Sheriff, Orange County, Califor-
nia, et al. v. Ahlman et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 20 F. 4th 489. 

No. 21–1392. Simon v. Howard, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1396. Dillard et al. v. Timpa, Individually and as 
Representative of the Estate of Timpa, et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 20 F. 4th 1020. 

No. 21–6685. Dominguez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 998 F. 3d 1094. 

No. 21–6934. Barnes v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7098. Landreth v. United States et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 855 Fed. Appx. 410. 

No. 21–7446. Russell v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7449. Taylor v. Blair, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 6 F. 4th 796. 

No. 21–7452. Atkinson v. New York et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7454. Lebbad v. Donat et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7456. Rowles v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7457. Wynn v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7464. Lela v. Dart, Sheriff, Cook County, Illinois, 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7465. Lillie v. Iowa. Dist. Ct. Woodbury County, 
Iowa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7468. Moshrefi v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7470. Williams v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7478. Spencer v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7481. Prince v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7490. Spencer v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7493. Bruni v. Apple, Sheriff, Albany County, 
New York. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7496. Williams v. Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7498. Hermansen v. Valentine, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7499. Lopez Gonzales v. Shinn, Director, Arizona 
Department of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7501. Mayeld v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7536. Forte v. Lizarraga, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7545. Stanley v. Uttecht, Superintendent, Coy-
ote Ridge Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7553. Davis v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Division 
of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7556. Johnson et al. v. Clark, Judge, United 
States District Court for the Eastern District of Mis-
souri, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7569. Arnold v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 854 Fed. Appx. 464. 

No. 21–7578. Latimer v. United States District Court 
for the Middle District of Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7580. Burch v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7582. Abreu Tartabull v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7583. Lowery v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7586. Williams v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7587. Garcia Solorzano v. United States. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7594. Kristich v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7597. Bell v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7598. Garces v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7599. Aho v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7600. Hibshman v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7601. Pugh v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7628. Goliday v. Rewerts, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7631. Carter v. Anglea, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7663. Rook v. Holbrook. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7666. Grissett v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 813 Fed. Appx. 110. 

No. 21–7669. Hoey v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7673. Petlechkov v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7674. Allen v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7677. Parks v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7681. McKenzie v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 223. 

No. 21–7683. Conto v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7686. Maillet v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7687. Jones v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 166 Ohio St. 3d 85, 2021-Ohio-3311, 182 
N. E. 3d 1161. 

No. 21–7688. Rogers v. Wells Fargo. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7690. Springer v. Morrison, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7698. Davis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7699. Nicholson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7701. Rosales Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7702. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7704. Vanderpool v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7705. Woods v. Florida Department of Correc-
tions. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7706. Ernesto Arias v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7707. Pitts v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 746. 
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No. 21–7710. Daniels v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 337. 

No. 21–7723. Galan v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7724. Fields v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12 F. 4th 804. 

No. 21–7728. Branco v. Massachusetts. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7750. Steward v. Sims et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–365. Branch Banking & Trust Co. v. Sevier 
County Schools Federal Credit Union et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Motion of American Bankers Association et al. for leave to 
fle brief as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 990 F. 3d 470. 

No. 21–1353. Nartey v. Franciscan Health Hospital. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Barrett took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 2 F. 4th 1020. 

No. 21–7700. Hunter v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 12 F. 4th 555. 

No. 21–7714. Dhinsa v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 19–8209. Foye v. North Carolina, 590 U. S. 982; 
No. 21–628. Howe v. United States, 595 U. S. 1103; 
No. 21–1069. Stewart v. RRL Holding Company of Ohio, 

LLC, et al., 596 U. S. 913; 
No. 21–6531. Nichols v. Kerstein et al., 595 U. S. 1229; 
No. 21–6792. Leslie v. Bodkin et al., 595 U. S. 1287; 
No. 21–6855. Andrich v. Meyers et al., 595 U. S. 1289; 
No. 21–7008. Acoff v. Alabama, 596 U. S. 906; 
No. 21–7152. Barney v. Pennsylvania, 596 U. S. 916; and 
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No. 21–7245. Poff v. United States, 596 U. S. 907. Petitions 
for rehearing denied. 

June 1, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 21–86. Axon Enterprise, Inc. v. Federal Trade Com-
mission et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 
1184.]; 

No. 21–1239. Securities and Exchange Commission et al. 
v. Cochran. C. A. 5th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 596 U. S. 961.] 
Upon consideration of the letter of May 19, 2022, from the Solici-
tor General on behalf of the parties in No. 21–86 and No. 21–1239, 
respondent in No. 21–1239 has to and including June 30, 2022, 
within which to fle the joint appendix and the opening brief on 
the merits in No. 21–1239. The Solicitor General has to and 
including August 8, 2022, within which to fle a consolidated 
response brief on the merits on behalf of the federal parties in 
No. 21–86 and No. 21–1239, limited to 20,000 words. 

June 6, 2022 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 21–7527. Penigar v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to pro-
ceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–7531. Peters v. City of Houston, Texas, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's 
Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–7604. Akel v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As peti-
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat-
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. 
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Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21M122. Martinez v. United States et al.; and 
No. 21M124. Falls-Miller et al. v. Savannah-Chatham 

County Public School Board et al. Motions to direct the 
Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 21M123. Hyatt v. United States Patent and Trade-
mark Ofce et al. Motion for leave to fle petition for writ of 
certiorari with supplemental appendix under seal granted. 

No. 21M125. Doe v. United States. Motion for leave to fle 
petition for writ of certiorari under seal with redacted copies for 
the public record denied. 

No. 21–1338. NSO Group Technologies Ltd. et al. v. 
WhatsApp Inc. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. The Solicitor General is 
invited to fle a brief in this case expressing the views of the 
United States. 

No. 21–1431. Kerr, Director, South Carolina Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services v. Planned Parent-
hood South Atlantic et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of 
petitioner to expedite consideration of the petition for writ of 
certiorari, as amended on May 27, 2022, denied. 

No. 21–6598. Plourde v. Northern Light Acadia Hospital 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration 
of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [595 U. S. 
1214] denied. 

No. 21–7123. Wilson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [596 U. S. 922] denied. 

No. 21–7142. Holmes v. Blue Cross Blue Shield of South 
Carolina, Inc., et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for 
reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris [596 U. S. 942] denied. 

No. 21–7521. Pieczynski v. Pennsylvania et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir.; and 

No. 21–7833. Polite v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Motions of petitioners for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are al-
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lowed until June 27, 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. 21–1316. In re Hsu. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

No. 21–7696. In re Harmon; and 
No. 21–7802. In re Rodriguez et al. Petitions for writs of 

mandamus and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 21–1164. Wilkins et al. v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 791. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–970. Crow, Director, Oklahoma Department of 
Corrections v. Fontenot. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 4 F. 4th 982. 

No. 21–1098. Canaday, Individually and on Behalf of 
All Others Similarly Situated v. Anthem Cos., Inc. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 F. 4th 392. 

No. 21–1181. Ballinger et al. v. City of Oakland, Cali-
fornia. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 24 
F. 4th 1287. 

No. 21–1188. Portfolio Recovery Associates, LLC v. 
Pounds et al. Ct. App. N. C. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 274 N. C. App. 201, 851 S. E. 2d 423. 

No. 21–1192. Day & Zimmermann NPS, Inc. v. Waters, In-
dividually and on Behalf of All Others Similarly Situ-
ated. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 
F. 4th 84. 

No. 21–1197. KK-PB Financial, LLC v. 160 Royal Palm, 
LLC. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1299. Scoyni v. Salvador et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1312. Red Hook Container Terminal, LLC v. 
South Pacic Shipping Co. Ltd. et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 21–1329. Estate of Jennings et al. v. Gulfshore Pri-
vate Home Care, LLC. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1331. Murphy v. Dalton, aka Moore, et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1347. Ballance v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1349. Ignis Development, Inc., et al. v. Long Is-
land College Hospital et al. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 37 N. Y. 3d 1012, 174 N. E. 3d 1244. 

No. 21–1352. Tat v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 1248. 

No. 21–1358. Goodwill Industries of Central Oklahoma, 
Inc., dba Goodwill Career Pathways Institute v. Philadel-
phia Indemnity Insurance Co. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 704. 

No. 21–1375. Garcia Zuniga v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1378. Guzman Loera v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 24 F. 4th 144. 

No. 21–1380. Ojedokun v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 1091. 

No. 21–1395. Few v. United Teachers Los Angeles et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1412. Young et al. v. Rogers et al. Sup. Ct. Ariz. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 252 Ariz. 335, 502 P. 3d 
986. 

No. 21–1414. Crandall v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 25 F. 4th 582. 

No. 21–1434. VSP Labs, Inc. v. Hillair Capital Invest-
ments L. P. et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 26 F. 4th 245. 

No. 21–1440. McCloskey v. Missouri Ofce of Chief Dis-
ciplinary Counsel (two judgments). Sup. Ct. Mo. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 21–6770. Elysee v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 993 F. 3d 1309. 

No. 21–6772. Caneld v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
998 F. 3d 242. 

No. 21–6787. Young v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7233. Sardinas v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7504. Bynoe v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 138 Nev. 922, 504 P. 3d 1135. 

No. 21–7505. Dyson v. Wexford Health Sources, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7506. Carr v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 5th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (5th) 180387–U. 

No. 21–7507. Gross v. First NLC Financial Services, 
LLC, et al. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 252 Md. App. 739 and 740. 

No. 21–7512. Herriott v. Parrish et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 762. 

No. 21–7515. Gordon v. Parker et al. Ct. App. La., 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7523. Robinson v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 166 Ohio St. 3d 476, 2021-Ohio-3865, 
187 N. E. 3d 508. 

No. 21–7526. Morris v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (2d) 190514–U. 

No. 21–7528. Bralich v. Fox News Network, LLC, et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7533. Stanciu v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7537. Gutierrez v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7539. Higley v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7548. Novitskiy v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7554. Burke v. Childs et al. Ct. App. Ga. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7555. O’Keefe v. Nevada. Ct. App. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 137 Nev. 947, 498 P. 3d 1293. 

No. 21–7558. Kolosha v. Pettigrew, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7559. Kolosha v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7562. Tyler v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7565. Lee v. Buffaloe, Secretary, North Caro-
lina Department of Public Safety, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7568. Stephens v. Florida Department of Correc-
tions. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 331 So. 3d 232. 

No. 21–7590. Onwuzulike v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7596. Meeks v. Butte County District Attorney 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7609. Carviel v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7612. Aldaba-Roman v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7616. Ussery v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



994 OCTOBER TERM, 2021 

June 6, 2022 596 U. S. 

No. 21–7619. Wall v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7621. Perez-Vides v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7622. Medina-Rios v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7623. Lara v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 459. 

No. 21–7625. May v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7626. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7630. Anderson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7632. Gotay-Guzman v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7633. Inko-Tariah v. United States. C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7638. Jimenez v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 32. 

No. 21–7640. General v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7644. Reynoso, aka Hernandez v. United States. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 861 Fed. 
Appx. 204. 

No. 21–7645. Barrie v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7652. Olvera v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7657. Floyd v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7659. Doe v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 146. 
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No. 21–7661. Tucker v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7662. Cook v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7665. Solove v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7668. Haley v. Mississippi. Ct. App. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 331 So. 3d 36. 

No. 21–7682. Brown v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7685. Delgado v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7692. Geraldo v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7697. Mirando v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7720. Wheeler, aka Williams v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 
805. 

No. 21–7721. Cruz-Mora v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7725. Sila v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7726. Sartin v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7730. Martin v. Brnovich, Attorney General of 
Arizona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7733. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7734. Nicholson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 24 F. 4th 1341. 

No. 21–7735. Perryman v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7738. Mata-Valerio v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7739. Whitaker v. Coyne-Fague, Warden. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7746. Piper v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7748. Ramdeo v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7753. Miller v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 11 F. 4th 944. 

No. 21–7757. Stinson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7758. Estell v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7759. McKinnie v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 283. 

No. 21–7763. Ashford v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7765. Lora v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7767. Billups v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7773. Middlebrook v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7776. Wrenn v. Toney, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7781. Palacios v. Smith. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7783. Aviles v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7784. Renteria Madrid v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7785. Mena-Valdez v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7786. Trevizo-Cortez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7791. Ramirez-Almader v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7793. Sullivan v. United States District Court 
for the District of Hawaii. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7804. Alger v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7805. Burch v. Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7808. McIntyre v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7812. Warren v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7813. Cervantes-Resendiz v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7814. Poff v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7819. Smith v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7820. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7821. Woodberry v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7822. Lovings v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7824. King v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7827. Haro v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7828. Jones v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7832. Casamayor v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7835. Perryman v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 20 F. 4th 1127. 

No. 21–7837. Burns v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7838. Larck v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7841. Jewell v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7842. Bullcoming v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 22 F. 4th 883. 

No. 21–1295. St. Augustine School et al. v. Underly, Wis-
consin State Superintendent of Public Instruction, et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Barrett took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 21 F. 4th 446. 

No. 21–1330. Armstrong v. City of Conyers, Georgia. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–7270. Brown v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–7635. Kaetz v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–7826. Cooper v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari before judgment denied. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 21–999. Blessett v. Texas Ofce of the Attorney 

General, Galveston County Child Support Enforcement 
Division, 595 U. S. 1284; 

No. 21–6867. Thorpe v. OneMain Financial, 595 U. S. 1289; 
No. 21–6973. Jacks v. Lynch, Warden, 596 U. S. 906; 
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No. 21–6978. In re Harris, 596 U. S. 901; 
No. 21–7085. Larson v. American Home Products, Wyeth-

Ayerst Laboratories, 596 U. S. 906; 
No. 21–7246. In re Harris, 596 U. S. 951; 
No. 21–7316. Duerson v. United States, 596 U. S. 917; and 
No. 21–7410. In re Pineda, 596 U. S. 924. Petitions for re-

hearing denied. 

No. 21–809. Gallo v. District of Columbia, 595 U. S. 1138. 
Motion for leave to fle petition for rehearing denied. 

June 8, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 21–8083 (21A799). In re Atwood. Application for stay 
of execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Kagan, 
and by her referred to the Court, denied. Petition for writ of 
habeas corpus denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–8084 (21A800). Atwood v. Shinn, Director, Arizona 
Department of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Application for stay of execution of sen-
tence of death, presented to Justice Kagan, and by her referred 
to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 36 
F. 4th 901. 

No. 21–8085 (21A801). Atwood v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Kagan, and by her referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

June 9, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 21A772. Ritter v. Migliori et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Appli-
cation for stay, presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred 
to the Court, denied. The order heretofore entered by Justice 
Alito is vacated. 

Justice Alito, with whom Justice Thomas and Justice Gor-
such join, dissenting. 

This application for a stay pending certiorari involves the 
counting of undated mail-in ballots in one state-court judicial elec-
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tion. A stay pending certiorari is appropriate only if the Court 
is likely to grant review; certiorari is discretionary; and the Court 
now denies the stay. I would agree with that decision were it 
not for concern about the effect that the Third Circuit's interpre-
tation of 52 U. S. C. § 10101(a)(2)(B) may have in the federal and 
state elections that will be held in Pennsylvania in November. 

The Third Circuit's interpretation broke new ground, and at 
this juncture, it appears to me that that interpretation is very 
likely wrong. If left undisturbed, it could well affect the outcome 
of the fall elections, and it would be far better for us to address 
that interpretation before, rather than after, it has that effect. I 
would therefore enter a stay pending certiorari and advise that 
any petition for certiorari and brief in opposition should be fled 
expeditiously. If that is done, the Court will be in a position to 
grant review, set an expedited briefng schedule, and if necessary, 
set the case for argument in October. 

To illustrate why the Third Circuit's interpretation is suff-
ciently questionable and important to merit review, I offer the 
following thoughts on the interpretation of the statute in ques-
tion. As I will explain, it appears to me, based on the review 
that I have been able to conduct in the time allowed, that the 
Third Circuit's interpretation is very likely wrong. It seems 
plainly contrary to the statutory language, but as is almost always 
the case when we decide whether to grant emergency relief, I do 
not rule out the possibility that further briefng and argument 
might convince me that my current view is unfounded. But with 
that caveat, I will proceed to discuss the statutory language. 

The statutory provision in question reads as follows: 

“No person acting under color of law shall . . . deny the 
right of any individual to vote in any election because of 
an error or omission on any record or paper related to any 
application, registration, or other act requisite to voting, if 
such error or omission is not material in determining whether 
such individual is qualifed under State law to vote in such 
election.” § 10101(a)(2)(B). 

This provision has fve elements: (1) the proscribed conduct 
must be engaged in by a person who is “acting under color of 
law”; (2) it must have the effect of “deny[ing]” an individual “the 
right to vote”; (3) this denial must be attributable to “an error or 
omission on [a] record or paper”; (4) the “record or paper” must 



Page Proof Pending Publication

ORDERS 1001 

999 Alito, J., dissenting 

be “related to [an] application, registration, or other act requisite 
to voting”; and (5) the error or omission must not be “material 
in determining whether such individual is qualifed under State 
law to vote in such election.” Ibid. 

The Third Circuit held that the failure to count mail-in ballots 
that did not include the date on which they were flled out consti-
tuted a violation of this provision, but the Third Circuit made 
little effort to explain how its interpretation can be reconciled 
with the language of the statute. In my view, however, it ap-
pears that elements 2 and 5 are clearly not met.1 

I will start with element 2. When a mail-in ballot is not 
counted because it was not flled out correctly, the voter is not 
denied “the right to vote.” Rather, that individual's vote is not 
counted because he or she did not follow the rules for casting a 
ballot. “Casting a vote, whether by following the directions for 
using a voting machine or completing a paper ballot, requires 
compliance with certain rules.” Brnovich v. Democratic Na-
tional Committee, 594 U. S. 647, 669 (2021). A registered voter 
who does not follow the rules may be unable to cast a vote for 
any number of reasons. A voter may go to the polling place on 
the wrong day or after the polls have closed. A voter may go 
to the wrong polling place and may not have time to reach the 
right place before it is too late. A voter who casts a mail-in 
ballot may send it to the wrong address. A State's refusal to 
count the votes of these voters does not constitute a denial of 
“the right to vote.” Even the most permissive voting rules must 
contain some requirements, and the failure to follow those rules 
constitutes the forfeiture of the right to vote, not the denial of 
that right. 

Element 5 weighs even more heavily against the Third Circuit's 
interpretation. This element requires that the error or omission 
be “material in determining whether such individual is qualifed 
under State law to vote in such election.” There is no reason 
why the requirements that must be met in order to register (and 
thus be “qualifed”) to vote should be the same as the require-
ments that must be met in order to cast a ballot that will be 
counted. Indeed, it would be silly to think otherwise. Think of 

1 Elements 1 and 3 are satisfed, but for the reasons explained below, see 
n. 2, infra, the Third Circuit's interpretation is not consistent with the most 
natural reading of element 4. 
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the previously mentioned hypothetical voters whose votes were 
not counted because they did not follow the rules for casting a 
vote. None of the rules they violated—rules setting the date of 
an election, the location of the voter's assigned polling place, the 
address to which a mail-in ballot must be sent—has anything to 
do with the requirements that must be met in order to establish 
eligibility to vote, and it would be absurd to judge the validity of 
voting rules based on whether they are material to eligibility. 

Under Pennsylvania law, a person is qualifed to vote if he or 
she is at least 18 years old on the day of the election, has been a 
citizen of the State for at least one month, has lived in the rele-
vant election district for at least 30 days, and is not imprisoned 
for a felony. See 25 Pa. Cons. Stat. § 1301 (2002). Other require-
ments must be met in order for a mail-in ballot to be counted. 
Among other things, a statute provides that a voter “shall . . . 
fll out, date and sign” a declaration printed on the outer security 
envelope in which the actual ballot is sealed. S. 422, 2020 Gen. 
Assem., Reg. Sess. (Pa.), codifed at Pa. Stat. Ann., Tit. 25, 
§ 3150.16(a) (emphasis added); see also Migliori v. Lehigh County 
Bd. of Elections, No. 5:22–cv–0397 (ED Pa., Mar. 16, 2022), App. 
to Application 23a–24a. The Pennsylvania Supreme Court has 
held that the inclusion of the date on which the ballot was flled 
out is mandatory and that undated ballots cannot be counted, see 
In re Canvass of Absentee and Mail-in Ballots of Nov. 3, 2020 
General Election, 663 Pa. 283, 241 A. 3d 1058 (2020), but the 
Third Circuit held that this state-law rule is preempted by 52 
U. S. C. § 10101(a)(2)(B) because the inclusion of a date is not mate-
rial to the question whether a person is qualifed to vote. 

Can that possibly be correct? One may argue that the inclu-
sion of a date does not serve any strong purpose and that a 
voter's failure to date a ballot should not cause the ballot to be 
disqualifed. But § 10101(a)(2)(B) does not address that issue. It 
applies only to errors or omissions that are not material to the 
question whether a person is qualifed to vote. It leaves it to 
the States to decide which voting rules should be mandatory. 

The problem with the Third Circuit's interpretation can be illus-
trated by considering what would happen if it were applied to a 
mail-in voting rule that is indisputably important, namely, the 
requirement that a mail-in ballot be signed. Pa. Stat. Ann., Tit. 
25, § 3150.16(a). Suppose a voter did not personally sign his or 
her ballot but instead instructed another person to complete the 
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ballot and sign it using the standard notation employed when a 
letter is signed for someone else: “p. p. John or Jane Doe.” Or 
suppose that a voter, for some reason, typed his or her name 
instead of signing it. Those violations would be material in de-
termining whether a ballot should be counted, but they would not 
be “material in determining whether such individual is qualifed 
under State law to vote in such election.” Therefore, under the 
Third Circuit's interpretation, a ballot signed by a third party 
and a ballot with a typed name rather than a signature would 
have to be counted. It seems most unlikely that this is what 52 
U. S. C. § 10101(a)(2)(B) means.2 

For these reasons, it appears to me that the Third Circuit's 
interpretation is very likely incorrect, and I would grant a stay 
to preserve the opportunity to review that decision prior to the 
elections in November. 

2 In light of what I have written about elements 2 and 5, it is unlikely that 
element 4 must be addressed, but for the sake of completeness, I will add 
that the language of that provision must be given a strained meaning in 
order to make it applicable to the validity of a rule about flling out a mail-
in ballot. Element 4 demands that a “record or paper” must be “related to 
[an] application, registration, or other act requisite to voting.” 52 U. S. C. 
§ 10101(a)(2)(B). A mail-in ballot is a “record or paper,” and it does not 
appear to be related in any direct sense to any “application” or “registra-
tion,” so the question is whether it is “related to” some “other act requisite 
to voting.” But the casting of a ballot constitutes the act of voting. In-
deed, the statute specifes that “the word `vote' includes all action necessary 
to make a vote effective including . . . casting a ballot, and having such 
ballot counted.” § 10101(e). It is therefore awkward to describe the act of 
voting as “requisite to the act of voting.” 

Page Proof Pending Publication




