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ORDERS FOR OCTOBER 3, 2022, THROUGH 
MAY 5, 2023 

October 3, 2022 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 21–1102. Oklahoma v. Sims. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Mo-
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re-
manded for further consideration in light of Oklahoma v. Castro-
Huerta, 597 U. S. 629 (2022). 

No. 21–1160. Morin v. Lyver et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for further 
consideration in light of New York State Rife & Pistol Assn., 
Inc. v. Bruen, 597 U. S. 1 (2022). Reported below: 13 F. 4th 101. 

No. 21–1274. Ingram v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for fur-
ther consideration in light of Concepcion v. United States, 597 
U. S. 481 (2022). Reported below: 831 Fed. Appx. 454. 

No. 21–1307. Santa Ana Healthcare & Wellness Cen-
tre, LP, et al. v. Mondragon. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., 
Div. 1; and 

No. 21–1444. Dolgen California, LLC v. Galarsa. Ct. 
App. Cal., 5th App. Dist. Certiorari granted, judgments vacated, 
and cases remanded for further consideration in light of Viking 
River Cruises, Inc. v. Moriana, 596 U. S. 639 (2022). 

No. 21–1399. Al-Maqablh v. Heinz et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for fur-
ther consideration in light of Thompson v. Clark, 596 U. S. 36 
(2022). 

No. 21–5874. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re-
manded for further consideration in light of Concepcion v. United 
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States, 597 U. S. 481 (2022). Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. Re-
ported below: 962 F. 3d 1290. 

No. 21–6179. Perez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for fur-
ther consideration in light of Concepcion v. United States, 597 
U. S. 481 (2022). Reported below: 859 Fed. Appx. 356. 

No. 21–6224. Ford v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Re-
ported below: 858 Fed. Appx. 325; and 

No. 21–6753. Nunnally v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgments vacated, and cases re-
manded for further consideration in light of Concepcion v. United 
States, 597 U. S. 481 (2022). Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of these motions and these petitions. 

No. 21–7933. Armstrong v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re-
manded for further consideration in light of United States v. 
Taylor, 596 U. S. 845 (2022). 

No. 21–8148. Bynes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for fur-
ther consideration in light of Xiulu Ruan v. United States, 597 
U. S. 450 (2022). 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 21–7740. Peters v. Texas Children’s Hospital 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. 21–7747. Peters v. Hoyt 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. The Chief 
Justice and Justice Barrett took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this motion and this petition. 
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No. 21–7795. Peters v. Duckworth et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–7797. Peters v. Texas Medical Board. 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. 21–7810. Peters v. Texas Department of Criminal 
Justice 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. 21–7847. Peters v. 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. 21–7850. Ahmed v. Shoop, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–7854. Peters v. Hittner, Judge. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–7902. Endsley v. California. C. A. 9th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–7966. Peters v. Hittner, Judge. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–8031. Peters v. United States 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. 21–8032. Peters v. Innocent Projects of Texas et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's 
Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–8112. Luevano v. Trump et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 
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No. 21–8207. Azeez v. Robertson et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal 
matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by 
Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with 
Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 
506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 21–8265. Gorbey v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
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). The Chief Justice and Justice 
Kagan took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion 
and this petition. 

No. 21–8270. Adkins v. Driftwood Special Servicing, 
LLC. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court's Rule 39.8. 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 Co-
lumbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 22–5008. Patel v. Bhatia. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., 
Div. 3. 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). 
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No. 22–5040. Ellis v. United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia. C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of peti-
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio-
rari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner has 
repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed not 
to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from peti-
tioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and 
the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Mar-
tin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) 
(per curiam). 

No. 22–5041. Miller v. Dunn. Ct. App. Tex., 9th Dist. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–5096. Luczak v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal 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: 2021 IL App (1st) 173139–U. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22M1. Conard v. Pennsylvania State Police et al.; 
No. 22M2. Torres v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-

ment of Corrections, et al.; 
No. 22M3. Mohammed v. Prairie State Legal Services, 

Inc., et al.; 
No. 22M4. Johnson v. Morriss, Warden; 
No. 22M7. Wood-Jimenez v. Nevada Department of 

Motor Vehicles; 
No. 22M10. Curran v. Curran; 
No. 22M11. Jenkins v. South Carolina Department of 

Employment Workforce et al.; 
No. 22M12. Copeland v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections, et al.; and 
No. 22M13. Myles v. Neal, Warden. Motions to direct the 

Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 
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No. 22M5 (21–7408). Dingle v. Baggett, Judge, et al. Mo-
tion for leave to proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 22M6. Sealed Appellant v. United States. Motion 
for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari under seal with 
redacted copies for the public record granted. 

No. 22M8. A. W. et al. v. Princeton Public Schools 
Board of Education et al.; and 

No. 22M14. Jessica W. v. Little Flower Children and 
Family Services et al. Motions for leave to fle petitions for 
writs of certiorari with supplemental appendixes under seal 
granted. 

No. 22M9. Vechery v. Cottet-Moine. Motion for leave to 
fle petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental appendix 
under seal granted. Justice Kavanaugh took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 65, Orig. Texas v. New Mexico. Motion of the River 
Master for fees and expenses granted, and the River Master is 
awarded a total of $8,750.64, for the period July 1, 2021, through 
June 30, 2022, to be paid equally by the parties. [For earlier 
order herein, see, e. g., 595 U. S. 906.] 

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

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

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

the Interior, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 595 
U. S. 1251.] Motion of the Solicitor General for divided argument 
and for enlargement of time for oral argument granted. 

No. 21–476. 303 Creative LLC et al. v. Elenis et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 595 U. S. 1218.] 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. 21–1164. Wilkins et al. v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 596 U. S. 990.] Motion of National Fed-
eration of Independent Business Small Business Legal Center 
et al. for leave to fle brief as amici curiae granted. 
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No. 21–1168. Mallory v. Norfolk Southern Railway Co. 
Sup. Ct. Pa. [Certiorari granted, 596 U. S. 942.] Motion of the 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami-
cus curiae, for divided argument, and for enlargement of time for 
oral argument granted. 

No. 21–1239. Securities and Exchange Commission et al. 
v. Cochran. C. A. 5th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 596 U. S. 961.] 
Motion of respondent to fle reply brief on the merits out of 
time granted. 

No. 21–1271. Moore, Speaker of the North Carolina 
House of Representatives, et al. v. Harper et al. Sup. 
Ct. N. C. [Certiorari granted, 597 U. S. 918.] Motion of petition-
ers to dispense with printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 21–1281. Interactive Wearables, LLC v. Polar Elec-
tro Oy et al. C. A. Fed. Cir.; and 

No. 21–1550. Suncor Energy (U. S. A.) Inc. et al. v. Board 
of County Commissioners of Boulder County et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle briefs in these 
cases expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 21–7436. Loggins v. Zmuda, Secretary, Kansas De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Motion of 
petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [596 U. S. 970] denied. Justice Gorsuch 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 21–7629. Holmes v. Granuaile, LLC, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [596 U. S. 1031] denied. 

No. 21–7806. Webb v. United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Virginia. C. A. 4th Cir.; 

No. 21–8142. Webb v. Northam et al. Sup. Ct. Va.; 
No. 21–8147. Tomkins v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir.; 
No. 21–8220. Nelson-Rogers v. Internal Revenue Serv-

ice et al. C. A. 9th Cir.; 
No. 22–5063. Tulipat v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir.; 
No. 22–5086. Gassesse v. University of Connecticut. 

App. Ct. Conn.; 
No. 22–5089. Webb v. United States District Court for 

the Eastern District of Virginia; and Webb v. Northam. 
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C. A. 4th Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until October 
24, 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. 21–8242. Webb v. Fauci et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioner is allowed until October 24, 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. Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 22–18. Cuker Interactive, LLC v. Pillsbury Win-
throp Shaw Pittman, LLP. C. A. 9th Cir.; and 

No. 22–37. Teva Pharmaceuticals USA, Inc. v. Glaxo-
SmithKline LLC et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. The Solicitor General 
is invited to fle briefs in these cases expressing the views of the 
United States. 

No. 22–5013. In re Kyte; 
No. 22–5155. In re Williams; 
No. 22–5224. In re Lane-Bey; 
No. 22–5256. In re Sheehan; 
No. 22–5343. In re Rigal; 
No. 22–5344. In re McCray; 
No. 22–5370. In re Allen Bey; 
No. 22–5439. In re Spencer El-Bey; 
No. 22–5483. In re Monte; and 
No. 22–5502. In re Carroll. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 21–8244. In re Franza; and 
No. 22–5152. In re Alfred. Motions of petitioners for leave 

to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs of 
habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As peti-
tioners have repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat-
ters from petitioners unless the docketing fees required by Rule 
38(a) are paid and the petitions are submitted in compliance with 
Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 
506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 21–1442. In re Budri; 
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No. 21–1582. In re Finnegan; 
No. 21–7761. In re Riley; 
No. 21–7775. In re Maye; 
No. 21–7807. In re Danam; 
No. 21–7883. In re Schiff; 
No. 21–8007. In re Hower; 
No. 21–8055. In re Jeansonne; 
No. 21–8110. In re Sudbury; 
No. 21–8114. In re Hudson; 
No. 21–8186. In re Jackson; 
No. 22–5166. In re AlBritton; 
No. 22–5202. In re Davis; 
No. 22–5208. In re Bolin; and 
No. 22–5227. In re Krieg. Petitions for writs of mandamus 

denied. 

No. 21–7882. In re Ouyang; and 
No. 21–8284. In re Staszak. Motions of petitioners for leave 

to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs of 
mandamus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 21–8013. In re Stinson. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

No. 21–8259. In re Gregory. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
mandamus and/or prohibition dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, 
the Clerk is directed not to accept any further petitions in non-
criminal matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required 
by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance 
with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 21–8094. In re Jenkins. Petition for writ of prohibi-
tion denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 21–887. Luna Perez v. Sturgis Public Schools et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 3 F. 4th 236. 

No. 21–1333. Gonzalez et al. v. Google LLC. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 2 F. 4th 871. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



910 OCTOBER TERM, 2022 

October 3, 2022 598 U. S. 

No. 21–1397. In re Grand Jury. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
granted. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 1088. 

No. 21–1436. Santos-Zacaria, aka Santos-Sacarias v. Gar-
land, Attorney General. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted. 
Reported below: 22 F. 4th 570. 

No. 21–1449. Glacier Northwest, Inc., dba CalPortland 
v. International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local Union 
No. 174. Sup. Ct. Wash. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 
198 Wash. 2d 768, 500 P. 3d 119. 

No. 21–1450. Turkiye Halk Bankasi A. S., aka Halkbank 
v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported 
below: 16 F. 4th 336. 

No. 21–1496. Twitter, Inc. v. Taamneh et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 2 F. 4th 871. 

No. 22–96. Financial Oversight and Management Board 
for Puerto Rico v. Centro de Periodismo Investigativo, 
Inc. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 35 
F. 4th 1. 

No. 21–1454. Ohio Adjutant General’s Department 
et al. v. Federal Labor Relations Authority et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari granted limited to Question 1 presented by 
the petition. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 401. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–159. Aposhian v. Garland, Attorney General, 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 958 
F. 3d 969. 

No. 21–1190. Rios v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 625 S. W. 3d 488. 

No. 21–1210. Scott County, Tennessee v. Brawner. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 585. 

No. 21–1215. Gun Owners of America, Inc., et al. v. Gar-
land, Attorney General, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 19 F. 4th 890. 

No. 21–1225. Estate of Taylor et al. v. Salt Lake City, 
Utah, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 16 F. 4th 744. 
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No. 21–1243. City of Oakland, California v. Oakland 
Raiders et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 20 F. 4th 441. 

No. 21–1256. Athey et al. v. United States. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1283. Animal Science Products, Inc., et al. v. 
Hebei Welcome Pharmaceutical Co. Ltd. et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 8 F. 4th 136. 

No. 21–1292. Jones v. City of Detroit, Michigan. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 20 F. 4th 1117. 

No. 21–1310. Turner et al. v. Allstate Insurance Co. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 
759. 

No. 21–1313. Gottesfeld v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 1. 

No. 21–1319. Nordlicht et al. v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 298. 

No. 21–1323. Gonzalez Hernandez v. Garland, Attorney 
General. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
9 F. 4th 278. 

No. 21–1327. Apple Inc. v. Qualcomm Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 1131. 

No. 21–1344. Campbell-Martin et al. v. United States. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 807. 

No. 21–1346. Friends of Merrymeeting Bay et al. v. Cen-
tral Maine Power Co. Sup. Jud. Ct. Me. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1355. Diaz-Esparza v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 
F. 4th 563. 

No. 21–1357. Tyler v. Vannoy, Warden. Sup. Ct. La. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2020–00984 (La. 11/17/21), 327 
So. 3d 507. 

No. 21–1360. Kowall et al. v. Benson, Michigan Secre-
tary of State. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 18 F. 4th 542. 
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No. 21–1364. Korf et al. v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 F. 4th 1235. 

No. 21–1368. Old Dominion Electric Cooperative v. PJM 
Interconnection, LLC. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 24 F. 4th 271. 

No. 21–1372. Adams et al. v. Teamsters Union Local 429 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1376. Alexandre v. National Union Fire Insur-
ance Company of Pittsburgh, PA. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 22 F. 4th 261. 

No. 21–1384. Florida v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 938 F. 3d 1221. 

No. 21–1391. Kelly v. City of Mount Vernon, New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1398. Centeno v. Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 
Sup. Ct. P. R. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1404. Sunoco Partners Marketing & Terminals 
L. P. et al. v. Cline, Individually and on Behalf of All 
Others Similarly Situated. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1405. Smith v. Ward, Commissioner, Georgia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 13 F. 4th 1319. 

No. 21–1407. Mandawala v. Northeast Baptist Hospital 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 16 
F. 4th 1144. 

No. 21–1408. Efo v. Fondjo. Cir. Ct. Frederick County, Md. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1416. Orr v. Christian Brothers High School, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1423. Hoti v. City of Warren, Michigan. Sup. Ct. 
Mich. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Mich. 926, 963 
N. W. 2d 355. 
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No. 21–1424. Hoti v. City of Warren, Michigan. Sup. Ct. 
Mich. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 Mich. 926, 963 
N. W. 2d 364. 

No. 21–1428. Blankenship v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 F. 4th 685. 

No. 21–1429. Zhang Jingrong et al. v. Chinese Anti-Cult 
World Alliance, Inc.; and 

No. 21–1556. Chinese Anti-Cult World Alliance, Inc., 
et al. v. Zhang Jingrong et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 47. 

No. 21–1430. Collins v. Zolnier, dba CKC Properties, Top 
Star Leases. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1432. K. S., Father v. Iowa Department of Human 
Services et al. Ct. App. Iowa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1435. Leaf v. Nike, Inc., et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1437. Kam v. Dallas County, Texas, et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1441. McCray v. Department of Labor, Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1443. Arnold v. Oglesby, Commissioner, Tennes-
see Department of General Services. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1445. Thatcher v. Department of Veterans Af-
fairs. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1447. Estate of Miranda et al. v. Navistar, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 
F. 4th 500. 

No. 21–1456. Poon-Atkins v. Sappington et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1460. Mary et al. v. QEP Energy Co., fka Questar 
Exploration & Production Co. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 24 F. 4th 411. 
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No. 21–1463. Missouri et al. v. Biden, President of the 
United States, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1465. McGraw v. Kentucky. Ct. App. Ky. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1466. Johnson v. Winfrey et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1467. McCoy v. Hawaii Department of Human 
Services et al. Sup. Ct. Haw. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 150 Haw. 270, 500 P. 3d 455. 

No. 21–1468. Campbell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 26 F. 4th 860. 

No. 21–1469. Armstrong v. Newsom, Governor of Califor-
nia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1470. Chun v. City and County of Honolulu, 
Hawaii. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1472. Rohr v. Hawaii Crime Victims Compensation 
Commission. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1473. J. M. O. v. United States et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1474. Owens et al. v. Lead Stories, LLC, et al. 
Sup. Ct. Del. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 273 A. 3d 
275. 

No. 21–1475. Vazquez-Javier v. Union de Tronquistas de 
Puerto Rico Local 901. Sup. Ct. P. R. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1476. White v. Cox et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1477. Manchanda et vir v. Lewis et al.; and Man-
chanda v. Senderoff. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1478. Honchariw v. County of Stanislaus, Cali-
fornia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1479. S. W. et al., on Behalf of Their Minor 
Child, B. W. v. Capistrano Unied School District. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 1125. 
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No. 21–1480. Acres v. Marston et al. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 Cal. App. 5th 
417, 287 Cal. Rptr. 3d 327. 

No. 21–1481. Alexander v. Department of the Army 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1483. Bacon et ux. v. United States et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1486. Powers v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1489. Ioannidis v. Wolf, Governor of Pennsylva-
nia, et al. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1490. Gupta v. Walsh, Secretary, Department of 
Labor, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 859 Fed. Appx. 596. 

No. 21–1491. City of Kent, Washington v. Jacobo-
Hernandez. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 19 Wash. App. 2d 709, 497 P. 3d 871. 

No. 21–1493. Knochel v. Fackrell et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1497. YoungBear v. Miller, Attorney General of 
Iowa. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1498. Herterich v. City and County of San Fran-
cisco, California, et al.; and Herterich v. Goldsmith et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1499. Ramchanndani v. Gahdhi et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1500. Residents of Gordon Plaza, Inc. v. Can-
trell, Mayor of the City of New Orleans, Louisiana, 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 25 
F. 4th 288. 

No. 21–1501. Stallworth v. Hurst et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1502. Swanson v. Grifn et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1504. Carlile v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1505. Bonner v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1507. Byrd v. Cook et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1508. Dotson v. Atlantic Specialty Insurance Co. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 24 F. 4th 999. 

No. 21–1509. Costello v. Carter et al. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 270 A. 3d 444 and 273 A. 3d 499. 

No. 21–1510. Marana v. Merit Systems Protection Board. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1514. Steven v. Schroader et al. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 Wash. App. 2d 1007. 

No. 21–1515. Lamoureux v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner 
of Social Security. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1516. Swagelok Associates Welfare Benefits 
Plan v. Patterson et vir. Ct. App. Ohio, 9th App. Dist., 
Medina County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021-Ohio-
3449, 178 N. E. 3d 573. 

No. 21–1517. Jacobs v. Walgreen Co. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1518. BYD Co. Ltd. v. Vice Media LLC. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1519. Carlini v. Paramount Pictures Corp. et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1520. Wismettac Asian Foods, Inc. v. National 
Labor Relations Board. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1523. Tabb v. Durham Public Schools Board of 
Education. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
29 F. 4th 148. 

No. 21–1524. Rivera v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 917 

598 U. S. October 3, 2022 

No. 21–1526. Hyatt v. United States Patent and Trade-
mark Ofce et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1527. CustomPlay, LLC v. Amazon.com, Inc., et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1528. Combs v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 859 
Fed. Appx. 807. 

No. 21–1529. Wang v. International Business Machines 
Corp. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1530. Bernard v. Hodyl. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1531. Ardell v. Kaul, Attorney General of Wis-
consin. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1532. Davison v. Rose et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 19 F. 4th 626. 

No. 21–1534. Tarverdiyeva v. Coinbase Global, Inc., aka 
Coinbase. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1535. Lowery v. Joffe et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 1102. 

No. 21–1536. Gupta v. Headstrong, Inc., et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1537. Kern v. Board of Supervisors of Alleghany 
County. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1541. Harris v. Biddle et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1542. Mill Bay Members Assn., Inc., et al. v. 
United States et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 21 F. 4th 1140. 

No. 21–1544. Lopez v. Quaempts et al. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1545. Whitaker v. District of Columbia Con-
cealed Pistol Licensing Review Board. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1546. Alasagas v. Blinken, Secretary of State. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 853 Fed. 
Appx. 851. 

No. 21–1547. Streeter v. Casey, Chief Justice, Massachu-
setts Probate and Family Court. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 489 Mass. 1004, 181 N. E. 3d 
1081. 

No. 21–1548. Rainey v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 334 So. 3d 1124. 

No. 21–1549. Koch v. Koch et al. Ct. App. Neb. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 30 Neb. App. –––. 

No. 21–1551. Plunkett v. Sproul. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 248. 

No. 21–1554. Worlds Inc. v. Activision Blizzard Inc. 
et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1555. Allen et al. v. Vertafore, Inc. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 28 F. 4th 613. 

No. 21–1558. Dewberry v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Divisions. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1559. Powell, as Executrix of the Estate of Pow-
ell, et al. v. Snook, as Executrix for the Estate of Snook. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 25 F. 4th 
912. 

No. 21–1560. Curry-Malcolm v. Rochester City School 
District et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1561. Brooks v. Philadelphia Insurance Cos. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1562. Reed v. Clarke, Director, Virginia Depart-
ment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1563. De Los Santos et al. v. Bosworth, as Em-
ployee and/or Administrator and/or Policymaker and/or 
Ofcial of Johnson County, Texas, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1564. Chancellor Senior Management, Ltd. v. Mc-
Graw, By and Through Her Daughter, Reuschel as Power 
of Attorney, et al. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 246 W. Va. 280, 873 S. E. 2d 811. 

No. 21–1565. State Health Plan for Teachers and State 
Employees et al. v. Lake et al. Sup. Ct. N. C. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 380 N. C. 502, 869 S. E. 2d 292. 

No. 21–1567. Biogen International GmbH et al. v. Mylan 
Pharmaceuticals Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 18 F. 4th 1333. 

No. 21–1568. Carter v. Genesis Alkali LLC et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1569. SouthPointe Partners, LLC v. Louisville 
Metro Government et al. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1573. Guzman-Chicas v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1574. Saint-Gobain Performance Plastics Europe 
v. Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 1036. 

No. 21–1575. Young v. Mattox, Judge, Circuit Court of 
Kentucky, 14th Judicial Circuit. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–1577. Manivannan v. Department of Energy. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 843 Fed. 
Appx. 481. 

No. 21–1578. Harris v. Ocwen Loan Servicing et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1579. Alexander v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 313 Ga. 521, 870 S. E. 2d 729. 

No. 21–1581. Tong Park v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1583. Bird v. Oregon Commission for the Blind 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 22 
F. 4th 809. 

No. 21–1584. Ballard v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1586. Romano et vir v. Jazz Casino Co., L. L. C., 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1588. Spell v. Los Angeles County Department 
of Children and Family Services. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1589. McInnis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 276. 

No. 21–1590. Austin v. Nationstar Mortgage LLC et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1591. Bardstown Capital Corp. et al. v. Seiller 
Waterman, LLC, et al. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 643 S. W. 3d 68. 

No. 21–1592. Motamedi et al. v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1593. Schulz et al. v. United States Congress. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1594. Drane v. Drane. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 So. 3d 1128. 

No. 21–1595. Guinn v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1597. Shari Takieh v. Banner Health et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1600. Dong v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1602. Espino-Martinez v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1603. Canada Hockey, L. L. C., dba Epic Sports, 
et al. v. Texas A&M University Athletic Department 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1604. Thornton et al. v. Tyson Foods, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 28 F. 4th 
1016. 

No. 21–1605. Kevin Kerveng Tung, P. C. v. Forman, Chap-
ter 7 Trustee, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1606. Yarbrough v. Santa Fe Independent School 
District et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1607. Deripaska v. Yellen, Secretary of the 
Treasury, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1610. Steven v. Federal Way School District. 
Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 Wash. 
App. 2d 1046. 

No. 21–1611. Koger v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–6007. Potts v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 997 F. 3d 1142. 

No. 21–7137. Porter v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 281. 

No. 21–7142. Holmes v. Blue Cross Blue Shield of South 
Carolina, Inc., et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 851 Fed. Appx. 384. 

No. 21–7398. Rizo-Rizo v. United States (Reported below: 
16 F. 4th 1292; and Cervantes-Ramirez v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7471. Telcy v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 20 F. 4th 735. 

No. 21–7473. Spencer v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7521. Pieczynski v. Pennsylvania et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7579. Siddeeq v. DeKalb County, Georgia. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7595. O. C. v. V. C. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. Dist., 
Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021-
Ohio-1491. 

No. 21–7624. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 4 F. 4th 706. 

No. 21–7646. Delacerda v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7684. Jones v. Broomeld, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 8 F. 4th 1027. 

No. 21–7703. Wortham v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 37 N. Y. 3d 407, 180 N. E. 3d 
516. 

No. 21–7709. Morris v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 9th App. Dist., 
Summit County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7736. Montes de Oca v. Park Way Baptist Church. 
Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7741. Mejia v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7744. Jordan v. Federal Bureau of Prisons et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7745. Lumsden v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7749. Sarr v. Cook, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7751. Littlejohn v. Dalton et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7755. Ericson v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7762. Castillo-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 906. 

No. 21–7766. Brown v. Pfeiffer, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7770. Jackson v. Sheraton New York Times 
Square Hotel. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7771. Strickland v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7774. Bibbs v. Villanueva, Sheriff, Los Angeles 
County, California. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7777. Davis v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7778. Ochoa v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 1314. 

No. 21–7779. Juarez v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7782. Foley v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 12th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7789. Osornio v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7794. Bolin v. Broomeld, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 797. 

No. 21–7796. Ehrenreich v. Weber, California Secre-
tary of State. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7798. Manuel Padilla v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 
5th App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7799. Jones v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 22 
F. 4th 486. 

No. 21–7801. Shreves v. United States District Court 
for the District of Montana. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7803. Stringfellow v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 53,966 (La. App. 2 Cir. 
6/30/21), 324 So. 3d 739. 

No. 21–7809. Miller v. Tennessee. Sup. Ct. Tenn. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 638 S. W. 3d 136. 

No. 21–7811. Miles-El, aka Miles v. Michigan. Ct. App. 
Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7815. Saunders v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner 
of Social Security. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7817. Mitchell v. Dentist et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7818. Moore v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 19 Wash. App. 2d 1005. 

No. 21–7823. Allum v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7830. Starr v. United States District Court for 
the Northern District of Oklahoma; and Starr v. Crow, 
Director, Oklahoma Department of corrections. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7831. Ranson v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7833. Polite v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 859 Fed. Appx. 795. 

No. 21–7834. Mulligan v. Kohl. Sup. Ct. Alaska. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7836. Bingham v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7839. Stanley v. Uttecht, Superintendent, 
Coyote Ridge Corrections Center, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7840. Sayed v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7843. Bradford v. Los Angeles County Ofce of 
Education et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7849. Stinson v. Yates, Warden, et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7853. Demetrulius v. Broomeld, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 898. 

No. 21–7855. Horsey v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7856. Garrido v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7857. Blalock v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7861. Folk v. Bureau of Prisons et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7862. Hallcy v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7863. Fearence v. Cash, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7868. Pederson v. Frost et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7871. Harvin v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7872. Guardado v. Sipe et al. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7876. Alexander v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7877. Adeyemi v. Maryland et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7879. Cookston v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 So. 3d 321. 

No. 21–7885. Ladd v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7886. Stack et vir v. Menard, Inc. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7888. Massey v. Biola University, Inc. Ct. App. 
Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7889. Bailey-Sweeting, aka Sweeting-Bailey v. 
Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 488 Mass. 741, 178 N. E. 3d 356. 

No. 21–7894. Albrecht v. Albrecht. Sup. Ct. N. H. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7896. Robertson v. District of Columbia. Ct. 
App. D. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 269 A. 3d 1022. 

No. 21–7898. Arenas v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 137 Nev. 884, 494 P. 3d 902. 

No. 21–7899. Sicola v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7901. Coleman v. North Carolina et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7903. Ballesteros v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7904. Duarte v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 37 N. Y. 3d 1218, 183 N. E. 3d 1205. 

No. 21–7905. Sanders v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7906. Sanchez v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (1st) 190562–U. 

No. 21–7912. Courtney v. Motorists Mutual Insurance 
Co. Ct. App. Ohio, 11th App. Dist., Ashtabula County. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2021-Ohio-4056. 

No. 21–7913. Sweet v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7914. Santana v. Court of Appeal of California, 
Second Appellate District. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7916. Fetzer v. Pozner. Ct. App. Wis. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2021 WI App 27, 397 Wis. 2d 243, 959 
N. W. 2d 89. 

No. 21–7917. Pride v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7922. Ehret v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7924. Smith v. Unum Life Insurance Company of 
America. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 



ORDERS 927 

598 U. S. October 3, 2022 

No. 21–7926. Stephen v. Palestine Police Department 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7927. Reese v. Bowen, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7929. Avalos v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 635 S. W. 3d 660. 

No. 21–7930. Coleman v. Minneapolis Public Schools. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7932. Muhammad v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 So. 3d 620. 

No. 21–7935. Feister v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–7936. Akard v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7940. Thomas v. Houser, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Benner Township, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7941. Petralia v. American Express National 
Bank. Sup. Ct. N. H. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7943. Wernsman v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7944. Petralia v. American Express National 
Bank. Sup. Ct. N. H. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7945. Byerly v. Idaho et al. (two judgments). C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7946. Skinner v. GPCH–GP, Inc., et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7947. Greene v. Harbor Police et al. Ct. App. 
Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7949. Horton v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7953. McCaster v. Neal, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–7955. Palma v. Harris County Appraisal District 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7962. Spratt v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7963. Stevenson v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7964. Saucedo v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7969. Lopez-Gomez v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7972. Ellis v. Indiana. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 178 N. E. 3d 843. 

No. 21–7977. Halda v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7978. Kunkel v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–7980. Singo v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7981. Sundwall v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 So. 3d 1157. 

No. 21–7983. Harrison v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021–0525 (La. App. 1 Cir. 
12/22/21). 

No. 21–7985. Glover v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 So. 3d 9. 

No. 21–7986. Gosch v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 So. 3d 732. 

No. 21–7989. Vu v. San Francisco Police Department 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7990. Craig v. Fluke, Warden, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7991. Moore v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 21–7993. Neptune v. Carey et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7995. Kurz v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–7996. Purdy v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7998. Wilson v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-
sion of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7999. Arutyunyan v. Fields et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8000. Johnson v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8001. James v. Thomson Sailors Homes, L. L. C., 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 
F. 4th 961. 

No. 21–8002. Taylor v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 851 Fed. Appx. 434. 

No. 21–8003. Alford v. Merit Systems Protection Board. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8005. Lowe v. Clarke, Director, Virginia Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–8006. Inko-Tariah v. Federal Medical Center 
Butner, NC, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8009. Meech v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8010. Gonzalez v. Bucklo, Magistrate Judge, 
United States District Court for the Northern District 
of Illinois, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8011. Reese v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8012. Rigor v. Carlsen et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8014. Woods v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8015. Kinzle v. Jackson. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–8016. Burr v. Jackson, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 F. 4th 395. 

No. 21–8019. Musgraves v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8020. Mitchell v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8021. Coon v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8022. Dew v. S. Columbia Terrace, LLC, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 854 Fed. 
Appx. 460. 

No. 21–8023. Xingfei Luo v. California. App. Div., Super. 
Ct. Cal., Orange County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8024. Taylor v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8025. Thieme v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8027. DeGroot v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2021 WI App 82, 967 N. W. 2d 308. 

No. 21–8028. Custis v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–8029. Melnick v. Colorado State Board of Parole. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8030. Buchanan v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8034. Lawrence v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 931 

598 U. S. October 3, 2022 

No. 21–8035. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8036. Slaughter v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 271 A. 3d 733. 

No. 21–8037. Blakney v. South Carolina Law Enforce-
ment Division et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8038. Nault v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 8. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 Cal. App. 
5th 1144, 287 Cal. Rptr. 3d 862. 

No. 21–8039. Munoz v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8040. Brown v. McCowan et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8041. Blanc v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8042. Jackson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 335 So. 3d 88. 

No. 21–8044. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8045. Overton v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 24 F. 4th 870. 

No. 21–8046. Danks v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8047. Esquivel v. Miniard, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8048. Kapp v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8049. Tunstall v. Daigle, fka Theriot. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8050. Dunn v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8052. Sanchez-Quintero v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8053. Kuntz v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8054. Johnson v. Reddington, Warden. Sup. Ct. 
Mo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8056. King v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8057. Morgan v. St. Francis Hospital. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8058. Pascual-Miguel v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8059. Morales-Agustin v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8060. Williams v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8061. Logan v. MGM Grand Detroit Casino. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8062. Love v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 7 F. 4th 674. 

No. 21–8064. Shannon v. Hepp, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 1258. 

No. 21–8065. Jones v. Wong et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8066. Wilson v. South Carolina et al.; McQuilla 
v. South Carolina; and Parker v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. 
S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8067. Gomez v. Frauenheim, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8068. Burke v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8069. Lewis v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 10th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8071. Beverly v. Riverside County Public Admin-
istrator et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 2. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8072. Salgado-Castellano v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8073. Sullivan v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8074. Barrieta-Barrera v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8075. Bagola v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8076. Durbesula v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8077. Yates v. Iowa. Dist. Ct. Woodbury County, 
Iowa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8078. Taylor v. Fleming, Warden, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 851 Fed. Appx. 405. 

No. 21–8079. Kelly v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8080. Horne v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8081. Clark v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8082. Houze v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8086. Wooden v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 100 Mass. App. 1120, 180 
N. E. 3d 1020. 

No. 21–8087. Keeter v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8088. Massey v. Biola University, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8089. Gillespie v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 934. 
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No. 21–8090. Pearson v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8091. Jackson v. Clark, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Albion, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8092. Bramwell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 28 F. 4th 180. 

No. 21–8093. Aiad-Toss v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8095. Davis v. Commissioner, Caddo Parish, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8096. Frantz v. Frantz. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8097. Ainsworth v. Powell, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8098. Christian v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8099. McConnell v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8100. Molina-Rivas v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8101. Marin-Maldonado v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8102. Jimenez-Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8104. Williams v. Toll Brothers Builders et al. 
Sup. Ct. Del. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 257 A. 3d 
1022. 

No. 21–8105. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8106. Jurdi v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8107. Ford v. Peery, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 999 F. 3d 1214. 

No. 21–8108. Gallegos-Quirino v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8109. Smith v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8113. Gibson v. Wayfair, Inc. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8115. Carter v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–8116. Tempo v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8117. Orange v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 162. 

No. 21–8118. Orr v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8119. Stepherson v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8120. Green v. Washington. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8121. Hector, aka Hector-Dykes v. United States. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8122. Henderson v. McClain. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8123. Malone v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 245 A. 3d 1065. 

No. 21–8124. Datham v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8125. Montano v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8126. Clarfeld, Individually and on Behalf of 
His Minor Child, P. M. v. Hawaii Department of Education. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8127. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8128. Williams v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8130. Ruiz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8131. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8132. Sanicki v. Buesgen, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8133. Boyle v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 28 F. 4th 798. 

No. 21–8134. Doran v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8135. Chandler v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8136. Thompson v. Morris Heights Health Cen-
ter, Inc., et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8137. Green v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8138. Gerrans v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8139. Grier v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 313 Ga. 236, 869 S. E. 2d 423. 

No. 21–8140. Chippero v. Platkin, Acting Attorney Gen-
eral of New Jersey, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8141. Poeschl v. Foundation Building Materials, 
LLC, et al. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8143. Branch v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. Dist., 
Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022-
Ohio-132. 

No. 21–8144. Wright v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8145. Ackerman et ux. v. Bank of New York Mel-
lon. Ct. App. Ohio, 2d App. Dist., Montgomery County. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2020-Ohio-6954. 

No. 21–8149. Rodriguez-Castro v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8150. Shelton v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8152. Chavez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8153. Tisius v. Blair, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8154. Williamson v. Payne, Director, Arkansas 
Division of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8155. Vice v. City of Fort Madison, Iowa, et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8156. Wilson v. Alvarez et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8157. Wilson v. Shinn, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8158. Torrez-Gutierrez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8159. Lynch v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8160. Coffey v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8161. Serrano v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8162. Pearson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8163. Perez-Jimenez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



938 OCTOBER TERM, 2022 

October 3, 2022 598 U. S. 

No. 21–8164. Pinkney v. Black, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8165. Rolle v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 So. 3d 330. 

No. 21–8166. Pendleton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8167. Xue Jie He et al. v. United States et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8168. Gaur v. Millikan et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8169. Hage v. Mhanna. Ct. App. Cal., 6th App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8170. Gaines v. Benton, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8171. Garvin v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8172. Contreras-Zamora v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8173. Rios v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8174. Svoboda v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 1st App. Dist., 
Hamilton County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021-
Ohio-4197, 180 N. E. 3d 1277. 

No. 21–8175. Castro v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 240. 

No. 21–8176. Nalls v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2022–00161 (La. 3/15/22), 333 So. 3d 
1236. 

No. 21–8177. Joseph v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 336 So. 3d 218. 

No. 21–8178. Jing Hua Wu v. Arnold, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8179. Washington v. Tice, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Somerset, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8180. Grogan v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 271 A. 3d 196. 

No. 21–8181. Hayes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8182. Conway v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8183. Martinez-Covarrubias v. Garland, Attor-
ney General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8184. Kelly v. Larson, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8185. Johnson v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-
sion of Correction, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8187. Bell v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 336 So. 3d 211. 

No. 21–8188. Davis v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 So. 3d 780. 

No. 21–8189. Francois v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8192. Thums v. Fuchs, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8193. Keith v. Wisconsin Department of Work-
force Development et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8194. Reynolds et al. v. Quiros, Commissioner, 
Connecticut Department of Correction. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 25 F. 4th 72. 

No. 21–8195. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 370. 

No. 21–8196. Anderson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8197. Bosman v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8198. Cabrera Saucedo v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8200. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8202. Watkins v. Shields et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 861 Fed. Appx. 812. 

No. 21–8203. Rytsar v. Oliver, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Cambridge Springs. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8204. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8205. Byrd v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8206. Bennett v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8208. Jones v. Pettigrew, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8210. Lee v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 252 Md. App. 743 and 750. 

No. 21–8211. Letizia v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8213. York v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8214. Andres-Tomas v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8215. Ausbie v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8216. Dykes v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8217. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8218. Banks v. Mason, Superintendent, State Cor-
rectional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8219. Carter v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8221. Mendez v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8222. Muhammad v. Frakes, Director, Nebraska 
Department of Correctional Services, et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8223. Salerno v. United States District Court 
for the District of Colorado. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–8224. Gurbey v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8225. Carchi-Fernandez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8227. Ochoa-Fabian v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8228. Caraballo v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8231. Torres-Villanueva v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8232. Ellis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8233. Gardner v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8234. Ceasar v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 497. 

No. 21–8235. Dicks v. Davis. Ct. App. Ark. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 21–8236. Toliver v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8237. Hill v. Brnovich, Attorney General of 
Arizona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8238. Seeley v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8239. Crawford, aka Gabriel, aka Tishbite v. 
Nelson, Warden, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8240. Jones v. South Carolina. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8241. Lassiter v. Jenkins et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 857 Fed. Appx. 124. 

No. 21–8243. Bargo v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 331 So. 3d 653. 

No. 21–8245. Gaspard v. BAC Home Loans Servicing, LP, 
et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 331 So. 3d 708. 

No. 21–8246. Bostwick v. 44 Chestnut Street, Wakeeld, 
Massachusetts, et al. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 488 Mass. 1016, 176 N. E. 3d 622. 

No. 21–8249. Page v. King, Acting Executive Director, 
California Department of Mental Health. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8250. McIntosh v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8251. Miller v. Acosta et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8252. Rodriguez v. Shinn, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8254. Calloway v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8255. Reilly v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8256. Sharp v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 1282. 
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No. 21–8257. Andrus v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8258. Patterson v. Wolfe, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8260. Garrett v. Warden, Federal Correctional 
Complex Coleman, United States Penitentiary II. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8261. Haynie v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 5th App. Dist., 
Muskingum County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8262. Jones v. Vanihel, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8263. Watson v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 137 Nev. 967, 500 P. 3d 1251. 

No. 21–8264. Georges v. Johnson, Administrator, New 
Jersey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8266. Calhoun v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8267. Lawrence v. United States Citizenship and 
Immigration Services et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8268. Acosta v. United States; Beale v. United 
States; Boykins v. United States; Carter v. United States; 
Feehan-Jones v. United States; Gray v. United States; 
Kelbch v. United States; Mitchell v. United States; New-
man v. United States; Pham v. United States; Strouble v. 
United States; Torres v. United States; Turner v. United 
States; Weatherspoon v. United States; Wilder v. United 
States; and Williams v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8269. Williams v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8271. Garcia-Salazar v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8272. Guerra v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8273. Fierro-Renteria v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8274. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8275. Lawrence v. Hearst Communications, Inc. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8276. Reyes-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8277. Cimino v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8278. Hunsberger v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 816 Fed. Appx. 189. 

No. 21–8279. Gay v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2022 Ark. 23. 

No. 21–8280. Forney v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8281. Carreon-Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8282. Leavitt v. United Services Automobile 
Assn. et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8283. Gaur v. Maryland. Ct. App. Md. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 478 Md. 518, 275 A. 3d 349. 

No. 21–8285. Reed v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8286. McBride v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8287. Phillips v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8288. Parkerson v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 310 Ore. App. 271, 484 P. 3d 356. 

No. 22–1. Brown, as Appointed Successor and Repre-
sentative of Now Deceased Berry v. Wormuth, Secretary 
of the Army, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–2. Boltz-Rubinstein v. Bank of America, N. A. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–3. Save Coral Bay, Inc. v. Bryan, Governor of 
the Virgin Islands, et al. Sup. Ct. V. I. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 76 V. I. 505. 

No. 22–4. Karr v. Sevier, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 873. 

No. 22–5. Cooks v. Contra Costa County, California. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6. Mortgage Resolution Servicing, LLC, et al. v. 
JPMorgan Chase Bank, N. A., et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–7. Carollo v. Fuller et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–11. SawStop Holding LLC v. United States 
Patent and Trademark Ofce et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–12. D. H. v. West Virginia Department of Health 
and Human Resources et al. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–13. Imhoff v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–14. Faver v. Clarke, Director, Virginia Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 24 F. 4th 954. 

No. 22–15. Duckett v. Jefferson Parish Department of 
Public Works-Streets. Ct. App. La., 5th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 20–452 (La. App. 5 Cir. 11/3/21), 330 
So. 3d 1209. 

No. 22–16. Business Exposure Reduction Group (BERG) 
Associates, LLC v. Pershing Square Capital Management, 
L. P. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–17. Vaxima, Inc., et al. v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–20. Klaas v. Allstate Insurance Co. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 759. 

No. 22–21. Dubar v. Department of Community Affairs. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–24. Gabriel v. El Paso Combined Courts et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 842 Fed. 
Appx. 231. 

No. 22–26. Junker v. Medical Components, Inc., et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 25 F. 4th 
1027. 

No. 22–27. Jones v. Riot Hospitality Group, LLC, nka 
Noatoz LLC, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–28. Shao v. Cantil-Sakauye, Chief Justice, Su-
preme Court of California, et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–29. Wallace v. City of Hampton, Virginia, et al. 
Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–32. Hart v. County of Philadelphia, Pennsylva-
nia, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–34. Wei-Ping Zeng v. Marshall University et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–35. Yufan Zhang v. UnitedHealth Group et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–36. Kamal v. Farrow et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 859 Fed. Appx. 802. 

No. 22–38. CPC Patent Technologies PTY Ltd. v. Apple 
Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–39. Xiu Jian Sun v. Lawrence, Assistant United 
States Attorney, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–40. Dozier v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 31 F. 4th 624. 

No. 22–41. Xiu Jian Sun v. Kelly et al. Ct. App. N. Y. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 N. Y. 3d 971, 187 N. E. 
3d 454. 
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No. 22–43. Program Administrator of the New Hamp-
shire Controlled Drug Prescription Health and Safety 
Program v. Department of Justice. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 24 F. 4th 718. 

No. 22–44. Harris v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–45. Ku v. Great Falls Public Schools. Sup. Ct. 
Mont. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 407 Mont. 439, 495 
P. 3d 1090. 

No. 22–46. Ada County, Idaho v. Idaho Commission for 
Reapportionment et al. Sup. Ct. Idaho. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 169 Idaho 863, 505 P. 3d 324. 

No. 22–48. AC Interests, L. P. v. Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality. Ct. App. Tex., 1st Dist. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–50. Daker v. Ward, Commissioner, Georgia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 856 Fed. Appx. 841. 

No. 22–53. Filler et al. v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–54. Goddard v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–55. Kramer et ux. v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, 
N. A., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–56. 101 Houseco, LLC v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 22 F. 4th 843. 

No. 22–57. Steeves, Acting Trustee of Brother’s 
Keeper Ministries v. Internal Revenue Service. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–59. Nunu v. Texas et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–61. Cull v. Dyck-O’Neal, Inc., et al. Ct. App. Ky. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–64. Arrington v. City of Los Angeles, Califor-
nia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–65. Van Cleve v. Raimondo, Secretary of Com-
merce, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–66. Kreszowski v. FCA US, LLC, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–68. McCullough v. Levi et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–69. Ampersand Chowchilla Biomass, LLC, et al. 
v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 26 F. 4th 1306. 

No. 22–71. Hammann v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. Ct. App. 
Minn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–72. Hammann v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. Ct. App. 
Minn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–73. Jain et al. v. Barker et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 
5th Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 So. 3d 1127. 

No. 22–74. Patterson v. City of New York, New York, 
et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 173 App. Div. 3d 540, 100 N. Y. S. 3d 
523. 

No. 22–78. Bayer HealthCare Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 
et al. v. Ulleseit et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–83. B&G Foods North America, Inc. v. Embry 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 
F. 4th 527. 

No. 22–88. Hawkins et al. v. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–89. Newbauer v. Carnival Corp., dba Carnival 
Cruise Line. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 26 F. 4th 931. 

No. 22–91. Smith et al. v. Kentucky. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 671. 

No. 22–101. Cowen et al. v. Raffensperger, Georgia 
Secretary of State. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 22 F. 4th 1227. 
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No. 22–106. Asrat v. Garland, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–107. Burke v. Criterion General, Inc., et al. 
Sup. Ct. Alaska. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 499 P. 3d 
319. 

No. 22–109. Steven v. Federal Way School District. Ct. 
App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 Wash. App. 
2d 1046. 

No. 22–110. Schmidt v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 82 M. J. 68. 

No. 22–113. Shumway v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–116. Connecticut State Police Union v. Rovella, 
Commissioner, Connecticut Department of Emergency 
Services and Public Protection. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 54. 

No. 22–117. El Omari v. International Criminal Police 
Organization, aka INTERPOL. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 83. 

No. 22–128. Herczeg v. City of Dallas, Texas. Ct. App. 
Tex., 5th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–130. Tofsrud v. City of Spokane, Washington, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–133. Arunachalam v. Kronos Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–141. McDonald-Witherspoon, Individually and as 
Administratrix of the Estate of Jones v. Browne et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–143. Jada Ku v. Great Falls Public Library. Sup. 
Ct. Mont. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–144. Khatri v. Ohio State University et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–146. Smith v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 313 Ga. 752, 873 S. E. 2d 142. 
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No. 22–155. Patel v. Connecticut. Sup. Ct. Conn. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 342 Conn. 445, 270 A. 3d 627. 

No. 22–156. Fennell v. Bonta, Attorney General of Cal-
ifornia. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
859 Fed. Appx. 50. 

No. 22–168. Deroo v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 2022 IL 126120, 215 N. E. 3d 46. 

No. 22–170. Beckwitt v. Maryland. Ct. App. Md. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 477 Md. 398, 270 A. 3d 307. 

No. 22–5001. Gamez v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5002. Winn v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22– 5003. Villalobos-Marquez v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5004. Pena-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5005. Olvera-Vitela v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5006. Cadena v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5007. Clanton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5010. Davis v. Beard, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5011. Mays v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5012. Franklin v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 1105. 

No. 22–5014. Johnson v. Stirling, Director, South Caro-
lina Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5015. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 269. 
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No. 22–5016. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5017. Bishop v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5018. Long v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5020. Rodriguez v. Jones, Acting Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5022. Thrasher v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5023. Jones v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5025. McKinney v. Painter, Sheriff, Midland 
County, Texas, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5026. Abadi v. Department of Transportation. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5027. Bennett v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 11th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5028. Gonzales v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5029. Fairley v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5030. Denham v. Superior Court of California, 
Los Angeles County, et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5031. Sawyer v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5032. Barnes v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 436 S. C. 202, 871 S. E. 2d 
421. 

No. 22–5033. Chewning v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 So. 3d 717. 

No. 22–5034. Cadwell v. Flescher et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5035. Lisboa-Cupely v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5036. Figueras v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5037. Booker v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 336 So. 3d 1177. 

No. 22–5038. Kennedy v. Watts et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5039. Diehl v. Brnovich, Attorney General of 
Arizona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5042. Shiel v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5043. Valentin Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 1063. 

No. 22–5044. Siler v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 852 Fed. Appx. 490. 

No. 22–5045. Scott v. California Department of Correc-
tions and Rehabilitation et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5046. Butler v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 So. 3d 112. 

No. 22–5047. Blackwell v. Nines, Warden, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5048. Pilola v. Koenig, Acting Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5049. Love v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5050. Rufn v. Mitchell. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5051. Robles et al. v. United State et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5052. Salerno v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5053. Perez-Solis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5054. Upchurch v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5055. Wadley, aka White v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5056. Serrano v. United States District Court 
for the Western District of Texas. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5057. Duchaine v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5059. Oliva-Santos v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5060. Wortman v. Tennessee Board of Parole 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5062. Chambers v. Thompson, Warden. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5064. Troy-McKoy v. Mount Sinai Beth Israel. 
App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 198 App. Div. 3d 585, 152 N. Y. S. 3d 910. 

No. 22–5065. O. L. v. Jara et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5066. Cody, aka Thompson v. McConahay, Warden. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5067. Withrow v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5068. Stewart v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5069. Wartereld v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5070. Waldron v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5071. Toney v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5072. Bey v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5074. Worley v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5078. Ramm v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5080. Mayeld v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5081. Karupaiyan et al. v. Township of Wood-
bridge, New Jersey, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5082. Gonzales v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5083. Hooper v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5084. Felipe-Pascual v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5085. Karupaiyan et al. v. Naganda et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5087. Gabriel v. Melton Truck Lines; and 
No. 22–5146. Gabriel v. Melton Truck Lines. C. A. 10th 

Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5088. McKenzie v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 333 So. 3d 1098. 

No. 22–5090. Cantatore v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5091. Bradbury v. Indiana. Sup. Ct. Ind. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 180 N. E. 3d 249. 
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No. 22–5093. Haliburton v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 331 So. 3d 640. 

No. 22–5094. Campbell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5095. Wreh v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A., et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5097. Diaz, aka Manuel Amador, aka Alvarez-
Carrasco v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5098. Torlucci v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5099. Whitter v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5100. Townley v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5103. Carraway v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5104. Adams v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 137. 

No. 22–5105. King v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5106. Washington v. Michigan. Cir. Ct. Oakland 
County, Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5107. Pemberton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5108. Keesee v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2022 Ark. 68, 641 S. W. 3d 628. 

No. 22–5110. Brown v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5112. Hernandez-Aldama v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5114. Jasmaine H. v. Arizona Department of Child 
Safety et al. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5115. Kennedy v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5116. Vickers v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5117. Robertson v. Committee on Grievances for 
the United States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5118. Etemad v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 ND 81, 972 N. W. 2d 
928. 

No. 22–5120. Gardner v. Lexington-Fayette Urban 
County Government et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5121. Frantz v. Kansas et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5122. Hobson v. Merit Systems Protection Board. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5123. Brazelton v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. 
Tenn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5124. Ibenyenwa v. Wells et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5125. Hill v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 10th App. Dist., 
Franklin County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5126. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 734. 

No. 22–5127. Brown v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 26 F. 4th 48. 

No. 22–5128. Nguyen v. Pallares, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5129. V. V. v. E. V. App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 22–5130. Mazique v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21–243 (La. App. 5 Cir. 
1/26/22), 336 So. 3d 558. 

No. 22–5131. Gillard v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5132. Granado v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5133. Waters v. Facebook, Inc., et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5134. Tarulli v. Ameriprise Financial Services. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5135. Schroeder v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5136. Washington v. Rodriguez et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5138. Cardenas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5139. Morris v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5140. Lemus v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5141. Byrne v. Maryland et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5142. Adeyi v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5143. Arciero v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5144. Shabani v. Evers, Governor of Wisconsin, 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5145. Kim v. Twelfth Judicial Circuit Court of 
Florida et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5147. Wilson v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5148. Jamerson v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5149. Ramcharan v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 31 F. 4th 1274. 

No. 22–5151. Drane v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5153. Boyce v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 10th App. Dist., 
Franklin County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5154. Baker v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5156. McKreith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5157. Burch v. Bank of America, N. A. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5158. Battle v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5161. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 28 F. 4th 929. 

No. 22–5163. Ramcharan v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 31 F. 4th 1274. 

No. 22–5164. Lenton v. Warden, Federal Correctional 
Institution, Edgeeld. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5165. Boos v. White, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5167. Ervin v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5168. Mesquias v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 276. 

No. 22–5169. Barnes v. T. V. Nationwide Network et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5170. Serrano-Delgado v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 16. 
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No. 22–5171. Werth v. Stuart Police Department et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5172. Torres v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (4th) 190585–U. 

No. 22–5173. Cheeks v. Joyner. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5174. Waters v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5175. A. W. v. West Virginia Department of 
Health and Human Resources. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22– 5176. Vine v. Frink, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5177. Moon v. Tennessee. Sup. Ct. Tenn. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 644 S. W. 3d 72. 

No. 22–5178. Cleary v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (3d) 190344–U. 

No. 22–5179. Stoune v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5180. Morningstar v. Kroger Co. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5181. Avila v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5182. Jumaev v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 20 F. 4th 518. 

No. 22–5183. Carey v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 32 F. 4th 504. 

No. 22–5185. Shrader v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5186. Richardson v. Belote et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 838 Fed. Appx. 904. 

No. 22–5187. Maya-Zapata v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5188. Muhtorov v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 20 F. 4th 558. 

No. 22–5189. Abdulrazzak v. Fluke, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5190. Cortez-Oropeza v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 50. 

No. 22–5191. Blemur v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22– 5192. Hernandez-Miranda v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5193. Blake v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 253 Md. App. 729 and 749. 

No. 22–5194. Jean v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5195. Jones v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5196. Holloway v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5197. Noble v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2022 Ark. 37, 638 S. W. 3d 844. 

No. 22–5198. Rogers v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5199. Rios v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5200. Oulton v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5201. Roberson v. Brnovich, Attorney General 
of Arizona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5203. Amaral v. Shinn, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5204. Belducea-Mancinas v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5205. Coriz v. New Mexico. Dist. Ct. N. M., Rio 
Arriba County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5207. Cooper v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5209. Blomdahl v. Jaffe et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5210. Shaw v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5211. Cormier v. Williams et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5212. Brown v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5213. Stokes v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5214. Rios-Galicia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5215. Schiff v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 254 Md. App. 509, 274 A. 3d 507. 

No. 22–5216. Salazar v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5217. Markus v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5219. Millbrook v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5222. Combs v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5223. Kavandi v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5226. Owagboriaye v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5228. Burch v. America’s Servicing Co. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5231. Zulawski v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5232. Cruz-Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5234. Duarte-Munoz v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5237. Newhouse v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5239. Bishop v. Hemingway, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5241. Vasquez-Jacinto v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5242. Warren v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5243. Cannon v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 54,013 (La. App. 2 Cir. 
1/12/22), 332 So. 3d 813. 

No. 22–5245. McCoy v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 So. 3d 357. 

No. 22–5247. Petit v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 So. 3d 1207. 

No. 22–5250. Horn v. Experis US Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5251. Greer v. Taskila, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5252. Fleitas v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5253. Helmer v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5255. Martin v. Johnson, Administrator, New Jer-
sey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 23 F. 4th 261. 

No. 22–5259. Musa v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5260. Perez v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 490. 

No. 22–5262. Major v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 370. 

No. 22–5263. Brown v. Armel, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Fayette, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5264. Gober v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5265. Hester v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5266. Downing, as Administrator of the Estate 
of Berry v. Grossman et al. Sup. Ct. Iowa. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 973 N. W. 2d 512. 

No. 22–5268. Peters v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5269. Cuellar v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (2d) 200074–U. 

No. 22–5270. Mendez-Hernandez v. Howard. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5274. Brown v. Porter et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5279. Muhammad v. Payne, Director, Arkansas 
Division of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5280. Patel v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5282. Mingo v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 So. 3d 729. 
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No. 22–5285. Garcia v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 315 Kan. 366, 508 P. 3d 394. 

No. 22–5286. Palato v. Hamilton et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5288. Welborn v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5292. Trujillo v. Balderas, Attorney General of 
New Mexico, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5293. Celaya Valenzuela v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5296. Carleton v. Maine. Sup. Jud. Ct. Me. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5298. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5303. McGavitt v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 28 F. 4th 571. 

No. 22–5304. Morel-Vargas v. Connecticut. Sup. Ct. 
Conn. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Conn. 247, 273 
A. 3d 661. 

No. 22–5305. Njoroge v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 25 F. 4th 555. 

No. 22–5308. Lewis v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
4th Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 199 App. 
Div. 3d 1441, 154 N. Y. S. 3d 603. 

No. 22–5309. Samaan v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5313. Bailey v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 1210. 

No. 22–5314. Ray v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5316. Criswell v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5318. White Horse v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 1119. 

No. 22–5321. Divine v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5326. Rodriguez-Huitron v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5327. Dixon v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5330. Wade v. Clarke, Director, Virginia Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5335. Baker v. Dobbs, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5337. Vazquez-Tellez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5338. Legins v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 34 F. 4th 304. 

No. 22–5340. Wells v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 580. 

No. 22–5342. Jones v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 1288. 

No. 22–5348. Lee v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5351. Johnson v. Minnesota. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5359. Murray v. Noeth, Superintendent, Attica 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 32 F. 4th 154. 

No. 22–5377. Hollis v. Magnusson, Warden. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 32 F. 4th 1. 

No. 22–5380. Gardner v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-
sion of Correction. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 2022 Ark. 38, 639 S. W. 3d 336. 
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No. 22–5386. Bond v. McKean County, Pennsylvania. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5402. Jones v. Brookhart, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5403. Stover v. Oregon Board of Parole and 
Post-Prison Supervision. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5406. Gonzalez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 75 Cal. 
App. 5th 907, 291 Cal. Rptr. 3d 127. 

No. 22–5411. Thibodaux v. Reeves, District Administra-
tor, Jefferson Parish District, Louisiana Department of 
Public Safety and Corrections, Department of Probation 
and Parole, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5413. Taylor v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22– 5414. Wells v. Peters et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5428. Pryor v. Erdos, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5436. Brown v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5453. Marquez v. Kelly, Superintendent, Oregon 
State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5465. McFadden v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App (5th) 170139–U. 

No. 21–975. Idaho v. Howard. Sup. Ct. Idaho. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 169 Idaho 379, 496 P. 3d 865. 

No. 21–1340. Becker v. Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah 
and Ouray Reservation et al. (two judgments). C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 11 
F. 4th 1140 (frst judgment); 22 F. 4th 892 (second judgment). 
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No. 21–1411. Dailey v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Motion of 
Exonerees for leave to fle brief as amici curiae granted. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 329 So. 3d 1280. 

No. 21–1422. Ferris v. Scism, Individually and as Admin-
istratrix of the Estate of Scism. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of 
National Police Association for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1455. Northport Health Services of Arkansas, 
LLC, dba Springdale Health and Rehabilitation Center, 
et al. v. Department of Health and Human Services et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Motion of Alabama Nursing Home Association 
et al. for leave to fle brief as amici curiae granted. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 856. 

No. 21–1503. Lloyds Banking Group plc et al. v. Berk-
shire Bank et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. The 
Chief Justice, Justice Kagan, and Justice Gorsuch took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–1511. Garner, Individually and on Behalf of the 
Control Group, et al. v. Biden, President of the United 
States. C. A. 9th Cir. Motions of Institute for Health Research 
and Foundation for Moral Law for leave to fle briefs as amici 
curiae granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1512. San Bernardino County District Attorney 
et al. v. Cooper et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of respondent 
Brown et al. for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Thomas would grant the petition for 
writ of certiorari. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 857. 

No. 21–1580. MyPillow, Inc. v. US Dominion, Inc., et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Jackson took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–1585. Arnold et al. v. Del Toro, Secretary of 
the Navy, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Jackson took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 21–6107. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
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ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 859 Fed. 
Appx. 500. 

No. 21–6941. Vaughn v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 857 Fed. 
Appx. 887. 

No. 21–7937. MacDonald v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. The Chief Justice took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–7965. Kaetz v. United States et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 858 Fed. 
Appx. 472. 

No. 21–8026. Kaetz v. Educational Credit Management 
Corp. et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–8146. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–8151. Rambert v. District Attorney of Philadel-
phia, Pennsylvania, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. 

No. 21–8209. Leschyshyn v. AbbVie Inc. et al. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 21–8226. Sutherland v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 22–19. Ukraine v. PAO Tatneft. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Jackson took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 829. 

No. 22–60. Church of Scientology International et al. 
v. Bixler et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 5. Motion 
of Believe Information Solutions et al. for leave to fle brief as 
amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5009. Welenc v. Department of Justice et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Jackson took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–5021. Karupaiyan v. Naganda et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 22–5079. Martinez v. Gomez, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–5101. Owens v. Reliance Partners, LLC. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Jackson took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–5137. Salas v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–5160. Wonsch v. Crow, Director, Oklahoma 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari be-
fore judgment denied. 

No. 22–5221. Lundi v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 22–5244. Torrence v. Peterson, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 22–5261. Bush v. Ebbert. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Jackson took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. 

No. 22–5271. Erbo, aka Garcia v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–5475. Williams v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–1419. Hong Tang v. Schmoke et al., 597 U. S. 907; 
No. 21–7618. Williams v. Texas, 596 U. S. 1008; 
No. 21–7650. Terry v. Ransom, Superintendent, State 

Correctional Institution at Dallas, et al., 596 U. S. 1034; 
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No. 21–7718. Winger v. Illinois, 596 U. S. 974; 
No. 21–7727. Kimbrough v. Oklahoma, 597 U. S. 909; 
No. 21–7760. Siskos v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-

ment of Corrections, et al., 597 U. S. 909; 
No. 21–7776. Wrenn v. Toney, Warden, et al., 596 U. S. 

996; and 
No. 21–7920. Wheeler v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections, et al., 596 U. S. 1009. Petitions 
for rehearing denied. 

October 11, 2022 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 21–1123. Harrington, United States Trustee, Region 
2 v. Clinton Nurseries, Inc., et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for further consid-
eration in light of Siegel v. Fitzgerald, 596 U. S. 464 (2022). Re-
ported below: 998 F. 3d 56. 

No. 22–30. Ritter v. Migliori et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Motions 
of Speaker of the Pennsylvania House of Representatives Bryan 
Cutler et al. and Doctor Oz for Senate et al. for leave to fle briefs 
of amici curiae granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, 
and case remanded with instructions to dismiss the case as moot. 
See United States v. Munsingwear, Inc., 340 U. S. 36 (1950). Jus-
tice Sotomayor and Justice Jackson would deny the petition 
for writ of certiorari. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 153. 

No. 22–84. Sakkal v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for further 
consideration in light of Xiulu Ruan v. United States, 597 U. S. 
450 (2022). 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–5249. Galluzzo v. Village of St. Paris, Ohio. Ct. 
App. Ohio, 2d App. Dist., Champaign County. Motion of peti-
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio-
rari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. Reported below: 
2021-Ohio-2861. 

No. 22–5281. Morales v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Motion of petitioner 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari 
dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeat-
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edly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed not to 
accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from peti-
tioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and 
the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Mar-
tin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) 
(per curiam). Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this motion and this petition. 

No. 22–5299. Peters v. Hanen. C. A. 5th Cir.; 
No. 22–5300. Peters v. Hanen. C. A. 5th Cir.; 
No. 22–5301. Peters v. Michalk. C. A. 5th Cir.; and 
No. 22–5302. Peters v. Actual Innocent Clinic. C. A. 5th 

Cir. Motions of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat-
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 22–5317. Adkins v. Merrield Hotel Associates, LP. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. 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. 22–5379. Powers v. Wilcoxen et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–5419. Jacobs v. Geisinger Wyoming Medical Cen-
ter. C. A. 3d Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–5420. Mattison v. Clarke, Director, Virginia 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of peti-
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio-
rari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 
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Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22A178. Marciano v. Adams, Mayor of the City of 
New York, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Application for injunction, ad-
dressed to Justice Thomas and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 22A181. Knochel v. Fackrell et al. D. C. Ariz. Ap-
plication for stay, addressed to Justice Gorsuch and referred to 
the Court, denied. 

No. 22A200. Fetzer v. Pozner. Ct. App. Wis. Application 
for stay, addressed to Justice Gorsuch and referred to the 
Court, denied. 

No. D–3087. In re Discipline of Talcott. Kelly Douglas 
Talcott, of Sea Cliff, N. Y., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3088. In re Discipline of Leatherman. Jennifer 
Lynn Leatherman, of Middletown, Md., is suspended from the 
practice of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable 
within 40 days, requiring her to show cause why she should not 
be disbarred from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3089. In re Discipline of Tsimpedes. Athanasios T. 
Tsimpedes, of Washington, D. C., is suspended from the practice 
of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 
days, requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred 
from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3090. In re Discipline of Lindon. James Lee Lin-
don, of Avon, Ohio, is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3091. In re Discipline of Dibble. Gerald W. Dibble, 
of Rochester, N. Y., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3092. In re Discipline of Moawad. Edward Emad 
Moawad, of Chevy Chase, Md., is suspended from the practice of 
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law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. 22M15. Moore v. Neal, Superintendent, Indiana 
State Prison; 

No. 22M16. Riley’s American Heritage Farms et al. v. 
Elsasser et al.; 

No. 22M19. Ledet v. Homes; and 
No. 22M20. Prescott v. Doe et al. Motions to direct the 

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

No. 22M17. Parsons v. Copeland Parsons et al.; and 
No. 22M21. Westine v. United States. Motions for leave 

to proceed as veterans denied. 

No. 22M18. Andrews v. United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of North Carolina. Motion for 
leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental ap-
pendix under seal granted. 

No. 21–806. Health and Hospital Corporation of Marion 
County et al. v. Talevski, Personal Representative of 
the Estate of Talevski, Deceased. C. A. 7th Cir. [Certio-
rari granted, 596 U. S. 951.] Motion of the Solicitor General for 
leave to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae, for di-
vided argument, and for enlargement of time for oral argument 
granted. Motion of Indiana et al. for leave to participate in oral 
argument as amici curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 21–857. Jones v. Hendrix, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 596 U. S. 960.] Motion of the Solicitor Gen-
eral for divided argument granted. 

No. 21–908. Bartenwerfer v. Buckley. C. A. 9th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 596 U. S. 951.] Motion of the Solicitor Gen-
eral for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae, 
for divided argument, and for enlargement of time for oral argu-
ment granted. 

No. 21–1448. Wells v. McCallister. C. A. 9th Cir. The 
Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief in this case expressing 
the views of the United States. 

No. 22–5322. Swahili El v. San Diego Unied School Dis-
trict. C. A. 9th Cir.; and 
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No. 22–5541. Pawlowski v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. Petitioners are allowed until November 1, 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. 22–5548. In re Moore; 
No. 22–5554. In re Bell; 
No. 22–5616. In re Jenkins; and 
No. 22–5630. In re Wright. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 22–5290. In re Brown. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–599. Kinney v. HSBC Bank USA, N. A. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 5 F. 4th 1136. 

No. 21–1304. Hollingsworth et al. v. Perry et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 622. 

No. 21–1403. Morse et al. v. French. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 15 F. 4th 116. 

No. 21–1492. Elhady v. Bradley. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 880. 

No. 21–1540. Gordon, Personal Representative of the 
Estate of Gordon v. Bierenga. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 20 F. 4th 1077. 

No. 21–1608. McKinsey & Co., Inc., et al. v. Alix. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 196. 

No. 21–7234. Roof v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 10 F. 4th 314. 

No. 21–8033. Francisco Fernandez v. United States. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 24 F. 4th 
1321. 

No. 21–8063. Wright v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 12 Cal. 5th 419, 500 P. 3d 267. 
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No. 21–8253. Sneed v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–8. Momphard, Individually and in His Ofcial 
Capacity as a Deputy Sheriff of the Macon County 
Sheriff’s Department, et al. v. Knibbs, as Personal Repre-
sentative of the Estate of Knibbs. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 200. 

No. 22–67. King v. Specialty Hospital of Washington 
et al. Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 259 
A. 3d 1273. 

No. 22–103. Clarkson v. Board of Regents of New Mex-
ico State University et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–104. Rugamba v. CRST Inc. et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–112. Sutton v. Mountain High Investments, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–114. Blommer v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–119. Christian Action League of Minnesota 
et al. v. Freeman, Hennepin County Attorney (Reported 
below: 31 F. 4th 1068); and Minnesota RFL Republican 
Farmer Labor Caucus et al. v. Freeman, Hennepin County 
Attorney (33 F. 4th 985). C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–120. Suntree Pharmacy et al. v. Drug Enforce-
ment Administration. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–127. Fisch v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–129. Oriakhi v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–137. BYD Co. Ltd. v. Alliance for American Man-
ufacturing et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–139. Alqsous v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 1155. 
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No. 22–140. Beaulieu v. Garland, Attorney General, 
et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–147. Armstrong v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–150. Manivannan v. Department of Energy. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–152. Dunn v. Post, Magistrate, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–154. Siyu Yang et al. v. Eastman School of Music 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–157. Key Finance, Inc., et al. v. Koon. Ct. Civ. 
App. Okla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–158. Edwards v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 34 F. 4th 570. 

No. 22–167. Van Linn v. Wisconsin. Sup. Ct. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2022 WI 16, 401 Wis. 2d 1, 971 
N. W. 2d 478. 

No. 22–176. Burkhart v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 1289. 

No. 22–178. Cushing, Individually and in His Capacity 
as the Minority Leader of the New Hampshire House of 
Representatives, et al. v. Packard, Speaker of the House 
of the New Hampshire House of Representatives. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 27. 

No. 22–195. Dart et al. v. Ziccarelli. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 1079. 

No. 22–201. Doe, as Parent and Next Friend of Baby 
Doe, et al. v. McKee, Governor of Rhode Island, et al. 
Sup. Ct. R. I. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 273 A. 3d 121. 

No. 22–205. Stavrakis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–207. Kvashuk v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 1077. 
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No. 22–233. Chretien v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–239. Maharaj v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–240. Justice, Governor of West Virginia, et al. 
v. Jonathan R., Minor, by Next Friend Dixon, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 41 F. 4th 316. 

No. 22–255. Wilford et al. v. National Education Assn. 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5119. Hasson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 26 F. 4th 610. 

No. 22–5220. Karupaiyan v. Singh et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5229. Wilson v. Hillsborough Township Con-
struction/Building Department et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5230. Session v. Ware et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5233. Conerly v. Yee Yang et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5238. Minix v. Stone et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5240. Del Cid v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5246. Singman v. IMDb.com, Inc. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 8. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 72 Cal. 
App. 5th 1150, 287 Cal. Rptr. 3d 717. 

No. 22–5248. Hoglan v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5254. Burch v. Mullen. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 22–5257. Stephen v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 203 
App. Div. 3d 586, 162 N. Y. S. 3d 707. 

No. 22–5258. Latte v. United States Court of Appeals 
for the Ninth Circuit. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5267. Murray v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5272. J. R. v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2022 ND 68, 972 N. W. 2d 94. 

No. 22–5273. Beauchamp v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5275. Boles v. Long, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5276. Naftalovich v. Court of Appeal of Califor-
nia, Second Appellate District, Division Four, et al. Sup. 
Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5277. Asr v. Eady-Williams et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5278. Jenkins v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5283. Funk v. Little, Acting Secretary, Pennsyl-
vania Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5284. Fagans v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5287. Dunn v. County of Santa Cruz, California. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5289. Brown v. Curtin, Warden, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5291. Gaines v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5294. Warner v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5297. Darbouze v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5307. Williams v. Hutchings et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5310. Shallow v. United States et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5311. Key v. Medical University of South Caro-
lina et al. Ct. App. S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5312. Nelson v. Ohio Parole Board et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5315. Bonner v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5320. Thomas v. Caddo Parish Sex Offender Reg-
istration. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5323. Stephenson v. Zaken, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Greene, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5324. Brumit v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5325. Benson v. Rewerts, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5328. Tyson v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 381 N. C. 279, 871 S. E. 2d 520. 

No. 22–5331. Williams v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5332. Mellion v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021–1116 (La. App. 1 Cir. 
4/8/22), 342 So. 3d 41. 

No. 22–5333. Parks v. Smith et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 22–5334. Crosby v. Idaho. Sup. Ct. Idaho. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5339. Navarro Martin v. United States District 
Court for the Northern District of Florida. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5341. Amparan v. Spearman, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5349. Pacheco-Apodaca v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5350. Norwood v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 So. 3d 904. 

No. 22–5352. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5353. Salazar-Munoz v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5355. Slim v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 34 F. 4th 642. 

No. 22–5360. Chin v. Noeth, Superintendent, Attica 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5363. Flucas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 22 F. 4th 1149. 

No. 22–5365. Elias v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5366. Fields v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5367. Hinton v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5368. Goraya v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5371. Harris v. Hudgins, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5372. Foster v. Kansas. Ct. App. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 60 Kan. App. 2d 243, 493 P. 3d 283. 
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No. 22–5373. Del Angel v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5376. Matias Cruz v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5378. Collazo et al. v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5381. Harris v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. Dist., 
Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5387. Islas-Macias v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5389. Molina-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5393. Mitchell v. Department of Veterans Af-
fairs et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5394. Falkowski v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5397. Miller v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5399. Afriyie v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 161. 

No. 22–5400. Bell v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5401. Begay v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 43 Fed. Appx. 63. 

No. 22–5410. Koerber v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 10 F. 4th 1083. 

No. 22–5415. Medina v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5417. Williams v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5418. Rodriguez-Villanueva v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5421. Eilders v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5427. Nichols v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5429. Cash v. Little, Acting Secretary, Pennsyl-
vania Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5431. Turner v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5437. Harris v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5440. Griego v. United States; and Romero v. 
United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5441. Mata-Benavidez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5445. Lujan-Madrid v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5446. Maldonado-Rosa v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5449. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5450. Crump v. Errington, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5452. Crockett v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 35 F. 4th 231. 

No. 22–5454. Carreon-Grimaldo v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5455. Woolaston v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5456. Min Jeong Kim v. United States Citizenship 
and Immigration Services. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5459. Gonzalez-Ruiz v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5461. Russey v. United States; and Ritchie v. 
United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5466. Andrew v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5469. Beard v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5471. Braxton et al. v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5472. Shamo v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 1067. 

No. 22–5473. Begaren v. Allison, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5474. Ellis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5477. Brown v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5480. Ralios-Chajal v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5482. Burch v. Homeward Residential Inc. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5484. Perez-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5489. Under Seal v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5490. Wukoson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5491. Ward v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5492. Wallace v. Florida Commission on Of-
fender Review. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5494. Talley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5504. Villanueva v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5506. Lewis v. Quiros, Commissioner, Connecticut 
Department of Correction. App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 211 Conn. App. 77, 271 A. 3d 1058. 

No. 22–5508. Chiu v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 294. 

No. 22–5511. Portillo-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5514. Scott v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5515. Salas v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5516. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5519. Stansbury v. Courley, Acting Superintend-
ent, State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5521. Gonzalez v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5522. Cazares v. United States; and Martinez v. 
United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5523. Gaines v. Houser, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Benner Township, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 705. 

No. 22–5526. Burch v. Homeward Residential Inc. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5529. Lett v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5530. Jordan v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5532. Williams v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5533. Pinson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5534. Chin v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 41 F. 4th 16. 

No. 22–5539. Pickett v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5547. Neal v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5550. Bailey v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5551. Barajas-Salvador v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5553. Villagomez-Troche v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5558. LaSane v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5562. Alexander v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5566. Begay v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 1081. 

No. 22–5567. Harris v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 827. 

No. 22–5568. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 767. 

No. 22–5569. Scott v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5575. Mickel v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5580. Ingram v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 791. 

No. 22–5586. Robles v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5587. Basey v. United States District Court 
for the District of Alaska. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5590. Hensley v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5596. Bell v. Warden, Federal Correctional In-
stitution Dublin. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5597. Venzor-Ortega v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5598. Montoya-De La Cruz v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–444. Thomas v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 995 
F. 3d 432. 

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

Petitioner Andre Thomas was sentenced to death for the mur-
der of his estranged wife, their son, and her daughter from a 
previous relationship. Thomas is Black, his wife was white, and 
their son was biracial. Thomas was convicted and sentenced to 
death by an all-white jury, three of whom expressed frm opposi-
tion to interracial marriage and procreation in their written juror 
questionnaires. Among other reasons, these jurors opined that 
such relationships were against God's will and that people “should 
stay with [their] Blood Line.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 395a. De-
spite their declarations of bias, Thomas' counsel not only failed 
to exercise peremptory strikes on these individuals or move to 
strike them for cause, but failed even to question two of the three 
jurors about their stated bias and whether it could affect their 
deliberations. Without objection from Thomas' counsel or the 
State's attorney, the three jurors were seated. Together with 
nine other white jurors, they convicted and sentenced Thomas 
to death. 

Thomas' conviction and death sentence clearly violate the con-
stitutional right to the effective assistance of counsel. The con-
trary judgment of the Fifth Circuit should be summarily reversed. 
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I 

A 

Thomas was charged with capital murder in 2005 for the killing 
of his estranged wife, their child, and his wife's child from a 
previous relationship. The facts of Thomas' offense were grue-
some: Thomas attempted to remove the victims' hearts because 
he believed that would “set them free from evil.” See 995 F. 3d 
432, 438 (CA5 2021) (internal quotation marks omitted). Thomas 
also stabbed himself during the course of his offense; later that 
day, he turned himself in and confessed. Id., at 438–439. While 
Thomas was incarcerated awaiting trial, he removed one of his 
own eyeballs; years later, he removed the other one. Id., at 439. 
Thomas pleaded not guilty by reason of insanity, and while the 
State agreed that Thomas was psychotic at the time of his offense, 
it prevailed in arguing that “his psychosis was voluntarily induced 
just before the killings through ingestion of . . . cough medi-
cine.” Ibid. 

Because of the interracial nature of Thomas' offense, his counsel1 

and the State questioned prospective jurors about their attitudes to-
ward interracial marriage and procreation. Prospective jurors 
were required to answer a written questionnaire that asked: 

“105. The Defendant in this case, Andre Thomas, and his 
ex-wife, Laura Boren Thomas, are of different racial back-
grounds. Which of the following best refects your feelings 
or opinions about people of different racial backgrounds mar-
rying and/or having children: 

(__) I vigorously oppose people of different racial 
backgrounds marrying and/or having children and am not 
afraid to say so. 
(__) I oppose people of different racial backgrounds 
marrying and/or having children, but I try to keep my 
feelings to myself. 
(__) I do not oppose people of different racial 
backgrounds marrying or being together, but I do 
oppose them having children. 

1 At trial, Thomas was represented by two attorneys: a lead counsel and a 
second chair. References to counsel are in the singular, except where noted, 
because only one attorney conducted voir dire at a time. 
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(__) I think people should be able to marry or be 
with anyone they wish. 

PLEASE TELL US WHY YOU FEEL THIS WAY: [blank 
provided].” App. to Pet. for Cert. 391a–392a (boldface 
deleted). 

At issue in this case are the responses of three white jurors. 
First, juror number four indicated that he “vigorously op-

pose[d]” interracial marriage and that he was “not afraid to say 
so.” Id., at 392a. In the additional space provided, he wrote: “I 
don't believe God intended for this.” Ibid. 

During individual voir dire, defense counsel engaged in the 
following colloquy with this juror: 

“[Q.] Well, how would—how do you feel about, if you are 
sitting on a case where the defendant or a defendant accused 
of capital murder was a black male, and the victim, his wife, 
was a white female. 
[A.] Well, I think—I think it's wrong to have those relation-
ships, my view, but we are all human beings and God made 
every one of us. And, you know, as far as—I don't care if it 
is white/white, black/ black, that don't matter to me. If 
you've done it, you are a human being, you have got to own 
up to your responsibility. 
[Q.] So, the color of anyone's skin would not have any impact 
or bearing upon your deliberations? 
[A.] No, not according to that, no. 
[Q.] Okay. 
[A.] Not whether they were guilty or innocent. 
[Q.] Would the race of either the defendant or the victim be 
something that you would take into consideration in deter-
mining, or considering, answering these special issues, or con-
sidering either the death penalty or life imprisonment? 
[A.] No, I wouldn't judge a man for murder or something 
like that according to something like that, no, I would not.” 
Thomas v. Director, No. 4:09–CV–644 (ED Tex., Sept. 19, 
2016), App. to Pet. for Cert. 115a–116a, 2016 WL 4988257, *23. 

Juror number four also expressed the view that appeals in death 
penalty cases should be eliminated or restricted, and that the 
death penalty was not applied in enough cases, Record 1099, 
though he did state during voir dire that the death penalty should 
not be imposed when a defendant is insane, 16 Reporter's Record 
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53 (Tex. Crim. App.).2 Although Thomas' counsel had peremp-
tory strikes available, counsel neither exercised one on this juror 
nor otherwise objected to him being seated. 

Second, juror number fve responded by indicating that she 
opposed interracial marriage and tried to keep those feelings to 
herself. She explained in the additional space: “I think it is 
harmful for the children involved because they do not have a 
specifc race to belong to.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 394a. During 
the individual voir dire of juror number fve, neither defense coun-
sel nor the State asked any questions about race or interracial 
marriage. Nor did either party inquire as to whether the juror's 
views on those topics could affect her deliberations or her decision 
whether to impose the death penalty. Again, although defense 
counsel had peremptory strikes available, counsel did not exercise 
one or seek to strike juror number fve for cause. 

Third, juror number six responded to the written questionnaire 
by reporting that he agreed that interracial marriage “[s]hould 
not [b]e,” explaining: “I think we should stay with our Blood 
Line.” Id., at 395a. Juror number six also agreed that he op-
posed interracial marriage but that he tried to keep those feelings 
to himself. During juror number six's individual voir dire, the 
juror explained that state and federal criminal laws “are too le-
nient” and that “the judges' and everybody's hands are tied” with 
“the laws we have on the books.” Record 1130. Neither defense 
counsel nor the State asked juror number six about his views on 
interracial marriage or biracial children, his views on race gener-
ally, or whether those views could have an impact on his delibera-
tions at the guilt and penalty phases. Defense counsel once again 
had peremptory challenges available but did not use them or re-
quest that the court strike the juror for cause. 

All three jurors were seated on the all-white jury. A fourth 
juror was seated as an alternate juror. She affrmed that she 
“oppose[d] people of different racial backgrounds marrying and/ 

2 This remark on the insanity defense is one of only very few remarks 
offered by the three jurors at issue that might have seemed favorable to the 
defense. Somewhat similarly, juror number fve recounted a news report 
that Thomas had committed his crime “because he was insane,” Record 1051, 
and juror six expressed admiration in her questionnaire for one of Thomas' 
attorneys. Id., at 1070. These passing comments cannot excuse defense 
counsel's failure to take the steps necessary to address the serious impartial-
ity concerns raised by these jurors' remarks on interracial marriage. 
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or having children,” and added: “As I stated before I try not to 
judge what other people do. I oppose gay marriage but a man 
and woman have the right to choose.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 
397a–398a. During the alternate juror's voir dire, neither 
Thomas' counsel nor the State followed up about these answers, 
nor did counsel exercise any available peremptory strikes or move 
to strike the juror for cause. The juror was seated as the frst 
alternate. Defense counsel concluded voir dire with unused pe-
remptory challenges. 

After the trial concluded, the court excused the alternate ju-
rors. The remaining jurors ultimately convicted Thomas. Dur-
ing the penalty phase, the State asked the jury to consider the 
risk that Thomas could pose to the community if he was not 
executed: “Are you going to take the risk about [Thomas] asking 
your daughter out, or your granddaughter out?” 995 F. 3d, at 
443. The State then referenced fve guilt-phase witnesses who 
had testifed about their romantic relationships with Thomas, in-
cluding one woman who became pregnant by Thomas. The State 
reminded the jury about “the string of girls that came up here 
and apparently . . . he could talk into being with him, are you 
going to take that chance?” Ibid. The jury sentenced Thomas 
to death. 

B 
Thomas fled a direct appeal of his conviction and sentence. 

While that appeal was pending, he fled an application for a writ 
of habeas corpus in Texas state court raising two arguments re-
lated to juror bias. First, he argued that his trial counsel was 
ineffective by failing to question or strike the biased jurors. Sec-
ond, he claimed that seating jurors opposed to interracial mar-
riage violated his Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment rights to 
trial by an impartial jury. 

In support of his ineffective-assistance-of-counsel argument, 
Thomas' lead trial counsel fled an affdavit declaring that his 
failure to question jurors opposed to interracial marriage “was 
not intentional; [he] simply didn't do it.” Record 327. Second-
chair counsel explained that Thomas' case was her frst capital 
trial, that she was “new at capital voir dire,” and that “[v]oir dire 
in this case was a nightmare.” Id., at 422–423. In response, the 
State attached two new affdavits from the same two attorneys. 
Lead counsel explained that he “would never ask pointed ques-
tions regarding racial bias from a juror without a real basis to do 
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so” because that might alienate a juror. Id., at 1748. Second-
chair counsel gave substantively the same explanation. Id., at 
1764. Using identical language, both declared that “[f]or those 
jurors who expressed some problem with interracial relationships, 
either [co-counsel] or I questioned them to the extent necessary 
for us to request a strike for cause or make a decision to use a 
strike against them.” Id., at 1748, 1764–1765. 

The state habeas court declined to hold an evidentiary hearing. 
It denied Thomas' impartial-jury argument on the merits because 
the state court saw “no evidence that the jury's decision was 
racially motivated.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 329a. The court dis-
missed Thomas' ineffective-assistance claim because Thomas 
“failed to overcome the presumption that trial counsel was effec-
tive during voir dire questioning.” Id., at 373a. The Court of 
Criminal Appeals of Texas adopted the lower court's fndings of 
fact and conclusions of law. Id., at 292a. 

Thomas then fled a federal habeas petition raising the same 
juror-bias and ineffective-assistance claims. The District Court 
denied the petition, deeming the juror-bias claim “speculative,” 
and fnding that defense counsel's “decision to forgo questioning 
three of the four jurors about racial bias was simply a matter of 
trial strategy.” Id., at 121a, 125a. In a divided opinion, the 
Fifth Circuit affrmed. The panel agreed that the state habeas 
court's fnding that there was “ ̀ no evidence that the jury's deci-
sion was racially motivated' ” was “not directly on point as to 
whether any juror with a relevant bias that made him or her 
unable to be impartial was seated on the jury.” 995 F. 3d, at 
444. Nevertheless, the majority concluded that the state court 
made a “necessary implicit fnding . . . that no juror would base 
his decision on race rather than on the evidence presented.” Ibid. 

With respect to Thomas' ineffective-assistance claim, the panel 
determined that the state habeas court was not objectively unrea-
sonable in fnding trial counsel not ineffective, explaining that 
counsel's failure to probe juror number fve's and juror number 
six's oppositions to interracial marriage or procreation likely was 
a tactical decision. Id., at 450. 

Judge Higginson dissented. He saw no evidence that juror 
number four retreated from his vigorous opposition to interracial 
marriage. He pointed out that juror number four had admitted 
to “racial animus” involving the “exact interracial circumstance[s] 
of the offense” for which Thomas was sentenced to death. Id., 
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at 461 (emphasis deleted). In Judge Higginson's view, “clearly 
established Supreme Court law . . . forbid[s] persons from being 
privileged to participate in the judicial process to make life or 
death judgment about brutal murders involving interracial mar-
riage and offspring those jurors openly confrm they have racial 
bias against.” Ibid. Because Judge Higginson would have re-
versed on the basis of Thomas' juror bias claim, he did not reach 
the question whether Thomas' counsel rendered deficient 
performance. 

Thomas now petitions this Court for a writ of certiorari. 

II 

Thomas' trial counsel failed to object or to exercise available 
peremptory strikes for three jurors who expressed personal hos-
tility to interracial marriage and procreation. Additionally, coun-
sel entirely failed to inquire into the race-based views two of the 
jurors had expressed in their written questionnaire and the poten-
tial impact those views could have on their verdict and during 
the penalty phase. As a result, Thomas was convicted and sen-
tenced to death by a jury that included three jurors who ex-
pressed bias against him. 

The Sixth Amendment right to counsel includes “ ̀ the right to 
the effective assistance of counsel.' ” Strickland v. Washington, 
466 U. S. 668, 686 (1984) (quoting McMann v. Richardson, 397 
U. S. 759, 771, n. 14 (1970)). Strickland requires a defendant who 
claims ineffective assistance of counsel to prove (1) “that counsel's 
representation fell below an objective standard of reasonable-
ness,” and (2) that any defciency was “prejudicial to the defense.” 
466 U. S., at 688, 692. Thomas has met both requirements.3 

Thomas' counsel fell far below an objective standard of reason-
ableness. In a written questionnaire, four prospective jurors ad-
mitted that they either “oppose[d]” or “vigorously oppose[d]” in-
terracial marriage and procreation. Yet counsel questioned only 
one of them (the third juror) about their views on race, and as 
Judge Higginson recognized in dissent below, that juror “never 

3 Thomas also raised a fair-trial claim under the Sixth Amendment. The 
State argues that Thomas has procedurally defaulted this claim because trial 
counsel did not strike the jurors or object to their seating. Thomas dis-
agrees. I do not address the fair-trial claim, however, because Thomas is 
entitled to relief on his ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claim, which all 
agree is properly before this Court. 
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retreated from his `beliefs about interracial marriage.' ” 995 
F. 3d, at 461. 

Counsel asked no questions at all about race of the other three 
prospective jurors, each of whom had also expressed opposition 
to interracial marriage. This Court has recognized that specifc 
questioning may be required where there is a “constitutionally 
signifcant likelihood that, absent questioning about racial preju-
dice,” the State would not impanel an impartial jury. Ristaino 
v. Ross, 424 U. S. 589, 596 (1976). In Turner v. Murray, 476 U. S. 
28 (1986), the Court specifcally held that “a capital defendant 
accused of an interracial crime is entitled to have prospective 
jurors informed of the race of the victim and questioned on the 
issue of racial bias.” Id., at 36–37. The Court based that deci-
sion in part on the broad discretion, and resulting potential for 
prejudice, given to a jury during the prejudice phase of a capital 
trial. Id., at 35 (plurality opinion). The Court held, neverthe-
less, that the trial judge's “failure to question the venire on racial 
prejudice” is not by itself erroneous unless the “defendant has 
specifcally requested such an inquiry,” effectively putting the 
burden on defendants' attorneys to protect this right. Id., at 37. 

There is no doubt that the facts of this case make out the 
“constitutionally signifcant likelihood” under which specifc ques-
tioning is required. This is a capital case involving interracial 
violence where three seated jurors and an alternate expressed 
prejudicial views. Had defense counsel requested individual 
voir dire of the three prospective jurors, it would have been 
reversible error for the trial judge to deny that request. See id., 
at 36 (plurality opinion); id., at 36–37 (majority opinion). Coun-
sel's failure to do so was constitutionally ineffective. 

The state habeas court's unexplained contrary conclusion was 
objectively unreasonable. Although the challenged jurors gave 
general affrmations when the trial judge asked if they would 
“make up [their] mind based on the evidence,” see, e. g., App. to 
Pet. for Cert. 116a, those answers to general questioning do not 
absolve defense counsel of failing to question the jurors about 
racial bias and its potential impact on the verdict and penalty 
phase deliberations. As this Court has long explained, when a 
juror “admit[s] prejudice,” general statements of impartiality “can 
be given little weight.” Irvin v. Dowd, 366 U. S. 717, 728 (1961); 
see also Ham v. South Carolina, 409 U. S. 524, 526 (1973) (“three 
general questions as to bias, prejudice, or partiality” were insuf-
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fcient where trial judge refused to examine jurors about racial 
prejudice). 

Moreover, while trial counsel has wide latitude to make strate-
gic decisions during voir dire, there was no excuse in this case 
for their failure to ask the three other jurors questions similar to 
those that counsel asked juror number four. Trial counsel ini-
tially admitted as much, swearing in affdavits that counsel's fail-
ure to probe the jurors' views “was not intentional” before subse-
quently attesting that counsel “questioned [the jurors who 
expressed opposition to interracial marriage] to the extent neces-
sary.” Trial counsel's unusual, subsequently fled affdavits on 
behalf of the State are contradicted by the record: Trial counsel 
claims to have questioned the potential jurors who declared oppo-
sition to interracial marriage, but the record shows that counsel 
did not ask any questions at all related to interracial marriage of 
three of the four who expressed opposition. That alone demon-
strates ineffectiveness. There are numerous ways to broach sen-
sitive but necessary subjects during voir dire without invoking 
the ire of jurors.4 

It is no doubt true that there may sometimes be strategic rea-
sons not to examine jurors for racial bias, but counsel cited none 
here. To the contrary, the hostility the jurors expressed in their 
questionnaires strongly suggested that their presence would in-
fect the proceedings with racial bias. Counsel's subsequent aff-
davits therefore “resembl[e] more a post hoc rationalization of 
counsel's conduct than an accurate description of their” strategic 
decisions during voir dire. Wiggins v. Smith, 539 U. S. 510, 526– 
527 (2003). 

Because the Court of Appeals erred at the frst Strickland 
prong, it did not reach the second. It is plain, however, that the 
state habeas court's perfunctory conclusion that “[petitioner] has 
not demonstrated that any alleged error prejudiced [the] defense,” 

4 For instance, defense counsel could have posed something like the follow-
ing question: “Thank you for your honest response to the question about 
your feelings toward interracial marriage. Many people have strong feel-
ings on the matter. For some people it can be hard to put those feelings 
aside in judging evidence for a verdict, or especially in determining an ap-
propriate punishment. Is there any possibility that your personal feelings 
about interracial marriage could infuence you in this case in any way? If 
there is, although you may be the perfect juror for many other cases, you 
may not be a great ft for this case.” 
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App. to Pet. for Cert. 373a, violated clearly established law. As 
we have often recognized, seating even one biased juror infringes 
on a criminal defendant's Sixth Amendment right. See Parker 
v. Gladden, 385 U. S. 363, 366 (1966) (per curiam) (a defendant is 
“entitled to be tried by 12, not 9 or even 10, impartial and unprej-
udiced jurors”); United States v. Martinez-Salazar, 528 U. S. 304, 
316 (2000) (“[T]he seating of any juror who should have been 
dismissed for cause . . . would require reversal”). These concerns 
are even greater in capital cases involving interracial violence. 
See Turner, 476 U. S., at 37.5 As the Fifth Circuit has held, 
these (and other) precedents clearly establish that a defendant 
suffers prejudice when trial counsel fails to challenge biased ju-
rors. See Virgil v. Dretke, 446 F. 3d 598, 613–614 (2006). 

Thomas' offense involved not only interracial violence, but also 
interracial intimacy. Historians have long recognized that inter-
racial marriage, sex, and procreation evoke some of the most 
invidious forms of prejudice and violence. “No other way of 
crossing the color line is so attended by the emotion commonly 
associated with violating a social taboo as intermarriage and 
extra-marital relations between a Negro man and a white 
woman.” 2 G. Myrdal, An American Dilemma 606 (1996). Far 
from avoiding these incendiary topics, the State fanned the fames 
in urging the jury to sentence Thomas to death. The prosecutor 
asked the jury whether they were “going to take the risk about 
[Thomas] asking your daughter out, or your granddaughter out?” 
and reminded the jury during the penalty phase about the “string 

5 The Court specifcally observed in Turner that a racially biased juror 
might be more likely to fnd aggravating factors and less favorably inclined 
toward mitigation evidence, particularly in a case involving interracial vio-
lence. 476 U. S., at 35 (plurality opinion). Subsequent social science litera-
ture has underscored that concern. See generally M. Lynch & C. Haney, 
Mapping the Racial Bias of the White Male Capital Juror: Jury Composition 
and the “Empathic Divide,” 45 Law & Soc. Rev. 69 (2011). The concern is 
as applicable here as it was in Turner: Much as Turner argued “mental 
disturbance as a mitigating circumstance” at the penalty phase, 476 U. S., at 
35, Thomas' counsel argued that Thomas suffered acute psychosis from a 
lifelong mental illness, see 995 F. 3d 432, 439 (CA5 2021). 

Social science evidence also confrms Turner's teachings regarding the im-
portance of questioning jurors about potential racial bias. See, e. g., P. Joy, 
Race Matters in Jury Selection, 109 Nw. U. L. Rev. Online 180, 181–183 
(2015) (summarizing studies). 
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of girls” who had testifed during the guilt phase about their 
romantic relationship with Thomas. 995 F. 3d, at 443.6 

By failing to challenge, or even question, jurors who were hos-
tile to interracial marriage in a capital case involving that explo-
sive topic, Thomas' counsel performed well below an objective 
standard of reasonableness. This defcient performance preju-
diced Thomas by depriving him of a fair trial. The state court's 
contrary decision was an unreasonable application of clearly estab-
lished Supreme Court law. 

* * * 

This case involves a heinous crime apparently committed by 
someone who suffered severe psychological trauma. Whether 
Thomas' psychological disturbances explain or in any way excuse 
his commission of murder, however, is beside the point. No jury 
deciding whether to recommend a death sentence should be 
tainted by potential racial biases that could infect its deliberations 
or decision, particularly where the case involved an interracial 
crime. Ignoring issues of racial bias in the jury system “damages 
`both the fact and the perception' of the jury's role as `a vital 
check against the wrongful exercise of power by the State.' ” 
Pena-Rodriguez v. Colorado, 580 U. S. 206, 223 (2017). 

This is not to impugn the individual jurors who served in this 
case, who may themselves have responded to questions honestly 
and with good intentions. It is ultimately the duty of the courts 
“to confront racial animus in the justice system.” Id., at 222. 
That responsibility requires courts, including this one, vigilantly 
to safeguard the fairness of criminal trials by ensuring that jurors 
do not harbor, or at the very least could put aside, racially biased 
sentiments. To address these “most grave and serious state-
ments of racial bias” is “to ensure that our legal system remains 
capable of coming ever closer to the promise of equal treatment 
under the law that is so central to a functioning democracy.” Id., 
at 224. 

6 The Fifth Circuit declined to consider the prosecutor's comments in clos-
ing because a direct challenge to them fell beyond the scope of the certifcate 
of appealability. 995 F. 3d, at 443. That confuses the issue. Separate from 
whether the closing argument itself was impermissible, the rhetoric and sub-
stance of the closing statement are part of the “totality of the evidence 
before the judge or jury” that a court must consider in assessing prejudice 
under Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668, 695 (1984). 
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The errors in this case render Thomas' death sentence not only 
unreliable, but unconstitutional. I would not permit the State to 
execute Andre Thomas in light of the ineffective assistance that 
he received, and would summarily reverse the Fifth Circuit. 

No. 21–1193. Oklahoma v. Wadkins. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 OK CR 2, 504 
P. 3d 605. 

No. 21–1214. Oklahoma v. Sam. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Mo-
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–87. Armstrong v. United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of North Carolina. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–161. Nieto et al. v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Barrett took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 
859. 

No. 22–5295. Trabelsi, aka Abu Qa’Qa v. United States. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kavanaugh and 
Justice Jackson took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 28 F. 4th 1291. 

No. 22–5430. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–7022. Gil v. Virginia, 596 U. S. 906; and 
No. 21–7858. Lewis v. Mississippi, 596 U. S. 1035. Petitions 

for rehearing denied. 

October 13, 2022 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22A272. Novartis Pharmaceuticals Corp. v. HEC 
Pharm Co., Ltd., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Application for stay 
of the mandate presented to The Chief Justice, and by him 
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referred to the Court, denied. The order heretofore entered by 
The Chief Justice is vacated. 

No. 22A283. Trump v. United States. Application to vacate 
the stay entered by the United States Court of Appeals for the 
Eleventh Circuit on September 21, 2022, presented to Justice 
Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 

October 14, 2022 

Dismissals Under Rule 46 

No. 21–1246. Postmates, LLC, fka Postmates, Inc. v. 
Winns et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari 
dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. Reported below: 66 Cal. 
App. 5th 803, 281 Cal. Rptr. 3d 460. 

No. 22–5749. Warner v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

October 17, 2022 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 21–119. Postmates, LLC, fka Postmates, Inc. v. 
Rimler et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari 
dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 21–1418. Santos v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for fur-
ther consideration in light of Xiulu Ruan v. United States, 597 
U. S. 450 (2022). 

No. 21–1572. Domino’s Pizza, LLC v. Carmona. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded 
for further consideration in light of Southwest Airlines Co. v. 
Saxon, 596 U. S. 450 (2022). Reported below: 21 F. 4th 627. 

No. 22–5061. Joseph v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for fur-
ther consideration in light of Concepcion v. United States, 597 
U. S. 481 (2022). 

No. 22–5075. Newman v. United States; and 

Page Proof Pending Publication



Page Proof Pending Publication

ORDERS 999 

598 U. S. October 17, 2022 

No. 22–5076. Womack v. United States; 
No. 22–5077. Clemons v. United States; and 
No. 22–5346. Hofstetter v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 

Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and cases re-
manded for further consideration in light of Xiulu Ruan v. United 
States, 597 U. S. 450 (2022). Reported below: 31 F. 4th 396. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–5358. Miller v. Kashani et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–5609. Wilmore v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22M22. Labranche v. Schumacher/FFVA Mutual In-
surance Co.; and 

No. 22M23. Komatsu v. Cubesmart et al. Motions to direct 
the Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of time 
denied. 

No. 22–22. Tropp v. Travel Sentry, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief in this case 
expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 22–5424. Arreola-Ochoa v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed until November 
7, 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. 22–5650. In re Hathaway-Bey; and 
No. 22–5651. In re Carr-El. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 22–5347. In re Jones; 
No. 22–5374. In re Newsome; 
No. 22–5384. In re Redmond; 
No. 22–5398. In re Jackson; and 
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No. 22–5407. In re Austin. Petitions for writs of manda-
mus denied. 

No. 22–5388. In re McNeill. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
mandamus and/or prohibition dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, 
the Clerk is directed not to accept any further petitions in non-
criminal matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required 
by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance 
with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–462. Johnson et al. v. Bethany Hospice and Pal-
liative Care LLC. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 853 Fed. Appx. 496. 

No. 21–936. United States et al. ex rel. Owsley v. Fazzi 
Associates, Inc., et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 16 F. 4th 192. 

No. 21–1145. Molina Healthcare of Illinois, Inc., et al. 
v. Prose. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
17 F. 4th 732. 

No. 21–1394. Fitisemanu et al. v. United States et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 
862. 

No. 21–1464. Gulley v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 315 Kan. 86, 505 P. 3d 354. 

No. 21–7648. Fernando Ceja v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 1218. 

No. 21–8017. Meals v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 903. 

No. 22–44. Harris v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–52. Ariyan Inc., dba Discount Corner, et al. v. 
Sewerage and Water Board of New Orleans et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 226. 
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No. 22–122. Snyder v. Tenth Presbyterian Church. 
Super. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 266 A. 3d 
640. 

No. 22–145. Aidong Chen v. KPMG LLP et al. (two judg-
ments). C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–151. Houston v. Estate of Houston et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–153. Bowling v. Dahlheimer et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–162. Alabbassi v. Wormuth, Secretary of the 
Army. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–164. Stuart v. Gerlach, Judge, Superior Court of 
Arizona, Maricopa County, et al. Super. Ct. Ariz., Maricopa 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–169. Lin et al. v. Hudson City Savings Bank et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–171. Centro Médico del Turabo, Inc., dba Hospi-
tal Hima San Pablo Caguas et al. v. Unión General de 
Trabajadores. Sup. Ct. P. R. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–173. Swartz v. Board of Trustees of University 
of Pennsylvania et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–183. Cowan et al. v. Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–189. Lukashin v. Washington State Department 
of Revenue. Sup. Ct. Wash. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–198. Sen v. Amazon.com, Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–248. Tawney v. Portage County, Ohio, et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–257. Adell v. Cellco Partnership, dba Verizon 
Wireless. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–262. Walker v. BOKF, N. A., dba Bank of Albu-
querque, N. A. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 30 F. 4th 994. 
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No. 22–280. Buttar v. Reddy. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 38 F. 4th 393. 

No. 22–5109. Sanchez v. Broomeld, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 994 F. 4th 1129. 

No. 22–5306. Rife v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 838. 

No. 22–5356. Bourgeois v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5357. Deanna D. v. Tennessee Department of 
Children’s Services. Ct. App. Tenn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5361. Bustos v. Bexar Appraisal District et al. 
Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5362. Garcia v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5369. Gardner v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5375. Waugh v. Ralph et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5383. Giovanni v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5385. J. S. v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 7th Dist. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5396. Hill v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5405. Sawano v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5409. Bowman v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5443. Davis v. Moody, Attorney General of Flor-
ida, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5447. Schneider v. Bank of America, N. A., et al. 
Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5448. Cassidy v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 So. 3d 361. 

No. 22–5462. Irick v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 203 App. 
Div. 3d 517, 163 N. Y. S. 3d 530. 

No. 22–5537. Rendon v. Iowa. Ct. App. Iowa. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 974 N. W. 2d 814. 

No. 22–5593. Rodriguez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5603. Sanchez-Lugo v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5606. Amparano-Torres v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5610. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5614. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5623. Day v. Winfrey et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5635. Brik v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5641. Reed v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5663. Roney v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5354. Noble v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 239 A. 3d 85. 

October 19, 2022 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–5848 (22A317). Cole v. Farris, Warden. Ct. Crim. 
App. Okla. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, 
presented to Justice Kavanaugh, and by him referred to the 
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Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Justice Gorsuch took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this application and this 
petition. 

October 20, 2022 

Dismissals Under Rule 46 

No. 21–420. Postmates, LLC, fka Postmates, Inc. v. San-
tana. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari dismissed 
under this Court's Rule 46. 

No. 22–225. Mendoza-Gomez v. Union Pacic Railroad 
Co., Individually and Successor-in-Interest to Southern 
Pacic Transportation Co. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari dis-
missed under this Court's Rule 46. 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22–5872 (22A332). In re Cole. 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. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this application and this petition. 

October 31, 2022 

Affrmed for Absence of Quorum 

No. 22–5162. Weidrick v. Biden, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Because the Court lacks a 
quorum, 28 U. S. C. § 1, and since the qualifed Justices are of the 
opinion that the case cannot be heard and determined at the next 
Term of the Court, the judgment is affrmed under 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2109, which provides that under these circumstances “the court 
shall enter its order affrming the judgment of the court from 
which the case was brought for review with the same effect as 
upon affrmance by an equally divided court.” The Chief Jus-
tice, Justice Thomas, Justice Alito, Justice Sotomayor, 
Justice Kavanaugh, Justice Barrett, and Justice Jackson 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–5391. Lin Ouyang v. Borenstein, Judge, Superior 
Court of California, Los Angeles County, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
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denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat-
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 22–5479. Jarvis v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As peti-
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat-
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21A785. Thompson v. Charles County Detention 
Center et al. Application for bail, addressed to Justice 
Thomas and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 22A124. Moses v. Edwards, Governor of Louisiana, 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Application to recall and stay mandate, 
addressed to Justice Thomas and referred to the Court, 
denied. 

No. 22A170. Deville et al. v. Specialized Loan Servic-
ing, LLC, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Application for stay, addressed 
to Justice Jackson and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 22M24. Sealed Appellant v. Moore et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Motion for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari under 
seal with redacted copies for the public record denied. 

No. 22M25. Havens v. Leong et al. Motion for leave to fle 
petition for writ of certiorari with motion for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis and declaration of indigency under seal denied. 

No. 21–7851. Chhim v. City of Houston, Texas, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [596 U. S. 1004] 
denied. 
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No. 22–5488. Dorn v. Carpenter, Judge, District Court 
of Jefferson County, Colorado, et al. C. A. 10th Cir.; and 

No. 22–5683. Savoy v. Franchot, Comptroller of Mary-
land, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until 
November 21, 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. 22–5713. In re Nichols; and 
No. 22–5724. In re Small. Petitions for writs of habeas cor-

pus denied. 

No. 22–5777. In re Makdessi. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As peti-
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat-
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 22–228. In re Bhagat; and 
No. 22–5501. In re Drake. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–1453. Lynch v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 21 F. 4th 776. 

No. 21–1525. Futrell v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1552. Central Specialties, Inc. v. Large. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 F. 4th 989. 

No. 21–1570. Spade v. Department of Justice. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8247. Carter v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–8248. Newborn et al. v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12 Cal. 5th 719, 503 P. 3d 668. 
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No. 22–47. Benninghoff, Individually and as Majority 
Leader of the Pennsylvania House of Representatives v. 
2021 Legislative Reapportionment Commission et al. Sup. 
Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 278 A. 3d 296. 

No. 22–76. Carnes v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 22 F. 4th 743. 

No. 22–159. Pascale v. RPI Co. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–165. Howard v. Ofce of the Special Deputy Re-
ceiver et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–180. Stanek et al. v. St. Charles Community Unit 
School District No. 303 Board of Education et al. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–181. Resurrection School et al. v. Hertel, Direc-
tor, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 35 
F. 4th 524. 

No. 22–182. Flom Disposal, Inc. v. Goodhue County, Min-
nesota, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 35 F. 4th 1097. 

No. 22–184. Parker v. Austin, Secretary of Defense. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 856 Fed. 
Appx. 807. 

No. 22–185. Li v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 22 F. 4th 
1014. 

No. 22–188. O’Connell v. Bianco. Ct. App. Ky. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–197. Massaro v. New York City Department of 
Education et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–199. Smith v. Community Care Inc. et al. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–206. Curry-Malcolm v. New York State Teachers’ 
Retirement System et al. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 38 N. Y. 3d 1051, 190 N. E. 3d 1174. 
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No. 22–215. Gallagher v. Financial Industry Regula-
tory Authority, Inc. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–232. Place et al., as Personal Representatives 
of the Estate of Place v. Anderson et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–254. Mendoza Casillas v. Garland, Attorney 
General. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–265. Caputo v. Wells Fargo Advisors, LLC. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–282. Pavlock et al. v. Holcomb, Governor of Indi-
ana, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
35 F. 4th 581. 

No. 22–303. Stoyanov v. Del Toro, Secretary of the 
Navy, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–304. Oswald v. Mauer et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–307. Michigan v. McCloud et al. Ct. App. Mich. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–308. Seddiq v. Virginia Indigent Defense Commis-
sion et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–318. Moon v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 1284. 

No. 22–5225. Ross v. Bloomeld, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 1028. 

No. 22–5382. Hurt v. Williams. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5390. Conerly v. Yap et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5392. Doe v. City of Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5395. Gorrio v. Francis et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5408. Dutchess v. Dutch. Sup. Ct. Alaska. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5412. Tribble v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5416. Chappell v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 137 Nev. 780, 501 P. 3d 935. 

No. 22–5422. Cooper v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 So. 3d 609. 

No. 22–5423. LaMartina v. Johnson et al. Sup. Ct. Miss. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5425. Burch v. Bank of America, N. A. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5426. Antonetti v. Filson, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5432. Valentine v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 339 So. 3d 311. 

No. 22–5434. Crowder v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5438. Simpson v. North Carolina Department of 
Public Safety. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5442. Jones v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5444. McCleland v. Raemisch et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5457. Wreh v. Gianotos et al. Sup. Ct. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5458. Davis v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5463. Holt v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 273 A. 3d 514. 
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No. 22–5464. Dunlap v. Mitchell, Superintendent, 
Lanesboro Correctional Institution. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5467. Moore v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5468. Petty v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5476. Wood v. Stirling, Commissioner, South Caro-
lina Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 269. 

No. 22–5478. McDaughtery v. Foss, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5481. Ferguson v. Gettel Management Group. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5485. Cano v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas, Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5486. Best v. New York City Police Department 
Sex Offender Unit. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5496. White v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5500. LaPoint v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5505. Cusick v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5510. Lebed v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5512. Diggins v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 302. 

No. 22–5518. Lucas v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5543. Anderson v. General Motors LLC et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 1011 

598 U. S. October 31, 2022 

No. 22–5559. Estrada v. Nehls, Sheriff, Fort Bend 
County, Texas, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5561. Brooks v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (1st) 181670, 
198 N. E. 3d 1150. 

No. 22–5577. Davis v. Genovese, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5579. Baham v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5583. Doe v. Harris County, Texas, et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5599. Russell v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 26 F. 4th 371. 

No. 22–5600. Cargill v. Alabama et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5612. Gomez v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5615. Villa v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5620. Kalatehe v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5621. Leveke, aka Meyer, aka Meyers v. United 
States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 
F. 4th 662. 

No. 22–5625. Tucker v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5634. Dion v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 31. 

No. 22–5638. Martinez-Robos v. United States; and 
No. 22–5693. Acuna v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-

tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5639. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5660. Terry v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5665. Dill v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5668. Guerriero v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5672. Nguyen v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5676. Ellerbe v. May, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5677. McCarron v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 1157. 

No. 22–5680. Viera v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5691. Nyah v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 1100. 

No. 22–5692. Rocha v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5697. Capelli v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 833. 

No. 22–5701. Cope v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5703. Ledford v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5704. Buzzard v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5711. Kramer, aka Franklin v. United States. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5720. Edmonds v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5721. Sealed Appellant v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5726. Gonzalez-Carmona v. United States. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 636. 

No. 22–5729. Madrid-Becerra v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 1096. 

No. 22–5730. Campbell v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 1345. 

No. 22–5733. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5738. Mills v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5740. Granados-Ortez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5741. Hylton v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 842. 

No. 22–5750. Diaz v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5751. Shipley v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5754. Laurent v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 63. 

No. 22–5756. Warner v. Zook, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5760. Spear v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5766. Kinkade v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5768. Battle v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5769. Bookman v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5775. Bramscher v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–1013. Republic of Turkey v. Usoyan et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Jackson took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 6 
F. 4th 31. 

No. 22–33. Corbett v. Transportation Security Adminis-
tration et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Jackson took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 19 F. 4th 478. 

No. 22–5626. Jones v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–5637. Stone v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor and Justice Kagan took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 37 F. 4th 825. 

No. 22–5655. Miller v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kavanaugh and Justice Jackson 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–7761. In re Riley, 598 U. S. 909. Petition for rehear-
ing denied. 

No. 21–6017. Louis v. Berry, Warden, 595 U. S. 1098; and 
No. 21–7588. Marigny v. Centene Management Co. LLC, 

596 U. S. 967. Motions of petitioners for leave to fle petitions 
for rehearing denied. 

November 1, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22A337. Graham, United States Senator v. Fulton 
County Special Purpose Grand Jury. D. C. N. D. Ga. Ap-
plication for stay and injunction pending appeal, presented to 
Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, denied. The 
order heretofore entered by Justice Thomas is vacated. The 
lower courts assumed that the informal investigative factfnding 
that Senator Graham assertedly engaged in constitutes legislative 
activity protected by the Speech or Debate Clause, U. S. Const., 
Art I, § 6, cl. 1, and they held that Senator Graham may not be 
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questioned about such activities. The lower courts also made 
clear that Senator Graham may return to the District Court 
should disputes arise regarding the application of the Speech or 
Debate Clause immunity to specifc questions. Accordingly, a 
stay or injunction is not necessary to safeguard the Senator's 
Speech or Debate Clause immunity. 

November 4, 2022 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 21–1043. Abitron Austria GmbH et al. v. Hetronic 
International, Inc. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari granted. Re-
ported below: 10 F. 4th 1016. 

No. 21–757. Amgen Inc. et al. v. Sano et al. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari granted limited to Question 2 presented by the 
petition. Reported below: 987 F. 3d 1080. 

No. 21–1484. Arizona et al. v. Navajo Nation et al.; and 
No. 22–51. Department of the Interior et al. v. Navajo 

Nation et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted, cases consoli-
dated, and a total of one hour is allotted for oral argument. 
Reported below: 26 F. 4th 794. 

November 7, 2022 

Appeal Dismissed 

No. 22–92. Banerian et al. v. Benson, Michigan Secre-
tary of State, et al. Appeal from D. C. W. D. Mich. dismissed 
as moot. 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 22–5235. McIntosh v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re-
manded for further consideration in light of United States v. Tay-
lor, 596 U. S. 845 (2022). Reported below: 24 F. 4th 857. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–5509. Luevano v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
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November 7, 2022 598 U. S. 

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). 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22A261. Ravenell v. United States. Application for 
bail, addressed to Justice Sotomayor and referred to the 
Court, denied. 

No. 22A267. Bishay v. Harris et al. Application for injunc-
tion, addressed to Justice Thomas and referred to the Court, 
denied. 

No. 22M26. Hines v. Toyota Motor Sales, U. S. A., Inc.; and 
No. 22M29. Lindbloom v. Parrish Cemetery Assn., Inc., 

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

No. 22M27. Whistleblower 7107–16W v. Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue. Motion for leave to fle petition for writ 
of certiorari under seal with redacted copies for the public rec-
ord granted. 

No. 22M28. Streb v. United States; and 
No. 22M31. Wingate v. United States. Motions for leave 

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

No. 22M30. Flores-Vazquez v. McDonough, Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs. Motion for leave to proceed as a veteran 
denied. 

No. 21–1052. United States ex rel. Polansky v. Execu-
tive Health Resources, Inc., et al. C. A. 3d Cir. [Certio-
rari granted, 596 U. S. 1031.] Motion of the Solicitor General for 
divided argument granted. 

No. 21–1158. Percoco v. United States et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir. [Certiorari granted 597 U. S. 918.] Motion of respondent 
Steven Aiello in support of petitioner for divided argument 
denied. 
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No. 21–1270. MOAC Mall Holdings LLC v. Transform 
Holdco LLC et al. C. A. 2d Cir. [Certiorari granted, 597 
U. S. 905.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to partici-
pate in oral argument as amicus curiae, for divided argument, 
and for enlargement of time for oral argument granted. 

No. 21–1271. Moore, Speaker of the North Carolina 
House of Representatives, et al. v. Harper et al. Sup. 
Ct. N. C. [Certiorari granted, 597 U. S. 918.] Motion of re-
spondents for divided argument and for enlargement of time for 
oral argument granted. Motion of the Solicitor General for leave 
to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae, for divided 
argument, and for enlargement of time for oral argument granted. 

No. 21–8259. In re Gregory. Motion of petitioner for recon-
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. 

No. 22–5497. Shaw v. Hay et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Peti-
tioner is allowed until November 28, 2022, within which to pay 
the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) and to submit a petition 
in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 

No. 22–326. In re Bruzzese; and 
No. 22–5804. In re Lewis. Petitions for writs of mandamus 

denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–1494. Damian-Gallardo v. Garland, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1566. Juno Therapeutics, Inc., et al. v. Kite Pha-
rma, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
10 F. 4th 1330. 

No. 21–7629. Holmes v. Granuaile, LLC, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7934. Scheuerman v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Kan. 583, 502 P. 3d 502. 

No. 21–8051. Rivera Delgado v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8212. Ott v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 4th 
Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 200 App. Div. 3d 
1642, 159 N. Y. S. 3d 295. 

No. 21–8220. Nelson-Rogers v. Internal Revenue Serv-
ice et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–194. Mir v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insur-
ance Co. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–202. Nuncio v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–208. Brookens v. Gamble et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–213. Polk et al. v. Yee, State Controller of Cali-
fornia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 36 F. 4th 939. 

No. 22–216. Cooley v. California Statewide Law En-
forcement Assn. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–230. Golden 1 Credit Union v. Burgardt. Ct. App. 
Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–236. McGovern v. Nebraska. Sup. Ct. Neb. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Neb. 705, 974 N. W. 2d 595. 

No. 22–244. Tanner v. Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–249. Chambers Self-Storage Oakdale, LLC v. 
Washington County, Minnesota. Sup. Ct. Minn. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 971 N. W. 2d 64. 

No. 22–266. Christensen v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–283. Mosby v. City of Byron, Georgia. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–284. Frisby v. Sony Music Entertainment, dba 
RCA Records, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–286. Rogers, fka Roen, et al. v. Wilmington 
Trust Co. et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–291. McLane v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 24 
F. 4th 316. 

No. 22–348. Tayler v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 20 Wash. App. 2d 1040. 

No. 22–5019. Guyger v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5024. Rodriguez v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5433. Wilson v. State Farm General Insurance 
Co. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5493. Wiley v. Masterson et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5498. Striz v. Collier, Executive Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5499. Repella v. Luzerne County Children and 
Youth Services et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5507. Swanson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5513. Jenkins v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 436 S. C. 362, 872 S. E. 2d 
620. 

No. 22–5517. Cungtion v. Iowa. Sup. Ct. Iowa. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 969 N. W. 2d 501. 

No. 22–5520. Sims v. New Jersey. Sup. Ct. N. J. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 250 N. J. 189, 271 A. 3d 288. 

No. 22–5544. Sanders v. Macauley, Warden, et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5570. Encarnacion v. Annucci, Acting Commis-
sioner, New York Department of Corrections and Commu-
nity Supervision, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5585. Marvin v. Peldunas et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5624. Marion v. North Carolina. Ct. App. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 281 N. C. App. 304, 866 S. E. 
2d 919. 

No. 22–5629. Williams v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5705. Alagbada v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5714. Zornes v. Bolin, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 1411. 

No. 22–5716. Tarvin v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5732. Arrington v. Wisconsin. Sup. Ct. Wis. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 WI 53, 402 Wis. 2d 675, 976 
N. W. 2d 453. 

No. 22–5753. Scott v. District Court of Iowa, Scott 
County. Sup. Ct. Iowa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5762. Mattox v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5772. Lott v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5779. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5781. Woodson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 1295. 

No. 22–5782. Tassin v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5790. Delva v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5792. Gatling v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5806. Gould v. Johnson. Ct. App. Mo., Western Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 645 S. W. 3d 633. 

No. 22–5809. Moralez v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5810. Perez-Barrios v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5811. Poulin v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5816. Lam v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5821. Noriega v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 643. 

No. 22–5829. Barronette et al. v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 46 F. 4th 177. 

No. 22–5830. Richter v. Obaisi, as Executor of the Es-
tate of Obaisi. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5833. Zuniga-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5835. Kerr v. Gomez, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–972. Bufngton v. McDonough, Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 7 F. 4th 1361. 

Justice Gorsuch, dissenting. 
Thomas Buffngton served this Nation well but the Department 

of Veterans Affairs (VA) failed him. Relying on its own internal 
regulations, the agency denied Mr. Buffngton disability benefts 
that Congress promised him by statute. Nor is Mr. Buffngton's 
case an isolated one. The VA's misguided rules harm a wide 
swath of disabled veterans. Making matters worse, the lower 
courts in this case turned aside Mr. Buffngton's petition asking 
them to set aside the agency's regulations and apply Congress's 
statutory instructions as written. Instead, the courts invoked 
“Chevron deference,” bypassed any independent review of the 

Page Proof Pending Publication



Page Proof Pending Publication

1022 OCTOBER TERM, 2022 

Gorsuch, J., dissenting 598 U. S. 

relevant statutes, and allowed the agency to continue to employ 
its rules to the detriment of veterans. Respectfully, those who 
have served in the Nation's Armed Forces deserve better from 
our agencies and courts alike. 

* 
During his eight years in the Air Force in the 1990s, Mr. Buf-

fngton suffered a facial scar, a back injury, and tinnitus. After 
his discharge in 2000, he joined the Air National Guard. At about 
the same time and in recognition of injuries he suffered while on 
active duty, the VA assessed Mr. Buffngton 10 percent disabled 
and awarded him benefts. The VA did this pursuant to a con-
gressional promise that “the United States will pay” compensa-
tion “[f]or disability resulting from personal injury suffered or 
disease contracted in line of duty.” 38 U. S. C. § 1131. 

Mr. Buffngton's time away from active duty proved short lived. 
In 2003, the federal government called his Guard unit into service. 
As a result, Mr. Buffngton served again on active duty, including 
from July 2003 to June 2004, and from November 2004 to July 
2005. During Mr. Buffngton's time on active duty, the VA sus-
pended his disability benefts. In doing so, everyone agrees that 
the agency acted properly under a statute that empowers it to 
withhold benefts “for any period for which [a service member] 
receives active service pay.” § 5304(c). 

The trouble began after Mr. Buffngton left active duty in 2005 
and the VA failed to resume his disability benefts. When 
Mr. Buffngton realized what had happened and inquired about 
the problem in January 2009, the agency acknowledged its legal 
duty to pay and agreed to resume future benefts. But the 
agency also informed Mr. Buffngton that it refused to pay bene-
fts retroactively beyond February 2008. All of which meant that 
Mr. Buffngton missed out on about three years of disability pay-
ments, from 2005 to 2008. 

Why did the VA refuse to pay these benefts? According to 
current agency rules, a veteran must ask for his disability pay-
ments to resume after a second (or subsequent) stint on active 
duty. If a veteran fails to ask for his benefts again, the agency 
will not provide them. Nor will the agency pay benefts retroac-
tively beyond “1 year prior to the date” of a veteran's reinstate-
ment request. 38 CFR § 3.654(b)(2) (2021). 
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In the Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims, Mr. Buffngton 
challenged the agency's rules as inconsistent with Congress's stat-
utory commands. After all, the law says that the VA may sus-
pend disability payments only for periods when a veteran “re-
ceives active service pay.” 38 U. S. C. § 5304(c). The court, 
however, found it unnecessary to decide for itself whether 
Mr. Buffngton's reading of the law was the best one. Instead, 
the court concluded that “Congress did not speak to the precise 
question at issue: Whether the Secretary may predicate the effec-
tive date for the recommencement of benefts on the date of the 
veteran's claim.” Buffngton v. Wilkie, 31 Vet. App. 293, 301 (Ct. 
App. Vet. Cl. 2019). Given that asserted ambiguity, the court 
invoked Chevron U. S. A. Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Inc., 467 U. S. 837 (1984), and deferred to the agency's 
rules. More of the same awaited Mr. Buffngton in his appeal to 
the Federal Circuit. See 7 F. 4th 1361 (2021). 

Still, not everyone saw the case the same way. In the Federal 
Circuit, Judge O'Malley dissented, arguing that Mr. Buffngton 
should have prevailed based on bedrock principles of statutory 
interpretation. The law Congress adopted promised Mr. Buffng-
ton benefts from the moment he left active duty in 2005; the VA 
had no business requiring him to petition for them a second time; 
and the agency had no business withholding three years' worth 
of overdue payments. See id., at 1367–1368. In the Court of 
Appeals for Veterans Claims, Judge Greenberg contended that 
the majority's invocation of Chevron was “nothing more than a 
rubber stamping of the Government's attempt to misuse its au-
thority granted” by Congress. 31 Vet. App., at 308. Courts, he 
said, must “stop this business of making up excuses for judges to 
abdicate their job of interpreting the law.” Id., at 307 (internal 
quotation marks omitted). 

I very much doubt that the courts below did right by Mr. Buf-
fngton. As Judges O'Malley and Greenberg highlighted, Con-
gress has instructed the VA to make disability payments to 
injured veterans like Mr. Buffngton. In § 5304(c), Congress sus-
pended that obligation only for periods when a veteran “receives 
active service pay.” Nothing in the statute requires a veteran to 
ask the agency to resume benefts it is already legally obligated 
to pay. Nor does anything in the statute allow the VA to 
withhold overdue benefts. It seems that even the VA once 
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acknowledged all this. Before adopting its current rules, the 
agency's previous rule imposed no time bar and indicated that 
payments “may be resumed the day following release from active 
duty if otherwise in order.” 26 Fed. Reg. 1599 (1961) (emphasis 
added) (establishing 38 CFR § 3.654(b)). 

Even more troubling than the answer the lower courts reached 
in this case, however, is how they got there. Neither the Court 
of Appeals for Veterans Claims nor the Federal Circuit offered a 
defnitive and independent interpretation of the law Congress 
wrote. Instead, both courts simply deferred to the agency's (cur-
rent) regulations as “reasonable” ones and said this Court's deci-
sion in Chevron required them to do so. That kind of judicial 
abdication disserves both our veterans and the law. 

* 

From the beginning of the Republic, the American people have 
rightly expected our courts to resolve disputes about their rights 
and duties under law without fear or favor to any party—the 
Executive Branch included. See A. Bamzai, The Origins of Judi-
cial Deference to Executive Interpretation, 126 Yale L. J. 908, 987 
(2017). In this country, it was “well established” early on that 
courts are not “bound by . . . administrative construction[s]” of 
the law and those constructions may “be taken into account only 
to the extent that [they are] supported by valid reasons.” Burnet 
v. Chicago Portrait Co., 285 U. S. 1, 16 (1932). 

To be sure, as the administrative state spread its wings in the 
1940s this Court toyed with the possibility of “depart[ing] from 
[this] longstanding tradition of independent, non-deferential judi-
cial determination of questions of law,” at least when it came to 
“so-called mixed questions of law and fact.” E. Bernick, Envi-
sioning Administrative Procedure Act Originalism, 70 Admin. 
L. Rev. 807, 814 (2018); see, e. g., Gray v. Powell, 314 U. S. 402, 
411–412 (1941); NLRB v. Hearst Publications, Inc., 322 U. S. 111, 
131 (1944). But it didn't take long for a chorus of prominent 
voices to denounce that prospect. For example, Roscoe Pound, a 
former Dean of Harvard Law School, led a committee of the 
American Bar Association (ABA) that protested against the “re-
cen[t]” trend of “giving the interpretation of [statutes] to the 
executive, or to administrative offcials”—a trend that Pound wor-
ried would lead to “administrative absolutism.” The Place of the 
Judiciary in a Democratic Polity, 27 A. B. A. J. 133, 136–137 (1941) 
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(Pound); see also Gray, 314 U. S., at 418–421 (Roberts, J., dissent-
ing) (warning this Court against “abdicat[ing] its function as a 
court of review” and “complete[ly] revers[ing] . . . the normal and 
usual method of construing a statute”). 

In 1946, Congress put any question in this area to rest when it 
adopted the Administrative Procedure Act (APA). Despite sharp 
divisions along partisan lines, Congress passed the APA unani-
mously thanks to a “hard-fought compromise” based in part on 
proposals from Pound and the ABA. G. Shepherd, Fierce Com-
promise: The Administrative Procedure Act Emerges From New 
Deal Politics, 90 Nw. U. L. Rev. 1557, 1560, 1646–1647, 1649–1652 
(1996). On the one hand, the APA allowed agencies to issue bind-
ing regulations and required courts to defer to agency factfnd-
ings. See 5 U. S. C. §§ 553, 556–557, 706(2)(E). On the other 
hand, the APA provided that courts “shall decide all relevant 
questions of law, interpret constitutional and statutory provisions, 
and determine the meaning or applicability of the terms of an 
agency action.” § 706 (emphasis added); see also §§ 706(2)(A)–(C) 
(instructing courts to “hold unlawful and set aside” agency actions 
“not in accordance with law”). 

In short, the APA appeared “unequivocally to instruct courts 
to apply independent judgment on all questions of law.” T. Mer-
rill, The Chevron Doctrine: Its Rise and Fall, and the Future of 
the Administrative State 47 (2022) (Merrill 2022). As a leading 
contemporary scholar of administrative law put it, the statute 
imposed a “clear mandate” for courts to decide questions of law 
“for [themselves] in the exercise of [their] own independent judg-
ment.” J. Dickinson, Administrative Procedure Act: Scope and 
Grounds of Broadened Judicial Review, 33 A. B. A. J. 434, 516 
(1947). “More explicit words to impose this mandate could hardly 
be found.” Ibid. 

After the APA's passage, courts more or less followed this man-
date faithfully for decades. As Justice Robert H. Jackson—him-
self an ardent New Dealer before joining the bench—explained, 
courts would respectfully consider Executive Branch interpreta-
tions of the law, but the weight courts afforded them “depend[ed] 
upon the[ir] thoroughness . . . , [their] consistency with earlier 
and later pronouncements, and all those factors which give 
[them] power to persuade.” Skidmore v. Swift & Co., 323 U. S. 
134, 140 (1944); accord, United States v. American Trucking 
Assns., Inc., 310 U. S. 534, 544 (1940) (“The interpretation of the 
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meaning of statutes, as applied to justiciable controversies, is ex-
clusively a judicial function”). In fact, many prominent judicial 
opinions in the decades following the adoption of the APA never 
even mentioned Executive Branch interpretation of disputed stat-
utory terms. See J. Beermann, End the Failed Chevron Experi-
ment Now: How Chevron Has Failed and Why It Can and Should 
Be Overruled, 42 Conn. L. Rev. 779, 792 (2010). 

As some tell it, Chevron effected a revolution in 1984. As the 
story goes, the decision overthrew all that came before and en-
shrined a new rule requiring courts to defer to Executive Branch 
interpretations of the law. No longer did executive offcials have 
to be right about the law's meaning to prevail in court—all they 
had to do was point to some relevant statutory ambiguity or 
silence and avoid being egregiously wrong. The lower courts in 
this case adopted just this line of reasoning when they turned 
aside Mr. Buffngton's appeal. 

That view of Chevron, however, reads too much into too little. 
Doubtless, Chevron contained language that later courts would 
read as representing a “signifcant departur[e] from prior law.” 
T. Merrill, The Story of Chevron: The Making of an Accidental 
Landmark, 66 Admin. L. Rev. 253, 255 (2014) (Merrill 2014). Most 
notably, Chevron included a passage musing that, “if [a] statute 
is silent or ambiguous with respect to [a] specifc issue, the ques-
tion for the court is whether the agency's answer is based on a 
permissible construction of the statute.” 467 U. S., at 843. But 
Chevron also proceeded to restate the traditional rule: “If a court, 
employing traditional tools of statutory construction, ascertains 
that Congress had an intention on the precise question at issue, 
that intention is the law and must be given effect.” Ibid., and 
n. 9. 

Tellingly, too, Chevron did not express disagreement with 
(let alone purport to overrule) precedents reciting the traditional 
rule that judges must exercise independent judgment about the 
law's meaning. Nor did the decision argue that the APA either 
tolerates or commands deference to Executive Branch views of 
the law. To the contrary, Chevron professed merely to apply 
“well-settled principles.” Id., at 845. Many of the cases Chevron 
cited to support its judgment stood only for the traditional propo-
sition that courts afford respectful consideration, not deference, 
to executive interpretations of the law. See, e. g., Burnet, 285 
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U. S., at 16 (“The Court is not bound by an administrative con-
struction, and if that construction is not uniform and consistent, 
it will be taken into account only to the extent that it is supported 
by valid reasons”); United States v. Moore, 95 U. S. 760, 762–763 
(1878) (an executive interpretation that had “always heretofore 
obtained” was “entitled to the most respectful consideration”). 
And the decision's sole citation to legal scholarship, 467 U. S., at 
843, was to Roscoe Pound, who long championed de novo judicial 
review. Pound 136–137. 

If Chevron amounted to a revolution, it seems almost everyone 
missed it. The decision, issued by a bare quorum of the Court, 
sparked not a single word in concurrence or dissent. Chevron's 
author, Justice Stevens, later characterized the decision as a “sim-
pl[e] . . . restatement of existing law, nothing more or less.” Mer-
rill 2014, at 275, and n. 77. And in the “19 argued cases” in the 
following Term “that presented some kind of question about 
whether the Court should defer to an agency interpretation of 
statutory law,” this Court cited Chevron just once. Merrill 2014, 
at 276. By many estimations, Chevron seemed “destined to ob-
scurity.” Merrill 2014, at 276. 

In truth, it took years for Chevron to morph into something 
truly revolutionary. Three years after Chevron, Justice Scalia 
wrote a concurrence that seized on its passing musings about 
deference and argued for a new rule requiring courts to defer to 
“reasonable” Executive Branch interpretations of the law when-
ever a “ ̀ statute is silent or ambiguous.' ” NLRB v. Food & Com-
mercial Workers, 484 U. S. 112, 133–134 (1987). Two years later, 
Justice Scalia continued his campaign in an academic article. See 
Judicial Deference to Administrative Interpretations of Law, 1989 
Duke L. J. 511 (1989). Eventually, these efforts began to bear 
fruit as a majority of the Court came to embrace Justice Scalia's 
view. See Merrill 2022, at 93–94. 

* 

Over time, however, experience has exposed grave problems 
with this expansive reconstruction of Chevron. So much so that 
even the initial champion of the project came to express a change 
of heart. Not only does reading Chevron so broadly badly stretch 
the terms of the original decision. Not only does it call on courts 
to depart from the terms of the APA and our longstanding and 
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never-overruled precedent. It also turns out to pose a serious 
threat to some of our most fundamental commitments as judges 
and courts. 

In this country, we like to boast that persons who come to court 
are entitled to have independent judges, not politically motivated 
actors, resolve their rights and duties under law. Here, we prom-
ise, individuals may appeal to neutral magistrates to resolve their 
disputes about “what the law is.” Marbury v. Madison, 1 Cranch 
137, 177 (1803). Everyone, we say, is entitled to a judicial deci-
sion “without respect to persons,” 28 U. S. C. § 453, and a “fair 
trial in a fair tribunal,” In re Murchison, 349 U. S. 133, 136 (1955). 

Under a broad reading of Chevron, however, courts often fail 
to deliver on all these promises. Rather than provide individuals 
with the best understanding of their rights and duties under law 
a neutral magistrate can muster, we outsource our interpretive 
responsibilities. Rather than say what the law is, we tell those 
who come before us to go ask a bureaucrat. In the process, we 
introduce into judicial proceedings a “systematic bias toward one 
of the parties.” P. Hamburger, Chevron Bias, 84 Geo. Wash. 
L. Rev. 1187, 1212 (2016). Nor do we exhibit bias in favor of just 
any party. We place a fnger on the scales of justice in favor of 
the most powerful of litigants, the federal government, and 
against everyone else. In these ways, a maximalist account of 
Chevron risks turning Marbury on its head. 

Overreading Chevron introduces still other incongruities into 
our law. Often we insist that it is a basic requirement of due 
process that “ ̀ no man can be a judge in his own case.' ” Wil-
liams v. Pennsylvania, 579 U. S. 1, 8–9 (2016). As far back as 
Calder v. Bull, 3 Dall. 386 (1798), this Court recognized that it 
would be “against all reason” to “entrust a Legislature” with the 
power to “mak[e] a man a Judge in his own cause,” and therefore 
“it cannot be presumed that [the people] have done it,” id., at 388 
(opinion of Chase, J.) (emphasis deleted). Yet a broad reading of 
Chevron requires us to presume exactly that. So long as Execu-
tive Branch offcials can identify a statutory ambiguity or silence, 
we must assume that the law permits them to judge the scope of 
their own powers and duties—at least so long as their decisions 
can be said to be “reasonable.” See K. Saunders, Agency Inter-
pretations and Judicial Review: A Search for Limitations on the 
Controlling Effect Given Agency Statutory Constructions, 30 
Ariz. L. Rev. 769, 788–789 (1988). 
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Then there are the ancient doctrines of lenity and contra pro-
ferentem. From the founding, courts in this country have con-
strued ambiguities in penal laws against the government and with 
lenity toward affected persons—here, we promise, our courts 
favor individual liberty, not prosecutors, prison time, and penal 
fnes. See Wooden v. United States, 595 U. S. 360, 388–389 (2022) 
(Gorsuch, J., concurring in judgment). Traditionally, too, our 
courts have long and often understood that, “as between the gov-
ernment and the individual[,] the beneft of the doubt” about the 
meaning of an ambiguous law must be “given to the individual, 
not to authority; for the state makes the laws.” Lane v. State, 
120 Neb. 302, 232 N. W. 96, 98 (1930); see, e. g., Caldwell v. State, 
115 Ohio St. 458, 460–461, 154 N. E. 792, 793 (1926). A rule 
requiring judicial deference to executive interpretations of statu-
tory laws—especially laws that carry both civil and criminal pen-
alties for their violation (as so many do)—cannot be easily recon-
ciled with either of these historic commitments. 

A broad reconstruction of Chevron defes still other norms. 
When reading statutes, we insist that courts pay careful attention 
to text, context, and traditional tools of interpretation. We de-
mand interpretations that comport with how a reasonable reader 
would have understood the law at the time of its adoption. See, 
e. g., New Prime Inc. v. Oliveira, 586 U. S. 105, 113 (2019). A 
rule requiring us to suppose that statutory silences and ambigu-
ities are both always intentional and always created by Congress 
to favor the government over its citizens fits with none of 
this. A rule like that is neither a traditional nor a reasonable 
way to read laws. It is a fction through and through—and 
“one that requires a pretty hefty suspension of disbelief at that.” 
Gutierrez-Brizuela v. Lynch, 834 F. 3d 1142, 1153 (CA10 2016) 
(Gorsuch, J., concurring). 

Nor has the maximalist reading of Chevron even proven work-
able in practice. To this day, the federal government, Chevron's 
biggest benefciary, has yet to offer a coherent explanation for 
when a statute is suffciently ambiguous to trigger deference. 
See, e. g., Tr. of Oral Arg. in American Hospital Assn. v. Becerra, 
O. T. 2021, No. 20–1114, pp. 71–72 (Assistant to the Solicitor 
General: “I don't think I can give you an answer to th[e] question” 
of “[h]ow much ambiguity is enough”). Thanks to all this ambigu-
ity about ambiguity, courts have pursued “wildly different” ap-
proaches. B. Kavanaugh, Fixing Statutory Interpretation, 129 
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Harv. L. Rev. 2118, 2152 (2016) (Kavanaugh). Along the way, 
too, Chevron has become pitted with exceptions and caveats— 
including for cases of “vast economic and political signifcance,” 
Utility Air Regulatory Group v. EPA, 573 U. S. 302, 324 (2014) 
(internal quotation marks omitted), and those in which Congress 
has not delegated authority to an agency “to make rules with 
force of law,” United States v. Mead Corp., 533 U. S. 218, 237 
(2001). Far from proving a clear and stable rule, the maximalist 
account of Chevron has left behind only a wake of uncertainty. 

Overreading Chevron has profound consequences for how our 
government operates as well. It encourages executive offcials to 
write ever more ambitious rules on the strength of ever thinner 
statutory terms, all in the hope that some later court will fnd 
their work to be at least marginally reasonable. When one ad-
ministration departs and the next arrives, a broad reading of 
Chevron frees new offcials to undo the ambitious work of their 
predecessors and proceed in the opposite direction with equal 
zeal. In the process, we encourage executive agents not to aspire 
to fdelity to the statutes Congress has adopted, but to do what 
they might while they can. See R. Pierce, The Combination of 
Chevron and Political Polarity Has Awful Effects, 70 Duke L. J. 
Online 91, 92 (2021). 

Consider the regulations before us. Some time ago, the VA 
promulgated a rule consistent with Congress's instructions, one 
providing that a veteran's disability benefts “may be resumed the 
day following [his] release from active duty.” 26 Fed. Reg. 1599 
(establishing 38 CFR § 3.654(b)). In the years that followed, Con-
gress did not amend its laws in any relevant way. Yet agency 
offcials proceeded to revise their rules anyway to place new bur-
dens on veterans and make their own jobs easier. Expansive 
views of Chevron encourage and reward just these sorts of self-
serving gambits. 

Overreading Chevron holds still other consequences for the rule 
of law. When the law's meaning is never liquidated by a fnal 
independent judicial decision, when executive agents can at any 
time replace one reasonable interpretation with another, individu-
als can never be sure of their legal rights and duties. Instead, 
they are left to guess what some executive offcial might “reason-
ably” decree the law to be today, tomorrow, next year, or after 
the next election. “[E]very relevant actor may agree” that the 
agency's latest pronouncement does not represent best interpreta-
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tion of the law, yet all the same each new iteration “carries the 
force of law.” Kavanaugh 2151. Fair notice gives way to vast 
uncertainty. 

Nor does everyone suffer equally. Sophisticated entities may 
be able to fnd their way. They or their lawyers can follow the 
latest editions of the Code of Federal Regulations—the compila-
tion of Executive Branch rules that now clocks in at over 180,000 
pages and sees thousands of further pages added each year. The 
powerful and wealthy can plan for and predict future regulatory 
changes. More than that, they can lobby agencies for new rules 
that match their preferences. Sometimes they can even capture 
the very agencies charged with regulating them. But what about 
ordinary Americans? 

Today, administrative law doesn't confne itself to the regulation 
of large and sophisticated entities. Our administrative state 
“touches almost every aspect of daily life.” Free Enterprise 
Fund v. Public Company Accounting Oversight Bd., 561 U. S. 
477, 499 (2010). And often it is ordinary individuals who are 
unexpectedly caught in the whipsaw of all the rule changes a 
broad reading of Chevron invites. Mr. Buffngton's case illus-
trates the impact on disabled veterans. Those who left active 
service before the VA changed its rule received all their promised 
benefts; those who served later do not. Not because of any 
change in law, only a change in an agency's view. So many other 
individuals who interact with the federal government have found 
themselves facing similar fates—including retirees who depend on 
federal social security benefts, immigrants hoping to win lawful 
admission to this country, and those who seek federal health care 
benefts promised by law. See, e. g., Lambert v. Saul, 980 F. 3d 
1266, 1275–1276 (CA9 2020); Valent v. Commissioner of Social 
Security, 918 F. 3d 516, 525 (CA6 2019) (Kethledge, J., dissenting); 
Gonzalez v. United States Atty. Gen., 820 F. 3d 399, 404–406 
(CA11 2016) (per curiam); Padilla-Caldera v. Holder, 637 F. 3d 
1140 (CA10 2011). 

* 
With the passage of time, the problems with reading too much 

into Chevron have become widely appreciated. Even Justice 
Scalia reconsidered his earlier support for broad judicial deference 
to executive interpretations of the law. See Decker v. Northwest 
Environmental Defense Center, 568 U. S. 597, 617–618, 621 (2013) 
(opinion concurring in part and dissenting in part) (calling on the 
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Court to overrule the related Auer deference doctrine, which 
Justice Scalia had also pioneered); Perez v. Mortgage Bankers 
Assn., 575 U. S. 92, 109–110 (2015) (opinion concurring in judg-
ment). Many other Members of this Court have expressly ques-
tioned Chevron maximalism. See, e. g., Pereira v. Sessions, 585 
U. S. 198, 219 (2018) (Kennedy, J., concurring); Michigan v. EPA, 
576 U. S. 743, 760–764 (2015) (Thomas, J., concurring); Arlington 
v. FCC, 569 U. S. 290, 312–328 (2013) (Roberts, C. J., dissenting); 
Gutierrez-Brizuela, 834 F. 3d, at 1153 (Gorsuch, J., concurring); 
Kavanaugh 2150–2156. The federal government itself now often 
waives or forfeits arguments for Chevron deference before this 
Court—and it does so even in cases that might have once seemed 
obvious candidates for the doctrine's application. See, e. g., 
HollyFrontier Cheyenne Refining, LLC v. Renewable Fuels 
Assn., 594 U. S. 382, 394 (2021) (because the government did not 
seek Chevron deference we “decline[d] to consider” it). As a 
result of these developments, this Court has not invoked the 
broad reading of Chevron in many years. 

Lower federal courts have also largely disavowed the project. 
One recent survey revealed that a substantial majority of federal 
appellate judges disapprove of the broad reading of Chevron and 
avoid applying it when they can. See A. Gluck & R. Posner, 
Statutory Interpretation on the Bench: A Survey of Forty-Two 
Judges on the Federal Courts of Appeals, 131 Harv. L. Rev. 1298, 
1312–1313 (2018). An extraordinary number of federal judges 
have written about the problems associated with reading Chevron 
broadly too. See, e. g., Egan v. Delaware River Port Auth., 851 
F. 3d 263, 278 (CA3 2017) (Jordan, J., concurring in judgment); 
Voigt v. Coyote Creek Mining Co., 980 F. 3d 1191, 1203–1204 (CA8 
2020) (Stras, J., dissenting); Valent, 918 F. 3d, at 524 (Kethledge, 
J., dissenting); United States v. Havis, 907 F. 3d 439, 448–450 
(CA6 2019) (Thapar, J., concurring), rev'd en banc, 927 F. 3d 382 
(per curiam); Carter v. Welles-Bowen Realty, Inc., 736 F. 3d 722, 
729–736 (CA6 2013) (Sutton, J., concurring). 

Other notable voices have also spoken. Several state courts 
have refused to import a broad understanding of Chevron in their 
own administrative law jurisprudence. See, e. g., Tetra Tech EC, 
Inc. v. Wisconsin Dept. of Revenue, 2018 WI 75, ¶67, 382 Wis. 2d 
496, 554–555, 914 N. W. 2d 21, 50; Ellis-Hall Consultants v. Public 
Serv. Comm'n, 2016 UT 34, ¶32, 379 P. 3d 1270, 1275; see gener-
ally L. Phillips, Chevron in the States? Not So Much, 89 Miss. 
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L. J. 313, 364 (2020) (observing that most States have declined to 
follow Chevron). Fifteen States have fled an amici brief in this 
case asking us to follow their lead. Brief for Indiana et al. as 
Amici Curiae on Pet. for Cert. 1. And courts in other countries 
that often consult American administrative law practices have 
declined to adopt the doctrine. See, e. g., K. Barnett & L. Vinson, 
Chevron Abroad, 96 Notre Dame L. Rev. 621, 651 (2020) (under 
British law, an “error of law” is generally “subject to judicial 
review de novo”); M. Bernatt, Transatlantic Perspective on Judi-
cial Deference in Administrative Law, 22 Colum. J. European L. 
275, 312 (2016) (“[I]t is clear that there is no counterpart to the 
Chevron doctrine on the EU level”); E. Jordão & S. Rose-
Ackerman, Judicial Review of Executive Policymaking in Ad-
vanced Democracies: Beyond Rights Review, 66 Admin. L. Rev. 
1, 8 (2014). 

Unsurprisingly given all this, the aggressive reading of Chev-
ron has more or less fallen into desuetude—the government 
rarely invokes it, and courts even more rarely rely upon it. The 
Federal Circuit's decision at issue here is thus something of an 
outlier. And maybe that is a reason to deny review of this case. 
Maybe Chevron maximalism has died of its own weight and is 
already effectively buried. But even if all that's true, it offers 
little comfort for Mr. Buffngton and the future veterans who will 
be forced to live with the VA's rule and the Federal Circuit's 
precedent. The same goes for other Americans who still fnd 
themselves caught in Chevron's maw from time to time. No 
measure of silence (on this Court's part) and no number of sepa-
rate writings (on my part and so many others) will protect them. 
At this late hour, the whole project deserves a tombstone no one 
can miss. We should acknowledge forthrightly that Chevron did 
not undo, and could not have undone, the judicial duty to provide 
an independent judgment of the law's meaning in the cases that 
come before the Nation's courts. Someday soon I hope we might. 

No. 21–993. Anthony v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17–372 (La. App. 5 Cir. 
12/30/20), 309 So. 3d 912. 

Justice Sotomayor, with whom Justice Jackson joins, 
dissenting. 

Petitioner Willard Anthony was charged with several counts 
related to sex traffcking. At trial, the State called two witnesses 
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who testifed that they witnessed and experienced physical and 
sexual abuse by Anthony. Defense counsel sought to impeach 
these witnesses, who had been arrested but not charged with 
prostitution, by suggesting they may have negotiated a deal in 
exchange for their testimony. To rebut this suggestion, the State 
called as a witness the prosecutor who presented Anthony's case 
to the grand jury. The prosecutor's testimony, however, went far 
beyond that limited purpose. Spanning 70 transcript pages, and 
over defense counsel's repeated and vociferous objections and mo-
tions for mistrial, the grand jury prosecutor expressed his belief 
that Anthony was guilty beyond a reasonable doubt, referenced 
his own investigation and evidence outside of the record, testifed 
that he believed the State's two witnesses were credible, and 
bolstered his own credibility by reiterating the sworn oath he 
took as a prosecutor. Anthony was subsequently convicted and 
sentenced to life without the possibility of parole. 

The prosecutorial misconduct in this case is not only blatant 
and egregious, but a clear due process violation. The court below 
nonetheless held that admission of the prosecutor's testimony was 
harmless error. The court reached this holding after applying 
an incorrect harmless-error standard and disregarding compelling 
record evidence of prejudice. Because the court below clearly 
misapplied existing law in a manner that denies fundamental jus-
tice, I would summarily reverse. 

I 
Willard Anthony was indicted by a grand jury in Jefferson 

Parish, Louisiana, on two counts of aggravated rape and one count 
each of human traffcking, aggravated battery, second-degree bat-
tery, and possessing a frearm as a felon. At trial, Anthony con-
ceded his guilt to being a felon in possession of a gun and to 
second-degree battery. He denied, however, charges that he 
raped a woman known as C. W., that he forced either C. W. or 
another woman known as Lee to work as a prostitute, and that 
he ever attacked C. W. with a gun. To carry its burden of prov-
ing the remaining counts of aggravated rape, human traffcking, 
aggravated battery, and sexual battery, the State relied almost 
entirely on testimony from C. W. and Lee themselves.1 

1 The physical evidence in the record included C. W.'s vaginal swab, which 
did not exclude Anthony's profle; DNA evidence from Anthony's gun that 
did not exclude C. W.'s, Anthony's, or a codefendant's profle; and cell phone 
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Defense counsel sought to impeach and discredit those wit-
nesses on cross-examination. Defense counsel pressed Lee on the 
fact that she had been arrested for prostitution and possession of 
cocaine, but that she had not been charged. Counsel asked “[y]ou 
certainly expect the District Attorney's Offce to help you with 
[those potential charges], correct?” Tr. 53 (Dec. 10, 2016) (12/10 
Tr.). Counsel also suggested that Lee had a motivation to curry 
favor with the prosecution, but Lee denied that she had made 
any deal with the district attorney's offce in exchange for her 
testimony.2 

After Lee testifed, the State called as a witness Assistant 
District Attorney (ADA) Thomas Block, the prosecutor who pre-
sented Anthony's case to the grand jury, ostensibly to rebut de-
fense counsel's inference that Lee had made an agreement with 
the district attorney's offce in exchange for her testimony. In-
stead, ADA Block began his testimony by explaining grand jury 
procedures. He testifed, over objection, that he had “an obliga-
tion not to present what [he] believe[d] to be perjure[d] testi-
mony.” Id., at 95. ADA Block elaborated: “[T]he only evidence 
that I present to a grand jury would be evidence that would be 
legally admissible in a court of law. I have a responsibility based 
upon my oath that I have taken to be an Assistant District Attor-
ney as well as an offcer of the Court and I take my job very 
seriously.” Id., at 100. 

ADA Block then confrmed that his offce did not fle charges 
against Lee, but his testimony did not conclude there. The State 
asked ADA Block if he was aware of the information that the 
jury had already heard about Lee on her cross-examination, refer-
ring to the claim that Lee had worked as a prostitute and had 
been arrested for possessing cocaine. ADA Block testifed, over 
objection, that he was aware of that information, as well as “police 

records that confrmed that Anthony had posted pictures of C. W. and Lee 
on the internet. This evidence was consistent with Anthony's testimony 
that he had consensual sex with C. W., that he posted advertisements of 
C. W., Lee, and Brittany Grisby with their consent, and that C. W. had 
handled his gun, which he left unattended. 

2 Later in the trial, after Assistant District Attorney (ADA) Thomas Block 
testifed, the government called C. W. as a witness. Defense counsel simi-
larly cross-examined C. W. on her prostitution history, her drug and alcohol 
use during the events about which she testifed, her prior felony convictions, 
and her recent arrest on an outstanding Florida warrant. 
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reports and . . . interviews that the detectives had done” with 
Lee and with another woman, Brittany Grisby, who was arrested 
along with Lee and C. W., and who did not testify at the trial. 
Id., at 104. Asked again why Lee or C. W. were not charged 
after they had been arrested, ADA Block testifed, again over 
objection,3 to the legal conclusion that “[Lee] has an affrmative 
defense to the charges of prostitution . . . insofar as she was a 
victim of human traffcking as a result of his actions, Willard 
Anthony's actions.” Id., at 105. Defense counsel moved for a 
mistrial, which the trial court denied. 

The State then focused ADA Block on the drug charges and 
battery charges that were initially part of Lee's arrest. ADA 
Block acknowledged that Lee and Grisby both hit C. W., but 
opined, over repeated objections and a further motion for mis-
trial,4 that he had met and interviewed C. W., and concluded that 
Lee and Grisby hit C. W. specifcally “because they were told to 
do so by Willard Anthony and they recognized that if they did 
not comply with his demands to beat [C. W.] after he had already 
beaten her, that they themselves would have sustained beatings.” 
Id., at 110. Regarding cocaine found in a motel room occupied 
by Lee, Grisby, and C. W. when they were all arrested, ADA 
Block explained to the jury that he “knew based upon the investi-
gation that the defendants . . . were using drugs as a means to 
get the three ladies or the three female victims to commit the 
crimes for them as it relates to the human traffcking. That was 
just one of the things that they used to gain control over the 
females.” Id., at 115. 

ADA Block confrmed that he had not made a deal with Lee, 
and reiterated that “as an offcer of the Court and a representa-

3 Here, defense counsel objected on the ground that ADA Block was “giv-
ing an opinion as to the credibility of Ms. Lee.” 12/10 Tr. 106. Counsel 
explained: “[ADA Block] can't testify personally, his personal opinion based 
on this. You can't do that. I believe that's reversible error.” Id., at 107. 
The trial court overruled the objection. 

4 In one objection, defense counsel explained: “[ADA Block] can't sit here 
and comment on a witness' credibility before she's testifed at this point. 
You can't, you can't support a witness like this. It's up to the jury to make 
that decision, not this man.” Id., at 112. The trial court overruled the 
objection. Defense counsel again moved for a mistrial, which the trial court 
also denied. 
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tive of the people of Jefferson Parish and the State of Louisiana,” 
he had an obligation to decline charges that cannot be proved 
beyond a reasonable doubt. Ibid. When asked if ADA Block 
had tried to curry favor with Lee, he said no, and testifed that 
Lee was “a victim.” Id., at 117. ADA Block reiterated that Lee 
did not receive a beneft from testifying, telling the jury that 
“[u]ltimately, she was going to have to come before you . . . and 
tell her story and then it would be up to you to determine 
whether or not you believed her.” Ibid. Defense counsel raised 
an “ongoing objection.” Ibid. 

On cross-examination, defense counsel sought to question ADA 
Block about the limited and nonadversarial nature of grand jury 
proceedings, but the trial court sustained the State's objections 
to any questions involving the grand jury. At a bench conference, 
defense counsel argued that such questioning was necessary be-
cause ADA Block had vouched for the credibility of the State's 
witnesses, but the trial court disagreed, fnding that ADA Block 
“testifed as to what he has done regarding the [grand jury] 
screening process and the affrmative defenses available to these 
women.” Id., at 125. Defense counsel again moved for a mis-
trial, which the trial court again denied. 

On redirect, ADA Block reiterated that he did not bring 
charges against Lee or nontestifying witness Grisby because in 
his view “[t]hey were victims. They were witnesses to the abuse 
of [C. W.].” Id., at 155. ADA Block testifed that there was 
consistency between what Lee and Grisby had told him. Defense 
counsel objected once more, this time because Grisby had not 
testifed at trial; the trial court once again overruled the objec-
tion. ADA Block continued: “I believe that [Lee and Grisby] 
have an affrmative defense. I believe that they were victims of 
Willard Anthony . . . on a human traffcking, sex traffcking enter-
prise. I believe that they were witnesses to the crimes that this 
defendant before you stands accused of.” Id., at 156. Seemingly 
addressing the jury directly, ADA Block testifed: “I would never 
in good conscience bring charges against them for the reasons I 
have stated to you, ladies and gentlemen, today.” Ibid. When 
asked by the State whether ADA Block would prosecute Lee or 
Grisby, ADA Block answered “I would not do that . . . for the 
reasons I've stated. They are victims of sex traffcking.” Id., 
at 158. ADA Block emphasized: “I have a responsibility and obli-
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gation as an offcer of the Court when I was sworn in in 1993 as 
a lawyer and then sworn in as a prosecutor to prosecute in good 
faith pursuant to the laws in the State of Louisiana and take only 
those cases that we can prove beyond a reasonable doubt.” 
Ibid. 

The State, in its closing argument, reminded the jury of ADA 
Block's testimony, asking (over defense counsel's objection, which 
the trial court overruled): “You understand why the charges were 
refused against Ms. Grisby and Ms. Lee? No back room deals. 
. . . There are no deals here.” Tr. 256–258 (Dec. 11, 2016). The 
jury convicted Anthony on all counts, and the judge sentenced 
him to an aggregate life without the possibility of parole sentence. 

II 

The Court of Appeal of Louisiana, Fifth Circuit, vacated Antho-
ny's convictions on direct appeal. The court recognized that “a 
prosecutor may assume the dual role of witness and advocate only 
under `extraordinary circumstances.' ” 2017–372, p. 15 (La. App. 
5 Cir. 2/20/19), 266 So. 3d 415, 426. “The danger,” the court 
observed, “is that the jury might give inordinate weight to the 
prosecutor's testimony.” Ibid. 

Applying those principles here, the court concluded that 
“Mr. Block's testimony exceeded the scope permissible for a fair 
and impartial trial” in violation of Anthony's constitutional rights 
to due process and a fair trial. Id., at 426–427. That was so, the 
court reasoned, because ADA Block “vouched for the credibility 
of the State witnesses,” suggested that he “was aware of further 
evidence that was not presented to the jury,” and “improperly 
commented on [Anthony's] guilt.” Id., at 427–428. ADA Block 
did so “while using the prestige and dignity of his offce to bolster 
the State's case.” Id., at 427. The court accordingly found that 
ADA Block's testimony amounted to structural error because the 
testimony violated Anthony's right to a “presumption of inno-
cence.” Id., at 430. 

In a per curiam opinion, the Louisiana Supreme Court vacated 
and remanded the Court of Appeal's decision on the ground that 
the lower court should have applied harmless-error analysis, not 
the structural-error doctrine. On remand, Judge Liljeberg of the 
Court of Appeal, who had authored the prior opinion, recused 
himself on the ground that “the facts and merits of this particular 
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case were made a primary issue during [his] campaign for the 
Louisiana Supreme Court.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 33a.5 

In a split decision, the new Court of Appeal panel affrmed the 
conviction. All three judges agreed that Anthony's convictions 
for possession of a frearm and second-degree battery were valid. 
The majority upheld Anthony's other convictions, fnding ADA 
Block's testimony to be harmless error. The majority reasoned 
that “the record shows that there was suffcient evidence to sup-
port defendant's convictions.” 2017–372, p. 12 (La. App. 5 Cir. 
12/30/20), 309 So. 3d 912, 923. In light of the “volume and 
strength of evidence introduced at trial in support of defendant's 
convictions,” the majority concluded that ADA Block's testimony 
was harmless error. Id., at 924. 

Judge Wicker dissented. She began by cataloging the errors 
the trial court committed by permitting ADA Block's wide-
ranging testimony, explaining that ADA Block “usurped the ex-
clusive province of the jury to weigh the evidence, including the 
credibility of all witnesses”; “testifed concerning evidence the 
State received from Brittany Grisby, a witness who did not testify 
at trial”; “bolstered the credibility of State's witnesses”; and “gave 
an opinion as to the ultimate issue of fact: the Defendant's guilt 
beyond a reasonable doubt.” Id., at 931. Judge Wicker con-
cluded that ADA Block's testimony was “much more egregious” 
than cases in which a prosecutor made impermissible statements 
during closing argument, because ADA Block “was a sworn wit-
ness,” presenting evidence “to be considered by the jury in its 
deliberations.” Id., at 944. Applying the proper harmless-error 
standard, Judge Wicker explained, there was a reasonable possi-
bility the evidence complained of might have contributed to the 
conviction. Id., at 945. 

The Supreme Court of Louisiana declined a writ of certiorari, 
with Justice Hughes noting his dissent for the reasons stated by 
Judge Wicker. 2021–00176 (La. 10/12/21), 325 So. 3d 1067. 

5 For instance, one TV advertisement against Judge Liljeberg charged that 
Judge Liljeberg had made a “ ̀ reckless decision' ” favoring “ ̀ a monster' ” 
(Anthony): “ ̀ It didn't matter the victim was beaten, strangled and forced 
into a prostitution ring . . . . Liljeberg still sided with the criminal. It 
was wrong.' ” J. Simerman, Ad War Heats Up Louisiana Supreme Court 
Race With a Week to Go, NOLA.com (Nov. 9, 2019), https://www.nola.com/ 
news/politics/elections/article_fb7e524e-0323-11ea-a4c9-1f07984fbd56.html. 
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III 

A 

This Court has explained that prosecutorial misconduct may 
rise to a due process violation in different circumstances, includ-
ing when a prosecutor “vouche[s] for the credibility of witnesses,” 
United States v. Robinson, 485 U. S. 25, 33, n. 5 (1988), “ex-
press[es] his personal opinion concerning the guilt of the accused,” 
United States v. Young, 470 U. S. 1, 18 (1985), or “suggest[s] by 
his questions that statements had been made to him personally 
out of court,” Berger v. United States, 295 U. S. 78, 84 (1935). 
The ultimate question has been whether a prosecutor's conduct 
“so infected the trial with unfairness as to make the resulting 
conviction a denial of due process.” Donnelly v. DeChristoforo, 
416 U. S. 637, 643 (1974). 

The Court in Young identifed at least “two dangers” to help 
determine whether misconduct rises to the level of a due process 
violation. 470 U. S., at 18. First, a prosecutor may convey to the 
jury the impression that the prosecutor is aware of information, 
unknown to the jury, that suggests the defendant's guilt. Ibid. 
Second, the prosecutor's opinion may “carr[y] with it the imprima-
tur of the Government and may induce the jury to trust the 
Government's judgment rather than its own view of the evidence.” 
Id., at 18–19. When these dangers arise, they implicate due proc-
ess because they “jeopardize the defendant's right to be tried 
solely on the basis of the evidence presented to the jury.” Id., 
at 18. 

This case involves all three examples of misconduct present in 
prior cases and presents both dangers discussed in Young. The 
Court of Appeal therefore correctly concluded, in its frst decision, 
that ADA Block's testimony constituted a violation of Anthony's 
due process rights.6 ADA Block vouched for C. W.'s and Lee's 
credibility, opining that they were victims of Anthony's crimes 
and imploring the jury that Lee “deserves respect.” 12/10 Tr. 
117. Most explicitly, ADA Block testifed that C. W.'s and Lee's 
“statements were corroborated as to [Anthony's] actions,” based 
upon his view of “the totality of the circumstances.” Id., at 140. 

6 The Court need not, and does not, decide whether ADA Block's testi-
mony constituted structural error. 
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ADA Block also repeatedly testifed that he believed Anthony 
was guilty. He testifed that he did not bring charges against 
Lee, C. W., or Grisby because he believed that they were victims 
of Anthony's sex traffcking. See id., at 104–105 (“Based upon 
the actions of Willard Anthony,” Lee had “an affrmative defense” 
because “she was a victim of human traffcking as a result of . . . 
Anthony's actions”). ADA Block further communicated his belief 
in Anthony's guilt by testifying that he had a responsibility to 
“take only those cases that we can prove beyond a reasonable 
doubt,” unmistakably signaling his view that Anthony was guilty 
beyond a reasonable doubt. Id., at 158. ADA Block directly tes-
tifed: “I know that Willard Anthony assaulted [C. W.] with a 
handgun; threatened to kill her; beat her; strangled her; choked 
her to the point of unconsciousness.” Id., at 141. 

ADA Block did not merely suggest that he knew of evidence 
that was not before the jury, he said so. ADA Block testifed 
that in deciding to bring charges against Anthony, he had re-
viewed extra record police reports and interviews with Grisby, a 
witness who did not testify. He further testifed that Grisby's 
out-of-trial interview corroborated the accounts of C. W. and Lee, 
the State's key witnesses. ADA Block's testimony thus informed 
the jury of outside evidence that bolstered the credibility of the 
State's witnesses. ADA Block also testifed that he had personal 
knowledge, outside of the evidence admitted at trial, that Anthony 
“us[ed] drugs as a means” to lure women into prostitution. Id., 
at 115. 

ADA Block made these comments while also invoking the im-
primatur of his offce. Several times he remarked on his “re-
sponsibility and obligation” as an offcer of the court, id., at 158, 
referencing the oath he took to become an assistant district attor-
ney, id., at 100. More disturbingly, he did so as a sworn witness. 
In the context of closing arguments, where the prosecutor is 
clearly speaking as an advocate, courts give prosecutors some 
leeway to comment on the evidence. Even in that context, how-
ever, “it is the height of summation misconduct for a prosecutor 
to argue to the jury his personal opinion as to a defendant's guilt.” 
Bellamy v. New York, 914 F. 3d 727, 763 (CA2 2019); see also 
Robinson, 485 U. S., at 33, n. 5. This context is more serious. 
ADA Block appeared before the jury as a sworn witness, present-
ing evidence that could be considered in the jury's deliberations. 
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In that capacity, while underscoring his obligation as a prosecutor, 
ADA Block told the jury that he personally believed in the credi-
bility of the State's witnesses, that Anthony was guilty, and that 
other evidence outside of the record confrmed Anthony's guilt. 

B 

Finding that ADA Block's testimony rose to the level of a due 
process violation does not end the matter, because constitutional 
errors may nevertheless be harmless. In assessing whether this 
error was harmless, however, the Court of Appeal of Louisiana 
applied a standard that is contrary to settled precedent. The 
majority below found the error harmless because “[t]he evidence 
at trial supports defendant's convictions, even excluding 
Mr. Block's testimony.” 309 So. 3d, at 922. At no point did the 
majority consider the specifc effect of ADA Block's testimony on 
the jury's verdict, except as to one passing reference asserting 
that the two convictions to which Anthony confessed (which are 
no longer at issue) “were surely unattributable to any alleged 
error in admitting Mr. Block's testimony.” Ibid. In other words, 
the majority's reasoning with respect to the contested counts of 
conviction was based solely on the suffciency of the evidence that 
remained after excising ADA Block's testimony. 

This Court has repeatedly repudiated such an approach. As a 
species of harmless-error review generally, review of constitu-
tional error in a criminal trial does not ask an appellate court to 
assess “whether, in a trial that occurred without the error, a 
guilty verdict would surely have been rendered.” Sullivan v. 
Louisiana, 508 U. S. 275, 279 (1993); see also Kotteakos v. United 
States, 328 U. S. 750, 765 (1946) (holding, as a general matter, that 
the harmless-error inquiry “cannot be merely whether there was 
enough to support the result, apart from the phase affected by 
the error”). Instead, Chapman v. California, 386 U. S. 18 (1967), 
requires that the government bear the burden of proving “beyond 
a reasonable doubt that the error complained of did not contribute 
to the verdict obtained,” id., at 24, with the appellate court focus-
ing on “the guilty verdict actually rendered in this trial,” Sulli-
van, 508 U. S., at 279. “That must be so, because to hypothesize 
a guilty verdict that was never in fact rendered—no matter how 
inescapable the fndings to support that verdict might be—would 
violate the jury-trial guarantee.” Ibid. 
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Although the court below correctly recognized that the Chap-
man standard governed, see 309 So. 3d, at 922, it failed to apply 
the proper standard, as Judge Wicker explained. First, and most 
obviously, the court did not assess “what effect [the error] had 
upon the guilty verdict in the case at hand.” Sullivan, 508 U. S., 
at 279. The court failed to ask, let alone attempt to answer, the 
core question: What effect did ADA Block's extensive testimony, 
including his wide-ranging commentary on and vouching for the 
State's evidence and testimony and his references to extra record 
evidence, have on the jury's deliberations? That inquiry, the 
Court has explained time and again, is the core of assessing harm-
less error. See, e. g., Yates v. Evatt, 500 U. S. 391, 408 (1991) 
(harmless-error analysis requires determining whether the error 
“contributed to the jury's verdict”); Arizona v. Fulminante, 499 
U. S. 279, 296 (1991) (analyzing harmless error by asking whether 
the error “contribute[d] to [the defendant's] conviction”); Harring-
ton v. California, 395 U. S. 250, 254 (1969) (harmless-error analy-
sis “must be based on our own reading of the record and on what 
seems to us to have been the probable impact of the [error] on 
the minds of an average jury”); Chapman, 386 U. S., at 23–24 
(“An error in admitting plainly relevant evidence which possibly 
infuenced the jury adversely to a litigant cannot . . . be conceived 
of as harmless”); Fahy v. Connecticut, 375 U. S. 85, 86–87 (1963) 
(“We are not concerned here with whether there was suffcient 
evidence on which the petitioner could have been convicted with-
out the evidence complained of. The question is whether there 
is a reasonable possibility that the evidence complained of might 
have contributed to the conviction”). 

Instead of heeding this precedent, the court below imagined a 
hypothetical trial where the grand jury prosecutor did not testify, 
and concluded that suffcient evidence supported conviction. 
That is exactly the inquiry that this Court's harmless-error 
cases forbid. 

C 
Under the correct standard, ADA Block's testimony was clearly 

not harmless error. By using the weight of his offce to vouch 
for and validate the State's evidence, and by opining on the con-
clusions to be drawn from that evidence, ADA Block's testimony 
created a legitimating lens through which the jury was invited to 
view the entirety of the State's case. It is thus impossible to say 
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beyond a reasonable doubt that his pervasive testimony did not 
contribute to the jury's verdict. Three instances in particular 
illustrate how fully his testimony colored the jury's deliberations. 

Consider frst Anthony's human traffcking conviction. The 
court below found harmless error as to this conviction because 
“the undisputed testimony established that C. W. attempted to 
escape from defendant [once in Louisiana].” 309 So. 3d, at 922. 
Even assuming that is true, however, the court overlooked that 
the Louisiana crime of human traffcking for commercial sexual 
activity, as it then existed, had additional elements. Specifcally, 
an individual had to defraud, force, or coerce the victim into pro-
viding sexual services for value gained. See La. Rev. Stat. Ann. 
§ 14:46.2 (West 2014) (effective Aug. 1, 2014, to July 31, 2016). 
The trial testimony related to this element was far from decisive. 
Lee testifed that she and Grisby were not forced into prostitu-
tion, Tr. 335–336 (Dec. 9, 2016), and C. W. acknowledged a history 
of voluntary prostitution, Tr. 63 (Dec. 11, 2016). 

ADA Block's testimony, however, left no ambiguity on the 
matter. He repeatedly stated that the women were “victims of 
Willard Anthony . . . on a human traffcking, sex traffcking enter-
prise.” 12/10 Tr. 156. Indeed, he cited this fact to explain why 
Lee and Grisby were not charged for participating in C. W.'s 
beating. Ibid. It is impossible to conclude that these remarks 
and others by ADA Block did not sway the jury to convict An-
thony of human traffcking. 

Consider next Anthony's conviction for aggravated battery with 
a handgun. While Anthony admitted beating C. W., he denied 
using his handgun to do so. Tr. 207 (Dec. 11, 2016). Lee, who 
was there for the beating, could not recall whether Anthony had 
his gun out. Tr. 317 (Dec. 9, 2016). ADA Block, however, boldly 
testifed “I know that Willard Anthony assaulted [C. W.] with 
a handgun.” 12/10 Tr. 141. Surely, this testimony was not 
harmless. 

Finally, consider Anthony's convictions for aggravated rape. 
The jury instructions included a number of lesser included of-
fenses as alternative verdicts. Record 319–322. A showing of 
prejudice here thus requires only reasonable doubt as to whether 
ADA Block's testimony contributed to the jury's decision to con-
vict Anthony of aggravated rape, as opposed to a lesser included 
offense. The court below overlooked this critical point in its anal-
ysis. The omission is especially concerning given ADA Block's 
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repeated testimony that a prosecutor would not charge an offense 
unless there was enough evidence to convict. In one characteris-
tic remark, he explained: “[Y]ou have to meet the elements of the 
offense in order to charge the person and each and every element 
of the offense must be met beyond a reasonable doubt . . . . If 
the evidence shows that the elements are not there . . . then I 
have a responsibility and an obligation not to charge someone 
with a crime.” 12/10 Tr. 103–104. There is a reasonable possibil-
ity that this and other similar statements infuenced the jury's 
decision to convict Anthony of the most aggravated offenses with 
which he was charged. 

D 

Our criminal justice system holds prosecutors to a high stand-
ard. The prosecutor is “the representative not of an ordinary 
party to a controversy, but of a sovereignty.” Berger, 295 U. S., 
at 88. From that special role, “improper suggestions, insinua-
tions and, especially, assertions of personal knowledge are apt to 
carry much weight against the accused when they should properly 
carry none.” Ibid. It is an inescapable truth that the “power 
and force of the government tend to impart an implicit stamp of 
believability to what the prosecutor says.” Hall v. United States, 
419 F. 2d 582, 583–584 (CA5 1969). 

These principles demand careful scrutiny of the rare cases in 
which a prosecutor takes the stand as a sworn witness in a jury 
trial. Because this case presents one of the most egregious in-
stances of prosecutorial testimony amounting to prosecutorial mis-
conduct, I respectfully dissent from the Court's refusal to issue a 
summary reversal. 

No. 21–1410. Clendening, as Personal Representative 
of the Estate of Clendening v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 F. 4th 421. 

Justice Thomas, dissenting. 
While stationed at Camp Lejeune, Gary Clendening allegedly 

was exposed to toxins and contaminated water. He later died of 
leukemia. Gary's widow, petitioner Carol Clendening, then fled 
this tort suit against the United States. For most plaintiffs like 
Carol, the Federal Tort Claims Act (FTCA) waives the United 
States' sovereign immunity and allows for recovery. Neverthe-
less, the District Court determined that Carol's suit was barred 
by Feres v. United States, 340 U. S. 135 (1950), which held that 
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military personnel cannot sue the United States for any injury 
“incident to military service,” id., at 144, even if the FTCA would 
otherwise allow the suit. Affrming, the Court of Appeals noted 
that “criticism of the Feres doctrine abounds,” but it “ ̀ le[ft] to 
[this] Court the prerogative of overruling its own decisions.' ” 19 
F. 4th 421, 431 (CA4 2021). 

We should accept the invitation. As I have explained several 
times, Feres should be overruled. The FTCA “ ̀ renders the 
United States liable to all persons, including servicemen, injured 
by the negligence of Government employees.' ” Lanus v. United 
States, 570 U. S. 932 (2013) (opinion dissenting from denial of cer-
tiorari) (quoting United States v. Johnson, 481 U. S. 681, 693 
(1987) (Scalia, J., dissenting)). The Act expressly excepts only a 
specifc class of military-related claims: those “arising out of . . . 
combatant activities . . . during time of war.” 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2680( j). Nothing in the Act bars suits by servicemen based on 
their military status alone. Doe v. United States, 593 U. S. 
979, 979–980 (2021) (Thomas, J., dissenting from denial of certio-
rari). Yet, in Feres, this Court invented an atextual, policy-based 
carveout that prevents servicemen from taking advantage of the 
FTCA's sweeping waiver of sovereign immunity. Feres “ ̀ heart-
ily deserves the widespread, almost universal criticism it has re-
ceived.' ” Lanus, 570 U. S., at 933 (opinion of Thomas, J.) (quot-
ing Johnson, 481 U. S., at 700 (Scalia, J., dissenting)); see also J. 
Turley, Pax Militaris: The Feres Doctrine and the Retention of 
Sovereign Immunity in the Military System of Governance, 71 
Geo. Wash. L. Rev. 1, 68 (2003) (“At a minimum, Feres represented 
a total departure from principles of judicial restraint and defer-
ence to the political branches”). I write yet again to highlight 
the consequences of this Court's refusal to reconsider Feres. 

The lower courts' attempts to apply Feres' “incident to military 
service” standard are marked by incoherence. One might be sur-
prised to learn, for example, that a serviceman's exposure to ex-
cessive carbon monoxide at Fort Benning is not incident to serv-
ice, Elliott v. United States, 13 F. 3d 1555, 1556–1557 (CA11 
1994),1 but exposure to contaminated drinking water at Camp 
Lejeune is, Gros v. United States, 232 Fed. Appx. 417, 418–419 

1 In Elliott, rehearing en banc was granted and the panel opinion vacated, 
28 F. 3d 1076; the en banc court then affrmed the result by an equally 
divided vote, 37 F. 3d 617 (per curiam). 
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(CA5 2007) (per curiam).2 Or that the dissemination of personal 
materials stored on a military base by fellow servicemen is not 
incident to service, Lutz v. Secretary of the Air Force, 944 F. 2d 
1477, 1478–1479 (CA9 1991), but a West Point cadet's rape by a 
fellow cadet is, Doe v. Hagenbeck, 870 F. 3d 36, 44–49 (CA2 2017). 

Far from limiting Feres, this Court “ ̀ has embarked on a course 
dedicated to broadening the Feres doctrine to encompass, at a 
minimum, all injuries suffered by military personnel that are even 
remotely related to the individual's status as a member of the 
military.' ” 19 F. 4th, at 428. This expansion has led to further 
distortion and incoherence in our jurisprudence. Take, for exam-
ple, Air & Liquid Systems Corp. v. DeVries, 586 U. S. 446 (2019). 
There, manufacturers provided the Navy with asbestos-free 
equipment—to which the Navy subsequently added asbestos, al-
legedly causing cancer in servicemen-decedents. See Daniel v. 
United States, 587 U. S. 1020, 1021 (2019) (Thomas, J., dissenting 
from denial of certiorari). Yet the Navy's immunity under Feres 
led us to “twis[t] traditional tort principles” to allow for recovery 
against the manufacturers. Daniel, 587 U. S., at 1021. The force 
of Feres thereby distorts even longstanding principles of tort law. 
E. g., Sebright v. General Elec. Co., 525 F. Supp. 3d 217, 241 (Mass. 
2021) (signifcantly limiting a sophisticated-purchaser defense be-
cause, under Feres, the serviceman-plaintiff “might not have re-
course against anyone other than equipment manufacturers”). 

Further, Feres' professed concern with military discipline is 
anomalous, if not downright hypocritical, against the backdrop of 
military law more generally. We preclude run-of-the-mill tort 
claims that are “remotely related” to military status because of 
their potential to undermine military discipline.3 But we have 
“never held . . . that military personnel are barred from all re-
dress in civilian courts for constitutional wrongs suffered in the 
course of military service.” Chappell v. Wallace, 462 U. S. 296, 
304 (1983). To the contrary, servicemen “routinely sue their gov-

2 The Camp Lejeune Justice Act of 2022, Pub. L. 117–168, § 804, 136 Stat. 
1802–1804, does not alter the availability of recovery under the FTCA. 
Rather, the Act provides an alternative remedy to the FTCA that presup-
poses multiple routes to recovery. See § 804(e)(1), id., at 1803. It is also 
much narrower in scope than the FTCA. 

3 “[W]e have repeatedly cited the later-conceived-of `military discipline' ra-
tionale as the `best' explanation for” Feres. United States v. Johnson, 481 
U. S. 681, 698 (1987) (Scalia, J., dissenting). 
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ernment and bring military decision-making and decision-makers 
into court” seeking injunctive relief. Turley, 71 Geo. Wash. L. 
Rev., at 21. For example, we recently left in place an injunction 
that dictated personnel decisions to the Navy. Austin v. U. S. 
Navy Seals, 595 U. S. 1300 (2022) (partially staying injunction 
that prevents Navy from taking any adverse personnel actions 
against Navy SEAL plaintiffs, but only “insofar as it precludes 
the Navy from . . . making deployment, assignment, and other 
operational decisions”). Apparently, the Court cares about the 
chain of command when considering money-damages suits against 
the Government, but our concerns evaporate when servicemen seek 
injunctions against their superior offcers' personnel decisions. 

That is completely backwards. “Injunctions and regulations 
tell people what they must do and what they must not do, and it 
is these types of intrusions that would entangle courts in military 
affairs.” Taber v. Maine, 67 F. 3d 1029, 1048 (CA2 1995). By 
contrast, “[t]ort judgments do neither of these things.” Ibid.; see 
also Johnson, 481 U. S., at 700 (Scalia, J., dissenting) (“[P]erhaps 
Congress assumed that, since liability under the FTCA is imposed 
upon the Government, and not upon individual employees, mili-
tary decisionmaking was unlikely to be affected greatly”). If mil-
itary discipline is not suffciently harmed by judicial decisions 
countermanding military personnel choices, it is diffcult to see 
how Feres' concern with preserving the chain of command has 
any validity.4 

It would be one thing if Congress itself were responsible for 
this incoherence. But Congress set out a comprehensive scheme 
waiving sovereign immunity that we have disregarded in the mili-
tary context for nearly 75 years. Because we caused this chaos, 
it is our job to fx it. 

4 The courts below held that one of Clendening's claims survived Feres but was 
barred under the FTCA's textual discretionary-function exception. See 19 F. 
4th 421, 432–436 (CA4 2021); 28 U. S. C. § 2680(a). The FTCA's specifc excep-
tions could mitigate the discipline concerns driving the maintenance of Feres' 
atextual “incident to military service” exception. See Johnson, 481 U. S., at 
699–700 (Scalia, J., dissenting) (“[P]erhaps Congress assumed that the FTCA's 
explicit exclusions would bar those suits most threatening to military disci-
pline, such as claims based upon combat command decisions, 28 U. S. C. § 2680( j); 
claims based upon performance of `discretionary' functions, § 2680(a); claims 
arising in foreign countries, § 2680(k); intentional torts, § 2680(h); and claims 
based upon the execution of a statute or regulation, § 2680(a)”). 
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No. 21–1553. Khorrami v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Kavanaugh would grant the petition for 
writ of certiorari. 

Justice Gorsuch, dissenting. 

The State of Arizona convicted Ramin Khorrami of serious 
crimes before an 8-member jury. On appeal, Mr. Khorrami 
sought a new trial, arguing that the Sixth and Fourteenth Amend-
ments of the U. S. Constitution guarantee individuals like him a 
trial before 12 members of the community. The Arizona Supreme 
Court rejected the appeal, explaining that it considered itself 
bound by Williams v. Florida, 399 U. S. 78 (1970). There, for 
the frst time and in defance of centuries of precedent, this Court 
held that a 12-member panel “is not a necessary ingredient” of 
the Sixth Amendment right to trial by jury. Id., at 86. In his 
petition for certiorari, Mr. Khorrami asks us to reconsider Wil-
liams. Regrettably, the Court today declines to take up that 
task. Williams was wrong the day it was decided, it remains 
wrong today, and it impairs both the integrity of the American 
criminal justice system and the liberties of those who come before 
our Nation's courts. 

* 

Presently, the laws in 44 States entitle individuals charged with 
serious crimes to a trial before a 12-member jury. Only 6 States, 
Arizona included, tolerate smaller panels—and it is diffcult to 
reconcile their outlying practices with the Constitution. The 
Sixth Amendment protects the “right to a speedy and public trial, 
by an impartial jury.” And a mountain of evidence suggests that, 
both at the time of the Amendment's adoption and for most of 
our Nation's history, the right to a trial by jury for serious crimi-
nal offenses meant a trial before 12 members of the community— 
nothing less. 

Start with this. We often say that “[t]he interpretation of the 
Constitution of the United States is necessarily infuenced by the 
fact that its provisions are framed in the language of the English 
common law, and are to be read in the light of its history.” Smith 
v. Alabama, 124 U. S. 465, 478 (1888). And while scholars may 
debate the precise moment when the common-law jury came to 
be fxed at 12 members, this much is certain: By the time of the 
Sixth Amendment's adoption, the 12-person criminal jury was “an 
institution with a nearly four-hundred-year-old tradition in Eng-
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land.” R. Miller, Comment, Six of One Is Not a Dozen of the 
Other: A Reexamination of Williams v. Florida and the Size of 
State Criminal Juries, 146 U. Pa. L. Rev. 621, 643 (1998) (Miller). 
In 1769, Blackstone stated the rule succinctly: No person could 
be found guilty of a serious crime unless “the truth of every 
accusation [was] confrmed by the unanimous suffrage of twelve 
of his equals and neighbours.” 4 Commentaries on the Laws of 
England 343. In the 1790s, James Wilson, both a framer of the 
Constitution and a Justice of this Court, explained the common-
law rule this way: “[T]he unanimous sentiment of the twelve ju-
rors is of indispensable necessity” to “the conviction of a crime.” 
Of Juries, in 2 Collected Works of James Wilson 985 (K. Hall & 
M. Hall eds. 2007). 

From the moment it was adopted, the Sixth Amendment was 
widely understood to protect this ancient right. In the frst few 
decades following the Amendment's ratifcation, a “furry” of 
state courts interpreted the phrase “trial by an impartial jury” 
to require the use of a 12-person panel. Miller 643, and n. 133 
(collecting cases). A host of state courts pursued the same under-
standing through the balance of the 19th century. Pet. for Cert. 
11–12 (collecting cases). The third edition of Story's Commentar-
ies on the Constitution likewise stated that “a trial by jury is . . . 
a trial by a jury of twelve. . . . Any law therefore, dispensing with 
[this] requisit[e] may be considered unconstitutional.” 2 Com-
mentaries on the Constitution of the United States § 1779, p. 588, 
and n. 3 (3d ed. 1858) (second emphasis in original). 

Later American treatises echoed the same refrain. One said 
that a criminal jury means “a body of twelve. . . . Any less than 
this number of twelve would not be a common-law jury, and not 
such a jury as the [C]onstitution preserves to accused parties.” 
T. Cooley, Constitutional Limitations 319 (1868). Another ob-
served that “a jury of less than twelve . . . is not a jury; and a 
statute authorizing a jury of less, in a case in which the Constitu-
tion guarantees a jury trial, is void.” 1 J. Bishop, Criminal Proce-
dure § 897, p. 546 (2d ed. 1872). A third taught that, “where the 
record shows that the cause was tried by a jury of less than 
twelve men, the trial will be held to be a nullity.” S. Thomp-
son & E. Merriam, Organization, Custody and Conduct of Juries 
§ 6, p. 6 (1882). 

Nor was this view confned to lower courts and commentators. 
This Court frst addressed the question of jury composition in 
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1898 when it overturned an 8-person verdict from Utah. Thomp-
son v. Utah, 170 U. S. 343. Speaking for the Court, Justice Har-
lan could not have been plainer: “[T]he jury referred to in the 
original Constitution and in the Sixth Amendment is a jury consti-
tuted, as it was at common law, of twelve persons, neither more 
nor less.” Id., at 349. In support of his conclusion, Justice Har-
lan stressed that “the words `trial by jury' were placed in the 
Constitution of the United States with reference to the meaning 
affxed to them in the law as it was in this country and in England 
at the time of the adoption of that instrument.” Id., at 350. 

A year later the Court returned to the area adding that a trial 
by jury “in the primary and usual sense of the term at the com-
mon law and in the American constitutions, is . . . a trial by a 
jury of twelve.” Capital Traction Co. v. Hof, 174 U. S. 1, 13 
(1899). A year later still, the Court professed “no doubt” that “a 
jury composed, as at common law, of twelve jurors was intended 
by the Sixth Amendment.” Maxwell v. Dow, 176 U. S. 581, 586 
(1900). Five years after that, the Court repeated and reaffrmed 
Thompson's holding that the Sixth Amendment guarantees “ ̀ the 
right to be tried by a jury of twelve.' ” Rassmussen v. United 
States, 197 U. S. 516, 527 (1905). 

By 1930, the Court declared that it was “not open to question” 
that the right to trial by jury for serious criminal offenses “means 
a trial by jury as understood and applied at common law,” includ-
ing the element that it “should consist of twelve” members. Pat-
ton v. United States, 281 U. S. 276, 288. Nor was the Court open 
to even slight deviations from this rule: “To uphold the voluntary 
reduction of a jury from twelve to eleven upon the ground that 
the reduction—though it destroys the jury of the Constitution— 
is only a slight reduction, is not to interpret that instrument 
but to disregard it.” Id., at 292. In 1968, the Court seemingly 
acknowledged all this, quoting Blackstone once more for the prin-
ciple that “ ̀ the truth of every accusation' ” must be proved to 
“ ̀ twelve of [the accused's] equals and neighbours.' ” Duncan v. 
Louisiana, 391 U. S. 145, 151–152. 

* 

Decided against this backdrop, Williams was an anomaly the 
day it issued in 1970. The decision upheld a Florida law permit-
ting the use of 6-member juries in cases involving serious criminal 
accusations. In doing so, the decision contravened the Sixth 
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Amendment's original meaning and hundreds of years of prece-
dent in both common-law courts and this one. Nor are the three 
most essential moves Williams made to reach its result re-
motely persuasive. 

First, Williams sought to sidestep any serious inquiry into the 
“ ̀ intent of the Framers' ” of the Sixth Amendment on the ground 
that their motivations were an “elusive quarry.” 399 U. S., at 92. 
To prove its point, Williams observed that James Madison's initial 
draft guaranteed a jury trial with its “ ̀ accustomed requisites,' ” 
but the Senate later dropped this qualifying language. Id., at 
94–95. According to the Williams majority, Madison's draft 
surely would have carried with it a guarantee of a 12-member 
jury, for that was an “accustomed requisite” of criminal trials at 
common law. Id., at 95–96. But the Senate's editorial change 
made it at least “plausible” to infer that some Senators may have 
“intended” to abandon the traditional 12-person rule. Id., at 97. 

This argument proves too much. Even Williams acknowl-
edged that the bit of drafting history it cited might just as easily 
support the opposite inference it drew. After all, it is equally 
possible from all we know that Senators omitted the phrase “ac-
customed requisites” because they understood the right to trial 
by jury as a trial before 12 members of the community and saying 
anything more risked confusion or surplusage. Ibid.; see also 
Ramos v. Louisiana, 590 U. S. 83, 97 (2020). Recognizing this 
point, we have since explained that, “rather than dwelling on text 
[the Senate] left on the cutting room foor, we are much better 
served by interpreting the language Congress retained and the 
States ratifed.” Ramos, 590 U. S., at 98. And when it comes to 
that question, the answer is not nearly so elusive. Whatever the 
private intentions of the Senate editors, plenty of evidence exists 
about the original public meaning of the Sixth Amendment—and 
that evidence strongly indicates that the right to criminal trial 
by jury meant nothing less than a trial before 12 members of 
the community. 

Second, Williams not only had to sidestep evidence of original 
meaning to reach its result, it also had to fnd some way around 
a battery of this Court's precedents stretching from 1898 to 1968. 
To accomplish that, Williams tersely dismissed the teachings of 
all these cases as “dict[a].” 399 U. S., at 91–92. But that move, 
too, undersells history. As we've seen, long before Williams this 
Court stated unequivocally that “the jury referred to in the origi-
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nal Constitution and in the Sixth Amendment is a jury consti-
tuted, as it was at common law, of twelve persons.” Thompson, 
170 U. S., at 349. This Court expressed “no doubt” that the Sixth 
Amendment right to a trial by jury means “a jury composed, as 
at common law, of twelve.” Maxwell, 176 U. S., at 586. The 
Court did not consider the matter “open to question.” Patton, 
281 U. S., at 288. To the contrary, the Court said that even 
“slight reduction[s]” in the size of juries would not be consistent 
with a fair “interpret[ation]” of the Sixth Amendment but amount 
to a “disregard [of] it.” Id., at 292. As Justice John Marshall 
Harlan II highlighted in his separate writing in Williams, this 
extensive line of decisions long ago liquidated the meaning of the 
Sixth Amendment: “[B]efore today it would have been unthink-
able to suggest that the Sixth Amendment's right to a trial by 
jury is satisfed” by anything less than trial before a panel of 12 
members. 399 U. S., at 122 (Harlan, J., concurring). 

Third, after giving short shrift to original meaning and prece-
dent, Williams still had to construct an affrmative case for per-
mitting 6-member juries. To do so, Williams frst posited that 
the ancient 12-member jury rule “rest[s] on little more than mysti-
cal or superstitious insights.” Id., at 88. Next, Williams sug-
gested that 6-member juries would “probably” function just as 
well when it comes to ensuring thoughtful “group deliberation . . . 
and . . . provid[ing] a fair possibility for obtaining a representative 
cross-section of the community.” Id., at 100. Even Williams 
had to concede, however, that “few experiments” and little evi-
dence existed to support its claims. Id., at 101. In the end, the 
best Williams could say was that, as of 1970, “neither currently 
available evidence nor theory” had yet proved that a 12-person 
jury “is necessarily more advantageous” than a 6-member panel. 
Id., at 101–102. 

None of this supplies a sound basis for judicial tinkering with 
an ancient tradition. As the Court in Patton wrote almost a 
century ago, “[i]t is not our province to measure the extent to 
which the Constitution has been contravened and ignore the viola-
tion, if in our opinion, it is not, relatively, as bad as it might have 
been.” 281 U. S., at 292. Or as we put the point more recently: 
“When the American people chose to enshrine [the jury trial] 
right in the Constitution, they weren't suggesting fruitful topics 
for future cost-beneft analyses. They were seeking to ensure 
that their children's children would enjoy the same hard-won lib-
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erty they enjoyed.” Ramos, 590 U. S., at 100. “As judges, it is 
not our role to reassess whether” the same jury-trial right that 
Americans enjoyed at the founding “is `important enough' to re-
tain. With humility, we must accept that th[e] right may serve 
purposes evading our current notice. We are entrusted to pre-
serve and protect that liberty, not balance it away aided by no 
more than social statistics.” Ibid. 

Even taken on their own terms, Williams's functionalist claims 
have not aged well. Before the ink dried on the decision, scholars 
began criticizing Williams for overreading the handful of studies 
it cited to support its tepid assertion that 6-member panels would 
“probably” operate as well as 12-member juries. See, e. g., H. 
Zeisel, . . . And Then There Were None: The Diminution of the 
Federal Jury, 38 U. Chi. L. Rev. 710, 712–715 (1971). And just 8 
years later in Ballew v. Georgia, 435 U. S. 223 (1978), this Court 
found itself confronted with more “recent empirical data.” Id., 
at 232–233 (opinion of Blackmun, J.). As Ballew acknowledged, 
this new data did suggest that “smaller juries are less likely to 
foster effective group deliberation,” and did “raise doubts about 
the accuracy of the results achieved by . . . smaller panels.” Id., 
at 232–234. As Ballew admitted, the new data also suggested 
that “as juries become smaller” the “variance [redounds] to the 
detriment of one side, the defense.” Id., at 236. Smaller juries, 
too, this new research found, are less likely to include members 
of “minority groups,” and thus threaten to deprive defendants of 
a fair possibility of obtaining a jury composed of a representative 
cross-section of the community. Id., at 236–237. While Ballew 
declined to overrule Williams outright, it refused to extend the 
decision to permit the use of 5-member juries—and in the process 
it effectively undermined the entire functionalist rationale on 
which Williams rested. 

An array of studies in the years since Ballew has done more 
of the same. These studies suggest that 12-member juries delib-
erate longer, recall information better, and pay greater attention 
to dissenting voices. See, e. g., M. Saks & M. Marti, A Meta-
Analysis of the Effects of Jury Size, 21 Law & Hum. Behav. 451, 
455–466 (1997). This research continues to suggest that smaller 
juries are less likely to include minorities. See, e. g., id., at 455– 
457; S. Diamond et al., Achieving Diversity on the Jury: Jury Size 
and the Peremptory Challenge, 6 J. Empirical Legal Studies 425, 
442 (2009) (summarizing the results of one study: “While 28.1 

Page Proof Pending Publication



Page Proof Pending Publication

ORDERS 1055 

1049 Gorsuch, J., dissenting 

percent of the six-member juries lacked even one black juror, only 
2.1 percent of the 12-member juries were entirely without black 
representation”). And this research suggests that the absence of 
minorities can have a striking effect on outcomes. According to 
one study, “there is a signifcant gap in conviction rates for black 
versus white defendants when there are no blacks in the jury 
pool,” while “the gap in conviction rates for black versus white 
defendants is eliminated” when there is at least one black member 
of the jury pool. S. Anwar et al., The Impact of Jury Race in 
Criminal Trials, 127 Q. J. Econ. 1017, 1019–1020, 1034–1035 (2012); 
see also S. Sommers & P. Ellsworth, How Much Do We Really 
Know About Race and Juries? A Review of Social Science Theory 
and Research, 78 Chi.-Kent L. Rev. 997, 1028–1029 (2003) (discuss-
ing an experiment showing that “White jurors on racially mixed 
juries were less likely to vote to convict [a] Black defendant than 
White jurors on all-White juries”). 

Nor should we need a barrage of statistical studies to tell us 
this much. During the Jim Crow era, some States restricted the 
size of juries and abandoned the demand for a unanimous verdict 
as part of a deliberate and systematic effort to suppress minority 
voices in public affairs. See, e. g., La. Const., Art. 116 (1898); 
Ramos, 590 U. S., at 87–89, (observing that the 1898 Louisiana 
Constitution allowed 5-member juries and nonunanimous verdicts 
alongside “a poll tax, a combined literacy and property ownership 
test, and a grandfather clause that in practice exempted white 
residents from the most onerous of these requirements”); S. C. 
Const., Art. III, § 1 (1865) and 1866 S. C. Acts p. 493, § 3 (providing 
for 8-member juries in district courts, which have jurisdiction 
over “all criminal cases wherein the accused is a person of color”). 
To be sure, some States have adopted smaller criminal juries for 
different reasons. Arizona, for example, may have been trying 
to cut costs when it adopted its law permitting 6-member juries 
in 1972 shortly after this Court decided Williams. See S. Dia-
mond & A. Ryken, The Modern American Jury: A One Hundred 
Year Journey, 96 Judicature 315, 318 (2013). But the reality that 
smaller panels tend to skew jury composition and impair the right 
to a fair trial is no new insight. It is sad truth borne out by 
hard experience. 

* 
For almost all of this Nation's history and centuries before that, 

the right to trial by jury for serious criminal offenses meant the 
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right to a trial before 12 members of the community. In 1970, 
this Court abandoned that ancient promise and enshrined in its 
place bad social science parading as law. That mistake continues 
to undermine the integrity of the Nation's judicial proceedings 
and deny the American people a liberty their predecessors long 
and justly considered inviolable. Today's case presented us with 
an opportunity to correct the error and admit what we know the 
law is and has always been. Respectfully, we should have done 
just that. 

No. 22–5058. Chinn v. Shoop, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 24 F. 4th 1096. 

Justice Jackson, with whom Justice Sotomayor joins, 
dissenting. 

This is a capital case involving a violation of Brady v. Mary-
land, 373 U. S. 83 (1963). There is no dispute that, during the 
capital trial of petitioner Davel Chinn, the State suppressed ex-
culpatory evidence indicating that the State's key witness, Marvin 
Washington, had an intellectual disability that may have affected 
Washington's ability to remember, perceive fact from fction, and 
testify accurately. When affrming on direct appeal, the Ohio 
Supreme Court said “[i]f the jury accepted Washington's testi-
mony, the jury was certain to convict [Chinn], but if the jury did 
not believe Washington, it was certain to acquit [Chinn] of all 
charges.” State v. Chinn, 85 Ohio St. 3d 548, 561, 709 N. E. 2d 
1166, 1178 (1999). Similarly, the Ohio Court of Appeals said that 
Washington was the “key” and “main” witness against Chinn. 
State v. Chinn, 2001-Ohio-1550, 2001 WL 788402, *2, *8 (July 13, 
2001). Yet, when confronted during state postconviction proceed-
ings with the State's suppression of evidence that would have 
substantially impeached this key witness, the Ohio courts sud-
denly concluded that evidence was not “material” enough to have 
affected the trial. 

I write to emphasize the relatively low burden that is “material-
ity” for purposes of Brady and Strickland v. Washington, 466 
U. S. 668 (1984). To prove prejudice under both Brady and 
Strickland, a defendant must show “a reasonable probability” of 
a different outcome. United States v. Dominguez Benitez, 542 
U. S. 74, 82 (2004); United States v. Bagley, 473 U. S. 667, 682 
(1985) (opinion of Blackmun, J.). We have repeatedly said that 
the “reasonable probability” standard is not the same as the 
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“more likely than not” or “preponderance of the evidence” stand-
ard; it is a qualitatively lesser standard. Kyles v. Whitley, 514 
U. S. 419, 434 (1995) (collecting cases); see also Dominguez Beni-
tez, 542 U. S., at 83, n. 9; Strickler v. Greene, 527 U. S. 263, 298 
(1999) (Souter, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part). In 
fact, it is “contrary to” our precedent to equate the “ ̀ reasonable 
probability' ” materiality standard with the more-likely-than-not 
standard. Williams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 362, 405–406 (2000). 

The Sixth Circuit did not appropriately apply the materiality 
standard. Although the Sixth Circuit purported to recognize that 
the two standards were different, it simultaneously claimed that 
“ ̀ reasonable probability' for Brady's purposes is effectively the 
same as a more-probable-than-not standard.” Chinn v. Warden, 
24 F. 4th 1096, 1103 (2022) (emphasis added). It further said that 
“[t]he Brady question now” before the court was “whether it is 
more probable than not that the withheld evidence would have 
created a different result.” Ibid. That reasoning violated the 
spirit, if not the letter, of our many cases holding that the two 
standards are not the same and that “reasonable probability” is a 
lower standard. Indeed, it is unclear why Strickland would have 
spent the time it did considering but rejecting the “more likely 
than not” standard in favor of the “reasonable probability” stand-
ard for prejudice, 466 U. S., at 693–694, if courts could treat them 
as “effectively the same,” 24 F. 4th, at 1103. 

Because Chinn's life is on the line, and given the substantial 
likelihood that the suppressed records would have changed the 
outcome at trial based on the Ohio courts' own representations, 
see Harrington v. Richter, 562 U. S. 86, 112 (2011), I would sum-
marily reverse to ensure that the Sixth Circuit conducts its mate-
riality analysis under the proper standard. 

No. 22–5528. Cowan v. Biden, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Thomas took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–8026. Kaetz v. Educational Credit Management 
Corp. et al., 598 U. S. 968. Petition for rehearing denied. Jus-
tice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 
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November 9, 2022 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–6004 (22A399). Beatty v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Application for stay of execution 
of sentence of death, presented to Justice Alito, and by him 
referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 52 F. 4th 632. 

November 10, 2022 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 22–10. Dubin v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari granted. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 1021. 

November 14, 2022 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–5527. Adkins v. Tyson’s Lodging, LLC. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–5611. White v. Department of Justice et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. 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). Reported below: 16 
F. 4th 539. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22A350. Ward et al. v. Thompson, Chairman of the 
United States House Select Committee to Investigate 
the January 6th Attack on the United States Capitol, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Application for stay and injunction, pre-
sented to Justice Kagan, and by her referred to the Court, 
denied. The order heretofore entered by Justice Kagan is va-
cated. Justice Thomas and Justice Alito would grant the ap-
plication for stay and injunction. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 1059 

598 U. S. November 14, 2022 

No. 22M32. Harwood v. American Airlines, Inc. Motion 
for leave to proceed as a veteran granted. 

No. 22M33. Spaulding v. United States. Motion to direct 
the Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time 
denied. 

No. 22M34. Prince-Moore v. Texas Dow Employees 
Credit Union. Motion for leave to fle petition for writ of cer-
tiorari with supplemental appendix under seal granted. 

No. 21–7806. Webb v. United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Virginia. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of 
petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 907] denied. 

No. 21–8142. Webb v. Northam et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 907] denied. 

No. 21–8242. Webb v. Fauci et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 908] denied. Justice Alito took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 22–5040. Ellis v. United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia. C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of peti-
tioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 905] denied. 

No. 22–5089. Webb v. United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Virginia; and Webb v. Northam. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 907] 
denied. 

No. 22–229. In re Swanson. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–1438. Banks et al. v. Cotter Corp. et al. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 22 F. 4th 788. 

No. 21–7408. Dingle v. Baggett, Judge, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 860 Fed. Appx. 41. 
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No. 22–25. McCutchen et al. v. United States (Reported 
below: 14 F. 4th. 1355); and Modern Sportsman, LLC, et al. v. 
United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–125. Fenstermaker v. Fenstermaker et al. App. 
Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 211 Conn. App. 
901, 269 A. 3d 973. 

No. 22–131. StarKist Co. et al. v. Olean Wholesale 
Grocery Cooperative, Inc., on Behalf of Itself and All 
Others Similarly Situated, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 31 F. 4th 651. 

No. 22–211. Vandenberg v. University of Saint Thomas, 
aka University of St. Thomas (Houston). C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–214. Baroni v. Seror, Chapter 7 Trustee, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 958. 

No. 22–217. Kim v. Superior Court of California, County 
of Riverside. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–218. Knapp v. Metropolitan Government of Nash-
ville and Davidson County, Tennessee, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–221. Mendoza v. Amalgamated Transit Union In-
ternational et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 30 F. 4th 879. 

No. 22–222. Reyna et al. v. Wilson et al.; and Reyna v. 
Redding et al.; and 

No. 22–224. Stroman et al. v. Wilson et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: No. 22–222 (frst judgment) 
and No. 22–224, 33 F. 4th 202. 

No. 22–223. County of Riverside, California, et al. v. 
Estate of Najera-Aguirre et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 624. 

No. 22–241. Farrell et al. v. Hochul, Governor of New 
York, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–258. Holstad et al. v. Department of Labor. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–261. Estate of Baker, By and Through His Ancil-
lary Administrator Dixon v. Wake Forest University. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–267. Arcaro v. Parks et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 25 F. 4th 1341. 

No. 22–292. Sullivan v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–316. Lodestar Anstalt v. Bacardi & Co. Ltd. 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 31 
F. 4th 1228. 

No. 22–328. Allinson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 913. 

No. 22–330. Weller v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 563. 

No. 22–333. U. S. Well Services, Inc. v. Easom et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 238. 

No. 22–337. Hill v. Suwannee River Water Management 
District. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 338 So. 3d 227. 

No. 22–357. Howling v. Maryland. Ct. App. Md. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 478 Md. 472, 274 A. 3d 1124. 

No. 22–366. County of Sonoma, California, et al. v. 
Lemos. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 
F. 4th 1002. 

No. 22–370. Utley v. City of Houston, Texas, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–373. Schaszberger et al. v. American Federation 
of State, County and Municipal Employees, Council 13. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5073. McGill v. Shinn, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 16 F. 4th 666. 

No. 22–5086. Gassesse v. University of Connecticut. 
App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 210 Conn. 
App. 908, 268 A. 3d 1205. 
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No. 22–5524. Johnson v. United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5525. Dizzley v. Garrett. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5531. Christian v. Republican Party et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5542. Johnson v. Blair, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5552. Budwilowitz v. Marc Nichols Associates 
et al. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 
N. Y. 3d 1132, 179 N. E. 3d 1144. 

No. 22–5555. Valdez v. Stewart, Warden. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5556. Whicker v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 Wash. App. 2d 1067. 

No. 22–5557. Hodges v. Bolin, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5560. McCurdy v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5563. Brown v. Pennsylvania et al. Sup. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 278 A. 3d 310. 

No. 22–5564. Munywe v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 20 Wash. App. 2d 1050. 

No. 22–5565. Pierre-Louis v. Platkin, Acting Attorney 
General of New Jersey, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5571. Allah v. Latona et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5573. Mulligan v. Alaska et al. Sup. Ct. Alaska. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5574. Blackmon v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 34 F. 4th 1014. 
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No. 22–5578. Wills v. First Republic Bank. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5581. Ponton v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5602. Ellis v. Missouri. Ct. App. Mo., Western Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 643 S. W. 3d 609. 

No. 22–5636. Sorrentino v. U. S. Bank, N. A., as Trustee 
for LSF9 Master Participation Trust, et al. App. Ct. 
Conn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5640. Starks v. United States Sentencing Commis-
sion et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5648. Campbell v. Annucci, Acting Commissioner, 
New York Department of Corrections and Community Su-
pervision, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5649. Gray v. Frakes, Director, Nebraska De-
partment of Corrections, et al. Ct. App. Neb. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 31 Neb. App. –––. 

No. 22–5666. Cano v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5670. Aljindi v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5671. Byrd v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 314 Ga. 21, 875 S. E. 2d 643. 

No. 22–5707. Enagbare v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 264 A. 3d 397. 

No. 22–5712. Morgan v. Geither. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5745. Mahone v. Georgia et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5767. Kendricks v. Okeechobee Correctional In-
stitution et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 340 So. 3d 490. 

No. 22–5802. Fetherolf v. Shoop, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5812. Owens v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5815. Agbati v. Virginia Department of Agricul-
ture and Consumer Services, Ofce of Charitable and 
Regulatory Programs. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5817. Wood v. Sellers, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5867. McCarrick v. Espinoza, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5886. Sepehry-Fard v. U. S. Bank N. A., as Trustee 
for Greenpoint Mortgage Trust Mortgage Pass-Through 
Certicates, Series 2007–AR2, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–1522. Torcivia v. Suffolk County, New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motions of Firearms Policy Coalition et al., 
Institute for Justice, New Civil Liberties Alliance, and Gun Own-
ers of America, Inc., et al. for leave to fle briefs as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 342. 

No. 21–1587. Shoop, Warden v. Cunningham. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 636. 

Justice Thomas, with whom Justice Alito and Justice Gor-
such join, dissenting. 

In 2002, respondent Jeronique Cunningham concluded an armed 
robbery of his drug dealer with a spray of bullets that killed a 
teenager and a toddler. An Ohio jury convicted him of capital 
murder, and the trial court sentenced him to death. Twenty 
years later, the Sixth Circuit ordered an evidentiary hearing to 
determine whether the foreperson's presence on the jury deprived 
Cunningham of due process—either because the foreperson re-
ceived prejudicial outside information about Cunningham or be-
cause she was biased by an undisclosed relationship with the 
victims' families. In analyzing the frst claim, the Sixth Circuit 
once again fouted the deferential standard of review demanded 
by the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 
(AEDPA). In analyzing the second claim, the Sixth Circuit ap-
plied an incorrect framework to justify a fshing expedition based 
on allegations with no admissible factual foundation. 
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To correct these manifest abuses of the Sixth Circuit's habeas 
jurisdiction, I would grant Ohio's petition and summarily reverse 
the judgment below. Therefore, I respectfully dissent from de-
nial of certiorari. 

I 

On January 3, 2002, Cunningham and his half-brother, Cleveland 
Jackson, purchased crack cocaine from Shane Liles in Lima, Ohio. 
That evening, Cunningham and Jackson returned to Liles' apart-
ment to rob him. Both were armed with handguns. Liles was 
not home when the would-be robbers arrived, so Liles' girlfriend, 
Tomeaka Grant, called him to let him know he had visitors. Cun-
ningham and Jackson waited for Liles in the living room, where 
three teenagers—Leneshia Williams, Coron Liles, and Dwight 
Goodloe, Jr.—were watching The Fast and the Furious. In the 
meantime, Tomeaka Grant returned to the kitchen, where she was 
playing cards with James Grant (her brother) and Arnetta Robin-
son (a family friend). James Grant's 3-year-old daughter, Jala 
Grant, was also present. 

When Liles got home, Jackson pretended to be interested in 
another drug buy until Cunningham drew his gun. Cunningham 
then herded the teens into the kitchen, where he held everyone at 
gunpoint. Meanwhile, Jackson walked Liles upstairs at gunpoint 
while demanding drugs and money, tied his hands behind his back, 
and fnally forced him to join the group in the kitchen. 

The two robbers ordered the assembled victims, now eight in 
total, to place their valuables on the kitchen table. When Liles 
said he had none left, Jackson shot him in the back. Both robbers 
then fred into the huddled group until their guns were empty. 
All eight victims were shot. Two died: 17-year-old Leneshia and 
3-year-old Jala, both killed by bullets to the head. Jala's father, 
James Grant, was shot fve times as he vainly attempted to shield 
his young daughter. Robinson was comatose for 47 days, and 
Tomeaka Grant lost an eye. 

In June 2002, a jury found Cunningham guilty of aggravated 
murder, attempted murder, and aggravated robbery. After a 
penalty hearing, the jury recommended and the trial court im-
posed the death sentence for the murders. The Ohio Supreme 
Court affrmed Cunningham's convictions and sentence. State v. 
Cunningham, 105 Ohio St. 3d 197, 2004-Ohio-7007, 824 N. E. 2d 
504. 
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Cunningham filed a state postconviction motion, asserting 
(among other claims not relevant here) that the jury foreperson's 
presence on the jury had deprived him of a fair trial. Cunning-
ham based this claim on a postverdict interview that the foreper-
son had given to a private investigator working for Jackson's 
defense team. The investigator's notes refect that the foreper-
son discussed the evidence in the case and what she and the other 
jurors had thought about it in detail. Then, near the end of the 
interview, she stated that “ ̀ some social workers worked with 
Jeronique [Cunningham] in the past and were afraid of him.' ” 
State v. Cunningham, 2004-Ohio-5892, ¶60 (App.). Latching onto 
that statement, Cunngingham alleged that the foreperson, who 
worked at Allen County Children Services, had received extrane-
ous prejudicial information about him from her colleagues. 

The trial court dismissed the claim without discovery or an 
evidentiary hearing, and the Ohio Court of Appeals affrmed. 
See id., ¶¶67–71. The Ohio Court of Appeals explained that the 
investigator's notes did not suggest that the foreperson had ob-
tained any information from her fellow social workers prior to 
Cunningham's trial. After all, the court noted, the record did 
not show when the investigator had interviewed the foreperson, 
and the foreperson had been thoroughly examined in voir dire 
with no indication that she could not be fair and impartial. Id., 
¶61. The court further reasoned that the foreperson's negative 
“impression of Cunningham's character . . . was likely shaped 
during the trial” and that the rest of the interview notes showed 
that the foreperson “followed the law and carefully considered the 
evidence in the case.” Id., ¶62. 

In 2006, Cunningham fled a federal habeas corpus petition in 
the District Court for the Northern District of Ohio, reasserting 
his outside-information claim. Although Cunningham's claim had 
been adjudicated on the merits in state court, the District Court 
decided in 2008 that he was entitled to discovery about “when [the 
foreperson] acquired [the outside] information, who she learned it 
from, whether she told any other jurors and whether this informa-
tion infuenced her or any other jurors to convict Cunningham 
and/or vote for the death penalty.” 1 Cunningham v. Hudson, 

1 When a claim has been adjudicated on the merits in state court, review 
under 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1) must be limited to the evidence in the state-
court record. Cullen v. Pinholster, 563 U. S. 170 (2011). Although this 
Court had not yet decided Cullen when the District Court authorized Cun-
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2008 WL 2390777, *7 (June 9, 2008). The District Court thus 
authorized Cunningham to depose the foreperson, all seated and 
alternate jurors, Allen County Children Services employees, and 
the investigator who had interviewed the foreperson. 

Cunningham obtained affdavits from two other jurors, neither 
of whom recalled hearing the foreperson discuss any outside infor-
mation about Cunningham. The jurors did, however, attest to a 
statement by the foreperson regarding the victims' families dur-
ing deliberations. According to one juror, the foreperson said, “I 
know the families of the people that were shot in the kitchen. 
The families know me and I am going to have to go back and see 
them. These families are my clients.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 
101a. According to the second juror, the foreperson “told the 
young woman [the frst juror] and the jury that the young woman 
did not have to work in the local community.” Id., at 102a. 

The foreperson was deposed in January 2009. She confrmed 
that she had not spoken to any of her colleagues about Cunning-
ham prior to his trial. Rather, she only “looked through [his] 
fles” after the trial and sentencing were “completely over.” 
Cunningham v. Hudson, No. 3:06–cv–00167 (ND Ohio, Feb. 15, 
2009), ECF Doc. 107, p. 4. Cunningham's counsel also asked the 
foreperson if she knew the victims, but the presiding Magistrate 
Judge sustained the State's objection that the question was be-
yond the scope of Cunningham's bias claim. Soon afterward, the 
District Court allowed Cunningham to amend his juror-bias claim 
to add an allegation that the foreperson was biased by a relation-
ship with the victims' families. 

The two other jurors were deposed in October 2009. The frst 
juror substantially repeated the statements in her affdavit, while 
acknowledging that she was merely paraphrasing the foreperson's 
words and that her memory was not very good. The second juror 
testifed that the foreperson “stated she may in the future be 
working with the families,” but “not that she had been.” App. 
to Pet. for Cert. 103a. The District Court again permitted Cun-
ningham to amend his claim to include these statements as related 
in the depositions. 

The case was then assigned to a different District Judge, who 
dismissed all of Cunningham's claims as procedurally defaulted, 

ningham to take discovery, the Sixth Circuit had already applied the same 
rule in binding precedent. See Eady v. Morgan, 515 F. 3d 587, 601 (2008). 
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meritless, or both, and denied a certifcate of appealability (COA) 
in 2010. But the Sixth Circuit granted a COA on seven claims, 
including the claim that the foreperson's presence on the jury had 
deprived Cunningham of a fair trial. In 2014, three years after 
granting the COA, the Sixth Circuit concluded that it was un-
clear whether Cunningham's family-relationship claim was ex-
hausted, and it remanded for the District Court to grant a stay 
and abeyance while Cunningham presented the claim to the 
state courts. Cunningham v. Hudson, 756 F. 3d 477 (per cu-
riam). The Ohio courts ultimately confirmed that Cunning-
ham had no further state-law avenue for review. See State v. 
Cunningham, 2016-Ohio-3106, ¶¶10–26, 65 N. E. 3d 307, 311–316 
(App.). In 2019, the District Court (essentially repeating its 
analysis from nine years earlier) again dismissed Cunning-
ham's habeas claims as procedurally defaulted, meritless, or 
both. 

Just over two years later, in the decision below, a divided Sixth 
Circuit panel reversed and remanded, ordering the District Court 
to “conduct an evidentiary hearing to investigate Cunningham's 
two juror-bias claims.” 23 F. 4th 636, 678 (2022). First, the ma-
jority held that the Ohio postconviction courts unreasonably ap-
plied Remmer v. United States, 347 U. S. 227 (1954), by rejecting 
Cunningham's outside-information claim without conducting a 
hearing. 23 F. 4th, at 650. Drawing heavily on Circuit prece-
dent, the majority reasoned that any “colorable claim” of outside 
infuence entitles a defendant to a “Remmer hearing,” and it held 
that Cunningham's claim met that standard. Id., at 651 (citing 
Ewing v. Horton, 914 F. 3d 1027, 1030 (CA6 2019); Garcia v. 
Andrews, 488 F. 3d 370, 376 (CA6 2007); United States v. Hern-
don, 156 F. 3d 629, 635 (CA6 1998)). 

The panel majority also held that Cunningham was entitled to 
a hearing on the family-relationship claim. Its analysis consisted 
of an elaborate comparison between Cunningham's claim and Wil-
liams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 420 (2000) (Michael Williams), where 
we held that AEDPA did not bar an evidentiary hearing because 
the petitioner had been diligent in developing his claim's factual 
basis. See 23 F. 4th, at 655–662. The majority concluded that 
“[t]his case is Michael Williams, blow-for-blow,” and—on that 
basis—ordered the District Court to conduct an evidentiary hear-
ing. Id., at 662. It was undeterred by the fact (which it did not 
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dispute) that Federal Rule of Evidence 606(b) 2 barred the jurors' 
testimony about the foreperson's jury-room comments. The ma-
jority overcame that diffculty by simply imagining admissible 
evidence, such as “the testimony of a victim's family member,” 
that Cunningham could conceivably develop on remand. Id., at 
661–662.3 

Judge Kethledge dissented in part. Regarding Cunningham's 
outside-information claim, Judge Kethledge explained that 
AEPDA forbade the majority's reliance on Circuit precedent and 
that Remmer would not compel all fairminded jurists to agree 
that Cunningham was entitled to an evidentiary hearing. 23 
F. 4th, at 679–682. Regarding the family-relationship claim, 
Judge Kethledge agreed that Cunningham was diligent under Mi-
chael Williams but concluded that this claim failed because its 
entire factual basis was barred by Rule 606(b) and the time-
honored policy against receiving juror testimony to undermine a 
verdict. 23 F. 4th, at 682–685. 

The State petitioned for a writ of certiorari, which the Court 
now denies. I would instead grant the petition and summarily 
reverse for the reasons that follow and those in Judge Kethledge's 
dissent below. 

II 

Although the procedural history of this case is complicated, the 
Sixth Circuit's errors were not. The panel majority's reasons for 

2 Rule 606(b) provides: 
“(1) Prohibited Testimony or Other Evidence. During an inquiry into the 

validity of a verdict or indictment, a juror may not testify about any state-
ment made or incident that occurred during the jury's deliberations; the 
effect of anything on that juror's or another juror's vote; or any juror's 
mental processes concerning the verdict or indictment. The court may not 
receive a juror 's affidavit or evidence of a juror 's statement on these 
matters. 

“(2) Exceptions. A juror may testify about whether: 
“(A) extraneous prejudicial information was improperly brought to the 

jury's attention; 
“(B) an outside infuence was improperly brought to bear on any juror; or 
“(C) a mistake was made in entering the verdict on the verdict form.” 
3 The majority denied relief on Cunningham's other claims, though it la-

mented that “the harsh standards of AEDPA as elaborated by the [Supreme] 
Court” required it to do so. 23 F. 4th, at 671. 
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ordering an evidentiary hearing on either of Cunningham's juror-
bias claims are indefensible.4 

A 

Because the Ohio Court of Appeals rejected Cunningham's out-
side-information claim on the merits, the exacting standard of 28 
U. S. C. § 2254(d), often called AEDPA deference, applied. That 
standard bars federal habeas relief for any claim “adjudicated on 
the merits in State court proceedings unless the adjudication of 
the claim— 

“(1) resulted in a decision that was contrary to, or involved 
an unreasonable application of, clearly established Federal 
law, as determined by the Supreme Court of the United 
States; or 

“(2) resulted in a decision that was based on an unreason-
able determination of the facts in light of the evidence pre-
sented in the State court proceeding.” 

We have explained that “ ̀ clearly established Federal law,' ” for 
purposes of § 2254(d)(1), “refers to the holdings, as opposed to the 
dicta, of this Court's decisions as of the time of the relevant state-
court decision.” Williams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 362, 412 (2000). 
When assessing a state-court decision under § 2254(d), federal ha-
beas courts may not rely either on lower court precedents, see, 
e. g., Parker v. Matthews, 567 U. S. 37, 48–49 (2012) (per curiam), 
or on decisions of this Court that postdate the relevant state-
court adjudication. See, e. g., Shoop v. Hill, 586 U. S. 45, 50–52 
(2019) (per curiam). Nor may a federal habeas court extend 
the rationales of this Court's precedents. White v. Woodall, 572 
U. S. 415, 426 (2014). The bottom line: Where § 2254(d) governs, 
habeas relief can issue only if the relevant state-court decision— 
judged solely by the four corners of this Court's holdings—“was 

4 For present purposes, and because no party argues otherwise, I accept 
the characterization of Cunningham's juror-bias allegations as presenting two 
distinct “claims,” only one of which is governed by § 2254(d). I note, how-
ever, the apparent tension between that characterization and the District 
Court's rationale for allowing the amendment that added Cunningham's sec-
ond “claim” to relate back to the fling of his habeas petition. See Cunning-
ham v. Hudson, No. 3:06–cv–00167 (ND Ohio, July 21, 2009), ECF Doc. 120, 
p. 4 (construing the amendment as “concern[ing] evidence of juror miscon-
duct pled in the original Petition” and as “tied to [the same] core of opera-
tive facts”). 
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so lacking in justifcation that there was an error well understood 
and comprehended in existing law beyond any possibility for fair-
minded disagreement.” Harrington v. Richter, 562 U. S. 86, 103 
(2011). “If this standard is diffcult to meet, that is because it 
was meant to be.” Id., at 102. 

The Sixth Circuit fouted this standard when it held that the 
Ohio postconviction courts unreasonably applied Remmer in this 
case. In Remmer, during a trial for tax evasion, an unknown 
person offered a juror a bribe to acquit the defendant. 347 U. S., 
at 228. The juror reported the incident to the court, the court 
reported the incident to the prosecutors ex parte, and a Federal 
Bureau of Investigation agent interviewed the juror—all while 
the trial was ongoing and all without the defendant's knowledge. 
Ibid. The defendant frst learned of these events after the ver-
dict, and he moved for a new trial. Ibid. The District Court 
denied the motion without holding a hearing, and the Ninth Cir-
cuit affrmed. Id., at 229. In a 21/2-page opinion, this Court va-
cated and remanded for the District Court “to hold a hearing to 
determine whether the incident complained of was harmful to the 
petitioner, and if after hearing it is found to have been harmful, 
to grant a new trial.” Id., at 230. 

As Judge Kethledge observed, “a fairminded jurist could easily 
conclude” that Remmer did not require a hearing on Cunning-
ham's outside-information claim. 23 F. 4th, at 681. Remmer 
ordered a hearing to weigh the impact of undisputed outside 
contacts with a juror. Here, by contrast, Cunningham merely 
alleged that outside contact had occurred, based on a speculative 
reading of an ambiguous postverdict statement. And Remmer 
quite obviously did not clearly establish the Sixth Circuit's rule 
that any “colorable claim of extraneous infuence” mandates “a 
Remmer hearing.” 23 F. 4th, at 651 (majority opinion). “ ̀ [I]f a 
habeas court must extend a rationale before it can apply to the 
facts at hand,' then by defnition the rationale was not `clearly 
established at the time of the state-court decision.' ” Woodall, 
572 U. S., at 426 (quoting Yarborough v. Alvarado, 541 U. S. 652, 
666 (2004)). 

But the Sixth Circuit's error went even deeper. Not only did 
Remmer not clearly establish the Sixth Circuit's “any colorable 
claim” rule, it is not even clear that Remmer established any 
constitutional rule. Words like “constitutional” and “due process” 
are nowhere to be found in the Court's laconic opinion. One could 
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just as naturally—perhaps more naturally—read Remmer as a 
case about new-trial motion practice under the Federal Rules 
of Criminal Procedure than as one about the requirements of 
constitutional due process. A rigorous § 2254(d)(1) analysis, 
therefore, likely would take no account of Remmer at all.5 

Here, the Sixth Circuit not only relied on Remmer, it stretched 
it far beyond its four corners and used Circuit precedent to patch 
the seams. Such “plain and repetitive error” deserves summary 
reversal. Parker, 567 U. S., at 49.6 

B 

The Sixth Circuit's grant of an evidentiary hearing on Cunning-
ham's family-relationship claim also merits summary reversal. To 
start, the panel majority's reasoning simply does not support the 
relief it ordered. Section 2254(e)(2) bars a federal evidentiary 
hearing in most cases where the petitioner “has failed to develop 
the factual basis of a claim in State court proceedings.” But even 
“where an applicant . . . is not barred from obtaining an eviden-

5 In its Remmer analysis, the Sixth Circuit cited three other decisions of 
this Court, none of which provides clearly established federal law supporting 
the decision below. Contrary to the panel majority's apparent understand-
ing, Smith v. Phillips, 455 U. S. 209 (1982), did not hold that Remmer was 
binding on state courts as a matter of constitutional due process; rather, it 
held only that a state court did not violate due process by responding to an 
allegation of juror impartiality with a hearing that would have satisfed Re-
mmer had it occurred in the federal system. 455 U. S., at 218. Dicta in 
United States v. Olano, 507 U. S. 725 (1993), arguably characterize Remmer 
as a constitutional decision, see 507 U. S., at 738–739, but even that is doubt-
ful and, regardless, dicta are not “clearly established Federal law” under 
§ 2254(d)(1). See Williams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 362, 412 (2000). The actual 
holdings of Olano have nothing to do with the Constitution, and the third 
case, Rushen v. Spain, 464 U. S. 114 (1983) (per curiam), also explicitly de-
cided no constitutional question. Id., at 117, n. 2. 

6 Fortunately, the Court's failure to correct this error does not leave the 
Sixth Circuit bound to follow it. In an earlier § 2254(d)(1) case involving a 
Remmer claim, the Sixth Circuit acknowledged that “how [it] would apply 
[its] own Sixth Circuit precedents [did] not guide the analysis,” and it denied 
relief because it found “no Supreme Court precedent that require[d] a Rem-
mer hearing on the facts before [it].” Garcia v. Andrews, 488 F. 3d 370, 377 
(2007). Thus, future Sixth Circuit panels are free to disregard the Remmer 
analysis below as nonbinding. See Lakeside Surfaces, Inc. v. Cambria Co., 
16 F. 4th 209, 218 (2021) (“In situations where two of our published decisions 
are in tension, we follow the earlier one”). 
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tiary hearing by . . . § 2254(e)(2), the decision to grant such a 
hearing rests in the discretion of the district court.” Schriro v. 
Landrigan, 550 U. S. 465, 468 (2007); see also Rule 6(a), Rules 
Governing Section 2254 Cases. Here, the Sixth Circuit held (and 
the State does not now contest) that Cunningham was diligent in 
developing his family-relationship claim under Michael Williams. 
That case, however, addressed whether “§ 2254(e)(2) barred the 
petitioner's request for a federal evidentiary hearing.” Cullen v. 
Pinholster, 563 U. S. 170, 183 (2011) (emphasis added); see Mi-
chael Williams, 529 U. S., at 424. Thus, the most the Sixth Cir-
cuit's holding justifed—as a matter of law—was a remand for the 
District Court to determine, in its discretion, whether to grant 
an evidentiary hearing. But the Sixth Circuit usurped that dis-
cretion, mandating a hearing simply because § 2254(e)(2) did not 
forbid one. 

Worse and more importantly, any evidentiary hearing on Cun-
ningham's family-relationship claim would be an abuse of discre-
tion no matter what court ordered it. The entire factual basis 
for this claim consists of the foreperson's statements in the jury 
room as recalled in two other jurors' years-later testimony. See 
ECF Doc. 200–1, at 12–14. As Judge Kethledge explained, those 
comments are unquestionably barred from judicial consideration 
“by the longstanding `rule against admission of jury testimony to 
impeach a verdict,' ” a rule embodied in part by Federal Rule of 
Evidence 606(b). 23 F. 4th, at 682 (quoting Tanner v. United 
States, 483 U. S. 107, 121 (1987)). And, once those comments are 
disregarded, Cunningham's claim amounts to no more than a bare, 
unspecifed, and unsubstantiated allegation that the foreperson 
had some sort of relationship with some victims or their families 
and that it prejudiced him in some way. Such “[t]hreadbare recit-
als” are not enough to “unlock the doors of discovery” in ordinary 
civil litigation. Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U. S. 662, 678–679 (2009). 
They are certainly not enough under the more rigorous standards 
governing federal habeas cases. See Mayle v. Felix, 545 U. S. 
644, 649 (2005); Bracy v. Gramley, 520 U. S. 899, 904 (1997). 

The Sixth Circuit nonetheless awarded Cunningham a hearing 
on the mere possibility that it might turn up some kind of admis-
sible evidence supporting some sort of cognizable claim. See 23 
F. 4th, at 661–662. On that basis alone, the Sixth Circuit decreed 
that the jury foreperson and even the family members of the 
victims must submit to cross-examination about their memories 
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of painful, decades-old events. See ibid. Their every word will 
be picked apart in the hunt for further excuses to drag out this 
16-year-old federal habeas action. The Sixth Circuit's decision is 
more than an error—it is an injustice. It shows profound disre-
spect, not merely to the State, but to citizens who perform the 
diffcult duty of serving on capital juries, to the surviving victims 
of Cunningham's atrocious crimes, to the memories of the two 
young girls whose lives he snuffed out, and to their families who 
still, two decades later, have no assurance that justice will ever 
be done. 

III 
By denying certiorari, the Court once again permits the nullif-

cation of its jurisprudence. Just a few months ago, I dissented 
from the Court's refusal to correct a fagrant misapplication of 
AEDPA by the Sixth Circuit. See Shoop v. Cassano, 596 
U. S. 1037 (2022) (opinion dissenting from denial of certiorari). 
Today, the Court denies review of a case just as fagrant, if not 
more so. We should not shirk our responsibility to correct classic 
AEDPA abuses, especially when a lower court brazenly commits 
errors for which we have repeatedly reversed it. See Cassano 
v. Shoop, 10 F. 4th 695, 696–697 (CA6 2021) (Griffn, J., dissenting 
from denial of rehearing en banc) (collecting 22 cases in which 
this Court reversed the Sixth Circuit “for not applying the defer-
ence to state-court decisions mandated by AEDPA,” including 12 
summary reversals). 

That said, while I disagree with the Court's newfound tolerance 
for recidivism, primary responsibility for the Sixth Circuit's errors 
rests with the Sixth Circuit. That court's record of “plain and 
repetitive” AEDPA error, Parker, 567 U. S., at 49, is an insult to 
Congress and a disservice to the people of Michigan, Ohio, Ken-
tucky, and Tennessee. Federal habeas review imposes “profound 
societal costs,” “frustrat[ing] both the States' sovereign power to 
punish offenders and their good-faith attempts to honor constitu-
tional rights.” Calderon v. Thompson, 523 U. S. 538, 554, 555– 
556 (1998) (internal quotation marks omitted). It also “disturbs 
the State's signifcant interest in repose for concluded litigation, 
denies society the right to punish some admitted offenders, and 
intrudes on state sovereignty to a degree matched by few exer-
cises of federal judicial authority.” Richter, 562 U. S., at 103 (in-
ternal quotation marks omitted). These problems are serious 
enough even when courts carefully observe the limits that Con-
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gress and this Court have laid down. When a lower court wields 
its habeas jurisdiction in overt defance of those limits, the affront 
to federalism and the rule of law becomes intolerable. 

The Sixth Circuit must do better, with or without this Court's 
help. Unfortunately, the Sixth Circuit's habeas jurisprudence 
suggests that certain circuit judges' “taste for disregarding 
AEDPA,” Rapelje v. Blackston, 577 U. S. 1019, 1021 (2015) (Scalia, 
J., dissenting from denial of certiorari), has found its natural com-
plement in other judges' distaste for correcting errors en banc, 
no matter how blatant, repetitive, or corrosive of circuit law. See, 
e. g., Issa v. Bradshaw, 910 F. 3d 872 (CA6 2018) (denying rehear-
ing en banc); Mitts v. Bagley, 626 F. 3d 366 (CA6 2010) (same). 
Of course, reluctance in deploying en banc review is understand-
able. But only to a point. The Sixth Circuit's habeas problems 
are well past that point—as evidenced by the depressing regular-
ity with which petitions like this one reach us. 

The Court should have delivered that message by summarily 
reversing the judgment below. Accordingly, I respectfully dis-
sent from denial of certiorari. 

No. 21–8147. Tomkins v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis granted. The order entered October 
3, 2022, [598 U. S. 907] vacated. Certiorari denied. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–8071. Beverly v. Riverside County Public Admin-
istrator et al., 598 U. S. 933. Petition for rehearing denied. 

No. 22–5009. Welenc v. Department of Justice et al., 598 
U. S. 969. Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Jackson took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

November 16, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22A431. Hooper v. Shinn et al. Application for stay of 
execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Kagan, and 
by her referred to the Court, denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–6049 (22A423). Smith v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
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to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6054 (22A424). Barbee v. Collier et al. Applica-
tion for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented to Jus-
tice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, denied. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6055 (22A425). Hooper 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. 

November 17, 2022 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 22–5921. Spencer v. United States District Court 
for the District of Minnesota. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22A439. Fairchild v. Farris, Warden. Application for 
stay of execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Ka-
vanaugh, and by him referred to the Court, denied. Justice 
Gorsuch took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
application. 

No. 22A441. Hamm, Commissioner, Alabama Department 
of Corrections, et al. v. Smith. Application to vacate stay of 
execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Thomas, 
and by him referred to the Court, granted. The November 17, 
2022, order of the United States Court of Appeals for the Elev-
enth Circuit is vacated. Justice Sotomayor, Justice Kagan, 
and Justice Jackson would deny the application. 

November 21, 2022 

Appeal Dismissed 

No. 22–136. Brooks et al. v. Abbott, Governor of Texas, 
et al. Appeal from D. C. W. D. Tex. dismissed for want of 
jurisdiction. Reported below: 601 F. Supp. 3d 147. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–5604. Lambros v. Federative Republic of Brazil 
et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
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in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this 
Court's process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any further 
petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the dock-
eting fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is sub-
mitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 22–5631. Welsh v. McLane, Director, Texas Civil 
Commitment Ofce, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of peti-
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio-
rari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–5690. Peters v. United States 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. 22–5758. Evans v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). Reported below: 280 A. 3d 627. 

Miscellaneous Orders 
No. 22A341. Tayler v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Ap-

plication for stay, addressed to Justice Thomas and referred to 
the Court, denied. 

No. 22M35. McLaughlin v. Florida International Uni-
versity Board of Trustees et al. Motion to direct the Clerk 
to fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 22M36. Kevin Kerveng Tung, P. C., et al. v. Fou. Mo-
tion for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari with supplemen-
tal appendix under seal granted. 

No. 22M37. In re Rutherford. Motion for leave to proceed 
as a veteran denied. 

No. 22–58. United States et al. v. Texas et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 597 U. S. 952.] Motion of Sheriff Brad 
Coe et al. for leave to intervene denied. 
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No. 22–5152. In re Alfred. Motion of petitioner for recon-
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. 

No. 22–5618. Brooking v. Prince George’s County, Mary-
land. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed until December 
12, 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. 22–5910. In re Lewis; and 
No. 22–5917. In re Stahlman. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 22–5628. In re Walker. Petition for writ of manda-
mus denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 22–148. Jack Daniel’s Properties, Inc. v. VIP Prod-
ucts LLC. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–968. Fairfax County School Board v. Doe. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 F. 4th 257. 

No. 21–1019. ERISA Industry Committee v. City of Seat-
tle, Washington. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 840 Fed. Appx. 248. 

No. 21–1446. Nouritajer et al. v. Jaddou, Director, 
United States Citizenship and Immigration Services, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8103. Andujo v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–9. Whirlpool Financial Corp. et al. v. Commis-
sioner of Internal Revenue. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 19 F. 4th 944. 

No. 22–42. Tiwari et al. v. Friedlander, Secretary, Ken-
tucky Cabinet for Health and Family Services, et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 26 F. 4th 355. 
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No. 22–81. Lambert v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2018–0777 (La. App. 4 Cir. 
12/15/21), 366 So. 3d 188. 

No. 22–123. University of Toledo v. Wamer. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 461. 

No. 22–142. Federacion de Maestros de Puerto Rico, 
Inc. v. Financial Oversight and Management Board for 
Puerto Rico et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 32 F. 4th 67. 

No. 22–192. Glenhaven Healthcare LLC et al. v. Sal-
dana et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 27 F. 4th 679. 

No. 22–245. Hosseinzadeh v. Bellevue Park Homeowners 
Assn. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–264. Jahanshahi v. Superior Court of California, 
County of Los Angeles, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., 
Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–268. City of Chicago, Illinois v. Mance. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 31 F. 4th 1014. 

No. 22–269. Moore v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–273. Salazar-Maldanado v. Garland, Attorney 
General. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–279. Cave v. Sachdeva et al. Ct. App. Ga. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 361 Ga. App. XXVI. 

No. 22–287. Hicks et al. v. American Family Mutual In-
surance Co., S. I. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 184 N. E. 3d 622. 

No. 22–294. County of Ontario, New York v. Gunsalus 
et al. (Reported below: 37 F. 4th 859); and County of Ontario, 
New York v. Hampton et ux. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–296. Willow Grande, LLC v. Cherokee Triangle 
Assn. et al. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–297. McGhee v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–299. Doran v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–301. Xiu Jian Sun v. Trump, Former President of 
the United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–313. Kinuthia et al. v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–317. Nygard et ux. v. City of Orono, Minnesota. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 514. 

No. 22–329. Lu Tuan Nguyen v. Ribal et al. Ct. App. 
Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–346. Anderson, as Chapter 7 Trustee for Inn-
ity Business Group, Inc. v. Morgan Keegan & Co., Inc., 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 31 
F. 4th 294. 

No. 22–354. Shelton v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–365. Reform America, dba Created Equal, et al. 
v. City of Detroit, Michigan, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 1138. 

No. 22–368. Hong v. Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
41 F. 4th 83. 

No. 22–382. Hamilton v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 246. 

No. 22–392. Bel Air Auto Auction, Inc. v. Great North-
ern Insurance Co. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5092. Moore v. Koenigsfeld et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5404. Walker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 32 F. 4th 377. 

No. 22–5582. Fishman v. Politis. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5584. Kebede v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 227 A. 3d 441. 

No. 22–5588. Wakeeld v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 38 N. Y. 3d 367, 195 N. E. 3d 19. 

No. 22–5589. Fine v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 So. 3d 131. 

No. 22–5591. Lopez-Parker v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 7th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5592. James v. Buffaloe, Secretary, North Caro-
lina Department of Public Safety. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5594. Bacot, aka Price, aka Conerly v. Deutsche 
Bank National Trust Co., as Trustee for Ameriquest 
Mortgage Securities, Inc., Asset-Backed Pass-Through 
Certicates, Series 2005–R4. Ct. App. La., 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2021–0430 (La. App. 4 Cir. 
12/15/21), 333 So. 3d 1280. 

No. 22–5595. L. B. v. Washington State Department of 
Children, Youth, and Families. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 21 Wash. App. 2d 1001. 

No. 22–5601. Serrano v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5605. Wimberly v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5607. Villalona v. Hansen et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5608. Turner v. Covello, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5613. Foster v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5617. Farrow v. Tulupia et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5619. Lewis v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. Dist., 
Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2020-
Ohio-5265. 
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No. 22–5622. Phillips v. Phillips, nka Korpark. Sup. Ct. 
Nev. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 508 P. 3d 885. 

No. 22–5627. Young v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5632. Coppedge v. New York et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5633. Blessing v. Hoffman et al. Super. Ct. N. J., 
App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5642. Welsh v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5643. Casey v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5644. Grifn v. DiNapoli et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5645. Gay v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5646. Freeman v. Stirling, Director, South Caro-
lina Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5647. Guerrero-Yanez v. Lumpkin, Director, 
Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional In-
stitutions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5652. G. T. v. C. S. Ct. App. Ohio, 10th App. Dist., 
Morgan County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021-
Ohio-2199. 

No. 22–5653. Nelson v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5654. Mickman v. Mickman. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5656. Dean v. Flanningan et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5657. Wilson v. Hill, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 1083 

598 U. S. November 21, 2022 

No. 22–5658. Whipple v. United States District Court 
for the Southern District of Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5659. Williams v. North Carolina et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5661. Turner v. Unknown. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5662. Trevino v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5664. Nicolaison v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5669. Carrasco Gamez v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5678. Roberts v. Territory of the Virgin Islands. 
Sup. Ct. V. I. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 76 V. I. 
555. 

No. 22–5681. Komatsu v. City of New York, New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5682. Ramos v. Valmont Industries, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5686. Henderson v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5694. Lopez v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5696. Nasuti v. Holm et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5709. Jacobs v. Oklahoma Tax Commission. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5722. Jessica W. v. Little Flower Children and 
Family Services et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. 
Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 200 App. Div. 3d 630, 
155 N. Y. S. 3d 776. 
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No. 22–5737. Jenkins v. Fields, as Administrator of the 
Estate of Jenkins. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 166 Ohio St. 3d 1472, 2022-Ohio-1156, 185 N. E. 
3d 1103. 

No. 22–5746. Clues-Alexander v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021–00831 (La. 5/13/22), 345 
So. 3d 983. 

No. 22–5748. Atkinson v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 100 Mass. App. 1133, 185 
N. E. 3d 941. 

No. 22–5755. Carter v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5794. Ward v. Ramirez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5801. Murray v. Howell, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5826. Peters v. United States; and 
No. 22–5827. Perry et al. v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 293. 

No. 22–5836. Shakespeare v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 32 F. 4th 1228. 

No. 22–5837. Matthews v. Iowa. Ct. App. Iowa. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 977 N. W. 2d 523. 

No. 22–5838. Ashburn v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 63. 

No. 22–5841. James v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5842. Eugene v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 So. 3d 85. 

No. 22–5846. Pacelli v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5847. Orr v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5849. Wills v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 330. 

No. 22–5854. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5858. Trogdon v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5862. Ramos v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5863. Shy v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5865. Smith v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5873. Olsen v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5875. Protho v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 41 F. 4th 812. 

No. 22–5876. Carter v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5880. Sixing Liu v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5883. Drummond v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5884. Cifuentes-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 1215. 

No. 22–5887. DeGraw v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5890. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5892. Womack v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5893. Dean v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 So. 3d 349. 
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No. 22–5895. Gardner v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 34 F. 4th 1283. 

No. 22–5897. Chapotin v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5898. Phillips v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 32 F. 4th 865. 

No. 22–5902. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5911. Betts v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5912. Gonzalez-Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5918. Dickenson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5919. Doyle v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5920. Brewer v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5924. Jones v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 271 A. 3d 452. 

No. 22–5925. Ceja v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5930. Young v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5931. D’Amico v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5939. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 850 Fed. Appx. 464. 

No. 22–319. Saloojas, Inc. v. Aetna Health of Califor-
nia, Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–1423. Hoti v. City of Warren, Michigan, 598 U. S. 
912; 
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No. 21–1424. Hoti v. City of Warren, Michigan, 598 U. S. 
913; 

No. 21–1498. Herterich v. City and County of San Fran-
cisco, California, et al.; and Herterich v. Goldsmith et al., 
598 U. S. 915; 

No. 21–1537. Kern v. Board of Supervisors of Alleghany 
County, 598 U. S. 917; 

No. 21–1593. Schulz et al. v. United States Congress, 
598 U. S. 920; 

No. 21–7521. Pieczynski v. Pennsylvania et al., 598 U. S. 
921; 

No. 21–7770. Jackson v. Sheraton New York Times 
Square Hotel, 598 U. S. 922; 

No. 21–7843. Bradford v. Los Angeles County Ofce of 
Education et al., 598 U. S. 924; 

No. 21–8022. Dew v. S. Columbia Terrace, LLC, et al., 
598 U. S. 930; 

No. 21–8088. Massey v. Biola University, Inc., et al., 598 
U. S. 933; 

No. 21–8113. Gibson v. Wayfair, Inc., 598 U. S. 935; 
No. 21–8145. Ackerman et ux. v. Bank of New York Mel-

lon, 598 U. S. 937; 
No. 21–8168. Gaur v. Millikan et al., 598 U. S. 938; 
No. 21–8257. Andrus v. United States, 598 U. S. 943; 
No. 21–8283. Gaur v. Maryland, 598 U. S. 944; 
No. 22–28. Shao v. Cantil-Sakauye, Chief Justice, Su-

preme Court of California, et al., 598 U. S. 946; 
No. 22–170. Beckwitt v. Maryland, 598 U. S. 950; 
No. 22–5436. Brown v. New Jersey, 598 U. S. 966; and 
No. 22–5483. In re Monte, 598 U. S. 908. Petitions for re-

hearing denied. 

No. 21–7965. Kaetz v. United States et al., 598 U. S. 968. 
Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Alito took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

November 22, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22A362. Trump et al. v. Committee on Ways and 
Means, United States House of representatives, et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Application for stay of mandate, presented to 
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The Chief Justice, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
The order heretofore entered by The Chief Justice is vacated. 

November 23, 2022 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–5947 (22A414). Johnson v. Missouri. 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. 

November 29, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22A463. Johnson v. Missouri. Application for stay of 
execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Kavanaugh, 
and by him referred to the Court, denied. Justice Sotomayor 
and Justice Jackson would grant the application for stay of 
execution.* 

Justice Jackson, with whom Justice Sotomayor joins, 
dissenting. 

We denied Kevin Johnson's application for an emergency stay 
of his execution on November 29, 2022, and the State of Missouri 
has carried out that penalty. Now, one day later, I write to ex-
plain my vote to grant his stay request. For the reasons that 
follow, in my view, there was a likelihood that Johnson would 
have succeeded on the merits of his federal due process claim, 
and it was clear that he would (and obviously did) suffer irrepara-
ble harm absent a stay. I also believe that the equities weighed 
in Johnson's favor. 

Missouri has created a system in which prosecutors may assess 
the validity of a state prisoner's fnal conviction, see Mo. Rev. 
Stat. § 547.031 (Cum. Supp. 2021), and having done so, it was 
required to comply with due process when applying that law in 
Johnson's case. See District Attorney's Offce for Third Judicial 
Dist. v. Osborne, 557 U. S. 52, 69 (2009); Hicks v. Oklahoma, 447 
U. S. 343, 346 (1980); Wolff v. McDonnell, 418 U. S. 539, 556–557 
(1974). In rare cases, a litigant can credibly claim that a State's 
erroneous interpretation of, or refusal to comply with, its own 

*[Reporter’s Note: The following opinion of Justice Jackson was fled 
on November 30, 2022.] 
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law can amount to a federal due process violation. See Skinner 
v. Switzer, 562 U. S. 521, 530 (2011); Bouie v. City of Columbia, 
378 U. S. 347, 356 (1964). 

This is one of those rare cases. Missouri's Revised Statute 
§ 547.031 provides a three-step process for reviewing the integrity 
of a conviction. First, a prosecutor can fle a motion to vacate if 
she “has information that [a] convicted person . . . may have been 
erroneously convicted.” § 547.031.1. A prosecutor fled such a 
motion with respect to Johnson. Second, “[u]pon the fling of 
[such] a motion to vacate,” the court “shall order a hearing and 
shall issue fndings of fact and conclusions of law on all issues 
presented.” § 547.031.2. No Missouri court here has disputed 
that this hearing is mandatory or that it was not provided to 
Johnson. Third, the court must grant the motion to vacate if 
“the court fnds there is clear and convincing evidence of . . . 
constitutional error,” after “tak[ing] into consideration” all of the 
evidence related to the case, including the “evidence presented at 
the hearing on the motion.” § 547.031.3. 

The Missouri Supreme Court turned this straightforward proce-
dural statute on its head. While acknowledging that there was 
no motion hearing in Johnson's case, the court assumed away that 
violation of the statute's procedural requirements and denied the 
motion to stay on the grounds that there was insuffcient evidence 
to support the motion to vacate. It reasoned that “[e]ven assum-
ing that it was error for the circuit court to overrule the Special 
Prosecutor's motion to vacate Johnson's conviction without the 
hearing and express fndings of fact and conclusions of law,” John-
son was not entitled to a stay because the motion to vacate fell 
“short of the showing required by section 547.031.3, i.e., that there 
be `clear and convincing evidence' demonstrating a `constitutional 
error at the original trial . . . that undermines the confdence in 
the judgment.' ” Order on Motions for Stay of Execution, No. 
SC89168 (Nov. 28, 2022), pp. 13–14 (Order). 

The Missouri Supreme Court's reading—which skipped over the 
mandatory second step of the State's conviction-review process 
and went straight to the third—fouted the plain language of a 
statute that clearly contemplates that the three required steps 
will proceed in order. See § 547.031.3 (requiring that the court's 
fndings and conclusions about a properly fled motion to vacate 
be based, in part, on “evidence presented at the hearing on the 
motion”). What is more, the court's determination that there was 
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not “clear and convincing” evidence to support the motion to 
vacate in the absence of a hearing in which there would have 
been a chance to produce such evidence, as the statute requires, 
transgressed core procedural due process principles. See Gagnon 
v. Scarpelli, 411 U. S. 778, 786 (1973) (noting that the “ ̀ minimum 
requirements of due process' ” include an “ ̀ opportunity to be 
heard in person and to present witnesses and documentary evi-
dence' ”). Indeed, it is unclear how the Missouri Supreme Court 
could have validly determined whether there was “clear and con-
vincing evidence” of a constitutional error when the mandatory 
hearing at which evidence relevant to that determination would 
have been presented did not occur. 

In short, a State cannot provide a process for postconviction 
review (like that outlined in § 547.031) and then arbitrarily refuse 
to follow the prescribed procedures. But that appears to be what 
happened in this case, insofar as § 547.031 was properly invoked 
through the fling of a motion to vacate but the Missouri Supreme 
Court determined that the reviewing court did not need to hold 
the mandatory hearing that allows for the presentation of evi-
dence related to that motion, because, regardless, there was insuf-
fcient evidence to sustain the motion. In my view, this reading 
of § 547.031 was so fundamentally fawed, and so at odds with 
basic due process principles, that Johnson was likely to succeed 
in establishing that the procedures afforded in connection with 
the § 547.031 motion amounted to a Fourteenth Amendment 
violation. 

As for irreparable harm, Johnson's execution irrevocably 
mooted our consideration of his due process claim, and Missouri 
would have suffered no discernible harm if a stay had issued, as 
a State has no legitimate interest in carrying out an execution 
contrary to § 547.031 or due process. Furthermore, Johnson had 
the better of the equities, since he diligently pursued his claims, 
and the last-minute nature of his motion for a stay was neither 
attributable to him nor due to factors within his control. 

It is also noteworthy that Johnson's prior and unsuccessful as-
sertion of claims concerning selective prosecution and Batson v. 
Kentucky, 476 U. S. 79 (1986), did not preclude the invocation of 
§ 547.031 and Johnson's corresponding federal due process claim, 
notwithstanding the Missouri Supreme Court's contrary sugges-
tion. See Order 11–12, 16, 19. If the required hearing had been 
held, someone might have pointed out that § 547.031 itself “per-
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mits a prosecuting attorney to present all evidence relevant to 
such claims, regardless of whether the defendant is procedurally 
defaulted from raising such claims.” Id., at 8 (Breckenridge, J., 
dissenting). In any event, it appears that much of the evidence 
that could have been presented at the nonexistent hearing was 
new evidence relating to the trial prosecutor's racially biased 
practices and racially insensitive remarks. And now that evi-
dence will not be considered on the merits by any court, much 
less the one that was supposed to base its conclusions about the 
validity of Johnson's conviction on all such evidence, per the statu-
tory mandate. 

For all of these reasons, I would have granted the stay. 

November 30, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order. (For opinion of Justice Jackson dissent-
ing from denial of application for stay of execution in No. 
22A463, see 598 U. S. 1088.) 

December 1, 2022 

Certiorari Granted 
22–506 (22A444). Biden, President of the United States, 

et al. v. Nebraska et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Consideration of the 
application to vacate injunction, presented to Justice Kava-
naugh, and by him referred to the Court, deferred pending oral 
argument. The application to vacate injunction is also treated as 
a petition for writ of certiorari before judgment, and the petition 
is granted on the questions presented in the application. The 
Clerk is directed to establish a briefng schedule that will allow 
the case to be argued in the February 2023 argument session. 

December 5, 2022 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 
No. 22–5435. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 

Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re-
manded for further consideration in light of Concepcion v. United 
States, 597 U. S. 481 (2022). 

Certiorari Dismissed 
No. 22–5687. Peters v. Brammbatt. 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. 
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No. 22–5688. Peters v. Hittner, Judge, 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. 22–5689. Peters v. Rosenthal. 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. 22–5700. Johnson v. Allison, Secretary, Cali-
fornia Department of Corrections and Rehabilita-
tion. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this 
Court's process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any 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. Dis-
trict of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per 
curiam). 

No. 22–5708. Lamb v. Wilson et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). 

No. 22–5770. Okeayainneh v. Department of Justice 
et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–5778. Burch v. America’s Servicing Co. 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. 22–5787. Burch v. Freedom Mortgage Corp. 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. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 1093 

598 U. S. December 5, 2022 

No. 22–6017. Grimes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders* 

No. D–3093. In re Discipline of Bruner. Harvey Bruce 
Bruner, of Cleveland, Ohio, is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3094. In re Discipline of Arif. Michael Steven Arif, 
of Fairfax, Va., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

No. D– 3095. In re Discipline of Walker. Randolph 
Walker, of Corinth, Miss., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3096. In re Discipline of Yoder. George McDowell 
Yoder III, of Laurel, Miss., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3097. In re Discipline of Machen. Robert B. Ma-
chen, of Arlington, Va., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re-
quiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. 22M38. Keefe v. Montana; 
No. 22M39. Shineew v. United States; 
No. 22M40. Rodriguez v. United States; and 
No. 22M41. Traver v. Pennsylvania. Motions for leave to 

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

*For the Court's order approving revisions to the Rules of this Court, see 
598 U. S. –––. 
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No. 22M42. R. M. C. v. J. D. L. Motion for leave to fle peti-
tion for writ of certiorari under seal with redacted copies for the 
public record granted. 

No. 22M43. Eslinger v. Massachusetts Commission 
Against Discrimination et al. Motion to direct the Clerk to 
fle petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 22–5541. Pawlowski v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied. 

No. 22–5706. Smith v. Dobin et al. C. A. 3d Cir.; and 
No. 22–5793. Forrest et ux. v. United States. C. A. Fed. 

Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied. Petitioners are allowed until December 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. 22–6011. In re Pate. Petition for writ of habeas cor-
pus denied. 

No. 22–295. In re Walton; 
No. 22–5699. In re Craaybeek; and 
No. 22–5807. In re Gbedemah. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–1495. Baldea v. City of New York License Divi-
sion of the New York Police Department. App. Div., Sup. 
Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–7611. Eichinger v. Little, Acting Secretary, 
Pennsylvania Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–80. Napolitano et al. v. Washington. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 93. 

No. 22–82. Johnson v. TheHuffingtonPost.com, Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 F. 4th 314. 

No. 22–85. Oregon v. Harris. Sup. Ct. Ore. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 369 Ore. 628, 509 P. 3d 83. 
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No. 22–86. Chavez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 1223. 

No. 22–102. Doe et al. v. Airbnb, Inc. Sup. Ct. Fla. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 So. 3d 698. 

No. 22–126. Gould Electronics, Inc. v. Livingston 
County Road Commission; and 

No. 22–272. Livingston County Road Commission v. Gould 
Electronics, Inc. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–135. Del Castillo v. Ladapo, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Health. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 26 F. 4th 1214. 

No. 22–172. Swisher International, Inc. v. Trendsettah 
USA, Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 31 F. 4th 1124. 

No. 22–186. Mansfield v. Williamson County, Texas. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 276. 

No. 22–246. Centripetal Networks, Inc. v. Cisco Systems, 
Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 
F. 4th 1025. 

No. 22–271. M. N. v. A. A. et al. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–275. Braam et al. v. Carr, Secretary, Wisconsin 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 1269. 

No. 22–276. Vashisht-Rota v. Howell Management Serv-
ices et al. Ct. App. Utah. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 2021 UT App 133, 503 P. 3d 526. 

No. 22–281. Kruithoff v. Catholic Charities of West 
Michigan et al. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 509 Mich. 1056, 975 N. W. 2d 486. 

No. 22–290. Mendible v. Special Proceedings Depart-
ment of the Wake County Court et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–300. Sims v. City of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



1096 OCTOBER TERM, 2022 

December 5, 2022 598 U. S. 

No. 22–302. Ristow v. Cunningham. Ct. App. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–305. O’Rourke et al. v. Dominion Voting Systems, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–314. Cox v. Law Ofces of Les Zieve et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–315. Padillow v. Crow, Director, Oklahoma De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–325. Bruzzese v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–335. Collins v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 487. 

No. 22–344. Kinuthia v. Carr, Chief Clerk, Board of Im-
migration Appeals, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–355. Carter v. Department of Defense. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–358. Fears v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–363. Hinton, Individually and as Personal Rep-
resentative of the Estate of Hinton and as Parent and 
Natural Guardian of Her Minor Children R. H. et al. and 
Next Friend of I. H. et al., et al. v. Harris County, Texas. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–394. Brown et al. v. American Federation of 
State, County, and Municipal Employees, Council 5, AFL– 
CIO, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
41 F. 4th 963. 

No. 22–395. Wheeler Financial, Inc. v. JPMorgan Chase 
Bank, N. A., et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 37 F. 4th 427. 

No. 22–411. Ratha et al. v. Phatthana Seafood Co., Ltd., 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 35 
F. 4th 1159. 

No. 22–413. Atwell v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–441. Galicia v. Maryland. Ct. App. Md. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 479 Md. 341, 278 A. 3d 131. 

No. 22–5113. Gray v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5150. Gomez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 6 F. 4th 992. 

No. 22–5236. McFarland v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
26 F. 4th 314. 

No. 22–5424. Arreola-Ochoa v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 34 
F. 4th 603. 

No. 22–5451. Luong v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5470. Chambers v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5673. Amaya Lozano v. Entzel, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5674. Vice v. Lee County Sheriff Department 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5679. Robinson v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 253 Ariz. 121, 509 P. 3d 1023. 

No. 22–5684. Gavillan Martinez v. Dixon, Secretary, 
Florida Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5685. Hill v. Turner, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5695. Poore v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 13 Cal. 5th 266, 512 P. 3d 39. 

No. 22–5698. Davis v. Holt et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5702. Smith v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 22–5710. Biron v. Peters, Director, Federal Bureau 
of Prisons, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5715. Tarvin v. United States Court of Appeals 
for the Fifth Circuit. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5717. Webster v. Trail et al. (three judgments). 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 859 Fed. 
Appx. 196 (frst judgment) and 197 (second judgment). 

No. 22–5718. Westmoreland v. Smith, Warden. Sup. Ct. 
Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5719. Reece v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5723. Cole v. Unknown El Paso County Sheriff’s 
Ofce Records Clerk. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5725. Banghart v. Sullivan, Warden, et al. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5727. Garrett v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5728. Spradley v. Frank et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5735. Scott v. Oliver, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Albion, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5739. Simmons v. Michigan. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 509 Mich. 918, 971 N. W. 2d 223. 

No. 22–5742. Caswell v. Racetti. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5743. Love v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5744. Young v. Hawaii Island Humane Society 
et al. Int. Ct. App. Haw. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
150 Haw. 404, 503 P. 3d 970. 

No. 22–5757. Dalton v. Koenig, Acting Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5759. Robertson v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. 
Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 489 Mass. 226, 181 
N. E. 3d 1065. 

No. 22–5761. Pa El-Bey, aka Payne’s El-Bey v. Cube-
smart Self Storage et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5763. Brownlee v. New York. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5771. Canada v. Olmsted County Community 
Corrections, All Staff Members, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5773. Ma v. Gallery Belltown Condo Assn. Sup. 
Ct. Wash. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5774. Banks v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 11th App. Dist., 
Lake County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022-Ohio-
1463. 

No. 22–5776. Mason v. Kent. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5783. Kyei v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 315 Ore. App. 69, 496 P. 3d 1135. 

No. 22–5789. Jackson v. Minnesota. Sup. Ct. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 977 N. W. 2d 169. 

No. 22–5799. Andrews v. United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of North Carolina. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5800. Kaiser v. Krecko et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5803. Teran v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5823. Simmons v. LeBlanc, Secretary, Louisiana 
Department of Public Safety and Corrections, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5825. Morning v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5869. Chavira-Montanez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5870. Marshall v. Williams, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5874. Nguyen v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5882. Calligan v. Vanihel, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5899. Merritt v. Tennessee. Sup. Ct. Tenn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5909. Doucet v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5914. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5927. Oliver v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 41 F. 4th 1093. 

No. 22–5929. Cordova-Briseno v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5934. Morgan v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5940. Villarreal-Solis v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5948. Cormier v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 So. 3d 224. 

No. 22–5949. Ramirez-Ortiz v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5950. Ramirez-Juan v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5951. Clark v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5954. Florence v. Frauenheim et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 814 Fed. Appx. 299. 
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No. 22–5960. Villalona v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5962. Brown v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 42 F. 4th 1142. 

No. 22–5964. Farrington v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 42 F. 4th 895. 

No. 22–5968. Manaku v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 1186. 

No. 22–5970. Luster v. Wolfe, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5972. Patterson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5977. Benitez-Marquez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5978. Crawford v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5980. Hopkins v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5981. Nieto-Uribe v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5983. Daniels v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5985. Said v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5986. Howard v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5987. Fierro et al. v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 42 F. 4th 743. 

No. 22–5988. Hernandez-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 44 F. 4th 1157. 

No. 22–5990. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5991. Ferguson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5998. Wingate v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6000. Clement v. Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6002. Morgan v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 45 F. 4th 192. 

No. 22–6005. Zhang v. Sherman, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6006. Testani v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6013. Guthary v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6014. Green v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 510. 

No. 21–8111. Contrera v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–90. NGL Supply Wholesale, L. L. C. v. Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–306. Quarrie v. Wells et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22– 311. Vechery v. Cottet-Moine. Sup. Ct. Va. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kavanaugh took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 20–5846. Green v. Lake, Sheriff, Carlton County, 
Minnesota, et al., 592 U. S. 1129; 

No. 21–1407. Mandawala v. Northeast Baptist Hospital 
et al., 598 U. S. 912; 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 1103 

598 U. S. December 5, 2022 

No. 21–1456. Poon-Atkins v. Sappington et al., 598 U. S. 
913; 

No. 21–1493. Knochel v. Fackrell et al., 598 U. S. 915; 
No. 21–1511. Garner, Individually and on Behalf of the 

Control Group, et al. v. Biden, President of the United 
States, 598 U. S. 967; 

No. 21–1514. Steven v. Schroader et al., 598 U. S. 916; 
No. 21–1563. De Los Santos et al. v. Bosworth, as Em-

ployee and/or Administrator and/or Policymaker and/or 
Ofcial of Johnson County, Texas, et al., 598 U. S. 918; 

No. 21–1591. Bardstown Capital Corp. et al. v. Seiller 
Waterman, LLC, et al., 598 U. S. 920; 

No. 21–1610. Steven v. Federal Way School District, 598 
U. S. 921; 

No. 21–7595. O. C. v. V. C., 598 U. S. 921; 
No. 21–7833. Polite v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 

Social Security, 598 U. S. 924; 
No. 21–7855. Horsey v. Oklahoma, 598 U. S. 924; 
No. 21–7862. Hallcy v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion, 598 U. S. 925; 

No. 21–7872. Guardado v. Sipe et al., 598 U. S. 925; 
No. 21–7886. Stack et vir v. Menard, Inc., 598 U. S. 925; 
No. 21–7888. Massey v. Biola University, Inc., 598 U. S. 

925; 
No. 21–7916. Fetzer v. Pozner, 598 U. S. 926; 
No. 21–8081. Clark v. California, 598 U. S. 933; 
No. 22–35. Yufan Zhang v. UnitedHealth Group et al., 

598 U. S. 946; 
No. 22–54. Goddard v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-

nue, 598 U. S. 947; 
No. 22–65. Van Cleve v. Raimondo, Secretary of Com-

merce, et al., 598 U. S. 948; 
No. 22–109. Steven v. Federal Way School District, 598 

U. S. 949; 
No. 22–5081. Karupaiyan et al. v. Township of Wood-

bridge, New Jersey, et al., 598 U. S. 954; 
No. 22–5085. Karupaiyan et al. v. Naganda et al., 598 

U. S. 954; 
No. 22–5139. Morris v. United States, 598 U. S. 957; 
No. 22–5245. McCoy v. Florida, 598 U. S. 962; 
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No. 22–5254. Burch v. Mullen, 598 U. S. 977; 
No. 22–5456. Min Jeong Kim v. United States Citizenship 

and Immigration Services, 598 U. S. 982; and 
No. 22–5482. Burch v. Homeward Residential Inc., 598 

U. S. 983. Petitions for rehearing denied. 

December 9, 2022 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 21–1599. Polselli et al. v. Internal Revenue Serv-
ice. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 23 
F. 4th 616. 

No. 22–49. Lora v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari granted. 

No. 22–105. Coinbase, Inc. v. Bielski; and Coinbase, Inc. 
v. Suski et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted. 

No. 22–179. United States v. Hansen. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari granted. Reported below: 25 F. 4th 1103. 

December 12, 2022 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 22–75. ForwardLine Financial, LLC, et al. v. Ahl-
mann. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari granted, 
judgment vacated, and case remanded for further consideration 
in light of Viking River Cruises, Inc. v. Moriana, 596 U. S. 639 
(2022). 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–5976. Pendleton v. Ames, Superintendent, Mount 
Olive Correctional Complex. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. No. 22A474. R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. et al. v. 
Bonta, Attorney General of California, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Application for writ of injunction pending appeal, pre-
sented to Justice Kagan, and by her referred to the Court, 
denied. 
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No. D–3098. In re Discipline of Bernstein. David Jay 
Bernstein, of Coconut Creek, Fla., is suspended from the practice 
of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 
days, requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred 
from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3099. In re Discipline of Wilson. Robert Terry 
Wilson, Jr., of Jasper, Ala., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3100. In re Discipline of McIntyre. Jeffrey Allen 
McIntyre, of Madison, Wis., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3101. In re Discipline of O’Brien. Jessica Arong 
O'Brien, of Chicago, Ill., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re-
quiring her to show cause why she should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3102. In re Discipline of Gomez. Felipe Nery 
Gomez, of Chicago, Ill., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re-
quiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. 156, Orig. New York v. New Jersey. Motion of Water-
front Commission of New York Harbor for leave to fle brief as 
amicus curiae granted. The cross-motions for judgment on the 
pleadings are set for oral argument in due course. [For earlier 
order herein, see, e. g., 596 U. S. 1031.] 

No. 21–1397. In re Grand Jury. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to fle joint appendix under seal granted. 

No. 22–115. Buckner, as Trustee of the United Mine 
Workers of America 1992 Benet Plan, et al. v. United 
States Pipe & Foundry Co. et al. C. A. 11th Cir.; and 

No. 22–121. ML Genius Holdings LLC v. Google LLC 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle 
briefs in these cases expressing the views of the United States. 
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No. 22–5358. Miller v. Kashani et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 999] denied. 

No. 22–5609. Wilmore v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 999] denied. 

No. 22–6127. In re Green et ux. Petition for writ of habeas 
corpus denied. 

No. 22–6082. In re Buford. Petition for writ of habeas cor-
pus denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 22–535 (22A489). Department of Education et al. v. 
Brown et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Consideration of application for 
stay, presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the 
Court, deferred pending oral argument. The application for stay 
is also treated as a petition for writ of certiorari before judgment, 
and the petition is granted. The parties are directed to brief and 
argue the following questions: “(1) Whether respondents have 
Article III standing; and (2) Whether the Department's plan is 
statutorily authorized and was adopted in a procedurally proper 
manner.” The Clerk is directed to establish a briefng schedule 
that will allow the case to be argued in the February 2023 argu-
ment session. 

Certiorari Denied 
No. 21–1538. Cleveland County, North Carolina, aka 

Cleveland County Emergency Medical Services v. Con-
ner, Individually and on Behalf of All Others Similarly 
Situated. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
22 F. 4th 412. 

No. 21–1598. City of Anaheim, California, et al. v. Va-
lenzuela et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 6 F. 4th 1098. 

No. 21–8129. Miclaus v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 706. 

No. 21–8199. Chachanko et al. v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 21–8201. Espinoza-Gonzalez v. United States; Figue-
roa v. United States; Goldstein v. United States; Juarez 
v. United States; and Rojo v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–8229. Barrieta-Barrera v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–31. Arizona v. Mecinas et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–62. Big Horn County Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
v. Big Man et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–93. Michigan State University et al. v. Balow 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 24 
F. 4th 1051. 

No. 22–134. Priva v. Garland, Attorney General. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 34 F. 4th 946. 

No. 22–175. Recht et al. v. Morrisey, Attorney General 
of West Virginia. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 32 F. 4th 398. 

No. 22–187. County of Orange, California, et al. v. 
Craig et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 856 Fed. Appx. 649. 

No. 22–342. Corner v. Walsh, Secretary of Labor. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–364. Shapiro v. Department of Justice. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 609. 

No. 22–371. Pennsylvania v. Jones-Williams. Sup. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 279 A. 3d 508. 

No. 22–372. Skatemore, Inc., dba Roll Haven Skating 
Center, et al. v. Whitmer, Governor of Michigan, et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 727. 

No. 22–385. Towers v. Hamasaki. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–386. Weimer v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–422. Streb v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 782. 

No. 22–424. Cordish Cos., Inc. v. Afliated FM Insur-
ance Co. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–427. Verrinder v. City of Lewiston, Maine. Sup. 
Jud. Ct. Me. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 ME 29, 
275 A. 3d 327. 

No. 22–445. Harwood v. American Airlines, Inc. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 954. 

No. 22–5497. Shaw v. Hay et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5764. Norton v. Barker et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5780. Snyder v. Washington. Sup. Ct. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5784. Watson v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5786. Foladpour v. City of Upland, California. 
Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5791. Carter v. St. Tammany Parish School Board 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5795. White v. Michigan. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 509 Mich. 96, 983 N. W. 2d 348. 

No. 22–5796. Rose v. South Carolina et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5797. Russo v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A., as 
Trustee on Behalf of the Holders of the Harborview 
Mortgage Loan Trust Mortgage Loan Pass-Through Cer-
ticates, Series 2006–12. Ct. App. N. M. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5834. Torres v. Mitchell, Superintendent, Old 
Colony Correctional Center, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5881. Oliver v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-
sion of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5888. Martinez v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5904. Becker v. Little, Acting Secretary, Penn-
sylvania Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 28 F. 4th 459. 

No. 22–5905. Biggs v. Liberty Mutual Insurance Co. Ct. 
App. Tenn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5928. Hildebrand v. Wilmar Corp. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5938. Joseph v. Garman, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Rockview, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5942. Wiggins v. Brnovich, Attorney General of 
Arizona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5944. Burgett v. Yellen, Secretary of the 
Treasury. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5965. Smart v. Prime Mortgage & Escrow, LLC, 
et al. Ct. App. Tex., 8th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5989. Bowman v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5992. Jenkins v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 300. 

No. 22–5996. Runner v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 417. 

No. 22–5997. Kirkland v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 203 
App. Div. 3d 951, 163 N. Y. S. 3d 620. 

No. 22–6022. Thompkins v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6024. Pea v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6025. Mitchell v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 608. 
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December 12, 2022 598 U. S. 

No. 22–6029. Scurlock v. Clark. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6037. Jean v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6038. Mangum v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6039. Kimbrell v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6047. Teran v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6051. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6058. Martin v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–252. Howmedica Osteonics Corp. v. DePuy 
Synthes Sales, Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 28 F. 4th 956. 

No. 22–351. Simon v. Department of Justice et al. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–1497. YoungBear v. Miller, Attorney General of 
Iowa, 598 U. S. 915; 

No. 21–1546. Alasagas v. Blinken, Secretary of State, 
598 U. S. 918; 

No. 21–6802. Wilson v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al., 595 U. S. 1237; 

No. 21–7617. Wyre v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 596 U. S. 1008; 

No. 21–7779. Juarez v. California, 598 U. S. 923; 
No. 21–8094. In re Jenkins, 598 U. S. 909; 
No. 21–8136. Thompson v. Morris Heights Health Cen-

ter, Inc., et al., 598 U. S. 936; 
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No. 22–5014. Johnson v. Stirling, Director, South Caro-
lina Department of Corrections, et al., 598 U. S. 950; 

No. 22–5136. Washington v. Rodriguez et al., 598 U. S. 
957; 

No. 22–5216. Salazar v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 598 U. S. 961; 

No. 22–5263. Brown v. Armel, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Fayette, et al., 598 U. S. 
963; 

No. 22–5328. Tyson v. North Carolina, 598 U. S. 979; 
No. 22–5641. Reed v. United States, 598 U. S. 1003; and 
No. 22–5750. Diaz v. United States, 598 U. S. 1013. Peti-

tions for rehearing denied. 

December 13, 2022 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 22–196. Samia, aka Samic v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari granted. 

No. 21–1576. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo-
tion of The Rutherford Institute et al. for leave to fle brief as 
amici curiae granted. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 22 
F. 4th 1236. 

No. 22–200. Slack Technologies, LLC, fka Slack Tech-
nologies, Inc., et al. v. Pirani. C. A. 9th Cir. Motions of 
Cato Institute, Joseph A. Grundfest, Washington Legal Founda-
tion, and Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America 
et al. for leave to fle briefs as amici curiae granted. Certiorari 
granted. Reported below: 13 F. 4th 940. 

December 20, 2022 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 145, Orig. Delaware v. Pennsylvania et al.; and 
No. 146, Orig. Arkansas et al. v. Delaware. Second In-

terim Report of the Special Master received and ordered fled. 
Exceptions to the Report, with supporting briefs, may be fled by 
January 10, 2023. Replies, if any, with supporting briefs, may be 
fled by January 20, 2023. [For earlier order herein, see, e. g., 
595 U. S. 1215–1216.] 
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December 23, 2022 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 21–1449. Glacier Northwest, Inc., dba CalPortland 
v. International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local Union 
No. 174. Sup. Ct. Wash. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 910.] 
Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral 
argument as amicus curiae, for divided argument, and for en-
largement of time for oral argument granted. 

No. 21–1454. Ohio Adjutant General’s Department 
et al. v. Federal Labor Relations Authority et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 910.] Motion of American 
Federation of Government Employees, Local 3970 for divided ar-
gument granted. 

No. 22–96. Financial Oversight and Management Board 
for Puerto Rico v. Centro de Periodismo Investigativo, 
Inc. C. A. 1st Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 910.] 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. 

December 27, 2022 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 22–458. TIG Insurance Co. v. ExxonMobil Oil Corp. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 
Reported below: 44 F. 4th 163. 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22A544 (22–592). Arizona et al. v. Mayorkas, Secre-
tary of Homeland Security, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Applica-
tion for stay pending certiorari, presented to The Chief Justice, 
and by him referred to the Court, granted. The November 15, 
2022, order of the United States District Court for the District of 
Columbia, case No. 1:21–cv–00100, is hereby stayed. Applicants 
suggested this Court treat the application as a petition for writ 
of certiorari; doing so, the petition is granted. The parties are 
directed to brief and argue the following question: “Whether the 
state applicants may intervene to challenge the District Court's 
summary judgment order.” 
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This stay precludes giving effect to the District Court order 
setting aside and vacating the Title 42 policy; the stay itself does 
not prevent the Federal Government from taking any action with 
respect to that policy. The Court's review on certiorari is limited 
to the question of intervention. While the underlying merits of 
the District Court's summary judgment order are pertinent to 
that analysis, the Court does not grant review of those merits, 
which have not yet been addressed by the Court of Appeals. 

The Clerk is directed to establish a briefng schedule that will 
allow the case to be argued in the February 2023 argument ses-
sion. The stay shall terminate upon the sending down of the 
judgment of this Court. The order heretofore entered by The 
Chief Justice is vacated. Justice Sotomayor and Justice 
Kagan would deny the application. 

Justice Gorsuch, with whom Justice Jackson joins, 
dissenting. 

From March 2020 to April 2022, the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention responded to the COVID–19 pandemic by issuing 
a series of emergency decrees. Those decrees—often called 
“Title 42 orders”—severely restricted immigration to this country 
on the ground that it posed a “serious danger” of “introduc[ing]” 
a “communicable disease.” 58 Stat. 704, 42 U. S. C. § 265. Fast 
forward to a few weeks ago. A district court held that the Title 
42 orders were arbitrary and capricious, vacated them, and en-
joined their operation. On appeal, Arizona and certain other 
States moved to intervene to challenge the district court's ruling, 
arguing that the federal government would not defend the Title 
42 orders as vigorously as they might. The D. C. Circuit denied 
the States' motion. In response, the States have now come to 
this Court seeking two things. First, the States ask us to grant 
expedited review of the D. C. Circuit's intervention ruling. Sec-
ond, the States ask us to stay the district court's judgment while 
we review the D. C. Circuit's intervention ruling. This stay 
would effectively require the federal government to continue en-
forcing the Title 42 orders indefnitely. Today, the Court obliges 
both requests. Respectfully, I believe these decisions unwise. 

Reasonable minds can disagree about the merits of the D. C. 
Circuit's intervention ruling. But that case-specifc decision is 
not of special importance in its own right and would not normally 
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warrant expedited review. The D. C. Circuit's intervention ruling 
takes on whatever salience it has only because of its presence in 
a larger underlying dispute about the Title 42 orders. And on 
that score, it is unclear what we might accomplish. Even if at 
the end of it all we fnd that the States are permitted to inter-
vene, and even if the States manage on remand to demonstrate 
that the Title 42 orders were lawfully adopted, the emergency on 
which those orders were premised has long since lapsed. In 
April 2022, the federal government terminated the Title 42 orders 
after determining that emergency immigration restrictions were 
no longer necessary or appropriate to address COVID–19. 87 
Fed. Reg. 19944. The States may question whether the govern-
ment followed the right administrative steps before issuing this 
decision (an issue on which I express no view). But they do not 
seriously dispute that the public-health justifcation undergirding 
the Title 42 orders has lapsed. And it is hardly obvious why we 
should rush in to review a ruling on a motion to intervene in 
a case concerning emergency decrees that have outlived their 
shelf life. 

The only plausible reason for stepping in at this stage that I 
can discern has to do with the States' second request. The States 
contend that they face an immigration crisis at the border and 
policymakers have failed to agree on adequate measures to 
address it. The only means left to mitigate the crisis, the 
States suggest, is an order from this Court directing the federal 
government to continue its COVID-era Title 42 policies as long 
as possible—at the very least during the pendency of our review. 
Today, the Court supplies just such an order. For my part, I do 
not discount the States' concerns. Even the federal govern-
ment acknowledges “that the end of the Title 42 orders will likely 
have disruptive consequences.” Brief in Opposition for Fed-
eral Respondents 6. But the current border crisis is not a 
COVID crisis. And courts should not be in the business of 
perpetuating administrative edicts designed for one emergency 
only because elected offcials have failed to address a different 
emergency. We are a court of law, not policymakers of last 
resort. 

January 1, 2023 

Miscellaneous Order. (For revisions to the Rules of this Court 
effective this date, see 598 U. S. –––. 
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January 6, 2023 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 21–887. Luna Perez v. Sturgis Public Schools et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 909.] Motion of the 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami-
cus curiae, for divided argument, and for enlargement of time for 
oral argument granted. 

January 9, 2023 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 21–1601. Escobar v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for further 
consideration in light of the confession of error by Texas in its 
brief fled on September 28, 2022. 

No. 22–5535. Kamahele v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re-
manded for further consideration in light of United States v. Tay-
lor, 596 U. S. 845 (2022). Justice Gorsuch took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. Re-
ported below: 23 F. 4th 1277. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–5901. Burch v. Aurzada. 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. 22–5956. Wallace v. Louisiana. 22d Jud. Dist. Ct. La., 
St. Tammany Parish. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–5971. Ladeairous v. Garland, Attorney General, 
et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court's Rule 39.8. 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 
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Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 
Justice Kavanaugh took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this motion and this petition. Reported below: 45 F. 4th 188. 

No. 22–6045. Jackson v. Taskila, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6143. Sandlain v. Maruka, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat-
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 22–6202. Gakuba v. Illinois Prisoner Review Board. 
Sup. Ct. Ill. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, 
the Clerk is directed not to accept any further petitions in non-
criminal matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required 
by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance 
with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 22–6203. Gakuba v. Dodd. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). Justice Barrett took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this motion and this petition. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22A426. In re Bereki. Super. Ct. Cal., Orange County. 
Application for stay, addressed to Justice Thomas and referred 
to the Court, denied. 
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No. 22A486. Fratta v. Texas. Application for stay of execu-
tion of sentence of death, presented to Justice Alito, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 22A543. Fratta v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, 
presented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. 

No. 22M44. Wilborn v. Mayorkas, Secretary of Home-
land Security. Motion for leave to proceed as a veteran 
granted. 

No. 22M45. Johnson v. Beaufort County Department of 
Social Services et al.; 

No. 22M46. Sanofi-Aventis U. S., LLC v. Mylan Inc. 
et al.; 

No. 22M55. Saunders v. Thies et al.; 
No. 22M56. Morton v. United States; 
No. 22M59. D. B. v. Colorado, in the Interest of L. B. 

et al.; and 
No. 22M60. S. S. v. United States et al. Motions for leave 

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

No. 22M47. B. J. v. Juneau County Department of 
Human Services; 

No. 22M48. Maxwell v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections; 

No. 22M49. Soro v. Lopez Villari; 
No. 22M50. Harper v. Ellis et al.; and Harper v. 

Redwolf Contracting service et al.; 
No. 22M52. Choyce v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division; 

No. 22M53. Best Supplement Guide, LLC, et al. v. San 
Joaquin County, California, et al.; 

No. 22M54. M. L.-S. F. v. Budd et al.; and 
No. 22M57. R. B. et al. v. West Virginia Department of 

health and Human Resources et al. Motions to direct the 
Clerk to file petitions for writs of certiorari out of time 
denied. 
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No. 22M51. In re Holmes. Motion for leave to fle petition 
for writ of certiorari under seal with redacted copies for the 
public record granted. 

No. 22M58. Thistle v. Biden, President of the United 
States, et al. Motion for leave to proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 22–193. Muldrow v. City of St. Louis, Missouri, et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir.; 

No. 22–231. Davis v. Legal Services Alabama, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir.; and 

No. 22–238. Charter Day School, Inc., et al. v. Peltier, 
as Guardian of A. P., a Minor Child, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
The Solicitor General is invited to fle briefs in these cases ex-
pressing the views of the United States. 

No. 22–5419. Jacobs v. Geisinger Wyoming Medical Cen-
ter. C. A. 3d Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of 
order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 971] 
denied. 

No. 22–5509. Luevano v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsidera-
tion of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [598 
U. S. 1015] denied. 

No. 22–5758. Evans v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Motion of 
petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 1077] denied. 

No. 22–6056. Slivicki v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. 8th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed until 
January 30, 2023, 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. 22–6144. In re Daniels; 
No. 22–6199. In re White; 
No. 22–6201. In re Lomax; 
No. 22–6211. In re Solomon; 
No. 22–6229. In re Turner; 
No. 22–6332. In re Vandivere; and 
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No. 22–6369. In re Brown-Bey. Petitions for writs of ha-
beas corpus denied. 

No. 22–420. In re Ohio ex rel. Maras; 
No. 22–5818. In re Victor; and 
No. 22–6030. In re Maple. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

No. 22–6213. In re Stinson. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
mandamus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6120. In re Famofo-Idowu. Petition for writ of pro-
hibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–1338. NSO Group Technologies Ltd. et al. v. 
WhatsApp Inc. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 17 F. 4th 930. 

No. 21–1539. Spectrum Northeast, LLC, et al. v. Frey, 
Attorney General of Maine. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 22 F. 4th 287. 

No. 21–1571. Ragan, Personal Representative of the Es-
tate of Ragan, Deceased v. Ragan, aka Hudson. Ct. App. 
Colo. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 494 P. 3d 664. 

No. 22–79. Medders v. Social Security Administration. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–94. Fratta v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–97. Owl Creek Asia I, L. P., et al. v. United 
States et al.; 

No. 22–98. Cacciapalle v. United States et al.; 
No. 22–99. Barrett v. United States et al.; and 
No. 22–100. Fairholme Funds, Inc., et al. v. United 

States et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 26 F. 4th 1274. 

No. 22–124. Kimberlin v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–132. Ruiz v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 100 Mass. App. 1112, 178 N. E. 
3d 901. 

No. 22–209. Transamerica Retirement Solutions, LLC v. 
Addison et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–220. Union Pacic Railroad Co. v. Brotherhood 
of Locomotive Engineers and Trainmen. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 31 F. 4th 337. 

No. 22–226. Cintas Corp. et al. v. Hawkins et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 32 F. 4th 625. 

No. 22–234. Texas et al. v. Cook County, Illinois, et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 
1335. 

No. 22–242. Irons v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–247. Chui v. Chui et al.; 
No. 22–251. Chui v. Chui, as Trustee, et al.; and 
No. 22–253. Chui v. Chui et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., 

Div. 1. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 75 Cal. App. 5th 873, 
291 Cal. Rptr. 3d 213. 

No. 22–259. Jones v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 1094. 

No. 22–260. Burtonsville Associates et al. v. Montgom-
ery County, Maryland, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 182. 

No. 22–285. B–21 Wines, Inc., et al. v. Bauer, Chair, 
North Carolina Alcoholic Beverage Control Commission. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 214. 

No. 22–288. TD Bank, N. A. v. Pulliam et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 13 Cal. 5th 127, 509 P. 3d 998. 

No. 22–289. National Association of Realtors et al. v. 
PLS.com, LLC. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 32 F. 4th 824. 

No. 22–309. City of Salinas, California v. New Harvest 
Christian Fellowship. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 29 F. 4th 596. 
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No. 22–320. Spirito v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 191. 

No. 22–322. Shaikh v. Einbinder et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–334. Guan v. Bell et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–341. Nebraska ex rel. Timothy L. Ashford, P. C. 
L. L. O., et al. v. Kleine et al. Ct. App. Neb. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 31 Neb. App. –––. 

No. 22–343. King v. New York et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–345. Siladi v. Deutsche Bank National Trust Co. 
App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–356. Daye v. Garland, Attorney General. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 F. 4th 1355. 

No. 22–359. Gidey v. Settlement Corp. et al. Ct. App. 
D. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–377. Hinds v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 3d Dist. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–378. Hinds v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 13th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 627 S. W. 3d 803. 

No. 22–380. Brunson v. Adams et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–387. White v. Michigan State University Unem-
ployment Compensation Division (two judgments). Cir. Ct. 
Ingham County, Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–390. Jahanshahi v. Superior Court of California, 
Los Angeles County, et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–391. Jahanshahi v. Court of Appeal of Califor-
nia, Second Appellate District, et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–397. Ferrarini v. Irgit et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–399. Brown v. Florida Department of Correc-
tions. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–400. Barinholtz v. HomeAdvisor, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–403. Endencia v. American Psychiatric Assn. 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–405. Grubb v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 11th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–407. Herta v. Roberts. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–408. Guan v. Ellingsworth Residential Commu-
nity Assn. Inc. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–409. Moskovits v. Bank of America, N. A., et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–414. Bonner et al. v. Chapman, Acting Secretary 
of Pennsylvania, et al. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 279 A. 3d 539. 

No. 22–415. Stuart v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–416. Biswas v. Rouen et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 808 Fed. Appx. 53. 

No. 22–421. D. A. v. Portage County, Wisconsin. Ct. App. 
Wis. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 WI App 19, 974 
N. W. 2d 55. 

No. 22–423. Metropolitan Government of Nashville and 
Davidson County, Tennessee, dba Metropolitan Nashville 
Public Schools v. Doe et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 459. 

No. 22–426. Transperfect Global, Inc., et al. v. Pincus. 
Sup. Ct. Del. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 278 A. 3d 630. 

No. 22–428. Walton v. First Merchants Bank. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–433. Lawyers’ Committee for 9/11 Inquiry, Inc., 
et al. v. Garland, Attorney General of the United 
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States, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 43 F. 4th 276. 

No. 22–438. Glow In One Mini Golf, L. L. C., et al. v. 
Walz, Governor of Minnesota, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 1365. 

No. 22–439. Fraternal Order of Police, United States 
Park Police Labor Committee v. Department of the Inte-
rior. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–440. Daza v. Indiana et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–446. Prince-Moore v. Texas Dow Employees 
Credit Union. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–449. Larson et ux. v. Snohomish County, Washing-
ton, et al. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 20 Wash. App. 2d 243, 499 P. 3d 957. 

No. 22–453. Yoo v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 64. 

No. 22–454. Webb v. U. S. Bank N. A., As Trustee for 
CRMSI REMIC Series 2006–03 REMIC Pass-Through Cer-
ticates, Series 2006–03. Sup. Ct. Okla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–457. Whyte v. Winkleski, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 34 F. 4th 617. 

No. 22–463. Aenergy, S. A., et al. v. Republic of Angola 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 31 
F. 4th 119. 

No. 22–467. HANWJH v. NBA Properties, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 46 F. 4th 614. 

No. 22–470. Oceltip Aviation 1 Pty Ltd. v. Gulfstream 
Aerospace Corp. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 31 F. 4th 1323. 

No. 22–473. Hancock County Land Acquisitions, LLC v. 
United States et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–475. Efreom et al. v. McKee, Governor of Rhode 
Island, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 46 F. 4th 9. 
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No. 22–476. Fraternal Order of Police, Metropolitan 
Police Department Labor Committee, D. C. Police Union 
v. District of Columbia et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 45 F. 4th 954. 

No. 22–480. City of Palestine, Texas, et al. v. Union 
Pacific Railroad Co. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 41 F. 4th 696. 

No. 22–485. McNeil v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–487. Armstrong v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–494. DePierro v. Las Vegas Police Protective As-
sociation Metro, Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–496. Jackson v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–505. Pledger v. Geither, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–509. J. T. H. et al. v. Cook. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 489. 

No. 22–512. Hammoud v. Ma’at, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 49 F. 4th 874. 

No. 22–514. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 34 F. 4th 961. 

No. 22–515. Traver v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 272 A. 3d 460. 

No. 22–530. Bench v. United States. C. A. Armed Forces. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–543. Sanchez et al. v. District of Columbia Of-
ce of the State Superintendent of Education et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 45 F. 4th 
388. 
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No. 22–5111. Harper v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5218. Carr v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 314 Kan. 615, 502 P. 3d 546. 

No. 22–5319. Rollins v. Ames, Superintendent, Mount 
Olive Correctional Complex. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5336. Berryman v. Mississippi. Ct. App. Miss. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 So. 3d 1116. 

No. 22–5487. Hall v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5495. Thomas v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5503. Vargas-Soto v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 979. 

No. 22–5536. Mahdi v. Stirling, Commissioner, South Car-
olina Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 20 F. 4th 846. 

No. 22–5540. Villegas Pereznegron v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5549. Maxime v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5576. Ruttanamongkongul v. United States. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 
615. 

No. 22–5618. Brooking v. Prince George’s County, Mary-
land. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
254 Md. App. 720 and 734. 

No. 22–5667. Stevens v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 25 F. 4th 1141. 

No. 22–5675. Gapen v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 2d App. Dist., 
Montgomery County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021-
Ohio-3252. 
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No. 22–5731. Carr v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 314 Kan. 744, 502 P. 3d 511. 

No. 22–5736. Salgado Martinez v. Shinn, Director, Ari-
zona Department of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Re-
entry, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 33 F. 4th 1254. 

No. 22–5785. Fratta v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5788. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5798. Parsons v. Copeland Parsons et al. Ct. 
App. Tex., 6th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5805. Crawford et al. v. South Carolina. Sup. 
Ct. S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5808. Spada v. Pennsylvania Department of Cor-
rections et al. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 280 A. 3d 918. 

No. 22–5813. Langhorst v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5814. Allred v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5819. Vega v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5820. Mendel v. Randolph, Individually and in 
Her Ofcial Capacity as Commissioner, California Public 
Utilities Commission, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5822. Ray v. Crow, Director, Oklahoma Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5824. Ridley v. Caldwell, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5831. Smith v. King. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 22–5832. Schmitt v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5839. Mason v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5840. Shook v. Florida et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5843. Batts v. United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of North Carolina. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5844. Nicolas v. Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5845. Stora v. New York State Board of Elec-
tions. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 
N. Y. 3d 1180, 195 N. E. 3d 532. 

No. 22–5850. Fenney v. Beltz, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5851. Vanisi v. Reubart, Acting Warden. Sup. Ct. 
Nev. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 502 P. 3d 1088. 

No. 22–5852. Webster v. Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc. 
(two judgments). C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 859 Fed. Appx. 39 (first judgment) and 190 (second 
judgment). 

No. 22–5853. Trapp v. Huss, Warden, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5855. Hamilton v. Northern Virginia District Of-
ce et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5856. McGill v. Oklahoma Department of Correc-
tions. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5860. Webster v. United States District Court 
for the District of Oregon (Reported below: 859 Fed. Appx. 
194); and Webster v. United States Bankruptcy Court for 
the District of Oregon (859 Fed. Appx. 34). C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5861. Webster v. Oregon Division of Child Sup-
port (three judgments). C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 859 Fed. Appx. 186 (frst judgment), 192 (second 
judgment), and 197 (third judgment). 

No. 22–5864. Rodriguez v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5868. Cappiello v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5871. Steel v. Winkleski, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5885. Surles v. Warden, Limestone Correctional 
Facility, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5896. Jackson v. Inch et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5903. Powers v. United States Postal Service. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5906. Thompson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 341 So. 3d 303. 

No. 22–5907. Brooking v. Moloney. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 254 Md. App. 720 and 731. 

No. 22–5908. McGhee v. Vannoy, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5916. Lassiter v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5922. Andersen v. Shaffer, Executive Director, 
California Board of Parole Hearings. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5923. Berry v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 3d Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (3d) 200082–U. 

No. 22–5932. Casavelli et ux. v. Johanson, Individually 
and as Personal Representative of the Estate of Johan-
son, Deceased. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5933. Holmes-Smith v. Merit Systems Protection 
Board. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5935. Miller v. Superintendent, Shawangunk 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5936. Bradley v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5937. Jones v. District of Columbia et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5941. Watson v. Sherman, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5943. Tyler v. Kentucky Department of Correc-
tions. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5945. Adams v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5946. Gabriel v. Windy Hill Foliage Inc. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5952. Redmond v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5953. Swinton v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 4th Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5955. Wade v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5957. Wilson v. Tampa Police Department. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5959. White v. United States et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5963. Spain v. Jones. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 2d 
Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 188 App. Div. 3d 
1209, 132 N. Y. S. 3d 881. 

No. 22–5966. Rodriguez v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5967. Brown v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5969. Deptula v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 So. 3d 1200. 

No. 22–5973. Scott v. Shinn, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5974. Rat v. Brnovich, Attorney General of Ari-
zona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5975. Phillips v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5984. Brown v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5994. Lucien v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–5995. Myers v. Clayton County Board of Commis-
sioners et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5999. Flores-Vazquez v. McDonough, Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6003. Whistleblower 7107–16W v. Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6007. Word v. Christiansen, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6008. Tyson v. Federal Bureau of Investigation 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6009. Carter v. South Carolina. Ct. App. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 433 S. C. 352, 857 S. E. 2d 
910. 

No. 22–6010. Penn v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6015. Hutchinson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 So. 3d 50. 
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No. 22–6016. Gray v. City of Detroit, Michigan. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6018. Hering v. Wachtendorf, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6019. Green v. Dinh Hoang Phuong. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6020. Esposito v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 So. 3d 557. 

No. 22–6021. Guo v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6026. Stryker v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2022 WI App 55, 982 N. W. 2d 357. 

No. 22–6028. Sakon v. Sakonchick et al. App. Ct. Conn. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 210 Conn. App. 903, 267 A. 
3d 369. 

No. 22–6032. Little v. Haynes, Superintendent, Staff-
ord Creek Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6033. Schillinger v. Kiley et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6034. Stock v. Braswell et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6035. Reed v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6040. Wyttenbach v. Cooper, Governor of North 
Carolina. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6042. Hayes v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6043. Cante-Dondiego v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6044. Rembert v. Moody, Attorney General of 
Florida, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6046. Owney v. United States; and 
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No. 22–6085. Neville v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 293. 

No. 22–6050. Doe v. City of Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6053. Skaggs v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 25 F. 4th 494. 

No. 22–6059. Oparaji v. Municipal Credit Union. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6061. Watkins v. Medeiros, Superintendent, Mas-
sachusetts Correctional Institution at Norfolk. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 373. 

No. 22–6062. Gillen v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6063. Gutierrez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6064. Fettig v. Hilton Garden Inns Management, 
LLC, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 78 Cal. App. 5th 264, 293 Cal. Rptr. 3d 404. 

No. 22–6065. Shah v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 356. 

No. 22–6067. Al-Madani v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 1155. 

No. 22–6072. Belcher v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 430. 

No. 22–6073. Chow v. Ma Leyba et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 7. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6075. Davis v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6078. Scott v. Banks. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6080. Wren v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 22–6081. Ahmed Q. v. Farideh P. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 202 
App. Div. 3d 1391, 164 N. Y. S. 3d 281. 

No. 22–6083. Pierce v. Utah. Sup. Ct. Utah. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 2022 UT 22, 511 P. 3d 1164. 

No. 22–6084. Bonton v. Harris, Superintendent, Green 
Haven Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6086. McCoy v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6087. Peele v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6089. Puran v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6090. Trent v. Virginia Commonwealth Univer-
sity. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6092. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6093. London v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6094. Milton v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 13 Cal. 5th 893, 515 P. 3d 34. 

No. 22–6095. Hinkson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6097. Watkins v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6102. Turner v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6103. Tatar v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6104. Parra-Reyes v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6105. Malmstrom v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6106. Paquette v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6107. Williamson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6108. Luis Ramirez, aka Johnson v. United States. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6110. Huerta-Carranza v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6114. Grigalanz v. Grigalanz. Ct. App. Ind. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 193 N. E. 3d 399. 

No. 22–6116. Fields v. Cheeks. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6117. Miles v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6123. Hill v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6124. Baxter v. Graham, Superintendent, Au-
burn Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6125. Rodriguez-Juarez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6126. Salt v. Waterkeeper Alliance, Inc. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6128. Erwin v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6131. Moret v. Ranganathan et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6132. Mencher v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6134. Riley v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (1st) 192603–U. 
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No. 22–6135. Harding v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6136. Figueroa v. Montgomery, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6138. Teasley v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6140. Wright v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6141. Wade v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6142. Collier v. Florida Department of Correc-
tions. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6151. Reese v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6153. Johnson v. Shoop, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6155. McGuire v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6156. McNeal v. Borders, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6160. Dilts v. Brown, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6161. Shields v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 315 Kan. 814, 511 P. 3d 931. 

No. 22–6166. Mendez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6167. Gramajo v. Nooth, Superintendent, Snake 
River Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6168. Perez-Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6169. Nault v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 41 F. 4th 1073. 
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No. 22–6172. Benson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6177. Carter v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-
sion of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6178. Baxter v. Bradley. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6180. Mendoza-Valencia v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Ore. App. 847, 510 
P. 3d 885. 

No. 22–6181. Speed v. Fender, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6184. Nedd v. Clarke, Director, Virginia Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6185. Bogseth v. Schiebner, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6189. Jackson v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6192. Neff v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6193. Assa’ad-Faltas v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. 
S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6194. Huff v. United States; and Major v. United 
States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6207. George v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6209. Molina v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6210. Crick v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6214. Gallion v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6216. Shineew v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6217. Keefe v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 409 Mont. 86, 512 P. 3d 741. 

No. 22–6218. Brito-Brito v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6220. Moncada-Aguirre v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6221. Martinez-Hernandez v. United States. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6225. Kieffer v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6228. Sanchez-Juarez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6231. Poole v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 So. 3d 1200. 

No. 22–6233. Mays v. Black, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6238. Firewalker-Fields v. Clarke, Director, 
Virginia Department of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6242. Burke v. Jefferson, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6244. Morgan v. Regents of the University of 
California et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 5. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6246. Osorio-Mendez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6247. Munguia-Portales v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6249. Rios v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6250. Dury v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6253. Moller, aka Robinson v. United States. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6254. Murray v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6255. Gates v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 48 F. 4th 463. 

No. 22–6257. Borders v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6258. Young v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6259. Fowler v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 48 F. 4th 1022. 

No. 22–6262. Patel v. Watson, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6265. Bhaskar v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6266. Earl Moore v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6267. Doak v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 47 F. 4th 1340. 

No. 22–6274. Killingbeck v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6277. Pavulak v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6310. McCray v. Capra, Superintendent, Sing 
Sing Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 45 F. 4th 634. 

No. 22–163. Moses v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Mo-
tion of Cato Institute for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 347. 

No. 22–235. Morrissey et al. v. Mayorkas, Secretary of 
Homeland Security, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of Profes-
sors of Civil Procedure for leave to fle brief as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 F. 4th 1150. 

No. 22–243. Museum of Fine Arts et al. v. de Csepel 
et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kava-
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naugh and Justice Jackson took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 736. 

No. 22–310. A. W. et al. v. Princeton Public Schools 
Board of Education et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Motion of petition-
ers for leave to fle reply brief with supplemental appendix under 
seal and to seal the appendix to brief in opposition granted. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–323. Oakbrook Land Holdings, LLC, et al. v. Com-
missioner of Internal Revenue. C. A. 6th Cir. Motion of 
National Taxpayers Union Foundation for leave to fle brief as 
amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 28 
F. 4th 700. 

No. 22–327. Confederación Hípica de Puerto Rico, Inc., 
et al. v. Confederación de Jinetes Puertorriqueños, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of Chamber of Commerce of the 
United States of America for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 306. 

No. 22–339. Pzer Inc. v. Department of Health and 
Human Services et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of National Mi-
nority Quality Forum for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 42 F. 4th 67. 

No. 22–376. Louisville-Jefferson County, Kentucky 
Metropolitan Government, et al. v. Carr. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Motion of International Municipal Lawyers Association for leave 
to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 37 F. 4th 389. 

No. 22–406. Friedrichsen v. Ramon Rodriguez et al. 
Sup. Ct. Tex. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–437. Hernandez-Ortez et al. v. Garland, Attor-
ney General. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion of American Gateways 
for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–5538. Maumau v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 
1277. 
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No. 22–5913. Berman v. Draper. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Jackson took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–5915. Rae v. Children’s National Medical Center 
et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Jackson 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–6041. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–6137. Thornton v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–1566. Juno Therapeutics, Inc., et al. v. Kite Pha-
rma, Inc., 598 U. S. 1017; 

No. 21–7777. Davis v. Texas, 598 U. S. 923; 
No. 21–7830. Starr v. United States District Court for 

the Northern District of Oklahoma; and Starr v. Crow, 
Director, Oklahoma Department of corrections, 598 U. S. 
924; 

No. 21–7953. McCaster v. Neal, Warden, 598 U. S. 927; 
No. 21–7998. Wilson v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-

sion of Correction, 598 U. S. 929; 
No. 21–8098. Christian v. Florida, 598 U. S. 934; 
No. 21–8155. Vice v. City of Fort Madison, Iowa, et al., 

598 U. S. 937; 
No. 21–8192. Thums v. Fuchs, Warden, 598 U. S. 939; 
No. 21–8210. Lee v. Maryland, 598 U. S. 940; 
No. 22–107. Burke v. Criterion General, Inc., et al., 598 

U. S. 949; 
No. 22–162. Alabbassi v. Wormuth, Secretary of the 

Army, 598 U. S. 1001; 
No. 22–173. Swartz v. Board of Trustees of University 

of Pennsylvania et al., 598 U. S. 1001; 
No. 22–180. Stanek et al. v. St. Charles Community Unit 

School District No. 303 Board of Education et al., 598 
U. S. 1007; 

No. 22–217. Kim v. Superior Court of California, County 
of Riverside, 598 U. S. 1060; 
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No. 22–218. Knapp v. Metropolitan Government of Nash-
ville and Davidson County, Tennessee, et al., 598 U. S. 
1060; 

No. 22–249. Chambers Self-Storage Oakdale, LLC v. 
Washington County, Minnesota, 598 U. S. 1018; 

No. 22–265. Caputo v. Wells Fargo Advisors, LLC, 598 
U. S. 1008; 

No. 22–292. Sullivan v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue, 598 U. S. 1061; 

No. 22–5031. Sawyer v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 598 U. S. 951; 

No. 22–5038. Kennedy v. Watts et al., 598 U. S. 952; 
No. 22–5056. Serrano v. United States District Court 

for the Western District of Texas, 598 U. S. 953; 
No. 22–5086. Gassesse v. University of Connecticut, 598 

U. S. 1061; 
No. 22–5098. Torlucci v. California, 598 U. S. 955; 
No. 22–5275. Boles v. Long, Warden, et al., 598 U. S. 978; 
No. 22–5286. Palato v. Hamilton et al., 598 U. S. 964; 
No. 22–5357. Deanna D. v. Tennessee Department of 

Children’s Services, 598 U. S. 1002; 
No. 22–5425. Burch v. Bank of America, N. A., 598 U. S. 

1009; 
No. 22–5433. Wilson v. State Farm General Insurance 

Co., 598 U. S. 1019; 
No. 22–5438. Simpson v. North Carolina Department of 

Public Safety, 598 U. S. 1009; 
No. 22–5447. Schneider v. Bank of America, N. A., et al., 

598 U. S. 1002; 
No. 22–5457. Wreh v. Gianotos et al., 598 U. S. 1009; 
No. 22–5481. Ferguson v. Gettel Management Group, 598 

U. S. 1010; 
No. 22–5526. Burch v. Homeward Residential Inc., 598 

U. S. 984; 
No. 22–5531. Christian v. Republican Party et al., 598 

U. S. 1062; 
No. 22–5543. Anderson v. General Motors LLC et al., 

598 U. S. 1010; 
No. 22–5563. Brown v. Pennsylvania et al., 598 U. S. 1062; 
No. 22–5578. Wills v. First Republic Bank, 598 U. S. 1063; 
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No. 22–5756. Warner v. Zook, Warden, 598 U. S. 1013; 
No. 22–5766. Kinkade v. United States, 598 U. S. 1013; and 
No. 22–6000. Clement v. Drug Enforcement Administra-

tion, 598 U. S. 1102. Petitions for rehearing denied. 

No. 22–5220. Karupaiyan v. Singh et al., 598 U. S. 977. 
Motion for leave to fle petition for rehearing denied. 

No. 22–5430. Brown v. United States, 598 U. S. 997. Peti-
tion for rehearing denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

January 10, 2023 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–6476 (22A603). Fratta v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

January 11, 2023 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22A557. Antonyuk et al. v. Nigrelli, Acting Super-
intendent of New York State Police, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Application to vacate stay, presented to Justice Sotomayor, and 
by her referred to the Court, denied. 

Statement of Justice Alito, with whom Justice Thomas 
joins, respecting the denial of the application to vacate stay. 

The New York law at issue in this application presents novel 
and serious questions under both the First and the Second 
Amendments. The District Court found, in a thorough opinion, 
that the applicants were likely to succeed on a number of their 
claims, and it issued a preliminary injunction as to twelve provi-
sions of the challenged law. With one exception, the Second Cir-
cuit issued a stay of the injunction in full, and in doing so did 
not provide any explanation for its ruling. App. to Emergency 
Application 2. In parallel cases presenting related issues, the 
Second Circuit has likewise issued unreasoned summary stay or-
ders, but in those cases it has ordered expedited briefng. See, 
e. g., Order in Hardaway v. Nigrelli, No. 22–2933 (CA2, Dec. 7, 
2022), ECF Doc. 53; Order in Christian v. Nigrelli, No. 22–2987 
(CA2, Dec. 12, 2022), ECF Doc. 40. 
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I understand the Court's denial today to refect respect for the 
Second Circuit's procedures in managing its own docket, rather 
than expressing any view on the merits of the case. Applicants 
should not be deterred by today's order from again seeking relief 
if the Second Circuit does not, within a reasonable time, provide 
an explanation for its stay order or expedite consideration of 
the appeal. 

January 13, 2023 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 22–138. Counterman v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 497 P. 3d 1039. 

No. 22–166. Tyler v. Hennepin County, Minnesota, et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 26 F. 4th 
789. 

No. 22–174. Groff v. DeJoy, Postmaster General. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 162. 

No. 22–210. Dupree v. Younger. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari granted. 

No. 22–227. Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa Indians et al. v. Coughlin. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari granted. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 600. 

No. 21–1326. United States et al. ex rel. Schutte et al. 
v. SuperValu Inc. et al.; and 

No. 22–111. United States et al. ex rel. Proctor v. Safe-
way, Inc. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari granted, cases consolidated, 
and a total of one hour is allotted for oral argument. Reported 
below: No. 21–1326, 9 F. 4th 455; No. 22–111, 30 F. 4th 649. 

No. 22–23. Pugin v. Garland, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir.; and 

No. 22–331. Garland, Attorney General v. Cordero-
Garcia, aka Cordero. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted lim-
ited to the following question: “To qualify as `an offense relating 
to obstruction of justice,' 8 U. S. C. § 1101(a)(43)(S), must a predi-
cate offense require a nexus with a pending or ongoing investiga-
tion or judicial proceeding?” Cases consolidated, and a total of 
one hour is allotted for oral argument. Reported below: No. 22– 
23, 19 F. 4th 437; No. 22–331, 44 F. 4th 1181. 
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No. 22–381. Yegiazaryan, aka Egiazaryan v. Smagin 
et al.; and 

No. 22–383. CMB Monaco, fka Compagnie Monegasque de 
Banque v. Smagin et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted, 
cases consolidated, and a total of one hour is allotted for oral 
argument. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 562. 

January 17, 2023 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–6115. Fabricant v. Federal Election Commission 
et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court's Rule 39.8. Justice Jackson took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this motion and this petition. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–3103. In re Discipline of Benedict. Timothy A. 
Benedict, of Rome, N. Y., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3104. In re Discipline of Hecht. Gerald Hecht, of 
Danbury, Conn., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3105. In re Discipline of Berg. Freddie Jay Berg, 
of Brooklyn, N. Y., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3106. In re Discipline of Harris. Arthur L. Harris, 
Sr., of Lake Charles, La., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3107. In re Discipline of Spradling. Jacqueline J. 
Spradling, of Iola, Kan., is suspended from the practice of law in 
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this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re-
quiring her to show cause why she should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. 22M61. Angel Mota v. United States. Motion for 
leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental ap-
pendix under seal granted. 

No. 22M62. Moore v. United States. Motion for leave to 
fle petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental appendix 
under seal denied. 

No. 21–757. Amgen Inc. et al. v. Sano et al. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 1015.] Motion of petitioners 
to dispense with printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 22–203. Apple Inc. et al. v. California Institute of 
Technology. C. A. Fed. Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to 
fle a brief in this case expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 22–5778. Burch v. America’s Servicing Co. et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 1092] 
denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–108. Watkinson v. Alaska Department of Correc-
tions et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–352. Missouri v. Yellen, Secretary of the Treas-
ury, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
39 F. 4th 1063. 

No. 22–442. Romero et vir v. Li-Chuan Shih et al. Ct. 
App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 8. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 78 Cal. App. 5th 326, 293 Cal. Rptr. 3d 477. 

No. 22–444. Khan v. Presence Chicago Hospitals Net-
work et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–452. Curry-Malcolm v. New York State Division 
of Human Rights et al. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 38 N. Y. 3d 1050, 190 N. E. 3d 1171. 

No. 22–461. Troogstad et al. v. City of Chicago, Illinois, 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 47 
F. 4th 587. 
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No. 22–462. Watts v. Stewart et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–466. Herederos de Roberto Gomez Cabrera, LLC 
v. Teck Resources Ltd. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 43 F. 4th 1303. 

No. 22–478. Greco v. Platkin, Attorney General of New 
Jersey, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–479. Onysko v. Walsh, Secretary of Labor, et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–491. Delgado v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–493. Bojicic, dba Evolve Dance Co., LLC, et al. v. 
DeWine, Individually and in His Ofcial Capacity as the 
Governor of Ohio, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–552. Camellia Grill Holdings, Inc. v. Grill Hold-
ings, L. L. C., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 46 F. 4th 374. 

No. 22–559. Victor Elias Photography, LLC v. Ice Por-
tal, Inc. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
43 F. 4th 1313. 

No. 22–563. Greer, Individually and as Personal Repre-
sentative of the Estate of Greer, Deceased v. Haman 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–567. Mattos et al. v. American Federation of 
State, County and Municipal Employees, Council 3. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–572. Glen v. Trip Advisor LLC et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5184. Stoutamire v. Shoop, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5545. Folkes v. Williams, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 34 F. 4th 258. 

No. 22–5734. Saunders v. Raybon, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5747. Brown v. Brown et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6036. Robinson v. Simone et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6048. Robinson v. Schweitzer, Warden. Ct. App. 
Ohio, 12th App. Dist., Madison County. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 2022-Ohio-568. 

No. 22–6052. Slade v. Supreme Court of Ohio. Sup. Ct. 
Ohio. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6066. Stephens v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6068. Braxton v. Superior Court of the District 
of Columbia. Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6069. Spearman v. Parson et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6070. Rochester v. City of New York, New York, 
et al. Sup. Ct. N. Y., Bronx County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6071. Bracamontes v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12 Cal. 5th 977, 507 P. 3d 939. 

No. 22–6074. Sears v. Roberts et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6077. Donnell v. Caley, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6079. Sameru v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6098. Lewis v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 6th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6099. Lewis v. Hoke County, North Carolina, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6100. Jonathan v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6101. Thompson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 So. 3d 549. 
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No. 22–6133. Priester v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6152. Kennedy v. Jones. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6227. Corines v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 204 
App. Div. 3d 827, 166 N. Y. S. 3d 260. 

No. 22–6346. Johnson v. Fender, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 22–279. Cave v. Sachdeva et al., 598 U. S. 1079. Peti-
tion for rehearing denied. 

January 18, 2023 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22A591. Gazzola et al. v. Hochul, Governor of New 
York, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Application for writ of injunction, 
presented to Justice Sotomayor, and by her referred to the 
Court, denied. 

January 23, 2023 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–3067. In re Disbarment of Sharbrough. Disbar-
ment entered. [For earlier order herein, see 592 U. S. 1349.] 

No. D–3069. In re Disbarment of Baggs. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 592 U. S. 1349.] 

No. D–3070. In re Disbarment of Brettschneider. Dis-
barment entered. [For earlier order herein, see 592 U. S. 1349.] 

No. D–3072. In re Disbarment of Karambelas. Disbar-
ment entered. [For earlier order herein, see 592 U. S. 1350.] 

No. D–3073. In re Disbarment of Keck. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 592 U. S. 1350.] 

No. D–3076. In re Disbarment of Sardella. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 593 U. S. 911.] 
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No. D–3080. In re Disbarment of Kaufman. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 593 U. S. 911.] 

No. D–3081. In re Disbarment of Reed. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 597 U. S. 956.] 

No. D–3082. In re Disbarment of Shirk. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 597 U. S. 956.] 

No. D–3084. In re Disbarment of Lovett. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 597 U. S. 956.] 

No. D–3085. In re Disbarment of Brennan. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 597 U. S. 956.] 

No. 22M63. Rankin v. Brian Lavan & Associates, P. C., 
et al. Motion for leave to proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 22M64. Wright v. Alaska; and 
No. 22M66. Hines v. Boston Public Schools. Motions to 

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

No. 22M65. Trapps v. United States. Motion for leave to 
fle petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental appendix 
under seal granted. 

No. 22–277. Moody, Attorney General of Florida, et al. 
v. NetChoice, LLC, dba NetChoice, et al.; and 

No. 22–393. NetChoice, LLC, dba NetChoice, et al. v. 
Moody, Attorney General of Florida, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief in these cases 
expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 22–555. Net Choice, LLC, dba NetChoice, et al v. 
Paxton, Attorney General of Texas. C. A. 5th Cir. The 
Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief in this case expressing 
the views of the United States. 

No. 22–6111. In re Nickelson; and 
No. 22–6224. Shahrokhi v. Burrow. Sup. Ct. Nev. Motions 

of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioners are allowed until February 13, 2023, within which to 
pay the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) and to submit peti-
tions in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 
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No. 22–6146. In re Navarro-Martin. Petition for writ of 
mandamus denied. 

No. 22–6200. In re Lopez. Petition for writ of prohibition 
denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–95. File v. Hickey et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 385. 

No. 22–263. Wantou v. Wal-Mart Stores Texas, L. L. C. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 F. 4th 422. 

No. 22–336. Reed v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 1285. 

No. 22–375. Word of God Fellowship, Inc., dba Daystar 
Television Network v. Vimeo, Inc., et al. App. Div., Sup. 
Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
205 App. Div. 3d 23, 166 N. Y. S. 3d 3. 

No. 22–402. Vorley v. United States; and 
No. 22–419. Chanu v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-

tiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 528. 

No. 22–460. Plumb et al. v. U. S. Bank N. A. et al. Ct. 
App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 Wash. App. 
2d 1010. 

No. 22–477. Gunn v. Wild. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–482. Kevin Kerveng Tung, P. C., et al. v. Fou. 
Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–489. Bertram v. U. S. Bank N. A., as Trustee. 
Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–503. Stenstrom et al. v. Delaware County Board 
of Elections. Commw. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 271 A. 3d 537. 

No. 22–508. Green v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 47 F. 4th 279. 

No. 22–521. Pidgeon et al. v. Turner, Mayor of the City 
of Houston, Texas, et al. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 625 S. W. 3d 583. 
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No. 22–522. Applied Underwriters, Inc., et al. v. Lara, 
Commissioner, California Department of Insurance, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 579. 

No. 22–537. Hakim v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–550. Jackson v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–561. Winget et al. v. Alter Domus, LLC. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–577. Wright v. Service Employees International 
Union Local 503 et al. (Reported below: 48 F. 4th 1112); and 
Zielinski v. Service Employees International Union Local 
503 et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5102. Daniels v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5206. Duka v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 189. 

No. 22–5752. Suggs v. Warden, Federal Correctional In-
stitution, Loretto. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5765. Parker, Individually and on Behalf of Her 
Minor Daughter, N. P. v. West Carroll Special School Dis-
trict. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5793. Forrest et ux. v. United States. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5857. Enyinnaya v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5879. Thurman v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5926. Ng v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 13 Cal. 5th 448, 513 P. 3d 858. 

No. 22–6060. Owens v. Simonet. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 6. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6088. Mataele v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 13 Cal. 5th 372, 513 P. 3d 190. 
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No. 22–6113. Garcia v. Hill, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6118. Glover v. Bostrom et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 31 F. 4th 601. 

No. 22–6119. Fearence v. Cash, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6122. Alcoser v. Ford et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6139. Thompson v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6145. Rodriguez v. Shinn, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6147. Porterfield v. Department of Justice 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6148. Bradley v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 227 So. 3d 576. 

No. 22–6149. Arellano v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 7. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6162. Scott v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6165. Thomas v. Garland, Attorney General of 
the United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6176. Wolf et al. v. Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6281. Bastide-Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 1187. 

No. 22–6286. Yang v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 893. 

No. 22–6289. Singleton v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6291. Davis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6300. Castro-Salazar v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6302. Canales v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6305. Basey v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6349. Nepomuceno v. Reyes, Superintendent, 
Snake River Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6360. Hart v. Ransom, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Dallas, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6361. Fetherolf v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 3d App. 
Dist., Union County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6397. Daniel v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (1st) 182604, 
209 N. E. 3d 305. 

No. 22–6402. Johnson v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6435. Shipley v. Holbrook. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–177. Toth v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 1. 

Justice Gorsuch, dissenting. 
In the 1930s, Monica Toth's father fed his home in Germany to 

escape the swell of violent antisemitism. Eventually, he found 
his way to South America, where he made a new life with his 
young family and went on to enjoy a successful business career 
in Buenos Aires. But perhaps owing to his early formative expe-
riences, Ms. Toth's father always kept a reserve of funds in a 
Swiss bank account. Shortly before his death, he gave Ms. Toth 
several million dollars, also in a Swiss bank account. He encour-
aged his daughter to keep the money there—just in case. 

Ms. Toth, now in her eighties and an American citizen, followed 
her father's advice. For several years, however, she failed to 
report her foreign bank account to the federal government as the 
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law requires. 31 U. S. C. § 5314. Ms. Toth insists this was an 
innocent mistake. She says she did not know of the reporting 
obligation. And when she learned of it, she says, she completed 
the necessary disclosures. 

The Internal Revenue Service saw things differently. Pursu-
ant to § 5321, the agency charged Ms. Toth with willfully violating 
§ 5314's reporting requirement and assessed a civil penalty of $2.1 
million—half of the balance of Ms. Toth's account—plus another 
$1 million in late fees and interest. Initially, Ms. Toth sought to 
represent herself in proceedings challenging the IRS's assess-
ment, but that did not go well. Later, Ms. Toth engaged counsel 
who argued that the IRS's assessment violated the Excessive 
Fines Clause of the Eighth Amendment. But the First Circuit 
rejected this line of defense. It held that the Constitution's pro-
tection against excessive fnes did not apply to Ms. Toth's case 
because the IRS's assessment against her was “not tied to any 
criminal sanction” and served a “remedial” purpose. 33 F. 4th 1, 
16, 17–19 (2022). 

This decision is diffcult to reconcile with our precedents. We 
have recognized that the Excessive Fines Clause “traces its ven-
erable lineage” to Magna Carta and the English Bill of Rights. 
Timbs v. Indiana, 586 U. S. 146, 151 (2019). We have held that 
“[p]rotection against excessive punitive economic sanctions” is 
“ ̀ fundamental' ” and “ ̀ deeply rooted in this Nation's history and 
tradition.' ” Id., at 154. And all that would mean little if the 
government could evade constitutional scrutiny under the Clause's 
terms by the simple expedient of fxing a “civil” label on the fnes 
it imposes and declining to pursue any related “criminal” case. 
Far from permitting that kind of maneuver, this Court has 
warned the Constitution guards against it. See Austin v. United 
States, 509 U. S. 602, 610 (1993) (“[T]he question is not, as the 
United States would have it, whether [a monetary penalty] is 
civil or criminal, but rather whether it is punishment.”); see also 
Giaccio v. Pennsylvania, 382 U. S. 399, 402 (1966); Sessions v. 
Dimaya, 584 U. S. 148, 183–184 (2018) (Gorsuch, J., concurring 
in part and concurring in judgment). 

Nor is a statutory penalty beneath constitutional notice because 
it serves a “remedial” purpose. Really, the notion of “nonpunitive 
penalties” is “a contradiction in terms.” United States v. Baja-
kajian, 524 U. S. 321, 346 (1998) (Kennedy, J., dissenting). Just 
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take this case. The government did not calculate Ms. Toth's pen-
alty with reference to any losses or expenses it had incurred. 
The government imposed its penalty to punish her and, in that 
way, deter others. Even supposing, however, that Ms. Toth's pen-
alty bore both punitive and compensatory purposes, it would still 
merit constitutional review. Under our cases a fne that serves 
even “in part to punish” is subject to analysis under the Excessive 
Fines Clause. Austin, 509 U. S., at 610 (emphasis added). 

Ms. Toth and her amici identify still more reasons to worry 
about the First Circuit's decision. They say it clashes with the 
approach many other courts have taken in similar cases. Pet. for 
Cert. 18–25 (collecting cases). They observe that it incentivizes 
governments to impose exorbitant civil penalties as a means of 
raising revenue. Id., at 25–30. And they contend that it is diff-
cult to square with the original understanding of the Eighth 
Amendment. Brief for Professor Beth A. Colgan as Amicus Cu-
riae on Pet. for Cert. 4–13. For all these reasons, taking up this 
case would have been well worth our time. As things stand, one 
can only hope that other lower courts will not repeat its mistakes. 

No. 22–6319. Boyd v. Salamon, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Rockview, 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. 22–5681. Komatsu v. City of New York, New York, 
et al., 598 U. S. 1083; 

No. 22–5718. Westmoreland v. Smith, Warden, 598 U. S. 
1098; 

No. 22–5762. Mattox v. Arizona, 598 U. S. 1020; 
No. 22–5804. In re Lewis, 598 U. S. 1017; and 
No. 22–5910. In re Lewis, 598 U. S. 1078. Petitions for re-

hearing denied. 

No. 21–8061. Logan v. MGM Grand Detroit Casino, 598 
U. S. 932. Motion of petitioner for leave to fle petition for re-
hearing denied. 

No. 22–306. Quarrie v. Wells et al., 598 U. S. 1102. Peti-
tion for rehearing denied. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 
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January 26, 2023 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 156, Orig. New York v. New Jersey. Motion of the 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami-
cus curiae, for divided argument, and for enlargement of time for 
oral argument granted. [For earlier order herein, see, e. g., 598 
U. S. 1105.] 

No. 21–1333. Gonzalez et al. v. Google LLC. C. A. 9th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 909.] Motion of the Acting 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami-
cus curiae, for divided argument, and for enlargement of time for 
oral argument granted. 

No. 21–1496. Twitter, Inc. v. Taamneh et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 910.] Motion of the Acting 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami-
cus curiae, for divided argument, and for enlargement of time for 
oral argument granted. Motion of Facebook, Inc., and Google 
LLC for divided argument and for enlargement of time for oral 
argument denied. 

January 30, 2023 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22–23. Pugin v. Garland, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir.; and 

No. 22–331. Garland, Attorney General v. Cordero-
Garcia, aka Cordero. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 
U. S. 1143.] Briefng proposal set forth in the Solicitor General's 
letter of January 26, 2023, adopted. The Solicitor General shall 
fle consolidated opening and reply briefs on the merits under 
the schedules set forth in this Court's Rules 25.1 and 25.3. The 
consolidated opening brief on the merits is limited to 17,000 
words, and the consolidated reply brief is limited to 9,000 words. 
Any brief for an amicus curiae in support, or in support of nei-
ther party, shall bear a light green cover. Petitioner in No. 22– 
23 and respondent in No. 22–331 may each fle a brief on the 
merits under the schedule set forth in Rule 25.2, and the briefs 
shall bear light red covers. Any brief for an amicus curiae in 
support shall bear a dark green cover. 
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February 1, 2023 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–6662 (22A683). Ruiz v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

February 7, 2023 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–6713 (22A709). Taylor v. Vandergriff, Superin-
tendent, Potosi Correctional Center. Sup. Ct. Mo. Appli-
cation for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented to 
Justice Kavanaugh, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

February 8, 2023 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–6728 (22A724). Balentine v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. 
Tex. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre-
sented to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, de-
nied. Certiorari denied. 

February 14, 2023 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 22–497. Chen v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certiorari 
dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

February 21, 2023 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 20–1541. Pivotal Software, Inc., et al. v. Superior 
Court of California, City and County of San Francisco, 
et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 5. [Certiorari granted, 
594 U. S. 953.] Writ of certiorari dismissed under this Court's 
Rule 46. 

Appeal Dismissed 

No. 22–492. Buck et al. v. Watson et al. Appeal from 
D. C. S. D. Miss. dismissed for want of jurisdiction. 
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Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–6171. Sullivan v. United States District Court 
for the District of Hawaii. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of peti-
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio-
rari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6219. Wood v. May, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6342. Karupaiyan v. Naganda et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6385. Gakuba v. Jeffreys. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. Justice Bar-
rett took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion 
and this petition. 

No. 22–6417. Burgie v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Di-
vision of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Motion of petitioner 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari 
dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeat-
edly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed not to 
accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from peti-
tioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and 
the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Mar-
tin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) 
(per curiam). 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22A445. Hunt v. Nationstar Mortgage LLC et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Application for stay, addressed to Justice Soto-
mayor and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. D–3086. In re Disbarment of Megaro. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 597 U. S. 956.] 

No. D–3093. In re Disbarment of Bruner. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 598 U. S. 1093.] 

No. 22M67. Sealed Appellant v. Sealed Appellee. Mo-
tion for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari under seal with 
redacted copies for the public record denied. 
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No. 22M68. Jada Ku v. Montana Human Rights Bureau; 
No. 22M69. Britt v. DeJoy, Postmaster General; and 
No. 22M71. Ramsingh v. Transportation Security Admin-

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

No. 22M70. Jones v. United States. Motion for leave to fle 
petition for writ of certiorari under seal with redacted copies for 
the public record granted. 

No. 22M72. Faris v. Department of the Air Force. Mo-
tion for leave to proceed as a veteran granted. 

No. 21–757. Amgen Inc. et al. v. Sano et al. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 1015.] Motion of the Solicitor 
General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus cu-
riae, for divided argument, and for enlargement of time for oral 
argument, granted. Motion of Chemistry and Law Division of 
the American Chemical Society for leave to participate in oral 
argument as amicus curiae, for divided argument, and for en-
largement of time for oral argument, denied. 

No. 21–1599. Polselli et al. v. Internal Revenue 
Service. C. A. 6th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 1104.] 
Motion of petitioners to dispense with printing joint appendix 
granted. 

No. 22–49. Lora v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. [Certio-
rari granted, 598 U. S. 1104.] Motion of petitioner to dispense 
with printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 22–592. Arizona et al. v. Mayorkas, Secretary of 
Homeland Security, et al. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 
1112.] Motion of the Solicitor General for divided argument and 
enlargement of time for oral argument granted. 

No. 22–6017. Grimes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 1093] denied. 

No. 22–6243. Berry et ux. v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A., 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir.; 

No. 22–6336. Tate v. United Steel, Paper and Forestry, 
Rubber, Manufacturing, Energy, Allied Industrial and 
Service Workers Internal Union Local 8363. C. A. 5th 
Cir.; and 
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No. 22–6339. Jones v. State Bar of California. Sup. Ct. 
Cal. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied. Petitioners are allowed until March 14, 2023, 
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. 22–6507. In re Carter; and 
No. 22–6652. In re Drummond. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 22–6684. In re Salerno. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6235. In re Graham; and 
No. 22–6469. In re Crawford. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

No. 22–6154. In re Harrison. Petition for writ of manda-
mus denied. Justice Barrett took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–6285. In re Fisher. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–70. Tyson Foods, Inc., et al. v. Buljic et al. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 22 F. 4th 730. 

No. 22–149. Weisfeld et al. v. Scott, Texas Secretary of 
State, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 28 F. 4th 649. 

No. 22–190. Wikimedia Foundation v. National Security 
Agency/Central Security Service et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 F. 4th 276. 

No. 22–293. Novak v. City of Parma, Ohio, et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 296. 

No. 22–360. Veteran Warriors, Inc., et al. v. McDon-
ough, Secretary of Veterans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 1320. 
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No. 22–367. Financial Oversight and Management 
Board for Puerto Rico v. Cooperative de Ahorro y Cred-
ito Abraham Rosa et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 41 F. 4th 29. 

No. 22–379. Arkansas Times LP v. Waldrip, as Trustee 
of the University of Arkansas Board of Trustees, et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 
1386. 

No. 22–430. Barton v. Texas; and Sanders v. Texas. Ct. 
Crim. App. Tex. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–432. Rieth-Riley Construction Co., Inc. v. Oper-
ating Engineers’ Local 324 Fringe Benet Funds et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 617. 

No. 22–434. Moore v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 8th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–435. Pierre v. Midland Credit Management, Inc. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 934. 

No. 22–455. Tyson Foods, Inc., et al. v. Glenn et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 230. 

No. 22–464. United States v. Hakim. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 1310. 

No. 22–468. Altstatt v. City of Sacramento, California. 
Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–469. Cooperative Educational Service Agency #5 
v. Simon. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
46 F. 4th 602. 

No. 22–471. Consumer Data Industry Assn. v. Frey, At-
torney General of Maine, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 26 F. 4th 1. 

No. 22–486. Texas v. Baldwin. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–499. Erickson et ux. v. Deutsche Bank National 
Trust Co., as Trustee for Long Beach Mortgage Loan 
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Trust 2004–6. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 20 Wash. App. 2d 1017. 

No. 22–504. Mitrano v. Mitrano et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–507. Martin v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–513. Geddes v. Weber County, Utah, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–516. R. M. C. v. J. D. L. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 514 P. 3d 963. 

No. 22–525. Smith v. Boughton, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 702. 

No. 22–526. Barua v. Texas Commission on Environmen-
tal Quality. Ct. App. Tex., 8th Dist. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 632 S. W. 3d 726. 

No. 22–528. Rodriguez v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–532. Martillo v. Twitter, Inc., et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–533. Yassin v. Weyker. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 1086. 

No. 22–538. Nored et ux., as Conservators, Parents, and 
Next Friends of Nored v. Tennessee Department of In-
tellectual and Developmental Disabilities et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–541. Jokich v. Rush University Medical Center. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 42 F. 4th 626. 

No. 22–544. Innovation Sciences, LLC v. Amazon.com, 
Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–545. Lewis et al. v. Akron Board of Zoning Ap-
peals. Ct. App. Ohio, 9th App. Dist., Summit County. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2022-Ohio-1578, 189 N. E. 3d 370. 

No. 22–546. Urrego v. Samuel I. White, P. C. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 855 Fed. Appx. 136. 
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No. 22–547. Rollins v. Biden, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–548. Rollins v. Texas et al.; and Rollins v. Carter 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–549. Liddy v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–551. Negrete et al. v. City of Oakland, Califor-
nia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
46 F. 4th 811. 

No. 22–553. Rodgers v. United Services Automobile 
Assn., aka USAA. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–557. Kleidman v. RFF Family Partnership, LP. 
Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–558. Soto v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 10th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–560. Mowery v. National Geospatial-Intelligence 
Agency et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 42 F. 4th 428. 

No. 22–568. Cochran v. Penn Mutual Life Insurance Co. 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 35 
F. 4th 1310. 

No. 22–570. Kim v. Hawaii Ofce of Elections et al. 
Sup. Ct. Haw. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–571. United States et al. ex rel. Sy et al. v. 
Oakland Physicians Medical Center, LLC, dba Pontiac 
General Hospital, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 44 F. 4th 565. 

No. 22–574. Lay et vir v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–575. Toppi v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 100 Mass. App. 1130, 184 N. E. 
3d 817. 

No. 22–576. Ochoa v. Public Consulting Group, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 48 
F. 4th 1102. 
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No. 22–579. Bisconte v. Sandia National Laboratories 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–584. Children’s Health Defense et al. v. Food 
and Drug Administration et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–590. Verdu v. Trustees of Princeton University 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–596. Donnell v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–597. Clanton v. Sam’s Club et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–599. Moats v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 42 F. 4th 558. 

No. 22–600. Bartko v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–603. Kelley-Lomax v. City of Chicago, Illinois. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 49 F. 4th 
1124. 

No. 22–604. Janke v. Vidal, Under Secretary of Com-
merce for Intellectual Property and Director, United 
States Patent and Trademark Ofce. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–606. Cifuentes-Martinez v. Garland, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–608. CVG Ferrominera Orinoco, C. A. v. Commodi-
ties & Minerals Enterprise Ltd. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 49 F. 4th 802. 

No. 22–609. Rosenow, aka Senta v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 50 F. 4th 715. 

No. 22–620. Cox v. Maryland State Board of Elections. 
Sup. Ct. Md. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 482 Md. 12, 
283 A. 3d 1214. 
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No. 22–624. Iqbal v. Bureau of Professional and Occupa-
tional Affairs, State Board of Medicine. Commw. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 278 A. 3d 409. 

No. 22–627. Wilborn v. Mayorkas, Secretary of Home-
land Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–630. Behrens et al. v. Arconic, Inc., et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–640. Wellington v. Daza et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–643. Lenoir v. Guyer, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–644. Lomax v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 51 F. 4th 222. 

No. 22–646. Pustelnik et al. v. Securities and Exchange 
Commission. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–653. Ray v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–656. Bentley v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 49 F. 4th 275. 

No. 22–664. May v. Thornell, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 
552. 

No. 22–673. Hicks v. City of Hopkinsville, Sewerage and 
Water Works Commission, dba Hopkinsville Water Envi-
ronment Authority. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–678. Lu v. Northern Utah Healthcare Corp., dba 
St. Mark’s Hospital. Ct. App. Utah. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–696. Gundy v. City of Jacksonville, Florida, 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 50 
F. 4th 60. 

No. 22–5063. Tulipat v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–5900. Bethel v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 167 Ohio St. 3d 362, 2022-Ohio-783, 192 
N. E. 3d 470. 

No. 22–5979. Devine et al. v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 139. 

No. 22–6056. Slivicki v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6091. Dorsey v. Vandergriff, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 30 F. 4th 752. 

No. 22–6150. Raglin v. Shoop, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6157. McKissic v. Emmons, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6158. Powers v. Unclaimed Property et al. Sup. 
Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6159. Morris v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6163. Brown v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 204 App. 
Div. 3d 418, 165 N. Y. S. 3d 537. 

No. 22–6164. Walker v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 9th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6170. Peterson v. HVM L. L. C. et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6173. D’Agostino v. Atkinson. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6174. Duarte-Herrera v. Williams, Warden, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6175. Tallent v. Knight et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6179. Ofce v. Myers. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 22–6182. Conner v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6183. Bauhaus v. Harpe, Director, Oklahoma De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6186. Jace v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6187. Lifrieri v. Stinson. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6188. Johnson v. Thorpe et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6195. Shelton v. Bickham, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6196. Rucker v. Purviance, Executive Director, 
Tennessee Board of Parole, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6197. Bautista Guzman v. Pfeiffer, Warden. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6198. Thorn v. Racetrac Petroleum, Inc. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6204. Famous v. Fuchs, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 F. 4th 625. 

No. 22–6205. Hardaway v. Myers et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6208. Gilley v. Madden, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6215. Davis v. Mallards Landing Associates LTD, 
dba Mission Pointe Apartments. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6222. Perez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 437. 

No. 22–6223. Woods v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6226. Armstrong v. Brittain, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Frackville, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6230. Edwards v. King et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6232. Bishop v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6234. Gainey v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6236. Gray v. GC Service et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6237. Hobbs v. Bryant. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6239. Hines v. Kaemingk, Secretary, South Da-
kota Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6240. Hines v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6241. Hooker v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6245. Plair v. Supreme Court of Pennsylvania 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6248. Tay v. Nichols et al. Sup. Ct. Okla. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6251. Serrano v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6256. Gospodareck v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6260. Williams v. Conduent Human Services LLC. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6261. Rufn v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6263. Moore v. Whitmer, Governor of Michigan, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6269. Telepo v. Ferguson et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6270. Carter v. Gardaworld Security Services-
US et al. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 254 Md. App. 721 and 724. 

No. 22–6271. Green v. Midwest Genealogy Center. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6272. Green v. Kansas City Public Library, 
Trails West Branch. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6273. Green v. Kansas City Public Library, 
Waldo Branch. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6275. Dixon v. North Carolina et al.; and Dixon 
v. United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Cir-
cuit. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6276. Barney v. Administrator, New Jersey State 
Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 48 F. 4th 162. 

No. 22–6278. Degoto v. Bohrer, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6279. Duncan v. Bartone et al. Ct. App. Ohio, 
11th App. Dist., Geauga County. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 2022-Ohio-755. 

No. 22–6280. Castillo v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6282. Cain v. Mercy College et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6284. Espinoza v. Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6287. Kim v. Public Schools of Brookline et al. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6288. Sadiki-Yisrael v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6290. Mitchell v. Cohen, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6292. Bessert v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2022 WI App 30, 978 N. W. 2d 90. 

No. 22–6293. Bridges v. United States; and 
No. 22–6312. Jones v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-

tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6294. Strom v. Mitchell et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6295. Calloway v. Martel, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6296. Lewis v. Miniard, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6297. Malone v. Nebraska et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6298. Washington v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6299. Yigal et vir, on Behalf of Their Minor 
Child, R. Y. v. Butler et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6301. Phillips v. Maddox, Sheriff, DeKalb 
County, Georgia, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6303. Jalloul v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6304. Bush v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6306. Hare v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6307. Legros v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6308. Mendoza-Espinoza v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6309. Mora-Mendez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6311. Allen v. Nebraska. Ct. App. Neb. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 31 Neb. App. –––. 

No. 22–6313. Scanlon v. Lawson et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6314. Leal v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6315. Davis v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6316. Walker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6317. Esquivel-Ontiveros v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6318. Ocegueda-Ruiz v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6320. Carter v. Corizon Health, Inc. Cir. Ct. Al-
legany County, Md. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6321. Armstrong v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6322. Amun Re El v. Melanson et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6323. Figueroa-Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6324. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6325. Thompson v. Allison, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6326. White v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6327. West v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 22–6328. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6329. Khamnivong v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6330. Jackson v. Daniel et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6331. Green v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6333. N. P. v. Vermont et al. Sup. Ct. Vt. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6334. Faught v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6335. Unzueta v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6337. Williams v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6340. Simpson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 44 F. 4th 1093. 

No. 22–6341. Schmid v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6343. Iossifov v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 45 F. 4th 899. 

No. 22–6344. Furlow v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6345. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 47 F. 4th 535. 

No. 22–6347. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 853 Fed. Appx. 201. 

No. 22–6348. Schneider v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 849. 

No. 22–6350. Alvarez v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 205 
App. Div. 3d 577, 166 N. Y. S. 3d 852. 
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No. 22–6351. Upchurch v. Wastequip, LLC, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6352. Paape v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6353. Moran v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 54,281 (La. App. 2 Cir. 
5/25/22), 338 So. 3d 1229. 

No. 22–6354. McNulty v. Olivo et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 
4th Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 So. 3d 
1282. 

No. 22–6355. Smith v. Ellis et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6356. Nees v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 319 Ore. App. 725, 511 P. 3d 67. 

No. 22–6357. Raye v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6358. Edmond v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6359. Gershman v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 31 F. 4th 80. 

No. 22–6362. Garcia v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6363. Gabriel v. Trans Am Trucking Co. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6365. Cook v. Watson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6366. Beverly v. Orange County Sheriff et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6367. Allen v. County of Los Angeles, Califor-
nia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6368. Cox v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 5th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6370. Limbrick v. Madden, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6371. Jarrow v. Nunnery. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6372. Cardenas-Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6374. Perry v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 49 F. 4th 33. 

No. 22–6376. Joseph v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6377. Martin v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6378. Garges v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 46 F. 4th 682. 

No. 22–6379. Gaines v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6380. Bergeron v. Schnell, Commissioner, Minne-
sota Department of Corrections, et al. Ct. App. Minn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6381. Young v. Seymour et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6382. Warren v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6383. Woo v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6384. Gakuba v. Henderson et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6387. Gibson v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6388. Jones v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6390. Voyles v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6392. Tello v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6393. Earquhart v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6394. Brollini v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6395. Wolfe v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6399. Simpson v. Watson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6400. Canales-Cancel v. United States et al. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6404. Rivera v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 42 F. 4th 114. 

No. 22–6405. Smith, Individually and as Representative 
of the Estate of Hook v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6408. Wood v. Brown, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6410. El, aka Swahili v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A., 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6412. Conlan v. Costco Wholesale Corp. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6413. Ruhbayan v. Smith, Judge, United States 
District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6414. Barnett v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 48 F. 4th 216. 

No. 22–6415. Bethely v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6416. Blair v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6418. Cosimano v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6419. Wright v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 49 F. 4th 1221. 

No. 22–6420. Jordan v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6421. Garcia-Lara v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6422. Nichols v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6423. Homer v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6424. Thompson v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (5th) 109317–U. 

No. 22–6425. Mohamadi v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6426. Medina v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6427. Sangster v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6428. Scott v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6429. McKenna v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6432. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6433. Escobedo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6434. Reyes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6437. Singleton v. Watson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6439. Gonzalez Dominguez v. Garland, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6440. Thomas v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 285 A. 3d 125. 

No. 22–6441. Dayvault v. Kansas. Ct. App. Kan. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 62 Kan. App. 2d lx, 503 P. 3d 270. 

No. 22–6442. Baker v. Wyoming. Sup. Ct. Wyo. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2022 WY 106, 516 P. 3d 479. 

No. 22–6443. Pridgen v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6444. Burgess v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6451. Wilson v. Rewerts, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6453. Torres v. Allison, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6454. Chang v. Beauchamp, Captain and Com-
mander for California Highway Patrol, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6456. Weldon v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6457. Darden v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6459. McLean v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6460. DeJean v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6462. Ta’afulisia v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 Wash. App. 2d 914, 508 
P. 3d 1059. 

No. 22–6463. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6466. Stewart v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6467. Zayas v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 32 F. 4th 211. 

No. 22–6471. Parks v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6472. Melendrez v. Bennett, Superintendent, 
Stafford Creek Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6477. English, aka Barnes v. United States. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6479. Dominguez-Bido, aka Sealed Defendant, 
aka Dominguez v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6486. Weston v. Capra, Superintendent, Sing Sing 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6487. Orellana v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6491. Romero-Lobato v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6493. Kinsey v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6497. Kendrick v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6498. Shine-Johnson v. Gray, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6499. Thornton-Bey v. Warden, United States 
Penitentiary, Allenwood. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6501. Hagar v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6502. Higdon v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6509. Mondesir v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6510. Marmolejo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6511. Maskevich v. Illinois Department of Em-
ployment Security et al. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (1st) 210779, 227 N. E. 
3d 574. 

No. 22–6512. Perry v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6513. Bartram v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6515. Raiche v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 50 F. 4th 279. 

No. 22–6519. Arthur v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 51 F. 4th 560. 

No. 22–6520. Franklin v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6521. Brannan v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6522. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6523. Johnlouis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 44 F. 4th 331. 

No. 22–6524. Brookins v. Dwivedi. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6527. Langley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6533. Naida v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6535. Begay v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6537. Murillo-Ramos v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6541. Statler v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 349 So. 3d 873. 

No. 22–6542. Vann v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6543. Angel Mota, aka Mota-Angel v. United 
States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6545. Johnson v. Wolfe, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6547. Jones v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (1st) 210162–U. 

No. 22–6552. Guerrero v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 47 F. 4th 984. 

No. 22–6556. Fonseca, fka Fonseca-Garcia v. United 
States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 49 
F. 4th 1. 

No. 22–6561. Hankton v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 51 F. 4th 578. 

No. 22–6562. Schrand v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6563. Young v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6564. Kabir v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 51 F. 4th 820. 

No. 22–6567. Benitez v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6568. Hussein v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6569. Heard v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6571. Covington v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6572. Womack v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6573. Marshall v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6581. Krasley v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6586. Tate v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6591. Trapps v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6592. Harber v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6596. Henderson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6597. Farmer v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 F. 4th 591. 

No. 22–6601. Benavides v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6602. Eisenmann v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6603. Valencia-Sandoval v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6606. Zabala-Zorilla v. Terra, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Phoenix, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6607. Wolfe v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-
sion of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6609. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6611. Counts v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6614. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 44 F. 4th 779. 

No. 22–6615. Jim v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 22–6616. Cota v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6617. Duhaney v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 285 A. 3d 842. 

No. 22–6623. Mayweather v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6624. Loyd v. McDowell, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6625. Hammonds v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6626. Ferris v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 52 F. 4th 235. 

No. 22–6627. Mobley v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6628. Britton v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6632. Benanti v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6634. Espino v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6636. Mostafa v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6637. Francisco-Francisco v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6654. Cummings v. Maine. Sup. Jud. Ct. Me. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–250. Brach et al. v. Newsom, Governor of Cali-
fornia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of California Constitu-
tional Rights Foundation for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae 
out of time denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 
F. 4th 6. 

No. 22–447. Johnson & Johnson et al. v. California. Ct. 
App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. Justice 
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Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 77 Cal. App. 5th 295, 292 Cal. Rptr. 3d 424. 

No. 22–520. Temple University Hospital, Inc. v. National 
Labor Relations Board. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Jackson took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 743. 

No. 22–5364. Davis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

Justice Jackson, with whom Justice Sotomayor joins, 
dissenting. 

Our criminal justice system today is “for the most part a system 
of pleas, not a system of trials.” Lafer v. Cooper, 566 U. S. 156, 
170 (2012). Against this backdrop, this Court has recognized that 
the loss of an opportunity for a favorable plea offer due to an 
attorney's defcient performance can violate the Sixth Amendment 
right to effective counsel. Id., at 169–170; see also Missouri v. 
Frye, 566 U. S. 134 (2012). Petitioner Quartavious Davis alleged, 
and the Eleventh Circuit did not dispute, that he satisfed the frst 
prong of the Strickland ineffective-assistance-of-counsel standard 
because his attorney failed to initiate plea negotiations with the 
Government. The question presented, then, is how can a defend-
ant like Davis show “prejudice” as a result of this failure? See 
Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668, 687 (1984) (ineffective 
assistance of counsel requires a showing of both defcient perform-
ance and prejudice). 

The Circuits appear to be at odds with respect to this important 
question. Under our case law, in order to demonstrate prejudice 
when defense counsel's defcient performance causes the defendant 
to forgo an advantageous plea deal, the defendant must show 
there was “a reasonable probability” that the relevant parties— 
the prosecution, defendant, and the court—would have accepted 
the plea. Frye, 566 U. S., at 147. But some Circuits have held 
that this showing can be made without proof that the Government 
had put a plea offer on the table, see Byrd v. Skipper, 940 F. 3d 
248, 252, 255–256 (CA6 2019); United States v. Pender, 514 Fed. 
Appx. 359, 360–361 (CA4 2013) (per curiam), while others seem 
to impose a threshold requirement that a defendant cannot show 
prejudice if “the government never extended . . . a formal plea 
offer” to the defendant, Ramirez v. United States, 751 F. 3d 604, 
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Jackson, J., dissenting 598 U. S. 

608 (CA8 2014); see also Byrd, 940 F. 3d, at 264 (Griffn, J., dissent-
ing) (collecting cases to support the proposition that ineffective 
assistance of counsel in this context “require[s] proof of a plea 
offer”). 

In this case, the Eleventh Circuit joined the debate. The 
District Court concluded that Davis's allegations in his 28 
U. S. C. § 2255 motion were insuffcient, even if true, because he 
had not alleged “that a plea offer was made but not communi-
cated to [him].” App. to Pet. for Cert. 45. The Eleventh Cir-
cuit affrmed, concluding that Davis was not entitled to an evi-
dentiary hearing to prove his allegations because “Davis did not 
allege in his § 2255 motion that the government even offered a 
plea deal,” which, in the Eleventh Circuit's view, meant that 
Davis had insuffciently pleaded prejudice. Id., at 5–6. 

The instant case not only implicates a divergence of circuit 
opinions, but also is an ideal vehicle to evaluate the Eleventh 
Circuit's bright-line rule that an adequate showing of prejudice 
requires an actual plea offer. That important legal question is 
isolated here; since the Eleventh Circuit assumed defcient per-
formance, so can we. See Lafer, 566 U. S., at 163. And because 
the lower courts denied Davis's motion without an evidentiary 
hearing based solely on the pleading defciency, the sole question 
before us is whether a defendant must allege (and then ultimately 
show) that an actual plea offer was made. 

Moreover, under the circumstances presented here, it was ex-
ceedingly likely that Davis would have prevailed with respect to 
the prejudice prong if the Eleventh Circuit had not applied that 
threshold requirement. Davis's allegations established that a fa-
vorable plea agreement was a strong possibility, even though no 
offer actually materialized, because each of Davis's fve codefend-
ants had lawyers who negotiated favorable plea agreements with 
respect to the same series of armed robberies. And while Davis 
(who was 18 or 19 years old at the time the crimes were com-
mitted) received a sentence of approximately 160 years of im-
prisonment after his attorney took him to trial, all of Davis's 
codefendants received sentences of less than 40 years of 
imprisonment due to plea agreements that enabled the District 
Court to impose a sentence below the mandatory minimum. The 
District Court's statements at sentencing were also noteworthy: 
The judge specifcally asserted that, while he thought the appro-



ORDERS 1185 

598 U. S. February 21, 2023 

priate sentence for Davis was 40 years, he was bound by the 
consecutive mandatory minimums.* 

The Eleventh Circuit gave short shrift to these alleged facts, 
and others, which suggest that Davis was harmed by his counsel's 
failure to initiate plea negotiations because it applied a bright-
line rule that prejudice cannot be shown in the absence of a plea 
offer. This petition presents the Court with a clear opportunity 
to resolve a Circuit split regarding whether having an actual plea 
offer is an indispensable prerequisite to making the necessary 
showing of prejudice. I would grant certiorari to resolve that 
issue. 

No. 22–6283. Turner v. Federal Aviation Administration 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–6468. Perkins v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–6610. Scarfo v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–6631. Welenc v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 21–7999. Arutyunyan v. Fields et al., 598 U. S. 929; 
No. 21–8077. Yates v. Iowa, 598 U. S. 933; 
No. 22–276. Vashisht-Rota v. Howell Management Serv-

ices et al., 598 U. S. 1095; 
No. 22–314. Cox v. Law Ofces of Les Zieve et al., 598 

U. S. 1096; 
No. 22–380. Brunson v. Adams et al., 598 U. S. 1121; 
No. 22–385. Towers v. Hamasaki, 598 U. S. 1107; 
No. 22–5046. Butler v. Florida, 598 U. S. 952; 

*The mandatory minimums that applied to Davis were subsequently 
revisited—and revised—by Congress. See 18 U. S. C. § 924(c)(1)(A). Davis 
asserts that, if sentenced today, he would face a mandatory minimum of 35 
years of imprisonment. 
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February 21, 22, 27, 2023 598 U. S. 

No. 22–5608. Turner v. Covello, Warden, 598 U. S. 1081; 
No. 22–5672. Nguyen v. United States, 598 U. S. 1012; 
No. 22–5725. Banghart v. Sullivan, Warden, et al., 598 

U. S. 1098; 
No. 22–5786. Foladpour v. City of Upland, California, 

598 U. S. 1108; 
No. 22–5814. Allred v. Washington, 598 U. S. 1126; 
No. 22–5855. Hamilton v. Northern Virginia District Of-

ce et al., 598 U. S. 1127; and 
No. 22–5948. Cormier v. Florida, 598 U. S. 1100. Petitions 

for rehearing denied. 

No. 22–351. Simon v. Department of Justice et al., 598 
U. S. 1110. Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Alito took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

February 22, 2023 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–6819 (22A757). Dillbeck v. Florida et al. Sup. Ct. 
Fla. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre-
sented to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. 

February 27, 2023 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–431. Jordan v. Lamanna, Superintendent, Bed-
ford Hills Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
dismissed as moot. Reported below: 33 F. 4th 144. 

No. 22–6364. Earls v. Federal Bureau of Prisons. C. A. 
7th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. Justice Barrett took no part in the consideration or deci-
sion of this motion and this petition. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–3083. In re Disbarment of Santoriella. Disbar-
ment entered. [For earlier order herein, see 597 U. S. 956.] 

No. D–3087. In re Disbarment of Talcott. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 598 U. S. 972.] 
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No. D–3088. In re Disbarment of Leatherman. Disbar-
ment entered. [For earlier order herein, see 598 U. S. 972.] 

No. D–3090. In re Disbarment of Lindon. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 598 U. S. 972.] 

No. D–3091. In re Disbarment of Dibble. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 598 U. S. 972.] 

No. D–3092. In re Disbarment of Moawad. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 598 U. S. 972.] 

No. 21–1043. Abitron Austria GmbH et al. v. Hetronic 
International, Inc. C. A. 10th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 
U. S. 1015.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to partici-
pate in oral argument as amicus curiae, for divided argument, 
and for enlargement of time for oral argument granted. 

No. 22–196. Samia, aka Samic v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 1111.] Motion of Law Profes-
sors for leave to fle brief as amici curiae out of time granted. 

No. 22–6724. In re Cobb. Petition for writ of habeas cor-
pus denied. 

No. 22–6447. In re Avery. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

No. 22–6589. In re Jackson. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 22–340. Pulsifer v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 1018. 

No. 22–448. Consumer Financial Protection Bureau 
et al. v. Community Financial Services Association of 
America, Ltd., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted. Re-
ported below: 51 F. 4th 616. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–63. Marshal v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–338. R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. et al. v. County 
of Los Angeles, California, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 542. 
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No. 22–353. Morgan v. Arizona et al. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 253 Ariz. 207, 511 P. 3d 202. 

No. 22–384. Randel v. Rabun County School District. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–410. Chama Troutstalkers, LLC, et al. v. Adobe 
Whitewater Club of New Mexico et al. Sup. Ct. N. M. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–586. Beemer et al. v. Whitmer, Governor of 
Michigan, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–587. Andrews v. District Attorney of Montgom-
ery County, Pennsylvania, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–591. Watkins et al. v. Matrix, LLC, et al. Sup. 
Ct. Ala. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–613. Schwartzberg v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 
1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 So. 3d 1190. 

No. 22–621. Matarese, Personal Representative of the 
Estate of Bauman, Deceased v. Virginia Hospital Center 
Arlington Health System, dba Virginia Hospital Center, 
et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–645. Blanca Telephone Co. v. Federal Communi-
cations Commission et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–650. Orlando Bar Group, LLC, et al. v. DeSantis, 
Governor of Florida, et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 So. 3d 487. 

No. 22–658. Gates v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–663. Community Financial Services Association 
of America, Ltd., et al. v. Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 51 F. 4th 616. 

No. 22–684. Jordan v. Kansas Disciplinary Administra-
tor. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 
Kan. 501, 518 P. 3d 1203. 
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No. 22–686. Green v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 28 F. 4th 1089. 

No. 22–694. Whitaker v. Ward, Commissioner, Georgia 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–706. Spriggs v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–707. Cadden v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 51 F. 4th 32. 

No. 22–709. Moody v. Parris, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–727. Weister v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 247 W. Va. 355, 880 
S. E. 2d 77. 

No. 22–6338. McNulty-Snodgrass v. United States. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6373. Herriott v. Herriott. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6375. Maali v. Harrington, United States 
Trustee. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6396. Sansing v. Thornell, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 41 
F. 4th 1039. 

No. 22–6398. Duke v. Microsoft Corp. et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6401. Culberson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6403. Martin v. Artis, Acting Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6406. Truesdale v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 22–6407. Haden v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 49 Cal. App. 
5th 1091, 263 Cal. Rptr. 3d 570. 

No. 22–6430. Bugno v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 7th App. Dist., 
Mahoning County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022-
Ohio-2008. 

No. 22–6436. Robertson v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (2d) 200132–U. 

No. 22–6450. Williams v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 So. 3d 1282. 

No. 22–6452. Ziliak v. Key, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6464. Chase v. Oliver, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Albion, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6465. Smith v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6470. Ellis v. Department of Labor, Administra-
tive Review Board. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6478. Shiheiber v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N. A. 
Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6483. Sloan v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6528. Jordan v. Davidson-Brooks, Assistant Dis-
trict Attorney, 16th Judicial District, Mississippi, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6553. Ferdinand v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6554. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6558. White v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6560. Gomez-Santacruz v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6585. Tennessee ex rel. Tulis v. Lee, Governor 
of Tennessee, et al. Ct. App. Tenn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6612. Johnson v. Rewerts, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6619. Dunahue v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Divi-
sion of Correction, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6645. Szewczyk v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 So. 3d 936. 

No. 22–6647. Young v. Hill, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6649. Mitchell v. Pfeiffer, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6651. Vanous v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6656. Stapleton v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6658. Bonk v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6668. Lyons v. Ladner, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6671. Mazzulla v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6678. Watts v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 350 So. 3d 613. 

No. 22–6681. Chambers v. Artis, Acting Warden. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–298. Jump Rope Systems, LLC v. Coulter Ven-
tures, LLC, dba Rogue Fitness. C. A. Fed. Cir. Motion of 
Joshua J. Malone et al. for leave to fle brief as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–715. Chevron USA, Inc., et al. v. Plaquemines 
Parish, Louisiana, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. 
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Rehearing Denied 

No. 22–341. Nebraska ex rel. Timothy L. Ashford, P. C. 
L. L. O., et al. v. Kleine et al., 598 U. S. 1121; 

No. 22–387. White v. Michigan State University Unem-
ployment Compensation Division (two judgments), 598 U. S. 
1121; 

No. 22–5443. Davis v. Moody, Attorney General of Flor-
ida, et al., 598 U. S. 1002; 

No. 22–5595. L. B. v. Washington State Department of 
Children, Youth, and Families, 598 U. S. 1081; 

No. 22–5601. Serrano v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 598 U. S. 1081; 

No. 22–5629. Williams v. South Carolina, 598 U. S. 1020; 
No. 22–5698. Davis v. Holt et al., 598 U. S. 1097; 
No. 22–5717. Webster v. Trail et al. (three judgments), 598 

U. S. 1098; 
No. 22–5794. Ward v. Ramirez, Warden, 598 U. S. 1084; 
No. 22–5957. Wilson v. Tampa Police Department, 598 

U. S. 1129; 
No. 22–6040. Wyttenbach v. Cooper, Governor of North 

Carolina, 598 U. S. 1131; 
No. 22–6116. Fields v. Cheeks, 598 U. S. 1134; 
No. 22–6123. Hill v. United States, 598 U. S. 1134; and 
No. 22–6144. In re Daniels, 598 U. S. 1118. Petitions for 

rehearing denied. 

No. 22–406. Friedrichsen v. Ramon Rodriguez et al., 598 
U. S. 1139. Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Alito took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

March 2, 2023 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 21–1271. Moore, Speaker of the North Carolina 
House of Representatives, et al. v. Harper et al. Sup. 
Ct. N. C. [Certiorari granted, 597 U. S. 918.] The parties and 
the Solicitor General are directed to fle supplemental letter briefs 
addressing the following question: “What is the effect on this 
Court's jurisdiction under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a) and Cox Broadcast-
ing Corp. v. Cohn, 420 U. S. 469 (1975), of the North Carolina 
Supreme Court's February 3, 2023, order granting rehearing, and 
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any subsequent state-court proceedings?” Briefs, not exceed 10 
pages, are to be fled simultaneously with the Clerk and served 
upon opposing counsel on or before 2 p.m., Monday, March 20, 
2023. 

March 6, 2023 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 21–847. Burns v. Arizona; Boggs v. Arizona; Garza v. 
Arizona; Gomez v. Arizona; Newell v. Arizona; and Reeves 
v. Arizona. Super. Ct. Ariz., Maricopa County. Certiorari 
granted, judgments vacated, and case remanded for further con-
sideration in light of Cruz v. Arizona, 598 U. S. 17 (2023). 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–6517. Kaetz v. Wolfson, Judge, United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of New Jersey, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this motion and this petition. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22A718. Vinkov v. Brotherhood Mutual Insurance 
co. C. A. 9th Cir. Application for stay, addressed to Justice 
Alito and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. D–3098. In re Disbarment of Bernstein. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 598 U. S. 1105.] 

No. 22M73. National Rie Association of America v. 
Vullo; and 

No. 22M75. Smalley v. United States. Motions for leave 
to fle petitions for writs of certiorari with supplemental appen-
dixes under seal granted. 

No. 22M74. Wadhams v. American Federation of Teach-
ers et al. Motion to direct the Clerk to fle petition for writ 
of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 22M76. Foster v. Foster. Motion for leave to proceed 
as a veteran denied. 

No. 21–1326. United States et al. ex rel. Schutte et al. 
v. SuperValu Inc. et al.; and 
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No. 22–111. United States et al. ex rel. Proctor v. Safe-
way, Inc. C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 1143.] 
Motion of respondents for leave to fle supplemental volume of 
the joint appendix under seal granted. 

No. 22–23. Pugin v. Garland, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir.; and 

No. 22–331. Garland, Attorney General v. Cordero-
Garcia, aka Cordero. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 
U. S. 1143.] Motion of the Solicitor General to dispense with 
printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 22–105. Coinbase, Inc. v. Bielski; and Coinbase, Inc. 
v. Suski et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 
1104.] Motion of respondents for divided argument denied. 

No. 22–148. Jack Daniel’s Properties, Inc. v. VIP Prod-
ucts LLC. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 1078.] 
Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral 
argument as amicus curiae, for divided argument, and for en-
largement of time for oral argument granted. Motion of Motion 
Picture Association, Inc., for leave to participate in oral argument 
as amicus curiae, for divided argument, and for enlargement of 
time for oral argument, denied. 

No. 22–227. Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa Indians et al. v. Coughlin. C. A. 1st Cir. [Certio-
rari granted, 598 U. S. 1143.] Motion of petitioners to dispense 
with printing joint appendix granted. 

No. 22–465. Georgia-Pacific Consumer Products LP 
et al. v. International Paper Co. et al. C. A. 6th Cir.; and 

No. 22–601. Lake, Chairman, Public Utility Commission 
of Texas, et al. v. NextEra Energy Capital Holdings, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle 
briefs in these cases expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 22–6482. Thistle v. Biden, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed until 
March 27, 2023, 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. 22–6733. In re Myles; 
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No. 22–6754. In re Drummond; and 
No. 22–6759. In re Jordan. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 22–6758. In re Marvin; and 
No. 22–6770. In re Thomas Bey. Motions of petitioners for 

leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs 
of habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–637. In re Klayman. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. Justice Kavanaugh and Justice Jackson took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 22–500. Great Lakes Insurance SE v. Raiders Re-
treat Realty Co., LLC. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari granted lim-
ited to Question 2 presented by the petition. Reported below: 
47 F. 4th 225. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–270. Ranchers Cattlemen Action Legal Fund 
United Stockgrowers of America et al. v. Department of 
Agriculture et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 35 F. 4th 1225. 

No. 22–396. Fischer et al. v. Federal Express Corp. 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 42 
F. 4th 366. 

No. 22–401. Alaska v. Haaland, Secretary of the Inte-
rior, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
31 F. 4th 1157. 

No. 22–417. Metzgar et al. v. U. A. Plumbers and Steam-
tters Local No. 22 Pension Fund et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–450. Shields v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 647 S. W. 3d 144. 

No. 22–602. McDonald v. McDonald. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL 126956, 201 N. E. 3d 1125. 

No. 22–610. Taylor v. Augusta-Richmond County Consol-
idated Commissioners et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 786 Fed. Appx. 993. 
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No. 22–612. Spiegel v. 1618 Sheridan Road Condominium 
Assn., Inc., et al. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 2022 IL App (1st) 201142–U. 

No. 22–623. Hall v. G. M. S. Management Co., Inc., et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–626. Hamdan et al. v. Walz, Governor of Minne-
sota, et al. Ct. App. Minn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–632. Haworth v. City of Walla Walla, Washington, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–638. Riccia et vir v. Cleveland Clinic Founda-
tion et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–682. Tiange Huang et al. v. Ngoc Bach Phan 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–697. Heather B., Parent and Next Friend of S. S., 
et al. v. Houston Independent School District et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–717. Perkins, Mayor of the City of Shreveport, 
Louisiana v. Celcog, LLC, dba Strawn’s Eat Shop Too, 
et al. Ct. App. La., 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 54,254 (La. App. 2 Cir. 5/18/22), 340 So. 3d 1259. 

No. 22–728. Wilkey et al. v. Klaver. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6411. Ritchie v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 344 So. 3d 369. 

No. 22–6438. Claiborne v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6446. Burke v. Washington et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6449. Wilson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6455. DeMarco v. Bynum. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 50 F. 4th 479. 

No. 22–6458. Melson v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6474. Riley v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6484. Saunders v. Thies et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 F. 4th 701. 

No. 22–6514. Pineda v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 13 Cal. 5th 186, 511 P. 3d 492. 

No. 22–6531. Edwards v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6565. Santa v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 101 Mass. App. 1118, 195 
N. E. 3d 950. 

No. 22–6566. Ellis v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 So. 3d 740. 

No. 22–6659. Lopez-Rivera v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6666. Ruiz-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 53 F. 4th 400. 

No. 22–6672. J. M. v. Oregon Department of Human Serv-
ices. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 
Ore. App. 486, 512 P. 3d 456. 

No. 22–6674. Collins v. Searls, Superintendent, Huttons-
ville Correctional Center. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6682. Haynes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6694. Haji-Hassan v. Maine. Sup. Jud. Ct. Me. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6697. Harris v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6698. Gross v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6699. Meredith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6702. Boyet v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6704. Vazquez-Figueroa v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6705. Clearwater v. Bennett, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6706. Ogden v. Idaho. Sup. Ct. Idaho. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 171 Idaho 258, 519 P. 3d 1198. 

No. 22–6708. Villalobos-Franco v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6716. Olivo-Duron v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6717. Scales v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6718. Stabler v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6738. Simms v. Ames, Superintendent, Mount 
Olive Correctional Complex. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6752. Nunes Lopez v. Gastelo, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6755. Harris v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 So. 3d 1. 

No. 22–278. City of Ocala, Florida v. Rojas et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 1347. 

Statement of Justice Gorsuch respecting the denial of 
certiorari. 

Faced with tragedy, the city of Ocala, Florida, searched for 
ways to bring the community together. After a shooting spree 
left several children injured, police appealed to community leaders 
for help. A local NAACP offcial suggested to the chief of police 
that he contact religious leaders to facilitate conversations be-
tween residents and law enforcement. A local minister, in turn, 
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proposed holding a prayer vigil for the victims. The chief agreed 
to organize the event and police chaplains participated in it. 

But instead of unity, litigation followed. Several atheists who 
chose to attend the event sued the city, alleging that the event's 
religious themes violated the First Amendment's Establishment 
Clause. Eventually, the District Court granted summary judg-
ment in their favor. 315 F. Supp. 3d 1256, 1290 (MD Fla. 2018). 
The court reasoned that individuals enjoy Article III standing to 
contest religious speech they fnd offensive and that the vigil 
violated the Establishment Clause under the terms of Lemon v. 
Kurtzman, 403 U. S. 602 (1971). 315 F. Supp. 3d, at 1274–1290. 

On appeal, the Eleventh Circuit agreed that at least one of the 
plaintiffs had standing to sue, noting that she had “ ̀ direct con-
tact' ” with prayer she found “offensive.” 40 F. 4th 1347, 1350– 
1351 (2022). It didn't matter that the plaintiff went to the vigil 
knowing that she would be offended. Ibid. What mattered was 
that prayers reached her ears. Ibid. Still, the Eleventh Circuit 
vacated the District Court's decision on the merits, remanding 
the case for reconsideration in light of this Court's intervening 
decision in Kennedy v. Bremerton School Dist., 597 U. S. 507 
(2022). 40 F. 4th, at 1351–1352. 

I do not doubt that the District Court must reconsider the 
merits. As this Court explained in Kennedy, the Lemon test on 
which the District Court relied is no longer good law. 597 U. S., 
at 534. But the question of standing must be reconsidered too. 
This Court has never endorsed the notion that an “offended ob-
server” may bring an Establishment Clause claim. American 
Legion v. American Humanist Assn., 588 U. S. 29, 83–84 (2019) 
(Gorsuch, J., concurring in judgment). Elsewhere in the law, 
we routinely say that Article III demands a more “ ̀ concrete and 
particularized' ” injury. Id., at 80. And the same rule, we have 
said, applies in the Establishment Clause context too. Id., at 82 
(discussing Valley Forge Christian College v. Americans United 
for Separation of Church and State, Inc., 454 U. S. 464 (1982)). 

Why, despite these teachings, have some lower courts indulged 
the fction of “offended observer” standing? At least some of the 
fault “lies here.” American Legion, 588 U. S., at 84 (opinion of 
Gorsuch, J.). In Lemon, this Court suggested that “the Estab-
lishment Clause forbids anything a reasonable observer would 
view as an endorsement of religion.” American Legion, 588 

Page Proof Pending Publication



Page Proof Pending Publication

1200 OCTOBER TERM, 2022 

Thomas, J., dissenting 598 U. S. 

U. S., at 84 (opinion of Gorsuch, J.). For this to be so, lower 
courts deduced, “such an observer must be able to sue.” Id., at 
84–85 (citing lower court cases). 

But if that logic ever made sense, it no longer does. In Ken-
nedy, this Court put to rest any question about Lemon's vitality. 
We held that claims alleging an establishment of religion must be 
measured against the Constitution's original and historical mean-
ing, not the sensitivities of a hypothetical reasonable observer. 
597 U. S., at 534. And with the demise of Lemon's reasonable 
observer test, “little excuse” now remains “for the anomaly of 
offended observer standing.” American Legion, 588 U. S., at 87 
(opinion of Gorsuch, J.). “[T]he gaping hole it tore in stand-
ing doctrine in [the lower courts] should now begin to close.” 
Ibid. 

The city asks us to take this case to make just this point. It 
is an understandable request. But I see no need for the Court's 
intervention at this juncture. This case remains in an interlocu-
tory posture—the Eleventh Circuit has remanded the case to the 
District Court to permit it to consider Kennedy's implications in 
the frst instance. I would allow that process to unfold. Moving 
forward, I expect lower courts will recognize that offended ob-
server standing has no more foundation in the law than the 
Lemon test that inspired it. If I am wrong, the city is free to 
seek relief here after fnal judgment. For by now it should be 
clear that, “[i]n a large and diverse country, offense can be easily 
found. Really, most every governmental action probably offends 
somebody. No doubt, too, that offense can be sincere, sometimes 
well taken, even wise. But recourse for disagreement and offense 
does not lie in federal litigation. Instead, in a society that holds 
among its most cherished ambitions mutual respect, tolerance, 
self-rule, and democratic responsibility, an `offended viewer' may 
`avert his eyes' or pursue a political solution.” American Legion, 
588 U. S., at 88 (opinion of Gorsuch, J.) (citation omitted). 

Justice Thomas, dissenting. 
In 2014, a shooting spree in Ocala, Florida, left several children 

injured. In response, the city of Ocala's police department 
worked with community leaders to identify suspects and wit-
nesses. Leaders of the religious community suggested holding a 
prayer vigil in the town square to bring the community together 
and encourage potential witnesses to cooperate. The chief of po-
lice agreed and posted a letter on the department's public Face-
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book page asking citizens to attend a prayer vigil for the victims. 
At the vigil, uniformed police chaplains appeared onstage along-
side community religious leaders, all singing and praying for the 
injured children. 

Respondents, several atheists who voluntarily attended the 
vigil with full knowledge of its religious content, sued the city 
and several offcials under Rev. Stat. § 1979, 42 U. S. C. § 1983. 
They alleged that they felt uncomfortable and unable to partici-
pate at the vigil because of its Christian themes, and that the 
city had violated the Establishment Clause. The District Court 
granted summary judgment to respondents, holding that they had 
Article III standing and that the vigil violated the Establishment 
Clause under the Lemon test. See Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U. S. 
602 (1971). Applying Circuit precedent, the Eleventh Circuit 
agreed that at least one respondent had standing because she 
came into “ ̀ direct contact' ” with the vigil, 40 F. 4th 1347, 1350 
(2022), but it remanded on the merits in light of our express 
abandonment of Lemon last Term in Kennedy v. Bremerton 
School Dist., 597 U. S. 507, 534–535 (2022). 

Although the Eleventh Circuit was correct that Lemon is no 
longer good law, we should have granted certiorari to review 
whether respondents had standing to bring their claims. Stand-
ing is an antecedent jurisdictional requirement that must be es-
tablished before a court reaches the merits. Steel Co. v. Citizens 
for Better Environment, 523 U. S. 83, 94–95 (1998). It thus 
makes no difference that the court below remanded based on 
Kennedy, and it may make no difference if the District Court 
holds for petitioner on the merits. Courts have no constitutional 
authority to pass on the merits of a case beyond their jurisdic-
tion—“to do so is, by very defnition, for a court to act ultra 
vires.” 523 U. S., at 102. “Much more than legal niceties are at 
stake here. The statutory and (especially) constitutional ele-
ments of jurisdiction are an essential ingredient of separation and 
equilibration of powers, restraining the courts from acting at cer-
tain times, and even restraining them from acting permanently 
regarding certain subjects.” Id., at 101. “This tenet is as solid 
as bedrock and almost as old.” Cross-Sound Ferry Servs., Inc. 
v. ICC, 934 F. 2d 327, 339 (CADC 1991) (Thomas, J., concurring 
in part and concurring in denial of petition for review). Because 
standing based on mere offense is in signifcant tension with Arti-
cle III and our precedents, I would have granted certiorari to 
determine whether the courts below lacked jurisdiction. 
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I have serious doubts about the legitimacy of the “offended 
observer” theory of standing applied below. See American Le-
gion v. American Humanist Assn., 588 U. S. 29, 80, 83, (2019) 
(Gorsuch, J., concurring in judgment) (noting that the doctrine 
“has no basis in law,” is “deeply inconsistent . . . with many . . . 
longstanding principles and precedents,” and “cannot be squared 
with this Court's longstanding teachings about the limits of Arti-
cle III”). For decades, members of the Judiciary have noted that 
offended observer standing appears to be fatly inconsistent with 
our opinion in Valley Forge Christian College v. Americans 
United for Separation of Church and State, Inc., 454 U. S. 464 
(1982). In that case, we held “that `the psychological conse-
quence presumably produced by observation of religious conduct 
with which one disagrees' is `not an injury suffcient to confer 
standing under Article III, even though the disagreement is 
phrased in constitutional terms.' ” Kondrat'yev v. Pensacola, 949 
F. 3d 1319, 1335 (CA11 2020) (Newsom, J., concurring) (quoting 
454 U. S., at 485–486; alterations omitted); see also American 
Legion, 588 U. S., at 82 (opinion of Gorsuch, J.); Freedom From 
Religion Foundation, Inc. v. Mack, 49 F. 4th 941, 949 (CA5 2022) 
(Smith, J.) (“[T]he law of Establishment Clause standing is hard 
to reconcile with the general principle that standing is absent 
where a plaintiff has only a generalized grievance shared in sub-
stantially equal measure by all or most citizens” (internal quota-
tion marks omitted)); Freedom From Religion Foundation, Inc. 
v. Obama, 641 F. 3d 803, 807 (CA7 2011) (Easterbrook, C. J.) 
(“[H]urt feelings differ from legal injury”); Barnes-Wallace v. San 
Diego, 530 F. 3d 776, 795 (CA9 2008) (Kleinfeld, J., dissenting) 
(“[B]eing there and seeing the offending conduct does not confer 
standing”); Doe v. Tangipahoa Parish School Bd., 494 F. 3d 494, 
500 (CA5 2007) (DeMoss, J., specially concurring) (explaining that 
offended observer standing “opens the courts' doors to a group 
of plaintiffs who have no complaint other than they dislike any 
government reference to God”); American Civil Liberties Union 
of Ohio Foundation, Inc. v. Ashbrook, 375 F. 3d 484, 497 (CA6 
2004) (Batchelder, J., dissenting) (explaining that standing based 
on “unwelcome contact” with governmental religious displays is 
“inconsistent with . . . Valley Forge”); Washegesic v. Blooming-
dale Public Schools, 33 F. 3d 679, 684–685 (CA6 1994) (Guy, J., 
concurring) (explaining that offended observer standing “estab-
lishe[s] . . . a class of `eggshell' plaintiffs of a delicacy never before 
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known to the law”); Penkoski v. Bowser, 486 F. Supp. 3d 219, 
231 (DC 2020) (McFadden, J.) (explaining that offended observer 
standing “cannot be squared with” Valley Forge). 

Offended observer standing appears to warp the very essence 
of the judicial power vested by the Constitution. Under Article 
III, federal courts are authorized “to adjudge the legal rights of 
litigants in actual controversies,” not hurt feelings. Valley Forge, 
454 U. S., at 471 (internal quotation marks omitted); see also In re 
Navy Chaplaincy, 534 F. 3d 756, 763 (CADC 2008) (“[M]ere per-
sonal offense to government action does not give rise to standing 
to sue” (citing Allen v. Wright, 468 U. S. 737, 752–754 (1984))); 
J. Davis & N. Reaves, Fruit of the Poisonous Lemon Tree: How 
the Supreme Court Created Offended-Observer Standing, and 
Why It's Time for It To Go, 96 Notre Dame L. Rev. Refection 
25, 35–36 (2020) (“Under a historical understanding of Article 
III,” “psychological offense resulting merely from seeing [chal-
lenged government] action does not qualify” as “concrete harm”). 
In every other area, we have been clear that “offense alone [is] 
insuffcient to convey standing.” American Legion, 588 U. S., at 
81 (opinion of Gorsuch, J.); see also Kondrat'yev, 949 F. 3d, at 
1337 (Newsom, J., concurring) (“[T]he Supreme Court has long 
rejected allegations of offense, fear, and stigma as suffcient to 
establish standing”). And, we admonished in Valley Forge that 
there is “no principled basis on which to create a hierarchy of 
constitutional values or a complementary `sliding scale' of stand-
ing.” 454 U. S., at 484. Yet offended observer standing seems 
to do just that by “carv[ing] out [a] special exceptio[n] to the rules 
governing standing for Establishment Clause claims.” Ashbrook, 
375 F. 3d, at 496 (Batchelder, J., dissenting); see also Penkoski, 
486 F. Supp. 3d, at 233–234. 

Valley Forge could not have been clearer that a relaxed stand-
ing doctrine “does not become more palatable when the underly-
ing merits concern the Establishment Clause.” 454 U. S., at 489. 
Nonetheless, we have muddied the waters by repeatedly reaching 
the merits of Establishment Clause cases premised upon offended 
observer standing in the courts below. American Legion, 588 
U. S., at 83 (opinion of Gorsuch, J.). Fortunately, “ ̀ drive-by ju-
risdictional rulings of this sort' carry `no precedential effect.' ” 
Ibid. (quoting Steel Co., 523 U. S., at 91; alteration omitted). But 
we should not “continue to hold expressly that the injury in fact 
requirement is no different for Establishment Clause cases, while 
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. . . implicitly assum[ing] standing in” those cases based on an 
injury that, “in a non-Establishment Clause case, would not get 
the plaintiff into the courthouse.” Doe, 494 F. 3d, at 500 (DeMoss, 
J., specially concurring). Nor should we continue to countenance 
the undermining of our well-reasoned Valley Forge precedent by 
the Courts of Appeals. 

This Court's intervention has become increasingly necessary, as 
time has demonstrated that this problem is not going away by 
itself. Even those Courts of Appeals that recognize the apparent 
illegitimacy of offended observer standing now fnd themselves 
bound by Circuit precedent to apply it. See Kondrat'yev, 949 
F. 3d, at 1337 (Newsom, J., concurring) (“[W]e should . . . convene 
en banc in order to bring our own Establishment Clause standing 
precedent into line with the Supreme Court's”); Mack, 49 F. 4th, 
at 949 (“[C]orrect or not, our [offended observer] precedents bind 
us”); Freedom From Religion Foundation, Inc. v. County of Le-
high, 933 F. 3d 275, 280 (CA3 2019) (Hardiman, J.) (“We . . . 
leave it to the Supreme Court—or this Court sitting en banc—to 
determine whether to discard” offended observer standing). 
And, anomalous exceptions that expand an institution's power 
have a tendency to swallow rules that limit it. The same is true 
here: Far from naturally receding, offended observer standing 
threatens to dilute Article III requirements in other areas. See, 
e. g., Gerber v. Herskovitz, 14 F. 4th 500, 506 (CA6 2021) (employ-
ing a direct analogy to offended observer cases to hold that indi-
viduals had standing to bring various federal statutory, due proc-
ess, and free exercise claims solely because they suffered 
psychological harm from alleged legal violations). We should re-
consider this seeming aberration before it further erodes bedrock 
Article III restrictions on the judicial power. 

Decades ago, I joined Chief Justice Rehnquist in a dissent from 
denial of certiorari that recognized the tension between standing 
based on religious offense and Valley Forge. City of Edmond v. 
Robinson, 517 U. S. 1201, 1202–1203 (1996). At the time, Chief 
Justice Rehnquist lamented the Court's failure to confront this 
undeniably important question that “determines the reach of fed-
eral courts' power of judicial review of state actions.” Id., at 
1203. Time has vindicated this exhortation, and I continue to 
urge the Court to review the legitimacy of this form of standing. 
If the Courts of Appeals are unwilling to reconsider their of-
fended observer precedents en banc, we should intervene to vindi-
cate our holding in Valley Forge. 
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No. 22–625. Grifn v. Blue Cross Blue Shield Healthc-
are Plan of Georgia, Inc., et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
before judgment denied. 

No. 22–649. Downing v. Abbott Laboratories et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
48 F. 4th 793. 

No. 22–6689. Johnston v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Barrett took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 22–345. Siladi v. Deutsche Bank National Trust Co., 
598 U. S. 1121; 

No. 22–377. Hinds v. Texas, 598 U. S. 1121; 
No. 22–378. Hinds v. Texas, 598 U. S. 1121; 
No. 22–449. Larson et ux. v. Snohomish County, Washing-

ton, et al., 598 U. S. 1123; 
No. 22–5519. Stansbury v. Courley, Acting Superintend-

ent, State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill, et al., 
598 U. S. 984; 

No. 22–5699. In re Craaybeek, 598 U. S. 1094; 
No. 22–5820. Mendel v. Randolph, Individually and in 

Her Ofcial Capacity as Commissioner, California Public 
Utilities Commission, et al., 598 U. S. 1126; 

No. 22–5963. Spain v. Jones, 598 U. S. 1129; 
No. 22–6131. Moret v. Ranganathan et al., 598 U. S. 1134; 

and 
No. 22–6140. Wright v. United States, 598 U. S. 1135. Pe-

titions for rehearing denied. 

March 9, 2023 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–6964 (22A788). Brown v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Alito, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

March 17, 2023 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 21–1484. Arizona et al. v. Navajo Nation et al.; and 
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No. 22–51. Department of the Interior et al. v. Navajo 
Nation et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 1015.] 
Motion of the Solicitor General for divided argument granted. 

March 20, 2023 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 22–312. Chapman, Clerk, Circuit Court of Missouri, 
Randolph County v. Doe, by Next Friend Rothert. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re-
manded with instructions to dismiss the case as moot. See 
United States v. Munsingwear, Inc., 340 U. S. 36 (1950). Re-
ported below: 30 F. 4th 766. 

Justice Jackson, dissenting. 
I am concerned that contemporary practice related to so-called 

“Munsingwear vacaturs” has drifted away from the doctrine's 
foundational moorings. 

* * * 

When a case becomes moot, the losing party is generally de-
prived of the right to appeal the merits of an adverse decision. 
U. S. Bancorp Mortgage Co. v. Bonner Mall Partnership, 513 
U. S. 18, 21–22 (1994). In United States v. Munsingwear, Inc., 
340 U. S. 36, 38–39 (1950), this Court observed that, sometimes, 
that result might be especially unfair, and thus a request for 
vacatur of the lower court's judgment may be entertained, and 
granted, to address the inequity. But the Court declined to do 
so in Munsingwear itself because the equities did not favor the 
party requesting that relief, as the party had “slept on its rights.” 
Id., at 41. Later, this Court clarifed that this “Munsingwear 
vacatur” remedy is available only in “extraordinary” or “excep-
tional” cases where a party meets the burden of demonstrating 
equitable entitlement to vacatur in an otherwise moot case. 
Bancorp, 513 U. S., at 26, 29. 

Here, the majority has acquiesced to the parties' joint request 
for a Munsingwear vacatur. This case involves a lawsuit that 
respondent Doe fled in the U. S. District Court for the Eastern 
District of Missouri, invoking Rev. Stat. § 1979, 42 U. S. C. § 1983, 
and alleging that petitioner Chapman violated the Fourteenth 
Amendment when she denied Doe access to a judicial bypass 
for an abortion without parental notifcation. The Eighth Circuit 
rejected Chapman's plea for quasi-judicial and qualifed immunity, 
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see 30 F. 4th 766 (2022), after which this Court issued Dobbs v. 
Jackson Women's Health Organization, 597 U. S. 215 (2022). 
That decision led the parties to jointly stipulate to dismiss Doe's 
civil action under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(a)(1)(A)(ii), 
thereby mooting the case. Doe could only have effectuated a 
dismissal of her case without a court order if Chapman agreed to 
the dismissal, see ibid., and, apparently, Chapman agreed on the 
condition that Doe did not object to a request for Munsingwear 
vacatur from this Court. 

Whatever the parties might have seen ft to agree to, we have 
long recognized that the equities generally do not favor Munsing-
wear vacatur when the party requesting such relief played a role 
in rendering the case moot. See, e. g., Bancorp, 513 U. S., at 
25; United States v. Hamburg-Amerikanische Packetfahrt-Actien 
Gesellschaft, 239 U. S. 466, 478 (1916). Chapman contributed to 
the mootness of this case insofar as she stipulated to its dismissal. 
And it is not unfair for us to now deprive her of the beneft of 
this bargain, since this form of relief is discretionary, and Chap-
man had other viable options including relying on her original 
request that the Court grant a petition for certiorari, vacate the 
Eighth Circuit's judgment, and remand in light of Dobbs—our ordi-
nary process for addressing intervening developments in the law. 

Even more fundamentally, this case presents absolutely no “ex-
traordinary” circumstances justifying Munsingwear relief. Ban-
corp, 513 U. S., at 26, 29. The underlying matter was voluntarily 
dismissed, and Chapman does not contend that she is somehow 
bound to the judgment below; thus, no unfairness inures from 
Chapman's loss of the right to appeal. Indeed, Chapman's only 
argument in support of vacatur is that the Eighth Circuit's opin-
ion was wrongly decided. But mere disagreement with the deci-
sion that one seeks to have vacated cannot suffce to warrant 
equitable relief under Munsingwear. See Bancorp, 513 U. S., at 
27 (fnding it “inappropriate . . . to vacate mooted cases, in which 
we have no constitutional power to decide the merits, on the basis 
of assumptions about the merits,” and emphasizing that issuance 
of vacatur should turn on the equities of the individual case). 

In my view, it is crucial that we hold the line and limit the 
availability of Munsingwear vacatur to truly exceptional cases. 
To do otherwise risks considerable damage to frst principles of 
appellate review, since at least three background precepts counsel 
against indiscriminate vacatur of a lower court's judgment: 
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(1) an appellate court generally does not have jurisdiction to 
review a moot case, much less issue an order awarding relief in 
the matter; 

(2) Munsingwear vacatur is an exception to the statutorily pre-
scribed path for obtaining relief from adverse judgments (namely, 
appeals as of right and certiorari); and 

(3) our common-law system assumes that judicial decisions are 
valuable and should not be cast aside lightly, especially because 
judicial precedents “ ̀ are not merely the property of private liti-
gants,' ” but also belong to the public and “ ̀ legal community as a 
whole.' ” Bancorp, 513 U. S., at 21, 26–27. Injudicious awards 
of Munsingwear vacatur can also incentivize gamesmanship, as 
it, for example, enables parties to disclaim potential mootness 
before the lower court, and, if unsuccessful on the merits at that 
stage, argue mootness on appeal to eliminate the adverse decision 
through vacatur.* 

* * * 

While these core principles warrant an exceedingly cautious 
approach to Munsingwear vacatur requests, our recent practices 
refect a sharp uptick in the number of vacaturs awarded. I 
would not add this far-from-exceptional case to that growing list. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–6496. Welsh v. Collier et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 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). 

*See, e. g., Mayorkas v. Innovation Law Lab, 594 U. S. 911 (2021) (issuing 
Munsingwear vacatur in a case where, after a preliminary injunction against 
the Government was imposed and the appellate court affrmed, the Govern-
ment ceased the challenged policy and then asked this Court to vacate the 
lower court opinion as moot); Maryland v. United States Dept. of Ed., 2020 
WL 7773390, *1 (D DC, Dec. 29, 2020) (party argued to District Court that 
an issue was not moot but reversed course and argued to the appellate court 
that the issue was moot, so as to obtain vacatur of the adverse decision). 
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No. 22–6516. Augustin v. Tennessee Department of 
Safety and Homeland Security. Ct. App. Tenn. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6532. Caraffa v. Biden, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6544. Miller v. Plumlee, Judge, District Court 
of Texas, Dallas County. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the 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. 22–6642. Sullivan v. Federal Bureau of Prisons 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6650. Rooks-Byrd, aka Muhammad v. Court of Ap-
peals of Nebraska. Sup. Ct. Neb. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dis-
missed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–3101. In re Disbarment of O’Brien. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 598 U. S. 1105.] 

No. 22M77. Davis v. Adams, Mayor of the City of New 
York, et al.; 

No. 22M79. McWherter v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division; and 

No. 22M80. A. H. v. S. W. Motions to direct the Clerk to fle 
petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 22M78. In re Martin; and 
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No. 22M81. Gossage v. Ofce of Personnel Management 
et al. Motions for leave to proceed as veterans denied. 

No. 22M82. Brooks v. Agate Resources, Inc., et al. Mo-
tion of respondents for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari 
under seal with redacted copies for the public record granted. 

No. 22M83. Gordon v. Doe, Designation Sentence Compu-
tation Center Ofcial et al. Motion for leave to fle petition 
for writ of certiorari with supplemental appendix under seal 
granted. 

No. 22M84. Laroche-St. Fleur v. Board of Bar Over-
seers of the Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts. 
Motion for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari with supple-
mental appendix under seal denied. 

No. 21–1326. United States et al. ex rel. Schutte et al. 
v. SuperValu Inc. et al.; and 

No. 22–111. United States et al. ex rel. Proctor v. Safe-
way, Inc. C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 1143.] 
Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral 
argument as amicus curiae, for divided argument, and for en-
largement of time for oral argument granted in part, and the time 
is divided as follows: 20 minutes for petitioners, 10 minutes for 
the Solicitor General, and 30 minutes for respondents. 

No. 22–459. Ohio v. CSX Transportation, Inc. Sup. Ct. 
Ohio. The Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief in this case 
expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 22–5971. Ladeairous v. Garland, Attorney General, 
et al. C. A. D. C. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of 
order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 
1115] denied. Justice Kavanaugh took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this motion. 

No. 22–6785. Gage v. Midwestern University. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. Petitioner is allowed until April 10, 2023, 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. 22–6252. In re Hitchcock; 
No. 22–6858. In re Dubose; 
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No. 22–6864. In re DuBose; and 
No. 22–6892. In re Thomas. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 22–619. In re Klayman; 
No. 22–657. In re Towers et ux.; 
No. 22–6518. In re Jenkins; and 
No. 22–6604. In re Sheehan. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

No. 22–6505. In re Holmes. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–332. Terraform Labs Pte Ltd. et al. v. Securities 
and Exchange Commission. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–388. Keister v. Bell et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 1239. 

No. 22–404. Goe, on Behalf of Herself and Her Minor 
Child, et al. v. McDonald et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 19. 

No. 22–418. Deveraux v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 409 Mont. 177, 512 P. 3d 1198. 

No. 22–443. Zummer v. Sallet et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 996. 

No. 22–562. Douglass, Individually and as Personal 
Representative of the Estate of Douglass, et al. v. Nip-
pon Yusen Kabushki Kaisha. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 46 F. 4th 226. 

No. 22–618. MorningStar Fellowship Church v. York 
County, South Carolina, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–635. D. B. v. Colorado et al. Ct. App. Colo. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–647. Scott v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–648. Lukashin v. United States Court of Appeals 
for the Ninth Circuit. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–651. Kellogg et al. v. Watts Guerra LLP et al. 
(two judgments). C. A. 10th Cir. Reported below: 41 F. 4th 
1246 (frst judgment). Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–655. Sulgrove et al. v. Spokane Indian Tribe 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–667. Chen Bing v. Biden, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–668. Kama v. Memorial Hermann Health Systems 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–689. Driessen v. Barclays Bank, PLC. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–691. Akrawi v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–722. Calapristi v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–736. Baxter v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–742. United Mine Workers of America 1974 Pen-
sion Plan et al. v. Energy West Mining Co. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 730. 

No. 22–746. White v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–765. Cyrus Capital Partners, L. P. v. Sears Hold-
ings Corp. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
51 F. 4th 53. 

No. 22–777. Henry v. Marshall, Attorney General of 
Alabama. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
45 F. 4th 1272. 

No. 22–781. Ochoa v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 45 F. 4th 1293. 

No. 22–783. Orena v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 48 F. 4th 61. 

No. 22–784. Filler v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–796. Smith v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–797. Sheppard v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–798. Crothers v. Wyoming. Sup. Ct. Wyo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–801. Salaam v. Illinois ex. rel. Foxx. Sup. Ct. Ill. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL 126927, 201 N. E. 
3d 1100. 

No. 22–5546. Carrizales Pretell v. Florida. Dist. Ct. 
App. Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 
So. 3d 506. 

No. 22–5866. Milton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–5982. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 32 F. 4th 278. 

No. 22–6191. Lotter v. Nebraska. Sup. Ct. Neb. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 311 Neb. 878, 976 N. W. 2d 721. 

No. 22–6224. Shahrokhi v. Burrow. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 138 Nev. –––, 509 P. 3d 602. 

No. 22–6264. Mellon v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6445. Villa Ramirez v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 13 Cal. 5th 997, 515 P. 3d 
1085. 

No. 22–6480. Rohlf v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6485. Riethmiller v. Unnamed Defendants. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6488. Mosley v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 349 So. 3d 861. 

No. 22–6490. Johnson v. Court of Appeal of California, 
First Appellate District, et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 22–6492. Ajjahnon v. Sandler Holdings, LLC. Dist. 
Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6494. Welch v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6495. Zuniga v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6504. Herrington v. Clarke, Director, Virginia 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6506. Simpson v. Davis, dba Davis Construction 
Co., et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6508. Evans v. Zubrensky. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6525. Arline v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6526. Kubica v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6529. Havens v. Leong et al. Sup. Ct. Del. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 272 A. 3d 781. 

No. 22–6530. Havens v. Leong et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6534. King v. Mays, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 847 F. 3d 788. 

No. 22–6539. Romero v. Allwell from Absolute Total 
Care et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6546. Marcel v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6548. United States ex rel. Shu v. Hutt et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6549. Jordan v. Historic Log Cabins, Inc., et al. 
Sup. Ct. S. D. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 980 N. W. 
2d 58. 
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No. 22–6550. Zorikova v. Pyle et al. Ct. App. Nev. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 138 Nev. –––, 516 P. 3d 167. 

No. 22–6555. Hill v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 12th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6559. Minkovitch v. Ticor Title Company of Cali-
fornia et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6605. Komatsu v. City of New York, New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6655. Washington v. Thornell, Director, Arizona 
Department of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 46 F. 4th 915. 

No. 22–6663. Janakievski v. Grifn, Executive Director, 
Rochester Psychiatric Center. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6670. Lacy v. Cheeks. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6673. Mason v. Harry, Acting Secretary, Penn-
sylvania Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6686. Ross v. Virginia et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6711. Walton v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 51 F. 4th 705. 

No. 22–6723. Rafi v. Yale School of Medicine et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6726. Hyman v. Buffaloe, Secretary, North Caro-
lina Department of Public Safety. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 41 F. 4th 272. 

No. 22–6732. Alvarado-Rios v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6741. Mbanefo v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6742. Gawlik v. Lamont, Governor of Connecti-
cut, et al. App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 203 Conn. App. 904, 248 A. 3d 90. 

No. 22–6744. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6745. Hill v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 31 F. 4th 1076. 

No. 22–6750. Agustin-Basilio v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6756. Hammoud v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6762. Van Dyck v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6763. Williamson v. Heinricy, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6764. Davis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6769. Fast v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 So. 3d 610. 

No. 22–6771. Condon v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6775. Marquez-Oseguera v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6779. Jong Sung Kim v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6784. South v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6786. Coaxum v. Snoddy, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6790. Jaimez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 45 F. 4th 1118. 

No. 22–6791. Simmons v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6792. Swierski v. Koenig, Acting Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6793. Loya v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6794. Suggs v. McConahay, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6795. Posso v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6802. Sierra-Ayala v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 1. 

No. 22–6804. Williams v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6808. Riker v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6809. Ahmed v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6810. Jarvis v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6812. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6813. Glowacki v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6816. Cato v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6824. Dietz v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6828. Espinoza v. Foss, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6833. Floyd v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6834. Laury v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6835. Reed v. United States (Reported below: 48 
F. 4th 1082); Spentz v. United States; and Golden v. United 
States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6837. Sherman v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6843. Barrera v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6845. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6847. Close v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6849. Pelullo v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 41 F. 4th 136. 

No. 22–6854. Sims v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6855. Johnson v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6866. Rosello v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6885. Martinez Pedraza v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–679. NYC C. L. A. S. H., Inc., et al. v. Fudge, Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development, et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Jackson took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
47 F. 4th 757. 

No. 22–713. Gladden v. Procter & Gamble Distributing, 
LLC. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–6595. Harrington v. MedStar Washington Hospi-
tal Center et al. Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari denied. Jus-
tice Jackson took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 283 A. 3d 714. 

No. 22–6712. Wright v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 22–6836. Speed v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor and Justice Kagan took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 
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No. 22–6848. Daniels v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 22–263. Wantou v. Wal-Mart Stores Texas, L. L. C., 
598 U. S. 1150; 

No. 22–444. Khan v. Presence Chicago Hospitals Net-
work et al., 598 U. S. 1145; 

No. 22–505. Pledger v. Geither, Warden, 598 U. S. 1124; 
No. 22–550. Jackson v. Mississippi, 598 U. S. 1151; 
No. 22–5184. Stoutamire v. Shoop, Warden, 598 U. S. 1146; 
No. 22–5412. Tribble v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 598 U. S. 1009; 

No. 22–5618. Brooking v. Prince George’s County, Mary-
land, 598 U. S. 1125; 

No. 22–5852. Webster v. Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc. 
(two judgments), 598 U. S. 1127; 

No. 22–5907. Brooking v. Moloney, 598 U. S. 1128; 
No. 22–5932. Casavelli et ux. v. Johanson, Individually 

and as Personal Representative of the Estate of Johan-
son, Deceased, 598 U. S. 1128; 

No. 22–6008. Tyson v. Federal Bureau of Investigation 
et al., 598 U. S. 1130; 

No. 22–6093. London v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs, 598 U. S. 1133; 

No. 22–6193. Assa’ad-Faltas v. South Carolina, 598 U. S. 
1136; and 

No. 22–6227. Corines v. New York, 598 U. S. 1148. Peti-
tions for rehearing denied. 

March 27, 2023 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22M85. Cole v. McMinimee, as Trustee of the Derek 
Windell Cole Trust. Motion for leave to proceed as a vet-
eran denied. 

No. 22M86. Kline v. Ahuja, Director, Ofce of Person-
nel Management. Motion to direct the Clerk to fle petition 
for writ of certiorari out of time denied. Justice Kavanaugh 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 
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No. 22M87. Ryan v. United States. Motion for leave to fle 
petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental appendix under 
seal granted. 

No. 22–349. Flagstar Bank, N. A. v. Kivett et al. C. A. 
9th Cir.; and 

No. 22–529. Cantero et al., Individually and on Behalf 
of All Others Similarly Situated v. Bank of America, N. A. 
C. A. 2d Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle briefs in 
these cases expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 22–6557. Houck v. Lifestore Bank et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. Petitioner is allowed until April 17, 2023, 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. 22–6913. In re Read; and 
No. 22–6923. In re Brown. Petitions for writs of habeas cor-

pus denied. 

No. 22–6582. In re Mickman; and 
No. 22–6588. In re Jenkins. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

No. 22–6590. In re James; and 
No. 22–6641. In re Sudberry. Motions of petitioners for 

leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs 
of mandamus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 22–429. Acheson Hotels, LLC v. Laufer. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 50 F. 4th 259. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–8191. Tinlin et al. v. United States (Reported 
below: 20 F. 4th 426); Wheat v. United States; and Hutchin-
son v. United States (27 F. 4th 1323). C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 21–8230. Matthews v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 1221 

598 U. S. March 27, 2023 

No. 22–18. Cuker Interactive, LLC v. Pillsbury Win-
throp Shaw Pittman, LLP. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–456. Wilson v. McDonough, Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–483. Lee et al. v. Anthony Lawrence Collection, 
L. L. C., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 47 F. 4th 262. 

No. 22–501. Alonzo et al. v. Schwab, Kansas Secretary 
of State, et al. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 315 Kan. 877, 512 P. 3d 168. 

No. 22–565. USP Holdings, Inc., et al. v. United States 
et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 36 
F. 4th 1359. 

No. 22–659. Rao v. Rao et al. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (1st) 210316–U. 

No. 22–661. Campeau et ux. v. Sandercock, Prothonotary 
of the Court of Common Pleas of Pennsylvania, Wayne 
County, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–662. Jusino v. Federation of Catholic Teachers, 
Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 54 
F. 4th 95. 

No. 22–675. Lewis et vir, Individually and as Co-
Personal Representatives of the Estate of Lewis, De-
ceased v. City of Edmond, Oklahoma, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 48 F. 4th 1193. 

No. 22–676. Carter v. Florida Department of Children 
and Families et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–677. Miller v. City of Albuquerque Personnel 
Board. Dist. Ct. N. M., Bernalillo County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–680. Li et al. v. Colorado Regional Center I, 
LLC, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–688. Flowers, as Personal Representative of 
Payne v. Suttereld, Mental Health Manager, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–690. Harris-Patterson v. Armco Steel, aka AK 
Steel Corp., et al. Ct. App. Mo., Western Dist. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–692. Williams v. Federal National Mortgage 
Association et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–705. Culbertson et ux. v. Wells Fargo USA Hold-
ings, Inc., et al. Ct. App. La., 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 54,545 (La. App. 2 Cir. 6/29/22), 342 So. 3d 451. 

No. 22–716. Dockery v. Lee, Superintendent, Eastern 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–729. Selgas v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 47 F. 4th 279. 

No. 22–768. Waller et al. v. Hoeppner et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–776. Drake v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–794. Califorrniaa v. Vidal, Under Secretary of 
Commerce for Intellectual Property and Director, 
United States Patent and Trademark Ofce. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–799. Pfau v. Yellen, Secretary of the Treasury. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–803. Virentem Ventures, LLC v. Google LLC 
(three judgments). C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–806. Doe v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 49 F. 4th 589. 

No. 22–820. McLaughlin v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–825. Collins v. D. R. Horton-Texas Ltd. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–826. Butt v. Zimmerman, Individually and in His 
Ofcial Capacity as Executive Director, Georgia Compos-
ite Board for Professional Counselors, Social Workers, 
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and Marriage and Family Therapists, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–834. Shah v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–839. Greer v. Connecticut. App. Ct. Conn. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 213 Conn. App. 757, 279 A. 3d 
268. 

No. 22–5159. Lipscomb v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5572. Khaytekov v. Garland, Attorney General. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5706. Smith v. Dobin et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 852 Fed. Appx. 49. 

No. 22–6109. Randall v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 34 F. 4th 867. 

No. 22–6130. Bragg v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 44 F. 4th 1067. 

No. 22–6574. Turner v. Allison, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6576. Tarver v. Fisher, Administrator, South 
Woods State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6577. Fields v. Newsom, Governor of California, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6583. Melillo v. City and County of Rice, Minne-
sota, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6584. Kelly v. United States Court of Appeals 
for the Third Circuit. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6598. Jiang v. Xu. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6599. Harris v. Ohio et al. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 168 Ohio St. 3d 1401, 2022-Ohio-
3412, 195 N. E. 3d 1037. 
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No. 22–6608. Torlucci v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6613. Brown v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 So. 3d 454. 

No. 22–6618. Josiah E. v. Arizona Department of Child 
Safety et al. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6620. Adams v. Beusch et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6621. Sewell v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6622. Luna Gomez v. Nineteenth Judicial Circuit 
of Virginia et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6630. Butler v. Sissem et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6633. Brown v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 So. 3d 165. 

No. 22–6635. Weatherspoon v. Amazon. Sup. Ct. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6639. Ross v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6643. Harper v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (1st) 200287–U. 

No. 22–6644. Ghose v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6646. Thomas v. Johnson, Administrator, New Jer-
sey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6676. Tabb, as Administrator of the Estate of 
Fadeley v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of Social Secu-
rity. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6691. Akassy v. Kirkpatrick, Superintendent, 
Clinton Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 22–6729. Bennett v. Raimondo, Secretary of Com-
merce. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6740. Antoine v. Delancy LLC, dba Vital Medical 
Stafng. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6780. Larkins v. Hooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6820. Ochoa v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2022 WI App 35, 404 Wis. 2d 261, 978 
N. W. 2d 501. 

No. 22–6856. Truman v. White, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6863. Gonzales v. Washburn, Superintendent, 
Eastern Washington Correctional Facility. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6867. Atkinson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6870. Kessel v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6874. Sainl v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 44 F. 4th 99. 

No. 22–6878. Lunsford v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6880. Washington v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6886. Rhodes v. Pfeiffer, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6889. Annamalai v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6893. Chaney v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6901. Johnson v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (5th) 180201–U. 
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No. 22–6912. Wright v. Pickett, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–274. Donziger v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 F. 4th 290. 

Justice Gorsuch, with whom Justice Kavanaugh joins, 
dissenting. 

For decades, Texaco, a corporate predecessor to Chevron, alleg-
edly polluted rain forests and rivers in South America. See 
Aguinda v. Texaco, Inc., 303 F. 3d 470, 473 (CA2 2002). In 1993, 
residents of Ecuador came to court seeking relief for personal 
and environmental injuries they said the company had caused. 
Represented by Steven Donziger, the plaintiffs fled a class-action 
suit in the Southern District of New York. Id., at 473–474. At 
the company's insistence, the court transferred the litigation to 
Ecuador. See Republic of Ecuador v. Chevron Corp., 638 F. 3d 
384, 389–390 (CA2 2011). Later, Chevron came to regret that 
move. After trial, it found itself on the wrong end of an $8.6 
billion judgment. Id., at 391. 

Returning to the Southern District of New York, the company 
launched a counteroffensive. Ultimately, it won not only an in-
junction against the enforcement of the Ecuadorian judgment in 
any court in the United States. See Chevron Corp. v. Donziger, 
833 F. 3d 74, 80 (CA2 2016). It also won a constructive trust on 
all assets Mr. Donziger received in this or any country as a result 
of the Ecuadorian judgment. Ibid. To enforce that trust, the 
district court granted Chevron discovery into Mr. Donziger's hold-
ings and ordered him to surrender all of his electronic devices for 
forensic imaging. See 2021 WL 1845104, *1 (SDNY, May 7, 2021). 
When Mr. Donziger failed to comply fully with the court's orders, 
it held him in criminal contempt and referred the matter to 
the U. S. Attorney's Offce for prosecution. See 38 F. 4th 290, 
295 (CA2 2022). After some deliberation, however, the U. S. At-
torney “ ̀ respectfully declined' ” to take up the case. Ibid. (alter-
ation omitted). 

Apparently displeased with this decision, the district court re-
sponded by setting up and staffng its own prosecutor's offce. 
Ibid. In the bench trial that followed, that offce secured a 
conviction and the court sentenced Mr. Donziger to six months 
in prison. Ibid. Throughout these proceedings and on appeal, 
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Mr. Donziger objected. He argued that the district court had no 
lawful authority to override the Executive Branch's nonprosecu-
tion decision and that our Constitution's separation of powers 
exists in no small measure to keep courts from becoming partisans 
in the cases before them. Despite his arguments, the Second 
Circuit affrmed Mr. Donziger's conviction. Id., at 306. Judge 
Menashi dissented. Id., at 306–315. 

Today, the Court denies Mr. Donziger's petition seeking review 
of the Second Circuit's decision. I would grant it. In Young v. 
United States ex rel. Vuitton et Fils S. A., 481 U. S. 787 (1987), 
this Court approved the use of court-appointed prosecutors as a 
“last resort” in certain criminal contempt cases. Id., at 801. But 
that decision has met with considerable criticism. As Members 
of this Court have put it, the Constitution gives courts the power 
to “serve as a neutral adjudicator in a criminal case,” not “the 
power to prosecute crimes.” Id., at 816 (Scalia, J., concurring in 
judgment). The Second Circuit acknowledged, too, that Young 
stands in considerable “tension” with this Court's subsequent 
separation-of-powers decisions. 38 F. 4th, at 303; see, e. g., Col-
lins v. Yellen, 594 U. S. 220 (2021); United States v. Arthrex, 
Inc., 594 U. S. 1 (2021); Seila Law LLC v. Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau, 591 U. S. 197 (2020); Lucia v. SEC, 585 U. S. 
237 (2018). 

Even taking Young on its own terms, it is hard to see how that 
decision could justify what happened here. Young rested on the 
premise that the court-appointed prosecutors in that case wielded 
judicial power, meaning they were subject to judicial, not execu-
tive, supervision. See 481 U. S., at 795–796. By contrast, 
“[e]very court and every party” has acknowledged that the court-
appointed prosecutors in this case did not exercise judicial power. 
38 F. 4th, at 306 (Menashi, J., dissenting). Instead, all agree, the 
court-appointed prosecutors here exercised “executive power” and 
were accountable through the Executive Branch's chain of com-
mand running ultimately to the President. Id., at 306–307 (em-
phasis added). By its own terms, then, Young simply does not 
speak to Mr. Donziger's situation. 

Nor without Young is it clear what legal principle could sustain 
Mr. Donziger's conviction. Highlighting the confused (but surely 
executive) nature of the prosecution in this case, the “United 
States” supplied the Second Circuit with two different briefs of-
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fering different theories. One brief came from the court-
appointed prosecutors, another from lawyers within the Depart-
ment of Justice. 

Adopting one of the court-appointed prosecutors' theories, the 
Second Circuit reasoned that those who prosecuted Mr. Donziger 
served as properly appointed “inferior offcers” of the United 
States within the Executive Branch. 38 F. 4th, at 296–299. But 
under the Constitution's Appointments Clause, “Courts of Law” 
may appoint inferior offcers only when “Congress . . . by Law 
vest[s]” them with that authority. Art. II, § 2, cl. 2. All of which 
raises the question: Exactly what law gives federal district courts 
the extraordinary power to appoint inferior executive offcers to 
serve as prosecutors in proceedings before them? 

The Second Circuit pointed to Federal Rule of Criminal Proce-
dure 42. That submission, however, faces at least two challenges. 
First, in Young this Court rejected the notion that the then-
existing version of Rule 42 could serve as an independent font of 
appointment authority. 481 U. S., at 794; see id., at 815, n. 1 
(opinion of Scalia, J.). After all, “it is a Rule of court rather than 
an enactment of Congress,” and therefore it cannot “confer Article 
II appointment authority” on anybody. Id., at 816, n. 1. Second, 
courts have adopted Rule 42 under the Rules Enabling Act. That 
statute provides that any rules of court promulgated under its 
terms “shall not abridge . . . or modify any substantive right.” 
28 U. S. C. § 2072(b). Yet, the manner in which the Second Circuit 
applied Rule 42 had just that impermissible effect. The “decision 
of a prosecutor . . . not to indict” is one that belongs squarely 
within “the special province of the Executive Branch.” Heckler 
v. Chaney, 470 U. S. 821, 832 (1985) (emphasis added). This 
“structural principl[e]” serves to “protect the individual” just as 
much as the Executive Branch. Bond v. United States, 564 U. S. 
211, 222 (2011). By interpreting Rule 42 as authorizing courts to 
make their own decision to initiate a prosecution—and even to 
override a contrary decision by the Executive Branch—the Sec-
ond Circuit's opinion not only arrogated a power to the Judiciary 
that belongs elsewhere. It allowed the district court to assume 
the “dual position as accuser and decisionmaker”—a combination 
that “violat[es the] due process” rights of the accused. Williams 
v. Pennsylvania, 579 U. S. 1, 9 (2016). 

Seeking to avoid these problems, lawyers from the Department 
of Justice advanced other theories in their own brief before the 
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Second Circuit. Most pertinently, they suggested that the court-
appointed prosecutors did not serve as inferior offcers for pur-
poses of the Appointments Clause; instead, they served only as 
nonoffcer employees in the Executive Branch. But not only is 
this position inconsistent with how the Second Circuit viewed the 
matter. See 38 F. 4th, at 299. It is hard to square with our own 
precedent. See Morrison v. Olson, 487 U. S. 654, 670–671 (1988) 
(holding an independent counsel to be an inferior offcer). And 
even overlooking all that, the notion that the Constitution allows 
one branch to install nonoffcer employees in another branch 
would come as a surprise to many. Who really thinks that the 
President may choose law clerks for my colleagues, that we can 
pick White House staff for him, or that either he or we are 
entitled to select aides for the Speaker of the House? 

However much the district court may have thought Mr. Don-
ziger warranted punishment, the prosecution in this case broke a 
basic constitutional promise essential to our liberty. In this coun-
try, judges have no more power to initiate a prosecution of those 
who come before them than prosecutors have to sit in judgment 
of those they charge. In the name of the “United States,” two 
different groups of prosecutors have asked us to turn a blind eye 
to this promise. Respectfully, I would not. With this Court's 
failure to intervene today, I can only hope that future courts 
weighing whether to appoint their own prosecutors will consider 
carefully Judge Menashi's dissenting opinion in this case, the con-
tinuing vitality of Young, and the limits of its reasoning. Our 
Constitution does not tolerate what happened here. 

No. 22–484. Pierluisi, Governor of Puerto Rico, et al. v. 
Financial Oversight and Management Board for Puerto 
Rico. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of Hon. Jose Luis Dalmau for leave 
to fle brief as amicus curiae out of time denied. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 746. 

No. 22–6206. Holland v. Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–6638. Dawson v. Archambeau et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–6877. Wright v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 
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Rehearing Denied 

No. 22–460. Plumb et al. v. U. S. Bank N. A. et al., 598 
U. S. 1150; 

No. 22–5682. Ramos v. Valmont Industries, Inc., et al., 
598 U. S. 1083; 

No. 22–5805. Crawford et al. v. South Carolina, 598 
U. S. 1126; 

No. 22–5835. Kerr v. Gomez, Warden, 598 U. S. 1021; 
No. 22–5896. Jackson v. Inch et al., 598 U. S. 1128; 
No. 22–6142. Collier v. Florida Department of Correc-

tions, 598 U. S. 1135; 
No. 22–6200. In re Lopez, 598 U. S. 1150; and 
No. 22–6511. Maskevich v. Illinois Department of 

Employment Security et al., 598 U. S. 1179. Petitions for 
rehearing denied. 

No. 22–5913. Berman v. Draper, 598 U. S. 1140. Petition for 
rehearing denied. Justice Jackson took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–5906. Thompson v. Florida, 598 U. S. 1128. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to fle petition for rehearing denied. 

March 29, 2023 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 22–474. Huffman et al. v. Harris. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. Reported below: 47 
F. 4th 271. 

April 3, 2023 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 21–1373. D. D., A Minor, By and Through His Guard-
ian ad Litem, Ingram v. Los Angeles Unied School Dis-
trict. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and 
case remanded for further consideration in light of Luna Perez v. 
Sturgis Public Schools, 598 U. S. 142 (2023). Reported below: 18 
F. 4th 1043. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–6648. Plourde v. Redington-Fairview General 
Hospital et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave 
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to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused 
this Court's process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any fur-
ther petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the 
docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is 
submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District 
of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

No. 22–6707. Caraffa v. United States et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22M88. Sealed Appellant v. United States. Motion 
for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari under seal denied. 

No. 22M89. Mallory v. Rocky Mountain Human Service 
SSVF; and 

No. 22M90. Caney v. Department of the Treasury. Mo-
tions for leave to proceed as veterans denied. 

No. 22M91. LMPC0402457 v. BP Exploration & Produc-
tion, Inc., et al.; and 

No. 22M92. Galan v. Petit. Motions to direct the Clerk to 
fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 22–23. Pugin v. Garland, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir.; and 

No. 22–331. Garland, Attorney General v. Cordero-
Garcia, aka Cordero. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 
U. S. 1143.] Motion of petitioner in No. 22–23 and respondent in 
No. 22–331 for divided argument granted. 

No. 22–6219. Wood v. May, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 1158] denied. 

No. 22–6342. Karupaiyan v. Naganda et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 1158] denied. 

No. 22–6703. Davis v. Government Employees Insurance 
Co. et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 2. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Peti-
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tioner is allowed until April 24, 2023, 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. 22–6994. In re Banks-Bey; and 
No. 22–7017. In re Williams-El. Petitions for writs of ha-

beas corpus denied. 

No. 22–6921. In re Marquez; and 
No. 22–6932. In re Gregory. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

No. 22–6701. In re Davis. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–488. Hemphill v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 38 N. Y. 3d 1182, 196 N. E. 3d 
365. 

No. 22–527. Riddle v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–531. Wofsy et al. v. Sicre de Fontbrune, as 
Personal Representative of the Estate of Sicre de Font-
brune, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 39 F. 4th 1214. 

No. 22–589. Holloway v. City of Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 43 
F. 4th 760. 

No. 22–700. Howerton v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–701. Herterich v. Wiss et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–702. Rued v. Rued. Ct. App. Minn. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–711. Lopez v. Our Lady Queen of Angels Catho-
lic Church et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–712. Shalaby v. United States District Court for 
the Northern District of Illinois. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 22–719. Mackey v. American Multi-Cinema, Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–745. Roman v. Fire Life Safety America, Inc. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–748. Golden Glow Tanning Salon, Inc. v. City of 
Columbus, Mississippi. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 52 F. 4th 974. 

No. 22–774. Delgado v. Department of Justice. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–779. Lusk, Individually and as Executor of the 
Estate of Lusk, Deceased v. Lamin et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–786. Faris v. Department of the Air Force. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–795. Richmond v. Life Insurance Company of 
North America. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 51 F. 4th 802. 

No. 22–802. Murco Wall Products, Inc. v. Galier. Sup. 
Ct. Okla. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 OK 85, 528 
P. 3d 293. 

No. 22–813. Trapp v. Gunn et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–817. Parker v. United Airlines, Inc. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 49 F. 4th 1331. 

No. 22–829. Crawford v. Richmond City School Board. 
Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–830. Forest v. Tennessee. Sup. Ct. Tenn. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6031. Edwards v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021–0494 (La. App. 4 Cir. 
2/16/22), 336 So. 3d 479. 

No. 22–6121. Conn v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 247 W. Va. 256, 879 S. E. 
2d 74. 
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No. 22–6190. Mallory v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 166. 

No. 22–6657. Anderson v. Trump. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6660. Diggs v. Schmidt et al. Sup. Ct. Colo. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6664. Tehuti v. Collie et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6667. Steele v. Redington. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6669. Newkirk v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6675. Tunsil v. Shapiro, Governor of Pennsylva-
nia, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6677. Vonville v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 276 A. 3d 234. 

No. 22–6679. Sauer v. City of Chicago, Illinois, et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6685. Havens v. Leong et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6687. Carter v. Clayton, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6688. Rivers v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6692. Coleman v. Maryland. Sup. Ct. Md. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 482 Md. 18, 284 A. 3d 405. 

No. 22–6695. Kupsky v. Hepp, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6696. Garcia v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6700. Pinney v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 22–6725. Gordon v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 350 So. 3d 25. 

No. 22–6743. Grant v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6760. Lassegue v. United States et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6801. Bruce v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6817. Curry v. City of Manseld, Ohio, et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6839. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6844. Loya-Palma v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6846. Corn v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 47 F. 4th 892. 

No. 22–6869. Genson v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 316 Kan. 130, 513 P. 3d 1192. 

No. 22–6872. Guzman v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 8. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6879. Williams v. Appellate Court of Illinois, 
Fifth District. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6894. Dupre v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6908. Melendrez-Soberanes v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6914. Morgan v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6915. McCormick v. McDonough, Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6916. Mejia-Quintanilla v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6925. Cook v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6926. Davenport, aka Flama v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6927. Collins v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6934. Smalley v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6935. Ingram v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (2d) 191093–U. 

No. 22–6936. Gelin v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6947. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 54 F. 4th 755. 

No. 22–6956. DeFrance v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6961. Murphy v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6972. Earp v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6973. Woloszyn v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6978. Toliver v. Forshey, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6981. Alt v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 58 F. 4th 910. 

No. 22–6982. De Jesus Sierra v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6984. Redmond v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–77. Brown v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Motion of 
Current and Former Prosecutors et al. for leave to fle brief as 
amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
2016–0998 (La. 1/28/22), 347 So. 3d 745. 
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Justice Jackson, with whom Justice Sotomayor and 
Justice Kagan join, dissenting. 

Petitioner David Brown and four codefendants were convicted 
of frst-degree murder in Louisiana following an attempted prison 
escape. Brown acknowledged that he was involved in his co-
defendants' initial assault on the victim (one of the prison guards). 
But during and throughout the trial, Brown insisted that he was 
not present when the victim was killed, and that he did not intend 
for the victim to die. Had the jury found Brown less culpable 
than his codefendants, that fnding could have served as a mitigat-
ing factor that spared him a sentence of death. Yet the only 
evidence supporting Brown's account was his own self-serving 
statement given to police shortly after the event. The jury voted 
to sentence Brown to death. 

As it turned out, one of Brown's codefendants, Barry Edge, 
had confessed to a fellow inmate. The prosecution obtained a 
statement from the inmate prior to Brown's trial, but did not 
disclose it to Brown's counsel until after his sentencing. In the 
confession, Edge explained that he and another codefendant, Jef-
frey Clark, were “ ̀ the only ones that were thinking rationally 
during th[e] highly charged situation,' ” and that he “ `and Jeff[rey 
Clark] made the decision' ” to kill the victim in order to help 
themselves. 2016–0998, pp. 131–132 (La. 1/28/22), 347 So. 3d 745, 
835. At no point in the confession did Edge suggest Brown was 
involved in the fatal attack; his description of the events leading 
up to the murder did not mention Brown at all. 

The central question before this Court is whether the prosecu-
tion violated Brown's due process rights by failing to disclose this 
confession. Brady v. Maryland, 373 U. S. 83 (1963). Because 
the evidence was plainly “favorable” and “material” to Brown's 
penalty phase, id., at 87, I would have granted certiorari and 
summarily reversed. 

This Court established decades ago that evidence is favorable 
in the Brady context if it has “some value” in helping the defend-
ant's case. Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U. S. 419, 450 (1995). We have 
further explained that there is value where, for example, the 
evidence tends to exculpate the defendant or impeach a witness, 
ibid., or might reduce the potential penalty, Brady, 373 U. S., at 
88. Favorable evidence also qualifes as material if there is “any 
reasonable likelihood” it could have “affected the judgment of the 
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jury.” Wearry v. Cain, 577 U. S. 385, 392 (2016) (per curiam) 
(internal quotation marks omitted). 

Here, Edge's confession satisfes the favorability test: By incul-
pating Edge and Clark in the victim's death—without any mention 
of Brown—the confession supports an inference that Brown was 
not one of the individuals who killed or decided to kill the victim. 
It thus provides “some value” in supporting Brown's argument 
that he was less culpable than his codefendants and did not de-
serve to be sentenced to death. Kyles, 514 U. S., at 450; see also 
id., at 450–451 (fnding evidence with “some” tendency to excul-
pate the defendant favorable, even though it did not preclude the 
defendant's participation in the offense). 

Edge's confession was also material to the penalty phase of 
Brown's trial. The fact that Edge confessed without naming 
Brown or suggesting that he had participated in the murder sup-
plied independent evidence corroborating Brown's argument that 
he was not present during the murder and did not intend to kill 
the victim. Because Louisiana law requires the jury to consider 
whether the defendant was a “relatively minor” participant in the 
offense, as well as “[a]ny other relevant mitigating circumstance,” 
La. Code Crim. Proc. Ann., Arts. 905.3 and 905.5, Brown could 
have used Edge's confession to bolster his mitigation case. And 
had Brown's jury been presented with the confession, there is a 
reasonable probability that at least one juror might have viewed 
Brown's culpability in a different light. See Cone v. Bell, 556 
U. S. 449, 475 (2009) (penalty phase materiality turns on whether, 
had the evidence not been suppressed, there was a reasonable 
probability that at least one juror might have voted to “imprison 
[the defendant] for life rather than sentence him to death”); see 
also Wearry, 577 U. S., at 392 (to be material, the suppressed 
evidence need only be “suffcient to undermine confdence in the 
verdict” (internal quotation marks omitted)). 

The Louisiana Supreme Court nevertheless held that Edge's 
confession was not favorable to Brown because it did not specify 
who actually killed the victim, nor did it expressly state that 
Brown was “not present or not involved.” 347 So. 3d, at 836. 
The requirement that the withheld evidence must speak to or rule 
out the defendant's participation in order for it to be favorable is 
wholly foreign to our case law. See, e. g., Kyles, 514 U. S., at 
450–451. And it appears that that erroneous requirement tainted 
the Louisiana Supreme Court's materiality analysis as well. At 
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the materiality stage, the court again emphasized that the confes-
sion did not “preclude” or “speak to” Brown's intent or partici-
pation, 347 So. 3d, at 837, thereby substantially discounting 
reasonable inferences about the degree or extent of Brown's par-
ticipation that a jury might otherwise have drawn. The court 
then recounted various other reasons why a jury might disregard 
Edge's statement, while completely “ignoring reasons [it] might 
not.” Wearry, 577 U. S., at 394; cf. Smith v. Cain, 565 U. S. 73, 
76 (2012) (“[T]he State's argument offers a reason that the jury 
could have disbelieved [the] undisclosed statements, but gives us 
no confdence that it would have done so”). 

We have repeatedly reversed lower courts—and Louisiana 
courts, in particular—for similar refusals to enforce the Four-
teenth Amendment's mandate that favorable and material evi-
dence in the government's possession be disclosed to the defense 
before trial. See, e. g., Kyles, 514 U. S., at 422, 450–453; Smith, 
565 U. S., at 76–77; Wearry, 577 U. S., at 392–394, 396. This 
Court has decided not to grant Brown's petition for certiorari, 
but that determination should in no way be construed as an en-
dorsement of the lower court's legal reasoning. In my view, the 
Louisiana Supreme Court misinterpreted and misapplied our 
Brady jurisprudence in a manner that contravenes settled law. 

No. 22–718. Louisiana v. Edwards. Sup. Ct. La. Motion of 
Louisiana District Attorneys Association for leave to fle brief 
as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
2022–00983 (La. 11/1/22), 348 So. 3d 1269. 

No. 22–6538. Wood v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Gorsuch took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 22–503. Stenstrom et al. v. Delaware County Board 

of Elections, 598 U. S. 1150; 
No. 22–5122. Hobson v. Merit Systems Protection Board, 

598 U. S. 956; 
No. 22–5141. Byrne v. Maryland et al., 598 U. S. 957; 
No. 22–5617. Farrow v. Tulupia et al., 598 U. S. 1081; 
No. 22–5860. Webster v. United States District Court 

for the District of Oregon; and Webster v. United States 
Bankruptcy Court for the District of Oregon, 598 U. S. 
1127; 
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No. 22–5885. Surles v. Warden, Limestone Correctional 
Facility, et al., 598 U. S. 1128; 

No. 22–6122. Alcoser v. Ford et al., 598 U. S. 1152; 
No. 22–6163. Brown v. New York, 598 U. S. 1166; and 
No. 22–6410. El, aka Swahili v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A., 

et al., 598 U. S. 1175. Petitions for rehearing denied. 

No. 22–5709. Jacobs v. Oklahoma Tax Commission, 598 U. S. 
1083. Motion of petitioner for leave to fle petition for rehear-
ing denied. 

April 6, 2023 
Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22A800. West Virginia et al. v. B. P. J., by Her Next 
Friend and Mother, Jackson. C. A. 4th Cir. Application to 
vacate injunction, presented to The Chief Justice, and by him 
referred to the Court, denied. 

Justice Alito, with whom Justice Thomas joins, dissenting. 

This application concerns an important issue that this Court is 
likely to be required to address in the near future, namely, 
whether either Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, 
86 Stat. 373, 20 U. S. C. § 1681 et seq., or the Fourteenth Amend-
ment's Equal Protection Clause prohibits a State from restricting 
participation in women's or girls' sports based on genes or physio-
logical or anatomical characteristics. The West Virginia Legisla-
ture enacted such a law. The District Court here preliminarily 
enjoined the law's enforcement in July 2021, and the State did 
not appeal that injunction for the almost-18 months during which 
it was in effect. Ultimately, however, the District Court granted 
summary judgment for the State and dissolved the preliminary 
injunction. Respondent B. P. J. appealed, and a divided panel of 
the Fourth Circuit issued an order enjoining enforcement of the 
law against B. P. J. for the duration of the appeal. In doing so, 
the panel provided no explanation whatsoever for its decision. 

West Virginia has asked this Court to stay or vacate that order, 
but this Court now denies that request. And like the Fourth 
Circuit, this Court has not explained its reasons for that decision. 

I would grant the State's application. Among other things, 
enforcement of the law at issue should not be forbidden by the 
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federal courts without any explanation. It is true that West Vir-
ginia allowed the District Court's injunction to go unchallenged 
for nearly 18 months before seeking emergency relief from a sec-
ond, identical injunction. And it is a wise rule in general that a 
litigant whose claim of urgency is belied by its own conduct should 
not expect discretionary emergency relief from a court. But in 
the circumstances present here—where a divided panel of a lower 
court has enjoined a duly enacted state law on an important 
subject without a word of explanation, notwithstanding that the 
District Court granted summary judgment to the State based on 
a fact-intensive record—the State is entitled to relief. If we put 
aside the issue of the State's delay in seeking emergency relief 
and if the District Court's analysis of the merits of this case is 
correct, the generally applicable stay factors plainly justify grant-
ing West Virginia's application. 

For these reasons, I respectfully dissent. 

April 11, 2023 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–7236 (22A881). Gaskin v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

April 13, 2023 
Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22A867. Everglades College, Inc., et al. v. Cardona, 
Secretary of Education, et al. D. C. N. D. Cal. Application 
for stay, presented to Justice Kagan, and by her referred to the 
Court, denied. 

April 14, 2023 
Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 22–138. Counterman v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. 
[Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 1143.] Motion of the Solicitor Gen-
eral for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae 
and for divided argument granted. 

No. 22–166. Tyler v. Hennepin County, Minnesota, et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 598 U. S. 1143.] Motion of 
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April 14, 17, 2023 598 U. S. 

the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as 
amicus curiae and for divided argument granted in part, a total 
of 65 minutes is allotted, and the time is divided as follows: 25 
minutes for petitioner, 10 minutes for the Solicitor General, and 
30 minutes for respondents. 

No. 22–227. Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa Indians et al. v. Coughlin. C. A. 1st Cir. [Certio-
rari granted, 598 U. S. 1143.] Motion of the Solicitor General for 
leave to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae and for 
divided argument granted. 

April 17, 2023 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 22–6783. Kelly v. Swartz et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 22–6551. Karupaiyan v. Township of Woodbridge, 
New Jersey, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari before 
judgment dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6715. Bledsoe v. Zuckerberg et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6767. Thompson v. Pfeiffer, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal 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. 22A818. Vinkov v. Brotherhood Mutual Insurance 
Co. Application to fle petition for writ of certiorari in excess of 
the word limits, addressed to Justice Jackson and referred to 
the Court, denied. 
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No. 22M93. Cornutt v. Drs. Lawaczeck, McKinnon, Fea-
gin, Carter, Gee & Dahl, P. C.; and 

No. 22M95. Bralich v. Gayner et al. Motions to direct the 
Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 22M96. Skellchock v. Volz. Motion for leave to pro-
ceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 22–6517. Kaetz v. Wolfson, Judge, United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of New jersey, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [598 U. S. 1193] denied. Jus-
tice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
motion. 

No. 22–6787. Webb v. City of Falls Church, Virginia, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir.; and 

No. 22–6865. Reinoehl v. Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Motions of petitioners 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are 
allowed until May 8, 2023, 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. 22–569. In re Dunn; and 
No. 22–7024. In re Ogden. Petitions for writs of habeas cor-

pus denied. 

No. 22–7019. In re Winding. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–754. In re Poon-Atkins; 
No. 22–6734. In re Hemping et ux.; and 
No. 22–6757. In re Clements. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 22–585. Culley et al. v. Marshall, Attorney Gen-
eral of Alabama, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari granted. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–1065. Hope v. Harris et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 861 Fed. Appx. 571. 
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April 17, 2023 598 U. S. 

No. 22–389. Johnson v. Dickenson; and 
No. 22–517. Dickenson v. Johnson et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 975 F. 4th 1244. 

No. 22–536. Alberto Jimenez v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–542. Betts v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–566. Yeatman v. Hyland et al.; and 
No. 22–634. Carson v. Hyland et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-

rari denied. Reported below: 48 F. 4th 110. 

No. 22–615. Estate of Logan v. City of South Bend, Indi-
ana, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
50 F. 4th 614. 

No. 22–616. Turlock Irrigation District et al. v. Fed-
eral Energy Regulatory Commission et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 36 F. 4th 1179. 

No. 22–628. Sano-Aventis U. S., LLC v. Mylan, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 44 
F. 4th 959. 

No. 22–642. General Motors, LLC, et al. v. FCA US, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 44 
F. 4th 548. 

No. 22–671. Novartis Pharmaceuticals Corp. v. HEC 
Pharm Co., Ltd., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 38 F. 4th 1013. 

No. 22–699. Council for Education and Research on 
Toxics v. California Chamber of Commerce. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 F. 4th 468. 

No. 22–723. VanLoan v. Nation of Islam et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–724. San Juan County, Utah v. Chilcoat. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 41 F. 4th 1196. 

No. 22–725. Kleidman v. Willhite, Associate Justice, 
Court of Appeal of California, Second Appellate Dis-
trict, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–726. Perez v. LinkedIn Corp. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–732. Kim v. Saccento et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–740. Singh v. RXR 620 Master Lease, LLC, et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–744. Sheehan v. Breccia Unlimited Co. et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 48 F. 4th 
513. 

No. 22–749. Dow v. Nevada. Ct. App. Nev. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 138 Nev. –––, 510 P. 3d 1258. 

No. 22–750. Crisp v. Georgia et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–753. Fyk v. Facebook, Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–755. Jaiyeola v. Dorwin. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–758. Vashisht-Rota v. Howell Management Serv-
ices, LLC. Ct. App. Utah. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–760. Wilkinson et al. v. Board of University and 
School Lands of North Dakota et al. Sup. Ct. N. D. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 ND 183, 981 N. W. 2d 853. 

No. 22–761. Bowers v. International Brotherhood of 
Boilermakers, Iron Ship Builders, Blacksmiths, Forgers 
and Helpers, AFL–CIO. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–762. Kreb v. Department of Labor. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–763. Jaiyeola v. Toyota Motor Corp. et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–764. Kaladjian v. Biden, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–766. Pinkney v. Berrien County, Michigan, et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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April 17, 2023 598 U. S. 

No. 22–767. Harp v. Kijakazi, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–770. Jackson v. Cowan et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–782. Pulliam v. University of Southern Califor-
nia. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–789. Town of Southold, New York v. Rosado, New 
York State Secretary of State, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 48 F. 4th 67. 

No. 22–791. Elsharkawi v. United States et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–843. Bryan et al. v. Cano, County Judge. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–850. Graham v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 51 F. 4th 67. 

No. 22–852. Watkins v. United States; and 
No. 22–853. Watkins v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 42 F. 4th 1278. 

No. 22–855. Raniere v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–860. Manley v. Thornell, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–875. Meyers v. Gomez, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 50 F. 4th 628. 

No. 22–905. Gregory v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 54 F. 4th 1183. 

No. 22–920. ViSalus, Inc. v. Wakeeld, Individually and 
on Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 51 F. 4th 1109. 

No. 22–5889. Jessup v. Thornell, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 31 
F. 4th 1262. 
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No. 22–5961. Rojas v. Thornell, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6012. Davis v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 44 F. 4th 685. 

No. 22–6023. Aguilar v. Thornell, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6027. Rue v. Thornell, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6112. Dalal v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 467 N. J. Super. 261, 
252 A. 3d 204. 

No. 22–6268. Miller v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6693. Rankin v. Brian Lavan & Associates, P. C., 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–60709. Vice v. Lee County Correctional Medical 
Provider et al. Sup. Ct. Iowa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6714. Laboriel v. Lee, Superintendent, Eastern 
New York Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6720. Bakos v. Unum Life Insurance Company of 
America. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6721. Crystal v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 So. 3d 1262. 

No. 22–6722. Curry v. Vancouver Housing Authority 
et al. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 22 
Wash. App. 2d 1027. 

No. 22–6727. Baldwin v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6735. Dixon v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 39 N. Y. 3d 962, 200 N. E. 3d 112. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



1248 OCTOBER TERM, 2022 

April 17, 2023 598 U. S. 

No. 22–6737. Butler v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 382 N. C. 732, 878 S. E. 2d 
821. 

No. 22–6746. Hunter v. District of Asia et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6747. Guinard v. Mayes, Attorney General of Ar-
izona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6748. Holland v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6749. Harrington v. Corrigan, Warden. Ct. App. 
Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6753. Lamar v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6761. Lambert v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 20 Wash. App. 2d 1054. 

No. 22–6765. Real v. Perry. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6766. Weis v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 5th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 IL App (5th) 210076–U. 

No. 22–6768. Baker v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6773. Adimora-Nweke v. McCraw, Director of the 
Texas Department of Public Safety, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6776. Doe v. Design Review Board of the Town 
of Sullivan’s Island et al. Ct. App. S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6781. Adkins v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6789. Turcios v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6796. Owens v. Whitten, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6797. Galluzzo v. Internal Revenue Service. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6799. Okongwu v. County of Erie, New York. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6800. Sorenson v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6805. Jones v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6806. Walker v. Neal, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6807. McGhee v. Maryland. Sup. Ct. Md. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 482 Md. 48, 284 A. 3d 777. 

No. 22–6814. Vazquez-Pedrosa v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. 
App. Okla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6818. Weber v. Cigna et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6827. Rumanek v. Fallon et al.; and Rumanek v. 
Independent School Management Inc. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6829. Birdinground v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6841. Padmanabhan v. Massachusetts Board of 
Registration in Medicine. App. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 101 Mass. App. 1109, 190 N. E. 3d 1114. 

No. 22–6842. Padmanabhan v. Massachusetts Board of 
Registration in Medicine. App. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 101 Mass. App. 1109, 190 N. E. 3d 1113. 

No. 22–6860. Chavez-Nelson v. Walz, Governor of 
Minnesota, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6883. Earls v. Buske et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6900. Deng v. Thornell, Director, Arizona De-
partment of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Reentry, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6905. Nunez Carrillo v. Thornell, Director, Ari-
zona Department of Corrections, Rehabilitation and Re-
entry, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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April 17, 2023 598 U. S. 

No. 22–6924. Drummond v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: ––– Pa. –––, 285 A. 3d 625. 

No. 22–6944. Sullivan, nka Auer v. Culwell. Dist. Ct. 
App. Fla., 5th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6945. Owens v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 56 F. 4th 455. 

No. 22–6946. Mosseri v. 7 West 21 LI LLC. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6953. Bradley v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6962. Rosas-Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6965. Huntington v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 44 F. 4th 812. 

No. 22–6970. Kesten v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6990. Bishop v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6993. Carlyle v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6995. Langenberg v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 52 F. 4th 755. 

No. 22–6999. Maki v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–7000. Whitson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7005. Chavez v. Mayes, Attorney General of Ari-
zona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 42 F. 4th 1091. 

No. 22–7006. Johnson, aka Porter v. Pettigrew, Warden, 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7010. York v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 48 F. 4th 494. 
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No. 22–7014. Hucks v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7022. Winston v. United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7026. Graham v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 47 F. 4th 561. 

No. 22–7029. Keeling v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7030. Trevino v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7032. Fishbein v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7033. Forrest v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7034. Gibson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7035. Person v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7037. Villegas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7041. King v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 41 F. 4th 1363. 

No. 22–7045. Oskam v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7048. Roeder v. Schnurr, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7052. Dubose v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7053. Ramirez-Dorantes v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7055. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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April 17, 2023 598 U. S. 

No. 22–7061. Mendez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7069. Scott v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7074. White v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7079. Stevens v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7091. Hering v. Iowa. Ct. App. Iowa. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–790. Wereko v. Rosen et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari before judgment denied. 

No. 22–6968. Marmolejos v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–7062. Noble v. Wetzel, Secretary, Pennsylvania 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or deci-
sion of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 22–621. Matarese, Personal Representative of the 
Estate of Bauman, Deceased v. Virginia Hospital Center 
Arlington Health System, dba Virginia Hospital Center, 
et al., 598 U. S. 1188; 

No. 22–624. Iqbal v. Bureau of Professional and Occupa-
tional Affairs, State Board of Medicine, 598 U. S. 1165; 

No. 22–678. Lu v. Northern Utah Healthcare Corp., dba 
St. Mark’s Hospital, 598 U. S. 1165; 

No. 22–5844. Nicolas v. Florida, 598 U. S. 1127; 
No. 22–5861. Webster v. Oregon Division of Child Sup-

port (three judgments), 598 U. S. 1128; 
No. 22–5933. Holmes-Smith v. Merit Systems Protection 

Board, 598 U. S. 1129; 
No. 22–6186. Jace v. Davis, Warden, 598 U. S. 1167; 
No. 22–6366. Beverly v. Orange County Sheriff et al., 

598 U. S. 1173; and 
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No. 22–6478. Shiheiber v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N. A., 
598 U. S. 1190. Petitions for rehearing denied. 

April 18, 2023 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 22–775. Dacostagomez-Aguilar v. Garland, Attorney 
General. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this 
Court's Rule 46. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 1312. 

April 21, 2023 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 22A901. Danco Laboratories, LLC v. Alliance for 
Hippocratic Medicine et al. C. A. 5th Cir.; and 

No. 22A902. Food and Drug Administration et al. v. Al-
liance For Hippocratic Medicine et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Ap-
plications for stays, presented to Justice Alito, and by him 
referred to the Court, granted. The April 7, 2023, order of the 
United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas, 
case No. 2:22–cv–223, is stayed pending disposition of the appeal 
in the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit and 
disposition of a petition for writ of certiorari, if such writ is timely 
sought. Should certiorari be denied, this stay shall terminate 
automatically. In the event certiorari is granted, the stay shall 
terminate upon the sending down of the judgment of this Court. 
Justice Thomas would deny the applications for stays. 

Justice Alito, dissenting. 

In recent cases, this Court has been lambasted for staying a 
District Court order “based on the scanty review this Court gives 
matters on its shadow docket,” Merrill v. Milligan, 595 U. S. 
1195, 1202 (2022) (Kagan, J., dissenting). In another, we were 
criticized for ruling on a stay application while “barely bother[ing] 
to explain [our] conclusion,” a disposition that was labeled as “em-
blematic of too much of this Court's shadow-docket decision-
making—which every day becomes more unreasoned.” Whole 
Woman's Health v. Jackson, 594 U. S. 985, 902 (2021) 
(Kagan, J., dissenting from denial of application for injunctive 
relief). And in a third case in which a stay was granted, we were 
condemned for not exhibiting the “restraint” that was supposedly 
exercised in the past and for not “resist[ing]” the Government's 
effort to “shortcut” normal process. Barr v. East Bay Sanctuary 
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Covenant, 588 U. S. 943, 946 (2019) (Sotomayor, J., dissenting). 
Cf. Doe v. Mills, 595 U. S. 1029 (2021) (Barrett, J., concurring 
in denial of application for injunctive relief) (warning that the 
Court should not act “on a short fuse without beneft of full 
briefng and oral argument” in a case that is “frst to address the 
questions presented”). 

I did not agree with these criticisms at the time, but if they 
were warranted in the cases in which they were made, they are 
emphatically true here. As narrowed by the Court of Appeals, 
the stay that would apply if we failed to broaden it would not 
remove mifepristone from the market. It would simply restore 
the circumstances that existed (and that the Government de-
fended) from 2000 to 2016 under three Presidential administra-
tions. In addition, because the applicants' Fifth Circuit appeal 
has been put on a fast track, with oral argument scheduled to 
take place in 26 days, there is reason to believe that they would 
get the relief they now seek—from either the Court of Appeals 
or this Court—in the near future if their arguments on the merits 
are persuasive. 

At present, the applicants are not entitled to a stay because 
they have not shown that they are likely to suffer irreparable 
harm in the interim. The applicants claim that regulatory 
“chaos” would occur due to an alleged confict between the relief 
awarded in these cases and the relief provided by a decision of 
the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Wash-
ington. It is not clear that there actually is a confict because 
the relief in these cases is a stay, not an injunction, but even if 
there is a confict, that should not be given any weight. Our 
granting of a stay of a lower-court decision is an equitable remedy. 
It should not be given if the moving party has not acted equitably, 
and that is the situation here. The Food and Drug Administra-
tion (FDA) has engaged in what has become the practice of “lev-
erag[ing]” district court injunctions “as a basis” for implementing 
a desired policy while evading both necessary agency procedures 
and judicial review. Arizona v. City and County of San Fran-
cisco, 596 U. S. 763, 765 (2022) (Roberts, C. J., concurring). 

The Washington District Court enjoined the FDA from altering 
its current practice regarding mifepristone—something that the 
FDA had never hinted it was contemplating. The FDA did not 
appeal that appealable order, and when seven States that might 
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take such an appeal asked to intervene, the FDA opposed their 
request. This series of events laid the foundation for the Govern-
ment's regulatory “chaos” argument. 

Once this argument is put aside, the applicants' argument on 
irreparable harm is largely reduced to the claim that Danco could 
not continue to market mifepristone because the drug would be 
mislabeled and that distribution could not resume until Danco 
jumped through a series of regulatory steps that would be largely 
perfunctory under present circumstances. That would not take 
place, however, unless the FDA elected to use its enforcement 
discretion to stop Danco, and the applicants' papers do not provide 
any reason to believe the FDA would make that choice. The 
FDA has previously invoked enforcement discretion to permit the 
distribution of mifepristone in a way that the regulations then 
in force prohibited, and here, the Government has not dispelled 
legitimate doubts that it would even obey an unfavorable order 
in these cases, much less that it would choose to take enforcement 
actions to which it has strong objections. 

For these reasons, I would deny the stay applications. Con-
trary to the impression that may be held by many, that disposition 
would not express any view on the merits of the question whether 
the FDA acted lawfully in any of its actions regarding mifepri-
stone. Rather, it would simply refuse to take a step that has not 
been shown as necessary to avoid the threat of any real harm 
during the presumably short period at issue. 

April 24, 2023 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 22–831. Bye v. MGM Resorts International, Inc., dba 
Beau Rivage Resort and Casino. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. Reported below: 49 
F. 4th 918. 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 22–256. Bohon et al. v. Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari granted, judg-
ment vacated, and case remanded for further consideration in 
light of Axon Enterprise, Inc. v. FTC, 598 U. S. 175 (2023). Re-
ported below: 37 F. 4th 663. 
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Miscellaneous Orders* 

No. D–3108. In re Discipline of Anderson. Peter Crane 
Anderson, of Miami, Fla., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3109. In re Discipline of Jordan. Jack Revels 
Tucker Jordan, of North Kansas City, Mo., is suspended from the 
practice of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable 
within 40 days, requiring him to show cause why he should not 
be disbarred from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3110. In re Discipline of Moats. Judy Raye Moats, 
of Fairfax, Va., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
her to show cause why she should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3111. In re Discipline of Saldana Tier. Lanhi 
Huynh Saldana Tier, of Newtown, Pa., is suspended from the 
practice of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable 
within 40 days, requiring her to show cause why she should not 
be disbarred from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3112. In re Discipline of Boyer. Christopher Allen 
Boyer, of Palestine, Tex., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3113. In re Discipline of Infurna. Justin Infurna, 
of Orlando, Fla., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

*For the Court's orders prescribing amendments to the Federal Rules of 
Appellate Procedure, see 598 U. S. –––; amendments and an addition to the 
Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure, see 598 U. S. –––; amendments and 
an addition to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, see 598 U. S. –––; 
amendments and an addition to the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, 
see 598 U. S. –––; and amendments to the Federal Rules of Evidence, see 
598 U. S. –––. 
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No. D–3114. In re Discipline of Nelson. Patrick J. Nel-
son, of Kearney, Neb., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re-
quiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3115. In re Discipline of Gilliam. Harriet A. Gil-
liam, of Riverhead, N. Y., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring her to show cause why she should not be disbarred 
from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3116. In re Discipline of Flechas. Eduardo A. 
Flechas, of Pearl, Miss., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re-
quiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3117. In re Discipline of Love. Brian Matthew 
Love, of Apex, N. C., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re-
quiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–3118. In re Discipline of Silbiger. Clifford Baer 
Silbiger, of Westminster, Md., is suspended from the practice of 
law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. 22M97. Bradley v. Shaw, Warden; and 
No. 22M98. Manuel v. Ofce of Personnel Management. 

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

No. 22M99. Neree v. Ambassade D’Haiti. Motion for leave 
to fle bill of complaint denied. 

No. 22–6975. Kimbrell v. Bank of America, N. A. C. A. 
7th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied. Petitioner is allowed until May 15, 2023, 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. 
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No. 22–7089. In re Hopmeier; 
No. 22–7162. In re Turner; and 
No. 22–7163. In re Bachmayer. Petitions for writs of ha-

beas corpus denied. 

No. 22–7144. In re Priester. Petition for writ of habeas 
corpus denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–7109. In re Land; and 
No. 22–7154. In re Winding. Motions of petitioners for 

leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs 
of habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 22–6788. In re Williams. Petition for writ of manda-
mus denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 22–324. O’Connor-Ratcliff et al. v. Garnier et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 41 F. 4th 
1158. 

No. 22–611. Lindke v. Freed. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
granted. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 1199. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 22–539. Anilao et al. v. Spota, Individually and as 
District Attorney of Suffolk County, New York, et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 27 F. 4th 855. 

No. 22–564. Carlos Salazar v. Rene Molina. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 37 F. 4th 278. 

No. 22–594. Rodriguez v. Burnside et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 F. 4th 1324. 

No. 22–641. Daimler Trucks North America LLC v. Supe-
rior Court of California, Los Angeles County, et al. Ct. 
App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 80 Cal. App. 5th 946, 296 Cal. Rptr. 3d 564. 

No. 22–769. Wang v. Brandywyne Common Condominium. 
Sup. Ct. N. H. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–771. Foley Bey et al. v. Prator, Sheriff, Caddo 
Parish, Louisiana, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 53 F. 4th 854. 

No. 22–778. Martinez et al. v. Newsom, Governor of Cal-
ifornia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 46 F. 4th 965. 

No. 22–808. Izen v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 38 F. 4th 
459. 

No. 22–814. Tinnerman v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–841. West v. May, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–845. Thornton v. McDonough, Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–903. Goodley v. Greene. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–919. Thaler v. Vidal, Under Secretary of 
Commerce for Intellectual Property and Director, 
United States Patent and Trademark Ofce, et al. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 1207. 

No. 22–930. ESET, LLC, et al. v. Finjan LLC. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 51 F. 4th 1377. 

No. 22–947. Williams v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 342. 

No. 22–953. Calderon v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5859. Fraction v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–5878. King v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 594. 

No. 22–5958. Tovar v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6096. Eye v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6570. Montiel v. Chappell, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 942. 

No. 22–6575. Malagerio v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 49 F. 4th 911. 

No. 22–6578. Moore v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6579. Hoyos v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 51 F. 4th 297. 

No. 22–6830. Loukas v. Schroeder, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6851. Freeman v. Hamm, Commissioner, Alabama 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 46 F. 4th 1193. 

No. 22–6862. Young v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6942. Burrell v. Chapman, Acting Warden. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7001. Watson v. Virginia Department of Agricul-
ture and Consumer Services. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–7002. J. T. v. Maryland. App. Ct. Md. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–7007. Domingo Diego v. Indiana. Ct. App. Ind. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 194 N. E. 3d 660. 

No. 22–7008. Barker v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7009. Smith v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7023. Orosco v. United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Texas. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 22–7028. Dickerson, Administrator of the Estate of 
Matlock, Deceased v. Cruz Tancinco et al. Ct. App. Ark. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 Ark. App. 295. 

No. 22–7043. Montgomery v. Scialla Associates Inc. 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7057. Pniewski v. Artis, Acting Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7076. Pineda-Valdez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7090. Gallardo v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7094. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7096. Appellant et al. v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 56 F. 4th 385. 

No. 22–7097. Jordan v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7100. Nevarez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 55 F. 4th 1261. 

No. 22–7101. Nolden v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7103. Stanley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7106. Wells v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 55 F. 4th 1086. 

No. 22–7108. Ryan v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 52 F. 4th 719. 

No. 22–7112. Fuhai Li v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7117. Macapagal v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 56 F. 4th 742. 

No. 22–7121. Barret v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–7122. West v. Artis, Acting Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7126. Chandler v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 56 F. 4th 27. 

No. 22–7129. Thayer v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 40 F. 4th 797. 

No. 22–7130. Fletcher v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 56 F. 4th 179. 

No. 22–7137. Griggs v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 54 F. 4th 531. 

No. 22–7138. Ali v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 47 F. 4th 691. 

No. 22–7139. Richardson v. Luna, Warden. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7142. Plump v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7145. Yusuf v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 57 F. 4th 440. 

No. 22–7146. Razz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7155. Ocean-Avent v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7156. Rogers v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–7171. Cardena-Sosa, aka Garcia, aka Cardenas-
Sosa, aka Sosa, aka Cardenas v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 21–1550. Suncor Energy (U. S. A.) Inc. et al. v. Board 
of County Commissioners of Boulder County et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Kavanaugh would grant 
the petition for writ of certiorari. Justice Alito took no part 
in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
25 F. 4th 1238. 
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No. 22–361. BP p. l. c. et al. v. Mayor and City Council 
of Baltimore. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 31 F. 4th 178. 

No. 22–495. Chevron Corp. et al. v. San Mateo County, 
California, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 32 F. 4th 733. 

No. 22–523. Sunoco LP et al. v. City and County of Ho-
nolulu, Hawaii, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 1101. 

No. 22–524. Shell Oil Products Co., L. L. C., et al. v. 
Rhode Island. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 35 F. 4th 44. 

No. 22–581. Steward, Acting Director, Oregon Depart-
ment of Corrections v. Gable. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kavanaugh would grant the petition for 
writ of certiorari. Reported below: 49 F. 4th 1315. 

No. 22–622. Gazzola et al. v. Hochul, Governor of New 
York, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 22–5891. Burns v. Mays, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 31 F. 4th 497. 

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

Petitioner Kevin Burns, a defendant sentenced to death for 
felony murder, brought a 28 U. S. C. § 2254 petition claiming inade-
quate assistance of counsel at the penalty phase of his trial. 
Burns asserts that counsel failed to present mitigating evidence 
tending to show that he did not shoot either of the two victims 
killed during a robbery in which he participated. Such evidence 
does not bear on Burns' guilt, since his participation in the under-
lying robbery suffces to render him guilty of felony murder. Ev-
idence that Burns did not pull the trigger, however, was plainly 

Page Proof Pending Publication



Page Proof Pending Publication

1264 OCTOBER TERM, 2022 

Sotomayor, J., dissenting 598 U. S. 

relevant to the jury's determination whether to sentence him to 
death. The Sixth Circuit avoided this obvious conclusion only by 
mischaracterizing Burns' claim as being about counsel's failure to 
introduce residual doubt evidence (i. e., evidence that Burns was 
not, in fact, guilty of felony murder). From there, the Sixth Cir-
cuit concluded that the claim must fail because this Court has 
never established a right to introduce residual doubt evidence 
at sentencing. 

Burns argues, and the State does not contest, that the Sixth 
Circuit's analysis turned on two erroneous legal assumptions and 
clearly conficts with several decisions of this Court. Burns asks 
this Court to take summary action to correct these fundamental 
legal errors so that his claim may be fairly considered before the 
State executes him. The Court, however, declines to intervene. 
I would summarily vacate the error-laden (and precedential) deci-
sion below and remand for further consideration of Burns' claim. 
I respectfully dissent from the Court's failure to do so. 

When Burns was 22 years old, he was part of a group of six 
young men that confronted and robbed another group of four 
young men sitting in a car. During the confict, shots were fred 
into the car, killing two and severely injuring a third. No defni-
tive narrative emerged regarding who had shot the victims. 
Prosecutors eventually charged three of the six men, including 
Burns, with premeditated murder and felony murder. In sepa-
rate trials, juries convicted Burns' codefendants of felony murder 
only and sentenced both to life in prison. Burns' trial followed. 

The jury acquitted Burns of premeditated murder but convicted 
him of two counts of felony murder, one for each of the men 
killed. To convict Burns of felony murder, the jury had to fnd 
only that he participated in the robbery; the jury did not need to 
decide who shot the victims. See Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 39–11– 
402(2), 39–13–202(a)(2) (1991). Because his felony-murder convic-
tions made him eligible for a death sentence, § 39–13–202(b), 
however, the jury had to decide at the penalty phase of trial 
whether to sentence Burns to death or life in prison. 

At the penalty phase, capital defendants have a right to present 
any relevant mitigating evidence, including evidence regarding 
the “ ̀ circumstances of the offense.' ” Eddings v. Oklahoma, 455 
U. S. 104, 110 (1982) (quoting Lockett v. Ohio, 438 U. S. 586, 604 
(1978) (plurality opinion)). Such evidence may be particularly im-
portant for a defendant facing death for felony murder, because 
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a jury's penalty-phase assessment of culpability will often turn on 
the defendant's particular role and mental state during the of-
fense. See Tison v. Arizona, 481 U. S. 137, 156–158 (1987). 

Here, the State argued, based on testimony from two eyewit-
nesses, that Burns had shot Damond Dawson, one of the two men 
killed. While the jury did not convict Burns of premeditated 
murder, this evidence was doubtless salient at the penalty phase. 
For it is self-evident that concerns that Burns killed someone 
would weigh heavily on the jurors' evaluation of what punishment 
was warranted. This is especially obvious here, as the only evi-
dence in aggravation that the State introduced was related to the 
two deaths. 

Yet penalty-phase counsel did nothing to challenge the State's 
narrative on this life-or-death question. This failure was particu-
larly egregious, as Burns, in state postconviction proceedings, 
demonstrated that counsel could have done so by offering power-
ful impeachment evidence of the two eyewitnesses and introducing 
evidence that Burns did not shoot Dawson. One of the eyewit-
nesses was the person who was shot, but survived. He had ear-
lier testifed at the trial of one of the codefendants that it was 
the codefendant who shot both him and Dawson, saying nothing 
about Burns. When he instead identifed Burns as the shooter at 
Burns' trial, counsel did not impeach him with his prior testimony, 
despite being aware of it. The other eyewitness, a neighbor, was 
prompted by defense counsel's cross-examination to make a court-
room identifcation of Burns based on his appearance and the 
Jheri curl hairstyle he had at the time of trial. Defense counsel 
could have, but did not, call witnesses to testify to a critical fact: 
While some of the six men had Jheri curls at the time of the 
crime, Burns, who had very short hair then, did not. Nor did 
counsel present testimony that Burns looked similar to (and had 
the same frst name as) another member of the group of six, who 
was actually the one to instigate the confict, with a key difference 
being that, unlike Burns, the instigator had a Jheri curl at the 
time of the crime. In fact, counsel failed to observe that police 
statements taken from members of the six indicated that it was 
this other man, and not Burns, who had initially approached the 
vehicle. 

In case there was any doubt about the role the eyewitness 
testimony played, the jury's decision should put it to rest. The 
jury sentenced Burns to death on the count connected to Dawson. 
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It sentenced him to life in prison for the other count related to 
the victim he was not alleged to have shot. The Tennessee Court 
of Criminal Appeals (TCCA) affrmed the convictions and death 
sentence on appeal. 

In his state postconviction petition, Burns asserted that his 
penalty-phase counsel was ineffective for the reasons above. In 
just one paragraph, the TCCA rejected the claim for lack of preju-
dice, concluding that Burns “cannot establish that his sentence 
would have been different.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 197. The 
court reasoned there could be no prejudice because, even if Burns 
did not shoot Dawson, the record supported an alternative basis 
for the State's alleged aggravating factor “of creating a great 
risk of death to two or more persons.” Ibid. That reasoning 
completely overlooks, however, that Burns had a right to intro-
duce mitigating factors. Evidence that he did not shoot Dawson 
would have been vital in this regard. 

Burns then raised his claim in a federal § 2254 petition. Apply-
ing the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 
(AEDPA), the District Court denied the claim after determining 
that the TCCA's prejudice determination was entitled to defer-
ence. Id., at 114. The District Court, recognizing that reason-
able jurists could disagree on this point, granted a certifcate of 
appealability. Id., at 154. 

The Sixth Circuit affrmed. 31 F. 4th 497 (2022). Unlike the 
District Court, the Sixth Circuit did not rely on the TCCA's preju-
dice decision. Instead, the Sixth Circuit held that Burns' claim 
failed because he could not show that penalty-phase counsel acted 
defciently in the frst place. 

The Sixth Circuit's defciency analysis rested on two fundamen-
tal errors of law. The first occurred when the Sixth Circuit 
sua sponte recharacterized Burns' claim as being about nothing 
more than “ ̀ residual doubt' ” evidence. Id., at 503 (quoting Ore-
gon v. Guzek, 546 U. S. 517, 525 (2006)). That term refers to 
evidence that is “introduce[d] at sentencing” with the purpose of 
“cast[ing] `residual doubt' on [the defendant's] guilt of the basic 
crime of conviction.” Id., at 525. The second occurred when the 
Sixth Circuit concluded that Burns' claim, so understood, “neces-
sarily fails” because this Court has not established a “right to 
present residual doubt evidence at sentencing.” 31 F. 4th, at 503. 

The error in the Sixth Circuit's decision leaps off the page. 
Evidence that Burns did not shoot the victim is not, of course, 
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mere residual doubt evidence. Because Burns was convicted of 
felony murder, the jury did not have to fnd that he shot anyone 
in order to convict him. Thus, evidence that he was not the 
shooter goes to the circumstances of the felony murder and his 
level of culpability, rather than guilt. In other words, such evi-
dence concerns “how, not whether, [Burns] committed the crime,” 
a typical focus of sentencing. Guzek, 546 U. S., at 524. This 
glaring mistake, confusing evidence about the circumstances of 
the offense with residual doubt evidence, deprived Burns of his 
last chance to defend his constitutional right to introduce mitiga-
tion evidence that could have spared his life. See Eddings, 455 
U. S., at 110. 

Further, even holding fxed the Sixth Circuit's erroneous “resid-
ual doubt” characterization, the decision below rests on yet an-
other fundamental error. The Sixth Circuit reasoned that be-
cause this Court has not recognized a right to introduce residual 
doubt evidence at the penalty phase, the failure to do so could 
not be defcient performance under Strickland v. Washington, 466 
U. S. 668 (1984). This reasoning assumes, incorrectly, that only 
failures to advance or protect federally recognized rights can be 
defcient. Because defciency for purposes of Strickland is meas-
ured by “an objective standard of reasonableness,” id., at 688, 
federal ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claims can also be based 
on failures under state law. See, e. g., Hinton v. Alabama, 571 
U. S. 263, 275 (2014) (per curiam) (counsel's failure to “understand 
the resources that state law made available to him” was defcient); 
Kimmelman v. Morrison, 477 U. S. 365, 385 (1986) (counsel was de-
fcient for failing to request discovery permitted under state law). 

Because the Sixth Circuit overlooked this fact, it never consid-
ered whether Tennessee law might guarantee a right to introduce 
residual doubt evidence at the penalty phase. This is a critical 
omission because, as Burns made the Sixth Circuit aware, Tennes-
see allows for introduction of residual doubt evidence at sentenc-
ing and such a right was recognized at the time of his trial. See, 
e. g., State v. Teague, 897 S. W. 2d 248, 256 (1995) (“Evidence 
otherwise admissible under the pleadings and applicable rules of 
evidence, is not rendered inadmissible because it may show that 
the defendant did not kill the victim, so long as it is probative on 
the issue of the defendant's punishment”). 

In his petition for certiorari, Burns asks this Court for sum-
mary action to correct the serious legal errors below. The State, 
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tellingly, does not defend the indefensible. Instead, essentially 
conceding that the Sixth Circuit erred, the State tries to shift 
attention away from the actual ruling on review by arguing 
that any action would be “futile” because, on remand, Burns 
“would not be able to overcome the heavy deference that must 
be paid to the state court's prejudice fndings.” Brief in Opposi-
tion 2. 

Burns argued before the Sixth Circuit, however, that the TCCA 
itself committed two clear errors of law in its prejudice analysis, 
such that no AEDPA deference is owed under § 2254(d)(1). First, 
Burns argued that because the TCCA considered only whether 
evidence that he did not shoot Dawson would have impacted the 
jury's fnding of the statutory aggravating factor, without consid-
ering how it would have impacted the jury's assessment of mitiga-
tion, its decision is contrary to clearly established law, which also 
requires asking whether “the available mitigating evidence, taken 
as a whole, `might well have infuenced the jury's appraisal' of 
[his] moral culpability.” Wiggins v. Smith, 539 U. S. 510, 538 
(2003) (emphasis added). Second, Burns argued that the TCCA 
applied an overly demanding prejudice standard, ignoring that 
prejudice requires only “ ̀ a reasonable probability that, but for 
counsel's unprofessional errors, the result of the proceeding would 
have been different.' ” Rompilla v. Beard, 545 U. S. 374, 390 
(2005); Cf. Vasquez v. Bradshaw, 345 Fed. Appx. 104, 112 (CA6 
2009) (no AEDPA deference owed because the state court “actu-
ally describe[d] and appl[ied] a different [prejudice] standard”). 
The Sixth Circuit never considered these arguments because of 
its erroneous defciency analysis. 

The Court's decision to deny certiorari means that Burns now 
faces execution despite a very robust possibility that he did not 
shoot Dawson but that the jurors, acting on incomplete informa-
tion, sentenced him to death because they thought he had. The 
Court's failure to act is disheartening because this case refects 
the kind of situation where the Court has previously found sum-
mary action appropriate: The relevant facts are not in dispute, 
and the decision below clearly conficts with settled law of this 
Court on an important matter. The need for action is great be-
cause Burns faces the ultimate and irrevocable penalty of death. 
With so much at stake, I would vacate the decision below and 
remand. Because the Court refuses to do so, the indefensible 
decision below will be the last for Burns. I respectfully dissent. 
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No. 22–5894. Gibbs v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. 

No. 22–7092. Hardwick v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 21–8096. Frantz v. Frantz, 598 U. S. 934; 
No. 22–627. Wilborn v. Mayorkas, Secretary of Home-

land Security, 598 U. S. 1165; 
No. 22–694. Whitaker v. Ward, Commissioner, Georgia 

Department of Corrections, 598 U. S. 1189; 
No. 22–5121. Frantz v. Kansas et al., 598 U. S. 956; 
No. 22–5284. Fagans v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas Depart-

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 598 U. S. 978; 

No. 22–5588. Wakeeld v. New York, 598 U. S. 1081; 
No. 22–5646. Freeman v. Stirling, Director, South Caro-

lina Department of Corrections, et al., 598 U. S. 1082; 
No. 22–5834. Torres v. Mitchell, Superintendent, Old 

Colony Correctional Center, et al., 598 U. S. 1108; 
No. 22–6021. Guo v. Texas, 598 U. S. 1131; 
No. 22–6499. Thornton-Bey v. Warden, United States 

Penitentiary, Allenwood, 598 U. S. 1178; and 
No. 22–6512. Perry v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-

ment of Corrections, 598 U. S. 1179. Petitions for rehearing 
denied. 

No. 22–637. In re Klayman, 598 U. S. 1195. Petition for re-
hearing denied. Justice Kavanaugh and Justice Jackson took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

May 1, 2023 

Certiorari Dismissed 
No. 22–6937. Davis 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. 

Miscellaneous Orders 
No. 22M100. Jordan v. United States. Motion for leave to 

fle petition for writ of certiorari under seal denied. 
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May 1, 2023 598 U. S. 

No. 22M101. Hermann v. McFarland et al. Motion for 
leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental ap-
pendix under seal granted. 

No. 22–6910. Fields v. Conrad et al. C. A. 11th Cir.; and 
No. 22–7181. Barrett v. Pae, Inc. Motions of petitioners 

for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are 
allowed until May 22, 2023, 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. 22–6911. In re Cunningham; and 
No. 22–6919. In re Graham. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

No. 22–6966. In re Spencer. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
mandamus dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 22–660. Murray v. UBS Securities, LLC, et al. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 43 F. 4th 254. 

No. 22–451. Loper Bright Enterprises et al. v. Rai-
mondo, Secretary of Commerce, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Mo-
tions of Center for Constitutional Jurisprudence, Christian 
Employers Alliance, Relentless, Inc., et al., David Goethel et al., 
Advancing American Freedom, and Pacifc Legal Foundation for 
leave to fle briefs as amici curiae granted. Certiorari granted 
limited to Question 2 presented by the petition. Justice Jack-
son took no part in the consideration or decision of these motions 
and this petition. Reported below: 45 F. 4th 359. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 21–1543. Doe, aka Beeism v. Sterling. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–212. Savas et al. v. California Statewide Law En-
forcement Assn. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–219. O’Callaghan et al. v. Drake, President of 
the University of California, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–498. Kurk v. Los Rios Classied Employees Assn. 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–519. Malloy v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 266 A. 3d 658. 

No. 22–578. Behar v. Department of Homeland Security. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 39 F. 4th 81. 

No. 22–595. Barradas-Jacome v. Garland, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 39 
F. 4th 111. 

No. 22–665. Price v. Garland, Attorney General, et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 45 F. 4th 
1059. 

No. 22–670. Pacesetter Consulting, LLC v. Kapreilian 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–752. Bi Rite Auto Transport, Inc., et al. v. Dilday 
et al. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–780. Meide et al. v. Centineo et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–788. Edwards v. McMillen Capital, LLC. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–792. Vinkov v. Superior Court of California, 
County of Riverside, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., 
Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–793. Davis et al. v. Waller et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 44 F. 4th 1305. 

No. 22–810. Liebman v. Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–812. Koch v. Nebraska. Ct. App. Neb. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 31 Neb. App. –––. 
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No. 22–819. Wakefield, dba CoolTVNetwork.com v. 
Blackboard, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–832. Caldwell et al. v. Gasper, Individually and 
in His Ofcial Capacity as Director, Michigan State Po-
lice, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–837. Clark et al. v. Murphy, Governor of New 
Jersey, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 53 F. 4th 769. 

No. 22–847. Silva-Navarro v. Roosevelt REO PR Corp. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–862. Johnson v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–878. Brown v. Harrington, United States 
Trustee for Region 1. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 55 F. 4th 945. 

No. 22–883. Evens v. Gilbertson et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–895. Murphy Creek, LLC, et al. v. Murphy Creek 
Metropolitan District No. 3. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–900. Jaiyeola v. Brundage. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–907. Monte Silver, Ltd. v. Internal Revenue 
Service et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–940. Schwartz v. Massachusetts Board of Regis-
tration in Medicine. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 490 Mass. 1025, 196 N. E. 3d 325. 

No. 22–946. Manley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 52 F. 4th 143. 

No. 22–951. Doe et al. v. Rokita, Attorney General of 
Indiana, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 54 F. 4th 518. 

No. 22–5877. Altman v. United States; Bailey v. United 
States (Reported below: 37 F. 4th 467); Brandt v. United 
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States; Mason v. United States; Mongan v. United States; 
Rivers v. United States; and Rockwood v. United States. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6001. Samuel v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6629. Gavin v. Hamm, Commissioner, Alabama De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 40 F. 4th 1247. 

No. 22–6785. Gage v. Midwestern University. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6831. Carter v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6832. Mahaffey v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6840. Caraballo v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 So. 3d 1254. 

No. 22–6850. Mendez v. Community Health Clinics, Inc., 
dba Terry Reilly Health Services. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6857. Rowe v. Roberts et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6859. Turner v. U. S. Bank N. A. et al. Sup. Ct. 
Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6861. Solano v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 12th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6868. Kearse v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6871. Khalil v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 206 App. Div. 
3d 1300, 170 N. Y. S. 3d 658. 

No. 22–6875. Jiang v. Xu et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6876. Bacchus v. Thomson et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6882. Russ v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6884. Chhalliyil v. Foodchain ID Group, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6887. Audette v. United States et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6888. Rajapakse v. Shaw et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6890. Rajapakse v. Equifax Information, LLC. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6891. Dingler v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 22–6896. Mason v. Farris, Warden. Ct. Crim. App. 
Okla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6898. Love v. Martuscello, Superintendent, Cox-
sackie Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–6899. McDonald-Henry v. Brink et al. App. Ct. 
Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2021 IL App 
(1st) 200152–U. 

No. 22–6903. Landry v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6904. Stubbleeld v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6906. Johnson v. Campbell, Warden, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6907. Cumbie v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 12th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6917. Roberson v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6918. Hall v. LeClaire et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 22–6920. Hartwein v. Missouri. Ct. App. Mo., Eastern 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 648 S. W. 3d 834. 

No. 22–6922. Ross v. Clerk of Courts of the Court of 
Common Pleas of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6928. Dyjak v. Lynn et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–6929. Thomas v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22– 6954. Burch v. Rushmore Loan Management 
Services, L. L. C. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6957. Davis v. Biden, President of the United 
States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–6974. Smith v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2022–00595 (La. 10/18/22), 348 So. 3d 
725. 

No. 22–6985. Bergman v. Howard, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 54 F. 4th 950. 

No. 22–6987. Brookshire v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2022 WI App 52, 980 N. W. 
2d 485. 

No. 22–7012. McCoy v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7085. Godinez v. Johnson, Administrator, New 
Jersey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7111. Khong v. Frauenheim, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7124. Scott v. Payne, Director, Arkansas Division 
of Correction. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 2022 Ark. 178, 652 S. W. 3d 562. 

No. 22–7133. Stancu v. Southern Methodist University. 
Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7143. Xunxian Liu v. Becerra, Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, et al.; and Xunxian Liu v. 
Administrative Ofce of the United States Courts et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 22–7167. Truley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7190. Voss v. Carr, Secretary, Wisconsin Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7211. Aguilar-Medina v. Thornell, Director, Ari-
zona Department of Corrections, Rehabilitation and 
Reentry, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7216. Anderson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7217. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7223. Lee v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 22–7231. Alaniz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 21–1448. Wells v. McCallister. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion 
of Central District Consumer Bankruptcy Attorneys Association 
for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 22–811. Reardon v. New Jersey et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 22–833. Reardon v. Murphy, Governor of New Jer-
sey, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 22–626. Hamdan et al. v. Walz, Governor of Minne-
sota, et al., 598 U. S. 1196; 

No. 22–6182. Conner v. Lumpkin, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 598 U. S. 1167; 

No. 22–6215. Davis v. Mallards Landing Associates LTD, 
dba Mission Pointe Apartments, 598 U. S. 1167; 

No. 22–6287. Kim v. Public Schools of Brookline et al., 
598 U. S. 1169; 
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No. 22–6483. Sloan v. United States, 598 U. S. 1190; 
No. 22–6498. Shine-Johnson v. Gray, Warden, 598 U. S. 

1178; and 
No. 22–6668. Lyons v. Ladner, Warden, 598 U. S. 1191. Pe-

titions for rehearing denied. 

May 3, 2023 

Certiorari Denied 
No. 22–7412 (22A949). Barwick v. Desantis, Governor of 

Florida, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Application for stay of execu-
tion of sentence of death, presented to Justice Thomas, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. 

No. 22–7424 (22A952). Barwick v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

May 4, 2023 

Miscellaneous Order 
No. 21–1271. Moore, Speaker of the North Carolina 

House of Representatives, et al. v. Harper et al. Sup. 
Ct. N. C. [Certiorari granted, 597 U. S. 918]. The parties and 
the Solicitor General are invited to fle supplemental letter briefs 
addressing the following question: “What is the effect on this 
Court's jurisdiction of the April 28, 2023, order of the North Caro-
lina Supreme Court?” Briefs, not to exceed 10 pages, are to be 
fled simultaneously with the Clerk and served upon opposing 
counsel on or before 2 p.m., Thursday, May 11, 2023. 

May 5, 2023 

Miscellaneous Order 
No. 22A941. Glossip v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. Ap-

plication for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented to 
Justice Kavanaugh, and by him referred to the Court, granted 
pending disposition of the petitions for writs of certiorari, Nos. 
22–6500 and 22–7466. Should both petitions for writs of certio-
rari be denied, this stay shall terminate automatically. In the 
event either petition for writ of certiorari is granted, the stay 
shall terminate upon the issuance of the mandate of this Court. 
Justice Gorsuch took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this application. 
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