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1208 OCTOBER TERM, 2024 

March 21, 24, 2025 604 U. S. 

March 21, 2025 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 23–1275. Medina, Director, South Carolina Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services v. Planned Parent-
hood South Atlantic et al. C. A. 4th Cir. [Certiorari 
granted sub nom. Kerr v. Planned Parenthood South Atlantic, 
604 U. S. 1071.] Motion of the Acting Solicitor General for leave 
to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided 
argument granted. 

No. 24–20. Fuld et al. v. Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion et al.; and Waldman et al. v. Palestine Liberation 
Organization et al.; and 

No. 24–151. United States v. Palestine Liberation Orga-
nization et al. (two judgments). C. A. 2d Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 604 U. S. 1041.] Motion of petitioners for divided argu-
ment granted. 

No. 24–154. Catholic Charities Bureau, Inc., et al. v. 
Wisconsin Labor and Industry Review Commission et al. 
Sup. Ct. Wis. [Certiorari granted, 604 U. S. 1064 and 1066.] Mo-
tion of the Deputy Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral 
argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

March 24, 2025 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 24–6269. Merilien v. McFarlane, Warden. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 24–6320. Abadi v. Adams et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). 

No. 24–6385. Taal v. Cronin et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
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certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 24A730. Akerman v. Merit Systems Protection 
Board. C. A. Fed. Cir. Application for stay, addressed to Jus-
tice Thomas and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 24A731. Akerman v. Merit Systems Protection 
Board. C. A. Fed. Cir. Application for stay, addressed to Jus-
tice Thomas and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 24M66. Richard v. Winn et al. Motion for leave to 
proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 24M67. Davis v. United States. Motion for leave to fle 
petition for writ of certiorari with supplemental appendix under 
seal granted. 

No. 24M68. Indiana Green Party et al. v. Morales. Mo-
tion to direct the Clerk to fle petition for writ of certiorari out 
of time denied. 

No. 24M69. Sealed Appellant v. Burgermeister et al. 
Motion for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari under seal 
with redacted copies for the public record denied. 

No. 24–6367. Sekel v. United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Virginia. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Peti-
tioner is allowed until April 14, 2025, 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. 24–6375. In re Drummond; and 
No. 24–6620. In re Reed. Petitions for writs of habeas cor-

pus denied. 

No. 24–6278. In re Cadet; and 
No. 24–6359. In re Curry. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 
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No. 24–749. In re Bond. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or deci-
sion of this petition. 

No. 24–763. In re Zou; and 
No. 24–6501. In re Bender. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 23–934. Escobar v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–370. Valley Health System, LLC, dba Desert 
Springs Hospital Medical Center, et al. v. National Labor 
Relations Board; and Valley Hospital Medical Center, 
Inc. v. National Labor Relations Board. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–458. Weinlein v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–461. Island Intellectual Property LLC v. TD 
Ameritrade, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–524. Lighting Defense Group v. SnapRays, dba 
SnapPower . C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–535. Rogers v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–610. Union Pacic Railroad Co. v. DeGeer. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–628. BNP Paribas SA et al. v. Kashef et al. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–630. Union Pacic Railroad Co. v. DeFries; Union 
Pacic Railroad Co. v. Donahue et al.; and Union Pacic 
Railroad Co. v. Blankinship. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–643. Union Pacific Railroad Co. v. Zaragoza. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–645. Juliana et al. v. United States et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–651. Quickway Transportation, Inc. v. National 
Labor Relations Board et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–670. Bowers Development, LLC v. Oneida County 
Industrial Development Agency et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 4th Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–721. Rodgers v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–722. Larry E. Parrish, P. C. v. Strong et al. Sup. 
Ct. Tenn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–727. Centerville Clinics Inc. v. Doe. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–731. Michigan v. Woolley. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–742. Enoch v. Hamilton County Sheriff’s Ofce 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–746. Doe v. University of Iowa et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–751. Rtskhiladze v. Department of Justice et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–752. Thomas v. Harder et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–761. Viehweg v. Insurance Programs Manage-
ment Group, LLC, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–762. Pisner v. McCarthy et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–767. Rieth-Riley Construction Co., Inc. v. Na-
tional Labor Relations Board. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–769. Stormo, as Assignee of Clark v. State Na-
tional Insurance Co. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–772. Chijioke-Uche v. Chapman Chevrolet LLC 
et al.; and Chijioke-Uche v. Equifax Information Services, 
LLC, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–785. Silloway et al. v. City and County of San 
Francisco, California. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–789. ECB USA, Inc., et al. v. Chubb Insurance 
Company of New Jersey et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–790. Akahoshi, Former Chief Compliance Ofcer 
v. Ofce of the Comptroller of the Currency. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–791. Byrnes v. Byrnes. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–792. Reule et al. v. Jackson, Judge, District 
Court of Texas, 114th District, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–794. Rae v. Woburn Public Schools et al. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–802. Stoyanov v. Howard County, Maryland, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–824. Rutland v. Regions Bank, as Trustee of the 
William Hunter Rutland Family Trust. Ct. App. Miss. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–829. Wynn v. Associated Press et al. Sup. Ct. 
Nev. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–830. Luo v. Owen J. Roberts School District 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–834. Pistrak v. Golubeva. Sup. Ct. Wash. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–835. Healey v. Vermont Department for Chil-
dren and Families et al. Sup. Ct. Vt. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–841. Suetholz v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–843. Sanders v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–847. Strong v. United States. C. A. Armed Forces. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–851. Osterman v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–854. Miller et al. v. Nelson, Texas Secretary of 
State, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–861. Chavez-Guevara v. Bondi, Attorney Gen-
eral, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–862. MacDonald v. Simon, Minnesota Secretary 
of State. Sup. Ct. Minn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–864. Estate of Bride, By and Through His Ap-
pointed Administrator Bride, et al. v. Yolo Technologies, 
Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–879. Norman v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–880. NexPoint Asset Management, L. P., fka 
Highland Capital Management Fund Advisors, L. P., 
et al. v. Highland Capital Management, L. P. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–882. Chatman v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–885. Rockwater, Inc., dba Peerless Manufactur-
ing Co. v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–900. Qureshi v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–907. Wells v. United States; and Nestor v. United 
States. C. A. Armed Forces. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–911. Rechnitz et al. v. Hearden et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–916. Koss Corp. v. Bose Corp. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–5494. Witham v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–5553. Phillips v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–5947. Salaam v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–5953. Slaughter v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6038. Wharton v. Terra, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Phoenix. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6178. Harvel v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6266. Miles v. Maryland. App. Ct. Md. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6268. Moreno-Cuevas v. Town Sports Interna-
tional, LLC, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6270. Peterson v. Salmonsen, Warden. Sup. Ct. 
Mont. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6275. Hamilton v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6296. Wang v. Iverson et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6303. Leach v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6308. Green v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6313. St. George v. Lengerich, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6314. Lettieri v. City of Binghamton, New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6315. St. George v. City of Lakewood, Colorado, 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6316. Barrera-Mackorty v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6318. Crowder v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certio-
rari denied. 

Page Proof Pending Publication



ORDERS 1215 

604 U. S. March 24, 2025 

No. 24–6321. Ryan v. Timmerman et al. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6324. Smith v. Everett. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6325. Smith v. Smith. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6327. Jideani v. Rigsby, Judge, District of Colum-
bia Superior Court. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6328. East v. Jackley, Attorney General of 
South Dakota, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6336. Montoya v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6338. Shomo v. Ohio et al. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. 
Dist., Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6342. A. B. v. Florida Department of Children 
and Families. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6347. Warren v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6349. Mitchell v. Guerrero, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6350. Wenner v. Hensley et al. Sup. Ct. Ind. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6351. Gelin v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6355. Green v. Guerrero, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6356. Hardy v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6358. Watwood v. Newcomer, Warden. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6360. DiazLeal-DiazLeal v. Haynes, Superintend-
ent, Airway Heights Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6361. Crouch v. Canning. Super. Ct. Fulton County, 
Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6365. Gemelli v. Nicosia, District Attorney, 34th 
Judicial District Court, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6368. Smith v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6369. McPherson v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6373. Goldsboro v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6380. Rust v. Laboratory Corporation of America 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6382. Smith v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6384. Ryan v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6386. Boggs v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6387. Bradley v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6389. Carter v. Luneke, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6391. Ward v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6403. Nixon v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6418. Booker v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6424. Clopton v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6456. Smith v. Mississippi. Ct. App. Miss. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 24–6457. Blount v. Administrator, New Jersey State 
Prison. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6488. Ochoa, aka Ochoa-Cordova v. Luna, Sheriff, 
Los Angeles County, California, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6504. Slack v. Sampson, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6509. Charlemagne, aka Gutierrez-Farah, aka 
Gutierrez v. Miller, Superintendent, Snake River Cor-
rectional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6514. Garrett v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6522. Neyhart v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6533. Schweder v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6544. Bellot v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6545. Pich v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6551. Wise v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6554. Cortez v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6557. Rosado v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6558. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6559. Leyva-Frayre v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6562. Jones v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6565. Gomez v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 24–6567. Lopez Flores v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6571. Sanchez-Sosa v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6572. Rivera v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6575. Scarborough v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6577. Cunningham v. United States Postal Serv-
ice et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6578. Billings v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6580. Smith v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6582. Martin v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6583. Aguilar-Gutierrez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6584. Bagola v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6585. Jones v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6589. Sanders v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6591. Sponaugle v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6593. Guerrero v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6595. Cardiel-Ruiz v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6596. Soto v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 24–6598. Boyles v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6601. Bautista-Perez v. United States; Elvira-
Garcia v. United States; Gonzalez-Paz v. United States; 
Juarez v. United States; Martinez-Sanchez v. United 
States; Martinez-Verazas v. United States; Moreno-
Carreto v. United States; Ruiz-Santos v. United States; 
and Salgado-Perez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6603. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6606. McCoy v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6612. Sullivan v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6614. Marshall v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6615. Damm v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6618. Sharma v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6622. Bradley v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6626. Wall v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6627. Washington v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6630. De La Mora Cardenas v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6633. Webster v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6634. Wolter v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6635. Leedy v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6636. Dixon v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6637. Moss v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6638. Delgado Chavez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6639. Alfaro v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 6. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6641. Cheever v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6644. Kasali v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6652. Kitchen v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6654. Hill v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6655. Mata-Gardea v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6657. Villareal v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6658. Voltz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6659. Seward v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6662. Williams v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–330. Franklin v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 42 N. Y. 3d 157, 242 N. E. 3d 652. 

Statement of Justice Alito respecting the denial of certiorari. 
I agree that we should not grant certiorari in this case, but in 

an appropriate case we should reconsider the interpretation of 
the Confrontation Clause that the Court adopted in Crawford v. 
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Washington, 541 U. S. 36 (2004), and has elaborated in later cases. 
Overturning established precedent, the Crawford Court claimed 
that its new interpretation captured the original meaning of the 
Confrontation Clause as revealed by then-recent scholarship, id., 
at 60–61, and that this interpretation would avoid the “unpredict-
able and inconsistent” results that had occurred under the test it 
overturned, id., at 66. 

Subsequent developments have undermined these two pillars of 
Crawford's rationale. Historical research now calls into question 
Crawford's understanding of the relevant common law rules at 
the time of the adoption of the Sixth Amendment, and whatever 
else may be said about that decision, there can be no dispute that 
it has not produced predictable and consistent results. Despite 
repeated attempts to explain what Crawford meant by “testimo-
nial statements,” our Confrontation Clause jurisprudence contin-
ues to confound courts, attorneys, and commentators.1 

Petitioner asks us to remedy this confusion by clarifying what 
qualifes as a “testimonial statement” under our post-Crawford 
case law. See Smith v. Arizona, 602 U. S. 779, 783–789, 799–802 
(2024) (discussing our “varied formulations” of Crawford's “testi-
monial inquiry”). But the real problem may be Crawford itself 
and its conclusion that the Confrontation Clause codifed a well-
established common law right against the use of any “testimonial” 

1 See, e. g., R. Allen, J. Hoffmann, D. Livingston, A. Leipold, & T. Meares, 
Comprehensive Criminal Procedure 1416 (5th ed. 2020) (“astonishing”); E. 
Sheley, The Dignitary Confrontation Clause, 97 Wash. L. Rev. 207, 223 (2022) 
(“morass”); D. Tuerkheimer, Exigency, 49 Ariz. L. Rev. 801, 832, n. 173 (2007) 
(“incoherent”); J. Widdison, Comment, Michigan v. Bryant: The Ghost of 
Roberts and the Return of Reliability, 47 Gonz. L. Rev. 219, 240 (2011) (“un-
stable”); A. Eichner, Note, The Failures of Melendez-Diaz v. Massachusetts 
and the Unstable Confrontation Clause, 38 Am. J. Crim. L. 437 (2011) (same); 
M. Spottswood, Truth, Lies, and the Confrontation Clause, 89 U. Colo. 
L. Rev. 565, 611 (2018) (“unnecessarily complex”); J. Ross, After Crawford 
Double-Speak: “Testimony” Does Not Mean Testimony and “Witness” Does 
Not Mean Witness, 97 J. Crim. L. & C. 147 (2006) (“double-speak”); 
D. Crump, Overruling Crawford v. Washington: Why and How, 88 Notre 
Dame L. Rev. 115, 132 (2012) (“unworkable”); D. Noll, Constitutional Evasion 
and the Confrontation Puzzle, 56 Boston College L. Rev. 1899, 1903 (2015) 
(“mess” (internal quotation marks omitted)); G. Fisher, The Crawford Deba-
cle, 113 Mich. L. Rev. First Impressions 17, 24 (2014) (“ ̀ inherently, and 
therefore permanently, unpredictable' ” (quoting Crawford, 541 U. S., at 68, 
n. 10)). 
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statement made out of court by a person who is available to 
testify and was not previously subject to cross-examination by 
the defendant. 541 U. S., at 68. 

In order to reach this conclusion, the Court was required to 
hold that any person who makes a “testimonial” statement (what-
ever that means) is a “witness” within the meaning of the Con-
frontation Clause, but this gave the term “witness” a meaning 
that is radically different from its meaning in the neighboring 
Compulsory Process Clause and elsewhere in the Constitution. 
See A. Amar, Confrontation Clause First Principles: A Reply to 
Professor Friedman, 86 Geo. L. J. 1045, 1045–1047 (1998); A. Amar, 
Foreword: Sixth Amendment First Principles, 84 Geo. L. J. 641, 
647 (1996). 

The Compulsory Process Clause, which follows immediately 
after the Confrontation Clause, gives a defendant the right “to 
have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor.” 
Amdt. 6 (emphasis added). And it is clear that these “witnesses” 
are people who are subpoenaed to appear in court and testify. 
The Court has understood the Clauses' neighboring references to 
“witnesses” as two sides of the same coin. See Washington v. 
Texas, 388 U. S. 14, 19 (1967) (“Just as an accused has the right 
to confront the prosecution's witnesses for the purpose of chal-
lenging their testimony, he has the right to present his own wit-
nesses to establish a defense”). After Crawford, however, only 
the Compulsory Process Clause's “witnesses” are people who must 
appear in court and take the stand. When a law uses the same 
term more than once, we presume that the term means the same 
thing every time it is used. See A. Scalia & B. Garner, Reading 
Law: The Interpretation of Legal Texts 170 (2012). Thus, it is 
startling to hold that the term “witnesses” in two provisions sepa-
rated by nothing but a semicolon have very different meanings. 

Other provisions of the Constitution that use the term “wit-
nesses” also refer to people who testify in court. The Treason 
Clause states that “[n]o Person shall be convicted of Treason un-
less on the Testimony of two Witnesses to the same overt Act, or 
on Confession in open Court.” Art. III, § 3, cl. 1. This provision 
requires two live witnesses who take the stand. See M. Hale, 
Pleas of the Crown 262 (1694); J. Langbein, The Origins of Adver-
sary Criminal Trial 238–239 (2003); Amar, 86 Geo. L. J., at 1047. 

These powerful textual arguments were known when Crawford 
was decided, but the Court dismissed them because its study of 
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history led it to believe that the Confrontation Clause was meant 
to codify a well-established common law right against the intro-
duction of a certain category of what we now call hearsay. More 
recent scholarship, however, casts doubt on key aspects of Craw-
ford's reasoning.2 

Our body of constitutional decisions would be in perpetual tur-
moil if we reconsidered every decision resting on an interpreta-
tion of history that is subsequently challenged in the law reviews. 
But as both Justice Gorsuch and I recognize, the current state 
of our Confrontation Clause jurisprudence is unstable and badly 
in need of repair. If we undertake that project, we should not 
limit our efforts to an attempt to shore up what may be a funda-
mentally unsound structure. 

If we reconsider Crawford, as I think we should, the result 
might be a reaffrmation of Crawford or the adoption of an en-
tirely different Confrontation Clause rule. But whatever the out-
come might be, reconsideration is needed. 

Statement of Justice Gorsuch respecting the denial of 
certiorari. 

While Cid Franklin awaited arraignment after his arrest, an 
employee of the Criminal Justice Agency questioned him outside 
the presence of counsel. That publicly funded agency interviews 
“nearly all individuals arrested in New York City” in order to 
make bail recommendations to the arraigning judge. 42 N. Y. 3d 
157, 159, 242 N. E. 3d 652, 653 (2024) (internal quotation marks 
omitted). 

2 See, e. g., T. Davies, Not “The Framers' Design”: How the Framing-Era 
Ban Against Hearsay Evidence Refutes the Crawford-Davis “Testimonial” 
Formulation of the Scope of the Original Confrontation Clause, 15 J. L. & 
Pol'y 349 (2007); Noll, 56 Boston College L. Rev., at 1904–1905, 1918–1950; 
Spottswood, 89 U. Colo. L. Rev., at 595–596; D. Sklansky, Hearsay's Last 
Hurrah, 2009 S. Ct. Rev. 1, 5–6, 36–38, 46–47, 54; B. Trachtenberg, Confront-
ing Coventurers: Coconspirator Hearsay, Sir Walter Raleigh, and the Sixth 
Amendment Confrontation Clause, 64 Fla. L. Rev. 1669, 1677–1681 (2012); J. 
Bellin, The Incredible Shrinking Confrontation Clause, 92 B. U. L. Rev. 1865, 
1881–1893 (2012); T. Davies, What Did the Framers Know, and When Did 
They Know It? Fictional Originalism in Crawford v. Washington, 71 Brook-
lyn L. Rev. 105, 106–107 (2005); R. Kry, Confrontation Under the Marian 
Statutes: A Response to Professor Davies, 72 Brooklyn L. Rev. 493 (2007); 
T. Davies, Revisiting the Fictional Originalism in Crawford's “Cross-
Examination Rule”: A Reply to Mr. Kry, 72 Brooklyn L. Rev. 557 (2007). 
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Much later, prosecutors sought to make a different use of 
Mr. Franklin's bail report. At trial, they introduced it as evi-
dence of his guilt. See App. to Pet. for Cert. 33a (exhibit). And 
they did so without giving him a chance to cross-examine the 
report's author. Relying on the report, which “was central to 
the People's case at trial,” a jury convicted Mr. Franklin. 42 
N. Y. 3d, at 160, 242 N. E. 3d, at 654. 

On appeal, Mr. Franklin argued that this use of the bail report 
violated his Sixth Amendment right to confront the witnesses 
against him. The New York Court of Appeals disagreed. It rea-
soned that the Sixth Amendment only bars the use of “ ̀ testimo-
nial' ” out-of-court statements. Id., at 161, 242 N. E. 3d, at 655 
(quoting Crawford v. Washington, 541 U. S. 36, 51 (2004)). And 
a statement qualifes as “testimonial,” the court continued, only 
if it “was created for the primary purpose of serving as trial 
testimony.” 42 N. Y. 3d, at 159, 242 N. E. 3d, at 653. Applying 
that test, taken from this Court's decision in Michigan v. Bryant, 
562 U. S. 344 (2011), the Court of Appeals concluded that 
Mr. Franklin's bail report was written principally for “administra-
tive” purposes and not primarily for use at trial. 42 N. Y. 3d, at 
165, 242 N. E. 3d, at 658. Therefore, the court reasoned, it did 
not qualify as testimonial. Ibid. 

It's hard to fault the Court of Appeals for applying a “primary-
purpose” test in assessing Mr. Franklin's Sixth Amendment claim. 
After all, this Court endorsed the test just last year in Smith v. 
Arizona, 602 U. S. 779, 800 (2024). But even if that judge-made 
test may have some useful role to play, it seems to me that treat-
ing it as a necessary condition to relief under the Confrontation 
Clause can pose problems too, risking results that sit uneasily 
with the Clause's original meaning. It is a concern I raised in 
Smith—and one that, to my eyes, this case highlights. Id., at 
806 (opinion concurring in part). 

Consider briefy some of what we know about the Sixth Amend-
ment. Beginning in the 16th century, Parliament required magis-
trates “to examine suspects and witnesses” before trial and to 
“certify the results to the court.” Crawford, 541 U. S., at 43–44. 
Apparently, an important purpose of those examinations was to 
ensure that the defendant and key witnesses would appear at 
trial, not to generate admissible evidence. See J. Langbein, Pros-
ecuting Crime in the Renaissance 24 (1974). Still, prosecutors 
sometimes introduced those examinations at trial instead of call-
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ing live witnesses, effectively denying defendants a chance to 
cross-examine their accusers. See Crawford, 541 U. S., at 44. 
By the founding, the common law had largely turned against that 
practice. See J. Beattie, Crime and the Courts in England, 1660– 
1800, pp. 270–271, 363–365 (1986). Recognizing as much, this 
Court in Crawford held that the “use of ex parte examinations as 
evidence against the accused” was one of the “principal evil[s] at 
which the Confrontation Clause was directed.” 541 U. S., at 50. 

Now return to Mr. Franklin's case. The Court of Appeals ap-
plied the primary-purpose test to approve something that looks 
very similar to what the Confrontation Clause was adopted to 
prevent—the use at trial of a pretrial examination as evidence 
against the accused “in lieu of live testimony” subject to cross-
examination. Id., at 43. 

Perhaps there is some way to reconcile this apparent tension. 
But perhaps, too, the tension here should give us reason to ask 
some questions about the “primary-purpose” test itself. Start 
with this one: Where does it come from? The test appears no-
where in the text of the Sixth Amendment, nor have our decisions 
sought to justify it by reference to the Amendment's original 
meaning and the historic practices that informed it. Really, 
where the primary-purpose test “comes from is anyone's guess.” 
Williams v. Illinois, 567 U. S. 50, 135 (2012) (Kagan, J., 
dissenting). 

Seemingly, the frst mention of “primary purpose” in our Sixth 
Amendment jurisprudence came in Davis v. Washington, 547 U. S. 
813, 822 (2006). Even there, however, the Court did not purport 
to suggest that every Confrontation Clause claim must run the 
primary-purpose gauntlet. Instead, Davis used the phrase “pri-
mary purpose” merely as shorthand to describe some situations 
in which an out-of-court statement will qualify as “testimonial” 
and thus implicate the Confrontation Clause. Ibid. Reading any 
more into its discussion, Davis emphasized, would be a mistake, 
since it was not “attempting to produce an exhaustive classifca-
tion of all conceivable statements . . . as either testimonial or 
nontestimonial.” Ibid. 

Admittedly, and despite that admonition, some of our later cases 
seized on Davis's discussion of “primary purpose” and sought to 
transform it into a kind of “grand unifed theory” for assessing 
Confrontation Clause claims, a test that must be satisfed in every 
case. American Legion v. American Humanist Assn., 588 U. S. 
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29, 60 (2019) (plurality opinion). But even after years of toiling 
with that project, our cases have never quite settled on what the 
primary-purpose test is. As we candidly acknowledged last year 
in Smith, the Court has offered a number of “varied” and seem-
ingly inconsistent “formulations.” 602 U. S., at 800; see also State 
v. Mattox, 2017 WI 9, ¶63, 373 Wis. 2d 122, 161, 890 N. W. 2d 
256, 277 (Abrahamson, J., dissenting) (“[T]he U.S. Supreme Court 
has not adopted a single, defnitive formulation of the primary 
purpose test”); People v. Fontenot, 509 Mich. 1073, 1079, 975 
N. W. 2d 919, 925 (2022) (McCormack, C. J., concurring) (“[T]he 
proper formulation of the primary-purpose test is unclear”). 

Consider a few examples. Perhaps the most demanding articu-
lation of the primary-purpose test came in Bryant, where the 
Court indicated that an out-of-court statement qualifes as testi-
monial if it was procured “with a primary purpose of creating 
an out-of-court substitute for trial testimony.” 562 U. S., at 358 
(emphasis added). More forgivingly, in Melendez-Diaz v. Massa-
chusetts, the Court said that a statement qualifes as “testimonial” 
if it was “ ̀ made under circumstances which would lead an objec-
tive witness reasonably to believe that the statement would be 
available for use at a later trial.' ” 557 U. S. 305, 310 (2009) 
(emphasis added). Differently still, Davis suggested that state-
ments “made in the course of police interrogation . . . are testimo-
nial when . . . the primary purpose of the interrogation is to 
establish or prove past events potentially relevant to later crimi-
nal prosecution.” 547 U. S., at 822 (emphasis added). And in 
yet another iteration, Smith said the relevant question is whether 
a statement was prepared with a “ ̀ focus on court.' ” 602 U. S., 
at 802 (emphasis added). 

It might be possible, I suppose, to harmonize these discordant 
variations. But lower courts have generally felt compelled to 
pick one version or another, and a defendant's conviction or ac-
quittal can hang on that choice. See, e.g., United States v. Miller, 
982 F. 3d 412, 436 (CA6 2020) (“Were [the statements] testimonial? 
It might depend on which of the Supreme Court's varied `primary-
purpose' tests we apply”). 

Just look again at what happened to Mr. Franklin in the Court 
of Appeals. There, a majority applied Bryant's version of the 
test, asking whether the primary purpose of Mr. Franklin's bail 
report “was to create an out-of-court substitute for trial testi-
mony.” 42 N. Y. 3d, at 164, 242 N. E. 3d, at 657. Under that 
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standard, the report struck the majority as nontestimonial. 
Meanwhile, the dissent thought the bail report testimonial be-
cause, even if it wasn't created as a substitute for trial testimony, 
it was created for use in court and was available for use at trial, 
considerations Smith and Melendez-Diaz have suggested are 
enough to trigger the Sixth Amendment. See 42 N. Y. 3d, at 176, 
242 N. E. 3d, at 666 (Aarons, J., dissenting). 

If deciding which primary-purpose test to use can pose lower 
courts with a challenge, applying any version of it may be no 
easier. Bryant suggested that a court must “objectively” deter-
mine an out-of-court statement's “ ̀ primary purpose.' ” 562 U. S., 
at 360. But how is a court supposed to do that? Must it take 
evidence and conduct a mini-trial about the circumstances of each 
utterance? See id., at 370 (suggesting that courts must analyze 
“the statements and actions of all participants” in an out-of-court 
encounter). What, too, is a court supposed to do when the evi-
dence indicates that an offcer had one “primary purpose” in mind 
when soliciting an out-of-court statement and the declarant had 
another? See id., at 383 (Scalia, J., dissenting). In cases like 
that, what is to keep an “objective” inquiry from devolving into 
raw judicial choice, inviting in the process different results from 
different judges in similar cases? See Kennedy v. Bremerton 
School Dist., 597 U. S. 507, 533–534 (2022) (noting problems with 
a not-dissimilar “reasonable observer” inquiry); Smith, 602 U. S., 
at 806–807 (Gorsuch, J., concurring in part); cf. Davis, 547 U. S., 
at 841–842 (Thomas, J., concurring in judgment in part and dis-
senting in part). The challenges associated with applying the 
primary-purpose test only seem to compound further when one 
considers the immense variety of out-of-court statements that 
prosecutors may seek to use at trial—ranging from statements 
from eyewitnesses at a crime scene to bail reports to expert 
forensic analyses. Does each type of statement demand its own 
primary-purpose jurisprudence? Cf. Smith, 602 U. S., at 802 (dis-
tinguishing among different types of laboratory records). 

To my mind, all this suggests we may need to rethink our 
course sometime soon. The primary-purpose test came about ac-
cidentally. It has caused considerable confusion. This Court has 
never sought to justify it on the basis of the Sixth Amendment's 
text or original meaning. Nor, for that matter, is it easy to see 
how one might. The Sixth Amendment guarantees “the accused 
. . . the right . . . to be confronted with the witnesses against 
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him.” What matters, as I read those words, is not the purpose 
for which an out-of-court statement was originally created, but 
whether the government seeks to use a witness's statement at 
trial against a defendant in lieu of live testimony. See Smith, 
602 U. S., at 806–807 (Gorsuch, J., concurring in part). 

When it comes to vindicating many other guarantees in the Bill 
of Rights, we have eschewed “ambitious, abstract, and ahistorical” 
tests in favor of ones grounded in the constitutional text and the 
common law that informed it. Kennedy, 597 U. S., at 534 (in-
ternal quotation marks and alteration omitted) (Establishment 
Clause).1 Perhaps we should consider doing the same here. As 
we recognized in Crawford, the Sixth Amendment enshrined a 
pre-existing right to confront one's accusers at trial, and its broad 
language “admit[s] only those exceptions established at the time of 
the founding.” 541 U. S., at 54. In other words, the Amendment 
established a presumption that prosecutors cannot use out-of-
court statements against a defendant without an opportunity for 
cross-examination, a presumption prosecutors can overcome only 
by identifying some historically recognized exception to the gen-
eral rule. Following that approach might sometimes present 
courts and counsel with diffcult questions, but perhaps no more 
so than those they face today under the primary-purpose regime. 
And, in any event, it is hard to see how else we might proceed if 
our aim is “to honor the supreme law the people have ordained 
rather than substituting our will for theirs.” United States v. 
Rahimi, 602 U. S. 680, 711 (2024) (Gorsuch, J., concurring); see 
Crawford, 541 U. S., at 67. 

Now may not be the moment, I concede, for the Court to take 
up these questions. The Court issued its latest word on the Con-
frontation Clause in Smith less than a year ago. Before weighing 
in again, we may beneft from the insights and further experience 
of our lower court colleagues. Along the way, I hope only that 

1 See also, e. g., SEC v. Jarkesy, 603 U. S. 109 (2024) (Seventh Amendment); 
Ramos v. Louisiana, 590 U. S. 83 (2020) (Sixth Amendment jury right); 
Knick v. Township of Scott, 588 U. S. 180 (2019) (Fifth Amendment Takings 
Clause); Currier v. Virginia, 585 U. S. 493 (2018) (Fifth Amendment Double 
Jeopardy Clause); District of Columbia v. Heller, 554 U. S. 570 (2008) (Sec-
ond Amendment); United States v. Bajakajian, 524 U. S. 321 (1998) (Eighth 
Amendment Excessive Fines Clause); cf. Carpenter v. United States, 585 
U. S. 296, 397–404 (2018) (Gorsuch, J., dissenting) (urging a similar approach 
for the Fourth Amendment). 
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they pause to consider the complications surrounding the primary-
purpose test and address possible alternatives we might consider. 
As Chief Justice Marshall observed, all of us who serve in the 
judiciary are charged with being “watchful of every inroad” on 
the rights the Confrontation Clause protects. United States v. 
Burr, 25 F. Cas. 187, 193 (No. 14,694) (CC Va. 1807).2 

No. 24–518. ParkerVision, Inc. v. TCL Industries Hold-
ings Co., Ltd., et al. (two judgments). C. A. Fed. Cir. Motion 
of Harris Brumfeld, Trustee for Ascent Trust for leave to fle 
brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 23–130. Sakkal v. United States, 601 U. S. 970; 
No. 23–7644. Keita v. Giant of Maryland LLC, 604 U. S. 

1076; 
No. 24–459. Clark v. Santander Bank, N. A. (fve judg-

ments), 604 U. S. 1078; 
No. 24–600. Quiotis C. v. Nebraska, 604 U. S. 1105; 
No. 24–5123. Sanchez v. Cisneros, Warden, 604 U. S. 960; 
No. 24–5583. Sanchez v. Florida et al., 604 U. S. 1026; 
No. 24–5630. Sacoman v. Cole, Warden, 604 U. S. 1033; 
No. 24–5634. Abboud v. Abboud, 604 U. S. 1105; 

2 Justice Alito also writes to criticize the various tests this Court has 
developed to determine what qualifes as a “testimonial” statement. As he 
observes, “the real problem may” lie not with any particular test but, more 
fundamentally, with the notion that the Confrontation Clause's protections 
hinge on whether a statement is “testimonial.” Ante, at 1221 (statement 
respecting denial of certiorari). So, for instance, one study cited by Justice 
Alito argues that “framing-era sources did not draw any distinction be-
tween testimonial and nontestimonial hearsay.” T. Davies, Not “The Fram-
ers' Design”: How the Framing-Era Ban Against Hearsay Evidence Refutes 
the Crawford-Davis “Testimonial” Formulation of the Scope of the Original 
Confrontation Clause, 15 J. L. & Pol'y 349, 465 (2007) (emphasis added). Ac-
cording to that study, “framing-era evidence doctrine imposed a virtually 
total ban against using unsworn hearsay evidence to prove a criminal de-
fendant's guilt,” regardless of the statement's original purpose. Id., at 351; 
cf. Crawford v. Washington, 541 U. S. 36, 52, n. 3 (2004) (discussing evidence 
of a “general bar on unsworn hearsay” at the founding). If that is true, 
then reexamining the relevant history might well require us not only to 
“reaffr[m]” Crawford, as Justice Alito suggests, ante, at 1223, but to 
broaden its protections, perhaps along the lines outlined above. 
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No. 24–5692. Hahn v. Reaves, Warden, et al., 604 U. S. 
1046; 

No. 24–5731. In re Foster, 604 U. S. 1066; 
No. 24–5732. In re Foster, 604 U. S. 1066; 
No. 24–5773. Sutton v. Smith et al., 604 U. S. 1084; 
No. 24–5806. Chiwanga v. Drummond, Attorney General 

of Oklahoma, 604 U. S. 1084; 
No. 24–5885. Dowdell-McElhaney v. Global Payments 

Inc. et al., 604 U. S. 1087; 
No. 24–5917. De Jesus v. Dignity Health Corp., 604 U. S. 

1087; 
No. 24–5958. In re Foster, 604 U. S. 1043; 
No. 24–6027. In re Haobsh, 604 U. S. 1076; and 
No. 24–6191. Frank v. United States, 604 U. S. 1107. Peti-

tions for rehearing denied. 

March 31, 2025 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 24–6415. Morrissette 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. Rah-
imi, 602 U. S. 680 (2024). 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 24A796. Barksdale v. Marshall, Attorney General 
of Alabama, et al. Application for certifcate of appealability, 
addressed to Justice Jackson and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 24–7. Diamond Alternative Energy, LLC, et al. v. 
Environmental Protection Agency et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 604 U. S. 1065.] Motion of the Acting Solici-
tor General for divided argument granted. 

No. 24–6046. Walker v. United States et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [604 U. S. 1103] denied. 

No. 24–6725. Yates v. Spring Independent School Dis-
trict. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed until April 21, 
2025, within which to pay the docketing fee required by Rule 
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38(a) and to submit a petition in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the 
Rules of this Court. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 23–918. Allen v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 23–7386. Caban v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 23–7587. Middlebrooks v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–504. Hoskins v. Withers et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–510. Abbey et al. v. United States et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–577. Perez v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–647. Manuelian v. Starr, Individually and in Her 
Ofcial Capacity as Trustee of the Laura Kirkland 
Trust dated 3/10/05 and in the Capacity as Trustee of the 
Starr Trust, et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–686. Young v. Swaney, Sheriff, Madison County, 
Ohio, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–750. Adams et al. v. Rescigno, as Executor of the 
Estate of Caneld, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–778. Smith et al. v. Medina et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–817. Lasseville v. Superior Court of California, 
Los Angeles County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 
7. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–840. Salas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–875. Sirois v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 24–898. John Doe Corp. v. Kennerly, Montgomery & 
Finley, P. C. Ct. App. Tenn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–930. Lopez v. Kendall, Secretary of the Air 
Force, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–941. Sellers v. Colorado. Sup. Ct. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–5013. Feliz v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–5040. Ortiz-Orellana v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–5225. Hasan v. United States. C. A. Armed Forces. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–5243. Taybron et al. v. United States; and 
No. 24–5314. Hunt et al. v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–5316. Jordan v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–5893. Prater v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–5913. Tydingco v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–5937. Price v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6194. Deardorff v. Raybon, Warden. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6202. Donath v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6366. Freno v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6370. Medina v. Guerrero, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6393. Pearson v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6401. Robertson v. Biden, Former President of 
the United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6406. Jennings v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6413. Grifn v. United States District Court for 
the Central District of California, Santa Ana. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6417. Nwosu v. Deutsche Bank AG. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6419. Jones v. Moore et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6429. Kuczewski v. Marien et al. Ct. App. Cal., 
4th App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6430. Fleming v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6434. De La Cruz Martinez v. Superior Court of 
Pennsylvania. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6436. Johnson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6439. Abdul-Alim et ux., Individually and on Be-
half of Their Minor Children A. A. A. et al. v. Clark 
County School District et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6440. LaChaux v. Eighth Judicial District Court 
of Nevada, Clark County, et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6448. Brewer v. Ratcliffe, Director, Central In-
telligence Agency. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6454. Anderson v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6483. Jones v. California. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6502. Bandy v. Bessent, Secretary of Treasury, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6503. Blakney v. Bondi, Attorney General, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6518. Vera-Rivas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6530. Dasler, Individually and on Behalf of T. D. 
v. Washburn. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6553. Caldwell v. Morrison, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6563. Torlucci v. United States District Court 
for the Central District of California, Los Angeles. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6592. Mattison v. Department of Veterans Af-
fairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6600. Boutin v. Chicopee Housing Authority. 
App. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6628. Smack v. Mason, Superintendent, State Cor-
rectional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6643. Huber v. Valley, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6661. Broome v. Scheibner, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6663. Turner v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6670. Hart v. Daniels, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6675. Stewart v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6679. Blackman v. Cisneros, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6681. El-Battouty v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6682. Rucker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6686. Brown v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6702. Vassor v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6705. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6711. Jackson v. Soave Automotive Group, Inc., 
et al. Ct. App. Kan. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6713. Montano Fuentes v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6715. Turner v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6718. Gamez-Salas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6726. Krumback v. Pirraglia, Acting Warden, 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–517. Shockley v. Vandergriff, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

Justice Sotomayor, with whom Justice Jackson joins, 
dissenting. 

A prisoner who seeks to appeal the denial of his petition for 
habeas corpus may do so only if “a circuit justice or judge issues 
a certifcate of appealability.” 28 U. S. C. § 2253(c)(1). Several 
Circuits have interpreted that requirement to mean that a certif-
cate must issue so long as “one of the judges to whom the applica-
tion was referred” votes to grant it. Thomas v. United States, 
328 F. 3d 305, 309 (CA7 2003); Rule 22.3 (CA3 2011) (similar 
language); Rule 22(a)(3) (CA4 2023) (same, explaining that “[t]he 
authority for a single judge to issue a certifcate derives from 
§ 2253”); Gen. Order 6.3(b) (CA9 2024) (“Pursuant to 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2253(c), a request to grant or expand a certifcate of appealability 
may be granted by any one Judge on the assigned panel”). In 
some courts, however, a panel majority can deny a certifcate even 
if “a circuit . . . judge” on the panel votes to issue one. See, e. g., 
Williams v. Kelley, 858 F. 3d 464 (CA8 2017); Crutsinger v. Davis, 
929 F. 3d 259 (CA5 2019); United States v. Ellis, 779 Fed. Appx. 
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570 (CA10 2019). That latter practice deprived petitioner Lance 
Shockley of an appeal in this case. 

I would have granted certiorari to resolve the split and decide 
whether the Courts of Appeal can dismiss an appeal after a judge 
votes to grant a certifcate. 

I 
After the District Court denied Lance Shockley's habeas peti-

tion, Shockley sought the Eighth Circuit's permission to appeal. 
Judge Kelly voted to grant a certifcate as to one of Shockley's 
claims, but two other judges voted to deny. App. to Pet. for 
Cert. 2a. In the Third, Fourth, Seventh, and Ninth Circuits, that 
vote would have meant Shockley's appeal could proceed. Yet the 
Eighth Circuit dismissed the appeal, even over the dissent of 
two judges who would have granted rehearing en banc. See id., 
at 350a. 

Allowing a panel of judges to deny a certifcate of appealability 
over a dissenting vote has signifcant consequences. At the cer-
tifcate of appealability stage, briefng is confned to less than 
half the word limit of an ordinary appeal, and oral argument is 
presumptively denied. See Fed. Rules App. Proc. 27(d)(2) (5,200 
word limit for motions), 27(e) (motions decided without oral argu-
ment unless ordered otherwise), and 28.1(e)(2) (13,000 word limit 
for principal brief on appeal). In that limited space, applicants 
must focus on establishing that their claim meets the plausibility 
standard for granting a certifcate, rather than showing the claim 
is ultimately meritorious. Moreover, the grant of a certifcate of 
appealability often marks the appointment of counsel, so its denial 
generally deprives indigent litigants of the opportunity for a coun-
seled appeal. See, e. g., Internal Operating Proc. 10.3.2 (CA3 
2018) (“When a certifcate of appealability is granted on behalf of 
an indigent appellant . . . the clerk appoints counsel for the appel-
lant unless the court instructs otherwise”); Rule 22(a) (CA4) (dis-
cussing appointment of counsel after grant of certifcate). 

There are good reasons to think that Congress conditioned the 
right to an appeal on a single judge's vote. Congress normally 
provides that cases must be resolved by “[a] majority of the num-
ber of judges authorized to constitute a court or panel thereof,” 
28 U. S. C. § 46(d), or by the appropriate “court of appeals,” see, 
e. g., §§ 2349(b), 2342. It could have used the same language in 
the habeas statute, permitting an appeal where the court of 
appeals grants a certifcate. Instead, Congress specifed that 
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“a circuit justice or judge” can grant permission to appeal. 
§ 2253(c)(1); see also Miller-El v. Cockrell, 537 U. S. 322, 335–336 
(2003) (“Before an appeal may be entertained, a prisoner who was 
denied habeas relief in the district court must frst seek and ob-
tain a COA from a circuit justice or judge”); id., at 349 (Scalia, 
J., concurring) (noting that a “circuit justice or judge” determines 
whether to grant a certifcate of appealability); Buck v. Davis, 
580 U. S. 100, 115 (2017) (same). Because “our cases begin (and 
often end) with the presumption that Congress is careful in all 
its word choices,” Pulsifer v. United States, 601 U. S. 124, 172 
(2024) (Gorsuch, J., dissenting), “[w]e usually `presume differ-
ences in language like this convey differences in meaning.' ” Wis-
consin Central Ltd. v. United States, 585 U. S. 274, 279 (2018) 
(quoting Henson v. Santander Consumer USA Inc., 582 U. S. 79, 
86 (2017)). 

Allowing an appeal whenever one judge votes to grant a cer-
tifcate also refects the substantive standard that governs habeas 
appeals. After all, a certifcate must issue so long as “reasonable 
jurists could debate whether . . . the petition should have been 
resolved in a different manner or that the issues presented were 
` “adequate to deserve encouragement to proceed further.” ' ” 
Slack v. McDaniel, 529 U. S. 473, 484 (2000) (quoting Barefoot v. 
Estelle, 463 U. S. 880, 893, and n. 4 (1983)). When one or more 
jurists believes a claim has suffcient merit to proceed, that itself 
“might be thought to indicate that reasonable minds could differ 
. . . on the resolution” of the relevant claim. Johnson v. Vander-
griff, 600 U. S. 952, 955 (2023) (Sotomayor, J., dissenting from 
denial of application for stay and denial of certiorari) (internal 
quotation marks omitted). Congress may well have conditioned 
the right to an appeal on the vote of a “circuit justice or judge” 
for that reason. 28 U. S. C. § 2253(c)(1). 

Proceeding to the merits with a full panel after a judge votes 
to grant a certifcate also promotes effciency. Because appeals 
should proceed so long as they present a debatable issue, the 
question whether to grant a certifcate should not be a contentious 
one. See Buck, 580 U. S., at 122; Miller-El, 537 U. S., at 336; 
Slack, 529 U. S., at 484. Indeed, a petitioner need not even prove 
“that some jurists would grant the petition for habeas corpus.” 
Miller-El, 537 U. S., at 338. When a petition for certifcate of 
appealability is suffciently weighty to engender split opinions and 
even en banc litigation, as it did here, judicial resources are better 
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spent simply considering the merits in the regular course. In 
order to maintain the “public perception of fairness and integrity 
in the justice system,” moreover, courts must “exhibit regard for 
fundamental rights and respect for prisoners `as people. ' ” 
Rosales-Mireles v. United States, 585 U. S. 129, 139–140 (2018) 
(quoting T. Tyler, Why People Obey the Law 164 (2006)). That 
requires considering debatable constitutional claims on their mer-
its, rather than dismissing them out of hand. 

II 

This case exemplifes the problems with the Eighth Circuit's 
contrary approach. Consider briefly the basis for Shockley's 
claim. A Missouri jury convicted Shockley for the capital murder 
of a police offcer. The prosecution argued Shockley committed 
the murder because the offcer had been investigating Shockley's 
role in a drunken-driving incident that resulted in the death of 
Shockley's sister-in-law's fancé. During voir dire, a venire mem-
ber volunteered that he had authored and self-published a book. 
Neither the court nor Shockley's counsel followed up on that com-
ment, and the venire member became the jury's foreperson. 

Shockley's lawyer did not discover until after the jury returned 
a guilty verdict why the foreperson had thought his authorship 
relevant. As it turned out, the book in question was a “fctional-
ized autobiography” describing the “brutal and graphic revenge 
murder of a defendant who killed the protagonist's wife in a 
drunken-driving accident.” Shockley v. State, 579 S. W. 3d 881, 
893 (Mo. 2019). The book's protagonist (a “fctionalized” version 
of the juror himself) “viewed the defendant as escaping justice 
in the court system because the defendant received only proba-
tion following his conviction.” Ibid. During the guilt-phase of 
Shockley's trial, the foreperson brought this book to deliberations 
and handed it out to several jurors. 

When, after the guilty verdict, Shockley moved for a mistrial, 
the trial court offered counsel the opportunity to take testimony 
from the foreperson and from other jurors. See State v. Shockley, 
410 S. W. 3d 179, 201 (Mo. 2013) (concluding, on direct appeal, 
that the court “offered to allow jurors to be questioned or subpoe-
naed” for the mistrial hearing). Inexplicably, Shockley's lawyer 
“[n]ot only did . . . not accept this opportunity [but] affrmatively 
declined to call any witnesses.” Ibid. As a result, the trial 
court did not hear evidence regarding the foreperson's alleged 
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bias and misconduct or its effect on other jurors, ibid., some of 
whom later indicated that they had looked through the book. Ac-
cordingly, while the trial court removed the foreperson for the 
sentencing phase, there was no mistrial and the jury's guilt-phase 
verdict stood. The jury thereafter deadlocked on Shockley's sen-
tence, and the court imposed a sentence of death. The Missouri 
Supreme Court affrmed, explaining that Shockley could not 
“claim . . . the trial court committed plain error in failing to hold 
. . . a hearing and itself subpoena jurors as witnesses over defense 
counsel's statement that he did not want such witnesses.” Ibid. 

When Shockley later created a postconviction record establish-
ing the nature of the foreperson's book and his conduct during 
deliberations, the Missouri Supreme Court held that counsel had 
not been ineffective. 579 S. W. 3d, at 897–898. Judge Stith dis-
sented, emphasizing that counsel had proffered no “valid strategic 
reason” for refusing to call witnesses at the mistrial hearing. Id., 
at 921. 

It is diffcult to see how an attorney's decision not to call wit-
nesses in support of a credible mistrial motion, when invited to 
do so by the presiding judge in a capital murder trial, could fail 
to constitute ineffective assistance of counsel under Strickland v. 
Washington, 466 U. S. 668 (1984). More importantly, reasonable 
jurists could obviously debate the merits of Shockley's claim, as 
they have done at the Missouri Supreme Court, the Eighth Cir-
cuit, and now this Court as well. The Court of Appeals plainly 
erred when, over multiple dissents, it treated as not even debat-
able the District Court's denial of relief on Shockley's ineffective-
assistance claim. Had the Court instead followed the approach 
taken in the Third, Fourth, Seventh, and Ninth Circuits, that 
error would have been avoided. 

* * * 
This case raises an entrenched Circuit split over an important 

question of statutory interpretation: Can a certifcate of appeal-
ability be denied notwithstanding a circuit judge's vote to grant 
it? Unfortunately, the Court leaves the issue for another day. 
The Courts of Appeal, however, remain free to reconsider their 
operating rules and align them with the text and purpose of 
§ 2253. 

No. 24–800. D’Augusta et al. v. American Petroleum In-
stitute et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
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Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 24–838. Leiner v. Dow, Inc., et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 24–5098. Smith v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kavanaugh took no part in the con-
sideration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 24–659. Swanson v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue, 604 U. S. 1126; 

No. 24–5859. Rangel-Botello v. Texas, 604 U. S. 1086; 
No. 24–5878. Gonsalves v. Glauberman, by His Managing 

Agent, KFG Properties, Inc., et al., 604 U. S. 1086; 
No. 24–5903. Farooq v. Bolt et al., 604 U. S. 1087; 
No. 24–5948. Savage et al. v. Savage et al., 604 U. S. 1088; 
No. 24–5964. In re Hall, 604 U. S. 1097; 
No. 24–5966. Deal v. Rios, Warden, 604 U. S. 1089; 
No. 24–5994. Rodriguez v. Texas, 604 U. S. 1099; and 
No. 24–5999. Cruzado Laureano v. United States Attor-

ney’s Ofce, District of Puerto Rico, 604 U. S. 1090. Peti-
tions for rehearing denied. 

April 7, 2025 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 24–6451. Gray 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 United States v. Rahimi, 602 U. S. 
680 (2024). 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 24–6463. Thomas v. Alabama Law Enforcement 
Agency et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 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-
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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. 24A852. Rana v. Engleman, Interim Warden, Metro-
politan Detention Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Application for 
stay, addressed to The Chief Justice and referred to the 
Court, denied. 

No. 24M70. Branch v. Fannie Mae et al. Motion for leave 
to fle a petition for writ of certiorari with the declaration of 
indigency under seal denied. 

No. 24M71. De Jesus v. UnitedHealth Group, Inc., dba 
Optum360 Services, Inc. Motion to direct the Clerk to fle peti-
tion for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 24M72. Taylor v. Collins, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. Motion for leave to proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 24–275. Parrish v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 604 U. S. 1096.] Motion of the Acting Solici-
tor General for divided argument granted. 

No. 24–6444. Whatley et al. v. City of North Charles-
ton, South Carolina, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motions of 
petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Peti-
tioners are allowed until April 28, 2025, 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. 24–6795. In re Gwen. Petition for writ of habeas cor-
pus denied. 

No. 24–6496. In re Faison; and 
No. 24–6498. In re Sawyer. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 24–482. Ellingburg v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 113 F. 4th 839. 

No. 24–557. Villarreal v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 707 S. W. 3d 138. 
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Certiorari Denied 

No. 24–515. Baltimore County, Maryland v. Scott et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–604. Xiaoqing Zheng v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–637. T-Mobile US, Inc., fka T-Mobile USA, Inc., 
et al. v. Simply Wireless Inc. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–692. Covenant Construction Services, LLC, 
et al. v. Five Rivers Carpenters District Council Health 
and Welfare Fund et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–711. Morford v. Cattelan. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–795. Antonyuk et al. v. James, Superintendent 
of the New York State Police, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–810. Kang v. Western Governors University. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–811. Qiu v. Woodford County, Kentucky Board of 
Education. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–818. Sprewell v. Flores. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 7. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–819. Parrish v. Supreme Court of Tennessee. 
Sup. Ct. Tenn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–821. Lewis v. Emig, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–822. Alers v. Olympia Medical Center et al. Ct. 
App. Cal., 2d App. Dist., Div. 5. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–828. Durham v. Adams, Warden. Sup. Ct. Mo. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–832. Najda et al. v. Citibank, N. A., as Separate 
Trustee for PMT NPL Financing 2015–1, et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–846. Susselman v. Washtenaw County Sheriff’s 
Ofce et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–859. Cheesman et vir v. Snyder. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–877. Bernardo-De La Cruz v. Bondi, Attorney 
General. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–891. Balogh v. Thomas et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–899. Milos Product Tanker Corp. v. Valero Mar-
keting & Supply Co. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–918. Exclusive Group Holdings, Inc. v. National 
Union Fire Insurance Company of Pittsburgh, Pennsylva-
nia. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–921. Sorak v. Cisneros, Former Judge, Colorado 
Fourth Judicial District Court, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–931. DeVore v. University of Kentucky Board of 
Trustees. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–5700. Rable v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–5776. Harris v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6397. Ahmad v. Day et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6432. El v. Moore. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6445. Uppal v. Florida Department of Adminis-
trative Hearings et al. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6446. Manning v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6447. Spearman v. Williams et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6458. Lettieri v. Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6461. Lack v. Posner et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 24–6465. Burk v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6471. Manning v. St. Paul et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6475. Greene-Rodriguez v. Puerto Rico Depart-
ment of Education et al. Ct. App. P. R. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6481. Stampone v. Michigan Supreme Court et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6484. Kelly v. American Bar Assn. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6485. Lettieri v. Wyoming County Sheriffs. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6487. Reaves v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6493. Windsor v. United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6508. Lindsey v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6520. Jose v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6524. Annabel v. Washington, Director, Michigan 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6532. Dasler v. Knapp, fka Dasler. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6609. Morris v. Jeffreys. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6646. Herman v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6665. Stingley v. Laczkowski et al. Ct. App. Wis. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6704. Jury v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 6th App. Dist., 
Erie County. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6716. Deshpande v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6719. Lubkin v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6720. White v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6729. Williams v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6730. Degout v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6737. Alexander v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6738. Barnes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6741. Pringle v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6743. Roach v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6747. Plancarte v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6749. Scott v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6752. Batista v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6753. Martin v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–849. Smith, as Duly Appointed Representative 
and Independent Administrator of the Estate of Man-
fredi, Deceased, et al. v. Boeing Co. et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 24–6425. Cates v. Shlemovitz, dba Junto Sounds, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 
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Rehearing Denied 

No. 24–5769. Tyson v. Quiktrip Corp., 604 U. S. 1047; 
No. 24–6012. Hazari v. Superior Court of California, 

Santa Clara County, et al., 604 U. S. 1099; and 
No. 24–6074. Rogers v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections, 604 U. S. 1129. Petitions for rehear-
ing denied. 

April 8, 2025 
Miscellaneous Order 

No. 24A904. Ofce of Personnel Management et al. v. 
American Federation of Government Employees et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Application for stay, presented to Justice Kagan, 
and by her referred to the Court, granted. The March 13, 2025, 
preliminary injunction entered by the United States District 
Court for the Northern District of California, case No. 3:25–cv– 
1780, is stayed pending disposition of the appeal in the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit and disposition of 
a petition for writ of certiorari, if such a writ is timely sought. 
Should certiorari be denied, this stay shall terminate automati-
cally. In the event certiorari is granted, the stay shall terminate 
upon the sending down of the judgment of this Court. 

The District Court's injunction was based solely on the allega-
tions of the nine non-proft-organization plaintiffs in this case. 
But under established law, those allegations are presently insuff-
cient to support the organizations' standing. See, e. g., Clapper 
v. Amnesty Int'l USA, 568 U. S. 398 (2013). This order does not 
address the claims of the other plaintiffs, which did not form the 
basis of the District Court's preliminary injunction. 

Justice Sotomayor would deny the application. 
Justice Jackson would have declined to reach the standing 

question in the context of an application for emergency relief 
where the issue is pending in the lower courts and the applicants 
have not demonstrated urgency in the form of interim irreparable 
harm. See Department of Education v. California, 604 U. S. 650, 
653–654 (2025) (Jackson, J., dissenting). Thus, she would have 
denied the application. 

Certiorari Denied 
No. 24–6932 (24A948. Tanzi v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections. 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. 
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April 9, 2025 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 24–532. Federal Republic of Nigeria v. Zhongshan 
Fucheng Industrial Investment Co. Ltd. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

April 10, 2025 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 24A949. Noem, Secretary, Department of Homeland 
Security, et al. v. Abrego Garcia et al. D. C. Md. On March 
15, 2025, the United States removed Kilmar Armando Abrego Garcia 
from the United States to El Salvador, where he is currently de-
tained in the Center for Terrorism Confnement (CECOT). The 
United States acknowledges that Abrego Garcia was subject to a 
withholding order forbidding his removal to El Salvador, and that 
the removal to El Salvador was therefore illegal. The United 
States represents that the removal to El Salvador was the result 
to an “administrative error.” The United States alleges, how-
ever, that Abrego Garcia has been found to be a member of the 
gang MS–13, a designated foreign terrorist organization, and that 
his return to the United States would pose a threat to the public. 
Abrego Garcia responds that he is not a member of MS–13, and 
that he has lived safely in the United States with his family for 
a decade and has never been charged with a crime. 

On Friday, April 4, the United States District Court for the 
District of Maryland entered an order directing the Government 
to “facilitate and effectuate the return of [Abrego Garcia] to the 
United States by no later than 11:59 PM on Monday, April 7.” 
App. to Application to Vacate Injunction 79a. On the morning of 
April 7, the United States fled this application to vacate the District 
Court's order. The Chief Justice entered an administrative stay 
and subsequently referred the application to the Court. 

The application is granted in part and denied in part, subject 
to the direction of this order. Due to the administrative stay 
issued by The Chief Justice, the deadline imposed by the Dis-
trict Court has now passed. To that extent, the Government's 
emergency application is effectively granted in part and the dead-
line in the challenged order is no longer effective. The rest of 
the District Court's order remains in effect but requires clarifca-
tion on remand. The order properly requires the Government to 
“facilitate” Abrego Garcia's release from custody in El Salvador 
and to ensure that his case is handled as it would have been had 
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he not been improperly sent to El Salvador. The intended scope 
of the term “effectuate” in the District Court's order is, however, 
unclear, and may exceed the District Court's authority. The Dis-
trict Court should clarify its directive, with due regard for the 
deference owed to the Executive Branch in the conduct of foreign 
affairs. For its part, the Government should be prepared to 
share what it can concerning the steps it has taken and the pros-
pect of further steps. The order heretofore entered by The 
Chief Justice is vacated. 

Statement of Justice Sotomayor, with whom Justice Kagan 
and Justice Jackson join, respecting the Court's disposition of 
the application. 

The United States Government arrested Kilmar Armando Ab-
rego Garcia in Maryland and few him to a “terrorism confnement 
center” in El Salvador, where he has been detained for 26 days 
and counting. To this day, the Government has cited no basis in 
law for Abrego Garcia's warrantless arrest, his removal to El 
Salvador, or his confnement in a Salvadoran prison. Nor could 
it. The Government remains bound by an Immigration Judge's 
2019 order expressly prohibiting Abrego Garcia's removal to El 
Salvador because he faced a “clear probability of future persecu-
tion” there and “demonstrated that [El Salvador's] authorities 
were and would be unable or unwilling to protect him.” App. to 
Application To Vacate Injunction 13a. The Government has not 
challenged the validity of that order. 

Instead of hastening to correct its egregious error, the Govern-
ment dismissed it as an “oversight.” Decl. of R. Cerna in No. 
25–cv–951 (D Md., Mar. 31, 2025), ECF Doc. 11–3, p. 3. The 
Government now requests an order from this Court permitting it 
to leave Abrego Garcia, a husband and father without a criminal 
record, in a Salvadoran prison for no reason recognized by the 
law. The only argument the Government offers in support of its 
request, that United States courts cannot grant relief once a de-
portee crosses the border, is plainly wrong. See Rumsfeld v. 
Padilla, 542 U. S. 426, 447, n. 16 (2004); cf. Boumediene v. Bush, 
553 U. S. 723, 732 (2008). The Government's argument, moreover, 
implies that it could deport and incarcerate any person, including 
U. S. citizens, without legal consequence, so long as it does so 
before a court can intervene. See Trump v. J. G. G., 604 U. S. 
670, 681–682 (2025) (Sotomayor, J., dissenting). That view re-
futes itself. 
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Because every factor governing requests for equitable relief 
manifestly weighs against the Government, Nken v. Holder, 556 
U. S. 418, 426 (2009), I would have declined to intervene in this 
litigation and denied the application in full. 

Nevertheless, I agree with the Court's order that the proper 
remedy is to provide Abrego Garcia with all the process to which 
he would have been entitled had he not been unlawfully removed 
to El Salvador. That means the Government must comply with 
its obligation to provide Abrego Garcia with “due process of law,” 
including notice and an opportunity to be heard, in any future 
proceedings. Reno v. Flores, 507 U. S. 292, 306 (1993). It must 
also comply with its obligations under the Convention Against 
Torture. See Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhu-
man or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, Dec. 10, 1984, S. 
Treaty Doc. No. 100–20, 1465 U. N. T. S. 113. Federal law gov-
erning detention and removal of immigrants continues, of course, 
to be binding as well. See 8 U. S. C. § 1226(a) (requiring a war-
rant before a noncitizen “may be arrested and detained pending 
a decision” on removal); 8 CFR § 287.8(c)(2)(ii) (2024) (requiring 
same); see also 8 CFR § 241.4(l)(1) (in order to revoke conditional 
release, the Government must provide adequate notice and 
“promptly” arrange an “initial informal interview . . . to afford 
the alien an opportunity to respond to the reasons for revocation 
stated in the notifcation”). Moreover, it has been the Govern-
ment's own well-established policy to “facilitate [an] alien's return 
to the United States if . . . the alien's presence is necessary for 
continued administrative removal proceedings” in cases where a 
noncitizen has been removed pending immigration proceedings. 
U. S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Directive 11061.1, 
Facilitating the Return to the United States of Certain Lawfully 
Removed Aliens, § 2 (Feb. 24, 2012). 

In the proceedings on remand, the District Court should con-
tinue to ensure that the Government lives up to its obligation to 
follow the law. 

April 11, 2025 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 24–6933 (24A956). Mahdi v. Stirling, Director, South 
Carolina Department of Corrections. Sup. Ct. S. C. Ap-
plication for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented to 



1250 OCTOBER TERM, 2024 

April 11, 17, 2025 604 U. S. 

The Chief Justice, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

April 17, 2025 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 24A884. Trump, President of the United states, 
et al. v. CASA, Inc., et al. C. A. 4th Cir.; 

No. 24A885. Trump, President of the United states, 
et al. v. Washington et al. C. A. 9th Cir.; and 

No. 24A886. Trump, President of the United states, 
et al. v. New Jersey et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Consideration of 
the application (24A884) for partial stay, presented to The Chief 
Justice, and by him referred to the Court, deferred pending oral 
argument. Consideration of the application (24A885) for partial 
stay, presented to Justice Kagan, and by her referred to the 
Court, deferred pending oral argument. Consideration of the ap-
plication (24A886) for partial stay, presented to Justice Jackson, 
and by her referred to the Court, deferred pending oral argument. 
The applications are consolidated, and a total of one hour is allot-
ted for oral argument. The applications are set for oral argument 
at 10 a.m. on Thursday, May 15, 2025. 

No. 24–249. A. J. T., By and Through Her Parents, A. T. 
et al. v. Osseo Area Schools, Independent School District 
No. 279, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 604 U. S. 
1096.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in 
oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument 
granted. 

No. 24–297. Mahmoud et al. v. Taylor et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 604 U. S. 1096.] Motion of the Solicitor 
General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus cu-
riae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 24–304. Laboratory Corporation of America Hold-
ings, dba Labcorp v. Davis et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 604 U. S. 1101.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave 
to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided 
argument granted. 

No. 24–362. Martin, Individually and as Parent and 
Next Friend of G. W., a Minor, et al. v. United States 
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et al. C. A. 11th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 604 U. S. 1103.] 
Motion of the Solicitor General for divided argument granted. 

No. 24–394. Oklahoma Statewide Charter School Board 
et al. v. Drummond, Attorney General of Oklahoma ex 
rel. Oklahoma; and 

No. 24–396. St. Isidore of Seville Catholic Virtual 
School v. Drummond, Attorney General of Oklahoma ex 
rel. Oklahoma. Sup. Ct. Okla. [Certiorari granted, 604 U. S. 
1101–1102.] Motion of petitioners for divided argument granted. 
Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral 
argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 
Justice Barrett took no part in the consideration or decision 
of these motions. 

April 19, 2025 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 24A1007. A. A. R. P. et al. v. Trump, President of the 
United States, et al. Appeal from D. C. N. D. Tex. There is 
before the Court an application on behalf of a putative class of 
detainees seeking an injunction against their removal under the 
Alien Enemies Act. The matter is currently pending before the 
Fifth Circuit. Upon action by the Fifth Circuit, the Solicitor 
General is invited to tile a response to the application before this 
Court as soon as possible. The Government is directed not to 
remove any member of the putative class of detainees from the 
United States until further order of this Court. See 28 U. S. C. 
§ 1651(a). Justice Thomas and Justice Alito dissent from the 
Court's order. 

Justice Alito, with whom Justice Thomas joins, dissenting. 

Shortly after midnight, the Court hastily and prematurely 
granted unprecedented emergency relief. Proceeding under the 
All Writs Act, 28 U. S. C. § 1651, the Court ordered “[t]he Govern-
ment” not to remove a “putative class of detainees” until this 
Court issues a superseding order. Ante this page. Although 
the order does not defne the “putative class,” it appears that 
the Court means all members of the class that the habeas petition-
ers sought to have certifed, namely, “[a]ll noncitizens in custody 
in the Northern District of Texas who were, are, or will be 
subject to the March 2025 Presidential Proclamation entitled 
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`Invocation of the Alien Enemies Act Regarding the Invasion of 
the United States by Tren De Aragua' and/or its implemen-
tation.” * Motion for Class Certifcation in No. 1:25–cv–59 (ND 
Tex., Apr. 16, 2025), ECF Doc. 3, p. 1. And although the Court 
does not specify what it means by “[t]he Government,” it appears 
that the term is intended to embrace all the named defendants, 
including the President. Cf. Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 65(d)(2). 
The Court did all this even though: 

• It is not clear that the Court had jurisdiction. The All Writs 
Act does not provide an independent grant of jurisdiction. 
See 28 U. S. C. § 1651(a) (permitting writs “necessary or ap-
propriate in aid of” a court's jurisdiction); Clinton v. Gold-
smith, 526 U. S. 529, 534–535 (1999) (“the express terms” of 
the All Writs Act “confne the power of [a court] to issuing 
process `in aid of ' its existing statutory jurisdiction; the Act 
does not enlarge that jurisdiction” (quoting § 1651(a)). There-
fore, this Court had jurisdiction only if the Court of Appeals 
had jurisdiction of the applicants' appeal, see § 1254 (granting 
this Court jurisdiction to review “[c]ases in the courts of 
appeals”), and the Court of Appeals had jurisdiction only if 
the supposed order that the applicants appealed amounted to 
the denial of a preliminary injunction. See § 1292(a)(1). But 
here, the “order” that applicants appealed was what they 
viewed as the District Court's “ ̀ constructive' ” denial of their 
request for a temporary restraining order (TRO). Order in 
No. 1:25–cv–59 (ND Tex., Apr. 18, 2025), ECF Doc. 41, p. 4. 
That is, the District Court did not actually deny their most 
recent request for a TRO, but they inferred that it was 
constructively denied because the District Court failed to 
rule on that request before the expiration of a truncated 
counsel-imposed deadline. See Order in No. 25–10534 
(CA5, Apr. 18, 2025), p. 3 (Ramirez, J., concurring). The de-
nial of a true TRO is not appealable, and here, it is not 
clear that the applicants' TRO request was actually denied. 
Indeed, in an order issued last night, the Fifth Circuit held 

*It appears that the applicants have recently moved to amend their class 
petition for habeas corpus and their motion for class certifcation. See Mo-
tions in No. 1:25–cv–59 (ND Tex., Apr. 18, 2025), ECF No. 35. So it is not 
clear if the applicants will continue to defend this specifc defnition or will 
argue for a new one. 
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that it lacked jurisdiction for this reason. See id., at 1 
(per curiam); see also id., at 3 (Ramirez, J., concurring). 

• It is questionable whether the applicants complied with the 
general obligation to seek emergency injunctive relief in the 
District Court before asking for such relief from an appellate 
court. Fed. Rules App. Proc. 8(a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(C). When the 
applicants requested such relief in the District Court, they 
insisted on a ruling within 45 minutes on Good Friday after-
noon, and when the District Court did not act within 133 
minutes, they fled a notice of appeal, which the District 
Court held deprived it of jurisdiction. See ECF Doc. 41, at 
3–4. It is doubtful that this aborted effort satisfed Federal 
Rule of Appellate Procedure 8(a)(1)(C). 

• When this Court rushed to enter its order, the Court of Ap-
peals was considering the issue of emergency relief, and we 
were informed that a decision would be forthcoming. This 
Court, however, refused to wait. But under this Court's Rule 
23.3, “[e]xcept in the most extraordinary circumstances, an 
application for a stay will not be entertained unless the relief 
requested was frst sought in the appropriate court or courts 
below or from a judge or judges thereof.” 

• The only papers before this Court were those submitted by 
the applicants. The Court had not ordered or received a 
response by the Government regarding either the applicants' 
factual allegations or any of the legal issues presented by the 
application. And the Court did not have the beneft of a 
Government response fled in any of the lower courts either. 
When the applicants frst raised their allegations in the Dis-
trict Court, that court provided the Government with 24 
hours to respond, and was poised to rule expeditiously. See 
ECF Doc. 41, at 3–4. But the District Court dissolved the 
Government's obligation to respond after counsel for appli-
cants fled their hasty appeal which, in the District Court's 
view, deprived it of jurisdiction to rule. Id., at 4–5. 

• The papers before us, while alleging that the applicants were 
in imminent danger of removal, provided little concrete sup-
port for that allegation. Members of this Court have repeat-
edly insisted that an All Writs Act injunction pending appeal 
may only be granted when, among other things, “the legal 
rights at issue are indisputably clear and, even then, spar-
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ingly and only in the most critical and exigent circumstances.” 
South Bay United Pentecostal Church v. Newsom, 590 U. S. 
965, 966 (2020) (Roberts, C. J., concurring in denial of appli-
cation for injunctive relief) (quoting S. Shapiro, K. Geller, T. 
Bishop, E. Hartnett, & D. Himmelfarb, Supreme Court Prac-
tice § 17.4, p. 17–9 (11th ed. 2019); internal quotation marks 
omitted); see also Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc. v. Sebelius, 568 
U. S. 1401, 1403 (2012) (Sotomayor, J., in chambers); Lux 
v. Rodrigues, 561 U. S. 1306, 1307 (2010) (Roberts, C. J., 
in chambers). 

• Although this Court did not hear directly from the Govern-
ment regarding any planned deportations under the Alien 
Enemies Act in this matter, an attorney representing the 
Government in a different matter, J. G. G. v. Trump, No. 1:25– 
cv–766 (DC), informed the District Court in that case during 
a hearing yesterday evening that no such deportations were 
then planned to occur either yesterday, April 18, or today, 
April 19. 

• Although the Court provided class-wide relief, the District 
Court never certifed a class, and this Court has never held 
that class relief may be sought in a habeas proceeding. 

In sum, literally in the middle of the night, the Court issued 
unprecedented and legally questionable relief without giving the 
lower courts a chance to rule, without hearing from the opposing 
party, within eight hours of receiving the application, with dubi-
ous factual support for its order, and without providing any expla-
nation for its order. I refused to join the Court's order because 
we had no good reason to think that, under the circumstances, 
issuing an order at midnight was necessary or appropriate. 

Both the Executive and the Judiciary have an obligation to 
follow the law. The Executive must proceed under the terms of 
our order in Trump v. J. G. G., 604 U. S. 670 (2025) (per curiam), 
and this Court should follow established procedures. 

April 21, 2025 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 24–474. Food and Drug Administration v. SWT 
Global Supply, Inc., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted, 
judgment vacated, and case remanded for further consideration 
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in light of FDA v. Wages & White Lion Investments, LLC, 604 
U. S. 542 (2025). 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 24–6526. Riaz v. Superior Court of California, Tu-
lare County, et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dis-
missed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 24–6531. Rufn v. Henry. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de-
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 24–6778. Hoffman v. Westcott, Secretary, Louisiana 
Department of Public Safety and Corrections, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari dismissed as moot. 

No. 24–6779. Hall v. X Corp., fka Twitter, Inc. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 24M73. Garada v. District of Columbia Board of 
Medicine; 

No. 24M75. Englert v. Bishop, Superintendent, Five 
Points Correctional Facility; and 

No. 24M76. I. M. v. Illinois (two judgments). Motions for 
leave to fle petitions for writs of certiorari with supplemental 
appendixes under seal granted. 

No. 24M74. Ostly v. City and County of San Francisco, 
California, et al. Motion to direct the Clerk to fle petition 
for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 24–620. Pizarro et al. v. Home Depot, Inc., et al. 
The Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief in this case express-
ing the views of the United States. 

No. 24–6556. Farley v. Marinho et al. Sup. Ct. N. H.; and 
No. 24–6804. White v. Ofce of Personnel Management. 

C. A. Fed. Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until May 12, 
2025, within which to pay the docketing fees required by Rule 
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38(a) and to submit petitions in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the 
Rules of this Court. 

No. 24–1000. In re Prete; 
No. 24–6868. In re Manseld; 
No. 24–6902. In re Almedom; and 
No. 24–6909. In re Hudson. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 24–351. United States Postal Service et al. v. 
Konan. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 96 
F. 4th 799. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 23–799. Magellan Technology, Inc. v. Food and Drug 
Administration. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 23–871. Lotus Vaping Technologies, LLC v. Food and 
Drug Administration. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 23–1125. Logic Technology Development LLC v. 
Food and Drug Administration. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–495. Konan v. United States Postal Service 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–542. United States ex rel. Heron v. Nationstar 
Mortgage, LLC. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–591. CSX Transportation, Inc. v. Norfolk South-
ern Railway Co. et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–615. HCI Distribution, Inc., et al. v. Hilgers, 
Attorney General of Nebraska, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–639. Marquez Cruz v. Bondi, Attorney General. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–655. Viewpoint Neutrality Now! et al. v. Board 
of Regents of the University of Minnesota et al. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–669. Castaneda-Martinez v. Bondi, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–737. Sprout Foods, Inc. v. Davidson et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–738. Cartaya v. Travelers Indemnity Co. Ct. App. 
Colo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–764. Brumeld, Trustee for Ascent Trust v. IBG 
LLC et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–765. Turner v. Jordan et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–773. Wade v. University of Michigan. Ct. App. 
Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–782. Jacobson, Individually and in His Ofcial 
Capacity as Commissioner of the Minnesota Department 
of Public Safety v. Worth et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–814. Gray v. Killick Group, L. L. C. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–827. Broadband iTV, Inc. v. Amazon.com, Inc., 
et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–844. Srour v. City of New York, New York, et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–848. Richard v. Horacius. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–863. Edwards v. South Dakota. Sup. Ct. S. D. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–869. Ewing et al. v. Carrier et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–870. AMN Distribution, Inc., et al. v. Athena Cos-
metics, Inc. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–873. DeBose v. United States et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–876. NVWS Properties, LLC v. Casun Invest, 
A. G. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–878. Breaux v. Louisiana Stadium and Exposition 
District et al. Ct. App. La., 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–883. Vogt, as Trustee for the Heirs and Next of 
Kin of Vogt, Deceased v. Anderson et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–886. Schurr v. Lyoya, Personal Representative 
for the Estate of Lyoya, Deceased. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–888. Richard R. et al. v. Washburn et al. Ct. 
App. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–890. Rynn v. Jennings, Judge, Avondale City 
Court, et al. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–893. Katz v. Department of Justice. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–894. Avery Bey v. Harper et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–901. Kim v. United States District Court for the 
District of New Jersey. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–912. Meggison v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–939. Streb v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–945. Luo v. Owen J. Roberts School District 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–947. Wiley v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–950. Bhagat v. United States Patent and Trade-
mark Ofce et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–951. Cueto et al. v. Chinaryan, Individually and 
as Guardian ad Litem for NEC, a Minor, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–954. Anthony Vetri v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–955. Ramos Hernandez v. Causey. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–956. Los Angeles County, California, et al. v. 
Nyarecha et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–963. Torres-Estrada v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–980. Jones v. Elena et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–989. Frazier et al. v. Southeast Georgia Health 
System, Inc., et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–995. MOAC Mall Holdings LLC v. Transform Hold-
co LLC et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–1004. Aframax River Marine Co. v. Suderman & 
Young Towing Co. et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–1009. Lento v. Pennsylvania Ofce of Discipli-
nary Counsel. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–1018. I. S., By and Through His Attorney in Fact, 
M. S., et al. v. Fulton County School District. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–5758. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6146. Parker v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6206. Bowden v. Ofce of Personnel Manage-
ment. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6310. Begay v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6402. McCoggle v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6472. Burgess v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6479. Sawyer v. Die et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6513. Magee v. Michigan. Cir. Ct. Oakland County, 
Mich. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6515. Shine-Johnson v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6519. Steele v. United States Postal Service 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6521. Welles v. Lowitsch. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6523. Wright v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6527. Sayed v. Caley, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6528. Rosasen v. Kingdom of Norway et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6529. Vyas v. Hutcheson, Sheriff, Rockingham 
County, Virginia, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6534. Lugo v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6535. Vitti v. Jones et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6546. Dorgay v. Reif et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6547. Sanderson v. Myrdal et al. Sup. Ct. N. D. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6548. Charles v. Chambers et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6550. Brown v. McGinley, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Coal Township, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6561. Scott v. Pennsylvania. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6564. Johnson v. Seagraves Compress, Trinity Co. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6566. Brown v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 11th App. Dist., 
Trumbull County. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6568. Wells v. Mecklenburg County Clerk of 
Probate Estates et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6570. Helmin v. Yuemin Xu. Ct. App. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6574. Marchetti v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6576. Hill v. Ishee. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6581. Mezinev v. Tashybekova. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6587. Rosario v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6590. Garvin v. Cohen, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6594. Foster v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6599. Trengove v. Department of Justice. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6608. Pusey v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6619. Al Shara v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6629. Cleveland et al. v. South Carolina Depart-
ment of Social Services. Ct. App. S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6647. Stilley v. Jester, Arkansas Secretary of 
State, et al. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6667. Scott v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6671. Koch v. Iowa. Dist. Ct. Fremont County, Iowa. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6674. Millette v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6678. Patton v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6683. Walker v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6687. Jayavarman v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6688. Lombardi v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6689. Vyas v. Dotson, Director, Virginia Depart-
ment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6690. Ahmed v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6694. Santiago v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6695. Deloach v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6698. Smith v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6703. Mobley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6706. Deweese v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6722. Muse v. Louisiana et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6735. Jordan v. Indiana. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6744. Sulu-Kerr v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6751. Jones v. Sykes Enterprises, Inc. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6757. Brawner v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6761. Vaughn v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6763. Grieme v. Collie et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6764. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6766. Grifth v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6767. Green v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6784. Sanchez Adame v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6790. Briggs v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6796. Nicholson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6797. Peterson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6799. Charles v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6803. Giattino v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6807. Palladinetti v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6810. Jaber v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6814. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6815. King v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6816. Anderson v. Garza, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6817. Byles v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6821. Iotova et al. v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6823. Caves v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6824. Rijo-Guerrero v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6826. Wright v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6827. Giovinco v. Flowers, Warden. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6830. Alboushari v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6837. Garding v. Montana Department of Correc-
tions. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6848. Trumbull v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6849. Ellison v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6855. Rogers v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6861. Alhindi v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6862. Hardison v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6865. Alfaro v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6879. Linan v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 23–7393. Mercer v. Virginia et al., 604 U. S. 1124; 
No. 23–7840. Lemon v. Illinois, 604 U. S. 946; 
No. 24–411. Thomas v. State Bar of Nevada, 604 U. S. 1124; 
No. 24–644. Williams v. Allegheny County, Pennsylva-

nia, et al., 604 U. S. 1126; 
No. 24–688. Property Matters USA, LLC v. Affordable 

Aerial Photography, Inc., 604 U. S. 1127; 
No. 24–708. Iqbal v. Pennsylvania Bureau of Profes-

sional and Occupational Affairs State Board of Medicine 
et al., 604 U. S. 1174; 
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No. 24–5094. Mitchell v. Bennett et al., 604 U. S. 958; 
No. 24–5839. Powell v. JBG Smith Properties, LP First 

Residences, et al., 604 U. S. 1085; 
No. 24–5848. Johnson, on Behalf of Johnson v. Thomas, 

604 U. S. 1085; 
No. 24–5849. Johnson, on Behalf of Johnson v. Kinney, 

604 U. S. 1085; 
No. 24–5850. Johnson, on Behalf of Johnson v. Black-

well, 604 U. S. 1085; 
No. 24–5851. Johnson, on Behalf of Johnson v. Hector, 

604 U. S. 1086; 
No. 24–5861. Schmitt v. Texas, 604 U. S. 1086; 
No. 24–5960. McGowan v. Pennsylvania, 604 U. S. 1088; 
No. 24–6085. Tyson v. Winningham et al., 604 U. S. 1130; 
No. 24–6090. In re Freeman, 604 U. S. 1076; 
No. 24–6095. Lematty v. Georgia, 604 U. S. 1130; and 
No. 24–6238. In re Felix, 604 U. S. 1193. Petitions for re-

hearing denied. 

April 22, 2025 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 24A970. Yost, Attorney General of Ohio v. Brown 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application for stay, presented to Justice 
Kavanaugh, and by him referred to the Court, denied. The 
order heretofore entered by Justice Kavanaugh is vacated. 
Justice Thomas, Justice Alito, and Justice Kavanaugh 
would grant the application. 

April 23, 2025 

Miscellaneous Orders. (For the Court's orders prescribing 
amendments to the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure, 
see 604 U. S. –––; amendments to the Federal Rules of Bank-
ruptcy Procedure, see 604 U. S. –––; and amendments and an 
addition to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, see 604 
U. S. –––. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 24–7030 (24A1005). Sandoval Mendoza 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. 
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April 25, 2025 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 24–316. Kennedy, Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, et al. v. Braidwood Management, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. [Certiorari granted sub nom. Becerra v. Braid-
wood Management, Inc., 604 U. S. 1073.] The parties are di-
rected to fle supplemental letter briefs addressing the following 
question: “Whether Congress has `by law' vested the Secretary 
of the Department of Health and Human Services with the author-
ity to appoint members of the United States Preventive Services 
Task Force.” U. S. Const., Art. II, § 2, cl. 2. Briefs should ad-
dress this Court's decisions in United States v. Hartwell, 6 Wall. 
385 (1868), and United States v. Smith, 124 U. S. 525 (1888). 
Briefs, not to exceed 15 pages, are to be fled simultaneously with 
the Clerk and served upon opposing counsel on or before 2 p.m., 
Monday, May 5, 2025. 

April 28, 2025 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 24–6700. Kersey v. Trump. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any 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. 24–6712. Lettieri v. Bonanno. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 24M77. Smith v. Simpson et al. (two judgments); and 
No. 24M78. Smith v. Simpson et al. (two judgments). Mo-

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

No. 24–759. Wye Oak Technology, Inc. v. Republic of 
Iraq et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to 
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fle a brief in this case expressing the views of the United States. 
Justice Jackson took no part in the consideration of this peti-
tion. See 28 U. S. C. § 455 and Code of Conduct for Justices of 
the Supreme Court of the United States, Canon 3B(2)(e) (prior 
judicial service). 

No. 24–6645. DeLarosa v. Village of Romeoville, Illi-
nois, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed until 
May 19, 2025, 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. 24–6928. In re Solvey. Petition for writ of habeas cor-
pus denied. 

No. 24–6607. In re Mykonos. Petition for writ of manda-
mus denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 24–724. Hain Celestial Group, Inc., et al. v. Palm-
quist, Individually and as Next Friend of E. P., a Minor, 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted limited to Question 1 
presented by the petition. Reported below: 103 F. 4th 294. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 23–1094. AT&T Services, Inc., et al. v. Bugielski 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–571. Young v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 108 F. 4th 1307. 

No. 24–598. B&L Productions, Inc., dba Crossroads of 
the West, et al. v. Newsom, Governor of California, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–622. Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians 
v. Burgum, Secretary of the Interior, et al. C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–635. Celanese International Corp. et al. v. In-
ternational Trade Commission et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–675. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 24–694. Efron v. Candelario et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–753. Coria v. Bondi, Attorney General. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–755. Slaybaugh et vir v. Rutherford County, 
Tennessee, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–771. Commandant et al. v. Rinehart, District 
Director, Miami District (S24), United States Citizenship 
and Immigration Services, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–833. Yohannes v. Olympic Collection Inc. (OCI) 
et al.; and 

No. 24–946. Olympic Collection, Inc., et al. v. Yohannes. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–895. Qiu v. Board of Education of Oldham 
County, Kentucky. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–896. Qiu v. Board of Education of Oldham 
County, Kentucky. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–897. Qiu v. Board of Education of Nelson County, 
Kentucky. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–914. May, Individually and as Guardian ad Litem 
for A. R. M. et al. v. Dorchester School District No. 2 
et al. Ct. App. S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–926. Stensrud et al. v. Rochester Genesee Re-
gional Transportation Authority. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
4th Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–927. Burke v. Housing & Services, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–928. Terrell v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–934. Turnbull v. Board of Directors of the 
State Bar of Texas et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–942. Comack v. Dudek, Acting Commissioner of So-
cial Security. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–1032. Ellison v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–1036. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–1037. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–1039. Montero v. Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–1040. McGucken v. Valnet, Inc., dba The-
Travel.com. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–1048. Read v. Superior Court of Massachusetts, 
Norfolk County, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6257. Godbolt v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6511. Mitcham v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6579. Barksdale v. Marshall, Attorney General 
of Alabama, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6597. Boas v. Graves et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6602. Young-Trezvant v. Lone Star College 
System. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6604. Sharma v. Hirsch, Chairman of North 
Carolina State Board of Elections, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6605. Tucker v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6610. Nguyen v. Superior Court of California, 
Imperial County. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 1. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6611. Deeds v. Sprayberry, Warden. Super. Ct. 
Telfair County, Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6613. Atchinson v. District of Columbia. Ct. App. 
D. C. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6616. Munywe v. Arnold, Superintendent, Staff-
ord Creek Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6617. Poore v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6631. Lord v. Lord. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6632. Smith v. Loelo et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6640. Quintana v. Holzhaus, Individually and as 
Escrow Agent of Stewart Title Co., et al. Ct. App. Tex., 
4th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6642. Sexton v. Tennessee. Ct. App. Tenn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6648. Wolfe v. Rivello, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Huntingdon, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6649. Mehta v. Partners, dba Park-MGM Casino & 
Hotel Operator, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6650. Sall v. George et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6651. Romig v. Harry, Secretary, Pennsylvania 
Department of Corrections, et al. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6653. Alexander v. Nance, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6656. Burns v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6660. Lan v. University of Texas at San Antonio. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6664. Wright v. South Carolina Department of 
Employment and Workforce et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 
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No. 24–6672. Jhingan v. Superior Court of California, 
Alameda County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 2. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6673. Romero v. Meta Platforms Inc. et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6677. Parnell v. White. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 24–6710. Klein v. Brookhaven Health Care Facility 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6774. Rivera v. Thomas, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6802. Blea v. Rios, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6819. Daywitt et al. v. Harpstead, Commissioner, 
Minnesota Department of Human Services, in Her Individ-
ual and Ofcial Capacity, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 24–6822. Almeida v. Dixon, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6838. Bennett v. Fitz, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6842. Smith v. Slimak. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6850. Moran v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6863. Bealer v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6878. Wood-Jimenez v. Nevada Department of 
Motor Vehicle Ofce. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6886. Jenkins v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6888. Driver v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 24–6894. Wise v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 24–6903. Pickens v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6905. Neuhard v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6913. Saint-Louis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6922. Vazquez-Alba v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–6930. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 24–913. Mohammed v. Universal Protection Service, 
LLC, dba Allied Universal Security Services. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 23–7476. Walker v. Oklahoma, 604 U. S. 927; 
No. 23–7628. Xia v. Lina T. Ramey, and Associates, et al., 

604 U. S. 935; 
No. 23–7811. Ware-Newsome v. Southern Management 

Cos., LLC, 604 U. S. 944; 
No. 24–517. Shockley v. Vandergriff, Warden, 604 U. S. 

1235; 
No. 24–698. Kimble-Davis v. Ofce of Personnel Man-

agement, 604 U. S. 1127; 
No. 24–5070. Tubbs v. United States, 604 U. S. 957; 
No. 24–5297. Williams v. Warden, 604 U. S. 967; 
No. 24–5476. In re Wright, 604 U. S. 1007; 
No. 24–5491. Watson v. DeJoy, Postmaster General, 604 

U. S. 984; 
No. 24–5858. Smith v. Bush, Former Governor of Florida, 

et al., 604 U. S. 1086; 
No. 24–5892. Puller v. Dotson, Director, Virginia De-

partment of Corrections, 604 U. S. 1087; 
No. 24–6053. Belcher v. Neal, Warden, 604 U. S. 1092; 
No. 24–6100. In re Godfrey, 604 U. S. 1123; 
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No. 24–6137. Epps v. Poah Communities, LLC, 604 U. S. 
1131; 

No. 24–6155. Johnson v. United States, 604 U. S. 1107; 
No. 24–6273. Reiner v. Wisconsin, 604 U. S. 1176; and 
No. 24–6332. Peterson v. Wisconsin, 604 U. S. 1176. Peti-

tions for rehearing denied. 
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