
ORDERS FOR JANUARY 25 THROUGH
 
MAY 12, 2010
 

January 25, 2010 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 08–1484. Anaya-Aguilar v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and 
case remanded for further consideration in light of Kucana v. 
Holder, 558 U. S. 233 (2010). Reported below: 302 Fed. Appx. 
481. 

No. 09–6785. Aguilar v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer­
tiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for further 
consideration in light of Melendez-Diaz v. Massachusetts, 557 
U. S. 305 (2009). 

Vacated and Remanded After Certiorari Granted. (See No. 07– 
11191, ante, p. 32.) 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–8094. Vieux v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09M65. Noriega-Quijano v. Potter, Postmaster Gen­

eral. Motion to direct the Clerk to file petition for writ of cer­
tiorari out of time denied. 

No. 09M66. Morris v. Supreme Court of the United 
States et al. Motion to direct the Clerk to file petition for 
writ of certiorari out of time under this Court’s Rule 14.5 denied. 

No. 139, Orig. Mississippi v. City of Memphis, Tennessee, 
et al. Motion for leave to file bill of complaint denied without 
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prejudice. See Virginia v. Maryland, 540 U. S. 56, 74, n. 9 (2003); 
Colorado v. New Mexico, 459 U. S. 176, 187, n. 13 (1982). 

No. 08–1521. McDonald et al. v. City of Chicago, Illi­

nois, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 965.] 
Motion of Texas et al. for leave to participate in oral argument 
as amici curiae and for divided argument denied. Motion of re­
spondents National Rifle Association, Inc., et al. for divided argu­
ment granted. Motion of Law Professor and Students for leave 
to file a brief as amici curiae granted. 

No. 08–1569. United States v. O’Brien et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 966.] Motion of respondents 
for divided argument denied. 

No. 08–9972. In re Lopez Ortiz. Motion of petitioner for 
reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris [557 U. S. 933] denied. 

No. 08–10169. Ortiz, aka Lopez Ortiz v. Thaler, Director, 
Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional In­

stitutions Division, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner 
for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis [558 U. S. 983] denied. 

No. 09–329. Chase Bank USA, N. A. v. McCoy, Individu­

ally and on Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated. 
C. A. 9th Cir.; and 

No. 09–438. Providence Hospital et al. v. Moses, Per­

sonal Representative of the Estate of Moses-Irons, De­

ceased. C. A. 6th Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to file 
briefs in these cases expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 09–5630. Oduok v. Ferro et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 807] denied. 

No. 09–6750. Davis v. Bay Area Rapid Transit District. 
Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. Motion of petitioner for reconsidera­
tion of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [558 
U. S. 1043] denied. 

No. 09–6768. Staley v. Hall, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 1073] denied. 
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No. 09–6938. Michalski v. Lempke, Superintendent, Five 
Points Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in 
forma pauperis [558 U. S. 1087] denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 09–6969. Gossett v. Administration of George W. 
Bush et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsid­
eration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [558 
U. S. 1074] denied. 

No. 09–7699. Hoffman v. Hoffman. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div.; and 

No. 09–7741. Pik v. Institute of International Educa­

tion, Inc., et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed 
until February 16, 2010, within which to pay the docketing fees 
required by Rule 38(a) and to submit petitions in compliance with 
Rule 33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 

No. 09–8352. In re Jackson; and 
No. 09–8361. In re Tubbs. Petitions for writs of habeas cor­

pus denied. 

No. 09–8031. In re Norton; and 
No. 09–8188. In re Norton. Motions of petitioner for leave 

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

Certiorari Granted 

No. 09–479. Abbott v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir.; and 
No. 09–7073. Gould v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Mo­

tion of petitioner in No. 09–7073 for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis granted. Certiorari granted, cases consolidated, and a 
total of one hour is allotted for oral argument. Reported below: 
No. 09–479, 574 F. 3d 203; No. 09–7073, 329 Fed. Appx. 569. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1596. Rhine v. Deaton et ux. Ct. App. Tex., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 250 S. W. 3d 486. 

No. 08–10584. McKay v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 519. 
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No. 09–21. Powell v. Kelly, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 656. 

No. 09–271. Em v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., 
Div. 3. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 171 Cal. App. 4th 
964, 90 Cal. Rptr. 3d 264. 

No. 09–289. Mississippi v. City of Memphis, Tennessee, 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 
F. 3d 625. 

No. 09–418. Wiechmann v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 67 M. J. 456. 

No. 09–476. Patent Enforcement Team, L. L. C. v. Dick­

son Industries, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 514. 

No. 09–480. Hensley v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 384. 

No. 09–493. Frank C. Minvielle, LLC v. Atlantic Refin­

ing Co., fka Atlantic Richfield Co., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 429. 

No. 09–510. Dillon v. Mountain Coal Co., L. L. C., et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 
1215. 

No. 09–610. Henri-Duval Winery, L. L. C. v. Alabama Al­

coholic Beverage Control Board et al. Sup. Ct. Ala. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 26 So. 3d 1149. 

No. 09–611. Ikossi-Anastasiou v. Board of Supervisors of 
the Louisiana State University. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 546. 

No. 09–613. McGee v. Superior Court of California, Sac­

ramento County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–615. Perez-Espinosa et al. v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–620. Rose, Individually and as Personal Repre­

sentative of the Estate of Rose v. Mount Sinai Medical 
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Center et al. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 17 So. 3d 292. 

No. 09–629. Threet v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–656. Zadrima v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. 
Appx. 42. 

No. 09–667. Yiqing Feng v. Sabic Americas, Inc. Ct. App. 
Tex., 14th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–668. Green v. Service Corporation Interna­

tional. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 
Fed. Appx. 9. 

No. 09–672. Rodriguez v. McCauley, Warden. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–684. Shelton v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–694. Rodriguez-Berrios v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 55. 

No. 09–699. Arts4All, Ltd. v. Hancock. Ct. App. N. Y. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12 N. Y. 3d 846, 909 N. E. 
2d 83. 

No. 09–703. Edwards v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 604. 

No. 09–704. Cornwell et al. v. Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
330 Fed. Appx. 679. 

No. 09–711. Gupta v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 878. 

No. 09–714. Du Bois, Individually and on Behalf of Her 
Minor Son, A. E. W. v. Warne, Individually and in Her 
Official Capacity as Judge, District Court of Texas, 257th 
District, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 336 Fed. Appx. 407. 
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No. 09–721. Rogerson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–741. Salazar-Espinosa v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 686. 

No. 09–744. Mettke v. Kappos, Director, Patent and 
Trademark Office. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 570 F. 3d 1356. 

No. 09–5120. Rivera v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 1. 

No. 09–5401. Muhammad, fka Knight v. McNeil, Secre­

tary, Florida Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 949. 

No. 09–5407. Ford v. Hall, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 546 F. 3d 1326. 

No. 09–6034. Messer v. Runnels, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 102. 

No. 09–6125. Harrell v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 668. 

No. 09–6429. Palmer v. Valdez et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 965. 

No. 09–6795. N. L. W. v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6907. Gibson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 860. 

No. 09–7012. Hatten v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 
F. 3d 595. 

No. 09–7158. Patterson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 431. 

No. 09–7172. Monacelli v. Fifth Third Bank et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7276. Sneed v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 563. 

No. 09–7428. Farley v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 46 Cal. 4th 1053, 210 P. 3d 361. 

No. 09–7624. Smith v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7628. Sonntag v. United States District Court 
for the District of Nevada et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7629. Riva v. Ficco. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–7633. Curtis v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7637. McCarthy v. Goldman et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 518. 

No. 09–7638. Mills v. Wilson et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7640. White v. Francis, Warden, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 214. 

No. 09–7646. Kincade v. Wolfenbarger, Warden. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 482. 

No. 09–7647. Johnson v. Zavala et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7649. Jones v. Felker, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7653. Simmons v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 So. 3d 323. 

No. 09–7654. Conlin v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7657. Castleberry v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7658. Calderon-Lopez v. Pinto-Lugo et al. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7660. Ulrich v. Butler, Individually and in His 
Official Capacity as Associate Circuit Judge of the 11th 
Circuit of Illinois, Woodford County. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7661. Wright v. Decker, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7665. Johnson v. CSX Transportation, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. 
Appx. 138. 

No. 09–7666. Lewis v. Rio Grande Sun. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 357. 

No. 09–7670. Mortland v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7672. Monroe v. Florida Department of Correc­

tions. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7677. Roe v. Yates, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7678. Castillo Olguin v. Thaler, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu­

tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7683. Treat v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 357. 

No. 09–7685. Cannon v. Judicial Council of California 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 
Fed. Appx. 525. 

No. 09–7686. Cummings v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7692. May v. Aarsand Management. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 877. 

No. 09–7693. Lennon v. Shepherd, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7706. Fulton v. Lape, Superintendent, Coxsackie 
Correctional Facility. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 3d Jud. Dept. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 61 App. Div. 3d 1227, 876 
N. Y. S. 2d 665. 

No. 09–7707. Hastings v. Superior Court of California, 
Los Angeles County, et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7711. Lingefelt v. Wilkinson, Warden. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7714. Murray v. Walker-Murray. Ct. App. Ga. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7722. Price v. Klopotoski, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Dallas, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 692. 

No. 09–7724. Popal v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 62 App. Div. 
3d 912, 879 N. Y. S. 2d 185. 

No. 09–7725. Wright v. Steele, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7728. Ward v. Wolfenbarger, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 134. 

No. 09–7729. Laskey v. AT&T. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7730. Laskey v. Fidelity Investments. Ct. App. 
Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7731. Laskey v. AT&T. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7733. Jackson v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
338 Fed. Appx. 898. 

No. 09–7734. Oates v. Hense, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7735. Murphy v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–7736. Bankes v. Perry County Children and 
Youth Services. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7737. Pasley v. Doe et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7740. Rooks v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7742. Waterloo v. Evans, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7749. Parker v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 291 S. W. 3d 647. 

No. 09–7753. Laskey v. Corning Cable Systems. Ct. App. 
Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7759. Laskey v. Shiloh Group, LLC. Ct. App. Cal., 
1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7760. Laskey v. Sun Microsystems, Inc. Ct. App. 
Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7763. Major-Davis v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7764. Jones v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–7769. Barker v. Sweeten et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 346. 

No. 09–7770. Boger v. Soloria. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–7773. Dunkle v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Franklin 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7774. Melendez Estrada v. Ryan, Director, Ari­

zona Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 436. 

No. 09–7786. Bell v. Norris, Director, Arkansas Depart­

ment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 586 F. 3d 624. 
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No. 09–7797. Sheridan v. Conway, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7808. Menefield v. Cate, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7811. Williams v. Barrow, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7818. Jenkins v. Lamarque, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 531. 

No. 09–7838. Arroyo v. Connecticut. Sup. Ct. Conn. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 292 Conn. 558, 973 A. 2d 1254. 

No. 09–7846. Rankins v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 127. 

No. 09–7865. Blackmer v. New Hampshire. Sup. Ct. N. H. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7868. Ishola v. Holder, Attorney General, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. 
Appx. 254. 

No. 09–7877. Francis v. Joint Force Headquarters Na­

tional Guard et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7891. Scott, aka Thomas v. South Carolina. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 896. 

No. 09–7903. Daniel v. Long Island Housing Partnership, 
Inc., of Hauppauge et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7910. Crainshaw v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7914. O’Neal v. Kenny, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 915. 

No. 09–7929. Page v. Bradt, Superintendent, Elmira Cor­

rectional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 883. 

No. 09–7932. Uykheng Ngy v. You Song Seck. Super. Ct. 
Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 972 A. 2d 570. 
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No. 09–7939. Albright-Lazzari et vir v. Connecticut. 
App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 116 Conn. 
App. 83, 976 A. 2d 707. 

No. 09–7940. Albright-Lazzari et vir v. Connecticut. 
App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7941. Albright-Lazzari et vir v. Connecticut. 
App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7946. Brinson v. DiGuglielmo, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. 
Appx. 171. 

No. 09–7948. Burgett v. Geithner, Secretary of the 
Treasury, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7949. Perryman v. Mississippi. Ct. App. Miss. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7959. Herron v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7976. Hildebrand v. Steck Manufacturing Co., 
Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 333 Fed. Appx. 507. 

No. 09–7981. Wright v. Kansas. Ct. App. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 40 Kan. App. 2d xxviii, 199 P. 3d 188. 

No. 09–7992. Rozenblat v. Kappos, Director, Patent and 
Trademark Office. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 601. 

No. 09–8002. Torres v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 924. 

No. 09–8007. Wadley v. Gaetz, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 148. 

No. 09–8011. Bedford v. Wall, Director, Rhode Island 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–8018. Scott v. Herman et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8020. DeLoge v. Abbott, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 521. 

No. 09–8026. Brunson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 363. 

No. 09–8029. Bindus v. Hudson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8055. Perez v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 965 A. 2d 300. 

No. 09–8057. Bilbrey v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8067. McCullough v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 29. 

No. 09–8070. Hansen v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8076. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8077. Hogg’s v. New Jersey. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 625. 

No. 09–8082. Mosley v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 368. 

No. 09–8083. Strong v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8084. Rhett v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 158. 

No. 09–8086. Riggins v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 436. 

No. 09–8092. Matson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 303. 

No. 09–8097. Walker v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8098. Thomas v. Office of Personnel Manage­

ment. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 
Fed. Appx. 448. 

No. 09–8101. Viramontes-Galavis v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 981. 

No. 09–8102. Kalilikane v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 404. 

No. 09–8105. Rangel v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 931. 

No. 09–8106. Riascos-Riascos v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 153. 

No. 09–8109. Clark v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 607. 

No. 09–8111. Arroyo-Rosario v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8112. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 555. 

No. 09–8113. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 769. 

No. 09–8115. Williams v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 1149. 

No. 09–8116. Battiste v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 962. 

No. 09–8117. Anthony v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 459. 

No. 09–8118. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8120. Anderson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 869. 

No. 09–8121. Rodriguez-Banuelos v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. 
Appx. 31. 
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No. 09–8127. Rubio-Marchan v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 997. 

No. 09–8130. Franklin v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 559. 

No. 09–8131. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 893. 

No. 09–8141. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 588. 

No. 09–8142. Huff v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8148. Chadha v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 191. 

No. 09–8153. Stults v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 834. 

No. 09–8160. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 991. 

No. 09–8161. Hardnett v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 977. 

No. 09–8163. Askew v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8167. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 714. 

No. 09–8171. Gregory v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 238. 

No. 09–8183. Hudson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 883. 

No. 09–8196. Bennett v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 535. 

No. 09–8201. Hairston v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 865. 

No. 09–8204. LaCasse v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 763. 
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No. 09–8205. Smith v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 948. 

No. 09–8209. Rees v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8211. Wences-Adame v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 952. 

No. 09–8215. Alviar et al. v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 526. 

No. 09–8216. Bach v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. 
Appx. 220. 

No. 09–8217. Armas-Calvillo v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 95. 

No. 09–8219. McNealy v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 440. 

No. 09–8220. Ordonez-Mendoza v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 
367. 

No. 09–8223. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 959. 

No. 09–8224. Orozco v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 745. 

No. 09–8226. Ocampo-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8227. Phillips v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 772. 

No. 09–8231. Sylvester v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 285. 

No. 09–8233. Falls v. Fondren, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8236. Morris v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 661. 
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No. 09–8243. Mitchell v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 1147. 

No. 09–8246. Davis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 261 Fed. Appx. 620. 

No. 09–8247. Potocki v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8252. Villa v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 100. 

No. 09–8254. Williams v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 830. 

No. 09–8256. Enamorado-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 979. 

No. 09–8257. Ezell v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 623. 

No. 09–8261. Wickersham v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 155. 

No. 09–8264. Kapordelis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 1291. 

No. 09–8281. Boren v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 485. 

No. 09–8321. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 896. 

No. 09–8324. Alston v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 907. 

No. 09–8326. Carver v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 290. 

No. 09–35. Noriega v. Pastrana, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 1290. 

Justice Thomas, with whom Justice Scalia joins, dissenting. 

“[I]n our tripartite system of government,” it is the duty of 
this Court to “say ‘what the law is.’ ” Boumediene v. Bush, 553 
U. S. 723, 765 (2008) (quoting Marbury v. Madison, 1 Cranch 137, 
177 (1803)). This duty is particularly compelling in cases that 
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present an opportunity to decide the constitutionality or enforce­
ability of federal statutes in a manner “insulated from the pres­
sures of the moment,” and in time to guide courts and the political 
branches in resolving difficult questions concerning the proper 
“exercise of governmental power.” Hamdan v. Rumsfeld, 548 
U. S. 557, 637 (2006) (Kennedy, J., concurring in part); see gener­
ally Sanchez-Llamas v. Oregon, 548 U. S. 331, 353–354 (2006); 
Hamdan, supra, at 588 (quoting Ex parte Quirin, 317 U. S. 1, 19 
(1942)). This is such a case. 

The questions presented are, in the Solicitor General’s words: 
“1. Whether Section 5 of the Military Commissions Act of 2006, 
Pub. L. No. 109–366, 120 Stat. 2631, precludes petitioner from 
invoking the Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of 
Prisoners of War, Aug. 12, 1949, as a source of rights in a habeas 
corpus proceeding”; and “2. Whether, assuming petitioner can as­
sert a claim based on the Geneva Convention, his extradition to 
France would violate the Convention.” Brief in Opposition (I) 
(some citations omitted).1 Answering just the first of these ques­
tions would provide much-needed guidance on two important is­
sues with which the political branches and federal courts have 
struggled since we decided Boumediene. The first is the extent, 
if any, to which provisions like § 5 affect 28 U. S. C. § 2241 in a 
manner that implicates the constitutional guarantee of habeas cor­
pus. The second is whether the Geneva Conventions are self-
executing and judicially enforceable. 

It is incumbent upon us to provide what guidance we can on 
these issues now. Whatever conclusion we reach, our opinion 
will help the political branches and the courts discharge their 
responsibilities over detainee cases, and will spare detainees and 
the Government years of unnecessary litigation. These consid­
erations alone justify review. That petitioner was convicted in 
federal court (rather than in a military commission) in criminal 
proceedings uncomplicated by classified information or issues re­
lating to extraterritorial detention is an additional reason to grant 
certiorari. It is our duty to say what the law is on important 
matters within our jurisdiction. That is what we should do. 

1 We routinely grant certiorari on questions the Solicitor General presents 
in a brief in opposition, see, e. g., Weyhrauch v. United States, 557 U. S. 934 
(2009), or in an amicus brief, see, e. g., Hamilton v. Lanning, 558 U. S. 989 
(2009); Republic of Philippines v. Pimental, 552 U. S. 1061 (2007). 
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I 
Petitioner General Manuel Noriega is the former head of the 

Panamanian Defense Forces. In 1988, a federal grand jury in­
dicted Noriega, and the U. S. military thereafter brought him 
to Florida. A federal jury convicted him of various federal 
narcotics-related offenses, and the District Court sentenced him 
to a 30-year prison term. In response to Noriega’s concerns 
about the type of care he would receive in the custody of the 
Bureau of Prisons, the District Court designated Noriega a pris­
oner of war (POW) entitled to the protections of the Geneva 
Conventions. See United States v. Noriega, 808 F. Supp. 791 (SD 
Fla. 1992).2 Noriega’s conviction and sentence were affirmed in 
proceedings not relevant here. See United States v. Noriega, 117 
F. 3d 1206 (CA11 1997), cert. denied, 523 U. S. 1060 (1998). 

In July 2007, two months before Noriega was scheduled to be 
released on parole, he filed a habeas corpus petition under 28 
U. S. C. § 2255. Relying on the District Court’s POW designation, 
Noriega alleged that the United States violated the Geneva Con­
ventions when it acquiesced in the French Government’s request 
to extradite him to France so he could face criminal charges 
there upon his release from U. S. custody. See United States v. 
Noriega, No. 88–0079–CR, 2007 WL 2947572 (SD Fla., Aug. 24, 
2007). The District Court agreed with Noriega that his POW 
status entitled him to the conventions’ protection until his “final 

2 Citing International Red Cross and academic commentary in support of 
its “belie[f] [that the Third] Geneva [Convention] is self-executing and pro­
vides General Noriega with a right of action in a U. S. court for violation of 
its provisions,” the District Court addressed Noriega’s status under the 
treaty. 808 F. Supp., at 794. The District Judge found that the hostilities 
in Panama constituted an “ ‘armed conflict’ ” within the meaning of Article 2 
of the Third Geneva Convention, that Noriega was a member of the armed 
forces of a party to the conflict under Article 4 of the Third Convention, and 
that the District Court was a “ ‘competent tribunal’ ” to determine Noriega’s 
POW status under Article 5 of the Third Convention. See id., at 793–796. 
Accordingly, the court concluded that, notwithstanding various separation-
of-powers and justiciability concerns, “Noriega is in fact a prisoner of war 
as defined by Geneva III, and as such must be afforded the protections 
established by the treaty” while in federal custody. Id., at 796. The court 
then identified convention rights that it believed would govern Noriega’s 
confinement, see id., at 799–803, and observed that “[w]hether or not those 
rights can be fully provided in a maximum security penitentiary setting is 
open to serious question,” id., at 803. 
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release and repatriation,” but dismissed his § 2255 petition on the 
ground that his extradition challenge was not directed to “any 
defect in [his] sentence,” and thus was not cognizable under 
§ 2255. Id., at *1 (internal quotation marks omitted). Noriega 
then filed the same claims under 28 U. S. C. § 2241, and the Dis­
trict Court ultimately 3 stayed his extradition pending appeal on 
the ground that his challenge rested on “credible arguments . . . ,  
particularly with regard to the interpretation of certain provi­
sions of the Geneva Convention[s],” on which “no other federal 
court has ruled.” No. 07–CV–22816–PCH, 2008 WL 331394, *3 
(SD Fla., Jan. 31, 2008). 

On appeal, Noriega argued that his extradition to France would 
violate several provisions of the Third Convention and that the 
District Court erred in concluding otherwise. In response, the 
Government asserted that the court lacked jurisdiction over No­
riega’s claims because § 5(a) of the Military Commissions Act of 
2006 (MCA) establishes that “[t]he Geneva Conventions are not 
self-executing” or judicially enforceable in habeas corpus actions. 
Brief for United States in No. 08–11021–FF (CA11), p. 13 (herein­
after Brief for United States).4 MCA § 5(a) provides: 

“No person may invoke the Geneva Conventions or any proto­
cols thereto in any habeas corpus or other civil action or 
proceeding to which the United States, or a current or former 
officer, employee, member of the Armed Forces, or other 
agent of the United States is a party as a source of rights in 
any court of the United States or its States or territories.” 
120 Stat. 2631, note following 28 U. S. C. § 2241.5 

3 The District Court dismissed Noriega’s initial § 2241 petition because the 
court concluded that it lacked jurisdiction to consider the petition’s extradi­
tion challenge in Noriega’s criminal case as opposed to a separate action 
challenging his certificate of extraditability. See United States v. Noriega, 
No. 88–0079–CR, 2007 WL 2947981, *1 (SD Fla., Sept. 7, 2007) (dismissing 
the petition without prejudice but reiterating the merits concerns with No­
riega’s Geneva Convention claims that the court articulated in dicta in dis­
missing his § 2255 petition). 

4 The Government also challenged Noriega’s claims as meritless and out­
side the scope of habeas review under Circuit precedent. 

5 Recent amendments to the Military Commissions Act of 2006, collectively 
titled the Military Commissions Act of 2009, see National Defense Authoriza­
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2010, see §§ 1801–1807, 123 Stat. 2574–2614, do not 
affect MCA § 5(a). The 2009 amendments principally update provisions rele­
vant to the Guantanamo habeas corpus cases pending in the U. S. District 



ORDERS 921 

917 Thomas, J., dissenting 

Emphasizing that a non-self-executing treaty “ ‘addresses itself to 
the political, not the judicial department,’ ” the Government ob­
served that “[n]o court of appeals has held that the provisions of 
the Geneva Conventions are judicially enforceable in any context.” 
Brief for United States 13, 14 (quoting Medellı́n v. Texas, 552 
U. S. 491, 516 (2008)). The Government then argued that “con­
firmation of this [view] can be found in the enactment of [MCA 
§ 5(a)], which “codifie[d] the principle that the Geneva Conventions 
[a]re not judicially enforceable by private parties,” but did so in 
a narrow way that does not purport to strip courts of habeas 
jurisdiction, and thus does “not implicate” the Suspension Clause 
analysis in Boumediene. Brief for United States 14, n. 6.6 

The Eleventh Circuit accepted the District Court’s designation 
of Noriega as a POW, but agreed with the Government’s interpre­
tation of MCA § 5(a): 

“We affirm and hold that § 5 of the [MCA] precludes Noriega 
from invoking the Geneva Convention as a source of rights 
in a habeas proceeding and therefore deny Noriega’s habeas 
petition. 

. . . . . 
“The issues present in Boumediene v. Bush concerning the 

constitutionality of § 7 of the MCA, are not presented by 
§ 5 .  . . .  In  Boumediene, the Supreme Court found § 7 of 
the MCA, which explicitly removed the jurisdiction of courts 
to consider habeas actions by enemy combatants, to be 
unconstitutional. . . . Section 5, in  contrast, as discussed 
more fully, infra, at most changes one substantive provision 
of law upon which a party might rely in seeking habeas relief. 
We are [thus] not presented with a situation in which poten­
tial petitioners are effectively banned from seeking habeas 
relief because any constitutional rights or claims are made 

Court for the District of Columbia and clarify the due process protections 
available in those and other noncitizen detainee cases to which the constitu­
tional and treaty issues in this case relate. See ibid.; see also J. Elsea, CRS 
Report for Congress, Comparison of Rights in Military Commission Trials 
and Trials in Federal Criminal Court, pp. 2–4 (Nov. 19, 2009). 

6 Al though the  Gover nment  d ist i ng uishes  MCA §  5 (a )  f rom the  
jurisdiction-stripping provision the Court invalidated in Boumediene v. 
Bush, 553 U. S. 723 (2008), it stops short of asserting that § 5(a) is constitu­
tional. See Brief in Opposition 8, n. 
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unavailable.” 564 F. 3d 1290, 1292, 1294 (CA11 2009) (cita­
tions and parenthetical omitted).7 

Noriega’s petition challenges both the Eleventh Circuit’s inter­
pretation of MCA § 5(a) and the provision’s constitutionality. No­
riega begins by asserting that the Court of Appeals erred in 
holding “that [MCA § 5(a)] absolutely and unambiguously prohib­
its persons from raising any claim based upon the four Geneva 
Conventions” in a habeas corpus action. Pet. for Cert. 10; see 
also id., at 12 (“At best, the statutory scheme is ambiguous”). 
Noriega next asserts that, if the Eleventh Circuit’s interpretation 
of § 5(a) is correct, the provision violates the Supremacy Clause, 
see id., at 11–12, and the Suspension Clause, see Reply to Brief 
in Opposition 2. Noriega’s Supremacy Clause argument is that, 
to the extent MCA § 5(a) governs his Geneva Convention claims, 
the provision impermissibly effects a “complete repudiation” of 
the treaty. Pet. for Cert. 11. The Government responds that 
this argument suffers from two fatal flaws. First, this Court 
has held that a treaty, which is “ ‘primarily a compact between 
independent nations,’ ” remains in force as the supreme law of the 
land even where its enforcement is left to “international negotia­
tions” rather than “domestic courts.” Brief in Opposition 7 (quot­
ing Head Money Cases, 112 U. S. 580, 598 (1884)); see Medellı́n, 
supra, at 505, and n. 3. Second, “[w]hatever the domestic effect 
of the Third Geneva Convention before the enactment of the 
MCA,” this Court has held that “ ‘it is within Congress’ power 
to change domestic law, even if the law originally arose from a 
self-executing treaty.’ ” Brief in Opposition 7 (quoting 564 F. 3d, 
at 1295–1296); see also Medellı́n, supra, at 509, n. 5. Accordingly, 
the Government agrees with the Eleventh Circuit that MCA § 5(a) 
“does not change the international obligations of the United 
States under the Geneva Conventions,” but does “supersed[e] 
whatever domestic effect the Geneva Conventions may have had 
in actions such as this.” Brief in Opposition 7–8 (internal quota­
tion marks omitted). That brings Noriega to his Suspension 
Clause argument. He replies that, if MCA § 5(a) operates in the 
manner the Government describes and the Eleventh Circuit held, 

7 The Court of Appeals also concluded that, “assuming arguendo” Noriega 
is correct that “§ 5 of the MCA does not preclude [his] claim,” 564 F. 3d, at 
1297, the Third Geneva Convention does not bar his extradition to France 
and the “United States has fully complied with” the treaty, id., at 1298. 
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the provision is unconstitutional under Boumediene because it 
“effectively works a suspension of the writ.” Reply to Brief in 
Opposition 2 (asserting that “to divorce the writ from the law is 
to destroy the writ”). 

II 
As the Eleventh Circuit’s opinion makes clear, the threshold 

question in this case is whether MCA § 5(a) is valid. Answering 
that question this Term would provide courts and the political 
branches with much needed guidance on issues we left open in 
Boumediene. See 553 U. S., at 793–795, 796–798. Providing that 
guidance in this case would allow us to say what the law is 
without the unnecessary delay and other complications that could 
burden a decision on these questions in Guantanamo or other 
detainee litigation arising out of the conflict with Al Qaeda. 

Boumediene invalidated MCA § 7’s attempt to strip federal 
courts of habeas jurisdiction over claims by a specified class of 
noncitizen detainees (“unlawful enemy combatants”), but did not 
determine the “content of the law that governs petitioners’ deten­
tion,” id., at 798, or the extent to which § 2241’s substantive provi­
sions affect the constitutional “procedural protections of habeas 
corpus,” ibid. Section 2241 broadly confers jurisdiction over a 
habeas corpus action by any person who claims to be held 
“in custody in violation of the Constitution or laws or treaties of 
the United States.” See Rasul v. Bush, 542 U. S. 466, 473 (2004). 
MCA § 5(a) eliminates the Geneva Conventions as a source of 
rights upon which § 2241 petitioners may rely in challenging their 
detentions. Statutory amendments to an existing law ordinarily 
involve nothing more than a valid exercise of Congress’ Article I 
authority. See, e. g., Chew Heong v. United States, 112 U. S. 536, 
562–563 (1884). Noriega asserts that the difference in this case 
is that the statutory amendment narrows the scope of § 2241. 
Assuming that is correct, the indeterminate interplay between 
the constitutional and statutory guarantees of habeas corpus 
under our precedents permits Noriega to argue that the manner 
in which MCA § 5(a) affects § 2241 proceedings implicates the Sus­
pension Clause. Only we can determine whether the Eleventh 
Circuit correctly rejected that argument. 

The Suspension Clause provides that “[t]he Privilege of the 
Writ of Habeas Corpus shall not be suspended, unless when in 
Cases of Rebellion or Invasion the public Safety may require it.” 
U. S. Const., Art. I, § 9, cl. 2. Because the Clause addresses only 
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the suspension—not the content or existence—of the “Privilege 
of the Writ,” ibid., we have long recognized the “obligation” the 
first Congress “must have felt” to “provid[e] efficient means by 
which this great constitutional privilege should receive life and 
activity,” Ex parte Bollman, 4 Cranch 75, 95 (1807). But we 
have also steadfastly declined to adopt a date of reference by 
which the writ’s constitutional content, if any, is to be judged, see 
Boumediene, supra, at 746–747, and thus have left open the ques­
tion whether statutory efforts to limit § 2241 implicate the Sus­
pension Clause, see, e. g., INS v. St. Cyr, 533 U. S. 289, 300–301 
(2001). This question, which has already divided the Court in 
other contexts, see ibid.,8 is clearly presented here. Noriega as­
serts that MCA § 5(a) is unconstitutional because it “effectively 
works a suspension of the writ” by imposing the same type of 
statutory limitation the Court addressed in St. Cyr. Reply to 
Brief in Opposition 2 (implicitly equating the constitutional scope 
of the writ with § 2241’s grant of habeas corpus jurisdiction over 
individuals allegedly held “in violation of the Constitution or laws 
or treaties of the United States”). The Eleventh Circuit, how­
ever, saw no constitutional problem with the statute and upheld 
it as valid and distinguishable from the provision deemed uncon­
stitutional in Boumediene. See 564 F. 3d, at 1294. 

Addressing Noriega’s challenge to the Eleventh Circuit’s deci­
sion would resolve the important statutory and constitutional 

8 Compare St. Cyr, 533 U. S., at 300–301 (declining to identify a specific 
date of reference for judging the constitutional scope of the writ, but con­
cluding that the Court nonetheless should construe the Illegal Immigration 
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (IIRIRA) to allow § 2241 
jurisdiction over certain habeas petitions because doing so would avoid the 
Suspension Clause question that otherwise would arise), with id., at 335–341 
(Scalia, J., dissenting) (emphasizing that, although IIRIRA displaces § 2241 
jurisdiction unambiguously and thus renders the canon of constitutional 
avoidance inapplicable, there is no constitutional question to avoid, because 
the Suspension Clause is addressed only to suspension (i. e., temporary with­
holding of the operation) of the writ on the terms authorized by the habeas 
corpus statute, not to Congress’ power to alter the substance of the habeas 
rights the statute confers), and id., at 340–341, n. 5 (“If, as the Court con­
cedes, the writ could not be suspended within the meaning of the Suspension 
Clause until Congress affirmatively provided for habeas by statute, then 
surely Congress may subsequently alter what it had initially provided for, 
lest the Clause become a one-way ratchet” (internal quotation marks and 
citations omitted)). 
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questions here and would guide courts and the political branches 
in addressing the same and similar issues in other detainee cases. 
See, e. g., Al-Bihani v. Obama, 590 F. 3d 866, 870 (CADC 2010) 
(“The Supreme Court has provided scant guidance on these ques­
tions, consciously leaving the contours of the substantive and pro­
cedural law of detention open for lower courts to shape in a 
common law fashion”). Recent court decisions, as well as recent 
Executive Branch court filings and policy determinations, specifi­
cally invoke the Geneva Conventions as part of the law that gov­
erns detainee treatment in the United States and abroad. For 
example, in September 2009, the U. S. District Court for the Dis­
trict of Columbia issued a redacted version of a classified memo­
randum opinion in which it granted habeas corpus relief in the 
oldest of the pending Guantanamo cases because the petitioner’s 
indefinite detention was based “almost exclusively” on unreliable 
“ ‘confessions’ ” obtained “using abusive techniques that violated 
the Army Field Manual and the 1949 Geneva Convention Relative 
to the Treatment of Prisoners of War.” Classified Memorandum 
Opinion in Al Rabiah v. United States, No. 02–828 (CKK) (Sept. 
17, 2009), pp. 1–2, 43. 

Several recent D. C. Circuit decisions, one of which is now 
pending before us, similarly implicate the importance of the Ge­
neva Convention and MCA § 5(a) questions in this case. In Ki­
yemba v. Obama, 555 F. 3d 1022 (Kiyemba I), cert. granted, 558 
U. S. 969 (2009), the petitioners, Guantanamo detainees who pre­
vailed on their habeas corpus claims in federal court but cannot 
return to their home country, rely on the Geneva Conventions in 
claiming a right to be released in the territorial United States, 
see Pet. for Cert. in No. 08–1234, pp. i, 34. Although the D. C. 
Circuit did not address MCA § 5(a) in rejecting this claim, the 
Government contends before this Court that MCA § 5(a) bars the 
petitioners’ reliance on the conventions, see Brief in Opposition 
in No. 08–1234, pp. 23–24, and Judge Rogers’ opinion concurring 
in the D. C. Circuit’s judgment relies upon the same repatriation 
language in Article 118 of the Third Convention that Noriega 
raises here, see 555 F. 3d, at 1033, n. 2. In Al-Bihani, the D. C. 
Circuit directly invokes MCA § 5(a) in rejecting a Guantanamo 
detainee’s claim that he was entitled to habeas corpus relief be­
cause his detention violated, inter alia, the Third Geneva Conven­
tion, see 590 F. 3d, at 875 (stating that MCA § 5(a), “a provision 
not altered by the MCA of 2009, explicitly precludes detainees 
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from claiming the Geneva Conventions—which include criteria to 
determine who is entitled to P. O. W. status—as a source of 
rights”). Finally, the D. C. Circuit’s decision in Kiyemba v. 
Obama, 561 F. 3d 509 (2009) (Kiyemba II), implicates the issues 
here in holding, contrary to several recent District Court deci­
sions,9 that another MCA provision (MCA § 7(a)(2), codified at 28 
U. S. C. § 2241(e)(2)), does not deprive federal habeas corpus 
courts of jurisdiction to consider claims in which certain classes 
of detainees challenge their conditions of confinement under the 
Geneva Conventions. See 561 F. 3d, at 512–513. 

The extent to which noncitizen detainees may rely on the Ge­
neva Conventions as a source of rights against the United States 
has also been the subject of increasing debate in the political 
branches. Recent Executive Branch Orders and court filings cite 
the conventions in articulating the legal standards that govern 
detainee treatment. See, e. g., Exec. Order No. 13491, § 3, 74 Fed. 
Reg. 4894 (2009) (making “Common Article 3 Standards” the 
“[m]inimum [b]aseline” for the treatment of any individual who, 
in the course of “any armed conflict,” comes into the “custody or 
under the effective control of an officer, employee, or other agent 
of the United States” or is “detained within a facility owned, 
operated, or controlled by a department or agency of the United 
States”); Respondents’ Memorandum Regarding the Government’s 
Detention Authority Relative to Detainees Held at Guantanamo 
Bay in Misc. No. 08–442 (TFH) (CADC), p. 1 (apprising the court 
of the Government’s decision to treat detainees formerly desig­
nated as “unlawful enemy combatants” under new standards that 
draw on the “laws of war,” as those laws have “developed over 
time and have periodically been codified in treaties such as the 
Geneva Conventions”).10 Congress, in turn, is considering new 

9 See Khadr v. Bush, 587 F. Supp. 2d 225, 235 (DC 2008) (Bates, J.); In re 
Guantanamo Bay Detainee Litigation, 577 F. Supp. 2d 312, 314 (DC 2008) 
(Hogan, J.); In re Guantanamo Bay Detainee Litigation, 570 F. Supp. 2d 13, 
18 (DC 2008) (Urbina, J.). 

10 This standard presumably will control the Government’s position in ha­
beas corpus actions that arise in other circuits pursuant to the President’s 
recent decision to prosecute or imprison (or both) certain Guantanamo de­
tainees in New York and Illinois. See Oversight of the U. S. Dept. of Jus­
tice, Hearing before the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 111th Cong., 1st 
Sess., Testimony of Attorney General Eric Holder (Nov. 18, 2009), available 
at LEXIS, CQ Transcriptions, pp. 8–9; Remarks by Former Attorney Gen­
eral Michael Mukasey (Nov. 13, 2009), available at LEXIS, Federal News 
Service; Presidential Memorandum of Dec. 15, 2009, Closure of Detention 

http:Conventions�).10
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legislation that would further clarify the extent to which detain­
ees can enforce Geneva Convention obligations against the United 
States in federal courts, but progress on these proposals has been 
complicated by uncertainty over the statutory and constitutional 
questions in this case.11 

As noted, addressing these questions now,12 if only the statutory 
issues, would avoid years of litigation and uncertainty no matter 
what we conclude on the merits. A decision upholding MCA 
§ 5(a) would obviate the need for detainees, the Government, and 
federal courts to struggle (as they did here) with Geneva Conven­
tion claims in habeas corpus proceedings.13 And, it would give 
the political branches a clearer sense of the constitutional limits 

Facilities at the Guantanamo Bay Naval Base, 75 Fed. Reg. 1015 (2010); 
Dept. of Defense, Am. Forces Press Serv., Some Guantanamo Detainees to 
Move to Illinois Prison (Dec. 15, 2009); Letter from the Attorney General, 
the Secretaries of State, Defense, and Homeland Security, and the Director 
of National Intelligence to Pat Quinn, Governor of Illinois, p. 2 (Dec. 15, 
2009). 

11 See, e. g., J. Elsea, K. Thomas, & M. Garcia, CRS Report for Congress, 
Enemy Combatant Detainees: Habeas Corpus Challenges in Federal Court 
36, 41–43 (Sept. 15, 2009). 

12 Because the D. C. Circuit’s majority opinion in Kiyemba I does not ad­
dress MCA § 5(a), the provision’s validity is not squarely presented in that 
case. See Kiyemba I, 555 F. 3d 1022, cert. granted, 558 U. S. 969 (2009). 
And granting review of the D. C. Circuit’s decision in Al-Bihani v. Obama, 
590 F. 3d 866 (CADC 2010), which does address MCA § 5(a), would not guar­
antee a decision on the statute’s validity. See ibid. Al-Bihani addresses 
MCA § 5(a) in rejecting only one of many claims for habeas corpus relief, so 
it is not clear that the Court would need to address the statute’s validity in 
deciding the case. And even if the Court were to address § 5(a), the deci­
sion would come next Term, thus providing no guidance to courts that must 
adjudicate pending habeas corpus actions this spring and summer. In con­
trast, addressing MCA § 5(a)’s validity in this case would timely provide such 
guidance. Doing so could also aid our disposition of Kiyemba I because 
answering the questions presented here could clarify the constitutional scope 
of the writ of habeas corpus in a manner that could affect the Kiyemba I 
petitioners’ argument about the inherent remedial power of habeas corpus 
courts. See Pet. for Cert. in No. 08–1234, pp. 14–16, 22–23; see generally 
Kiyemba I, supra, at 1026–1027; INS v. St. Cyr, 533 U. S. 289, 335–340 (2001) 
(Scalia, J., dissenting). 

13 MCA § 5(a) applies not only to individuals who, like Noriega, have 
(rightly or not) been designated POWs, but also to “any person” who invokes 
the conventions as a source of rights in any “habeas or other civil action” to 
which the United States is a party, see 120 Stat. 2631, note following 28 
U. S. C. § 2241. 

http:proceedings.13
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to which new legislative or policy initiatives must adhere. The 
latter benefit would also follow if we were to invalidate MCA 
§ 5(a). In addition, such a ruling could well allow us to reach the 
question we left open in Hamdan—whether the Geneva Conven­
tions are self-executing and judicially enforceable—because this 
case is not governed by the Uniform Code of Military Justice 
provisions on which the Hamdan majority relied in holding Com­
mon Article III applicable to the proceedings in that case. See 
Hamdan, 548 U. S., at 627–628; see also id., at 637, 642–643 
(Kennedy, J., concurring in part). Finally, if the Court were to 
conclude that the conventions are self-executing and judicially 
enforceable in habeas corpus proceedings, this case would present 
two additional questions relevant to noncitizen detainee litigation: 
whether federal courts may classify such detainees as POWs 
under the Third Convention, and whether any of the conventions 
requires the United States immediately to repatriate detainees 
entitled to release from U. S. custody.14 

Against these considerations, the Government provides no com­
pelling reason to decline review.15 Accordingly, I would take the 

14 Both questions are subsumed in the second question in the Solicitor Gen­
eral’s brief: “[w]hether, assuming petitioner can assert a claim based on the 
Geneva Convention, his extradition to France would violate the Convention.” 
Brief in Opposition (I). 

15 The Solicitor General’s principal ground for opposing certiorari is that 
the Eleventh Circuit’s decision does not conflict with the decision of any 
other circuit. See id., at 6. That is true but not surprising. The original 
version of the MCA is only three years old and, as the Solicitor General is 
careful to note, Noriega is “the only person currently detained by the 
United States as a prisoner of war.” Ibid. (emphasis added). Accordingly, 
the lack of a circuit split on the question whether MCA § 5(a) bars POWs in 
federal custody in the United States from invoking the Geneva Conventions 
in habeas proceedings does not negate the compelling reasons to grant re­
view. Indeed, the Court has taken cases in this area without the benefit of 
any opinion from a court of appeals, see Ex parte Quirin, 317 U. S. 1 (1942), 
and in splitless cases involving rare facts and ongoing diplomatic negotia­
tions, see Kiyemba I, 558 U. S. 969. The Court has also granted review of 
separation-of-powers and other important legal questions on records far less 
developed than that here, see, e. g., Robertson v. United States ex rel. Wat­
son, 558 U. S. 1090 (2009); Christian Legal Soc. Chapter of Univ. of Cal. 
Hastings College of Law v. Martinez, 558 U. S. 1076 (2009); on petitions that 
have required us to reformulate the questions presented, see, e. g., Robert­
son, supra; Reed Elsevier, Inc. v. Muchnick, 555 U. S. 1211 (2009); and even 
on petitions we initially denied, see Boumediene v. Bush, 551 U. S. 1160 

http:review.15
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case and decide the questions presented in the Solicitor Gener­
al’s brief.16 

No. 09–548. Wood v. Applied Research Associates, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 744. 

No. 09–612. King v. Pfeiffer. Sup. Ct. Va. Motion of Stop 
Family Violence et al. for leave to file a brief as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–619. Arista Records, LLC, et al. v. Launch Media, 
Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 578 F. 3d 148. 

No. 09–663. Best Payphones, Inc. v. Verizon New York 
Inc. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 25. 

No. 09–7754. Laskey v. Intel Corp. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. The Chief Justice took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–7767. Barclay v. New York et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

(2007). The Solicitor General also claims (again based on the fact that No­
riega is “currently” the only POW in U. S. custody) that review is not 
warranted because the Eleventh Circuit’s decision is of “limited ongoing sig­
nificance.” Brief in Opposition 6. This assertion is not persuasive for the 
reasons set forth above. 

16 As noted, the Solicitor General’s first question presented is whether 
MCA § 5(a) “precludes petitioner from invoking” the Third Geneva Conven­
tion “as a source of rights in a habeas corpus proceeding.” Id., at (I). Such 
statutory questions do not automatically, or even typically, require a court 
to consider the statute’s constitutionality. Here, however, Noriega has con­
sistently argued that, if the statute precludes him from invoking the Geneva 
Conventions in the manner the Solicitor General’s question describes and the 
Eleventh Circuit held, the statute would violate the Suspension Clause. See 
supra, at 922–923. Thus, the Suspension Clause issue may in this case 
fairly be viewed as implicit in the statutory question presented. 

http:brief.16
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No. 09–8021. White v. McGrady, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Retreat, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner to defer consideration of petition for writ 
of certiorari denied. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8085. Romero-Padilla v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 583 
F. 3d 126. 

No. 09–8125. Russell v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 354 Fed. 
Appx. 547. 

No. 09–8186. Smith v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 348 Fed. 
Appx. 636. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 09–331. Harper, Individually and as Personal Rep­

resentative of the Estate of Harper, Deceased, et al. v. 
United Services Automobile Assn. et al., 558 U. S. 1049; 

No. 09–496. Brown v. United States, 558 U. S. 1051; 
No. 09–5144. Risley v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion, 558 U. S. 993; 
No. 09–5515. Quinn v. United States, 558 U. S. 1077; 
No. 09–6397. Christian v. California et al., 558 U. S. 1027; 
No. 09–6488. Judd v. New Mexico, 558 U. S. 1029; 
No. 09–6593. Smith v. United States, 558 U. S. 977; 
No. 09–6594. Skinner v. Oklahoma, 558 U. S. 1053; 
No. 09–6617. Nitschke v. Coastal Tank Cleaning et al., 

558 U. S. 1053; 
No. 09–6674. Millen v. Florida, 558 U. S. 1054; 
No. 09–6694. Ross v. Virginia, 558 U. S. 1015; 
No. 09–6772. Fobbs v. Potter, Postmaster General, 558 

U. S. 1032; 
No. 09–6806. McCall v. Crosthwait et al., 558 U. S. 1056; 
No. 09–6862. Kuperman v. Gerry, Warden, 558 U. S. 1079; 
No. 09–6893. Barker v. Texas, 558 U. S. 1080; 
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No. 09–7050. In re Dantzler, 558 U. S. 1047; 
No. 09–7229. In re Walshe, 558 U. S. 1047; 
No. 09–7337. Johnson v. United States, 558 U. S. 1062; and 
No. 09–7346. Bryant v. United States, 558 U. S. 1063. Peti­

tions for rehearing denied. 

February 4, 2010 
Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–8937 (09A728). Brown v. Strickland, Governor of 
Ohio, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application for stay of execution 
of sentence of death, presented to Justice Stevens, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 363 Fed. Appx. 394. 

No. 09–8938 (09A729). Brown v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Ap­
plication for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented to 
Justice Stevens, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 124 Ohio St. 3d 1467, 920 
N. E. 2d 993. 

February 12, 2010 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 08–1234. Kiyemba et al. v. Obama, President of the 
United States, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 
558 U. S. 969.] The parties are directed to file letter briefs ad­
dressing the following question: “What should be the effect, if 
any, of the developments discussed in the letters submitted by 
the parties on February 3 and 5 on the Court’s grant of certiorari 
in this case?” Briefs, limited to eight pages, are to be filed simul­
taneously with the Clerk and served upon opposing counsel on or 
before 2 p.m., Friday, February 19, 2010. 

February 16, 2010 

Miscellaneous Order* 

No. 09A736. McComish et al. v. Bennett, Secretary of 
State of Arizona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Application to vacate 
the stay, presented to Justice Kennedy, and by him referred to 

*For revisions to the Rules of this Court effective this date, see 558 U. S. 
1161. 
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the Court, denied without prejudice to a renewed application on 
June 1, 2010, or when the Court of Appeals has issued its decision 
on the merits of the case, whichever date is earlier. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–8975 (09A739). Grossman v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 29 So. 3d 1034. 

February 19, 2010 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 08–974. Lewis et al. v. City of Chicago, Illinois. 
C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 965.] Motion of the 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami­
cus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 08–1470. Berghuis, Warden v. Thompkins. C. A. 6th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 965.] Motion of the Solicitor 
General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus cu­
riae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 08–1529. Hui et al. v. Castaneda, as Personal Repre­

sentative of the Estate of Castaneda, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted sub nom. Migliaccio v. Castaneda, 557 
U. S. 966.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate 
in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument 
granted. 

No. 08–1555. Samantar v. Yousuf et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 965.] Motion of the Solicitor Gen­
eral for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae 
and for divided argument granted. 

No. 09–38. Health Care Service Corp. v. Pollitt et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 945.] Motion of the 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami­
cus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

February 22, 2010 

Certiorari Granted—Reversed and Remanded. (See No. 08– 
10914, ante, p. 34; and No. 09–273, ante, p. 43.) 
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Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–7785. Albert v. Dakota Communities, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 431. 

No. 09–7925. Hill v. Hillier. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio­
rari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has 
repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not 
to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from peti­
tioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and 
the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Mar­
tin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) 
(per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and 
cases cited therein. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 250. 

No. 09–8048. Eline v. Hawaii Department of Public 
Safety. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8453. McCarthy v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8646. Jeffus v. Drew, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09M67. Neely v. Marshall, Superintendent, Sing 
Sing Correctional Facility. Motion to direct the Clerk to file 
petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 09M68. Murrell v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs; and 

No. 09M69. Thompson v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. Motions for leave to proceed as veterans denied. 

No. 09M70. Williams v. United States District Court 
for the Central District of California et al. Motion for 
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leave to proceed in forma pauperis with declaration of indigency 
under seal denied. 

No. 08–998. Hamilton, Chapter 13 Trustee v. Lanning. 
C. A. 10th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 989.] Motion of 
the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as 
amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 08–1394. Skilling v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 945.] Motion of petitioner for leave 
to file a supplemental volume of the joint appendix under seal 
granted. 

No. 09–338. Renico, Warden v. Lett. C. A. 6th Cir. [Cer­
tiorari granted, 558 U. S. 1047.] Motion of petitioner to dispense 
with printing the joint appendix granted. 

No. 09–520. CSX Transportation, Inc. v. Alabama De­

partment of Revenue et al. C. A. 11th Cir.; and 
No. 09–654. Ortho Biotech Products, L. P. v. United 

States ex rel. Duxbury. C. A. 11th Cir. The Solicitor Gen­
eral is invited to file briefs in these cases expressing the views 
of the United States. 

No. 09–7260. Reynoso v. Rock, Superintendent, Great 
Meadow Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of 
petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 1088] denied. 

No. 09–8074. Parker v. ASRC Omega Natchiq. C. A. 5th 
Cir.; 

No. 09–8472. Stephens v. Fourth Judicial District Court 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir.; and 

No. 09–8583. Walker v. Potter, Postmaster General. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in 
forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until March 15, 
2010, within which to pay the docketing fees required by Rule 
38(a) and to submit petitions in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the 
Rules of this Court. 

No. 09–8455. In re Bush; 
No. 09–8464. In re Walck; and 
No. 09–8632. In re Casey. Petitions for writs of habeas cor­

pus denied. 
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No. 09–7885. In re Waddell; 
No. 09–7982. In re Townsend; and 
No. 09–8198. In re Sancho. Petitions for writs of manda­

mus denied. 

No. 09–8014. In re Alpine. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
mandamus and/or prohibition dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, 
the Clerk is directed not to accept any further petitions in non­
criminal matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required 
by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance 
with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dis­
sents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

Certiorari Granted 
No. 09–350. Los Angeles County, California v. Humph­

ries et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted limited to Ques­
tion 1 presented by the petition. 

No. 09–587. Harrington, Warden v. Richter. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari granted. In addition to the question presented, 
the parties are directed to brief and argue the following question: 
“Does Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 
deference apply to a state court’s summary disposition of a claim, 
including a claim under Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668 
(1984)?” Reported below: 578 F. 3d 944. 

Certiorari Denied 
No. 08–1520. City of Dallas, Texas v. Gould, Director, 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, et al.; and 
No. 08–1524. Texas Water Development Board v. De­

partment of the Interior et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 712. 

No. 08–10932. Batekreze v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–287. Weston v. United States. C. A. Armed Forces. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 67 M. J. 390. 

No. 09–342. Rose Acre Farms, Inc. v. United States. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 
1260. 
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No. 09–357. Smith v. Jones, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 324. 

No. 09–394. Saudi American Bank v. SWE&C Liquidating 
Trust, Successor in Interest to Stone & Webster Engi­

neering Corp. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 335 Fed. Appx. 202. 

No. 09–420. Lewis, Personal Representative of the Es­

tate of Lewis, Deceased v. City of West Palm Beach, Flor­

ida, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
561 F. 3d 1288. 

No. 09–426. Eklund v. Wheatland County, Montana, 
et al. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 
Mont. 370, 212 P. 3d 297. 

No. 09–435. New West, L. P., et al. v. City of Joliet, Illi­

nois, et al.; and 
No. 09–445. Davis et al. v. City of Joliet, Illinois, et al. 

C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 830. 

No. 09–491. City of Long Beach, California v. Long 
Beach Area Peace Network et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 1011. 

No. 09–532. Fry v. Exelon Corporation Cash Balance 
Pension Plan. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 571 F. 3d 644. 

No. 09–533. CropLife America et al. v. Baykeeper 
et al.; and 

No. 09–547. American Farm Bureau Federation et al. v. 
Baykeeper et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 553 F. 3d 927. 

No. 09–542. Kay et al. v. Gonzalez. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 600. 

No. 09–564. City Council of the City of Albuquerque v. 
Albuquerque Commons Partnership. Ct. App. N. M. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 146 N. M. 568, 212 P. 3d 1122. 

No. 09–569. Bylin et ux. v. Billings et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 1224. 
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No. 09–621. Minneapolis Taxi Owners Coalition, Inc. v. 
City of Minneapolis, Minnesota, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 502. 

No. 09–623. Moody et al. v. Allegheny Valley Land 
Trust et al. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 601 Pa. 655, 976 A. 2d 484. 

No. 09–630. Benson et al. v. St. Joseph Regional Health 
Center et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 575 F. 3d 542. 

No. 09–632. Dominguez v. Price Okamoto Himeno & Lum. 
Int. Ct. App. Haw. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 120 
Haw. App. 384, 205 P. 3d 649. 

No. 09–637. School Board of Beauregard Parish v. Hon­

eywell International, Inc., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 973. 

No. 09–639. Eilender v. Michigan Department of Human 
Services. Ct. App. Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–641. Vining v. Applied Power Technology et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. 
Appx. 196. 

No. 09–642. Young et ux., Individually and as Next 
Friends of Young v. Memorial Hermann Hospital System, 
dba Memorial Hermann Hospital, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 233. 

No. 09–643. Brown v. Marriott International, Inc. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 27. 

No. 09–657. Birmingham Board of Education v. McCord-

Baugh. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 65 
So. 3d 493. 

No. 09–659. Speights v. City of Oceanside, California, 
et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–660. Nair v. Superior Court of California, 
Placer County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–661. Kasharian v. New Jersey Department of En­

vironmental Protection. Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–662. Chhun Eng v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. 
Appx. 297. 

No. 09–670. Local #46 Metallic Lathers Union and Rein­

forcing Iron Workers et al. v. United States et al. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 81. 

No. 09–673. Sea Hawk Seafoods, Inc., et al. v. Locke, Sec­

retary of Commerce, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 568 F. 3d 757. 

No. 09–675. Butte County, California, et al. v. Superior 
Court of California, Butte County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 
3d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 175 Cal. App. 
4th 729, 96 Cal. Rptr. 3d 421. 

No. 09–677. Kristina S. v. Charisma R. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 175 Cal. App. 
4th 361, 96 Cal. Rptr. 3d 26. 

No. 09–679. Parkerson v. McMurtrey et al. Ct. App. 
Ark. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–680. Arkansas v. Osburn. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2009 Ark. 390, 326 S. W. 3d 771. 

No. 09–682. Bosack et al. v. Soward et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 1096. 

No. 09–688. Pope v. Alabama et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–689. Hunsberger et ux. v. Wood, Deputy Sheriff, 
Botetourt County, Virginia. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 546. 

No. 09–690. Chaudhary v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. 
Appx. 736. 

No. 09–693. Kyle et al. v. Lebovits et al. App. Div., Sup. 
Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 58 
App. Div. 3d 521, 870 N. Y. S. 2d 360. 
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No. 09–695. U. S. Motors et al. v. General Motors Eu­

rope. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 551 
F. 3d 420. 

No. 09–696. John J. Kane Regional Centers-Glen Hazel 
v. Grammer, Administratrix of the Estate of Daniels, De­

ceased. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
570 F. 3d 520. 

No. 09–698. McKinney v. Board of Medical Examiners of 
Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–701. Allrite Sheetmetal, Inc. v. Bank of Com­

merce et al. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 388 Ill. App. 3d 1130, 982 N. E. 2d 283. 

No. 09–702. Acushnet Co. v. Callaway Golf Co. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 1331. 

No. 09–706. Tusini v. Potter, Postmaster General, et al. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–710. Hall v. Tennison. Super. Ct. Cobb County, Ga. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–716. Teruya Brothers, Ltd. & Subsidiaries v. Com­

missioner of Internal Revenue. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 1038. 

No. 09–718. Mattison v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–719. Konar v. Illinois. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 638. 

No. 09–730. Holtzer v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–731. Mount v. United States et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 569. 

No. 09–732. Pelkey v. Supreme Court of Arizona. Sup. 
Ct. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–734. Ames v. Washington State Health Depart­

ment Medical Quality Health Assurance Commission. 
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Sup. Ct. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 166 Wash. 
2d 255, 208 P. 3d 549. 

No. 09–743. Jones et al. v. Bryant et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 1281. 

No. 09–748. Radmore v. Aegis Communications Group, Inc. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. 
Appx. 835. 

No. 09–752. Penney v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 297. 

No. 09–757. Ashby v. United States. C. A. Armed Forces. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 68 M. J. 108. 

No. 09–762. Claville v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 910. 

No. 09–764. Mower v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 515. 

No. 09–773. Lerman et al. v. City of Fort Lauderdale, 
Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
346 Fed. Appx. 500. 

No. 09–780. Pedeleose v. Department of Defense. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 
605. 

No. 09–789. Unisys Corp. v. Adair et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 220. 

No. 09–801. Wescott v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 347. 

No. 09–802. Nitschke v. Commissioner of Internal Reve­

nue. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 
Fed. Appx. 173. 

No. 09–811. Hyatt v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 823. 

No. 09–832. Thomas v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–844. Wood v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 910. 

No. 09–5887. Scott v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 8 So. 3d 855. 

No. 09–6097. Rollins v. Beard, Secretary, Pennsylvania 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6103. Augustin v. Chase Home Finance LLC. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6255. Tiewloh v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 178. 

No. 09–6384. Marte v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 12 N. Y. 3d 583, 912 N. E. 2d 37. 

No. 09–6492. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 162. 

No. 09–6598. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 827. 

No. 09–6627. Conroy v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 174. 

No. 09–6664. Restrepo-Mejia v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 
Fed. Appx. 338. 

No. 09–6732. Rogers v. KBR Technical Services, Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. 
Appx. 967. 

No. 09–6832. Jongewaard v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 336. 

No. 09–6915. Falls v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 836. 

No. 09–6928. Anderson v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 47 Cal. 4th 92, 211 P. 3d 584. 

No. 09–7019. Grant v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 385. 
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No. 09–7066. Gonzales v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7257. Irick v. Bell, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 315. 

No. 09–7370. Aguire-Jarquin v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 So. 3d 593. 

No. 09–7446. Woods v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–7450. Stewart v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 30. 

No. 09–7486. Sigala v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 
Fed. Appx. 388. 

No. 09–7547. Ahmed v. Gates, Secretary of Defense. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7564. Eggleston v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7780. Kennedy v. Lockett et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7789. Yarborough v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7791. Tani v. Cedar et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 846. 

No. 09–7794. Ramey v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 So. 3d 80. 

No. 09–7795. Self v. Devon Energy Production Co., LP. 
Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7796. Smith v. Delaware et al. Sup. Ct. Del. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 981 A. 2d 1173. 

No. 09–7798. Russell v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–7801. Rattis v. Jackson, Superintendent, Brown 
Creek Correctional Institution. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 872. 

No. 09–7802. Hansen v. Industrial Claim Appeals Office 
of Colorado et al. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7809. Moore v. Currie Motors of Forest Park 
et al. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 387 Ill. App. 3d 1175, 981 N. E. 2d 535. 

No. 09–7813. Phillips v. Mike Murdock Evangelistic 
Assn. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 329 Fed. Appx. 775. 

No. 09–7815. Palmer v. City of Tallahassee, Florida, 
et al. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 
So. 3d 528. 

No. 09–7817. Lewis v. Lewis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 420. 

No. 09–7820. Jones v. Milligan et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7821. Leake v. Minnesota. Sup. Ct. Minn. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 767 N. W. 2d 5. 

No. 09–7822. Jordan v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 13 So. 3d 1059. 

No. 09–7823. Tarshik v. Kansas et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 56. 

No. 09–7824. Ozenne v. Chase Manhattan Bank et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7835. James v. Warren, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7837. Beck v. Walker, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7840. Washington v. Bowersox, Superintendent, 
South Central Correctional Facility, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7842. Williams v. McQuiggin, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7844. Lee v. Woughter, Superintendent, Mohawk 
Correctional Facility, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 253. 

No. 09–7856. Anderson et ux. v. Indian Springs Land In­

vestment, LLC, et al. Sup. Ct. Idaho. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 147 Idaho 737, 215 P. 3d 457. 

No. 09–7858. Powers v. Mesaba Aviation, Inc., dba 
Mesaba Airlines, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 344. 

No. 09–7860. Andrus v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7862. Sorlien v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7863. Warren v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7867. Garraway v. Fischer, Commissioner, New 
York Department of Correctional Services, et al. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 98. 

No. 09–7874. Goff v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 14 So. 3d 625. 

No. 09–7878. Dennis v. Keller Meyer Building Services. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7883. Blackshear v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7887. McDuffie v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 15 So. 3d 583. 

No. 09–7890. Rocha v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7892. Kinnard v. Metropolitan Police Depart­

ment et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7894. Liggon-Redding v. Willingboro Township, 
New Jersey, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 674. 

No. 09–7896. Weatherspoon v. Fayram, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7897. Schoor v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 7th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 279 S. W. 3d 844. 

No. 09–7900. McNeely v. County of Sacramento, Califor­

nia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
344 Fed. Appx. 317. 

No. 09–7902. D’Ary v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7905. Cooper v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7915. Morales v. Boatwright, Warden. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 653. 

No. 09–7916. A. H. v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 974 A. 2d 1182. 

No. 09–7917. C. G. v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 974 A. 2d 1180. 

No. 09–7918. Lewis v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 46 Cal. 4th 1255, 210 P. 3d 1119. 

No. 09–7920. Bowman v. Cate, Secretary, California De­

partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 707. 

No. 09–7922. Palmer v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7924. K. E. H. v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 974 A. 2d 1182. 
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No. 09–7928. Hensley v. Colville School District. Ct. 
App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 148 Wash. 
App. 1032. 

No. 09–7931. Pye v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 10th Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7933. James v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 174 Cal. App. 4th 662, 
94 Cal. Rptr. 3d 576. 

No. 09–7934. Rodriguez Linarez v. California. Ct. App. 
Cal., 3d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 155 Cal. 
App. 4th 1393, 66 Cal. Rptr. 3d 762. 

No. 09–7935. Jennings v. Rozum, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Somerset, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7937. Mayer v. Social Security Administration. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. 
Appx. 562. 

No. 09–7938. Manning v. Palmer, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7945. Wimberly v. Royal et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7947. Bakarich v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., 
App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7951. Henry v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Lake County. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 122 Ohio St. 3d 1481, 910 
N. E. 2d 479. 

No. 09–7953. Castillo Villasana v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7955. Muhammad v. Superior Court of California, 
Los Angeles County, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7956. Bradford v. Subia, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7966. James v. Richardson et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 982. 
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No. 09–7967. Jones v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 998 So. 2d 173. 

No. 09–7968. King v. Mayberg et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 802. 

No. 09–7969. McFarland v. Chandler, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7970. Murphy v. Hagan, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 854. 

No. 09–7977. Speer v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 221 Ariz. 449, 212 P. 3d 787. 

No. 09–7978. Blaxton v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7979. Brantley v. Sirmons, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 384. 

No. 09–7986. Griffin v. Town of Whitefield, New Hamp­

shire, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 341 Fed. Appx. 655. 

No. 09–7991. Hy Thi Nguyen v. Christianson. Sup. Ct. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7993. Lance v. Morrow, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7995. Jackson v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 387 Ill. App. 3d 1178, 981 
N. E. 2d 537. 

No. 09–7998. Garza Tamez v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
344 Fed. Appx. 897. 

No. 09–8000. Thompson v. Gonzalez, Acting Warden, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8001. Taylor et ux. v. Jacobs et al. Ct. App. Ind. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8005. Ridener v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 320 Wis. 2d 484, 769 N. W. 2d 878. 

No. 09–8006. Santos v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. 
Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 454 Mass. 245, 909 
N. E. 2d 1. 

No. 09–8012. Bates v. Davis et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 983. 

No. 09–8015. Aguado-Guel v. Larkin et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8023. Baez v. James, Judge, Superior Court of 
Georgia, Douglas County. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8024. Caillot v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. 
Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 454 Mass. 245, 909 
N. E. 2d 1. 

No. 09–8034. Griggs v. Culliver, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8037. Fenton v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8039. Galvan v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8041. Gonzales v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8042. Hoelscher v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8043. Smith, aka Wesley-Smith v. Lafler, War­

den. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8044. Sorrow v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8046. Hett v. Wade et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–8049. Davis v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 993 So. 2d 1119. 

No. 09–8050. Dedrick v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 11th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8053. Bowersock v. Superior Court of California, 
Los Angeles County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8061. Soderstrom v. Nicholas et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8065. Davis v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8068. Gary v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 5 So. 3d 713. 

No. 09–8069. Green v. Sullivan, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8072. Dung Ngoc Huynh v. Baze et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 397. 

No. 09–8078. Felgar v. Burkett et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 107. 

No. 09–8079. Grant v. Wheeler, Warden. Sup. Ct. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8080. McDowell v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8089. Klat v. Mitchell Repair Information Co., 
LLC, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8091. Koch v. Brown, Attorney General of Cali­

fornia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 340 Fed. Appx. 372. 

No. 09–8093. Lee v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8095. Ventry v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 2009 Ark. 300, 318 S. W. 3d 576. 
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No. 09–8099. Woolridge v. Anwar. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8100. Ukawabutu v. Ricci, Associate Administra­

tor, New Jersey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8103. Lee v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8104. Laskey v. Platt Electric Supply, Inc. Ct. 
App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8107. Patterson v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8108. Parmer v. Idaho Correctional Corporation 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8110. Shaw v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8114. Williams v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 388 Ill. App. 3d 1140, 982 
N. E. 2d 288. 

No. 09–8119. Brown v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 624. 

No. 09–8122. Parmelee v. McCollum, Attorney General 
of Florida, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8123. Phillips v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8133. Hannah v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 So. 3d 125. 

No. 09–8134. Gray v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8137. Leggett v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8144. Figueroa v. DiGuglielmo, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8157. Coleman v. Bazzle, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 794. 

No. 09–8165. Hall v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8166. Gray v. Lee, Superintendent, Green Haven 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8175. Smith v. Norris, Director, Arkansas De­

partment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8187. Rhett v. Power. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8191. Hester v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8197. Tillis v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 387 Ill. App. 3d 1182, 981 N. E. 
2d 538. 

No. 09–8199. Bolls v. Street, Secretary, Virginia Board 
of Bar Examiners. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8208. Padgett v. Bramblett, Prothonotary, Supe­

rior Court of Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8212. Reese v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 324. 

No. 09–8218. Perdue v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 288. 

No. 09–8222. Genevier v. DeMore. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 152. 

No. 09–8228. Montague v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 278 Va. 532, 684 S. E. 2d 583. 

No. 09–8248. Nestor v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 159. 

No. 09–8251. Gillespie v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 757. 

No. 09–8255. Drummond v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8258. Richardson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 824. 

No. 09–8260. Sotolongo v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 482. 

No. 09–8265. Cook v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 433. 

No. 09–8269. Shmelev v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8272. Rivera v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 461. 

No. 09–8273. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 936. 

No. 09–8274. Sellers v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 814. 

No. 09–8279. Beltran v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8280. Brown v. Phelps, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8282. Acker v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8286. Blige v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8287. Argueta-Fernandez v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8288. Dale v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8289. De Leon-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 124. 

No. 09–8290. Ellis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 891. 

No. 09–8292. Credell v. South Carolina. Ct. Common 
Pleas of Orangeburg County, S. C. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8295. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 435. 

No. 09–8298. Pope v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8299. Kretser v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 987. 

No. 09–8300. McCray v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 498. 

No. 09–8302. West v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 494. 

No. 09–8309. Vega-Figueroa v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8310. Wren v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8313. Sanders v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 465. 

No. 09–8314. Ruffin v. DiGuglielmo, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8315. Shafer v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 267. 

No. 09–8319. White v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 787. 

No. 09–8322. Williams v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8323. Gaines v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 369. 

No. 09–8325. Bell v. Samuels et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8328. Davis v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 974 A. 2d 1179. 

No. 09–8332. Terry v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 576. 
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No. 09–8336. Rodriguez-Parra v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 227. 

No. 09–8337. Salazar-Basaldua v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 985. 

No. 09–8339. Mann v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 877. 

No. 09–8340. Ladoucer v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 628. 

No. 09–8341. Mack v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 623. 

No. 09–8343. Jaramillo-Avelino v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 978. 

No. 09–8344. Oparaji v. New York Mortgage Co., LLC. 
App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 55 App. Div. 3d 429, 866 N. Y. S. 2d 69. 

No. 09–8346. Orlando-Mena, aka Mena v. United States. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. 
Appx. 690. 

No. 09–8347. Medina-Villa, aka Medina-Maella v. United 
States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
567 F. 3d 507. 

No. 09–8348. Miller v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 287. 

No. 09–8359. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 938. 

No. 09–8365. Verdugo-Munoz v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 287. 

No. 09–8369. Judd v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8370. Leonard v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 391 Ill. App. 3d 926, 911 
N. E. 2d 403. 
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No. 09–8371. Ledezma v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8372. Ventruella et al. v. United States. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 585 F. 3d 1013. 

No. 09–8374. Saavedra-Velazquez v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 
1103. 

No. 09–8376. Perry v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 494. 

No. 09–8380. Baker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 145. 

No. 09–8382. Cabrera-Alejandre v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 816. 

No. 09–8383. Mohsen v. United States Trustee. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 607. 

No. 09–8384. Pinson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 972. 

No. 09–8386. Pennant v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8387. Miller v. Holder, Attorney General, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. 
Appx. 252. 

No. 09–8392. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 377. 

No. 09–8395. James v. Stansberry, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 865. 

No. 09–8397. Latham v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8398. Rivero Lazo v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8399. Edwards v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 555. 
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No. 09–8401. Atchison v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8405. Puchalski v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 378 Ill. App. 3d 1123, 955 
N. E. 2d 185. 

No. 09–8406. Patton v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 532. 

No. 09–8407. Miller v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 384. 

No. 09–8408. Price v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 796. 

No. 09–8409. Jenkins v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 745. 

No. 09–8411. Banks v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 900. 

No. 09–8413. Rogel-Torres v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 892. 

No. 09–8425. Moore v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 341. 

No. 09–8431. Passaro v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 207. 

No. 09–8433. Banks v. Outlaw, Warden, et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8435. Venegas-Zamora v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 395. 

No. 09–8436. Walker v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 910. 

No. 09–8438. Vasquez-Rosales v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 865. 

No. 09–8439. Proctor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 502. 

No. 09–8440. Jones v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 895. 
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No. 09–8446. Dawkins v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 182. 

No. 09–8447. Carver v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 449. 

No. 09–8449. McCoy v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 582. 

No. 09–8450. Mills v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8452. Powell v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8456. Beiruti v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8457. Delvillar v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8458. Elias v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8459. Decker v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 528. 

No. 09–8460. Cooper v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 830. 

No. 09–8467. Young v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 182. 

No. 09–8468. Orduno v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 144. 

No. 09–8469. Stotts v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 356. 

No. 09–8471. Slade v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 948. 

No. 09–8477. Qian Chen v. Martinez, Judge, United 
States District Court for the Western District of Wash­

ington. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 
Fed. Appx. 564. 
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No. 09–8480. Davis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 1081. 

No. 09–8483. Byers v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 840. 

No. 09–8484. Cleaver v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 728. 

No. 09–8485. Derrow v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 962. 

No. 09–8490. Harrison v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 585 F. 3d 1155. 

No. 09–8491. Flores-Meraz v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 961. 

No. 09–8492. Fagan v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 10. 

No. 09–8494. Fulbright v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 949. 

No. 09–8495. Hernandez-Ortiz v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 277. 

No. 09–8498. Reyes v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8499. Figueroa-Trejo v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 221. 

No. 09–8500. Garcia-Alcantar v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 277. 

No. 09–8501. Garcia-Aparicio v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 282. 

No. 09–8503. Todd v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8505. Adams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 825. 

No. 09–8508. Chaney v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 20. 
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No. 09–8509. Garcia-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 434. 

No. 09–8516. Londono-Cardona v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8518. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 739. 

No. 09–8519. Martinez-Blanco v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 
339. 

No. 09–8520. Auston v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 919. 

No. 09–8523. Villa v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 376. 

No. 09–8524. Myers v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 1349. 

No. 09–8531. Tindal v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 436. 

No. 09–8532. Stovall v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 919. 

No. 09–8534. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8535. Winters v. United States Parole Commis­

sioner et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 320 Fed. Appx. 697. 

No. 09–8537. Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 873. 

No. 09–8538. Rodriguez v. United States; and 
No. 09–8612. Gari v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­

tiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 1352. 

No. 09–8539. Pertil v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 569. 

No. 09–8540. Diaz-Gutierrez v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 774. 
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No. 09–8542. Archuleta v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 380. 

No. 09–8544. Bergara v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 150. 

No. 09–8545. Alexander v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 465. 

No. 09–8547. Bochicchio v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8549. Miller v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 335. 

No. 09–8553. Paladino v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8554. Yoder v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 123. 

No. 09–8556. Kim v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 586. 

No. 09–8559. Dallum v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8562. Adams v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 276. 

No. 09–8565. Drake v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8611. Garcia-Bercovich v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 1234. 

No. 09–8614. Hampton v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 723. 

No. 09–8615. Hammond v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 888. 

No. 09–8617. Gitarts v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 935. 

No. 09–8618. Freshour v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 849. 
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No. 09–8620. Goodwin-Bey v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 1117. 

No. 09–8621. Gieswein v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 293. 

No. 09–8627. Zamora-Laines v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 249. 

No. 09–8629. Hui Chen v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 520. 

No. 09–8631. Allen v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 587 F. 3d 246. 

No. 09–8633. Evans v. Rivera, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 635. 

No. 09–8635. Phillips, aka Aaron v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 588 F. 3d 218. 

No. 09–8636. Medina-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 271. 

No. 09–8639. Jones v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 551. 

No. 09–8647. Washington v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 306. 

No. 09–8649. Wimbley v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 54. 

No. 09–8652. Richardson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 38. 

No. 09–8654. Ricks v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 797. 

No. 09–8655. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 587. 

No. 09–8658. Salean v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 1059. 

No. 09–8661. Alexander v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 941. 
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No. 09–8666. Hunn v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 920. 

No. 09–8668. Harris v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 242. 

No. 09–8670. Gopie v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 495. 

No. 09–8672. Acierno v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 694. 

No. 09–8684. Torres-Menchaca v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 880. 

No. 09–8688. Garcia Holguin, aka Garcia Olguin v. 
United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 339 Fed. Appx. 288. 

No. 09–375. Amato v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 306 Fed. 
Appx. 630. 

No. 09–517. Pacific Investment Management Co. LLC 
et al. v. Hershey et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of DRI-
The Voice of the Defense Bar for leave to file a brief as amicus 
curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 
672. 

No. 09–570. Delaware v. Cooke. Sup. Ct. Del. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 977 A. 2d 803. 

No. 09–652. Frierson-Harris, aka Harris v. Hough et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 328 Fed. Appx. 753. 

No. 09–726. Ames Department Stores, Inc., et al. v. ASM 
Capital, L. P. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Soto-

mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 422. 

No. 09–6937. Lamay v. Astrue, Commissioner of Social 
Security. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Soto­
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mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 503. 

No. 09–7800. Rizzo v. Rock, Superintendent, Great 
Meadow Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of 
petitioner to defer consideration of petition for writ of certiorari 
denied. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7853. Wendell v. United States District Court 
for the Northern District of New York. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–7990. Forte v. Rock, Superintendent, Great 
Meadow Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 567. 

No. 09–8124. Peek v. Cummings, Administrative Law 
Judge, New York State Department of Parole, et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–8294. Agostini v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–8335. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–8476. Karron v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 348 Fed. 
Appx. 632. 

No. 09–8482. Perez Alonso v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 583 
F. 3d 152. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 08–1472. USA Mobility Wireless, Inc. v. Quon et al., 
558 U. S. 1091; 
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No. 08–10404. Fultz v. State Farm Mutual Automobile 
Insurance Co., 558 U. S. 838; 

No. 08–10506. Garrett v. Mississippi, 558 U. S. 842; 
No. 09–325. Aronov v. Napolitano, Secretary of Home­

land Security, et al., 558 U. S. 1147; 
No. 09–405. United States ex rel. Darian v. Accent 

Builders, Inc., et al., 558 U. S. 1076; 
No. 09–406. United States ex rel. Darian v. Pasternak 

et al., 558 U. S. 1077; 
No. 09–5027. McNeill v. Stamper et al., 558 U. S. 1051; 
No. 09–5694. Bolden v. United States, 558 U. S. 1077; 
No. 09–5728. Hollis v. United States, 558 U. S. 1051; 
No. 09–5973. Torain v. Ameritech Advanced Data Serv­

ices, 558 U. S. 1093; 
No. 09–6078. GwanJun Kim v. Progressive Express Insur­

ance Co. et al., 558 U. S. 1078; 
No. 09–6127. Hawthorne v. Caruso, Director, Michigan 

Department of Corrections, et al., 558 U. S. 995; 
No. 09–6136. Nesbitt v. Circuit Court of Illinois, Cook 

County, 558 U. S. 974; 
No. 09–6203. Meredith v. Erath et al., 558 U. S. 997; 
No. 09–6382. Odom v. Ozmint, Director, South Carolina 

Department of Corrections, et al., 558 U. S. 1027; 
No. 09–6453. Roach v. Rockingham County Board of Edu­

cation et al., 558 U. S. 1078; 
No. 09–6570. Adams v. Honda Engineering North 

America, Inc., 558 U. S. 1031; 
No. 09–6864. Lewis v. Burtt, Warden, 558 U. S. 1079; 
No. 09–6946. Hansley, aka Hansely v. United States, 558 

U. S. 1018; 
No. 09–6998. Machado v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, 558 U. S. 1096; 
No. 09–7173. Monacelli v. Target Stores et al., 558 U. S. 

1120; 
No. 09–7174. Monacelli v. Enterprise Leasing Co. et al., 

558 U. S. 1120; 
No. 09–7175. Monacelli v. Edison State College et al., 

558 U. S. 1120; 
No. 09–7176. King v. United States, 558 U. S. 1058; 
No. 09–7372. Welch v. United States, 558 U. S. 1082; 



ORDERS 965 

559 U. S. February 22, 23, 24, March 1, 2010 

No. 09–7425. McGriggs v. Mississippi, 558 U. S. 1097; and 
No. 09–7688. In re Truax, 558 U. S. 1090. Petitions for re­

hearing denied. 

February 23, 2010 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 09–685. Beard, Secretary, Pennsylvania Depart­

ment of Corrections, et al. v. Simmons. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari dismissed under this Court’s Rule 46.1. Reported below: 
590 F. 3d 223. 

February 24, 2010 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 09–38. Health Care Service Corp. v. Pollitt et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 945.] Writ of certio­
rari dismissed under this Court’s Rule 46.1. 

March 1, 2010 
Affirmed on Appeal 

No. 09–906. Sibley v. Alito, Associate Justice, Supreme 
Court of the United States, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Because 
of this absence of a quorum, 28 U. S. C. § 1, and since the only 
qualified Justice is of the opinion that the case cannot be heard 
and determined at the next Term of the Court, the judgment is 
affirmed under 28 U. S. C. § 2109, which provides that under these 
circumstances “the court shall enter its order affirming the judg­
ment of the court from which the case was brought for review 
with the same effect as upon affirmance by an equally divided 
court.” The Chief Justice, Justice Stevens, Justice 
Scalia, Justice Kennedy, Justice Thomas, Justice Gins­

burg, Justice Breyer, and Justice Alito took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 08–1229. Florida v. Rigterink. Sup. Ct. Fla. Motion 
of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for fur­
ther consideration in light of Florida v. Powell, ante, p. 50. Re­
ported below: 2 So. 3d 221. 
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Justice Stevens, dissenting. 
In my view, the judgment below rested upon an adequate and 

independent state ground, and the Court therefore lacks juris­
diction over this case. See Florida v. Powell, ante, at 65–71 
(Stevens, J., dissenting). Indeed, the independence of the state-
law ground in this case is even clearer than in Powell because 
the Florida Supreme Court expressly acknowledged its obligation 
“ ‘to give independent legal import to every phrase and clause 
contained’ ” in the State Constitution, 2 So. 3d 221, 241 (2009) 
(quoting Traylor v. State, 596 So. 2d 957, 962 (Fla. 1992)), and 
stated that “the federal Constitution sets the floor, not the ceiling, 
and this Court retains the ability to interpret the right against 
self-incrimination afforded by the Florida Constitution more 
broadly than that afforded by its federal counterpart,” 2 So. 3d, 
at 241. Because the independence of the state-law ground is 
“clear from the face of the opinion,” Michigan v. Long, 463 U. S. 
1032, 1041 (1983), we do not have power to vacate the judgment 
of the Florida Supreme Court. 

I therefore respectfully dissent. 

No. 08–7721. Machado et al. v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioners for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari granted, judgment va­
cated, and case remanded for further consideration in light of the 
position asserted by the Solicitor General in her brief for respond­
ent filed August 26, 2009. Reported below: 293 Fed. Appx. 217. 

Chief Justice Roberts, with whom Justice Scalia, Justice 
Thomas, and Justice Alito join, dissenting. 

I dissent from the Court’s decision to grant the petition, vacate 
the judgment, and remand the case. The Court does this in def­
erence to the Government’s suggestion that the Court of Appeals 
ignored petitioners’ nonconstitutional claim of ineffective assist­
ance of counsel. The Government does not, however, take the 
position that the judgment reached by the Court of Appeals was 
incorrect, and this Court has not independently examined the 
merits of that judgment. In such circumstances, there are insuf­
ficient grounds for vacating the judgment below. See Nunez v. 
United States, 554 U. S. 911, 912 (2008) (Scalia, J., dissenting). 

This disposition is especially inappropriate in this case, as peti­
tioners do not appear to have raised—in the Court of Appeals or 
in their petition for certiorari—the claim that the Government 
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asserts was ignored by the Court of Appeals. Petitioners argued 
below that their counsel’s poor performance deprived them of 
their constitutional right to the effective assistance of counsel. 
But they did not explicitly assert a right to effective assistance 
based on any source of law other than the Constitution. In their 
petition for certiorari, moreover, petitioners disclaimed any non-
constitutional basis for relief when they argued that, by denying 
the existence of a constitutional right to the effective assistance 
of counsel, the Fourth Circuit’s decision “allow[s] no recourse for 
a particular alien against dishonest or corrupt immigration prac­
titioners.” Pet. for Cert. 11 (emphasis added). This sentence 
would make no sense if petitioners were advancing both constitu­
tional and nonconstitutional grounds for relief on their claim. 

Instead of granting, vacating, and remanding, I would deny the 
petition for certiorari. 

No. 08–9723. Moore v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Cuyahoga 
County. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case 
remanded for further consideration in light of Melendez-Diaz v. 
Massachusetts, 557 U. S. 305 (2009). 

No. 09–6208. D. G. v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 4th 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 Melendez-Diaz v. Massachusetts, 557 
U. S. 305 (2009). Reported below: 11 So. 3d 548. 

Vacated and Remanded After Certiorari Granted. (See No. 08– 
1234, ante, p. 131.) 

Certiorari Dismissed 
No. 09–8128. Hafed v. State of Israel et al. C. A. D. C. 

Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. Reported below: 352 Fed. 
Appx. 448. 
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No. 09–8158. Dandar v. Krysevig et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8242. Vivone v. Simon, Clerk, Supreme Court of 
Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Motion of petitioner for leave to pro­
ceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8259. Redford v. Gwinnett County Judicial Cir­

cuit et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this 
Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any further 
petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the dock­
eting fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is sub­
mitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 
Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 
Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 341. 

No. 09–8604. Doerr v. Walker et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09A389 (09–8568). Cooley v. Kelly et ux. Sup. Ct. R. I. 
Application for stay, addressed to Justice Thomas and referred 
to the Court, denied. 

No. 09M71. Cruzata v. Almager, Warden. Motion to direct 
the Clerk to file petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. D–2464. In re Discipline of Aragon. Manny M. Ara­
gon, of Albuquerque, N. M., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2465. In re Discipline of Pope. Eddie Michael Pope, 
of Austin, Tex., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
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him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

No. 09–6338. Dillon v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. [Cer­
tiorari granted, 558 U. S. 1076.] Motion of petitioner for leave to 
file volume II of the joint appendix under seal granted. 

No. 09–7060. Eline v. Lara et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 1105] denied. 

No. 09–7275. Jones v. Shaw Group et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 1109] denied. 

No. 09–7307. Zani v. Social Security Administration. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 1106] 
denied. 

No. 09–7384. Clark v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Motion of 
petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 1106] denied. 

No. 09–7550. Jones v. Liberty Bank & Trust Co. et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 1146] 
denied. 

No. 09–7961. In re Wagner. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[558 U. S. 1109] denied. 

No. 09–8206. Mercer v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va.; 
No. 09–8342. Kelly v. Day et al.  C. A. 1st. Cir.; and 
No. 09–8512. Ingalls v. AES Corp. C. A. 7th Cir. Motions 

of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioners are allowed until March 22, 2010, within which to pay 
the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) and to submit petitions 
in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 

No. 09–8824. In re Sweeney. Petition for writ of habeas 
corpus denied. 

No. 09–8154. In re Taylor; and 



970 OCTOBER TERM, 2009 

March 1, 2010 559 U. S. 

No. 09–8793. In re Belton. Petitions for writs of manda­
mus denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 09–150. Michigan v. Bryant. Sup. Ct. Mich. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer­
tiorari granted. Reported below: 483 Mich. 132, 768 N. W. 2d 65. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1458. Missouri Gas Energy v. Schmidt, Woods 
County, Oklahoma, Assessor. Sup. Ct. Okla. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 234 P. 3d 938. 

No. 09–293. Ozuna v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 728. 

No. 09–305. Kerns v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–347. Dutka, Guardian of the Estate of T. M., a 
Minor, et al. v. AIG Life Insurance Co. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 210. 

No. 09–389. Fusheng Liu v. Koninklijke Philips Elec­

tronics, N. V. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 328 Fed. Appx. 458. 

No. 09–402. McCane v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 1037. 

No. 09–461. West v. Bell, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 550 F. 3d 542. 

No. 09–531. Haskell County Board of Commissioners 
et al. v. Green et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 568 F. 3d 784. 

No. 09–601. Volvo Construction Equipment North 
America, Inc. v. Rose et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 388. 

No. 09–602. Boyd v. Guidant Sales Corp. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 972. 
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No. 09–606. Javitch, Block & Rathbone, LLP, et al. v. 
Hartman et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 569 F. 3d 606. 

No. 09–608. Sincerely Yours, Inc., et al. v. Cooper et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 479. 

No. 09–687. UNC Lear Services, Inc., et al. v. Kingdom 
of Saudi Arabia et al.; and 

No. 09–845. Kingdom of Saudi Arabia et al. v. UNC Lear 
Services, Inc., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 581 F. 3d 210. 

No. 09–705. Molina v. Superior Court of California, 
Contra Costa County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–707. Johnson v. Kmart Corp. et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 851. 

No. 09–708. St. Luke’s of the Mountains Anglican 
Church in La Crescenta et al. v. Episcopal Church et al. 
Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 175 Cal. App. 4th 663, 96 Cal. Rptr. 3d 346. 

No. 09–712. Felderhof v. Jenkins & Gilchrist, P. C., 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 
Fed. Appx. 293. 

No. 09–713. Woodring v. Michigan. Cir. Ct. Muskegon 
County, Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–715. Smith v. Friedman et al. Ct. Sp. App. Md. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 168 Md. App. 767, 777. 

No. 09–720. Ransford et al. v. Griffin Wheel Co., Inc. 
Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–722. Green v. Cleary Water, Sewer and Fire Dis­

trict. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 
So. 3d 559. 

No. 09–735. Alexander v. Smith et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–738. Philipps v. City of Oakland, California, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 
Fed. Appx. 14. 
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No. 09–739. Pennmont Securities v. Frucher et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 242. 

No. 09–746. Beverly Enterprises-Illinois, Inc., dba VIP 
Manor v. Mitchell, Executor of the Estate of Mitchell, 
Deceased. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1151, 970 N. E. 2d 138. 

No. 09–747. Beverly Enterprises-Illinois, Inc., dba VIP 
Manor v. Blazier, Special Administrator of the Estate of 
Reedy, Deceased. App. Ct. Ill., 5th Dist. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1151, 970 N. E. 2d 138. 

No. 09–749. Ratcliff v. LHR, Inc. Ct. App. Tex., 9th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–754. Midwest Pipe Insulation, Inc. v. Minneapolis 
Pipefitters Union, Local 539. Sup. Ct. Minn. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 771 N. W. 2d 28. 

No. 09–756. Bourgeois, Individually and on Behalf of 
Bourgeois, et al. v. Boomtown, L. L. C. of Delaware, et al. 
Ct. App. La., 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–759. Exelon Corp. v. Illinois Department of Rev­

enue et al. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
234 Ill. 2d 266, 917 N. E. 2d 899. 

No. 09–760. Alsobrook et al. v. UPS Ground Freight, 
Inc. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 
Fed. Appx. 1. 

No. 09–761. Hoffart v. Herman et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 972. 

No. 09–765. Polar Equipment, Inc., dba Cook Inlet Proc­

essing, Inc., et al. v. Baker et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 708. 

No. 09–769. Diamond Offshore Drilling, Inc. v. Lewis. 
Ct. App. La., 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12 
So. 3d 363. 

No. 09–777. City of San Clemente, California v. Klein 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 
F. 3d 1196. 
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No. 09–782. Magee v. United States, Acting Through the 
Farm Service Agency. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 19. 

No. 09–791. Lewis v. Bell Atlantic/Verizon et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 217. 

No. 09–792. Rempfer v. Hamburg, Commissioner, Food 
and Drug Administration, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 860. 

No. 09–794. Beverly v. Federal Election Commission. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–796. Neuman v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 176 Cal. App. 
4th 571, 97 Cal. Rptr. 3d 715. 

No. 09–829. David v. Monsanto Co. et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 326. 

No. 09–831. Mihelich v. Active Plumbing Supply Co. Ct. 
App. Ohio, Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–833. Lewis v. United States et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 535. 

No. 09–853. Friedlander v. Port Jewish Center. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 654. 

No. 09–855. Fulson v. McClatchey, Trustee. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–860. Pradier v. United States Postal Service. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. 
Appx. 327. 

No. 09–867. Morrison v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 741. 

No. 09–869. Anderson v. Federal Bureau of Investiga­

tion. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–874. Woodworth v. Mabus, Secretary of the 
Navy. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 
Fed. Appx. 281. 



974 OCTOBER TERM, 2009 

March 1, 2010 559 U. S. 

No. 09–878. Ucciferri v. Chandler, Warden. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 885. 

No. 09–881. RTM Media, L. L. C. v. City of Houston, 
Texas. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
584 F. 3d 220. 

No. 09–883. Ceasar v. Nord, Commissioner, Consumer 
Product Safety Commission, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 98. 

No. 09–891. Nucor Corp. et al. v. Brown et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 149. 

No. 09–896. Mills v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–898. Wadhwa et al. v. Shinseki, Secretary of Vet­

erans Affairs, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–899. Ashqar v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 819. 

No. 09–902. Grimm v. Grimm, nka Lampp. Ct. App. Ohio, 
Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–905. Squillacote v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 174. 

No. 09–5220. Whitney v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6742. Gould v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 459. 

No. 09–6839. Smith v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7132. Doe, a Juvenile v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 1162. 

No. 09–7294. Solomon v. Pioneer Adult Rehabilitation 
Center. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7306. Asbury v. City of Roanoke, Virginia. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 39. 
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No. 09–7385. Harris v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 422. 

No. 09–7414. King v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7568. Gooden v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 895. 

No. 09–7577. Puga-Ochoa v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 595. 

No. 09–7674. Smith v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 297 S. W. 3d 260. 

No. 09–7777. Harbison v. Little, Commissioner, Tennes­

see Department of Correction, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 531. 

No. 09–7784. Skinner v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 
F. 3d 214. 

No. 09–8052. Howard v. Flores, Warden. Dist. Ct. App. 
Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 14 So. 3d 
1007. 

No. 09–8129. Garcia v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8132. Graves v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8135. Fuller v. Burnett et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8136. Henderson v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8138. Johnson v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8139. Greer v. Nelson, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8140. Flores v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8143. Hernandez v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8145. Malpass v. Powelson. Ct. App. Colo. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8146. Minter v. Indiana. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8149. Cole v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 388 Ill. App. 3d 1136, 982 N. E. 
2d 286. 

No. 09–8150. Davis v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8152. Calton v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8155. White v. State Farm Insurance Co. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8156. Weinberg v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 So. 3d 1042. 

No. 09–8164. Brewster v. Mills, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8168. Hale v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8169. Glass v. Williams, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 752. 

No. 09–8170. Horton v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8172. Scott v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 186 Md. App. 739. 
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No. 09–8173. Smith v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8174. Smith v. Worthy et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 12. 

No. 09–8176. Ezike v. Mittal et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8177. Crain v. Tutor et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8178. Fryburger v. Curry, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 273. 

No. 09–8179. Harris v. Virginia Employment Commission. 
Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8180. Griner, aka Howard v. McNeil, Secretary, 
Florida Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8181. Root v. Chua. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 149 Wash. App. 147, 202 P. 3d 367. 

No. 09–8182. Nunez v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8184. Younker v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Highland 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8189. Rollen v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8192. Hinton v. McQuillan et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8193. Grayson v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8194. Haynes v. Oregon et al. Ct. App. Ore. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 225 Ore. App. 219, 200 P. 3d 641. 

No. 09–8200. Blackmer v. Blaisdell, Warden. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8203. Maxwell v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
350 Fed. Appx. 854. 

No. 09–8210. Simpson v. Correctional Medical Services 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8213. Thibeau v. Massachusetts. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8221. Semple v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 74 Mass. App. 1124, 909 
N. E. 2d 557. 

No. 09–8229. Wilson v. Jacobs. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 614. 

No. 09–8230. Watson v. Neighbors Credit Union et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. 
Appx. 150. 

No. 09–8232. Skipper v. Worthington, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8234. Harris v. Whinney et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 100. 

No. 09–8238. Price v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 122 Ohio St. 3d 1506, 912 N. E. 2d 109. 

No. 09–8239. McCray v. Harris County, Texas, et al. Ct. 
App. Tex., 3d Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8240. Upchurch v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8241. Weber v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8244. Burney v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 47 Cal. 4th 203, 212 P. 3d 639. 

No. 09–8250. Reyes v. Oliver. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 329. 
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No. 09–8263. Walters v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 20 So. 3d 859. 

No. 09–8267. Ragan v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8268. Shelling v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8270. Smith v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 949. 

No. 09–8271. Salerno v. Michigan. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8275. Lucas v. Upton, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8276. Alfred v. Forcht-Wade Correctional Cen­

ter et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
354 Fed. Appx. 58. 

No. 09–8277. Brown v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 391 Ill. App. 3d 1115, 982 
N. E. 2d 986. 

No. 09–8278. Lopez Albada v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 14th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8283. Baum v. Rushton, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 198. 

No. 09–8284. Alejo v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8291. Christian v. Dingle, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 907. 

No. 09–8293. Rogers v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 46 Cal. 4th 1136, 209 P. 3d 977. 

No. 09–8296. Bingham v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8301. Tate v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8303. Woodson v. Rundle-Fernandez, State At­

torney. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 
So. 3d 987. 

No. 09–8304. Tompson v. Town of Salem, New Hampshire. 
Sup. Ct. N. H. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8305. Wooten v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8306. Thrasher v. Unknown Prison Official. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. 
Appx. 681. 

No. 09–8307. Truss v. Thomas, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8308. Morris v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 388 Ill. App. 3d 1139, 982 
N. E. 2d 287. 

No. 09–8311. Tinkham v. Knight, Superintendent, Plain­

field Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8312. Williams v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 2009 Ark. 433, 373 S. W. 3d 237. 

No. 09–8316. Stafford v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 13 So. 3d 1067. 

No. 09–8317. Tucker v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8338. Jalowiec v. Bradshaw, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8354. Davis v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 388 Ill. App. 3d 869, 904 N. E. 
2d 149. 

No. 09–8357. Leath v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 



ORDERS 981 

559 U. S. March 1, 2010 

No. 09–8362. Payan v. Nebraska. Sup. Ct. Neb. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 277 Neb. 663, 765 N. W. 2d 192. 

No. 09–8373. Smith v. Napoli, Superintendent, Southport 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 695. 

No. 09–8417. Beckford v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8418. Watson v. Mississippi. Ct. App. Miss. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 19 So. 3d 747. 

No. 09–8421. Parniani v. Cardinal Health, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. 
Appx. 301. 

No. 09–8426. Judd v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8428. Orange v. Ellis et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 69. 

No. 09–8432. Nikiforakis v. Stanek. Ct. App. Minn. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8437. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8442. Knowles v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8443. Lemon v. South Carolina et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 298. 

No. 09–8444. Clayton v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 459. 

No. 09–8451. Wilson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 18 So. 3d 530. 

No. 09–8462. Young v. Corbett, Attorney General of 
Pennsylvania, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8466. Jaffe v. Baltimore County Library Board. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. 
Appx. 6. 
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No. 09–8478. Pitchford v. Southland Gaming and Racing 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 
Fed. Appx. 138. 

No. 09–8486. Foxworth v. St. Amand, Superintendent, 
Massachusetts Correctional Institution at Cedar Junc­

tion. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 
F. 3d 414. 

No. 09–8487. Holland v. Holland. Ct. App. S. C. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8488. Scroggins v. Davis et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 504. 

No. 09–8493. Goldston v. North Carolina. Ct. App. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 194 N. C. App. 373, 671 
S. E. 2d 595. 

No. 09–8496. Hopkins v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8504. Williams v. University of Alabama Hospi­

tal at Burlington. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 397. 

No. 09–8510. Franklin v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 391 Ill. App. 3d 1117, 982 
N. E. 2d 987. 

No. 09–8514. Lee v. Gansler, Attorney General of 
Maryland, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 328 Fed. Appx. 849. 

No. 09–8522. Tatum v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 963. 

No. 09–8541. Chavis-Tucker v. Hudson, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 125. 

No. 09–8543. Blakely v. Quinn, Superintendent, Monroe 
Correctional Complex. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8552. Pete v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8557. Kirk v. Phelps, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8596. Webb v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8602. Glasper v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 234 Ill. 2d 173, 917 N. E. 2d 401. 

No. 09–8609. Dorosan v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 874. 

No. 09–8619. Grant v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8622. Peacock v. Committee of Bar Examiners of 
the State Bar of California et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8624. Jennings v. Sallie Mae, Inc. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 719. 

No. 09–8641. Mayfield v. West Virginia. Cir. Ct. Ohio 
County, W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8645. Johnson v. Smith, Superintendent, Shawan­

gunk Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 516. 

No. 09–8651. Underwood v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8656. Maness v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 894 and 325 Fed. 
Appx. 595. 

No. 09–8659. York v. Chapman, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8660. Wheeler v. Lappin, Director, Federal Bu­

reau of Prisons, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 746. 

No. 09–8675. Baker v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 894. 
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No. 09–8683. Brown v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8687. Sandoval-Rojas v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 937. 

No. 09–8689. Solis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 865. 

No. 09–8692. Hankerson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8693. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8694. Finley v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 480. 

No. 09–8696. English v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 589 F. 3d 1373. 

No. 09–8702. Landers v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 184. 

No. 09–8703. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 1053. 

No. 09–8704. Kaplan v. Mulligan et al. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 74 Mass. App. 1104, 903 N. E. 
2d 1144. 

No. 09–8705. Rudzavice v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 310. 

No. 09–8707. McKinney v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 885. 

No. 09–8710. Pyne v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 765. 

No. 09–8716. Barfield v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 743. 

No. 09–8724. Cain v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8727. Deitz v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 672. 
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No. 09–8728. Orosco-Ibarra v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 533. 

No. 09–8731. Sanchez-Lugo v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 911. 

No. 09–8732. Serrano-Meza v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 717. 

No. 09–8738. Prewett v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 639. 

No. 09–8740. Bush v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 301 Fed. Appx. 317. 

No. 09–8743. Vega-Cosme v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8748. Mosca v. Artus, Superintendent, Clinton 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8749. White v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 935. 

No. 09–8750. Medina Castaneda v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 678. 

No. 09–8753. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 4. 

No. 09–8761. Haque v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8763. Fuentes-Valdiva v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 889. 

No. 09–8764. Hayford v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 720. 

No. 09–8767. Young v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 373. 

No. 09–8768. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 234 Fed. Appx. 77. 

No. 09–8774. Peribian-Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 853. 
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No. 09–8778. McDaniels v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 886. 

No. 09–8780. Castillo-Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 855. 

No. 09–8783. Joost v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8785. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 154. 

No. 09–8789. Urbina-Acevedo et al. v. United States. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 351. 

No. 09–8790. Am v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 25. 

No. 09–8795. Brown v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 754. 

No. 09–8797. Sorrell v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 44. 

No. 09–8801. Quiroz-Mendez, aka Garcia-Moreno v. 
United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 334 Fed. Appx. 853. 

No. 09–8803. Fletcher v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 145. 

No. 09–8804. Fredrick v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 727. 

No. 09–8805. Howard v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8806. Thomas v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 945. 

No. 09–8807. Waithe v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8808. Welch v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 155. 

No. 09–8809. Warren v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 948. 
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No. 09–8811. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 199. 

No. 09–8813. King v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 74. 

No. 09–8814. Monghan v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 831. 

No. 09–8816. Jimenez v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 503. 

No. 09–8818. Valencia-Trujillo v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 1171. 

No. 09–8819. Peters v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 278. 

No. 09–8820. Puok v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 604. 

No. 09–8821. Ishkhanian v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 741. 

No. 09–8828. Cupp v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 252. 

No. 09–8836. Bernard v. Chapman, Warden, et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 929. 

No. 09–8839. Vickers v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 458. 

No. 09–8840. Reyes v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8843. Reed v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 900. 

No. 09–8846. Crawford v. Frimel et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 211. 

No. 09–8849. Revels v. Reynolds et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8851. White v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 601. 
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No. 09–8853. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 900. 

No. 09–625. LFP Publishing Group, LLC, dba Hustler 
Magazine v. Toffoloni, Administrator and Personal Rep­

resentative of the Estate of Benoit. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo­
tions of The Reporters Committee for Freedom of the Press et al. 
and First Amendment Lawyers Association for leave to file briefs 
as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
625 F. 3d 1201. 

No. 09–723. Aurelius Capital Partners, LP, et al. v. Re­

public of Argentina et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 120. 

No. 09–8430. Payne v. Scarnati, Lieutenant Governor 
and Chairperson, Pennsylvania Board of Pardons, et al. 
Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
603 Pa. 74, 981 A. 2d 1287. 

No. 09–8517. Laskey v. Cisco Technology, Inc. Ct. App. 
Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 09–472. Spann et vir v. Cobb County Superior Court 
Judges et al., 558 U. S. 1112; 

No. 09–6043. Smith v. United States, 558 U. S. 1116; 
No. 09–6811. Dumas v. Wong, Warden, 558 U. S. 1079; 
No. 09–6995. Riggins v. Texas, 558 U. S. 1095; 
No. 09–7170. Carmona v. Astrue, Commissioner of Social 

Security, 558 U. S. 1096; 
No. 09–7258. In re Newman, 558 U. S. 1047; 
No. 09–7357. Schrader v. Turner et al., 558 U. S. 1124; 
No. 09–7426. Davis v. California Western School of Law 

et al., 558 U. S. 1125; and 
No. 09–7523. Watson v. United States, 558 U. S. 1126. Pe­

titions for rehearing denied. 
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Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 08–9538. Harris v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Re­
ported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 552; and 

No. 09–5135. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Reported below: 563 F. 3d 1239. Motions of petitioners for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari granted, judg­
ments vacated, and cases remanded for further consideration in 
light of Johnson v. United States, ante, p. 133. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–8353. Johnson v. Monaco et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8358. Laskey v. Adobe Systems Inc. Ct. App. Cal., 
1st App. Dist. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

No. 09–8917. Bates v. United States District Court for 
the Northern District of Illinois. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09M72. Patterson v. Travis et al. Motion to direct 
the Clerk to file petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 09M73. Jones v. United States. Motion for leave to file 
petition for writ of certiorari under seal with redacted copies for 
the public record granted. 

No. 137, Orig. Montana v. Wyoming et al. Report of the 
Special Master received and ordered filed. Exceptions to the Re­
port, with supporting briefs, may be filed within 45 days. Re­
plies, if any, with supporting briefs, may be filed within 30 days. 
Surreplies, if any, with supporting briefs, may be filed within 30 
days. [For earlier order herein, see, e. g., 558 U. S. 809.] 

No. 08–1553. Kawasaki Kisen Kaisha Ltd. et al. v. 
Regal-Beloit Corp. et al.; and 
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No. 08–1554. Union Pacific Railroad Co. v. Regal-Beloit 
Corp. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 969.] 
Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral 
argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 09–683. Carmichael, Individually and as Guardian 
for Carmichael v. Kellogg, Brown & Root Service, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to file a 
brief in this case expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 09–784. Amara et al., Individually and on Behalf 
of All Others Similarly Situated v. Cigna Corp. et al.; and 

No. 09–804. Cigna Corp. et al. v. Amara et al., Individ­

ually and on Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated. 
C. A. 2d Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to file a brief in 
these cases expressing the views of the United States. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of 
these petitions. 

No. 09–8355. In re Mierzwa; 
No. 09–8375. Schultz v. Halpin et al. Sup. Ct. Ill.; 
No. 09–8701. In re Springer; and 
No. 09–8909. Temple v. Warmer, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 

Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. Petitioners are allowed until March 29, 2010, within 
which to pay the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) and to 
submit petitions in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of 
this Court. 

No. 09–8479. In re Warren. Petition for writ of manda­
mus denied. 

No. 09–8402. In re Alpine. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
mandamus and/or prohibition dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 09–530. National Aeronautics and Space Adminis­

tration et al. v. Nelson et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
granted. Reported below: 530 F. 3d 865. 

No. 09–751. Snyder v. Phelps et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari granted. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 206. 
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No. 09–152. Bruesewitz et al. v. Wyeth LLC, fka Wyeth, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari granted. The Chief Jus­

tice took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 
Reported below: 561 F. 3d 233. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–263. Ferguson v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 
1254. 

No. 09–451. Saulsberry et al. v. Myers. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 457. 

No. 09–495. American Chemistry Council et al. v. Sierra 
Club et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 551 F. 3d 1019. 

No. 09–504. Hammer v. Ashcroft et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 798. 

No. 09–513. Perkins et al. v. Department of Veterans 
Affairs et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 572 F. 3d 868. 

No. 09–523. Malloy v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 166. 

No. 09–543. Lisanti v. Office of Personnel Management. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 
1334. 

No. 09–626. Loch et al. v. Edwardsville Community 
Schools District No. 7. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 647. 

No. 09–638. Hill v. Emory University et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 390. 

No. 09–647. Shimer et al. v. Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
572 F. 3d 150. 

No. 09–768. Straley v. Utah Board of Pardons et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 
1208. 
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No. 09–770. Boston Teachers Union, Local 66, et al. v. 
Commonwealth Employment Relations Board et al. App. 
Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 74 Mass. App. 
500, 908 N. E. 2d 772. 

No. 09–775. Kentucky v. Baker. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 295 S. W. 3d 437. 

No. 09–776. Jim O’Neal Distributing, Inc. v. One In­

dustries, LLC. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 578 F. 3d 1154. 

No. 09–778. Saint-Gobain Corp. v. Gemtron Corp. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 1371. 

No. 09–783. Brinkley v. Ozmint, Director, South Caro­

lina Department of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 256. 

No. 09–785. Corey v. Melnor, Inc. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 1249. 

No. 09–786. Naythons v. Stradley, Ronon, Stevens & 
Young, LLP, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 165. 

No. 09–793. Janky v. Lake County Convention and Visi­

tors Bureau. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 576 F. 3d 356. 

No. 09–795. Monroe v. City of Charlottesville, Virginia, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 579 
F. 3d 380. 

No. 09–798. Lal v. United States Life Insurance Co. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. 
Appx. 144. 

No. 09–824. Smallwood v. Haseko (Ewa) Inc. et al. Int. 
Ct. App. Haw. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–890. Havens v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 920. 

No. 09–5661. Lehan v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7007. Barnett v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 324. 

No. 09–7246. Tucker v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 563. 

No. 09–7368. Letourneau v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 24. 

No. 09–7870. Gardner v. Galetka, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 862. 

No. 09–8207. Palmer v. Bagley, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 92. 

No. 09–8329. Shapiro v. Agner. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8330. Stone v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8331. Ritter v. Ritter. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 165 Md. App. 747, 905 A. 2d 843. 

No. 09–8333. Bowman-Goone v. Gordon, Justice, Appel­

late Court of Illinois, First District, et al. Sup. Ct. Ill. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8334. Martinez v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 47 Cal. 4th 399, 213 P. 3d 77. 

No. 09–8345. Nobles v. Miller-Stout, Superintendent, 
Airway Heights Correctional Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 439. 

No. 09–8349. Kelley v. Texas Workforce Commission 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8350. Martinez v. Unknown Bus Driver et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. 
Appx. 46. 

No. 09–8351. Jiron v. Swift, Judge, District Court of 
Colorado, Alamosa County, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 768. 
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No. 09–8356. Little v. McDonald et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8360. Jones v. Pollard et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 896. 

No. 09–8363. Meredith v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 174 Cal. App. 
4th 1257, 95 Cal. Rptr. 3d 297. 

No. 09–8364. Pryor v. Sheets, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8366. Wagener v. Kenan, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8368. Martin v. Jenkins, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8377. Patel v. Owens, Commissioner, Georgia De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8378. Shortz v. City of Tuskegee, Alabama, et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. 
Appx. 355. 

No. 09–8379. Aldridge v. Nohe, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 969. 

No. 09–8381. Bradden v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8385. Mijarez v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 22 So. 3d 538. 

No. 09–8389. Sabedra v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8390. Reed v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 So. 3d 729. 

No. 09–8391. Sampson v. France et al. App. Ct. Ill., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 384 Ill. App. 3d 1092, 
973 N. E. 2d 1090. 
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No. 09–8393. Randle v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8396. May v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8400. Breed v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8403. Owen v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8404. Ross v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 388 Ill. App. 3d 1139, 982 N. E. 
2d 287. 

No. 09–8410. Johnson v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 89. 

No. 09–8412. Bailey v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8414. Bible v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart­

ment of Corrections. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 571 F. 3d 860. 

No. 09–8415. Baldizan v. Alameida. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 334. 

No. 09–8419. Tinsley v. Florida et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8420. Young v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 35. 

No. 09–8423. Prentiss v. Ault, Warden, et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 141. 

No. 09–8424. McCartney et al. v. McCormick et al. Ct. 
App. La., 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 7 So. 
3d 891. 
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No. 09–8573. Martinez-Arellano v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 
379. 

No. 09–8577. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 995. 

No. 09–8581. Tyler v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 200. 

No. 09–8587. Wimbley v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 54. 

No. 09–8592. Alvarez Puente v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 76. 

No. 09–8594. Williams v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 887. 

No. 09–8595. Cu-Yanes v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 940. 

No. 09–8598. Cass v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 684. 

No. 09–8601. Hall v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 540. 

No. 09–8606. Burnett v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8608. Castillo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 874. 

No. 09–8630. Brown v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8662. Bracamonte v. Sullivan, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8679. Dempsey v. Cartledge, Warden. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 495. 

No. 09–8726. Corbin v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 935. 

No. 09–8735. Reynolds v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 915. 
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No. 09–8757. Giles v. Van Boening, Superintendent, Mc­

Neil Island Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8856. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8866. Harris, aka El Bey v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 512. 

No. 09–8867. Kenerson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 585 F. 3d 389. 

No. 09–8872. Groves v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 637. 

No. 09–8875. Hayes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 528. 

No. 09–8876. Hill v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 832. 

No. 09–8878. Pakas-Cardenas v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 144. 

No. 09–8880. Corson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 804. 

No. 09–8881. Castilleja v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 148. 

No. 09–8889. Villicana-Ibarra v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 658. 

No. 09–8890. Barefoot v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 199. 

No. 09–8897. Perez Cardenas v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 1263. 

No. 09–8899. Coleman v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 1121. 

No. 09–8912. Tibbs v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8916. Aguilera-Soto v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 899. 
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No. 09–8921. Franklin v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–627. Thaler, Director, Texas Department of 
Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Division v. 
Moore. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of respondent for leave to pro­
ceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 342 Fed. Appx. 65. 

No. 09–916. Ivezaj v. United States;
 
No. 09–917. Colotti v. United States;
 
No. 09–918. Rudaj v. United States;
 
No. 09–919. Dedaj v. United States; and
 
No. 09–8885. Nuculovic v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir.
 

Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of these petitions. Reported below: 568 
F. 3d 88 and 336 Fed. Appx. 6. 

No. 09–8873. Ibiam v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 330 Fed. 
Appx. 295. 

No. 09–8877. Geronimo v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 09–509. Jones v. Burdette, 558 U. S. 1113; 
No. 09–550. Fessler et ux. v. Kirk Sauer Community 

Development of Wilkes-Barre et al., 558 U. S. 1148; 
No. 09–667. Yiqing Feng v. Sabic Americas, Inc., ante, 

p. 905; 
No. 09–6241. Vadde v. Georgia, 558 U. S. 1117; and 
No. 09–7761. Laskey v. Vision Infosoft, 558 U. S. 1155. Pe­

titions for rehearing denied. 

March 11, 2010 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 09–864. KBR Technical Services, Inc., et al. v. Jones. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this Court’s Rule 46.1. 
Reported below: 583 F. 3d 228. 
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March 15, 2010 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 09–686. Ryan, Director, Arizona Department of Cor­

rections v. Nash. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari dismissed under 
this Court’s Rule 46. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 1048. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–9456 (09A821). Reynolds v. Strickland, Governor 
of Ohio, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application for stay of execution 
of sentence of death, presented to Justice Stevens, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 598 F. 3d 300. 

March 19, 2010 
Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 08–1191. Morrison et al. v. National Australia Bank 
Ltd. et al. C. A. 2d Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 1047.] 
Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral 
argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this motion. 

No. 08–6261. Robertson v. United States ex rel. Watson. 
Ct. App. D. C. [Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 1090.] Motion of 
the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as 
amicus curiae and for divided argument granted, and the time is 
to be divided as follows: 30 minutes for petitioner, 10 minutes for 
the Solicitor General, and 30 minutes for respondent. 

March 22, 2010 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 08–1264. Oberoi v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for further 
consideration in light of Bloate v. United States, ante, p. 196. 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. Reported below: 547 F. 3d 436. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–8429. Miller v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. 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). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, 
and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–8475. Odom v. Smalls et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 348 Fed. Appx. 879. 

No. 09–8563. Bundrant v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to pro­
ceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8590. Penk v. Nichols, President, Colorado His­

torical Society. Sup. Ct. Colo. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused 
this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any fur­
ther petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the 
docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is 
submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District 
of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 
Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–8634. Coggins v. Tallapoosa County Department 
of Revenue. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this 
Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any further 
petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the dock­
eting fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is sub­
mitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 
Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–8638. Penk v. Tauer, Mayor, Aurora, Colorado, 
et al. Sup. Ct. Colo. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
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in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8690. Miles v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio­
rari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has 
repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not 
to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from peti­
tioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and 
the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Mar­
tin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) 
(per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and 
cases cited therein. 

No. 09–8713. Cuesta v. Fenton. Sup. Ct. Wis. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, 
and cases cited therein. Reported below: 321 Wis. 2d 50, 775 
N. W. 2d 256. 

No. 09–8714. Cuesta v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, 
and cases cited therein. Reported below: 322 Wis. 2d 123, 779 
N. W. 2d 177. 

No. 09–8815. Moore v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
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proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 975. 

No. 09–9067. Santiago-Lugo v. United States. 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 mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–2466. In re Discipline of Rodriguez. Isidoro Ro­
driguez, of Annandale, Va., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2467. In re Discipline of Sibley. Montgomery Blair 
Sibley, of Washington, D. C., is suspended from the practice of 
law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2468. In re Discipline of Mitrano. Peter Paul Mi­
trano, of Merrifield, Va., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re­
quiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. 09M74. Yarcheski et ux. v. Town of Naples, Maine. 
Motion to direct the Clerk to file petition for writ of certiorari 
out of time under this Court’s Rule 14.5 denied. 

No. 09M75. Miller v. California;  
No. 09M76. Miller v. California;  
No. 09M77. Miller v. California;  
No. 09M79. Rodabaugh v. Vazquez, Warden; and
 
No. 09M80. Kalman v. Fox Rothschild, L. L. P., et al.  

Motions to direct the Clerk to file petitions for writs of certiorari 
out of time denied. 
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No. 09M78. Bishop v. Departmental Disciplinary Commit­

tee for the First Judicial Department. Motion for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis with the declaration of indigency 
under seal denied. 

No. 1, Orig. Wisconsin et al. v. Illinois et al.; 
No. 2, Orig. Michigan v. Illinois et al.; and 
No. 3, Orig. New York v. Illinois et al. Renewed motion 

of Michigan for preliminary injunction denied. [For earlier order 
herein, see, e.  g.,  558 U. S. 1145.] 

No. 09–350. Los Angeles County, California v. Humph­

ries et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, ante, p. 935.] 
Motion of petitioner to dispense with printing the joint appen­
dix granted. 

No. 09–367. Dolan v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. [Cer­
tiorari granted, 558 U. S. 1104.] Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis and for appointment of counsel 
granted. Pamela S. Karlan, Esq., of Stanford, Cal., is appointed 
to serve as counsel for petitioner in this case. 

No. 09–7147. Muniz v. Marshall, Warden. Sup. Ct. N. M. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 1105] denied. 

No. 09–7266. Parker v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Motion of 
petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 1105] denied. 

No. 09–7282. Karnofel v. Beck et al. Ct. App. Ohio, 
Trumbull County. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of 
order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 
1106] denied. 

No. 09–7461. Ghee v. Target National Bank. Ct. App. Ga. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [558 U. S. 1144] denied. 

No. 09–7560. Redzic v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir.; 
No. 09–8579. Jauregui v. Kutina. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 

Dist., Div. 1; 
No. 09–8745. Thomas v. Harmon Family Trust. C. A. 

10th Cir.; 
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No. 09– 8972. Dallal v. New York Times Co. et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir.; and 

No. 09–9137. Caldwell v. United States Tax Court et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in 
forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until April 12, 
2010, within which to pay the docketing fees required by Rule 
38(a) and to submit petitions in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the 
Rules of this Court. 

No. 09–8925. Zuckerman v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied. Petitioner is allowed until April 12, 2010, within which to 
pay the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) and to submit a 
petition in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 
Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this motion. 

No. 09–9056. In re Prudhomme; 
No. 09–9096. In re Watkins; 
No. 09–9164. In re Scott; 
No. 09–9240. In re Maynard; and 
No. 09–9273. In re Alexander. Petitions for writs of ha­

beas corpus denied. 

No. 09–8892. In re Bombardiere; and 
No. 09–9161. In re Rainey. Petitions for writs of manda­

mus denied. 

No. 09–8626. In re Woods; and 
No. 09–8715. In re Dorsey. Petitions for writs of mandamus 

and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 09–834. Kasten v. Saint-Gobain Performance Plas­

tics Corp. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 
570 F. 3d 834. 

No. 09–571. Connick, District Attorney, et al. v. Thomp­

son. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted limited to Question 1 
presented by the petition. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 293. 

No. 09–658. Belleque, Superintendent, Oregon State 
Penitentiary v. Moore. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of respondent 
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for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari 
granted. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 1092. 

No. 09–5801. Flores-Villar v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 536 F. 3d 990. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1174. Hersh v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 743. 

No. 09–392. Moran v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 1132. 

No. 09–446. Calabrese v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 362. 

No. 09–581. Kiyemba et al. v. Obama, President of the 
United States, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 561 F. 3d 509. 

No. 09–592. McCullen et al. v. Coakley, Attorney Gen­

eral of Massachusetts. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 571 F. 3d 167. 

No. 09–640. Molina-De La Villa v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
306 Fed. Appx. 389. 

No. 09–665. Martinez v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 
1059. 

No. 09–674. Alliance Shippers, Inc. v. Penobscot Frozen 
Foods, Inc., et al. Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–729. Townes v. Jarvis, Warden, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 543. 

No. 09–736. Hudson et al. v. United States. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 1332. 

No. 09–807. Deneal v. Shaver. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–808. Beck et al. v. Koppers Inc., fka Koppers In­

dustries Inc., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–809. Eames et al. v. Nationwide Mutual Insur­

ance Co. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
346 Fed. Appx. 859. 

No. 09–814. Gortho, Ltd. v. Auto-Owners Insurance Co. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 543. 

No. 09–816. Doe v. Duncan et al. Ct. App. Tenn. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–818. Romaniuk v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 388 Ill. App. 3d 1139, 982 
N. E. 2d 287. 

No. 09–822. CenTra, Inc., et al. v. Central States, 
Southeast and Southwest Areas Pension Fund. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 592. 

No. 09–823. Stingley v. Den-Mar Inc. et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 14. 

No. 09–825. Burdick v. Pritchett & Birch, PLLC, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. 
Appx. 169. 

No. 09–827. Davey et ux. v. Pratt et ux. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–828. Kuhar v. Marc Glassman, Inc. Ct. App. Ohio, 
Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–835. Wilson v. San Luis Obispo County Demo­

cratic Central Committee et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 175 Cal. App. 4th 489, 
96 Cal. Rptr. 3d 332. 

No. 09–836. Pollack et al. v. Department of Justice 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 
F. 3d 736. 

No. 09–838. Fothergill et al. v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 248. 
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No. 09–839. Hood et al. v. Edward D. Jones & Co., L. P., 
et al. (Reported below: 277 S. W. 3d 498); and Hood v. Jones 
(277 S. W. 3d 505). Ct. App. Tex., 8th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–841. Houston Independent School District v. 
V. P., by Next Friends Juan P. et ux. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 576. 

No. 09–842. Huss et vir v. Gayden et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 442. 

No. 09–843. Thanh Vong Hoai et al. v. Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 620. 

No. 09–847. Loose, Trustee of the William Loose Family 
Trust v. Cadkin et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 569 F. 3d 1142. 

No. 09–848. Williams v. Thorsen. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 388 Ill. App. 3d 1142, 982 
N. E. 2d 288. 

No. 09–850. Wrench Transportation Systems, Inc., et al. 
v. Kennedy et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 340 Fed. Appx. 812. 

No. 09–851. Bexar County, Texas, et al. v. Lytle, Indi­

vidually and as Representative of the Estate of Lytle, 
Deceased. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
560 F. 3d 404. 

No. 09–854. Fortis Insurance Co. v. Mitchell. Sup. Ct. 
S. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 S. C. 570, 686 
S. E. 2d 176. 

No. 09–858. Woodward v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–863. Russo et al. v. O’Neal et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 125 Nev. –––, 281 P. 3d 1215. 

No. 09–886. Stein et ux. v. Paradigm Mirasol, LLC. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 849. 

No. 09–895. DeAngelis et al. v. Commissioner of Inter­

nal Revenue. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 574 F. 3d 789. 
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No. 09–897. Narciso-Cabrera v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–903. Shreffler v. Lewis. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 467. 

No. 09–904. South West Sand & Gravel, Inc. v. Central 
Arizona Water Conservation District. Ct. App. Ariz. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 221 Ariz. 309, 212 P. 3d 1. 

No. 09–909. Davis et al. v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 597 F. 3d 646. 

No. 09–921. Elmo Greer & Sons Construction Co., Inc. 
v. Goff et al. Sup. Ct. Tenn. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 297 S. W. 3d 175. 

No. 09–926. Harper v. Dart, Sheriff, Cook County, Illi­

nois, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
581 F. 3d 511. 

No. 09–927. Hinson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 585 F. 3d 1328. 

No. 09–932. Betz v. Napolitano, Secretary of Homeland 
Security. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
578 F. 3d 929. 

No. 09–933. Miller et al. v. Nichols et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 53. 

No. 09–934. Proctor, Individually and on Behalf of All 
Others Similarly Situated v. Local Government Employ­

ees’ Retirement System et al. Sup. Ct. N. C. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 363 N. C. 656, 686 S. E. 2d 675. 

No. 09–936. Council v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 726. 

No. 09–941. Disraeli v. Securities and Exchange Commis­

sion. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 
Fed. Appx. 334. 

No. 09–954. Rodriguez v. Virginia Employment Commis­

sion. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–967. US Infrastructure, Inc., et al. v. United 
States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
576 F. 3d 1195. 

No. 09–6682. Hill v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 910. 

No. 09–6823. Thomas v. Beard, Secretary, Pennsylvania 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 105. 

No. 09–6977. Lawrence v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 254. 

No. 09–7018. Godinez-Ortiz v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 763 F. 3d 1022. 

No. 09–7250. Tucker v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 150. 

No. 09–7252. May v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 149. 

No. 09–7322. Grubert v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 406. 

No. 09–7519. Acosta-Larios v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7553. Curl v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 46 Cal. 4th 339, 207 P. 3d 2. 

No. 09–7576. Svete v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 1363. 

No. 09–7631. Collier v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 309. 

No. 09–7699. Hoffman v. Hoffman. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7741. Pik v. Institute of International Educa­

tion, Inc., et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7757. Bartee v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­
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sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 
Fed. Appx. 429. 

No. 09–7964. Wright v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8066. Philmore v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 575 F. 3d 1251. 

No. 09–8422. Meinhard v. Turley, Warden. Ct. App. Utah. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8427. Judd v. New Mexico. Ct. App. N. M. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8434. Alexander v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 6th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 282 S. W. 3d 143. 

No. 09–8441. Jackson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 22 So. 3d 68. 

No. 09–8448. Millen v. Upton, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8454. Belcher v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 So. 3d 665. 

No. 09–8463. White et ux. v. Mortgage Electronic Reg­

istration Systems, Inc. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8465. King v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8470. Sanchez v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 972 A. 2d 561. 

No. 09–8473. Shavers v. Bergh, Warden, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8481. Bland v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 57 So. 3d 212. 

No. 09–8489. Smith v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8497. Galindo v. Nebraska. Sup. Ct. Neb. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 278 Neb. 599, 774 N. W. 2d 190. 
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No. 09–8502. P. S. et al. v. Franklin County Children 
Services. Ct. App. Ohio, Franklin County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8507. Floyd v. Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8513. Hunter v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 123 Ohio St. 3d 164, 915 N. E. 2d 292. 

No. 09–8525. Pritchard v. Fayette County Election Bu­

reau et al. Commw. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8526. Young v. DiGuglielmo, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8527. Miller v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 So. 3d 328. 

No. 09–8528. Wesbrook v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
585 F. 3d 245. 

No. 09–8529. Walls v. Philips. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8530. Winston v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8533. LaFavors v. Florida Department of Cor­

rections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8546. Boothe v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8550. Walker v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8551. Parker v. Randle, Director, Illinois De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8555. Thomas v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–8558. Miller v. McDonough, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8560. McKinney v. Palakovich, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 711. 

No. 09–8564. Beede v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 
Fed. Appx. 461. 

No. 09–8568. Cooley v. Kelly et ux. Sup. Ct. R. I. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8570. Dunson v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 770 N. W. 2d 546. 

No. 09–8571. Beverley v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 732. 

No. 09–8572. Anaya v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8574. Sahu v. Astrue, Commissioner of Social Se­

curity. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 
Fed. Appx. 529. 

No. 09–8575. Scott v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 57 So. 3d 206. 

No. 09–8576. Rowell v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 125 Nev. –––, 281 P. 3d 1215. 

No. 09–8578. Johnson v. Horel, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 851. 

No. 09–8580. Kincaid v. Texas (three judgments). Ct. Crim. 
App. Tex. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8582. Teague v. North Carolina Department of 
Transportation. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 342 Fed. Appx. 868. 
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No. 09–8584. Molina v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8586. Anaya v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8588. Wallace v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8593. Parker v. Albemarle County Public 
Schools et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 332 Fed. Appx. 111. 

No. 09–8597. Carlile v. Kansas. Sup. Ct. Kan. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 289 Kan. viii, 217 P. 3d 985. 

No. 09–8599. Nation v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8600. Sutton v. Warden, West Carrol Detention 
Center. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8605. Batavitchene v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8607. Brown v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 10 So. 3d 1197. 

No. 09–8623. Lopez v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8625. Pierce v. Illinois Department of Human 
Services. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
355 Fed. Appx. 28. 

No. 09–8628. Reynoso v. Scribner, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8637. O’Daniel v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Highland 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8648. Worley v. Kentucky. Ct. App. Ky. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–8650. Young v. Renico, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 53. 

No. 09–8657. Washington v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8663. Oqubaegzi v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. 
Appx. 766. 

No. 09–8664. Prince v. Lee, Superintendent, Green 
Haven Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8665. Nghiem v. Kerestes, District Attorney, 
County of Delaware, Pennsylvania, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8667. Godown v. Marshall, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 140. 

No. 09–8669. Hill v. Michigan. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 485 Mich. 911, 773 N. W. 2d 257. 

No. 09–8676. Campbell v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 63 App. 
Div. 3d 754, 879 N. Y. S. 2d 729. 

No. 09–8677. Ervin v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Cuyahoga 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8678. Canida v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8680. Foster v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8681. Matthews v. Workman, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 1175. 

No. 09–8682. Lotter v. Nebraska. Sup. Ct. Neb. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 278 Neb. 466, 771 N. W. 2d 551. 

No. 09–8685. Barnes v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8686. Ranker v. Corrections Corporation of 
America et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8695. Coryell v. California Department of Cor­

rections et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8698. Calderon-Lopez v. Budet-Rodriguez et al. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8699. Doane v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8711. Damiano v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8712. Crockett v. Woughter, Superintendent, 
Mohawk Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8720. Smith v. Simpson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8736. Scott v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8737. Mehta v. Federal Home Loan Mortgage 
Corporation et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8756. Hernandez v. Schuetzle, Warden. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8759. Hallmon v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 So. 3d 413. 

No. 09–8765. Marsden v. McGrady, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Retreat, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8769. Tarkowski v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veter­

ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 352 Fed. Appx. 418. 

No. 09–8770. Dixon v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 359. 
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No. 09–8775. Western v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8782. Knighten v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 391 Ill. App. 3d 1132, 982 
N. E. 2d 994. 

No. 09–8784. Lefevre v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 349. 

No. 09–8792. Warrington v. Phelps, Warden, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8794. Boss v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8796. Rathbun v. Johnson et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 704. 

No. 09–8800. Saputra v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8810. White v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 So. 3d 1234. 

No. 09–8817. James v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8831. Preston v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 176 Cal. App. 
4th 1109, 98 Cal. Rptr. 3d 340. 

No. 09–8832. Morehead v. Arizona. Super. Ct. Ariz., 
County of Maricopa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8834. Beach v. Moore, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 7. 

No. 09–8835. Alejo v. Malfi, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8838. McNeill v. Ruffin. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 828. 

No. 09–8841. O’Neal v. Hobbs, Interim Director, Arkan­

sas Department of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 09–8842. Lindsey v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 19 So. 3d 311. 

No. 09–8844. DeVane v. Brown, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8850. Rosado v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 54 App. Div. 
3d 351, 863 N. Y. S. 2d 386. 

No. 09–8858. Springer v. Commissioner of Internal Rev­

enue. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 580 
F. 3d 1142. 

No. 09–8863. Coleman v. Lattimore, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 672. 

No. 09–8891. Bryant v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8896. Contreras v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8903. MacKenzie v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8905. Smith v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 54. 

No. 09–8906. Millan v. Southern California Edison Co. 
Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8907. Alexander v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 885. 

No. 09–8910. Varnado v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8913. Thol v. Pacholke, Superintendent, Staf­

ford Creek Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 452. 

No. 09–8923. Bickett v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8924. Correa-Alicea v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 585 F. 3d 484. 

No. 09–8927. Terry v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8929. Wheeler v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 92. 

No. 09–8931. King v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 983 A. 2d 1064. 

No. 09–8933. Solorio-Muniz v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 298 Fed. Appx. 627. 

No. 09–8934. Roussos v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 864. 

No. 09–8936. Bassil v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 980 A. 2d 433. 

No. 09–8940. Noble v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 249. 

No. 09–8941. Niemi v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 123. 

No. 09–8944. Hopkins v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 507. 

No. 09–8945. Garcia-Munoz v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 288. 

No. 09–8946. Hooper v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 389 Ill. App. 3d 1145, 976 
N. E. 2d 1209. 

No. 09–8950. Livingston v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8959. Crump v. Evans, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8962. Smith v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 635. 

No. 09–8963. Winters v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8964. Schmidt v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 132. 

No. 09–8966. Givens v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 149 Wash. App. 1041. 

No. 09–8969. Piskanin v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8970. Cervantez v. Pliler, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 737. 

No. 09–8973. Leftwich v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 299 Ga. App. 392, 682 S. E. 2d 614. 

No. 09–8976. McCray v. Francis Howell School District 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8978. Mendoza v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 921. 

No. 09–8979. Jamerson v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8982. Campos-Lagunas, aka Campos-Laguna v. 
United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 332 Fed. Appx. 982. 

No. 09–8984. Sebro v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8985. Rose v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 587 F. 3d 695. 

No. 09–8989. McCoy v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8991. Jenkins-Watts v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 950. 

No. 09–8993. Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 361 Fed. Appx. 807. 

No. 09–8994. Rebolla-Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 367 Fed. Appx. 738. 
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No. 09–8995. Solis-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 919. 

No. 09–8999. Brunson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 402. 

No. 09–9003. Owens v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9004. Jones v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 801. 

No. 09–9008. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 588 F. 3d 197. 

No. 09–9010. Valle v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 77. 

No. 09–9012. Miranda-Ruiz, aka Peralta-Morales, aka 
Torres-Gutierrez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 953. 

No. 09–9013. Olivas-Porras v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 363 Fed. Appx. 637. 

No. 09–9015. Brown v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 592 F. 3d 1088. 

No. 09–9017. Torres-Oliveras v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 37. 

No. 09–9018. Velazquez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 339. 

No. 09–9019. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 14. 

No. 09–9024. Longoria v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 968. 

No. 09–9025. Newman v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9027. Muhammad v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 188. 

No. 09–9030. Espinosa v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9034. McCartney v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 73. 

No. 09–9037. Wright v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 199. 

No. 09–9038. Smith v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 709. 

No. 09–9039. Shank v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 591 F. 3d 491. 

No. 09–9043. Pena v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 105. 

No. 09–9044. Ponce-Ponce, aka Dominguez-Aguilar v. 
United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 352 Fed. Appx. 939. 

No. 09–9048. Medrano Betancourt v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 303. 

No. 09–9052. Allen et ux. v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 983. 

No. 09–9057. McElroy v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 191. 

No. 09–9059. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 612. 

No. 09–9060. Sparks v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 121. 

No. 09–9061. Lopez-Pena v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 482. 

No. 09–9065. Schaffer v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 414. 

No. 09–9070. Davis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 137. 

No. 09–9072. Dillard v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 852. 

No. 09–9076. Adams v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2009 Ark. 375, 326 S. W. 3d 764. 
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No. 09–9091. James v. United States District Court for 
the Northern District of Ohio. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9094. Melton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 479. 

No. 09–9097. Worthy v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 877. 

No. 09–9098. Torres v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 983. 

No. 09–9099. Tull v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 127. 

No. 09–9103. Harrison v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 423. 

No. 09–9104. Grubbs v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 585 F. 3d 793. 

No. 09–9105. Ibarra-Raya v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 35. 

No. 09–9107. Hurt v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 439. 

No. 09–9111. Frias-Cisneros v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 718. 

No. 09–9113. Hayes v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 811. 

No. 09–9116. Hull v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 287. 

No. 09–9120. Carver v. Chapman, Warden, et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9121. Celedon v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 278. 

No. 09–9123. Calloway v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9130. Torres-Ojeda v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9131. Wyatt v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 455. 

No. 09–9133. Leonard v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 231. 

No. 09–9142. Berrios v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 629. 

No. 09–9153. Roberts v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 983 A. 2d 1064. 

No. 09–9156. Salley v. United States Court of Appeals 
for the Seventh Circuit. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9158. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 837. 

No. 09–9159. Schulze v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 268. 

No. 09–9160. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 918. 

No. 09–9162. Rosborough v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 238. 

No. 09–9168. Redmond v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9171. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 731. 

No. 09–9172. Jones v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 573. 

No. 09–9177. Thelisma v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 217. 

No. 09–9178. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9180. Savage v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9182. Sanders v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9183. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 901. 

No. 09–9185. Alisic v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 778. 

No. 09–9188. Flenory v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9189. Turner v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 1062. 

No. 09–9190. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 368. 

No. 09–9198. Naha v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9199. O’Neil v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 859. 

No. 09–9200. Perez-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 796. 

No. 09–9201. Jordan v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 690. 

No. 09–9203. Loya-Romero v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 134. 

No. 09–9204. Makos v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 256. 

No. 09–9205. Lopez-Tovar v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 906. 

No. 09–9212. Powell v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 942. 

No. 09–9214. Carey v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 589 F. 3d 187. 

No. 09–9216. Cooks v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 589 F. 3d 173. 

No. 09–9249. Schlotzhauer v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 56. 
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No. 09–9250. Alvarado-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 212. 

No. 09–9251. Bran v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 446. 

No. 09–9252. Holguin De La Cruz v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 780. 

No. 09–9256. Hernandez-Morales v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. 
Appx. 123. 

No. 09–9257. Hicks v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9259. Garcia-Velazco v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 571. 

No. 09–9261. Grisel v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 218. 

No. 09–9262. French v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 177. 

No. 09–9269. Mosley v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 49. 

No. 09–9276. Breton-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 810. 

No. 09–419. Kentucky v. Cardine et al. Sup. Ct. Ky. 
Motions of respondents for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 283 S. W. 3d 641. 

No. 09–527. Beard, Secretary, Pennsylvania Depart­

ment of Corrections, et al. v. Thomas. C. A. 3d Cir. Motion 
of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 105. 

No. 09–669. DiPlacido v. Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Soto-

mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 364 Fed. Appx. 657. 

No. 09–671. Nurre v. Whitehead, Individually and in 
Her Official Capacity as the Superintendent of Everett 
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School District No. 2. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 580 F. 3d 1087. 

Justice Alito, dissenting. 

The Ninth Circuit’s decision in this case is not easy to square 
with our free speech jurisprudence. For this reason and because 
of the decision’s important practical implications, I would grant 
the petition for a writ of certiorari. 

I 
At the time of the events at issue, petitioner, Kathryn Nurre, 

was a high school senior and a member of her school’s wind en­
semble. In keeping with a school tradition, the school’s band 
director told the seniors in the ensemble that they could select a 
piece from their musical repertoire to be performed during their 
graduation ceremony. The 2006 graduates, including petitioner, 
chose Franz Biebl’s “Ave Maria,” 1 a piece that they had previously 
performed and that “they believed showcased their talent and 
the culmination of their instrumental work.” 580 F. 3d 1087, 1091 
(CA9 2009). At the prior year’s graduation ceremony, the student 
choir had performed “ ‘Up Above My Head,’ a vocal piece which 
included express references to ‘God,’ ‘heaven,’ and ‘angels,’ ” and 
the school district claimed that this had resulted in “complaints 
from graduation attendees” and at least one angry letter to the 
editor of a local newspaper. Ibid.; id., at 1101 (M. Smith, J., 
dissenting in part and concurring in judgment) (quoting lyrics); 
see also Brief in Opposition 7, and n. 28. Fearful that the per­
formance of Biebl’s “Ave Maria” would cause a similar reaction, 
even though the performance would not include the lyrics of the 

1 Many composers, including Schubert, Gounod, Verdi, Mozart, Elgar, 
Saint-Saëns, Rossini, Brahms, Stravinsky, Bruckner, and Rachmaninoff, 
composed music for the Ave Maria. See 22 The New Grove Dictionary of 
Music and Musicians 670, 718 (2d ed. 2001) (Schubert); 10 id., at 215, 233 
(Gounod); 26 id., at 462 (Verdi); 17 id., at 319 (Mozart); 8 id., at 131 (Elgar); 
22 id., at 130 (Saint-Saëns); 21 id., at 763 (Rossini); 4 id., at 208 (Brahms); 
24 id., at 560 (Stravinsky); 4 id., at 480 (Bruckner). See also R. Threl­
fall & G. Norris, A Catalogue of the Compositions of S. Rachmaninoff 119 
(1982). Some of these compositions are well known, but Biebl’s, which 
was brought to the United States in 1970 by the Cornell University Glee 
Club, see M. Slon, Songs from the Hill: A History of the Cornell University 
Glee Club 174 (1998), is relatively obscure. 
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piece, school district officials vetoed the ensemble members’ choice 
“because the title and meaning of the piece had religious connota­
tions—and would be easily identified as such by attendees merely 
by the title alone.” 580 F. 3d, at 1091. The associate superin­
tendent sent an e-mail to all the principals in the district instruct­
ing them that “musical selections for all graduations within the 
District should be purely secular in nature.” 2 Ibid. As a result 
of the district’s decision, the members of the wind ensemble “re­
luctantly elected to perform the fourth movement of Gustav 
Holst’s ‘Second Suite in F for Military Band.’ ” Ibid. 

Petitioner then brought this action against the school superin­
tendent in her official and individual capacities, claiming, among 
other things, that the district’s decision had violated her right to 
freedom of speech. The District Court granted summary judg­
ment for the superintendent, and a divided panel of the Ninth 
Circuit affirmed. 580 F. 3d 1087. The majority acknowledged 
that the performance of “an entirely instrumental” musical piece 
“is speech as contemplated by the First Amendment,” and as­
sumed, as the school district had conceded, that the school had 
created a “ ‘limited public forum’ ” when it allowed the members 
of the wind ensemble to choose the piece that they wished to 
play. Id., at 1093–1094. Nevertheless, the majority held that the 

2 It is not clear that this e-mail accurately reflected either the district’s 
past or then-current practice. According to the brief in opposition, the 
district approved the piece that the wind ensemble played at graduation 
prior to 2006, “On a Hymnsong of Philip Bliss.” See Brief in Opposition 
8; see also 580 F. 3d, at 1091. This song, which not only includes the term 
“hymn” in its title, is an arrangement of Philip Bliss’ hymn “It is Well with 
My Soul” that has fervently religious lyrics, including the following: 
“Though Satan should buffet, though trials should come,
 
Let this blest assurance control,
 
That Christ hath regarded my helpless estate,
 
And hath shed His own blood for my soul.”
 
Spafford and Bliss, It is Well with My Soul, in Gospel Hymns No. 2, p. 78 
(P. Bliss & I. Sankey 1876); D. Holsinger, On a Hymnsong of Philip Bliss 
(1989), http://trnmusic.com/pdfs/scorepdfs/onahymnsongofphilipbliss.pdf 
(as visited Mar. 19, 2010, and available in Clerk of Court’s case file); see 
also R. Garofalo, On a Hymnsong of Philip Bliss: A Teaching/Learning 
Unit 9 (2000). Whatever distinction the district perceived between this 
piece and Biebl’s “Ave Maria” is not revealed by the record. 

http://trnmusic.com/pdfs/scorepdfs/onahymnsongofphilipbliss.pdf
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vetoing of the ensemble members’ selection had not violated their 
free speech rights because “it is reasonable for a school official to 
prohibit the performance of an obviously religious piece” “when 
there is a captive audience at a graduation ceremony, which spans 
a finite amount of time, and during which the demand for equal 
time is so great that comparable non-religious musical works 
might not be presented.” Id., at 1095. Dissenting on the free 
speech issue, Judge Smith expressed concern that the panel’s 
decision would encourage public school administrators to ban “mu­
sical and artistic presentations by their students in school-
sponsored limited public fora where those presentations contain 
any trace of religious inspiration, for fear of criticism by a mem­
ber of the public, however extreme that person’s views may be.” 
Id., at 1099. 

II 
When a public school administration speaks for itself and takes 

public responsibility for its speech, it may say what it wishes 
without violating the First Amendment’s guarantee of freedom of 
speech. Pleasant Grove City v. Summum, 555 U. S. 460, 467–468 
(2009). But when a public school purports to allow students to 
express themselves, it must respect the students’ free speech 
rights. School administrators may not behave like puppeteers 
who create the illusion that students are engaging in personal 
expression when in fact the school administration is pulling the 
strings. 

Our cases use the term “limited public forum” to describe a 
situation in which a public school purports to allow students to 
express their own views or sentiments. See Rosenberger v. Rec­
tor and Visitors of Univ. of Va., 515 U. S. 819, 829–830 (1995); 
Widmar v. Vincent, 454 U. S. 263, 272–273 (1981); see also Perry 
Ed. Assn. v. Perry Local Educators’ Assn., 460 U. S. 37, 45–48 
(1983). In such a forum, we have held, the State “must not dis­
criminate against speech on the basis of viewpoint.” Good News 
Club v. Milford Central School, 533 U. S. 98, 106 (2001); see also 
Rosenberger, supra, at 829. Our cases also make it perfectly 
clear that discrimination against religious, as opposed to secular, 
expression is viewpoint discrimination. Good News Club, supra, 
at 107; Rosenberger, supra, at 830, 831; Lamb’s Chapel v. Center 
Moriches Union Free School Dist., 508 U. S. 384, 393–394 (1993). 
And our cases categorically reject the proposition that speech 
may be censored simply because some in the audience may find 
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that speech distasteful. See United States v. Playboy Entertain­
ment Group, Inc., 529 U. S. 803, 814–816 (2000); R. A. V. v. 
St. Paul, 505 U. S. 377, 382 (1992); Board of Ed., Island Trees 
Union Free School Dist. No. 26 v. Pico, 457 U. S. 853, 871–872 
(1982) (plurality opinion); Tinker v. Des Moines Independent 
Community School Dist., 393 U. S. 503, 508–509 (1969). 

In this case, however, the Court of Appeals held that a public 
school did not violate the free speech rights of a student when 
the school, after creating a limited public forum, banned the per­
formance of “an obviously religious piece” because the piece might 
offend some members of the “captive audience at a graduation 
ceremony.” 580 F. 3d, at 1095. The tension between this rea­
soning and the fundamental free speech principles noted above 
is unmistakable. 

The Court of Appeals, in a footnote, acknowledged that the 
district’s decision would have been impermissible if it had consti­
tuted viewpoint discrimination, but the court concluded that “this 
is not a case involving viewpoint discrimination” because peti­
tioner “concede[d] that she was not attempting to express any 
specific religious viewpoint” but instead “sought only to ‘play a 
pretty piece.’ ” Id., at 1095, n. 6. This reasoning is questionable 
at best. 

First, the Court of Appeals’ holding, as set out in the body of 
its opinion, does not appear to depend in any way on petition­
er’s motivation in helping to select the Biebl piece. The court 
phrased its holding as follows: “[T]he District’s action in keeping 
all musical performances at graduation ‘entirely secular’ in nature 
was reasonable in light of the circumstances surrounding a high 
school graduation.” Id., at 1095. Nothing in the body of the 
court’s opinion suggests that its decision would have come out the 
other way if petitioner had favored the Biebl piece for religious 
rather than artistic reasons. Second, the school district did not 
veto the Biebl piece on viewpoint-neutral grounds. On the con­
trary, the district banned that piece precisely because of its per­
ceived religious message—that is, because the district feared that 
members of the audience would view the performance of the piece 
as the district’s sponsorship of a religious message. See Pet. for 
Cert. 7 (quoting letter to the editor criticizing 2005 graduation 
program). Banning speech because of the view that the speech 
is likely to be perceived as expressing seems to me to constitute 
viewpoint discrimination. 
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The decision below will have important implications for the 
nearly 10 million public school students in the Ninth Circuit. 
Even if the decision is read narrowly, it will restrict what is 
purportedly personal student expression at public school gradua­
tion ceremonies. And as Judge Smith noted, the Ninth Circuit’s 
reasoning may be applied to almost all public school artistic per­
formances. 580 F. 3d, at 1099 (opinion dissenting in part and 
concurring in judgment). The audience at such events, which 
generally consists overwhelmingly of relatives and friends of the 
performers, may be regarded as no less “captive” than graduation 
attendees. If the decision is applied to such performances, school 
administrators in some communities may choose to avoid “contro­
versy” by banishing all musical pieces with “religious connota­
tions.” Id., at 1095, 1091 (majority opinion). 

The logic of the Ninth Circuit’s decision has even broader 
implications. Why, for example, should the Ninth Circuit’s rea­
soning apply only to musical performances and not to other 
forms of student expression, including student speeches at gradu­
ation ceremonies and other comparable school events? More­
over, unless discrimination against speech expressing a religious 
viewpoint is less objectionable than other forms of viewpoint 
discrimination, the Ninth Circuit’s decision may provide the basis 
for wide-ranging censorship of student speech that expresses 
controversial ideas. A reasonable reading of the Ninth Circuit’s 
decision is that it authorizes school administrators to ban any 
controversial student expression at any school event attended by 
parents and others who feel obligated to be present because of 
the importance of the event for the participating students. A 
decision with such potentially broad and troubling implications 
merits our review. 

No. 09–806. Wright et al. v. Eastman Kodak Co. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
328 Fed. Appx. 738. 

No. 09–849. Shipping Corporation of India, Ltd. v. Jaldhi 
Overseas Pte Ltd. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of Maritime Law 
Association for leave to file a brief as amicus curiae granted. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 585 
F. 3d 58. 
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No. 09–856. Montgomery v. Wyeth, fka American Home 
Products Corp., et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
The Chief Justice took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 455. 

No. 09–937. Droz v. McCadden. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 106. 

No. 09–972. Salazar et ux. v. Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Soto-

mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 75. 

No. 09–6531. Lucky v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 101. 

No. 09–7319. Fell v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 531 F. 3d 197. 

No. 09–7554. Brown v. Rock, Superintendent, Great 
Meadow Correctional Facility, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 107. 

No. 09–7565. Corines v. Killian, Warden. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–8548. Brown v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner to seal petition for writ of certiorari denied. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8697. Chitoiu v. UNUM Provident Corp. et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 345 Fed. Appx. 625. 

No. 09–9033. Prescott v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 360 Fed. 
Appx. 209. 

No. 09–9125. Sattar v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 590 F. 3d 93. 
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No. 09–9135. Mercede v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 354 Fed. 
Appx. 477. 

No. 09–9267. Sharpley v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 355 Fed. 
Appx. 488. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 08–9156. Wood v. Allen, Commissioner, Alabama De­

partment of Corrections, et al., 558 U. S. 290; 
No. 09–35. Noriega v. Pastrana, Warden, ante, p. 917; 
No. 09–506. Children’s Fund et al. v. Springfield Hold­

ing Co. Ltd. LLC et al., 558 U. S. 1113; 
No. 09–585. Harvest Institute Freedman Federation et 

al. v. United States, 558 U. S. 1149; 
No. 09–655. Wade v. United States, 558 U. S. 1150; 
No. 09–6577. Mitchell v. O’Brien, 558 U. S. 1150; 
No. 09–6673. Bowling v. Kentucky, 558 U. S. 1117; 
No. 09–6701. Runge v. Minnesota, 558 U. S. 1054; 
No. 09–6755. Skrzypek et ux. v. United States, 558 U. S. 

1117; 
No. 09–6986. Alston v. Court of Appeals of Wisconsin, 

District I, 558 U. S. 1056; 
No. 09–7033. Smith v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion, 558 U. S. 1118; 
No. 09–7134. Miller v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart­

ment of Corrections, et al., 558 U. S. 1119; 
No. 09–7172. Monacelli v. Fifth Third Bank et al., ante, 

p. 906; 
No. 09–7218. Austin v. McCann, Warden, 558 U. S. 1121; 
No. 09–7302. Brzowski v. Tristano et al., 558 U. S. 1123; 
No. 09–7347. Abbott v. DeKalb et al., 558 U. S. 1123; 
No. 09–7490. Warfield v. Grams, Warden, 558 U. S. 1126; 
No. 09–7557. Perry v. Virginia, 558 U. S. 1153; 
No. 09–7566. Erickson v. Massachusetts, 558 U. S. 1153; 
No. 09–7571. Cleveland v. Abernathy, Mayor, Clemson, 

South Carolina, et al., 558 U. S. 1154; 
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No. 09–7610. Dillehay v. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development et al., 558 U. S. 1154; 

No. 09–7684. Davis v. United States et al., 558 U. S. 1129; 
No. 09–7729. Laskey v. AT&T, ante, p. 909; 
No. 09–7730. Laskey v. Fidelity Investments, ante, p. 909; 
No. 09–7731. Laskey v. AT&T, ante, p. 909; 
No. 09–7753. Laskey v. Corning Cable Systems, ante, 

p. 910; 
No. 09–7759. Laskey v. Shiloh Group, LLC, ante, p. 910; 
No. 09–7760. Laskey v. Sun Microsystems, Inc., ante, 

p. 910; 
No. 09–7876. Holman v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 

Affairs, 558 U. S. 1134; 
No. 09–7886. Wilson v. United States, 558 U. S. 1134; 
No. 09–7932. Uykheng Ngy v. You Song Seck, ante, p. 911; 
No. 09–8002. Torres v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, ante, p. 912; 
No. 09–8019. In re Singleton, 558 U. S. 1109; 
No. 09–8163. Askew v. United States, ante, p. 915; and 
No. 09–8264. Kapordelis v. United States, ante, p. 917. 

Petitions for rehearing denied. 

No. 09–5490. Middleton v. Schult, Warden, 558 U. S. 
1100; and 

No. 09–7188. Agron v. Columbia University, 558 U. S. 1138. 
Petitions for rehearing denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part 
in the consideration or decision of these petitions. 

No. 09–7754. Laskey v. Intel Corp., ante, p. 929. Petition 
for rehearing denied. The Chief Justice took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

March 24, 2010 
Miscellaneous Order 

No. 09–9000 (09A743). Skinner v. Switzer, District Attor­

ney. C. A. 5th Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence 
of death, presented to Justice Scalia, and by him referred to 
the Court, granted pending disposition of the petition for writ of 
certiorari. Should the petition for writ of certiorari be denied, 
this stay shall terminate automatically. In the event the petition 
for writ of certiorari is granted, the stay shall terminate upon 
the sending down of the judgment of this Court. 
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Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 09–8367. Welton v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded to the 
Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit for further consideration 
in light of that court’s en banc opinion in United States v. Corner, 
598 F. 3d 411 (2010). Reported below: 583 F. 3d 494. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–8742. Albright-Lazzari et vir v. Connecticut (two 
judgments). App. Ct. Conn. Motion of petitioners for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8776. Taylor v. Brashears et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8781. Kalski v. Antonovich et al. Ct. App. Cal., 
2d App. Dist. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

No. 09–8799. Sabedra v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8802. Spuck v. McVey, Chairwoman, Pennsylvania 
Board of Probation and Parole, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8871. Hafed v. Supreme Court of the United 
States et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
See this Court’s Rule 39.8. The Chief Justice took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. 
Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 447. 
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No. 09–9064. Jackson v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As peti­
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–2457. In re Disbarment of Siciliano. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 558 U. S. 1043.] 

No. D–2459. In re Disbarment of Passmore. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 558 U. S. 1043.] 

No. D–2460. In re Disbarment of Berman. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 558 U. S. 1044.] 

No. D–2461. In re Disbarment of Finnerty. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 558 U. S. 1044.] 

No. D–2462. In re Disbarment of Sheehan. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 558 U. S. 1044.] 

No. D–2463. In re Disbarment of Sachar. Disbarment en­
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 558 U. S. 1044.] 

No. 09M81. Doe v. Duncan et al. Motion for leave to pro­
ceed in forma pauperis with the declaration of indigency under 
seal denied. 

No. 09M82. Grandoit v. Murray et al. Motion to direct 
the Clerk to file petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 09–8048. Eline v. Hawaii Department of Public 
Safety. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration 
of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 933] 
denied. 

No. 09–8700. White v. Fairfax County, Virginia, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed until April 19, 2010, 
within which to pay the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) and 
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to submit a petition in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of 
this Court. 

No. 09–9394. In re Gaston; 
No. 09–9460. In re York; and 
No. 09–9523. In re Parker. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 09–9534. In re Miller. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As peti­
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–9021. In re Tangirala. Petition for writ of manda­
mus denied. 

No. 09–9300. In re Taylor. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
mandamus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8744. In re Thomas. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

No. 09–8862. In re Cutaia. Petition for writ of prohibition 
denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–742. Rosenberg v. Hualapai Indian Nation. Ct. 
App. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–815. Frequent Flyer Depot, Inc., et al. v. Ameri­

can Airlines, Inc. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 281 S. W. 3d 215. 

No. 09–857. Doyle v. Graske; 
No. 09–888. Graske v. Doyle et ux.; and 
No. 09–990. Graske v. Doyle. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari de­

nied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 898. 
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No. 09–859. Windsor v. Maid of the Mist Corp. et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–865. Monumental Life Insurance Co., Successor 
in Interest to Commonwealth Life Insurance Co. v. Ken­

tucky Department of Revenue, fka Revenue Cabinet, 
Finance and Administration Cabinet, Commonwealth of 
Kentucky, et al. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 294 S. W. 3d 10. 

No. 09–872. Casey et al. v. North American Savings, 
F. S. B., et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 583 F. 3d 586. 

No. 09–879. Waeschle v. Dragovic, Individually and in 
His Official Capacity as Medical Examiner of Oakland 
County, Michigan, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 576 F. 3d 539. 

No. 09–880. Birks v. Park et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 848. 

No. 09–884. J. B. L. v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 11th Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–887. E. H. et al., on Their Own Behalf and as 
Parents and Next Friends of C. H., a Minor v. Board of 
Education of the Shenendehowa Central School District 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 361 
Fed. Appx. 156. 

No. 09–892. Southwick v. Crownover et al. Ct. App. Cal., 
1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–924. Yun Kyu Yook et al. v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
339 Fed. Appx. 795. 

No. 09–928. Sang Kyu Han et ux. v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
339 Fed. Appx. 802. 

No. 09–966. Wadhwa v. Department of Veterans Affairs 
(two judgments). C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 353 Fed. Appx. 434 (second judgment) and 435 (first 
judgment). 
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No. 09–969. Brown v. Indiana Board of Law Examiners. 
Sup. Ct. Ind. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–973. Snider v. Lee et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 193. 

No. 09–1019. Mikell v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 218. 

No. 09–1026. Moncier v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 593. 

No. 09–1040. Sandlin v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 589 F. 3d 749. 

No. 09–1044. Briones et al. v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7351. Deberry v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 708. 

No. 09–7358. Van Divner v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 599 Pa. 617, 962 A. 2d 1170. 

No. 09–7485. Waters v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 554. 

No. 09–7793. Ward v. Indiana. Sup. Ct. Ind. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 903 N. E. 2d 946. 

No. 09–7882. Briggs v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 750. 

No. 09–8262. Williams v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 714. 

No. 09–8717. Sheriff v. Accelerated Receivables Solu­

tions et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 349 Fed. Appx. 351. 

No. 09–8718. Swain v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8719. Ross v. Young et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 822. 

No. 09–8721. Rockett v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8723. Driessen v. Florida Department of Chil­

dren and Families et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 355. 

No. 09–8725. Cotton v. Woods, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8739. Atherton v. District of Columbia Office of 
the Mayor et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 567 F. 3d 672. 

No. 09–8746. Tani v. Washington Post et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 792. 

No. 09–8747. O’Brien v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 11th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8760. Hogg v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8771. Collazo v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8772. Ringgold et al. v. Sankary et al. Ct. App. 
Cal., 2d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8773. Owens v. Jones, Superintendent, Hyde Cor­

rectional Institution. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 948. 

No. 09–8777. Nelson v. Cortez Masto, Attorney General 
of Nevada. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
350 Fed. Appx. 134. 

No. 09–8779. Collier v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 755. 

No. 09–8786. Ashford v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8787. Buycks v. California Unemployment Insur­

ance Appeals Board et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8788. Black v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8798. Slack v. Jones et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 361. 

No. 09–8812. Linares v. Albrith et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8823. McNeill v. Germany et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 549. 

No. 09–8825. Daniels v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 527. 

No. 09–8826. Copeland v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8827. Minh Phouc Chung v. Thaler, Director, 
Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional In­

stitutions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8829. Donald v. Schultz et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8830. Sterhan v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8837. Anderson v. McClemore, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8845. Criner v. Bouton et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8847. Robinson v. Hinkle, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 517. 

No. 09–8848. Scroggins v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8857. Brown v. Obama, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 352 Fed. Appx. 446. 

No. 09–8860. Rutledge v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–8865. Horton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 889. 

No. 09–8874. Groves v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 840. 

No. 09–8908. Barbour v. Western Regional Director, 
Virginia Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8926. Wesson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 728. 

No. 09–8932. Jefferson v. Carlton, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8943. Fajardo-Jimenez v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 
Fed. Appx. 16. 

No. 09–8951. Kabui v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 835. 

No. 09–8967. Hamilton, aka Dozier v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8977. Owens v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8987. Armstrong v. Scribner, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9016. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9053. Deneui v. South Dakota. Sup. Ct. S. D. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 775 N. W. 2d 221. 

No. 09–9078. Marquardt v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Wis. 2d 574, 776 N. W. 
2d 288. 

No. 09–9101. Ford v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 916. 

No. 09–9102. Franetich v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 416. 
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No. 09–9108. Holt v. Minnesota. Sup. Ct. Minn. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 772 N. W. 2d 470. 

No. 09–9114. Williams v. Martinez, Warden, et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 995. 

No. 09–9122. Dennison v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 658. 

No. 09–9126. Shelton v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9141. Bogues v. MacEachern, Superintendent, 
Massachusetts Correctional Institution at Shirley. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9154. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 441. 

No. 09–9191. Stidham v. Varano et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9209. Whitefield v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9210. Wright v. Potter, Postmaster General. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. 
Appx. 898. 

No. 09–9211. Vinson v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Franklin 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9213. Elso v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 1163. 

No. 09–9217. Branch v. Tennis, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Rockview, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9218. Burris v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 308. 

No. 09–9219. Branch v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 970. 

No. 09–9223. Breeding v. Donahue, Warden. Ct. App. Ky. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9228. Phillips v. DiGuglielmo, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9232. Ghelichkhani v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9234. Williams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 912. 

No. 09–9236. Jones v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9238. Lane v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 591 F. 3d 921. 

No. 09–9241. Mitchell v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 281. 

No. 09–9242. Parmer v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 854. 

No. 09–9244. Webber v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9253. Dowthard v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9254. Hyatt v. Branker, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 162. 

No. 09–9258. Hammond v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 877. 

No. 09–9260. Hodge v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 306. 

No. 09–9263. Gonzalez-Ambriz v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 
155. 

No. 09–9270. Kimoto v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 588 F. 3d 464. 

No. 09–9272. Pauyo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 955. 
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No. 09–9282. Roselle v. United States et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 98. 

No. 09–9284. Cabell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 799. 

No. 09–9291. Nordyke v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9292. King v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 410. 

No. 09–9295. McCoy v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 900. 

No. 09–9304. Carmenate v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 941. 

No. 09–9305. Campbell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 923. 

No. 09–9306. Morris v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9308. Basu v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 187. 

No. 09–9314. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 890. 

No. 09–9322. 
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9328. 
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9330. 
C. A. 5th Cir. 
Appx. 953. 

No. 09–9334. 

Mills v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-

Jones v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. Cer-
Reported below: 584 F. 3d 1083. 

Edison v. Washington-Adduci, Warden. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. 

Placencia-Medina v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 161. 

No. 09–9335. Polk v. Menifee, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9338. Mason v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 781. 
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No. 09–9352. Vasquez-Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9355. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 481. 

No. 09–9356. Bronnenberg v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 939. 

No. 09–725. Beaver et al. v. Dannemann. Dist. Ct. App. 
Fla., 1st Dist. Motion of Florida Defense Lawyers Association 
for leave to file a brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 14 So. 3d 246. 

No. 09–876. Rodriguez v. United States Court of Ap­

peals for the Second Circuit. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. 

No. 09–894. Cate, Secretary, California Department of 
Corrections and Rehabilitation v. Ali. C. A. 9th Cir. Mo­
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 1174. 

No. 09–915. Lemus-Lemus v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 343 Fed. Appx. 643. 

No. 09–9275. Krug v. Stevens, Associate Justice, Su­

preme Court of the United States, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Stevens took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 309 Fed. 
Appx. 423. 

No. 09–9297. Tisdol v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 09–7140. Robenson v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, 558 U. S. 1119; 

No. 09–7199. Beal v. Levine et al., 558 U. S. 1120; 
No. 09–7233. Payne v. Tinsley et al., 558 U. S. 1121; 
No. 09–7435. Haywood v. Bedatsky et al., 558 U. S. 1151; 
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No. 09–7479. Ketchum v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 558 U. S. 1152; 

No. 09–7570. Major-Davis v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 558 U. S. 1153; 

No. 09–7606. Travaline v. Travaline, 558 U. S. 1154; 
No. 09–7611. Diaz v. Texas, 558 U. S. 1154; 
No. 09–7682. Aldridge et ux. v. United States, 558 U. S. 

1129; 
No. 09–7692. May v. Aarsand Management, ante, p. 908; 
No. 09–7724. Popal v. New York, ante, p. 909; 
No. 09–7893. Johnson v. Cook Inc., 558 U. S. 1155; 
No. 09–7947. Bakarich v. New Jersey, ante, p. 946; 
No. 09–8098. Thomas v. Office of Personnel Manage­

ment, ante, p. 914; and 
No. 09–8176. Ezike v. Mittal et al., ante, p. 977. Petitions 

for rehearing denied. 

March 31, 2010 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 
No. 09–873. Donaldson Co., Inc. v. Burroughs Diesel, Inc. 

C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this Court’s Rule 46. 
Reported below: 581 F. 3d 726. 

April 5, 2010 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 
No. 08–9888. Santos-Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 5th 

Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re­
manded for further consideration in light of Padilla v. Kentucky, 
ante, p. 356. Reported below: 548 F. 3d 327. 

No. 09–163. Ameriprise Financial, Inc., fka American 
Express Financial Corp., et al. v. Gallus et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded 
for further consideration in light of Jones v. Harris Associates 
L. P., ante, p. 335. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 816. 
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Certiorari Dismissed 
No. 09–8902. James v. Jackson et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion 

of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, 
and cases cited therein. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 790. 

No. 09–9165. Redford v. Collier Heights Apartments 
et al. Ct. App. Ga. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 298 Ga. App. 116, 679 S. E. 
2d 120. 

No. 09–9225. Branham v. Bergh et al.; and Branham v. 
Malloy et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Motions of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–9459. O’Connor v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 
No. 09M83. Wiggins v. Logan et al. Motion to direct the 

Clerk to file petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 09M84. Calvert v. United States. Motion for leave to 
proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 08–1332. City of Ontario, California, et al. v. Quon 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 1090.] Mo­
tion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argu­
ment as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. Mo­
tion of The Rutherford Institute for leave to file a brief as amicus 
curiae granted. 

No. 09–8259. Redford v. Gwinnett County Judicial Cir­

cuit et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsider­
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ation of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, 
p. 968] denied. 

No. 09–8954. In re Morton. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

Certiorari Denied 
No. 09–489. D’Jamoos, Executrix of the Estate of Wein­

geroff, et al. v. Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 94. 

No. 09–498. John et al. v. United States; and 
No. 09–499. People of Bikini v. United States. C. A. Fed. 

Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 996. 

No. 09–681. Bonvicino et al. v. Hopkins. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 752. 

No. 09–709. Reed v. International Union, United Auto­

mobile, Aerospace and Agricultural Implement Work­

ers of America. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 569 F. 3d 576. 

No. 09–755. Marcantel, Individually and in His Official 
Capacity as Chief of Police of the Village of Turkey 
Creek, Louisiana v. Deville et vir; and 

No. 09–817. Tarver v. Deville et vir. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 156. 

No. 09–779. Walters et al. v. American Coach Lines 
of Miami, Inc. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 575 F. 3d 1221. 

No. 09–819. SAP AG et al. v. Sky Technologies LLC. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 
1374. 

No. 09–922. Jordan v. Apache Corp. et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 992. 

No. 09–952. Bradbury v. Idaho Judicial Council. Sup. 
Ct. Idaho. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 149 Idaho 107, 
233 P. 3d 38. 

No. 09–957. Patton v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 391 Ill. App. 3d 1121, 982 N. E. 
2d 989. 
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No. 09–959. Heath v. Securities and Exchange Commis­

sion. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 
F. 3d 122. 

No. 09–1000. Krutsinger v. Colorado. Sup. Ct. Colo. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 219 P. 3d 1054. 

No. 09–1001. Austin v. Douglas G. Peterson & Associates 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1004. Illinois Dunesland Preservation Society v. 
Illinois Department of Natural Resources et al. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 719. 

No. 09–1015. Stoyanov v. Department of the Navy. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 
558. 

No. 09–1017. Superior Highwall Miners, Inc., et al. v. 
Frye. Cir. Ct. Boone County, W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1018. Superior Highwall Miners, Inc., et al. v. 
Frye. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1024. William Dawson Nursing Center, Inc. v. 
Glavinskas. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 392 Ill. App. 3d 347, 912 N. E. 2d 675. 

No. 09–1034. Frye v. Excelsior College. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 241. 

No. 09–1055. Rivera-Newton v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1058. Viera v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–1072. Bueno v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 585 F. 3d 847. 

No. 09–7361. Zelaya et al. v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 355. 

No. 09–7373. Perez v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 164. 
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No. 09–7558. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 546. 

No. 09–7592. Abdul-Aziz v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 375. 

No. 09–7819. Lugo v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7826. Balbuena v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 510. 

No. 09–7833. Docampo v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 1091. 

No. 09–7952. Galloway v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
344 Fed. Appx. 64. 

No. 09–8472. Stephens v. Fourth Judicial District Court 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 
Fed. Appx. 861. 

No. 09–8583. Walker v. Potter, Postmaster General. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. 
Appx. 77. 

No. 09–8864. Henry v. Florida Department of Correc­

tions et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8868. Mannix v. Prather et al. Sup. Ct. Ill. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8870. Jenkins v. Hornbeak, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8882. Dalton v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 860. 

No. 09–8883. Chaudry v. Whispering Ridge Homeowners 
Assn. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8884. Forkner v. Kaho, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8886. Van Pelz v. Marshall, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 104. 

No. 09–8893. Galvin v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 603 Pa. 625, 985 A. 2d 783. 

No. 09–8895. Crumb v. Kmart Corp. et al. Ct. App. Cal., 
2d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8898. Caudill v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8904. Moore v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8911. Wilke v. Meyer et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 944. 

No. 09–8914. Ward v. Hobbs, Interim Director, Arkansas 
Department of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 577 F. 3d 925. 

No. 09–8918. Benjamin v. Wallace et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 829. 

No. 09–8920. Bonds v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 391 Ill. App. 3d 182, 908 N. E. 
2d 102. 

No. 09–8922. Brown v. Hathaway, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8928. Woods v. South Carolina Judicial Branch. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. 
Appx. 868. 

No. 09–8930. Windom v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 1227. 

No. 09–8942. Pompey v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 63 
App. Div. 3d 612, 882 N. Y. S. 2d 66. 

No. 09–8947. Richards-Johnson v. American Express Co. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8952. Nunez v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 793. 

No. 09–8953. Parada v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8955. Crawley v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Hamilton 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8956. Barragan Campa v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8960. Bascomb v. Small, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8961. Roberts v. Mitchem, Warden, et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8965. Thornblad v. Vue-Benson et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8968. Harding v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Montgomery 
County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 180 Ohio App. 3d 
497, 905 N. E. 2d 1289. 

No. 09–8971. Peterka v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8974. Maness v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 363 N. C. 261, 677 S. E. 
2d 796. 

No. 09–8990. Pratcher v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8996. Ware v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 So. 3d 724. 

No. 09–9006. Lefey-Rivera v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 532. 

No. 09–9014. Muhammad v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 371. 
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No. 09–9066. Simone v. Folino, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Greene, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9082. Kwasnik v. Maine. Sup. Jud. Ct. Me. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9089. Adams v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9092. Manzur v. Montoya et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 692. 

No. 09–9110. Taylor v. Vasquez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9112. Meikle v. Dzurenda, Warden. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9127. Prescod v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 801. 

No. 09–9148. Cal v. Bell, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9155. Semler v. Ludeman et al. Ct. App. Minn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9157. Sutherland v. Gaetz, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 614. 

No. 09–9166. Slack v. Jones, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9175. Thomas v. Marola et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9202. Lipscomb v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9246. Kastner v. Martin, Drought & Torres, 
et al. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9268. Real v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 972 A. 2d 560. 

No. 09–9271. Martinez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9288. Van Norman v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 362 Fed. Appx. 597. 

No. 09–9301. Cargile v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 505. 

No. 09–9333. Cisneros-Mora v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9337. Martin v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 1068. 

No. 09–9348. Steward v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 979. 

No. 09–9349. Watkins v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9354. Baney v. Department of Justice. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9358. Brown v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 754. 

No. 09–9360. Cain v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 169. 

No. 09–9364. Williams v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9368. Ulloa v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 286. 

No. 09–9372. Lindsey v. DaimlerChrysler Corp. Ct. App. 
Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9374. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 973. 

No. 09–9385. Dias, aka Guthrie v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 859. 

No. 09–9388. McCall v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 811. 
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No. 09–9389. Gardner v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9393. Flood v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 210. 

No. 09–9395. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9401. Messick v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 831. 

No. 09–9402. Neidlinger v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 357. 

No. 09–9406. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9409. Robles-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9410. Talib v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 934. 

No. 09–9413. Wellons v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9417. Deloatch v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9419. Stanley v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 69. 

No. 09–9420. Stymiest v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 759. 

No. 09–9421. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 299. 

No. 09–9428. Ruvalcaba v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9430. Santos v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 589 F. 3d 759. 

No. 09–9431. Booth v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 224 W. Va. 307, 685 S. E. 
2d 701. 
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No. 09–9433. Brown v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 513. 

No. 09–9436. Ringer v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 210. 

No. 09–9438. Morrison v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 884. 

No. 09–9440. Mouzon, aka Green v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 739. 

No. 09–9443. Cruz Toro v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9448. Glinton v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 453. 

No. 09–9449. Gambrell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 896. 

No. 09–9450. Gragg v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 543. 

No. 09–9451. Ford v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 342. 

No. 09–9452. Gaither v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9454. Gonzales v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 446. 

No. 09–9455. Green v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 483. 

No. 09–9457. Jones v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9461. Scott v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9462. De Leon-Quinones v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 588 F. 3d 748. 

No. 09–9463. Payton v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9477. Weston v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9479. Davis v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 248. 

No. 09–9486. Bonilla v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 1233. 

No. 09–9489. Lopez-Reyes v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 589 F. 3d 667. 

No. 09–9492. Martinez-Velez v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9496. Noster v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 590 F. 3d 624. 

No. 09–9497. Parrish v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 448. 

No. 09–9510. Barnwell v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 364 Fed. Appx. 240. 

No. 09–9511. Sanders v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9519. Watts v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 784. 

No. 09–9521. Vargas-Victoria v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 307. 

No. 09–631. Encarnacion, on Behalf of George, et al. 
v. Astrue, Commissioner of Social Security. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 568 F. 
3d 72. 

No. 09–700. Al-Turki v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Motions 
of National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers et al. and 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia for leave to file briefs as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–728. Jensen et ux. v. Stoot et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motions of National Association of Police Organizations, Inc., and 
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City of Escondido for leave to file briefs as amici curiae granted. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 910. 

No. 09–925. Dean v. Blumenthal, Attorney General of 
Connecticut. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Soto-

mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 60. 

No. 09–8671. Bedford v. Collins, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for remand denied. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 567 F. 3d 225. 

No. 09–8957. Wei Chen v. Lape, Superintendent, Cox­

sackie Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. 

No. 09–8958. Crump v. Superior Court of California, Al­

ameda County. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Breyer took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 09–9347. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 354 
Fed. Appx. 518. 

No. 09–9375. Maduka v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 330 Fed. 
Appx. 295. 

No. 09–9432. Farmer v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 131. 

No. 09–9447. Feliciano v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–9495. Owad v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 363 Fed. 
Appx. 789. 
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Rehearing Denied 
No. 09–7280. Farnsworth v. McNeil et al., 558 U. S. 1122; 
No. 09–7367. Richardson v. Michigan State Treasurer, 

558 U. S. 1124; 
No. 09–7439. Griggs v. United States, 558 U. S. 1084; 
No. 09–7457. Fuller v. Bergh, Warden, 558 U. S. 1151; 
No. 09–7587. Vinnie v. Massachusetts, 558 U. S. 1154; 
No. 09–7676. Sternberg v. Michigan State University 

et al., 558 U. S. 1128; 
No. 09–7714. Murray v. Walker-Murray, ante, p. 909; 
No. 09–7877. Francis v. Joint Force Headquarters Na­

tional Guard et al., ante, p. 911; 
No. 09–7878. Dennis v. Keller Meyer Building Services, 

ante, p. 944; 
No. 09–8096. In re Walls, 558 U. S. 1146; 
No. 09–8100. Ukawabutu v. Ricci, Associate Administra­

tor, New Jersey State Prison, et al., ante, p. 950; 
No. 09–8104. Laskey v. Platt Electric Supply, Inc., 

ante, p. 950; 
No. 09–8155. White v. State Farm Insurance Co., ante, 

p. 976; 
No. 09–8177. Crain v. Tutor et al., ante, p. 977; 
No. 09–8352. In re Jackson, ante, p. 903; 
No. 09–8458. Elias v. United States, ante, p. 957; and 
No. 09–8535. Winters v. United States Parole Commis­

sioner et al., ante, p. 959. Petitions for rehearing denied. 

April 12, 2010 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 
No. 09–986. Green et al. v. Campbell et al. Sup. Ct. S. C. 

Certiorari dismissed under this Court’s Rule 46. Reported 
below: 385 S. C. 428, 685 S. E. 2d 163. 

April 16, 2010 
Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 08–1457. New Process Steel, L. P. v. National Labor 
Relations Board. C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 
989.] Parties are directed to file supplemental briefs addressing 
the following question: “What should be the effect, if any, of the 
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developments discussed in the letter submitted by the Solicitor 
General on March 29, 2010, on the proper disposition of this case?” 
Briefs, in letter format, limited to eight pages, are to be filed 
simultaneously with the Clerk and served upon opposing counsel 
on or before 2 p.m., Monday, April 26, 2010. 

No. 09–448. Hardt v. Reliance Standard Life Insurance 
Co. C. A. 4th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 1142.] Motion 
of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument 
as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 09–475. Monsanto Co. et al. v. Geertson Seed Farms 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 1142.] Mo­
tion of the Solicitor General for divided argument granted. Jus­

tice Breyer took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this motion. 

No. 09–559. Doe et al. v. Reed, Secretary of State of 
Washington, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 
U. S. 1142.] Motions of respondents Washington Coalition for 
Open Government and Washington Families Standing Together 
for divided argument denied. 

April 19, 2010 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 
No. 08–1307. Holster v. Gatco, Inc., dba Folio Associates. 

C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case 
remanded for further consideration in light of Shady Grove Ortho­
pedic Associates, P. A. v. Allstate Ins. Co., ante, p. 393. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

Justice Scalia, concurring. 

Petitioner Charles Holster filed this suit in federal court seek­
ing actual and statutory damages—on behalf of himself and a 
class of others similarly situated—for alleged violations of the 
Telephone Consumer Protection Act of 1991, 47 U. S. C. § 227. 
The District Court dismissed the suit, holding that the rule of 
Erie R. Co. v. Tompkins, 304 U. S. 64 (1938), applies to federal 
suits under the Act, and that N. Y. Civ. Prac. Law Ann. § 901(b) 
(West 2006)—which bars class actions in suits seeking statutory 
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damages—is “substantive” under Erie. 485 F. Supp. 2d 179, 184– 
186 (EDNY 2007). Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23 had no 
bearing, it added, because “§ 901(b) is a matter not covered by 
[Rule] 23.” Id., at 185, n. 3. 

The Second Circuit summarily affirmed on the basis of its deci­
sion (issued the same day by the same panel) in Bonime v. Avaya, 
Inc., 547 F. 3d 497 (2008). Bonime held that § 901(b) applies to 
suits brought under the Act in federal court for two reasons. 
First, it read the Act to require that federal courts treat claims 
under the Act as though they arise under state law and therefore 
are subject to Erie. 547 F. 3d, at 501. Second, Bonime held 
that § 227(b)(3)’s text—which provides that “[a] person or entity 
may, if otherwise permitted by the laws or rules of court of a 
State, bring in an appropriate court of that State” a suit for 
actual and statutory damages—prohibits federal courts from hear­
ing suits under the Act that would be barred in state court. 
Id., at 502. 
Shady Grove Orthopedic Associates, P. A. v. Allstate Ins. Co., 

ante, p. 393, held that, irrespective of Erie, § 901(b) does not apply 
to state-law claims in federal court because it is validly pre­
empted by Rule 23. Ante, at 398–406; ante, at 406–410 (plural­
ity opinion); ante, at 429–436 (Stevens, J., concurring in part 
and concurring in judgment). That holding assuredly affects— 
and in all likelihood eliminates—Bonime’s primary basis for 
applying § 901(b) in federal court. The dissent insists, however, 
that Bonime’s second ground remains unaffected. Post, at 1064 
(opinion of Ginsburg, J.). 

On one reading of Bonime’s opaque second ground, that is true: 
If the Second Circuit meant that § 227(b)(3) requires federal courts 
hearing claims under the Act to apply all state procedural rules 
that would effectively bar a suit, then Shady Grove has no bear­
ing. That is, however, a highly implausible reading of the Act. 
Besides effecting an implied partial repeal of the Rules Enabling 
Act, 28 U. S. C. § 2072, it would require federal courts to enforce 
any prerequisite to suit state law makes mandatory—a state rule 
limiting the length of the complaint, for example, or specifying 
the color and size of the paper. 

A more probable meaning of Bonime’s second ground is that 
when a State closes its doors to claims under the Act, § 227(b)(3) 
requires federal courts in the State to do so as well; but when 
such claims are allowed, the federal forum may apply its own 
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procedures in processing them. See 547 F. 3d, at 502 (“This stat­
utory language is unambiguous—a claim under the [Act] cannot 
be brought if not permitted by state law”). Nothing in Bonime 
suggests, for example, that a federal court could not consolidate 
two suits under the Act for its own convenience, see Fed. Rule 
Civ. Proc. 42(a), even if the State’s courts did not allow consolida­
tion. Although that logic applies equally to Rule 23’s method of 
combining claims, Bonime may simply have assumed—as the ap­
pellee urged it to conclude,1 as a number of District Courts had 
held,2 and as the Second Circuit itself held three weeks later 3— 
that Rule 23 does not address whether class actions are available 
for specific claims. If that is what Bonime had in mind, Shady 
Grove will likely affect the Second Circuit’s analysis. 
Shady Grove would also affect the outcome if the Bonime court 

believed that even if Rule 23 would otherwise allow a federal 
court to entertain a class action, § 227(b)(3) supersedes Rule 23 
by precluding suits that cannot be brought in state courts, includ­
ing class actions barred by § 901(b). Shady Grove reveals the 
error in this analysis: Section 901(b) does not prevent a plaintiff 
from bringing “an action to recover a penalty, or minimum meas­
ure of recovery created or imposed by statute”—as would be 
necessary to implicate § 227(b)(3)—but only from “maintain[ing]” 
such a suit “as a class action.” (Emphasis added.) Ante, at 408  
(plurality opinion); see also ante, at 398–402. 

For these reasons, I concur in the Court’s order. 

Justice Ginsburg, with whom Justice Breyer joins, 
dissenting. 

Petitioner Charles Holster filed this putative class action 
against Gatco, Inc., in federal court, invoking the court’s jurisdic­
tion under the Class Action Fairness Act of 2005, 28 U. S. C. 
§ 1332(d). Holster sought statutory damages for Gatco’s alleged 
violation of the Telephone Consumer Protection Act of 1991 
(TCPA), 47 U. S. C. § 227, which authorizes a “[p]rivate right of 

1 Brief for Defendant-Appellee in No. 07–1136 (CA2), pp. 35–36. 
2 See, e. g., Leider v. Ralfe, 387 F. Supp. 2d 283, 290 (SDNY 2005); In re 

Relafen Antitrust Litigation, 221 F. R. D. 260, 284–285 (Mass. 2004); Dorn­
berger v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 182 F. R. D. 72, 84 (SDNY 1999). 

3 See Shady Grove Orthopedic Assocs., P. A. v. Allstate Ins. Co., 549 F. 3d 
137, 143–145 (2008). 
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action” when a person is “otherwise permitted by the laws or 
rules of court of a State” to bring the action. § 227(b)(3). 

The District Court dismissed Holster’s suit based on N. Y. Civ. 
Prac. Law Ann. (CPLR) § 901(b) (West 2006), the provision at 
issue in Shady Grove Orthopedic Associates, P. A. v. Allstate Ins. 
Co., ante, p. 393. That statute prescribes that, unless specifically 
permitted, “an action to recover a penalty, or minimum measure 
of recovery created or imposed by statute may not be maintained 
as a class action.” § 901(b). The District Court noted that, pur­
suant to § 901(b), New York courts had closed their doors to 
class actions seeking statutory damages under the TCPA. 485 
F. Supp. 2d 179, 185 (EDNY 2007). 

Adopting its prior decision in Bonime v. Avaya, Inc., 547 F. 3d 
497 (2008), the Second Circuit summarily affirmed. Bonime held 
that § 901(b) barred TCPA claims brought as class actions for two 
independent reasons. First, the Court of Appeals determined 
that § 901(b) governed because it qualified as “substantive” under 
the doctrine of Erie R. Co. v. Tompkins, 304 U. S. 64 (1938). 547 
F. 3d, at 501–502. 

As a “second, independent” ground for its holding, the Bonime 
panel stated: 

“The private right of action created by the TCPA allows a 
person or entity to, ‘if otherwise permitted by the laws or 
rules of court  of a State,  bring .  . . ’ an action  for a violation 
of the TCPA. See 47 U. S. C. § 227(b)(3) (emphasis added). 
This statutory language is unambiguous—a claim under the 
TCPA cannot be brought if not permitted by state law. ‘In 
determining the proper interpretation of a statute, this court 
will look first to the plain language of a statute and interpret 
it by its ordinary, common meaning. If the statutory terms 
are unambiguous, our review generally ends and the statute 
is construed according to the plain meaning of its words.’ 
Tyler v. Douglas, 280 F. 3d 116, 122 (2d Cir. 2001) (internal 
citations, quotation marks, and alteration omitted). This 
provision constitutes an express limitation on the TCPA 
which federal courts are required to respect.” Id., at 502. 

Judge Calabresi concurred, joining only the second ground 
“identified by the majority for its conclusion.” Ibid. As Judge 
Calabresi explained: 
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“A state law that bars suit in state court, like [CPLR] 901(b), 
. . . effectively eliminates the cause of action created under 
the TCPA because it eliminates the ‘may’ and the rest of 
the phrase that follows (‘bring . . . an action’). Federal law 
(the TCPA’s cause of action) directs courts to look to ‘the 
laws’ and ‘rules of court’ of a state. Thus, when a state 
refuses to recognize a cause of action, there remains no cause 
of action to which any grant of federal court jurisdiction could 
attach.” Id., at 503. 

Although Shady Grove may bear on the Second Circuit’s Erie 
analysis,* nothing in Shady Grove calls for a reading of § 227(b)(3) 
that fails fully to honor “the laws [and] rules of court of [New 
York] State.” The Second Circuit’s interpretation of the TCPA’s 
private-right-of-action authorization stands on its own footing as 
an adequate and independent ground for dismissing Holster’s suit. 
I would spare the Court of Appeals the necessity of revisiting— 
and, presumably, reinstating—its TCPA-grounded ruling. 

Certiorari Dismissed 
No. 09–9042. Laskey v. RCN Corp. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion 

of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 357 Fed. Appx. 139. 

No. 09–9074. Bloom v. Rice et al. Ct. App. Kan. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 41 Kan. App. 2d xi, 203 P. 2d 1282. 

No. 09–9093. Moore v. Owens et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 361 Fed. Appx. 587. 

No. 09–9638. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 

*Holster, however, arguably forfeited the argument, accepted in Shady 
Grove, that Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23 preempts § 901(b); the Dis­
trict Court concluded that Rule 23 and § 901(b) did not conflict and noted 
that Holster “d[id] not dispute” that point. 485 F. Supp. 2d 179, 185, n. 3 
(EDNY 2007). 
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and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As peti­
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

Miscellaneous Orders 
No. 09A839. New York v. Williams et al. Application for 

stay, addressed to Justice Alito and referred to the Court, 
denied. 

No. 09M85. Thompson v. Florida (two judgments). Motion 
to direct the Clerk to file petition for writ of certiorari out of 
time denied. 

No. 09–150. Michigan v. Bryant. Sup. Ct. Mich. [Certio­
rari granted, ante, p. 970.] Motion of respondent for appointment 
of counsel granted. Peter Jon Van Hoek, Esq., of Detroit, Mich., 
is appointed to serve as counsel for respondent in this case. 

No. 09–559. Doe et al. v. Reed, Secretary of State of 
Washington, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 
U. S. 1142.] Motion of American Business Media et al. for leave 
to file a brief as amici curiae out of time granted. 

No. 09–944. Placer Dome, Inc., et al. v. Provincial Gov­

ernment of Marinduque, Republic of the Philippines. 
C. A. 9th Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to file a brief in 
this case expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 09–7073. Gould v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. [Cer­
tiorari granted, ante, p. 903.] Motion of petitioner for appoint­
ment of counsel granted. David L. Horan, Esq., of Dallas, Tex., 
is appointed to serve as counsel for petitioner in this case. 

No. 09–8014. In re Alpine. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 935] denied. 

No. 09–8375. Schultz v. Halpin et al. Sup. Ct. Ill. Mo­
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 990] denied. 
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No. 09–8604. Doerr v. Walker et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of 
order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 968] 
denied. 

No. 09–8917. Bates v. United States District Court for 
the Northern District of Illinois. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 989] denied. 

No. 09–9536. Mierzwa v. Hackensack University Medical 
Center. Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div.; and 

No. 09–9686. Robles v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Mo­
tions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioners are allowed until May 10, 2010, within which to pay 
the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) and to submit petitions 
in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 

No. 09–9664. In re Herring; 
No. 09–9750. In re McClain; and 
No. 09–9867. In re Chronister. Petitions for writs of ha­

beas corpus denied. 

No. 09–985. In re Patterson. Petition for writ of manda­
mus denied. 

No. 09–8998. In re Biers. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Granted 
No. 08–1423. Costco Wholesale Corp. v. Omega, S. A. 

C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 541 F. 3d 
982. 

No. 09–400. Staub v. Proctor Hospital. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 647. 

No. 09–846. United States v. Tohono O’odham Nation. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 
1284. 

No. 09–907. Ransom v. FIA Card Services, N. A., fka 
MBNA America Bank, N. A. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
granted. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 1026. 
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Certiorari Denied 
No. 08–11105. Barriteau et al. v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–79. Bellevue v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. 
Appx. 755. 

No. 09–176. Lakeside-Scott v. Multnomah County, Ore­

gon, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
556 F. 3d 797. 

No. 09–440. Schramm v. LaHood, Secretary of Transpor­

tation. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 
Fed. Appx. 337. 

No. 09–538. Consumers’ Checkbook, Center for the 
Study of Services v. Department of Health and Human 
Services et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 554 F. 3d 1046. 

No. 09–580. Zephier et al. v. United States et al. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 1228. 

No. 09–583. Browning v. United States et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 1038 and 340 
Fed. Appx. 353. 

No. 09–590. Programmers Guild et al. v. Napolitano, 
Secretary of Homeland Security, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 239. 

No. 09–604. Nguyen v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 46 Cal. 4th 1007, 209 P. 3d 946. 

No. 09–628. Vezina v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 17 So. 3d 1226. 

No. 09–664. Arambula-Medina v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 
F. 3d 824. 

No. 09–666. Lithium Power Technologies, Inc., et al. v. 
United States ex rel. Longhi et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 458. 
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No. 09–678. Simon et al. v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–717. Banks v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 583 
F. 3d 295. 

No. 09–727. Bradley v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 997 So. 2d 694. 

No. 09–763. Turnipseed et al. v. Brown, Clerk, Circuit 
Court of Illinois, Cook County, et al. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 391 Ill. App. 3d 88, 908 
N. E. 2d 546. 

No. 09–788. Norfolk Southern Railway Co. v. Jordan 
et al. Ct. App. Tenn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–790. Zagorski v. Bell, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 336. 

No. 09–799. Davies et ux. v. Moysa et ux. (Reported below: 
121 Haw. 461, 220 P. 3d 1042); and Davies et ux. v. Doi, Judge, 
District Court of Hawaii, First Circuit, et al. Sup. Ct. 
Haw. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–800. North County Community Alliance, Inc. v. 
Salazar, Secretary of the Interior, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 738. 

No. 09–810. Grand River Enterprises Six Nations, Ltd. 
v. McDaniel, Attorney General of Arkansas. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 929. 

No. 09–826. Stone et al. v. Devon Energy Production 
Co., L. P., et al. Sup. Ct. Wyo. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 216 P. 3d 489. 

No. 09–946. Jaskolski et al. v. Daniels et al. Ct. App. 
Ind. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 905 N. E. 2d 1. 

No. 09–947. Kim v. Targa Real Estate Service, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 
Fed. Appx. 426. 
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No. 09–950. Bittner v. Snyder County, Pennsylvania, 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 
Fed. Appx. 790. 

No. 09–961. Hollander et al. v. United States et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. 
Appx. 592. 

No. 09–964. McGowan v. Deere & Co. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 575. 

No. 09–970. Boyle v. Astrue, Commissioner of Social Se­

curity. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–971. Marshall v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 15 So. 3d 811. 

No. 09–974. Rios v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–975. Peterson v. PDQ Food Stores Inc. et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–984. Owen v. Sands. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 176 Cal. App. 4th 985, 98 
Cal. Rptr. 3d 167. 

No. 09–995. Tolle v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–1002. Davis v. Minnesota. Sup. Ct. Minn. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 773 N. W. 2d 66. 

No. 09–1003. Fisenko v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. 
Appx. 504. 

No. 09–1013. Soriano-Arellano v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1020. Newton v. Hobbs, Interim Director, Arkan­

sas Department of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–1043. Anghel v. Saint Francis Hospital and Medi­

cal Center. App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 118 Conn. App. 139, 982 A. 2d 649. 
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No. 09–1045. Paland v. Brooktrails Township Community 
Services District Board of Directors. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 179 Cal. App. 
4th 1358, 102 Cal. Rptr. 3d 270. 

No. 09–1049. Raymond v. Supreme Court of Ohio. Sup. 
Ct. Ohio. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1068. Cogswell v. United States Senate. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 
175. 

No. 09–1084. Kratt v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 558. 

No. 09–1093. Hickey v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 922. 

No. 09–1094. Campbell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1096. Fresenius USA, Inc., et al. v. Baxter Inter­

national, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 582 F. 3d 1288. 

No. 09–1099. Rubashkin v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1102. Rowley v. City of North Myrtle Beach, 
South Carolina, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 657. 

No. 09–1107. Turner v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1120. Bilotto v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1129. Rehak et al. v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 589 F. 3d 965. 

No. 09–1133. Davis v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 589 F. 3d 861. 

No. 09–1139. Thompson v. United States; and 
No. 09–1141. Bolger v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­

tiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 406. 
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No. 09–1153. Carswell et al. v. Hawaii Department of 
Land and Natural Resources et al. Int. Ct. App. Haw. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 120 Haw. 417, 209 P. 3d 194. 

No. 09–6845. Kamara v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. 
Appx. 701. 

No. 09–7382. Randolph v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 974. 

No. 09–7579. Meza v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7697. Foots v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 969. 

No. 09–7845. Adams v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7927. Grayson v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 155 Cal. App. 
4th 1059, 66 Cal. Rptr. 3d 603. 

No. 09–7950. Christian v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 53. 

No. 09–8022. Tu v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8087. Quezada v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8126. Coley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 933. 

No. 09–8147. Nurek v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 618. 

No. 09–8185. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 253. 

No. 09–8195. Woodward v. Epps, Commissioner, Mississippi 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 318. 
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No. 09–8206. Mercer v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–8266. Cardenas v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8416. Baltazar v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8511. Gutierrez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8512. Ingalls v. AES Corp. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 246. 

No. 09–8589. Buck v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 
Fed. Appx. 923. 

No. 09–8591. Yalda v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8610. Hood v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–8613. Heron-Salinas v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 898. 

No. 09–8766. Land v. Allen, Commissioner, Alabama De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 1211. 

No. 09–8980. Johnson v. Goddard, Attorney General of 
Arizona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 347 Fed. Appx. 346. 

No. 09–8981. Dick v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 602 Pa. 180, 978 A. 2d 956. 

No. 09–8983. Lewis v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8986. Ochei v. All Care/Onward Healthcare 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–8992. Barber v. Federal Bureau of Investigation 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 
Fed. Appx. 564. 

No. 09–8997. Thomas v. Adams, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9001. Vega Noriega v. Thaler, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu­

tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9002. Holland v. Anderson, Superintendent, Mis­

sissippi State Penitentiary. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 267. 

No. 09–9005. LaValley v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9009. Winfield v. Roper, Superintendent, Potosi 
Correctional Center. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 292 S. W. 3d 909. 

No. 09–9020. Vega v. McVey et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9022. Johnston v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9023. Lloyd v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 929 A. 2d 242. 

No. 09–9026. Miller v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9028. Crummel v. Cate, Secretary, California De­

partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 219. 

No. 09–9031. Cantu v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 
Fed. Appx. 55. 

No. 09–9040. Lyons v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9045. Nieves v. World Savings Bank, FSB, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9046. Ballard v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 976 A. 2d 1198. 

No. 09–9047. Armant v. Stalder. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 958. 

No. 09–9050. Byrd v. Lewis, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 855. 

No. 09–9051. Boyer v. Boyer. Ct. App. Mo., Eastern Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 295 S. W. 3d 556. 

No. 09–9055. Muhammad v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 381 Ill. App. 3d 1138, 966 
N. E. 2d 605. 

No. 09–9058. Green v. Maroules et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 868. 

No. 09–9062. Jennings v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., 
App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9063. Lang v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 23 So. 3d 712. 

No. 09–9068. Zabriskie v. Orlando Police et al. Dist. Ct. 
App. Fla., 5th Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 23 So. 
3d 126. 

No. 09–9069. Wilkerson v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 363 N. C. 382, 683 S. E. 
2d 174. 

No. 09–9073. Mohammed v. Wisconsin Insurance Security 
Fund et al. Ct. App. Wis. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 321 Wis. 2d 477, 774 N. W. 2d 476. 

No. 09–9075. Ball v. Ball et al.; and Ball v. Blunt et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9077. Bell v. Myers et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 837. 
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No. 09–9080. Judd v. New Mexico. Ct. App. N. M. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9081. McNeil v. Howard, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 
409. 

No. 09–9083. King v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart­

ment of Corrections. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9084. Jones v. Fischer, Commissioner, New York 
Department of Correctional Services. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9086. Wilkens v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9087. Benedict v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9088. Blaxton v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 27 So. 3d 31. 

No. 09–9090. Liston v. Bowersox, Superintendent, South 
Central Correctional Center. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9100. Trevino v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9109. Hodge v. Parker, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 627. 

No. 09–9117. Williams v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 462. 

No. 09–9119. Witherow v. Crawford et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 785. 

No. 09–9124. Combs v. Voigt et al. Ct. App. Wis. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9128. Parker v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9129. Collier v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 387 Ill. App. 3d 630, 900 
N. E. 2d 396. 

No. 09–9132. Johnson v. South Carolina et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 842. 

No. 09–9134. Mardesich v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9138. Combs v. Pedersen, Sheriff, Monroe County, 
Wisconsin. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
351 Fed. Appx. 130. 

No. 09–9139. Dixon v. Palm Beach County Parks and Rec­

reation Department. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 500. 

No. 09–9140. Crain v. Clark County Public Defender 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 
Fed. Appx. 953. 

No. 09–9147. Casey v. Harvey. Sup. Ct. N. J. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9150. Smith v. Estes Express. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 52. 

No. 09–9151. Smith v. Missouri. Ct. App. Mo., Southern 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9167. Semler v. Finch. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 156. 

No. 09–9169. Johnston v. Ollison, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9170. Lindsey v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 849. 

No. 09–9207. Webb v. Bobby, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 383. 

No. 09–9221. Barbour v. Virginia Department of Correc­

tions et al.; Barbour v. Legislation Upon Virginia Depart­

ment of Corrections; Barbour v. Keeffee Commissaries at 
Virginia Department of Corrections; Barbour v. Virginia 
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Department of Corrections; Barbour v. Virginia Depart­

ment of Corrections; Barbour v. Virginia Department of 
Corrections; Barbour v. Virginia Department of Correc­

tions et al.; Barbour v. Virginia Department of Correc­

tions et al.; Barbour v. Virginia Department of Correc­

tions; and Barbour v. Representative of the Persons 
Assistant Warden Harvey. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9224. Arana v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9231. Grandoit v. Cooperative for Human Serv­

ices, Inc. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9237. Keesh et al. v. Smith, Superintendent, 
Shawangunk Correctional Facility, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 410 and 346 Fed. 
Appx. 741. 

No. 09–9278. Rhodes v. Lee, Superintendent, Green 
Haven Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9279. Ray v. Missouri. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9286. Richard v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 981 A. 2d 931. 

No. 09–9289. Akinmulero v. Holder, Attorney General, 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 
Fed. Appx. 58. 

No. 09–9303. DeLeon v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9310. Al’Shahid v. Hudson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9312. Miles v. Makishima et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9315. Crenshaw v. Klopotoski, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Dallas, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9327. Parham v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 821. 

No. 09–9339. Martinez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9340. Lewis v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 839. 

No. 09–9343. Thurmond v. McKee, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9382. Allen v. Ballard, Warden, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 827. 

No. 09–9386. Cross v. Des Moines Police Department 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9390. Hall v. Merit Systems Protection Board. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. 
Appx. 603. 

No. 09–9391. Hall v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9424. DuLaurence v. Liberty Mutual Insurance 
Co. et al. App. Ct. Mass. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
74 Mass. App. 1125, 909 N. E. 2d 558. 

No. 09–9444. West Virginia ex rel. Farmer v. McBride, 
Warden. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 224 W. Va. 469, 686 S. E. 2d 609. 

No. 09–9467. Howard v. Webster et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 616. 

No. 09–9473. Gaddy v. Mississippi. Ct. App. Miss. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 21 So. 3d 677. 

No. 09–9475. Gorbaty v. Portfolio Recovery Associates, 
LLC. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 
Fed. Appx. 580. 

No. 09–9478. Carl v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 593 F. 3d 115. 
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No. 09–9481. Simmons v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 587 F. 3d 348. 

No. 09–9482. Jordan v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 594 F. 3d 1265. 

No. 09–9503. Bobb v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9504. Williams v. Cooper, Attorney General of 
Tennessee. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9512. Spykes v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 864. 

No. 09–9516. Hudson v. Kapture, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9518. Miller v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9525. Nesbit v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 984. 

No. 09–9526. Morton v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9527. Roum v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 985 A. 2d 463. 

No. 09–9537. Binoya v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 383. 

No. 09–9540. Warrington v. Phelps, Warden, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9543. Saunders v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 714. 

No. 09–9544. McCorvey v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9546. Moreland v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 376. 

No. 09–9549. Cortes-Morales v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9550. Dorsey, aka Reed v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 361 Fed. Appx. 518. 

No. 09–9552. Monsalve v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 451. 

No. 09–9554. Winston v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 822. 

No. 09–9556. Bias v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 162. 

No. 09–9558. Belvado v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 854. 

No. 09–9560. Davis v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 590 F. 3d 847. 

No. 09–9561. Scoggins v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9562. Sukup v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9566. Galeote v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 110. 

No. 09–9567. Foster v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 523. 

No. 09–9568. Hickman v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9569. Ferguson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 826. 

No. 09–9570. Cervantes-Guzman v. United States; and 
No. 09–9590. Bernal-Benitez v. United States. C. A. 

11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 594 F. 3d 1303. 

No. 09–9571. Collins v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 943. 

No. 09–9576. Sanders v. O’Brien, Warden, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 791. 

No. 09–9577. Simmons v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 582. 
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No. 09–9578. Smith v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 910. 

No. 09–9581. Montgomery v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 622. 

No. 09–9582. Mims v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 88. 

No. 09–9583. Allen v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9586. Jeburk v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9588. Latham v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 661. 

No. 09–9589. Butts v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 850. 

No. 09–9591. Ramos-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 166. 

No. 09–9592. Rumley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 588 F. 3d 202. 

No. 09–9593. Dorval v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9595. Carroll v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 172. 

No. 09–9596. Diehl v. Morgan, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 99. 

No. 09–9597. Ceniceros v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 498. 

No. 09–9598. Aguilar Discua v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 78. 

No. 09–9601. Schliefsteiner v. O’Brien. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 982 A. 2d 1149. 

No. 09–9608. Ceballos v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 226. 
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No. 09–9610. Roane v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 564. 

No. 09–9613. Murillo-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 948. 

No. 09–9615. Breon v. United States; and 
No. 09–9679. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 615. 

No. 09–9621. Pace v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 656. 

No. 09–9623. Midkiff v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 596 F. 3d 236. 

No. 09–9624. Adams v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 928. 

No. 09–9627. Boyd v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 711. 

No. 09–9628. Martinez-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 584. 

No. 09–9633. Jens v. Jenkins, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9641. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9644. Peirce v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 319. 

No. 09–9645. Osuagwu, aka Okereke, aka Stanley v. 
United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 354 Fed. Appx. 158. 

No. 09–9646. Silva v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9648. Martin v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 587 F. 3d 625. 

No. 09–9650. Willis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9656. Love v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 982 A. 2d 1149. 

No. 09–9657. Lawther v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 357. 

No. 09–9663. Vega-Colon v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9666. Davis, aka Calvin, aka Robinson v. United 
States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
587 F. 3d 1300. 

No. 09–9670. Acuna Gomez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 583. 

No. 09–9671. Nunnally v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9672. Harris v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 493. 

No. 09–9674. Feliciano v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 949. 

No. 09–9681. Smith v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 84. 

No. 09–9682. Salom, aka Falcon v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 
409. 

No. 09–9684. Reed v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 523. 

No. 09–9692. Bradberry v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 508. 

No. 09–9693. Ketchup v. Driver, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 869. 

No. 09–9694. Reyes-Echevarria v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9696. Bass v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 664. 
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No. 09–9698. Bertram v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 934. 

No. 09–9700. Lopez-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 587. 

No. 09–9710. Ruckes v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 713. 

No. 09–9713. Dorvilus v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 239. 

No. 09–9716. Lubo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9717. Lahera v. Walt Disney Co. et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9718. Ayala-Ramos v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 585. 

No. 09–9719. Ortiz-Arriaga v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 849. 

No. 09–9722. Rojas-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9727. Covarrubias-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 507. 

No. 09–9728. Calderon-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 754. 

No. 09–9732. Valverde-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 946. 

No. 09–9733. Williams v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 599 F. 3d 831. 

No. 09–9734. Zuniga-Mendez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9737. Owden v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 448. 

No. 09–9739. Jaquez-Diaz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 725. 
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No. 09–9742. Hernandez-Hernandez v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. 
Appx. 717. 

No. 09–9748. Murphy v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9753. Edwards, aka Wilson v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. 
Appx. 773. 

No. 09–9755. Deshotels v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 960. 

No. 09–9759. Lawson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 450. 

No. 09–9760. Loew v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 593 F. 3d 1136 and 364 Fed. 
Appx. 333. 

No. 09–9763. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9765. Swain v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 367 Fed. Appx. 417. 

No. 09–9766. Richmond v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 369 Fed. Appx. 841. 

No. 09–9777. Guerra v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 869. 

No. 09–9781. Guerrero-Flores v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 363 Fed. Appx. 525. 

No. 09–9783. Gilliam v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9785. Gonzalez-Gutierrez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9788. Quintero-Calle v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9791. Mena-Hidalgo v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9792. Phillips v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 361 Fed. Appx. 679. 

No. 09–579. Wolfchild et al. v. United States et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Motion of Historic Shingle Springs Miwok for 
leave to file a brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 559 F. 3d 1228. 

No. 09–781. Minnesota v. Russell. Ct. App. Minn. Motion 
of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–805. D. D. v. New Jersey Division of Youth and 
Family Services ex rel. M. D. et al., Minors. Super. Ct. 
N. J., App. Div. Motion of respondents M. D. and K. D. for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–813. Gennimi v. Town of Lewisboro, New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 599. 

No. 09–861. Citizens for Police Accountability Politi­

cal Committee et al. v. Browning, Secretary of State of 
Florida, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion of Marion B. Brechner 
First Amendment Project et al. for leave to file a brief as amici 
curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 
1213. 

No. 09–931. Smith v. Bender, Associate Justice, Supreme 
Court of Colorado, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner to defer consideration of petition for writ of certiorari de­
nied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 190. 

No. 09–939. Pillay v. Cisco Systems, Inc., et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–943. Salsberg et al. v. Trico Marine Services, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Soto-

mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 55. 

No. 09–956. Doyle v. American Home Products Corp. 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
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took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 583 F. 3d 167. 

No. 09–1080. Porras v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
343 Fed. Appx. 710. 

No. 09–9655. Jass v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 47 
and 331 Fed. Appx. 850. 

No. 09–9715. Darby v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–9745. Tucker v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 350 Fed. 
Appx. 512. 

No. 09–9784. Hester v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 589 F. 3d 86. 

No. 09–10250 (09A972). Durr v. Strickland, Governor of 
Ohio, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application for stay of execution 
of sentence of death, presented to Justice Stevens, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 602 F. 3d 789. 

No. 09–10280 (09A979). Durr v. Strickland, Governor of 
Ohio, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application for stay of execution 
of sentence of death, presented to Justice Stevens, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 602 F. 3d 788. 

No. 09–10281 (09A980). Durr v. Cordray, Attorney Gen­

eral of Ohio, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application for stay of 
execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Stevens, 
and by him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 602 F. 3d 731. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 08–1458. Missouri Gas Energy v. Schmidt, Woods 

County, Oklahoma, Assessor, ante, p. 970; 
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No. 09–273. Thaler, Director, Texas Department of 
Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Division v. 
Haynes, ante, p. 43; 

No. 09–347. Dutka, Guardian of the Estate of T. M., a 
Minor, et al. v. AIG Life Insurance Co., ante, p. 970; 

No. 09–402. McCane v. United States, ante, p. 970; 
No. 09–461. West v. Bell, Warden, ante, p. 970; 
No. 09–661. Kasharian v. New Jersey Department of En­

vironmental Protection, ante, p. 938; 
No. 09–689. Hunsberger et ux. v. Wood, Deputy Sheriff, 

Botetourt County, Virginia, ante, p. 938; 
No. 09–715. Smith v. Friedman et al., ante, p. 971; 
No. 09–735. Alexander v. Smith et al., ante, p. 971; 
No. 09–7257. Irick v. Bell, Warden, ante, p. 942; 
No. 09–7259. Redman v. Potomac Place Associates, LLC, 

558 U. S. 1121; 
No. 09–7278. Camillo v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 

Affairs, 558 U. S. 1122; 
No. 09–7365. Smith v. Bridgestone Firestone Tire Co. 

et al., 558 U. S. 1124; 
No. 09–7453. Sairras v. Schleffer et al., 558 U. S. 1151; 
No. 09–7506. Brown v. Kelley et al., 558 U. S. 1152; 
No. 09–7542. Gruber v. Buescher, Secretary of State of 

Colorado, et al., 558 U. S. 1153; 
No. 09–7628. Sonntag v. United States District Court 

for the District of Nevada et al., ante, p. 907; 
No. 09–7670. Mortland v. Texas, ante, p. 908; 
No. 09–7733. Jackson v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 

Affairs, ante, p. 909; 
No. 09–7777. Harbison v. Little, Commissioner, Tennes­

see Department of Correction, et al., ante, p. 975; 
No. 09–7795. Self v. Devon Energy Production Co., LP, 

ante, p. 942; 
No. 09–7802. Hansen v. Industrial Claim Appeals Office 

of Colorado et al., ante, p. 943; 
No. 09–7858. Powers v. Mesaba Aviation, Inc., dba Mes­

aba Airlines, et al., ante, p. 944; 
No. 09–7922. Palmer v. Smith, Warden, ante, p. 945; 
No. 09–7945. Wimberly v. Royal et al., ante, p. 946; 
No. 09–8089. Klat v. Mitchell Repair Information Co., 

LLC, et al., ante, p. 949; 
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No. 09–8119. Brown v. United States, ante, p. 950;
 
No. 09–8135. Fuller v. Burnett et al., ante, p. 975;
 
No. 09–8198. In re Sancho, ante, p. 935;
 
No. 09–8200. Blackmer v. Blaisdell, Warden, ante, p. 977;
 
No. 09–8222. Genevier v. DeMore, ante, p. 951;
 
No. 09–8263. Walters v. Florida, ante, p. 979;
 
No. 09–8309. Vega-Figueroa v. United States, ante, p. 953;
 
No. 09–8322. Williams v. United States, ante, p. 953;
 
No. 09–8369. Judd v. United States, ante, p. 954;
 
No. 09–8393. Randle v. California, ante, p. 995;
 
No. 09–8417. Beckford v. Holder, Attorney General,  

ante, p. 981; 
No. 09–8426. Judd v. United States, ante, p. 981; 
No. 09–8432. Nikiforakis v. Stanek, ante, p. 981; 
No. 09–8451. Wilson v. Florida, ante, p. 981; 
No. 09–8477. Qian Chen v. Martinez, Judge, United 

States District Court for the Western District of Wash­

ington, ante, p. 957; and 
No. 09–8849. Revels v. Reynolds et al., ante, p. 987. Peti­

tions for rehearing denied. 

No. 09–8517. Laskey v. Cisco Technology, Inc., ante, p. 988. 
Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Breyer took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

April 22, 2010 
Miscellaneous Order 

No. 09A995. Berkley v. Texas. Application for stay of exe­
cution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Scalia, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. 

April 26, 2010 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 09–724. Real Truth About Obama, Inc. v. Federal 
Election Commission et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for further consid­
eration in light of Citizens United v. Federal Election Comm’n, 
558 U. S. 310 (2010), and the Solicitor General’s suggestion of 
mootness. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 342. 
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Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–9196. Sabedra v. United States Court of Appeals 
for the Fifth Circuit. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari 
dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–9266. Odom v. Mt. Pleasant Municipal Court, 
South Carolina. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 486. 

No. 09–9280. Sabedra v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–9342. Caldwell v. Florida Parole Commission. 
Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 25 So. 3d 1225. 

No. 09–9780. Genevier v. Superior Court of California, 
Los Angeles County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As peti­
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–9873. Frazier v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09A827 (09–1250). Fine v. Baca, Sheriff, Los Angeles 
County, California. C. A. 9th Cir. Application for stay, ad­
dressed to Justice Ginsburg and referred to the Court, denied. 
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No. 09M86. Doster v. Texas. Motion for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis without an affidavit of indigency executed by 
petitioner granted. 

No. 09M87. Tull v. New York, New York, et al.; and 
No. 09M88. Doby v. Burtt, Warden. Motions to direct the 

Clerk to file petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 1, Orig. Wisconsin et al. v. Illinois et al.; 
No. 2, Orig. Michigan v. Illinois et al.; and 
No. 3, Orig. New York v. Illinois et al. Motion of Michi­

gan to reopen and for a supplemental decree denied. Alternative 
motion for leave to file a bill of complaint denied. [For earlier 
order herein, see, e. g., ante, p. 1003.] 

No. 09–960. Hogan, Commissioner, Alaska Department of 
Health and Human Services, et al. v. Kaltag Tribal Coun­

cil et al. C. A. 9th Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to file 
a brief in this case expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 09–9137. Caldwell v. United States Tax Court et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1004] denied. 

No. 09–9281. Shahin v. Delaware et al. C. A. 3d Cir.; and 
No. 09–9283. Rubinstein et ux. v. Hagens Berman Sobol 

Shapiro LLP. C. A. 9th Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until 
May 17, 2010, within which to pay the docketing fees required by 
Rule 38(a) and to submit petitions in compliance with Rule 33.1 
of the Rules of this Court. 

No. 09–1078. In re Rose; 
No. 09–9255. In re Henderson; 
No. 09–10019. In re McMullen; and 
No. 09–10039. In re Bruner. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 09–10031. In re Burnes. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–8701. In re Springer; and 
No. 09–9277. In re Sanders. Petitions for writs of manda­

mus denied. 
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No. 09–9174. In re Warren. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
mandamus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

Certiorari Granted 
No. 08–1448. Schwarzenegger, Governor of California, 

et al. v. Entertainment Merchants Assn. et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of California State Senator Leland Y. Yee et al. for 
leave to file a brief as amici curiae out of time denied. Certio­
rari granted. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 950. 

No. 09–737. Ortiz v. Jordan et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari granted. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 449. 

Certiorari Denied 
No. 08–10994. Jeffers v. West Virginia. Cir. Ct. Kanawha 

County, W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–753. McGowan v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 662. 

No. 09–938. Ogle, Liquidating Trustee of the Agway 
Liquidating Trust v. Fidelity & Deposit Company of Mary­

land. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 
F. 3d 143. 

No. 09–968. Caffey v. Alabama State Bar. Sup. Ct. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–997. Dickson et al. v. San Juan County, Utah, 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 
Fed. Appx. 243. 

No. 09–1005. Puglisi et al. v. Pavone et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 622. 

No. 09–1010. Collard v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1032. TeleCheck Services, Inc., et al. v. Beaudry. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 702. 

No. 09–1037. Wilson v. Robert J. Adams & Associates. 
App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 389 
Ill. App. 3d 1149, 976 N. E. 2d 1210. 
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No. 09–1041. Skendaj v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. 
Appx. 750. 

No. 09–1046. Hoover v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 123 Ohio St. 3d 418, 916 N. E. 2d 1056. 

No. 09–1060. Thanedar v. Time Warner, Inc., et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 891. 

No. 09–1083. Hawkins v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veter­

ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 357 Fed. Appx. 295. 

No. 09–1087. David v. David. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 354 Mont. 44, 221 P. 3d 1209. 

No. 09–1089. Allied Home Mortgage Capital Corp. et al. 
v. Corrales. Sup. Ct. Tex. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1135. Krieg v. Dawson, Judge, United States Dis­

trict Court for the District of Nevada, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1136. Magdalin v. Commissioner of Internal Rev­

enue. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1152. Brandt, Chapter 7 Trustee of the Estates 
of Plassein International Corp., et al. v. B. A. Capital Co. 
LP et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
590 F. 3d 252. 

No. 09–5901. Harrison v. Lindsay, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7636. Ortiz-Coca v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 863. 

No. 09–7639. Aguilar-Mendez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 865. 

No. 09–7643. Garcia-Quiroz v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 501. 

No. 09–7644. Mancilla-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 864. 
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No. 09–7698. Fowler v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 520. 

No. 09–7829. Bradshaw v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 1129. 

No. 09–7923. Schwartz v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 412. 

No. 09–8090. Kincannon v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 893. 

No. 09–8653. Sylvia v. Maddox et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 756. 

No. 09–8673. Bearup v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 221 Ariz. 163, 211 P. 3d 684. 

No. 09–8754. Kates v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 902. 

No. 09–8887. Will v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 35. 

No. 09–8900. Carrington v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 47 Cal. 4th 145, 211 P. 3d 617. 

No. 09–8909. Temple v. Warmer, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9136. Shirley v. Indiana. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 917 N. E. 2d 188. 

No. 09–9145. Shove v. Wong, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9149. Reid v. Flint Civil Service Commission. Ct. 
App. Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9152. Young Bok Song v. Dozier. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9163. Shield v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9173. Landeros v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer­
tiorari denied. 



ORDERS 1095 

559 U. S. April 26, 2010 

No. 09–9176. Usher v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9179. Spuck v. Ridge et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 727. 

No. 09–9184. Stankowski v. Abramson et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9192. Smith v. Yates, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9193. Swain v. Welch, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ohio. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 123 Ohio St. 3d 1521, 918 
N. E. 2d 524. 

No. 09–9194. Rowell v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9195. Rodriguez v. Walker, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9206. Brown v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 363 Fed. Appx. 246. 

No. 09–9215. Collado v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9220. Barbour v. Schlobohm et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9222. Browder v. Vingleman et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9226. Powers v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 392 Ill. App. 3d 1131, 984 
N. E. 2d 209. 

No. 09–9227. Ostoposides v. Superior Court of Califor­

nia, Los Angeles County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9229. Wood v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 11th Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9230. Grandoit v. Liberty Mutual Insurance Co. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9233. Gonzalez et ux. v. Riddle et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9235. Woodson v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9239. Mays v. Phelps, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9245. McGore v. Lutz et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9265. Kastner v. Texas et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 980. 

No. 09–9274. Barghout v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9285. Slama v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9287. Robinson v. Cohen, Warden, et al. Sup. Ct. 
S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9290. Webber v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 29 So. 3d 292. 

No. 09–9293. Mannix v. Madigan et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9294. Krueger v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9296. Turner v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 384 Ill. App. 3d 1091, 973 
N. E. 2d 1089. 

No. 09–9298. Waddell-El v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9299. Willingham v. District of Columbia Board 
on Professional Responsibility. Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9307. Bevins v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Hamilton 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9309. Brown v. State Capitol Office of the Gov­

ernor et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 358 Fed. Appx. 186. 

No. 09–9313. Russell v. Kennedy et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9316. DiMaria v. Artus, Superintendent, Clinton 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9326. Northon v. Rule et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 905. 

No. 09–9331. Smith v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 391 Ill. App. 3d 1122, 982 N. E. 
2d 989. 

No. 09–9353. Threatt v. Birkett, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9383. Brant v. Varano et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9397. Flewellen v. Waller, Warden, et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9404. Mangum v. Cato Corp. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 947. 

No. 09–9412. Wescott v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 981 A. 2d 1173. 

No. 09–9416. Hayward v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 24 So. 3d 17. 

No. 09–9437. Quinn v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 392 Ill. App. 3d 1131, 984 N. E. 
2d 209. 



1098 OCTOBER TERM, 2009 

April 26, 2010 559 U. S. 

No. 09–9445. Cooper v. Michigan Department of Correc­

tions et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9471. Foster v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Hamilton 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9484. Brown v. McCarthy. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 368 Fed. Appx. 145. 

No. 09–9517. Payne v. LeMaster, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 
302. 

No. 09–9530. Chambers v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Hamilton 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9535. Patterson v. McQuiggin, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9542. King v. Colmers et al. Ct. Sp. App. Md. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9555. Mentor v. New York State Division of Pa­

role et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 67 App. Div. 3d 1108, 886 N. Y. S. 
2d 920. 

No. 09–9575. Simmons v. Thurmer, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9587. Johnson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 18 So. 3d 1046. 

No. 09–9594. Castro v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9600. Davis v. Michigan. Cir. Ct. Berrien County, 
Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9616. Aguilar v. Selman Breitzman, LLP, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9620. Amr v. Virginia State University et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. 
Appx. 194. 
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No. 09–9622. Miller v. Anheuser Busch, Inc. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 547. 

No. 09–9636. Waller v. Hauck, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9639. Young v. Rhode Island et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9653. Wardlow v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 354. 

No. 09–9660. Smiley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 302. 

No. 09–9691. Bauer v. Michigan. Cir. Ct. Kent County, 
Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9723. Rodriguez-Mena v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9726. Small v. Bodison, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 516. 

No. 09–9741. Lee v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 320 Wis. 2d 536, 771 N. W. 2d 373. 

No. 09–9771. Davis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 369 Fed. Appx. 456. 

No. 09–9789. Smith v. Department of Justice et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9796. Connolly v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 754. 

No. 09–9799. Irons v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9801. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9805. Hardeman v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 67 M. J. 372. 

No. 09–9806. Guzman v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9807. Harris v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 585 F. 3d 394. 

No. 09–9809. Gonzales v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 597. 

No. 09–9810. Huber, aka Hubert v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 
608. 

No. 09–9811. Hordge v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 970. 

No. 09–9812. Griffin v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9814. Carlton v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 864. 

No. 09–9815. Sutton v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 780. 

No. 09–9816. Segura-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 557. 

No. 09–9817. Jimenez-Perez v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 368 Fed. Appx. 356. 

No. 09–9818. Henao-Melo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 591 F. 3d 798. 

No. 09–9823. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 829. 

No. 09–9824. Torres v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9825. Hernandez Lopez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 511. 

No. 09–9826. Lee v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 859. 

No. 09–9833. Avila-Rivera v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 841. 

No. 09–9836. Ortiz-Alvear v. United States Attorney’s 
Office et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9840. Dumont v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 586. 

No. 09–9843. Tsosie v. Arizona et al. Ct. App. Ariz. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9844. Upshaw, aka Epps v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 362 Fed. Appx. 
118. 

No. 09–9847. Watson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9848. Nyamaharo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 364 Fed. Appx. 899. 

No. 09–9851. Jennings v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 355 Fed. Appx. 440. 

No. 09–9857. Mojica, aka Salazar v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 
273. 

No. 09–9858. Rivera v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 404. 

No. 09–9866. Cabrera v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9872. King v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9879. Truong v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 587 F. 3d 1049. 

No. 09–9886. Soto-Munoz v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 303. 

No. 09–9895. Rivers v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–999. Mallery et al. v. NBC Universal, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 331 Fed. Appx. 821. 
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No. 09–1007. Mountain America, LLC, et al. v. Huffman, 
Assessor of Monroe County, West Virginia, et al. Sup. 
Ct. App. W. Va. Motion of West Virginia Manufacturers Associa­
tion for leave to file a brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 224 W. Va. 669, 687 S. E. 2d 768. 

No. 09–1016. Simonelli v. University of California at 
Berkeley et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Breyer took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 673. 

No. 09–1054. Berger v. Securities and Exchange Commis­

sion. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 692. 

No. 09–9429. McNamara v. Kaye, Chief Judge, Court of 
Appeals of New York, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 177. 

No. 09–9712. Cooper v. United States; and 
No. 09–9880. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­

tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of these petitions. Reported below: 354 Fed. 
Appx. 439. 

No. 09–9856. Deandrade v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 600 F. 
3d 115. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 09–722. Green v. Cleary Water, Sewer and Fire Dis­

trict, ante, p. 971; 
No. 09–768. Straley v. Utah Board of Pardons et al., 

ante, p. 991; 
No. 09–7887. McDuffie v. Florida, ante, p. 944; 
No. 09–7891. Scott, aka Thomas v. South Carolina, ante, 

p. 911; 
No. 09–8139. Greer v. Nelson, Warden, ante, p. 975; 
No. 09–8303. Woodson v. Rundle-Fernandez, State At­

torney, ante, p. 980; 
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No. 09–8304. Tompson v. Town of Salem, New Hampshire, 
ante, p. 980; 

No. 09–8391. Sampson v. France et al., ante, p. 994; 
No. 09–8463. White et ux. v. Mortgage Electronic Reg­

istration Systems, Inc., ante, p. 1010; 
No. 09–8464. In re Walck, ante, p. 934; 
No. 09–8487. Holland v. Holland, ante, p. 982; and 
No. 09–8969. Piskanin v. United States, ante, p. 1019. 

Petitions for rehearing denied. 

April 27, 2010 
Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–10396 (09A1009). Bustamante v. Texas. Ct. Crim. 
App. Tex. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, 
presented to Justice Scalia, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. 

April 28, 2010 

Miscellaneous Orders. (For the Court’s orders prescribing 
amendments to the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure, 
see post, p. 1121; amendments to the Federal Rules of Bank­
ruptcy Procedure, see post, p. 1129; amendments to the Fed­
eral Rules of Civil Procedure, see post, p. 1141; amendments 
to the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, see post, p. 1153; 
and an amendment to the Federal Rules of Evidence, see 
post, p. 1159.) 

May 3, 2010 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 
No. 07–1489. Trainer Wortham & Co., Inc., et al. v. Betz. 

C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case 
remanded for further consideration in light of Merck & Co. v. 
Reynolds, ante, p. 633. Reported below: 519 F. 3d 863. 

No. 08–1473. American Express Co. et al. v. Italian Col­

ors Restaurant et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari granted, 
judgment vacated, and case remanded for further consideration 
in light of Stolt-Nielsen S. A. v. AnimalFeeds Int’l Corp., ante, 
p. 662. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 300. 
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Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–9332. Robenson v. Haszinger. Sup. Ct. Fla. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 26 So. 3d 1290. 

No. 09–9362. Robenson v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Motion of peti­
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio­
rari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 28 
So. 3d 45. 

No. 09–9400. Matthews v. Endel et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–9531. Erickson v. Lau, Trustee of the Lau Family 
Trust. App. Ct. Mass. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this 
Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any further 
petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the dock­
eting fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is sub­
mitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 
Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09A886. Doe v. Duncan et al. Application for stay, ad­
dressed to Justice Stevens and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. D–2465. In re Disbarment of Pope. Disbarment en­
tered. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 968.] 

No. 09M89. Jones v. Virginia Department of Social Serv­

ices; and 
No. 09M92. Grandoit v. Bane et al. Motions to direct the 

Clerk to file petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 09M90. Brown v. Bank of America et al. Motion to 
direct the Clerk to file petition for writ of certiorari out of time 
under this Court’s Rule 14.5 denied. 
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No. 09M91. In re Doe. Motion for leave to file petition for 
writ of habeas corpus under seal with redacted copies for the 
public record denied. 

No. 08–1457. New Process Steel, L. P. v. National Labor 
Relations Board. C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 558 U. S. 
989.] Motion of Michigan Regional Council of Carpenters for 
leave to file a supplemental brief after argument denied. 

No. 09–920. Simmons et al. v. Galvin, Secretary of Com­

monwealth of Massachusetts. C. A. 1st Cir. The Solicitor 
General is invited to file a brief in this case expressing the views 
of the United States. 

No. 09–5801. Flores-Villar v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, ante, p. 1005.] Motion of petitioner for 
appointment of counsel granted. Steven F. Hubacheck, Esq., of 
San Diego, Cal., is appointed to serve as counsel for petitioner in 
this case. 

No. 09–9464. Musall v. Owens et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioner is allowed until May 24, 2010, 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. 09–9669. Gaines v. New York City Transit Authority 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed until May 24, 
2010, within which to pay the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) and to submit a petition in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the 
Rules of this Court. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 09–10090. In re Frazier; and 
No. 09–10165. In re Young. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 09–9366. In re Warren; and 
No. 09–9369. In re Warren. Motions of petitioner for leave 

to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs of 
mandamus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 
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Certiorari Denied 
No. 08–1222. Boy Scouts of America et al. v. Barnes-

Wallace et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 530 F. 3d 776. 

No. 09–740. Hill v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 950. 

No. 09–766. Palmyra Pacific Seafoods, L. L. C., et al. v. 
United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 561 F. 3d 1361. 

No. 09–771. Acceptance Insurance Cos., Inc. v. United 
States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
583 F. 3d 849. 

No. 09–772. Western Radio Services Co. et al. v. United 
States Forest Service et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 1116. 

No. 09–900. Carty v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 583 
F. 3d 244. 

No. 09–910. Attea v. Department of Taxation and Fi­

nance of New York et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 3d Jud. 
Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 64 App. Div. 3d 909, 
883 N. Y. S. 2d 610. 

No. 09–912. Ghazali v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 585 F. 3d 289. 

No. 09–914. Markell, Governor of Delaware, et al. v. 
Office of the Commissioner of Baseball et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 293. 

No. 09–1008. Scott et ux. v. Samuel I. White, P. C., et al. 
Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1022. Bayer Schering Pharma AG et al. v. Barr 
Laboratories, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 575 F. 3d 1341. 

No. 09–1025. Moncier v. United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of Tennessee. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 636. 
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No. 09–1029. Massi v. Flynn et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 658. 

No. 09–1030. Koehnke v. City of McKeesport, Pennsylva­

nia, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
350 Fed. Appx. 720. 

No. 09–1033. Hujazi v. California. App. Div., Super. Ct. 
Cal., County of Los Angeles. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1038. Wagner et al. v. Live Nation Motor Sports, 
Inc., fka SFX Motor Sports, Inc., dba Clear Channel 
Entertainment-Motor Sports, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 1237. 

No. 09–1047. Tekila Films, Inc., et al. v. New Form Inc., 
dba Laguna Films. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 10. 

No. 09–1048. Liggins v. William A. Hazel, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. 
Appx. 854. 

No. 09–1050. Marine Express, Inc. v. Karmin. Ct. App. 
Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1053. Walker et al. v. City of Waterbury, Con­

necticut. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
361 Fed. Appx. 163. 

No. 09–1070. Van Hardy et ux. v. Michigan Department 
of Treasury. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–1075. Maryanyan et al. v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 
Fed. Appx. 306. 

No. 09–1160. JP Morgan Chase Bank, N. A. v. Whalen. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 587 F. 3d 529. 

No. 09–7778. Ray v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 184. 

No. 09–8059. Rosencrantz v. Lafler, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 577. 
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No. 09–8327. Runge v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 234 Ill. 2d 68, 917 N. E. 2d 940. 

No. 09–8833. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 1342. 

No. 09–8855. Miller v. Glanz. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 608. 

No. 09–8972. Dallal v. New York Times Co. et al. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 508. 

No. 09–9137. Caldwell v. United States Tax Court et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. 
Appx. 161. 

No. 09–9317. Dobbins v. Carlson, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9318. Drew v. Mullins et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9319. Drew v. Jabe et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9320. Cox v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 391 Ill. App. 3d 1129, 982 N. E. 
2d 992. 

No. 09–9321. Dennie v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9323. Brown v. Howard County Police Depart­

ment et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 358 Fed. Appx. 186. 

No. 09–9324. Brown v. Council, Baradel, Kosmerl & 
Nolan et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 360 Fed. Appx. 162. 

No. 09–9325. Brown v. Upper Marlboro Town Police 
et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
360 Fed. Appx. 163. 

No. 09–9329. Curry v. Gables Residential Services, Inc. 
Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9341. Davila v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9344. Wentz v. Sevier, Superintendent, Miami 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9346. Tafari v. Stein et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9359. Eato v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 So. 3d 823. 

No. 09–9361. Edmond v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9363. Weaver v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9367. Lopez De La Cruz v. Larson, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9370. Williams v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9373. Lankster v. City of Linden, Alabama. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9377. Banks v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 393 Ill. App. 3d 1099, 985 N. E. 
2d 722. 

No. 09–9378. Alford v. Power, Administrator, East Jer­

sey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9379. Bruner v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9380. Arbuckle v. Knight, Superintendent, 
Plainfield Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9381. Barbour v. Stanford et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9384. Mendez v. Neven, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9387. Durschmidt v. City of Chandler, Arizona. 
Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9392. Hernandez v. Runnels, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 745. 

No. 09–9398. Gurnsey v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9399. Fraser v. High Liner Foods (USA), Inc., 
et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 
Fed. Appx. 883. 

No. 09–9403. Nichols v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 285 Ga. 784, 683 S. E. 2d 610. 

No. 09–9407. Mantzke v. Province, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 
293. 

No. 09–9408. Render v. Hall et al. Ct. App. Ohio, Hamil­
ton County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9414. Thornton v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 393 Ill. App. 3d 1104, 985 
N. E. 2d 725. 

No. 09–9418. Chappell v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 125 Nev. –––, 281 P. 3d 1160. 

No. 09–9422. McKinley v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9423. Portley-El v. Steinbeck et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 204. 

No. 09–9425. Ormond v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9426. McGore v. Ludwick, Warden, et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9427. Mayes v. Province, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 100. 
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No. 09–9435. Ruffin v. North Carolina Department of 
Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 351 Fed. Appx. 841. 

No. 09–9439. Callender v. Ross Stores, Inc. Ct. App. 
Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9442. Ysais v. Reynolds et al. Sup. Ct. N. M. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9465. Cann v. Hayman, Commissioner, New Jersey 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 882. 

No. 09–9520. Thompson v. Sobina, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Albion. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9529. de la Garza v. Fabian, Commissioner, Minne­

sota Department of Corrections. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 998. 

No. 09–9532. Erby v. Bennett et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9533. Sow v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9538. Mendoza-Mendoza v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
351 Fed. Appx. 220. 

No. 09–9557. Bowie v. North Carolina. Gen. Ct. Justice, 
Super. Ct. Div., Catawba County, N. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9563. Rosario v. Chamberlain, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Muncy, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9604. Waldrip v. Hall, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 548 F. 3d 729. 

No. 09–9612. Sherwood v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 603 Pa. 92, 982 A. 2d 483. 

No. 09–9632. Jackson v. Hobbs, Interim Director, Arkan­

sas Department of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 856. 
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No. 09–9659. Murrell v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veter­

ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 344 Fed. Appx. 616. 

No. 09–9662. Olmedo v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 357 Fed. Appx. 959. 

No. 09–9689. Berry v. South Carolina et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 666. 

No. 09–9782. Gallo-Moreno, aka Carrion v. United 
States. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
584 F. 3d 751. 

No. 09–9802. Hyman v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 730. 

No. 09–9803. Flynn v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–9822. Wilkerson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 909. 

No. 09–9850. Parmalee v. Uttecht, Superintendent, 
Washington State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 395. 

No. 09–9862. Akers v. United States District Court for 
the District of Colorado. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9878. Scinto v. Federal Bureau of Prisons et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. 
Appx. 448. 

No. 09–9882. Syndab, aka Nelson v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 852. 

No. 09–9883. Smith v. Marberry, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9892. Cooper v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 369 Fed. Appx. 93. 

No. 09–9893. Denmark v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9894. Disla v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 121. 

No. 09–9899. Miller v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9902. Johnson et al. v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 840. 

No. 09–9904. Lockett v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 598. 

No. 09–9905. Matthews v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9909. Nelson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 589 F. 3d 924. 

No. 09–9912. Mertens v. United States Postal Service. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. 
Appx. 565. 

No. 09–9914. Garcia-Sandoval v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 790. 

No. 09–9915. Jordan v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9916. Garcia-Limones v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9922. Ajijola v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 763. 

No. 09–9924. Coleman v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9926. Wallace v. Bledsoe, Warden, et al. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9927. Parker v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 365 Fed. Appx. 562. 

No. 09–9928. Craig v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 446. 

No. 09–9929. Charles v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–9932. Dove v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 877. 

No. 09–9933. Dyer v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 589 F. 3d 520. 

No. 09–9934. Govan v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 369 Fed. Appx. 71. 

No. 09–9935. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 801. 

No. 09–9936. Green v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 368 Fed. Appx. 40. 

No. 09–9937. Hilton v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9946. Charles v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 1. 

No. 09–9948. Henry v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 356 Fed. Appx. 423. 

No. 09–9949. Bell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 442. 

No. 09–9951. Aitch v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 352 Fed. Appx. 788. 

No. 09–9960. Escobar de Jesus v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9961. Chapman v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 487. 

No. 09–9963. Dyches v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 707. 

No. 09–9964. Daniels v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 588 F. 3d 835. 

No. 09–9971. Trejo Mireles, aka Trejo v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 368 Fed. 
Appx. 599. 

No. 09–9975. Bracken v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 457. 



ORDERS 1115 

559 U. S. May 3, 2010 

No. 09–9976. Branch v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 591 F. 3d 602. 

No. 09–9977. Parker v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9978. Villasenor v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–9981. Davis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9984. Elliott v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 885. 

No. 09–9985. Ryan v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–9987. Jones v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–9989. Medina-Castellanos v. United States. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. 
Appx. 404. 

No. 09–9990. Hamblen v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 591 F. 3d 471. 

No. 09–9992. Massey v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 172. 

No. 09–9997. Marshall v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 24. 

No. 09–9998. Juvenile Male v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 359 Fed. Appx. 417. 

No. 09–10001. Blackmon v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 584 F. 3d 1115. 

No. 09–10002. Boyd v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–10005. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 856. 

No. 09–10006. Evans v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 787. 
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No. 09–10007. Nichols v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 358 Fed. Appx. 410. 

No. 09–10011. Hall v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 360 Fed. Appx. 898. 

No. 09–10014. Pinkney v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 448. 

No. 09–10022. McKnight v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 369 Fed. Appx. 860. 

No. 08–1315. Pharmacia Corp. et al. v. Alaska Electri­

cal Pension Fund et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
The Chief Justice took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 342. 

No. 09–1042. Shah v. New York State Department of 
Civil Service et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Jus­

tice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 670. 

No. 09–9336. Bonilla v. Jaronczyk et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 354 
Fed. Appx. 579. 

No. 09–9376. Kearney v. Graham, Superintendent, Au­

burn Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. 

No. 09–9626. Abascal v. Jarkos et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 357 Fed. 
Appx. 388. 

No. 09–9954. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 370 
Fed. Appx. 135. 

No. 09–9968. Liggins v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
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eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 359 Fed. 
Appx. 266. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 08–10932. Batekreze v. Arizona, ante, p. 935; 
No. 09–807. Deneal v. Shaver, ante, p. 1005; 
No. 09–7699. Hoffman v. Hoffman, ante, p. 1009; 
No. 09–7780. Kennedy v. Lockett et al., ante, p. 942; 
No. 09–7892. Kinnard v. Metropolitan Police Depart­

ment et al., ante, p. 945; 
No. 09–7894. Liggon-Redding v. Willingboro Township, 

New Jersey, et al., ante, p. 945; 
No. 09–8023. Baez v. James, Judge, Superior Court of 

Georgia, Douglas County, ante, p. 948; 
No. 09–8230. Watson v. Neighbors Credit Union et al., 

ante, p. 978; 
No. 09–8305. Wooten v. Michigan, ante, p. 980; 
No. 09–8307. Truss v. Thomas, Warden, et al., ante, p. 980; 
No. 09–8333. Bowman-Goone v. Gordon, Justice, Appel­

late Court of Illinois, First District, et al., ante, p. 993; 
No. 09–8368. Martin v. Jenkins, Warden, ante, p. 994; 
No. 09–8381. Bradden v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, ante, p. 994; 

No. 09–8683. Brown v. United States, ante, p. 984; 
No. 09–8838. McNeill v. Ruffin, ante, p. 1016; 
No. 09–8906. Millan v. Southern California Edison Co., 

ante, p. 1017; 
No. 09–8976. McCray v. Francis Howell School District 

et al., ante, p. 1019; and 
No. 09–9131. Wyatt v. United States, ante, p. 1023. Peti­

tions for rehearing denied. 

No. 09–7853. Wendell v. United States District Court 
for the Northern District of New York, ante, p. 963. Peti­
tion for rehearing denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–8331. Ritter v. Ritter, ante, p. 993. Motion of peti­
tioner to defer consideration of petition for rehearing denied. Pe­
tition for rehearing denied. 
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May 6, 2010 

Dismissals Under Rule 46 
No. 09A953. Davis v. Hobbs, Interim Director, Arkansas 

Department of Correction, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Applica­
tion for stay of execution of sentence of death dismissed under 
this Court’s Rule 46. 

No. 09–10120. Davis v. Hobbs, Interim Director, Arkan­

sas Department of Correction, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari dismissed under this Court’s Rule 46. Reported below: 
594 F. 3d 592. 

May 10, 2010 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 
No. 09–1210. Hollingsworth et al. v. Perry et al. C. A. 

9th Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this Court’s Rule 46.1. Re­
ported below: 591 F. 3d 1147. 

May 12, 2010 
Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09A1088. Beuke v. Strickland, Governor of Ohio, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application for injunction, presented to 
Justice Stevens, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 09–10701 (09A1087). In re Beuke. Application for stay 
of execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Stevens, 
and by him referred to the Court, denied. Petition for writ of 
habeas corpus denied. Justice Stevens and Justice Breyer 
would grant the application for stay of execution. 

Certiorari Denied 
No. 09–10719 (09A1089). Beuke v. Strickland, Governor 

of Ohio, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application for stay of execution 
of sentence of death, presented to Justice Stevens, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 604 F. 3d 939. 



AMENDMENTS TO 
FEDERAL RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE 

The following amendments to the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure 
were prescribed by the Supreme Court of the United States on April 
28, 2010, pursuant to 28 U. S. C. § 2072, and were reported to Congress by 
The Chief Justice on the same date. For the letter of transmittal, see 
post, p. 1120. The Judicial Conference report referred to in that letter is 
not reproduced herein. 

Note that under 28 U. S. C. § 2074, such amendments shall take effect 
no earlier than December 1 of the year in which they are transmitted to 
Congress unless otherwise provided by law. 

For earlier publication of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure 
and amendments thereto, see 389 U. S. 1063, 398 U. S. 971, 401 U. S. 1029, 
406 U. S. 1005, 441 U. S. 973, 475 U. S. 1153, 490 U. S. 1125, 500 U. S. 1007, 
507 U. S. 1059, 511 U. S. 1155, 514 U. S. 1137, 517 U. S. 1255, 523 U. S. 1147, 
535 U. S. 1123, 538 U. S. 1071, 544 U. S. 1151, 547 U. S. 1221, 550 U. S. 983, 
and 556 U. S. 1291. 
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

Supreme Court of the United States 
washington, d. c. 

April 28, 2010 

To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress Assembled: 

I have the honor to submit to the Congress the amend
ments to the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure that have 
been adopted by the Supreme Court of the United States 
pursuant to Section 2072 of Title 28, United States Code. 

Accompanying these rules are excerpts from the report of 
the Judicial Conference of the United States containing the 
Committee Notes submitted to the Court for its consider
ation pursuant to Section 331 of Title 28, United States Code. 

Sincerely, 

(Signed) John G. Roberts, Jr. 
Chief Justice of the United States 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

APRIL 28, 2010 

Ordered: 
1. That the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure be, and 

they hereby are, amended by including therein amendments 
to Appellate Rules 1, 4, and 29, and Form 4. 

[See infra, pp. 1123–1125.] 
2. That the foregoing amendments to the Federal Rules of 

Appellate Procedure shall take effect on December 1, 2010, 
and shall govern in all proceedings in appellate cases thereaf
ter commenced and, insofar as just and practicable, all pro
ceedings then pending. 

3. That The Chief Justice be, and hereby is, authorized 
to transmit to the Congress the foregoing amendments to 
the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 2072 of Title 28, United 
States Code. 
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AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL RULES  
OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE  

Rule 1. Scope of rules; definition; title. 
(a) Scope of rules. 

(1) These rules govern procedure in the United States 
courts of appeals. 

(2) When these rules provide for ling a motion or other 
document in the district court, the procedure must comply 
with the practice of the district court. 

(b) Definition.—In these rules, “state” includes the Dis
trict of Columbia and any United States commonwealth or 
territory. 

(c) Title.—These rules are to be known as the Federal 
Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

Rule 4. Appeal as of right—when taken. 
(a) Appeal in a civil case. 

. . . . . 
(7) Entry defined. 

(A) A judgment or order is entered for purposes of 
this Rule 4(a): 

(i) if Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 58(a) does not 
require a separate document, when the judgment or 
order is entered in the civil docket under Federal Rule 
of Civil Procedure 79(a); or 

(ii) if Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 58(a) requires 
a separate document, when the judgment or order is 
entered in the civil docket under Federal Rule of Civil 
Procedure 79(a) and when the earlier of these events 
occurs: 

• the judgment or order is set forth on a separate 
document, or 
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• 150 days have run from entry of the judgment or 
order in the civil docket under Federal Rule of 
Civil Procedure 79(a). 

(B) A failure to set forth a judgment or order on a 
separate document when required by Federal Rule of 
Civil Procedure 58(a) does not affect the validity of an 
appeal from that judgment or order. 

. . . . . 

Rule 29. Brief of an amicus curiae.

(a) When permitted.—The United States or its officer or 
agency or a state may file an amicus-curiae brief without the 
consent of the parties or leave of court. Any other amicus 
curiae may file a brief only by leave of court or if the brief 
states that all parties have consented to its filing. 

. . . . . 
(c) Contents and form.—An amicus brief must comply 

with Rule 32. In addition to the requirements of Rule 32, 
the cover must identify the party or parties supported and 
indicate whether the brief supports affirmance or reversal. 
An amicus brief need not comply with Rule 28, but must 
include the following: 

(1) if the amicus curiae is a corporation, a disclosure 
statement like that required of parties by Rule 26.1; 

(2) a table of contents, with page references; 
(3) a table of authorities—cases (alphabetically ar-

ranged), statutes, and other authorities—with references 
to the pages of the brief where they are cited; 

(4) a concise statement of the identity of the amicus cu-
riae, its interest in the case, and the source of its authority 
to file; 

(5) unless the amicus curiae is one listed in the first sen-
tence of Rule 29(a), a statement that indicates whether: 

(A) a party’s counsel authored the brief in whole or 
in part; 

(B) a party or a party’s counsel contributed money 
that was intended to fund preparing or submitting the 
brief; and 
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(C) a person—other than the amicus curiae, its mem
bers, or its counsel—contributed money that was in
tended to fund preparing or submitting the brief and, if 
so, identi es each such person; 

(6) an argument, which may be preceded by a summary 
and which need not include a statement of the applicable 
standard of review; and 

(7) a certi cate of compliance, if required by Rule 
32(a)(7). 

. . . . . 

Form 4. Affidavit Accompanying Motion for Permission to Appeal 
In Forma Pauperis 

. . . . . 

7. State the persons who rely on you or your spouse for support. 
Name [or, if under 18, initials only] Relationship Age 

. . . . . 

13. State the city and state of your legal residence. 

Your daytime phone number: ( )  
Your age: Your years of schooling:  
Last four digits of your social-security number:  



AMENDMENTS TO 
FEDERAL RULES OF BANKRUPTCY PROCEDURE 

The following amendments to the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Proce
dure were prescribed by the Supreme Court of the United States on April 
28, 2010, pursuant to 28 U. S. C. § 2075, and were reported to Congress by 
The Chief Justice on the same date. For the letter of transmittal, see 
post, p. 1128. The Judicial Conference report referred to in that letter is 
not reproduced herein. 

Note that under 28 U. S. C. § 2075, such amendments shall take effect 
no earlier than December 1 of the year in which they are transmitted to 
Congress unless otherwise provided by law. 

For earlier publication of the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure 
and amendments thereto, see, e. g., 461 U. S. 973, 471 U. S. 1147, 480 U. S. 
1077, 490 U. S. 1119, 500 U. S. 1017, 507 U. S. 1075, 511 U. S. 1169, 514 U. S. 
1145, 517 U. S. 1263, 520 U. S. 1285, 526 U. S. 1169, 529 U. S. 1147, 532 
U. S. 1077, 535 U. S. 1139, 538 U. S. 1075, 541 U. S. 1097, 544 U. S. 1163, 547 
U. S. 1227, 550 U. S. 989, 553 U. S. 1105, and 556 U. S. 1307. 
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

Supreme Court of the United States 
washington, d. c. 

April 28, 2010 

To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress Assembled: 

I have the honor to submit to the Congress the amend
ments to the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure that 
have been adopted by the Supreme Court of the United 
States pursuant to Section 2075 of Title 28, United States 
Code. 

Accompanying these rules are excerpts from the report of 
the Judicial Conference of the United States containing the 
Committee Notes submitted to the Court for its consider
ation pursuant to Section 331 of Title 28, United States Code. 

Sincerely, 

(Signed) John G. Roberts, Jr. 
Chief Justice of the United States 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

APRIL 28, 2010 

Ordered: 
1. That the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure be, 

and they hereby are, amended by including therein amend
ments to Bankruptcy Rules 1007, 1014, 1015, 1018, 1019, 
4001, 4004, 5009, 7001, and 9001, and new Rule 5012. 

[See infra, pp. 1131–1138.] 
2. That the foregoing amendments to the Federal Rules of 

Bankruptcy Procedure shall take effect on December 1, 2010, 
and shall govern in all proceedings in bankruptcy cases 
thereafter commenced and, insofar as just and practicable, 
all proceedings then pending. 

3. That The Chief Justice be, and hereby is, authorized 
to transmit to the Congress the foregoing amendments to 
the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 2075 of Title 28, United 
States Code. 
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AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL RULES  
OF BANKRUPTCY PROCEDURE  

Rule 1007. Lists, schedules, statements, and other docu
ments; time limits. 

(a) Corporate ownership statement, list of creditors and 
equity security holders, and other lists. 

. . . . . 
(2) Involuntary case.—In an involuntary case, the 

debtor shall le, within seven days after entry of the order 
for relief, a list containing the name and address of each 
entity included or to be included on Schedules D, E, F, G, 
and H as prescribed by the Of cial Forms. 

. . . . . 

(c) Time limits.—In a voluntary case, the schedules, state
ments, and other documents required by subdivision (b)(1), 
(4), (5), and (6) shall be led with the petition or within 14 
days thereafter, except as otherwise provided in subdivi
sions (d), (e), (f), and (h) of this rule. In an involuntary case, 
the list in subdivision (a)(2), and the schedules, statements, 
and other documents required by subdivision (b)(1) shall be 

led by the debtor within 14 days of the entry of the order 
for relief. In a voluntary case, the documents required by 
paragraphs (A), (C), and (D) of subdivision (b)(3) shall be led 
with the petition. Unless the court orders otherwise, a 
debtor who has led a statement under subdivision (b)(3)(B), 
shall le the documents required by subdivision (b)(3)(A) 
within 14 days of the order for relief. In a chapter 7 case, 
the debtor shall le the statement required by subdivision 
(b)(7) within 60 days after the rst date set for the meeting 
of creditors under § 341 of the Code, and in a chapter 11 or 
13 case no later than the date when the last payment was 
made by the debtor as required by the plan or the ling of a 
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motion for a discharge under § 1141(d)(5)(B) or § 1328(b) of 
the Code. The court may, at any time and in its discretion, 
enlarge the time to le the statement required by subdivi
sion (b)(7). The debtor shall le the statement required by 
subdivision (b)(8) no earlier than the date of the last payment 
made under the plan or the date of the ling of a motion for 
a discharge under §§ 1141(d)(5)(B), 1228(b), or 1328(b) of the 
Code. Lists, schedules, statements, and other documents 

led prior to the conversion of a case to another chapter shall 
be deemed led in the converted case unless the court directs 
otherwise. Except as provided in § 1116(3), any extension 
of time to le schedules, statements, and other documents 
required under this rule may be granted only on motion for 
cause shown and on notice to the United States trustee, any 
committee elected under § 705 or appointed under § 1102 of 
the Code, trustee, examiner, or other party as the court may 
direct. Notice of an extension shall be given to the United 
States trustee and to any committee, trustee, or other party 
as the court may direct. 

. . . . . 

Rule 1014. Dismissal and change of venue. 
. . . . . 

(b) Procedure when petitions involving the same debtor 
or related debtors are filed in different courts.—If petitions 
commencing cases under the Code or seeking recognition 
under chapter 15 are led in different districts by, regarding, 
or against (1) the same debtor, (2) a partnership and one or 
more of its general partners, (3) two or more general part
ners, or (4) a debtor and an af liate, on motion led in the 
district in which the petition led rst is pending and after 
hearing on notice to the petitioners, the United States 
trustee, and other entities as directed by the court, the court 
may determine, in the interest of justice or for the conven
ience of the parties, the district or districts in which the case 
or cases should proceed. Except as otherwise ordered by 
the court in the district in which the petition led rst is 
pending, the proceedings on the other petitions shall be 
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stayed by the courts in which they have been led until the 
determination is made. 

Rule 1015. Consolidation or joint administration of cases 
pending in same court. 

(a) Cases involving same debtor.—If two or more peti
tions by, regarding, or against the same debtor are pending 
in the same court, the court may order consolidation of the 
cases. 

. . . . . 

Rule 1018. Contested involuntary petitions; contested peti
tions commencing Chapter 15 cases; proceedings to va
cate order for relief; applicability of rules in Part VII 
governing adversary proceedings. 

Unless the court otherwise directs and except as other
wise prescribed in Part I of these rules, the following rules 
in Part VII apply to all proceedings contesting an involun
tary petition or a chapter 15 petition for recognition, and 
to all proceedings to vacate an order for relief: Rules 7005, 
7008–7010, 7015, 7016, 7024–7026, 7028–7037, 7052, 7054, 
7056, and 7062. The court may direct that other rules in 
Part VII shall also apply. For the purposes of this rule a 
reference in the Part VII rules to adversary proceedings 
shall be read as a reference to proceedings contesting an in
voluntary petition or a chapter 15 petition for recognition, or 
proceedings to vacate an order for relief. Reference in the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to the complaint shall be 
read as a reference to the petition. 

Rule 1019. Conversion of a Chapter 11 reorganization case, 
Chapter 12 family farmer’s debt adjustment case, or 
Chapter 13 individual’s debt adjustment case to a 
Chapter 7 liquidation case. 

When a chapter 11, chapter 12, or chapter 13 case has been 
converted or reconverted to a chapter 7 case: 

. . . . . 
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(2) New filing periods. 
(A) A new time period for ling a motion under 

§ 707(b) or (c), a claim, a complaint objecting to dis
charge, or a complaint to obtain a determination of 
dischargeability of any debt shall commence under 
Rules 1017, 3002, 4004, or 4007, but a new time period 
shall not commence if a chapter 7 case had been con
verted to a chapter 11, 12, or 13 case and thereafter 
reconverted to a chapter 7 case and the time for ling a 
motion under § 707(b) or (c), a claim, a complaint object
ing to discharge, or a complaint to obtain a determina
tion of the dischargeability of any debt, or any extension 
thereof, expired in the original chapter 7 case. 

(B) A new time period for ling an objection to a 
claim of exemptions shall commence under Rule 4003(b) 
after conversion of a case to chapter 7 unless: 

(i) the case was converted to chapter 7 more than 
one year after the entry of the rst order con rming 
a plan under chapter 11, 12, or 13; or 

(ii) the case was previously pending in chapter 7 
and the time to object to a claimed exemption had 
expired in the original chapter 7 case. 

. . . . . 

Rule 4001. Relief from automatic stay; prohibiting or con
ditioning the use, sale, or lease of property; use of cash 
collateral; obtaining credit; agreements. 
. . . . . 

(d) Agreement relating to relief from the automatic stay, 
prohibiting or conditioning the use, sale, or lease of prop
erty, providing adequate protection, use of cash collateral, 
and obtaining credit. 

. . . . . 
(2) Objection.—Notice of the motion and the time within 

which objections may be led and served on the debtor in 
possession or trustee shall be mailed to the parties on 
whom service is required by paragraph (1) of this subdivi
sion and to such other entities as the court may direct. 
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Unless the court xes a different time, objections may be 
led within 14 days of the mailing of the notice. 
(3) Disposition; hearing.—If no objection is led, the 

court may enter an order approving or disapproving the 
agreement without conducting a hearing. If an objection 
is led or if the court determines a hearing is appropriate, 
the court shall hold a hearing on no less than seven days’ 
notice to the objector, the movant, the parties on whom 
service is required by paragraph (1) of this subdivision and 
such other entities as the court may direct. 

. . . . . 

Rule 4004. Grant or denial of discharge. 
(a) Time for objecting to discharge; notice of time fixed.— 

In a chapter 7 case, a complaint, or a motion under § 727(a)(8) 
or (a)(9) of the Code, objecting to the debtor’s discharge shall 
be led no later than 60 days after the rst date set for the 
meeting of creditors under § 341(a). In a chapter 11 case, 
the complaint shall be led no later than the rst date set 
for the hearing on con rmation. In a chapter 13 case, a mo
tion objecting to the debtor’s discharge under § 1328(f) shall 
be led no later than 60 days after the rst date set for the 
meeting of creditors under § 341(a). At least 28 days’ notice 
of the time so xed shall be given to the United States 
trustee and all creditors as provided in Rule 2002(f) and 
(k) and to the trustee and the trustee’s attorney. 

. . . . . 
(c) Grant of discharge. 

(1) In a chapter 7 case, on expiration of the times xed 
for objecting to discharge and for ling a motion to dismiss 
the case under Rule 1017(e), the court shall forthwith 
grant the discharge unless: 

(A) the debtor is not an individual; 
(B) a complaint, or a motion under § 727(a)(8) or (a)(9), 

objecting to the discharge has been led and not decided 
in the debtor’s favor; 

. . . . . 
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(4) In a chapter 11 case in which the debtor is an indi
vidual, or a chapter 13 case, the court shall not grant a 
discharge if the debtor has not led any statement re
quired by Rule 1007(b)(7). 

(d) Applicability of rules in Part VII and Rule 9014.— 
An objection to discharge is governed by Part VII of these 
rules, except that an objection to discharge under §§ 727(a) 
(8), (a)(9), or 1328(f) is commenced by motion and governed 
by Rule 9014. 

. . . . . 

Rule 5009. Closing Chapter 7 liquidation, Chapter 12 fam
ily farmer’s debt adjustment, Chapter 13 individual’s 
debt adjustment, and Chapter 15 ancillary and cross-
border cases. 

(a) Cases under Chapters 7, 12, and 13.—If in a chapter 7, 
chapter 12, or chapter 13 case the trustee has led a nal 
report and nal account and has certi ed that the estate has 
been fully administered, and if within 30 days no objection 
has been led by the United States trustee or a party in 
interest, there shall be a presumption that the estate has 
been fully administered. 

(b) Notice of failure to file Rule 1007(b)(7) statement.—If 
an individual debtor in a chapter 7 or 13 case has not led 
the statement required by Rule 1007(b)(7) within 45 days 
after the rst date set for the meeting of creditors under 
§ 341(a) of the Code, the clerk shall promptly notify the 
debtor that the case will be closed without entry of a dis
charge unless the statement is led within the applicable 
time limit under Rule 1007(c). 

(c) Cases under Chapter 15.—A foreign representative in 
a proceeding recognized under § 1517 of the Code shall le a 

nal report when the purpose of the representative’s appear
ance in the court is completed. The report shall describe 
the nature and results of the representative’s activities in the 
court. The foreign representative shall transmit the report 
to the United States trustee, and give notice of its ling to 
the debtor, all persons or bodies authorized to administer 
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foreign proceedings of the debtor, all parties to litigation 
pending in the United States in which the debtor was a party 
at the time of the ling of the petition, and such other enti
ties as the court may direct. The foreign representative 
shall le a certi cate with the court that notice has been 
given. If no objection has been led by the United States 
trustee or a party in interest within 30 days after the cer
ti cate is led, there shall be a presumption that the case 
has been fully administered. 

Rule 5012. Agreements concerning coordination of proceed
ings in Chapter 15 cases. 

Approval of an agreement under § 1527(4) of the Code shall 
be sought by motion. The movant shall attach to the motion 
a copy of the proposed agreement or protocol and, unless the 
court directs otherwise, give at least 30 days’ notice of any 
hearing on the motion by transmitting the motion to the 
United States trustee, and serving it on the debtor, all per
sons or bodies authorized to administer foreign proceedings 
of the debtor, all entities against whom provisional relief is 
being sought under § 1519, all parties to litigation pending in 
the United States in which the debtor was a party at the 
time of the ling of the petition, and such other entities as 
the court may direct. 

Rule 7001. Scope of rules of Part VII. 
An adversary proceeding is governed by the rules of this 

Part VII. The following are adversary proceedings: 
. . . . . 
(4) a proceeding to object to or revoke a discharge, other 

than an objection to discharge under §§ 727(a)(8), (a)(9), 
or 1328(f); 

. . . . . 

Rule 9001. General definitions. 
The de nitions of words and phrases in §§ 101, 902, 1101, 

and 1502 of the Code, and the rules of construction in § 102, 
govern their use in these rules. In addition, the following 
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words and phrases used in these rules have the meanings 
indicated: 

. . . . . 



AMENDMENTS TO  
FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE  

The following amendments to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure were 
prescribed by the Supreme Court of the United States on April 28, 2010, 
pursuant to 28 U. S. C. § 2072, and were reported to Congress by The 
Chief Justice on the same date. For the letter of transmittal, see post, 
p. 1140. The Judicial Conference report referred to in that letter is not 
reproduced herein. 

Note that under 28 U. S. C. § 2074, such amendments shall take effect 
no earlier than December 1 of the year in which they are transmitted to 
Congress unless otherwise provided by law. 

For earlier publication of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and 
amendments thereto, see 308 U. S. 645, 308 U. S. 642, 329 U. S. 839, 335 
U. S. 919, 341 U. S. 959, 368 U. S. 1009, 374 U. S. 861, 383 U. S. 1029, 
389 U. S. 1121, 398 U. S. 977, 401 U. S. 1017, 419 U. S. 1133, 446 U. S. 
995, 456 U. S. 1013, 461 U. S. 1095, 471 U. S. 1153, 480 U. S. 953, 485 
U. S. 1043, 500 U. S. 963, 507 U. S. 1089, 514 U. S. 1151, 517 U. S. 1279, 
520 U. S. 1305, 523 U. S. 1221, 526 U. S. 1183, 529 U. S. 1155, 532 U. S. 1085, 
535 U. S. 1147, 538 U. S. 1083, 544 U. S. 1173, 547 U. S. 1233, 550 U. S. 1003, 
553 U. S. 1149, and 556 U. S. 1341. 
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

Supreme Court of the United States 
washington, d. c. 

April 28, 2010 

To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress Assembled: 

I have the honor to submit to the Congress the amend
ments to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure that have 
been adopted by the Supreme Court of the United States 
pursuant to Section 2072 of Title 28, United States Code. 

Accompanying these rules are excerpts from the report of 
the Judicial Conference of the United States containing the 
Committee Notes submitted to the Court for its consider
ation pursuant to Section 331 of Title 28, United States Code. 

Sincerely, 

(Signed) John G. Roberts, Jr. 
Chief Justice of the United States 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

APRIL 28, 2010 

Ordered: 
1. That the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure be, and they 

hereby are, amended by including therein amendments to 
Civil Rules 8, 26, and 56, and Illustrative Civil Form 52. 

[See infra, pp. 1143–1150.] 
2. That the foregoing amendments to the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure shall take effect on December 1, 2010, and 
shall govern in all proceedings thereafter commenced and, 
insofar as just and practicable, all proceedings then pending. 

3. That The Chief Justice be, and hereby is, authorized 
to transmit to the Congress the foregoing amendments to 
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 2072 of Title 28, United States Code. 
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AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL RULES  
OF CIVIL PROCEDURE  

Rule 8. General rules of pleading.
. . . . . 

(c) Affirmative defenses.
(1) In general.—In responding to a pleading, a party 

must affirmatively state any avoidance or affirmative de-
fense, including: 

• accord and satisfaction; 
• arbitration and award; 
• assumption of risk; 
• contributory negligence; 
• duress; 
• estoppel; 
• failure of consideration; 
• fraud; 
• illegality; 
• injury by fellow servant; 
• laches; 
• license; 
• payment; 
• release; 
• res judicata; 
• statute of frauds; 
• statute of limitations; and 
• waiver. 

. . . . . 

Rule 26. Duty to disclose; general provisions governing
discovery.

(a) Required disclosures.
. . . . . 
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(2) Disclosure of expert testimony. 
(A) In general.—In addition to the disclosures re

quired by Rule 26(a)(1), a party must disclose to the 
other parties the identity of any witness it may use at 
trial to present evidence under Federal Rule of Evi
dence 702, 703, or 705. 

(B) Witnesses who must provide a written report.— 
Unless otherwise stipulated or ordered by the court, 
this disclosure must be accompanied by a written re
port—prepared and signed by the witness—if the wit
ness is one retained or specially employed to provide 
expert testimony in the case or one whose duties as the 
party’s employee regularly involve giving expert testi
mony. The report must contain: 

(i) a complete statement of all opinions the witness 
will express and the basis and reasons for them; 

(ii) the facts or data considered by the witness in 
forming them; 

(iii) any exhibits that will be used to summarize or 
support them; 

(iv) the witness’s quali cations, including a list of 
all publications authored in the previous 10 years; 

(v) a list of all other cases in which, during the pre
vious 4 years, the witness testi ed as an expert at 
trial or by deposition; and 

(vi) a statement of the compensation to be paid for 
the study and testimony in the case. 

(C) Witnesses who do not provide a written report.— 
Unless otherwise stipulated or ordered by the court, if 
the witness is not required to provide a written report, 
this disclosure must state: 

(i) the subject matter on which the witness is ex
pected to present evidence under Federal Rule of Evi
dence 702, 703, or 705; and 

(ii) a summary of the facts and opinions to which 
the witness is expected to testify. 
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(D) Time to disclose expert testimony.—A party must 
make these disclosures at the times and in the sequence 
that the court orders. Absent a stipulation or a court 
order, the disclosures must be made: 

(i) at least 90 days before the date set for trial or 
for the case to be ready for trial; or 

(ii) if the evidence is intended solely to contradict 
or rebut evidence on the same subject matter identi

ed by another party under Rule 26(a)(2)(B) or (C), 
within 30 days after the other party’s disclosure. 

(E) Supplementing the disclosure.—The parties must 
supplement these disclosures when required under 
Rule 26(e). 

. . . . . 

(b) Discovery scope and limits. 
. . . . . 
(3) Trial preparation: materials. 

(A) Documents and tangible things.—Ordinarily, a 
party may not discover documents and tangible things 
that are prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial 
by or for another party or its representative (including 
the other party’s attorney, consultant, surety, indemni
tor, insurer, or agent). But, subject to Rule 26(b)(4), 
those materials may be discovered if: 

(i) they are otherwise discoverable under Rule 
26(b)(1); and 

(ii) the party shows that it has substantial need for 
the materials to prepare its case and cannot, without 
undue hardship, obtain their substantial equivalent by 
other means. 

(B) Protection against disclosure.—If the court or
ders discovery of those materials, it must protect 
against disclosure of the mental impressions, conclu
sions, opinions, or legal theories of a party’s attorney or 
other representative concerning the litigation. 

(C) Previous statement.—Any party or other person 
may, on request and without the required showing, ob



1146 RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 

tain the person’s own previous statement about the ac
tion or its subject matter. If the request is refused, the 
person may move for a court order, and Rule 37(a)(5) 
applies to the award of expenses. A previous state
ment is either: 

(i) a written statement that the person has signed 
or otherwise adopted or approved; or 

(ii) a contemporaneous stenographic, mechanical, 
electrical, or other recording—or a transcription of 
it—that recites substantially verbatim the person’s 
oral statement. 

(4) Trial preparation: experts. 
(A) Deposition of an expert who may testify.—A 

party may depose any person who has been identi ed as 
an expert whose opinions may be presented at trial. If 
Rule 26(a)(2)(B) requires a report from the expert, the 
deposition may be conducted only after the report is 
provided. 

(B) Trial-preparation protection for draft reports or 
disclosures.—Rules 26(b)(3)(A) and (B) protect drafts of 
any report or disclosure required under Rule 26(a)(2), 
regardless of the form in which the draft is recorded. 

(C) Trial-preparation protection for communica
tions  between  a  party’s  attorney  and  expert  wit
nesses.—Rules 26(b)(3)(A) and (B) protect communi
cations between the party’s attorney and any witness 
required to provide a report under Rule 26(a)(2)(B), 
regardless of the form of the communications, except to 
the extent that the communications: 

(i) relate to compensation for the expert’s study or 
testimony; 

(ii) identify facts or data that the party’s attorney 
provided and that the expert considered in forming 
the opinions to be expressed; or 

(iii) identify assumptions that the party’s attorney 
provided and that the expert relied on in forming the 
opinions to be expressed. 
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(D) Expert employed only for trial preparation.— 
Ordinarily, a party may not, by interrogatories or 
deposition, discover facts known or opinions held by an 
expert who has been retained or specially employed by 
another party in anticipation of litigation or to prepare 
for trial and who is not expected to be called as a wit
ness at trial. But a party may do so only: 

(i) as provided in Rule 35(b); or 
(ii) on showing exceptional circumstances under 

which it is impracticable for the party to obtain facts 
or opinions on the same subject by other means. 

(E) Payment.—Unless manifest injustice would re
sult, the court must require that the party seeking 
discovery: 

(i) pay the expert a reasonable fee for time spent 
in responding to discovery under Rule 26(b)(4)(A) or 
(D); and 

(ii) for discovery under (D), also pay the other 
party a fair portion of the fees and expenses it rea
sonably incurred in obtaining the expert’s facts and 
opinions. 

. . . . . 

Rule 56. Summary judgment. 
(a) Motion for summary judgment or partial summary 

judgment.—A party may move for summary judgment, iden
tifying each claim or defense—or the part of each claim or 
defense—on which summary judgment is sought. The court 
shall grant summary judgment if the movant shows that 
there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the 
movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The 
court should state on the record the reasons for granting or 
denying the motion. 

(b) Time to file a motion.—Unless a different time is set 
by local rule or the court orders otherwise, a party may le 
a motion for summary judgment at any time until 30 days 
after the close of all discovery. 
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(c) Procedures. 
(1) Supporting factual positions.—A party asserting 

that a fact cannot be or is genuinely disputed must support 
the assertion by: 

(A) citing to particular parts of materials in the rec
ord, including depositions, documents, electronically 
stored information, af davits or declarations, stipula
tions (including those made for purposes of the motion 
only), admissions, interrogatory answers, or other mate
rials; or 

(B) showing that the materials cited do not establish 
the absence or presence of a genuine dispute, or that 
an adverse party cannot produce admissible evidence to 
support the fact. 

(2) Objection that a fact is not supported by admissible 
evidence.—A party may object that the material cited to 
support or dispute a fact cannot be presented in a form 
that would be admissible in evidence. 

(3) Materials not cited.—The court need consider only 
the cited materials, but it may consider other materials 
in the record. 

(4) Affidavits or declarations.—An af davit or declara
tion used to support or oppose a motion must be made on 
personal knowledge, set out facts that would be admissible 
in evidence, and show that the af ant or declarant is com
petent to testify on the matters stated. 

(d) When facts are unavailable to the nonmovant.—If a 
nonmovant shows by af davit or declaration that, for speci

ed reasons, it cannot present facts essential to justify its 
opposition, the court may: 

(1) defer considering the motion or deny it; 
(2) allow time to obtain af davits or declarations or to 

take discovery; or 
(3) issue any other appropriate order. 

(e) Failing to properly support or address a fact.—If a 
party fails to properly support an assertion of fact or fails to 
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properly address another party’s assertion of fact as re
quired by Rule 56(c), the court may: 

(1) give an opportunity to properly support or address 
the fact; 

(2) consider the fact undisputed for purposes of the 
motion; 

(3) grant summary judgment if the motion and support
ing materials—including the facts considered undis
puted—show that the movant is entitled to it; or 

(4) issue any other appropriate order. 

( f ) Judgment independent of the motion.—After giving 
notice and a reasonable time to respond, the court may: 

(1) grant summary judgment for a nonmovant; 
(2) grant the motion on grounds not raised by a party; 

or 
(3) consider summary judgment on its own after identi

fying for the parties material facts that may not be genu
inely in dispute. 

( g) Failing to grant all the requested relief.—If the court 
does not grant all the relief requested by the motion, it may 
enter an order stating any material fact—including an item 
of damages or other relief—that is not genuinely in dispute 
and treating the fact as established in the case. 

(h) Affidavit or declaration submitted in bad faith.—If 
satis ed that an af davit or declaration under this rule is 
submitted in bad faith or solely for delay, the court—after 
notice and a reasonable time to respond—may order the sub
mitting party to pay the other party the reasonable ex
penses, including attorney’s fees, it incurred as a result. An 
offending party or attorney may also be held in contempt or 
subjected to other appropriate sanctions. 

Form 52. Report of the Parties’ Planning Meeting 
(Caption—See Form 1.) 

1. The following persons participated in a Rule 26(f) conference on 
date by state the method of conferring : 
2. Initial Disclosures. The parties [have completed] [will complete by 
date ] the initial disclosures required by Rule 26(a)(1). 
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3. Discovery Plan. The parties propose this discovery plan: 
(Use separate paragraphs or subparagraphs if the parties disagree.) 
(a) Discovery will be needed on these subjects: (describe). 
(b) Disclosure or discovery of electronically stored information should 

be handled as follows: (briefly describe the parties’ proposals, including 
the form or forms for production). 

(c) The parties have agreed to an order regarding claims of privilege or 
of protection as trial-preparation material asserted after production, as 
follows: (briefly describe the provisions of the proposed order). 

(d) (Dates for commencing and completing discovery, including discov
ery to be commenced or completed before other discovery.) 

(e) (Maximum number of interrogatories by each party to another party, 
along with dates the answers are due.) 

(f ) (Maximum number of requests for admission, along with the dates 
responses are due.) 

(g) (Maximum number of depositions for each party.) 
(h) (Limits on the length of depositions, in hours.) 
(i) (Dates for exchanging reports of expert witnesses.) 

( j) (Dates for supplementations under Rule 26(e).) 
4. Other Items:  

. . . . .  



AMENDMENTS TO 
FEDERAL RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE 

The following amendments to the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure 
were prescribed by the Supreme Court of the United States on April 28, 
2010, pursuant to 28 U. S. C. § 2072, and were reported to Congress by 
The Chief Justice on the same date. For the letter of transmittal, see 
post, p. 1152. The Judicial Conference report referred to in that letter is 
not reproduced herein. 

Note that under 28 U. S. C. § 2074, such amendments shall take effect 
no earlier than December 1 of the year in which they are transmitted to 
Congress unless otherwise provided by law. 

For earlier publication of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure 
and amendments thereto, see 327 U. S. 821, 335 U. S. 917, 949, 346 
U. S. 941, 350 U. S. 1017, 383 U. S. 1087, 389 U. S. 1125, 401 U. S. 1025, 
406 U. S. 979, 415 U. S. 1056, 416 U. S. 1001, 419 U. S. 1136, 425 U. S. 
1157, 441 U. S. 985, 456 U. S. 1021, 461 U. S. 1117, 471 U. S. 1167, 480 
U. S. 1041, 485 U. S. 1057, 490 U. S. 1135, 495 U. S. 967, 500 U. S. 991, 
507 U. S. 1161, 511 U. S. 1175, 514 U. S. 1159, 517 U. S. 1285, 520 U. S. 
1313, 523 U. S. 1227, 526 U. S. 1189, 529 U. S. 1179, 535 U. S. 1157, 541 
U. S. 1103, 544 U. S. 1181, 547 U. S. 1269, 550 U. S. 1165, 553 U. S. 1155, 
and 556 U. S. 1363. 
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

Supreme Court of the United States 
washington, d. c. 

April 28, 2010 

To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress Assembled: 

I have the honor to submit to the Congress the amend­
ments to the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure that have 
been adopted by the Supreme Court of the United States 
pursuant to Section 2072 of Title 28, United States Code. 

Accompanying these rules are excerpts from the report of 
the Judicial Conference of the United States containing the 
Committee Notes submitted to the Court for its consider­
ation pursuant to Section 331 of Title 28, United States Code. 
The Supreme Court recommitted proposed amendment to 
Rule 15 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure to the 
Advisory Committee for further consideration. 

Sincerely, 

(Signed) John G. Roberts, Jr. 
Chief Justice of the United States 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

APRIL 28, 2010 

Ordered: 
1. That the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure be, and 

they hereby are, amended by including therein amendments 
to Criminal Rules 12.3, 21, and 32.1. 

[See infra, pp. 1155–1156.] 
2. That the foregoing amendments to the Federal Rules of 

Criminal Procedure shall take effect on December 1, 2010, 
and shall govern in all proceedings thereafter commenced 
and, insofar as just and practicable, all proceedings then 
pending. 

3. That The Chief Justice be, and hereby is, authorized 
to transmit to the Congress the foregoing amendments to 
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 2072 of Title 28, United 
States Code. 
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AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL RULES
 
OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE
 

Rule 12.3. Notice of a public-authority defense. 
(a) Notice of the defense and disclosure of witnesses. 

. . . . . 
(4) Disclosing witnesses. 

. . . . . 
(C) Government’s reply.—Within 14 days after re­

ceiving the defendant’s statement, an attorney for the 
government must serve on the defendant or the defend­
ant’s attorney a written statement of the name of each 
witness—and the address and telephone number of 
each witness other than a victim—that the government 
intends to rely on to oppose the defendant’s public-
authority defense. 

(D) Victim’s address and telephone number.—If the 
government intends to rely on a victim’s testimony to 
oppose the defendant’s public-authority defense and the 
defendant establishes a need for the victim’s address and 
telephone number, the court may: 

(i) order the government to provide the informa­
tion in writing to the defendant or the defendant’s at­
torney; or 

(ii) fashion a reasonable procedure that allows for 
preparing the defense and also protects the victim’s 
interests. 

. . . . . 

(b) Continuing duty to disclose. 
(1) In general.—Both an attorney for the government 

and the defendant must promptly disclose in writing to the 
other party the name of any additional witness—and the 
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address, and telephone number of any additional witness 
other than a victim—if: 

(A) the disclosing party learns of the witness before 
or during trial; and 

(B) the witness should have been disclosed under 
Rule 12.3(a)(4) if the disclosing party had known of the 
witness earlier. 

(2) Address and telephone number of an additional 
victim-witness.—The address and telephone number of an 
additional victim-witness must not be disclosed except as 
provided in Rule 12.3(a)(4)(D). 

. . . . . 

Rule 21. Transfer for trial. 
. . . . . 

(b) For convenience.—Upon the defendant’s motion, the 
court may transfer the proceeding, or one or more counts, 
against that defendant to another district for the convenience 
of the parties, any victim, and the witnesses, and in the inter­
est of justice. 

. . . . . 

Rule 32.1. Revoking or modifying probation or supervised 
release. 

(a) Initial appearance.  
. . . . .
 
(6) Release or detention.—The magistrate judge may 

release or detain the person under 18 U. S. C. § 3143(a)(1) 
pending further proceedings. The burden of establishing 
by clear and convincing evidence that the person will not 
flee or pose a danger to any other person or to the commu­
nity rests with the person. 

. . . . . 



AMENDMENT TO  
FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE  

The following amendment to the Federal Rules of Evidence was pre­
scribed by the Supreme Court of the United States on April 28, 2010, 
pursuant to 28 U. S. C. § 2072, and was reported to Congress by The 
Chief Justice on the same date. For the letter of transmittal, see post, 
p. 1158. The Judicial Conference report referred to in that letter is not 
reproduced herein. 

Note that under 28 U. S. C. § 2074, such amendments shall take effect 
no earlier than December 1 of the year in which they are transmitted to 
Congress unless otherwise provided by law. 
For earlier reference to the Federal Rules of Evidence, see 409 U. S. 

1132. For earlier publication of the Federal Rules of Evidence and 
amendments thereto, see 441 U. S. 1005, 480 U. S. 1023, 485 U. S. 1049, 
493 U. S. 1173, 500 U. S. 1001, 507 U. S. 1187, 511 U. S. 1187, 520 U. S. 1323, 
523 U. S. 1235, 529 U. S. 1189, 538 U. S. 1097, and 547 U. S. 1281. 
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

Supreme Court of the United States 
washington, d. c. 

April 28, 2010 

To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress Assembled: 

I have the honor to submit to the Congress the amendment 
to the Federal Rules of Evidence that has been adopted by 
the Supreme Court of the United States pursuant to Section 
2072 of Title 28, United States Code. 
Accompanying this rule are excerpts from the report of 

the Judicial Conference of the United States containing the 
Committee Notes submitted to the Court for its consider­
ation pursuant to Section 331 of Title 28, United States Code. 

Sincerely, 

(Signed) John G. Roberts, Jr. 
Chief Justice of the United States 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

APRIL 28, 2010 

Ordered: 
1. That the Federal Rules of Evidence be, and they hereby 

are, amended by including therein an amendment to Evi­
dence Rule 804. 
[See infra, p. 1161.] 
2. That the foregoing amendment to the Federal Rules of 

Evidence shall take effect on December 1, 2010, and shall 
govern in all proceedings thereafter commenced and, insofar 
as just and practicable, all proceedings then pending. 
3. That The Chief Justice be, and hereby is, authorized 

to transmit to the Congress the foregoing amendment to the 
Federal Rules of Evidence in accordance with the provisions 
of Section 2072 of Title 28, United States Code. 
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AMENDMENT TO THE FEDERAL RULES  
OF EVIDENCE  

Rule 804. Hearsay exceptions; declarant unavailable. 
. . . . . 

(b) Hearsay exceptions.—The following are not excluded 
by the hearsay rule if the declarant is unavailable as a 
witness: 

. . . . . 
(3) Statement against interest.—A statement that: 
(A) a reasonable person in the declarant’s position 

would have made only if the person believed it to be 
true because, when made, it was so contrary to the de­
clarant’s proprietary or pecuniary interest or had so 
great a tendency to invalidate the declarant’s claim 
against someone else or to expose the declarant to civil 
or criminal liability; and 
(B) is supported by corroborating circumstances that 

clearly indicate its trustworthiness, if it is offered in a 
criminal case as one that tends to expose the declarant 
to criminal liability. 

. . . . . 
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