
ORDERS FOR JUNE 13 THROUGH 
JUNE 20, 2016 

June 13, 2016 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 15–8914. Malloy v. Peters et al. 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. Reported 
below: 617 Fed. Appx. 948. 

No. 15–9008. Presley v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Mo-
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 39.8. 

No. 15–9210. Escobar de Jesus v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court's process, 
the Clerk is directed not to accept any further petitions in non-
criminal matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required 
by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance 
with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Kagan took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this motion and this 
petition. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 15A1125. Weatherly v. United States. Application for 
certifcate of appealability, addressed to Justice Ginsburg and 
referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 15M126. Stone v. Reyes et al. Motion for leave to pro-
ceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 15M127. Banks v. ACS Education et al.; 
No. 15M128. Edwards v. Jones, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections, et al.; and 
901 
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No. 15M129. Dickerson v. Cartledge, Warden. Motions 
to direct the Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of 
time denied. 

No. 15M130. H. M. v. Pennsylvania Department of 
Human Services, fka Pennsylvania Department of Public 
Welfare. Motion for leave to fle petition for writ of certiorari 
with supplemental appendix under seal granted. 

No. 15–8161. Sneed v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [578 U. S. 918] denied. 

No. 15–8864. Campbell v. Anderson et al. C. A. 4th Cir.; 
No. 15–8950. Holmes v. East Cooper Community Hospital, 

Inc., et al. Sup. Ct. S. C.; 
No. 15–9017. Shaffer v. City of South Charleston, West 

Virginia, et al. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va.; and 
No. 15–9313. Calkins v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 

Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. Petitioners are allowed until July 5, 2016, 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. 15–1407. In re Anuforo; and 
No. 15–9277. In re Madison. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 15–8897. In re Morris. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 15–944. Dimare Fresh, Inc., et al. v. United States. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 808 F. 3d 
1301. 

No. 15–966. Sperrazza v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 804 F. 3d 1113. 

No. 15–981. Tuaua et al. v. United States et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 788 F. 3d 300. 

No. 15–982. McCaffree et al. v. BancInsure, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 796 F. 3d 
1226. 
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No. 15–1002. Aifang Ye v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 808 F. 3d 395. 

No. 15–1064. Seminole Tribe of Florida v. Biegalski, 
Executive Director, Florida Department of Revenue. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 799 F. 3d 
1324. 

No. 15–1133. Mark v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–1152. Michigan et al. v. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–1245. Whelehan v. Bank of America Pension Plan 
for Legacy Companies—Fleet—Traditional Benet et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 621 Fed. 
Appx. 70. 

No. 15–1252. Miller v. Metrocare Services, fka Dallas 
MHMR, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 809 F. 3d 827. 

No. 15–1254. Duhamel v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 8th App. 
Dist., Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
2015-Ohio-3145. 

No. 15–1258. Bent v. Bent. Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 188 Wash. App. 1044. 

No. 15–1264. Kinney v. California. Super. Ct. Cal., Contra 
Costa County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–1265. Molina v. Aurora Loan Services, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 635 
Fed. Appx. 618. 

No. 15–1268. Bliss v. Deutsche Bank National Trust Co., 
as Trustee, et al. App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 159 Conn. App. 483, 124 A. 3d 890. 

No. 15–1272. California Artichoke & Vegetable Grow-
ers Corp., dba Ocean Mist Farms v. Agricultural Labor 
Relations Board. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 2. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 15–1275. Young v. Township of Irvington, New Jer-
sey, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
629 Fed. Appx. 352. 

No. 15–1280. Falco v. Justices of the Matrimonial Parts 
of the Supreme Court of Suffolk County. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 805 F. 3d 425. 

No. 15–1297. Cosgrove et al. v. City of Plano, Texas. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 623 Fed. 
Appx. 708. 

No. 15–1310. Mitrano v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N. A., 
et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–1316. Toneman et ux. v. U. S. Bank N. A. et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 628 Fed. 
Appx. 523. 

No. 15–1322. P & M Vanderpoel Dairy v. Agricultural 
Labor Relations Board. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–1327. Abel Family L. P. et al. v. United States 
et al. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 382 
Mont. 46, 364 P. 3d 584. 

No. 15–1333. Agola v. Grievance Committee for the Sev-
enth Judicial District. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 4th Jud. 
Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 128 App. Div. 3d 78, 
6 N. Y. S. 3d 890. 

No. 15–1338. Jianqing Wu v. Special Counsel et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–1369. Newegg Inc. v. MacroSolve, Inc. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 637 Fed. Appx. 591. 

No. 15–7431. Liebeskind v. Rutgers University et al. 
Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–7796. Ambrose v. Romanowski, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 801 F. 3d 567. 

No. 15–7896. James v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist., Div. 4. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 238 Cal. App. 
4th 794, 189 Cal. Rptr. 3d 635. 
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No. 15–8026. Muhammad v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8063. Winkles v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 795 F. 3d 1134. 

No. 15–8078. Villalta v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 615 Fed. Appx. 157. 

No. 15–8285. Nore v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 631 Fed. Appx. 800. 

No. 15–8524. Williams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8536. Madison v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8851. Andrews et al. v. Flaiz et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8859. Burgess v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2015 IL App (1st) 130657, 40 
N. E. 3d 284. 

No. 15–8862. Muhammad v. Green et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 633 Fed. Appx. 122. 

No. 15–8865. Christopher S. v. Winnebago County, Wis-
consin. Sup. Ct. Wis. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
2016 WI 1, 366 Wis. 2d 1, 878 N. W. 2d 109. 

No. 15–8869. Rohrs v. Aldridge, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8872. Wyatt v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 15–8883. Collins v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2015 IL App (1st) 131145, 42 
N. E. 3d 1. 

No. 15–8888. Kingma v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 188 Wash. App. 1030. 

No. 15–8893. Noll v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 125 A. 3d 446. 



906 OCTOBER TERM, 2015 

June 13, 2016 579 U. S. 

No. 15–8899. Wilburn v. Winn, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8900. White v. Lawson et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–8903. Nelson v. South Dakota. Sup. Ct. S. D. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 877 N. W. 2d 105. 

No. 15–8904. Wafer v. Sherman, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 627 Fed. Appx. 586. 

No. 15–8905. Taylor v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 15–8908. Briseno v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8910. Bell v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 473 Mass. 131, 39 N. E. 3d 
1190. 

No. 15–8913. Ancalade v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2014–0739 (La. App. 4 Cir. 
1/14/15), 158 So. 3d 891. 

No. 15–8920. Jones v. MacLaren, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8922. Polly v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8924. White v. Ryan et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 15–8934. Young v. Tritt, Superintendent, State Cor-
rectional Institution at Frackville, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8938. Leopold v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 333 Ga. App. 777, 777 S. E. 2d 254. 

No. 15–8939. Eizember v. Duckworth, Acting Warden. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 803 F. 3d 
1129. 
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No. 15–8958. Frazier v. Michigan. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 498 Mich. 867, 866 N. W. 2d 443. 

No. 15–8965. Danihel v. Ofce of the President of the 
United States et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 640 Fed. Appx. 185. 

No. 15–8967. Estela-Gomez v. Lynch, Attorney General. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 629 Fed. 
Appx. 432. 

No. 15–8976. Cottrell v. Barksdale, Warden. Sup. Ct. 
Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9007. Kirby et al. v. Kirk, Judge, District Court 
of Oklahoma, Lincoln County, et al. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9012. Moore v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 132 A. 3d 1176. 

No. 15–9015. Skoloda v. Garman, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Rockview, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9020. Levier v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–9050. Russell v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 15–9054. Lamb v. Jones, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 15–9060. Lockhart v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9089. Williams v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 272 Ore. App. 770, 358 P. 3d 299. 

No. 15–9090. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 615 Fed. Appx. 825. 

No. 15–9111. Faircloth v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 15–9119. May v. Greene County Sheriff’s Depart-
ment et al. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9150. Moore v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 415 S. C. 245, 781 S. E. 2d 
897. 

No. 15–9152. Robinson v. Jones, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9182. Nielsen v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 640 Fed. Appx. 224. 

No. 15–9209. Espinoza, aka Medrano Espinoza v. Missis-
sippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9211. Reber v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 181 So. 3d 501. 

No. 15–9214. Hughes v. Walker, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9217. A. D. H. v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 131 A. 3d 100. 

No. 15–9232. Caillier, aka Callier v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9245. Murillo-Angulo v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9246. Mescall v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 624 Fed. Appx. 103. 

No. 15–9247. Eleby v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 133 A. 3d 1005. 

No. 15–9250. Welch v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 811 F. 3d 275. 

No. 15–9252. Terrell v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9253. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9254. White v. Taylor, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 636 Fed. Appx. 521. 
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No. 15–9258. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 633 Fed. Appx. 271. 

No. 15–9261. Curley v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–9265. Graham v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 630 Fed. Appx. 712. 

No. 15–9268. Juarez-Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9271. Morris v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 132 A. 3d 172. 

No. 15–9280. Borjas-Ramos v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 633 Fed. Appx. 250. 

No. 15–9282. Bowen v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 818 F. 3d 179. 

No. 15–9287. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 637 Fed. Appx. 223. 

No. 15–9303. Gladney v. Pollard, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 799 F. 3d 889. 

No. 15–9320. Manuel Carreon v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 632 Fed. Appx. 902. 

No. 15–9321. Roberts v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–1347. D’Agostino et al. v. Baker, Governor of 
Massachusetts, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of Cato Institute 
for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 812 F. 3d 240. 

No. 15–1356. Kapordelis v. Baird, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 15–7539. Walsh v. PNC Bank et al. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 
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No. 15–9010. Masarik v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consid-
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 630 Fed. 
Appx. 630. 

No. 15–9262. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 632 Fed. Appx. 142. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 15–924. Winward v. Utah, 577 U. S. 1235; 
No. 15–1018. Youngblood v. Fort Bend Independent 

School District, 578 U. S. 922; 
No. 15–1029. Mua v. Board of Education of Prince 

George’s County, 578 U. S. 923; 
No. 15–1062. Hemopet v. Hill’s Pet Nutrition, Inc., 578 

U. S. 923; 
No. 15–1071. Bieri v. Greene County Planning and Zon-

ing Department et al., 578 U. S. 923; 
No. 15–7595. Nelson et al. v. Louise, Mayor of City of 

Port Allen, Louisiana, et al., 577 U. S. 1196; 
No. 15–7911. Rickmyer v. Jungers et al., 578 U. S. 908; 
No. 15–7950. In re Grenadier, 578 U. S. 904; 
No. 15–8023. Guinn v. Colorado Attorney Regulation 

Counsel, 578 U. S. 927; 
No. 15–8144. Schum v. Federal Communications Commis-

sion et al., 578 U. S. 930; 
No. 15–8164. Kostich v. McCollum, Warden, 578 U. S. 931; 
No. 15–8168. Djenasevic, aka Genase, aka Kraja v. 

United States, 578 U. S. 911; 
No. 15–8220. Kammerer v. State Bar of California, 577 

U. S. 1239; 
No. 15–8308. Amir-Sharif v. Stephens, Director, Texas 

Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu-
tions Division, et al., 578 U. S. 948; 

No. 15–8324. McCray v. Graham, Superintendent, Au-
burn Correctional Facility, 578 U. S. 933; 

No. 15–8397. Rankin v. Brian Lavan & Associates, P. C., 
et al., 578 U. S. 962; 

No. 15–8422. Pennington-Thurman v. Bank of America 
et al., 578 U. S. 934; 

No. 15–8425. Fleming v. United States, 578 U. S. 949; 
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No. 15–8604. Pastorek v. United States, 578 U. S. 939; 
No. 15–8657. Redifer v. United States, 578 U. S. 940; and 
No. 15–8672. In re Visintine, 578 U. S. 920. Petitions for 

rehearing denied. 

June 16, 2016 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 15A1207. J&K Administrative Management Services, 
Inc., et al. v. Robinson et al. Application to recall and stay 
the mandate of the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth 
Circuit, presented to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to 
the Court, denied. 

June 20, 2016 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 14–9409. Williams v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 4th 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 Foster v. Chatman, 
578 U. S. 488 (2016). Reported below: 2013–0283 (La. App. 4 Cir. 
4/23/14), 137 So. 3d 832. 

Justice Ginsburg, with whom Justice Breyer, Justice So-
tomayor, and Justice Kagan join, concurring. 

“The Constitution forbids striking even a single prospective 
juror for a discriminatory purpose.” Foster v. Chatman, 578 U. S. 
488, 499 (2016) (citing Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U. S. 79 (1986); 
internal quotation marks omitted). Batson “provides a three-
step process for determining when a strike is discriminatory: 

“First, a defendant must make a prima facie showing that a 
peremptory challenge has been exercised on the basis of race; 
second, if that showing has been made, the prosecution must 
offer a race-neutral basis for striking the juror in question; 
and third, in light of the parties' submissions, the trial court 
must determine whether the defendant has shown purposeful 
discrimination.” Foster, 578 U. S., at 499 (internal quotation 
marks omitted; emphasis added). 

This case concerns a Louisiana procedural rule that permits the 
trial court, rather than the prosecutor, to supply a race-neutral 
reason at Batson's second step if “the court is satisfed that such 
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reason is apparent from the voir dire examination of the juror.” 
La. Code Crim. Proc. Ann., Art. 795(C) (West 2013). Louisiana's 
rule, as the Louisiana Supreme Court has itself recognized, does 
not comply with this Court's Batson jurisprudence. State v. Elie, 
2005–1569 (La. 7/10/2006), 936 So. 2d 791, 797 (citing Johnson v. 
California, 545 U. S. 162, 172 (2005)). At Batson's second step, 
“the trial court [must] demand an explanation from the prosecu-
tor.” Johnson, 545 U. S., at 170; see id., at 172 (“The Batson 
framework is designed to produce actual answers [from a prosecu-
tor] to suspicions and inferences that discrimination may have 
infected the jury selection process. . . . It does not matter that 
the prosecutor might have had good reasons; what matters is the 
real reason [jurors] were stricken.” (internal quotation marks and 
alterations omitted)); id., at 173 (improper to “rel[y] on judicial 
speculation to resolve plausible claims of discrimination”). 

The rule allowing judge-supplied reasons, nonetheless, remains 
operative in Louisiana and was applied in petitioner's 2012 trial. 
On remand, the appropriate state court should reconsider peti-
tioner's argument that the rule cannot be reconciled with Batson. 
A Louisiana court, “like any other state or federal court, is bound 
by this Court's interpretation of federal law.” James v. Boise, 
577 U. S. 306, 307 (2016) (per curiam). See also 2013–0283, 
pp. 8–9 (La. App. 4 Cir. 4/23/14), 137 So. 3d 832, 859 (Belsome, J., 
dissenting) (“[T]he United States Supreme Court has made clear 
. . . that the State is obligated to offer a race-neutral reason. 
The judge is an arbiter not a participant in the judicial process. 
Allowing the court to provide race-neutral reasons for the State 
violates [the Constitution].”). 

Justice Alito, with whom Justice Thomas joins, dissenting. 

For the reasons set out in my statement in Flowers v. Missis-
sippi, immediately infra, I would deny the petition. 

The concurring statement calls upon the appropriate state court 
on remand to consider petitioner's argument that the trial judge 
did not comply with the second step of the procedure mandated 
by Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U. S. 79 (1986), because the judge, in 
accordance with a state procedural rule, rejected a defense chal-
lenge on the ground that a race-neutral reason for the strike 
was apparent from the voir dire of the juror in question. But 
whether petitioner is entitled to relief on this ground has nothing 
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to do with Foster, which “address[ed] only Batson's third step.” 
Foster v. Chatman, 578 U. S. 488, 499 (2016). 

No. 14–10486. Flowers v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. 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 Foster v. Chatman, 578 U. S. 488 
(2016). Reported below: 158 So. 3d 1009. 

Justice Alito, with whom Justice Thomas joins, dissenting. 
This Court often “GVRs” a case—that is, grants the petition 

for a writ of certiorari, vacates the decision below, and remands 
for reconsideration by the lower court—when we believe that the 
lower court should give further thought to its decision in light of 
an opinion of this Court that (1) came after the decision under 
review and (2) changed or clarifed the governing legal principles 
in a way that could possibly alter the decision of the lower court. 
In this case and two others, Williams v. Louisiana, immediately 
supra, and Floyd v. Alabama, infra, p. 916, the Court misuses 
the GVR vehicle. The Court GVRs these petitions in light of 
our decision in Foster v. Chatman, 578 U. S. 488 (2016), which 
held, based on all the circumstances in that case, that a state 
prosecutor violated Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U. S. 79 (1986), by strik-
ing potential jurors based on race. Our decision in Foster post-
dated the decision of the Supreme Court of Mississippi in the present 
case, but Foster did not change or clarify the Batson rule in any 
way. Accordingly, there is no ground for a GVR in light of Foster. 

The ultimate issue in Batson is a pure question of fact— 
whether a party exercising a peremptory challenge engaged in 
intentional discrimination on the basis of race. 476 U. S., at 93– 
94. If the party contesting a particular peremptory challenge 
makes out a prima facie case (that is, points out a pattern of 
strikes that calls for further inquiry), the party exercising the 
challenge must provide a legitimate race-neutral reason for the 
strike. Id., at 97. If that is done, the trial judge must then 
make a fnding as to whether the party exercising the peremptory 
challenge is telling the truth. Id., at 98. There is no mechanical 
formula for the trial judge to use in making that decision, and in 
some cases the fnding may be based on very intangible factors, 
such as the demeanor of the prospective juror in question and 
that of the attorney who exercised the strike. Snyder v. Louisi-
ana, 552 U. S. 472, 477 (2008). For this reason and others, the 
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fnding of the trial judge is entitled to a very healthy measure of 
deference. Id., at 479. 

Foster did not change the Batson analysis one iota. In Foster, 
the Court's determination that the prosecution struck jurors 
based on race—a determination with which I fully agreed, 578 
U. S., at 515 (Alito, J., concurring in judgment)—was based on 
numerous case-specifc factors, including evidence that racial con-
siderations permeated the jury selection process from start to 
fnish and the prosecution's shifting and unreliable explanations 
for its strikes of black potential jurors in light of that evidence. 

In particular, evidence of racial bias in Foster included the fol-
lowing facts revealed to be a part of the prosecution's jury selec-
tion fle, which the Court held undermined the prosecution's de-
fense of its strikes: copies of a jury venire list highlighting the 
names of black jurors; a draft affdavit from a prosecution investi-
gator ranking black potential jurors; notes identifying black pro-
spective jurors as “B#1,” “B#2,” and “B#3”; notes suggesting that 
the prosecution marked “N” (for “no”) next to the names of all 
black prospective jurors; a “defnite NO's” list that included 
the names of all black prospective jurors; a document relating 
to one juror with notes about the Church of Christ that stated 
“NO. No Black Church”; the questionnaires flled out by jurors, 
in which the race of black prospective jurors was circled. Id., at 
493–495 (majority opinion) (internal quotation marks omitted). 
But this overwhelming evidence of race consciousness was not 
the end of the Court's analysis in Foster. The Court also dis-
cussed evidence that the prosecution's stated reasons for striking 
black jurors were inconsistent and malleable. The prosecution's 
various rationales for its strikes “ha[d] no grounding in fact,” 
were “contradicted by the record,” and simply “cannot be cred-
ited,” according to the Court. Id., at 502, 505–507. Some of the 
purported reasons for striking black prospective jurors “shifted 
over time” and could not withstand close scrutiny. Id., at 508. 
And other reasons, “while not explicitly contradicted by the rec-
ord, [we]re diffcult to credit” in light of the way in which the 
State treated similarly situated white jurors. Id., at 505–507. 
In sum, the Court's decision in Foster relied on substantial, case-
specifc evidence in reaching its conclusion that the prosecution's 
proffered explanations for striking black prospective jurors could 
not be credited. 
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In the three cases in which the Court now GVRs in light of 
Foster, what the Court is saying, in effect, is something like this. 
If we granted review in these cases, we would delve into the facts 
and carefully review the trial judge's fndings on the question of 
the prosecution's intent. That is what we did in Foster. But we 
do not often engage in review of such case-specifc factual ques-
tions, and we do not want to do that here. Therefore, we will 
grant, vacate, and remand so that the lower court can do—or, 
redo—that hard work. 

This is not a responsible use of the GVR power. In this case, 
the Supreme Court of Mississippi decided the Batson issue. It 
found insuffcient grounds to overturn the trial judge's fnding 
that the contested strikes were not based on race. If the major-
ity wishes to review that decision, it should grant the petition for 
a writ of certiorari, issue a briefng schedule, and hear argument. 
If the majority is not willing to spend the time that full review 
would require, it should deny the petition. 

The Court's decision today is not really a GVR in light of our 
factbound decision in Foster. It is, rather, a GVR in light of our 
1986 decision in Batson. But saying that would be ridiculous, 
because the lower courts fully considered the Batson issue this 
petition raises. By granting, vacating, and remanding, the Court 
treats the State Supreme Court like an imperious senior partner 
in a law frm might treat an associate. Without pointing out any 
errors in the State Supreme Court's analysis, the majority simply 
orders the State Supreme Court to redo its work. We do not 
have that authority. 

I would deny the petition. I respectfully dissent. 

No. 15–635. Innovention Toys, LLC v. MGA Entertain-
ment, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari granted, judg-
ment vacated, and case remanded for further consideration in 
light of Halo Electronics, Inc. v. Pulse Electronics, Inc., ante, 
p. 93. Reported below: 611 Fed. Appx. 693. 

No. 15–1085. WesternGeco LLC v. ION Geophysical Corp. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case 
remanded for further consideration in light of Halo Electronics, 
Inc. v. Pulse Electronics, Inc., ante, p. 93. Justice Alito took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 791 F. 3d 1340. 
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No. 15–7553. Floyd v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. 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 Foster v. Chatman, 578 U. S. 488 (2016). 
Reported below: 191 So. 3d 147. 

Justice Alito, with whom Justice Thomas joins, dissenting. 

I would deny the petition for the reasons set out in my state-
ment in Flowers v. Mississippi, supra, p. 913 (opinion dissenting 
from decision to grant, vacate, and remand). 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 15–9200. Loi Ngoc Nghiem v. Kerestes, Superintend-
ent, State Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court's Rule 
39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 15M131. Welcome v. Mabus, Secretary of the Navy. 
Motion for leave to proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 15M132. Jackson v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security; and 

No. 15M133. L’Ggrke v. Asset Plus Corp. et al. Motions 
to direct the Clerk to fle petitions for writs of certiorari out of 
time denied. 

No. 15–1039. Sandoz Inc. v. Amgen Inc. et al.; and 
No. 15–1195. Amgen Inc. et al. v. Sandoz Inc. C. A. Fed. 

Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to fle a brief in these cases 
expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 15–1189. Impression Products, Inc. v. Lexmark Inter-
national, Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. The Solicitor General is invited 
to fle a brief in this case expressing the views of the United 
States. 

No. 15–9476. In re Bodnar. Petition for writ of habeas cor-
pus denied. 

No. 15–9166. In re Mason; and 
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No. 15–9330. In re Hook. Petitions for writs of mandamus 
denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 15–1204. Jennings et al. v. Rodriguez et al., Individ-
ually and on Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 804 F. 3d 
1060. 

No. 15–1251. National Labor Relations Board v. SW 
General, Inc., dba Southwest Ambulance. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 796 F. 3d 67. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 15–942. Black & Decker (U. S.) Inc. et al. v. SD3, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 801 
F. 3d 412. 

No. 15–947. Price et al., Individually and on Behalf of 
All Others Similarly Situated v. Philip Morris, Inc. Sup. 
Ct. Ill. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2015 IL 117687, 43 
N. E. 3d 53. 

No. 15–1028. Fazio v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 795 F. 3d 421. 

No. 15–1030. Shew et al. v. Malloy, Governor of Con-
necticut, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 804 F. 3d 242. 

No. 15–1033. DeJoria v. Maghreb Petroleum Explora-
tion, S. A., et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 804 F. 3d 373. 

No. 15–1117. Turturro, Administrator of the Estate of 
Braddock, Deceased, et al. v. Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 629 Fed. Appx. 313. 

No. 15–1138. Bernardo, on Behalf of M&K Engineering, 
Inc. v. Johnson, Secretary of Homeland Security, et al. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 814 F. 3d 481. 

No. 15–1140. Binday v. United States; 
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No. 
No. 

15–1177. 
15–8582. 

Kergil v. United States; and 
Resnick v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 804 F. 3d 558. 

No. 15–1150. Hunter v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner of 
Social Security. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 808 F. 3d 818. 

No. 15–1157. Distributed Solutions, Inc. v. James, Secre-
tary of the Air Force. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 617 Fed. Appx. 996. 

No. 15–1203. Globus Medical, Inc. v. Bianco. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 618 Fed. Appx. 1032. 

No. 15–1270. M. C. v. T. W. et al. Sup. Ct. Colo. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 363 P. 3d 193. 

No. 15–1278. Gage County, Nebraska, et al. v. Dean 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 807 
F. 3d 931. 

No. 15–1279. Fernandez v. LaSalle Bank N. A. et al. 
Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–1284. Hutchinson v. Whaley et al. Ct. App. Ga. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Ga. App. 773, 777 S. E. 
2d 251. 

No. 15–1288. Lano et al. v. Carnival Corp. et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 621 Fed. Appx. 373. 

No. 15–1296. Cherryholmes v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, 5th 
App. Dist., Fairfeld County. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 2015-Ohio-3063. 

No. 15–1298. Holanek v. North Carolina. Ct. App. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 242 N. C. App. 633, 776 S. E. 
2d 225. 

No. 15–1300. Intertransfers, Inc. v. Luxor Agentes Au-
tonomos de Investimientos, Ltda. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 638 Fed. Appx. 925. 

No. 15–1302. Aaron v. CBS Outdoors, Inc. Ct. App. Mich. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 15–1307. Lora v. Shanahan et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 804 F. 3d 601. 

No. 15–1354. Webb v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–1382. Kanofsky v. Commissioner of Internal Rev-
enue. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 622 
Fed. Appx. 301. 

No. 15–1390. Curry v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–1396. Rivas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 637 Fed. Appx. 338. 

No. 15–1403. Kim v. Yeong Kuk Ahn. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–7005. Aziz v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–7384. Cazares et al. v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 788 F. 3d 956. 

No. 15–7475. Gibson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 615 Fed. Appx. 619. 

No. 15–7834. Lyle v. Aiken et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 15–7850. Chavarria Delgado v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 620 Fed. Appx. 329. 

No. 15–7855. Fisk v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 619 Fed. Appx. 417. 

No. 15–8050. Bell v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2015 Ark. 370. 

No. 15–8307. Morgan v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 121 A. 3d 1235. 

No. 15–8563. Hernandez v. Florida et al. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 180 So. 3d 978. 

No. 15–8601. Moore v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 624 Fed. Appx. 244. 
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No. 15–8603. Villegas-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 617 Fed. Appx. 597. 

No. 15–8635. Yeomans v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8704. Kampfer v. Cuomo, Governor of New York. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 643 Fed. 
Appx. 43. 

No. 15–8779. Brown v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2015–2001 (La. 2/19/16), 184 So. 3d 1265. 

No. 15–8929. Bell v. U. S. Bank N. A. et al. Sup. Ct. Fla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8930. Ambrose v. Trierweiler, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 621 Fed. Appx. 808. 

No. 15–8931. Morrow v. Pash, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8932. Lampkin v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–8936. Tetreau v. Campbell, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8940. Karnazes v. United States District Court 
for the Central District of California et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8944. McCain v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2015 IL App (2d) 140280–U. 

No. 15–8945. Proctor v. Burke et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 630 Fed. Appx. 127. 

No. 15–8954. Buycks v. LBS Financial Credit Union 
et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8956. Sabby v. Hammer, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8957. Hupp v. Petersen et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 15–8959. Gabb v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2014 IL App (1st) 120908–U. 

No. 15–8964. Turner v. Wright et al. Sup. Ct. Miss. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–8966. Carter v. Acholonu et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8971. Johnson v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 62 Cal. 4th 600, 364 P. 3d 359. 

No. 15–8972. Morgan v. Hatton, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8992. Klein v. Pringle, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–8993. LeBoon v. Alan McIlvain Co. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 628 Fed. Appx. 98. 

No. 15–8994. Whipple v. Jones, Secretary, Florida De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9062. Mays v. Whitener, Superintendent, Marion 
Correctional Institution, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 633 Fed. Appx. 161. 

No. 15–9125. Zarazu v. Spearman, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9167. Suratos v. Foster, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9201. Gunderson v. Kirkegard, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9219. Manning v. Rock, Superintendent, Upstate 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 633 Fed. Appx. 26. 

No. 15–9237. Luster v. Laxalt, Attorney General of Ne-
vada, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9240. Tanguay v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 809 F. 3d 677. 
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No. 15–9281. Bowman v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 184 So. 3d 535. 

No. 15–9290. McCary v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 614 Fed. Appx. 383. 

No. 15–9294. Badini v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–9296. Colton v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9302. Faulds v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 617 Fed. Appx. 581. 

No. 15–9305. Mango v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 633 Fed. Appx. 257. 

No. 15–9308. Carmona-Ramos v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 638 Fed. Appx. 351. 

No. 15–9331. Dupree v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 620 Fed. Appx. 49. 

No. 15–9333. Richmond v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 641 Fed. Appx. 295. 

No. 15–9338. Lowe v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 643 Fed. Appx. 834. 

No. 15–9341. Martinez Meza v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 642 Fed. Appx. 332. 

No. 15–9347. Buchanan v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 637 Fed. Appx. 327. 

No. 15–9357. Flores-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 634 Fed. Appx. 471. 

No. 15–9358. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 637 Fed. Appx. 572. 

No. 15–9360. Fullman v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 122 A. 3d 455. 

No. 15–9380. Maunteca-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 15–9384. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9387. Vasiloff v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 622 Fed. Appx. 881. 

No. 15–9391. Antonio Carmona v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9403. Suarez-Guzman v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9406. High v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 593 Fed. Appx. 234. 

No. 15–9407. Haskins v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9408. Miller v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 819 F. 3d 1314. 

No. 15–9416. Perez Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9418. Bartolo-Guerra v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 637 Fed. Appx. 138. 

No. 15–1020. Ntsebeza et al. v. Ford Motor Co. et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 796 F. 3d 160. 

No. 15–1049. M. A., as Mother of J. D. v. Padilla, Judge, 
Superior Court of Arizona, Maricopa County, et al. Ct. 
App. Ariz. Motion of respondent Christopher Allen Simcox for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Motions of Defend-
ers of Children; Child Justice, Inc., et al.; and Arizona Voice for 
Crime Victims et al. for leave to fle briefs as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 237 Ariz. 263, 349 
P. 3d 1100. 

No. 15–9402. Lewis 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. 15–878. Chinweze v. Bank of America, N. A., 577 

U. S. 1194; 
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No. 15–1065. Chaparro et ux. v. U. S. Bank N. A., 578 
U. S. 923; 

No. 15–6345. Rogers v. Perry, Secretary, North Caro-
lina Department of Public Safety, 577 U. S. 1015; 

No. 15–7872. Lewis v. Texas, 578 U. S. 907; 
No. 15–7893. Matthisen v. United States, 578 U. S. 908; 
No. 15–7993. Willyard v. Kelley, Director, Arkansas De-

partment of Correction, 578 U. S. 926; 
No. 15–8040. Constant v. DTE Electric Co., aka Detroit 

Edison Co., 578 U. S. 927; 
No. 15–8098. Walker v. City of Memphis, Tennessee, et 

al., 578 U. S. 929; 
No. 15–8224. Small v. Florida, 578 U. S. 932; 
No. 15–8314. Alberto Solernorona v. Michigan, 578 U. S. 

948; 
No. 15–8379. Inta v. United States District Court for 

the Eastern District of Missouri, 578 U. S. 961; 
No. 15–8398. Jehovah v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-

partment of Corrections, et al. (two judgments), 578 U. S. 
962; 

No. 15–8437. Shellman v. Colvin, Acting Commissioner, 
Social Security Administration, 578 U. S. 950; and 

No. 15–8500. Davis v. Roundtree et al., 578 U. S. 950. Pe-
titions for rehearing denied. 

June 27, 2016 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 14–1440. Triple Canopy, Inc. v. United States ex rel. 
Badr et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Reported below: 775 F. 3d 628; 

No. 15–404. Weston Educational, Inc., dba Heritage 
College v. United States ex rel. Miller et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Reported below: 784 F. 3d 1198; and 

No. 15–729. United States ex rel. Nelson v. Sanford-
Brown, Ltd., et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Reported below: 788 F. 3d 
696. Certiorari granted, judgments vacated, and cases remanded 
for further consideration in light of Universal Health Services, 
Inc. v. United States ex rel. Escobar, ante, p. 176. 

No. 15–5. Nevada v. Torres. Sup. Ct. Nev. Motion of re-
spondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer-
tiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for further 
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consideration in light of Utah v. Strieff, ante, p. 232. Reported 
below: 131 Nev. 11, 341 P. 3d 652. 

No. 15–1014. Click-To-Call Technologies, LP v. Oracle 
Corp. et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment va-
cated, and case remanded for further consideration in light of 
Cuozzo Speed Technologies, LLC v. Lee, ante, p. 261. Justice 
Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti-
tion. Reported below: 622 Fed. Appx. 907. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 15–9021. Johnson v. Stephens, 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. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–2863. In re Disbarment of Koresko. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1027.] 

No. D–2869. In re Disbarment of O’Brien. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1131.] 

No. D–2870. In re Disbarment of Denicola. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1131.] 

No. D–2871. In re Disbarment of Fredericks. Disbar-
ment entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1131.] 

No. D–2872. In re Disbarment of Kwasny. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1132.] 

No. D–2873. In re Disbarment of Kaufman. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1132.] 

No. D–2874. In re Disbarment of Cohen. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1132.] 

No. D–2875. In re Disbarment of Konigsberg. Disbar-
ment entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1132.] 

No. D–2876. In re Disbarment of Lavallee. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1132.] 
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No. D–2877. In re Disbarment of Schlesinger. Disbar-
ment entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1132.] 

No. D–2878. In re Disbarment of Fasciana. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1132.] 

No. D–2879. In re Disbarment of Gallimore. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1133.] 

No. D–2880. In re Disbarment of London. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1133.] 

No. 15M134. Romero Lopez v. McFadden, Warden; and 
No. 15M135. Robinson v. Drug Enforcement Administra-

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

No. 15–8680. Paul v. De Holczer et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [578 U. S. 1002] denied. 

No. 15–9006. In re Goist. Motion of petitioner for reconsid-
eration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [578 
U. S. 974] denied. 

No. 15–9042. Anderson v. Harrison County, Mississippi. 
C. A. 5th Cir.; and 

No. 15–9472. Skrettas v. Department of Veterans Af-
fairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to pro-
ceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until 
July 18, 2016, 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. 15–1362. In re Pieczenik; and 
No. 15–9519. In re Williams. Petitions for writs of manda-

mus denied. 

No. 15–8997. In re Campbell. 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. 15–9389. In re Heizman. Petition for writ of prohibi-
tion denied. 
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Probable Jurisdiction Noted 

No. 15–1262. McCrory, Governor of North Carolina, 
et al. v. Harris et al. Appeal from D. C. M. D. N. C. Proba-
ble jurisdiction noted. Reported below: 159 F. Supp. 3d 600. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 14–1538. Life Technologies Corp. et al. v. Promega 
Corp. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari granted limited to Question 2 
presented by the petition. Reported below: 773 F. 3d 1338. 

No. 15–8544. Beckles v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted. Justice Kagan took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. 
Reported below: 616 Fed. Appx. 415. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 14–1206. Odhiambo v. Republic of Kenya et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 764 F. 3d 31. 

No. 15–363. AT&T, Inc., et al. v. United States ex rel. 
Heath. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
791 F. 3d 112. 

No. 15–610. Midland Funding, LLC, et al. v. Madden. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 786 F. 3d 246. 

No. 15–683. Home Care Association of America et al. v. 
Weil, Administrator, Wage and Hour Division, et al. C. A. 
D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 799 F. 3d 1084. 

No. 15–716. Interval Licensing LLC v. Lee, Director, 
Patent and Trademark Ofce. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 608 Fed. Appx. 945. 

No. 15–802. Resource Investments, Inc., et al. v. United 
States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
785 F. 3d 660. 

No. 15–889. Thomas v. Lynch, Attorney General. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 796 F. 3d 535. 

No. 15–945. Cordova-Soto v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 804 F. 3d 714. 
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No. 15–990. Territory of Guam et al. v. Paeste et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 798 F. 3d 
1228. 

No. 15–1024. Little River Band of Ottawa Indians 
Tribal Government v. National Labor Relations Board. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 788 F. 3d 537. 

No. 15–1034. Soaring Eagle Casino and Resort v. Na-
tional Labor Relations Board. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 791 F. 3d 648. 

No. 15–1072. Haggart et al., Individually and on Be-
half of All Others Similarly Situated v. Woodley et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 809 F. 3d 
1336. 

No. 15–1129. United States ex rel. Marshall et al. v. 
Woodward, Inc. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 812 F. 3d 556. 

No. 15–1144. Flowers v. Troup County, Georgia, School 
District, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 803 F. 3d 1327. 

No. 15–1145. Versata Development Group, Inc. v. SAP 
America, Inc., et al. (two judgments). C. A. Fed. Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 793 F. 3d 1306 (frst judgment) and 
1352 (second judgment). 

No. 15–1151. Fitch Ratings, Inc., fka Fitch, Inc. v. First 
Community Bank, N. A., et al. Sup. Ct. Tenn. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 489 S. W. 3d 369. 

No. 15–1166. Olive v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 804 F. 3d 747. 

No. 15–1182. Sequenom, Inc. v. Ariosa Diagnostics, Inc., 
et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 788 
F. 3d 1371. 

No. 15–1185. California et al. v. Pauma Band of Luiseno 
Mission Indians of the Pauma & Yuima Reservation, aka 
Pauma Band of Mission Indians, aka Pauma Luiseno Band 
of Mission Indians; and 
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No. 15–1291. Pauma Band of Luiseno Mission Indians of 
the Pauma & Yuima Reservation, aka Pauma Band of Mis-
sion Indians, aka Pauma Luiseno Band of Mission Indians 
v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 813 F. 3d 1155. 

No. 15–1187. Stephenson v. Game Show Network, LLC, 
et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 624 
Fed. Appx. 756. 

No. 15–1199. Pfeil et al., Individually and on Behalf of 
All Others Similarly Situated v. State Street Bank & 
Trust Co. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
806 F. 3d 377. 

No. 15–1209. Barr Pharmaceuticals, LLC, et al. v. Supe-
rior Court of California, San Francisco County, et al. 
Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–1229. Mantiply v. Horne, Individually and as 
Personal Representative of the Estate of Horne. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 630 Fed. Appx. 
908. 

No. 15–1285. Shukh v. Seagate Technology, LLC, et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 803 F. 3d 
659. 

No. 15–1292. Caroni v. United States; and 
No. 15–8254. DiLeo v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-

tiorari denied. Reported below: 625 Fed. Appx. 464. 

No. 15–1303. Ayissi-Etoh v. Fannie Mae et al. C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 621 Fed. Appx. 677. 

No. 15–1304. Bent v. Foster. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 15–1306. Mitrano v. Orlans Moran, PLLC. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–1308. Radbil v. Regional Adjustment Bureau, 
Inc. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 641 
Fed. Appx. 298. 

No. 15–1312. Snyder v. Collura et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 812 F. 3d 46. 
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No. 15–1314. Automotive Body Parts Assn. v. United 
States District Court for the Eastern District of Michi-
gan et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–1324. Washington et al. v. Bank of America, N. A. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 624 Fed. 
Appx. 301. 

No. 15–1349. Oyama v. University of Hawaii et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 813 F. 3d 850. 

No. 15–1353. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 808 F. 3d 1202. 

No. 15–1355. Rodriguez, as Parent and Guardian of 
JoDon R. et al., Minors v. Fox News Network, L. L. C. Ct. 
App. Ariz. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 238 Ariz. 36, 356 
P. 3d 322. 

No. 15–1360. Stoner v. Young Concert Artists, Inc. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 626 Fed. 
Appx. 293. 

No. 15–1376. Arbuckle Mountain Ranch of Texas, Inc. v. 
Chesapeake Energy Corp. et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 810 F. 3d 335. 

No. 15–1386. Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., et al. v. 
Apple Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 809 F. 3d 633. 

No. 15–1393. Montana Cannabis Industry Assn. et al. v. 
Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
382 Mont. 256, 368 P. 3d 1131. 

No. 15–1424. Sandoval v. County of Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 622 Fed. Appx. 705. 

No. 15–1448. Prime Healthcare Services, Inc. v. Service 
Employees International Union et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 642 Fed. Appx. 665. 

No. 15–6889. Lanier v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 623 Fed. Appx. 768. 

No. 15–7790. Kilpatrick v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 798 F. 3d 365. 
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No. 15–7849. Escalanti v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 623 Fed. Appx. 844. 

No. 15–7878. Ossana v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 607 Fed. Appx. 599. 

No. 15–7935. Haskins v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 15–7978. Holden v. Clarke, Director, Virginia De-
partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 609 Fed. Appx. 161. 

No. 15–8204. Johnson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–8227. James v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 631 Fed. Appx. 803. 

No. 15–8424. Sanchez-Vasquez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 623 Fed. Appx. 209. 

No. 15–8465. Mahon v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 804 F. 3d 946. 

No. 15–8985. Manuel Rodriguez v. Salus, Judge, Court 
of Common Pleas of Pennsylvania, Montgomery County, 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 623 
Fed. Appx. 588. 

No. 15–8998. Comeaux v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
616 Fed. Appx. 167. 

No. 15–8999. Elliott v. Grace, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 632 Fed. Appx. 61. 

No. 15–9003. Carroll v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 15–9004. Kirby et al. v. Morrissey et al. Sup. Ct. 
Okla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9005. Christmann v. Schutte, Attorney General 
of Michigan. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9022. Trujillo v. Montgomery, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 15–9023. Hernandez v. Muniz, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 628 Fed. Appx. 541. 

No. 15–9025. Fenton v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2015 IL App (1st) 130861–U. 

No. 15–9029. Palmer v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-
partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9030. Nuccio v. McDonald, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 647 Fed. Appx. 790. 

No. 15–9033. Black v. Johnson, Administrator, New Jer-
sey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9034. Brown v. Macomber, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9035. Bass v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–9036. Manuel Albarado v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. 
Tex. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9046. Cosby v. Safeco Insurance Company of 
America. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9048. Brewer v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 333 Ga. App. XXV. 

No. 15–9049. Cook v. Lamotte et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 618 Fed. Appx. 229. 

No. 15–9058. Cannon v. Duckworth, Interim Warden. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 796 F. 3d 
1256. 

No. 15–9073. Two Bulls, aka Reyna v. Ries et al. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9075. Abyla v. Dalton et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 637 Fed. Appx. 103. 

No. 15–9080. Hernandez v. Davey, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 15–9081. Smith v. Jenkins, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9082. Howard v. Vance County Sheriff Dept. 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 624 
Fed. Appx. 95. 

No. 15–9087. Valli v. Miller, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9091. Del Valle-Santana v. Servicios Legales de 
Puerto Rico, Inc., et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 804 F. 3d 127. 

No. 15–9095. Goodell v. Barrett, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9098. McCoy v. Watkins et al. Ct. App. Tex., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9099. Jones v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 1st Dist. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 466 S. W. 3d 252. 

No. 15–9104. Savolt v. Long, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–9106. Bell v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2015 IL App (2d) 140765–U. 

No. 15–9108. Franqui v. Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 15–9110. Hars v. Keeling. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 809 F. 3d 43. 

No. 15–9129. Temple v. Singleton et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 622 Fed. Appx. 291. 

No. 15–9155. Manuel Salcido v. Knipp, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9156. Martin v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 131 A. 3d 94. 

No. 15–9175. Sotelo-Ayala v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 633 Fed. Appx. 393. 
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No. 15–9198. Buntion v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 482 S. W. 3d 58. 

No. 15–9212. Tejeda v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 332 Ga. App. XXX. 

No. 15–9216. Mickens v. Larkin, Superintendent, East-
ern New York Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 633 Fed. Appx. 24. 

No. 15–9218. Kennedy v. Vannoy, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 624 Fed. Appx. 886. 

No. 15–9223. Stoutamire v. Morgan, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9288. McKye v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 638 Fed. Appx. 680. 

No. 15–9295. Caron v. Jones, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9300. Gutierrez v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9307. Done v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 620 Fed. Appx. 839. 

No. 15–9310. Backmon v. Brewer. Ct. App. Colo. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 15–9311. Javier Araiza v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 643 Fed. Appx. 524. 

No. 15–9324. Orts v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 643 Fed. Appx. 853. 

No. 15–9325. Mark et al. v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 80 A. 3d 685. 

No. 15–9334. Cartagena-Merced v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 610 Fed. Appx. 
805. 

No. 15–9335. Clem v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 644 Fed. Appx. 238. 
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No. 15–9336. Ellis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 646 Fed. Appx. 889. 

No. 15–9337. Lagi v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 15–9349. Acevedo v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9361. Fisher v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–9362. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 615 Fed. Appx. 897. 

No. 15–9363. Hammond v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9366. Guest v. United States et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 615 Fed. Appx. 656. 

No. 15–9367. Fleming v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9375. Upshaw v. Ebbert, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 634 Fed. Appx. 357. 

No. 15–9376. White v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 627 Fed. Appx. 217. 

No. 15–9381. Smith v. Jones, Secretary, Florida Depart-
ment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9396. Malachowski v. United States; and 
No. 15–9400. Malachowski v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: No. 15–9396, 623 Fed. Appx. 
562; No. 15–9400, 623 Fed. Appx. 555. 

No. 15–9412. Tarantino v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 617 Fed. Appx. 62. 

No. 15–9413. Whitney v. Carter, Secretary of Defense. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 628 Fed. 
Appx. 446. 

No. 15–9415. Rogers v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 633 Fed. Appx. 141. 
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No. 15–9424. Cole v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 619 Fed. Appx. 381. 

No. 15–9425. Crawford v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 192 So. 3d 905. 

No. 15–9430. Bias v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 15–9440. Green v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–9448. Ruiz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 638 Fed. Appx. 397. 

No. 15–9449. McCall v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9454. Gutierrez-Salinas v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 640 Fed. Appx. 690. 

No. 15–9457. Jordan v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 813 F. 3d 442. 

No. 15–9458. Martinez v. Shartle, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9462. Berry v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–9468. Jamison v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9469. Brown v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 636 Fed. Appx. 157. 

No. 15–9479. Burchette v. McDonald, Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9482. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–9485. Kieffer v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 638 Fed. Appx. 746. 

No. 15–9490. Guevara-Miranda v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 640 Fed. Appx. 319. 
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No. 15–9491. Jarvis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 814 F. 3d 936. 

No. 15–9515. Martin, Individually and as Trustee for 
the Abraham Nguyen Martin Revocable Trust Agree-
ment Dated January 10, 1991 v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–9516. Alfaro v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 638 Fed. Appx. 374. 

No. 15–9517. Black v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–9522. Hope v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 186 So. 3d 1037. 

No. 15–9533. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 641 Fed. Appx. 875. 

No. 15–9535. Copeland v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 820 F. 3d 809. 

No. 15–9539. Martinez Delgado v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 640 Fed. Appx. 620. 

No. 15–9541. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 631 Fed. Appx. 623. 

No. 15–9542. Padron v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 631 Fed. Appx. 250. 

No. 15–9543. Merilia v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 640 Fed. Appx. 239. 

No. 14–1140. Tibbs et al. v. Bunnell, Judge, Circuit 
Court of Kentucky, Fayette County, et al. Sup. Ct. Ky. 
Motions of American Hospital Association et al., Joint Commis-
sion, and Alliance for Quality Improvement and Patient Safety for 
leave to fle briefs as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 448 S. W. 3d 796. 

No. 15–950. Michigan v. Uyeda. Ct. App. Mich. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer-
tiorari denied. 
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No. 15–1026. Eppinger, Warden v. McCarley. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 801 F. 3d 
652. 

No. 15–1076. Fuentes v. Maresca et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Motion of New Mexico Department of Public Safety for leave to 
fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Re-
ported below: 804 F. 3d 1301. 

No. 15–1215. Shinnecock Indian Nation v. 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: 628 Fed. Appx. 54. 

No. 15–1309. PharMerica Corp. v. United States ex rel. 
Gadbois. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of New England Legal Founda-
tion for leave to fle brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 809 F. 3d 1. 

No. 15–1440. Commonwealth Scientic and Industrial 
Research Organisation v. Cisco Systems, Inc. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 809 
F. 3d 1295. 

No. 15–9382. Turner v. Holland, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 15–9463. Basciano 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: 634 Fed. 
Appx. 832. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 14–520. Hawkins et al. v. Community Bank of Ray-

more, 577 U. S. 495 (2016); 
No. 15–926. In re Griskie, 577 U. S. 1234; 
No. 15–999. Knight et al. v. Thompson et al., 578 U. S. 959; 
No. 15–8061. Caison v. Jones, Secretary, Florida Depart-

ment of Corrections, 578 U. S. 928; 
No. 15–8256. Lester v. Mackie, Warden, 578 U. S. 947; 
No. 15–8270. Smith v. Stephens, Director, Texas Depart-

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi-
sion, 578 U. S. 947; 
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No. 15–8438. Bernard v. Woods, Warden, 578 U. S. 963; and 
No. 15–8443. Longoria v. Texas, 578 U. S. 963. Petitions for 

rehearing denied. 

June 28, 2016 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 
No. 14–1469. Washburn v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. 

Reported below: 2015 ND 8, 861 N. W. 2d 173; 
No. 14–1506. Beylund v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. 

Reported below: 2015 ND 27, 861 N. W. 2d 172; 
No. 14–1512. Harns v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. Re-

ported below: 2015 ND 45, 861 N. W. 2d 173; 
No. 15–129. Wojahn v. Levi, Director, North Dakota 

Department of Transportation. Sup. Ct. N. D. Reported 
below: 2015 ND 50, 861 N. W. 2d 173; 

No. 15–243. Baxter v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. Re-
ported below: 2015 ND 107, 863 N. W. 2d 208; 

No. 15–518. Wall v. Stanek, Sheriff, Hennepin County, 
Minnesota. C. A. 8th Cir. Reported below: 794 F. 3d 890; 

No. 15–989. Kordonowy v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. 
Reported below: 2015 ND 197, 867 N. W. 2d 690; and 

No. 15–1052. Hexom v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Certio-
rari granted, judgments vacated, and cases remanded for further 
consideration in light of Birchfeld v. North Dakota, ante, p. 438. 

No. 15–5587. Sharbutt v. Vasquez, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Reported below: 600 Fed. Appx. 251; 

No. 15–6468. Patrie v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Re-
ported below: 794 F. 3d 998; 

No. 15–6603. Goodwin v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir.; 
No. 15–6783. Diaz-Morales, aka Diaz v. United States. 

C. A. 11th Cir. Reported below: 595 Fed. Appx. 932; 
No. 15–7106. Castro-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 

6th Cir. Reported below: 624 Fed. Appx. 357; 
No. 15–7249. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Re-

ported below: 615 Fed. Appx. 199; 
No. 15–7832. Luis Guevara v. United States. C. A. 9th 

Cir. Reported below: 619 Fed. Appx. 648; 
No. 15–7846. Sanders v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 

Reported below: 635 Fed. Appx. 286; and 
No. 15–8015. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Mo-

tions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
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granted. Certiorari granted, judgments vacated, and cases re-
manded for further consideration in light of Mathis v. United 
States, ante, p. 500. 

No. 15–7987. Guadalupe Garza v. Minnesota. Ct. App. 
Minn. 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 Birchfeld v. North 
Dakota, ante, p. 438. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 14–1055. Lightfoot et al. v. Cendant Mortgage 
Corp., dba PHH Mortgage, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
granted. Reported below: 769 F. 3d 681. 

No. 15–486. Ivy et al. v. Morath, Texas Commissioner of 
Education. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported 
below: 781 F. 3d 250. 

No. 15–497. Fry et vir, as Next Friends of Minor 
E. F. v. Napoleon Community Schools et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 788 F. 3d 622. 

No. 15–649. Czyzewski et al. v. Jevic Holding Corp. et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 787 F. 3d 173. 

No. 15–1191. Lynch, Attorney General v. Morales-
Santana. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 
804 F. 3d 520. 

No. 15–423. Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela et al. v. 
Helmerich & Payne International Drilling Co. et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari granted limited to Question 3 pre-
sented by the petition. Reported below: 784 F. 3d 804. 

No. 15–961. Visa Inc. et al. v. Osborn et al.; and 
No. 15–962. Visa Inc. et al. v. Stoumbos et al. C. A. D. C. 

Cir. Certiorari granted, cases consolidated, and a total of one 
hour is allotted for oral argument. Reported below: 797 F. 3d 
1057. 

No. 15–1111. Bank of America Corp. et al. v. City of 
Miami, Florida; and 

No. 15–1112. Wells Fargo & Co. et al. v. City of Miami, 
Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari granted, cases consoli-
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dated, and a total of one hour is allotted for oral argument. Re-
ported below: No. 15–1111, 800 F. 3d 1262; No. 15–1112, 801 
F. 3d 1258. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 14–997. Currier, State Health Ofcer of the Mis-
sissippi Department of Health, et al. v. Jackson Women’s 
Health Organization et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari de-
nied. Reported below: 760 F. 3d 448. 

No. 14–1508. Culver v. Levi, Director, North Dakota 
Department of Transportation. Sup. Ct. N. D. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2015 ND 26, 861 N. W. 2d 172. 

No. 14–9861. Manska v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 14–10423. Gaede v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2014 IL App (4th) 130346, 20 
N. E. 3d 1266. 

No. 15–64. Jensen, Individually and as Parent and Next 
Friend of D. J. J., et al. v. EXC Inc., dba D. I. A. Express 
Inc. et al., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 588 Fed. Appx. 720. 

No. 15–386. Rounkles v. Levi, Director, North Dakota 
Department of Transportation. Sup. Ct. N. D. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2015 ND 128, 863 N. W. 2d 910. 

No. 15–403. Williams v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–840. Duncan v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 483 S. W. 3d 353. 

No. 15–848. Bennett v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 867 N. W. 2d 539. 

No. 15–931. Nevada v. Barral. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 131 Nev. 520, 353 P. 3d 1197. 

No. 15–1063. Texas v. Villarreal. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 475 S. W. 3d 784. 
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No. 15–1200. Schimel, Attorney General of Wisconsin, 
et al. v. Planned Parenthood of Wisconsin, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 806 F. 3d 908. 

No. 15–5307. Mawolo v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–5315. Isaacson v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer-
tiorari denied. 

No. 15–6495. Guarnero v. Wisconsin. Sup. Ct. Wis. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2015 WI 72, 363 Wis. 2d 857, 867 
N. W. 2d 400. 

No. 15–6645. Boaz v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio-
rari denied. Reported below: 607 Fed. Appx. 618. 

No. 15–7286. Ponce-Cortes v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–7528. Burke v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–7918. Willis v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer-
tiorari denied. Reported below: 795 F. 3d 986. 

No. 15–7926. Ogitchida v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 15–7960. Lippy v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Certio-
rari denied. 

No. 15–8853. Djordjevic v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 631 Fed. Appx. 463. 

No. 15–862. Stormans, Inc., dba Ralph ’s Thriftway, 
et al. v. Wiesman, Secretary, Washington State Depart-
ment of Health, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 794 F. 3d 1064. 

Justice Alito, with whom The Chief Justice and Justice 
Thomas join, dissenting. 

This case is an ominous sign. 
At issue are Washington State regulations that are likely to 

make a pharmacist unemployable if he or she objects on religious 
grounds to dispensing certain prescription medications. There 
are strong reasons to doubt whether the regulations were adopted 
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for—or that they actually serve—any legitimate purpose. And 
there is much evidence that the impetus for the adoption of the 
regulations was hostility to pharmacists whose religious beliefs 
regarding abortion and contraception are out of step with prevail-
ing opinion in the State. Yet the Ninth Circuit held that the 
regulations do not violate the First Amendment, and this Court 
does not deem the case worthy of our time. If this is a sign of 
how religious liberty claims will be treated in the years ahead, 
those who value religious freedom have cause for great concern. 

I 
The Stormans family owns Ralph's Thriftway, a local grocery 

store and pharmacy in Olympia, Washington. Devout Christians, 
the Stormans seek to run their business in accordance with their 
religious beliefs. Among those beliefs is a conviction that life 
begins at conception and that preventing the uterine implantation 
of a fertilized egg is tantamount to abortion. Consequently, in 
order to avoid complicity in what they believe to be the taking 
of a life, Ralph's pharmacy does not stock emergency contracep-
tives, such as Plan B, that can “inhibit implantation” of a fertilized 
egg, 1 Supp. Excerpts of Record in No. 12–35221 etc. (CA9), 
p. 1245 (SER). When customers come into the pharmacy with 
prescriptions for such drugs, Ralph's employees inform them that 
the pharmacy does not carry those products, and they refer the 
customers to another nearby pharmacy that does. The drugs are 
stocked by more than 30 other pharmacies within fve miles of 
Ralph's. Stormans, Inc. v. Selecky, 854 F. Supp. 2d 925, 934 
(WD Wash. 2012); see SER 1293. These pharmacies include an 
Albertson's located 1.9 miles from Ralph's and a Rite-Aid located 
2.3 miles away.1 

As explained by the 5 national and 33 state pharmacist associa-
tions that urge us to take this case, “facilitated referral supports 
pharmacists' professionally recognized right of conscience” “with-
out compromising patient care.” Brief for National and State 
Pharmacists' Associations as Amici Curiae 17. In addition to 
protecting rights of conscience, facilitated referral also serves 
more practical ends. Pharmacies can stock only a small fraction 
of the more than 6,000 FDA-approved drugs now available. 
Pharmacies of all stripes therefore “refer patients to other phar-

1 These pharmacies were identifed at trial as carrying Plan B. SER 1293. 
The distances are as calculated by Google Maps driving directions. 
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macies at least several times a day because a drug is not in 
stock.” 854 F. Supp. 2d, at 934. Because of the practice of facili-
tated referrals, none of Ralph's customers has ever been denied 
timely access to emergency contraceptives. Id., at 933. 

Nevertheless, in 2007 the Washington State Board of Pharmacy 
(Board) issued rules mandating that pharmacies like Ralph's stock 
and sell contraceptives like Plan B. Under these regulations, a 
pharmacy may not “refuse to deliver a drug or device to a patient 
because its owner objects to delivery on religious, moral, or other 
personal grounds.” Brief in Opposition for Washington State Re-
spondents 10. The dilemma this creates for the Stormans family 
and others like them is plain: Violate your sincerely held religious 
beliefs or get out of the pharmacy business. Ralph's, joined by 
two pharmacists with similar beliefs who work at other pharma-
cies, contends that the regulations target religiously motivated 
conduct for disfavored treatment and thereby “suppress religious 
belief or practice” in violation of the First Amendment's Free 
Exercise Clause. Church of Lukumi Babalu Aye, Inc. v. Hia-
leah, 508 U. S. 520, 523 (1993). After a 12-day trial, the District 
Court agreed and enjoined the regulations, 854 F. Supp. 2d 925 
(fndings of fact and conclusions of law); Stormans Inc. v. Selecky, 
844 F. Supp. 2d 1172 (WD Wash. 2012) (opinion granting 
injunction). 

The District Court found that the regulations were adopted 
with “the predominant purpose” to “stamp out the right to re-
fuse” to dispense emergency contraceptives for religious reasons. 
Id., at 1178. Among other things, the District Court noted the 
following. When the Board began to consider new regulations, 
the Governor of the State “sent a letter to the Board opposing 
referral for personal or conscientious reasons.” 854 F. Supp. 2d, 
at 937. The State Human Rights Commission followed with “a 
letter threatening Board members with personal liability if they 
passed a regulation permitting referral” for religious or moral 
reasons. Id., at 938; see App. to Pet. for Cert. 374a–399a. And 
after the Board initially voted to adopt rules allowing referrals 
for reasons of conscience, the Governor not only sent another 
letter opposing the draft rules but “publicly explained that she 
could remove the Board members” if need be. 854 F. Supp. 2d, 
at 938. “[T]his was the frst instance in which a Governor had 
ever threatened the Board . . . with removal.” Id., at 939. 
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The Board heeded the Governor's wishes. As Steven Saxe, the 
Board's executive director, explained at the time: “ ̀ [T]he public, 
legislators and governor are telling us loud and clear that they 
expect the rule to protect the public from unwanted intervention 
based on the moral beliefs . . . of a pharmacist.' ” Ibid. “ ̀ [T]he 
moral issue IS the basis of the concern.' ” Ibid. Saxe, a primary 
drafter of the regulations, recognized that the task was “ ̀ to draft 
language to allow facilitating a referral for only these non-moral 
or non-religious reasons.' ” Ibid. He suggested that making an 
express “ ̀ statement that does not allow a pharmacist/pharmacy 
the right to refuse for moral or religious judgment' ” might be a 
“ ̀ clearer' ” way to “ ̀ leave intact the ability to decline to dispense 
. . . for most legitimate examples raised; clinical, fraud, business, 
skill, etc.' ” Ibid. And in the end, that is what the Board did. 
While the regulations themselves do not expressly single out reli-
giously motivated referrals, the Board's guidance accompanying 
the regulations does: “The rule,” it warns, “does not allow a 
pharmacy to refer a patient to another pharmacy to avoid flling 
the prescription due to moral or ethical objections.” SER 1248 
(emphasis added). 

Although the District Court found that the Board's intent was 
to target pharmacies that made referrals for religious or moral 
reasons, the court did not base its decision solely on that ground. 
Instead, the court considered the design of the regulations and 
concluded that they discriminated against religious objectors. 
854 F. Supp. 2d, at 967–990. Not only do the rules expressly 
contain certain secular exceptions, but the court also found that 
in operation the Board allowed pharmacies to make referrals for 
many other secular reasons not set out in the rules. Id., at 954– 
956, 970–971. The court concluded that “the `design of these 
[Regulations] accomplishes . . . a religious gerrymander' ” captur-
ing religiously motivated referrals and little else. Id., at 984 
(quoting Church of Lukumi Babalu Aye, supra, at 535; some 
internal quotation marks omitted). 

The State appealed the District Court's decision, and the Ninth 
Circuit reversed. 794 F. 3d 1064 (2015). Both in the Ninth Cir-
cuit and before this Court, the State defends the regulations as 
necessary to “ensur[e] that its citizens have safe and timely access 
to their lawful and lawfully prescribed medications.” Id., at 1084. 
But the State has conceded that this is not really a problem. It 
stipulated that “facilitated referrals do not pose a threat to timely 
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access to lawfully prescribed medications” and indeed “help 
assure timely access to lawfully prescribed medications . . . includ-
[ing] Plan B.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 335a. 

I believe that the constitutionality of what Washington has done 
merits further review. As I discuss below, Ralph's has made a 
strong case that the District Court got it right and that the 
regulations here are improperly designed to stamp out religious 
objectors. The importance of this issue is underscored by the 38 
national and state pharmacist associations that urge us to hear 
the case. The decision below, they tell us, “upheld a radical de-
parture from past regulation of the pharmacy industry” that 
“threatens to reduce patient access to medication by forcing some 
pharmacies—particularly small, independent ones that often sur-
vive by providing specialty services not provided elsewhere—to 
close.” Brief for National and State Pharmacists' Associations as 
Amici Curiae 4, 5. Given the important First Amendment inter-
ests at stake and the potentially sweeping ramifcations of the 
decision below, I would grant certiorari. 

II 

The question presented in this case concerns the constitutional-
ity of two rules adopted by the Washington State Pharmacy 
Board in 2007. The frst rule, known as the Delivery Rule, re-
quires pharmacies to “deliver lawfully prescribed drugs or devices 
to patients and to distribute drugs and devices approved by the 
U. S. Food and Drug Administration for restricted distribution by 
pharmacies.” Wash. Admin. Code § 246–869–010(1) (2009).2 The 

2 This rule provides in pertinent part as follows: 
“(1) Pharmacies have a duty to deliver lawfully prescribed drugs or de-

vices to patients and to distribute drugs and devices approved by the U. S. 
Food and Drug Administration for restricted distribution by pharmacies, or 
provide a therapeutically equivalent drug or device in a timely manner con-
sistent with reasonable expectations for flling the prescription, except for 
the following or substantially similar circumstances: 

“(a) Prescriptions containing an obvious or known error, inadequacies in 
the instructions, known contraindications, or incompatible prescriptions, or 
prescriptions requiring action in accordance with WAC 246–875–040. 

“(b) National or state emergencies or guidelines affecting availability, 
usage or supplies of drugs or devices; 

“(c) Lack of specialized equipment or expertise needed to safely produce, 
store, or dispense drugs or devices, such as certain drug compounding or 
storage for nuclear medicine; 
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Delivery Rule works in tandem with a pre-existing rule, called 
the Stocking Rule, that requires pharmacies to stock a “repre-
sentative assortment of drugs in order to meet the pharmaceutical 
needs of its patients.” § 246–869–150(1). The net result of these 
rules is that, so long as there is customer demand for emergency 
contraceptives, pharmacies like Ralph's must stock and dispense 
them regardless of any religious or moral objections that their 
owners may have. 

The Delivery Rule includes a number of exceptions. See 
§§ 246–869–010(1)(a)–(e), (2). Four of these are narrow. See 
§ 246–869–010(1)(a) (prescription is erroneous or has a known con-
traindication); § 246–869–010(1)(b) (national and state emergen-
cies); § 246–869–010(1)(d) (potentially fraudulent prescriptions); 
§ 246–869–010(1)(e) (drug is temporarily out of stock). A ffth 
exception is broader: Under subsection (c), pharmacies need not 
stock prescription medications that require specialized equipment 
or expertise, including the equipment or expertise needed to com-
pound drugs. § 246–869–010(1)(c). And a sixth exception is very 
broad indeed: A pharmacy is not required to deliver a drug “with-
out payment of [its] usual and customary or contracted charge.” 
§ 246–869–010(2). This means, among other things, that a phar-
macy need not fll a prescription for a Medicaid patient. In addi-
tion, as discussed below, the District Court found that there are 
many unwritten exceptions to the Delivery and Stocking Rules. 
See infra, at 949–950. 

The Board's second new rule, called the Pharmacist Responsi-
bility Rule, governs individual pharmacists. § 246–863–095 
(2010). The rule does not require any individual pharmacist to 
dispense medication in confict with his or her beliefs. But be-
cause the Delivery Rule requires every pharmacy to dispense the 
medication, if a pharmacy wishes to employ a pharmacist who 
objects to dispensing a drug for religious reasons, the pharmacy 
must keep on duty at all times a second pharmacist who can 
dispense those drugs. We are told that few pharmacies are likely 
to be willing to bear this expense. Brief for National and State 
Pharmacists' Associations as Amici Curiae 23–24. 

“(d) Potentially fraudulent prescriptions; or 
“(e) Unavailability of drug or device despite good faith compliance with 

WAC 246–869–150. 
“(2) Nothing in this section requires pharmacies to deliver a drug or de-

vice without payment of their usual and customary or contracted charge.” 
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III 

In Employment Div., Dept. of Human Resources of Ore. v. 
Smith, 494 U. S. 872 (1990), this Court held that “the right of free 
exercise does not relieve an individual of the obligation to comply 
with a `valid and neutral law of general applicability.' ” Id., at 
879. But as our later decision in Church of Lukumi Babalu Aye 
made clear, a law that discriminates against religiously motivated 
conduct is not “neutral.” 508 U. S., at 533–534. In that case, 
the Court unanimously held that ordinances prohibiting animal 
sacrifce violated the First Amendment. This case bears a dis-
tinct resemblance to Church of Lukumi Babalu Aye. 

In Church of Lukumi Babalu Aye, there was strong evidence 
that the ordinances were adopted for the purpose of preventing 
religious services of the Santeria religion. Id., at 534. As noted, 
there is similar evidence of discriminatory intent here.3 

Even if we disregard all evidence of intent and confne our 
consideration to the nature of the laws at issue in the two cases, 

3 It is an open question whether a court considering a free exercise claim 
should consider evidence of individual lawmakers' personal intentions, as is 
done in the equal protection context. Compare Church of Lukumi Babalu 
Aye, 508 U. S., at 540 (opinion of Kennedy, J.) (relying on such evidence), 
with id., at 558 (Scalia, J., concurring in part and concurring in judgment) 
(rejecting such evidence). The Ninth Circuit, however, did not hold that 
such evidence was irrelevant; instead, it concluded that the record “does not 
reveal improper intent.” 794 F. 3d 1064, 1078 (2015). Ralph's has a strong 
argument that the Ninth Circuit improperly substituted its own view of the 
evidence for that of the District Court. 

In overturning the District Court's fnding, the Ninth Circuit pointed to 
evidence that the Board “was also concerned with the safe and timely deliv-
ery of many other drugs, which may or may not engender religious objec-
tions,” such as drugs for treating HIV. Ibid. But the District Court con-
sidered this evidence and found it “not inconsistent with the Board's focus 
on conscientious objections to Plan B.” Stormans, Inc. v. Selecky, 854 
F. Supp. 2d 925, 943 (WD Wash. 2012). The District Court further con-
cluded that “such a focus is supported by the great weight of the evidence, 
including other documents issued by the Board,” as well as Board meetings 
and public testimony—all of which were “dominated by emergency contra-
ception and conscientious objection to Plan B.” Ibid. For example, a sur-
vey the Board conducted in the lead up to its rulemaking “focused exclu-
sively on Plan B and potential accommodations for conscientious objectors,” 
ibid., while “the Board didn't do any research or conduct any studies on 
HIV medications or how this rule might apply to HIV medications,” SER 
654. 
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the similarities are striking. In Church of Lukumi Babalu Aye, 
the challenged ordinances broadly prohibited the unnecessary or 
cruel killing of animals, but when all the statutory defnitions and 
exemptions were taken into account, the laws did little more than 
prohibit the sacrifces carried out in Santeria services. Id., at 
535–538. In addition, the ordinances restricted religious practice 
to a far greater extent than required to serve the municipality's 
asserted interests. Id., at 538–539. Here, Ralph's has made a 
strong showing that the challenged regulations are gerryman-
dered in a similar way. While requiring pharmacies to dispense 
all prescription medications for which there is demand, the regu-
lations contain broad secular exceptions but none relating to reli-
gious or moral objections; the regulations are substantially under-
inclusive because they permit pharmacies to decline to fll 
prescriptions for fnancial reasons; and the regulations contem-
plate the closing of any pharmacy with religious objections to 
providing emergency contraceptives, regardless of the impact that 
will have on patients' access to medication. 

A 

Considering “the effect of [the regulations] in [their] real opera-
tion,” id., at 535, the District Court concluded that the burden 
they impose “falls `almost exclusively' on those with religious 
objections to dispensing Plan B,” 844 F. Supp. 2d, at 1188. The 
court found that “the rules exempt pharmacies and pharmacists 
from stocking and delivering lawfully prescribed drugs for an 
almost unlimited variety of secular reasons, but fail to provide 
exemptions for reasons of conscience.” Ibid. For example, the 
District Court found that a pharmacy may decline to stock a 
drug because the drug requires additional paperwork or patient 
monitoring, has a short shelf life, may attract crime, requires 
simple compounding (a skill all pharmacists must learn), or falls 
outside the pharmacy's niche (e. g., pediatrics, diabetes, or fertil-
ity). Id., at 1190. Additionally, the court found, a pharmacy can 
“decline to accept Medicare or Medicaid or the patient's particular 
insurance, and on that basis, refuse to deliver a drug that is 
actually on the shelf.” Ibid. As the District Court noted, such 
secular refusals “inhibit patient access” to medication no less than 
do religiously motivated facilitated referrals. Ibid. Allowing 
secular but not religious refusals is fatly inconsistent with Church 
of Lukumi Babalu Aye. It “devalues religious reasons” for de-
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clining to dispense medications “by judging them to be of lesser 
import than nonreligious reasons,” thereby “singl[ing] out” reli-
gious practice “for discriminatory treatment.” 508 U. S., at 
537–538. 

The Ninth Circuit did not dispute this logic. Instead, it held 
that the District Court committed clear error in fnding that the 
regulations allow refusals for a host of secular reasons. 794 F. 3d, 
at 1080–1081. The Court of Appeals upheld the District Court's 
fnding that pharmacies in fact refuse to stock and deliver drugs 
for secular reasons, but it disputed the District Court's fnding 
that the Board actually permits such refusals. Ibid. I think it 
likely that the Court of Appeals failed to accord the District 
Court's fndings appropriate deference. “If the district court's 
account of the evidence is plausible in light of the record viewed 
in its entirety, the court of appeals may not reverse it even though 
convinced that had it been sitting as the trier of fact, it would 
have weighed the evidence differently.” Anderson v. Bessemer 
City, 470 U. S. 564, 573–574 (1985). 

The District Court carefully laid out its rationale for fnding 
that the regulations allow refusals for secular, but not religious, 
reasons. Secular refusals have been common, and commonly 
known, both before and after the regulations were issued, yet the 
Board has never enforced its regulations against such practices. 
854 F. Supp. 2d, at 956, 960. Nor has the Board issued any guid-
ance disapproving secular refusals or otherwise made an “effort 
to curtail widespread referrals for business reasons.” Id., at 960. 
By contrast, the Board has specifcally targeted religious objec-
tions. Upon issuing the regulations, the Board sent a guidance 
document to pharmacies warning that “[t]he rule does not allow 
a pharmacy to refer a patient to another pharmacy to avoid flling 
the prescription due to moral or ethical objections.” SER 1248 
(emphasis added). The negative implication is obvious. Addi-
tionally, a Board spokesman—who was charged with answering 
pharmacists' inquiries about the rules' requirements—testifed 
that, “other than eliminating referral as an option for pharmacies 
which cannot stock Plan B for religious reasons, from a practical 
standpoint, nothing has changed after the enactment of these 
rules.” Id., at 356; see id., at 295. 

The Ninth Circuit disregarded the Board's failure to enforce its 
regulations against secular refusals on the ground that the Board 
does not pursue enforcement action unless it receives a complaint, 
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and it has not received complaints against secular referrals. 794 
F. 3d, at 1081. Putting aside the potential for abuse this system 
allows,4 the point remains that the Board tolerates widespread 
secular refusals while categorically declaring religious ones verbo-
ten. That supports the District Court's fnding that the “real 
operation” of the regulations is to uniquely burden religiously 
motivated conduct.5 

B 

Even if the Ninth Circuit were correct to reject the District 
Court's fnding that the Board condones many secular refusals, 
the Court of Appeals overlooked a basis for refusal that is written 
into the regulations themselves. “Nothing in this section,” the 
Delivery Rule states, “requires pharmacies to deliver a drug or 
device without payment of their usual and customary or con-
tracted charge.” § 246–869–010(2). The Ninth Circuit thought 
this exception unremarkable, asserting that “ ̀ [n]obody could seri-
ously question a refusal to fll a prescription because the customer 
did not pay for it.' ” 794 F. 3d, at 1080. But as the District 
Court found—and the Ninth Circuit simply ignored—this excep-
tion extends well beyond denying service to customers who won't 
pay. It also allows a pharmacy to refuse to fll a prescription 
because it does not accept the patient's insurance or because it 
does not accept Medicaid or Medicare—regardless of the amount 

4 The District Court noted that “an active campaign” by advocacy groups 
“to seek out pharmacies and pharmacists with religious objections to Plan B 
and to fle complaints with the Board . . . has resulted in a disproportionate 
number of investigations directed at religious objections to Plan B”—with 
complaints against Ralph's constituting a third of all complaints. 854 F. 
Supp. 2d, at 961. 

5 The dozens of pharmacist associations supporting Ralph's as amici give 
us another reason to question the Ninth Circuit's conclusion that the regula-
tions outlaw the secular bases for refusal that the District Court found were 
permitted. According to these groups, the Ninth Circuit's conception of the 
regulations “open[s] the door to unprecedented state control over stocking 
decisions” by “anticipat[ing] the invalidation of a whole swath of reasons, 
both secular and non-secular, for declining to stock or deliver certain drugs.” 
Brief for National and State Pharmacists' Associations as Amici Curiae 21. 
In other words, we are told, the Ninth Circuit has effectively read the regu-
lations to require “ ̀ that all pharmacies deliver all lawfully prescribed 
drugs,' ” id., at 22—a striking departure from normal pharmaceutical prac-
tice that one would not expect the Board to adopt without giving some clear 
indication that it was doing so. 
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of payment it would receive. 854 F. Supp. 2d, at 955, 972–973. 
A pharmacy accordingly may deny all prescriptions to certain 
patients, many of whom (those on Medicaid) are particularly likely 
to lack ready means of traveling to another pharmacy. What is 
more, a pharmacy that refuses a patient's insurance does not even 
have to refer the patient to another pharmacy. Id., at 973. This 
renders the regulations substantially underinclusive: They “fail to 
prohibit nonreligious conduct that endangers” the State's pro-
fessed interest in ensuring timely access to medication “in a simi-
lar or greater degree than” religiously motivated facilitated refer-
rals do. Church of Lukumi Babalu Aye, 508 U. S., at 543. 

C 

One last example. In adopting the rules, the Board recognized 
that some pharmacy owners might “close rather than dispense 
medications that confict with their beliefs.” App. to Brief in 
Opposition for Washington State Respondents 34a. Such closures 
would appear to infict on customers a much greater disruption 
in access to medications than would allowing facilitated referrals: 
Shuttering pharmacies would make all of those pharmacies' cus-
tomers fnd other sources for all of their medications, rather than 
have only some customers be referred to another pharmacy for a 
small handful of drugs. But the Board shrugged off this problem, 
asserting that it “may . . . be temporary” because a religious 
objector may be replaced by “a new operator who will comply 
with these rules.” Ibid. I don't dispute that the market will 
often work to fll such openings, but it cannot reasonably be sup-
posed that new pharmacies will appear overnight. The bottom 
line is clear: Washington would rather have no pharmacy than 
one that doesn't toe the line on abortifacient emergency contra-
ceptives. Particularly given the State's stipulation that “facili-
tated referrals do not pose a threat to timely access” to such 
drugs, App. to Pet. for Cert. 335a, it is hard not to view its 
actions as exhibiting hostility toward religious objections. 

IV 

For these reasons and others, it seems to me likely that the 
Board's regulations are not neutral and generally applicable. 
Quite the contrary: The evidence relied upon by the District 
Court suggests that the regulations are targeted at religious con-
duct alone, to stamp out religiously motivated referrals while 
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allowing referrals for secular reasons (whether by rule or by 
wink). If that is so, the regulations are invalid unless the State 
can prove that they are narrowly tailored to advance a compel-
ling government interest. The Ninth Circuit did not reach this 
question, as it upheld the regulations under far less demanding 
rational-basis review. 794 F. 3d, at 1084. I will not try to an-
swer here whether the regulations meet strict scrutiny, except to 
observe that the State's justifcation that the regulations advance 
its “interest in ensuring that its citizens have safe and timely 
access to their lawful and lawfully prescribed medications,” ibid., 
seems awfully hard to square with the State's stipulation that 
“facilitated referrals do not pose a threat to timely access to 
lawfully prescribed medications,” App. to Pet. for Cert. 335a (em-
phasis added). 

* * * 

“The Free Exercise Clause commits government itself to reli-
gious tolerance, and upon even slight suspicion that proposals for 
state intervention stem from animosity to religion or distrust of 
its practices, all offcials must pause to remember their own high 
duty to the Constitution and to the rights it secures.” Church 
of Lukumi Babalu Aye, supra, at 547. Ralph's has raised more 
than “slight suspicion” that the rules challenged here refect antip-
athy toward religious beliefs that do not accord with the views 
of those holding the levers of government power. I would grant 
certiorari to ensure that Washington's novel and concededly un-
necessary burden on religious objectors does not trample on fun-
damental rights. I respectfully dissent.6 

No. 15–1234. Delaware Strong Families v. Denn, Attor-
ney General of Delaware, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Alito would grant the petition for writ of 
certiorari. 

Justice Thomas, dissenting. 
First Amendment rights are all too often sacrifced for the sake 

of transparency in federal and state elections. “ ̀ Sunlight,' ” this 
Court has noted, is “ ̀ the best of disinfectants' ” in elections. See 
Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U. S. 1, 67 (1976) (per curiam) (quoting L. 
Brandeis, Other People's Money 62 (1933)). But that is not so 

6 The Court's denial of certiorari does not, of course, preclude petitioners 
from bringing a future as-applied challenge to the Board's regulations. 
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when “ ̀ sunlight' ” chills speech by exposing anonymous donors to 
harassment and threats of reprisal. See Citizens United v. Fed-
eral Election Comm'n, 558 U. S. 310, 482–484 (2010) (Thomas, J., 
concurring in part and dissenting in part); see also, e. g., NAACP 
v. Alabama ex rel. Patterson, 357 U. S. 449, 462–463 (1958). This 
case presents the opportunity to clarify that the State's interest 
in transparency does not always trump First Amendment rights. 
I respectfully dissent from the denial of certiorari. 

I 

In 2012, Delaware Strong Families, a tax-exempt nonproft or-
ganization, produced a “General Election Values Voter Guide” for 
Delaware citizens. The voter guide listed all candidates running 
for Congress or the state legislature and indicated whether the 
candidate “[s]upport[ed],” “[o]pposed,” or was “[u]ndecided” about 
various issues. The guide covered issues ranging from candi-
dates' positions on “[g]iving tax dollars to Planned Parenthood” to 
“legalizing Internet gambling.” Delaware Strong Families, 2012 
General Election Values Voter Guide 1–4, online at http://www. 
delawarestrong.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/2012-C3-General-
Election-Voter-Guide-v5.pdf (as last visited June 23, 2016). 

As Delaware Strong Families prepared to produce a similar 
voter guide for the 2014 election cycle, it fled this federal suit 
challenging Delaware's newly enacted disclosure requirements 
that would require it to reveal many of its donors if it dissemi-
nated the voter guide. The Delaware Election Disclosures Act 
requires “[a]ny person other than a candidate committee or politi-
cal party” who spends more than $500 on “third-party advertise-
ments . . . during an election period [to] fle a third-party adver-
tisement report” with the state commissioner of elections. Del. 
Code Ann., Tit. 15, § 8031(a) (2015). A “ ̀ third-party advertise-
ment' ” includes “electioneering communication[s]” that “[r]efe[r] 
to a clearly identifed candidate” and are “publicly distributed 
within 30 days before a primary election . . . or 60 days before a 
general election to an audience that includes members of the elec-
torate for the offce sought by such candidate.” §§ 8002(10)(a), 
8002(27). The voter guide fts that description. Accordingly, 
Delaware Strong Families must report the names, addresses, and 
contribution amounts of not only those donors who earmarked 
their donations for the creation of the voter guide but also 
any and all donors who contributed more than $100 to the non-
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proft during the election period. § 8031(a)(3); see Delaware 
Strong Families v. Attorney General of Delaware, 793 F. 3d 
304, 307 (CA3 2015) (“Disclosure is not limited to individuals 
who earmarked their donations to fund an electioneering 
communication”). 

The District Court enjoined the Act. The court observed that 
the Act required disclosure of “virtually every communication 
made during the critical time period, no matter how indirect and 
unrelated it is to the electoral process,” including a presumptively 
neutral voter guide published by a presumptively neutral, tax-
exempt, nonproft entity. Delaware Strong Families v. Biden, 34 
F. Supp. 3d 381, 395 (Del. 2014). The court concluded that the 
relationship between the Act's purpose and the First Amendment 
burdens it imposed was “too tenuous.” Ibid. 

The United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit 
reversed. The court held that the Act's far-reaching disclosure 
requirements were suffciently tailored to Delaware's asserted in-
terest in an “informed electorate.” 793 F. 3d, at 309–312. It 
suffced that the Act required only those organizations that dis-
seminated communications during “the applicable `election pe-
riod' ” to disclose their donors. Id., at 312. 

II 

This Court has long considered disclosure requirements as “the 
least restrictive means of curbing the evils of campaign ignorance 
and corruption.” Buckley, 424 U. S., at 68. At the same time, 
the Court has recognized that “[i]t is undoubtedly true” that man-
datory disclosure of donor names “will deter some individuals who 
otherwise might contribute” and “may even expose contributors 
to harassment or retaliation.” Ibid. These First Amendment 
harms justify eliminating disclosure requirements altogether. 
But even under this Court's existing precedents, Delaware's 
scheme is far broader than those the Court has previously upheld. 

In my view, it is time for the Court to reconsider whether a 
State's interest in an informed electorate can ever justify the 
disclosure of otherwise anonymous donor rolls. As the Court said 
in McIntyre v. Ohio Elections Comm'n, 514 U. S. 334 (1995), “[t]he 
simple interest in providing voters with additional relevant infor-
mation does not justify a state requirement that a writer make 
statements or disclosures she would otherwise omit.” Id., at 348; 
see also id., at 360–367 (Thomas, J., concurring in judgment) 
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(discussing tradition of anonymous speech during the founding 
era); Doe v. Reed, 561 U. S. 186, 240 (2010) (Thomas, J., dissenting) 
(“[A] long, unbroken line of this Court's precedents holds that 
privacy of association is protected under the First Amendment”). 
The same rule should apply here. “Disclaimer and disclosure 
requirements enable private citizens and elected offcials to im-
plement political strategies specifcally calculated to curtail 
campaign-related activity and prevent the lawful, peaceful exer-
cise of First Amendment rights.” Citizens United, supra, at 483 
(opinion of Thomas, J.) (emphasis in original); McConnell v. Fed-
eral Election Comm'n, 540 U. S. 93, 275–276 (2003) (Thomas, J., 
concurring in part and dissenting in part); see also NAACP, 
supra, at 462 (noting that disclosure of members' names would 
expose them “to economic reprisal, loss of employment, threat of 
physical coercion, and other manifestations of public hostility”). 
Given the specter of these First Amendment harms, a State's 
purported interest in disclosure cannot justify revealing the iden-
tities of an organization's otherwise anonymous donors. 

Even if the Court were to evaluate the Disclosures Act by 
applying its existing framework, the Delaware scheme sweeps far 
broader than those the Court has previously considered. Disclo-
sure requirements “cannot be justifed by a mere showing of some 
legitimate governmental interest.” Buckley, 424 U. S., at 64. 
Instead, disclosure requirements must withstand “exacting scru-
tiny.” Ibid. Exacting scrutiny requires the State to establish 
that “the disclosure requirement” is “substantial[ly] relat[ed]” to 
“a suffciently important governmental interest.” Citizens 
United, 558 U. S., at 366–367 (internal quotation marks omitted); 
see also Buckley, supra, at 64–65. 

Here, the Third Circuit's “exacting scrutiny” analysis compared 
the fner details of the Disclosures Act with the federal disclosure 
requirements. 793 F. 3d, at 309–312. Delaware's scheme as ap-
plied to Delaware Strong Families, however, bears little resem-
blance to the federal disclosure requirements that this Court has 
considered. In Buckley, for example, the Court construed a fed-
eral disclosure provision to require disclosure only “for communi-
cations that expressly advocate the election or defeat of a clearly 
identifed candidate” to “insure that the reach of [the federal pro-
vision wa]s not impermissibly broad.” 424 U. S., at 80 (footnote 
omitted). No one contends that Delaware Strong Families' voter 
guide expressly advocates for a particular candidate. Later in 
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McConnell, the Court upheld amended federal disclosure require-
ments as applied to the electioneering communications of “corpo-
rations and labor unions . . . fund[ing] broadcast advertisements 
designed to infuence federal elections . . . while concealing their 
identities from the public” by “hiding behind dubious and mislead-
ing names.” 540 U. S., at 196–197 (internal quotation marks omit-
ted). The record here contains no evidence of such “abuse” or 
“tactics.” Ibid. (internal quotation marks omitted). And fnally 
in Citizens United, the Court concluded that federally required 
disclosure “avoid[ed] confusion by making clear” to voters that 
advertisements naming then-Senator Hillary Clinton and “con-
tain[ing] pejorative references to her candidacy” were “not funded 
by a candidate or political party.” 558 U. S., at 368. But today's 
case involves no such “pejorative references”—indeed, if the voter 
guide were anything but neutral, it would threaten Delaware 
Strong Families' tax-exempt status. 

Perhaps a mere “interest in an informed electorate,” 793 F. 3d, 
at 310, might justify a more tailored regime (though I have my 
doubts). But here, the Third Circuit failed to ask how that inter-
est could justify mandatory disclosure merely because an organi-
zation mentions a candidate's name. 

* * * 

In my view, the purported government interest in an informed 
electorate cannot justify the First Amendment burdens that dis-
closure requirements impose. See Citizens United, supra, at 483 
(opinion of Thomas, J.). But if the Court is determined to stand 
by its “exacting scrutiny” test, then this case is its proving 
ground. By refusing to review the constitutionality of the Dela-
ware law, the Court sends a strong message that “exacting scru-
tiny” means no scrutiny at all. I respectfully dissent from the 
denial of certiorari. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 14–915. Friedrichs et al. v. California Teachers 
Assn. et al., 578 U. S. 1. Petition for rehearing denied. 

July 14, 2016 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 16–5229 (16A58). Conner v. Sellers, Warden. Sup. Ct. 
Ga. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre-
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sented to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. 

Justice Breyer, dissenting. 
John Conner was initially sentenced to death 34 years ago. He 

now asks this Court to decide whether the Eighth Amendment 
permits a State to keep him incarcerated under threat of execu-
tion for so long. For reasons I have previously expressed, I 
would grant the petition to consider this constitutional question. 
See Lackey v. Texas, 514 U. S. 1045 (1995) (memorandum of Ste-
vens, J., respecting denial of certiorari); Boyer v. Davis, 578 U. S. 
965, 966 (2016) (Breyer, J., dissenting from denial of certiorari); 
Valle v. Florida, 564 U. S. 1067 (2011) (Breyer, J., dissenting 
from denial of stay); Knight v. Florida, 528 U. S. 990, 993 (1999) 
(Breyer, J., dissenting from denial of certiorari); see also Glossip 
v. Gross, 576 U. S. 863, 908–948 (2015) (Breyer, J., dissenting). 

I respectfully dissent from the denial of certiorari and applica-
tion for stay of execution. 

No. 16–5230 (16A59). Conner v. Sellers, Warden. C. A. 
11th Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, 
presented to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. 

Justice Breyer, dissenting. 
I would grant the petition for writ of certiorari and application 

for stay of execution for the reasons stated in No. 16–5229 (16A58), 
Conner v. Sellers, immediately supra (Breyer, J., dissenting from 
denial of certiorari and application for stay of execution). 

July 18, 2016 

Miscellaneous Orders 
No. D–2905. In re Discipline of Fisher. Jason Eric 

Fisher, of Silver Spring, Md., is suspended from the practice of 
law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2906. In re Discipline of Gracey. Wayne Gordon 
Gracey, of Phoenix, Md., 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. 
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No. D–2907. In re Discipline of Simon. Karla W. Simon, 
of Cornwall Bridge, Conn., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring her to show cause why she should not be disbarred 
from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2908. In re Discipline of Johnson. Richard Z. 
Johnson, Jr., of Baton Rouge, La., is suspended from the practice 
of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 
days, requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred 
from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2909. In re Discipline of Morel. Harry J. Morel, 
Jr., of Luling, La., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2910. In re Discipline of Kent. Bruce A. Kent of 
Arbutus, Md., is suspended from the practice of law in this Court, 
and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring him to 
show cause why he should not be disbarred from the practice of 
law in this Court. 

No. D–2911. In re Discipline of Miller. Phillip Douglas 
Miller, of Margate, Fla., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re-
quiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2912. In re Discipline of Tabone. Vincent J. Ta-
bone, of Staten Island, N. Y., is suspended from the practice of 
law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2913. In re Discipline of Ballner. Patricia Ball-
ner, of New York, N. Y., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re-
quiring her to show cause why she should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2914. In re Discipline of Agola. Christine A. 
Agola, of Rochester, N. Y., is suspended from the practice of law 
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in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring her to show cause why she should not be disbarred 
from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2915. In re Discipline of Moses. Timothy Eugene 
Moses, of Augusta, Ga., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re-
quiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2916. In re Discipline of Moore. Richard Wells 
Moore, Jr., of Timonium, Md., is suspended from the practice of 
law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 15–1021. Sunrise Children’s Services, Inc. v. Glis-
son, Secretary, Kentucky Cabinet for Health and Family 
Services, et al., 578 U. S. 1003; 

No. 15–1159. Doe et al. v. East Lyme Board of Educa-
tion, 578 U. S. 976; 

No. 15–1183. Harold v. Carrick et al., 578 U. S. 977; 
No. 15–1287. MacAlpine v. United States, 578 U. S. 978; 
No. 15–6181. Faison v. United States, 578 U. S. 978; 
No. 15–6391. Gu v. Presence Saint Joseph Medical Cen-

ter et al., 577 U. S. 1034; 
No. 15–7798. Adams v. United States, 578 U. S. 1004; 
No. 15–7946. Fleming v. Saini et al., 578 U. S. 1004; 
No. 15–7983. Harley v. United States, 577 U. S. 1201; 
No. 15–8002. Hoand v. Perkins et al., 578 U. S. 910; 
No. 15–8025. Hollins v. Illinois, 578 U. S. 927; 
No. 15–8124. In re Shove, 578 U. S. 920; 
No. 15–8248. Gomez v. United States, 577 U. S. 1229; 
No. 15–8277. Williams v. Webb Law Firm, P. C., 578 U. S. 

979; 
No. 15–8292. Love v. Siegler (two judgments), 578 U. S. 948; 
No. 15–8311. Hamilton v. Bird et al., 578 U. S. 956; 
No. 15–8348. Hopkins v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N. A., 578 

U. S. 961; 
No. 15–8376. Bozeman v. Johnson et al., 578 U. S. 961; 
No. 15–8393. Weems v. Pster, Warden, 578 U. S. 934; 
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No. 15–8394. Taylor v. Blue Lick Apartments et al., 578 
U. S. 962; 

No. 15–8413. Garcia v. United States, 578 U. S. 913; 
No. 15–8550. Hunter v. PepsiCo, Inc., et al., 578 U. S. 982; 
No. 15–8558. In re Randall, 578 U. S. 904; 
No. 15–8643. Lopez v. Texas, 578 U. S. 1006; 
No. 15–8669. Wilson v. Jones, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections, 578 U. S. 983; 
No. 15–8774. Hawkins v. United States, 578 U. S. 984; 
No. 15–8783. Evans v. United States, 578 U. S. 984; 
No. 15–8794. Hudson v. Tarnow, Judge, United States 

District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan, 
et al., 578 U. S. 985; 

No. 15–8843. Thorpe v. New Jersey et al., 578 U. S. 986; 
and 

No. 15–9069. Phillips v. United States, 578 U. S. 1017. Pe-
titions for rehearing denied. 

No. 15–8734. Carpenter v. PNC Bank, N. A., 578 U. S. 1019. 
Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Alito took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

August 3, 2016 

Miscellaneous Order 
No. 16A52. Gloucester County School Board v. G. G., by 

His Next Friend and Mother, Grimm. Application to recall 
and stay the mandate of the United States Court of Appeals for 
the Fourth Circuit in case No. 15–2056, presented to The Chief 
Justice, and by him referred to the Court, granted, and the 
preliminary injunction entered by the United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of Virginia on June 23, 2016, is 
hereby stayed pending the timely fling and disposition of a peti-
tion for writ of certiorari. Should the petition for writ of certio-
rari be denied, this stay shall terminate automatically. In the 
event the petition for writ of certiorari is granted, the stay shall 
terminate upon the issuance of the judgment of this Court. Jus-
tice Ginsburg, Justice Sotomayor, and Justice Kagan would 
deny the application. 

Justice Breyer, concurring. 
In light of the facts that four Justices have voted to grant the 

application referred to the Court by The Chief Justice, that 
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we are currently in recess, and that granting a stay will preserve 
the status quo (as of the time the Court of Appeals made its 
decision) until the Court considers the forthcoming petition for 
certiorari, I vote to grant the application as a courtesy. See 
Medellín v. Texas, 554 U. S. 759, 765 (2008) (Breyer, J., 
dissenting). 

August 8, 2016 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 15–751. Cervantez-Sanchez v. Lynch, Attorney Gen-
eral. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this Court's 
Rule 46. Reported below: 601 Fed. Appx. 540. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. D–2881. In re Disbarment of McMeen. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1210.] 

No. D–2882. In re Disbarment of Brush. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1210.] 

No. D–2883. In re Disbarment of Castle. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1210.] 

No. D–2884. In re Disbarment of Zuganelis. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1210.] 

No. D–2885. In re Disbarment of Davies. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1210.] 

No. D–2886. In re Disbarment of Carter. Disbarment en-
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 577 U. S. 1211.] 

No. D–2892. In re Mastronardi. Janet Anthony Mastro-
nardi, of East Greenwich, R. I., having requested to resign as a 
member of the Bar of this Court, it is ordered that her name be 
stricken from the roll of attorneys admitted to the practice of law 
before this Court. The rule to show cause, issued on May 16, 
2016, [578 U. S. 971] is discharged. 

No. D–2917. In re Discipline of Broder. Gary L. Broder, 
of Waterbury, Conn., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 
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No. D–2918. In re Discipline of Glucksman. L. Morris 
Glucksman, of Stamford, Conn., is suspended from the practice of 
law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2919. In re Discipline of Bronsnick. Warren Jay 
Bronsnick, of Short Hills, N. J., 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–2920. In re Discipline of Vila. Gustavo Vila, of 
Staten Island, N. Y., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2921. In re Discipline of Gahwyler. William E. 
Gahwyler, Jr., of Midland Park, N. Y., is suspended from the prac-
tice of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 
40 days, requiring him to show cause why he should not be dis-
barred from the practice of law in this Court. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 15–946. Tucker v. Louisiana, 578 U. S. 1018; 
No. 15–1126. Telford, fka Lundahl v. United States, 578 

U. S. 976; 
No. 15–1186. Rogers v. Chatman, Warden, 578 U. S. 1012; 
No. 15–1207. Wallace et al. v. Hernandez, 578 U. S. 1012; 
No. 15–1235. Funes v. Lynch, Attorney General, 578 

U. S. 1012; 
No. 15–1238. Restrepo-Duque v. Delaware, 578 U. S. 1023; 
No. 15–1302. Aaron v. CBS Outdoors, Inc., ante, p. 918; 
No. 15–8012. Bouma v. Howard County, Maryland, et al., 

578 U. S. 926; 
No. 15–8020. Abdullah-Malik v. Bryant et al., 578 U. S. 

926; 
No. 15–8283. Michael v. United States, 578 U. S. 979; 
No. 15–8295. Gutierrez v. County of Los Angeles, Cali-

fornia, et al., 578 U. S. 960; 
No. 15–8361. Watson v. Bank of America, N. A., 578 U. S. 

1024; 
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No. 15–8486. 
U. S. 980; 

No. 15–8555. 
No. 15–8574. 
No. 15–8627. 
No. 15–8631. 

U. S. 982; 
No. 15–8647. 
No. 15–8704. 

ante, p. 920; 
No. 15–8747. 

tems Security 
1025; 

No. 15–8766. 
578 U. S. 1025; 

No. 15–8821. 
No. 15–8870. 
No. 15–8886. 
No. 15–8911. 

U. S. 987; 
No. 15–8937. 

578 U. S. 1007; 
No. 15–8978. 
No. 15–8982. 

OCTOBER TERM, 2015 

August 8, 2016 579 U. S. 

Joseph v. Beth Israel Medical Center, 578 

Podlucky v. United States, 578 U. S. 963; 
Ford v. Texas, 578 U. S. 1005; 
Alfredo Aguirre v. Aguirre, 578 U. S. 1005; 
Jones v. Florida Parole Board et al., 578 

Jones v. Willie et al., 578 U. S. 1006; 
Kampfer v. Cuomo, Governor of New York, 

Groth v. International Information Sys-
Certication Consortium, Inc., 578 U. S. 

Galle v. Isle of Capri Casinos, Inc., et al., 

Mann v. United States, 578 U. S. 986; 
Blank v. Robinson, 578 U. S. 987; 
Broadnax v. United States, 578 U. S. 987; 

Abdur-Rahiim v. Holland, Warden, 578 

Johnson v. Masonite International Corp., 

Charles v. United States, 578 U. S. 989; 
Voits v. Nooth, Superintendent, Snake 

River Correctional Institution, 578 U. S. 1027; 
No. 15–9009. Killingbeck v. United States, 578 U. S. 1008; 
No. 15–9054. Lamb v. Jones, Secretary, Florida Depart-

ment of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 907; 
No. 15–9056. Cooley v. Davenport, Warden, et al., 578 

U. S. 1016; 
No. 15–9061. Shivers v. Kerestes, Superintendent, State 

Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al., 578 U. S. 1016; 
No. 15–9146. Fedorowicz v. Pearce, 578 U. S. 1028; 
No. 15–9152. Robinson v. Jones, Secretary, Florida De-

partment of Corrections, ante, p. 908; 
No. 15–9239. Renner et al. v. Commissioner of Internal 

Revenue, 578 U. S. 1029; 
No. 15–9252. Terrell v. United States, ante, p. 908; 
No. 15–9299. In re Hall, 578 U. S. 1021; 
No. 15–9413. Whitney v. Carter, Secretary of Defense, 

ante, p. 935; and 
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No. 15–9541. Wilson v. United States, ante, p. 937. Peti-
tions for rehearing denied. 

August 11, 2016 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 15–8544. Beckles v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, ante, p. 927.] Adam K. Mortara, Esq., of 
Chicago, Ill., is invited to brief and argue this case as amicus 
curiae in support of the judgment below on Question 2 presented 
by the petition. Justice Kagan took no part in the consider-
ation or decision of this order. 

August 17, 2016 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 16–5016. In re McKay. Petition for writ of habeas cor-
pus dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. 

August 19, 2016 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 15–9653. Whindleton v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari dismissed under this Court's Rule 46. Reported 
below: 797 F. 3d 105. 

August 26, 2016 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 15A1200 (15–9336). Ellis v. United States. Applica-
tion for bail, addressed to The Chief Justice and referred to 
the Court, denied. 

No. 16A28. McCracken v. Wells Fargo Bank, N. A. C. A. 
9th Cir. Application for injunctive relief, addressed to Justice 
Sotomayor and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. D–2909. In re Morel. Harry J. Morel, Jr., of Luling, 
La., having requested to resign as a member of the Bar of this 
Court, it is ordered that his name be stricken from the roll of 
attorneys admitted to the practice of law before this Court. The 
rule to show cause, issued on July 18, 2016, [ante, p. 959] is 
discharged. 
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Rehearing Denied 

No. 15–1178. Chikosi v. Gallagher et al., 578 U. S. 1012; 
No. 15–1324. Washington et al. v. Bank of America, N. A., 

ante, p. 930; 
No. 15–1339. Thornton v. United States, 578 U. S. 1024; 
No. 15–8665. Shapley v. Dunn, Commissioner, Alabama 

Department of Corrections, et al., 578 U. S. 1013; 
No. 15–8667. Silva Roque v. Arizona, 578 U. S. 1013; 
No. 15–8678. Mote v. United States, 578 U. S. 950; 
No. 15–8697. Benjamin v. Stephens, Director, Texas De-

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, 578 U. S. 1014; 

No. 15–8820. Mascio v. Rauner, Governor of Illinois, 
et al., 578 U. S. 1026; 

No. 15–8844. 
No. 15–8851. 
No. 15–8929. 
No. 15–8930. 

p. 920; 
No. 15–8958. 
No. 15–8989. 
No. 15–8991. 
No. 15–8993. 
No. 15–8999. 

p. 931; 
No. 15–9003. 
No. 15–9028. 
No. 15–9046. 

Taylor v. Nikolits et al., 578 U. S. 1026; 
Andrews et al. v. Flaiz et al., ante, p. 905; 
Bell v. U. S. Bank N. A. et al., ante, p. 920; 

Ambrose v. Trierweiler, Warden, ante, 

Frazier v. Michigan, ante, p. 907; 
Jackson v. Moore, Warden, 578 U. S. 1027; 
Milner v. Pennsylvania et al., 578 U. S. 1027; 
LeBoon v. Alan McIlvain Co., ante, p. 921; 

Elliott v. Grace, Warden, et al., ante, 

Carroll v. Michigan, ante, p. 931; 
Jhaveri v. Jhaveri, 578 U. S. 1027; 

Cosby v. Safeco Insurance Company of 
America, ante, p. 932; 

No. 15–9166. In re Mason, ante, p. 916; 
No. 15–9167. Suratos v. Foster, Warden, ante, p. 921; 
No. 15–9189. Podlucky v. United States, 578 U. S. 1029; 
No. 15–9269. In re Marts, 578 U. S. 1021; and 
No. 15–9336. Ellis v. United States, ante, p. 935. Petitions 

for rehearing denied. 

No. 15–8768. Brown v. Lowe’s Home Centers, 578 U. S. 
1030. Petition for rehearing denied. Justice Breyer took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 
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No. 15–9262. Taylor v. United States, ante, p. 910. Peti-
tion for rehearing denied. Justice Kagan took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

August 29, 2016 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 16A181. Libertarian Party of Ohio et al. v. Husted, 
Ohio Secretary of State, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application 
for stay and injunctive relief, presented to Justice Kagan, and 
by her referred to the Court, denied. 

August 31, 2016 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 16A168. North Carolina et al. v. North Carolina 
State Conference of the NAACP et al. Application to re-
call and stay the mandate of the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Fourth Circuit, presented to The Chief Justice, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. The Chief Justice, Justice 
Kennedy, and Justice Alito would grant the stay, except with 
respect to the preregistration provision. Justice Thomas would 
grant the stay in its entirety. 

September 2, 2016 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 15–1463. Jones, Secretary, Florida Department of 
Corrections v. Patterson. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari dismissed 
under this Court's Rule 46.1. Reported below: 812 F. 3d 885. 

September 9, 2016 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 16A225. Johnson, Michigan Secretary of State v. 
Michigan State A. Philip Randolph Institute et al. D. C. 
E. D. Mich. Application for stay, presented to Justice Kagan, 
and by her referred to the Court, denied. Justice Thomas and 
Justice Alito would grant the application. 

September 13, 2016 

Miscellaneous Orders 
No. 16A223. Ohio Democratic Party et al. v. Husted, 

Ohio Secretary of State, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application 
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for stay, presented to Justice Kagan, and by her referred to the 
Court, denied. 

No. 16A236. Ferrer v. Senate Permanent Subcommittee 
on Investigations. D. C. D. C. Application for stay, presented 
to The Chief Justice, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
The order heretofore entered by The Chief Justice is vacated. 
Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this application. 

September 21, 2016 

Miscellaneous Order 

No. 16A241 (16–258). Dignity Health et al. v. Rollins. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Application for stay, presented to Justice Ken-
nedy, and by him referred to the Court, granted pending disposi-
tion of the petition for writ of certiorari. Should the petition for 
writ of certiorari be denied, this stay shall terminate automati-
cally. In the event the petition for writ of certiorari is granted, 
the stay shall terminate upon the issuance of the judgment of 
this Court. 

September 26, 2016 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 14–9496. Manuel v. City of Joliet, Illinois, et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 577 U. S. 1098.] Motion of 
the Acting Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argu-
ment as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 15–606. Pena-Rodriguez v. Colorado. Sup. Ct. Colo. 
[Certiorari granted, 578 U. S. 905.] Motion of the Acting Solicitor 
General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus cu-
riae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 15–777. Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., et al. v. 
Apple Inc. C. A. Fed. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 577 U. S. 1215.] 
Motion of the Acting Solicitor General for leave to participate in 
oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument 
granted. 

September 27, 2016 

Miscellaneous Order 
No. 16A242. Tilton et al. v. Securities and Exchange 

Commission. C. A. 2d Cir. Application for stay, presented to 
Justice Ginsburg, and by her referred to the Court, denied. 
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September 29, 2016 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 15–827. Endrew F., a Minor, By and Through His 
Parents and Next Friends, Joseph F. et al. v. Douglas 
County School District RE–1. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
granted. Reported below: 798 F. 3d 1329. 

No. 15–1256. Nelson v. Colorado (Reported below: 362 P. 3d 
1070); and Madden v. Colorado (364 P. 3d 866). Sup. Ct. Colo. 
Certiorari granted. 

No. 15–1293. Lee, Director, United States Patent and 
Trademark Ofce v. Tam. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari granted. 
Reported below: 808 F. 3d 1321. 

No. 15–1391. Expressions Hair Design et al. v. Schnei-
derman, Attorney General of New York, et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 808 F. 3d 118. 

No. 15–1498. Lynch, Attorney General v. Dimaya. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 803 F. 3d 1110. 

No. 15–1500. Lewis et al. v. Clarke. Sup. Ct. Conn. Cer-
tiorari granted. Reported below: 320 Conn. 706, 135 A. 3d 
677. 

No. 15–1248. McLane Co., Inc. v. Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted lim-
ited to Question 1 presented by the petition. Reported below: 
804 F. 3d 1051. 

No. 15–1406. Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co. v. Haeger 
et al.; and 

No. 15–1491. Musnuff v. Haeger et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari granted limited to Question 1 presented by each peti-
tion. Cases consolidated, and a total of one hour is allotted for 
oral argument. Reported below: 813 F. 3d 1233. 

September 30, 2016 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 14–1091. Dow Chemical Co. v. Industrial Polymers, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this 
Court's Rule 46. Reported below: 768 F. 3d 1245. 
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