
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

     

                 

             

              

             

               

  

       

               

             

         

                 

      

                

             

     

                 

                

              

                

             

(ORDER LIST: 604 U.S.) 

MONDAY, MARCH 31, 2025 

CERTIORARI -- SUMMARY DISPOSITION 

24-6415 MORRISSETTE, RAHEEM V. UNITED STATES 

  The motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma

 pauperis and the petition for a writ of certiorari are granted. 

The judgment is vacated, and the case is remanded to the United 

States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit for further 

consideration in light of United States v. Rahimi, 602 U. S. 680  

 (2024). 

ORDERS IN PENDING CASES 

24A796 BARKSDALE, TONY V. MARSHALL, ATT'Y GEN. OF AL 

  The application for a certificate of appealability addressed 

to Justice Jackson and referred to the Court is denied. 

24-7  DIAMOND ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, LLC V. EPA, ET AL. 

  The motion of the Acting Solicitor General for divided

 argument is granted. 

24-6046   WALKER, STEVEN E. V. UNITED STATES, ET AL. 

  The motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order 

denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis is denied. 

24-6725 YATES, FERNANDO V. SPRING INDEP. SCH. DIS. 

  The motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma

 pauperis is denied.  Petitioner is allowed until April 21, 2025, 

within which to pay the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) and 

to submit a petition in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules 

of this Court. 
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CERTIORARI DENIED 

23-918 ALLEN, RANITO V. UNITED STATES 

23-7386   CABAN, JOSE V. UNITED STATES 

23-7587   MIDDLEBROOKS, JONDELL V. UNITED STATES 

24-504 HOSKINS, JOSEPH M. V. WITHERS, JARED, ET AL. 

24-510 ABBEY, KEVIN, ET AL. V. UNITED STATES, ET AL. 

24-577  PEREZ, GILBERT V. UNITED STATES 

24-647 MANUELIAN, ERIC V. STARR, JENNIFER, ET AL. 

24-686 YOUNG, DUSTIN V. SWANEY, SHERIFF, ET AL. 

24-750  ADAMS, MARTHA, ET AL. V. RESIGNO, ANGELO, ET AL. 

24-778  SMITH, BILLIE, ET AL. V. MEDINA, TARA, ET AL. 

24-817 LASSEVILLE, EDWARD V. SUPERIOR COURT OF CA, ET AL. 

24-840 SALAS, ANDREW S. V. UNITED STATES 

24-875 SIROIS, LUCAS V. UNITED STATES 

24-898  JOHN DOE CORP. V. KENNERLY, MONTGOMERY & FINLEY 

24-930 LOPEZ, ARTURO S. V. KENDALL, SEC. AIR FORCE, ET AL. 

24-941 SELLERS, WAYNE V. COLORADO 

24-5013 FELIZ, JONATHAN V. UNITED STATES 

24-5040 ORTIZ-ORELLANA, JUAN A. V. UNITED STATES 

24-5225 HASAN, NIDAL M. V. UNITED STATES 

24-5243  )  TAYBRON, RYAN, ET AL. V. UNITED STATES 
) 

24-5314 ) GREENE, XAVIER, ET AL. V. UNITED STATES 

24-5316   JORDAN, KIFANO V. UNITED STATES 

24-5893   PRATER, MAHLON V. UNITED STATES 

24-5913   TYDINGCO, LILI Z. V. UNITED STATES 

24-5937 PRICE, RANDY V. UNITED STATES 

24-6194 DEARDORFF, DONALD E. V. RAYBON, WARDEN 

24-6202 DONATH, KAYNE R. V. UNITED STATES 
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24-6366 FRENO, STEVEN D. V. UNITED STATES 

24-6370 MEDINA, ANTHONY V. GUERRERO, DIR., TX DCJ 

24-6393 PEARSON, SHAMICHAEL A. V. LOUISIANA 

24-6401   ROBERTSON, RACHEL V. BIDEN, JOSEPH R. 

24-6406   JENNINGS, BRYAN F. V. DIXON, SEC., FL DOC 

24-6413   GRIFFIN, LA SHAUNA M. V. USDC CD CA 

24-6417 NWOSU, ADAEZE V. DEUTSCHE BANK AG 

24-6419   JONES, GARY V. MOORE, DARRELL, ET AL. 

24-6429 KUCZEWSKI, ROBERT M. V. MARIEN, ROBIN, ET AL. 

24-6430 FLEMING, MAURICE V. GEORGIA 

24-6434   MARTINEZ, JUSTIN J. V. SUPERIOR COURT OF PA 

24-6436 JOHNSON, RECO A. V. FLORIDA 

24-6439 ABDUL-ALIM, AMIR, ET UX. V. CLARK CTY. SCH. DIST., ET AL. 

24-6440   LaCHAUX, JONDREW V. DISTRICT COURT OF NV, ET AL. 

24-6448   BREWER, DENNIS S. V. RATCLIFFE, DIR., CIA 

24-6454   ANDERSON, ARTHUR V. LOUISIANA 

24-6483 JONES, SCHELTON V. CALIFORNIA 

24-6502 BANDY, WILLIE V. BESSENT, SEC., ET AL. 

24-6503   BLAKNEY, LARRY V. BONDI, ATT'Y GEN., ET AL. 

24-6518   VERA-RIVAS, MARTIN V. UNITED STATES 

24-6530   DASLER, TIMOTHY P. V. WASHBURN, DALENE 

24-6553 CALDWELL, RAMON V. MORRISON, WARDEN 

24-6563   TORLUCCI, ARTHUR V. USDC CD CA 

24-6592 MATTISON, LAWRENCE E. V. DEPT. OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

24-6600 BOUTIN, MICHAEL V. CHICOPEE HOUSING AUTH. 

24-6628 SMACK, ADRIN V. MASON, SUPT., MAHANOY, ET AL. 

24-6643   HUBER, MARK D. V. VALLEY, WARDEN 

24-6661 BROOME, COREY D. V. SCHEIBNER, WARDEN 
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24-6663 TURNER, DARRELL V. UNITED STATES 

24-6670 HART, EARL F. V. DANIELS, WARDEN 

24-6675 STEWART, PIERRE C. V. UNITED STATES 

24-6679   BLACKMAN, CHANCE V. CISNEROS, WARDEN 

24-6681 EL-BATTOUTY, SHARIF V. UNITED STATES 

24-6682 RUCKER, RAEQUAN V. UNITED STATES 

24-6686 BROWN, DEONTA V. UNITED STATES 

24-6702 VASSOR, VINCENT A. V. UNITED STATES 

24-6705 ROBINSON, JAMES V. UNITED STATES 

24-6711 JACKSON, KRIS C. V. SOAVE AUTOMOTIVE GROUP, ET AL. 

24-6713 MONTANO FUENTES, ELMER A. V. UNITED STATES 

24-6715   TURNER, ROBERT K. V. UNITED STATES 

24-6718 GAMEZ-SALAS, JUAN C. V. UNITED STATES 

24-6726   KRUMBACK, JASON V. PIRRAGLIA, ACTING WARDEN, ET AL. 

  The petitions for writs of certiorari are denied. 

24-800 D'AUGUSTA, ROSEMARY, ET AL. V. AM. PETROLEUM INST., ET AL. 

24-838  LEINER, SOL M. V. DOW, INC., ET AL. 

  The petitions for writs of certiorari are denied.  Justice 

Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of these 

petitions. 

24-5098 SMITH, GERALD V. UNITED STATES

  The petition for a writ of certiorari is denied.  Justice 

Kavanaugh took no part in the consideration or decision of this 

petition. 

REHEARINGS DENIED 

24-659 SWANSON, BRIAN D. V. CIR 

24-5859 RANGEL-BOTELLO, HUGO V. TEXAS 

24-5878 GONSALVES, CELESTE M. V. GLAUBERMAN, STUART B., ET AL. 
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24-5903 FAROOQ, ASEM V. BOLT, DONNA, ET AL. 

24-5948 SAVAGE, COLETTE, ET AL. V. SAVAGE, MARK, ET AL. 

24-5964 IN RE DANIEL E. HALL 

24-5966 DEAL, JOEY V. RIOS, WARDEN 

24-5994 RODRIGUEZ, DAVID V. TEXAS 

24-5999 CRUZADO LAUREANO, JUAN M. V. U.S. ATTORNEY'S OFFICE DIST. PR 

  The petitions for rehearing are denied. 
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1 Cite as: 604 U. S. ____ (2025) 

SOTOMAYOR, J., dissenting 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
LANCE SHOCKLEY v. DAVID VANDERGRIFF, 

WARDEN 
ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED 
STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

No. 24–517. Decided March 31, 2025 

The petition for a writ of certiorari is denied. 
JUSTICE SOTOMAYOR, with whom JUSTICE JACKSON joins, 

dissenting from the denial of certiorari. 
A prisoner who seeks to appeal the denial of his petition 

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

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



    
   

  

 
      

 
 

         
  

        

 
 

  
       
         

  
  

 
  

 

         
  

   
 

  
  

 
  

       
     

2 SHOCKLEY v. VANDERGRIFF 

SOTOMAYOR, J., dissenting 

I 
After the District Court denied Lance Shockley’s habeas 

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

Allowing a panel of judges to deny a certificate of appeal-
ability over a dissenting vote has significant consequences. 
At the certificate of appealability stage, briefing is confined 
to less than half the word limit of an ordinary appeal, and 
oral argument is presumptively denied.  See Fed. Rules 
App. Proc. 27(d)(2) (5,200 word limit for motions), 27(e) 
(motions decided without oral argument unless ordered oth-
erwise), and 28.1(e)(2) (13,000 word limit for principal brief 
on appeal).  In that limited space, applicants must focus on 
establishing that their claim meets the plausibility stand-
ard for granting a certificate, rather than showing the claim 
is ultimately meritorious.  Moreover, the grant of a certifi-
cate of appealability often marks the appointment of coun-
sel, so its denial generally deprives indigent litigants of the 
opportunity for a counseled appeal.  See, e.g., Internal Op-
erating Proc. 10.3.2 (CA3 2018) (“When a certificate of ap-
pealability is granted on behalf of an indigent appellant . . . 
the clerk appoints counsel for the appellant unless the court 
instructs otherwise”); Rule 22(a) (CA4) (discussing appoint-
ment of counsel after grant of certificate). 

There are good reasons to think that Congress condi-
tioned the right to an appeal on a single judge’s vote.  Con-
gress normally provides that cases must be resolved by “[a] 
majority of the number of judges authorized to constitute a 
court or panel thereof,” 28 U. S. C. §46(d), or by the appro-
priate “court of appeals,” see e.g., §§2349(b), 2342. It could 



     
 

  

     
 

  
    
  

        
     

  
 

      

   
   

 
  

    
   

        

  
  

 
 

    
      

 
    
        
    

   
  
 

  

   

3 Cite as: 604 U. S. ____ (2025) 

SOTOMAYOR, J., dissenting 

have used the same language in the habeas statute, permit-
ting an appeal where the court of appeals grants a certifi-
cate.  Instead, Congress specified that “a circuit justice or 
judge” can grant permission to appeal.  §2253(c)(1); see also 
Miller-El v. Cockrell, 537 U. S. 322, 335–336 (2003) (“Before 
an appeal may be entertained, a prisoner who was denied 
habeas relief in the district court must first seek and obtain 
a COA from a circuit justice or judge”); id., at 349 (SCALIA, 
J., concurring) (noting that a “circuit justice or judge” deter-
mines whether to grant a certificate of appealability); Buck 
v. Davis, 580 U. S. 100, 115 (2017) (same). Because “our 
cases begin (and often end) with the presumption that Con-
gress is careful in all its word choices,” Pulsifer v. United 
States, 601 U. S. 124, 172 (2024) (GORSUCH, J., dissenting), 
“[w]e usually ‘presume differences in language like this con-
vey differences in meaning.’ ” Wisconsin Central Ltd. v. 
United States, 585 U. S. 274, 279 (2018) (quoting Henson v. 
Santander Consumer USA Inc., 582 U. S. 79, 86 (2017)). 

Allowing an appeal whenever one judge votes to grant a 
certificate also reflects the substantive standard that gov-
erns habeas appeals.  After all, a certificate must issue so 
long as “reasonable jurists could debate whether . . . the pe-
tition should have been resolved in a different manner or 
that the issues presented were ‘ “adequate to deserve en-
couragement to proceed further.” ’ ” Slack v. McDaniel, 529 
U. S. 473, 484 (2000) (quoting Barefoot v. Estelle, 463 U. S. 
880, 893, and n. 4 (1983)).  When one or more jurists be-
lieves a claim has sufficient merit to proceed, that itself 
“might be thought to indicate that reasonable minds could 
differ . . . on the resolution” of the relevant claim. Johnson 
v. Vandergriff, 600 U. S. ___, ___ (2023) (SOTOMAYOR, J., 
dissenting from denial of application for stay and denial of 
certiorari) (slip op., at 5) (internal quotation marks omit-
ted).  Congress may well have conditioned the right to an 
appeal on the vote of a “circuit justice or judge” for that rea-
son.  28 U. S. C. §2253(c)(1). 



    
   

  

   

        
 

     
    

 

    
  

 
 

  
 
 

    
  

    
 

  
 

 
     

  
 

 
 

       

  
 

       
     

 
  

  

4 SHOCKLEY v. VANDERGRIFF 

SOTOMAYOR, J., dissenting 

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

II 
This case exemplifies the problems with the Eighth Cir-

cuit’s contrary approach.  Consider briefly the basis for 
Shockley’s claim.  A Missouri jury convicted Shockley for 
the capital murder of a police officer.  The prosecution ar-
gued Shockley committed the murder because the officer 
had been investigating Shockley’s role in a drunken-driving 
incident that resulted in the death of Shockley’s sister-in-
law’s fiancé.  During voir dire, a venire member volunteered 
that he had authored and self-published a book.  Neither 
the court nor Shockley’s counsel followed up on that com-
ment, and the venire member became the jury’s foreperson. 

Shockley’s lawyer did not discover until after the jury re-
turned a guilty verdict why the foreperson had thought his 
authorship relevant.  As it turned out, the book in question 



     
 

  

 
         

 
  

   

    
 

 
         

  
 

  
 

      
   

 
      

      
   

   
 

 
  

  
       
           

    
 

   
 

       
 

  
  

5 Cite as: 604 U. S. ____ (2025) 

SOTOMAYOR, J., dissenting 

was a “fictionalized autobiography” describing the “brutal 
and graphic revenge murder of a defendant who killed the 
protagonist’s wife in a drunken-driving accident.”  Shockley 
v. State, 579 S. W. 3d 881, 893 (Mo. 2019).  The book’s pro-
tagonist (a “fictionalized” version of the juror himself ) 
“viewed the defendant as escaping justice in the court sys-
tem because the defendant received only probation follow-
ing his conviction.” Ibid. During the guilt-phase of Shock-
ley’s trial, the foreperson brought this book to deliberations 
and handed it out to several jurors. 

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

When Shockley later created a postconviction record es-
tablishing the nature of the foreperson’s book and his con-
duct during deliberations, the Missouri Supreme Court 
held that counsel had not been ineffective.  579 S. W. 3d, at 
897–898.  Judge Stith dissented, emphasizing that counsel 



    
   

  

       
    

    
 

  
 

      
 

       
  

 
  

 
 
 

 
     

  

      
  

 
 

 

6 SHOCKLEY v. VANDERGRIFF 

SOTOMAYOR, J., dissenting 

had proffered no “valid strategic reason” for refusing to call 
witnesses at the mistrial hearing. Id., at 921. 

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

* * * 
This case raises an entrenched Circuit split over an im-

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


