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1. Betterman v. Montana, No. 14–1457, decided May 19, 2016 [Sixth Amendment, Speedy Trial]
Ginsburg majority, Thomas concurring, Sotomayor concurring
Petitioner pleaded guilty to bail jumping after failing to appear in court on domestic assault charges. He was then jailed for over 14 months awaiting sentence, in large part due to institutional delay. He was eventually sentenced to seven years’ imprisonment, with four of the years suspended. Arguing that the 14-month gap between conviction and sentencing violated his speedy trial right, Betterman appealed, but the Montana Supreme Court affirmed the conviction and sentence, ruling that the Sixth Amendment’s Speedy Trial Clause does not apply to postconviction, presentencing delay.  Held: The Sixth Amendment’s speedy trial guarantee does not apply once a defendant has been found guilty at trial or has pleaded guilty to criminal charges.

2. Birchfield v. North Dakota, No. 14–1468, decided June 23, 2016 [Fourth Amendment, Warrantless Blood Tests for DUI]
Alito majority, Sotomayor concurring and dissenting, Thomas concurring and dissenting
To fight the serious harms inflicted by drunk drivers, all States have laws that prohibit motorists from driving with a blood alcohol concentration (BAC) exceeding a specified level.  BAC is typically determined through a direct analysis of a blood sample or by using a machine to measure the amount of alcohol in a person’s breath. To help secure drivers’ cooperation with such testing, the States have also enacted “implied consent” laws that require drivers to submit to BAC tests.  Originally, the penalty for refusing a test was suspension of the motorist’s license.  Over time, however, States have toughened their drunk-driving laws, imposing harsher penalties on recidivists and drivers with particularly high BAC levels.  Because motorists who fear these increased punishments have strong incentives to reject testing, some States, including North Dakota and Minnesota, now make it a crime to refuse to undergo testing. In these cases, all three petitioners were arrested on drunk-driving charges. The state trooper who arrested petitioner Danny Birchfield advised him of his obligation under North Dakota law to undergo BAC testing and told him, as state law requires, that refusing to submit to a blood test could lead to criminal punishment. Birchfield refused to let his blood be drawn and was charged with a misdemeanor violation of the refusal statute.  He entered a conditional guilty plea but argued that the Fourth Amendment prohibited criminalizing his refusal to submit to the test.  Held:  The Fourth Amendment permits warrantless breath tests incident to arrests for drunk driving but not warrantless blood tests.  Motorists may not be criminally punished for refusing to submit to a blood test based on legally implied consent to submit to them.  Birchfield was criminally prosecuted for refusing a warrantless blood draw, and therefore the search that he refused cannot be justified as a search incident to his arrest or on the basis of implied consent.  In the companion cases, Bernard was criminally prosecuted for refusing a warrantless breath test.  Because that test was a permissible search incident to his arrest for drunk driving, the Fourth Amendment did not require officers to obtain a warrant prior to demanding the test, and Bernard had no right to refuse it.  Beylund submitted to a blood test after police told him that the law required his submission.  The North Dakota Supreme Court, which based its conclusion that Beylund’s consent was voluntary on the erroneous assumption that the State could compel blood tests, should reevaluate Beylund’s consent in light of the partial inaccuracy of the officer’s advisory.
3. Bruce v. Samuels, et al., No. 14–844, decided January 12, 2016 [Prison Litigation Reform Act, Filing Fees]
Ginsburg unanimous
The Prison Litigation Reform Act of 1995 provides that prisoners qualified to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP) must nonetheless pay an initial partial filing fee, set as “20 percent of the greater of” the average monthly deposits in the prisoner’s account or the average monthly balance of the account over the preceding six months. 28 U. S. C. §1915(b)(1). They must then pay the remainder of the fee in monthly installments of “20 percent of the preceding month’s income credited to the prisoner’s account.” §1915(b)(2). The initial partial fee is assessed on a per-case basis, i.e., each time the prisoner files a lawsuit. The initial payment may not be exacted if the prisoner has no means to pay it, §1915(b)(4), and no monthly installments are required unless the prisoner has more than $10 in his account, §1915(b)(2). In contest here is the calculation of subsequent monthly installment payments when more than one fee is owed.  Petitioner Antoine Bruce, a federal inmate and a frequent litigant, argued that the monthly filing-fee payments do not become due until filing-fee obligations previously incurred in other cases are satisfied. The D. C. Circuit disagreed, holding that Bruce’s monthly payments were due simultaneously with monthly payments in the earlier cases.  Held:  Section 1915(b)(2) calls for simultaneous, not sequential, recoupment of multiple monthly installment payments.

4. Caetano v. Massachusetts, No. 14-10078, decided March 21, 2016 [Second Amendment, Stun Guns]
Per Curiam, Alito concurring
In this case, the Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts upheld a Massachusetts law prohibiting the possession of stun guns after examining “whether a stun gun is the type of weapon contemplated by Congress in 1789 as being protected by the Second Amendment.” 470 Mass. 774, 777, 26 N. E. 3d 688, 691 (2015).  Held:  The explanation the Massachusetts court offered for upholding the law contradicts the Court’s precedents in District of Columbia v. Heller, 554 U. S. 570, 582 (2008), and McDonald v. Chicago, 561 U. S. 742, 750 (2010).
5. Foster v. Chatman, Warden, No. 14–8349, decided May 23, 2016 [Jury Selection, Batson Challenge]
Roberts majority, Thomas dissenting
Petitioner was convicted of capital murder and sentenced to death in a Georgia court. During jury selection at his trial, the State used peremptory challenges to strike all four black prospective jurors qualified to serve on the jury. Foster argued that the State’s use of those strikes was racially motivated, in violation of Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U. S. 79. The trial court rejected that claim, and the Georgia Supreme Court affirmed. Foster then renewed his Batson claim in a state habeas proceeding. While that proceeding was pending, Foster, through the Georgia Open Records Act, obtained from the State copies of the file used by the prosecution during his trial. Among other documents, the file contained (1) copies of the jury venire list on which the names of each black prospective juror were highlighted in bright green, with a legend indicating that the highlighting “represents Blacks”; (2) a draft affidavit from an investigator comparing black prospective jurors and concluding, “If it comes down to having to pick one of the black jurors, [this one] might be okay”; (3) notes identifying black prospective jurors as “B#1,” “B#2,” and “B#3”; (4) notes with “N” (for “no”) appearing next to the names of all black prospective jurors; (5) a list titled “[D]efinite NO’s” containing six names, including the names of all of the qualified black prospective jurors; (6) a document with notes on the Church of Christ that was annotated “NO. No Black Church”; and (7) the questionnaires filled out by five prospective black jurors, on which each juror’s response indicating his or her race had been circled.  The state habeas court denied relief. It noted that Foster’s Batson claim had been adjudicated on direct appeal. Because Foster’s renewed Batson claim “fail[ed] to demonstrate purposeful discrimination,” the court concluded that he had failed to show “any change in the facts sufficient to overcome” the state law doctrine of res judicata. The Georgia Supreme Court denied Foster the Certificate of Probable Cause necessary to file an appeal.  Held: The decision that Foster failed to show purposeful discrimination was clearly erroneous.
6. Friedman v. City of Highland Park, Illinois, No. 15-33, decided December 7, 2015 [Second Amendment, Gun Control]
Thomas Dissent on Denial of Cert.
The question under Heller is not whether citizens have adequate alternatives available for self-defense. Rather, Heller asks whether the law bans types of firearms commonly used for a lawful purpose—regardless of whether alternatives exist.  And Heller draws a distinction between such firearms and weapons specially adapted to unlawful uses and not in common use, such as sawed-off shotguns.  The City’s ban is thus highly suspect because it broadly prohibits common semiautomatic firearms used for lawful purposes. I would grant certiorari to prevent the Seventh Circuit from relegating the Second Amendment to a second-class right.
7. Hurst v. Florida, No. 14-7505, decided January 12, 2016 [Death Penalty, Sentencing Procedure]
Sotomayor majority, Breyer concurring, Alito dissenting
Under Florida law, the maximum sentence a capital felon may receive on the basis of a conviction alone is life imprisonment. He may be sentenced to death, but only if an additional sentencing proceeding “results in findings by the court that such person shall be punished by death.” Fla. Stat. §775.082(1). In that proceeding, the sentencing judge first conducts an evidentiary hearing before a jury. §921.141(1). Next, the jury, by majority vote, renders an “advisory sentence.” §921.141(2). Notwithstanding that recommendation, the court must independently find and weigh the aggravating and mitigating circumstances before entering a sentence of life or death. §921.141(3).  A Florida jury convicted petitioner Timothy Hurst of first-degree murder for killing a co-worker and recommended the death penalty. The court sentenced Hurst to death, but he was granted a new sentencing hearing on appeal. At resentencing, the jury again recommended death, and the judge again found the facts necessary to sentence Hurst to death. The Florida Supreme Court affirmed, rejecting Hurst’s argument that his sentence violated the Sixth Amendment in light of Ring v. Arizona, 536 U. S. 584, in which this Court found unconstitutional an Arizona capital sentencing scheme that permitted a judge rather than the jury to find the facts necessary to sentence a defendant to death.  Held:  Florida’s capital sentencing scheme violates the Sixth Amendment in light of Ring.

8. Johnson, Warden v. Lee, No. 15–789, decided May 31, 2016 [Habeas Corpus, Default]
Per Curiam
Federal habeas courts generally refuse to hear claims “defaulted . . . in state court pursuant to an independent and adequate state procedural rule.” Coleman v. Thompson, 501 U. S. 722, 750 (1991). State rules count as “adequate” if they are “firmly established and regularly followed.” Walker v. Martin, 562 U. S. 307, 316 (2011) (internal quotation marks omitted). Like all States, California requires criminal defendants to raise available claims on direct appeal. Under the so-called “Dixon bar,” a defendant procedurally defaults a claim raised for the first time on state collateral review if he could have raised it earlier on direct appeal. See In re Dixon, 41 Cal. 2d 756, 759, 264 P. 2d 513, 514 (1953). Yet, in this case, the Ninth Circuit held that the Dixon bar is inadequate to bar federal habeas review. Held:  Because California’s procedural bar is longstanding, oft-cited, and shared by habeas courts across the Nation, this Court now summarily reverses the Ninth Circuit’s judgment.

9. Kansas v. Carr, No. 14–449, decided January 20, 2016 [Death Penalty, Mitigating Circumstances]
Scalia majority, Sotomayor dissenting
A Kansas jury sentenced respondent Sidney Gleason to death for killing a co-conspirator and her boyfriend to cover up the robbery of an elderly man.  A Kansas jury sentenced respondents Reginald and Jonathan Carr, brothers, to death after a joint sentencing proceeding. Respondents were convicted of various charges stemming from a notorious crime spree that culminated in the brutal rape, robbery, kidnaping, and execution-style shooting of five young men and women. The Kansas Supreme Court vacated the death sentences in each case, holding that the sentencing instructions violated the Eighth Amendment by failing “to affirmatively inform the jury that mitigating circumstances need only be proved to the satisfaction of the individual juror in that juror’s sentencing decision and not beyond a reasonable doubt.” It also held that the Carrs’ Eighth Amendment right “to an individualized capital sentencing determination” was violated by the trial court’s failure to sever their sentencing proceedings. Held:  The Eighth Amendment does not require capital-sentencing courts to instruct a jury that mitigating circumstances need not be proved beyond a reasonable doubt.

10. Kernan, Secretary, California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation v. Hinojosa, No. 15-833, decided May 16, 2016 [Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 Review]
Per curiam, Sotomayor dissenting
The Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 (AEDPA) requires a state prisoner seeking federal habeas relief first to “exhaus[t] the remedies available in the courts of the State.” 28 U. S. C. §2254(b)(1)(A). If the state courts adjudicate the prisoner’s federal claim “on the merits,” §2254(d), then AEDPA mandates deferential, rather than de novo, review, prohibiting federal courts from granting habeas relief unless the state-court decision “was contrary to, or involved an unreasonable application of, clearly established Federal law,” §2254(d)(1), or “was based on an unreasonable determination of the facts,” §2254(d)(2).  In 2010, the California Legislature amended the law so that prison-gang associates placed in a secured housing unit could no longer earn future good-time credits, although they would retain any credits already earned.  Hinojosa filed a state habeas petition, arguing (as relevant here) that applying the new law to him violated the Federal Constitution’s prohibition of ex post facto laws. See Art. I, §10, cl. 1; Weaver v. Graham, 450 U. S. 24 (1981).  Held:  The Ninth Circuit’s reversal of the District Court’s denial Hinojosa’s ex post facto claim under AEDPA’s deferential review is reversed.  In Ylst v. Nunnemaker, 501 U. S. 797 (1991), the Supreme Court said that where “the last reasoned opinion on the claim explicitly imposes a procedural default, we will presume that a later decision rejecting the claim did not silently disregard that bar and consider the merits.” 501 U. S., at 803.  Such is the case here where the California Supreme Court’s decision could not have rested on the same grounds at the Superior Court’s denial of the Petition for a Writ of Habeas Corpus.

11. Lockhart v. United States, No. 14–8358, decided March 1, 2016 [Sentence Enhancement Based on Prior Conduct]
Sotomayor majority, Kagan dissenting
Lockhart pleaded guilty to possessing child pornography in violation of 18 U. S. C. §2252(a)(4). Because Lockhart had a prior state-court conviction for first-degree sexual abuse involving his adult girlfriend, his presentence report concluded that he was subject to the 10-year mandatory minimum sentence enhancement provided in §2252(b)(2), which is triggered by, inter alia, prior state convictions for crimes “relating to aggravated sexual abuse, sexual abuse, or abusive sexual conduct involving a minor or ward.” Lockhart argued that the limiting phrase “involving a minor or ward” applied to all three state crimes, so his prior conviction did not trigger the enhancement.  Held: A natural reading of the text and the “rule of the last antecedent,” a canon of statutory interpretation stating that “a limiting clause or phrase . . . should ordinarily be read as modifying only the noun or phrase that it immediately follows,” Barnhart v. Thomas, 540 U. S. 20, clarifies that the phrase “involving a minor or ward” modifies only the immediately preceding noun phrase “abusive sexual conduct,” and thus Lockhart was properly sentenced.

12. Luis v. United States, No. 14-419, decided March 30, 2016 [Pre-Trial Freezing of Assets, Sixth Amendment]
Breyer majority, Thomas concurring, Kennedy dissenting, Kagan dissenting
A federal statute provides that a court may freeze before trial certain assets belonging to a defendant accused of violations of federal health care or banking laws. Those assets include (1) property “obtained as a result of ” the crime, (2) property “traceable” to the crime, and (3), as relevant here, other “property of equivalent value.” 18 U.S.C. §1345(a)(2). The Government has charged petitioner Luis with fraudulently obtaining nearly $45 million through crimes related to health care. In order to preserve the $2 million remaining in Luis’ possession for payment of restitution and other criminal penalties, the Government secured a pretrial order prohibiting Luis from dissipating her assets, including assets unrelated to her alleged crimes. Though the District Court recognized that the order might prevent Luis from obtaining counsel of her choice, it held that the Sixth Amendment did not give her the right to use her own untainted funds for that purpose. The Eleventh Circuit affirmed. Held: The judgment is vacated, and the case is remanded. The pretrial restraint of legitimate, untainted assets needed to retain counsel of choice violates the Sixth Amendment.

13. Lynch v. Arizona, No. 15–8366, decided May 31, 2016 [Death Penalty, Life Without Parole Jury Instruction]
Per curiam, Thomas dissenting
Under Simmons v. South Carolina, 512 U. S. 154 (1994), and its progeny, “where a capital defendant’s future dangerousness is at issue, and the only sentencing alternative to death available to the jury is life imprisonment without possibility of parole,” the Due Process Clause “entitles the defendant ‘to inform the jury of [his] parole ineligibility, either by a jury instruction or in arguments by counsel.’ ” Shafer v. South Carolina, 532 U. S. 36, 39 (2001) (quoting Ramdass v. Angelone, 530 U. S. 156, 165 (2000) (plurality opinion)). In the decision below, the Arizona Supreme Court found that the State had put petitioner Shawn Patrick Lynch’s future dangerousness at issue during his capital sentencing proceeding and acknowledged that Lynch’s only alternative sentence to death was life imprisonment without parole. 238 Ariz. 84, 103, 357 P. 3d 119, 138 (2015). But the court nonetheless concluded that Lynch had no right to inform the jury of his parole ineligibility.  Held: The judgment is reversed.
14. Maryland v. Kulbicki, No. 14–848, decided October 5, 2015 [Sixth Amendment, Ineffective Assistance of Counsel]
Per Curiam 
At Kulbicki’s trial for murdering his mistress, commencing in 1995, Agent Ernest Peele of the FBI testified as the State’s expert on Comparative Bullet Lead Analysis, or CBLA, that a bullet taken from Kulbicki’s gun was not an “exac[t]” match to the bullet fragments, but was similar enough that the two bullets likely came from the same package.  The jury convicted Kulbicki of first-degree murder.  He subsequently filed a petition for postconviction relief, which lingered in state court until 2006 when Kulbicki added a claim that his defense attorneys were ineffective for failing to question the legitimacy of CBLA, which had fallen out of favor.  Held:  At the time of Kulbicki’s trial in 1995, the validity of CBLA was widely accepted, and courts regularly admitted CBLA evidence until 2003. Counsel did not perform deficiently by dedicating their time and focus to elements of the defense that did not involve poking methodological holes in a then-uncontroversial mode of ballistics analysis.  Kulbicki’s trial counsel did not provide deficient performance when they failed to uncover a 1991 report, co-authored by Agent Peele, that “presaged the flaws in CBLA evidence,” and to use the report’s so-called methodological flaw against Peele on cross-examination.
15. Mathis v. United States, No. 15-6092, decided June 23, 2016 [Armed Career Criminal Act]
Kagan majority, Kennedy concurring, Thomas concurring, Breyer dissenting, Alito dissenting
The Armed Career Criminal Act (ACCA) imposes a 15-year mandatory minimum sentence on a defendant convicted of being a felon in possession of a firearm who also has three prior state or federal convictions “for a violent felony,” including “burglary, arson, or extortion.” 18 U. S. C. §§924(e)(1), (e)(2)(B)(ii). To determine whether a prior conviction is for one of those listed crimes, courts apply the “categorical approach”—they ask whether the elements of the offense forming the basis for the conviction sufficiently match the elements of the generic (or commonly understood) version of the enumerated crime. See Taylor v. United States, 495 U. S. 575–601. “Elements” are the constituent parts of a crime’s legal definition, which must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt to sustain a conviction; they are distinct from “facts,” which are mere real-world things—extraneous to the crime’s legal requirements and thus ignored by the categorical approach.  To decide whether a conviction under such a statute is for a listed ACCA offense, a sentencing court must discern which of the alternative elements was integral to the defendant’s conviction. That determination is made possible by the “modified categorical approach,” which permits a court to look at a limited class of documents from the record of a prior conviction to determine what crime, with what elements, a defendant was convicted of before comparing that crime’s elements to those of the generic offense. See, e.g., Shepard v. United States, 544 U. S. 13. This case involves a different type of alternatively worded statute—one that defines only one crime, with one set of elements, but which lists alternative factual means by which a defendant can satisfy those elements.  Petitioner pleaded guilty to being a felon in possession of a firearm. Because of his five prior Iowa burglary convictions, the Government requested an ACCA sentence enhancement. Under the generic offense, burglary requires unlawful entry into a “building or other structure.” Taylor, 495 U. S., at 598. The Iowa statute, however, reaches “any building, structure, [or] land, water, or air vehicle.” Iowa Code §702.12. Under Iowa law, that list of places does not set out alternative elements, but rather alternative means of fulfilling a single locational element.  Held: Because the elements of Iowa’s burglary law are broader than those of generic burglary, Mathis’s prior convictions cannot give rise to ACCA’s sentence enhancement.

16. McDonnell v. United States, No. 15–474, decided June 27, 2016 [Official Act]
Roberts unanimous
Petitioner, the former Virginia Governor and his wife were indicted by the Federal Government on honest services fraud and Hobbs Act extortion charges related to their acceptance of $175,000 in loans, gifts, and other benefits from Virginia businessman Jonnie Williams, while in office. Williams wanted Governor McDonnell’s assistance in obtaining public university studies of his product.  To convict, the Government was required to show that McDonnell committed (or agreed to commit) an “official act” in exchange for the loans and gifts. An “official act” is defined as “any decision or action on any question, matter, cause, suit, proceeding or controversy, which may at any time be pending, or which may by law be brought before any public official, in such official’s official capacity, or in such official’s place of trust or profit.” 18 U. S. C. §201(a)(3). According to the Government, Governor McDonnell committed at least five “official acts,” including “arranging meetings” for Williams with other Virginia officials to discuss Star Scientific’s product, “hosting” events for Star Scientific at the Governor’s Mansion, and “contacting other government officials” concerning the research studies.  Held:  An “official act” is a decision or action on a “question, matter, cause, suit, proceeding or controversy.” That question or matter must involve a formal exercise of governmental power, and must also be something specific and focused that is “pending” or “may by law be brought” before a public official. To qualify as an “official act,” the public official must make a decision or take an action on that question or matter, or agree to do so. Setting up a meeting, talking to another official, or organizing an event—without more—does not fit that definition of “official act  Given the Court’s interpretation of “official act,” the District Court’s jury instructions were erroneous, and the jury may have convicted Governor McDonnell for conduct that is not unlawful. Because the errors in the jury instructions are not harmless beyond a reasonable doubt, the Court vacates McDonnell’s convictions.

17. Molina-Martinez v. United States, No. 14-8913, decided April 20, 2016 [Federal Sentencing Guidelines]
Kennedy majority, Alito concurring
Petitioner Molina-Martinez pleaded guilty to being unlawfully present in the United States after having been deported following an aggravated felony conviction. The Federal Sentencing Guidelines range in his presentence report was 77 to 96 months. He requested, and the Probation Office recommended, a 77-month sentence, while the Government requested 96 months. The District Court, with little explanation, sentenced him to the lowest end of what it believed to be the applicable Guidelines range—77 months. On appeal, Molina-Martinez argued for the first time that the Probation Office and the District Court miscalculated his Guidelines range, which should have been 70 to 87 months, and noted that his 77-month sentence would have been in the middle of the correct range, not at the bottom. The Fifth Circuit agreed that the District Court used an incorrect Guidelines range but found that Molina-Martinez could not satisfy Rule 52(b)’s requirement that the error affect his substantial rights. It reasoned that a defendant whose sentence falls within what would have been the correct Guidelines range must, on appeal, identify “additional evidence” showing that use of the incorrect Guidelines range in fact affected his sentence. Held: Courts reviewing Guidelines errors cannot apply a categorical “additional evidence” rule in cases, like this one, where a district court applies an incorrect range but sentences the defendant within the correct range.

18. Montgomery v. Louisiana, No. 14–280, decided January 25, 2016 [Juveniles, Life Without Parole]
Kennedy majority, Scalia dissenting
Petitioner Montgomery was 17 years old in 1963, when he killed a deputy sheriff in Louisiana. The jury returned a verdict of “guilty without capital punishment,” which carried an automatic sentence of life without parole. Nearly 50 years after Montgomery was taken into custody, this Court decided that mandatory life without parole for juvenile homicide offenders violates the Eighth Amendment’s prohibition on “ ‘cruel and unusual punishments.’ ” Miller v. Alabama, 567 U. S. ___, ___. Montgomery sought state collateral relief, arguing that Miller rendered his mandatory life-without-parole sentence illegal. The trial court denied his motion, and his application for a supervisory writ was denied by the Louisiana Supreme Court, which had previously held that Miller does not have retroactive effect in cases on state collateral review. Held: Miller’s prohibition on mandatory life without parole for juvenile offenders announced a new substantive rule that, under the Constitution, is retroactive in cases on state collateral review.

19. Mullenix v. Luna, No. 14–1143. Decided November 9, 2015 [Qualified Immunity]
Per Curiam
Mullenix confronted a reportedly intoxicated fugitive, set on avoiding capture through high-speed vehicular flight, who twice during his flight had threatened to shoot police officers, and who was moments away from encountering an officer at Cemetery Road. The relevant inquiry is whether existing precedent placed the conclusion that Mullenix acted unreasonably in these circumstances “beyond debate.” Ashcroft v. al-Kidd, 563 U. S. 731 (2011), at 741. The general principle that deadly force requires a sufficient threat hardly settles this matter. See Pasco v. Knoblauch, 566 F. 3d 572, 580 (CA5 2009) (“[I]t would be unreasonable to expect a police officer to make the numerous legal conclusions necessary to apply Garner to a high-speed car chase . . .”). Because the constitutional rule applied by the Fifth Circuit was not “ ‘beyond debate,’ ” Stanton v. Sims, 571 U. S. ___, ___ (2013) (per curiam) (slip op., at 8), we grant Mullenix’s petition for certiorari and reverse the Fifth Circuit’s determination that Mullenix is not entitled to qualified immunity.
20. Nichols v. United States, No. No. 15–5238, decided April 4, 2016 [Sex Offender Registration]
Alito unanimous
The Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA) makes it a federal crime for certain sex offenders to “knowingly fai[l] to register or update a registration,” 18 U.S.C. §2250(a)(3), and requires that offenders who move to a different State “shall, not later than 3 business days after each change of name, residence, employment, or student status,” inform in person “at least 1 jurisdiction involved pursuant to [42 U. S. C. §16913(a)] . . . of all changes” to required information, §16913(c). A §16913(a) jurisdiction is “each jurisdiction where the offender resides, . . . is an employee, and . . . is a student.” Petitioner Nichols, a registered sex offender who moved from Kansas to the Philippines without updating his registration, was arrested, escorted to the United States, and charged with violating SORNA. After conditionally pleading guilty, Nichols argued on appeal that SORNA did not require him to update his registration in Kansas. The Tenth Circuit affirmed his conviction, holding that though Nichols left Kansas, the State remained a “jurisdiction involved” for SORNA purposes. Held: SORNA did not require Nichols to update his registration in Kansas once he departed the State. Nichols once resided in Kansas, but after moving, he “resides” in the Philippines. It follows that once Nichols moved, he was no longer required to appear in Kansas because it was no longer a “jurisdiction involved.” Nor was he required to appear in the Philippines, which is not a SORNA “jurisdiction.” §16911(10).
21. Ocasio v. United States, No. No. 14–361, decided May 2, 2016 [Hobbs Act]
Alito majority, Breyer concurring, Thomas dissenting, Sotomayor dissenting
Ocasio, a former police officer, participated in a kickback scheme in which he and other officers routed damaged vehicles from accident scenes to an auto repair shop in exchange for payments from the shopowners. He was charged with obtaining money from the shopowners under color of official right, in violation of the Hobbs Act, 18 U. S. C. §1951, and of conspiring to violate the Hobbs Act, in violation of 18 U. S. C. §371. At trial, the District Court rejected petitioner’s argument that—because the Hobbs Act prohibits the obtaining of property “from another”—a Hobbs Act conspiracy requires proof that the alleged conspirators agreed to obtain property from someone outside the conspiracy. He was convicted on all counts, and the Fourth Circuit affirmed. He challenged his conspiracy conviction, contending that he cannot be convicted of conspiring with the shopowners to obtain money from them under color of official right.  Held: A defendant may be convicted of conspiring to violate the Hobbs Act based on proof that he reached an agreement with the owner of the property in question to obtain that property under color of official right.

22. (Commonwealth of) Puerto Rico v. Sanchez Valle, et al., No. 15–108, decided June 9, 2016 [Double Jeopardy]
Kagan majority, Ginsburg concurring, Thomas concurring, Breyer dissenting
Respondents Luis Sánchez Valle and Jaime Gómez Vázquez each sold a gun to an undercover police officer. Puerto Rican prosecutors indicted them for illegally selling firearms in violation of the Puerto Rico Arms Act of 2000. While those charges were pending, federal grand juries also indicted them, based on the same transactions, for violations of analogous U. S. gun trafficking statutes. Both defendants pleaded guilty to the federal charges and moved to dismiss the pending Commonwealth charges on double jeopardy grounds. The trial court in each case dismissed the charges, rejecting prosecutors’ arguments that Puerto Rico and the United States are separate sovereigns for double jeopardy purposes and so could bring successive prosecutions against each defendant. The Puerto Rico Court of Appeals consolidated the cases and reversed. The Supreme Court of Puerto Rico granted review and held, in line with the trial court, that Puerto Rico’s gun sale prosecutions violated the Double Jeopardy Clause.  Held: The Double Jeopardy Clause bars Puerto Rico and the United States from successively prosecuting a single person for the same conduct under equivalent criminal laws.

23. RJR Nabisco, Inc., et al. v. European Community, et al., No. 15–138, decided June 20, 2016 [RICO, Extraterritorial Applicability]
Alito majority, Ginsburg concurring and dissenting, Breyer concurring and dissenting, Sotomayor abstaining
The Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO) prohibits certain activities of organized crime groups in relation to an enterprise. RICO makes it a crime to invest income derived from a pattern of racketeering activity in an enterprise “which is engaged in, or the activities of which affect, interstate or foreign commerce,” 18 U. S. C. §1962(a); to acquire or maintain an interest in an enterprise through a pattern of racketeering activity, §1962(b); to conduct an enterprise’s affairs through a pattern of racketeering activity, §1962(c); and to conspire to violate any of the other three prohibitions, §1962(d). RICO also provides a civil cause of action for “[a]ny person injured in his business or property by reason of a violation” of those prohibitions. §1964(c).  Respondents (the European Community and 26 of its member states) filed suit under RICO, alleging that petitioners (RJR Nabisco and related entities (collectively RJR)) participated in a global money-laundering scheme in association with various organized crime groups. Under the alleged scheme, drug traffickers smuggled narcotics into Europe and sold them for euros that—through transactions involving black-market money brokers, cigarette importers, and wholesalers—were used to pay for large shipments of RJR cigarettes into Europe. Held:  Respondents’ allegations that RJR violated §§1962(b) and (c) do not involve an impermissibly extraterritorial application of RICO. Irrespective of any extraterritoriality of §1962’s substantive provisions, §1964(c)’s private right of action does not overcome the presumption against extraterritoriality, and thus a private RICO plaintiff must allege and prove a domestic injury.

24. Ross v. Blake, No. 15–339, decided June 6, 2016 [Prison Litigation Reform Act]
Kagan majority, Thomas concurring, Breyer concurring
Two guards—James Madigan and petitioner Michael Ross—undertook to move respondent Shaidon Blake, a Maryland inmate, to the prison’s segregation unit. During the transfer, Madigan assaulted Blake, punching him several times in the face. Blake reported the incident to a corrections officer, who referred the matter to the Maryland prison system’s Internal Investigative Unit (IIU). The IIU, which has authority under state law to investigate employee misconduct, issued a report condemning Madigan’s actions. Blake subsequently sued both guards under 42 U. S. C. §1983, alleging excessive force and failure to take protective action. A jury found Madigan liable. But Ross raised (as an affirmative defense) the exhaustion requirement of the Prison Litigation Reform Act of 1995 (PLRA), which demands that an inmate exhaust “such administrative remedies as are available” before bringing suit to challenge prison conditions. §1997e(a). Ross argued that Blake had filed suit without first following the prison’s prescribed procedures for obtaining an administrative remedy, while Blake argued that the IIU investigation was a substitute for those procedures.   Held:  The Fourth Circuit’s unwritten “special circumstances” exception is inconsistent with the text and history of the PLRA, however Blake’s contention that the prison’s grievance process was not in fact available to him warrants further consideration below.

25. Torres v. Lynch, Attorney General, No. 14–1096, decided May 19, 2016 [Aggravated Felony for Deportation Purposes]
Kagan majority, Sotomayor dissenting
Any alien convicted of an “aggravated felony” after entering the United States is deportable, ineligible for several forms of discretionary relief, and subject to expedited removal. 8 U. S. C. §§1227(a)(2)(A)(iii), (3). An “aggravated felony” is defined as any of numerous offenses listed in §1101(a)(43), each of which is typically identified either as an offense “described in” a specific federal statute or by a generic label (e.g., “murder”). Section 1101(a)(43)’s penultimate sentence states that each enumerated crime is an aggravated felony irrespective of whether it violates federal, state, or foreign law.
Petitioner Jorge Luna Torres (Luna), a lawful permanent resident, pleaded guilty in a New York court to attempted third-degree arson. When immigration officials discovered his conviction, they initiated removal proceedings. The Immigration Judge determined that Luna’s arson conviction was for an “aggravated felony” and held that Luna was therefore ineligible for discretionary relief. The Board of Immigration Appeals affirmed. It found the federal and New York arson offenses to be identical except for the former’s requirement that the crime have a connection to interstate or foreign commerce. Because the federal statute’s commerce element serves only a jurisdictional function, the Board held, New York’s arson offense is “described in” the federal statute, 18 U. S. C. §844(i), for purposes of determining whether an alien has been convicted of an aggravated felony. The Second Circuit denied review.  Held: A state offense counts as a §1101(a)(43) “aggravated felony” when it has every element of a listed federal crime except one requiring a connection to interstate or foreign commerce.
26. United States v. Bryant, No. 15–420, decided June 13, 2016 [Sixth Amendment, Use of Prior Uncounseled Convictions]
Ginsburg majority, Thomas concurring
In response to the high incidence of domestic violence against Native American women, Congress enacted a felony offense of domestic assault in Indian country by a habitual offender. Having two prior tribal-court convictions for domestic violence crimes is a predicate of the new offense.  This case raises the question whether §117(a)’s inclusion of tribal-court convictions as predicate offenses is compatible with the Sixth Amendment’s right to counsel. The Sixth Amendment guarantees indigent defendants appointed counsel in any state or federal criminal proceeding in which a term of imprisonment is imposed, Scott v. Illinois, 440 U. S. 367–374, but it does not apply in tribal-court proceedings, see Plains Commerce Bank v. Long Family Land & Cattle Co., 554 U. S. 316. The Indian Civil Rights Act of 1968 (ICRA), which governs tribal-court proceedings, accords a range of procedural safeguards to tribal-court defendants “similar, but not identical, to those contained in the Bill of Rights and the Fourteenth Amendment,” Santa Clara Pueblo v. Martinez, 436 U. S. 49. In particular, ICRA provides indigent defendants with a right to appointed counsel only for sentences exceeding one year. 25 U. S. C. §1302(c)(2). ICRA’s right to counsel therefore is not coextensive with the Sixth Amendment right.  Bryant has multiple tribal-court convictions for domestic assault. When convicted, Bryant was indigent and was not appointed counsel. For most of his convictions, he was sentenced to terms of imprisonment not exceeding one year’s duration. Because of his short prison terms, the prior tribal-court proceedings complied with ICRA, and his convictions were therefore valid when entered. Based on domestic assaults he committed in 2011, Bryant was indicted on two counts of domestic assault by a habitual offender, in violation of §117(a). Represented in federal court by appointed counsel, he contended that the Sixth Amendment precluded use of his prior, uncounseled, tribal-court misdemeanor convictions to satisfy §117(a)’s predicate-offense element and moved to dismiss the indictment. The District Court denied the motion; Bryant pleaded guilty, reserving the right to appeal. The Ninth Circuit reversed the conviction and directed dismissal of the indictment. It comprehended that Bryant’s uncounseled tribal-court convictions were valid when entered because the Sixth Amendment right to counsel does not apply in tribal-court proceedings. It held, however, that Bryant’s tribal-court convictions could not be used as predicate convictions within §117(a)’s compass because they would have violated the Sixth Amendment had they been rendered in state or federal court.  Held: Because Bryant’s tribal-court convictions occurred in proceedings that complied with ICRA and were therefore valid when entered, use of those convictions as predicate offenses in a §117(a) prosecution does not violate the Constitution.

27. Utah v. Strieff, No. 14–1373, decided June 20, 2016 [Fourth Amendment, Search and Seizure, Attenuation]
Thomas majority, Sotomayor dissenting, Kagan dissenting 
Narcotics detective Douglas Fackrell conducted surveillance on a South Salt Lake City residence based on an anonymous tip about drug activity. The number of people he observed making brief visits to the house over the course of a week made him suspicious that the occupants were dealing drugs. After observing respondent Edward Strieff leave the residence, Officer Fackrell detained Strieff at a nearby parking lot, identifying himself and asking Strieff what he was doing at the house. He then requested Strieff’s identification and relayed the information to a police dispatcher, who informed him that Strieff had an outstanding arrest warrant for a traffic violation. Officer Fackrell arrested Strieff, searched him, and found methamphetamine and drug paraphernalia. Strieff moved to suppress the evidence, arguing that it was derived from an unlawful investigatory stop. The trial court denied the motion, and the Utah Court of Appeals affirmed. The Utah Supreme Court reversed, however, and ordered the evidence suppressed.  Held: The evidence Officer Fackrell seized incident to Strieff’s arrest is admissible based on an application of the attenuation factors from Brown v. Illinois, 422 U. S. 590. In this case, there was no flagrant police misconduct. Therefore, Officer Fackrell’s discovery of a valid, pre-existing, and untainted arrest warrant attenuated the connection between the unconstitutional investigatory stop and the evidence seized incident to a lawful arrest.

28. Voisine, et al. v. United States, No. 14–10154, decided June 27, 2016 [Federal Firearms Prohibitions, Misdemeanor Crimes of Domestic Violence]
Kagan majority, Thomas dissenting
In an effort to “close [a] dangerous loophole” in the gun control laws, United States v. Castleman, 572 U. S. ___, (2014), Congress extended the federal prohibition on firearms possession by convicted felons to persons convicted of a “misdemeanor crime of domestic violence,” 18 U. S. C. §922(g)(9). Section 921(a)(33)(A) defines that phrase to include a misdemeanor under federal, state, or tribal law, committed against a domestic relation that necessarily involves the “use . . . of physical force.” In Castleman, this Court held that a knowing or intentional assault qualifies as such a crime, but left open whether the same was true of a reckless assault.  Petitioner pleaded guilty to assaulting his girlfriend in violation of §207 of the Maine Criminal Code, which makes it a misdemeanor to “intentionally, knowingly or recklessly cause[ ] bodily injury” to another. When law enforcement officials later investigated Voisine for killing a bald eagle, they learned that he owned a rifle. After a background check turned up Voisine’s prior conviction under §207, the Government charged him with violating §922(g)(9). Petitioner William Armstrong pleaded guilty to assaulting his wife in violation of a Maine domestic violence law making it a misdemeanor to commit an assault prohibited by §207 against a family or household member. While searching Armstrong’s home as part of a narcotics investigation a few years later, law enforcement officers discovered six guns and a large quantity of ammunition. Armstrong was also charged under §922(g)(9). Both men argued that they were not subject to §922(g)(9)’s prohibition because their prior convictions could have been based on reckless, rather than knowing or intentional, conduct and thus did not quality as misdemeanor crimes of domestic violence.  Held: A reckless domestic assault qualifies as a “misdemeanor crime of domestic violence” under §922(g)(9).

29. Wearry v. Cain, No. 14–10008, decided March 7, 2016 [Prosecution’s Failure to Disclose Evidence]
Per Curium, Alito dissent
Wearry, a Louisiana death row inmate filed state postconviction pleadings urging that the prosecution failed to disclose evidence supporting his innocence and that his counsel provided ineffective assistance at trial. Contrary to the state postconviction court, the Court concluded that the prosecution’s failure to disclose material evidence violated Wearry’s due process rights, reversing the state postconviction court’s judgment but not reaching Wearry’s ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claim.
30. Welch v. United States, No. 15-6418, decided April 18, 2016 [Violent Felony Under Armed Career Criminal Act, Retroactive Application]
Kennedy majority, Thomas dissent
Federal law makes the possession of a firearm by a felon a crime punishable by a prison term of up to 10 years, 18 U. S. C. §§922(g), 924(a)(2), but the Armed Career Criminal Act of 1984 increases that sentence to a mandatory 15 years to life if the offender has three or more prior convictions for a “serious drug offense” or a “violent felony,” §924(e)(1). The definition of “violent felony” includes the so-called residual clause, covering any felony that “otherwise involves conduct that presents a serious potential risk of physical injury to another.” §924(e)(2)(B)(ii). In Johnson v. United States, 576 U. S. ___, the Court held that clause unconstitutional under the void-for-vagueness doctrine.
Welch was sentenced under the Armed Career Criminal Act before Johnson was decided. On direct review, the Eleventh Circuit affirmed his sentence, holding that Welch’s prior Florida conviction for robbery qualified as a “violent felony” under the residual clause. After his conviction became final, Welch sought collateral relief under 28 U. S. C. §2255, which the District Court denied. The Eleventh Circuit then denied Welch a certificate of appealability. Three weeks later, Johnson was decided. Welch now seeks the retroactive application of Johnson to his case. Held: Johnson announced a new substantive rule that has retroactive effect in cases on collateral review.

31. White, Warden v. Wheeler, No. 14-1372, decided December 14, 2015 [Death Penalty, Jury Selection]
Per Curiam
A death sentence imposed by a Kentucky trial court and affirmed by the Kentucky Supreme Court has been overturned, on habeas corpus review, by the Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit. During the jury selection process, the state trial court excused a juror after concluding he could not give sufficient assurance of neutrality or impartiality in considering whether the death penalty should be imposed. The Court of Appeals, despite the substantial deference it must accord to state-court rulings in federal habeas proceedings, determined that excusing the juror in the circumstances of this case violated the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments. That ruling contravenes controlling precedents from this Court, and it is now necessary to reverse the Court of Appeals by this summary disposition.

32. Williams v. Pennsylvania, No. 15–5040, decided June 9, 2016 [Due Process, Recusal, Former Prosecutor as Judge]
Kennedy majority, Thomas dissenting
Petitioner Williams was convicted of the 1984 murder of Amos Norwood and sentenced to death. During the trial, the then-district attorney of Philadelphia, Ronald Castille, approved the trial prosecutor’s request to seek the death penalty against Williams. Over the next 26 years, Williams’s conviction and sentence were upheld on direct appeal, state postconviction review, and federal habeas review. In 2012, Williams filed a successive petition pursuant to Pennsylvania’s Post Conviction Relief Act (PCRA), arguing that the prosecutor had obtained false testimony from his codefendant and suppressed material, exculpatory evidence in violation of Brady v. Maryland, 373 U. S. 83. Finding that the trial prosecutor had committed Brady violations, the PCRA court stayed Williams’s execution and ordered a new sentencing hearing. The Commonwealth asked the Pennsylvania Supreme Court, whose chief justice was former District Attorney Castille, to vacate the stay. Williams filed a response, along with a motion asking Chief Justice Castille to recuse himself or, if he declined to do so, to refer the motion to the full court for decision. Without explanation, the chief justice denied Williams’s motion for recusal and the request for its referral. He then joined the State Supreme Court opinion vacating the PCRA court’s grant of penalty-phase relief and reinstating Williams’s death sentence. Two weeks later, Chief Justice Castille retired from the bench.  Held:  Chief Justice Castille’s denial of the recusal motion and his subsequent judicial participation violated the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

33. Woods, Warden v. Etherton, No. 15–723, decided April 4, 2016 [Hearsay, Sixth Amendment Confrontation Clause and Ineffective Assistance of Counsel]
Per curiam
In the fall of 2006, Michigan law enforcement received an anonymous tip that two white males were traveling on I–96 between Detroit and Grand Rapids in a white Audi, possibly carrying cocaine. Officers spotted a vehicle matching that description and pulled it over for speeding. Respondent Timothy Etherton was driving; Ryan Pollie was in the passenger seat. A search of the car uncovered 125.2 grams of cocaine in a compartment at the bottom of the driver side door. Both Etherton and Pollie were arrested. Etherton was tried in state court on a single count of possession with intent to deliver cocaine. The central point of contention was whether the cocaine belonged to Etherton or Pollie. Pollie testified for the prosecution pursuant to a plea agreement. The prosecution also called several police officers to testify including describing the content of the anonymous tip leading to Etherton’s arrest. On the third recounting of the tip, Etherton’s counsel objected on hearsay grounds, but the objection was not resolved when the prosecutor agreed to move on. At closing, the prosecutor also described the tip. The court instructed the jury that “the tip was not evidence,” but was admitted “only to show why the police did what they did.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 88a. The jury convicted Etherton, and his conviction was affirmed on direct appeal. The Michigan Supreme Court denied leave to appeal. People v. Etherton, 483 Mich. 896, 760 N. W. 2d 472 (2009). Held: A “fairminded jurist” could conclude that repetition of the tip did not establish that the uncontested facts it conveyed were submitted for their truth. It is also not beyond the realm of possibility that a fairminded jurist could conclude that Etherton was not prejudiced when the tip and Pollie’s testimony corresponded on uncontested facts. Given AEDPA, both Etherton’s appellate counsel and the state habeas court were to be afforded the benefit of the doubt. Burt v. Titlow, 571 U. S. ___, ___ (2013). Because the Sixth Circuit failed on both counts, the Court granted the petition for certiorari and reversed the judgment of the Court of Appeals.
