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Big cases 

In New York State Rifle & Pistol Association Inc. v. City of New York, New York the Supreme 

Court will decide whether New York City’s ban on transporting a handgun to a home or shooting 

range outside city limits violates the Second Amendment, the Commerce Clause, or the 

constitutional right to travel. The Second Circuit held the law is constitutional on all accounts. 

Applying intermediate scrutiny, the Second Circuit held the rule was “substantially related to the 

achievement of an important governmental interest.” It seeks to “protect public safety and 

prevent crime.” And the court agreed with the former Commander of the License Division that 

premises license holders “are just as susceptible as anyone else to stressful situations,” including 

driving situations that can lead to road rage, “crowd situations, demonstrations, family disputes,” 

and other situations “where it would be better to not have the presence of a firearm.” The Second 

Circuit concluded the rule doesn’t discriminate against interstate commerce in violation of the 

Commerce Clause. First, it does not facially discriminate against interstate commerce. Licensees 

may still patronize out-of-state firing ranges—they just can’t bring their gun licensed in New 

York City.  Second, no evidence suggests the rule was intended to protect the economic interests 

of the City’s firing range industry. Finally, the challengers failed to offer evidence that the rule 

has had a discriminatory effect on interstate commerce. While the challengers claim they have 

not attended out-of-city shooting events with their gun they may have attended them without 

their gun. The Second Circuit rejected the challengers’ right to travel argument “for much the 

same reasons as does their parallel invocation of the dormant Commerce Clause.” 

In Department of Homeland Security v. Regents of the University of California the Supreme 

Court will decide whether the Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) decision to end the 
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Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program is judicially reviewable and lawful. 

Three lower courts have concluded ending the policy is both reviewable and unlawful. DACA 

was established through a DHS Memorandum during the Obama presidency. The program 

allowed undocumented persons who arrived in the United States before age 16 and have lived 

here since June 15, 2007, to stay, work, and go to school in the United States without facing the 

risk of deportation for two years with renewals available. DHS rescinded DACA in September 

2017 after receiving a letter from the Attorney General stating the program was unconstitutional 

and created “without proper statutory authority.” The United States argues that a court can’t 

review DHS’s decision to rescind DACA because the federal Administrative Procedures Act 

precludes review of agency actions “committed to agency discretion by law.” According to the 

United States, DHS’s decision to discontinue DACA “falls comfortably within the types of 

agency decisions that traditionally have been understood as ‘committed to agency discretion’”—

particularly because this decision arose in the immigration context. The United States argues 

DACA may be rescinded because it is unlawful as it is a legislative rule which should have been 

promulgated through notice-and-comment rulemaking and is “substantively inconsistent” with 

the Immigration and Nationality Act. 

Employment  

Title VII prohibits discrimination “because of . . . sex.”  In Zarda v. Altitude Express the Second 

Circuit held that discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation violates Title VII. The main 

opinion in Zarda concluded the question in this case is whether sexual orientation is “properly 

understood” as a “subset of actions taken on the basis of sex.” The court concluded it was by 

looking at the statute’s text. According to the court: “the most natural reading of the statute's 

prohibition on discrimination ‘because of . . . sex’ is that it extends to sexual orientation 

discrimination because sex is necessarily a factor in sexual orientation. This statutory reading is 

reinforced by considering the question from the perspective of sex stereotyping because sexual 

orientation discrimination is predicated on assumptions about how persons of a certain sex can or 

should be, which is an impermissible basis for adverse employment actions.” In Bostock v. 

Clayton County Board of Commissioners the Eleventh Circuit reaffirmed its previous holding 

that discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation doesn’t violate Title VII. 

In EEOC v. R.G. & G.R. Harris Funeral Homes the Sixth Circuit held discriminating against 

transgender persons violates Title VII because it amounts to discrimination on the basis of sex 

stereotyping. The court also held that transgender status is protected under Title VII. The 

Supreme Court will review both lower court holdings. Title VII prohibits discrimination 

“because of . . . sex.” In Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins (1989) the Supreme Court held that 

employees may bring sex discrimination claims based on sex stereotyping under Title VII. In 

2004 the Sixth Circuit extended Price Waterhouse’s reasoning to transgender persons as they are 

also engaging in “non sex-stereotypical behavior.” So that previous case controlled the outcome 

of Harris Funeral Homes. The Sixth Circuit also held that transgender status is a protected class 

under Title VII. Harris Funeral Homes argued that transgender status refers to “a person's self-

assigned ‘gender identity’” rather than a person's sex, and therefore such a status is not protected 

under Title VII. The Sixth Circuit disagreed noting “it is analytically impossible to fire an 
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employee based on that employee's status as a transgender person without being motivated, at 

least in part, by the employee's sex.” 

The question presented in Comcast Corp. v. National Association of African American-Owned 

Media is whether a claim of race discrimination under 42 U.S.C. § 1981 fails in the absence of 

but-for causation. Section 1981 states “[a]ll persons within the jurisdiction of the United States 

shall have the same right . . . to make and enforce contracts . . . as is enjoyed by white citizens.” 

Per its so-called “mixed-motive” theory, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 disallows race, 

color, religion, sex, or national origin to be “a motivating factor for any employment practice, 

even though other factors also motivated the practice.” In this case an African American-owned 

operator of television networks sued Comcast under Section 1981 claiming its refusal to contract 

with the networks was racially motivated. Comcast argued that it could only be sued under 

Section 1981 if racial discrimination was the “but-for” reason it would not contract with the 

networks. The Ninth Circuit disagreed and applied the “mixed-motive” framework from Title 

VII to Section 1981 despite the fact that Section 1981 contains no “motivating factor” language 

like Title VII. In a case decided the same day where the same networks sued Charter 

Communications, the Ninth Circuit noted that Section 1981 guarantees “the same right” to 

contract “as is enjoyed by white citizens.” According to the Ninth Circuit: “If discriminatory 

intent plays any role in a defendant’s decision not to contract with a plaintiff, even if it is merely 

one factor and not the sole cause of the decision, then that plaintiff has not enjoyed the same 

right as a white citizen.” 

Environment  

In County of Maui, Hawaii v. Hawaii Wildlife Fund* the Supreme Court will decide whether the 

Clean Water Act (CWA) requires a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) permit when pollutants originate from a point source but are conveyed to navigable 

waters by a nonpoint source, such as groundwater. Maui County injects treated wastewater from 

wells into the groundwater. Some of the treated wastewater reaches the Pacific Ocean. The 

Hawaii Wildlife Fund sued the County arguing it was required to obtain an NPDES permit under 

the CWA for these discharges. A party must obtain an NPDES permit if it discharges a pollutant 

from a point source to a navigable water. Wells are point sources and the Pacific Ocean is a 

navigable water. The Ninth Circuit assumed without deciding groundwater isn’t a point source or 

navigable waters. The Ninth Circuit held that the CWA requires Maui to get an NPDES permit in 

this case. It concluded that the discharges in this case are point source discharges because 

“nonpoint source pollution” excludes, for example, roadway runoff that isn’t “collected, 

channeled, and discharged through a point source.” Here the pollutants are collected in wells. 

According to the lower court, they are also “fairly traceable” from the point source to the 

navigable water and reach the navigable water at “more than de minimis levels.” 

The Anaconda Smelter, now owned by ARCO, processed copper ore from Butte for nearly one 

hundred years before shutting down in 1980. That same year Congress enacted the 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) or 

Superfund law. EPA required ARCO to pursue particular remedies. Landowners located within 

the bounds of the site sought two additional remedies beyond what EPA required. In Atlantic 
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Richfield Co. v. Christian, ARCO argues that two provisions of CERCLA prevent the 

landowners from obtaining additional remedies in this case. ARCO also argues that CERCLA 

preempts state common-law claims for restoration beyond EPA-ordered remedies. The Supreme 

Court of Montana rejected all of ARCO’s arguments. ARCO first claimed the landowners were 

“challenging” EPA’s remedial plan. The Superfund statute jurisdictionally bars courts from 

hearing “challenges.” The court found no “challenge” in this case because “the Property Owners 

are not seeking to interfere with [EPA’s] work, nor are they seeking to stop, delay, or change the 

work EPA is doing.” ARCO next claimed the property owners are “Potentially Responsible 

Parties” (PRP), even though the EPA has never ordered them to pay for the cleanup. The 

Superfund statute prohibits PRPs from “conducting any remedial action that is inconsistent with 

EPA's selected remedy without EPA's consent.” The Montana Supreme Court noted the property 

owners have “never been treated as PRPs for any purpose—by either EPA or ARCO—during the 

entire thirty-plus years since the Property Owners' property was designated as being within the 

Superfund site.” Finally, the Montana Supreme Court rejected the argument CERCLA preempts 

state common-law remediation claims pointing out that CERCLA has two savings clauses which 

“expressly contemplate the applicability of state law remedies.” 

States’ rights 

In Allen v. Cooper the Supreme Court will decide whether states can be sued in federal court for 

copyright violations. North Carolina owns a ship pirate Blackbeard captured, renamed Queen 

Anne’s Revenge, and sunk between 1717-18. In the late 1990s North Carolina permitted a private 

research and salvage firm to photograph the ship. North Carolina continued to own the 

shipwreck and its artifacts. The company could make money from the sale of media related to 

the ship. Frederick Allen, who was hired by the salvage firm to take photos and videos of the 

ship, sued North Carolina for infringing on images Allen copyrighted. Allen claims North 

Carolina can be sued in federal court for infringing on his copyright because Congress abrogated 

states’ sovereign immunity in the Copyright Remedy Clarification Act. Both parties agree that 

Congress made a clear statement of intent to abrogate sovereign immunity. So, the only issue in 

the case is whether Congress validly exercised its power to abrogate sovereign immunity. The 

Fourth Circuit concluded Congress did not. In the Copyright Remedy Clarification Act Congress 

invoked the U.S. Constitution Article I Patent and Copyright Clause. But the Fourth Circuit 

pointed out that in Seminole Tribe v. Florida (1996), the Supreme Court held that Congress can’t 

use its Article I power to abrogate Eleventh Amendment immunity. Allen also argued Congress 

validly enacted the Copyright Remedy Clarification Act under the authority granted to it in § 5 of 

the Fourteenth Amendment. North Carolina countered Congress did not validly exercise its § 5 

power in enacting the Act because (1) it did not purport to rely on its § 5 authority, and (2) it did 

not tailor the Act to an “identified, widespread pattern of conduct made unconstitutional by the 

Fourteenth Amendment.” The Fourth Circuit agreed with North Carolina that in adopting the Act 

Congress found no widespread pattern of states infringing on copyrights “that presumably 

violated the Fourteenth Amendment’s Due Process Clause.”  

The Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) states that any information contained in the 

Form I-9, which is used to verify a person’s eligibility to work in the United States, may only be 

used for limited federal enforcement. The question the Supreme Court will decide in Kansas v. 
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Garcia is whether the IRCA preempts states from using information contained in the I-9 to 

prosecute a person under state law (in this case for identity theft). A police officer pulled over 

Ramiro Garcia for speeding, and Garcia disclosed he worked at Bonefish Grill. An officer 

obtained Garcia’s I-9 and discovered the social security number he used to complete the form 

wasn’t his own. Kansas prosecuted Garcia for violating a state statute prohibiting identity theft. 

Kansas claimed it didn’t rely on the I-9 to prosecute Garcia as he also used the social security 

number on his state tax forms. Garcia argued the prosecution was preempted by the IRCA. The 

Kansas Supreme Court agreed holding that the IRCA expressly preempts using information in 

the I-9 to pursue state law violations. According to the court: “The language in [the IRCA] 

explicitly prohibited state law enforcement use not only of the I–9 itself but also of the 

‘information contained in’ the I–9 for purposes other than those enumerated.” The fact the 

information from the I-9 was available from other sources, according to the Kansas Supreme 

Court, does not “alter the fact that it was also part of the I-9.” The Supreme Court added a 

question about whether the IRCA impliedly preempts Kansas’s prosecution of Garcia.  

Crime and punishment  

The question in Kahler v. Kansas is whether the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments permit a 

state to abolish a defense to criminal liability that mental illness prevented a defendant from 

knowing his or her actions were wrong. James Kahler was sentenced to death for fatally shooting 

his wife, her grandmother, and his two daughters. Kahler presented the testimony of a forensic 

psychiatrist who stated that Kahler was suffering from severe major depression at the time of the 

crime and that “his capacity to manage his own behavior had been severely degraded so that he 

couldn't refrain from doing what he did.” Kahler claims he should have been able to assert an 

insanity defense but wasn’t allowed to under Kansas law. Prior to 1996, Kansas had adopted the 

M’Naghten rule for an insanity defense. Under that rule “the defendant is to be held not 

criminally responsible (1) where he does not know the nature and quality of his act, or, in the 

alternative, (2) where he does not know right from wrong with respect to that act.” In 1996 

Kansas adopted the mens rea approach which “allows evidence of mental disease or defect as it 

bears on the mental element of a crime but abandons lack of ability to know right from wrong as 

a defense.” In a 2003 case the Kansas Supreme Court rejected Kahler’s argument that the mens 

rea approach “violates the Due Process Clause because it offends a principle of justice so rooted 

in the traditions and conscience of our people as to be ranked as fundamental.”  

In Miller v. Alabama (2014) the Supreme Court held that juvenile offenders convicted of 

homicide can’t receive a mandatory sentence of life imprisonment without parole. Instead the 

sentencing court must take into account how children are different from adults and only sentence 

the “rare juvenile offender whose crime reflects irreparable corruption” to life imprisonment 

without parole. In Montgomery v. Louisiana (2016) the Supreme Court held that Miller’s rule 

applies retroactively to juveniles convicted and sentenced before Miller was decided. The 

question in Malvo v. Mathena is whether Lee Boyd Malvo may have his sentences of life 

imprisonment without the possibility of parole, issued before Miller, reconsidered under Miller 

even though they weren’t mandatory. In 2002 Malvo was seventeen years old when he and John 

Muhammad killed twelve people over the course of seven weeks. In 2003 Malvo was convicted 

of two counts of capital murder for his crimes in Fairfax County, Virginia. The jury choose life 
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imprisonment without parole instead of the death penalty. Subsequently, Malvo pled guilty to 

capital murder in another Virginia jurisdiction and received two additional terms of life 

imprisonment without parole. Malvo seeks to have his sentences remanded for a determination of 

whether he is “one of the rare juvenile offenders who may, consistent with the Eighth 

Amendment, be sentenced to life without the possibility of parole because his ‘crimes reflect 

permanent incorrigibility.’” Warden Mathena objects to resentencing arguing that Malvo’s 

sentences weren’t mandatory and that “Miller’s new rule explicitly applies to mandatory life-

without parole sentences.” Mathena claims Malvo’s sentences weren’t mandatory because 

Virginia judges have the discretion to suspend capital sentences. Malvo responds that judges 

weren’t aware of their power to do so at the time. The Fourth Circuit agreed with Malvo that 

regardless of whether his sentence was mandatory, broad language in Montgomery indicates that 

Miller “is not limited to mandatory life-without-parole sentences but also applies . . . to all life-

without-parole sentences where the sentencing court did not resolve whether the juvenile 

offender was ‘irretrievably corrupt’ or whether his crimes reflected his ‘transient immaturity.’” 

Specifically, Montgomery states that Miller “rendered life without parole an unconstitutional 

penalty for a class of defendants because of their status—that is, juvenile offenders whose 

crimes reflect the transient immaturity of youth.” 

In Apodaca v. Oregon (1972) and Johnson v. Louisiana (1972), five Justices agreed that the 

Sixth Amendment requires unanimous jury verdicts in federal criminal cases. Five Justices also 

agreed that jury verdicts in state criminal cases don’t have to be unanimous. In Ramos v. 

Louisiana the Supreme Court will consider overruling the latter holding in Apodaca and 

Johnson. Evangelisto Ramos was convicted 10-2 of second-degree murder based solely on 

circumstantial evidence and was sentenced to life in prison without the possibility of parole. 

Ramos argues that the Fourteenth Amendment fully incorporates the Sixth Amendment 

guarantee of a unanimous verdict against the states. In Apodaca four Justices, in an opinion 

written by Justice White, looked at the “function served by the jury in a contemporary society” 

and rejected incorporation. Justice Powell, writing alone, adopted what Ramos describes as a 

“never-used-before-never-used-since theory of partial incorporation of the Sixth Amendment. 

Justice Powell believed that the Sixth Amendment required unanimity at the Founding, and in 

federal cases, but opined that the protections guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment were less 

than those offered by the Sixth Amendment.” Ramos argues that there has been “a sea change in 

constitutional exegesis” with regard to the application of the Bill of Rights to the states. 

According to Ramos, since Apodaca the Court has focused on a constitutional right’s “historic 

origins” rather than its “functional purpose.” “The historical record is clear that unanimity was 

an essential component of what was conceived of when the Constitution referred to juries.” 

Ramos also argues that since Apodaca the Supreme Court has “rejected the notion of partial 

incorporation or watered down versions of the Bill of Rights.” 

In McKinney v. Arizona the Supreme Court will decide whether a jury rather than a judge must 

weigh the factors mitigating against imposing a death sentence when the law at the time a person 

was convicted allowed a judge to weigh mitigating factors. The Court also has agreed to decide 

whether a trial court rather than an appellate court must correct the failure to weigh relevant 

mitigating factors. A jury found James Erin McKinney guilty of first-degree murder related to 

two separate burglaries and murders committed in 1991. McKinney had PTSD from his 

“horrific” childhood but the Arizona Supreme Court disallowed the sentancer to consider non-
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statutory mitigating evidence (including family background and mental condition) unconnected 

to the crime. In 1996 the trial court found the evidence of PTSD to be unconnected to the crime 

and sentenced McKinney to death. In 2015 the Ninth Circuit held en banc that the Arizona 

Supreme Court’s “causal nexus” to the crime test for applying non-statutory mitigating factors 

violates Eddings v. Oklahoma (1982), which held that a sentencer in a death penalty case may 

not “refuse to consider, as a matter of law, any relevant mitigating evidence.” The Ninth Circuit 

ordered that McKinney be resentenced. The Arizona Supreme Court resentenced McKinney 

again to death after considering his family background and PTSD. McKinney argues he should 

be resentenced by a jury instead of the Arizona Supreme Court because in Ring v. Arizona 

(2002) the Supreme Court held juries—rather than judges “are required to make the findings 

necessary to impose the death penalty.” The Arizona Supreme Court concluded Ring did not 

apply because McKinney’s conviction became final in 1996, prior to Ring. McKinney also 

argued that the Eddings violation in this case, where the trial court failed to consider relevant 

mitigating evidence, should be remanded to the trial court for resentencing not decided by the 

Arizona Supreme Court.  

Miscellaneous  

In Kansas v. Glover the Supreme Court will decide whether it is reasonable, under the Fourth 

Amendment, for an officer to suspect that the registered owner of a vehicle is the one driving it 

absent any information to the contrary. Officer Mark Mehrer ran the license plate of a vehicle 

that was being driven lawfully. He discovered that the vehicle’s owner, Charles Glover, had a 

suspended license. He pulled the driver over and discovered he was in fact Charles Glover. 

Glover claimed the officer violated his Fourth Amendment rights because the officer lacked 

reasonable suspicion of illegal activity to pull over the car. The Kansas Supreme Court agreed. 

Kansas argued in favor of an “owner-is-the-driver presumption.” The Kansas Supreme Court 

rejected it because it is based on the “stacking” of “unstated assumptions”—that the registered 

owner is likely the primary driver of the vehicle and owners will “likely disregard the suspension 

or revocation order and continue to drive.” Assumption aren’t enough under the Fourth 

Amendment. The Kansas Supreme Court also noted that the presumption rests in part on what 

the driver does not know—who is actually driving the car. “And in evaluating whether the State 

has met its burden to prove the lawfulness of a search or seizure, courts cannot ‘draw inferences 

from the lack of evidence in the record’ because doing so may relieve the State of its burden and 

shift the burden to the defendant to establish why reasonable suspicion did not exist.” 

In Georgia v. Public.Resource.org the Supreme Court will decide whether a state may copyright 

statutory annotations. Georgia, through a Code Revision Commission, made up of the Lieutenant 

Governor, the Speaker of the House, members of the Senate and House, and others, contracts 

with Lexis to draft the statutory annotations published in the Official Code of Georgia Annotated 

(OCGA). Georgia claims it may copyright these annotations. Public.Resource.org disagrees and 

has, among other things, copied and uploaded the OCGA on its website and made it publically 

available for free. While the Eleventh Circuit noted annotations don’t carry the force of law it 

nevertheless held Georgia may hold no copyright to them. First, while a private party, Lexis, is 

responsible for drafting the annotations it does so under the “highly detailed instruction” of the 

Code Revision Commission. Second, while the annotations don’t carry the force of law they are 
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“law-like.” “Having been merged by the General Assembly with the statutory text into a single, 

unified edict, stamped with the state’s imprimatur, and created and embraced by the same body 

that wrote the text that they explicate, the annotations have been suffused with powerful indicia 

of legal significance that is impossible to ignore.” Finally, the annotations are created using a 

process “very closely related” “to the process by which the statutory provisions were made into 

binding law.” “[T]he annotations are prepared by the Commission outside of the normal channels 

of the legislative process . . . and are not voted on individually in the way that Georgia session 

laws are.” But the Georgia General Assembly votes to adopt annotations like it would any other 

law.  

In Espinoza v. Montana Department of Revenue the Supreme Court will decide if a state-aid 

program violates a state constitutional prohibition against mixing church and state because 

religious institutions may participate, does discontinuing that program violate the federal 

constitution’s Free Exercise or Equal Protection Clauses. Montana statutes allow taxpayers to 

receive tax credits for contribution to Student Scholarship Organizations (SSO) that give students 

scholarships to attend private schools, including religious schools. The Montana Department of 

Revenue adopted Rule 1 disallowing religious schools to participate in the program because it 

concluded their participation would violate Montana’s Constitution. The Montana Supreme 

Court held that the Tax Credit Program violates the Montana Constitution. According to the 

court, the provision of the Montana Constitution entitled “Aid prohibited to sectarian schools,” is 

a “broader and stronger” prohibition against aid to sectarian schools than other states.” The court 

concluded:  “Although the Tax Credit Program provides a mechanism of attenuating the tax 

credit from the SSO’s tuition payment to a religiously-affiliated [schools], it does not comport 

with the constitutional prohibition on indirectly aiding sectarian schools.” In one sentence the 

Montana Supreme Court stated that prohibiting state aid to religious schools in this case doesn’t 

violate the federal constitution.  

In Kelly v. United States the Supreme Court will decided whether a public official “defrauds” the 

government of its property by advancing a “public policy reason” for an official decision that is 

not the subjective “real reason” for making the decision. Former New Jersey Governor Chris 

Christie’s Deputy Executive Director of the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, the 

Port Authority’s Director of Interstate Capital Projects, and Christie’s Deputy Chief of Staff for 

Intergovernmental Affairs orchestrated “Bridgegate.” Under the guise of conducting a traffic 

study, they conspired to reduce traffic lanes from the George Washington Bridge (the busiest 

bridge in the world) to Fort Lee the first week of Fort Lee’s school year, because the mayor of 

Fort Lee refused to endorse Governor Christie for governor. Two of the former employees were 

convicted of violating a number of federal fraud statutes; one was a cooperating witness. The 

Third Circuit accepted the United States’ argument that these convictions should stand because 

the former employees deprived the Port Authority of tangible property. Specifically, the court 

concluded the time and wages of the former employees and the 14 Port Authority employees 

they “conscripted” in the scheme was sufficient to deprive the Port Authority of money or 

property. In their certiorari petition the former employees argue that the Third Circuit read the 

fraud statutes too broadly. They claim it can’t be that “any official (federal, state, or local) who 

conceals or misrepresents her subjective motive for making an otherwise-lawful decision—

including by purporting to act for public-policy reasons without admitting to her ulterior political 
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goals, commonly known as political ‘spin’—has thereby defrauded the government of property 

(her own labor if nothing else).” If using government resources while misrepresenting a 

subjective motive is fraud they continue, “nearly limitless array of routine conduct” will be 

criminal.    

In Moda Health Plan v. United States the Supreme Court will decide whether Congress may 

enact appropriations riders restricting the sources of funding available to pay health insurers for 

losses incurred that were supposed to be paid per federal law. The Affordable Care Act’s (ACA) 

risk corridor program provided that if a health insurance plan participating in the exchange lost 

money between 2014 and 2016 it would receive a payment from the federal government based 

on a formula defined in the statute. If it made money the plan had to pay the federal government 

based on a formula. The Government Accountability Office (GAO) identified a particular 

funding source the federal government could use to make payments. Congress passed 

appropriations riders for all three years disallowing that funding source to be used to make risk 

corridor payments. Over the three-year period the risk corridor program was short $12 billion. 

Moda Health Plan claims it is owed $290 million. The Federal Circuit held that the federal 

government is not obligated to pay the statutory formula for what it owes insurers under the risk 

corridor program because of the appropriations riders. The Federal Circuit concluded that the 

section of the ACA related to the risk corridor program is “unambiguously mandatory” and 

requires the federal government to “make payments at the full amount indicated by the statutory 

formula if payments in fell short.” However, the federal government suspended its obligation to 

pay the full formula amount through the riders. “Congress clearly indicated its intent here. It 

asked GAO what funding would be available to make risk corridors payments, and it cut off the 

sole source of funding identified beyond payments in. It did so in each of the three years of the 

program’s existence.”  

Patrick Murphy killed George Jacobs. Oklahoma prosecuted Murphy. Per the Major Crimes Act 

states lack jurisdiction to prosecute Native Americans who commit murder in “Indian country.” 

Murphy is Native American. In Carpenter v. Murphy Murphy and Oklahoma disagree over 

whether the murder took place on a Creek Nation reservation. By the mid-nineteenth century, 

treaties with the federal government had given the Creek Nation a vast tract of land in modern 

Oklahoma. In 1901, the Creek Nation agreed to the allotment of tribal lands. Per the Major 

Crimes Act “Indian country” includes “all lands within the limits of any Indian reservation.” 

Congress may disestablish or diminish Indian reservations. Allotment on its own does not 

disestablish or diminish a reservation. In Solem v. Barlett (1984) the Supreme Court established a 

three-part test to determine when Congress has diminished a reservation. First, courts “must 

examine the text of the statute purportedly disestablishing or diminishing the reservation.” 

Murphy argues that Congress never diminished the 1866 territorial boundaries of the Creek 

Nation where the murder took place. The Fifth Circuit agreed. It reviewed eight statutes allotting 

Creek land and creating the State of Oklahoma. The court concluded that the statutory text “fails 

to reveal disestablishment.” “Instead, the relevant statutes contain language affirmatively 

recognizing the Creek Nation’s borders.” 

 

https://www.scotusblog.com/case-files/cases/moda-health-plan-inc-v-united-states/
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