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(1) 

In the Supreme Court of the United States 
 

No. 18-587  

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY, 
ET AL., PETITIONERS 

v. 

REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, ET AL. 

 

ON PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI  

TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS  

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT 

 

SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF FOR THE PETITIONERS 

 

This supplemental brief, filed pursuant to Rule 15.8 
of this Court, brings to the Court’s attention the opinion 
of the court of appeals in these related cases, which was 
issued after the filing of the government’s petition for a 
writ of certiorari before judgment, and addresses its im-
pact on the pending petition. 

1. On January 9, 2018, the district court entered a 
preliminary injunction requiring the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) to maintain its policy of im-
migration enforcement discretion known as Deferred 
Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) for the pendency 
of these cases challenging the agency’s decision to re-
scind the policy.  Pet. App. 1a-70a.  In the same order, 
the court granted in part and denied in part the govern-
ment’s motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil 
Procedure 12(b)(1) and certified the ruling for interloc-
utory appeal.  Pet. App. 69a-70a.  On January 12, the 
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court granted in part and denied in part the govern-
ment’s Rule 12(b)(6) motion and again certified its deci-
sion for interlocutory appeal.  Id. at 71a-90a.  The gov-
ernment filed a timely notice of appeal, id. at 91a-95a, 
and, on January 25, the Ninth Circuit granted permis-
sion to appeal both orders, id. at 96a.  More than eight 
months later, on November 5, the government filed a pe-
tition for a writ of certiorari before judgment in these 
cases to ensure that this Court could consider this im-
portant dispute this Term. 

2. Three days later, the court of appeals affirmed the 
preliminary injunction and the orders resolving the gov-
ernment’s motion to dismiss.  App., infra, (App.) 1a-97a. 

a. The court of appeals first determined that DHS’s 
decision to rescind DACA is reviewable under the Ad-
ministrative Procedure Act (APA), 5 U.S.C. 551 et seq.  
App. 23a-45a.  The court acknowledged that an agency’s 
decision not to enforce “is a decision generally commit-
ted to an agency’s absolute discretion.”  App. 25a (quot-
ing Heckler v. Chaney, 470 U.S. 821, 831 (1985)).  But the 
court reasoned that “an agency’s nonenforcement deci-
sion is outside the scope of the Chaney presumption” if 
it is “based solely on a belief that the agency lacked the 
lawful authority to do otherwise.”  App. 29a.  And the 
court determined that DACA’s rescission, as reflected in 
the initial rescission memorandum, rested exclusively on 
“a belief that DACA was unlawful,” not on concerns about 
maintaining the policy in the face of the then-ongoing lit-
igation or any other exercise of the agency’s discretion.  
App. 35a; see App. 35a-42a.  The court observed that the 
Acting Secretary did not use the words “litigation risk” 
or “discretion” in the memorandum and that the noted 
considerations—i.e., rulings in the ongoing litigation 
and the Attorney General’s advice—were “more readily 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


