


Supreme Qourt of the Huited States
Washington, B. (. 205%3

£

CHAMBERS OF
THE CHIEF JUSTICE March 14, 1974

PERSONAL

Re: No. 73-235 - DeFunis v. Odegaard

Dear lL.ewis:

I share some, but not all, of your concern about
"mooting'' a case after it is argued. There are several
answers that will satisfy the thoughtful but not the emotional
critics.

1. If we mustdecide a case because we
grant Cert, that places four Justices in a
position to force the Court to issue advisory
opinions. The "tail” can't be allowed to wag
the '"dog'' to that extent.

2. We have cases that become moot between
a grant and oral argument or final decision.

3. Not infrequently we DISIG, and the moot-
ness holding shares with such dismissal the
opportunity to see a case fully exposed.

The critics who would condemn us for a decision in
favor of DeFunis will doubtless be exorcized by a mootness

holding. It all depends on which student 'is being gored. "

Regards,

Mr, Justice Powell % @/




Supreme Qourt of the Wnited Btates
Washington, B. €. 20543

Marech 14, 1974

CHAMBERS OF
THE CHIEF JUSTICE

-

BRes No. 73+235 -~ DeFunis v. Qdegaard

Dear l.ewis:

I share some, but not all, of your concern about
"mooting’ a case after it is argued. There are several
answers that will satisfy the thoughtful but not the emotional
critics. ‘

1. If we mustdecide a case because we
grant Cert, that places four Justices ina
position to force the Court to issue advisory
opinions. The "tail” can't be allowed to wag
the "dog' to that extent,

2. We have cases that become moot between
a grant and oral argument or final decision.

3. HNot infrequently we DISIG, and the moot-
ness holding shares with such dismissal the
opportunity to see a case fully exposed.

The critics who would condemn us for a decision in
favor of DeFunis will doubtless be exorcized by a mootness
holding. It all depends on which student “is being gored. "

Regards,

Mr. Justice Powell

bec: Mr, Justice Blackmun..




CHAMBERS OF
THE CHIEF JUSTICE

Supreme Qonrt of the Hiited Stutes
Washington, B, §. 20513

March 14, 1974

Re: 73-235 - DeFunis v. Odegaard

MEMORANDUM TO THE CONFERENCE:

Potter Stewart has agreed to draft a per curiam
opinion dismissing the appeal in the above case

as moot.

Regards,

g~
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Supreme Gourt of the Hnited States
Washington, B. §. 20543

* CHAMBERS OF
THE CHIEF JUSTICE March 26, 1974

Re: No. 73-235 - DeFunis v. Odegaard

THL WOM (D00 N 150

Dear Potter:
Please join me in your Per Curiam opinion in the

above case.

A0 SNOLLYYIT10D

Regards,

LUS 05

SHILL

Mr. Justice Stewart

Copies to the Conference
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1st DRAFT
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

AMARCO DE FUNIS eT AL, v. CHARLES ODEGAARD,
PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY OF
WASHINGTONXN. ET AL.

ON APPEAL FROM THE SUPREME COURT OF WASHINGTON.
No. 73-235. Decided November —, 1973

Mg. JusTice DoucLas, dissenting.

This is an appeal from the Washington Supreme Court
brought by a student at the Law School of the University
of Washington. The appellant was initially rejected for
admission at the law school after being placed upon the
school’s “waiting list.” He then brought this action in
state court. contending that. because of a law school
poliey of giving favorable treatment to applicants from
minority groups, he was denied the equal protection of
law. The appellant is white. The state trial court
granted appellant relief, and issued an injunction com-
manding the law school to admit him. Because of this
order he was admitted. Subsequently the Washington
Supreme Court reversed the trial court, sustaining
against the federal constitutional challenge the law
school's acmissions policy. T stayed the mandate of the
Washington Supreme Court pending disposition of this
appeal, and the appellant has therefore remained enrolled
at the law school. where he is now completing his final
vear. 28 U, 8, €. §1257 (2) provides for appellate juris-
diction in this Court of state court deeisions sustaining
the validity of a state “statute” against a federal consti-
tutional challenge. But putting aside the question of
whether the law school's admissions poliey is a state
“statute” for this purpose. see Hamilton v. Regents, 203
U. S.245 (1934), we could treat the papers as a petition

for certiorari and grant review on that basis. 28 U, 8. C.
¥ 2103. This is the course T would follow.

SSHYONOD 40 AAVAGY'] ‘NOISTIAIA LATHISANVIY ) A0 SNOTLIDYTION SHT WO 1 (1519 e revd 1o




2nd DRAFT
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

AMARCO DE FUNIS T an. v. CHARLES ODEGAARD,
PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY OF
WASHINGTON., eT AL.

ON APPEAL FROM THE SUPREME COURT OF WASHINGTON.
No. 73-235. Decided November —, 1973

Mr. Justice Dovcras, with whom MRg. JusTicE BrREN-
NAN concurs, dissenting.

This is an appeal from the Washington Supreme Court
brought by a student at the Law School of the University
of Washington. The appellant was initially rejected for
admission at the law school after heing placed upon the
school’s “waiting list.” He then brought this action in
state court. contending that. because of a law school
poliey of giving favorable treatment to applicants from
minority groups. he was denied the equal protection of
law. The appellant iz white. The state trial court
granted appellant relief, and issued an injunection com-
manding the law school to admit him. Because of this
order he was admitted. Subsequently the Washington
Supreme  Court reversed the trial court, sustaining
against the federal constitutional challenge the law
school’'s admissions poliey. 1 staved the mandate of the
Washington Supreme Court pending disposition of this
appeal. and the appellant has therefore remained enrolled
at the law school, where he is now completing his final
vear. 28 TR, C. § 1257 (2) provides for appellate juris-
diction in this Court of state court decisions sustaining
the validity of a state “statute” against a federal consti-
tutional challenge. But putting aside the question of
whether the law school's admissions policy is a state
“statute” for this purpose, see Hamilton v. Regents, 293

UL 8,245 (1934), we could treat the papers as a petition
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8th DRAFT
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 73-235

Marco DeFunis et al.,
Peationers. On Writ of Certiorari to
‘ v . the Supreme Court of
Charles € )d}egaard, President|  wWashin gton.
of the University of
Washington.

[ March -, 1974]

Mg, Justick Doveras, dissenting.,

[ agree with Mg, Justicr Brexyax that this case 1x
not moot. and because of the significance of the issues
raised [ think it is Dportant to reach the merits

I

The University of Washington Law School recetved
1601 applications for admission to its first-year class
beginning in September 1971 There were spaces avail-
able for only about 150 students, but in order to enroll
this number the school eventually offered admission to
275 applicants.  All applicants were put mto two groups,
one of which was considered under the minority admis-
sions program.  Thirty-seven of those offered admission
had indicated on an optional question on their applica-
tion that their “dominant’ ethnic origin was either Black.
Chicano. American Indian, or Filipino. the four groups
meluded i the minority adimisstons program.  Answers
to this optional question werce appareutly the sole basis
upon which eligibility for the program was determined,
Eighteen of these 37 actually enrolled in the law sehool.

I general. the admissions process proceeded ax follows:
An index ealled the Predicted First Year Average Aver-
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To : Tho

10th DRAFT
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
No. 73-235 r_ R

Marco DeFunis et al.,

Petitioners, . . .
et On Writ of Certiorari to

v v . the Supreme Court of
Charles Odegaard, President Washington.

of the University of
Washington.

i March — 1974]

Mk, Justice Dotaeras, disseniing,.

[ agree with Mgr. JusTice BrEnxNax that this case 1s
not moot. and because of the significance of the issues
ratsed [ think it ts imporrant ro reach the merits

The University ot Washington Law School received
1601 applications for admission to its first-year class
beginning in September 1971, There were spaces avail-
able for only about 150 students, but in order to enroll
this nuimmber the school eventually offered adinission to
275 applicants. Al appheants were put mtu two groups.
one of whiel was considered ander the minority acmis-
sions prograi. [hirtv-seven of those offered admission
had indicated on an optional question on their applica-
tion that their “dowminant” ethnie origin was either Black,
Chicano. American Indian. or Filipino. the four groups
meluded o the minoerity admissions program.  Answers
to this optional question were apparently the sole basis
upon which eligibility for the program was determined.
Fighteen of these 37 actually eurclled in the law school.

In general. the admissions process proceeded as follows
An dex ealled the Predicted First Year Average (Aver
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iith DRAFT :
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 2R

No, 73-235

Marco DeFunis et a..,

Petitioners, On Writ of C'erfiorarl ’56 o

_ the Supreme Court of
Charles Odegaard, President Washington.
of the University of
Washington.

4 March —- 1474

MR JUSTICE Dovnias dlssenting
I agree with Mg, JusTtice BrexNax that this case 1s
not moot, and because of the alvmﬁcanw of the issues

ratsed T think ir s tnpoetant w6 resct o peeirs
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The Umversity ot Washmgton Law Sehool recerved
1601 applications for admission to irs first-vear class
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had indicared o an opticnal question on their applica-
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SION,

CRIPT DIVI

Tl

"LLBRARY OF "CONGRESS':¥

NS e b Y

D FROM THE COLLECTIONS MANUS

Supreme Qourt of the Huited States
Waslhington, B. (. 20543

CHAMBERS OF
JUSTICE WM. J. BRENNAN, JR.

November 13, 1973

RE: No. 73-235 DeFunis v. Odegaard, etc.

Dear Bill:
Please join me in your dissenting

opinion in the above.

Sincerely,
7

Mr. Justice Douglas

cc: The Conference



1st DRAFT
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES .

T

THBT WOMS (11N
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-y gas Cer -27-
No. 73-235 Laradt. _3-27-
a ) Jonirs
Marco DeFunis et al,,
Petitioners, o i . .
) ’ Oun Writ of Certiorart to
, ; ' Presi the Supreme Court of
‘harles LHE residen r el
('h‘“lf’ ()(l(gdgl 1.‘ reside t W ashington.
of the University of
Washington.
TAprid —, 1974 =
Mu. Justice Brex~Nan, dissenting,
[ respectfully dissent. Several months of the school
term remain and petitioner may not receive his degree

despite respondents’ assurances that petitioner will be
allowed to complete this term's schooling regardless of
our deeisionn.  Any nuinber of unexpected events—illness,
economic necessity, even academic failure—might prevent
his graduation at the end of the term. Were that mis-
fortune to betall. and were petitioner required to register
for yet another term. the prospect that he would again
face the hirdle of the adimissions poliey is real, not fanei-
tul: for respondents warn that “NMr. DeFunis would have
to tuke some appropriate action to request admission for
the rematuder of his law school education. and some dis-
cretionary action by the University on such request would
have to be taken.”  Appellees-respondents’ Memoran-
dum on the Question of Mootness pp. 34 (emphasis
supplied . Thus. respondents’ assurances have not dis-
sipated the possibility that petitioner might once again
have to run the gantlet of the University's allegedly
unlawtul admissions policy. The Cowrt therefore pro-
ceeds onan erroncous preinise inoresting its mootness

FHLL

-
3

holding o a supposed huability o render any judgment
that may atfect one way or the other petitioner’s comple-
tion of his law studies. For surelv if we were to reverse
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2nd DRAFT

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES ~

No. 73-235

Marco DeFunis et al.,
Petitioners,
V.

On Writ of Certiorari ta

, the Supreme Court of
Charles Odegaard, President Washington,

of the University of
Washington.

[April —, 1074]

Mg, JusticE Brexyan, with whom Mg, Jusrice
WHITE and Mg, JUSTICE MARSHALL coneur, dissenting. |
I respecttully dissent. Several months of the school
term remain. and petitioner may not receive his degree
despite respondents’ assurances that petitioner will be
allowed to complete this term’s schooling regardless of
our decision.  Any nuinber of unexpected events—illness,
ecolionile necessity, even academic fallure—might prevent
his graduation at the end of the term. Were that mis-
fortune to befall, and were petitioner required to register
tor yet another term. the prospect that he would again
tace the hurdle of the admissions poliey is real. not fanei-
ful; for respondents warn that “Mr. DeFunis would have
to take some appropriate action to request admission for
the remainder of his law school education, and some dis-
cretionary action by the University on such request would
liwve to be taken.”  Appellees-respondents’ Memoran-
dum on the Question of Mootness pp. 3—4 (emphasis
suppliedi.  Thus, respondents’ assurances have not dis-
sipated the possibility that petitioner might once again
have to run the gantlet of the University's allegedly
unlawful admissions policy. The Court therefore pro-
ceeds on an erroneous premise in resting its mootness
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3rd DRAFT |
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 73-235

Mareo DeFunis et al.. |
Petitioners, .. o : f

" On Writ of Certiorari to |

' the Supreme Court of :

Charles Odegaard. President Washington.

of the University of
Washington. g
[April =, 1974] ¢
¢ [y
Mg, Justice BRENNAN, with whom Mg, Justice Dove 3 Z
LAs, Mg, Justice WHte, and Mk Tesrice MarsHALL i E
coneur, dissenting. ’ : :2:
[ respectfullv dissent.  Several months of the school <
term remain. and petitioner may not receive his degree _

r
3

despite respondents’ assurances that petitioner will be
allowed to complete this term's schooling regardless of

our decision.  Any number of unexpected events—illness,

ecotiomic necessity. even academic failure—iight prevent
his graduation at the end of the term. Were that mis-
fortune to betall, and were petitioner required to register
for yet another termi, the prospect that he would again
fuce the hurdle of the admissions poliey is real. not fanci-
tul; for respondents warn that “Mr. DeFunis would have
to take some appropriate action tu request admission for
the remainder of his law school education. and some dis-
cretionary action by the University on such request would
have to be taken.”  Appellees-respondents’ Memoran-
dum on the Question of Mootuess pp. 34 (emphasis
supplied).  Thus. respondents’ assurances have not dis-
sipated the possibility that petitioner might onece again
have to run the gantlet of the University's allegedly

unlawful admissions policy.  The Cowt therefore pro-
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1st DRAFT

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 73-235

[UJERR

Mareo DeFunis et al., e

Petitioners, . .
. On Appeal from the Su-
- preme Court of Wash-

Charles Odegaard, President eton

b . gton,

of the University of
Washington.

P Mareh — 1974}

Per CUrian.

In 1971 the petitioner. Marco DeFums. applied for
admission as a first-year student at the University of
Washington Law School. a state-operated institution.
The size of the incoming first-year class was to be limited
to 130 persons. and the Law School received some 1,600
applications for these 150 places. DeFunis was eventu-
ally notified that he had been denied admission. He
thereupon comumenced thiz suit in a Washington trial
court, contending that the procedures and criteria emn-
ployed by the Law School Admissions Committee 1n-
vidiously diseriminated against him on account of his
race in violation of the FEqual Protecuion (lause
of the Fourteenth Amendiment to the United States
Constitution.

DeFunis brought the suit on behalf of himself alone,
and not as the representative of any class, against the
various respondents. who are officers. faculty members,
and members of the Board of Regents of the University
of Washington. He asked the trial court to issue a
mandatory injunction comwmanding the respondents to
admit him as a member of the first-year class entering
i September of 1971, on the ground that the Law School
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2nd DRAFT
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 73-235

Marco DeFunis et al.,
Petitioners,
v,
Charles Odegaard, President
of the University of
Washington.

Oun Writ of Certiorarl to
the Supreme Court of
Washington,

[ March —, 19741

Per CURIaAM,

In 1971 the petitioner. Marco DeFunis, applied for
admission as a first-year student at the University of
Washington Law School. a state-operated institution.
The size of the incoming first-year class was to be limited
to 150 persons. and the Law School received some 1,600
applications for these 150 places. DeFunis was eventu-
ally notified that he had been denied adimnission. He
thereupon commenced this suit in a Washington trial
court. contending that the procedures and criteria em-
ployed by the Law School Admissions Committee in-
vidiously diseriminated against him on account of his
race 1in violauon of the Equal Protection Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States
Constitution

DeFunis brought the suit on behalf of himself alone.
and not as the representative of any class. against the
various respondents, who are officers. faculty members,
and members of the Board of Regents of the University
of Washington. He asked the trial court to issue a
mandatory injunétion commanding the respondents to
admit him as a member of the first-year elass entering
in September of 1971, on the ground that the Law School

SSHEONOD 40 XAVHYIT *NOTSTATA LATYISANVI L A0 SNOTIVMTTON TH1 WOMA (19 g 1
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3rd DRAFT

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
No. 73-235

Marco DeFunis et al.,

Petitioners,
v,

On Writ of Certiorari to
\ ) the Supreme Court of
C harle.s Odeiga.ar({, ‘Prealdent Washington,
of the University of
Washington.

i March —-. 1474

Per CURrIaM.

In 1971 the petitioner, Marco DeFunis. applied for
admission as a first-vear student at the University of
Washington Law School. a state-operated institution.
The size of the incoming first-year class was to be limited
to 150 persons, and the Law School received some 1,600
applications for these 150 places. DeFunis was eventu-
ally notified that he had been denied admission. He
thereupon commenced this suit in a Washington trial
court. contending that the procedures and criteria em-
ployed by the Law School Admissions Committee in-
vidiously diseriminated against him on account of his
race in violation of the Kqual Protection Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment t¢ the United States
Constitution.

DeFunis brought the suit on behalf of himself alone,
and not as the representative of any class. against the
various respondents, who are officers, faculty members,
and members of the Board of Regents of the University
of Washington. He asked the trial court to issue a
mandatory injunction commanding the respondents to
admic him as a member of the first-vear class entering
in September of 1871, on the ground that the Law School

SSTAINOD 40 ARVALGTIT “‘NOISTATIA LATHISNNVI SHL A0 SNOLEYTTION STHT WOM A (19150 N 171\



4th DRAFT
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 73-235

Marco DeFunis et al,,
Petitioners,
v,

On Writ of Certiorari to-
) ) the Supreme Court of
Charles Ocleggard. .PreShient Washington,
of the University of
Washington,

[ March —. 1974}

Per CURIAM,

In 1971 the petitioner, Marco DeFunis, applied for
admission as a first-year student at the University of
Washington Law School, a state-operated institution.
The size of the incoming first-year class was to be limited
to 130 persons. and the Law School received some 1,600
applications for these 150 places. DeFunis was eventu-
ally notified that he had been denied admission. He
thereupon commencerd this suit in a Washington trial
court, contending that the procedures and criteria em-
ployed by the Law School Admissions Committee in-
vidiously diseriminated against him on account of his
race in violation of the Iqual Protection Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United >States
Coustitution.

DeFunis brought the suit on behalf of himself alone,
and not as the representative of anv class, against the
various respondents. who are officers. faculty members,
and wmembers of the Board of Regents of the University
of Washington. He asked the trial court to issue a
mandatory injunction commanding the respondents to
admit him as a member of the first-year class entering
in September of 1971, on the ground that the Law School

P LR Y R
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5th DRAFT
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 73-233

Marco DeFunis et al.,

Petitioners, . . . )
’ On Writ of Certiorari to
Ds -
¢ 1 " the Supreme Court of
harles Odefggax( . .Pres&’( ent Washington.
of the University of
Washington,

i March - 1974

Per Crrianm.

In 1971 the petitioner, Marco DeFunis, applied for
admission as a first-year student at the University of
Washington Law School. a state-operated institution.
The size of the incoming first-year class was to be lhmited
to 150 persons, and the Law School received some 1,600
applieations for these 150 places. Delunis wus eventu-
ally notified that he had been denied admission. He
thereupon commenced this suit in a Washington trial
court. contending that the procedures and criteria em-
ployed by the Law School Admmissions Committee in-
vidiously diseriminated agaiust him on account of his
race in violation of the Equal Protection Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States
('onstitution.

DeFunis brought the suit on behalt of himself alone,
and not as the representative of any class, against the
various respondents, who are officers, faculty members,
and members of the Board of Regents of the University
of Washington. He asked the trial court to issue a
mandatory injunction cominanding the respondents to
admit him as & member of the first-year cluss entering
i Neptember of 1971, on the ground thae the Law School
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Supreme Conrt of tle Wnited States
Waslington, . ¢. 20513

CHAMBERS OF
JUSTICE BYRON R.WHITE

March 27, 1974

Re: No. 73-235 - DeFunis v. Odegaard

Dear Bill:

Please join me.

Sincerely,

Mr. Justice Brennan

Copies to Conference

SSHUONOD A0 AAVIIT] “NOISTATA LATYDSAOANVIR UL A0 SNOLLYYTYTION THT WOM. (15 r1evs 1o



Supreme Conrt of the Tntted States
MWaslingtow, L. . 20343

CHAMBERS OF
JUSTICE THURGOOD MARSHALL March 28, 1974

Re: No. 73-235 -~ Def'unis v. Odegaard

Dear Bill:
Please join me.
Sincerely,
“‘:;//;'/{7 ,
T
Mr. Justice Brennan

cc: The Conference
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Supreme Gonrt of the Ynited States
Waslington, B. €. 205143

CHAMBERS OF
JUSTICE HARRY A. BLACKMUN

March 21, 1974

Dear Potter:

Re: No. 73-235 - DeFunis v. Odegarrd

Please join me in the per curiam you have prepared

for this case.

Sincerely,

TN

Mr. Justice Stewart

Copies to the Conference
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g nren n £) s S S E VRS AL SRS SO0
Supreme Gourt of fhe Tinifed Sholes

LX

I R A 0y el AT
M TG, fo ﬁ. PREERI

CHAMBDERS OF

JUSTIC .. LEWMIS I POWELL, JR. Mazrch 11, 1274

No. 73-235 DeTFunis v. Odegnard

Dear Chief:

The vote at the Conference on the issue of mootness was 4 to 4,

I passed, to afford an opportunity for more mature consideration cn my
part.

As the docket sheets will show, I voted consistently to moeot
this case on the three occasicns when we considered the petition for
certiorari. Five of us remained of the opinicn that the case was moot
even after we had reguested and received memoranda from counsel on

the mootness issue, and counsel for both parties had argued to the
contrary.

Having taken the case, received briefs from numerous partics
and heard argument, I am troubled now by a disposition which does not
address the meriis. Of course, this has happened many times before.
Yet, this case has attracted national interest and it is predictable that
the Supreme Court, as an institution, will be criticized for taking a
course of action which will be viewed by many as a means of avoiding
a truly "sticky wicket'. The extent and tone of the institutional
criticism is likely to be exacerbated if we split 5 to 4 on the mootness
question.

The foregoing considerations prompted me to reexamine the
arguments - in addition to the institut ional cnes ~ against mootness.
They add up pretty much, despite heing able to {find authority for aimost
any position on mootness, to theoretical assumptions about what might
happen: e.g., the Board of Trustees of the University might repudiate
the Dean of the Law School's representation (through counsel) that
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DeTunis will be allowed to graduate even if the decision below is revers
1 find it difficult to accept this as a real possibility.

If, as I believed, the case was substantially moot when we
granted cert, it certainly is today. DeFunis has now registered for
_the final term. The Dean of the Law School has given what I think
fairly may be construed as assurance that the University of Washington
will not withhold DeFunis’ degree if he completes his work satisfactorily

Because DeTFunis did not bring a class action that would have
enabled a subsequent plaintiff to join as a representative party and take
up his position, the case will be undeniably dead under any theory of
mootness known to me when DeTunis takes his degree in June.

Accordingly, Ihave decided - although with great reluctance
under the circumstances - to vote as I previcusly have: that the case
is moot.

Sincerely,

The Chief Justice

Ifp/ss

cc: The Conference
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Supreme Conrt of tye Ynited States
Waslpington, B. €. 20513

CHAMBERS OF March 21, 1974

JUSTICE LEWIS F. POWELL,JR.

No. 73-235 DeFunis v. Odegaard

Dear Potter:
Please join me in your Per Curiam.

Sincerely,

Mr. Justice Stewart

1fp/ss

cc: The Conference
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Supreme Conrt of the Mnited States
Waslington, D. . 20513

CHAMBERS OF
JUSTICE WILLIAM H. REHNQUIST

March 21, 1974

Re: ©No. 73-235 - DeFunis v. Odegaard

Dear Potter:

Please join me in the per curiam you have prepared.

Sincerely,

aw/
v

Mr. Justice Stewart

Copies to the Conference
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