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If no, give the approximate date of disposition.

7. . What was the result of the case? (For example: Was the case dismissed? -Was
Judgment entered in your favor? Was the case appealed?)

.LUnder Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11, by signing below, I certify to the best of my
-knowledge mformatlon -and~belief “that thls complaint: (1) is not being presented for an

improper purpose, such as to harass, cause unnecessary delay, or needlessly incréase the cost
of litigation; (2) is_supported by-existing law or by a nonfrivolous argument for extending,
modifying,.or reversing existing law; (3) the. factual contentions have ev:dentlary support or,
if specifically $0 identified, will hkely have ev1dent1ary support after a reasonable opportunity
for, further mvest1gat10n or dlscovery, and (4) the complamt ‘otherwise complies with the
requ1rements of Rule 11 :
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I agree to prov1de the Clerk’s Office with any changes to my ‘address where case-
related papers may be-served. 1 understand that my failure to'keep a current address

on file with the Clerk’s Office may result in the dismissal of mycase.

Date of signing:
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B.  -For Attorneys
Date of signing: ,20
Signature of Attorney -

Printed Name of Attorney
Bar Number
Name of Law Firm -
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Per Curiam

lowed to go on.” Tr. 7 (Apr. 8, 2013). The Carmans re-
sponded that a normal visitor would have gone to their
front door, rather than into their backyard or onto their
deck. Thus, they argued, the “knock and talk” exception
did not apply.

At the close of Carroll’s case in chief the parties each

- moved for judgment as a matter of law. The District Court -

denied both motions, and sent the case to a Jury As rele-
vant here, the District Court instructed the jury that the
“knock and talk” exception “allows officers without a
warrant to knock on' a resident’s door or otherwise ap-
proach the residence seeking to speak to the inhabitants,

o just as any private citizen might,” Id., at 24 (Apr. 10,

2013). The Distriet Court further explained that “officers
should restrict their movements to walkways, driveways,

porches and places where visitors could be expected to go.”

Ibid. The jury then returned a verdict for Carroll.

The Carmans appealed, and the Court of Appeals for the
Third Cireunit reversed in relevant part. The court held
that Officer Carroll violated the Fourth Amendment ag a
matter of law because the “knock and talk” exceptmn

“requires that police officers begin their encounter.at the- )
front door, where they have an implied invitation to go
749 F. 3d, at 199. The court also held that Carroll was not
entitled to qualified immunity because his actions violated
clearly established law. Ibid. The court therefore re-
versed the District Court and held that the Carmans were’
entitled to judgment as a matter of law. * - .

-Carroil petltlonedeor ~certiorari— We- -grant-the petltlonf_ﬁ e

and reverse-the Third Circuit’s determination that Carroll
was not entitled to qualified immunity.

A government official sued under §1983 is entitled to
qualified immunity unless the official violated a statutory
or constitutional right that was clearly established at the
time of the challenged conduct. See Ashcroft v. al-Kidd,

563 U.S. _, . (2011) (slip op., at 3). A right is clearly
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estabhshed only if 1ts contours are sufﬁclently clear that =

" “g yeasonable official would. understand that what he is

doing violates that nght Anderson v. Creighton, 483
U. S. 635, 640 (1987). 'In other words, “éxisting precedent
must have placed the statutory or constitutional question’

'beyond debate.” al-Kidd, 563 U.S., at ____ (slip-op., at 9).

This doctrine “gives government ofﬁclals breathing room
to make reasonable but mistaken ]udgments, and ° pro-=
teéts “all but the plainly ihcompetent or those who know-.
ingly violate the law.”” Id., at ___(slip op., at 12) (quotmg )
Malley v. Briggs, 475 U. S. 335, 341 (1986)).

Here the Third Circuit cited only a single case t6 sup-

l port its decision that Carroll was not entitled to qualified
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immunity—Estate of Smith v. Marasco, 318 F.'3d 497
(CA3 2008). Assuming for the sake of argument that a:
controlling circuit precedent could constitute clearly estab-
hshed federal law in these circumstances, see Reichle v.
Howards, 566 U. S. — ,_ (2012) (slip op., at 7), Marasco
does not clearly establish that Carroll violated the Car-
mans \Fourth Amendment rights. '
In Marasco two police officers went to Robert Smith’s
house and'knocked on the front door. When Smith did not
respond the officers. went into the backyard and. at least
.one en.tered the garage. - 318 F. 3d, at’-519. * Tle: court

acknowledged that . the officers’ “entry-into the curtﬂage

. after not recewmg an answer at-the- front-ddor -might be -
reasonable.” .Id., at 520, It held, however, .that the Dis-
trict Court had not made fhe factual findings needed to
decide that issue. Id., at 521. For .example,- the Third
- Cireuit noted-that the r record “did Bot Siscuss the layout of
the property or the position of the-officers on that prop-
erty,” and that “there [was] no indication of whether.the,
officers followed a path or other apparently open route
that would be suggestive of reasonableness Ibid. The
court therefore remanded the case for further proceedings.
{In concluding that Officer Carroll violated clearly estab-
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