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From October 2025 through June 2026, the U.S. Supreme Court (SCOTUS)
issued decisions in 33 cases spanning issues from data privacy to election law.
The Congressional Black Caucus Foundation has monitored these rulings and
assessed their implications for Black communities. Below, we highlight five of
the Court’s decisions with the greatest potential to shape Black civil rights and
civic participation. 

  

Background

2025-26 Supreme Court Term Recap
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Louisiana v. Callais

Following the 2020 Census, the Louisiana state legislature drew new electoral
maps, including one majority-minority district, as permitted by the Voting
Rights Act (VRA). A group of litigants sued, claiming that the map should have
two majority-minority districts to address an increase in the state’s Black
population and ensure that Black voters have the ability to elect the candidate
of their choice. A federal court agreed, and, in 2024, the state implemented a
map with two majority-minority districts. In 2024, a group of self-identified
“non-African American voters” sued Louisiana, arguing that the map was an
unconstitutional racial gerrymander and violated the 14th Amendment.
SCOTUS took up the case, with both sides presenting oral arguments on March
24, 2025 and October 15, 2025. On April 29, 2026, SCOTUS ruled 6-3 to strike
down the map, weakening Section 2 of the VRA in the process.  

https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/25pdf/24-109_21o3.pdf
https://www.naacpldf.org/case-issue/louisiana-v-callais/
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In response to rampant racial discrimination in voting during the Jim Crow era,
President Lyndon B. Johnson signed the VRA into law in 1965. The VRA’s protections
were designed to prevent the dilution of the Black vote and were instrumental in
creating a multiracial democracy in which all Americans could participate. The
Supreme Court held that race-based districts not required by the VRA violate the
Constitution’s equal protection guarantee, and it rewrote the test for Section 2
claims, requiring challenges to show present-day intentional discrimination in
voting rather than relying on historical discrimination and its effects. Prior to the
decision, over 40,000 votes had already been cast in Louisiana’s primary.
Following the verdict, Governor Jeff Landry suspended the congressional primaries
by executive order and discarded the ballots, forcing thousands of voters to recast
their votes.  

The decision spawned redistricting efforts in Alabama, Florida, and Tennessee just
months before the midterm elections. Other states like South Carolina and
Georgia expressed interest in redrawing their maps ahead of the 2028 election,
instead of waiting for the next Census in 2030.  The decision also has implications
for Black electoral representation, as the Congressional Black Caucus could lose
up to 19 members due to the mid-decade redistricting efforts following the Callais
decision. 

For more information on the Callais decision, read our explainer here.   
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Mullin v. Doe, et al.
The Temporary Protected Status (TPS) program, overseen by the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS), grants short-term legal residency to immigrants from
countries with unsafe conditions. In 2025, the Trump Administration moved to
revoke TPS from immigrants from 13 countries, including Haiti and Syria. A group of
litigants sued the DHS and then-Secretary Kristi Noem, who ordered the
terminations; the case now bears the name of her successor, DHS Secretary
Markwayne Mullin. The litigants argued that the decision to end TPS for Haiti and
Syria constituted racial discrimination. Two federal courts paused the
administration’s TPS revocation, but SCOTUS heard oral arguments on April 29,
2026, and issued a ruling on June 25. In a 6-3 decision, SCOTUS ruled that the law
establishing TPS bars courts from reviewing the government’s termination
decisions, and it separately rejected the claim that the terminations were racially
discriminatory. In the majority opinion, Justice Samuel Alito also stated that the
revocation was not racially discriminatory because the Trump Administration
removed TPS designations from over a dozen countries with different racial
demographics. 

https://issuu.com/congressionalblackcaucusfoundation/docs/louisiana_vs._callais_explainer?fr=sNmQ1ZTgzNzg4MzA
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/25pdf/24-109_21o3.pdf
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/25pdf/25-1083_f204.pdf
https://www.uscis.gov/humanitarian/temporary-protected-status
https://www.politico.com/news/2026/06/25/supreme-court-temporary-protected-status-ruling-00975658
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2026/06/25/supreme-court-lets-trump-end-temporary-protections-migrants/
https://www.scotusblog.com/2026/06/supreme-court-allows-trump-administration-to-end-removal-protections-for-syrian-and-haitian-nati/
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This decision will have catastrophic consequences for the more than 300,000
Haitian immigrants enrolled in the TPS program. The State Department
currently has a Level Four travel advisory on Haiti, which encourages
Americans to not travel to the country due to “risk of crime, terrorism,
kidnapping, unrest, and limited health care.” SCOTUS’s ruling in this case will
allow the government to send Haitians on TPS back to their home country, even
though the federal government has determined that Haiti is not safe for US
citizens. The Obama administration granted Haitians TPS in 2010 following a
devastating earthquake, and for over 15 years, Haitians have created
communities, started families, and worked in the United States. The termination
of TPS will uproot and displace Haitian immigrants and force them to leave
their homes and communities. 
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Watson v. Republican National Committee 
Federal law establishes Election Day as the first Tuesday after the first Monday
in November for federal elections. In 2020, Mississippi passed a law that
allowed mail-in ballots to be counted up to five business days after Election
Day, provided they are postmarked by Election Day. In 2024, the Republican
National Committee sued the state of Mississippi and Secretary of State
Michael Watson, alleging that the state’s policy violated federal election law.
The district court ruled in favor of the state, but the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
Fifth Circuit reversed the decision. On March 23, 2026, both sides presented oral
arguments to SCOTUS. On June 29, 2026, the Court ruled 5-4 that Mississippi’s
law did not violate federal election law, and that Election Day does not have to
coincide with the date of ballot receipt. 

This ruling supports access to the ballot box for college students voting in their
hometown, voters in rural areas, voters with disabilities, and voters who may
experience transportation issues, including elderly voters who do not drive. This
decision allows increased flexibility in mail delivery without leaving voters to
worry that their ballots will not be counted. While this case was based in
Mississippi, the ruling will have nationwide implications. More than half of U.S.
states offer no-excuse mail-in voting, including states with significant Black
populations, like Maryland and Georgia. This decision will permit more states to
expand voting accessibility, providing important flexibility for voters with
marginalized identities. 

https://www.fwd.us/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/Haiti-TPS-Fact-Sheet_January-2026.pdf
https://www.fwd.us/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/Haiti-TPS-Fact-Sheet_January-2026.pdf
https://travel.state.gov/content/travel/en/traveladvisories/traveladvisories/haiti-travel-advisory.html
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/25pdf/25-1083_f204.pdf
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/25pdf/24-1260_g3cn.pdf
https://www.oyez.org/cases/2025/24-1260
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2026/06/29/supreme-court-rules-mail-in-ballots-arriving-after-election-day-can-be-counted/
https://legalclarity.org/how-many-states-have-mail-in-voting-full-breakdown/
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In May of 2019, police officers in Virginia used a “geofence” warrant, which
requires companies to turn over location data for every device in a defined
area during a set time window to the police, to aid in their search for a bank
robbery suspect. The officers arrested Okello Chatrie using information
obtained by Google’s cloud-based records to track his location. Chatrie’s
lawyers moved to throw out the evidence, arguing the warrant violated his
Fourth Amendment protection against unreasonable searches and seizures.
The district court found the warrant flawed but allowed the evidence anyway;
on appeal, the circuit court went further, ruling that Chatrie had no privacy
interest at all because he willingly shared his location with Google. SCOTUS
heard oral arguments on April 27, 2026, and issued its ruling on June 29, 2026.
In a 6-3 decision, the Court ruled that users have a reasonable expectation of
privacy even when sharing information with companies that collect data. The
justices sent the case back to the circuit court for more fact finding around the
issue of probable cause.  

This ruling establishes important precedent on privacy in the digital age.
Criminal legal system reformers have railed against geofence warrants due to
the potential to reinforce racial biases. According to legal scholars, Fourth
Amendment concerns around geofence warrants are akin to stop-and-frisk
policies, where law enforcement officials temporarily detain and search
individuals demonstrating suspicious behavior at an officer’s discretion.
Studies on stop-and-frisk found that the policy rarely leads to the detection of
criminal behavior, and that Black men were stopped at higher rates than any
other demographic group. With digital surveillance, police departments use
technology from third-party companies to identify and exclude suspects, but
the vetting largely occurs without the individual's knowledge. The combination
of privacy concerns, combined with the potential for algorithmic bias, puts
Black Americans at risk of false accusations. This decision provides a check on
law enforcement officials’ authority to obtain the private information of
American citizens, which will help protect Black Americans from racial bias.  
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Chatrie v. United States

https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-reports/okello-chatrie-v-united-states-america
https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-reports/okello-chatrie-v-united-states-america
https://www.nacdl.org/Content/United-States-v-Chatrie,-No-3-19-cr-130-(E-D-Va-)
https://www.aclupa.org/news/stop-and-frisk-clear-failure-public-safety-policy/
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/25pdf/25-112_0am4.pdf
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On the first day of President Trump’s second term, he issued an executive order
entitled “Protecting the Meaning and Value of American Citizenship,” which
sought to end birthright citizenship for children born to undocumented
immigrants or to parents lawfully in the country on temporary visas, such as
work, tourist, or student visas. Six weeks later, President Trump reclassified the
order as a presidential action but did not alter the language. In response, a
coalition of non-citizen residents who were expecting children filed a lawsuit
against President Trump arguing that the order violated the 14th Amendment.
The lower courts ruled the presidential action unconstitutional, but, in
December 2025, the Trump administration petitioned the Supreme Court to
hear the case. In April of 2026, both sides presented oral arguments. SCOTUS
issued its ruling on June 30, 2026, the final decision day of the term. In a 6-3
decision, SCOTUS struck down the order, with five justices holding that it
violated the 14th Amendment. Justice Brett Kavanaugh issued a concurring
opinion stating that the action violated a law passed by Congress, not the
Constitution. 

  
The 14th Amendment is one of the “Reconstruction amendments,” which were
introduced after the Civil War to establish rights for formerly enslaved people.
This ruling affirms birthright citizenship as a right for all children born on U.S.
soil, which has been law since 1868. This ruling is a victory for immigrant
communities, because undocumented individuals cannot access food
assistance, federal student loans, or Medicaid, their children’s citizenship is
what secures access to those supports. Additionally, in 2025, one in four Black
Americans were immigrants or the children of immigrants. Black immigrants
are more likely to have college degrees than U.S. born Black Americans, and
the ability to receive student aid is crucial to their ability to thrive and earn a
living. Given that Black individuals are overrepresented as Medicaid and
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) recipients, the preservation
of birthright citizenship allows U.S. born children of Black immigrants to
maintain access to crucial social services. The decision also checked President
Trump’s power to alter established law through executive order. 
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Trump v. Barbara

https://issuu.com/congressionalblackcaucusfoundation/docs/protecting_the_meaning_and_value_of_american_citiz
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2026/06/30/birthright-citizenship-upheld-by-supreme-court-ruling-against-trump-order/
https://constitution.congress.gov/constitution/amendment-14/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2026/03/20/key-findings-about-black-immigrants-in-the-us/
https://legalclarity.org/what-is-the-percentage-of-people-on-welfare-by-race/
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/25pdf/25-365_4hdj.pdf
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The Congressional Black Caucus (CBC) has been vocal in response to the
Supreme Court’s latest rulings.  

In the wake of Louisiana v. Callais, the CBC has called for corporations to
stand up for voting rights. The CBC joined six other caucuses to issue the
following statement: 

“In the wake of the Supreme Court's decision in Louisiana v. Callais,
Republican-led legislatures and governors across the South have
moved swiftly to redraw congressional maps ahead of the November
election in a deliberate effort to dilute Black voting strength, weaken
Black representation, and roll back decades of hard-won civil rights
progress secured through the Voting Rights Act of 1965. [...] For
decades, corporations have benefited from the talent, labor,
innovation, and purchasing power of Black communities. [...] We call
on Corporate America to stand on the side of democracy by opposing
efforts that undermine fair representation and by ensuring that its
political engagement, investments, and public actions reflect the values
it has pledged to uphold.” Full Statement 

CBC Member Rep. Ayanna Pressley introduced a bill to extend protections
to Haitians receiving TPS that passed the House of Representatives with
bipartisan support. CBC Member Sen. Lisa Blunt Rochester co-sponsored
the bill in the Senate, but it has not been brought to the floor for a vote. The
Caucus issued the following statement in response to the SCOTUS decision
in Mullin v. Doe, et al. 

“Today, the conservative supermajority on the Supreme Court ruled in
favor of the Trump Administration, allowing it to continue its racist plan
to strip Temporary Protected Status from nearly 350,000 Haitians and
6,000 Syrians, subjecting many to deportation amid Haiti’s extreme
humanitarian, political, and economic crises. President Trump has
repeatedly disparaged Haitian communities with misinformation,
dehumanizing rhetoric, and racist language. Instead of working to
lower the cost of living for hardworking American families, President
Trump has once again returned to the same racist playbook of
targeting immigrant communities for political gain. [...] The
Congressional Black Caucus will continue working in lockstep with
partners and community advocates to ensure that Haitian and Syrian
TPS holders are protected.” Full Statement 

Legal Update 2025-26 Supreme Court Term Recap

HOW ARE CBC MEMBERS RESPONDING?

https://cbc.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=3192
https://cbc.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=3203
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In the case Trump v. Barbara, House Minority Leader and CBC Member Rep.
Hakeem Jeffries and House Democrats’ Litigation Task Force Co-Chair Rep.
Joe Neguse filed an amicus brief affirming the importance of birthright
citizenship. The CBC joined with the Congressional Hispanic Caucus and the
Congressional Asian Pacific American Caucus to issue the following
statement after SCOTUS ruled in Trump v. Barbara. 

“Today’s decision affirms a fundamental constitutional principle that
has defined our nation for generations: every child born in the United
States is a citizen of the United States. This promise was established by
the Fourteenth Amendment, affirmed by the Supreme Court in the 1898
case United States v. Wong Kim Ark, and codified into federal law. While
President Trump believes he is above the law, today’s ruling serves as a
reminder that he cannot override the Constitution or deny people the
rights it guarantees with a stroke of a pen. His effort to end birthright
citizenship and redefine who gets to be an American has failed.” Full
Statement 

Legal Update 2025-26 Supreme Court Term Recap

HOW ARE CBC MEMBERS RESPONDING?

https://cbc.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=3208
https://cbc.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=3208
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	Mullin v. Doe, et al.
	This decision will have catastrophic consequences for the more than 300,000 Haitian immigrants enrolled in the TPS program. The State Department currently has a Level Four travel advisory on Haiti, which encourages Americans to not travel to the country due to “risk of crime, terrorism, kidnapping, unrest, and limited health care.” SCOTUS’s ruling in this case will allow the government to send Haitians on TPS back to their home country, even though the federal government has determined that Haiti is not safe for US citizens. The Obama administration granted Haitians TPS in 2010 following a devastating earthquake, and for over 15 years, Haitians have created communities, started families, and worked in the United States. The termination of TPS will uproot and displace Haitian immigrants and force them to leave their homes and communities.

	Watson v. Republican National Committee
	Federal law establishes Election Day as the first Tuesday after the first Monday in November for federal elections. In 2020, Mississippi passed a law that allowed mail-in ballots to be counted up to five business days after Election Day, provided they are postmarked by Election Day. In 2024, the Republican National Committee sued the state of Mississippi and Secretary of State Michael Watson, alleging that the state’s policy violated federal election law. The district court ruled in favor of the state, but the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit reversed the decision. On March 23, 2026, both sides presented oral arguments to SCOTUS. On June 29, 2026, the Court ruled 5-4 that Mississippi’s law did not violate federal election law, and that Election Day does not have to coincide with the date of ballot receipt.
	This ruling supports access to the ballot box for college students voting in their hometown, voters in rural areas, voters with disabilities, and voters who may experience transportation issues, including elderly voters who do not drive. This decision allows increased flexibility in mail delivery without leaving voters to worry that their ballots will not be counted. While this case was based in Mississippi, the ruling will have nationwide implications. More than half of U.S. states offer no-excuse mail-in voting, including states with significant Black populations, like Maryland and Georgia. This decision will permit more states to expand voting accessibility, providing important flexibility for voters with marginalized identities.
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	Chatrie v. United States
	In May of 2019, police officers in Virginia used a “geofence” warrant, which requires companies to turn over location data for every device in a defined area during a set time window to the police, to aid in their search for a bank robbery suspect. The officers arrested Okello Chatrie using information obtained by Google’s cloud-based records to track his location. Chatrie’s lawyers moved to throw out the evidence, arguing the warrant violated his Fourth Amendment protection against unreasonable searches and seizures. The district court found the warrant flawed but allowed the evidence anyway; on appeal, the circuit court went further, ruling that Chatrie had no privacy interest at all because he willingly shared his location with Google. SCOTUS heard oral arguments on April 27, 2026, and issued its ruling on June 29, 2026. In a 6-3 decision, the Court ruled that users have a reasonable expectation of privacy even when sharing information with companies that collect data. The justices sent the case back to the circuit court for more fact finding around the issue of probable cause.
	This ruling establishes important precedent on privacy in the digital age. Criminal legal system reformers have railed against geofence warrants due to the potential to reinforce racial biases. According to legal scholars, Fourth Amendment concerns around geofence warrants are akin to stop-and-frisk policies, where law enforcement officials temporarily detain and search individuals demonstrating suspicious behavior at an officer’s discretion. Studies on stop-and-frisk found that the policy rarely leads to the detection of criminal behavior, and that Black men were stopped at higher rates than any other demographic group. With digital surveillance, police departments use technology from third-party companies to identify and exclude suspects, but the vetting largely occurs without the individual's knowledge. The combination of privacy concerns, combined with the potential for algorithmic bias, puts Black Americans at risk of false accusations. This decision provides a check on law enforcement officials’ authority to obtain the private information of American citizens, which will help protect Black Americans from racial bias.


	LEGAL UPDATE
	Trump v. Barbara
	On the first day of President Trump’s second term, he issued an executive order entitled “Protecting the Meaning and Value of American Citizenship,” which sought to end birthright citizenship for children born to undocumented immigrants or to parents lawfully in the country on temporary visas, such as work, tourist, or student visas. Six weeks later, President Trump reclassified the order as a presidential action but did not alter the language. In response, a coalition of non-citizen residents who were expecting children filed a lawsuit against President Trump arguing that the order violated the 14th Amendment. The lower courts ruled the presidential action unconstitutional, but, in December 2025, the Trump administration petitioned the Supreme Court to hear the case. In April of 2026, both sides presented oral arguments. SCOTUS issued its ruling on June 30, 2026, the final decision day of the term. In a 6-3 decision, SCOTUS struck down the order, with five justices holding that it violated the 14th Amendment. Justice Brett Kavanaugh issued a concurring opinion stating that the action violated a law passed by Congress, not the Constitution.
	The 14th Amendment is one of the “Reconstruction amendments,” which were introduced after the Civil War to establish rights for formerly enslaved people. This ruling affirms birthright citizenship as a right for all children born on U.S. soil, which has been law since 1868. This ruling is a victory for immigrant communities, because undocumented individuals cannot access food assistance, federal student loans, or Medicaid, their children’s citizenship is what secures access to those supports. Additionally, in 2025, one in four Black Americans were immigrants or the children of immigrants. Black immigrants are more likely to have college degrees than U.S. born Black Americans, and the ability to receive student aid is crucial to their ability to thrive and earn a living. Given that Black individuals are overrepresented as Medicaid and Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) recipients, the preservation of birthright citizenship allows U.S. born children of Black immigrants to maintain access to crucial social services. The decision also checked President Trump’s power to alter established law through executive order.
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	“Today, the conservative supermajority on the Supreme Court ruled in favor of the Trump Administration, allowing it to continue its racist plan to strip Temporary Protected Status from nearly 350,000 Haitians and 6,000 Syrians, subjecting many to deportation amid Haiti’s extreme humanitarian, political, and economic crises. President Trump has repeatedly disparaged Haitian communities with misinformation, dehumanizing rhetoric, and racist language. Instead of working to lower the cost of living for hardworking American families, President Trump has once again returned to the same racist playbook of targeting immigrant communities for political gain. [...] The Congressional Black Caucus will continue working in lockstep with partners and community advocates to ensure that Haitian and Syrian TPS holders are protected.” Full Statement
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