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Summary

On June 27, 2025, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a decision in Trump v. CASA, Inc., 606 U.S. 831 (2025), imposing new legal limits on nationwide injunctions—judicial orders that prevent the government from implementing challenged laws, regulations, or other policies against all relevant persons and entities. Specifically, the CASA majority held that the Judiciary Act of 1789 does not authorize nationwide injunctions that reach more broadly than needed to provide complete relief to the parties to each case. Id. at 837. At the same time, the Court left open several potential avenues for litigants to seek far-reaching judicial relief. First, it held that nationwide injunctions may be permissible when required to provide complete relief to the parties before the court. Id. at 850–52. Second, the Court in CASA expressly did not consider the legality of other forms of universal relief such as universal stays and vacatur under the Administrative Procedure Act (APA) and injunctions awarded to nationwide classes in class action cases. Id. at 847 n.10, 849. Some initial reactions to CASA predicted that the decision would have profound effects on federal courts' power, and particularly on their ability to check the executive branch, while others predicted that some cases that might have previously been filed as nationwide injunction cases would instead be litigated as APA suits or class actions, yielding similar practical results.

CRS has tracked nationwide injunctions issued during the last three presidential administrations and has both monitored the status of existing nationwide injunctions and identified new nationwide injunctions issued in the year since the issuance of the decision in CASA. As of the date of issuance of CASA, CRS had identified 34 cases in which federal courts had issued nationwide injunctions against executive branch policies during approximately the first five months of the second Trump Administration. As of one year later, 14 (41.2%) of those nationwide injunctions remained in effect. In two of the cases identified (5.9%), the plaintiffs sought class certification, and the district court certified a nationwide class and awarded preliminary classwide relief that was in effect on the one-year anniversary of CASA. In another case (2.9%), the district court granted class certification and entered a classwide injunction, which was later stayed by the Supreme Court. In two cases (5.9%), a court narrowed the grant of injunctive relief, converting a nationwide injunction to an injunction that covered only the named plaintiffs, and the plaintiff-protective injunction remained in effect as of the one-year anniversary of CASA. In two of the identified cases (5.9%), an appellate court had stayed a nationwide injunction as of June 27, 2026. In another five of the identified cases (14.7%), the nationwide injunction had been vacated, generally meaning that a reviewing court found that the injunction was entered in error and the challenged government policy could take effect. In two of the identified cases (5.9%), the district court ultimately held a challenged agency action unlawful and vacated it pursuant to the APA. In another one of the identified cases (2.9%), the Supreme Court invalidated the challenged policy on the merits. Five of the identified cases (14.7%) were voluntarily dismissed.

CRS has identified 16 cases in which a nationwide injunction was issued for the first time after the decision in CASA, for a total of 50 nationwide injunctions under the second Trump Administration to date. While the pace of issuance of nationwide injunctions has slowed since the decision, it remains historically high. There are several possible reasons for the reduced number of nationwide injunctions issued since CASA, including the limitation articulated in CASA, other developments in the law related to injunctive relief, the reduced pace of issuance of executive orders, and changes in plaintiffs' litigation strategy. If Congress wishes to change the law related to nationwide injunctions and other forms of universal relief, it could consider enacting legislation to either authorize or limit nationwide injunctions or amendments to the APA or Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23, which governs class actions.










On June 27, 2025, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a decision in Trump v. CASA, Inc., imposing new legal limits on nationwide injunctions—judicial orders that prevent the federal government from implementing challenged laws, regulations, or other policies against all relevant persons and entities.1 Some initial reactions to CASA predicted that the decision would have profound effects on federal courts' power, and particularly on their ability to check the executive branch, while others noted that the decision left open the possibility that courts could issue nationwide injunctions or other far-reaching relief in some circumstances.2 The CASA decision did not address other forms of universal relief such as universal stays and vacatur under the Administrative Procedure Act (APA)3 and injunctions awarded to nationwide classes in class action cases.4 Some predicted that, following the decision in CASA, some cases that might have previously been filed as nationwide injunction cases would instead be litigated as APA suits or class actions, yielding similar practical results.5

This CRS report surveys the status of nationwide injunctions in the year since the issuance of the decision in CASA. As of the date of issuance of CASA, CRS had identified 34 cases in which federal courts had issued nationwide injunctions against executive branch policies during approximately the first five months of the second Trump Administration through the date of issuance of CASA.6 After providing background information on nationwide injunctions and the decision in CASA,7 this report gives an update on the status of those cases, surveying the effects of CASA on then-pending litigation.8 The report then identifies 16 cases in which a nationwide injunction was issued for the first time after the decision in CASA, for a total of 50 nationwide injunctions under the second Trump Administration to date.9 The report concludes with considerations for Congress related to nationwide injunctions and other forms of universal relief.10


Nationwide Injunctions and Trump v. CASA


Background and Terminology

An injunction is a form of equitable relief11 by which a court either requires an entity to take a certain action or forbids an entity from taking a certain action.12 The term nationwide injunction is not defined in any federal statute or procedural rule. Prior to the Supreme Court's decision in CASA, the term had also not been defined by a majority decision of the Supreme Court. Nonetheless, that term and related terms were used fairly consistently in lower court decisions and legal commentary. As used in those sources, a nationwide injunction was generally defined as an injunction against the federal government that prevents the government from implementing a challenged law, regulation, or other policy against all relevant persons and entities, whether or not such persons or entities are parties participating in the litigation.13 A nationwide injunction is one form of what is sometimes called universal relief—a more general term for court orders that provide some form of judicial remedy to all persons or entities who might benefit from it.

Nationwide injunction is not the only term used to describe court orders that enjoin government actions in their entirety. Those orders are also sometimes called universal injunctions, national injunctions, nonparty injunctions, nonparticularized injunctions, or even cosmic injunctions.14 Prior to the CASA decision, courts and commentators widely used the phrases nationwide injunction and universal injunction, with nationwide injunction appearing to be somewhat more prevalent, particularly in court decisions.15 Many sources used the terms interchangeably. CRS products on this topic have primarily used the term nationwide injunction, particularly when referring to universal relief granted against the federal government, and have occasionally used the phrase universal injunction when referring to grants of universal relief against states or to all universal relief, regardless of whether it halts a federal or state policy.16

The Supreme Court majority in CASA adopted the term universal injunction based on concerns that the term nationwide injunction may misleadingly suggest that these injunctions are defined by their geographic scope rather than the entities to which they apply.17 The Court explained, "The difference between a traditional injunction and a universal injunction is not so much where it applies, but whom it protects: A universal injunction prohibits the Government from enforcing the law against anyone, anywhere."18 The Court did not provide a more detailed definition of universal injunction, but its usage of the term appears consistent with other sources discussing this issue.

It is possible that CASA will lead to broader consensus around the terminology used to discuss universal relief. For the time being, except when quoting from or discussing other sources, this CRS report continues to use the term nationwide injunction because that term is most reflective of CRS's methodology in identifying these injunctions and consistent with prior CRS products.



Identifying and Counting Nationwide Injunctions

Before the decision in CASA, several sources provided counts of nationwide injunctions. These counts varied because they covered different time frames and used different methodologies.19 In a May 2019 address, then-Attorney General William Barr stated that federal courts "issued only 27 nationwide injunctions in all of the 20th century."20 By contrast, as of February 2020, the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) had identified 12 nationwide injunctions issued during the presidency of George W. Bush, 19 issued during Barack Obama's presidency, and 55 such injunctions issued during the first Trump Administration up to that point.21 In April 2024, the Harvard Law Review published an article with counts of nationwide injunctions through 2023.22 With respect to the four most recent presidential administrations, the article identified six nationwide injunctions issued under the George W. Bush Administration, 12 under the Obama Administration, 64 under the first Trump Administration, and 14 from the first three years of the Biden Administration.23 A March 2025 CRS report identified 86 nationwide injunction cases from the first Trump Administration and 28 from the Biden Administration.24 In a July 2025 report, CRS identified 34 nationwide injunctions issued between January 20, 2025, when President Trump took office for the second time, and June 27, 2025, the date of the CASA decision.25



Trump v. CASA, Inc.

On June 27, 2025, in Trump v. CASA, Inc., the Supreme Court held that the Judiciary Act of 1789 does not authorize nationwide injunctions that reach more broadly than needed to provide complete relief to the parties to each case, but it left open several potential avenues for litigants to seek universal relief.26

The underlying substantive legal issue in the consolidated cases in CASA concerned the validity of Executive Order No. 14160, "Protecting the Meaning and Value of American Citizenship" (the Birthright Citizenship E.O.), which provides that the protections afforded to individuals under the Citizenship Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, known as birthright citizenship, shall not apply to certain individuals born in the United States to specified categories of alien parents.27 President Trump issued the order on January 20, 2025. Numerous parties including individuals, nonprofit organizations, and states challenged the E.O. in court and sought injunctions barring its enforcement. Multiple courts granted injunctions against the Birthright Citizenship E.O., including several that issued nationwide injunctions barring its enforcement against all persons or entities.28 The government sought stays of three such injunctions, first from the intermediate appellate courts, where the stay requests were denied,29 and then from the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court consolidated the stay requests under the caption Trump v. CASA, Inc. The Supreme Court litigation in CASA focused solely on the procedural question of whether the trial courts erred in entering nationwide injunctions against enforcement of the Birthright Citizenship E.O. and barring enforcement of the E.O. against all relevant persons.30

After receiving briefing and holding oral argument in the consolidated cases, the Supreme Court issued its decision in CASA on June 27, 2025.31 While the federal government's stay applications in these cases raised both statutory and constitutional challenges to nationwide injunctions, the Court declined to reach the constitutional question, limiting its opinion to the statutory interpretation question of "whether Congress has granted federal courts the authority to universally enjoin the enforcement of an executive or legislative policy."32 Writing for a six-Justice majority, Justice Barrett concluded that universal injunctions entered for the benefit of nonparties "likely exceed the equitable authority that Congress has granted to federal courts."33 However, the Court further held that a universal injunction may be appropriate when needed to provide complete relief to the parties before the court, even if it also incidentally benefits nonparties.34

Applying that principle to the matters before it, the Court rejected the individual and associational plaintiffs' arguments that a universal injunction was required to provide them with complete relief but held that the "complete-relief inquiry is more complicated for the state respondents," because they asserted that "a universal injunction was necessary to provide the States themselves with complete relief."35 Emphasizing that the government contended that a narrower injunction could adequately protect the states, the Court declined to resolve that dispute in the first instance, instead directing the lower courts to "determine whether a narrower injunction is appropriate."36 The Court thus granted the government's application for a stay "only to the extent that the injunctions are broader than necessary to provide complete relief to each plaintiff with standing to sue" and "to the extent that [the injunctions] prohibit executive agencies from developing and issuing public guidance about the Executive's plans to implement the Executive Order."37

Following the Supreme Court's decision in CASA, the cases returned to the district courts for consideration of the proper scope of injunctive relief in each case. Substantive challenges to the Birthright Citizenship E.O. remained pending in the consolidated cases in CASA and other cases, and the Court considered a merits challenge to the E.O. later in the October 2025 Term in Trump v. Barbara.38




Effect of CASA on Existing Nationwide Injunctions

Following the Supreme Court's decision in Trump v. CASA, an executive branch official stated that the Trump Administration "began working immediately to have every [nationwide] injunction revisited."39 CRS has tracked the status of cases in which nationwide injunctions had been issued under the second Trump Administration prior to the Supreme Court's decision in CASA, seeking to determine the effect of CASA on those nationwide injunctions.


Methodology

A March 2025 CRS report identified and analyzed nationwide injunctions issued during the first Trump Administration and the Biden Administration,40 and a July 2025 CRS report identified nationwide injunctions issued under the second Trump Administration through the date of issuance of the Supreme Court's decision in CASA.41 This report now provides an update on the status of the cases identified in the July 2025 CRS report as of one year from the date of decision in CASA.

As discussed in more detail in the March 2025 CRS report, there are several reasons why it is not possible to provide a single definitive count of nationwide injunctions. Most significantly, nationwide injunction is not a legal term with a precise definition, so counts may vary based on the particular definition used.42 In addition, there are practical challenges in searching for all nationwide injunction cases43 and methodological choices about how to count the injunctions that fit any given definition.44 The March 2025 CRS report described the methodology CRS used to define, search for, and count nationwide injunctions.45

The July 2025 CRS report also used the methodology outlined in the March 2025 report.46 When compiling the list of nationwide injunctions included in that report and in Table 1 below, CRS


	included only injunctions issued by federal courts;

	included only injunctions against the federal government or federal officials, not injunctions that bind states, state officials, or private parties;

	included any form of injunctive relief that barred the government from enforcing a policy, such as temporary restraining orders (TROs), preliminary injunctions (PIs), injunctions pending appeal, and permanent injunctions;47

	excluded any class action certified at or before the time of the injunction's issuance, including provisional class certification;48

	excluded any injunction that combined with one or more other injunctions to block a government action in its entirety but that, standing alone, did not do so;

	excluded any injunction that blocked a government action in its entirety with the exception of limited carveouts to defer to other courts; and

	excluded stays and vacatur of agency actions unless the agencies were also expressly enjoined from implementing the stayed or vacated actions.49



To compile the list of cases, CRS searched federal cases in Westlaw for the search terms (("nationwide" OR "nation-wide") w/3 injunction) for the date range January 20, 2025, through June 27, 2025. CRS then manually reviewed results to find cases that fit the criteria outlined above. In addition, CRS reviewed news reports about nationwide injunctions and third-party websites tracking litigation against actions of the second Trump Administration50 and included cases that fit the criteria above but did not show up in the Westlaw search. Due to the lack of standardization in nationwide injunction cases, it is possible that there are other cases that fit the criteria for inclusion but were not identified via CRS's methodology.

CRS counts nationwide injunctions by case. Each case (or set of consolidated cases) in which at least one nationwide injunction was issued by a federal court at any level is included as a single entry in the table. Some federal government actions were subject to nationwide injunctions in multiple cases and thus are included in CRS's counts more than once.

Using the foregoing methodology, and subject to the noted caveats, CRS identified 34 cases in which federal courts issued nationwide injunctions between January 20, 2025, and June 27, 2025. The following table lists all of the cases identified in the July 2025 report and notes their status as of June 27, 2026, the one-year anniversary of the issuance of the decision in CASA. The "Caption" column of the table contains a citation to the first nationwide injunction that CRS identified in each case. Cases are listed in chronological order based on the date of issuance of the first decision cited.

The "Main Topic and Notes" column states the subject matter at issue in each case, briefly identifies the government action subject to each nationwide injunction, and provides citations to any additional nationwide injunctions that were issued in each case. CRS manually categorized cases by subject matter. While some cases raised multiple legal and policy issues and could potentially be classified in multiple subject areas, CRS selected one primary issue area per case for ease of analysis. In some cases, only a part of an executive order, guidance document, or other federal initiative was enjoined, but in each case enforcement of the enjoined portion of the challenged action was barred as to all relevant persons or entities.

The "Status" column provides the status of each case as of June 27, 2026, and includes a cite to the court decision(s) or docket most relevant to each case's status. A cited decision may not be the most recent ruling in the case. Litigation remains pending in most of the listed cases, so their status may change after June 27, 2026. In addition, the procedure in some of the listed cases is complex. CRS has not attempted to provide the full procedural history for these cases but rather to capture key developments related to nationwide injunctions in a relatively accessible manner.



Table 1. Status as of June 27, 2026, of Nationwide Injunctions Issued Between January 20, 2025, and June 27, 2025












	
	Caption

	Main Topic and Notes

	Status




	1

	Washington v. Trump, 764 F. Supp. 3d 1050 (W.D. Wash. 2025)

	Birthright Citizenship

Temporary restraining order (TRO) against Exec. Order No. 14160, Protecting the Meaning and Value of American Citizenship; preliminary injunction (PI) entered 765 F. Supp. 3d 1142 (W.D. Wash. 2025)

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Nationwide injunction affirmed on appeal following remand in CASA, Washington v. Trump, 145 F.4th 1013 (9th Cir. 2025)




	2

	Nat'l Council of Nonprofits v. Off. of Mgmt. & Budget, 763 F. Supp. 3d 36 (D.D.C. Feb. 3, 2025)

	Federal Funding

TRO against Office of Management and Budget memorandum directing federal agencies to pause "financial assistance for foreign aid, nongovernmental organizations, [Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI)], woke gender ideology, and the green new deal"; PI entered 2025 WL 597959 (D.D.C. Feb. 25, 2025)

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Appeal pending before D.C. Cir., No. 25-5148




	3

	CASA, Inc. v. Trump, 763 F. Supp. 3d 723 (D. Md. 2025)

	Birthright Citizenship

PI against Exec. Order No. 14160, Protecting the Meaning and Value of American Citizenship

	Classwide injunction in effect

Amended class action complaint filed following remand in CASA and classwide PI granted, 793 F. Supp. 3d 687 (D. Md. 2025)




	4

	New York v. Trump, 765 F. Supp. 3d 284 (S.D.N.Y. 2025)

	Information Disclosure

TRO against Department of the Treasury policy expanding access to the payment systems of the Bureau of Fiscal Services to political appointees and "special government employees"; PI entered 767 F. Supp. 3d 44 (S.D.N.Y. 2025)

	Nationwide injunction in effect

PI modified to include exceptions but remains universal as to some defendants and actions, 765 F. Supp. 3d 287 (S.D.N.Y. 2025)




	5

	Ass'n of Am. Medical Colls. v. Nat'l Insts. of Health, No. 25-CV-10340, 2025 WL 444253 (D. Mass. Feb. 10, 2025)

	Federal Funding

TRO against National Institutes of Health Supplemental Guidance to the 2024 NIH Grants Policy Statement: Indirect Cost Rates (NOT-OD-25-068) related to grants for biomedical research; PI entered sub nom. Massachusetts v. Nat' Insts. of Health, 770 F. Supp. 3d 277 (D. Mass. 2025); nationwide permanent injunction entered No. 1:25-cv-10338, 2025 WL 1063760 (D. Mass. Apr. 4, 2025)

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Nationwide permanent injunction affirmed on appeal, 164 F.4th 1 (1st Cir. 2026)




	6

	AIDS Vaccine Advocacy Coal. v. U.S. Dep't of State, 766 F. Supp. 3d 74 (D.D.C. Feb. 13, 2025)

	Federal Funding

TRO against Exec. Order No. 14169, Reevaluating and Realigning United States Foreign Aid; PI entered 770 F. Supp. 3d 121 (D.D.C. 2025)

	Nationwide injunction stayed

Supreme Court granted emergency stay of PI, Dep't of State v. AIDS Vaccine Advocacy Coal., 146 S.Ct. 19 (Mem.) (2025)




	7

	Doe v. Trump, 766 F. Supp. 3d 266 (D. Mass. 2025)

	Birthright Citizenship

PI against Exec. Order No. 14160, Protecting the Meaning and Value of American Citizenship

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Affirmed in relevant part following CASA, 157 F.4th 36 (1st Cir. 2025)




	8

	PFLAG, Inc. v. Trump, 766 F. Supp. 3d 535 (D. Md. 2025)

	Federal Funding

TRO against Exec. Order No. 14168, Defending Women from Gender Ideology Extremism and Restoring Biological Truth to the Federal Government, and Exec. Order No. 14187, Protecting Children from Chemical and Surgical Mutilation; PI entered 769 F. Supp. 3d 405 (D. Md. 2025)

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Stay pending appeal denied and rehearing en banc denied, No. 25-1279, 2026 WL 1429738 (4th Cir. May 21, 2026)




	9

	Nat'l Ass'n of Diversity Officers in Higher Educ. v. Trump, 767 F. Supp. 3d 243 (D. Md. 2025)

	DEI

PI against Exec. Order No. 14151, Ending Radical and Wasteful Government DEI Programs and Preferencing, and Exec. Order No. 14173, Ending Illegal Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity

	Nationwide injunction vacated51

PI stayed pending appeal, No. 25-1189, 2025 WL 4936000 (4th Cir. Mar. 14, 2025), then vacated on appeal on the ground that the plaintiffs were not likely to succeed on the merits, 167 F.4th 86 (4th Cir. 2026)




	10

	Pacito v. Trump, 768 F. Supp. 3d 1199 (W.D. Wash. 2025)

	Immigration

PI against Exec. Order No. 14163, Realigning the United States Refugee Admissions Program; additional PI against termination of funding agreements entered 772 F. Supp. 3d 1204 (W.D. Wash. 2025); class certification granted 796 F. Supp. 3d 692 (W.D. Wash. 2025).

	Classwide injunction in effect

Classwide injunction affirmed in part and reversed in part on the merits on appeal without consideration of the scope of relief, 169 F.4th 895 (9th Cir. 2026)




	11

	Am. Fed'n of Gov't Emps., AFL-CIO v. Off. of Pers. Mgmt., No. C 25-01780 WHA, 2025 WL 660053 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 28, 2025)

	Federal Employment

TRO against Office of Personnel Management memorandum and other actions related to termination of probationary federal employees; PI entered 770 F. Supp. 3d 1215 (N.D. Cal. 2025); modified permanent nationwide injunction entered 799 F. Supp. 3d 967 (2025)

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Appeal pending before 9th Cir., No. 25-5875




	12

	Maryland v. U.S. Dep't of Agric., 770 F. Supp. 3d 779 (D. Md. 2025)

	Federal Employment

TRO against termination of probationary federal employees; PI entered 777 F. Supp. 3d 432 (D. Md. 2025)

	Nationwide injunction vacated

PI vacated on appeal for lack of standing, 151 F.4th 197 (4th Cir. 2025)




	13

	Am. Ass'n of Colleges for Teacher Educ. v. McMahon, 770 F. Supp. 3d 822 (D. Md. 2025)

	Federal Funding

PI against termination of certain funding awards by the Department of Education

	Case dismissed

Stay pending appeal granted, No. 25-1281, 2025 WL 1232337 (4th Cir. 2025); case dismissed by stipulation, Stip. Dismiss. No. 1:25-cv-00702 (D. Md. Mar. 17, 2026)




	14

	Talbott v. United States, 775 F. Supp. 3d 283 (D.D.C. 2025)

	Military Service

PI against Exec. Order No. 14183, Prioritizing Military Excellence and Readiness

	Plaintiff-protective injunction in effect

PI affirmed in part as to current servicemember named plaintiffs and vacated in part as to others, 176 F.4th 720 (D.C. Cir. 2026)




	15

	Am. Fed'n of State, Cnty. & Municipal Emps., AFL-CIO v. Social Sec. Admin., 771 F. Supp. 3d 717 (D. Md. 2025)

	Information Disclosure

TRO against Social Security Administration (SSA) decision to provide individuals affiliated with the Department of Government Efficiency with access to certain SSA records; PI entered 2025 WL 1141737 (D. Md. Apr. 17, 2025)

	Nationwide injunction vacated

PI stayed by the Supreme Court, 145 S. Ct. 1626 (Mem.) (2025), then vacated by the en banc 4th Cir. on the ground that plaintiffs did not face irreparable harm, 172 F.4th 361 (4th Cir. 2025)




	16

	Mass. Fair Hous. Ctr. v. U.S. Dep't of Hous. & Urb. Dev., No. 25-30041-RGS, 2025 WL 941380 (D. Mass. Mar. 26, 2025)

	Federal Funding

TRO against termination of certain funding awards by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

	Case dismissed

TRO dissolved, No. 25-30041-RGS, 2025 WL 1225481 (D. Mass. Apr. 14, 2025), and case dismissed by stipulation, Stip. Dismiss. No. 25-30041-RGS (D. Mass. Dec. 22, 2025)




	17

	Chicago Women in Trades v. Trump, 773 F. Supp. 3d 592 (N.D. Ill. 2025)

	Federal Funding

TRO against Exec. Order No. 14151, Ending Radical and Wasteful Government DEI Programs and Preferencing, and Exec. Order No. 14173, Ending Illegal Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity; PI entered 778 F. Supp. 3d 959 (N.D. Ill. 2025)

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Modification denied, No. 25 C 2005, 2025 WL 3034056 (N.D. Ill. May 7, 2025); appeal pending before 7th Cir., No. 25-2144




	18

	Shilling v. United States, 773 F. Supp. 3d 1069 (W.D. Wash. 2025)

	Military Service

PI against Exec. Order No. 14183, Prioritizing Military Excellence and Readiness and related guidance

	Nationwide injunction stayed

PI stayed by the Supreme Court, 145 S. Ct. 2695 (Mem.) (2025)




	19

	D.V.D. v. U.S. Dep't of Homeland Sec., No. 25-10676-BEM, 2025 WL 942948 (D. Mass. Mar. 28, 2025)

	Immigration

TRO against removal of persons to countries not included on their removal orders without notice and an opportunity to contest the removal; class certification granted and PI entered, 778 F. Supp. 3d 355 (D. Mass. 2025)

	Classwide injunction stayed

PI stayed by the Supreme Court, 145 S. Ct. 2153 (Mem.) (2025)52




	20

	Nat'l Treasury Emps. Union v. Vought, 774 F. Supp. 3d 1 (D.D.C. 2025)

	Federal Agencies

PI against elimination of the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB)

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Limited stay pending appeal granted, No. 25-5091, 2025 WL 1721068 (D.C. Cir. 2025)53




	21

	Widakuswara v. Lake, 773 F. Supp. 3d 46 (S.D.N.Y. 2025)

	Federal Agencies

TRO against Exec. Order No. 14238, Continuing the Reduction of the Federal Bureaucracy, and related actions reducing staff and functions of the U.S. Agency for Global Media (USAGM); PI entered following transfer 779 F. Supp. 3d 10 (D.D.C. 2025)

	Agency action vacated

Partial summary judgment granted, agency action vacated and not separately enjoined sub nom. Abramowitz v. Lake, No. 1:25-cv-887-RCL, 2026 WL 746989 (D.D.C. Mar. 17, 2026)54




	22

	Comty. Legal Servs. in East Palo Alto v. U.S. Dep't of Health and Human Servs., 777 F. Supp. 3d 1039 (N.D. Cal. 2025)

	Federal Funding

TRO against termination of funding for direct legal representation services for unaccompanied children in immigration proceedings; PI entered 780 F. Supp. 3d 897 (N.D. Cal. 2025)

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Stay pending appeal denied, 137 F.4th 932 (9th Cir. 2025)




	23

	Woonasquatucket River Watershed Council v. U.S. Dep't of Agric., 778 F. Supp. 3d 440 (D.R.I. 2025)

	Federal Funding

PI against OMB Memorandum M-25-11 pausing disbursement of funding appropriated under the Inflation Reduction Act or the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Appeal pending before 1st Cir., No. 25-1428




	24

	Ass'n of Am. Univs. v. Dep't of Energy, No. 25-cv-10912-ADB, 2025 WL 1119791 (D. Mass. Apr. 16, 2025)

	Federal Funding

TRO against DOE Policy Flash: Adjusting Department of Energy Grant Policy for Institutions of Higher Education; PI entered 789 F. Supp. 3d 118 (D. Mass. May 15, 2025)

	Agency action vacated

Judgment entered, agency action vacated and not separately enjoined, Final Judgment, No. 25-cv-10912-ADB, 2025 (D. Mass. June 30, 2025)




	25

	League of United Latin Am. Citizens v. Exec. Off. of the President, 780 F. Supp. 3d 135 (D.D.C. 2025)

	Elections

PI against Exec. Order No. 14248, Preserving and Protecting the Integrity of American Elections; permanent injunctions entered, 808 F. Supp. 3d 29 (D.D.C. 2025); 818 F. Supp. 3d 34 (D.D.C. 2026)

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Appeal pending in D.C. Cir., No. 26-5099




	26

	Am. Library Ass'n v. Sonderling, 783 F. Supp. 3d 57 (D.D.C. May 1, 2025)

	Federal Agencies

TRO against shutting down the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) and termination of IMLS grants and contracts pursuant to Exec. Order No. 14238, Continuing the Reduction of the Federal Bureaucracy

	Case dismissed

PI denied, Mem. Op. No. 1:25-cv-01050-RJL (D.D.C. Apr. 9, 2026); case dismissed by stipulation, Stip. Dismiss. No. 1:25-cv-01050-RJL (D.D.C. Apr. 9, 2026)




	27

	Rhode Island v. Trump, 781 F. Supp. 3d 25 (D.R.I. 2025)

	Federal Agencies

PI against reduction in operations of IMLS, the Minority Business Development Agency, and the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service pursuant to Exec. Order No. 14238, Continuing the Reduction of the Federal Bureaucracy; permanent injunction entered, 810 F. Supp. 3d 283 (D.R.I. 2025)

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Appeal pending in 1st Cir., No. 26-1070




	28

	Am. Fed'n of Gov't Emps., AFL-CIO v. Trump, 782 F. Supp. 3d 793 (N.D. Cal. 2025)

	Federal Agencies

TRO against Exec. Order 14210, Implementing the President's "Department of Government Efficiency" Workforce Optimization Initiative; PI entered 784 F. Supp. 3d 1316 (N.D. Cal. 2025)

	Nationwide injunction vacated

PI stayed by Supreme Court, 145 S. Ct. 2635 (Mem) (2025), then vacated by 9th Cir., 155 F.4th 1082 (9th Cir. 2025)




	29

	N. Am.'s Building Trades Union v. U.S. Dep't of Defense, 783 F. Supp. 3d 290 (D.D.C. 2025)

	Federal Contracting

PI against Department of Defense and General Services Administration memoranda exempting certain construction projects from requirement that contractors negotiate project labor agreements with labor unions

	Case dismissed

Plaintiffs voluntarily dismissed the case after the government reinstated the use of project labor agreements, Not. Voluntary Dismiss., No. 1:25-cv-01070 (D.D.C. July 7, 2025)55




	30

	Doe v. Trump, 784 F. Supp. 3d 1297 (N.D. Cal. 2025)

	Immigration

PI against changes to F-1 visa records contained in the Student and Exchange Visitor Information System

	Nationwide injunction in effect

Motion to stay granted in part but denied as to universal scope of PI, Order, No. 25-CV-03140-JSW, (N.D. Cal. Aug. 22, 2025)56




	31

	New York v. McMahon, 784 F. Supp. 3d 311 (D. Mass. 2025)

	Federal Agencies

PI against reduction in force at the Department of Education

	Nationwide injunction vacated

PI stayed by Supreme Court sub nom. McMahon v. New York, 145 S. Ct. 2643 (2025), then vacated, Order Granting Mot. Vacate, New York v. McMahon, No. 1:25-cv-10601 (D. Mass. Oct. 1, 2025)




	32

	Schiff v. Off. of Personnel Mgmt., 784 F. Supp. 3d 380 (D. Mass. 2025)

	First Amendment

PI against removal of articles from Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality patient-safety website

	Case dismissed

Case dismissed by stipulation, Stip. Dismiss., No. 1:25-CV-10595 (D. Mass. Feb. 18, 2026)




	33

	V.O.S. Selections, Inc. v. United States, 772 F. Supp. 3d 1350 (Ct. of Int'l Trade 2025)

	Tariffs

Permanent injunction against imposition of certain tariffs under the International Emergency Economic Powers Act of 1977; nationwide scope of injunction vacated on appeal, 149 F.4th 1312 (Fed. Cir. 2025)

	Policy invalidated by Supreme Court

Tariffs held unlawful sub nom. Learning Resources, Inc. v. Trump, 146 S. Ct. 628 (2026)57




	34

	Nat'l Job Corps Ass'n v. Dep't of Lab., No. 1:25-cv-04641-ALC, 2025 WL 1577843 (S.D.N.Y. June 4, 2025)

	Federal Programs

TRO against closure of privately operated Federal Job Corps Program training centers; PI entered 788 F. Supp. 3d 642 (S.D.N.Y. 2025)

	Plaintiff-protective injunction in effect

Modified PI granted, Order, No. 1:25-cv-04641-ALC, 2025 WL 1577843 (S.D.N.Y. July 24, 2025)







Source: CRS.





As reflected in the foregoing table, of the 34 nationwide injunctions that had been issued as of the date of decision in CASA, 14 (41.2%) remained in effect one year later.

In two of the cases identified (5.9%), the plaintiffs sought class certification, and the district court certified a nationwide class and awarded preliminary classwide relief that was in effect on the one-year anniversary of CASA.58 Those classwide injunctions fall outside the scope of the Supreme Court's holding in CASA but have the same practical effect as nationwide injunctions because the certified class is broad enough that the classwide injunction blocks the challenged policy in its entirety. In another case (2.9%), the district court granted class certification and entered a classwide injunction, which was later stayed by the Supreme Court.59

In two cases (5.9%), a court narrowed the grant of injunctive relief, converting a nationwide injunction to an injunction that covers only the named plaintiffs, and the plaintiff-protective injunction remained in effect as of the one-year anniversary of CASA.

In two of the identified cases (5.9%), an appellate court had stayed a nationwide injunction as of June 27, 2026.60 One of those stay orders predated the Supreme Court's decision in CASA.61 The grant of a stay does not reflect a final ruling on the validity of the injunction but means that the injunction is paused while litigation continues, and the challenged government policy can take effect. In both of these cases in which a nationwide injunction was stayed, the stay was issued by the Supreme Court.62 The stay orders briefly state how matters have been resolved without detailing the Court's legal reasoning, so it is not possible to know with certainty on what grounds they were decided, but one order that contains some explanation focuses on issues other than the scope of injunctive relief.63

In another five of the identified cases (14.7%), the nationwide injunction has been vacated, generally meaning that a reviewing court has found that the injunction was entered in error and the challenged government policy can take effect. Only one of the five vacatur decisions was based in part on CASA.64 Three others held that the district court orders were in error for reasons other than the scope of the injunctions. The remaining vacatur was consented to by the parties.

In two of the identified cases (5.9%), the district court ultimately held a challenged agency action unlawful and vacated it pursuant to the APA. The vacatur orders did not expressly enjoin the government from implementing the vacated action, but the government generally does not attempt to enforce policies that have been vacated.65 In another one of the identified cases (2.9%), the Supreme Court invalidated the challenged policy on the merits. The Supreme Court decision did not expressly consider the scope of the injunction entered by the lower court, but a Supreme Court holding that a government policy is invalid means that it may not lawfully be enforced against anybody.66

Five of the identified cases (14.7%) were voluntarily dismissed. In four of those cases, the matter was dismissed after the government agreed to cease the challenged action.67 In those cases, the government is no longer enjoined by a court from implementing the challenged policies but has voluntarily agreed not to implement them.

CRS is continuing to monitor and analyze the cases in Table 1 to determine CASA's effect on federal court litigation. As an initial matter, as of one year from the date of issuance of CASA, it appears the decision has had some effect on pending nationwide injunction cases but has not led to systemic shifts in these cases through either widespread vacatur of existing nationwide injunctions or conversion of a large proportion of those injunctions to classwide injunctions or APA relief unaccompanied by an injunction.




Nationwide Injunctions Issued Since CASA

CRS has also sought to evaluate the impact of Trump v. CASA by searching for nationwide injunctions issued since the date of the CASA decision. To identify relevant cases, CRS used the methodology in the March 2025 CRS report with two modifications. First, because the Supreme Court in CASA preferred the term universal injunction rather than nationwide injunction, CRS added that term to the search, searching federal cases in Westlaw for the search terms (("nationwide" OR "nation-wide" OR "universal") w/3 injunction) for the date range June 28, 2025, through June 27, 2026. Second, CRS manually reviewed all federal cases that cited CASA during the relevant time period, as identified by Westlaw.

The following table contains a list of nationwide injunctions issued during the one-year period following the decision in CASA—June 28, 2025, through June 27, 2026. The "Caption" column in the table contains a citation to the first nationwide injunction that CRS identified in each case. Cases are listed in chronological order based on the date of issuance of the first decision cited. The "Main Topic" column identifies the subject matter at issue in each case.

The "Notes" column briefly identifies the government action enjoined in whole or in part by each nationwide injunction. Any additional nationwide injunctions that were issued in each case are also included in the "Notes" column, while selected other subsequent history is included in footnotes. Litigation remains pending in the cases in Table 2, so their status may change after June 27, 2026. CRS has not attempted to provide the full procedural history for these cases (including all stays issued by appellate courts) but rather to capture key developments related to nationwide injunctions in a relatively accessible manner.



Table 2. Nationwide Injunctions Issued Between June 28, 2025, and June 27, 2026






	
	Caption

	Main Topic

	Notes




	1

	New York v. Kennedy, 789 F. Supp. 3d 174 (D.R.I 2026)

	Federal Agencies

	Preliminary injunction (PI) against reorganization of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services




	2

	Rural Dev. Innovations Ltd. v. Marocco, No. 25-1631, 2025 WL 1807818 (D.D.C. July 1, 2025)

	Federal Agencies

	PI against appointment of acting chair of the Board of Directors of the United States African Development Foundation; PI vacated, No. 25-1631, 2025 WL 4083332 (D.D.C. Nov. 19, 2025); nationwide permanent injunction entered, No. 25-1631, 2026 WL 710260 (D.D.C. Mar. 13, 2026)




	3

	Am. Gateways v. U.S. Dep't of Justice, No. 25-01370, 2025 WL 2029764 (D.D.C. July 21, 2025)

	Immigration

	PI against revocation of National Qualified Representative Program allowing for appointed representation of mentally incompetent persons in detention or deportation proceedings




	4

	Nat'l Fair Hous. Alliance v. U.S. Dep't of Housing and Urban Development, No. 25-1965, 2025 WL 2105567 (D.D.C. July 28, 2025)

	Federal Funding

	Temporary restraining order (TRO) against withholding of grants under the Fair Housing Initiatives Program




	5

	Wash. State Ass'n of Head Start v. Kennedy, No. C25-781-RSM, Order Granting PI (W.D. Wash. Sept. 11, 2025)

	Federal Benefits

	PI against directive of Department of Health and Human Services requiring Head Start participants to verify citizenship of service recipients; additional PI granted, 820 F. Supp. 3d 1178 (W.D. Wash. 2026)




	6

	Forcht Bank, N.A. v. Consumer Fin. Prot. Bureau, No. 5:24-304-DCR, 2025 WL 3019628 (E.D. Ky. Oct 29, 2025)

	Financial Regulation

	PI against Personal Financial Data Rights Rule




	7

	R.I. State Council of Churches v. Rollins, No. 25-cv-569-JJM-AEM, 2025 WL 3050100 (D.R.I. Nov. 1, 2025)68

	Federal Funding

	TRO requiring payment of benefits under the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program




	8

	Ctr. for Taxpayer Rights v. Internal Revenue Serv., 815 F. Supp. 3d 1 (D.D.C. 2025)

	Information Disclosure

	PI against certain transfers of taxpayer data from the Internal Revenue Service to Immigration and Customs Enforcement




	9

	Nat'l All. to End Homelessness v. U.S. Dep't of Hous. and Urban Dev., No. 1:25-cv-00636-MSM-AEM, 2025 WL 3719641 (D.R.I. Dec 23, 2025)

	Federal Funding

	PI against changes to HUD policies related to Continuum of Care Program funding for housing and other services for individuals at risk of and experiencing homelessness




	10

	Am. Hosp. Ass'n v. Kennedy, 820 F. Supp. 3d 30 (D. Maine 2025)

	Health Care

	PI against approvals of applications to participate in rebate pilot program under § 340B of the Public Health Service Act




	11

	Washington v. Trump, 814 F. Supp. 3d 1173 (D. Wash. 2026)69

	Elections

	Permanent injunction against portions of Exec. Order No. 14248, Preserving and Protecting the Integrity of American Elections




	12

	Tincher v. Noem, 816 F. Supp. 3d 931 (D. Minn. 2026)70

	First and Fourth Amendments

	PI against use of certain tactics against persons recording, observing, and protesting Department of Homeland Security Operation Metro Surge




	13

	Atmus Filtration, Inc. v. United States, No. 26-01259, 2026 WL 616128 (C.I.T. Mar. 4, 2026)71

	Tariffs

	Permanent injunction requiring repayment of certain tariffs imposed under the International Emergency Economic Powers Act




	14

	Freedom Network USA v. Trump, No. 25 C 12419, 2026 WL 800392 (E.D. Ill. Mar. 23, 2026)

	Federal Funding

	PI against portions of Exec. Order No. 14173, Ending Illegal Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity




	15

	Nat'l Parks Conservation Ass'n. v. U.S. Dep't of the Interior, No. 1:26-CV-10877-AK, 2026 WL 1706963 (D. Mass. June 12, 2026)

	National Parks

	PI against portions of order of the Secretary of the Interior implementing Exec. Order No. 14253, Restoring Truth and Sanity to American History




	16

	California v. Trump, No. 25-cv-10810-DJC, 2026 WL 1826535 (D. Mass. June 24, 2026)

	Elections

	Permanent injunction against portions of Exec. Order No. 14248, Preserving and Protecting the Integrity of American Elections







Source: CRS.





As reflected in Table 1 and Table 2, CRS identified a total of 50 cases in which nationwide injunctions were issued during the second Trump Administration through June 27, 2026. CRS identified significantly more nationwide injunctions granted during the period of just over five months from January 20, 2025, to June 27, 2025 (34) than were granted during the one-year period between June 28, 2025, and June 27, 2026 (16). There are several possible reasons for this difference.

Perhaps the most straightforward explanation for the decrease in nationwide injunctions is that the Supreme Court's decision in CASA may have functioned as intended to limit nationwide injunctions and make courts less likely to grant nonparty relief. Lower federal courts have cited CASA frequently, including when denying or overturning nationwide injunctions as broader than needed to provide complete relief to the parties.72 Almost every one of the post-CASA nationwide injunction cases listed in Table 2 cited CASA and considered the limit it imposed before determining that a nationwide injunction was needed to provide complete relief.73 While the complete relief principle existed before CASA,74 CASA made clear that courts must apply that principle to limit equitable relief, and lower courts appear to have taken that limitation seriously. At the same time, however, multiple lower courts have refused government defendants' attempts to extend CASA beyond nationwide injunctions by applying the decision to limit classwide injunctions in class actions or universal stays or vacatur under the APA.75

Other legal changes besides CASA's limit on nationwide injunctions may also have had an effect on cases challenging government actions. As one example, in addition to its core holding related to nationwide injunctions, the CASA majority opinion also included a statement that "[a]ny time a State is enjoined by a court from effectuating statutes enacted by representatives of its people, it suffers a form of irreparable injury."76 That passage reflects a tendency in recent Supreme Court decisions to find harm to the government whenever a court enjoins one of its policies.77 Considering this harm when balancing the equities related to requests for injunctive relief may make courts less likely to grant injunctions against the government, or more likely to limit such relief when granted by other courts.78 The foregoing language has been cited by multiple lower courts when denying or limiting injunctive relief.79

Another factor that may have affected the number of nationwide injunctions is the pace of issuance of executive orders. Many nationwide injunction cases involve challenges to executive orders.80 President Trump issued 46 executive orders in January 2025 and at least 30 executive orders in each of the three following months.81 Since May 2025, he has not issued more than 17 executive orders in any month.82 In total, between his inauguration and the date of the decision in CASA, President Trump issued 164 executive orders.83 In the full year following the CASA decision, he issued 104.84 The fact that President Trump issued more executive orders in the first few months of his second term means that there were more executive actions that might be subject to court challenges during that time period, including possible requests for nationwide injunctions. Moreover, a number of executive orders issued early in the second Trump Administration involved high-profile policies with far-reaching effect, which may be particularly likely to spur requests for universal relief.85

An additional factor that may have driven the decrease in nationwide injunctions is plaintiffs' litigation strategy. The Supreme Court in CASA limited nationwide injunctions but expressly did not address universal relief via class actions and suits under the APA. Since CASA, plaintiffs have continued to seek and win injunctions on behalf of nationwide classes and APA stays or vacatur that pause policies in their entirety.86 Class actions and APA suits were already well-known alternatives to nationwide injunctions pre-CASA, and more study would be required to attempt to determine the extent to which plaintiffs that previously did seek or would have sought nationwide injunctions have instead elected to pursue other types of universal relief. However, it appears likely that this has happened in at least some cases.87

Notwithstanding the slower pace of issuance of nationwide injunctions against the second Trump Administration in the year following the issuance of CASA as compared to the period of approximately five months before the decision was issued, the number of nationwide injunctions remained elevated compared to most previous presidential administrations. By comparison, CRS identified 28 nationwide injunctions issued during the four years of the Biden Administration,88 and the Harvard Law Review identified six nationwide injunctions issued under the George W. Bush Administration and 12 under the Obama Administration.89 Only the first Trump Administration saw more nationwide injunctions than have been issued so far under the second Trump Administration, with 86 nationwide injunction cases identified by CRS.90

Aside from the overall decrease in nationwide injunctions after the Supreme Court's decision in CASA, another aspect of the cases listed above that may be of interest to Congress is the parties that are winning nationwide injunctions. In CASA, the Supreme Court majority held that the states challenging the Birthright Citizenship E.O. made a stronger showing than the individual and organizational plaintiffs that a nationwide injunction was needed to provide them with complete relief.91 CASA did not categorically limit nationwide relief to suits by states, and the Court majority cited instances when universal relief may be required to protect individual plaintiffs, such as nuisance and gerrymandering cases.92 However, the ruling could be read to suggest that states may be particularly well-situated to claim far-reaching harms that can be addressed only by universal relief.93

Of the 34 cases in which nationwide injunctions were issued before the CASA decision, states were plaintiffs in seven (20.6%). Of the 14 of the cases in Table 1 where a nationwide injunction remained in effect one year after the decision in CASA, states were plaintiffs in four (28.6%).94 With respect to the post-CASA nationwide injunctions listed in Table 2, states were plaintiffs in 3 of the 16 cases (18.8%).95

The relatively small sample size of cases before and after CASA makes it difficult to draw definitive conclusions, but the foregoing numbers at least indicate that CASA did not strictly limit nationwide relief to state or other government plaintiffs as a practical matter. To the extent there has not been a major shift toward limiting universal relief to states, this may be because many courts were already applying the "complete relief" principle before CASA, so the substantive legal test for whether a nationwide injunction is warranted has not changed drastically.96



Considerations for Congress

Both before and since the Supreme Court's decision in CASA, there has been ongoing discussion among commentators and stakeholders about when, how, and to what extent federal courts should be able to halt executive branch policies.97

On one side of the debate, some have raised concerns that limiting nationwide injunctions could significantly impair the ability of federal courts to check unlawful behavior by the executive branch. If universal relief is unavailable, they contend, each plaintiff affected by an allegedly unlawful policy may need to sue separately and win an injunction, at least unless and until the Supreme Court rules on the matter.98 Some plaintiffs may lack the resources to sue and thus may remain subject to unlawful policies.99 The dissents in CASA raised these concerns, with Justice Sotomayor objecting that the majority opinion "renders constitutional guarantees meaningful in name only for any individuals who are not parties to a lawsuit" and provides "an open invitation for the Government to bypass the Constitution."100 Justice Jackson wrote that the "Court's decision to permit the Executive to violate the Constitution with respect to anyone who has not yet sued is an existential threat to the rule of law" and expressed concerns that the Court's ruling would divide persons affected by unlawful government action into two groups: those who are able to sue and win an injunction and those who cannot sue and remain subject to the unlawful action.101 She asserted that this division is inequitable because "the zone of lawlessness the majority has now authorized will disproportionately impact the poor, the uneducated, and the unpopular."102 As a general matter, the continuing availability of universal relief other than nationwide injunctions may mitigate concerns that CASA would impair the courts' ability to check the executive branch.103

Another concern involves the government's decisions whether to appeal. When the government is subject to a nationwide injunction that completely prevents it from implementing a policy, it has a strong incentive to appeal that ruling. By contrast, when the government is subject only to a limited, plaintiff-protective injunction (or even multiple limited injunctions), it may simply decline to appeal, foregoing enforcement against individual plaintiffs but continuing to enforce an allegedly unlawful policy against most affected persons. This concern is particularly acute as relates to government policies that are patently unlawful—if a policy presents a close call, some plaintiffs challenging it may lose and be able to appeal, but if the government loses every case and declines to appeal, it may be able to prevent the issue from coming before the Supreme Court and thus prevent a policy from being struck down in its entirety. This possibility was raised with respect to the Birthright Citizenship E.O. during oral argument in CASA.104 At that time, the Solicitor General assured the Court that the executive branch would appeal its losses related to that E.O., which it later did.105 It remains to be seen whether this concern will be borne out in other cases.

On the other side of the debate, some contend that CASA has not done enough to limit far-reaching judicial remedies.106 Opponents of nationwide injunctions have long argued that these injunctions undermine established litigation procedures by allowing challengers to circumvent the requirements for bringing a class action or by triggering fast-tracked appeals in which the federal courts must evaluate a challenged policy based on a limited factual and legal record.107 Others argue that nationwide injunctions may prevent the government from effectively implementing its policies and create legal uncertainty as far-reaching government programs may proceed or halt at each level of the federal courts.108 While the pace of issuance of nationwide injunctions has slowed since the CASA decision, it remains historically high.109 The fact that courts have continued to issue nationwide injunctions post-CASA may mean that legal and policy objections to nationwide injunctions remain relevant.

Some Justices advocated for firm limits on nationwide injunctions that might mitigate these concerns in concurrences in CASA, with Justice Thomas writing separately to emphasize that "the complete-relief principle operates as a ceiling" rather than "a mandate," and that "[c]ourts may not use the complete-relief principle to revive the universal injunction."110 With respect to universal relief other than nationwide injunctions, Justice Alito cautioned district courts not to view CASA as "an invitation to certify nationwide classes without scrupulous adherence to the rigors of Rule 23. Otherwise, the universal injunction will return from the grave under the guise of 'nationwide class relief,' and today's decision will be of little more than minor academic interest."111 As discussed above, it appears that some cases in which courts issued or might have issued nationwide injunctions are now proceeding as class actions.112 Further study would be required to determine the extent to which this is happening and how courts are applying Rule 23 to those requests.

One possible result of limits on nationwide injunctions that may be seen as either a benefit or a drawback is divergent decisions on the same legal issue from different courts. Some worry that, without nationwide injunctions, different courts may rule differently on the lawfulness of a single policy, leaving the policy enjoined as to some persons but not others and creating inconsistency, unpredictability, and unfairness.113 Some counter that this lack of uniformity is actually a desirable feature of the federal judicial system because it is better to have multiple courts consider a legal issue and perhaps reach different conclusions before the Supreme Court weighs in.114 Others express concerns about whether the Supreme Court can effectively exercise oversight over potentially divergent lower court rulings and ensure uniformity to the extent needed.115

Congress may consider enacting legislation to either authorize or limit nationwide injunctions. The Supreme Court in CASA declined to address the government's constitutional challenge to nationwide injunctions and instead decided the case on statutory interpretation grounds.116 If Congress disagrees with the Court's interpretation of the Judiciary Act of 1789 or otherwise wishes to change the law in this area, it could do so via legislation. If Congress enacted legislation to expressly allow nationwide injunctions in circumstances where Congress deemed them appropriate, the executive branch might renew the Article III challenge to nationwide injunctions that it raised in CASA. Some members of the Supreme Court have expressed doubt as to the constitutionality of nationwide injunctions.117 It is unclear how a majority of the Court would rule on that question in a future case.

In the alternative, Congress could consider legislation limiting nationwide injunctions. A previous CRS report provides an overview of introduced legislation from the 119th Congress that would limit nationwide injunctions.118 All of the legislative proposals to limit nationwide injunctions that CRS has identified predate the decision in CASA. CASA does not render the proposals moot, because the legislative proposals generally differ in scope or other particulars from the Court's ruling.119 However, the CASA decision and the subsequent reduction in the frequency of nationwide injunctions reflected in Table 1 and Table 2 may lessen the perceived policy need for such legislation.

Outside the immediate context of nationwide injunctions, Congress could also consider legislation related to universal relief in APA litigation and class actions. If Congress wished to clarify, expand, or limit the scope of relief available in such cases, it could amend the APA or the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.120 As with legislation related to nationwide injunctions, any amendments to the APA or federal procedural rules would be subject to applicable constitutional limits, including Article III standing requirements.121
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