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Parts of a Court Opinion
	Court opinions are issued by the judges at the end of the hearing of any case presented before the court. It announces the court’s decision at the end of any given case. A court opinion consists of a brief summary of the facts of a case, a brief recitation of laws that are applicable in a case, how they relate to the facts of a case and the conclusion and judgment of the court in relation to a case. Most courts are delivered in written form although some are delivered orally (Landis, 2017). This essay will analyze the opinion of the court's opinion on the case masterpiece cakeshop, Ltd. v. Colorado Civil Rights commission 2018 and identify major parts of this opinion of the United States Supreme Court which are the syllabus, the facts and issue in the appeal which form an analysis of the appeal and the main points or the conclusion of the same. Additionally, the literature will analyze both the minority and majority opinions of the bench hearing the case. 
	The syllabus is a brief addition to a court opinion that gives a summary of the case and the journey it has taken to reach the Supreme Court. It is located at the beginning of the court’s opinion on the first 10 paragraphs in pages 1-3. According to Landis (2017), the syllabus is useful as it helps members of the public and the readers of an opinion to have a better understanding of the case and the decision of the court. The case Masterpiece Cakeshop, Ltd. v. Colorado Civil Rights Commission, 584 U. S (2018) consisted of a petition tabled before the United States Supreme Court in a bid to determine whether public enterprises could deny services to certain individuals on the basis of constitutional provisions of free speech and right to free exercise of one's religion as outlined by the first amendment. According to Craig v. Masterpiece Cake Shop et al. (2015), the specifics of this case were that Masterpiece Cakeshop, a bakery located in Colorado under the proprietorship of Jack Philips who was a devout Christian and a skilled baker who had refused to bake a cake to be used in the wedding of a same-sex couple, Craig and Mullin, on the basis that his faith did not allow him to do so. Philip’s religion is opposed to same-sex marriages and therefore, using his talents to make a cake for the couple would be going against his faith. He however offered to sell or bake those cakes for other functions other than the marriage. At the time of the confrontation, same-sex marriages were not recognized under Colorado laws and the couple felt that Philips actions were a discrimination to their sexual orientation and pursuant to the Colorado Anti-Discrimination Act filed a case against the cake shop before the Colorado Civil Rights Commission which upon reviewing the filed case referred it to an Administrative Law Judge who ruled case in favor of the couple. Thus, Philip appealed against the ruling to the Colorado Appeal court but the ruling was upheld (Tebbe, 2017). This led to masterpiece Cakeshop presenting the appeal before the Supreme Court.
	The syllabus of the court highlights that the petitioner of the case was the Masterpiece Cakeshop et al and the respondent was the Colorado Civil Rights Commission. The petitioner was represented by Kristen Waggoner, an advocate under the Alliance Defending Freedom while the defendant was represented by Colorado Solicitor General Frederick Yarger and American Civil Liberties Union’s (ACLU) legal director, David D. Cole. Consequently, the appeal was heard by a bench chaired by the chief justice, John Roberts, together with 8 associate's judges namely; Justice Neil Gorsuch, Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg, Justice Anthony Kennedy, Justice Stephen Breyer, Justice Elena Kagan, Justice Sonia Sotomayor, Justice Clarence Thomas and Justice Samuel Alito. In its ruling, the Supreme Court reversed the Colorado Civil Rights Commission’s ruling in a seven to two-vote majority decision with its basis on the grounds that the commission had not shown religious neutrality on its ruling against the Cakeshop (Liptak, 2017).
 	According to Landis (2017), the analysis of the court's opinion is located after the opinions syllabus and the issues of the opinion. It is the second component of the court's opinion. It consists of the issues in the appeal case and of how the court considered and analyzed the facts of the case presented before it for review and appeal. The second part of the analysis opinion of a court is the issue and facts of the appeal. The issue that was submitted for review before the appeal could be heard was whether the existing Colorado laws on public accommodation could be used to force an America citizen, Philips, to perform actions that violate the appellant's first amendment rights to freedom of speech and ability to freely exercise of religion. Masterpiece Cakeshop also went ahead to seek that the Supreme Court stringently reviews the Colorado anti-discrimination law as it went too far in its enforcement. The Colorado Civil Rights Commission urged the Supreme Court to shoot down the appeal on the basis that it would set precedence for future similar cases and create a loophole that would allow for discrimination of some members of the society based on religious grounds. According to Upon analysis of all the facts justice Kennedy noted that there had been unfair hostility and disrespect for sincere religious beliefs shown towards Philips by the commission. He thus further went ahead to agree with the commission upon considering its argument that there was need to protect gay couples from incidence of discrimination in public enterprises with respect to the Colorado Anti-Discrimination Act which was supported by both the appellant and the defendant’s lawyers (Liptak, 2018). 
 	The final part of a supreme court's opinion is the main points/opinion which is the decision of the court. It is located towards the end of the statement of the ruling issued by the court. More often than not most benches do not come to a unanimous agreement and this results in the occurrence of the main points. The main opinion represents the courts final and official decision on any given case and in this particular case it was delivered by Justice Kennedy. According to Liptak (2018), the court concluded that the ruling of the Colorado Civil Rights Commission was unfair and thus reversed it. The court stated that although in its position of a business offering services to the public, Masterpiece Cake shop through its owner Philips, might overstep the limits of his freedom to free speech and religion the State of Colorado’s failure to act with neutrality while determining the case had led to the violation of Philips’ first amendment rights. In its ruling, the commission had compared the Cake shop’s action to the holocaust which was totally inappropriate and hostile towards the sincere faith of the Cake shop’s owner, Philips. The chief justice and five other judges who were Justices Samuel Alito, Elena Kagan, Neil Gorsuch, and Stephen Breyer gave a judgment concurring with that of the chief justice while two other judges gave a dissenting judgment.
Extra credit
	The case Masterpiece Cakeshop, Ltd. v. Colorado Civil Rights Commission, 584 U. S (2018) resulted in judges being divided on their opinions. The case was not decided through unanimous decision since the final decision of the court was arrived at through a 7-2 majority opinion. This indicates that a section of the associate Justices hearing the appeal case submitted judgments that were concurring to that of Justice Kennedy who was joined by the chief justice in the written opinion while the other section provided a dissent opinion.
	 Justice Clarence in his opinion supported Philips argument that his actions were not wrong with respect to the first amendment. He also took fault in the courts' judgment although it concurred with his option for disregarding the religious and speech rights of an individual as detailed in the American constitution. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Justice Kagan was joined by Justice Breyer who wrote an opinion that concurred with the majority opinion and drafted by Justice Kennedy. This written opinion took note that the Colorado Civil Rights Commission was narrow in its judgment thus concurring with Justice Kennedy’s opinion to reverse the ruling. In addition, Justice Kagan, detailed key differences in how the masterpiece cake shop was handled with regard to similar cases presented before the Colorado state.
 	Justice Gorsuch joined by Justice Alito also wrote a concurring judgment that put in consideration the fact that the Civil Rights Commission had handled the case against Masterpiece Cakeshop differently from preceding cases presented before it and openly showed hostility towards the cakeshop's owner due to his religious beliefs. For that reason, Justice Gorsuch highlighted the need that the commission to settle all its cases with the highest degree of consistency. 
	Justice Ginsburg was joined by Justice Sonia Sotomayor and Ginsburg wrote a dissenting opinion. They believed that the commission’s ruling should be upheld. In their opinion, the two judges believed that masterpiece was wrong in denying the gay couple service and that the Colorado Civil Rights Commission was right in treating the case differently (slip op., 2018).
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