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Supreme Court Decisions to Civil Rights: Michael Greenlaw v.the United States
Background
Greenlaw was convicted of possession of firearms and seven drugs charges and was sentenced to imprisonment for 442 months. An error incurred during calculation of his sentence by the District Court (McCall 33). Regarding the controlling decision of the court in Deal v. the United States, 508 U.S. 129, 132-137, that interprets the 18.u.s.c. 924(c)(1)(i), and over the objection of the Government, a ten-year sentence was imposed by the District Court on a count that required 25-year mandatory minimum term (Riordan 37). Consequently, Greenlaw appealed pursuing, among other things, that the suitable sentence was 15 years for all his conviction. There was neither an appeal nor a cross-appeal by the Government. There was no merit found on the Greenlaw’s argument by the Eighth Circuit. However, the Eighth Circuit went on to consider whether Greenlaw’s sentence was too long. The court noticed that the state, while it had disagreed with the trial court's error during sentencing, had decided not to look for the changing of Greenlaw's sentence on appeal. Regarding the plain-error-rule outlined in Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 52(b), the District Court was ordered by the Court of Appeal to the extent the sentence of Greenlaw by 15 years. Therefore, Greenlaw's total prison term became 622 months.
The Constitutional Question Being Debated
The specific constitutional question being debated is whether the court of appeal of United States can act on its initiative and order an increment in a sentence of a defendant. 
Arguments Presented By the Justicesfor the Constitutional Question
Among convictions for Greenlaw was the violation of 18 U. S. C. §924(c)(1)(A), that illegalizes carrying of a firearm during and about a crime of drug trafficking or violence(Riordan 34).His first §924(c) conviction attributed to possession of a firearm in connection with a crime that took place in 1998.Moreover, the second conviction was for both carrying and discharging a firearm in connection with 1999 crime. Notably, the first penalty for violation of §924(c) carries a mandatory term of not less than five years, that is, if the firearm is simply carried. §924(c)(1)(A)(i). Furthermore, if the firearm is discharged as well, the mandatory minimum increases to 10 years. §924(c)(1)(A)(iii). Regarding the subsequent or second conviction, whether the firearm is only carried or discharged as well, the mandatory minimum shifts to 25 years. §924(c)(1)(C)(i). According to the judges, must run consecutively to any other form of imprisonment as long as it is for violation of §924(c) (United States§924(c)(1)(D)(ii)).
The district court made an error at sentencing.  Notably,  over the State’s objection, the court held that a §924(c) conviction counts not as a second or subsequent when charged with a similar indictment as the one the defendant is charged with during the first §924(c) sentence. Justices held the error as plain since the court had held , in Deal v. United States, 508 U. S. 129 (1993), which states that when a defendant is charged under one indictment with more than one offence that qualifies under §924(c), then the convictions following the first are ranked as subsequent or second and qualifies for 25 years imprisonment.
Moreover, after Greenlaw appealed to United States Court of appeal for the Eighth Circuit, there was no merit found in any of his arguments. Justices supposed that although the government had neither appealed nor crossed appealed, it had noted on a precise and at oral argument that the error of the District Court should have been 15 years longer compared to 442 months that had been imposed by the District Court. Adding to this, they claim that the government had observed since Greenlaw’s second §924(c) conviction called for a 25-year (rather than a 10-year) mandatory minimum sentence.
 How did Each Justice vote On the Decision and the Type of Decision?
The opinion of the court was delivered by Ginsburg, J (Epstein et al. 318). later on, Scalia, Kennedy, Robert, C.J., Thomas, and JJ.and Souterjoined in. Notably, Greenlaw was a gang member that, over the years, controlled the sale of crack cocaine in a South of Minneapolis neighborhood. To protect their drug stash and hinder their competing dealers from inventing their territory, the members of the gang were required to carry and conceal numerous weapons. Consequently, Greenlaw was charged for taking part in the operation. Greenlaw was charged, in the United States District Court for the District of Minnesota, with eight offenses; after trial, he was found guilty on seven of the charges. 
Moreover, a concurring decision in the judgment was filed by Breyer, J. According to the adversary system of the United States, in both criminal and civil cases, during the first instance and on appeal, the principle of party presentation is followed. Parties are,therefore, relied upon to frame the issues for the decision and forward assign the role of the neutral arbiter to the courts for the matters presented by the parties. To the extent courts have approved departures from the party presentation principle in criminal cases; the justification has usually been to protect a pro se litigant's rights (Dressler, Joshua, and Alan 521). As a general rule, the adversary system is designed with an assumption that parties are aware of what is best for them. Additionally, it is assumed that individuals have the responsibility of advancing the arguments and facts entitling them to relief. 
A dissenting opinion was also filed by Alito, J. who was later joined by Stevens. Notably, Breyer also joined in the dissenting decision. According to them, in ordering the District Court to add 15 years to Greenlaw’s sentence, regardless of the absence of a cross-appeal by the state, the court of Appeal acknowledged his authority to have been guaranteed by the Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 52(b). Rule 52(b) states that "A plain error that affects substantial rights may be considered even though it was not brought to the court's attention."  Notably, no history or text within Rule 52 (b) that proposes that the rule makers, in the codification of the plain-error doctrine, meant to override the cross-appeal necessity.
The Legal Doctrine Established By the Court
Trial courts have established that a sentence on the remaining convictions counts longer compared to the sentence originally imposed on those particular convictions, although yielding an aggregate sentence not longer than the total sentence that is initially imposed. Notably, the practice is not in line with the cross-appeal rule that stops appellate judges from increasing the number of years to a defendant's sentence based on their initiative.
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