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PER CURIAM.

In 2012, Arkansas inmate Larry Jones initiated the instant action raising a
challenge under the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act to the
Arkansas Department of Correction’s (ADC’s) grooming policy, and seeking
injunctive relief. The district court granted summary judgment for defendants,
relying on this court’s decision in Holt v. Hobbs, 509 Fed. Appx. 561 (8th Cir. June
12, 2013) (unpublished per curiam). While the instant appeal was pending, the

Supreme Court granted certiorari in Holt, and reversed, holding that ADC’s grooming
policy substantially burdened the plaintiff inmate’s exercise of religion. See Holt v.
Hobbs, 135 S. Ct. 853 (Jan. 20, 2015). Following the Supreme Court’s decision, we
granted appellees’ motion to supplement the record on appeal with ADC’s new

grooming policy, effective February 6, 2015.

Consistent with our prior order denying appellees’ motion to dismiss this
appeal as moot, we conclude once again--in response to the renewed mootness
arguments in appellees’ appeal brief--that Jones’s appeal has not been plainly mooted
by the new grooming policy. Cf. Chafin v. Chafin, 133 S. Ct. 1017, 1023 (2013)

(appeal should be dismissed as moot when, by virtue of intervening event, court of

appeals cannot grant “any effectual relief whatever” in favor of appellant). We
decline to reach the merits of this appeal, however, and will remand this matter to the
district court to consider Jones’s complaint in light of the new grooming policy and
the Supreme Court’s decision in Holt. See Schweiss v. Chrysler Motors Corp., 922
F.2d 473,476 (8th Cir. 1990) (noting benefit of having district court address issue in

first instance).

Accordingly, we vacate the judgment of the district court, and remand (1) for
consideration of whether Jones is entitled to relief under Holt, (2) for a ruling on his
request to amend his complaint to add new claims for injunctive relief, and (3) for

consideration of appellees’ previously raised argument below that one or more of

-



Jones’s existing claims for injunctive relief are barred under Heck v. Humphrey, 512
U.S. 477 (1994).




