Case Citation:	Santa Fe Independent School District v. Jane Doe, 147 L. Ed. 2d 295 (U.S. Lexis, 2000)			
Parties: 		Jane and John Doe Plaintiff / Appellant
			Santa Fe Independent School District Defendant / Appellee
Facts:	 A student who elected to be a chaplain at the Santa Fe Independent School District was giving a prayer over a loud speaker before each football game. There were a group of students who were opposed to prayers before each pre-game. A group of students having different religious beliefs such as the Mormon and Catholic filed a suit. This suit challenged Santa Fe on opposing the grounds of violating the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment.
Procedural History: Doe consists of Mormon and Catholic students who were prior students, or they were currently attending the School. These students didn’t believe that prayer should be conducted before each football game. Santa Fe had developed a policy in which it authorized two student elections. The election consisted of one would determine if invocations should be conducted prior to every game and another one was done to elect a student who would deliver the invocation. 
Issues:
Issue 1: Can the school be held liable for a student leading prayer before the pre-game?
Issue 2: Does any student lead prayers violate the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment? 
Holdings: 
Issue 1: Yes. A state is prohibited from forcing promoted religious activities on its  citizens by forcing them to choose whether to attend school or their constitutional rights.
Issue 2: Yes. Established that no one religious belief can be forced on it citizens making them choose whether to attend school.
Reasoning: Appellants innovated the following theories in support of their rights:
Issue 1: 
a. Establishment Clause
The establishment of a state religion is forbidden by Congress in the clause of 
the First Amendment of the Constitution. No law can establish a belief of religion
of any preference or even forced upon others.  You cannot limit the religious 
preferences of one belief, this is paired with a clause that forbids these actions.

b. Freedom of Speech
The Court affirmed the appellants suit in cause of the violation of the 
Establishment Clause stated in the First Amendment. This right is stated in 
both the First Amendment and the Fourteenth Amendment of the Constitution. The 
Constitution states that you are free to express information, ideas, and opinions based 
off the content of the information.
Issue 2:  
While the Santa Fe Independent School District have policies in place of the two elected votes, they still violate the Establishment Clause by law. Examples of violation of the Establishment Clause would be that if you are at a court house and are protesting with fowl words or protest signs displaying obscene things then you must review the laws to ensure that all statutes are followed. The court agreed with the appellant that the prayers were a violation of the student’s rights. The appellee failed to show that the prayers were privatized because they were given over a public speaker. 

Decision: 
Affirmed: The court held the policies of the board violated the Lemon test in which ruled that the decree was unacceptable if there was no materialistic legislative purpose. The policy only endorsed student led prayers was the only purpose that was found by the court. Saying prayers before every football game was in violation of the establishment clause of the First Amendment. They concluded that the prayers that were given by the student over the loud speaker violated the Establishment clause and was considered a public speech. When it comes to prayers in a public school they are considered as public speeches conducting based off government policies that are partaken on government property.
Comment: 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The Court of Appeals showed a perfect example that some cases although modified may still end with the same decision of what is justified by law. This case gave schools across America a notification that they are considered a public school and must take into consideration of the majority. Although this was a modification of the District court, it was held by the Court of appeals that it was an invalid argument by the appellee. 

