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§2000bbiil(b). The District Court granted the preliminary
injunction, and the Court of Appeals affirmed. We
granted the Governmentis petition for certiorari. Before
this Court, the Governmentis central submission is that it
has a compelling interest in the uniform application of the
Controlled Substances Act, such that no exception to the
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hoasca (pronounced iwass-cai), a sacramental tea made
from two plants unique to the Amazon region. One of the
plants, psychotria viridis, contains dimethyltryptamine
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injunction. This argument is foreclosed by our recent
decision in Ashcroft v. American Civil Liberties Union, 542
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respect to Schedule 1 substances should not carry the
determinative weight, for RFRA purposes, that the Gov-
ernment would ascribe to them.

And in fact an exception has been made to the Schedule
I ban for religious use. For the past 35 years, there has
been a regulatory exemption for use of peyote®a Schedule
I substanced®by the Native American Church. See 21
CFR 81307.31 (2005). In 1994, Congress extended that
exemption to all members of every recognized Indian
Tribe. See 42 U. S. C. 81996a(b)(1). Everything the Gov-
ernment says about the DMT in hoascad®that, as a Sched-
ule | substance, Congress has determined that it ihas a
high potential for abuse,i thas no currently accepted medi-
cal use,m and has ia lack of accepted safety for use ...
under medical supervision,i 21 U.S.C. 8812(b)(1)&
applies in equal measure to the mescaline in peyote, yet
both the Executive and Congress itself have decreed an
exception from the Controlled Substances Act for Native
American religious use of peyote. If such use is permitted
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natural hallucinogenic materials,i and that i[p]lants as
such are not, and it is submitted are also not likely to be,
listed in Schedule I, but only some products obtained from
plants.i U. N. Commentary on the Convention on Psycho-
tropic Substances 387, 385 (1976). The court reasoned
that hoasca
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