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SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses Manuel Mendonca’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus
under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. The Magistrate Judge recommends denying the petition and dismissing the
action, concluding that the Fourth Amendment claim was barred by Stone v. Powell because
Mendonca had a full and fair opportunity to litigate it in state court, and that the sufficiency-of-the-
evidence claim was procedurally defaulted and lacked merit. The Magistrate Judge also recommends
declining to issue a certificate of appealability.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Report and recommendation on a state prisoner’s petition for a writ of
habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. The magistrate judge
recommended denial of the petition, dismissal of the action, and denial
of a certificate of appealability.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under AEDPA, habeas relief is unavailable for a claim adjudicated on
the merits in state court unless the state decision was contrary to, or
involved an unreasonable application of, clearly established Supreme
Court law, or was based on an unreasonable determination of the facts.
State factual findings receive a presumption of correctness rebuttable
by clear and convincing evidence. Sufficiency-of-the-evidence claims
are reviewed under Jackson v. Virginia with double deference to the
jury’s verdict and the state appellate court’s determination. Fourth
Amendment claims are generally barred from federal habeas review



when the state provided a full and fair opportunity to litigate them
under Stone v. Powell.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal habeas court could review Mendonca’s Fourth Amendment challenge to the
inventory search when Ohio courts provided him a full and fair opportunity to litigate the claim.

2. Whether Mendonca’s sufficiency-of-the-evidence claim was procedurally defaulted because he failed to
present it to the Supreme Court of Ohio.

3. Whether, alternatively, the state appellate court’s determination that the evidence was sufficient under
Jackson v. Virginia was unreasonable under AEDPA.

4. Whether a manifest-weight-of-the-evidence claim is cognizable in federal habeas corpus.

HOLDINGS

1. The Fourth Amendment claim is not subject to federal habeas relief because Ohio provided Mendonca a
full and fair opportunity to litigate the alleged unconstitutional search and seizure.

2. Mendonca’s sufficiency-of-the-evidence claim was procedurally defaulted because he raised it in the
Ohio Court of Appeals but did not present it to the Supreme Court of Ohio, and he no longer could do
so.

3. Even if the sufficiency claim were exhausted, the state appellate court reasonably determined that the
evidence was sufficient to support Mendonca’s convictions.

4. To the extent Mendonca asserted a manifest-weight-of-the-evidence claim, that claim was not
cognizable in federal habeas corpus.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An “‘opportunity for full and fair consideration’ means an available avenue for the prisoner to present his
claim to the state courts, not an inquiry into the adequacy of the procedure actually used to resolve that
particular claim.”” (Section III.A)

“This Court sitting in federal habeas review owes a double layer of deference to these determinations”
(Section III.B)



“For these reasons, the Undersigned RECOMMENDS that Petitioner’s grounds for relief be denied, and this
action be DISMISSED.” (Section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

During a traffic stop of Mendonca’s rental car, an officer discovered that Mendonca’s license was suspended and
that the vehicle’s registration and insurance were expired. The officer impounded the vehicle pursuant to the
police department’s towing and release policy and conducted an inventory search, finding a small quantity of
cocaine in the passenger compartment and a large brick of cocaine hidden in the trunk. A subsequent search of
the transporting officer’s cruiser revealed methamphetamine near the area where Mendonca had been seated. The
state trial court denied suppression, and a jury convicted Mendonca of four drug offenses and imposed an
aggregate sentence of 13 to 16.5 years.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mendonca was convicted in Ohio state court of drug-trafficking and drug-possession offenses after cocaine and
methamphetamine were discovered during an inventory search of his rental vehicle and a police cruiser. The
Ohio trial court denied his motion to suppress, and the Ohio Court of Appeals affirmed his convictions and
sentence. The Supreme Court of Ohio declined jurisdiction over his Fourth Amendment claim. Mendonca then
filed a federal habeas petition asserting Fourth Amendment and sufficiency-of-the-evidence claims; the
magistrate judge recommended dismissal of both claims.
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