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SUMMARY

The United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit affirmed the district court’s decision in a
habeas corpus case involving a confusing jury instruction on reasonable doubt. The court held that the
state appellate court unreasonably applied clearly established Supreme Court law and adopted the
district court’s opinion except for Section III.C.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the state appellate court unreasonably applied clearly established Supreme Court law governing
the reasonable-doubt standard.

2. Whether the district court's grant of federal habeas relief should be affirmed.

HOLDINGS

1. The state appellate court unreasonably applied clearly established Supreme Court law regarding
reasonable doubt because it misunderstood the trial judge's confused and confusing explanation of that
standard.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We AFFIRM the district court’s decision, and adopt its opinion in Stoltie v. California, reported at 501 F.
Supp. 2d 1252 (C.D. Cal. 2007), except for Section III.C., as to which we express no view.” (11026)

“This error led it to apply in an unreasonable manner clearly established Supreme Court law regarding
reasonable doubt.” (11026)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

At the petitioner's criminal trial, the trial judge gave the jury a confused and confusing explanation of the
reasonable-doubt standard. The state appellate court misunderstood that explanation and consequently applied an
unreasonable manner of review to clearly established Supreme Court law concerning reasonable doubt.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The district court granted relief in a state prisoner's federal habeas proceeding. The Ninth Circuit affirmed and
adopted the district court's opinion, Stoltie v. California, 501 F. Supp. 2d 1252 (C.D. Cal. 2007), except for
Section III.C., as to which it expressed no view.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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OPINION

PER CURIAM.
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OPINION PER CURIAM: We AFFIRM the district court’s decision, and adopt its opinion in
Stoltie v. California, reported at 501 F. Supp. 2d 1252 (C.D. Cal. 2007), except for Section III.C.,
as to which we express no view.

As the state acknowledged at oral argu- ment, even the state appellate court misunderstood the
con- fused and confusing explanation of reasonable doubt provided to the jury by the trial judge.
This error led it to apply in an unreasonable manner clearly established Supreme Court law
regarding reasonable doubt. Sullivan v. Louisiana, 508 U.S. 275 (1993); Cage v. Louisiana, 498
U.S. 39 (1990), overruled on other grounds by Estelle v. McGuire, 502 U.S. 62 (1991); In re
Winship, 397 U.S. 358 (1970).
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