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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon considers William Cisneros’s amended
petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. Cisneros challenges his Oregon
convictions for multiple sex offenses and luring a minor, asserting prosecutorial misconduct and
ineffective assistance of trial counsel. The opinion recounts the underlying allegations and state-court
proceedings before addressing the habeas claims under the deferential standards of § 2254(d); the
visible text states that the amended petition is denied.
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DISPOSITION denied

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 from
Oregon state convictions. The district court denied the amended
petition in its entirety and declined to issue a certificate of
appealability.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d), relief is unavailable unless the state-court
adjudication was contrary to, or involved an unreasonable application
of, clearly established Supreme Court precedent, or was based on an
unreasonable determination of the facts. State factual findings are
presumed correct under § 2254(e)(1). Ineffective-assistance claims are
reviewed under the doubly deferential combination of Strickland and
AEDPA.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion; persuasive but not binding
precedent
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federal habeas corpus post-conviction relief criminal procedure constitutional law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the prosecutor's closing-argument statements that the complainant was not lying and related
comments denied petitioner due process by constituting improper vouching or otherwise rendering the
trial fundamentally unfair.

2. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for failing to object to the prosecutor's allegedly inflammatory,
prejudicial, vouching, and burden-shifting closing arguments.

3. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for failing to retain a forensic child-interviewing expert.

4. Whether petitioner was entitled to habeas relief under the deferential standards of 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d).

HOLDINGS

1. The state courts' rejection of petitioner's due-process claim was neither contrary to nor an unreasonable
application of clearly established federal law, and the prosecutor's challenged comments did not render
the trial fundamentally unfair.

2. Petitioner failed to establish that trial counsel's decision not to object to the prosecutor's closing
argument was objectively unreasonable or prejudicial under Strickland as applied through AEDPA.

3. Petitioner was not entitled to habeas relief on the claim that trial counsel was ineffective for failing to
retain a forensic child-interviewing expert.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A prosecutor commits misconduct if the prosecutor’s improper comments “so infected the trial with
unfairness as to make the resulting conviction a denial of due process.”” (Discussion § I.A.i)

“Improper vouching occurs when the prosecutor places the prestige of the government behind the witness or
suggests that information not presented to the jury supports the witness’ testimony.” (Discussion § I.A.i)

“A “reasonable probability” is “a probability sufficient to undermine confidence in the outcome.””
(Discussion § I.B.i)

“For the reasons identified above, the Amended Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (ECF No. 27) is denied.”
(Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

William Cisneros was in a relationship with Linda Hock and lived with Hock and her children, including NJ,
during the period when NJ alleged the abuse occurred. NJ disclosed multiple incidents of sexual abuse by
Cisneros when she was nine years old, including incidents in a garage, motel, barn, and bedroom, and later



repeated substantially similar accounts to her mother, police, and forensic interviewers. Cisneros repeatedly
stated that he did not remember the events because of alcohol use, apologized, and acknowledged being with NJ
in locations where abuse was alleged, but he did not expressly admit the abuse. A jury convicted him of multiple
sexual offenses and luring a minor.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner was convicted in Deschutes County, Oregon, of multiple sexual offenses and luring a minor and was
sentenced to 600 months' imprisonment. The Oregon Court of Appeals affirmed the convictions without opinion,
and the Oregon Supreme Court denied review. The state post-conviction relief court denied claims alleging
ineffective assistance of trial counsel; the Oregon Court of Appeals affirmed without opinion, and the Oregon
Supreme Court denied review. The federal district court denied the amended habeas petition, concluding that the
state-court decisions were not contrary to or unreasonable applications of clearly established federal law.

DISPOSITION

denied
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