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Sindone · No. 2:23-cv-12254 · Decided January 8, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan denied Christopher L. Sindone’s
petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. The court rejected claims concerning an
allegedly illegal search, sufficiency of the evidence that the burned trailer was a dwelling, double
jeopardy, Michigan sentencing-guideline scoring, and ineffective assistance of counsel. The court also
denied a certificate of appealability and permission to appeal in forma pauperis.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 from
Michigan convictions for second-degree arson and preparation to burn
a dwelling.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under AEDPA, relief on a claim adjudicated on the merits in state
court is unavailable 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.
Sufficiency claims are reviewed under Jackson v. Virginia with two
layers of deference. Fourth Amendment claims are generally barred
from federal habeas review under Stone v. Powell when the state
provided an opportunity for full and fair litigation.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion; persuasive authority only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether evidence obtained during a warrantless search of the trailer supported habeas relief or rendered
trial counsel ineffective for failing to challenge the search.

2. Whether the evidence was sufficient to prove that the trailer was a dwelling under Michigan law.

3. Whether convictions for second-degree arson and preparation to burn a dwelling violated the Double
Jeopardy Clause.

4. Whether alleged errors in scoring the Michigan sentencing guidelines supported federal habeas relief.

5. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for failing to challenge the dwelling element and for failing to
retain or present an arson investigator.

6. Whether Petitioner was entitled to a certificate of appealability or permission to appeal in forma
pauperis.

HOLDINGS

1. Petitioner was not entitled to habeas relief because the record reasonably supported the state court's
conclusion that he lacked a legitimate expectation of privacy in the victim's trailer, and counsel was not
ineffective for failing to raise a meritless Fourth Amendment challenge.

2. The state courts reasonably concluded that sufficient evidence established the trailer was a dwelling
under Michigan law, and the state court's rejection of the sufficiency claim did not unreasonably apply
Jackson v. Virginia.

3. Petitioner's convictions for second-degree arson and preparation to burn a dwelling did not violate the
Double Jeopardy Clause because Michigan law permits cumulative punishment for the two offenses,
which each require proof of an element the other does not.

4. Alleged errors in scoring the Michigan sentencing guidelines did not provide a basis for federal habeas
relief because the claim asserted an error of state law and the guidelines did not create a federally
cognizable entitlement.

5. Petitioner failed to establish ineffective assistance of counsel because the dwelling argument was
meritless under the state court's interpretation of Michigan law and Petitioner supplied no factual basis
showing that an arson investigator would have provided favorable testimony.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Petitioner’s ineffective assistance claim therefore requires consideration of the merits of Petitioner’s
underlying Fourth Amendment claim and, to the extent that Petitioner’s Fourth Amendment claim lacks merit,
his ineffective assistance claim necessarily fails.” (III.A)

“Under clearly established Supreme Court law, the standard governing Petitioner’s sufficiency of the
evidence claim is “whether, after viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution, any
rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt.””
(III.B)

“Because the state court found that the Michigan Legislature intended to impose multiple punishments for
these offenses, this “court’s inquiry is at an end” and there was no double jeopardy violation.” (III.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Petitioner was convicted after a bench trial arising from a fire at his estranged wife's mobile home. The evidence
showed that the victim had purchased and begun living in the trailer, had utilities connected, and had moved
personal belongings there, while Petitioner entered using an unauthorized copy of a key. Petitioner admitted
being in the trailer shortly before the fire and claimed that a candle accidentally ignited an air mattress, whereas
the prosecution relied on his statements that he had burned the trailer and on fire-scene evidence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After a bench trial in the Wayne Circuit Court, Petitioner was convicted and sentenced as a third-time habitual
felony offender. The Michigan Court of Appeals affirmed the convictions but remanded for resentencing, and the
Michigan Supreme Court denied leave to appeal. Following resentencing and a second state-court appeal,
Petitioner filed this § 2254 petition. The district court denied the petition with prejudice, denied a certificate of
appealability, and denied permission to appeal in forma pauperis.
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