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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Oklahoma denied Sonia R.
Weidenfelder’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. The court held that the
Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals reasonably rejected her claims that appellate counsel was
ineffective for failing to challenge the exclusion of a co-defendant’s statement and the admission of an
audio recording.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petition for federal habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 challenging
an Oklahoma murder conviction and alleging ineffective assistance of
appellate counsel.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Review was governed by AEDPA. Relief was unavailable unless the
state-court adjudication was contrary to, or an unreasonable
application of, clearly established Supreme Court precedent, or was
based on an unreasonable determination of the facts under 28 U.S.C. §
2254(d). State factual findings were presumed correct under § 2254(e)
(1), and review under § 2254(d)(1) was limited to the state-court
record. Ineffective-assistance claims were evaluated under Strickland
v. Washington, including the requirement that an appellate-counsel
omission involve a meritorious issue and a reasonable probability that
the petitioner would have prevailed on appeal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals unreasonably applied Strickland in rejecting
Weidenfelder's claim that appellate counsel was ineffective for failing to challenge exclusion of
Spaulding's statement identifying the location of the murder weapon.

2. Whether the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals unreasonably applied Strickland in rejecting
Weidenfelder's claim that appellate counsel was ineffective for failing to raise a Confrontation Clause
challenge to the audio recording of Spaulding's statements.

3. Whether Weidenfelder was entitled to a federal evidentiary hearing or a certificate of appealability.

HOLDINGS

1. Weidenfelder was not entitled to habeas relief because she did not establish a reasonable probability that
including a challenge to the excluded statement would have changed the result of her appeal. The
statement would not reasonably have established that Spaulding acted alone or negated Weidenfelder's
culpability.

2. Weidenfelder was not entitled to habeas relief because the omitted Confrontation Clause claim was
meritless and the recorded statements were nontestimonial and were admitted only to provide context for
Weidenfelder's responses.

3. The court denied Weidenfelder's request for an evidentiary hearing because § 2254(d) review was
limited to the state-court record and she did not show that she satisfied the requirements for a hearing
under § 2254(e)(2).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Mr. Spaulding could have known the location of the murder weapon if he acted alone or if he and Ms.
Weidenfelder acted together to perpetrate the crime.” (at 14-15)

“The Court finds and concludes that Ms. Weidenfelder has not made the necessary showings to obtain federal
habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.” (at 18)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Weidenfelder was convicted of first-degree murder after Debra Morgan was killed by a shotgun blast during a
contentious child-custody and child-support dispute involving Morgan and Weidenfelder's partner, Richard



Spaulding. The trial evidence included incriminating communications between Weidenfelder and Spaulding,
evidence concerning Spaulding's acquisition and modification of the shotgun, Weidenfelder's internet searches,
and a recorded conversation containing statements about stopping Morgan. Weidenfelder argued that appellate
counsel should have challenged the exclusion of Spaulding's statement identifying the weapon's location and the
admission of an audio recording of a conversation between Spaulding and Weidenfelder.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

An Oklahoma jury convicted Weidenfelder of first-degree murder and the state trial court sentenced her to life
imprisonment. The Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed her conviction and later affirmed the denial of
her application for post-conviction relief. Weidenfelder then filed this § 2254 petition, asserting that appellate
counsel was ineffective for failing to raise claims concerning exclusion of a co-defendant's statement and
admission of an audio recording.
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