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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida denies Marrio Williams’s petition
for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254, challenging his Florida first-degree murder
conviction and life sentence. The order concludes that the petition was timely and rejects claims
concerning DNA testing, competency to stand trial, and counsel’s motion for judgment of acquittal,
applying AEDPA and Strickland standards. The court also denies a certificate of appealability.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A Florida state prisoner filed a timely petition for a writ of habeas
corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 challenging his first-degree-murder
conviction and life sentence. The federal district court denied all seven
grounds for relief and denied a certificate of appealability.

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
under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d). State factual findings are presumed correct
under § 2254(e)(1), subject to rebuttal by clear and convincing
evidence. Ineffective-assistance claims are governed by Strickland and
reviewed through AEDPA's doubly deferential lens. Constitutional
trial error is harmless on collateral review unless it had a substantial
and injurious effect or influence on the verdict under Brecht.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive only
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PRACTICE AREAS

federal habeas corpus post-conviction relief criminal procedure ineffective assistance of counsel

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the state trial court's denial of Williams's request for DNA testing of cigarette butts found near
the murder scene violated due process or caused actual prejudice.

2. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for failing to investigate and request a competency determination
before trial.

3. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for failing to make an adequate motion for judgment of acquittal.

4. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for failing to request a jury instruction on manslaughter by
culpable negligence.

5. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for filing an allegedly underdeveloped motion for new trial.

6. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for failing to initiate plea negotiations before trial.

7. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for failing to investigate or obtain surveillance footage from a
nearby bank.

HOLDINGS

1. Williams was not entitled to habeas relief because he failed to demonstrate actual prejudice from the
denial of DNA testing of cigarette butts found near the murder scene.

2. The state court reasonably rejected Williams's claim that counsel was ineffective for failing to
investigate competency or request a competency determination.

3. Williams failed to show that counsel was ineffective in moving for judgment of acquittal because
counsel reasonably argued that the State had not established a prima facie case.

4. Williams could not establish Strickland prejudice from counsel's failure to request an instruction on
manslaughter by culpable negligence.

5. Williams failed to show ineffective assistance based on counsel's allegedly underdeveloped motion for
new trial.

6. Williams failed to establish prejudice from counsel's alleged failure to initiate plea negotiations because
the prosecution made no plea offer.

7. Williams failed to establish prejudice from counsel's failure to investigate or obtain surveillance footage
from a nearby bank.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“The power of the federal courts to grant a writ of habeas corpus setting aside a state prisoner’s conviction
on a claim that his conviction was obtained in violation of the United States Constitution is strictly
circumscribed.”

“The focus . . . is on whether the state court’s application of clearly established federal law is objectively
unreasonable, and . . . an unreasonable application is different from an incorrect one.”

“The standards created by Strickland and § 2254(d) are both highly deferential, and when the two apply in
tandem, review is doubly so.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Williams and two co-defendants murdered Jamie Seeger, a confidential informant who had purchased crack
cocaine from Williams and Vickers. Seeger arranged to meet Williams on the night of July 24, 2012, and was
later found shot nine times in her vehicle. Evidence relied on by the court included Williams's statements to his
girlfriend and a jail cellmate, testimony connecting him to the victim, and a handgun recovered from Tampa Bay
that matched shell casings from the crime scene. Williams was convicted of first-degree murder and received a
mandatory life sentence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Williams was convicted in Florida state court of first-degree murder and sentenced to mandatory life
imprisonment after the trial court found him ineligible for the death penalty because he was intellectually
disabled. His direct appeal and state post-conviction proceedings were unsuccessful. The federal court
determined that the § 2254 petition was timely, but denied relief on claims concerning DNA testing, competency,
ineffective assistance during the motion for judgment of acquittal, lesser-included-offense instructions, the
motion for new trial, plea negotiations, and surveillance footage. The court also denied a certificate of
appealability and directed the clerk to enter judgment and close the case.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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