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CALIFORNIA
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Espindola v. Gamboa - No. 1:21-cv-01255-JLT-CDB (HC) - Decided July 14, 2025

SUMMARY

This document is a Findings and Recommendation from the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of California in a 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas proceeding. The magistrate judge
recommends denying Andres Espindola’s petition challenging the refusal to instruct the jury on
involuntary manslaughter and declining to issue a certificate of appealability. The recommendation
concludes that the state court’s rejection of the claim was neither contrary to nor an unreasonable

application of clearly established federal law.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendation on a state prisoner’s amended petition

for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. The magistrate
judge recommended denying the petition and declining to issue a
certificate of appealability.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under AEDPA, relief is unavailable for a claim adjudicated on the
merits unless the state-court 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. The court
also applied the federal standard governing a defendant’s entitlement
to a jury instruction supported by sufficient evidence and the Chapman

harmless-error standard as applied by the state appellate court.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential
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TOPICS

federal habeas corpus  post-conviction relief ~ due process  criminal procedure

PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the state trial court’s refusal to instruct the jury on involuntary manslaughter violated

Petitioner’s federal due process right to present a complete defense.

2. Whether the California appellate court’s rejection of the instructional-error claim was contrary to, or an

unreasonable application of, clearly established Supreme Court precedent under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d).
3. Whether any instructional error was prejudicial under the applicable harmless-error standard.

4. Whether a certificate of appealability should issue.

HOLDINGS
1. Petitioner could not establish a clearly established federal constitutional right to an involuntary-

manslaughter instruction in this noncapital case.

2. The refusal to instruct on involuntary manslaughter did not violate due process because the evidence did

not support a finding that Petitioner acted without malice or without conscious disregard for human life.
3. Even assuming instructional error, Petitioner failed to show prejudice warranting federal habeas relief.

4. A certificate of appealability should be denied because Petitioner did not make a substantial showing of

the denial of a constitutional right.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“There is no credible evidence for a reasonable juror to find either that the natural and probable
consequences of the stab were not dangerous to Randle’s life or Espindola acted without consciously realizing
the risk to Randle’s life.” (at 12)

“Because a criminal defendant must be afforded a meaningful opportunity to present a complete defense,
failure to correctly instruct the jury on a defense may deprive a defendant of due process if it prevented the

jury from considering the defense.” (at 14)

“For all these reasons, Petitioner is not entitled to habeas relief on his instructional error claim.” (at 15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A Tulare County jury convicted Espindola of second-degree murder and found true a personal-use-of-a-deadly-
weapon enhancement. The evidence showed that after escalating confrontations, Espindola went to a vehicle,
retrieved an eight-to-nine-inch knife concealed in a beanie, returned to the confrontation, and stabbed Raymond
Randle deeply in the thigh, severing the femoral artery and causing Randle’s death. The trial court instructed the

jury on murder, voluntary manslaughter, and imperfect self-defense, but refused to instruct on involuntary



manslaughter. The California Court of Appeal affirmed, concluding that the evidence established implied malice

and did not support the lesser instruction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner filed an amended federal habeas petition alleging that the California trial court violated due process by
refusing to instruct the jury on involuntary manslaughter. Respondent answered and lodged the state-court
record, and Petitioner filed a traverse. The magistrate judge recommended denial of habeas relief and denial of a

certificate of appealability, subject to review by the assigned district judge after any objections.
DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. The magistrate judge recommended that the petition be denied and that a certificate of
appealability be denied; the recommendation was submitted to the assigned district judge for review after

objections.
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