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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Alabama reviewed Willie Dobyne's Rule 32 post-conviction claims arising

from his death-penalty conviction. The court held that plain-error review did not apply to a certiorari

petition from a post-conviction proceeding, clarified the applicable standard for juror-misconduct

claims, and upheld the denial of relief. The court also addressed Dobyne's ineffective-assistance-of-

counsel claims.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plain-error review applies to a certiorari petition arising from an appeal from the denial of a

Rule 32 postconviction petition in a death-penalty case.

2. Whether Dobyne's juror-misconduct claim was improperly treated as subject to the newly discovered

evidence requirements of Rule 32.1(e).

3. What standard governs whether a juror's failure to answer a voir dire question warrants a new trial or

postconviction relief.
4. Whether Dobyne established prejudice from the foreperson's alleged nondisclosure during voir dire.

5. Whether Dobyne's ineffective-assistance claims were precluded because the underlying issues had been

raised or addressed on direct appeal, or because he failed to establish prejudice under Strickland.

HOLDINGS

1. Plain-error review under Rule 39(a)(2), Ala. R. App. P., applies only to a certiorari petition arising from
the direct appeal of a death sentence, not to a petition reviewing the denial of a Rule 32 postconviction

petition.

2. A juror-misconduct claim alleging a constitutional violation may be brought under Rule 32.1(a) and
need not satisfy the newly discovered material facts requirements of Rule 32.1(e), although the claim

remains subject to the procedural bars in Rule 32.2.

3. A juror's failure to answer a voir dire question warrants a new trial or reversal when the defendant might

have been prejudiced, rather than only when actual prejudice is shown.

4. Dobyne was not entitled to postconviction relief because he failed to present evidence that a truthful
answer by the foreperson would have caused the defense to challenge her for cause or exercise a

peremptory strike.

5. Dobyne's ineffective-assistance claims did not warrant relief because claims raised or addressed on
direct appeal were precluded by Rule 32.2(a)(4), and Dobyne failed to establish that additional venue
evidence or further investigation of his statement would have changed the outcome.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The plain-error standard of review does not apply in this case.” (767)

“The proper standard for determining whether juror misconduct warrants a new trial, as set out by this
Court's precedent, is whether the misconduct might have prejudiced, not whether it actually did prejudice, the
defendant.” (771)

“The judgment of the Court of Criminal Appeals, affirming the trial court's order denying Dobyne's

postconviction petition alleging juror misconduct, ineffective assistance of counsel, and other things is due to



be affirmed.” (776)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

During Dobyne's capital trial, the jury foreperson had previously participated in educational evaluations
involving Dobyne but testified at the Rule 32 hearing that she had no personal recollection of him during voir
dire. Trial counsel knew the foreperson's occupation and had information suggesting she may have had prior
contact with Dobyne, but counsel made a strategic decision to retain her. Dobyne also alleged that counsel was
ineffective for failing to present additional venue evidence and for failing to investigate the voluntariness of his

police statement in light of his limited intellectual functioning.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Dobyne was convicted and sentenced to death, and his conviction and sentence were affirmed on direct appeal.
The trial court denied his Rule 32 petition alleging juror misconduct and ineffective assistance of counsel. The
Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed, and the Alabama Supreme Court granted certiorari to address the

standard of review and three arguments concerning juror misconduct and ineffective assistance.
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