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PETITIONER’S REPLY
BRIEF ON THE MERITS
INTRODUCTION
The Constitution does not provide for counsel on
habeas corpus. Congress, however, has chosen to
create that right for capital habeas petitioners. This
case is about the standard the federal district court
should have applied to respondent Clair’s request for
substitution of appointed counsel in his habeas corpus capital case. The governing statute, 18 U.S.C.
§3599(e), contains no explicit standard for that determination.
In this Reply Brief, the State reiterates that a
federal court need replace appointed counsel only
when the petitioner has been deprived of the statutory
right to counsel under §3599. These circumstances
include when counsel fails to meet the statutory
qualifications for appointment, when counsel has a
disabling conflict of interest, or when counsel has
abandoned the client.
In 2005, the district court was on the verge of
deciding Clair’s habeas corpus petition when Clair
complained about his team of attorneys. The court
denied Clair’s motion for new counsel. It found that
Clair’s appointed counsel, the Federal Public Defender,
was doing a “proper job” and that Clair had not
shown a conflict of interest nor any inadequacy. J.A.
61-72. The court had plenty of data to work with in
making this determination: it had presided over the
case for more than a decade, a time involving years of
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motion practice, years of discovery, a hard-fought
motion for an evidentiary hearing, a two-day evidentiary hearing, extensive post-hearing briefing of the
issues by both parties, and an earlier request for new
counsel by Clair (over State opposition). Pet.App. 2123; J.A.18-35. After rejecting Clair’s attempt to get
new counsel, the court denied Clair’s petition for writ
of habeas corpus challenging his conviction and death
sentence for the 1984 murder of Linda Rodgers.
Over five years later, in 2010, the Ninth Circuit
announced that the district court had acted without
sufficient understanding of the case. In order to reach
this remarkable conclusion, the panel reached to 18
U.S.C. §3006A’s “interests of justice” standard for
substitution of counsel in non-capital cases and
purported to apply it to Clair’s motion for new counsel. It acknowledged that Clair did not even contend
his habeas team had been constitutionally ineffective.1 But, by using an “interests of justice” standard,
the panel concluded that the district court abused its
discretion by not inquiring about Clair’s complaint
that his counsel had failed to provide “meaningful
assistance” by investigating physical evidence that,
because of new technologies, could be subjected to
forensic testing not available at the time of his 1987
trial. Pet.App. 4-5. It gave no weight to the fact that
Clair’s counsel were statutorily qualified, did not

1

Clair does not assert that his prior counsel were ineffective. Opp. Pet.Cert. 15.
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have any conflicts of interest, had filed a substantial
habeas petition, and had conducted an evidentiary
hearing on Clair’s behalf. The opinion did not even
analyze the actual merits of Clair’s concerns about
his counsel. As even Clair concedes, the Ninth Circuit’s standard of adjudication exceeded “what the
Constitution would require” for criminal defendants
at trial. Resp.Br. 30.
Clair also concedes that the Ninth Circuit did not
follow the “ordinary” and “proper” course of remanding Clair’s case for inquiry about Clair’s concerns.
Resp.Br. 39. Instead, the Ninth Circuit peremptorily
appointed new district court counsel retroactively,
vacated the denial of Clair’s petition, and offered
Clair the opportunity to relitigate his previously
unsuccessful federal petition.
Thus, after 17 apparently pointless years in the
federal courts, Clair’s case returned to square one in
the district court so that he could try to add new
claims to his first petition and so that the district
court might now “rule[ ] anew on Clair’s [previously
denied] habeas petition.” Pet.App. 6. Although Clair
coyly suggests that the district court could still disallow the new claims (Resp.Br. 40-43), the point remains that litigation on the first petition now
resumes afresh. Although there never was any finding that Clair’s former counsel were incompetent or
ineffective, new counsel now has the opportunity to
litigate new claims and relitigate old ones.
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The Ninth Circuit’s ruling erroneously allows
Clair to evade AEDPA’s restrictions on successive
petitions. California’s interest in the finality of its
judgments, and the principles of comity, and federalism are compromised. Capital prisoners now have a
new avenue to delay their cases. Justice for the
murder of Linda Rodgers, now over 27 years in the
past, is again postponed. None of this was proper.
I.

THE ISSUE IN THIS CASE IS THE APPROPRIATE STANDARD FOR SUBSTITUTION OF APPOINTED COUNSEL IN
CAPITAL HABEAS CASES UNDER §3599

The specific question presented in this case goes
to whether Clair had a legal right to new habeas
counsel because he was dissatisfied with his lawyers’
alleged failure to investigate “potentially important”
evidence. Clair agrees that the answer to that question is “No.” Resp.Br. 1. But he then claims that this
case does not really present that question. Instead, he
mischaracterizes the Ninth Circuit’s decision as no
more than a finding that the district court had
abused its discretion by failing to investigate Clair’s
complaints about his counsel. Clair, however, trivializes the implication of the Ninth Circuit’s disposition,
which now gives him an opportunity to reopen his
district court proceedings without satisfying AEDPA’s
restrictions on successive petitions – even though it
has now been 18 years since he initiated unsuccessful
federal habeas proceedings – and even though there
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was never any showing that his habeas counsel had
inadequately represented him.
Clair dodges the point. The reason that the
answer to the question presented is “No” is because
(1) as he admits, the Constitution did not require it,
and (2) his allegations were insufficient to justify new
counsel under §3599(e). The Ninth Circuit’s decision
to simply appoint new counsel without even remanding Clair’s case for an inquiry about his allegations
against his old counsel amounts to a finding that
Clair’s request was sufficient as a matter of law. Yet,
as California explained in its opening brief, the right
to replace statutorily appointed counsel cannot be
based on allegations of dissatisfaction relating to
performance. Clair does not have the right to effective
assistance of counsel on habeas corpus, even if that
counsel is statutorily appointed. Pennsylvania v.
Finley, 481 U.S. 551, 553, 555-559 (1987) (state created right to appointed counsel does not include right
to procedures under Anders v. California, 386 U.S.
378 (1967)); Bonin v. Vasquez, 999 F.2d 425, 427-431
(9th Cir. 1993) (motion of federal habeas counsel to
withdraw denied because there is no right to effective
assistance of counsel on habeas). At most, he is entitled to substitution only when his appointed representation is “fundamentally inadequate” to vindicate
his statutory right to counsel. See District Attorney’s
Office for the Third Judicial District v. Osborne, 557
U.S. 52, 129 S.Ct. 2308, 2320 (2009).
As explained in the opening brief, the statutory
scheme calls for representation by qualified counsel,
nothing more. Habeas representation is fundamentally
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inadequate in the context of the statutory scheme
when it amounts to no representation at all, which is
an effective deprivation of counsel. Pet.Br. 17-43.
Accordingly, when the district court received Clair’s
criticisms of his counsel and denied the substitution
motion based on the record, the district court did all
that was required because Clair complained merely
about his counsel’s decisions, rather than alleging
that he had been deprived of statutorily authorized
counsel. United States v. McClendon, 782 F.2d 785,
789 (9th Cir. 1986) (“McClendon’s description of the
problem and the judge’s own observations provided a
sufficient basis for reaching an informed decision
[denying substitution motion]. . . .”).2
II.

SUBSTITUTION MOTIONS SHOULD BE
LIMITED TO CIRCUMSTANCES AMOUNTING TO “DEPRIVATION OF QUALIFIED
COUNSEL” UNDER §3599 AND SHOULD
NOT BE SUBJECT TO THE NINTH CIRCUIT’S EXPANSIVE “INTERESTS OF JUSTICE” STANDARD

Clair argues that the Ninth Circuit’s version of
§3006A’s “interests of justice” standard is superior to
the “deprivation of counsel” standard for substitution

2

Clair criticizes the district court for not explaining its
denial of Clair’s motion. The record is clearly to the contrary.
J.A. 61-72. No more was required. See, e.g., Wainwright v. Witt,
469 U.S. 412, 430 (1985) (unnecessary to announce conclusion
when finding is evident from the record).
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propounded in California’s opening brief in terms of
supporting authority and practicality. However, his
comparison cannot withstand scrutiny. The Ninth
Circuit’s “interests of justice” standard is inconsistent
with the Congressional scheme for providing counsel
in capital habeas matters. In the capital habeas
context, however, the “deprivation of counsel” standard for substitution of counsel is naturally derived
from Congress’s scheme for appointment of qualified
counsel under §3599, from canons of statutory construction, and from this Court’s considerable habeas
corpus and death penalty jurisprudence. That scheme
and that case law take proper account of the States’
“significant interest” in finality as well as in principles of comity and federalism. Nelson v. Campbell,
541 U.S. 637, 644 (2004) (and cases cited).
A. §3599 Limits Substitution Motions to
Actual Deprivation of the Right to Representation by Statutorily Qualified Legal Counsel
The principal premise of California’s opening
brief is that Clair’s substitution motion was legally
insufficient because Clair did not allege anything
suggesting he had been deprived of his §3599 right to
counsel. Nothing he asserted suggested that his
appointed counsel were statutorily unqualified, that
they had a conflict of interest that adversely affected
their representation, or that they had abandoned
him. In short, nothing he asserted suggested he had
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been deprived of the counsel guaranteed him by
§3599. Since Clair was never deprived of the rights
given him by §3599, he was not entitled to new counsel.
There is nothing novel about a “deprivation of
counsel” standard. It is analogous to actual or constructive denial of counsel under the Sixth Amendment. Pet.Br. 33-34; Smith v. Robbins, 528 U.S. 259
(2000) (prejudice presumed when counsel denied or
burdened by actual conflict of interest); United States
v. Bergman, 599 F.3d 1142, 1147 (10th Cir. 2010)
(representation by non-lawyer is automatically ineffective). It is also consistent with this Court’s dividing
line between claims of denial of counsel and claims of
ineffective assistance of counsel. Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 692-693 (1984) (citing United
States v. Cronic, 466 U.S. 648, 659 & n. 25 (1984));
Mickens v. Taylor, 535 U.S. 162, 166-167 (2002);
Penson v. Ohio, 488 U.S. 75, 88 (1988).
There is no constitutional or statutory right to
effective assistance of counsel on habeas corpus.
McCleskey v. Zant, 499 U.S. 467, 495 (1991); Coleman
v. Thompson, 501 U.S. 722, 754 (1993); Pennsylvania
v. Finley, 481 U.S. at 556. Hence, a motion for substitution of counsel based on the actual deprivation of
statutory counsel is adequate to protect the actual
underlying right – the right to appointment of qualified counsel. See District Attorney’s Office for the
Third Judicial District v. Osborne, 129 S.Ct. at 2320.
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Congress enacted §3599 amid the setting of a
legal landscape in which the statutory creation of a
right to counsel for capital habeas corpus petitioners
would not automatically create a concomitant right to
effective assistance of counsel. Coleman v. Thompson,
501 U.S. at 752-754, citing Pennsylvania v. Finley, 481
U.S. at 553, 556-559, and Wainwright v. Torna, 455
U.S. 586, 587-588 (1982) (representation by retained
or appointed counsel, when there is no constitutional
right to counsel, does not create right to effective
assistance of counsel); see McCleskey v. Zant, 499
U.S. at 495. Since Congress had no reason to believe
it was creating a right to effective assistance of counsel when it enacted §3599, there is no reason to
conclude Congress intended to create a right to substitution of counsel on the basis of ineffectiveness.
Bonin v. Calderon, 999 F.2d at 427-431; (rejecting
appointed counsels’ withdrawal motion because there
was no right to effective assistance of counsel on
habeas and, therefore, their alleged ineffectiveness
could not be “cause” for abuse of the writ); Lawrence
v. Florida, 549 U.S. 327, 337 (2007) (state not accountable for mistakes of appointed counsel on collateral review).
Nor did Congress explicitly create a right to
effective assistance of habeas counsel. See Harris v.
Vasquez, 949 F.2d 1497, 1523 (9th Cir. 1990) (California did not create right to collateral judicial review of
the competency of state-paid defense psychiatrists).
And for good reason. Congress could reasonably foresee
that creating a right to effective assistance of counsel
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on habeas would have the “actual impact” of causing
an “infinite continuum of litigation” as each succeeding habeas counsel challenged the performance of the
predecessor. Bonin v. Vasquez, 999 F.2d at 430. Accordingly, Congress would not have contemplated
substitution motions based on alleged unsatisfactory
performance such as the request Clair filed in this
case. Such motions would be no more than inquiries
into the effectiveness of appointed counsel with the
inherent risk of litigation of new and relitigation of
old claims by succeeding counsel. Instead of opening
this Pandora’s Box, Congress created a system that
provided for the appointment of qualified counsel and
provided them with the tools and the time for the
adequate representation of their clients.
It is true, of course, that §3599(e) authorizes
motions for replacement of appointed counsel. As this
Court explained in Harbison v. Bell, 556 U.S. 180, 129
S.Ct. 1481 (2009), §3599(e) also establishes the duration of counsel’s appointment and “emphasizes continuity of counsel. . . .” Id. at 1490. But, in allowing for
the possibility that this continuous representation
will be interrupted by a motion for new counsel,
§3599(e) merely requires that the replacement have
the required statutory qualifications. It does not set
out an explicit standard for replacing counsel.
Contrary to Clair’s reading, the “deprivation of
counsel” standard for substitution flows naturally
from both the text and substance of §3599. Counsel is
replaced only when a petitioner is not being represented by qualified counsel under §3599. A more
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expansive standard increases the potential for disrupting representation in subsequent proceedings,
including state clemency actions. Resp.Br. 31; Amici
Curiae Brief for Florida and 25 States 22.
Even more important, Congress’s establishment
of demanding qualification standards for §3599
counsel supports limitations on substitution motions.
As described in both merits briefs filed in this case,
§3599 imposes “more stringent” qualifications for
appointment of counsel than under §3006A. It also
pays higher compensation, provides reasonably necessary services, permits second counsel, and authorizes
appointment of counsel even before a petition for writ
of habeas corpus is actually filed. Further, appointment of federal counsel comes only after a petitioner
has already been tried in state court, appealed his
conviction, and exhausted his remaining claims on
state collateral review. Harbison v. Bell, 129 S.Ct. at
1489.
These elements point to the conclusion that a
substitution motion should not be based on a petitioner’s complaints about collateral counsel’s performance. Congress created a “more solicitous”
representation system of “well qualified counsel”
(Resp.Br. 21) to ensure that capital petitioners were
adequately represented by qualified counsel and to
avoid endless litigation about competence. Congress
has reasonably decided that a habeas petitioner’s
interests will, as a realistic matter, be sufficiently
protected by the appointment of extra-qualified
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counsel, and the States’ interest in its judgment will
be honored in turn by foreclosing litigation about the
effectiveness of federal counsel. Congress’s wisdom is
illustrated by Clair’s case, where the court below was
not able to say that the Federal Public Defender was
ineffective. Substitution motions based on actual
deprivation of that counsel sufficiently protect a
petitioner’s substantive right to appointment of
qualified counsel under §3599.
Finally, Clair cannot refute the negative implication in AEDPA supporting the conclusion that substitution of counsel in his case could not be “on the basis
of the ineffectiveness or incompetence of counsel. . . .”
Pet.Br. 27-28. For all cases, except for capital cases
proceeding under the so-called “opt in” provisions of
Chapter 154 of Title 28, “the ineffectiveness or incompetence of counsel during State or Federal postconviction proceedings shall not be a ground for relief
in a proceeding arising under section 2254.” 28 U.S.C.
§2254(i). The same language for capital cases is in
Chapter 154, but with an exception: “This limitation
shall not preclude the appointment of different counsel, on the court’s own motion or at the request of the
prisoner, at any phase of State or Federal postconviction proceedings on the basis of the ineffectiveness or incompetence of counsel in such proceedings.”
28 U.S.C. §2261(e).3

3

As argued in petitioner’s opening brief, AEDPA informs
the district court’s exercise of discretion regarding Clair’s
(Continued on following page)
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This is the only time Congress has spoken to the
standard for substitution of appointed counsel. Clair
states that this second sentence in §2261(e) “merely
negates any possible implication that Congress
intended to preclude trial courts from removing and
replacing incompetent counsel.” Resp.Br. 29. This is
true. But that same “implication” indicates that
Congress specifically eliminated “ineffectiveness or
incompetence” of habeas counsel as a basis for substitution of habeas counsel in non-Chapter 154 cases
such as Clair’s. Further, Congress’s view would have
been shaped by this Court’s holdings that there is no
constitutional right of effective assistance of counsel
on habeas (which it codified in §2254(i)), necessarily
implying that there likewise is no right to discharge
appointed counsel on habeas on grounds of incompetence or ineffectiveness.4 Thus, where Congress
substitution motion, even though Clair’s habeas petition was
filed pre-AEDPA. Pet.Br. 18-20 & n. 11. AEDPA explicitly
references §3599. Id. at 24. Clair’s counsel was appointed after
AEDPA’s effective date under the authority of a non-AEDPA
statute, §3599. It is appropriate to consider Congress’s intent in
AEDPA as it bears on post-AEDPA counsel appointments.
4
The State argued that Congress’s codification of this
Court’s holdings that ineffectiveness of collateral counsel in
§2254(i) could not be grounds for relief was an idle act unless
Congress intended to include other forms of relief as well, such
as reopening litigation or substituting counsel based on ineffectiveness. Pet.Br. 29. Clair responds that there is nothing
remarkable about Congressional codification of this Court’s holdings and cites several examples, including the exhaustion and
evidentiary hearing statutes. Resp.Br. 28 & n. 21. The difference
is that in Clair’s examples, Congress was simply exercising its
(Continued on following page)
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wanted to create a right to replace ineffective or
incompetent habeas counsel, it chose to insert specific
language to that effect in Chapter 154. Clair cannot
escape the fact that Congress included no such language in §2254(i) regarding cases not governed by
Chapter 154 – such as his. Lindh v. Murphy, 521 U.S.
320, 329-336 (1997) (specific statutory language that
Chapter 154 applied to pending cases and absence of
similar language for amendments to Chapter 153
created “negative implication” that amendments to
Chapter 153 did not apply to pending cases).
B. The “Interests of Justice” Standard of
§3006A(c) and the Ninth Circuit’s Definition of that Standard Are Inapplicable to
Substitution Motions under §3599(e)
1. Congress Intentionally Omitted the
“Interests of Justice” Standard from
§3599
Taking his cue from the Ninth Circuit’s opinion,
Clair touts the application of the “interests of justice”
standard for substitution of counsel in non-capital
cases under §3006A(c) to motions for substitution
under §3599. Apparently the Ninth Circuit defines
“interests of justice” in terms of whether appointed
power to define the “proper scope” of the writ. Felker v. Turpin,
518 U.S. 651, 664 (1996). Section 2254(i) is different – to the
extent it codifies a constitutional doctrine, it cannot bind this
Court. See, e.g., Dickerson v. United States, 530 U.S. 428, 437
(2000). Congress surely intended more than an empty gesture.
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counsel provides “meaningful assistance.” Pet.App. 4.
Clair defines “interests of justice” by arguing that the
district court was generally required “to make a
discretionary determination, based on all the relevant
circumstances. . . .” Resp.Br. 16. He otherwise refers
to various district court decisions applying the “interests of justice” standard at trial or in the context of
the Sixth Amendment right to counsel. Resp.Br. 23
n. 16, 32 n. 23.
But there is no reason to conclude that Congress
intended for the “interests of justice” standard to
apply to §3599(e) substitution motions. Clair concedes
that “interests of justice” is ubiquitous in federal
statutes. Resp.Br. 24. As Clair also points out, the
§3006A “interests of justice” standard applied to
substitution motions prior to the passage of §3599.
However, Congress did not reinsert that standard
into §3599. Id. at 20-21. The original statute containing what is now §3599, the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of
1988, 102 Stat. 4181, also included multiple invocations of the “interests of justice” standard, but it
omitted that standard in the section of the Act pertaining to substitution of counsel in capital cases. Id.
at 4492, 4493, 4496, 4497, 4514. This Court must
presume that Congress intentionally left this language out of §3599. Duncan v. Walker, 533 U.S. 167,
173 (2001).
It is also understandable why Congress excluded
“interests of justice” from §3599. Basically, the “interests of justice” standard is a “broad and flexible
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standard which must be applied on a case-by-case
basis.” In re Manville Forest Products Corp., 896 F.2d
1384, 1391 (2d Cir. 1990). The omission of a generalized “interests of justice” standard from §3599 was an
explicit message from Congress that a narrower, more
refined standard should apply to substitution motions
under that section – a specialized statutory scheme
for appointment of counsel in capital cases that is
totally separate from the generalized §3006A scheme.
Section 3599 has specific standards for qualified
counsel in capital cases, more money, more resources,
more counsel, more time to prepare, and continuous
representation. Capital litigation uniquely incentivizes manipulation and delaying tactics. Section
3599(e)’s standard for substitution should match the
specificity and specialty of the overall Congressional
plan and its capital context.
Nor is Clair’s §3006A standard superior to the
“deprivation of counsel” standard. As noted, the
“interests of justice” standard is very general and far
from clear. There is nothing unusual about a “deprivation of counsel” standard, since it is akin to “denial
of counsel” under the Sixth Amendment. Furthermore, the Ninth Circuit’s expansive §3006A “interests
of justice” standard will introduce a disruptive procedure into federal habeas proceedings, the “Clair
motion” – like the motion in this case, that is already
a frequent source of extensive litigation and delay in
the trial courts. See Annot., 157 A.L.R. 1225 (1945);
Pet.Br. 21-22; see, e.g., Vermont v. Brillon, 556 U.S.
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___, 129 S.Ct. 1283, 1292 (2009) (defendant delayed
and disrupted proceedings with substitution motions); Green v. Scott, 863 F.Supp. 376, 379 n. 6
(N.D.Texas 1994) (“attorneys providing representation to death penalty defendants often become
[victims] of tactics to delay execution of the sentence. . . .”); United States v. John Doe No. 1, 272 F.3d
116, 122 (2d Cir. 2001) (warning against obstructive
substitution motions).
Clair blithely assumes, as did the Ninth Circuit,
that even though Congress omitted the “interests of
justice” standard from §3599(e), it intended for condemned inmates to have the same exact opportunity
to substitute counsel as their non-capital counterparts. Of course, this Court has never defined the
“interests of justice” standard for substitution of
statutorily appointed counsel in non-capital cases.
Since inmates, in general, are not entitled to effective
assistance of statutorily appointed counsel on habeas,
it is questionable whether non-capital inmates would
have any greater right to replace their counsel than
capital inmates insofar as they may be dissatisfied
with their counsel. See Harris v. Vasquez, 949 F.2d at
1514 n. 13; Bonin v. Vasquez, 999 F.2d at 427-431
(denying withdrawal motions under §3006A).
Alternatively, it would not be remarkable if
Congress had established a different, more stringent
standard for substituting counsel in capital habeas
cases. As the State argued, Congress established a
special, “high-end” system in capital habeas cases
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for the appointment of counsel, one that demanded
higher qualifications from counsel, and that provided
these extra-qualified counsel with more resources
than their colleagues representing non-capital petitioners. This regime contemplates continuous representation all the way through the clemency and
competency process. Condemned inmates have a
singular incentive to impede the progress of their
cases with disruptive tactics. It was reasonable for
Congress to balance its generosity in creating a right
to counsel by limiting motions for substitution of
5
appointed counsel.
2. The Ninth Circuit Misapplied the
“Interests of Justice” Standard
Even if the §3006A “interests of justice” standard
applied to §3599(e) substitution motions, the Ninth
Circuit misapplied that standard. Under §3006A,
federal district courts substitute appointed counsel at
all stages of criminal and related proceedings. Substitution at the criminal trial level protects the criminal
defendants’ Sixth Amendment right to effective assistance of counsel. See, e.g., United States v. Gonzalez,
113 F.3d 1026, 1028-1029 (9th Cir. 1997) (cited with
approval in United States v. McDaniel, 995 F.Supp.
5

It is not unusual for capital inmates to face more stringent
procedural requirements than non-capital inmates. Barefoot v.
Estelle, 463 U.S. 880, 887-896 (1983). And Congress’s enactment
of Chapter 154 of AEDPA is specifically directed at facilitating
capital collateral review.
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1095, 1096-1097 (C.D.Cal. 1998)); Felder v. Goord,
564 F.Supp.2d 201, 220 (S.D.N.Y. 2008) (“a conflict of
interest, a complete breakdown in communication
or an irreconcilable conflict which leads to an apparently unjust verdict.”). Defendants on trial are not
entitled to substitution merely because they lack a
“meaningful relationship” with counsel or disagree
with counsel about tactical decisions. United States v.
Taylor, 652 F.3d 905, 908 (8th Cir. 2011). Nor are they
entitled to choose their counsel. United States v.
Paker, 469 F.3d 57, 62 (2d Cir. 2006).
Courts differ about substitution of statutorily
appointed counsel in capital federal habeas cases. But
all of their decisions are at least bottomed on Sixth
Amendment analysis. Compare Bonin v. Vasquez,
999 F.2d at 431 (denying motions of counsel appointed under §3006A to withdraw since petitioners did
not have constitutional right to ineffective assistance
of counsel on habeas) with Johnson v. Gibson, 169
F.3d 1239, 1254 (10th Cir. 1999) (§3599 substitution
standards implicate same concerns as Sixth Amendment).
Section 3006A was, after all, intended “to insure
that [trial] defendants who are financially unable to
afford trial services necessary to an adequate defense
are provided them in accordance with the Sixth
Amendment. . . .” United States v. Barcelon, 833 F.2d
894, 896 (10th Cir. 1987). Although §3006A provides
for counsel in cases in which there is no constitutional right to counsel, it was not intended to provide a
right to counsel that exceeds the constitutional rights
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granted to criminal defendants. See United States v.
Eskridge, 445 F.3d 930, 933 (7th Cir. 2006); United
States v. Berger, 375 F.3d 1223, 1226 (11th Cir. 2004);
Bonin v. Vasquez, 999 F.2d at 427-431; Chaney v.
Lewis, 801 F.2d 1191, 1196 (9th Cir. 1986). Indeed,
because appointment of habeas counsel under §3006A
is discretionary, its “interests of justice” standard
cannot provide greater protection than the protection
accorded to defendants who are mandatorily entitled
to representation under the Sixth Amendment.
Counterintuitively, the Ninth Circuit actually
accorded Clair greater latitude on his substitution
motion than is available to criminal defendants
seeking to protect their constitutional right to counsel
at trial.6 See United States v. Lane, 474 U.S. 438, 446
6

The Ninth Circuit stated that Clair was challenging his
counsels’ “meaningful assistance.” “Meaningful assistance” is not
a constitutional standard. In McFarland v. Scott, 512 U.S. 849
(1994), this Court held that stays of execution could be ordered
so that appointed counsel under §3599 could “meaningfully . . .
research and present a defendant’s habeas claims.” Id. at 858.
In short, §3599 gives appointed counsel a realistic opportunity
to assemble a petition without facing the deadline of a scheduled execution. McFarland never held that §3599 implemented
a constitutional right. The Ninth Circuit seized on McFarland’s
language to hold that “meaningful assistance of counsel” on
habeas was essential to protect capital inmates’ rights. Rohan
ex rel. Gates v. Woodford, 334 F.3d 803, 813 (9th Cir. 2003). It
still acknowledged that there was no constitutional right to
effective assistance of habeas counsel. Id. at 810. The Ninth
Circuit has extended this “meaningful assistance” doctrine to
habeas appeals. In re Gonzales, 623 F.3d 1242 (9th Cir. 2010),
cert. pending Ryan v. Gonzales, No. 10-930. This is a “transparent attempt to smuggle Strickland into a realm the Sixth
(Continued on following page)
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n. 9 (1986) (logically, constitutional error subject to
more stringent prejudice analysis than nonconstitutional error.) Clair’s complaint amounted to
no more than an allegation that he and his counsel
disagreed about a particular line of investigation even
though Clair’s allegations did not rise to the level of
constitutional ineffectiveness. Pet.App. 5 (citing
District Attorney’s Office for the Third Judicial District v. Osborne, 129 S.Ct. at 2320, and Bonin v.
Vasquez, 999 F.2d at 429). Clair faults his counsel for
failing to follow his “instructions” to investigate
physical evidence (Resp.Br. 36 n. 25), but there is no
authority granting Clair the right to control his
counsel on a tactical matter. Jones v. Barnes, 463
U.S. 745, 751-754 (1983). Clair concedes that the
“ordinary,” “proper,” and “appropriate” remedy for the
district court’s alleged failure to inquire about Clair’s
request would have been to remand his case for that
inquiry. Resp.Br. 2, 39. The Ninth Circuit did not
order that inquiry. The Ninth Circuit’s interpretation
and application of §3599 was inconsistent with this
Court’s habeas corpus jurisprudence which bills
criminal trials as the “main event” and with the
State’s interest in proceeding with its judgments.
McFarland v. Scott, 512 U.S. at 859.
Clair concedes the Ninth Circuit applied a standard to his substitution request that exceeded constitutional norms. Remarkably, he claims this is
Amendment does not reach.” Holland v. Florida, ___ U.S. ___,
130 S.Ct. 2549, 2575 (2010) (Scalia, J., dissenting).

22
“unsurprising” because §3599 provides a statutory
right to counsel that exceeds “what the Constitution
requires.” Resp.Br. 30. No specific language in the
statute supports his assertion. See Harris v. Vasquez,
949 F.2d at 1523. He does not explain why Congress
would have granted habeas corpus petitioners greater
rights to substitute appointed counsel than those
available to presumptively innocent criminal defendants at trial. Nor does he acknowledge this Court’s
holding in Pennsylvania v. Finley, 481 U.S. at 559,
that conferring a post-conviction statutory right to
counsel does not require giving prisoners “the full
panoply of procedural protections that the Constitution requires be given to defendants who are in a
fundamentally different position – at trial and on
first appeal as of right.”
The natural reading of §3599, whether or not it
contains the “interests of justice” language, supports
limiting a petitioner’s substitution motion to grounds
that actually vindicate the specific substantive statutory right to representation by qualified counsel –
conflict of interest, abandonment, or failure to meet
the statutory qualifications. Congress had good reason not to also create a specific right to effective
assistance of appointed counsel. See, e.g., Bonin v.
Vasquez, 999 F.2d at 429-430. Rather, Congress
ensured that capital prisoners would be adequately
represented by attorneys with greater qualifications,
money, resources, and time.
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III. UNDER ANY REASONABLE STANDARD,
THE NINTH CIRCUIT ERRED IN VACATING THE JUDGMENT DENYING CLAIR’S
HABEAS CORPUS PETITION AND IN REMANDING HIS CASE FOR FURTHER
PROCEEDINGS ON HIS FIRST PETITION.
In any event, under any reasonable standard,
Clair’s allegations about the Federal Public Defender
did not justify the Ninth Circuit’s radical decision to
give Clair the chance to undo 17 years of federal court
litigation and add new claims to his first petition in
lieu of satisfying the statutory restrictions on successive petitions.
Clair concedes that, “in the ordinary case, as the
State suggests, the proper course where a district
court failed to give adequate consideration to a request for new counsel might well be a remand for the
district court to undertake the appropriate inquiry.”
Resp.Br. 39. But he defends the Ninth Circuit’s
failure to follow the “proper” course because a new
lawyer had already been appointed for him on appeal
who had been litigating the case during the intervening five years and because the judge had retired. Id.
at 39-40. Clair’s defense hardly explains the Ninth
Circuit’s deviation from “ordinary” practice. An inquiry could have been conducted with the judge
currently assigned to the case under Rule 63 of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Pet.Br. 47. If Clair’s
complaints were baseless, the Ninth Circuit could
have completed review of the denial of Clair’s original

24
petition. Instead, the court gave Clair a “free pass” to
try to reopen his case, as if it had authorized a second
petition.
The Ninth Circuit did not explain how Clair’s
complaints about his counsel would be relevant to
any pending matter in his habeas case. According to
the opinion below, Clair had located some physical
evidence from Linda Rodgers’ murder scene. The
opinion characterized the evidence as “potentially
of great importance” because Clair’s conviction was
“based on circumstantial evidence and occurred
before the advent of DNA testing and other modern
forensic techniques.” Pet.App. 3-4.
Despite the Ninth Circuit’s enthusiasm, it is not
apparent how this new evidence could be “incorporated into Clair’s habeas petition.” Pet.App. 5.7 Clair
speculates this evidence could support either an
ineffective assistance of counsel at trial claim or a
prosecutorial suppression of material evidence claim.
Resp.Br. 41. But Clair cannot show deficiency or
prejudice from a failure to pursue testing techniques

7

As Clair candidly admits, the California Supreme Court
has now denied a habeas petition based on these claims.
Resp.Br. 13. The state court’s merits denial of Clair’s petition
indicates his prior counsel acted reasonably in not choosing to
pursue these claims. The Ninth Circuit’s disposition, if allowed
to stand, potentially allows Clair to raise these claims now
without filing a successive petition and without being subject to
AEDPA’s deferential review standards.
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that were not available at the time of his trial. Lockhart v. Fretwell, 506 U.S. 364, 369-373 (1993).8
Furthermore, contrary to Clair’s speculation
(Resp.Br. 41), this new evidence could not support a
valid free-standing claim of actual innocence. Pet.Br.
52-53. Clair’s preoccupation with the physical evidence does nothing to neutralize the effect of his
incriminating taped conversation with his girlfriend
and crime night companion, Pauline Flores. During
the conversation about the Rodgers murder, Clair
manifested a consciousness of guilt by accusing Flores
of being “miked up” and patting her down. His suspicions apparently allayed, Clair made admissions to
Flores that tied him to the crime and corroborated
her testimony about the night he murdered Linda
Rodgers. Pet.App. 53-54; Pet.Cert. 4; Pet.Br. 3-4.9
8

The availability of DNA testing now does not support a
trial error claim since DNA testing was inadmissible at the time
of Clair’s 1987 trial. People v. Axell, 235 Cal.App.3d 836, 1
Cal.Rptr.2d 411 (1991) (DNA evidence first approved in California).
9
Clair recites a number of irrelevant events that transpired
after the district court denied his substitution motion on June
30, 2005. None of this information is properly before this Court.
Adickes v. S.H. Kress & Co., 398 U.S. 144, 158, n. 16 (1970).
None of the information undercuts the incriminating weight of
Clair’s own taped admissions. Besides communicating extrarecord information to the Court, Clair also has inappropriately
submitted sealed documents in this case without revealing their
contents to the State. Resp.Br. 11 n. 7. United States v. Nobles,
422 U.S. 425, 240 & n. 14 (1975). The State has confined its
arguments to the opinion below and the record pertinent to the
district court’s order.
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Clair still has not shown how testing the physical
evidence from his crime scene would come close to the
“extraordinarily strong” showing that is hypothetically necessary for an “actual innocence” claim. See, e.g.,
House v. Bell, 547 U.S. 518, 554-555 (2006).
---------------------------------♦---------------------------------

CONCLUSION
The judgment of the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals should be reversed.
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