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Chan Saeteurn collaterally challenges his conviction and sentence following
his plea of “no contest” to second-degree murder, arguing that the entry of such
plea violated due process. Specifically, he contends that his plea was not entered
knowingly and voluntarily because it resulted from an “emotional response” to
coercive actions by his father and because, at his change-of-plea hearing, the
presiding judge misstated the technical length of the mandatory term of parole he
will face if he is released from prison.
To succeed, Saeteurn must demonstrate that California’s denial of his claims
“was contrary to, or involved an unreasonable application of, clearly established
Federal law, as determined by the Supreme Court.” 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1)
(emphasis added). But he fails to refer this court to a single case in which the
Supreme Court has clearly established the underpinnings of either of his two
claims.
First, Saeteurn relies on Supreme Court cases involving coercive conduct of
governmental actors, and does not cite any case in which the Court has held that
such acts from private third-parties unconnected to the criminal justice system may
render a plea unconstitutional. Cf. Colorado v. Connelly, 479 U.S. 157, 167 (1986)
(“[C]oercive police activity is a necessary predicate to finding that a confession is
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not ‘voluntary’ within the meaning of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment.”).
Second, he argues that he was entitled to be fully aware of the “direct
consequences” of his plea, see Brady v. United States, 397 U.S. 742, 755 (1970),
but he cites no Supreme Court case clearly establishing that the length of a term of
parole is such a consequence. Cf. Lane v. Williams, 455 U.S. 624, 630 (1982)
(assuming without deciding that failure to advise defendants of mandatory term of
parole violated due process). Further, Saeteurn was informed of the correct
mandatory parole term at his sentencing hearing and failed to object.
Saeteurn attempts to bridge the gap between Supreme Court precedent and
his claims by relying on decisions of our own circuit. This is not enough to grant
relief under AEDPA. See Glebe v. Frost, 135 S. Ct. 429, 431 (2014) (per curiam);
Lopez v. Smith, 135 S. Ct. 1, 3–4 (2014) (per curiam).
AFFIRMED.
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