
jeatous estransed hnsband?

By the Slale: Objstion. lt caljs for hearev-

By $e Coun: Sustained." (RR22, 133. 134, 135)

Frcm oth€r tstinony showD latcr in $is wit, $e defeN6 sought to show lDwjcalous

Jack Shadbolt was. and that rhe C@plEinant bad ftccntlv iold bim l}Di shc wds ncver gorng

to gel b&k wilh him dd the effecl thar statem€nt had on him. Fullhn that Jack Shadboltnad

struck Michelle Shadbolt before *hen Ie was drinking All ofthese attemPts werc slopped

by th€ active objeting done by Stale s co!t6cl- It was so active ihat it violated Appellmlt

neh to prc6cnl a def@se- The rignt to t@sctrt a defcnse is a tundamental element of dre

proces as gudmt@d byu.s. coNsT AMEND V&XN See W'shington v Tetat388

u.s .  14,87 s-c t  1920,18 L,Ed.2d 1019 0967)

CLAIM FOR RNLIEF NUMBER FTFTEEN

APPLICANT WAS DENIED EFFECTIIiE ASSISTANCE OT COUNSEL AS

GUARANTEED DY U.S. CONST. AMEND }'I, AND DUE PROCESS OF LAW AS

GUARANAEED BY U.S. CONST. AMEND. V & XIV BY COUNSEL'S FAILI'8.E TO

FULLY INVESTIGAM AND PRESENT EVIDENCE TO REBUT TRE ALLEGED

CONFESSION TO TAMARA LLAMAS'

THE AILEGED CONI'ISSION TO TAMARA LLAMAS



see ihc !2 oi notes ofwayne Hill, Exhibit "E", whe€in Applicantrold ML Hillthathe

denied naking a confssion to TamoE Llanas, and tlal he had neve' b€en to Galveslor wnh

Tmad Llanss as sle was stating. See also thc statm@t ofJoev lvev att'ch€d hercto as

exhibit G whercin he statcs thatlE, Applicmt, Tanara Llamas and Brandv Dickson nevcr

went to Calveston log€tier at dy tine in his life.ir Alplicant had gvq Joev Ivev s a

per6onthalthedefensen6ded 10 contactN edly42001 Had riev contactcd him he {ould

not only have b@n able 10 coroboEte tle fact thal Aptlimt and 1be deHsed had a

rcnmtic relationship going on, ie would also hdae teen able to cdtradict the trial lcstinorry

of Tamara Ll.dN. Was this necssaty! Look to the Sbte s dgment.

''...Tho other thing that theyjusl can'1touch, althougl I g&ss thev think so, but

you are the judgc. You nukg lhe call. Ttey canl touch Tamda Thev cannot

tonch her. You loow they werc Aothing at the moulh that she's a convicted

murdercr. Oh, I med, believe me,l {isb she wasn t Believe me, I shc is

what she is. A mlrderer is a nuderd is a mu.derd.

She is a tuud*.. No Foblem. She is a doPe deals, bis lime fedoEl dope

dcaler. Okay. I ain't innting hei over fot Sunday dinn€!. I don t want to ha.g

out witb hq. I am su€ you don'l eilh*. Bnt you ask yonselvs, Did shc lie to

you? Did they louch sy'hing abo the slbstance oflrer tesiimonv? 'Ihcv

pe.sonally atiacked hor. Fine. Go lor il. Go lor n. she's a nudftr' Havc tun

riThis stalcmdt di.ectlv conlradicrs dE l6timdv ofTo@ Lland at (RR24, 153)



No probim- But rhey itid nol torch th€ subsldce ofler testimonv '(8R25'

20-r1)

They can call lrer nde in the boolq bui rhev cd't touch h6, folks- Whv?

Becanse this gny sitting ov4 h*' lris killer, told her lhosc details thdt she

iold yo!. lle told her that on lhe tech ihat night- ' (RR25, 23)

Iftb€y had a wiliess that could have lestified lhat APplicdl Td@' Joev lve' dd

Brandy never wenl to the be.h at Galvslon. It wouu nave conflicted with Talr1@ s

bstimony, dd it vould have sloM &al Tffi ws lying atout lhc small things ro cover

thc big lies thal vmt b the vety substanc€ ofhd bsrimony Then tis entire argum€nt ofthe

State about not being able to toucb TmM would have nwer occlmd 'Ihe onlv didmce

that the Srate ha<l other lhan the DNA, Ps the t6timonv ofTmsa Llmas lfan obserant

jury coul<t ur.ieEtmd thal the murdd dd fie sex werc s€PaElte acts' even thoueh none of

lhe consensual rclatio.ship wiittesses weF evq producedlvthe defose, tley st'll had to get

pst Tdam, TamaB 16 the only pdson who Save terhndr r'stimdy rlal fie sex act and

the murder werc insepmble Hq testimonv mdo the sex act md the murder 6 capiid

murder. She teeded to be atteck€d on the $bstatce of her testimdy With a minimum

amount of invesngaio! they could have attack€d fier vdcitv on the fact! of the statement

itself. The three psple who could have ailckcd the trutb of hd stat'ment, werc Alplicdt

who wdted to testiry, Joey Ivey whose affid.vit apP€s h@i! as exhibit "G", dd Brandv



The Unjred Stat$ Suprde Cold stalcd in Rompillt v, Betrd, U.S,

(2005)

"The notion that defece oounsel musl obtain infomation that ile State has

and will use against the defendant is not simply a mattd ofcommon sens€. As

tle Distnct Conrt poitrls oul, the Anerican Bar Associalion Slandar<js for

Crimi.al Juslice in circnlation at the tine of Rom piila's lrial d€sdbcs lhe

otligaiion in leos no o.e conld nisunde6tand in the circumstdcs ofa case

'It is tne dlly of lhe lawyq io conduct a prompl invstigation of the

ci{xnsiances ofthe case ed to explorc all avmlcs lcading to facls relevant

ro lh€ mdits of the c$e and the Fnalty in th6 oveDt of conviction- The

inv€stigation should always includc effo.ls 10 sectrre infomanon in thc

possession ofthc o6ocution dd law onforcement authonties. The duty io

invcatigate exists.ega.dless oftle aoousedl admisions o. statemdts to the

la*yer offacls constituting guijt or the &cused's stated desire !o plead guilty."

I ABA Srandards for Criminal Jusrice 4-4.1 (2d ed. 1982 su!p.).

"[W]c long have .ei€red [to these ABA Stard{<ls] as 'glides to d€tmining

what is r€aso.able.'" Wtggirs v. Smtth, 539 U. S., at 524 (quoting Strickland

v. Wlshington, 466 U. S-, dt 688), and the Comonw4lth has cone !p with

no c6on lo rhink thc qloled slandard impcninenrhere
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