
'rhn dDry ro itvestrgate is €Yen nore impe'ative uner $c client hd bccn forceit io

sit in jail for alno$ dEe veais awaiting trial 'rherc is no dcuse fo' failins to sccu@ anv of

$e wftnesses who w* availablc to t€stifv to eilher APPlicmt dd Michelle Shadbolt s

consensual relationship or to specific lies totd ty TaMra Llamas whm she testified'

This failure to invGtigatc, and failrre ro comb'1tbo lestimotrv ofTama6 Llamas

dQrived Apllicot of his nght to eflecdve assietaace of coulsel 4 gudanteed bv U-s'

coNsT. AMEND. Vl and {tue procss as g@leed bv u's coNST AMEND V & )tIV

CLAIM FOR RELIEF NUMBER SIXTEEN

APPLICANT WAS DE}IIED EFFECTT!'E ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL AS

GUARANTEED BY U.S. CONSI. AMEND 1'I, AND DUE PROCESS OT LAW AS

CUARANTIED BY U.S. CONST. AMEND. V & XIV BY COUNSEL'S FAILURE TO

OBJECT TO 'I HD FOLLOWING INADMISSIBLE TESTIMONY"

ln an effon to just make thc APplicdt look bad dd inflame the.jurv with prcjud'cc

rhe Siarc sked rhe following questiom ofTanam Llafr4:

By dle Stalc: At the lime that you were datiog lbc defddant dd living togethq did the

derenda.t ever have a jou"r? (RR24, 32)

wlat possible relev.nce conld $@ !.ve been

{h@ he wd datidg Tamara Llanas back in 1983 or

c to whe0ler APplicanl had a job

1984? Obviously, thc State already

': The yca. of tltcsc evmG would hsve been 1983 or 1934' (RR24, 36)



knew Applicant did not 6ave ajob dd thst is whal thev were wannng to gcl he' dswe n

ftont of r[€ jury. The nore deadbeat they co malG APplicmt, the more likelv the jury wiU

hate bim enough to oonvict him and give lim lhe death Poaltv This wd gniivinnoceDse

qu€slionnrg. Since thc defense chose not ro otiect thc following occuftd:

By TaMa Llanas: ( @ntinued frcm the l6t quotd No'

By the Siaro: wlrat did ho do? ( od onc ag&ii no objectioi was mde 1o this qGstion)

B) l oturd Llaras: Thev used lo sleal.tB and.iusl _-

By thc Stale.: Hmg otrr?

ByTomda Llanas: Yes, Ma m-

By the defense: I objecr to that. (wnhout giving a r€ason)

By the coun: Sustab your oljection. It's sustained " ER24 33)

Then, eveD though the defede gave no reson for the objection in the firsr pldce, the defcnse

By the dcfcnse: Ask that it te sttick@ Aom th€ ftcoril

The Court th4, sonsins tha,i no sPecific objection had b@n made, md that all that was

asked was tbat llle rccord be stdcken, the Coun resPondedl

By the Coun: I won't do rbai

By the Slarc: 5o, just hang our?

ByTanara Llmas: Yes, ma am.

By the Stale: No steadyjob?



By Tanan Llalm: Yes, na'am." (RR24. 33)

Counsel should have be4 objectine ftom the beginning when thet wcrc Song 'nlo

{re relariomli! Appli@t had with ihis individual sone four vem beforc ihe deth of

Michelle SlEdbolt.. What losibl€ relevece could it have had for the Stale wantilg to show

tha! Appliodnl ws a deddb@t tharjust lived off of T.Il1@ Llams b&k in 1983 ot 1984?

The Srate got d evm bigger !@st wletr Tamam Llams testified drat h€ nol onlv was a

deadbet he was a thiefwno stole cm. Coutsel's belated olj@tion n@ded ro t.ve stat€d a

reason to prcserve any enG wietr fie Judge ovemled his request that it be st icken frlm fie

rccod. Also, nole that counsel did not dk lial the juroB be i.structed ro disreSard the

rnark lla! Applicanl used to stcal cN in 1983 or 84, h€ otlv asked that the rccord be

cleaned ofthe slaleddt.

Labr tle following @cured after tbe State broueit out lie alloged confession offie

murder ofMichello Shadbolt. The Slate inquired 6 to wlether Taman Lldas lad told

anyone ofthe confssion. she slaled tiat she had told her ftiend Rhonda Reiner' Thd the

Slaie asked th€ followingi

By the State: "Ok y. Did Rhonda sed $rPriscd?" (RR24 aq This question itsell wd an

afiempl by thc State to show thal Rlbnda Reitcr was Dot surp.ised whd sle heard that

Applicet confe$ed to thc killing. That would havc beh a slick wav to sho{ thai Rnond.

Reina believed rhat Applicdt kiu.d Miohelt€, withoutnaving to havc ie. take lhe stand md

be crc$ €xamined. Evm so, the alefense seminely had no idea what was going on, and no


