
showing ftejury that Applicet wss fl deadbeat llief, and thal the neiBlborhood believed he

was the ldllcr i3 obvious.

CLA{M FOR RELIEF NT'MBER SEVDNTEEN

APPLICAIIT WAS DENIED EFFECTIVE ASSISTAIICE OF COUNSEL AS

GUARANTEED BY U.S. CONS'T. AMEND VI, AND DUE PROCESS OF LAW AS

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

OBJECT TO THE FOLLO$'TNG INADMISSIBLD TESTTMONY..

Tho Stale then called as a witnes the d-*ife ofApplicant ad motha of hn

childrcn'r, The Slale, th.ouen this witn6s, soughr to show dongst olher bad things that

Applicant was a sorry fafier. It should have been obviols 1o the defense that tnis was tle

plan when rhe follow'ne questioos werc uked wirhout objection.

By the State: And specificaly why do you emphBize biological to tbose thrce ctildEn?

By Shanna Stryjek Becausc lcsally he has no parental riehts ovtr my .hildren.

By lhc Slalc: As ofwhen?

By Shanna Strtekr As ofabour live or six y@6 aso.

By thc Statc: Does hc know rhat?

By Shanna Sr,yjck: I do not know what he knows.

By th€ Srab: And wbat pr@.s did you go througl to make ihat happen?

(Certainly tnc defens. shotrld hav€ know that oris damging tstinony had nolhing to do with

rrl1lc Cotutitutional violalion ofr\pplicefs ngr lo priv&y i, his statemenls he Dade io
his spouse dnri.g lhe maizse relationship vill b€ the subjar ot soder isue for rcview h€Ein.



whether Applicant was innocent or Cuillv, it wd ontv b€ing brougnl lopad to prejudice

Applicani and makc suE that the jurv haied nin )

By Shanna SFyiek: I went to a court in Texs od showed thar he did nor sce bis childd

he did not slpport his chililrm, he had nol sPokm to his children in s€veral oonths evcn a

couple ofyff acrxallY.

By thc stitq And tlc coun dled whal?

By Shanna Stryjek; That he _ -

By tLe defeose: Yonr rlonor, I object to this wholc line ofquestioning?

By lie Court I will sustain 6 to ihe fom of the bsr question " (RR24' 63'64)

Because the defdse diit not choose to object to anv of this testimonv' the lurv nov

is lefl to believc rhat Applicdt is so erry a pqson tlDt ne did not carc for his clildr€n' he

did not see lis childrc., did not s!?ort his childrcn, and he did hor evd make anv altempr

to talk to his childien. Whai possibly codd tlal have to do wi$ whetber Applicant is guiltv

or innocent ofthe cldgs of capital nuder ofMichelle Shadbolt at a time wav befo'e th€se

children w€rc even bom? This w.s ! sircc6sfirl ailempt bv thc Slte to just snow that

Applicdt wd a bad peson gaemly. lt wodd nwerlad halpened iftrial cowsel had nade

lhe propcr obj@tioff

To auow rbeiury to h@r ihis ilamasins teslimonv wlich could otrlv scwe to picjndioe

the jtrry nore against APplimt was erot that mets the firsl prong of Stdckland' strpra'

Likewis€, to allow this to bc l'€apedupon the hefrectivenes ems 6lreadv staled lereinjust


