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T ssue Number One

Appt\\c&(\—\ O\mH\; p\fc\ was Noet made

\/o U(\Jro\ﬁ \[ %f\(j\,\hﬂq\\[,cmcl Iﬂ+€, {tﬂc;ﬁH\/




Arq J M&(\jy

APPQ\\o\N}% osilty plea was not made
VG\UG.‘\';A‘WC\\lg haaT! r\%\\;'fo{ml intellingen by o
' o : v |
A? Q\\C\(\* *(3'\\‘9&3 0\‘\ h“) PCB (’\me ‘Hno\'\' _
his plea of %U-;\JV \as off advice 0{ counser, Ape.Tz, .14~
P13, V=205 Rep- 14, L il=20 § App. 19,14~ |
AFEQ\\(\(\’\" a\Se destificd dhod his Plea was o rrccluc&
O‘(: frar O\(\é Coerc on. A()P."H‘\’L'L*Po'li, [ 1-2..
A} the Plea heart: 9 Appellant was aghed
by Toiel Tudge did e Dnder stsed the presen fodi o
by the Soliciter’s office ana all that the Solicitor
Says Was 4 Sobsico\nJrqu\{ acCcbfate and Correct
regarding Yo the case ogeinst him and £ their was
any ral” diSpute abovk any ot i+, Plea Tr.pp 26, 1.
L GrA T
Ade\m% responded bach b\/ Sq\(mj,s ( r? The.
Yrial Judge wend futher o Qxfalqm I ‘AFFQHQM
the questisn Nz Just astied himm aboot +he presertadion
\07 Jt\’to,. Soli clorls office N{jﬁr&f/ﬁ the Case . PleaTr.
oP 16,1.T2-T7.1.1. .
| Appellant did not respond buk Frial Judge
Rging to Matle a Stodement ¥o e 4rial coonst,
Yhen Arial Counsel sayls , Yes, it Yes sir, Yes,
Plea Tr.Pp 27,1026,
T{-‘a\\ 30&6{ ’\\/\,Q{\ PYOQQQ’AS *O Q\CCF’QALA‘ ‘Hl(_,
Plea b¥ the }\g?&\\an—\wgmd;“ U shntial (:t\cjwq\
besis £ac Mpeilant plea and ook Affé\\qﬂ+ls ?\&\
S WU“W\H hinowing ly rand iﬂ‘\—x\\\f)c.n)r\\{ ‘
Plea Tr. pp 27,1.5-12
&




. \%Q E’\QO\ X rans Q\F'\?jr re.wc\ﬁc\’s Qa \f{olc\i((o(\ @'(‘
Appellants £if 4 Arncadment and aviolatisn of
The Federal Aules & Cominal Proceduce \Aolel].
_MchrJ(\(\;( V. U.6.,344 .. 459 (1964)

e, Qﬁ)ﬁ% d{\i\iéPgﬁf;fqu%gﬁ‘:gog?ﬁ9\11rmsﬂ Cj‘uyH ,F’%S
%O\(\‘\'ﬁ Ve Alabama, 395 U 1 gif e ¢ \Mc\l;ﬁjenﬂy.
Homl) . ik s ¥ 5 U.S. Z%@,gq S'C)Q{HOC\
23 LE.2ZD 214, ’
A Jrial Judge must mate cevtain Hhat the
defendonk admits to conduct which would establish
a fackual basis for a plea of %U;H\/,Mc(’,ar&\/ V.U.s.
161,24 S.C.4 ot 1T |
The plea branscripk eflecks the drial Judge

accepked the plea from the admissian of e

Appe llant's frial Cowﬂse\,ﬂﬁ the O\P{De/lquﬁ.
MeCacliny Ve Unifed States; 394 1.5 404, 79 S.Ct.

W66 2.1 LEd, 24 Hig(i46s) The court held that

Buole (| must be S%HQ‘(\\' constrved, Hhak Sheick
Compliance Yaere with is required jand Hrat
tre Fuilore of the Juége 10 per&)anY qddcess
fhe. defendart to ascertaia fhak the pla is befﬂj
e ndeced volonfarily with goder skanding of the
Nodure of the clharge and Yo consSecquences
of e plea or ‘o Sq%isf\f himsel £ 4hat Hare

s o fackod basis for the «P\U\ is nol stricd

Compliance.

4



Sjmjr&menjvs cmd ckclmiSSfaﬂS b\/ A d/eif«anclcm{s
Counsel do nok Sakisfy's Pule ll's requirement thet
Hne Coort PerSonu\\\{ oddresses the cluﬁfmdvmjr
-.\>Q O\SCE’,\”\'O\'\‘.'\ ‘H’\d\% d&%ﬂc\a(\‘% U(\ok(‘S‘Mn ds —H%
(\o\)(uf\t O‘C“‘VYUL Q\ﬁarﬁﬂ' Nor do gen Crctlfz,{él
admiSsions oOf S‘\oc\tm@.ﬁjts b\[ A Qle\qe.ﬂ c\cmsCB
counsel rueX dhe requirement Yhat the Court
be_ Sq%‘isl? e A—hc\X «\huc_ (> a Fac,-h)a\ bas:s
For the plea Lrom the defindant’s own aclmiss{oﬂ
Hhak e engaqcd \n cond Uk wWhich congt:tutes
+\(\L C\f\&r@‘&lé O'(\{Qngg_ See relevant ase law .

wihen astied by drial Judge was the
P'rc Sentatisn b\[ Ahe Selic it rs office SubS"‘qumH\/
occuraie and Corpeck redarding the case, appellant
Never Made o admission Hak i+ was true and
Newee made @ admiss fon that theie wasay
any thing to dispute - T+ was frial coursed that
answWwwed and drial dudga apupké Yrial cosnsls
admission g+t qppdlcm’y‘s.

A \/O\Uﬂjmﬁra anad chFQ\\‘f(jQﬁJr P\eq ofguil‘\\(
1S an qdeiSs1an all the elemenis of Ct'vf()f/"lal
Ceiminal Charge and constitutes an admission
ot «\\ Mmate cial *Fac\cs O\\\Q?Q,C\, o e Ch‘t\FffL'
Uniked Skates VL Willies, aq7. F.2.a 4gq,990C Uth i 33)
(O\UOH(‘@ United Stafe S V. E)(‘OC{I, gy U.S. 563,5«6‘1/
04 SCA 5T, toz LEL 24 92T (1489) ; MeCacthy VUnited
Sales, 39 0.5, Uoq, UCE,89 S-Cr 66,22 L-Ed. 2d
01 (469)5and United Stakes Vs Johnsen gey F.2y
(155 (1258 (%th Cir- 1489). .




TA case ok bar appellant ?ui 4y plea weve Aot

made volontarily , hnowingly 1 an & aad indellingently.
which 1s A \/AlO\O\JV'ro(\ (ﬂc G PPU\‘*”J‘(S F'I'Fﬂn ANLQI‘AMU\JV

Due. Pracess,

. The Due PfOQeSS Q\O\\)S& reclum,s %\JH\L\[ P\«eckg

he entered \;o\uﬂ%o\ri\\l, \’\ﬂ(\w{f\gjl\l and, in{gl\mﬁﬂ\{a

Boy¥rin ve Alabama 395 U5 237,89 5.0, 17104,23

L.E, Td Y-

| APPQ\\O\D"V was pred’uéiocé B\( the violaten owf

hig F:Pth Amend mend and the Vielation of the

Federal Poles 5t Celminal Procedure Pvle Il

j:[\ CO(\C\USN)O the Submhqecl P\tox record

Shaws that Counsel anserwed ‘H\@JUCL?{)S c1UQS-Hon
1o O\er_,nctﬂ'\r 'O C\F{)&Hc\ﬂjr(s ?\aQ{,;Tm \eiw '(\zC‘f\Jr&’S
+hat ap@a!lcm% anseviwed thedt olocs—?}an posed b\(
the \jud‘go\,



Issu e I\fumb@r /\—

‘ﬂa\ CO\)(\ \ QVrﬁé N ‘FO\' 'ﬂcl ‘}0 COf\AuCE‘

(I'FU \l FeaSOﬂ(Ab\& mveSJr\quf,on e Appd(qqi\~ case .
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Ar o U mf_(\jV

Trial Counse) \)meg in failing o conduct g

fully ceasonable. inve Stigation in Appellant case .

Dur'mj the PCA hwﬁﬂﬂf APQQ\\Q_O* WLQSJmCi(é ‘H’k&
he Oevexr “had full disclosore of his di's couery
thal held material ’Fc/\cs(s tat SUFPO(‘JYS a ¢claim @“F
anocence - ApEe68; .1-p. €9 | [~2.§ App- 10, ).11-19.

Ap\)d\q(\-\r testified thot e believed 't was
+rial counsel's &U'\\( to favestigate and thet e
wWould of went Yo frial i e Hoevs of e
exCulpatory evidRace, within his dfs Qov\f,fY,AfPfH,\.L
P12, 1 i3 App e 15,13~ 13.

Teial counsel ¥estified Ahal their was SPQW\Q%;OQ
‘H%\* Som&\oocl\( &ther  Hen APPﬂ\lq(\Jr hed o e a pen but
P4 was irrele yank Yo the case aNa No pearin 6N whether
6 Not ot People got Shat- App-T9, 1-17-p-80, 1.1=15 §
App-44,15-7.

Teia\ counsz] Festified that dhe only real defense
Woold hawe hern Self-defenSe Kind of narrative and

’*\ﬂ()\'\' ﬂObOC(\ V‘\ﬂ{\/\) Weve %hﬁb O_HIQF %U\/S ;\m —Hq& CO(\'FS-:CJV
weve ot . ApP. g) 1-4-20.

Tral coonsel 4estitied thet thoir wwasnd mych”
evidenes  of any boé% else with o gua qad 4
didnt have an offect on the Case .

Teal Covnsel never stakd he discussed {ull
dedails In O]lSCO\Kf\I widn Appellant. App-8\, 1, 16—~
P-3C =25 -




. Q\lé (\OSY ?\6\3% h& was CJ\C\QL“U(‘ALQ\\/

Iria) counse! | | |
Pfﬁ-pﬂt&‘ to ‘\'DY\C)Cee,é Jyo ‘\’F\O\(, APP &7\ 23~ P"Z?-(-Fg.

TV;“\\ CO\)(\%\ TﬁS‘\'ﬂC\\'Qé ‘*\no\‘\' 'H’Ldr‘ \NQS(\(“& nMwan
investigating 4o de. App. g4, 1 6-11. and et Fhele
was public and Polikical pressure for pesple.

15 be tough on Crime da Five points-

Tricx\ Co\)ﬂi&\ also Afegjml\ ed Fhok he doesnt
remember appellant bm\ﬁ up thelc belng any other
lsuspects's Aﬁofn,\, \s-727.

T(\’\c\\ Coumk\ %5*”]\5{({& JY\(\C& “\L\FC WasS [({m/'
Other witnesses that anybedy e 13¢ shot qm\ﬁk';ﬂﬁ_
App.dy, LU-5.

I case of bar iF 15 Clear dhat drial
Couvese\ tendeved Tacfheliyve Assitance. vl e
{:O\;\&cl 40 do a i(\cL?«PU\é«U““¥ b&’qSomb\L }n\m%\ijc&?on
SUW’OUﬂdV\ S\OeC uk%“ﬁ()/\ Of SO(”LL\DO&\[ 6136, l/[o\\f;‘f\j A
6\1(1 be < 1ds Appellant | dhat Cop\d have. ra Sed
a reaSonable doolbt ché quilt for the Charges o
attempied murder, US.CA const, Amend €

Avbe mpbed Muedar VIS prov) he, sgec ¥
7(\4@‘\‘\" ’*O COf"N?—k Fnval?ﬁiﬂa pr][,?mi( SBEQCX\CZGVQ
U SC. 575, 81 S.E. 2d a7, i

VA




Trial Covoset destified dhat hudd aoh
Ner mbey appe et bm@\n\c) Lf any J(\(\:(\ﬁ Ufa]ogujr
Other 3‘)3f€d5 but Yhen Yol counsel ¢takes thert
(\O\OOJ\{ N e the ! ohar %u\fs” N Jﬂ/\l Com[if@r

were ot .
wiile the SCope. o{ o Teasonable ?O\FSMS &on

d&(knds Upon o nomker 0f 1SS0 at a rininye,
Counse\ has v Aulr\{ Yo thderyteny poJro.ﬂJr;&\\
WiknesseS and e mahe an in &zpmiwo fnuts%{jﬂr'}m
o(: all wfo\ds a0l Cireymstances o the cese.
Acd 2775.Cab 3337, 640 s 2d b BT,
Appellact destified Fhat i never had £yl
dfsdo%ur‘t O\C 'r\fS &z\scomf\( ) an ;]C ha led ha\wouﬁi
of 9ns;/i¥aé\ Jvoﬁo;ro ﬁrwiqh k
Wde o dhat alleges Shawang Ageellant
,O(\\\( (‘le"(éti\@ evidR Nce. +hat 'H:q\\(jcou?ig[ g}eﬂ,,\jfiEL
e Showed Petitoter. Trlal counsel testified that
ol was publiﬁ and pél{%'tcd pressuve For Pecfle
Yo o hard on Gnite in L PO?Y\JFS . Also 1ria)
Counsel Stakd in his %B‘HMM\/ Thed Lhesr oere
SPQL\; [QJ(;()(\ —H/M‘\' Samdooé\( @\32. }flqc) ij\, (,\ﬁ
Hedk 1§ bhad No “no beauing Tonthe Case. Trisl covnsel
a\so deshified Hod Hheir wasnd "much'tevidenee. n o+
“(\o“e_\ﬁd&ﬂf& &C qn\{ bo&\{ Q\i& vty o ju!\,
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When ashed did he discuss any or ather polential
dg{u\?&s Wit APPﬁ\\“M and was he o Q\d{.ﬂ Uat e\
Pre fed ‘\'O F\FO(U&& ’\o '\f;o\\, ’H‘:c\\ Counse | did (\CA
Stede. Clean Phat he Indeed discussed defenses with
appe|lant {oc a \Dom\ﬁnjr?c\\ rial or dhal he was
odu\uqu\Y prepare fo procesd to trial.

A criminal defense ctdorey has +he duty to
conduct a reasongble 1\{\\»%8"-’("34{100 to discoveyr
all rﬁqSomblY quailable eyidence +ending to rebut
an\| caﬂsf\o\uq-%m eVidence Introduced "{a\/ +he
State - MchAioht v. State ;37 S.c 33, 46, 661 S.ELd
354 DO (2008)

Tn case ot bar ,+m\ CounSe! s not a&}nj
asS +he ne.«Sonqble counsel guarc&nh{d b'\l +he
Sixdh Amendmend , Appellant confidence. wag
Lader mined by trail counsel’s lack of diligent
C&(\d.adeﬁucx‘\it aSsi Jr()\(\c;ra., ‘h) re. «Son bLL )\ﬂ\)‘tS‘H\jqk
all @49\'5 end circuomStan=es O\C the case \,\)hich
pregudiced appeflant an lead him 4o mafie an
unintelligent plea.

The Sixth and Fourdeenth Amendments
qura('Q{H@e/ C(PQ,YSO(\ aCcused O'F a Cnihe. ‘“)e r"ak{—
to the aid JE_O\ lawyer in Preparing and presentipg
h?S dQ_'F&(\SJLJ.;‘l' has \O(\a b‘(ﬁﬁ SQ-'{'—H*Lcl "l’hdr" _}m Nﬂ‘k‘\‘
+o counsel 15 the sj‘vﬁ 16 the effective ass;stanca

of Coynsal. /\/\c/‘/\cu\n V. Pﬂc\namj%ﬂi ERREVNE 75C"/
31T U-5. 7, 14 (1970)

8\)‘( go( couﬂsdks W\ﬂc{e hepess 1n ,“\:.5 Case g Nqsamble_
probqbi\h\( extsted that appellent would not have plfé
9uEH\( inthe lower coort . Y




COK\C\ USioM

Bosed on the wcdrcgone, argument’s
Pro Se Piespense, for appelland, itis requested
Hhat this Courd grant the petition o
Vacate the Seatence and Conviction
and allow full ‘D‘r‘?ﬁﬁﬂj on the

CnCore,mu\Jﬁonﬁi {dised fSSU&lS .




