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Stote of South Cordlina
In the Appe[/od-e, Court

M:g UC/j/@/am/'z Ur’e;;a, s : Memorandum of Law In
P, | Support of Appellants
e bs. | Mgtion for the Appointment
The State. | of Counsel and Belatec
Eespmdanﬁ : Notiee of /Ippeal for Goocl

Cause. Shown

This % a Memorandum oP Law Sappor’f' oP

Appe//anfs Motion for Hhe /4,0,00»’17‘”7@7/— of Counsel uoon his
A/oh'(,e o]b Be/af'ea/ /4pl0€a/ )Qr Good Cause 5/0&//1. 7%11’ is

a rotice of appea/ asserting Clams for the denia/ o

his trial attorney +o effoc tive ascist him ugon the
request fo ap,oea/ Hle Convieton and sentence.. 4ppe//om‘
<ee ks to ensure. %ée proper s 1eps dﬂ/ v reserve. /1/3’

rfg/;ff upen ex/:aush‘ny any and all const tutional

m’gé ts towards seeKing relief ugon his case. that fus been
VI'0/a.+eJo

l. fac tual Comg/ex:‘rt_tj. The appe,//anf c/ta//wyes the dental of
his clght of the request to appeal his convicton and
sentence . due to failure of his +ria/ atforney reot A%hy
his notice 0)0 ap,oea/ fﬁe date é/fr Sea/z/ Sentence was



unSea/ec{ anc/ read +d /urm. Tlne, S/mer‘ num:.’:ef OP c/ou'ms cmc/
witnesses makes Hu's aiead'ua//g com,o/ex case.

b additen. one of the appellants issues fvolves the
dlenial of discovery material and translations i+ will be

Necessary to present an enterpreter fo ﬁ’ﬂﬁSélrLe,
the trial cross-examination +hat were called 5_1/ He
state. or both. The preSence. of s counsel o explain
other Issues requiring expert tes+imony Supports the
appointment of counsel, Maa_{gamg_dugﬁaﬁa’&%‘ F3d H92,
503-50% (3rd Cin 2002): Moores vs. Mabus, 97 £24 268,272

C5th Cin1992);_Tackson vs. County of McLean, 953 F2d 1070,
1073 Ceh Cin 1992).

Cop s Abil vestigate. The appelnt challenges
Hhedlesrtal of access o h% discorery smatertd. Agpelant /s
locked up " punitive. searegation and fos 10 aé%’/j/ 70 /}7&61/1"947'-&
f%e, tacts Lfon A tniaf franscript. /Jﬁf??//aﬂ/‘ e unable. #o /E/e;m'rf?/,

/ﬂca{‘e_ aned aﬂm/ef’!/a/m/ f/e, States ewb/mce, /%a/’ was LL(ed/
ajm'ns/' Wis defense. while Ae/'rig abserrt from %rvb/ /{ape/énf‘

is in the. sume. sttuation with regam/ 0 a’weépp'?y the Facts
as an umate: wh hus been Fronstiwed #o a derent istwdion,
a factor +hat several courts fawe clted i appa/;’//ﬁfy counsel.
Tucker vs Kandall, 948 Fad 233.391-392 (7+h 0199 Gaston vs.

Coughlin 679 F5upp. 270, 273CWD A2 1955



[n aJL/; Hon, M/’S case wr‘// r'egw'r'e C,onsfa/e,r‘aA/e, J/fswveogy

Concemu‘ng the Tc/enh'fy of witnesses, the Jr\ug examinaton report,
video cnﬂ +he mAP:'c.erx arrest, auc/:’o 0,0 the arrest and Statesmento
about 1‘/1& incident. Smldanég.m_mﬂmzz_, 1R E7d 43¢ 459

C7ed C. /‘?‘/71%0&].’;19 counsel Should have been appo:'ﬂf'ea’

Eecausz ‘(pr’l(Soner"S /ack’ cne /ega/ expem’ence an/ +/1e, com,s/o_k
dr'sc.ovzm_,’ r‘u/es c,/ear’/g pwl' lvfm at a C/lfS'df/VaVﬂLOg& in
c_oum‘—em'ng the defendant's a’;’:comry tfactics.

3 eh, ) ' ; T/e. appe//anﬁ dccount cﬂbA/S’ arrest
EH means o his arres+ statement bu Hhe audls of his recorded
arrest and is S(Iuare,(rf m c;oml%'c/- w:"f—A 7%6 ai%'cenf arrest
Statement. This aspect of the case will be a cr’ed'é//:’»‘_t/ contzest
Letween the State’s mwitmesses Vikeo o arrest and He. a?%ge}'f
trial statement and such evidence. as can be tocated, The.

existence. of these credit '///y Issues supports the agpantment
oF counsel. Steele vs shah, 875 7d 1366,1271 (lsh,Cr1996)7

Gaston vs Coughlin, 679 FSupa. at 272,
{

Y The Ability o s fisues, The appellont
15 an /(c//jenf’ pm’saﬂer’ M'f% 770 / a/ fm/fwhy aﬂ/ was an/'?ﬁ?a/
b_y an enterpreter.a factor /Z/’ supports the appsintment
of Counsel farbes vs Edgar ,1I2 K3/ 262,264 Cy Cin 1992, In
additon, he. is confined o Segreyaﬁdn wirh very Lm'ted access
to /Ega/ mafm’a/s.ﬁ#za_a Tohnson 4 949 ¥2d 700-705- 704

C&h.Cin /WQth'ng lack for reac/_«j access to a law /Z/mr_y as
a factor supponhhg appa:‘nfmenf of counse.D.

=



ELK&Q.L_CQ_MP.&&B;&; Tﬁe /ar'ge niimber o}o State wMnesses

testimony, presents complex /ega/ issues of c/ef'er'm:'m'ng
which witnesses were suf\)ﬁia‘enf/y personally involved in
the const+uttonal violatons of his f'//p‘,ga/ search and Selzure.
to be held liable . Hendoicks vs Coughlin, I1¥Fl 790,594 Gd CltT)

C/«ro/J/ng comp/e)a'v‘y o}ASu ervisor /:‘abl'/:‘ﬂ_,, SUIOPOPf‘:Eﬁ/
appointmaent of counsel In add!+on, the a ppe//am‘* had
Q jurg trial withaut W< absences which r’7w'm; a much

grem"er’ /aga/ skills +han 7‘%@, aﬁpe/ém‘ as or Cak aéve/ape.
s v County o fi 51¢ E3d 9%6.958 (9th Cir. 2008)

Cprlsoner with elghth grade. education and no /ega/ boming Is l-sured "
to aona’ud'ajur_q rial ),

. Morits of the Case, The appe//m fc a//egah'anf, :'“)Dpro ved., c/ear@ would
establish a fourth amentiment const'tuttonal violation. The a//egaf'lbnf

of his 4nia| attorneys ineffectiveness amounts o fn%eyﬁbrza/
disreqard of daliberate nd'Perence. +o his /?a/ aveds, Lstell vs
4] JRIUS, G105 97 5.CH R85 (1976). On 1?5 tace., %S’ /< a

wmerttorious case.
Cone /us:‘on

For +he @rago}ng reasons, the. Court s/w// gmﬂf‘ jﬂpe//anﬂ'
Notiee. oF Belated /4,9pea/ and Motion for dgpalrtment o Counsel,

Maﬁd\ 3/, l‘/‘ y _

——

M . Urena .
T declae under pena/+y of penyury
that +he /%rzgol/g is true ond correct;



