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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

| whether o cerbificate of c\‘spm\a\a\\\*q Shoodh 1530¢ Where dhe district court
rselt found that the stale Court unreasen 0\\)\\\ c\pp\'\ﬂl Sricklond v, ‘No\s\\'\\v&mh
h\\&{\\\ws Yo tonduct \”QO\\)\Hd Cubedtetive ‘yr{yc\'\u rwiew",

2. Whether the lower Lour¥s Vi olabed Srcklond . Wus\\\v‘%‘\u\f\“\%\hS Y.
| \'w\S reliet o&’ve’r w&"\g\\{\«\%

- . ontes by dem
Smith | oind Wong ¥ Belentes by o Consioer the Yoka) obect ot

' -\\\\'\‘
coundtl’s  RYYors 5{,‘)&“0\"\'{\\‘ and \o\\ fa 3 . \
a0 \M?qu\\meh-\ andh em,u\‘)q*uv\\ v N O\ga\ms-\r Yhe who

3 Whekher Pebibonet was denied Wis Stk ond Foucteenth Pratndment vight

1o offechive assistance of Lounsel where counsel faled Yo impeach ¥ey

eyEWithesses and o pelite tficer with prior etaerments Yha &'M&\\‘

su\,PuH{d The detense *kum* oand \mé\%ﬂr{\\\{c); Yhe S*O\s‘f's ‘)N“Sf' Hhay
9&'\';\:\"\0\'\&'\’ fived the AT



LIST OF PARTIES

A list of all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of
this petition is provided below. If a party is a corporation with a stock ticker symbol,
that symbol is also included.

The ‘mr*}es Yo Yhe ‘mued\hg are’.

Dartay B. Martin,
PeYbioner

Y,
Brian Ehﬁ\\a\«“ﬂo\r&m
\g\kspe\r\c\et\“\|

RELATED CASES

\. Ihc\i:c;\Rt\ Court of F\Wm\s‘ Dorect f\ppw\ * Marfin V‘S\’o\)ﬂ‘ No 02A05-1363 -

CR-MY | detision Tsaved Navember 27, 2013,

. ' ' ) C~
-“2. Trdiana Ceort of P(‘)\p{o\\&,“)%‘\' Canvichian P(‘o‘)(q\ " W\a\r*\m N. S‘\a&tiNu.'LOi\ 3

U7 e marandum deci sien Issved Ppri\ Y, 2062\,

. ‘ : ter the
) Ay o ourt - Nants P‘\"\*\ on 10 Transter (hv\\e() o
e o PWQ O\ \ Puﬂ Conyicih relict,

TJ\QWU\Q ('qu\"\' 0‘; ‘\‘D?Qt\\s C\S""\ﬂ\f\ed '\\'\\Q dQ)\'\O\\ OSf
1. Unted Sates Dishrick Court | Joutharn Dyshrick of ’S—hé\‘\b\\r\c‘\ ;‘ Marbin V.
Reagle N 1i2h-ev- 02163 - 3PR-wa, Grder denying peki¥ion fr @

weik 6b holoeas Larpd and  denying corkifieate ok q‘)\)ea\a\x‘»\\\\\ entered
Novgrber 1, 2023,

9. \\N*Qc) S‘\CAU (uur‘\' ot f\\?vec\\s Sor o
Ne . 23-3%3122, (Ovdher dﬂ’\\\'\\'\ﬁ cartiYicate

ke Ay Tor the Severth Cucuit s Ordher denying pt

\}N-\M 3}‘\)“5 {QU{\' - Aﬂw h]fivtd March N,?.Ci‘l(o.
o v fw\M\ rd\wnh% anh T

e SQ\IQV\“\ et Martin V- EY‘S}\‘S\\.
o% appedd q\)\\\*\‘ {\ed F&\xxum\\

Jion

tm‘ih(j 2 bant ¢
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O?Sr\\ onhs  Below

The Order of the United States Court of !\PPw\s for the

seventh Giroik denging o certificate ot uppzc«\c\\x}\'s\\‘ g
unpublished and 35 included in e Appendin,

The Order of the Umited $hates Court of Rpprals foe the Geventh
Cireuit A%\\;,\s punt) Tehearing and re'\\ec\v‘\mk e hane g
unpu\u\is\\ed ond 35 indluded in the Appendiy,

The Order of the Unted Shotes Districd Court for the Seuthern
Districk of Tndiana ?)tﬁl\\\'\hs the pe‘\\’('mh for weit of heheas
corpus und dening o tertiticate ot o\‘;‘)m\c\h\\ﬁ\‘ Ve
orpublighed and 15 included in the Appendix,

The Thdiong Court ot Rpped\s memerandum decitien attirming

denia) of post Lomvichion reliet 15 unpoblished anth 15 ndluded in
the Rﬂm\o\ix.

Jurisdickion
The Seventh Circurk denied o cerlificale of q‘;?ec\\u\:}\l\\‘ oh

F{\)roqr\\ YN X YA NJ(nJHomr '-Y\tm\\\ s(,ug\\'\ rehear ’MB and
re\\{lc\vlhg en Yane. The Seventh Gresit denved \'JLHq\r\v\S

L\



O\V\U\ N\\Mr“\% en \oom( on Mqrc\n \b, 2626.

Ths Court Wos yudsdiction under 29 V.8.L. 551254 (1),

Supreme Court Role 13 provides thal when o ’Hh\e\\{ rekmflr\ﬂ
pedition s filed, the time b file o pehidion for weit of

curborary rons from the dena) of rehea ing

QOhssfi;\U*ioha\ Ah& S'}O\“UJ(OY\‘

Pravisisns  Lnwolved

The SQX‘H\ Ah\{h\‘lmev\‘\' PYNBO\QSZ

"Tin all criminal prasecotions | the acwsed shall enyoy the vig\\*- .
h hove the Agsistance of Counsel Fur WS defense.”

The Fourteenth Amendment pﬂNide\ in relevant part:

"No State shall . - . Ae?\’\\l-e o PUrsan of life \\‘i\)v()f\\‘qv ‘,vo‘;arj(\‘ ]
withoot  dug process ot \aw. "
19 Vs.(. & 2254 (@) provides:

An mw\im’(iun for o weik of Wobeas LOrpus on hehatt of o persan
ih toshdy pursvant to the \')udcjmeh’r of o State court ghall
et be geanted with vespect v oany claim adpdicated on the
ments in SYate Court unless the c«c\‘)ud\'ec(\'ion of the Jaim—
(\3“3\’“96 in o deiditn thal wag (,ch‘\N\Y\\ h, or Wwolved an

uhreagah able o\pp\iﬁq“\ibv\ of. L\CG\T\\{ {,3‘\2\5\’\5\\9& Federa) Vaw,
as determined ’\a\\ the Svpreme Court of the Umted States of

5



@ resuifed in o decision Yhat was bosed oh an unreasenable
defermnobion of the Tacks in light of the evidence ‘)Teseh’ced i
Stote court PTB((’?dihﬁS-

1% V.80 & 2253 () (1) va;c\ es’
A crtificate of mweq\q\)}\'\*\‘ ey I530e - < - ev{\\s e mp\)\iwv\‘\

has made o sobstantiol ﬂ'\ow;h% of e densal of o
tonshitotiona) Tig\\‘(.

Stoterment OF The (ase
A Trial and Detense Tkew\\

Pedibianer Bov\*c\\\ D. Marhin was tgvicked in Tndiang stale
cort of Tour (ounts of attempted murder ond related offenses

and stnienced Yo 110 \ears ih(ﬁ\f(?rq'\idh.

The State's theory was the Pebihioner| seated jn the back
passenger side seat of Chappells car, Fired Chappell's Glock ot

o black Lpala and an amgulance while Trantihws Jacksan

fired o Ruger from the front passenqtr jeat.

Petitioners: defense was fhat he did nat five any sheks,
He told PQ\\CQ Yha U%\W)Q\\ ¥\f€d \‘\'\\{V\ \w\r\cleé hit he

Blotk atter the SLOQ‘\'W\S\ ond Pedidioner on\\t Yooched the

0



Glack Yo Hhvaw it oot the window. Thet exp\ww\*iuh made two

factual issues central:

| whether shats came from the Sront pussengar 12, where
Jagiiah Saf, or Pom the back possengt side seat, where
?Q‘\‘;'\';Qh%( Sq‘\") thj

2. whether Pebitioner's Wood was on the Glack W oo Aacakion
Cohsistevt with W‘mg it or instead n g \otatien tansistent

with \rieﬂ\‘ ’wuc\\'mg or \'\-wow'sh‘(s Y.

Trial coongel failtd 1o PHSN avenlable Rm‘;eud\mm* ond

tragy examination VI0ene an both paints,

%, Consel Faled To T.m‘;qu\\ Shane \-\ecxs-cs

Shane \'\“’\‘ies was o digrterested eyewitness ’rmve\"nﬂ wear the
arhlonce . AT Arial, Yedges testified ot We sow shols Laming

fro beth $he fronk ond ook of Chappells car.

bt ““58{5 had gwen ‘so\ice o different ond move Saverable
agked him Where the

e ok When peice speciFicall 7
Pabtmen ¥ v A qes gaid the shals

f)‘\u‘\'é Q‘)pgmgd 4o he Qun\'\Nj fram ‘A\J\Q\‘)
came ‘V(QW\ '\'\\Q ﬂ%\_}_‘\' S[’\‘th §engL — W\\Qr{v
Jaksan sof. We did wol s O\\r\\\’(\\"\hg A feeing dhats

from the back seat, vinere SetiYoner sal.
1



Toa) comnse) did net ivpeach \\ev)n&cs with that prioy
S‘}q*%h'\{h‘\.

C. Counse) Faled To 1m\oeqt\n S\&p\\w\'\e Deanrs

S*{'p\\o\h'\‘e Davis wWas with \\u)gcs ond al§e O\Wu\reé W he o
neutral ejewitness. AY dvial, Dovis Yegkhificd that she sow quntire

from the front passenger window ond hadk passenger windaw.
She alse sogcjmed she was clgse Q\'\Ouﬂ\r\ ho see sparks from

ﬁba‘“\ aréas.

But Davis previeusly Fold police that she cod b Yell whether
he hats Camme fram the Srot seat oy the back seat.

Tral caongel did net impeach  Qowig with Haod prior state ment,

D. Coursel Failed To 1hwp{c\ck oticer Tora Nall

GHicee Tara Nel callected U\c«\owl’\‘s BlatX. At Tial she
testified Ahot the red sohstance or SUS\Ran Wewd was ¢n Yhe
fup[slide of The gun and Thet she helieved Yhere Was Sqme
Aewn ’b\\ Fhe handle.

This was eritical betavie the State argued that ld oh the
grip o hand\e  Showed Petitioner fired the Glotk rather Fhon
erely Twiching it Yo throw Wt oost the window.



But officer Nolls vepart stated that the red substance
uppemeo\ fo W Yled of the Yop Yoy the shide. Yer re,pcsrl' ol

net say “‘“\1‘“}‘“‘3 ahoet Wlowd on the handle or grip.
Triul Cwnsel Aid net impeac}\ Officer nio\l with )(\\c\,‘,

H,\Mr“"‘ aveh ’H\ouglf\ e logalion o} P \3\0\”} wond Qh'\‘rgc\f\\i
fo the Oh\\1 detense ﬁ\fo\'\‘.

E. Cunsed Farled To Lot Braine Dorminie La\‘a\\

Domiric Logall was in the black Tnspala and was ane F
e ghadting victims, A drial, ghe teshtied that ghe id nat
50 The persen wha Fired the thetg. Trial tovisel asked her no

Cruty xomination gveshons.

Bt Wetore il | Neminic hld ‘QQ\\L{ Phat ot the time of the
skuﬂ‘fihg The 3aW @ wan hanging oot of the frant passenger
windew of Chappell's car. AY the past Conviction hearing, she
testified hat She saw someane hanging oot the Prant passenger

wWinclew oind did nat gee anyone th'\mj odf ot the back

windaw or 3kuﬂihﬂ fom the back seat area.

Thig avidence supparted Peditioners defehse that shels were
Fieed trom tht Front pagyenger Window ond that Peditioner,
seated n the bacl(, did net Fire.



F Stafe Post Conviction Proceedir\gs

In pus* wivicion pmceeo\ith fetibianer w‘%\;ed et trial
counse) wWas ineffective Fur ’Fo\'\\i'v\S Yo Ve T seppress HNA
evithence, ?O\Q\ihg Yo ImpLach \‘\Edﬂeg‘ Vavis, and OFFiver Wil
f‘\i\’\*‘g Yo oress eXaming Qaminic Lo\qc\\\\&{\;v\g to object Yo

praseatorial misconducet, anel ‘rﬂ'\\ihg wm\a\hve\q.

The Trdiana Cact of Appecdt rejected the Claimg. For Redges
and Davis, the court assumed defigient bot fond ho prejudice.
For ofFicer Nal), the court treated the diserepaney as
“minoscule® and Toond e prejudite. For Daminic Lovall, the
ot held that her "{S}ih\uhﬂ would have heen umulative.
For Cumulertive {m}vdm‘ e <ot tated Yhat btcause

Petitioner had not established 2YYery, thert cwld be na

uinyl c*.\'(\l( L¥ray.

t. Federa) Vaheas ProLeecl'mgs

Petitioner 30&»‘3\’( Lederal haheas reliet under 29 VS L 2234,
Tn Federal cort he narrowed Ms Qaimg Fo inetfective
assistantt for Faluvg o S\m()%dx or LYas) Xamint HQO\SQS\ DA\HS,

offcer No\), and Depainic Lo\\o\\\\m\c\ wm\o\‘H\N pnyso\\'uz.

The distriek court denied telief. Sot it made o crucial F{v\d'\v\g‘.

10



the Tndioka Court of F\mawls WS wrang o vefwie cumalative

prejudice review an the 3ruvhd that Yhere were “ng ervorg®

The dishrich court recogrized that the state court had
rejected several tlaimg on prejudice withou¥ dec&A\.«S
deficient performancg . The dighrick aort held Phat Hhe state

Caurts failure o wnider the Combined effect of counsel's
falures Wos an unreaggrable Q*W\itod"\uh o} S cklamal.

The didrich covrt dhen conducted s awn de nave tUaU\GtVE

preydice (’AM\\{S\S. T4 conclodedd Yhat Counsely rrarg oy hewe
weakened Petitionecs c\\;i\i*\‘ fo porsuade the Joy bot held
Mer¢ was no wbstantia)l \ikehihood of o dibferent yesult.

The dishrict teort denied @ corhificote of o\wec\\o\\j}\‘\ﬂ‘.

The Seventh Circuit alfo demied a certiticate of
qweq\ak\\ﬁ\‘\ S‘hﬁ\‘hg that Petitione! nad net wade ©

Substartial shawing of the dental ot a Canstitutional
h’gH under 2% U.5.0. & 2253 (<) (2). The Seventh Circvit

\ater de..hiecl Tﬁ\ef«riml w\vl VQ\I\QU\H\\S en bong.

Reosons For C«rah‘rihg The Wert

L The Caort shaoldl Grromt review hecavie the lower courts
denied o0 Cerhficate of A]opeq\ol\)i\ﬁ\‘ aven fhough the
District Court Fw'pd Ak Unreasonabl€ RPP\;M‘}W\ ot

1



Stk \anel.

A Cectificcdr of mppm\qh\\iﬂ sheotd i5sve when reasanable
:\UF(SJYS cond cebote the digvrict canrts resolution of o
Langtitutional claim or When the tlaim  dtsovey

entquragerent o proceed further. Miller- EV v. Cockrell, 537

U.S. 322 336 (2003 Byek v. Davis, 5/D u.§. 100 9 (2017),
This case et that stondard.

The district court did nat herely reyect Pe¥tioners dlaim. Tt

axpressly foond that the Tndiona Court of Appeals

Unt asangbly appitd Strickland when it failed o cncluct

comalative prejudice review. That Finding olune demanstrates

fhot Teasanable Jurists cald debate the issue,
A federal district ceurts Fihd\‘mﬂ thal a state court

whreasanably applied clearly established Supreme
Covrt precedev\’r is et @ el m\ih3. It rmeons the
state coorts decision crossed AEDPAT  demanding

threshold . et Hhe district court sbil denied o COA, and
Yhe Seventh Uircuit denied o COA n & one page
Orc) e |

That resoit contlicts with this Courts COA Cases. Undey

ek, caurts most net collapse the COA inguiry info @ fing)

1%


reskuU.Net

mecits determination. A COR inguiry 0sKs only whethty the
conghiiutional claim is debatal\e Otang \‘\urish ot reasan.

Here o reasonable yurist tuuld debate Pn‘wd{ce becavse
Phe district cort el hewd that the shaYe coort
camnaithed on unreagonal? Strickland errer.

The Severdh Circuit shotd have otlawed the appeal o
pmmd. This Court shauld Gvant certiovari Yo correct the

impraper denial of oppalate Teview.

11, The Tndiana Court of Rﬁ)eq\s Uh\’(CASQhO\\)\\‘ Rw\ied
Wrickland by ’(\e&n"\hg Cummvlabive Preyudice Ravigw.

Sricklandl requires ooty Yo ask whether counsel's errars,
Considered in \irj}\“\ of the whae vetord | Underming
wnfidente in the aufcome, B0 U-S. ot 684 This Coyrt
has Tepeatedly iplathed that prejudice Teguiees review of
Phe h*q\'x*\l of the evidence. Wigging V. Smith | 339 \.S.
N0, 536 -37 (7-003)i Williams v. Tanler, 529 V.. 362,
39798 (2000); Wong v. Belmantes, 5§59 V5. 15, 26 (2004) -
The Tndioha Cart of Appeals did net da that. Tt
ansidered  Counsel’s failures Sﬂpﬂm*e\\i‘ Tt Yhen r%}idfd
comulative prejdice by Saying fhere WL “ne ervars.®

Bot Hhat was ih*(khq\\w incensistent because the caurt had

13



assumed, deficient perfurmante or \)\qusai deficient
perfomante and denied severa) caims gn prejudice .
The dishoct cwrd Correctly recogh\zad his evvar, TV he\d
that the Tndiana Coorf of Appeals refusal o consider the
tomboined effect o counsdl's Fallures Was an Unrgasanab)e

mp‘)\i(u‘r{un of Shickland.

TM* shevtd hove \v\o\HeY{d. Onie o ‘ajm\’{ ﬂouv‘\'
unveqsom\{\\i applits Strickland, Federa) habeas review of e

daibn proceeds withoot AEDPA defarence, Rut ¥ district

torts \q’(ev de novo o\v\a\\\'ﬁs qu*ed e samt basic

histakes W dreated the State's cvidence as eV whe\wing
wi Yheot giving prape dfet {0 the wombined Value F the
Gh'\i’H'@d_ defense evidente.

(1), Cognsels Evvors Weet Prejuditio) Becavse The
Omitted Evidence QENd\\‘ Su\o\m‘rcd The Only

Detense The W\{

This was not o case where Cwnsel onatied YY\L\Y(jir\q\
‘“‘P“JW“W*. The oraited <videntg went c\‘wzd\\‘ o the

Lentral d%sw\ed irsuet whether Pedibioner Tired the Glock.

The oy did net hear thet Wedger originally 1dentificd
the thets ag Cohoing Fram the frant pasienqy seat. TH chid nat

Y



hear Mot Davis togld nat deberming whether shots came
frorn the front o bk seat. TF did net hear that Officer
NS repart placed the suspected blued of the ‘ro\ols\ide of the
Glotk, net the handle o grip. TY chid wet heav frok Daminic
Loyl That she saw jameone \;thin(j ot of the Frowt
passenger window ot the ire of the s\\uﬁ'méj and did hot
3¢ anont Theating fram the baclk seqt area.

Together, Mg evidence supparted o single coherent
detense theory: |

“Jdacksen Was in the Front passengey SM\'}

cqjewitnesses identified ockivity feom e Frant passenger
side

v Duminic L0\|c«\\ Jaw a ran \\ahﬁ’mg awt of the %Ydh’\'
passtnger Windlaw

o the Mo evidence did net prove Petitioner Fired the Glack;

"Pebibioners Y\eod on the ’rop(s\idf of the GluK wag

Consistent with hrief N \\o\hc\\'mﬁ or Hhowing ¥, ek ¥W"""j it

‘?9*\*;UNV‘S S’\‘q‘\'{h\{h‘\' ‘H\q’\ \\Q o\‘d y\u'\’ 'HTQ Hhe G\\UC\( WGS
Lerveharate by the amitted evidence.

The Shates Lase relied \\eow',\\\ an c\uom\o\icé *es*\mm\\{
Fram Chappel) ond Jacksen. Chappel) had Featen Yo shikt

N



blame hecause b was his Glodk wsed in the 3““"*"‘3' JacKseh
YesYified under a pleq agreement Chappell'y carlier Fatements
also undermined the Stabe's Theory: he previously Hold pelice he did
het hovt & gun, identified Jackson s the shadker, said dacKsen
firedd from the front PaSS thqtr s€at ond Said Petitiener oh\\‘
"pasibly® fired ot thed he contd hot soy for sure.

A YGO\SW\O\HQ \‘)UVoY wha heard ol of thig Quu\cx Wave duu\ﬁ'{c\
whether  Petitijoner Hired the Glock.
Srickland dogs et requice proot that Petitioner wald

QQY"‘O\ih\ﬂ have heen acquitted. Tt reouires ur\\\1 a reasenable
on\,q\x\\’\ﬂ fufficient Yo undevmine Confidente in the verdict.

That standard Was met.

IV. The lower courts Failed %o Apply This Courts
Requiremant that preyudice be Evaluated Mq\“s\
A The Evidenge Good and Bad,

This Court's Cages require Courts Yo cansidgy all the evidente

when %vq\w%hﬂ Strickland prejudice. Wigging, 534 u.§. of 536
’Wohg,558 V.S at 26.

The lawer cwurts Umphasized eVidente davorable o the State
C\r\c«ppe\\g ’r{sﬂmo\q\ dackson's ’r{S)r\}nuh\M Pertianers Ylged on The

Bleclc, and shelt Cagings from Yhe Glotk, Byt they did hot
proparly weigh the evidente that undermined those same
paints,

1\



First, the States “front and back heary depev\c\ed partly on
nevtral efewitnasses Hedges ond Davis, 8t theiy priee
Sratements were materially weaker than they ¥ial testimany.
Hedgey fdentitied Yhe Front pastenger seat. Davis gaid she
coud nat Tell.

(SQCQ\’\CX' 'H’\e S*Q.\'Q \)SQO\ 0"{‘(«@7 NG\\'S ;\‘QS'\'P\W\QV\\‘ -\—0 an\l.g

that bloed on the grip meant Petitioner fired the Glotk. But
her repart did mot place blgd an the qeip or handie, That

Ooission attertd because the deftnie was not Fhat Peditiuner
never fouthed the Glotk. The defense was that ke fouched i+
anly Yo theow i out,

T\\'\rc)&, Darinit Layall was nat wma\\{ Cumolative . She
was o vithim in the car Wting that ot Her estimmony that
She saw O tan hanging oub of the frant passengtr window
af the Yime of the shooting ord did net See anjone Shaoting
Frore the bagk seat would have corroborated Yhe diefense
from the perspective of semeane in the targtted
vehicle,

Fourth, Chappell and Jatkson were hat neatral witrsses.,
They were accamplices o participarts with pawerfol
et IVES To minimize theie own roles. The omitted

tnptachmant evidence wosid hove given jurars o reason Yo

\7



credit Peditioners statement over accomplive Testimany.

By M\ihﬂ o weigh this evidence Yogqether, the \ower
ovrts did net apply Strickland as ¥wis Court requires.

V. This Case Ts an I}“\oor‘mv\‘\ Vehicle Yo Qarify
that Cumolative Prejudick Review Ts Required When
Moltiple Tneffechive Assivtance daitg For) On
Preyudice .

This Case cleanly presents on \qu\f‘rav\* federa) guestion. The
dishict court expressly Found that the state court
\)\'\W,O\thq\)\\‘ O\Pp\'ﬂfd rickiand by TQ‘EUS’\hg Luholative
prepdict reVitw. There is ha pracechvea) conkosion ahoat
whethet the T65ue was v aised ) PeliYiomer Caised comulative
prejudice in state past conviction praceedings, in Wis
pefition Yo fransfer in federa) hobeas and in Yhe reguests

for appellant review.

The tase also presents o strang factual vecord. The omitted
Videhte WA not Splw\mjﬁ\lﬂ. 1Y Came from palice
stateraents, an officers written report and post

convi ign Yest many-

The issue matters \){\‘th this case. Ineffective
assistonce claims often wvalve mottiphe CAHWM\Q

Tailures, T Courts may Yeject Rach gmission SCP‘?MJWN
andh then deny cumol afive review by saying re single

1%



errol Wos Prebudi(m\, SreieKlomd 's ‘are‘)uc\icf ihq\,\\r\‘
becomes O\Y\"\FiciQ\\\’ rarrew. That o\p\orwc\'\ oMlaws <ourts

To miss Yhe combined force of counsels Salures.

This Court shaold Grart certiorars fo veaffirm that the

Sixth Amendingid requives o teaningfol comulative

prewdice analygis.

CONCLVSTON

Peditioner was senknted Yo 70 years ofter o drial
where Counhst) failed to present avarlable ‘m\wo\d\mw\ o)
Aeolpat oy evidence Supporting Ahe wnly defense: that
Peditiuner i el Five Hhe Glack, The state card refused
i labive prepdict review. The districh geurk recognized
Prat this was on unreassnable application ot Strickland,
bot st denied habeas ralich ond dinied o wetitica g of
mp‘)w\ca\f\\\jn‘ﬂ\w Savtnth Creoit then denied o\ﬂn\\oﬁq

FLVi AW,

At mambom, reagenable 30(\6*3 toold dabatt whebher
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The Petibion Tar o weit of certioran shold be Givapted.

RQSPKHU\ \\( sobmitted ,

Botay R Maste

F 49Uy

Miaki Carrectioha) Fac';\iJ'\'
303% West 850 Sguth

Bunker Hill, Ind. Yo4iy

70



