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SUPREME COURT OF LOUISIANA 

 

NO. 2015-KP-0635 

 

STATE OF LOUISIANA 

 

VERSUS 

 

ANTHONY TILLMAN 

 

ON SUPERVISORY WRITS TO THE FORTIETH JUDICIAL 

DISTRICT COURT FOR THE PARISH OF ST. JOHN 

 
 
PER CURIAM 

 Writ denied. Given the nunc pro tunc determination of competency by the 

District Court, relator does not show that counsel erred in failing to challenge his 

competency earlier. We find defense counsel did not provide ineffective assistance 

of counsel for failing to take futile steps. See State v. Kenner, 336 So.2d 824, 831 

(La. 1976); State v. Williams, 613 So.2d 252, 256-57 (La. App. 1 Cir. 1992). 

Concerning relator’s complaint that counsel erred in failing to investigate 

mitigating factors that would have established manslaughter, we find relator failed 

to carry his burden of proof in post-conviction. See La.C.Cr.P. art. 930.2. We find 

relator’s claims concerning allegations of professional misconduct and conflict of 

interest were not raised in relator’s post-conviction application in the District 

Court, and these claims presented in the application have been substantially 

enlarged upon as the applicant passed through the appellate process. Thus, we find 

these claims are barred. See Segura v. Frank, 93-1271, p. 15-16 (La. 1/14/94); 630 

So.2d 714, 725; cf. United States v. Williams, 504 U.S. 36, 40, 112 S.Ct. 1735, 

1738, 118 L.Ed.2d 352. 

 As part of this ruling, we attach and make a part hereof the written reasons 

of the District Court. 

http://www.lasc.org/Actions?p=2015-046
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 Similar to federal habeas relief, see 28 U.S.C. § 2244, Louisiana post-

conviction procedure envisions the filing of a second or successive application 

only under the narrow circumstances provided in La.C.Cr.P. art. 930.4 and within 

the limitations period as set out in La.C.Cr.P. art. 930.8. Notably, the Legislature in 

2013 La. Acts 251 amended that article to make the procedural bars against 

successive filings mandatory. Relator’s claims have now been fully litigated in 

accord with La.C.Cr.P. art. 930.6 and this denial is final. Hereafter, unless he can 

show that one of the narrow exceptions authorizing the filing of a successive 

application applies, relator has exhausted his right to state collateral review. 
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