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STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE PRESENTED FOR 
REVIEW 

I. Counsel Was Effective. 

Arizona v. Fulminante, 499 U.S. 279 (1991) 
Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984) 

Lado v. State, 804 N.W.2d 248 (Iowa 2011) 
State v. Aldape, 307 N.W.2d 32 (Iowa 1981) 
State v. Atley, 564 N.W.2d 817 (Iowa 1997) 
State v. Bearse, 748 N.W.2d 211 (Iowa 2008) 
State v. Wills, 696 N.W.2d 20 (Iowa 2005) 
 

 ROUTING STATEMENT 

This case can be decided based on existing legal principles.  

Transfer to the Court of Appeals would be appropriate.  Iowa R. App. 

P. 6.1101(3). 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Nature of the Case 

The applicant/defendant, Troy A. Williams, appeals the denial 

of postconviction relief.  His application was denied following a PCR 

trial in the Scott County District Court, the Hon. Paul Macek 

presiding. 

Course of Proceedings 

The State accepts the defendant’s course of proceedings as 

adequate and essentially correct.  Iowa R. App. P. 6.903(3). 
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Facts 

The Court of Appeals found the following facts on direct appeal: 

On the evening of October 7, 2012, Brittany 
Hamilton drove from her house in Davenport 
to her job as an exotic dancer in Cedar Rapids. 
She left her two children in the care of Brian 
Williams,1  her boyfriend of five years. Brian 
lived in her house, even though their 
relationship was strained. Brian’s younger 
brother, Troy, and Troy’s girlfriend, Emma 
Beadel, stayed in Brittany’s converted garage. 
A third Williams brother, Travis, also spent 
time at Brittany's house. 

Brittany left work at 2:00 a.m. on October 8 
and drove home, calling Brian while she was 
en route. When she arrived back in 
Davenport, someone wearing a ski mask 
attacked her as she was walking toward her 
house. Her attacker grabbed her around her 
neck and wrapped duct tape around her head. 
Brittany testified she heard more than one 
voice. They told her to “shut up” as she was 
crying. They put her in a car, went through her 
purse, and asked her where she kept her safe. 
Brian had suggested Brittany buy a safe to 
secure her cash; she took his advice and had 
$12,000 stored in the safe at the time of the 
abduction. She told the attackers the safe was 
beneath her bathroom sink. The attackers left 
for about five minutes, then returned to the 
car and began to drive. The men drove her to 
an industrial area near the Flying J truck stop 
and dumped her out of the car. 

At that remote location, the men kneed 
Brittany in the stomach, hit her repeatedly 
with a hard object, and shot her in the leg. The 
attackers then left. Brittany was able to rip the 
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duct tape off her eyes and run to the gas 
station. Inside, she found Scott County 
sheriff's deputies. They called an ambulance 
and began an investigation. 

The investigation uncovered that Brian 
wanted to “get Brittany” because she had 
“messed up real bad” by seeing another man. 
Travis recalled Brian saying they “were going 
to do something to Brittany that night.” Brian 
also informed Travis that they would divide 
the money stolen from Brittany. Travis 
testified Brian planned the crimes for about a 
week before the October 8 attack. Travis took 
the night off work to participate. Emma 
overheard Brian talking with Troy about the 
plan in the kitchen on the morning of October 
7. 

When originally interviewed by Davenport 
police, Troy said he played video games until 
about 10:15 the night of the attack, then went 
to sleep and did not hear anything until the 
police arrived at Brittany’s residence. He 
changed his story in a later interview, saying 
he went to Wal–Mart around 10:00 p.m., but 
then decided not to shop, drove home, and 
went to bed around 11:00 p.m. 

Emma, Troy’s girlfriend, testified she came 
over at 10:00 p.m. to see him but he was “in 
and out” of the garage apartment all night. 
She also heard someone come to the door and 
ask Troy “if he was ready” and then Troy left. 
Another housemate, Suless Young, told 
officers she saw all three Williams brothers at 
the house that night. She saw them just before 
11:00 p.m. and again around 1:00 a.m. Travis 
testified he called Troy’s phone at 12:45 a.m., 
a time when Troy told police he was sleeping. 
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The police later found Brittany’s safe in her 
yard. It had been opened using the 
combination that only she and Brian knew. 
Brian fled the jurisdiction and could not be 
found. The county attorney offered immunity 
to Travis in exchange for his testimony. His 
information led police officers to a storm 
sewer near Brittany’s house where they found 
ski masks and the gun used to shoot the 
victim. Travis testified Brian recruited cousins 
and friends to carry out the plan and bought 
ski masks, gloves, and duct tape to prepare. 

Emma testified a few days before the crime 
Troy told her about a plot to steal from 
Brittany. Emma and Troy also discussed 
buying a house; Troy told her “he had an idea 
of coming up with money to make that 
happen.” According to Emma, Troy and his 
brothers planned to set up Brittany to be 
arrested by planting pills in her car and in her 
absence they would steal cash from her house. 

State v. Williams, No. 13-0801, 2014 WL 2600276, at *1–2 (Iowa Ct. 

App. June 11, 2014). 

ARGUMENT 

I. Counsel Was Effective. 

Preservation of Error 

Ineffective-assistance challenges are an exception to the rules of 

error preservation.  See State v. Wills, 696 N.W.2d 20, 22 (Iowa 

2005). 
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Standard of Review 

Constitutional claims, including ineffective-assistance claims 

grounded in the Sixth Amendment, are reviewed de novo.  Wills, 696 

N.W.2d at 22. 

Merits 

Although the defendant places both arguments under one 

heading, his brief contains two claims: (1) an allegation of structural 

error; and (2) an allegation of ineffective assistance.  Both are 

addressed below, and neither claim warrants relief. 

A. There was no structural error. 

Although the particulars of his claims are somewhat murky, the 

defendant focuses his appellate complaints on alleging that his 

postconviction counsel was so ineffective that the representation 

amounted to a structural defect.  See Defendant’s Proof Br. at 9–10, 

14–15.  This claim finds no support in the law. 

Structural defects are errors that affect the entire framework 

within which the trial proceeds rather than merely errors in the legal 

proceeding itself. Lado v. State, 804 N.W.2d 248, 252 (Iowa 2011). 

They affect the entire conduct of the trial from beginning to end, 

rendering the adversary process presumptively unreliable.  See 

Arizona v. Fulminante, 499 U.S. 279, 309–10 (1991); Lado, 804 
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N.W.2d at 252.  Structural defects are rare, and Iowa “case law 

provides few applications of structural error.”  Lado, 804 N.W.2d at 

252 n.1.  The most frequently structural error is when counsel is 

appointed to a case and takes literally no action, resulting in the 

dismissal of a case under the try-or-dismiss provision contained in 

the rules of the civil procedure.  See id. at 252–53. 

Lado is not on point and there was no structural error here.  

Postconviction counsel was appointed and took action throughout the 

postconviction case: he checked out and (presumably reviewed) the 

criminal file, including transcripts; he attempted to procure his 

client’s personal presence at the PCR hearing; he filed a written 

supplement to the PCR application; he called trial counsel as a 

witness at the hearing and examined her; he called the applicant as a 

witness and examined him; and he filed a timely appeal.  See 

3/5/2016 Motion; App.  5; 1/18/2017 Motion; App. 11;  2/3/2017 

Motion; App. 12; 3/7/2017 Supplement to PCR Application; App. 13–

29; 3/16/2017 Notice of Appeal; App. 1.  To the extent the defendant 

offers some complaints about the particulars of postconviction 

counsel’s representation, those can be addressed under the familiar 

Strickland framework in the following subdivision.  See Lado v. State, 
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804 N.W.2d 248, 250 (Iowa 2011) (using the Strickland framework 

for the statutory right to counsel). 

B. This record does not establish that postconviction 
counsel was ineffective. 

“The benchmark for judging any claim of ineffectiveness must 

be whether counsel’s conduct so undermined the proper functioning 

of the adversarial process that the trial cannot be relied on as having 

produced a just result.” Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 686 

(1984).  A defendant claiming ineffective assistance must prove both 

that counsel breached an essential duty and that prejudice resulted. 

Id. at 687.  

Under the first prong, the defendant must show counsel’s 

representation fell below an objective standard of reasonableness. Id. 

at 687–88.  The reviewing court must be highly deferential to 

counsel’s performance, avoid judging in hindsight, and “indulge a 

strong presumption that counsel’s conduct falls within the wide range 

of reasonable professional assistance.” Id. at 689.  To prove the 

second prong, “[t]he defendant must show that there is a reasonable 

probability that, but for counsel’s unprofessional errors, the result of 

the proceeding would have been different.” Id. at 694.  
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“Improvident trial strategy, miscalculated tactics, mistakes, 

carelessness or inexperience do not necessarily amount to ineffective 

counsel.”  State v. Aldape, 307 N.W.2d 32, 42 (Iowa 1981).  For this 

reason, ineffective assistance claims are typically preserved for 

postconviction relief actions to allow full development of the facts 

surrounding trial counsel’s acts.  State v. Atley, 564 N.W.2d 817, 833 

(Iowa 1997). “‘Although claims of ineffective assistance of counsel are 

generally preserved for postconviction relief proceedings, [this Court] 

will consider such claims on direct appeal where the record is 

adequate.’” State v. Bearse, 748 N.W.2d 211, 214 (Iowa 2008).  This 

Court can deny the defendant’s claim on direct appeal. 

The easiest way to dispose of the defendant’s various allegations 

is to decide this case on the second prong of Strickland, finding there 

is no reasonable probability that different behavior by postconviction 

counsel would have changed the outcome at the PCR trial.  In fact, the 

defendant admits that, with regard to what he perceives as 

undeveloped claims, “Whether or not those failures [by trial counsel] 

amount to prejudice we cannot discern from this record.”  

Defendant’s Proof Br. at 11. 
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To the extent any particulars are mentioned, the defendant’s 

argument is fatally incomplete, as there is no showing of prejudice.  

For example, the defendant references various items that are not part 

of the record, and therefore it is impossible to know whether 

admitting these items would carry the reasonable probability of a 

different outcome.  Defendant’s Proof Br. at 12.  The last few pages of 

the defendant’s brief are essentially a paragraph-formatted list of 

issues for which there is no record evidence by which the Court can 

analyze prejudice.  See Defendant’s Proof Br. at 15–17.  The State 

offers the following response to organize the claims: 

 Whether trial counsel should have called the co-
conspirators.  Defendant’s Proof Br. at 15.  The co-
conspirators’ testimony is not in the record and there is 
no reason to think this would have changed the outcome 
at either trial.  PCR Ruling, p. 3 App. 33. 

 Whether trial counsel should have admitted 
certain videos.   Defendant’s Proof Br. at 15.   The 
videos are not in the record and there is no reason to 
think the videos were admissible or reasonably likely to 
change the outcome at either trial.  PCR Ruling, p. 3; App. 
33. 

 Whether certain additional witnesses should have 
been called to testify.  Defendant’s Proof Br. at 15–16.  
These witnesses’ testimony is not in the record, it is 
unclear whether their testimony would have been 
admissible, the defendant’s description of expected 
testimony is not credible, and there is no reason to think 
it would have changed the outcome.  See PCR Ruling, pp. 
3–6; App. 33–36. 
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 Whether trial counsel should have admitted 
certain “numerous records.”  Defendant’s Proof Br. 
at 16.  The defendant and trial counsel jointly agreed not 
to pursue an alibi defense and thus not requesting many 
of the records at issue was a matter of trial strategy.  PCR 
Ruling, p. 7; App. 37.  Additionally, the records were not 
offered and their contents are unknown, so there is no 
reasonable probability of a different outcome.  PCR 
Ruling, pp. 7–8; App. 37–38. 

 Whether trial counsel should have done 
something to challenge the composition of the 
jury venire panel.  Defendant’s Proof Br. at 16.  “There 
[was] no evidence adduced as to the racial makeup of the 
panel in the trial of this matter and the Court can discern 
no prejudice in this regard.”  PCR Ruling, p. 10; App. 40.  
Without knowing the makeup of the panel, it is impossible 
to establish prejudice for PCR counsel or trial counsel. 

In the end, the gist of the defendant’s complaint is that he is 

upset his PCR counsel could not establish prejudice for any of the 

various ineffective-assistance claims.  See generally Defendant’s 

Proof Br.  There is no reason to think that any lawyer could have 

devised a winning strategy based on the available facts and record 

evidence.  The available evidence shows the defendant was truly 

guilty, as found by the jury, and no amount of legal maneuvering in 

the PCR action could have overcome the evidence of guilt.   

CONCLUSION 

The denial of postconviction relief should be affirmed. 
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REQUEST FOR NONORAL SUBMISSION 

This case presents a routine allegation of ineffective assistance.  

It should be decided on the briefs. 
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Attorney General of Iowa  
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