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SUMMARY

The Nevada Supreme Court affirmed the denial of Leonard Ray Woods's postconviction petition for a
writ of habeas corpus. The court held that several claims were barred by the law-of-the-case doctrine
or procedural default, and that Woods failed to establish Brady violations or ineffective assistance of
appellate counsel. The court also concluded that the district court did not abuse its discretion in

denying appointment of postconviction counsel.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the law-of-the-case doctrine barred relitigation of Woods's claims concerning substitute counsel

and suppression of evidence recovered from his cell phone.

2. Whether Woods established good cause and prejudice under Nevada's postconviction procedural-bar

statute for his Brady claim and other claims that could have been raised on direct appeal.

3. Whether Woods demonstrated ineffective assistance of appellate counsel based on counsel's failure to
raise the omitted issues.

4. Whether the district court abused its discretion by denying appointment of postconviction counsel.

HOLDINGS

1. The law-of-the-case doctrine barred Woods from relitigating his claims concerning the denial of
substitute counsel and suppression of evidence recovered from his cell phone because those issues had

already been considered and resolved on direct appeal.

2. A petitioner whose Brady claim could have been raised on direct appeal must show good cause for the
omission and prejudice; Woods failed to satisfy that requirement because he did not allege specific facts
showing that the purported fingerprint, DNA, or physical evidence was favorable, withheld by the State,

or material.

3. Woods's claims concerning review of law-enforcement personnel files, standby counsel, defense
resources, trial timing, and alleged improper witness influence were procedurally barred because he did

not show good cause and prejudice or a fundamental miscarriage of justice.

4. Woods failed to establish ineffective assistance of appellate counsel because he did not show deficient

performance or a reasonable probability that any omitted issue would have succeeded on appeal.

5. The district court did not abuse its discretion by denying Woods's request for appointed postconviction

counsel.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the purpose of the law-of-the-case doctrine is to prevent reconsideration of matters that have been settled

and put to rest” (2)

“Effective assistance of appellate counsel does not mean that appellate counsel must raise every non-
frivolous issue.” (3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Woods voluntarily and knowingly waived his right to counsel and represented himself at trial. After his

conviction, appellate counsel was appointed, and the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed the judgment of



conviction. In his postconviction petition, Woods alleged that the State withheld exculpatory evidence, that the
district court mishandled counsel-related and evidentiary matters, that witnesses were improperly influenced,

and that appellate counsel was ineffective. He also sought appointment of postconviction counsel.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Woods was convicted after voluntarily and knowingly waiving counsel and representing himself at trial. The
district court appointed appellate counsel, and the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed the judgment of conviction in
Woods v. State, No. 78816, 2020 WL 6504629 (Nev. Nov. 3, 2020). Woods then filed a timely postconviction
habeas petition alleging trial, evidentiary, constitutional, and ineffective-assistance claims. The district court
denied the petition without an evidentiary hearing, and the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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