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SUMMARY

The Appellate Division, Second Department granted assigned counsel's motion to withdraw under
Anders v. California after finding that counsel's brief was deficient because it failed to adequately
analyze potential appellate issues with supporting legal authority and record references. The court
assigned new counsel to represent Dennys Fragoso in his appeal from a judgment convicting him,
upon his guilty plea, of first-degree manslaughter.

OPINION

People v. Fragoso 2026 NY Slip Op 03822
PER CURIAM.
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furnish a copy of the certified transcript of the proceedings to the appellant's new assigned
counsel; and it is further, ORDERED that the new counsel shall serve and file a brief on behalf of
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counsel will be assigned to represent the appellant on the appeal ( see id. ). Here, the brief
submitted by assigned counsel pursuant to Anders v California is deficient because it fails to
analyze potential appellate issues with reference to legal authority or highlight facts in the record
that might arguably support the appeal ( see People v Haynesworth , 240 AD3d 512 , 513; People
v Reyes-Fuentes , 228 AD3d 686 , 688). With regard to those issues identified in the brief that
could be raised on the defendant's behalf, the analysis lacks supporting legal authority ( see People
v Haynesworth , 240 AD3d at 513). Since the brief does not demonstrate that assigned counsel has
fulfilled his obligations under Anders v California , we must assign new counsel to represent the
appellant ( see People v Burks , 247 AD3d at 1054-1055). DUFFY, J.P., CHRISTOPHER,
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