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[bookmark: _r39bten2rnnn]What happened?
José Padilla, a native of Honduras, had lived legally in the United States for over 40 years. He was a lawful permanent resident, a Vietnam War veteran, a truck driver, and held deep ties to the U.S. When Padilla was charged in Kentucky with transporting marijuana, he faced serious criminal charges. Padilla’s court-appointed defense attorney advised him to plead guilty to the drug offense to avoid jail time and explicitly told him that he “did not have to worry about immigration status” because of how long he had lived in the country. Based on this advice, Padilla pled guilty. However, that advice was incorrect. Under federal immigration law, Padilla’s plea made him automatically deportable with no opportunity for relief due to the nature of the drug offense. Once Padilla learned the truth, he immediately sought to withdraw his guilty plea, claiming his attorney’s bad legal advice violated his 6th Amendment right to effective counsel. 
Kentucky courts initially rejected his claim, saying that deportation was merely a “collateral consequence,” so his attorney didn't have to advise him about it. Padilla then appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court, arguing that immigration consequences are so serious and predictable that a defense attorney must address them when advising a client about a plea. 
[bookmark: _kzwuyjudmci0]What did the Supreme Court decide?
In Padilla v. Kentucky (2010), the U.S. Supreme Court ruled 7-2 in favor of Jose Padilla, holding that his 6th Amendment right to effective counsel had been violated. The Court found that Padilla’s attorney provided incorrect legal advice when he told Padilla that he did not need to worry about immigration consequences if he pled guilty to drug charges. In reality, Padilla’s guilty plea triggered automatic deportation under federal immigration law. The Court emphasized that deportation is not merely a “collateral consequence” of a conviction - it is a direct and severe penalty that is often “intimately related to the criminal process.” Because of its serious and predictable nature, the Court ruled that defense attorneys have a constitutional duty to inform noncitizen clients of the potential immigration consequences of pleading guilty. 
The Court applied the Strickland v. Washington two-pronged test for ineffective assistance of counsel. It held that Padilla’s lawyer’s performance fell below an objective standard of reasonableness and that such misadvice could have caused Padilla to make a decision he otherwise would not have made. Justice Stevens, writing for the majority, stated, “It is our responsibility under the Constitution to ensure that no criminal defendant - whether a citizen or not - is left to the mercies of incompetent counsel.” The decision marked a significant expansion of what is considered effective legal representation under the 6th Amendment. By including immigration advice within that scope, the Court acknowledged the profound and life-altering consequences that can result from a guilty plea - especially for noncitizen defendants. 
[bookmark: _7kxs21mrnknp]Majority Opinion (Most Justices Agreed):
· The Court said that immigration consequences (like deportation) are very serious.
· A lawyer must give correct advice about deportation if the client is not a U.S. citizen.
· Because Padilla’s lawyer gave bad advice, Padilla’s rights were violated.
· The Court said Padilla could withdraw his guilty plea.
[bookmark: _awinagpocff0]Dissenting Opinion (Some Justices Disagreed):
· A few justices, like Justice Scalia and Justice Thomas, said this was too much to ask from lawyers.
· They believed the Constitution only requires a lawyer to help with the criminal case, not immigration.
· They worried this decision would make it harder for courts to finish cases.
Main Point: They thought the Constitution does not require lawyers to explain immigration consequences.
[bookmark: _r1s1qlyt4qot]Why is this significant?
Padilla v. Kentucky is a landmark case because it expanded the definition of effective legal counsel under the 6th Amendment to include accurate advice about the immigration consequences of a guilty plea. This was the first time the Supreme Court acknowledged that the real-life impact of a criminal conviction - especially deportation - is serious and predictable, and that defense attorneys have a constitutional obligation to inform their clients before they plead guilty. 
This decision is especially important for noncitizen defendants, who often face automatic deportation after certain convictions, even for first-time or nonviolent offenses. Before Padilla, many courts treated deportation as a “collateral consequence” that attorneys were not required to address. But the Court recognized that deportation is not just a side effect - it can be more severe than the criminal sentence itself. By requiring attorneys to give correct legal advice about immigration outcomes, the ruling helped protect immigrant defendants from making uninformed decisions that could separate them from their families, homes, and livelihoods permanently. 
Additionally, the ruling strengthened the 6th Amendment by clarifying that the right to counsel means the right to effective counsel. It also reaffirmed the importance of the Strickland v. Washington standard for judging attorney performance, giving courts a clear way to evaluate whether bad legal advice undermines a fair trial. 
In short, Padilla v. Kentucky reinforced that justice depends not only on having a lawyer, but on having one who understands and communicates the full consequences of a plea - especially when those consequences may be life-changing. 
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