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Case Background

Young v Gordy (2003)

Lionel Gordy was convicted in California state court of assault with a deadly weapon for stabbing his 
girlfriend, Tanaysha Handy. Handy testified that she was stabbed twice; a neighbor saw an object 
strike her side—but there was conflicting evidence on lighting and intent. Gordy testified that the 
stabbing was accidental. He claims he was trying to push Handy away, a struggle occurred, and he 
accidentally struck her with his knife.

Client Demographics

Age: 29
Gender: Male
Ethnicity: White
Location: California

Occupation: Unknown
Education: Unknown
Marital Status: Single

Client Narrative

My name is Lionel Gordy, and I was convicted of attempted murder in California after an argument with my 
girlfriend, Tanaysha Handy, in 1994. Tanaysha and I had a disagreement in our apartment. Things got heated, 
and during the argument, she was injured—stabbed. I’ve never denied that I had a knife, but it wasn’t 
intentional. I was trying to push her away during the confrontation, and in the struggle, she got hurt. I panicked, 
yes—but I didn’t try to kill her.

That night changed my life forever—not just because of what happened, but because of how I was represented 
in court. The evidence wasn’t solid, but the case didn’t play out like I thought it would. I felt from the beginning 
that my own lawyer didn’t fight for me the way he should have. He didn’t present my version of the story with 
strength. He didn’t challenge the inconsistencies in the prosecution’s case. And what hurt the most was how he 
handled the closing argument—probably the most important moment in a trial when the lawyer can make the 
jury see what really happened.

Instead of highlighting the weaknesses in the prosecution’s story, my lawyer pointed out my past, brought up 
things that made me look bad, and never even clearly told the jury to acquit me. He didn't mention the facts 



that would have helped me—like the lack of a clear motive, or how the eyewitness testimony was shaky. It was 
like he gave up before the jury even made up their minds.

My Sixth Amendment right to assistance of counsel has absolutely been violated. My attorney’s performance—
especially during that closing argument—was so poor, so ineffective, that it made the trial unfair.

To this day, I believe that if I had been properly represented—if someone had stood in front of that jury and 
truly defended me—I would have had a real chance. Instead, I live with a conviction that I believe could have 
been avoided, if only my own lawyer had done his job right.

Previous Attorney Information

Kenneth Weeks
35 at the time of the trial
12 years experience as a public defender at the time of the trial
Earned his law degree from
One previous case was appealed
No disciplinary action on file as of time time of the trial
Still licensed to practice law in California

Summary

I have never stopped believing that my side of the story should’ve been told better. I’m not a perfect man. But I 
know I didn’t get the defense I deserved.



Evidence Supporting Appeal

Gordy's attorney highlighted damaging evidence against him during closing arguments—
details that undermined the defense. For example, the attorney reminded the jury of the 
victim’s injuries and that Gordy admitted to certain actions, without emphasizing legal 
defenses or mitigating circumstances. See evidence 1.
 The attorney did not emphasize potentially helpful evidence, such as inconsistencies in 
witness testimony or any reasonable doubt regarding intent. Gordy argued that this 
failure deprived him of a fair argument for acquittal. See evidence 2

A witness who contradicted the victim’s version of events;
Inconsistencies in the timeline or physical evidence;
The fact that Gordy may have acted in self-defense or without intent to cause serious 
harm;
Testimony suggesting the victim may have been the aggressor

Instead of making a strong argument for acquittal, the lawyer gave a half-hearted request 
for leniency. Gordy argued that this amounted to abandonment of the defense, especially 
in a case with serious charges. The closing argument lacked a coherent narrative or 
theory of the case in Gordy favor. The performance did not include passionate or 
strategic reasoning to sway the jury toward reasonable doubt. See evidence 3.

Questions to Consider

Did the defense attorney’s closing argument resemble that of a reasonably competent 

attorney? Why or why not?

What specific choices in the closing argument might be considered strategic, and which might 

be considered negligent?

How did the tone and content of the attorney’s closing influence the jury's perception of the 

defense?

Would a more experienced or aggressive attorney likely have handled the closing argument 

differently?

Did the attorney make use of all the available evidence that could have benefited the 

defendant? If not, what was left out?

Is there a reasonable probability that a better closing argument would have led to a different 

outcome?

Did the attorney’s performance deprive the jury of a real opportunity to consider reasonable 

doubt or alternative interpretations of the facts?



Did the attorney’s actions align with any recognized defense strategies, such as damage 

control or maintaining credibility with the jury?


