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PER CURIAM.

Yunior Galvez Casanas appeals from the summary denial of one claim
in his Florida Rule of Criminal Procedure 3.850 motion. Following a jury
trial, he was convicted of first-degree felony murder, burglary of a dwelling
with an assault or battery while armed, and attempted robbery with a
deadly weapon and sentenced to life in prison. The State’s only direct
evidence of Casanas’s involvement was testimony from a codefendant,
Osmaidy Cala.

After Casanas’s convictions were affirmed on direct appeal, Galvez-
Casanas v. State, 166 So. 3d 798 (Fla. 4th DCA 2015), he filed a timely
rule 3.850 motion raising 13 claims. He received an evidentiary hearing
on some of these, and the circuit court ultimately denied relief.

On appeal, Casanas raises one issue arguing that the circuit court
erred in summarily denying a portion of claim 5. Claim 5 alleged in part
that his trial attorneys were ineffective for failing to investigate and call



three of Cala’s cellmates as witnesses at trial. Casanas named the men
and alleged that they were available and would testify that Cala admitted
before trial that he intended to lie about Casanas to get revenge and to
avoid a life sentence. Cala allegedly told each of the cellmates that
Casanas was innocent and he did not know about the planned robbery
beforehand.

The claim is facially sufficient and not refuted by the record. The
cellmates’ testimony could corroborate Casanas’s trial testimony and
support his theory of defense. Contrary to the circuit court’s reasoning in
summarily denying this claim, the cellmates’ testimony was not
cumulative. There was no evidence presented that Cala had admitted he
planned to lie at trial. Apart from Cala’s testimony, the other evidence
against Casanas is circumstantial and not overwhelming.

On appeal, the State’s primary arguments for affirmance are matters
that generally require an evidentiary hearing. See McLin v. State, 827 So.
2d 948, 955 (Fla. 2002) (“[SJummary denial is rarely appropriate if the trial
court needs to assess the credibility of the new testimony.” (quoting
Murrah v. State, 773 So. 2d 622, 623 (Fla. 1st DCA 2000))); Bishop v. State,
219 So. 3d 83, 84 (Fla. 4th DCA 2017); Coley v. State, 74 So. 3d 184, 185
(Fla. 2d DCA 2011).

The State has not shown that the record supports summary denial of
claim 5. Accordingly, we reverse and remand for further proceedings on
claim 5.

Reversed and remanded for further proceedings.

WARNER, GROSS and KunTz, JJ., concur.
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