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| join the majority opinion, with the exception of Section V(C), which remands to
the PCRA court for testimony about trial counsel’s consideration of Appellant’s potential
mental health problem. Majority Slip Op., at 37.

As the majority indicates, this Court’s standard of review after the denial of PCRA
relief is limited to determining whether the PCRA court’s ruling is supported by the

record and free of legal error. Id., at 6; see also Commonwealth v. Jones, 876 A.2d

380, 384 (Pa. 2005). The PCRA court reviewed Appellant’s claim he had a mental
health problem and determined “[Appellant’s] affidavits from friends and family members
alleging [he] suffered mental problems do not establish mitigation. The allegations
contained in these affidavits are of questionable accuracy and are without medical

corroboration.” PCRA Court Opinion, 7/26/04, at 10. The PCRA court concluded



Appellant failed “to show how testimony to this effect would have swayed the jury to
impose a different sentence.” Id. This conclusion is supported by the record. Likewise,
| find no legal error. Accordingly, under our well defined standard of review, the order
below should be affiimed. | see no reason why the PCRA court should receive
testimony about trial counsel’'s investigation when the PCRA court has justifiably
determined there is no merit to the alleged mitigating mental health issue in the first

place. Under our limited standard of review, | would affirm the PCRA court.
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