UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
INDIANA, NEW ALBANY DIVISION

Conley v. Reagle

No. 4:23-cv-00074-TWP-KMB (S.D. Ind. June 11, 2026) - No. No. 4:23-cv-00074-TWP-KMB - Decided June

11, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Indiana denied Andrew Conley's petition
for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. The court held that the Indiana state courts

reasonably rejected Conley's claims that his guilty plea was involuntary and that trial counsel provided

ineffective assistance, and it denied a certificate of appealability.
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Petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254
challenging an Indiana murder conviction and discretionary life-
without-parole sentence was denied. The court also denied a certificate

of appealability.

Under AEDPA, habeas relief is unavailable unless the state-court
adjudication was contrary to, or involved an unreasonable application
of, clearly established Supreme Court law, or was based on an
unreasonable determination of the facts under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d).
State factual findings are presumed correct under § 2254(e)(1) absent
clear and convincing rebuttal. Ineffective-assistance claims are
governed by Strickland's deficient-performance and prejudice
requirements, and guilty-plea prejudice requires a reasonable
probability that the petitioner would have rejected the plea and

proceeded to trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by advising Conley to plead guilty rather than

proceed to trial, including on a possible guilty-but-mentally-ill defense.

2. Whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to present additional evidence and

argument concerning juvenile brain development, Conley's age, and Roper, Graham, and Miller.

3. Whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to obtain expert testimony rebutting the

prosecution pathologist's testimony.

4. Whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by inadequately challenging the testimony of Dr.
Daum or failing to obtain another mental-health expert.

5. Whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to obtain jail records and related

personnel testimony concerning Conley's mental health.

6. Whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to call additional character and mental-

health witnesses at sentencing.
7. Whether Conley's guilty plea was knowing, intelligent, and voluntary.
8. Whether Conley was entitled to federal habeas relief under AEDPA.

9. Whether a certificate of appealability should issue.

HOLDINGS

1. The Indiana Court of Appeals reasonably concluded that Conley did not receive ineffective assistance in
connection with his guilty plea. The record supported findings that Conley insisted on pleading guilty,
counsel reasonably believed a plea offered the best chance to avoid life without parole, and counsel did

not promise that Conley would avoid that sentence.

2. The Indiana Supreme Court reasonably rejected Conley's claim that counsel were ineffective for failing
to present additional evidence or argument concerning his age, juvenile brain development, Roper, and

Graham.

3. The Indiana Supreme Court reasonably concluded that counsel were not ineffective for failing to retain

an expert to rebut the prosecution pathologist's testimony concerning whether the victim was alive when



the plastic bag was placed over his head.

4. The Indiana Supreme Court reasonably concluded that counsel did not perform deficiently in

challenging Dr. Daum's mental-health testimony.

5. The Indiana Supreme Court reasonably concluded that counsel were not ineffective for failing to obtain

additional jail records and related testimony concerning Conley's mental health.

6. The Indiana Supreme Court reasonably concluded that counsel were not ineffective for failing to call
every proposed character or mental-health witness.

7. Conley's guilty plea was not shown to be unknowing, unintelligent, or involuntary, and the Indiana Court

of Appeals reasonably applied the governing standard in rejecting that claim.

8. Conley was not entitled to habeas relief because the state courts did not unreasonably apply clearly
established federal law or unreasonably determine the facts.

9. A certificate of appealability shall not issue because reasonable jurists could not disagree with the

resolution of Conley's claims and the claims do not warrant further proceedings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Conley has failed to demonstrate that he is entitled to habeas corpus relief because he has not shown that
the Indiana state courts in Conley II and Conley II1 made unreasonable factual findings or unreasonably
applied federal law when rejecting his claims of ineffective assistance of trial counsel and of an unknowing,
unintelligent, or involuntary guilty plea.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Conley murdered his ten-year-old brother in 2009 when Conley was seventeen and a half. After choking his
brother, placing a plastic bag over his head, and striking his head against concrete, Conley concealed the body
and later reported the killing to police. He pleaded guilty without a plea agreement and received a discretionary
life-without-parole sentence. His federal petition challenged counsel's advice concerning the plea and counsel's
presentation of mitigation, expert, jail-record, and character-witness evidence at sentencing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Conley pleaded guilty in Indiana state court to murdering his ten-year-old brother when Conley was seventeen
and received a discretionary life-without-parole sentence. The Indiana Supreme Court affirmed his sentence on
direct appeal. After state post-conviction proceedings, the Indiana Court of Appeals found ineffective assistance
concerning sentencing and ordered a new sentencing hearing, but the Indiana Supreme Court granted transfer,
vacated that decision, and affirmed denial of post-conviction relief. Conley then filed this federal § 2254 petition

alleging ineffective assistance of trial counsel and an unknowing, involuntary, or unintelligent guilty plea.
DISPOSITION

dismissed
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