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SUMMARY

The Indiana Supreme Court holds that a defendant who pleads guilty generally may not challenge the
resulting convictions on direct appeal, including on double-jeopardy grounds. The court explains that a
defendant who did not agree through a plea agreement to a lesser-included conviction may instead
move to withdraw the guilty plea as to that conviction and seek its vacation, then directly appeal the
denial of that motion. Because Jada Monroe did not pursue that procedure, the court summarily
affirmed the Court of Appeals’ decision.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Monroe pleaded guilty to murder, felony murder, and robbery resulting
in serious bodily injury. After the trial court entered judgment on the
murder and robbery convictions but not the felony-murder conviction,
Monroe directly appealed, arguing that the robbery conviction also
violated double-jeopardy principles. The Indiana Court of Appeals
affirmed. The Indiana Supreme Court granted transfer, vacated the
Court of Appeals opinion, and summarily affirmed the Court of
Appeals' remaining rulings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Whether a defendant may directly appeal a conviction following a
guilty plea is a purely legal question reviewed de novo. A trial court's
denial of a motion to withdraw a guilty plea is reviewed for abuse of
discretion.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE published; reliance barred until certification under Indiana Appellate
Rule 65(E)
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a defendant who pleads guilty without a plea agreement may directly appeal a conviction on
double-jeopardy grounds.

2. Whether a defendant may obtain direct appellate review of an allegedly improper lesser-included
conviction by moving to withdraw the guilty plea as to that offense and appealing the denial of that
motion.

3. Whether Monroe's direct appeal was available when she did not move to withdraw her guilty plea as to
the robbery conviction.

HOLDINGS

1. A defendant who pleads guilty generally may not challenge the validity of the resulting convictions
through a direct appeal; the claim must ordinarily be pursued through post-conviction relief. The court
declined to create an exception for defendants who plead guilty without a plea agreement.

2. When a trial court enters judgment on a lesser-included offense after a guilty plea, and the defendant did
not agree through a plea agreement that the conviction would be entered or sentenced, the defendant
should move to withdraw the guilty plea as to only the lesser-included offense and ask the trial court to
vacate only that conviction.

3. An appellate court reviews denial of a motion to withdraw a guilty plea for abuse of discretion. If the
challenged conviction violates double jeopardy, denial of the motion constitutes an abuse of discretion;
if no violation exists, there is no abuse of discretion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When a defendant pleads guilty, they cannot challenge their conviction through a direct appeal; they must
instead pursue post-conviction relief.” (1)

“Thus, when a trial court mistakenly enters rather than vacates a judgment of conviction on a lesser included
offense following a guilty plea, and the defendant did not agree to that through a plea agreement establishing
which convictions would be entered or subject to sentencing, the defendant should move to withdraw the
guilty plea.” (4)

“In this case, Monroe did not file a motion to withdraw the guilty plea as to a lesser included conviction. A
direct appeal is therefore unavailable, and any remedy must come through post-conviction relief.” (6)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The State charged Monroe with murder, felony murder committed during a robbery, and robbery resulting in
serious bodily injury. Monroe pleaded guilty to all three counts without a plea agreement, and the parties agreed
that the felony-murder count should be merged or vacated as an included offense of murder. At sentencing,
Monroe argued that the robbery conviction should also be vacated on double-jeopardy grounds, but the trial
court entered judgment on the murder and robbery convictions only.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Porter Superior Court accepted Monroe's guilty pleas and entered judgment of conviction on murder and
robbery resulting in serious bodily injury, while not entering judgment on felony murder. Monroe appealed the
robbery conviction on double-jeopardy grounds, but the Court of Appeals held that a defendant who pleads
guilty cannot challenge the validity of the conviction on direct appeal. The Indiana Supreme Court granted
transfer and held that Monroe's failure to move to withdraw her guilty plea as to the allegedly lesser-included
offense made direct appellate review unavailable.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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