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SUMMARY

The Delaware Supreme Court affirmed the Superior Court’s denial of Allen Reese’s motion for
postconviction relief. The Court rejected his claims of ineffective assistance of counsel, involuntary
guilty plea, and Brady violations arising from his Delaware sexual-abuse convictions and related plea
proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether counsel's conduct at arraignment constituted ineffective assistance by failing to notify the court
of Reese's desire to withdraw from the plea deal and failing to object to a $1 million cash bond request.

2. Whether counsel was ineffective for advising Reese to plead guilty without sufficiently investigating the
case or pursuing defense strategies.

3. Whether counsel misinformed Reese about his prospects for commutation to induce his guilty plea.

4. Whether the State violated Brady v. Maryland by not producing favorable evidence before Reese
pleaded guilty.

HOLDINGS

1. Reese's claims relating to the arraignment are without merit. Counsel entered Reese's plea of not guilty
and waived reading of the charges, which was all that was required at that stage. Reese failed to show a
breakdown in the adversarial process under Cronic or prejudice under Strickland.

2. Reese has not demonstrated ineffectiveness or prejudice. His claim that Counsel was unfamiliar with the
evidence is belied by his own statement that he discussed GPS data and inconsistencies in the child's
statements with Counsel before pleading guilty. The strong presumption that Counsel's advice was
professionally reasonable is not overcome.

3. Reese is bound by his representations during the plea colloquy that he had not been promised anything
not stated in the written plea agreement. He has not provided clear and convincing evidence to the
contrary.

4. A knowing and voluntary guilty plea waives a defendant's right to challenge pre-plea errors, including
alleged Brady violations. Reese acknowledged being aware of the GPS data and inconsistencies before
pleading guilty, and his plea was knowing, intelligent, and voluntary. He cannot claim prejudice after
intentionally bypassing the Delaware discovery process.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under the “well-worn standards” articulated in Strickland v. Washington, to prevail on a claim of ineffective
assistance of counsel, a defendant must demonstrate that (i) his defense counsel’s representation fell below an
objective standard of reasonableness, and (ii) there is a reasonable probability that but for counsel’s
unprofessional errors, the result of the proceeding would have been different.” (¶ 9)

““Where the alleged error of counsel is a failure to investigate, a determination of ‘prejudice’ to the
defendant by causing him to plead guilty depends upon the likelihood that the additional effort by counsel
would have led to a change in counsel’s recommendation as to that plea.”” (¶ 9)

“It is well settled that “a knowing and voluntary guilty plea waives a defendant’s right to challenge any
errors occurring before the entry of the plea,” including alleged Brady violations.” (¶ 15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Reese, a counselor, was accused of taking temporary custody of a fifteen-year-old foster child, driving him to
Maryland, and sexually assaulting him in both states. After DNA was collected, Reese booked a flight to
Morocco but was arrested in Maryland. While in custody there, a Delaware grand jury indicted him for sexual



abuse and endangering the welfare of a child. A global plea deal was negotiated to resolve charges in both states
concurrently. Reese pleaded guilty in Delaware to lesser-included offenses and was sentenced to thirteen years in
prison.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Reese pleaded guilty to first-degree and second-degree sexual abuse of a child. He later filed a motion for
postconviction relief, which the Superior Court denied. Reese appealed to the Supreme Court of Delaware.
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