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Before POLITZ, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:’

Thomas Scott Molloy, a Texas state prisoner, appeal sthe denia of hishabeas corpus
petition, filed under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. Molloy contends that his defense attorney’s prior
involvement as a prosecutor created a conflict of interest amounting to per se ineffective
assistance of counsel. Molloy also assertsthat the denial of hisapplication for habeasrelief
by the state court is subject to de novo review.

Molloy’ s position with respect to the standard of review iswithout merit. Asheld by

"Pursuant to 5™ CIR. R. 47.5, the Court has determined that this opinion should not be published
and is not precedent except under the limited circumstances set forth in 5™ CIR. R. 47.5.4.



thedistrict court in its order denying habeasrelief, the proper standard of review for federal
habeas applications presenting mixed questions of law and fact, such asisherein presented,
is whether the state court decision unreasonably applied federal law.?

Molloy’ scontention that hisdefense counsel’ salleged conflict of interest constituted
ineffective assistance of counsal aso lacks merit. Molloy has failed to satisfy the usual
ineffective assistance of counsel test — he has not demonstrated error by counsel falling
below the objective standard of reasonableness and which, with reasonable probability,
changed the result of the trial.? Nor has he satisfied the more lenient standard arguably
applicable to this case; he has not established that an actual conflict of interest adversely
affected hiscounsal’ sperformance.® Finally, Molloy’ srequested application of aper serule
of ineffective assistance of counsel is not warranted in this case:

Accordingly, we perceive no error in the district court’s judgment.

AFFIRMED.

! See U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1); Drinkard v. Johnson, 97 F.3d 751 (5" Cir. 1996).
2 Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984).
3 Cuyler v. Sullivan, 446 U.S. 335 (1980).

* See United Statesv. Maria-Martinez, 143 F.3d 914 (5" Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 119 S.Ct. 876
(1999).



