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SUMMARY

The Florida Supreme Court affirmed the summary denial of David Joseph Pittman’s fourth successive
motion for postconviction relief and denied his motion to stay execution. The court held that his
intellectual disability claim was untimely and procedurally barred under controlling Florida precedent,
and rejected his due process and Eighth Amendment arguments. Justice Labarga dissented,
maintaining his disagreement with the court’s retroactivity ruling concerning intellectual disability
claims.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pittman appealed the circuit court's summary denial of his fourth
successive motion for postconviction relief under Florida Rule of
Criminal Procedure 3.851 and his motion for a stay of execution under
section 922.07(1), Florida Statutes.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary denial is proper when the motion, files, and records
conclusively show that the movant is entitled to no relief. The court
accepts allegations as true unless conclusively refuted by the record,
but the defendant must establish a prima facie case based on a legally
valid claim. Whether to grant an evidentiary hearing on a Rule 3.851
motion is reviewed de novo as a pure question of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Pittman's fourth successive intellectual-disability claim was procedurally barred and untimely
under Florida's capital postconviction rules.

2. Whether Pittman was entitled to an evidentiary hearing on his intellectual-disability claim.

3. Whether the denial of further proceedings violated due process or rendered the death penalty arbitrary
and capricious under the Eighth Amendment.

4. Whether Pittman was entitled to a stay of execution.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary denial was proper because the motion, files, and records established that Pittman was not
entitled to relief.

2. The intellectual-disability claim was untimely because Pittman was required to raise it no later than 60
days after October 1, 2004.

3. The claim was procedurally barred because Pittman had previously raised his intellectual-disability
claim.

4. Due process did not require an additional hearing because Pittman had received the process due and
failed to satisfy the standards for avoiding summary denial.

5. Adhering to Phillips did not result in an arbitrary or capricious application of the death penalty, and
Florida's death-penalty scheme remained constitutionally sound.

6. Pittman was not entitled to a stay of execution because he had not shown substantial grounds upon
which postconviction relief might be granted.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary denial of a successive postconviction motion is appropriate ‘[i]f the motion, files, and records in
the case conclusively show that the movant is entitled to no relief.’” (7)

“The defendant bears the burden to establish a prima facie case based on a legally valid claim; mere
conclusory allegations are insufficient.” (8)

“Claims raised and rejected in prior postconviction proceedings are procedurally barred from being
relitigated in a successive motion.” (9)



“Due process requires that a defendant be given notice and an opportunity to be heard on a matter before it is
decided.” (10)

“A stay of execution on a successive motion for postconviction relief is warranted only where there are
substantial grounds upon which relief might be granted.” (12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Pittman was sentenced to death for murdering three members of his former wife's family in 1990 after cutting
the telephone lines, entering the home, and attacking the victims. He later burned the home and yard and stole a
vehicle. After multiple unsuccessful direct and postconviction challenges, including prior litigation concerning
intellectual disability, Pittman filed a fourth successive motion after a death warrant was issued, arguing that he
was entitled to an evidentiary hearing to establish that his execution was constitutionally prohibited because of
intellectual disability.
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Pittman was convicted of three counts of first-degree murder and sentenced to death after the 1990 killings of his
former wife's family members. The Florida Supreme Court affirmed on direct appeal, and Pittman subsequently
pursued state and federal postconviction proceedings, including prior intellectual-disability claims. After
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summarily denied. The Florida Supreme Court affirmed and denied a stay of execution.
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