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SUMMARY

The Delaware Supreme Court affirmed the Superior Court’s summary dismissal of William T.
Johnson, Jr.’s third postconviction motion as procedurally barred under Delaware Superior Court
Criminal Rule 61. The Court held that Johnson failed to plead particularized facts showing either
newly discovered evidence creating a strong inference of actual innocence or a retroactive new rule of
constitutional law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Johnson's third successive petition for postconviction relief satisfied the pleading exceptions to
Rule 61's procedural bar.

2. Whether the Superior Court properly summarily dismissed the successive petition.

HOLDINGS

1. A successive motion for postconviction relief is procedurally barred unless the defendant pleads with
particularity either new evidence creating a strong inference of actual innocence or a new retroactive
constitutional rule rendering the convictions invalid. Johnson's petition did not satisfy either
requirement.

2. The Superior Court properly summarily dismissed Johnson's third postconviction motion as procedurally
barred.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Johnson’s third postconviction motion failed to meet the pleading requirements for a successive
postconviction motion and was properly summarily dismissed as procedurally barred.” (¶ 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Johnson was convicted of serious criminal charges in 1998. After unsuccessful direct review and two
unsuccessful postconviction petitions, he filed a third Rule 61 petition in 2016. He did not identify new evidence
creating a strong inference of actual innocence or a new retroactive constitutional rule invalidating his
convictions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Johnson was convicted in 1998, and his convictions were affirmed on direct appeal. His first two Rule 61
postconviction petitions were denied and affirmed by the Delaware Supreme Court in 2002 and 2010. The
Superior Court summarily dismissed his 2016 successive petition after adopting a Commissioner's report and
recommendation, and the Delaware Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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