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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Minnesota affirmed the summary denial of Leon Perry’s petition for
postconviction relief. The court held that his equal protection and ineffective assistance of counsel

claims were procedurally barred under the Knaffla rule and that no exception applied.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether Perry's Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection challenge to the racial composition of the

grand jury was procedurally barred under the Knaffla rule.
2. Whether either exception to the Knaffla rule applied to permit review of Perry's equal-protection claim.

3. Whether Perry's newly raised ineffective-assistance-of-trial-counsel claim was procedurally barred under
the Knaffla rule.

4. Whether the postconviction court abused its discretion by summarily denying the petition.

HOLDINGS

1. The Knaffla rule barred Perry's Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection claim because he knew or

should have known of the claim before his direct appeal.

2. Neither exception applied because Perry's equal-protection claim was not novel and fairness did not

require review of a claim he should have raised more than nine years earlier.

3. The Knaffla rule barred Perry's ineffective-assistance claim because he knew of the facts underlying it

and knew that ineffective assistance could be raised on direct appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Further, this court held in Kndffla that once a direct appeal has been taken, "all matters raised therein and

all claims known but not raised, will not be considered upon a subsequent petition for postconviction relief."”
(574)

“Accordingly, we hold that the postconviction court did not abuse its discretion when it invoked the Knaffla

rule to bar Perry's equal protection claim.” (575)

“We conclude that the Knaffla rule bars Perry's ineffective assistance of counsel claim.” (576)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 1995, a Hennepin County jury convicted Perry of first-degree premeditated murder, and the district court
imposed a life sentence. Perry's grand jury consisted of 23 persons and included no persons of color. Before and
during his direct appeal, Perry had information supporting a racial-bias challenge to the grand jury, but his later
postconviction petition recast the challenge as an equal-protection claim and also asserted that trial counsel

should have objected to the jury's return of one signed verdict form and five unsigned forms.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Hennepin County jury convicted Perry of first-degree premeditated murder in 1995, and the district court
sentenced him to life imprisonment. The Minnesota Supreme Court affirmed his conviction on direct appeal,
including rejecting an ineffective-assistance claim and a Sixth Amendment challenge to the grand-jury
composition. Perry later filed a postconviction petition asserting a Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection
challenge to the grand jury; the postconviction court summarily denied relief as barred by the Knaffla rule and
meritless. The Supreme Court of Minnesota affirmed and also held that the newly raised ineffective-assistance

claim was procedurally barred.
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