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BeforeHOLLAND, RIDGELY andVALIHURA, Justices.
ORDER

This 17" day of October 2014, it appears to the Court that:

(1) The appellant, Jay M. Ringgold, has appealexl Sluperior
Court’s denial of his first motion for postconvimt relief under Superior
Court Criminal Rule 61 (“Rule 61”). After caref@onsideration of the
parties’ briefs on appeal and the Superior Coucond, the Court has
concluded that the denial of postconviction reslebuld be affirmed.

(2) The record reflects that, in June 2010, as pam narcotics
investigation that relied in part on informationtaibed from a confidential
informant, police executed a search warrant at 201/ashington Street in

Wilmington, Delaware. Police seized a 9 mm sentoatic handgun and



holster from a storage box in the basement of és&dence. Also in the
storage box were identifying documents belongingiteggold.

(3) Ringgold was indicted on one count of Possessfoa Deadly
Weapon by a Person Prohibited (hereinafter “PDWBRIRY was convicted
of that offense at a bench trial on March 9, 20At.sentencing on June 3,
2011, the Superior Court declared Ringgold a habitoffender and
sentenced him to eight years, minimum mandatoryeatl V. On direct
appeal, we affirmed the conviction and sentenceeudipreme Court Rule
26(c) (“Rule 26(c)"):

(4) On direct appeal, Ringgold raised several jgointresponse to
his appellate counsel's Rule 26(c) submissionuhclg that he was denied
the right to a speedy trial, the State withhelduépatory evidence, and he
was convicted on the basis of insufficient evidenc@/e rejected those
points as without merft.

(5) Ringgold also claimed that the evidence seidedng the
search should have been suppressed (hereinafigpréssion claim”), and
that he was denied the right to confront the canftchl informant

(hereinafter “confrontation claim”). We declineal ¢onsider those claims,

! Del. Supr. Ct. R. 26(c) (governing criminal apealthout merit).
2 Ringgold v. Sate, 2012 WL 983199 (Del. Mar. 20, 2012).
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however, after determining that they were interedinvith an ineffective
assistance of trial counsel claim (hereinafter ffieetive counsel claim”)
that was not reviewable on direct appeal.

(6) On July 30, 2012, Ringgold filed @ro se motion for
postconviction relief and amendments to that mot{oallectively “the
postconviction motion”). Ringgold also filed a nwot for appointment of
counsel. The postconviction motion raised thent$athat were raised but
not considered on Ringgold’s direct appeal, namélg,ineffective counsel
claim, the suppression claim, and the confrontatilam, as well as other
grounds for relief, including that Ringgold was e into waiving a jury
trial (hereinafter “coercion claim”), was deniedethight to plead guilty
(hereinafter “guilty plea claim”), was sentencedeghlly, and related
ineffective counsel claims.

(7) At the direction of a Superior Court Commisggnthe State
filed a response to the postconviction motion, &maggold’s trial counsel
filed an affidavit in response to the claims of ffeetive assistance of
counsel. After receipt of those submissions, tleen@issioner appointed
counsel to assist Ringgold (hereinafter “Counsaliyl directed Counsel to

file a supplement or an amendment to the postctomianotion. Later,

31d., at *2.



when Counsel requested an extension of time toy full/estigate and
determine if there was any merit to the postcomunctmotion, the
Commissioner granted the extension and directed @wunsel file an
amended postconviction motion or, in the alterregtev motion to withdraw
under Rule 61(e)(2).

(8) On November 1, 2013, Counsel filed a Rule §2fenotion to
withdraw and supporting memorandum, representiadg le had carefully
reviewed the record and determined that the posgictoon motion was
without merit, and that the record did not suggasy other grounds for
relief> In response to Counsel’s motion to withdraw aneimorandum,
Ringgold expressed dismay at the “unfortunate tdirevents” and requested
an evidentiary hearing.

(9) On February 10, 2014, the Commissioner issueckport
denying the request for an evidentiary hearing modmmending that the
motion to withdraw should be granted and the pestimbion motion should
be denied. The Commissioner further represented that, afteking her
own conscientious examination of the record and l&ve for any other

claims that could arguably support a postconvictimotion, she had

* Del. Super. Ct. Crim. R. 61(e)(2).

°1d.

® Sate v. Ringgold, 2014 WL 605849 (Del. Super. Comm'r Feb. 10, 2014)
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concluded that the record did not support any ott@m for relief’ By
order dated March 17, 2014, the Superior Court tadbfhe Commissioner’s
report and recommendation, granted Counsel's matonvithdraw, and
denied the postconviction moti8nThis appeal followed.

(10) Typically, the Superior Court and this Courdeess the
procedural requirements of Rule 61 before considethe merits of a
postconviction motiofl. In this case, the Superior Court determined that
Ringgold’s claims of insufficient evidence, speeuial, and exculpatory
evidence, were raised and rejected on direct appeal should be
procedurally barred as formerly adjudicated undeteR61(i)(4)° On
appeal, we agree with the Superior Court and furtthetermine that
reconsideration of the formerly adjudicated claisisiot warranted in the
interest of justicé’ Having carefully considered the parties’ positiars
appeal, we further conclude that the suppressiamglthe confrontation

claim, the coercion claim, the guilty plea clailmdathe related ineffective

7
Id.
8 Qate v. Ringgold, 2014 WL 1087160 (Del. Super. Mar. 17, 2014).
® Younger v. Sate, 580 A.2d 552, 554 (Del. 1990).
19 see Del. Super. Ct. R. 61(i)(4) (barring a formerhjuaticated claim).

11d. (providing that a formerly adjudicated claim may ¢onsidered “in the interest of
justice”). “[A] defendant is not entitled to hagecourt re-examine an issue that has been
previously resolved “simply because the claim fnesl or restated.” Sinner v. Sate,

607 A.2d 1170, 1172 (Del.1992) (quotiRdey v. Sate, 585 A.2d 719, 721 (Del.1990)).
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counsel claims, are without merit for the reasonsvided in the
Commissioner’s report as adopted by the SuperiortCo
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the judgmenttbé

Superior Court is AFFIRMED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Randy J. Holland
Justice

12 See qate v. Ringgold, 2014 WL 1087160 (Del. Super. Mar. 17, 20%atjopting 2014
WL 605849 (Del. Super. Comm’r Feb. 10, 2014). Wbt consider Ringgold’s illegal
sentence claim, which was not addressed in higsboie appeal. Murphy v. Sate, 632
A.2d 1150, 1152 (Del. 1993) (holding that “[t]heldiae to raise a legal issue in the text
of the opening brief generally constitutes a wanfethat claim on appeal.”).
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