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BeforeSTRINE, Chief JusticeHOLLAND andVALIHURA, Justices.
ORDER

This 20th day of August 2014, upon consideratiothefappellant’s opening
brief and the appellee’s motion to affirm under @&umpe Court Rule 25(a), it
appears to the Court that:

(1) The appellant, Russell Steedley, filed thisegddrom the Superior
Court’'s denial of his second motion for postconweictrelief and motion for
appointment of counsel under Superior Court Critnitle 61 (“Rule 61”): The

appellee, State of Delaware, has moved to affienSbperior Court judgment on

! Steedley’s second postconviction motion was eatitMotion for Judicial Review of Criminal
Conviction.”



the ground that it is manifest on the face of S®esl opening brief that the appeal
Is without merit. We agree and affirm.

(2) More than twenty-four years ago, Steedley Ratadtabbed his
estranged wife after confronting her in the apantieé his friend with whom she
had become romantically involved. Steedley alsbistd his friend. At trial,
Steedley admitted killing his wife and stabbing friend but claimed he did so
under extreme emotional distress.

(3) A Superior Court jury convicted Steedley of Mer in the First
Degree, Attempted Murder in the First Degree, amal ¢counts of Possession of a
Deadly Weapon During the Commission of a Felonyee8ley was sentenced to
life imprisonment plus thirty years at Level V. @irect appeal, we affirmed
Steedley’s convictions and senteAcaVe also affirmed the denial of Steedley’s
first motion for postconviction relie.

(4) In his first motion for postconviction reliefijed on December 20,
1993, Steedley alleged that he was suffering fretertid-induced psychosis” at
the time of the offense and argued that his tr@ainsel’'s failure to pursue a
“steroid-induced psychosis” defense was ineffecagsistance of counsel. In a

thorough report and recommendation dated Decemb&®%®4, a Superior Court

2 Steedley v. Statd992 WL 276404 (Del. Sept. 21, 1992).

3 State v. Steedley994 WL 750302 (Del. Super. Ct. Dec. 8, 19%4§d sub nom. Steedley v.
State 1995 WL 622434 (Del. Oct. 5, 1995).
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Commissioner considered the merit of Steedley'sncléor relief and, “after a
careful review of the evidence in the record, tmml ttranscript, and the
submissions of the parties,” found that “Steedlegsnsel was effective and that
Steedley has failed to establish what prejudicentas have suffered’” The
Commissioner then recommended that the postcoamictiotion be “summarily
dismissed.” On appeal from the Commissioner’s report and reuendation, the
Superior Court, aftede novoreview, adopted the Commissioner’s report and
denied Steedley’s motion for postconviction refielUpon further appeal to this
Court, we affirmed the Superior Court’s judgmént.

(5) In his second motion for postconviction relia@hd motion for
appointment of counsel, filed on February 7, 28t@edley argued that, under the
United States Supreme Court’'s 2012 decisioMartinez v. Ryafi the Superior
Court was required to appoint him counsel and tvakiate his prior claim of
ineffective assistance of counsel. By order dafzdch 10, 2014, the Superior
Court summarily denied Steedley’s motions as unyiraad repetitive.

(6) When reviewing the denial of postconvictionietl this Court will

address any applicable procedural bars before demsg the merits of any claim

* State v. Steedlef994 WL 750302, at *11 (Del. Super. Ct. Dec. $94).

®|d.

®1d., at *1.

’ Steedley v. Staté995 WL 622434 (Del. Oct. 5, 1995).

8 Martinezv. Ryan___ U.S. 132 S.Ct. 1309, 182 L.Ed.2d 274220
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for relief? In this case, Steedley’s second postconvictiortianois barred as

untimely under Rule 61(i)(}y and repetitive under Rule (i)(®). Steedley’s

formerly adjudicated claim of ineffective assistanaf counsel is barred under
Rule 61(i)(4)*

(7) On appeal, Steedley argues that, under theetrfitates Supreme
Court’s 1985 decision ke v. Oklahom& reconsideration of his ineffective
counsel claim is warranted because his trial cdisfsglure to have him evaluated
by an “independent psychiatrist” deprived him dfar opportunity to present his
[steroid-induced psychosis] defensé.The argument is without merit.

(8) Steedley is not entitled to have a court rearanhis ineffective
assistance of counsel claim “simply because thendkrefined or restated” In
this case, the Superior Court denied Steedley'#aaie counsel claim, which

was based on trial counsel’s failure to pursue terésd-induced psychosis”

°Younger v. Stat580 A.2d 552, 554 (Del. 1990).

19 SeeDel. Super. Ct. Crim. R. 61(i)(1) (barring motidited more than three years after
judgment of conviction is final) (amended 2005&duce filing period to one year).

1 See id61(i)(2) (barring any ground for relief not asserin a prior postconviction proceeding
as required by R. 61(b)(2)).

125ee id61(i)(4) (barring formerly adjudicated claim).

13 SeeAke v. Oklahoma470 U.S. 68, 74 (1985) (holding that when a deden has made a
preliminary showing that his sanity at the timetteé offense is likely to be a significant factor at
trial, due process requires that a state providesacto a psychiatrist’s assistance on this issue,
a defendant cannot otherwise afford one).

%1d. at 76.

15 Skinner v. State07 A.2d 1170, 1172 (Del. 1992) (quotiRiey v. State585 A.2d 719, 721
(Del. 1990)).
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defense, when considering Steedley’s first postiotion motion*® and on appeal,
we affirmed!’ On appeal from the denial of his second postatiovi motion,
Steedley has not demonstrated that reconsideratithe claim is warranted under
the narrow “in the interest of justice” exceptiaufd under Rule 61(i)(4.

(9) In his opening brief on appeal, Steedley arghasthe Superior Court
abused its discretion when it failed to “adjudicfites motion for appointment of
counsel] in accordance with” Rule 61(e)(1). Thguanent is without merit. Rule
61(e)(1) provides that, in a second or subsequetiomfor postconviction relief,
the court will appoint counsel “only in the exeecisf discretion and for good
cause shown, but not otherwis.”In this case, Steedley has not demonstrated,
and the record does not reflect, good cause forapfmointment of counsel to
pursue an untimely second postconviction motiosimgi a formerly adjudicated
claim.

(10) Steedley also argues that the Superior Cdoused its discretion
when it failed to address whether his second pastcbhon motion “met the

substantive claim standard” Martinez v. Ryan The argument is without merit.

18 State v. Steedleg994 WL 750302, at *8 (Del. Super. Ct. Dec. 8949
7 Steedley v. Staté995 WL 622434 (Del. Oct. 5, 1995).

18 SeeDel. Super. Ct. Crim. R. 61(i)(4) (providing thatformerly adjudicated claim may be
reconsidered in the interest of justic§ee Lindsey v. Stat2014 WL 98645, at *3 (Del. Jan. 9,
2014) (quotingVeedon v. Statg50 A.2d 521, 527-28 (Del. 2000)).

19 Del. Super. Ct. Crim. R. 61(e)(1).



The Martinez decision, which permits a federal court to reviawsubstantial”
ineffective assistance of counsel claim on fedeatleas reviewi® has no apparent
application in this casg. Under the circumstances, we conclude that, thpeSor
Court’'s denial of Steedley’s second postconvictimotion without expressly
addressingvartinez v. Ryamvas not an abuse of discretion.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, that the motion ttire is
GRANTED. The judgment of the Superior Court is ARMED.

BY THE COURT:
/sl Leo E. Strine, Jr.
Chief Justice

2YMartinezv. Ryan___ U.S. 132 S.Ct. 1309, 1318-19 (2012).

2L Accord Walls v. Staje013 WL 4505818 (Del. Aug. 20, 2018)iprrissey v. State2013 WL
2722142 (Del. June 11, 2013).



