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On September 14, 1990, Michael Williams was convicted in the Circuit Court for 

Anne Arundel County of first-degree murder, use of a handgun in the commission of a 

violent crime or felony, and wearing, carrying or transporting a handgun.  Twenty-three 

years after he was convicted, and after other attempts at post-conviction relief had failed, 

Mr. Williams filed a Petition for Actual Innocence.  The circuit court dismissed the petition, 

without a hearing, on the grounds that it failed to satisfy several procedural requirements.  

On appeal, Mr. Williams contends that the circuit court erred in dismissing his petition 

without a hearing.  We disagree and affirm the judgment of the circuit court. 

I. BACKGROUND 

At approximately 3:00 a.m. on the morning of March 2, 1990, Officer John K. Miller 

responded to a shooting in the area of Clay Street in Annapolis.  Upon arrival, Officer 

Miller observed the victim, later identified as Robert Maynard, lying on the street.  Mr. 

Maynard was conscious at the time, and told Officer Miller he did not know who the 

shooter was.  Mr. Maynard died later that day from two gunshot wounds he received during 

the shooting.  During its investigation of Mr. Maynard’s murder, the police were informed 

that Mr. Williams was observed standing directly over Mr. Maynard with a gun in his hand 

shortly after the shooting took place.  In addition, the police learned that, prior to the 

shooting, Mr. Williams had threatened to kill Mr. Maynard because he allegedly owed him 

money.  Based on this information, Mr. Williams was charged, on March 6, 1990, for the 

murder of Mr. Maynard.   
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A jury trial was held on September 13 and 14, 1990.  During its case, the State 

adduced testimony from several witnesses.  Mr. Maynard’s uncle, Wayne Brown, testified 

that nine days before the shooting, Mr. Williams got into a heated argument with Mr. 

Maynard about money he was allegedly owed and even threatened to put “something in 

[Mr. Maynard’s] ass” if he refused to pay him. Williams v. State, No. 1972, Sept. Term 

1990, at 14-15 (filed October 16, 1991).  In addition, Rochelle Snyder testified that shortly 

before the shooting, she observed Mr. Williams arguing with Mr. Maynard.  Id. at 8.  Ms. 

Snyder also testified that she saw that Mr. Williams was in possession of a gun, but she 

acknowledged she never witnessed Mr. Williams shoot Mr. Maynard.  Id.  Similarly, 

Joseph Eades testified that he saw Mr. Williams arguing with Mr. Maynard shortly before 

the shooting and noticed that Mr. Williams was in possession of a “shiny silver or chrome 

object” he could not identify.  Id.  Far more damaging testimony, however, was supplied 

by Traci Hill, who testified that she “saw [Mr.] Williams, with a gun in his hand, standing 

over [Mr.] Maynard’s sprawled figure.”  Id.  Based largely on this witness testimony, on 

September 14, 1990, Mr. Williams was convicted of first-degree murder, use of a handgun 

in the commission of a violent crime or felony, and wearing, carrying or transporting a 

handgun.  Id. at 1.  On December 10, 1990, the circuit court sentenced Mr. Williams to a 

term of life imprisonment plus five years.  Id.   

Mr. Williams filed a timely appeal to this court on December 13, 1990.  On    

October 16, 1991, we affirmed Mr. Williams’s convictions in an unreported, per curiam 
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opinion.  From 1997 to 2012, Mr. Williams filed several petitions for post-conviction relief 

in the circuit court, all of which were unsuccessful.   

On July 17, 2013, Mr. Williams filed a Petition for Actual Innocence in the circuit 

court.  He alleged that upon reviewing the police file on May 31, 2013, he “found a witness 

statement that was never disclosed to [him] or the jury before or during trial [in which] the 

witness states that she heard [Mr. Maynard] saying ‘you might just as well shoot me 

because if you don’t, I’m going to shoot you.’”  In addition, he alleged that, in the same 

file, he discovered that Mr. Maynard was arrested on February 25, 1990, weeks before the 

shooting, while in possession of a revolver.  In Mr. Williams’s view, the results of his trial 

would have been different had he had the opportunity to present this evidence at his trial.  

After considering Mr. Williams’s petition, the circuit court, on September 30, 2013, 

dismissed the petition, without a hearing, on the grounds that it failed to comply with the 

procedural requirements set forth in Maryland Rule 4-332.  This timely appeal followed. 

II. DISCUSSION 

 On appeal, Mr. Williams asserts that the circuit court erred in denying his petition 

without conducting an evidentiary hearing.  In his view, his petition “stated a valid claim 

or asserted a ground upon which the relief sought may be granted, along with a request for 

a hearing [and t]herefore, as a matter of law [he] was/is entitled to a hearing on his 

[petition].”  We agree with the State, though, that Mr. Williams’s petition fails to comply 
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with the requirements of Md. Rule 4-332 in several respects and, therefore, that the circuit 

court did not err in dismissing the petition without conducting an evidentiary hearing.1 

 In his Petition for Actual Innocence, Mr. Williams alleged that he had obtained 

information not available to him at trial: 

On May 31, 2013 [Mr. Williams] received a copy of his police 

file from Annapolis City Police.  Upon review of said file, [Mr. 

Williams] found a witness statement that was never disclosed 

to [Mr. Williams] or the jury before or during trial.  In this 

statement, the witness states that she heard the victim saying 

“you might just as well shoot me because if you don’t, I’m 

going to shoot you.”  Also [Mr. Williams] found in the same 

file a firearms [report] that [Mr. Maynard] was arrested on Feb. 

25 1990 with a .38 revolver. 

 

He argued that “had [he been given] the opportunity to present this evidence, the results of 

[his] trial . . . would have been significantly different.”  He attached three exhibits to the 

petition.  The first exhibit was a statement made by Gwen Gough on March 4, 1990, two 

days after the shooting, in which Ms. Gough stated that she heard Mr. Maynard say “you 

might as well shoot me then, because if you don’t[,] I’m going to shoot you” to the shooter 

moments before he was shot.  The second exhibit was a portion of a police report made on 

March 12, 1990 that tended to corroborate that Ms. Gough made the prior statement.  The 

third exhibit was a firearms report that revealed that on February 25, 1990, a week before 

                                              

1 Mr. Williams presents the following question for our review: 

 

1. Did lower court err in denying petition for writ of actual 

innocence without a hearing, where appellant requested a 

hearing pursuant to rules of procedure article 8-301(e)? 
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the shooting, Mr. Maynard was arrested for driving while intoxicated and was found with 

a revolver in his possession.   

 The circuit court dismissed the petition because (1) it violated Md. Rule 4-332(d)(7) 

when it “failed to provide . . . a written explanation of why the [alleged newly-discovered] 

evidence could not have been discovered earlier;” (2) it violated Md. Rule 4-332(d)(8) 

when it failed to explain why the results of the trial would have been different had the 

evidence been disclosed earlier; (3) it violated Md. Rule 4-332(d)(9) when it failed to assert 

that Mr. Williams did not commit the offense for which he was convicted; and (4) even if 

the petition were read to comply with Md. Rule 4-322(d), the newly discovered evidence 

“does not create[] a significant or substantial possibility that the trial results would be 

different and that the evidence could not have been discovered in time to move for a new 

trial under [Md.] Rule 4-331.”  

 Mr. Williams asks us to review the circuit court’s decision to dismiss his petition 

without conducting an evidentiary hearing.  “[B]ecause the issue before us is the legal 

sufficiency of the petition, our review is de novo.”  Keyes v. State, 215 Md. App. 660, 669-

70 cert. denied, 438 Md. 144 (2014).  Mr. Williams asserts that “[f[urther review of the 

petition . . . will clearly show that the . . . petition has met the [procedural] requirements     

. . . sufficient enough to have warrant[ed] a hearing.”  But Mr. Williams does not provide 

any explanation, beyond this bare allegation, as to how the petition in fact complies with 

the procedural requirements of Rule 4-322.  Nonetheless, we have reviewed the petition 
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ourselves and hold that it did not comply with Rule 4-322, so the circuit court did not err 

in dismissing the petition without a hearing. 

 A person convicted of a crime may file a petition for writ of actual innocence 

pursuant to Md. Code (2001, 2009 Repl. Vol.) § 8-301 of the Criminal Procedure Article 

(“CP”): 

(a) A person charged by indictment or criminal information 

with a crime triable in circuit court and convicted of that crime 

may, at any time, file a petition for writ of actual innocence in 

the circuit court for the county in which the conviction was 

imposed if the person claims that there is newly discovered 

evidence that: 

 

(1) creates a substantial or significant possibility that 

the result may have been different, as that standard has 

been judicially determined; and 

 

(2) could not have been discovered in time to move for 

a new trial under Maryland Rule 4-331. 

 

(b) A petition filed under this section shall: 

 

(1) be in writing; 

 

(2) state in detail the grounds on which the petition is 

based; 

 

 (3) describe the newly discovered evidence; 

 

(4) contain or be accompanied by a request for hearing 

if a hearing is sought; and 

 

(5) distinguish the newly discovered evidence claimed 

in the petition from any claims made in prior petitions. 
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Id.  In addition, because Mr. Williams’s petition was filed after October 1, 2011, it 

was also subject to the requirements set forth in Rule 4-332: 

(d) Content of Petition. The petition shall be in writing, shall 

be signed by the petitioner or the petitioner's attorney, and shall 

state: 

 

(1) the court in which the indictment or criminal 

information was filed and the file number of that case; 

 

(2) if the case was removed to another court for trial, the 

identity of that court; 

 

(3) each offense of which the petitioner was convicted, 

the date of the judgment of conviction, and the sentence 

imposed; 

 

(4) if the judgment was appealed, the case number in the 

appellate court, a concise description of the issues raised 

in the appeal, the result, and the date of the appellate 

court's mandate; 

 

(5) for each motion or petition for post-judgment relief, 

the court in which the motion or petition was filed, the 

case number assigned to each proceeding, a concise 

description of the issues raised, the result, and the date 

of disposition; 

 

(6) that the request for relief is based on newly 

discovered evidence which, with due diligence, could 

not have been discovered in time to move for a new trial 

pursuant to Rule 4-331; 

 

(7) a description of the newly discovered evidence, how 

and when it was discovered, why it could not have been 

discovered earlier, and, if the issue of whether the 

evidence could have been discovered in time to move 

for a new trial pursuant to Rule 4-331 was raised or 

decided in any earlier appeal or post-judgment 
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proceeding, the identity of the appeal or proceeding and 

the decision on that issue; 

 

(8) that the newly discovered evidence creates a 

substantial or significant possibility, as that standard has 

been judicially determined, that the result may have 

been different, and the basis for that statement; 

 

(9) that the conviction sought to be vacated is based on 

an offense that the petitioner did not commit; 

 

(10) if the petitioner is not already represented by 

counsel, whether the petitioner desires to have counsel 

appointed by the court and, if so, facts establishing 

indigency; 

 

(11) that a copy of the petition, together with all 

attachments, was mailed to the State's Attorney of the 

county in which the petition was filed; 

 

 (12) the relief requested; and 

 

 (13) whether a hearing is requested.  

 

Id.; see also Keyes, 215 Md. App. at 666 n.3 (“[Md.] Rule 4–332 became effective on 

October 1, 2011 and applies to all petitions filed on or after that date.”).  Compliance, at 

least in pleading terms, is a threshold requirement for a hearing: “a person convicted of a 

crime and eligible to file a petition for writ of actual innocence . . . ‘is entitled to a hearing 

on the merits of’ such a petition that ‘sufficiently pleads grounds for relief under the statute, 

includes a request for a hearing, and complies with the filing requirements of [CP]                   

§ 8-301(b).’”  Keyes, 215 Md. App. at 665 (quoting Douglas v. State, 423 Md. 156, 165 

(2011)). 
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Mr. Williams’s petition falls short in several respects.  First, the petition does not 

include “a concise description of the issues raised in [his prior] appeal, the result, and the 

date of the appellate court’s mandate.”  Md. Rule 4-332(d)(4).  Second, the petition does 

not include “a concise description of the issues raised [in his prior petitions for post-

conviction relief], the result[s], and the date[s] of disposition.”  Md. Rule 4-332(d)(5).  

Third, and although it states that it is based on newly-discovered evidence, the petition 

does not contend that the evidence “could not have been discovered in time to move for a 

new trial pursuant to [Md.] Rule 4-331” with the exercise of due diligence.  Md. Rule           

4-332(d)(6).  Fourth, the petition does not provide a written explanation for “why [the 

alleged newly-discovered evidence] could not have been discovered earlier.”  Md. Rule     

4-332(d)(7).  Fifth, the petition does not include a “basis” for its assertion “that the [alleged] 

newly discovered evidence create[d] a substantial or significant possibility . . . that the 

result may have been different.”  Md. Rule 4-332(d)(8).  And sixth, the petition does not 

allege that the conviction Mr. Williams seeks to vacate “is based on an offense that [he] 

did not commit.”  Md. Rule 4-332(d)(9).  Under these circumstances, we find that Mr. 

Williams’s petition “fails to comply substantially with the requirements of [Md. Rule          

4-332(d)]” and, as a result, the circuit court did not err in dismissing the petition.  Md. Rule 

4-332(i)(1). 

We would reach the same conclusion even if we were to assume that the petition 

complied with Rule 4-332(d).  Mr. Williams’s petition hinged on two pieces of alleged 

newly-discovered evidence: (1) a statement from Ms. Gough indicating that she heard Mr. 
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Maynard say “you might as well shoot me then, because if you don’t[,] I’m going to shoot 

you” to the shooter moments before being shot; and (2) a firearms report indicating that 

police confiscated a revolver from Mr. Maynard a week before the shooting.  Construed in 

the light most favorable to Mr. Williams, this evidence does not “create[] a substantial or 

significant possibility that the result [of Mr. Williams’s trial would] have been different.”  

CP § 8-301(a)(1).  First, the statement allegedly made by Ms. Gough was cumulative with 

Ms. Snyder’s testimony at trial that she heard Mr. Maynard and the shooter arguing about 

drugs shortly before the shooting took place.  See Keyes, 215 Md. App. at 672 (evidence 

must be more than “merely cumulative or impeaching” to satisfy the requirements of CP 

§ 8-301(a)(1)).  Second, the firearms report indicating that Mr. Maynard had a gun in his 

possession a week before the shooting is irrelevant because it is undisputed that Mr. 

Maynard did not have a gun in his possession during the shooting.  Accordingly, the circuit 

court did not err in dismissing the petition without a hearing.  CP § 8-301(e)(2) (“The court 

may dismiss a petition without a hearing if the court finds that the petition fails to assert 

grounds on which relief may be granted.”); Keyes, 215 Md. App. at 667-668. 

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

AFFIRMED. COSTS TO BE PAID BY 

APPELLANT. 


