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Telvon Taylor, appellant, noted this appeal after the Circuit Court for St. Mary’s

County denied his self-prepared “Motion For The St. Mary’s County Circuit Court (Judge

Maureen Lamasney) To Deviate From Res Judicata, Law Of The Case Doctrine And

Mandate Rule Due To Extraordinary Circumstances.”  As will be discussed, in essence,

Taylor’s motion was an attempt to set aside a previous ruling of the circuit court, which we

affirmed on appeal, denying his petition for writ of error coram nobis.

In this appeal, Taylor presents three questions for our review, which are reducible to

one:  Did the circuit court err in denying his motion?   Finding no error, we affirm.1

 Taylor phrased the questions presented as:1

1. Did the St. Mary’s County Circuit Court act improperly

by not deviating from Res Judicata and/or Law of [the]

Case Doctrine due to the previous rulings and judgment

of the St. Mary’s County Circuit Court (coram nobis

court) and Maryland Court of Special Appeals clearly

being erroneous and causing a manifest injustice?

2. Did the St. Mary’s County Circuit Court deny the

Appellant Due Process of Law by not deviating from Res

Judicata and/or Law of the Case Doctrine due to proven

facts and establishments presented by the Appellant that

renders the previous rulings and judgment of the St.

Mary’s County Circuit Court (coram nobis court) and

Maryland Court of Special Appeals legally incorrect, as

well as, an unreasonable determination of the facts in

light of the record?

3. Did the St. Mary’s County Circuit Court deny the

Appellant Equal Protection of the Law by not deviating

from Res Judicata and/or Law of the Case Doctrine due

to the St. Mary’s County Circuit Court (coram nobis

court) and Maryland Court of Special Appeals treating

(continued...)



BACKGROUND

On January 26, 1996, Taylor appeared with counsel in the Circuit Court for St. Mary’s

County and entered a guilty plea to possession of cocaine with intent to distribute.  He was

sentenced to ten years of imprisonment, with all but fifteen months suspended.  Taylor did

not seek leave to appeal nor post-conviction relief.  He did, however, file a motion for

reconsideration of his sentence and in December 1996 the circuit court suspended the balance

of the term of his active incarceration.  Two years later, Taylor’s probation was revoked and

he was ordered to serve five years of his previously suspended sentence, which he did.  

Sometime after he completed his sentence, Taylor was indicted in the United States

District Court on conspiracy charges.  If convicted of those charges, Taylor claimed he would

be subject to an enhanced sentence as a “career offender” based, at least in part, on his St.

Mary’s conviction.  In an effort to avoid the enhanced penalty, Taylor, in 2009, filed a

petition for writ of error coram nobis in the Circuit Court for St. Mary’s County in which he

attacked the validity of his 1996 guilty plea.  Among other things, Taylor argued that his plea

was not knowingly and voluntarily entered, that his trial counsel rendered ineffective

assistance, and that he had not been informed of the nature and elements of the offense to

which he was pleading guilty or of the maximum penalty for the crime.

(...continued)1

the Appellant differently from other Petitioners and

Appellants who were comparably and similarly situated?
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The circuit court convened a hearing on the petition, heard the testimony of Taylor

and the attorney who represented him in 1996,  accepted documents submitted by Taylor and

his former counsel, and reviewed the transcript of the 1996 plea hearing.  See Md. Rule

15-1206(a) (authorizing a circuit court to convene a hearing on a petition for writ of error

coram nobis and to “permit evidence to be presented by affidavit, deposition, oral testimony,

or any other manner that the court finds convenient and just”). The court found that Taylor

had waived his right to seek coram nobis relief, but nonetheless addressed the merits of

Taylor’s claims and concluded that his trial counsel had reviewed with him the nature of the

offenses charged and the elements of the crimes prior to the plea hearing; that his claim of

ineffective assistance of counsel had no merit; that he had been informed of the maximum

penalty he was facing before he entered the plea; and that he had entered his plea knowingly

and voluntarily.  Accordingly, by order dated September 23, 2009, the court denied Taylor’s

request for coram nobis relief.  He appealed and this Court, in an unreported opinion,

affirmed.  Telvon Taylor v. State of Maryland, No. 2066, Sept. Term, 2009 (filed

December 14, 2010) (“Taylor I”).  The Court of Appeals denied Taylor’s petition for writ

of certiorari.  Taylor v. State, 418 Md. 399 (2011).

In May 2011, Taylor filed in the circuit court a pleading he captioned “Motion for

Claim for Relief Due to Fraud on the Court and Judicial Misconduct.”  (Taylor has also filed

two pleadings “supplementing” the motion.)  Taylor alleged that, at the coram nobis hearing,

the court erred when making certain evidentiary rulings; that his trial counsel had offered
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perjured testimony resulting in “fraud”; and that the coram nobis court had erred in

concluding that his guilty plea was entered knowingly and voluntarily.  By order dated

June 16, 2011, the circuit court denied the motion.  Taylor appealed and this Court, in an

unreported opinion, affirmed.  Telvon Markki Taylor v. State of Maryland, No. 886, Sept.

Term, 2011 (filed August 6, 2014) (“Taylor II”).  Taylor’s motion to reconsider our decision

was denied.

In Taylor II, we observed that “Taylor continues to press the substance of the guilty

plea’s validity,” but we declined to readdress the merits of the coram nobis ruling because

we had already done so in Taylor I and hence, we were bound, under the law of the case

doctrine, to that decision.  Taylor II, slip op. at 3, 5.  We did, however, consider Taylor’s

issue of fraud in relation to the coram nobis proceeding itself – a claim we viewed as

cognizable under Md. Rule 2-535(b).   Id. slip op. at 5.  But we concluded that Taylor had2

not “alleged any extrinsic fraud that compel[led] us to revisit the 2009 denial of the coram

nobis petition.”  Id. slip op. at 9 (footnotes omitted).  Morever, we noted that, although

Taylor “raised only a ‘fraud’ argument before the circuit court, . . . we [saw] no suggestion

of any mistake or irregularity on the part of the [coram nobis] court, either.”  Id. slip op. at 9

n. 6.  

 Rule 2-535(b) provides: “On motion of any party filed at any time, the court may2

exercise revisory power and control over the judgment in case of fraud, mistake, or

irregularity.”  
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In March 2014, several months before we issued our decision in Taylor II, Taylor filed

yet another motion with the circuit court, that is, the motion he captioned “Motion For The

St. Mary’s County Circuit Court (Judge Maureen Lamasney) To Deviate From Res Judicata,

Law Of The Case Doctrine And Mandate Rule Due To Extraordinary Circumstances.”   He3

again challenged the validity of his 1996 guilty plea and asserted that he “has continuously

been a victim due to the previous rulings and judgment rendered by the previous coram nobis

court and Maryland Court of Special Appeals [Taylor I].”  He urged the circuit court “to

deviate from ‘res judicata, law of the case doctrine and mandate rule’” because the “previous

rulings and judgments” were “clearly erroneous,” “consisted of blatant errors and fraud,” and

were based on a misapplication of the facts.  As relief, he requested that the court “reverse

the ‘improper and fraudulent’ previous ruling and judgment” of the coram nobis court,

reconsider his petition for coram nobis relief, and vacate his 1996 guilty plea.  The circuit

court denied the motion, prompting this appeal.

DISCUSSION

Taylor asserts that his 1996 guilty plea was not entered knowingly or voluntarily and,

therefore, the circuit court’s denial of his petition for writ of error coram nobis (and this

Court’s affirmance in Taylor I) was “legally incorrect” and based on “an unreasonable

determination of the facts.”   As such, he maintains that the circuit court erred in denying his

 In his motion, Taylor related that “[t]hroughout the year 2013 and 2014” he had also3

filed various other motions in the circuit court – all apparently related to his continual effort

to vacate his 1996 guilty plea.
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motion “To Deviate From Res Judicata, Law Of The Case Doctrine And Mandate Rule Due

To Extraordinary Circumstances.” 

We held in Taylor I that the circuit court did not err in concluding that Taylor had

entered his guilty plea knowingly and voluntarily and thus, did not err in denying his petition

for writ of error coram nobis.  As we previously noted, Taylor’s petition for writ of certiorari

seeking the Court of Appeals’ review of that decision was denied.  And in Taylor II we held

that there was no merit to Taylor’s claim that the coram nobis court either “committed’ or

“accepted” fraud as Taylor had alleged in his 2011 “Motion for Claim for Relief Due to

Fraud on the Court and Judicial Misconduct.”  Thus, the circuit court did not err in denying

the motion, presently before us, to set aside previous court rulings holding that his 1996

guilty plea was validly entered.  State v. Garnett, 172 Md. App. 558, 562 (“the law of the

case doctrine would prevent relitigation” of an argument “that has been presented to and

rejected by an appellate court”), cert. denied, 399 Md. 594 (2007).   

In Scott v. State, 379 Md. 170 (2004), the Court of Appeals stated that the law of the

case doctrine, binding litigants and lower courts to an appellate ruling, also applies to a panel

of the same appellate court in a subsequent appeal “unless the previous decision is incorrect

because it is out of keeping with controlling principles announced by a higher court and

following the decision would result in manifest injustice.” Id. at 183-184 (citations omitted). 

Taylor has not persuaded us that our previous decision in Taylor I (or Taylor II) was incorrect

“because it is out of keeping with controlling principles announced by a higher court.”  In
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this appeal, Taylor is simply restating the same arguments that were previously made and

rejected in the hope of obtaining a different outcome.  The validity of his 1996 guilty plea

has been decided and we will not revisit that issue.

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR

ST. MARY’S COUNTY AFFIRMED.  COSTS TO

BE PAID BY APPELLANT.
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