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SUMMARY

The Maine Supreme Judicial Court affirmed Neil D. Salisbury’s convictions for operating after

suspension, operating without a license, and operating an unregistered vehicle. The court rejected his

challenges to personal and subject matter jurisdiction and found no merit in his additional claims

concerning a subpoena, judicial appointment, opening argument, jury instructions, a trespass claim,

and the right to travel.

CASE DETAILS

COURT

WRITING FOR THE COURT

JURISDICTION

DECIDED

DOCKET

DISPOSITION

PROCEDURAL POSTURE

STANDARD OF REVIEW

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE

PARTIES

Supreme Judicial Court of Maine

Per Curiam; Saufley, C.J.; Mead, J.; Gorman, J.; Jabar, J.; Hjelm, J.;
Humphrey, J.

Maine

November 14, 2017
Han-17-135
affirmed

Salisbury appealed from a jury conviction and judgment in the
Hancock County Unified Criminal Docket for operating after
suspension, operating without a license, and operating an unregistered
vehicle.

The court reviewed alleged legal jurisdictional errors as matters of law
and reviewed asserted trial-court discretionary rulings for abuse of

discretion; unpreserved or inadequately argued issues were forfeited.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.
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Whether the trial court had personal and subject matter jurisdiction over Salisbury's criminal

prosecution.

. Whether the trial court erred or abused its discretion by quashing Salisbury's subpoena of the assistant

district attorney.

. Whether the trial judge was properly appointed.

. Whether the trial court improperly limited the duration of Salisbury's opening argument.
. Whether the trial court improperly denied Salisbury's requested jury instructions.

. Whether the trial court was required to hear a trespass claim in the criminal proceeding.

. Whether Salisbury's asserted right to interstate travel deprived the State of authority to enforce the

motor-vehicle laws.

HOLDINGS

1.

The trial court had both personal jurisdiction over Salisbury and subject matter jurisdiction over the

criminal prosecution.

. Issues raised without legal argument supported by proper authority are forfeited on appeal.

. The trial court did not err or abuse its discretion in quashing Salisbury's subpoena because the assistant

district attorney had no relevant evidence to provide.

. The trial judge was properly appointed.

. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by reasonably limiting the duration of Salisbury's opening

argument.

. The trial court properly denied Salisbury's requested jury instructions and fully instructed the jury on the

applicable law.

. The trial court had no basis to hear a trespass claim in the criminal trial.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“as a matter of law, the court had both personal and subject matter jurisdiction over this matter.” (Y 2)

“We discern no error or abuse of discretion and therefore affirm the trial court’s judgment.” ( 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Salisbury was prosecuted and tried before a jury for operating after suspension, operating without a license, and

operating an unregistered vehicle. The jury found him guilty, and the Hancock County trial court entered

judgment. On appeal, he challenged the court's jurisdiction and several rulings concerning a subpoena, judicial

appointment, opening argument, jury instructions, a purported trespass claim, and interstate travel.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Following a jury trial in the trial court, Hancock County, Mallonee, J., Salisbury was convicted of three Class E
motor-vehicle offenses. He appealed, primarily challenging the trial court's personal and subject matter

jurisdiction and also raising several trial-related issues. The Supreme Judicial Court of Maine affirmed.
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