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SUMMARY

The Maryland Court of Appeals held that a circuit court’s order granting a motion under Maryland
Rule 4-345(a) to correct an illegal sentence and vacating the existing sentence is interlocutory when no
new sentence has yet been imposed. The State therefore lacked authority to appeal under Maryland
Courts and Judicial Proceedings Article § 12-302(c)(3)(ii) at that stage. The court affirmed the
dismissal of the State’s appeal by the Court of Special Appeals.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Court of Special Appeals erred in dismissing the State's appeal from the circuit court's order
granting a Maryland Rule 4-345(a) motion and vacating the existing sentence without imposing a new
sentence.

2. Whether the circuit court erred in considering and granting Clements's motion to correct an illegal
sentence.

HOLDINGS

1. A motion under Maryland Rule 4-345(a), and an order granting or denying that motion, are part of the
underlying criminal proceeding rather than a wholly independent civil action.

2. The State may not appeal from an order granting a Rule 4-345(a) motion and vacating an existing
sentence when the circuit court has not yet imposed a new sentence, because the order is not a final
judgment that imposed or modified a sentence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Motions to correct an illegal sentence under Rule 4-345(a) are part of the underlying criminal proceedings.”
(at 10-11)

“The trial court’s order therefore was interlocutory: it was a step toward the imposition of a new sentence—it
was not, however, either a final judgment that “imposed” a sentence or a final judgment that “modified” a
sentence.” (at 13)

“We hold that the circuit court’s grant of Clements’s Rule 4-345(a) motion to correct an illegal sentence and
vacation of the sentence imposed in 1989 was an interlocutory order that will not become a final judgment
triggering the State’s right to appeal pursuant to CJP § 12-302(c)(3)(ii) until such time as the circuit court
imposes a new sentence.” (at 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 1989, seventeen-year-old Phillip Clements committed multiple violent offenses, including three murders and
two attempted murders, after entering the apartment of a former girlfriend's grandmother to obtain money. He
was tried as an adult and received five consecutive life sentences with the possibility of parole, plus concurrent
sentences for lesser offenses. Decades later, he challenged the aggregate sentence under United States Supreme
Court precedent concerning juvenile sentencing, and the circuit court vacated the sentence pending a new
sentencing hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Clements was convicted and sentenced in the Circuit Court for Prince George's County in 1989. In 2016, he
moved under Maryland Rule 4-345(a) to correct an illegal sentence based on juvenile-sentencing decisions of
the United States Supreme Court. The circuit court granted the motion, vacated the original sentence, and
scheduled resentencing. The Court of Special Appeals dismissed the State's appeal for lack of a final judgment,
and the Court of Appeals affirmed.



DISPOSITION
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