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SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court affirmed the summary denial of Robert Marlyn Taylor’s second
petition for postconviction relief. The court held that the petition was untimely under Minnesota’s two-
year postconviction statute of limitations and that Taylor’s pro se status and limited legal knowledge
did not satisfy the interests-of-justice exception.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the postconviction court abused its discretion by summarily denying Taylor's second petition
for postconviction relief without an evidentiary hearing.

2. Whether Taylor's second petition was timely under Minn. Stat. § 590.01, subd. 4(a)(2).

3. Whether Taylor satisfied the interests-of-justice exception to the postconviction statute of limitations
under Minn. Stat. § 590.01, subd. 4(b)(5).

HOLDINGS

1. Taylor's second petition was untimely because his conviction became final before the postconviction
statute of limitations took effect, making August 1, 2007, the applicable filing deadline, and he did not
file until October 30, 2014.

2. Taylor did not satisfy the interests-of-justice exception to the postconviction statute of limitations
because his pro se status and limited understanding of the legal system did not constitute an exceptional
circumstance warranting review of his untimely petition.

3. The postconviction court did not abuse its discretion by summarily denying the petition without an
evidentiary hearing because the petition, files, and records conclusively established that Taylor was not
entitled to relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A postconviction court may deny a petition for postconviction relief without holding an evidentiary hearing
if the petition, files, and records in the proceeding conclusively establish that the petitioner is not entitled to
relief.” (at 431)

“This exception, which is “reserved for exceptional cases,”” (at 433)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Taylor was convicted in 2001 of first-degree premeditated murder for the 1999 killing of John Turner. The
Minnesota Supreme Court affirmed the conviction on direct appeal in 2002. Taylor later filed a second
postconviction petition based in part on the removal of trial judge Harvey Ginsberg from office, but waited until
October 30, 2014, to file it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Taylor was convicted of first-degree premeditated murder after a second jury trial, and the Minnesota Supreme
Court affirmed his conviction on direct appeal in 2002. The postconviction court denied his first petition in 2003,
and the Minnesota Supreme Court affirmed in 2005. Taylor filed his second postconviction petition on October
30, 2014, asserting claims concerning the trial judge, ineffective assistance of counsel, evidentiary error, and
prosecutorial misconduct. The postconviction court summarily denied the petition as untimely and procedurally
barred, and the Minnesota Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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