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Terrance O. Coley v. Commonwealth of Virginia, et al.
Coley · No. 3:25cv510 (DJN) · Decided February 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia dismissed Terrance O. Coley's
petition for a writ of coram vobis. The court held that it lacked jurisdiction to alter state-court
sentences and that coram nobis relief was unavailable because Coley remained in custody and the
federal court had not imposed the challenged sentences.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a federal district court has jurisdiction to issue a writ of coram nobis or coram vobis altering
sentences imposed by a state court.

2. Whether Coley could use coram nobis or coram vobis relief while remaining in custody on the
challenged sentences.

HOLDINGS

1. A federal district court lacks subject matter jurisdiction to issue a writ of coram nobis or coram vobis to
alter a state criminal conviction or sentence because the federal court did not impose the challenged
judgment.

2. A petitioner who remains in custody on the challenged sentences may not use coram nobis or coram
vobis as the vehicle for relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, the action will be DISMISSED for lack of jurisdiction and as legally frivolous.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Coley alleged that a jury recommended concurrent sentences for his firearm offenses, but the sentencing judge
imposed consecutive sentences because the judge believed consecutive sentences were required. He later relied
on Brown v. Commonwealth, 284 Va. 538 (2012), which he understood to permit concurrent sentences for
firearm offenses. Coley remained in state custody under the challenged sentences and sought federal coram
vobis relief to alter them.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Coley, a Virginia inmate proceeding pro se, filed a federal petition seeking to have the Virginia state courts alter
his firearm-offense sentences. The district court concluded that it lacked subject matter jurisdiction because the
challenged sentences were imposed by a state court and because Coley remained in custody, and dismissed the
action as legally frivolous.
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