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SUMMARY

The Maryland Court of Appeals held that Cecil Laroy Robinson failed to preserve his claim that the
trial court violated his Sixth Amendment right to a public trial by excluding family members and other
spectators from the courtroom. The court declined to review the merits of the courtroom-closure issue
because Robinson did not object at trial and the record was insufficiently developed, and it affirmed
the convictions.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE After a jury convicted Robinson of attempted robbery and related
offenses in the Circuit Court for Caroline County, he appealed, arguing
that the trial court violated his Sixth Amendment right to a public trial
by excluding his family and other spectators from the courtroom. The
Court of Appeals of Maryland granted certiorari before consideration
by the Court of Special Appeals and affirmed without reaching the
merits because Robinson failed to object at trial.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Issues not raised in or decided by the trial court ordinarily will not be
considered on appeal under Maryland Rule 8-131(a). Review of an
unpreserved issue is discretionary and ordinarily will be undertaken
only when it will not cause unfair prejudice and will promote the
orderly administration of justice.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published precedential opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Robinson's challenge to the exclusion of his family and other spectators from the courtroom
was preserved for appellate review when defense counsel did not object to the closure order.

2. Whether the constitutional nature and alleged structural-error character of a public-trial violation
excused the failure to make a contemporaneous objection.

3. Whether the Court should exercise its discretion under Maryland Rule 8-131(a) or employ plain-error
review to consider the unpreserved courtroom-closure claim.

HOLDINGS

1. A defendant must make a timely objection at trial to preserve a claimed violation of the Sixth
Amendment right to a public trial for appellate review.

2. The constitutional and structural-error character of an alleged denial of the right to a public trial does not
excuse the failure to make a timely objection.

3. The Court would not exercise its discretion under Maryland Rule 8-131(a) or review the issue for plain
error.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Consistent with the vast majority of the courts that have spoken on the subject, we hold that a claimed
violation of the right to a public trial must be preserved for appellate review by a timely objection at trial,
notwithstanding that the allegation implicates structural error.” (410 Md. 111)

“Moreover, the reasons why we have declined to overlook Appellant’s failure to preserve the issue by
contemporaneous objection, including the lack of a fully developed record on the claim, demonstrate why this
is not remotely a case that cries out for review under the guise of “plain error.”” (410 Md. 113-14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

During voir dire, a prospective juror reported overhearing several people discussing the case in the hallway,
potentially including witnesses. After the jury was selected, the prosecutor reported that a member of Robinson's
family had allegedly approached a State witness and encouraged the witness to lie. The trial judge questioned
Robinson's seventeen-year-old sister and then ordered Robinson's family and at least two other spectators to
leave the courtroom, without further proceedings on the record concerning the exclusion.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Robinson was tried and convicted in the Circuit Court for Caroline County. He noted a timely appeal to the
Court of Special Appeals, and the Court of Appeals granted a writ of certiorari before that court considered the
case. The Court of Appeals held that the courtroom-closure claim was unpreserved and declined to exercise
discretionary or plain-error review.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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