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SUMMARY

The Maryland Court of Appeals held that Franklin Morris preserved a Confrontation Clause challenge
to the use of his codefendant's statement in their joint trial. It concluded that the codefendant's
negotiated "miscellaneous agreement" did not produce a bona fide trial, causing the admission of the
statement to violate Morris's confrontation rights under the Sixth Amendment and Article 21 of the
Maryland Declaration of Rights. The court further held that the error was not harmless beyond a

reasonable doubt and reversed Morris's convictions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether Morris preserved a confrontation claim challenging the joint trial conducted under the

miscellaneous agreement.

. Whether the miscellaneous agreement, which effectively prevented Williams from presenting a defense

while permitting the State to use Williams's testimonial statement, violated Morris's Sixth Amendment

and Maryland constitutional confrontation rights.

. Whether the confrontation violation was harmless beyond a reasonable doubt.

. Whether Detective Conaway's testimony explaining why he seized clothing from Morris's vehicle was

inadmissible hearsay and whether the trial judge's questioning of the detective compounded the error.

. Whether the Court should review, under plain-error principles, the trial court's failure to give a limiting

instruction concerning Williams's statement.

HOLDINGS

1.

Morris preserved a claim that the joint-trial arrangement created a confrontation violation because the
miscellaneous agreement allowed the State to use Williams's statement in a manner that implicated

Morris.

. A proceeding in which a defendant effectively waives the right to testify, present opening and closing

arguments, challenge jurors, and otherwise present a defense is not a bona fide trial for constitutional
confrontation purposes; the miscellaneous agreement was functionally equivalent to a guilty plea

agreement.

. The miscellaneous agreement violated Morris's right to confront witnesses because it enabled the State

to introduce Williams's testimonial out-of-court statement against Morris without a prior opportunity for

cross-examination.

. The confrontation violation was not harmless beyond a reasonable doubt and required reversal of

Morris's convictions.

. The detective's testimony was admissible for the limited non-hearsay purpose of explaining why he

seized certain items, and the trial judge's questioning clarified that limited purpose.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is one thing for a defendant to waive his right to a jury trial; it is quite another for that defendant to waive
his rights to take the stand in his own defense, to present opening and closing statements, and to question the

biases of the very citizens selected to decide his guilt or innocence.” (418 Md. at 219)



“In view of the totality of the circumstances, the proceeding was not a trial as to Williams's guilt or

innocence, in that Williams presented no defense and, therefore, was afforded "no reasonable chance" of a
complete acquittal.” (418 Md. at 220)

“It could not proceed, however, as it did and, ultimately, circumvent Crawford.” (418 Md. at 222)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Stewart Williams and another man attempted to rob The Wine Underground, and Williams fired a handgun twice
while fleeing. Police stopped a white sedan driven by Franklin Morris shortly afterward; Williams and another
passenger were in the vehicle, and police later recovered a handgun and clothing associated with the attempted
robbery. Williams gave a recorded statement describing the robbery and entering a white vehicle, while Morris

denied knowing about the crime and testified that he had merely agreed to drive Williams home.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The State charged Morris and Stewart Williams with offenses arising from an attempted armed robbery and
sought a joint trial. Over Morris's severance and confrontation objections, the trial court permitted Williams to
participate under a negotiated miscellaneous agreement that required him largely to refrain from presenting a
defense while allowing the State to introduce his recorded statement. Morris was convicted, and the Court of
Special Appeals rejected his confrontation and evidentiary arguments. The Court of Appeals held that Morris
preserved his confrontation claim, found that the arrangement violated his confrontation rights, concluded that

the error was not harmless beyond a reasonable doubt, and remanded for further proceedings.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The judgment was reversed, and the case was remanded to the Court of Special Appeals with direction to reverse
the judgment of the Circuit Court for Baltimore City as to Morris and remand to that court for further

proceedings not inconsistent with the opinion.
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