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SUMMARY

The Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts reviewed Rodrick James Taylor's conviction of murder

in the second degree. The court held that the trial judge did not abuse discretion in denying Taylor's

motion to dismiss for lack of a speedy trial under Mass. R. Crim. P. 36, although it modified the

treatment of delays caused by motions to compel mandatory discovery under Mass. R. Crim. P. 14.

The court also concluded that improper remarks in the prosecutor's closing argument did not constitute

reversible error.
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Taylor appealed from his second-degree murder conviction and from
the denial of his motion for a new trial. The Appeals Court affirmed,
and the Supreme Judicial Court granted further appellate review

limited to the direct appeal.

The denial of the rule 36 speedy-trial motion was reviewed for abuse
of discretion. The prosecutor's closing argument was assessed in light
of the entire argument, the judge's instructions, and the trial evidence;

reversal depended on whether the remarks constituted prejudicial error.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Superior Court abused its discretion by denying Taylor's motion to dismiss under Mass. R.

Crim. P. 36 for failure to bring him to trial within twelve months.

2. Whether delays caused by the Commonwealth's failure to provide mandatory discovery under Mass. R.

Crim. P. 14 should automatically be excluded from the rule 36 speedy-trial calculation.

3. Whether improper remarks in the prosecutor's closing argument required reversal of Taylor's conviction

and a new trial.

HOLDINGS

1. The Superior Court did not abuse its discretion in denying Taylor's motion to dismiss because, although
614 calendar days elapsed before the motion, Taylor acquiesced in or benefited from at least 388 days of
delay, exceeding the 249 days the Commonwealth was required to justify.

2. When the Commonwealth fails to produce mandatory discovery under Mass. R. Crim. P. 14(a)(1), the
time required to resolve a defendant's motion to compel or for sanctions under rule 14(a)(1)(C) is not
automatically excluded from the rule 36 speedy-trial calculation. The judge must determine case by case
whether the delay should count against the Commonwealth.

3. The prosecutor's characterization of the defense theory as a 'bald-face lie' and invocation of the jurors'

oath were improper, but the remarks did not constitute prejudicial error requiring reversal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A defendant must decide in those circumstances whether to press a motion to compel production of the
requisite discovery, aware that, under extant case law, doing so automatically will stop the running of the

speedy trial clock, notwithstanding the time it may take to resolve such a motion.” (slip op. at 3-4)

“A defendant should not be required to choose between the right to mandatory discovery and the right to a

speedy trial.” (slip op. at 21)

“In order that a defendant freely may pursue the discovery he is due without thereby sacrificing his rule 36
rights, the time it takes to resolve the rule 14 (a) (1) (c) motion shall not be excluded automatically from the

ultimate speedy trial calculation.” (slip op. at 21-22)

“Both statements were ill-advised and should not have been made.” (slip op. at 25)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Commonwealth's evidence showed that Dominique Samuels was strangled in a Roxbury apartment and that
her body was later burned in Franklin Park. Martin McCray testified that Taylor confessed to killing Samuels,
sought a vehicle to dispose of the body, and said he would burn the victim's fingertips. Physical and DNA



evidence corroborated Taylor's presence at the relevant locations, while the defense argued that Martin was the

actual killer and had falsely accused Taylor.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Suffolk County grand jury indicted Taylor for first-degree murder. The Superior Court denied his motion to
dismiss for lack of a speedy trial, tried the case, and entered judgment after the jury convicted him of second-
degree murder. A later motion for a new trial was denied by a different judge; the Appeals Court affirmed the

conviction after consolidating the appeals, and the Supreme Judicial Court granted further appellate review of

only the direct appeal.
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