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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Florida held that claims under Apprendi and its progeny, including Alleyne, are

not cognizable in a motion to correct an illegal sentence under Florida Rule of Criminal Procedure

3.800(a). The court receded from Plott v. State and approved the result of the Sixth District Court of

Appeal's decision on that alternative procedural basis, without reaching the constitutionality of

Florida's Prison Releasee Reoffender statute.

CASE DETAILS

COURT

WRITING FOR THE COURT

JURISDICTION

DECIDED

DOCKET

DISPOSITION

PROCEDURAL POSTURE

STANDARD OF REVIEW

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE

PARTIES

TOPICS

post-conviction relief ~ sentencing

PRACTICE AREAS

criminal procedure  sentencing

Supreme Court of Florida

Francis, J.; Muiiiz, C.J.; Couriel, J.; Sasso, J.; Grosshans, J.; Labarga,
J.

Supreme Court of Florida
May 15, 2026
SC2023-1184

approved

Petition for review of a Sixth District Court of Appeal decision
affirming the denial of a Florida Rule of Criminal Procedure 3.800(a)
motion challenging the constitutionality of a Prison Releasee

Reoffender sentence under Apprendi and Alleyne.

De novo review applies to whether a claim may be raised in a Rule

3.800(a) motion because that question is one of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an Apprendi or Alleyne claim challenging a sentencing enhancement may be raised at any time

through a Florida Rule of Criminal Procedure 3.800(a) motion to correct an illegal sentence.

2. Whether the Supreme Court of Florida should recede from Plott v. State, which held that an Apprendi

claim was cognizable under Rule 3.800(a).

3. Whether the court needed to decide the facial or as-applied constitutionality of Florida's Prison Releasee
Reoffender statute.

HOLDINGS

1. An Apprendi claim, including an Alleyne claim, is not cognizable as an illegal-sentence claim under
Florida Rule of Criminal Procedure 3.800(a).

2. The court receded from Plott v. State to the extent Plott held that an Apprendi claim is cognizable under
Rule 3.800(a).

3. The court did not reach the facial or as-applied constitutionality of the Prison Releasee Reoffender

statute because the case could be resolved on the procedural Rule 3.800(a) issue.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We approve the result of the Sixth District’s decision and hold that rule 3.800(a) is not the proper vehicle for
raising a claim of error under Apprendi and its progeny, including Alleyne (“Apprendi claims™).” (at 3)

“Because Apprendi claims are subject to harmless error review, they are not the type of “illegal sentence”

claim cognizable in a rule 3.800(a) motion.” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Maye committed robbery with a deadly weapon in May 2002 after having been released from a state correctional
facility. He received a mandatory life sentence under Florida's Prison Releasee Reoffender statute. He contended
that the sentence was unconstitutional under Apprendi and Alleyne because the sentencing judge, rather than a
jury beyond a reasonable doubt, determined the facts supporting the enhanced mandatory minimum.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Maye, serving a minimum mandatory life sentence under Florida's Prison Releasee Reoffender statute, filed a
Rule 3.800(a) motion in circuit court alleging that the statute was unconstitutional because a judge, rather than a
jury, made the factual finding triggering the mandatory minimum. The circuit court denied relief based on
binding district court precedent, and the Sixth District affirmed. The Supreme Court of Florida approved the
result on the alternative ground that Rule 3.800(a) is not a proper vehicle for Apprendi claims and receded from
Plott v. State.
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