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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia affirmed the denial of Rajion Alterek Mayo’s petition
for a writ of habeas corpus. The court held that his twenty-year sentence for first-degree robbery was
not unconstitutionally disproportionate to the offense or to the less severe sentence imposed on his
juvenile codefendant. The court also rejected his double-jeopardy argument.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Mayo's twenty-year sentence for first-degree robbery was unconstitutionally disproportionate
to the offense under Article III, Section 5 of the West Virginia Constitution.

2. Whether the sentence was unconstitutionally disproportionate to the lesser sentence imposed on Mayo's
juvenile codefendant.

3. Whether imposing separate sentences for second-degree murder and first-degree robbery violated
double-jeopardy principles.

HOLDINGS

1. The twenty-year sentence for first-degree robbery was not unconstitutionally disproportionate because it
did not shock the conscience and, considering the nature of the offense and Mayo's prior and subsequent
criminal conduct, did not violate West Virginia's constitutional proportionality principle.

2. The disparity between Mayo's sentence and his codefendant's lesser sentence was not unconstitutional
because the two defendants were not similarly situated.

3. Double-jeopardy principles were not implicated because Mayo received a separate sentence for each
separate conviction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In reviewing challenges to the findings and conclusions of the circuit court in a habeas corpus action, we
apply a three-prong standard of review.” (at 2)

“The first is a subjective test and asks whether the sentence for a particular crime shocks the conscience of
the Court and society.” (at 3)

“Disparate sentences for codefendants are not per se unconstitutional.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mayo and a juvenile codefendant approached a couple in a public park, displayed what appeared to be a firearm,
and robbed the man. Later, after Mayo's eighteenth birthday, he fired a weapon into a vehicle during an
attempted robbery, killing an individual. Mayo ultimately pleaded guilty to second-degree murder and first-
degree robbery and received consecutive sentences of thirty and twenty years. He challenged the robbery
sentence as disproportionate to the offense and to the lesser sentence imposed on his juvenile codefendant.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mayo pleaded guilty to second-degree murder and first-degree robbery under a plea agreement and received
consecutive sentences of thirty years and twenty years, respectively. After unsuccessful motions for sentence
reduction, he filed a state habeas petition arguing that the robbery sentence was disproportionate to the offense



and to the lesser sentence imposed on his juvenile codefendant. The circuit court denied habeas relief, and the
Supreme Court of Appeals affirmed in a memorandum decision.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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