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Jaime Traverso appeals from the denial, by the Circuit Court for Prince George’s
County, of his motion to correct an illegal sentence. We affirm. Traverso’s sentence is
legal and the claims that he is raising are not cognizable in a Rule 4-345(a) motion or have
been previously decided by this Court.

Following a bench trial in 1989, Traverso was convicted of the first-degree murder
of his wife and sentenced to life in prison. This Court affirmed the judgment. Traverso v.
State, 83 Md. App. 389, cert. denied, 320 Md. 801 (1990). Traverso’s numerous attempts
for relief in the years following the affirmance of his conviction have been unsuccessful.

In 2017, Traverso, a self-represented litigant, filed what appears to have been his
fifth motion to correct an illegal sentence. In essence, he argued that: (1) the State of
Maryland failed to give “full faith and credit” to a decision of the Court of Appeals of
Virginia and, therefore, the trial court did not have jurisdiction over his case; (2) Prince
George’s County was the incorrect venue; (3) the trial judge should have recused himself;
(4) the trial court erred in accepting his jury trial waiver because the on-the-record
examination of him about the rights he was waiving was not adequate to determine that his
waiver was knowing and voluntary; and (5) the court’s guilty verdict was invalid because
the trial judge failed to “state on the record” that he found him guilty of first-degree murder
“beyond a reasonable doubt.”

Following a hearing, the circuit court denied the motion. The court determined that
Traverso’s sentence was legal and that his attack was on the underlying conviction or the
procedures leading thereto and, therefore, his claims were not cognizable in a Rule 4-345(a)

motion to correct an illegal sentence. See Colvin v. State, 450 Md. 718, 724-725 (2016)
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(discussing the very limited scope of a Rule 4-345(a) motion). The court also concluded
that some of the allegations of error raised by Traverso had been previously litigated, and
on appeal rejected by this Court. For instance, the claim that the trial judge should have
recused himself and the claim that Maryland did not have jurisdiction were addressed by
this Court in Traverso’s direct appeal. See Traverso, supra, 83 Md. App. 389. Even if
those allegations were cognizable in a Rule 4-345(a) motion, as we stated in State v.
Garnett, “the law of the case doctrine would prevent relitigation of an ‘illegal sentence’
argument that has been presented to and rejected by an appellate court.” 172 Md. App.
558, 562-563, cert. denied, 399 Md. 594 (2007). We find no error in the circuit court’s
decision to deny relief.

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT

FOR PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY

AFFIRMED. COSTS TO BE PAID BY
APPELLANT.



