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OPINION
Procedural History

On December 16, 1993, Petitioner was indicted by a Shelby County grand jury on
one count of aggravated assault. On May 13, 1994, Petitioner pleaded guilty to the
offense, along with other offenses which are not the subject of this appeal, and was
sentenced to four years to be served on probation.

On July 10, 2019, Petitioner filed an untimely petition for writ of error coram
nobis claiming that his guilty plea had not been entered into knowingly, voluntarily or
intelligently and was therefore unconstitutional. He asserted that he was not apprised of
the elements of the offense or any supporting facts at the guilty plea submission hearing.



Petitioner claimed that he learned of the unconstitutionality of his guilty plea in June
2015 when he was sentenced for an offense in federal court. Petitioner further claimed
that he was continuing to suffer prejudice from his plea because his state conviction was
being used to enhance the federal sentence that he was still serving.

The coram nobis court dismissed the petition for writ of error coram nobis finding
that the petition did not state a colorable claim and that the issues had been “waived
and/or previously determined.”

Analysis

On appeal, Petitioner argues that error coram nobis court improperly dismissed his
petition for writ of error coram nobis attacking the constitutionality of his guilty plea.

A writ of error coram nobis is a very limited remedy which allows a petitioner the
opportunity to present newly discovered evidence “which may have resulted in a different
verdict if heard by the jury at trial.” Workman v. State, 41 S.W.3d 100, 103 (Tenn.
2001); see also State v. Mixon, 983 S.W.2d 661 (Tenn. 1999). The remedy is limited “to
matters that were not and could not be litigated on the trial of the case, on a motion for
new trial, on appeal in the nature of a writ of error, on writ of error, or in a habeas
proceeding.” T.C.A. § 40-26-105.

We conclude that the error coram nobis court properly dismissed the petition for
writ of error coram nobis on its face without an evidentiary hearing. “[T]he coram nobis
statute is not available as a procedural mechanism for collaterally attacking a guilty
plea.” Frazier v. State, 495 S.W.3d 246, 253 (Tenn. 2016). Accordingly, the trial court
properly dismissed the Petitioner’s coram nobis petition in which the Petitioner sought to
collaterally attack his guilty plea.

CONCLUSION

Accordingly, the judgment of the error coram nobis court is affirmed.
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