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~ Letter of 'Transmittal

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS

COURTS OF APPEAL BUILDING
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401
(410) 974-2141

STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR DEPUTY STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR
GEORQGE B. RIGGIN, JR, FRANK BROCCOLINA

December 1, 1993

This is the seventeenth Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary which
includes the thirty-eighth Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the
Courts. The report covers Fiscal Year 1993 beginning July 1, 1992 and ending
June 30, 1993,

Fiscal Year 1993 has been a time of financial transition as the State of
Maryland began to see daylight after several years of severe fiscal problems.
Although the economy is still very sluggish, it appears that the economic
trend is upward. This shift is very encouraging for the Judiciary since we are
heavily dependent on adequate funding to provide effective court services to
the public. Unfortunately, litigation has generally increased during the reces-
sion, placing a great strain on available judicial resources. It is hoped that this
report will provide a ready scurce of information to better understand Mary-
land’s court structure and operations. The Administrative Office of the Courts
is indebted to clerks of the appellate courts, the circuit courts of the counties
and Baltimore City, and to clerks of the District Court of Maryland for their
invaluable assistance in providing the statistics on which most of this report
is based. My thanks to them and to all those whose talents contributed to the
preparation of this publication.

4% g4
George B. Riggin, Jr.
State Court Administrator

FAX NUMBER: (410) 974-2169
Maryland Relay Service (TT/Volee) 1-800-735-2258
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Robert C. Murphy
CHIEF JUDGE
COURT OF APPEALS OF MARYLAND
COURTS OF APPEAL BUILDING
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1689

December 1, 1993

The seventeenth Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary covers fiscal year 1993, beginning
July 1, 1992 and ending June 30, 1993.

These Annual Reports, year after year, provide a public accounting of the vitally important
work of the Judicial Branch of Government. They reflect all too clearly the ever-escalating volume
of judicial business performed by and through our courts, as well as the difficuities and complexi-
ties encountered in the administration of Maryland’s four-tiered court system — the Court of Ap-
peals of Maryland, the intermediate appellate court (the Court of Special Appeals), the Circuit
Courts within each of our counties and Baltimore City, and the unified District Court of Maryland.
The judges of these courts, together with their supporting nonjudicial personnel, have discharged
their duties with the utmost faith and diligence and are most deserving of wide public acclaim.

The work of Maryland’s 240 judges, all of whom have dedicated themselves to the fair admini-
stration of justice, is tedious, frequently emotionally draining, and always mentally exhausting.
Our State is fortunate, indeed, with the high caliber of the members of Maryland’s judicial family,
both judges and staff personnel.

The Legislative Branch of Government, which appropriates funds for the courts, has been as
generous in its support of the Judiciary as these difficult economic times have permitted. The
members of that branch of government understand the importance of the judicial function and the
need for funds sufficient to enable the Judiciary to operate the courts at a level which assures our
ability, and the public confidence in that ability, to keep the judicial ship-of-state afloat.

In the 1993 Session of the General Assembly of Maryland a Bill was enacted which required
the Judiciary to focus on the feasibility of establishing a Family Division within each Circuit Court
in Maryland. The Bill urges that family-type cases, e.g., divorce, marital property distribution, cus-
tody, visitation, juvenile, domestic violence, and other like cases, be given equal treatment with all
other categories of cases. The Bill suggests the wisdom of a cadre of judges designated to serve on
these courts exclusively for a {ixed period of time, these judges to have special experience in family
law matters and the temperament needed to adjudicate these cases with patience and under-
standing. A report is mandated to be made to the General Assembly and the Governor by Decem-
ber 15, 1993, indicating the feasibility of the Judiciary to establish these courts, as has been done
in a number of other states.

The statistical reporting contained in the Annual Report is predicated upon data painstakingly
collected by the Clerks of the Circuit Courts throughout the State and the Office of the Chief Clerk
of the District Court. Their work in pursuit of providing a graphic look at the volume of business in
our court system is greatly appreciated.

ﬁ«ﬂc/ﬂ%

Robert C. Murph
Chief Judge '
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State of the Judiciary Message
To a Joint Session of the General Assembly of Maryland

Delivered by Chief Judge
Robert C. Murphy on
January 15, 1993

Governor Schaefer, President
Miller, Speaker Mitchell, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the General
Assembly of Maryland. The An-
nual Report of the Maryland Ju-
diciary for the Fiscal Year ending
June 30, 1992, contains within its
146 pages a truly gripping dis-
play of pie charts, bar graphs,
and  statistical tables, all of
which you will undoubtedly sub-
ject to intense study at your very
first opportunity.

As was true last year, this
year’s Annual Report is not a
glitzy Madison Avenue-type prod-
uct; rather, in keeping with these
lean economic times, the Report,

from cover to cover, has a look of-

poverty about it. The paper upon
which it is printed is inexpensive
— “cheap” is a more accurate
term. The few photographs in the
Report look every bit as bad as
Delegate Vallario’s passport pic-
ture. Nevertheless, I assure you
that the content of the Report
and the information it conveys is
up to the Judiciary’s customary
high standards - so much so
that Senator Miller suggested
that I would make a great im-
pression on this body if I took the
time to read the Report to you,
word by word, page by page.
Speaker Mitchell, in his usual
genteel manner, suggested that I
would make an even greater im-
pression upon you if I did not
read the Report, or any part of it,
but rather limited my remarks to
the fewest words possible. The
Speaker’s suggestion — actually
it is a command — is, I think, the

more popular view and I shall
make some feeble effort to abide
by it, with the caveat, however,
that 188 copies of the Judiciary’s
Annual Report will be delivered
to the General Assembly as soon
as they are delivered to us from
our cut-rate printer’s office in
Outer Mongolia.

This is indeed an important
occasion for the judges and non-
judicial personnel of the Judicial
Branch of State Government. I
cannot help but note how appro-
priate it is that this State of the
Judiciary address coincides with
the State Holiday celebrating the
birth of that great American and
world figure, Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr. The business of judges,
of course, is justice and justice
was Dr, King’s life’s work. It is
still painfully obvious as we look

the twenty-four Circuit Courts of
Maryland, one being located in
each county and Baltimore City.
When I first came on the bench in
1967 — twenty-five years ago —
the Circuit Courts collectively
had new filings in that year, in
round numbers, of 90,000 cases.
Of these, 51,233 were civil cases;
over 20,000 were criminal cases,
and just under 19,000 were juve-
nile matters. With each passing
year, these numbers escalated
until in FY ’92 new case filings in
Circuit Courts had reached astro-
nomical heights — a blitzkrieg of
new filings in that year alone, to-
talling almost 262,000 cases in
all. Of these, over 149,000 were
civil cases; 74,000 were criminal,
and 38,000 were juvenile matters
— a percentage increase between
1967 and 1992 of 195% in civil;

perere—

——
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“..in FY ’92 new case filings in Circuit Courts
had reached astronomical heights—a blitz-
krieg of new filings in that year alone,

totalling almost 262,000 cases in all.”

around us that he did not succeed
in all his efforts to erase every
vestige of bigotry and discrimina-
tion in our society. But more than
any other person in our history,
he brought about a heightening
of our consciousness of the in-
equities in our society, and he set
us on a path which must some-
day lead to that world of his
dreams — that world in which all
persons are judged, he said, “not
by the color of their skin, but by
the content of their character.”
Permit me now to focus on
the crushing caseload confronting

260% in criminal, and 50% in ju-
venile. Remaining untried at the
end of FY ’92, after the Circuit
Courts had terminated 228,238
cases during that year, were al-
most 273,000 cases.

Confronting this avalanche of
cases, at present, is an author-
ized complement of 123 Circuit
Court judges — 33 of whom were
added to the complement be-
tween 1979 and 1992, far less
than the corresponding increase
in the cases filed within that time
frame. Many of these cases, as
you know, are both protracted



and extremely complicated, indi-
vidually requiring many weeks or
even months to try. Because of
cost containments in the last fis-
cal year, which continue into the
present fiscal year, the author-
ized complement of Circuit Court
judges was not realized — for as

Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary

caseloads that Circuit Court
judges face each day — not to
speak of the damage done to the
traditional comity between mem-
bers of the Legislative and Judi-
cial Branches of our Government.

This past November, I certi-
fied to the President and Speaker

“Because of cost containments in the last fiscal
year, which continue into the present fiscal
year, the authorized complement of Circuit

Court judges was not realized.”

many as twelve unfilled judicial
vacancies existed at various
times during that year. And exac-
erbating our inadeyaate number
of Circuit Court judges was our
inability in FY ’91 to obtain our
demonstrated necd for seven ad-
ditional Circuit Court judges.
Moreover, the ability of circuit
court judges to dispose of civil
cases was seriously circumseribed
by the priority required by consti-
tutional and statutory mandates
to the trial of criminal cases. To
maintain the utmost possible
level of judicial productivity, all
Maryland judges were required
last year to forfeit a full week of
their authorized vacation in order
to provide the Judiciary with over
1,200 additional judge days
throughout the State.

It is no small wonder then
that the weary and beleaguered
Circuit Court judges simply
shook their heads in dismay upon
learning of bills introduced in the
General Assembly in the last ses-
sion, and likely to be introduced
again this year, to impose mone-
tary or other sanctions upon
them for not doing more — for
not, working harder and faster in
disposing of the civil caseload.
They think, as I do, that such leg-
islative efforts are badly mis-
guided, grossly unfair to these
¢ .dicated judges, and without
understanding of the horrendous

a compelling need for ten addi-
tional Circuit Court judges, with
full-year funding for new
judgeships in Cecil, Frederick,
and Calvert Counties, and in Bal-
timore City; and one-half-year
funding for the remaining circuit
judgeships in Howard, Prince
George’s, Montgomery, St.
Mary’s, Charles, and Harford
Counties. I, of course, realize the
considerable cost associated with
this request. But justification for
it is fully documented in my certi-
fication to the President and
Speaker. In assessing this critical
need, I ask that you bear in mind
the magnitude, among other
things, of the torrent of drug and
drug-related prosecutions now
swamping our courts and the
mass tort litigation which we are
now facing, particularly the cases
involving property damage and
personal injuries claimed to be

of them involving demands for
jury trials.

Circuit Courts are the high-
est trial courts of general juris-
diction in our State, and they
depend on the Office of the Clerk
of the Court for clerical and ad-
ministrative support, in and out
of the courtroom. The Clerk who
heads the office is an elected con-
stitutional officer who also has
responsibility for the mainte--
nance of land records, the collec-
tion of transfer and recordation
taxes, and the issuance of various
business and other revenue-gen-
erating licenses. In 1990, under
then existing law, the Clerk ap-
pointed all employees in the office
without regard to the State merit
system. At that time, each of the
twenty-four Clerks’ Offices was,
in effect, a separate general fund
agency of the State, whose budget
appropriations were contained in
the Executive, rather than the
Judicial Branch component of the
State budget, amounting collec-
tively to roughly $39,000,000, in-
cluding funding for a then total of
1,114 employees. Under the then
controlling Maryland constitu-
tional provision, the judges of the
Circuit Courts had only an ill-de-
fined visitorial power over the
work of the Clerk. The fiscal and
budgetary control of the Clerk’s
Office was vested in the Comp-
troller, while the -classification
and reclassification authority
over Clerk’s Office employees re-

“I ask that you bear in mind the magnitude,
among other things, of the torrent of drug and
drug-related prosecutions now swamping our

courts and the mass tort litigation which we

are now facing.”

caused by. asbestos and asbestos
products. In this category alone,
over 10,000 personal injury cases
are now pending in the Circuit
Court for Baltimore City, most all

sided with the Secretary of Per-
sonnel.

Upon learning of proposed
legislation that same year to
place the Clerks’ budgetary ap-
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propriations within the judicial
budget, I stated my opposition to
such a change unless clear ad-
ministrative authority was vested
in the Judiciary to superintend
the work of the Clerks’ Offices.
Thereafter, you proposed a con-
stitutional amendment, which
was ratified by the voters later
that same year. It was thereby
provided that the office and busi-
ness of the Clerks of Court in all
their departments, judicial as
well as nonjudicial, would be gov-
erned in accordance with rules
adopted by the Court of Appeals
pursuant to the Court’s constitu-
tional rule-making authority un-
der the Maryland Constitution.
Moreover, the constitutional
amendment directed that the em-
ployees of the Clerks’ Offices
were to be appointed and re-
moved according to procedures
set by law. The constitutional
provision was implemented at
that same session by a statute
placing budgetary appropriations
for the Clerks’ Offices within the
judicial budget, as approved by
the Chief Judge of the Court of
Appeals. The statute further di-
rected the Court to establish
rules to govern “[t]he procedure
for appointment and removal of
personnel in the Clerk’s Office,” it
being provided that these posi-
tions could be within the classi-
fied or unclassified service of the
State or in a personnel system
developed by the Judicial Branch.

visory Committees, adopted rules
in furtherance of these mandated
directives, which included the es-
tablishment of a personnel sys-
tem for the employees of the
Clerks’ Offices based on merit
principles and equal opportunity,
as well as “appropriate job classi-

so—

tutional amendment, the imple-
menting statute, and the Court
rules, some Clerks assert the
view that, as elected officials,
they cannot lawfully be subjected
to this type of managerial govern-
ance. Several legislators have ex-
pressed to me their agreement

“It was thereby provided that the office and
business of the Clerks of Court in all their de-
partments, judicial as well as nonjudicial,
would be governed in accordance with rules
adopted by the Court of Appeals pursuant to
the Court’s constitutional rule-making author-
ity under the Maryland Constitution.”

fications and  compensation
scales.” The State Court Admin-
istrator was required by the rules
to develop, with the Court’s ap-
proval, standards and procedures
for the selection and appointment
of new Clerk’s Office employees,
as well as their promotion, reclas-
sification, transfer, demotion,
suspension, and discipline. The
rules further provided that the
Administrative Office of the
Courts prepare the payroll and
time and attendance reports for
the Clerks’ Offices; and that, in
procuring service or property, the
Clerk act in accordance with pro-
cedures established under the
Court’s authority, as well as in
connection with “case processing,
records management, form con-

“Quite frankly, there is no single administsra-
tive task that I perform with the employees of the
Administrative Office of the Courts that takes
more time and detailed attention that our over-
sight governance of the Clerks’ Offices.”

Pursuant to this constitu-
tional and statutory authority,
the Court, after public hearings
and consultation with Clerks’ Ad-

trol, accounting, budget, inven-

tory, and [with some exceptions]

data processing.”
Notwithstanding the consti-

with the Clerks’ position, despite
the plain language of the govern-
ing law, supported by opinions of
the Attorney General. Of course,
the law can be changed by the
Legislature if, in fact, it is not in
accordance with your intention or
your purpose in enacting it. Quite
frankly, there is no single admin-
istrative task that I perform with
the employees of the Administra-
tive Office of the Courts that
takes more time and detailed at-
tention than our oversight gov-
ernance of the Clerks’ Offices. I
think that the present law, as we
are administering it, is consistent
with your objectives and that it is
in the best interest of the public,
particularly as it relates to the
basic function of the Clerk to at-
tend to the clerical and adminis-
trative needs of the Circuit
Court. It is not, as I see it, an in-
appropriate consequence of the
new law that the political stature
or authority of the elected Clerk
may thereby be somewhat dimin-
ished. If your intention is other-
wise, then you may, as I have
said, change the law to your lik-
ing.
While on the subject of circuit
courts, well over 50% of the civil
caseload of those courts involves



domestic, juvenile, and family
law matters. Two study groups —
the Governor’s Task Force on
Family Law and the Advisory
Council on Family Legal Needs of
Low Income Persons — have
urged the creation of an inde-
pendent and wunified Family
Court, separate and apart from
the Circuit Courts, with its own
judges, separate courthouse fa-
cilities, and administrative staff,
or, by way of a fall-back position,
a Family Court functioning
within the existing Circuit Court
structure, but as a separate and
distinct division of the Circuit
Courts. Both reports stress the
need for judges specially trained
in family law matters, unbur-
dened by the mix of cases which
circuit judges now hear, and thus
totally divorced from the priority
afforded to the trial of criminal
cases. The jurisdiction proposed
to be vested in the Family Court
is sweeping; it would encompass,
among other things, all divorce,
separation, annulment, and mari-
tal property matters; custody,
visitation, child and spousal sup-
port, paternity, adoption, deter-
mination of parental rights,
juvenile delinquency, juvenile
abuse and neglect cases, domestic
violence cases, criminal nonsup-
port, adult and juvenile guardi-
anships, and cases implicating
the withholding of life-sustaining
medical treatment — the so-
called right-to- die cases. These
reports, while extremely well
done and farsighted, will likely be
highly controversial in some of
their proposals.

The substantive law changes
recommended in these reports, in
the main, have the support of the
Family Law Committee of the
Maryland Judicial Conference, as
well as its Executive Committee.
In general, the proposed substan-
tive revisions implicate grounds
for divorce, residency require-
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ments, marital property, spousal
support guidelines, and a number
of other important reforms. The
proposed structure of the new
court — whether as a separate
court independent of the circuit
courts or as a division of that
court — would appear to be a

“One thing everyone
agrees upon is that
simply to place the
label “Family Court”
on the proposed new
entity, whatever its
structure, without
the requisite re-
sources to permit it
to perform its in-
tended function is to
accomplish abso-
lutely nothing.”

matter of the most vital concern,
which requires intense and
thoughtful study by the General
Assembly and by the Judiciary.
One thing everyone agrees upon
is that simply to place the label
“Family Court” on the proposed
new entity, whatever its struc-
ture, without the requisite re-
sources to permit it to perform its
intended function is to accom-
plish absolutely nothing.

The wisdom and feasibility of
a Family Court in Maryland was
considered in the 1982 Report of
the Commission to Study the Ju-
dicial Branch of Government,
which was created by House
Joint Resolution of this body in
1981. That Commission con-
cluded that because there was no
indication that the necessary
level of funding for the project
would be forthcoming, it made no
sense to create it. The two new
reports, however, have consider-
able more substance to them
than the 1982 report, and may

convince you that the time has
come in Maryland to create and
properly support a Family Court.
In my 1990 judiciary address,
I suggested the need to empanel
a Select Committee on the Ad-
ministration of Justice in Mary-
land to consist of our most astute
and visionary leaders in the fields
of business, education, commu-
nity affairs, government, law,
and politics. The purpose of the
Committee would be to conduct
an in-depth assessment of
whether, absent substantial
change in our present mode of op-
eration, the court system was ca-
pable of satisfying the demand
for timely and effective adjudica-
tory services; and, if not, what
steps must be taken in our State
to retool our judicial system to
enable it, fairly, expeditiously,
and inexpensively, to administer
justice in our tripartite system of
government in the coming dec-
ades. I pointed out that a number
of states, and the federal govern-
ment, had engaged in futuristic
judicial branch studies of this
type, with excellent results. The
last study of our Judicial Branch
was completed in 1982, and most
of its conclusions are no longer of
any relevance. It is, I think, im-
perative that a fresh look be
made now if we are to position
ourselves in the coming decades
to cope with new and greater de-
mands in our rapidly changing
society, without slavish devotion
to the status quo when more ef-
fective means are readily at hand
to accommodate and implement
the overriding interests of the
public. Through the enactment of
rules and statutes, some enlight-
ened states have placed emphasis
upon an alternative approach to
the traditional adjudication of
civil disputes filed within the
court system — I speak, for ex-
ample, of arbitration, mediation,
and conciliation techniques, and
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neutral case evaluation sessions
for seliement purposes, prelimi-
narily utilizing nonjudicial court
personnel to screen cases, in ac-
cordance with court-developed
standards and criteria, for sub-
sequent outside referrals for case
disposition. It is being increas-
ingly shown that such methods
may be more efficient, faster, less
costly, and frequently more satis-
fying to the litigants than the
slow and tedious movement of
cases through the arteriosclerosis
of the traditional litigation proc-
ess — thus obviating the need for
more and more judges and sup-
porting staff. These referrals or
diversions save the time of judges
for the complex cases that must
be tried in court, usugplly before
juries, and are by no means the
equivalent of the “rent-a-judge”
gimmickry utilized in some areas
of the country.

Turning now to the District
Court of Maryland, which in a
few months will complete its
twenty-second year of operation,
the importance of that court con-
tinues to grow with each passing
year. It is with that court that
our citizens have the most fre-
quent contact, and I am fully sat-
isfied that the ends of justice are
well served by the ninety-seven
judges and nonjudicial personnel
who handle its enormous
caseload.

In its first year of operation
— 1971 — 750,000 criminal, civil,
and motor vehicle cases were
filed in the District Court. In the
fiscal year just concluded, almost
2,000,000 such cases were filed,
an increase of 166% over 1971.

Efforts of the District Court
to make the maximum utilization
of its judicial complement are
well known to the lawyers of
Maryland. On almost a daily ba-
sis, District Court judges from
the smaller Maryland counties,
where court sessions are not re-

quired every day, are assigned
into those metropolitan areas
where their services are more
sorely needed. This practice has
enabled the court to address its
ever-expanding caseload with
minimal requests for additional
judgeships. Indeed, during that
twenty-two year span, within
which its caseload has almost
trebled, the number of District
Court judges has increased by
only 33%.

At your 1992 session, this body
made a number of enlightened re-
visions to our domestic violence
statute, expanding its protections
to thousands of individuals there-
tofore outside its jurisdiction, and
making provisions relating to child
support and child custody that had
not been available under the prior
law. The Judiciary, although sup-
portive of almost all of the
changes, was apprehensive about
our ability to timely afford the
mandated priority to the expanded
number of these cases certain to
come. These apprehensions proved
well founded, as there has been an
extraordinary increase both in the
number of domestic violence peti-
tions and in the judicial time re-
quired to be devoted to these cases.

The new law became effective
October 1, 1992. Under the old
law, in October and November of
1991, there was a total of 987 do-

evaluation shows that the aver-
age time per hearing has almost
tripled. Indeed, hearings some-
times last for several hours, or a
full day, and scme have gone over
into a second day. Despite the
greatly increased burdens that
this law has placed upon the Ju-
diciary, the District Court has
been able to dispose of these
cases without major inconven-
ience to the citizens who seek the
protections of the new law, and
without creating gridlock or enor-
mous backlogs in the other areas
of District Court jurisdiction.
This is so, in some part, because
in the past year there has been a
sudden and 3xtreme reduction in
the motor vehicle caseload in the
District Court, which has made it
possible for its judges to address
the ever-increasing onslaught of
domestic violence cases. Notwith-
standing this unexpected benefit,
the General Assembly may well
consider whether our police de-
partments, because of unfilled va-
cant police positions or for some
other reason, have lessened their
efforts to prevent death &nd in-
jury on Maryland highways.

In this regard, I point out
that in the first quarter of Fiscal
Year 1993, the number of traffic
citations 1issued in Maryland
dropped by 24% when compared
to the same time frame a year

e ever —

“..there has been an extraordinary increase

both in the number of domestic violence peti-

tions and in the judicial time reqiiired to be
devoted to these cases.”

P o~ -

———

mestic violence cases filed in the
State. In October and November,
1992, under the new law, 1,561
domestic violence cases were filed
in the District Court alone, and
an additional 162 cases were filed
in the circuit courts, where they
were seldom filed before the en-
actment of the new law. Our

——————————le

ago. Reasons suggested for this
stark reduction range not just
from police vacancies resulting
from budget cuts, but possibly to
police protests over salary
freezes. Others suggest that po-
lice departments in Maryland
have shifted emphasis from traf-
fic enforcement to crime preven-



tion, and that the accent on com-
munity policing has brought
about a mass reduction in depart-
mental traffic safety programs.
Of particular interest is the
fact that the reduction in motor
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officers are funded by the State
on a uniform financial keel.
Budget cuts as to any of these
component parts that are too se-
vere, whether locally or State im-
posed, may well cause a system

“ The highly structured presence of the Office

of the Public Defender, in its institutional ca-
pacity, is every bit as vital to the successful
operation of the criminal justice system as the

police, the prosecutors, and the judges.”

vehicle charges includes a con-
tinuing drop in DWI arrests.
Four years ago, there were al-
most 45,000 DWI cases filed in
the District Court; 1ast year there
were only 37,000. As much as I
would like to believe that the re-
duction arises from a more sober
motoring public, I am fearful that
it may be simply a result of less-
ened police activity in this area.
We have alerted the Department
of Budget and Fiscal Planning
that because of the reduction of
motor vehicle cases in the Dis-
trict Court we anticipate a drop
in court revenue of almost
$5,000,000 when this fiscal year
concludes on June 30, 1993.
Finally, a word about our
criminal justice system. Those
who break our criminal laws, we
are fond of saying, will be subject
to swift arrest, prompt trial, and
certain punishment, To realize
that goal, adequate funding for
all components of the system is
absolutely essential. The police,
other than the State Police, the
prosecutors, the sheriffs, and the
nonjudicial personnel of the Cir-
cuit Courts, other than those in
the Circuit Court Clerks’ Offices,
are all funded by the political
subdivisions, consistent with
their level of affluence or lack of
it. The judges, the public defend-
ers, the personnel of the Circuit
Court Clerk’s Office, and the pa-
role, probation and correctional

breakdown with dire
quences to our citizens.

Focusing in particular on the
Office of the Public Defender,
roughly 85 to 90% of all persons
charged with crimes in Maryland
are financially unable to employ
their own lawyers; they necessar-
ily depend upon the Public De-
fender for their constitutionally
guaranteed right to counsel. That
office is staffed for trial and ap-
pellate work by 243 full-time and
17 part-time attorneys. The office
represents roughly 150,000 de-
fendants a year at an average
statewide cost per case of $166.
There can be no lawful movement
of the vast majority of criminal
cases through the system unless
and until the Public Defender ap-
pears as counsel for the defen-
dant; indeed, absent waiver,
police are prohibited from even
interrogating an arrested individ-
ual in counsel’s absence. If the
defendant’s constitutional right
to counsel is not timely satisfied,
the consequences can truly be
draconian - outright dismissal
of all charges, no matter how
grave and the release of the ac-
cused from custody.

There is, of course, an under-
standable reluctance to provide
public funds for the defense of
persons charged with crimes.
But, we simply must if the prose-
cution of criminals, both violent
and nonviolent, is to proceed with

conse-

dispatch. In Baltimore City
alone, some 12,185 indictments
and informations were pending
trial as of November 30, 1992; the
figure in Prince George’s County
was 4,952; in Montgomery
County, 4,802; and in Baltimore
County, 2,256,

The highly structured pres-
ence of the Office of the Public
Defender, in its institutional ca-
pacity, is every bit as vital to the
successful operation of the crimi-
nal justice system as the police,
the prosecutors, and the judges.
There is no returning to the by-
gone days when judges appointed
lawyers for indigent defendants
shortly before trial, on an ad hoc,
“catch as catch can” basis with
little or no time for trial prepara-
tion by defense counsel. The Con-
stitution no longer sanctions this
unorganized, willy-nilly approach
to the defense function. I am,
therefore, hopeful that in the
budget process this year the Gen-
eral Assembly will fully recognize
the critical role played by the
Public Defender’'s Office and
strive to approve the requisite ap-
propriations essential to the per-
formance of its constitutionally
mandated duties. In this regard,
please do not be victimized by
those strident voices who, with-
out any factual foundation, say
that the Public Defender repre-
sents defendants who drive
BMW'’s and wear alligator shoes;
it is simply not true.

I said at the beginning of
these remarks that I would make
an effort to be brief. Obviously, I
failed. I do, however, apologize if I
have unduly trespassed on your
time and patience, All members of
the judicial family, as I am sure
you know, are appreciative of the
extreme difficulty and complexity
of your work, and we wish you
well in your deliberations at this
1993 General Assembly Session.
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Judicial Revenues and Expenditures

In Fiscal Year 1993, State
and local costs to support the op-
erations of the judicial branch of
government were approximately
$181.1 million. The judicial
branch consists of the Court of
Appeals; the Court of Special Ap-
peals; the circuit courts; the Dis-
trictc Court of Maryland; the
circuit court clerks’ offices; the
Administrative Office of the
Courts; the Standing Committee
on Rules of Practice and Proce-
dure of the Court of Appeals; the
State Board of Law Examiners;
the Maryland State Law Library;
and the Commission on Judicial
Disabilities. There were 240 judi-
cial positions and approximately
3,400 non-judicial positions in ‘the
judicial branch as of June &0,
1993. The State-funded judiciary
budget operates on a program
budget and expended
$141,043,696 in Fiscal Year 1993.
A continuing fiscal crisis that the
State faced in Fiscal Year 1993
caused the Judiciary to revert ap-
proximately $2.5 million gener-
ated as a result of several
cost-containment measures di-
rected by the Chief Judge of the
Court of Appeals.

The two appellate courts and
their respective clerks’ offices are
funded by two programs. The cir-
cuit court program contains the
compensation, travel, and educa-
tional costs for circuit court
judges which totaled $19,581,498,
and the costs to operate the cir-
cuit court clerks’ offices of
$39,021,204, all which totaled
$58,602,702. This is the third full
year in which costs for these of-
fices are in the judicial budget.
As a result of the passage of a
constitutional amendment in

. Judicial Branch PersonnelinProfile = .
Judicial Personnel
Court of Appeals 7
Court of Special Appeals 13
Circuit Court 123
District Court 97
Non-Judicial Personnel
Court of Appeals 29
Court of Special Appeals 59
District Court 1,180.35
Administrative Office of the Courts 169
Court-Related Offices
State Board of Law Examiners 5
Standing Committee on Rules of 3
Practice and Procedure
State Law Library 10
State Reporter 1
Circuit Courts—Local Funding 827.3
Circuit Courts 1,166.5
Total 3,680.15*
*Includes allocated, temporary, and contractual positions

1990, they were transferred from
the executive to the judicial
budget. The largest program is
the State-funded District Court
which expended $60,402,772. The
Maryland Judicial Conference
contains funds for continuing ju-
dicial education and Conference
activities. Remaining programs
fund the Administrative Office,
the Maryland State Law Library,
Judicial Data Processing, the
Standing Committee on Rules of
Practice and Procedure, the State
Board of Law Examiners, the
State Reporter, and the Commis-
sion on Judicial Disabilities.

The Attorney Grievance Com-
mission and the Clients’ Security
Trust Fund are supported by as-

sessments paid by lawyers enti-
tled to practice in Maryland.
These supporting funds are not
included in the judicial budget.
The figures and tables show
the State revenue and expendi-
tures for Fiscal Year 1993. With
the exception of two special
funds, all revenues are remitted
to the State’s general fund. The
Land Records Improvement Fund
created by statute effective in
Fiscal Year 1992 permits a sur-
charge by circuit court clerks for
recording land instruments. The
fund is used for essential land re-
cord supplies and equipment to
improve land records operations
in the clerks’ offices. The second
special fund is the Victims of
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Crime Fund, also created by stat-
ute effective Fiscal Year 1992.
The source of the funds are addi-
tional costs assessed in criminal
cases, a portion of which are to be
remitted to this fund to establish
programs that provide victims
and witness services. Shown on
the following tables is the total
revenue collected by the circuit
court clerks in Fiscal Year 1993
for court related and non-court
related activities. $39,750,978
was collected for commissions on
land record transactions, State li-
censes, court costs, and for crimi-
nal injuries compensation. In
prior years, the State Transfer
Tax was deposited into the gen-
eral fund; however, in Fiscal Year
1993, the Comptroller’s Office
changed this to a Special Fund
account. During Fiscal Year
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1993, the clerks collected
$54,337,587 which was deposited
into this account. In addition, the
clerks’ offices remitted
$150,687,167 to local govern-
ments for recordation taxes, li-
censes, and court fines.
$3,349,912 was collected for the
Land Records Improvement
Fund, and $66,627 was collected
for the Victims of Crime Fund.
The District Court remitted
$55,931,197 in fees, fines, and
costs to the State general fund.
The total State budget was
approximately $13.4 billion in
Fiscal Year 1993. The illustration
reflects that the State-funded ju-
dicial budget consumes about 1.3
percent of the entire State
budget. Other expenditures of the
circuit courts come from local ap-
propriations to Maryland’s 23

counties and Baltimore City.
These appropriations were ap-
proximately $40.1 million in Fis-
cal Year 1993. Revenues from
fines, forfeitures and certain ap-
pearance fees are returned to the
subdivisions, primarily for the
support of the local court library.
Other court-related revenues col-
lected by the circuit courts come
from fees and charges in domestic
relations matters and service
charges in collecting non-support
payments.

The chart illustrating the
contributions by the State and
the local subdivisions to support
the judicial branch of govern-
ment, shows that the State por-
tion accounts for approximately
77.9 percent of all costs, while the
local subdivisions account for
22.1 percent,
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STATE FUNDED PORTION OF JUDICIAL FUNDING SOURCES FOR
EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1993 JUDICIAL BRANCH

s Stater
(Includes. Circult
Court Clerks’ -Costs)
. 77.9%

Public Education Judiclal Budget
35% 1.3%

Health and
Mental Hyglene
21%

Transportation
14%

. state FundedJudicial Budget = oo

General Revenues*

Program Actual Actual Actual
FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993

Court of Appeals $ 71,245 $ 76,314 $ 74,565
Court of Special Appeals 75,443 88,109 101,205
Circuit Courts 85,973,458 94,235,352 **39,750,978
District Court 61,341,883 63,936,759 55,931,197
Administrative Office of the Courts 0 0 1 104,743
State Board of Law Examiners 418,719 498,213 527,056
TOTAL $147,880,748 $158,834,747 $97,579,744

*Please refer to the narrative for an explanation of the revenues. In addition, $3,349,912 was remitted to the
Land Records Improvement Fund and $66,627 was remitted to the State's Victims of Crime Fund.

**Prior to 1993, State Transfer taxes were included in General Fund revenue, Beginning in 1993, State
Transfer taxes were allocated to a special fund. State Transfer taxes were $54,337,587 for FY 1993.

**These funds were collected by the Administrative Office of the Courts through administration of the
Federal Child Suppport Enforcement Agreement.

Expenditures

Program Actual Actual Actual
FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993
Court of Appeals $ 2,196,777 $ 2,418,130 $ 2416,374
Court of Special Appeals 4,242 621 4,326,372 4,431,574
Circuit Courts (Includes Circuit Court Clerks' 57,697,875 57,145,019 58,602,702
Offices)

District Court 61,249,112 59,735,678 60,402,772
Maryland Judicial Conference 5,125 7,658 19,908
Administrative Office of the Courts 1,693,622 3,541,470 5,154,773
Court-Related Agencies 713,594 797,318 887,774
Maryland State Law Library 649,614 680,517 675,967
Judicial Data Processing 7,772,876 8,086,478 8,451,852

TOTAL $136,021,216 $136,738,640 $141,043,696
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THE MARYLAND JUDICIAL SYSTEM
FISCAL 1993

COURT OF APPEALS
Chief Judge and 6 Associates

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
Chief Judge and 12 Associates

CIRCUIT COURTS
FIRST CIRCUIT SECOND CIRCUIT THIRD CIRCUIT FOURTH CIRCUIT FIFTH CIRCUIT SIXTH CIRCUIT SEVENTH CIRCUIT EIGHTH CIRCUIT
Dorchester Curoline Baltimore Allegany Anne Arundel Fraderick Calvert Baltimore City
Somerset Cecil Harford Garratt Carroll Montgomery Charles
Wicomico Kent Washington Howard Prince Georga's
Worcester Queen Anpe's St, Mary's
albot
7 Judges 6 Judges 19 Judges 7 Judges 16 Judges 18 Judges 25 Judges 26 Judges
ORPHAN'S COURTS
All political subdivisions except
Harford ‘and Montgomery counties
THE DISTRICT COURT
CHIEF JUDGE
DISTRICT 1 DISTRICT 2 DISTRICT 3 DISTRICT 4 DISTRICT 6 DISTRICT 6 DISTRICT 7 DISTRICT 8 DISTRICT 8 DISTRICT 10 {| DISTRICT 11 | DISTRICT 12
Baltimote City | | Dorchester Caroline Calvert Prince. George's || Montgomery | | Anne Arundel Baltimore Harford Carroll raderick Allegany
Somerset Cecil Charlas Howard Washington Garratt
Wicomico Kent St. Mary's
Worcaster Quaen Anne's
albot
23 Judges 6 Judgos 6 Judges 4 Judges 11 Judges 11 Judges 7 Judges 12 Judges 4 Judges 6 Judges 4 Judges

3 Judges
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STATE OF MARYLAND

Garrett Alleganywiihggton

Y% Oakland

Cecil
Elkion¥¥

Harford

7 Bel Air

Baltimore
£ Towson

Upper
> Marlboro

Judicial Circuits and Districts

Prince
{ *Fréderick

Y Salisbury
Wicgmico

JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN APPELLATE CIRCUITS

First Appellate Circuit—Caroline, Cecil, Dorchester, Kent, Queen Anne's, Somerset, Talbot, Wicomico, and Worcester
Second Appellate Circuit—Baltimore and Harford
Third Appellate Circuit—Allegany, Frederick, Garrett, Montgomery, and Washington
Fourth Appellate Circuit—Calvert, Charles, Prince George's, and Saint Mary's
Fifth Appellate Circuit—Anne Arundel, Carroll, and Howard
Sixth Appellate Circuit—Baltimore City

JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN JUDICIAL CIRCUITS

First Judicial Circuit—Dorchester, Somerset, Wicomico, and Worcester
Second Judicial Circuit—Caroline, Cecil, Kent, Queen Anne's and Talbot
Third Judicial Circuit—Baltimore and Harford
Fourth Judicial Circuit—Allegany, Garrett, and Washington
Fifth Judicial Circuit~Anne Arundel, Carroll, and Howard
Sixth Judicial Circuit—Frederick and Montgomery
Seventh Judicial Circuit—Calvert, Charles, Prince George's and Saint Mary's
Eighth Judicial Circuit—Baltimore City

JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN DISTRICT COURT DISTRICTS

First District—Baltimore City
Second District—Dorchester, Somerset, Wicomico, and Worcester
Third District—Caroline, Cecil, Kent, Queen Anne's, and Talbot
Fourth District—Calvert, Charles, and Saint Mary's
Fifth District—Prince George's
Sixth District—Montgomery
Seventh District—Anne Arundel
Eighth District—Baltimore
Ninth District—Harford
Tenth District—Carroll and Howard
Eleventh District—Frederick and Washington
Twelfth District—Allegany and Garrett




The Maryland Judicial System

19

Hon. Robert C. Murphy, CJ (2)
Hon. John C. Eldridge (5)
Hon. Lawrence F. Rodowsky (8)

Hon Alan M. Wilner, CJ (At large)
Hon. John J. Bishop, Jr. (At large)

Hon. John J. Garrity (4)
Hon. Paul E. Alpert (2)

The Court of Appeals

Hon. John F. McAuiiffe (3)
Hon. Howard S. Chasanow (4)

The Court of Special Appeals

Hon. Theodore G. Bloom (5)

Hon. Charles E, Moylan, Jr. (At large) Hon. William W. Wenner (3)

Hon. Robert F. Fischer (At large)
Hon. Dale R. Cathell (1)

Hon. Robert L. Karwacki (1)
Hon. Robert M. Bell (6)

Hon. Arrie W. Davis (6)
Hon. Diana G. Motz (6)

Hon. Glenn T. Harrell, Jr. (At large)
Hon. Joseph F. Murphy, Jr. (At large

First Judicial Circuit

*Hon. Alfred T. Truitt, Jr., CJ

Hon. Theodore R. Eschenburg

Hon. Donald . Johnson

Hon. D. William Simpson

Hon. Richard D. Warren

Hon, Thomas C. Groton, il

Hon. Daniel M. Long

Second Judicial Circuit

Hon. Donaldson C. Cole, Jr., CJ
*Hon. J. Owen Wise

Hon, Edward D.E. Rollins, Jr.
Hon. John W. Sause, Jr.
Hon. William 8, Horne

Hon. J. Frederick Price

Third Judicial Circuit

*Hon. Edward A. DeWaters, Jr., CJ
Hon. J. William Hinkel

Hon. John F. Fader, ||

Hon. Cypert O, Whitfill

Hon. Leonard S. Jacobson
Hon. William O. Carr

Hon. James T. Smith, Jr.
Hon. Dana M. Levitz

Hon. John G. Turnbull, Il

Hon. Maurice W. Baldwin, Jr.
Hon. Stephen M. Waldron
Hon, Barbara Kerr Howe
Hon. Alfred L. Brennan, Sr.
Hon. Christian M. Kahl|

Hon. Thomas J. Bollinger, Sr.
Hon. J. Norris Byrnes

Hon. Robert E. Cahill

Hon. John O. Hennegan
Vacancy

THE CIRCUIT COURTS

Fourth Judicial Circuit

Hon
*Hon
Hon
Hon
Hon
Hon
Hon

Frederick A. Thayer, lil, CJ
. Frederick C. Wright, Il

. J. Frederick Sharer

. Daniel W. Moylan

. Gary G. Leasure

. John N, McDowell

. Darrow Glaser

Fifth Judicial Circuit

Hon.
*Hon.
Hon,
Hon,
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon,
Hon,

Bruce C. Williams, CJ
Raymond G. Thieme, Jr.
H. Chester Goudy, Jr.
Luke K. Burns, Jr.
Eugene M. Lerner
Martin A. Wolif

James C. Cawood, Jr.
Raymond J. Kane, Jr.
Robert H. Heller, Jr,
Cornelius F. Sybert, Jr.
Warren B. Duckett, Jr.
James B. Dudley
Raymond E. Beck, Sr.
Lawrence H. Rushworth
Francis M. Arnold
Dennis M. Sweeney

Sixth Judicial Circuit

*Hon
Hon
Hon
Hon
Hon
Hon
Hon
Hon
Hon

. William M. Cave, CJ

. Irma &, Raker

. William C. Miller

. L. Leonard Ruben

. DelL.awrence Beard

. G. Edward Dwyer, Jr.
. Peter J. Messitte

. J. James McKenna

. Mary Ann Stepler

Hon. Paul H. Weinstein
Hon. Vincent E. Ferretti, Jr.
Hon. Paul A. McGuckian
Hon. James L. Ryan

Hon. Herbert L. Rollins
Hon. William P, Turner
Hon. D. Warren Donohue
Hon. S. Michael Pincus
Hon. Ann Harrington

Seventh Judicial Circuit
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.

*Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.

George W. Bowling
Robert J. Woods
Vincent J. Femia
Robert H. Mason
Audrey E. Melbourne
David Gray Ross
James M. Rea
Richard J. Clark
Arthur M. Ahalt

G. R. Hovey Johnson
Joseph 8. Casula
Darlene G. Perry
John H, Briscoe
Graydon S. McKee, Il
Thomas A. Rymer
William D. Missouri
Robert C. Nalley
James P. Salmon
Marvin 8. Kaminetz
Steven I. Platt
Larnzell Martin, Jr.
Hon. Richard H. Sothoron, Jr.
Hon. C. Philip Nichols

Hon. William B. Spellbring, Jr.

*Circuit Administrative Judge

William H. McCullough, CJ
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Eighth Judicial Circuit
Hon. Robert I. H. Hammerman, CJ
Hon. David Ross
*Hon. Joseph H. H. Kaplan
Hon. Elsbeth Levy Bothe
Hon. John Carroll Byrnes
Hon. Kenneth Lavon Johnson
Hon. Thomas Ward
Hon. Edward J. Angeletti

THE CIRCUIT COURTS (Continued)

Hon. Thomas E. Noel

Hon. David B. Mitchell

Hon. Hilary D. Caplan

Hon. Kathleen O'Ferrall Friedman
Hon. Marvin B. Steinberg

Hon. Clifton J. Gordy, Jr.

Hon. Mabel H. Hubbard

Hon. John N. Prevas

Hon. Ellen M. Heller

Hon. Roger W, Brown

Hon. John C. Themelis

Hon. Richard T. Rombro
Hon. Ellen L. Hollander

Hon. Paul A. Smith

Hon. Andre M. Davis

Hon. Joseph P. McCurdcly, Jr.
Hon. Martin P. Welch, Sr.

*Circuit Administrative Judge

District Court
Hon. Robert F. Sweeney, CJ

District 1
Hon. Robert J. Gerstung
Hon. Martin A. Kircher
Hon. Alan M. Resnick
Hon. Richard O. Motsay
Hon. Alan B. Lipson
Hon. George J. Helinski
*Hon. Mary Ellen T. Rinehardt
Hon. Charlotte M. Cooksey
Hon. H. Gary Bass
Hon. Keith E. Mathews
Hon. Askew W. Gatewood, Jr.
Hon. Alan J. Karlin
Hon. David W. Young
Hon. Theodore B. Oshrine
Hon. Kathleen M, Sweeney
Hon. Teaette S. Price
Hon. Barbara B. Waxman
Hon. Jarmey H. Weitzman
Hon. Yvonne Holt-Stone
Hon. Gale R. Caplan
Hon. Nancy B. Shuger
Hon. Norman F. Johnson, Jr.
Vacancy
District 2
Hon. Robert D. Horsey
*Hon. John L. Norton, il
Hon. Robert S. Davis
Hon. Richard R. Bloxom
Hon. Lioyd O. Whitehead
District 3
Hon. L. Edgar Brown
Hon. John T. Clark, il
Hon. H. Thomas Sisk, Jr.
Hon. Willlam H. Adkins, Ill

THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND

*Hon. James C. McKinney
Hon. Harry J. Goodrick

District 4
Hon. C. Clarke Raley
*Hon. Larry R. Holtz
Hon. Gary S. Gasparovic
Hon. Stephen L. Clagett
District 5
Hon. Sylvania W. Woods
Hon. Francis A. Borelli
Hon. Theresa A. Nolan
Hon. Gerard F. Deviin
Hon. John F. Kelly, Sr,
Hon. Thurman H. Rhodes
*Hon. Frank M. Kratovil
Hon. Sherrie L. Krauser
Hon. Patrice E. Lewis
Hon. E. Allen Shepherd
Hon. Sheila R. Tillerson

District 6
Hon. Douglas H. Moore, Jr.
*Hon. Cornelius J. Vaughey
Hon. Henry J. Monhahan
Hon. Louis D. Harrington
Hon. Edwin Collier
Hon. Patrick L. Woodward
Hon. Dennis M. McHugh
Hon. Lee M. Sislen
Hon. Martha G. Kavanaugh
Hon. Nelson W. Rupp, Jr.
Hon. Louise G. Scrivener
District 7
Hon. Donald M. Lowman
*Hon, Clayton Greene, Jr.
Hon. Joseph P. Manck
Hon. Martha F. Rasin
Hon. Michael E. LLoney

Hon. Vincent A. Mulieri
Hon. James W. Dryden
District 8
*Hon. John H. Garmer
Hon. Patricia S. Pytash
Hon. A. Gordon Boone, Jr.
Hon. Charles E. Foos, |ll
Hon. Lawrence R. Daniels
Hon. I. Marshall Seidler
Hon. John C. Coolahan
Hon. Michael L. McCampbell
Hon. Barbara R. Jung
Hon, G. Darrell Russell
Hon. Robert N. Dugan
Hon. Alexander Wright, Jr.
District 9
*Hon. John S. Landbeck, Jr.
Hon. Lawrence 8. Lanahan, Jr.
Hon. John L., Dunnigan
Hon. Emory A. Plitt, Jr.
District 10
Hon. Donald M. Smith
Hon. R. Russell Sadler
*Hon. James N. Vaughan
Hon. Lenore R. Gelfman
Hon. Louis A. Becker, lli
Hon. JoAnn M. Ellinghaus-Jones
District 11
Hon. James F. Strine
*Hon. Frederick J, Bower
Hon, William Milnor Roberts
Vacancy
District 12
*Hon. Paul J. Stakem
Hon. Jack R. Turney
Hon. W. Timothy Finan

*District Administrative Judge
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The Court of Appeals

Introduction

——

The Court of Appeals, the
highest tribunal in the State of
Maryland, was created by the
Constitution of 1776. The Court
sat in various locations through-
out the State in the early years of
its existence, but it has resided in
Annapolis since 1851, The Court
is composed of seven judges, one
from each of the first five Appel-
late Judicial Circuits and two
from the Sixth Appellate Judicial
Circuit (Baltimore City). Mem-
bers of the Court initially are ap-
pointed by the Governor and
confirmed by the Senate. Sub-
sequently, they run for office on

their records, unopposed. If a

judge’s retention in office is re-
jected by the voters or there is a
tie vote, that office becomes va-
cant and must be filled by a new
appointment. Otherwise, the in-
cumbent judge remains in office
for a ten-year term. The Chief
Judge of the Court of Appeals is
designated by the Governor and
is the constitutional administra-
tive head of the Maryland Judici-
ary.
Since January 1, 1975, the
Court of Appeals has heard cases
almost exclusively by way of cer-
tiorari, a discretionary review
process. As a result, the Court’s
workload has been reduced to a
more manageable level, thus al-
lowing the Court to devote more

TABLE CA-1
COURT OF APPEALS
APPEALS ACTUALLY FILED AND
TERMINATED WITHIN FISCAL YEAR

M Appeals Filed
& AppealaDisnose

76|
179 143
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

time to critical issues.

The Court may review cases
already decided by the Court of
Special Appeals or bring up for
review cases pending decisions in
that Court. Additionally, the
Court of Appeals has exclusive ju-
risdiction over cases in which a
death sentence has been imposed.
Cases from the circuit court level
also may be reviewed by the
Court of Appeals in matters in-
volving an appeal from the Dis-
trict Court. The Court is
empowered to adopt rules of judi-
cial administration, practice, and
procedure. These rules have the
force of law. It also admits per-
sons to the practice of law, re-
views recommendations of the
State Board of Law Examiners,
and conducts disciplinary pro-
ceedings involving members of
the bench and bar. Questions of
law certified by federal and other
state appellate courts also may be
decided by the Court of Appeals.

A graphic comparison of regu-
lar docket and certiorari petition
filings and terminations over the
last five fiscal years is provided
in Table CA-1. Regular docket ap-
peals and dispositions both in-
creased steadily from Fiscal Year
1989 through Fiscal Year 1991.
However, decreases were re-
ported in both categories during
Fiscal Year 1992. The number of
regular docket appeals reported
for Fiscal Year 1993 was compa-
rable to the statistics for the prior
year, while dispositions de-
creased by nearly 15 percent.
Certiorari petition filings and dis-
positions increased by 17.3 per-
cent and 19.8 percent,
respectively.
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Filings

The Fiscal Year 1992 work-
load in the Court of Appeals was
comprised of matters filed on the
September 1992 Docket. Filings
received from March 1 through
February 28 were entered on the
September Term docket for argu-
ment during the period from the
second Monday in September to
the beginning of the next term.

Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary

Appellate court filings for the
term of March 1 through Febru-
ary 28 are included in this report,
while dispositions are counted on
the basis of Fiscal Year data
dated from July 1 through June
30.

The Court of Appeals dock-
eted a total of 1,018 filings during
the 1992 Term. That figure com-
pares to 880 total filings docketed
during the 1991 Term, which is
an increase of 15.7 percent. This

TABLE CA-2
ORIGIN OF APPEALS BY
APPELLATE JUDICIAL CIRCUITS AND COUNTIES
COURT OF APPEALS

1992 TERM

FIRST APPELLATE CIRCUIT 16 10.6%
Caroline County 1
Cecil County 3
Dorchester County 1
Kent County 0
Queen Anne's County 0
Somerset County 0
Talbot County 5
Wicomico County 4
Worcester County 2
SECOND APPELLATE CIRCUIT 27 17.9%
Baltimore County 22
Harford County 5
THIRD APPELLATE CIRCUIT 25 16.5%
Allegany County 1
Frederick County 2
Garrett County 4
Montgomery County 15
Washington County 3
FOURTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 32 21.2%
Calvert County 1
Charles County 2
Prince George's County 27
St. Mary's County 2
FIFTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 19 12.6%
Anne Arundel County 12
Carroll County 1
Howard County B
SIXTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 32 21.2%
Baltimore City 32
TOTAL 151 100.0%

increase follows a 2.8 percent de-
crease reported during the 1991
Term. Statistically, the 107 case
increase reported in certiorari pe-
tition filings (a 16.3 percent in-
crease over the previous term)
contributed significantly to the
increase. Additionally, attorney
grievance appeals more than dou-
bled, from 26 during the 1991
Term to 58 during the 1992
Term. The 1,018 filings reported
for the 1992 Term was comprised
of 151 regular docket filings, 765
petitions for certiorari, 58 attor-
ney grievance appeals, and 44
miscellaneous appeals.

A party may file a petition for
certiorari to review any case or
proceeding pending in, or decided
by, the Court of Special Appeals
upon appeal from a circuit court
or an orphan’s court. The Court
grants those petitions it feels are
“desirable and in the public inter-
est.”  Under certain circum-
stances, certiorari also may be
granted to cases that have been
appealed to a circuit court from
the District Court after the initial
appeal has been heard in the cir-
cuit court.

During Fiscal Year 1993, the
Court considered 767 certiorari
petitions. The petitions were com-
prised of 365 civil cases (47.6 per-
cent) and 402 criminal cases (52.4
percent). There were 111 peti-
tions granted by the Court (14.5
percent) and 645 petitions denied
(84.1 percent). In addition, 11 pe-
titions either were dismissed or
withdrawn (Table CA-6).

The regular docket in the
Court of Appeals is comprised of
cases that have been granted cer-
tiorari, as well as cases pending
in the Court of Special Appeals
that will be heard on the Court’s
own motion. A monthly review of
appellants’ briefs from cases
pending in the Court of Special
Appeals is conducted by the
Court of Appeals to identify cases
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suitable for consideration by the
higher court.

A reduction in regular docket
appeals was reported for the
third consecutive year in the
Court of Appeals. The Court
docketed 151 cases during the
1992 Term, a decrease of 4.4 per-
cent from the 158 cases docketed
during the 1991 Term. That fig-
ure compares to the 4.2 percent
and the 3.5 percent decreases re-
ported for the 1991 and 1990
Terms. Civil matters, which in-
clude law, equity, and juvenile
cases, accounted for 58.9 percent
(89 cases) of the regular docket
cases during the 1992 Term,
while the remaining 41.1 percent
(62 cases) involved matters of a
criminal nature (Table CA-3).
Baltimore City contributed 32
docketed cases or 21.2 percent.
Prince George’s County followed
with 27 cases, representing 17.9
percent of the 151 cases docketed.
Baltimore County contributed 22
cases, while Montgomery and
Anne Arundel Counties contrib-
uted 15 cases and 12 cases, re-
spectively. The remaining 19
counties contributed a combined
total of 43 cases or 28.5 percent
(Table CA-2).

Dispositions

— —

Following a decrease of 2.4
percent during Fiscal Year 1992,
the Court of Appeals reported an
increase of 12.4 percent in total
dispositions for Fiscal Year 1993.
There were 989 dispositions dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1993 compared to
the Fiscal Year 1992 level of 880
dispositions. Included in the 989
dispositions were 143 regular
docket cases, 767 petitions for
certiorari, 51 attorney grievance
appeals, and 28 miscellaneous
appeals, which included three bar
admission proceedings and four
certified questions of law (Table
CA-4). In addition, the Court ad-

mitted 1,338 persons to the prac-
tice of law, including 160 attor-
neys from other jurisdictions.

As previously mentioned, the
Court disposed of 143 regular
docket cases during Fiscal Year
1993. Of the 143 cases disposed,
one case was from the 1989
Docket; ten cases were from the
1990 Docket; 42 cases were from
the 1991 Docket; 81 cases were
from the 1992 Docket; and nine
cases were from the 1993 Docket.
More than 64 percent of the cases
(92) were of a civil nature; 35 per-
cent (50 cases) were of a criminal
nature; and the remaining 0.7
percent (one case) involved a ju-
venile matter. In disposing of its
regular docket, the Court af-
firmed 43 decisions of the lower
court, while reversing 58 deci-
sions. Additionally, 12 decisions
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were affirmed in part and re-
versed in part. The Court vacated
and remanded 13 cases and re-
manded three cases without affir-
mance or reversal. There was one
case that was modified and af-
firmed, one case affirmed in part
and vacated in part, and one case
was transferred to the Court of
Special Appeals. The remaining
11 cases were dismissed by the
Court of Appeals, three with
opinions filed and eight without
opinions (Table CA-T).

In disposing of its caseload,
the Court expended an average of
four months from the granting of
certiorari to an argument of the
case or a disposition without ar-
gument. The amount of time from
argument to decision averaged
six months, During Fiscal Year
1993, the entire appellate proc-

TABLE CA-3
APPEALS DOCKETED BY TERM
COURT OF APPEALS REGULAR DOCKET

i Total
CICivil
C_ICriminal

1988 1989 1990

1991 1992
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TABLE CA-4

FILINGS AND DISPPOSITIONS
COURT OF APPEALS

JULY 1, 1992-JUNE 30, 1993
FISCAL 1993

ess, from the time certiorari was
granted to the final decision, av-
eraged 8.8 months (Table CA-8).
There were 121 majority opinions
handed down by the Court. There
also were 19 dissenting opinions,
five concurring opinions, and
nine opinions that were dissent-
ing in part and concuri'ag in
part.

Pending

At the close of Fiscal Year
1993, there were 127 cases pend-
ing before the Court. The pending
cases included two cases from the
1989 Docket; three cases from the
1990 Docket; 18 cases from the
1991 Docket; 62 cases from the
1992 Docket; and 42 cases from
the 1993 Docket. The cases pend-
ing from the 1993 Term were
comprised primarily of cases that
were added at the close of the fis-
cal year and scheduled for argu-
ment in September. The pending
caseload included 78 civil cases
(61.4 percent), 47 criminal cases
(37 percent), and two juvenile
cases (Table CA-5).

Fllings Dispositions
Regular Docket 159 143
Petitions for Certiorari 785 767
Attorney Grievance Proceedings 62 51
Bar Admission Proceedings 3 3
Certified Questions of Law 8 4
Miscellaneous Appeals 30 21
Total 1,047 989
Trends

Regular docket appeals con-
tinued to decrease during the
1992 Term. Over the last three
terms, the number of cases on the
regular docket has decreased
steadily to the current level of
151 cases. Since the 1989 Term,
regular docket appeals have de-
creased by 11.7 percent. Despite
this decrease in regular docket
appeals, an unprecedented total
of 1,018 filings were received by
the Court. This record volume in
filings is attributable to a 15.6
percent increase in certiorari pe-
titions, as well as an increase in
attorney grievance appeals dur-
ing the 1992 Term which ex-
ceeded 100 percent.

While recording the greatest
number of certiorari petition dis-
positions during the last five fis-
cal years, the Court granted the
lowest percentage of petitions
over the same time period. Dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1993, the Court of
Appeals disposed of 767 certiorari
petitions, Granted petitions con-
stituted 14.5 percent of these dis-
positions, as compared with 16.4
percent in Fiscal Year 1992. Over
the last five fiscal years, the per-

centage of certiorari petitions
granted ranged from a low of 14.5
percent in Fiscal Year 1993 to a
high of 19.9 percent in Fiscal
Year 1991. During the last four
fiscal years, civil petitions have
been granted at a higher rate
than criminal petitions. During
Fiscal Year 1993, 17.3 percent of
the civil petitions were granted,
compared to 11.9 percent of the
criminal petitions. The Court of
Appeals reported a decrease in
the number of regular docket dis-
positions for the second consecu-
tive year. Regular docket
dispositions have decreased by
20.1 percent since the last re-
ported increase in Fiscal Year
1991,

Over the last five fiscal years,
the elapsed time from the grant-
ing of a certiorari petition to the
rendering of a final decision in
cases on the regular docket has
been reduced. During Fiscal Year
1989, the entire appellate process
spanned all of 11.9 months, com-
pared to the Fiscal Year 1993 av-
erage of 8.8 months. This is a
decrease of 26,1 percent. The
time span for the appellate proc-
ess has remained relatively con-
stant during the last two fiscal
years, with averages of 8.6 and
8.8 months in Fiscal Years 1992
and 1993, respectively. The Court
also has reduced its pending
caseload over the past five years,
from 141 pending cases at the
close of Fiscal Year 1989 to 127
pending cases in TFiscal Year
1993.

Challenged to dispense jus-
tice efficiently and impartially
under the constraints of steadily
increasing caseloads, the Judici-
ary will continue to serve the citi-
zens of Maryland in accordance
with the directives established by
its highest tribunal, the Court of
Appeals.
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TABLE CA-5

CASES PENDING
COURT OF APPEALS

Regular Docket
. June 30, 1993

Civil Juvenlle Criminal Total

Origin

1989 Docket 2 0] 0 2

1990 Dockst 3 0 0 3

1991 Docket 13 0] 5 18

1992 Docket 33 0 29 62

1993 Docket 27 2 13 42
Total 78 2 47 127

TABLE CA-6
FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
PETITION DOCKET DISPOSITIONS
(PETITIONS FOR CERTIORARI)
FISCAL 1989-FISCAL 1993
Percentage of Certiorarl
Petitions Grante« Dismissed Denied Withdrawn Total Petitions Granted

Civil

1988-39 37 1 221 1 260 14.2%

1989-80 66 4 228 0 298 22.1%

1990-81 75 9 241 0 325 238.1%

1991-92 56 8 237 2 304* 18.4%

1992-93 63 7 205 0 365 17.3%
Criminal

1988-89 54 2 227 0 283 19.1%

1989-90 47 3 260 0] 310 15.2%

1990-91 56 3 275 0 334 16.8%

1991-92 49 1 286 0 336 14.6%

1992-93 48 3 350 1 402 11.9%

* This total includes one civil case which was transferred.
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TABLE CA-7
DISPOSITION OF COURT OF APPEALS CASES
Regular Docket
JULY 1, 1992~JUNE 30, 1993
FISCAL 1993
Civil Juvenlle Criminal Total
Affirmed 28 0] 16 43
Reversed 38 1 19 58
Dismissed—Opinion Filed 3 0 0 3
. Dismissed Without Opinion 7 0 1 8
Remanded Without Affirmance or Reversal 2 0] 1 3
Vacated and Remanded 9 0 4 13
Modified and Affirmed 1 0 0 1
Affirmed in Part, Reversed in Part 3 0] 9 12
Affirmed in Part, Vacated in Part 1 0] 0] 1
Dismissed Prior to Argument or Submission 0 0 0 0
Certifled Question Answered o] 0] o] 0
Transferred to Court of Special Appeals 0 0 1 1
Vacated 0 0 o] 0
Origin

1989 Docket 0 0 1 1

1990 Docket ' 8 0 2 10

1991 Docket . 27 0] 16 42

1992 Docket 51 1 29 81

1993 Docket 6 0 3 9

Total Cases Disposed During Fiscal 1993 92 1 50 143
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TABLE CA-8

AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS FOR CASES
DISPOSED BY COURT OF APPEALS

Regular Docket
JULY 1, 1992-JUNE 30, 1993

FISCAL 1993
Certlorarl Granted
to Argument Certiorari
or to Disposition Argument Granted to
Without Argument* to Decislon** Decision*
Days 120 179 264
Months 4.0 8.0 8.8
Number of Cases 143 116 143

* Includes all cases disposed in Fiscal 1993.
** Includes all cases disposed in Fiscal 1993 which were argued.

TABLE CA-9

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS
FOR FILING OF APPEALS ON THE REGULAR DOCKET
COURT OF APPEALS

{iIn Days and Months)

Disposition in

Original Flling Circuit Court to
to Disposition Docketing In
Docket in Circuit Court Court of Appeals
1988 327 101
10.9 3.4
1989 322 126
10.7 4.2
1990 371 136
12.4 4.5
1991 362 142
12.1 4.7
1992 370 : 147

12.3 4.9
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The Court of Special Appeals

Introduction

Maryland’s intermediate ap-
pellate court, the Court of Special
Appeals, was created in 1966 to
address a substantial backlog in
the Court of Appeals that had de-
veloped as a result of a rapidly in-
creasing caseload.

The Court of Special Appeals
is located in Annapolis and is
composed of a chief judge and
twelve associate judges. One
member of the Court is elected
from each of the first five Appel-
late Judicial Circuits and two
members are elected from the
Sixth Appellate Judicial Circuit
(Baltimore City). The remaining
six members are elected from the
State at large. Judges on the
Court of Special Appeals are ap-
pointed by the Governor and con-

firmed by the Senate. They run
on their records, without opposi-
tion, for ten-year terms. The Gov-
ernor designates the Chief Judge
of the Court of Special Appeals.
The Court of Special Appeals
has exclusive initial appellate ju-
risdiction over any reviewable
judgment, decree, order, or other
action of a circuit court. Gener-
ally, it hears cases appealed di-
rectly from the circuit courts,
unless otherwise provided by law.
The judges of the Court are em-
powered to sit in pamnels of three.
A hearing or rehearing before the
Court en banc may be ordered in
any case by a majority of the in-
cumbent judges. The Court also
considers applications for leave to
appeal in such areas as post con-
viction, habeas corpus matters in-
volving denial of or excessive bail,

inmate’ grievances, appeals from
criminal guilty pleas, and viola-
tions of probation.

Filings

————

Cases docketed on the Sep-
tember 1992 Docket formed a ma-
jor portion of the workload for
Fiscal Year 1993. Filings received
from March 1 through February
28 were entered on the Septem-
ber Term docket for argument be-
ginning the second Monday in
September and ending in June.
In this report, filings are counted
by term, March 1 through Febru-
ary 28, while dispositions are
counted by fiscal year, July 1
through June 30.

During the September 1992
Term, the Court of Special Ap-
peals docketed 2,031 filings on its

TABLE CSA-1

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS - APPEALS ACTUALLY
FILED AND TERMINATED WITHIN FISCAL YEAR

£ 10pinions
T Appeals Filed
7 Appeals Dispose
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TABLE CSA-2

ORIGIN OF APPEALS BY
APPELLATE JUDICIAL CIRCUITS AND COUNTIES
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

1992 TERM
FIRST APPELLATE CIRCUIT 218 10.7%
Caroline County 12
Cecil County 49
Dorchester County 26
Kent County 9
Queen Anne's County 14
Somerset County 20
Talbot County 26
Wicomico County 44
Worcester County 18
SECOND APPELLATE CIRCUIT 350 17.2%
Baltimore County 281
Harford County 69
THIRD APPELLATE CIRCUIT 393 19.3%
Allegany County 27
Frederick County 33
Garrett County 8
Montgomery County 281
Washington County 44
FOURTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 363 17.9%
Calvert County 11
Charles County 46
Prince George's County 294
St. Mary's County 12
FIFTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 259 12.8%
Anne Arundel County 159
Carroll County 29
Howard County 71
SIXTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 448 22.1%
Baltimore City 448
TOTAL 2,031 100.0%

regular docket, an increase of 3.8
percent over the 1,956 filings
docketed during the 1991 Term.
Approximately 53 percent (1,076
cases) of the filings docketed dur-
ing the 1992 Term were of a civil
nature, while the remaining 47
percent (955 cases) involved
criminal matters, This is the first
time since the 1987 Term that
civil filings have exceeded crimi-
nal filings. Additionally, a de-

crease was reported in criminal

filings for the second consecutive
term. During the 1992 Term,
there was a 6.6 percent decrease
in criminal filings, while civil fil-
ings increased by 15.3 percent.
This increase in civil filings is the
first since the 1989 Term (Table
CSA-3).

The Court of Special Appeals
has implemented two procedures
to better manage its civil and
criminal workloads. Maryland
Rule 8-204 and Courts and Judi-

cial Proceedings Article, §12-302
which remove the right of direct
appeal in criminal cases where a
guilty plea has been entered,
were adopted to manage the
criminal caseload more -effec-
tively. As a result, it now is nec-
essary to file an application for
leave to appeal in instances
where a guilty plea has been en-
tered in a criminal case. The
Court may exercise discretion in
either placing the case on the
regular docket or denying the ap-
peal (Table CSA-6). Criminal fil-
ings have not exceeded 1,107, the
total reported for the September
1982 Term, which preceded the
effective date of this procedure.
There were 955 criminal filings
on the 1992 Docket.

Pre-hearing conferences have
been used by the Court in civil
matters. Such conferences entail
assembling panels of judges to re-
view pending civil cases and iden-
tify those cases suitable for
resolution by the parties. In ac-
cordance with Maryland Rule 8-
206, the number of civil filings
reported does not include civil no-
tices of appeal filed in the clerks’
offices. As stipulated in Maryland
Rule 8-206.a.1, these appeals
either are scheduled for pre-hear-
ing conference or proceed through
the regular appellate process. If
the pre-hearing conferences re-
sults in a disposition, the cases
are not placed on the regular
docket or reported as filings.
Cases that have not been re-
solved through pre-hearing con-
ferences are placed on
subsequent dockets and counted
as filings. An information report
which summarizes the actions of
the circuit court is filed whenever
an appeal has been noted. There
were 1,344 information reports
received by the Court of Special
Appeals during the 1992 Term.
This figure represents an in-
crease of five percent over the
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previous term, during which
1,280 reports were received. Of
the 1,344 reports filed during the
1992 Term, 620 (46.1 percent)
were assigned for pre-hearing
conferences (Table CSA-4). These
pre-hearing conferences resulted
in 389 cases (62.7 percent) pro-
ceeding without limitation of is-
sues. Approximately 145 cases
(23.4 percent) were dismissed or
settled prior, during,
sequent to the conferences, while
49 cases (7.9 percent) were dis-
missed or remanded after the
pre-hearing conferences. Addi-
tionally, five cases (0.8 percent)
were stayed pending bankruptcy,
nine cases (1.5 percent) pro-
ceeded with expedited appeals,
and two cases (0.3 percent) were
transferred to the Court of Ap-
peals. The remaining 21 cases
(8.4 percent) remained pending at
the close of the term (Table CSA-
5).

With respect to jurisdictional
contribution, the greatest num-
ber of regular docket cases were
received from Baltimore City (448
cases or 22.1 percent). Prince
George’s County followed with
294 cases or 14.5 percent. Balti-
more and Montgomery Counties
each reported 281 cases, compris-
ing a combined 27.7 percent of
the docketed cases. There were
159 cases (7.8 percent) reported
by Anne Arundel County (Table
CSA-2). Of the circuit court trials
conducted during Fiscal Year
1992, approximately 14 percent
were on the regular docket dur-
ing the 1992 Term. That figure
represents a percentage consis-
tent with the previous two terms
(Table CSA-9).

Dispositions

As indicated on Table CSA-7,
there were 2,047 dispositions of
regular docket cases during Fis-
cal Year 1993, a slight increase of

or sub- !

1.4 percent over Fiscal Year 1992.
Regular docket dispositions were
comprised of four cases from the
1990 Docket; 361 cases from the
1991 Docket; 1,615 cases from
the 1992 Docket; and 67 cases
from the 1993 Docket. Of the
2,047 cases disposed of during
Fiscal Year 1993, 1,016 (49.6 per-
cent) involved criminal matters,
while 1,002 (49 percent) were
comprised of matters of a civil na-
ture. The remaining 29 cases (1.4
percent) were juvenile matters
(Table CSA-7).
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percent) of the affirmances in-
volved criminal matters, while
more than 59 percent of the re-
versals involved civil matters.
Other decisions made by the
Court included 149 cases (7.3 per-
cent) that were affirmed in part
and reversed in part; 71 cases
(3.5 percent) that were trans-
ferred to the Court of Appeals; 59
cases (2.9 percent) that were va-
cated and remanded; and 21
cases (1.0 percent) that were re-
manded without affirmance or re-
versal. The remaining 407 cases

TABLE CSA-3
APPEALS DOCKETED BY TERM
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
REGULAR DOCKET

1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

During Fiscal Year 1993,
more than 56 percent (1,149
cases) of the decisions rendered
by the Court of Special Appeals
were affirmances of lower court
decisions. In contrast, only 9.3
percent (191 cases) of the deci-
sions reversed lower court deci-
sions. Nearly two-thirds (63

were dismissed by the Court of
Special Appeals, 374 of which
were dismissed prior to argument
or submission (Table CSA-7).

In addition to disposing of
cases on its regular docket, the
Court also rendered dispositions
on 332 miscellaneous docket
cagses. This figure includes 203



36

Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary

ZJReports Received
_1Proceeded Without PHC|
5 Assigned PHC

W Dismissed at PHC

months in Fiscal Year 1992.
The Court handed down

TABLE CSA-4 01 ar )
PREHEARING CONFERENCE REPORTS 1,622 majority opinions during
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS Fiscal Year 1993, which included

1,405 unreported opinions and
217 reported opinions. These
1,622 opinions compare to 1,668
opinions in Fiscal Year 1992 and
1,351 opinions filed in Fiscal
Year 1991. In comparison, the

Court issued 1,668 opinions in
Fiscal Year 1992 and 1,351 opin-
ions in Fiscal Year 1991.

Pending

1990 1991
Term Term

1992
Term

There were 963 cases pending
before the Court of Special Ap-
peals at the close of Fiscal Year
1993. This figure compares to
1,043 cases in Fiscal Year 1992, a
decrease of 7.7 percent. The Fis-
cal Year 1993 included 12 cases
pending from the 1989 Docket;
three cases pending from the
1990 Docket; 10 cases pending

post conviction cases, 15 inmate
grievance cases, 22 violation of
probation cases, and 92 “other”
miscellaneous cases. The “other”
category includes habeas cor-
pus/bail cases, motions for stay of
execution of an order pending ap-
peal, and appeals from guilty
pleas. In disposing of cases on its
miscellaneous docket, the Court
granted 23 applications for leave
to appeal and denied 307 such
applications. There also were two
cases that were remanded (Table
CSA-6).

As indicated on Table CSA-
10, the Court averaged 5.4
months from the docketing to ar-
gument of a case or to disposition
without an argument. This figure
compares to six months in Fiscal
Year 1992 and 5.7 months in Fis-
cal Year 1991, The amount of
time expended from argument to
decision also decreased during
Fiscal Year 1993, averaging 1.1
months, as compared to 1.4

TABLE CSA-5
DISPOSITION OF INFORMATION REPORTS
ASSIGNED FOR PREHEARING CONFERENCE
1992 TERM

Proceeded without Limitation of Issue
62.7% (389)

Dismissed or Settled
before, at; or as a
Result of PHC
23.4% (145)

ANEAN

Dismissed or Remanded after PHC 7,9% (49
Pending 3.4% (21)

Proceed, Appeal Expedited 1.5% (9

Stayed Pending Bankruptcy 0.8% (5)

Transferred to Court of Appeals 0.3% (2)
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from the 1991 Docket; 338 cases
pending from the 1992 Docket;
and 600 cases pending from the
1993 Docket. Cases pending from
the 1993 Docket primarily consist
of matters that are scheduled for
argument in September, while
the other cases generally have
been argued and are awaiting
opinions (Table CSA-8).

Trends

Over the last five terms, the
number of cases docketed on the
regular docket in the Court of
Special Appeals has increased by
10.3 percent, from 1,841 cases
docketed during the 1988 Term to
2,031 cases docketed during the
1992 Term. Increases were noted
each year, with the exception of
the 1991 Term when a 3.9 per-
cent decrease was reported. Dur-
ing the first four terms of the
five-year period, the volume of
criminal filings exceeded civil fil-
ings. However, during the 1992
Term, the number of criminal fil-
ings fell below the number of civil

filings, accounting for 47 percent
of the total caseload. This decline
followed a 12 percent decrease in
criminal filings over the last two
terms. Civil filings have fluctu-
ated throughout the five-year pe-
riod with no discernible trend.
The 1,076 civil filings docketed
during the 1992 Term represent
the greatest number of civil cases
filed in the Court’s history.

The number of cases disposed
of by the Court of Special Appeals
has increased over the last five
fiscal years. During Fiscal Year
1989, the Court disposed of 1,811
cases on its regular docket. That
figure compares to 2,047 cases
during Fiscal Year 1993, an in-
creage of approximately 13 per-
cent. During the five-year period,
there was one decrease reported
by the Court; however, this de-
crease (three cases) was insignifi-
cant. In addition, the number of
cases disposed of on the Court’s
miscellaneous docket increased
by 44.3 percent. An increase in
the number of filings docketed in
the Court of Special Appeals has
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resulted in an increased pending
caseload over the last five years.
However, the Court, in an effort
to  effectively manage its
caseload, employed an innovative
management technique during
the previous year, which reduced
its pending caseload. Over the
last two years, pending cases
have decreased by nearly 10 per-
cent. While reducing its pending
caseload, the Court has main-
tained its ability to render expe-
ditious decisions. In fact, over the
last two years, the average
amount of time from docketing to
argument has decreased from 5.7
months in Fiscal Year 1991 to 5.4
months in Fiscal Year 1993.

In the coming years, the
Court undoubtedly will be faced
with a continued increase in fil-
ings, not only on the regular
docket, but on the miscellaneous
docket as well. The Court will
continue to develop innovative
and creative means to manage its
demanding caseload, while main-
taining an efficient level of serv-
ice.

Dorchester County Circuit Court
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TABLE CSA-6
FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
DISPOSITION OF APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL
AND OTHER MISCELLANEOUS CASES
FISCAL 1989-FISCAL 1993
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

POST CONVICTION-TOTAL 162 135 165 65 203

Granted 7 7 18 9 19

Dismissed or Transferred 34 32 19 o] 0

Denied 120 94 121 56 184

Remanded 1 2 7 0] o]
INMATE GRIEVANCE-~TOTAL 19 17 13 23 15

Granted 2 9 2 0 0

Dismissed or Transferred 1 0] 0] 0] 0

Denied 16 8 11 23 15

Remanded 0 0] 0 0 0
OTHER MISCELLANEOUS~TOTAL 49 52 76 80 92

Granted 3 3 9 3 3

Dismissed or Transferred 10 7 2 0 0

Denied 35 42 65 77 87

Remanded 1 0] 0] o] 2
VIOLATIONS OF PROBATION-TOTAL* - - - 25 22

Granted - - - 2 1

Dismissed or Transferred - - - 1 0

Denied - - - 22 21

Remanded - - - o] 0]
* Effective July 1, 1991, Violations of Probation were removed from the Direct Appeal docket. Anyone appealing
from a Violation of Probation must now file an Application for Leave to Appeal.
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TABLE CSA-7
CASES DISPOSED BY
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
Regular Docket
JULY 1, 1992-JUNE 30, 1993
FISCAL 1993
Civil Juvenile Criminal Total
Affirmed 414 12 723 1,149
Reversed 113 1 77 191
Dismissed—Opinion Filed 31 1 1 33
Dismissed Without Opinion 0 0] 0 0
Remanded Without Affirmance or 17 0 4 21
Reversal
Vacated and Remanded 45 3 11 59
Affirmed in Part, Reversed in Part 77 2 70 149
Dismissed Erlgr to Argument or 557 10 107 374
Submission
Transferred to Court of Appeals 48 0 23 71
Origin
1990 Docket 2 0 2 4
1991 Docket 120 8 233 361
1992 Docket 835 21 759 1615
1993 Docket 45 0 22 67
Total Cases Disposed During
Fiscal 1993 1,002 29 1,016 2,047
TABLE CSA-8
PENDING CASES
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
Regular Docket
June 30, 1993
Civil Juvenile Criminal Total
Origin
1989 Docket 11 0 1 12
1990 Docket 3 0 0 3
1991 Docket 7 1 2 10
1992 Docket 154 0 184 338
1993 Docket 338 0 262 600
Tetal Cases Pending at Close of
Fiscal 1993 513 1 449 963
Includes pending cases to be heard in September Term 1993.
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TABLE CSA-9

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
FILINGS ON 1992 REGULAR DOCKET
AND CIRCUIT COURT TRIALS IN FISCAL 1992

Court of Circuit Court Ratio of

Jurisdiction Specilal Appeals Fiscal 1992 Appeals

1992 Regular Docket Trials to Trials
Kent County 9 ' - 21 43
Montgomery County 281 826 .34
Carroll County 29 178 .16
Somerset County 20 113 .18
Frederick County 33 151 22
Washington County 44 188 .23
Baltimore City 448 2,795 .16
Harford County 69 224 .31
Prince George's County 284 2,571 L1
Queen Anne's County 14 138 .10
Dorchester County 26 234 A1
Wicomico County 44 400 .11
Caroline County 12 193 .06
Baltimore County 281 1,188 .24
Calvert County 11 205 .05
Anne Arundel County 159 1,878 .08
Charles County 48 456 .10
Allegany County 27 120 .23
Garrett County 8 140 .06
Talbot County 26 247 R
Cecil County 49 ' 456 L
Howard County 71 627 L1
St. Mary's County 12 425 .03
Worcester County 18 629 .03

TOTAL 2,031 14,403 14




Court of Special Appeals

TABLE CSA-10
AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS FOR
CASES DISPOSED BY
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
Regular Docket

JULY 1, 1992-JUNE 30, 1993

FISCAL 1993
Docketing to Argument or to
Disposition Without Argument* Argument to Decision**
Days 161 34
Months 5.4 1.1
Number of Cases 2,047 1,582

* Includes all cases disposed in Fiscal 1993.
** Includes all cases disposed in Fiscal 1993 which were argued.

TABLE CSA-11

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS
FOR FILING OF APPEALS ON THE REGULAR DOCKET
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

(In Days and Months)

Disposition in

Original Filing Circulit Court to
to Disposition Docketing in
Docket in Court Below Court of Special Appeals
1988 364 116
12.1 3.9
1989 373 104
12.4 3.5
1980 356 103
11.9 3.4
1991 372 119
12.4 4.0
1992 401 130

13.4 4.3
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The Circuit Courts

Introduction

T —————

The circuit courts are the
highest common law and equity
courts of record exercising origi-
nal jurisdiction within the State.
Each has full common law and
equity powers and jurisdiction in
all civil and criminal cases within
its county, along with all of the
additional powers and jurisdic-
tion conferred by the Constitu-
tion, except when jurisdiction has
been limited or conferred upon
another tribunal by statute.

In each county of the State
and Baltimore City, there is a cir-
cuit court which is a trial court of
general jurisdiction. Its jurisdic-
tion is very broad but, generally,
it handles the major civil cases
and more serious criminal mat-
ters. The circuit courts also de-
cide appeals from the District
Court and certain administrative
agencies.

The courts are grouped into
eight geographical circuits. Each
of the first seven circuits is com-
prised of two or more counties,
while the Eighth Judicial Circuit
only consists of Baltimore City.
As of July 1, 1992, there were 123
circuit court judges, with at least
one judge for each county and 25
in Baltimore City. Unlike the
other three court levels in Mary-
land, there is no chief judge who
is administrative head of the cir-
cuit courts. However, there are
eight circuit  administrative
judges appointed by the Chief
Judge of the Court of Appeals.
They perform administrative du-
ties in each of their respective cir-
cuits and are assisted by county
administrative judges.

Bach circuit court judge in-

The Circuit Courts

itially is appointed to office by the
Governor and must stand for
election at the next general elec-
tion which follows, by at least one
year, the vacancy the judge was
appointed to fill. The judge may
be opposed by one or more mem-
bers of the bar. The successful
candidate is elected to a fifteen-
year term of office.

Filings

The circuit courts reported
270,765 total filings for Fiscal
Year 1993. That figure represents
an increase of 3.5 percent over
the previous fiscal year, during
which 261,663 total filings were
reported. Increases were reported
in two of the three functional ar-
eas with the greatest increase oc-
curring in civil case filings. There
were 149,229 civil filings reported
in Fiscal Year 1992, compared
with 158,185 in Fiscal Year 1993,
an increase of 6 percent. An in-
crease of 11.4 percent was re-
ported in juvenile filings, from
38,372 in Fiscal Year 1992 to
42,744 in Fiscal Year 1993.
Criminal case filings decreased
by 5.7 percent, from 74,062 in
Fiscal Year 1992 to 69,836 in Fis-
cal Year 1993 (Table CC-3).

Civil cases continue to ac-
count for more than half of the to-
tal filings reported annually,
comprising more than 58 percent
of the total filings reported in Fis-
cal Year 1993. That figure com-
pares to 57 percent in Fiscal Year
1992 and 56.3 percent in Fiscal
Year 1991. As previously men-
tioned, there were 158,185 civil
filings reported for Fiscal Year
1993. The five largest jurisdic-
tions — Baltimore City and Anne
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Arundel, Baltimore, Montgomery,
and Prince George’s Counties —
contributed 117,254 filings or
74.1 percent of the total civil
caseload during Fiscal Year 1993.
The greatest number of civil fil-
ings, 32,111, was reported by
Montgomery County. This figure
represents a 17.5 percent in-
crease over the 27,318 filings re-
ported in that jurisdiction during
Fiscal Year 1992. Baltimore City
reported a 15.8 percent increase
in civil filings, from 23,733 in Fis-
cal Year 1992 to 27,481 in Fiscal
Year 1993. An increase of 5.3 per-
cent was reported by Anne Arun-
del County, while Baltimore
County reported a slight increase
of less than one percent. Prince
George’s County was the only
large jurisdiction to report a de-
crease in overall civil filings, from
26,457 during the previous fiscal
year to the current level of 26,206
filings (Table CC-3).
Categorically, the greatest in-
crease in civil filings occurred in
“other law” cases. There were
7,445 cases filed in this category
during Fiscal Year 1992, com-
pared with 11,817 case filings
during Fiscal Year 1993, an in-
crease of nearly 59 percent. A
rather substantial increase (75.8
percent) reported by Montgomery
County contributed greatly to the
increase in “other law” filings.
Domestic-related cases, including
divorce/nullity, adoption/guardi-
anship, paternity, and other do-
mestic relations, which accounted
for 48.9 percent of the Fiscal Year
1998 civil caseload, increased by
approximately 2.9 percent over
the previous fiscal year. During
Fiscal Year 1992, domestic-re-
lated cases comprised more than
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50 percent of the civil caseload.
Domestic violence cases were in-
c¢luded in the civil case count as a
separate category during Fiscal
Year 1993. There were 999 do-
mestic violence cases filed in the
circuit courts during the fiscal
year. Other categorical increases
contributing to the overall in-
crease in civil filings include an
11.9 percent increase in “other
general” cases and a 5.6 percent
increase in civil appeals. How-
ever, during the fiscal year, tort
filings decreased by 4 percent,
while a 7.3 percent decrease was
reported in contract filings (Table
CC-8).

In exercising jurisdiction for-
merly held by an orphan’s court,
the Circuit Court for Montgomery
County reported that it con-
ducted 260 hearings and signed
4,869 orders. The Circuit Court
for Harford County, which exer-
cises the same jurisdiction, re-
corded 35 hearings and signed
510 orders.

During Fiscal Year 1993,
there were 69,836 criminal cases
filed in the circuit courts. This
figure represents 25.8 percent of
the total caseload for the fiscal
year. Criminal was the only cate-
gory in which a decrease occurred
during the year. Contributing to
the overall decline were de-
creases in each of the five largest
jurisdictions. Categorically, there
was a reduction in indictment
and information filings, motor ve-
hicle appeals, and jury trial
prayers. There was a 3.8 percent
decrease reported in indictment
and information filings, from
37,788 in Fiscal Year 1992 to
36,357 in Fiscal Year 1993. Three
of the five largest jurisdictions re-
ported decreases in indictment
and information filings. A de-
crease of 1,368 cases or 9.4 per-
cent was reported by Baltimore
City, while Anne Arundel and
Prince George’s Counties re-
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213,765

TABLE CC-1
CIRCUIT COURT-FILINGS BY FISCAL YEAR

£ Total Filings
I Civil

@ Criminal
[Juvenile

7)1 243,218
2089861

261,663 | ‘270'7/6;5

36,336 39.665 | | 36,690

38,372

1989 1990 1991

1992 1993

ported decreases of 2.1 percent
and 1.8 percent, respectively. In-
creases were reported by
Montgomery County (15 percent)
and Baltimore County (3.1 per-
cent). Motor vehicle appeals de-
creased by 18.7 percent, from
2,405 in Fiscal Year 1992 to 1,955
in Fiscal Year 1993. Baltimore
City and  Baltimore and
Montgomery Counties all re-
ported decrease in motor vehicle
appeals emanating from the Dis-
trict Court, contributing to the
overall decline reported in that
category.

Jury trial prayers decreased
by 7.5 percent, from 26,262 dur-
ing the previous fiscal year to the
current level of 24,284 filings.
Contributing to this reduction in
filing activity were decreases re-
ported by four of the five largest
jurisdictions. Anne  Arundel
County reported a decrease of ap-

proximately 51 percent, from
2,599 in Fiscal Year 1992 to 1,274
in Fiscal Year 1993. There was
an 18.4 percent decrease reported
by Baltimore County, from 2,952
during the previous fiscal year to
the current level of 2,409 filings.
Similarly, Montgomery and
Prince George’s Counties re-
ported decreases of 16 percent
and 16.4 percent, respectively.
The instant jury trial prayer pro-
gram initiated in Anne Arundel,
Baltimore, and Montgomery
Counties contributed to the de-
creases reported by those juris-
dictions. Baltimore City was the
only large jurisdiction to report
an increase in jury trial prayers.
There were 3,450 filings reported
during Fiscal Year 1992, com-
pared with 4,317 in Fiscal Year
1993, an increase of 25.1 percent.
This is the second consecutive in-
crease reported by Baltimore
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FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE

TABLE CC-2

ALL CASES
FILINGS AND TERMINATIONS

FISCAL 1989~FISCAL. 1993

COMBINED ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED AND TERMINATED

1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 199192 |~ 199293
F T F T F T F T BT

FIRST CIRCUIT 8,836 7,958| 8,947 8,043 9,190 8,804 10,882 10,159 11

Dorchester 1,800 1,278 1,792 1,683 1,674 1586 2218 1916

Somerset 1314 1210 1,334 1218 1579 1509 1,784 1,696|

Wicomico 3621 3879 8668 32'4| 8577 3680 3854 3,962| 3,986

Worcester 2101 2091| 2,158 1830 2860 2029| 3026 2,585| 8,19
SECOND CIRCUIT | 7,840 7,333 9,238 8,169| 9,721 8628 10,442 9,866 10,013|.

Caroline 1238 1,222 1,283 1,186 1401 1,258 1,825 1,344{ " 1440

Cecll 3194 2979 3817 3031| 4001 3359 4633 4,155 44

Kent 661 575 883 746 966 832| 1,437 1,319 1

Queen Anne's 1,806 1,210| 1,654 1,585 1648 1514 1342 1418 1,38€

Talbot 1,441  1,847] 1601 1621] 1705 1665 1,705 1,630 . 16
THIRD CIRCUIT | 33,334 29,395| 33,713 29,639 31,995 28,286| 33,492 29,987 32,815|

Baltimore 26,371 22,694 27,274 24,318 25384 22,904 25736 22,365 25455|

Harford 6963 6,701] 6439 5321| 6611 50292 7,756 7,622 7,360|
FOURTHCIRCUIT | 8,097 7,225| 8832 7,245 8,645 7,997 9,350 8,759 9,09¢

Allegany 2226 1857 2206 1862] 2,866 2148] 2576 2581 2,795

Garrett 949 882 1,063 046/ 1,000 1,082 1,131  1,111|" 1,099| . 1,004

Washington 4922 4486| 5473 4487| 5180 4767| 5643 5067 5208 4808
FIFTH CIRCUIT 26,808 21,073 31,675 29,299 38,995 33,499 40,074 34,229| 39,866 39,161

Anne Arundel 16,565 11,661 19960 18,956 26633 28,137| 26,798 21,747 26250| 27,080

Carroll 4247 3950 4563 3955 4,978 4038 5581 4,653 . 6,23€

Howard 5906 5453 7,152 6,388| 7,084 6,324| 7,695 7,829 7,880 7,18
SIXTH CIRCUIT 30,860 25,367 33,916 22,557 34,551 22,688 43,971 31,660/ 48,564 38,322

Frederick 4159 3272| 4787 4487| 5281 4095 5289 4,195 57155/ 4,759

Montgomery* 26,701 22,095| 29,129 18,120 29,270 18,593| 38,682 27,465| 43400| 33563
SEVENTH CIRCUIT| 46,932 41,021| 49,807 43,734 50,728 43,156 52,777 45,916| 51,999 46,841

Calvert 1,798 1,779] 29138 2208| 2868 8076] 2904 2,804 2807 2613

Charles 4825 4,187 4741 8884| 4934 4275 5539 5048 '5456| 5012

Prince George's 86,533 31928| 38,981 84,718 39,037 32442 40,082 34,577| 39,748| 35686

St. Mary's 3781 8177 3222 2028| 8889 8863 4252 3487 3,088 3,830
EIGHTH CIRCUIT | 51,058 42,802| 52,858 45,815 59,393 52,863| 60,675 57,662 67,113| 61,736

Baltimore City 51,058 42,802| 52,858 45815 59,393 52,863| 60,675 57,662 67,113| 61,786
STATE 213,765 182,174 228,986 194,501 243,218 205,921 261,663 228,238(270,765|245,806

*Includes juvenile cases processed at the District Court level.
NOTE: See note on Table CC-17.
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TABLE CC-3

COMPARATIVE TABLE ON FILINGS
IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS

FISCAL 1992-FISCAL 1993

CIviL CRIMINAL JUVENILE TOTAL
% % % %
1991-92 | 1992-93 Change| 1991-92 | 1992-93 [Change| 1991-92 | 1992-93 |Change; 1991-92 | 1992-93 |Change
FIRST CIRCUIT
Dorchester 1,360 1,808| 28| 659 496|-247 199  174|-128] 2,218/ 2,068| -6.8
Somerset 1,061| 1299|224/ 588 500| 0.8 135| 157| 16.3] 1,784| 2,046| 14.7
Wicomico 2,305 2,502 85 1,265 1,227 -22| 294 257|-126| 3854 3986 3.4
Worcester 1,647| 1,646| -01| 1,101| 1,304| 184 278] 246|-115| 3,026 3,196 56
SECOND CIRCUIT
Caroline 1,064/ 1,087 22| 187 200/ 7.0 74/ 158[106.8| 1,325 1,440/ 87
Cecil 2677 2631 -1.7] 1,271| 1,136/-10.6| 685 46| 57| 4,683 4,413| -4.7
Kent 1,146| 927|-191| 225  198[-120 66 46|-30.3] 1,437 1,171|-185
Queen Anne's 901 953 58 208 192 -63] 236 2438 30 1,342 1,388 3.4
Talbot 1,024]  oo8| 25 447 385\-189] 284] 218 -68 1,705 1,601| -6.1
THIRD CIRCUIT
Baltimore County | 15,088| 15,098| 0.1] 7,200 6,801| -6.5| 3,448 8556 8.1| 25,736 25455 -1.1
Harford 4,246 4,071| -41| 2601 2526/ 29| 909 763|-16.1] 7,756 7,360| -5.1
FOURTH CIRCUIT
Allegany 1,805 2,080| 125 442 483 93| 829| 282|-143 25768 2,795 85
Garrett 863 818/ -52| 153 124/-190| 115  157| 365 1,131| 1,099 2.8
Washington 8424 3,130 -86 1,529 1,445 -55 690 630 -8.7] 5643 5205 -7.8
FIFTH CIRCUIT
Anne Arundel 15,637| 16,358| 5.3| 7,626 6,174|-19.0] 3,635 8718 23| 26,798 26,250| -2.0
Carroll 2008 8,208 10.4| 2089 2482 205 619 548|-11.5| 5581 6,236 11.7
Howard 3671 3837 45| 3310 2,729|-17.6] 714 814| 140/ 7,695 7,380 -4.1
SIXTH CIRCUIT
Frederick 3230 2944| -89 1,365 1,570 160 694 641 -7.6| 5289 5,155 -2.5
Montgomery* 27,318 82,111| 17.5| 6352 6,214/ -2.2| 5012| 5084 1.4| 38682| 43409] 122
SEVENTH CIRCUIT|
Calvert 1411 1,352 -42| 1,084 960 -7.2| 459 495 7.8 2904| 2807 -33
Charles 3684 3608 -21| 1,810 1,214| -7.3| 545 634| 16.3] 5589 5456| -1.5
Prince George's | 26,457| 26,206| -09] 9,005| 8442| -6.3| 4,620 5,100| 10.4| 40,082 39,748| -0.8
St. Mary’s 2674 2494| 67| 1,118 1,003 -22| 460 401|-128| 4,252 3988 -6.2
EIGHTH CIRCUIT
Baltimore City 23,733 27,481] 15.8| 28,020 21,851| -5.1| 18,922 17,781| 27.7| 60,675 67,113| 10.6
STATE 149,229 168,185 6.0 74,062 69,836] -5.7| 38,372 42,744/ 11.4/261,663/270,765| 3.5

*Includes juvenile cases processed at the District Court level,
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City. The total of 11,434 jury trial
prayers reported by the other
nineteen counties remained rela-
tively consistent with last year’s
total (Table CC-5).

With combined filings of
49,482, the five largest jurisdic-
tions accounted for 70.9 percent
of the criminal cases reported
during Fiscal Year 1993. The
greatest number of cases, 21,851,
was reported by Baltimore City.
This figure represents a decrease
of 5.1 percent from the 23,020 fil-
ings reported in Fiscal Year 1992,
Prince George’s County followed
with 8,442 criminal filings, a de-
crease of 6.3 percent from the
previous fiscal year. There were
6,352 criminal filings reported by
Montgomery County in Fiscal
Year 1992 compared to 6,214 fil-
ings in Fiscal Year 1993, a de-
crease of 2.2 percent. Anne
Arundel and Baltimore Counties
reported decreases of 19 percent
and 5.5 percent, respectively.
There were 6,174 criminal filings
reported by Anne Arundel
County, compared with 7,626 fil-
ings in Fiscal Year 1992, Balti-
more County reported 6,801
criminal filings, compared with
7,200 filings in Fiscal Year 1992
(Table CC-22).

Juvenile matters comprised
of nearly 16 percent of the circuit
court caseload in Fiscal Year
1993, There was an 11.4 percent
increase in juvenile filings, from
38,372 in Fiscal Year 1992 to
42,744 filings in Fiscal Year
1993. Delinquency filings, which
increased by 14 percent, ac-
counted for 76.4 percent of all ju-
venile filings during Fiscal Year
1993, This figure compares with
74.6 percent in Fiscal Year 1992,
There were 28,634 delinquency
filings reported in Fiscal Year
1992, compared with the current
level of 32,648 filings. Child in
Need of Assistance (C.I.N.A.) fil-
ings also increased during the

year by 3.8 percent, from 9,162
during the previous fiscal year to
9,612 reported for Fiscal Year
1993.

The greatest number of juve-
nile filings was reported by Balti-
more City. There were 17,781
filings reported by this jurisdic-
tion, an increase of 27.7 percent
over the previous year’s total of
13,922 juvenile filings. Contribut-
ing most significantly to the in-
crease was the 33.3 percent rise
in reported delinquency filings,
from 10,312 in Fiscal Year 1992
to 13,746 in Fiscal Year 1993.
Prince George’s County reported
5,100 total juvenile filings for Fis-
cal Year 1993. This figure repre-
sents a 10.4 percent increase over
the 4,620 filings reported in Fis-
cal Year 1992. A 42.8 percent in-
crease in C.IN.A. filings in
Prince George’s County contrib-
uted to this statistic. Anne Arun-
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del and Baltimore Counties re-
ported increases of 2.3 percent
and 3.1 percent, respectively,
while Montgomery County’s in-
crease was reported to be less
than 2 percent (Table CC-27).

Terminations

For the fourth consecutive
year, an increase was reported in
the number of terminations in
the circuit courts. There were
245,806 terminations reported for
Piscal Year 1993, an increase of
7.7 percent over the 228,238 re-
ported during the previous year
(Table CC-2). Increases were re-
ported in civil and juvenile termi-
nations, while criminal
terminations decreased for the
first time since Fiscal Year 1983.
The ratio of terminations as a
percentage of filings was 90.8
percent for Fiscal Year 1993. This

TABLE CC-4
TERMINATIONS AS A PERCENTAGE
OF FILINGS IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS

[ JTerminations
[ZFilings

1989

85.2%)*

182,174

1990

(84.9%)

194,501

1991

84.7%)

205,921

1992

87.2%)

228,238

1993
©0.8%)

* The percenlage of filings that are terminated,
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figure compares to 87.2 percent
in Fiscal Year 1992 and 84.7 per-
cent in Fiscal Year 1991 (Table
CC-4).

Civil terminations increased
by 11.6 percent, from 124,829 in
Fiscal Year 1992 to 139,267 in
Fiscal Year 1993. Contributing to
this statistic were increases in
contract, “other law,” administra-
five agency appeals, and domes-
tic-related terminations. The
greatest increase, 73.6 percent,
occurred in the “other law” cate-
gory. This significant rise in ter-
minations may be attributed to
the increase reported by
Montgomery County, from 1,941
in Fiscal Year 1992 to 4,037 in
Fiscal Year 1993. Contract termi-
nations increased by 13.8 per
cent, from 14,175 in Fiscal Year
1992 to 16,126 in Fiscal Year
1993. Increases in domestic-re-
lated terminations and termina-
tions of administrative appeals
were reported to be 9.9 percent
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and 9.8 percent, respectively.

The five largest jurisdictions
terminated a total of 102,240 civil
cases, representing a 17.5 percent
increase over the 87,028 cases
terminated during the previous
fiscal year. Montgomery County
reported the greatest number of
terminations with 23,879, an in-
crease of 29.8 percent over Fiscal
Year 1992. Baltimore City and
Prince George’s County followed
with 23,322 and 23,113 termina-
tions, respectively. Baltimore
City’s figure represents a 6.4 per-
cent increase over Fiscal Year
1992 while an increase of ap-
proximately 1 percent was re-
ported by Prince George’s
County. Anne Arundel County re-
ported 17,233 civil terminations,
an increase of 47 percent over
Fiscal Year 1992, Increases in
motor tort (68.4 percent), con-
tract (75 percent), administrative
agency appeals (183.6 percent),
and domestic-related termina-

Wicomico County Circuit Court

tions (26.3 percent), contributed
to this increase in Anne Arundel
County. Baltimore County’s re-
ported 14,693 civil terminations
represents an increase of 21.3
percent over the previous fiscal
year. The increase reported by
Baltimore County can be attrib-
uted to an 89.6 percent increase
in “other law” terminations, as
well as a 55 percent increase in
terminations of appeals from ad-
ministrative appeals. Increases
also were noted in the termina-
tion of motor tort cases (18.1 per-
cent) and domestic-related cases
(18.3 percent) for that jurisdic-
tion,

During Fiscal Year 1993,
there were 40,112 juvenile termi-
nations reported. This figure rep-
resents an increase of 14.8
percent over the 34,951 termina-
tions reported during the pre-
vious year. Categorically, the
increase reported in juvenile ter-
minations can be attributed to a
15.9 percent increase in delin-
quency cases and a 12.4 percent
increase in C.I.N.A. cases. There
were 33,075 juvenile termina-
tions reported by the five largest
jurisdictions, representing an in-
crease of 20 percent over the pre-
vious fiscal year total of 27,558
terminations. Baltimore City re-
ported the greatest number of
terminations with 16,181, an in-
crease of 31.7 percent over the
12,289 terminations reported
during Fiscal Year 1992, This fig-
ure is attributable to a 32.5 per-
cent rise in  delinquency
terminations and a 28.3 percent
increase in C.ILN.A. terminations.
Montgomery County followed
with 5,144 terminations. This fig-
ure compares with 4,906 termina-
tions in Fiscal Year 1992, an
increase of 4.9 percent. Juvenile
termination activity increased in
Prince George’s County to 4,885
cases in Fiscal Year 1993, while
Anne Arundel and Baltimore
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Counties reported 3,560 and
3,305 juvenile terminations, re-
spectively (Table CC-27). The in-
crease in Prince George’s County
can be attributed to the rather
significant increase in C.LN.A,
terminations, from 419 in Fiscal
Year 1992 to 1,145 in Fiscal Year
1993.

As previously mentioned,
criminal terminations decreased
for the first time in approxi-
mately ten years. There were
66,427 criminal terminations re-
ported in Fiscal Year 1993, a de-
crease of 3 percent from the
68,458 terminations reported in
Fiscal Year 1992. Four of the five
largest jurisdictions reported de-
creases in criminal terminations
during Fiscal Year 1993. Balti-
more County reported the great-
est decrease, 8.8 percent, from
7,212 in Fiscal Year 1992 to 6,575
in Fiscal Year 1993. A 22.3 per-
cent decrease in jury trial prayer
terminations contributed to the
reported decrease. Baltimore City
followed, decreasing by 5.2 per-
cent. There were 23,447 termina-
tions reported in Fiscal Year
1992 compared to 22,233 termi-
nations in Fiscal Year 1993. Ter-
minations of criminal
indictments and informations de-
creased by 10 percent during the
fiscal year, contributing to the
overall decline in Baltimore City.
There was a 4.6 percent decrease
reported by Anne Arundel
County, from 6,538 in Fiscal Year
1992 to 6,237 in Fiscal Year 1993.
Jury trial prayer terminations
decreased by 33.2 percent during
Fiscal Year 1993 in that jurisdic-
tion as well. Prince George’s
County also reported a decrease
in criminal terminations. There
were 7,864 terminations reported
in Fiscal Year 1992, compared
with 7,688 in Fiscal Year 1993, a
decrease of 2.2 percent. An 11.1
percent decrease in jury trial
prayer terminations contributed

to the overall reduction. The only
large jurisdiction to report an in-
crease in criminal terminations
was Montgomery County. There
was an 8.9 percent increase re-
ported in that jurisdiction, from
4,169 in Fiscal Year 1992 to 4,540
in Fiscal Year 1993. Contributing
to this figure was Montgomery
County's reported 36.3 increase
in indictment and information
terminations, from 1,558 in Fis-
cal Year 1992 to 2,123 in Fiscal
Year 1993.

Court Trials, Jury
Trials, and Hearings

During Fiscal Year 1993, the
circuits courts conducted 278,374
judicial proceedings. The proceed-
ings occupied 284,274 courtroom
days. In comparison, there were
254,203 judicial proceedings, oc-
cupying 259,968 courtroom days
in Fiscal Year 1992. Approxi-
mately 94.5 percent (262,944) of
the proceedings were hearings,
while 4.3 percent (12,113) were
court trials, and 1.2 percent
(3,317) were jury trials (Table
CC-11). There were 78,680 civil
hearings, 92,995 criminal hear-
ings, and 91,269 juvenile hear-
ings conducted during Fiscal
Year 1993. With respect to distri-
bution of trials, 63.4 percent
(7,685) of the court trials were
civil in nature, while 54.1 percent
( 1,795) of the jury trials involved
cases of a criminal nature (Table
CC-10),

Elapsed Time of
Case Dispositions

=

The average case disposition
time for civil and juvenile cases
decreased during Fiscal Year
1993, while criminal case disposi-
tion time remained -consistent
with the previous fiscal year.
During Fiscal Year 1993, civil
cases averaged 190 days from fil-
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ing to disposition, a decrease of
14 days from the 204 days re-
ported in Fiscal Year 1992. Like-
wise, the average amount of time
expended from filing to disposi-
tion of a juvenile case decreased
by 11 days, from 89 days in Fiscal
Year 1992 to 78 days in Fiscal
Year 1993. The average disposi-
tion time for criminal cases dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1993 was 112
days, which was the same as the
previous fiscal year. It should be
noted that the above elapsed
times reflect the averages once
the older inactive cases have
been excluded (Table CC-13).

Pending

At the close of Fiscal Year
1993, the circuit courts had
276,899 pending cases. This fig-
ure represents an increase of ap-
proximately 1.5 percent from the
previous fiscal year. Contributing
to the increase in pending cases
was a 24.6 percent rise in pend-
ing juvenile cases, from 18,245 in
Fiscal Year 1992 to 22,733 in Fis-
cal Year 1993. An increase in
pending juvenile cases in Balti-
more City (28.6 percent) also was
a factor (Table CC-28). Baltimore
City’s increase in its pending
caseload corresponds with an in-
crease in juvenile filings. As de-
picted in Table CC-18, the
pending civil caseload remained
relatively constant in Fiscal Year
1993. There were 186,966 civil
cases pending at the close of Fis-
cal Year 1992, compared with
186,855 at the close of Fiscal
Year 1993, The number of crimi-
nal cases pending remained con-
sistent with the previous year.
Nearly 82 percent of the pending
caseload were attributable to by
the five largest jurisdictions (Ta-
ble CC-6).
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Trends

Over the last five years, total
filings in the circuit courts have
increased by 26.7 percent, from
213,765 in Fiscal Year 1989 to
270,765 in Fiscal Year 1993. In-
creases were noted each year,
with an average yearly increase of
11,400 filings during the five-year
period. Civil filings have in-
creased consistently since Fiscal
Year 1989, while a steady in-
crease in juvenile filings has oc-
curred over the last two years.
Criminal filings decreased during
Fiscal Year 1993, marking the
second decrease in the five-year
period.

Civil filings have increased
by 36.3 percent since Fiscal Year
1989. There were 116,099 civil fil-
ings reported in Fiscal Year 1989,
compared with 158,185 in Fiscal
Year 1993. Increases in several
categories, including contract
cases, appeals from administra-
tive agencies, and domestic-re-
lated filings, contributed to the
increase reported in civil filings
over the five-year period. Con-
tract filings have risen by more
than 38 percent since Fiscal Year
1989, from 10,312 to the present
level of 14,252 filings. An in-
crease of 55.7 percent was ob-
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2,647 in Fiscal Year 1989 to 3,966
in Fiscal Year 1993, while domes-
tic-related filings rose by 22.8
percent. There were 63,027 do-
mestic-related cases filed during
Fiscal Year 1989 compared to
77,394 during Fiscal Year 1993.

Since declining during Fiscal
Year 1991, juvenile filings have
increased by 16.5 percent. Over
the last five fiscal years, a 17.6
percent increase has occurred in
juvenile filings, from 36,336 in
Fiscal Year 1989 to 42,744 in Fis-
cal Year 1993. From Fiscal Year
1990 to Fiscal Year 1991, delin-
quency and C.ILN.A. filings de-
creased by 6.7 percent and 11.1
percent, respectively. However,
since that time, both of these
categories have increased stead-
ily. Over the five-year period, the
greatest increase has occurred in
delinquency filings, from 26,508
in Fiscal Year 1989 to 32,648 in
Fiscal Year 1993,

As previously mentioned,
criminal filings have decreased
twice during the last five fiscal
years. In both instances, the de-
cline in jury trial prayer activity
was a factor. The first decrease,
1.5 percent, was reported in Fis-
cal Year 1990. During that year,
jury trial prayers decreased by
11.3 percent. That decrease, cou-

ings, resulted in the slight gen-
eral decline in criminal filings.
During Fiscal Year 1993, jury
trial prayers decreased by 7.5
percent. Although criminal filings
have decreased twice during the
past five years, criminal filings in
the circuit courts have generally
increased by 13.9 percent. During
that time period, the overall
change in jury trial prayers was a
22.7 percent decrease, while in-
dictment and information filings
increased by 42.3 percent.

The above figures indicate a
continuing upward trend in
caseloads in the circuit courts. Al-
though criminal filings decreased
twice during the last five years,
the increase in indictment and in-
formation filings suggests an in-
crease in criminal activity
throughout the State. The de-
crease in jury trial prayers can be
attributed to the implementation
of instant jury trial programs in
several of the larger jurisdictions.
The initial effect of these programs
was evident during Fiscal Year
1990, when the first decrease oc-
curred in jury trial prayers ema-
nating from the District Court.
The increase in indictment and in-
formation filings, coupled with ris-
ing in delinquency and civil filings
and, will undoubtedly result in

served in  appeals from | Pled with a 10.7 percent increase | burgeoning caseloads within the
administrative agencies from | in indictment and information fil- | circuit courts.
TABLE CC-5
JURY TRIAL PRAYERS

FY83 FY84 FY85 FY86 FY87 FYs8 FY89 FY90 FY91 FY92 FY 93
Baltimore City* 3,208 4,128 5948 7,407 8,698 8,714 7905 4,081 3,140 3,450 4,317
Anne Arundel County 392 459 720 922 1,066 1,343 2,037 2045 2,883 2,599 1,274
Baltimore County 1424 1513 2245 3,363 4,348 4,683 5499 5B91 4,002 2952 2409
Montgornery County 1,223 1,924 2631 2,511 3,660 3955 3,709 2210 1810 2493 2,093
Prince George's County 1,683 2,755 4,043 4,348 4,003 3,111 2937 3,314 2955 3,297 2,757
All Other Counties 1,930 2414 3,593 4,733 6,569 7978 9,339 10,862 10,814 11,471 11,434
Total 9,761 13,193 19,180 23,284 28,244 29,784 31,426 27,883 25,104 26,262 24,284

*Based on number of defendants provided by the Criminal Assignment Office of the Circuit Court for Baltimore City.
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TABLE CC-6

TOTAL CASES FILED, TERMINATED, AND PENDING
IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS

JULY 1, 1992--1993

FISCAL 1993
PENDING PENDING
Beginning of Year Filed Terminated End of Year

FIRST CIRCUIT 4,867 11,296 10,922 5,241
Dorchester 1,078 2,068 2,121 1,025
Somerset 681 2,046 1,938 789
Wicomico 1,346 3,986 3,530 1,802
Worcester 1,762 3,196 3,333 1,625
SECOND CIRCUIT 5,378 10,013 9,699 5,692
Caroline 575 1,440 1,329 686
Cecil 3,052 4,413 4,076 3,389
Kent 545 1,171 1,274 442
Queen Anne's 576 1,388 1,440 524
Talbot 630 1,601 1,680 651
THIRD CIRCUIT 35,433 32,815 30,645 37,603
Baltimore County 29,125 25,455 24,573 30,007
Harford 6,308 7,360 6,072 7,596
FOURTH CIRCUIT 6,505 9,099 8,480 7,124
Allegany 2,043 2,795 2,578 2,260
Garrett 451 1,099 1,094 456
Washington 4,011 5,205 4,808 4,408
FIFTH CIRCUIT 35,742 39,866 39,161 36,447
Anne Arundel 25,867 26,250 27,030 25,087
Carrolt 4,064 6,236 4,934 5,366
Howard 5,811 7,380 7,197 5,994
SIXTH CIRCUIT 40,203 48,564 38,322 50,445
Frederick 4,094 5,155 4,759 4,490
Montgomery 36,109 43,409 33,563 45,955
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 42,392 51,999 46,841 47,550
Calvert 1,398 2,807 2,813 1,392
Charles 4,084 5,456 5,012 4,528
Prince George's 33,991 39,748 35,686 38,053
St. Mary's 2,919 3,988 3,330 3,677
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 81,420 67,113 61,736 86,797
Baltimore City 81,420 67,113 61,736 86,797
STATE 251,940 270,765 245,806 276,899

NOTE: The beginning inventory figures have been adjusted to reflect additions and deletions of cases
resulting from routine maintenance and the removal of old cases that were actually terminated in a prior
fiscal year. This adjustment is also reflected in Tables CC-18, CC-23, and CC-28.
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TABLE CC-7

PERCENTAGES OF ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED

JULY 1, 1992—JUNE 30, 1993
FISCAL 1993
CiVIL CRIMINAL JUVENILE TOTAL
{100%)
Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent
FIRST CIRCUIT 6,845 60.6 3,617 32.0 834 7.4 11,296
Dorchester 1,398 67.6 496 24,0 174 8.4 2,068
Somerset 1,299 63.5 590 28.8 157 7.7 2,046
Wicomico 2,502 62.8 1,227 30.8 257 6.4 3,986
Worcester 1,646 51.5 1,304 40.8 246 7.7 3,196
SECOND CIRCUIT 6,596 65.9 2,111 21.1 1,306 13.0 10,013
Caroline 1,087 75.5 200 13.9 1563 10.86 1,440
Cecil 2,631 59.6 1,136 25,7 646 14.6 4,413
Kent 927 79.2 198 16.9 46 3.9 1,171
Queen Anne's 953 68.7 192 13.8 243 17.5 1,388
Talbot 998 62.3 385 24.0 218 13.6 1,601
THIRD CIRCUIT 19,169 58.4 9,327 28.4 4,319 13.2 32,815
Baltimore County 16,098 59.8 6,801 26.7 3,556 14.0 25,455
Harford 4,071 55.3 2,526 34.3 763 10.4 7,360
FOURTH CIRCUIT 5,978 65.7 2,052 22.6 1,069 11.7 9,099
Allegany 2,030 72.6 483 17.3 282 10.1 2,795
Garrett 818 74.4 124 11.3 157 14.3 1,099
Washington 3,130 60.1 1,445 27.8 630 12.1 5,205
FIFTH CIRCUIT 23,401 58.7 11,385 28.6 5,080 12.7 39,866
Anne Arundel 16,358 62.3 8,174 23.5 3,718 14.2 28,250
Carroll 3,208 51.4 2,482 39.8 548 8.8 6,236
Howard 3,837 52.0 2,729 37.0 814 11.0 7,380
SIXTH CIRCUIT 35,055 72.2 7,784 16.0 5,725 11.8 48,564
Frederick 2,944 57.1 1,570 30.5 641 12.4 5,185
Montgomery* 32,111 74.0 6,214 14.3 5,084 11.7 43,409
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 33,660 64.7 11,709 22.5 6,630 12.8 51,999
Calvert 1,352 48.2 960 34.2 495 17.6 2,807
Charles 3,608 66.1 1,214 22.3 634 11.6 5,456
Prince George's 26,206 65.9 8,442 21.2 5,100 12.8 39,748
St. Mary's 2,494 62.5 1,093 27.4 401 10.1 3,988
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 27,481 40.9 21,851 32.6 17,781 26.5 67,113
Baltimore City 27,481 40.9 21,851 32,6 17,781 26.5 67,113
STATE 158,185 58.4 69,836 25.8 42,744 15.8 270,765

*Juvenile cases heard at District court level.




TABLE CC-8

CATEGORIES OF FILINGS
ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED

JULY 1, 1992—JUNE 39, 1993

FISCAL 1993
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TABLE CC-9

CATEGORIES OF TERMINATIONS
TERMINATIONS OF ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED

JULY 1, 1992-JUNE 30, 1993

FISCAL 1993

3 o
o g s g 2 3 o
Ed ) ® =
O S N g g > 8| @ Tz o | 8| 3
S1318|3s|¢ >l E|E| 5|22 2|olcla]| S|lQ19) 81z| § 4
glel3jglelol=si3iel 3l3(e(3(al sielzle| 3|218 ai8 p 9
g1 ¢8|l |s{5|8|8fa|® e19|5|2|s8 al3g|e|s| g|lea|g| 2|2 2 »
2 2 o 2 ° | 3 ® 2 ) a | < = 3 eS|l z]|aj|x < 3 ® @ @ < r
TOTALCIVIL 1,432| 1,130 2,236 1,785] 1,008| 2,a54] 998! 1,000 1,008[ 14,693] 3,261/ 1,864] 822|2,732] 17,233] 2,305]3,508] 2,824| 23,879 1,352| 3,327 23,113 1,981] 23,322| 139,267
MOTOR TORT 25| 12| oof 4s{ 18| o3| 14| 38 23 1915| 187 73] 27| &) 1218] 124] 243] 100 988f 67 178 2382| 99| 3801| 11603
OTHER TORT 9 6] 171 20 s 10 10| 10 9| 653 29 14 10f 30| 238 19| 102] =82} 92| 28 42| 674 10| os54] 3574
CONTRACT 36 8] o4l ool 15| 477 37| 18 37| 1882 83 9 33| 81 1941 82| 404} 218] s234] s6| 131 1478 51 973| 16,126
CONDEMNATION o 0 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 58 2 0 ) 0 a4 2 2 3 5 1 ) 14 2 a7 184
CONTESTED CONFESSED ) 3 3 1 ) 0 1 9 3 4 0 1 0 3 21 7 7 ) 4 3 2 4 0 178 254
JUDGMENT
OTHER LAW 21| 30| 29| 27 ol 159 15 ) 1| 1272] 117] es 7 1| eogl 11 o] 73 4037 a3 3| 92| s7 Bi| 7280
APPEALS
District Court-on Record 10 o 4 10 1 6 2 2 4 a2l 17 0 3 6 a5 2| 25 7 61 3 2 17 1 22 292
District Court-de Novo 1 2l 18 1 11 19 6 & 3l 151 27 7 1 6| 197 6| 28 15f =232 8l 12 40 1 a1 827
Administrative Agency asi 48] 60| 17| 13| s2| 11| 32 174 vo7| +1es] 100{ 21| 88 7e4f 77| 181 4 3a2] 20| s3] 3s6] 48] 717] 3984
UNREPORTED LAW ) 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 o 0 ) 0 o o o 0 0 1
DIVORCE/NULLITY 23al 165| 642| 287 189 s03| 193] 175| 240[ 3245 sos| s22| 160| 587 3899 607 1065 o0s| 2805 344| s22] 4623) 551 3s04 27.258J
OTHER DOMESTIC RELATIONS | 337 337 a3os| 282| 240| 624 193] 163 57| 1975] 318 79| 263 475] 1626 416| s03| s62 179] 227] 620 ag0z| 384 934] 15768
ADOPTION/GUARDIANSHIP 21 5| 34 31| 18 as ol 18| .31 =2so| 120 28| 26| 87 47s] 110| 78] t108] sso] 33} s9| 209| 37| 4so| 2979
PATERNITY s20| 405| 620] 428! 379 631] 304] 234| 270 1.248| 479| 467| 114] e41| 3111] 38| 280 284| 763| 204} oo 5136 540| 4889 23130
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 4 13 1 1 14 8] 10 4 5 34| 51 5| 22 6 43| 62| 14 3 91 19| s8f 118] 33 91 708
OTHER GENERAL 168] 97| 226/ 540| 114] 248| 103 200! 179] 1230 437] 4s2| 131] 37s| 2041 s3s| s27| 217] 3184] 284| 38| 3020 187] 6267 22420
UNREPORTED CATEGORY 2 1 5 3 0 9 0 0] 129 11| 324 2 4] 260 34 6 9 3] 1,782 3 1 8 2 303 2901
TOTAL JUVENILE 186] 138| 235 288] 148| 04| 38| 253 =208 3,305 61a| =249 158| e29] 3,560 481] 842| s99] s5,144| a78| sas| a,885] a;a6| 16,181] 10,112
DELINQUENCY 100[ 93| 190| 245| 108| 238 28] 222| 168 2727] 394| 137 ea| 372] 2717 398} 753| 471| s976] 299| 4ss| 3734 285 12,124] s0.296
ADULT ) ) 0 o 1 ) o 0 0 2 1 0 ) 0 0 7 0 0 4 0 3 1 3 1 23
CHILD IN NEED OF 1 2 2 0 1 3 3l 13 ) 5 o =29 14 8 71 12 4 18 68 3 2 4] 1 218 418
SUPERVISION
CHILD INNEED OF ASSISTANCE | 85| 48| 43| 41| 3s| 365 7| 18] 36| seg| 218] &3l 78| 248 834} 60| 85| 107 1095 172| 85| 1,145 57} 3837 9347
UNREPORTED CATEGORY 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 1 2 4 0 3 1 4 0 1 0 1 28]
TOTAL CRIMINAL s503| 670[1,059|1,260] 173[1,018] 238] 187 364] 6,575/2,197] 465 116[1,447] 6,237|2,148{2,847[1,336] 4,540 983|1,140| 7,688[1,003] 22,233| 66,427
INDICTMENT INFORMATION 252| 204| a4s| 264| 94| 3z09| s8] 93] 234 3235 795{ 174| 65| 543 4123 408| 1,117 4a4ag| 2,123] s45| 723 a6s8| as4] 12925 34,321
APPEALS FROM DISTRICT
COURT:
Motor Vehicle 18 8 11| =29 8] a0 of 13 12| 445t s8 18 3] 21| 219 83| 147, 77| 369 10| 23 72 2 240 1,991
Other 17y 18| a7 28] 10 17 6 7| 15| 4e3sl as| 20 4 a9 189] 33 43l a0l =00 of 17} 184 7 660 2,178
JURY TRIAL PRAYED MOTOR a6} 123 162] a21| 31| 3s4f 32| 25| 34| s70| esz{ 79l 12) 271} ss1) 702] 7OS| 422 ees] 197) 111] o19] 147 657f 8.128
JURY TRIAL PRAYED OTHER w9l 317| 3s0| e617] 28] 297 112] 43] 69| 1801 &12] 178] 20 544 1,110 842] 824 344| 83| 220| 258| 1.839| 393 7538 19355
NON SUPPORT 0 ) ) ) ) 0 ) 0 0 51 0 0 o 0 38 0 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0 87,
POST CONVICTION 0 o] 14 0 2 1 0 6 0 of 15 0 2| 17 3 ol 11 0 0 2] 10 39 0 72 194
UNREPORTED CATEGORY 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 1 0 2 6 0 0 4 0 0 0 7 0 141 173
STATE 2.121] 1,938| 3,530| 3,333 1,329] 4,076 1,274| 1.440| 1,580} 24,573} 6,072 2,578] 1,094] 4,808] 27,030| 4,934 7,197 4,759] 33,563 2,813]5,012] 35,686/ 3,330 61,736 245,806
NOTE: See note on Table CC-8

96

Lapro1pnp pupjlunpy oy fo 310dayy jonuuy




TABLE CC-10

COURT TRIALS, JURY TRIALS, AND HEARINGS BY

COUNTY, CIRCUIT, AND FUNCTIONAL AREA

JULY 1, 1992-JUNE 30, 1993
FISCAL 1993
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Jury Trials 52 38 78 47 14 50 16 23 42 429 75 86 22 83 302 89 123 45 372 42 % 508 50 667] 3317
TOTAL 226 94 259 755 196 438 47 128 274 1408 226 81 161 193] 1,075 1620 536f 115 1,199] 180 586 2745 4B63| 2425 15430
CIRCUIT TOTALS 1ST CIRCUIT 2ND CIRCUTT 3RD CIRCUTT 4TH CIRCUIT S5TH CIRCUIT 6TH CIRCUIT 7TTH CIRCUIT G:Tl‘.‘:m'
Court Trials 1,119 938 1,130 274 an7 897 3280 1,758 | 12113
Jury Trials 215 145 504 N 161 514 a7 694 667 3317
TOTAL 1,334 1,083 1,634 435 3,231 1,314 3,974 2,425 ; 15,430
CIVIL, JUVENILE, &
CRIMINAL HEARINGS
Civil Hearings 624 1062 722 B876) 589 670 841 761 7i10] 8079 741 237 285 1,159 9089 1,870 2575 1,124 10406f 536 1919 23374 2110 8321] 78680
Juvenile Hearings 327 139 429 283 166 1263 83 392 432 4769 608 245 193  809| 4777 776 1472 1386 8433 864 1,185 10672 1219} 50342] 91,269
Criminal Hearings 965 831 1626 ..26) 470 2451 592 325  4B5] 5834 4489 1,098 185 1879110940 1,785 3064] 1,599 17,167| 1819 2978 14243 1346 15218 92995
COUNTY TOTALS 1916 2032 2777 2290| 1225 4384 1516 1,478 1,607| 18482 5838| 1580 663 3847 24806 4431 7,111 4109 36006; 3219 6,082 48989 4675] 73.881| 262944
1ST CIRCUIT ZHB'\GIRI:UII' 3RD CIRGUIT 4TH CIRCUIT STH CIRCUTT 6TH GIRCUTT TTH CIRCUIT ﬂ:‘;ln'
CIRCUIT TOTALS 9,015 10,210 24,320 6,090 36,348 40,115 62,965 73,881 |262,944

NOTE: Information on criminal court trials and jury trials in Baltimore City is obtained from statistical records maintained by the Criminal Assignment Office. Also, some differences
may exist in the number of court trials for courts of similar size due to the recording of these events under incorrect headings.
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TABLE CC-11

JULY 1, 1992-JUNE 30, 1992

JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS AND COURTROOM DAYS BY COUNTY

FISCAL 1993
Total Total
Hearing | Court Court Jury Jury Judicial Courtroom
Hearings Days Trials Days Trials Days [Proceedings Days
FIRST CIRCUIT
Dorchester 1,916 1,925 174 178 52 61 2,142 2,164
Somerset 2,032 2,039 56 56 38 38 2,126 2,133
Wicomico 2,777 2,777 181 182 78 85 3,036 3,044
Worcester 2,290 2,291 708 710 47 51 3,045 3,052
SECOND CIRCUIT
Caroline 1,225 1,225 182 184 14 23 1,421 1,432
Cedcil 4,384 4,388 388 391 50 74 4,822 4,851
Kent 1,516 1,520 31 34 16 21 1,663 1,675
Queen Anne's 1,478 1,478 105 108 23 24 1,606 1,610
Talbot 1,607 1,608 232 243 42 52 1,881 1,903
THIRD CIRCUIT
Baltimore County 18,482 19,043 979 1,050 429 803 19,880 20,896
Harford 5,838 5,844 1561 222 75 153 6,064 6,219
FOURTH CIRCUIT
Allegany 1,680 1,581 25 31 56 80 1,661 1,692
Garrett 663 664 139 143 22 22 824 829
Washington 3,847 3,850 110 119 83 112 4,040 4,081
FIFTH CIRCUIT
Anne Arundel 24,806 24,974 773 789 302 455 25,881 26,218
Carroli 4,431 4,501 1,531 1,600 89 134 6,051 6,235
Howard 7,111 7,174 413 487 123 314 7,647 7,975
SIXTH CIRCUIT
Frederick 4,109 4,116 70 94 45 72 4,224 4,282
Montgomery 36,006 36,164 827 911 372 567 37,205 37,642
SEVENTH CIRCUIT
Jalvert 3,219 3,219 138 151 42 61 3,399 3,431
Charles 6,082 6,088 490 495 96 129 6,668 6,712
Prince George's 48,989 49,041 2,239 2,402 506 972 51,734 52,415
St. Mary's 4,675 4,679 413 420 50 65 5,138 5,164
EIGHT CIRCUIT
Baltimore City 73,881 75,982 1,758 1,863 667 874 76,306 78,719
STATE 262,944 266,169 12,113 12,863 3,317 5,242 278,374 284,274

NOTE: Information on criminal court trials and jury trials in Baltimore City obtained from statistical records
maintained by the Criminal Assignment Office. Also, some differences may exist in the number of court
trials for courts of similar size due to the recording of these events under incorrect headings. The number
of court and jury days for Baltimore City was extrapolated based on the ratio of court and jury trials to
court and jury days in previous years,




TABLE CC-12

APPEALS FROM DISTRICT COURT AND ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES AND
PERCENTAGE OF CIRCUIT COURT CASE FILINGS ORIGINATING FROM THE DISTRICT COURT

JULY 1, 1992—-JUNE 30, 1993
FISCAL 1993

1ST CIRCUIT 2ND CIRGUIT 3RD CIRCUIT 4TH CIRCUIT S5TH CIRCUIT 6TH GIRCUIT 7TH CIRCUIT 8TH | TOTAL
CIRCUIT| (STATE)
o [ = = ) @ = F=) o =] = > o0 = T 9 x = = ] a ] ©w -3
e =] = S =] ) [ 8 o I = 2 £ 2 o 3 o = = « o
3 ] 3 e 2 = 3 ] 3 3 £ 5] 5 e
= 5 8 218 ¢ = E)F 80§ 2 ;|5 ¢ 8|8 |8 s 8 5%
2 & § §|° g 3 = 3| = 3 g v ¢
B 8 3 |8 3 g e
o = @, I
“w
APPEALS FROM
DISTRICT COURT AND
ADMINISTRATIVE
AGENCIES
LAW
District Court—De Novo 2 2 4 3 8 4 31 163 30 10 2 17| 59 11 49 26 196 6 16 98 2 58 782
District Court—On Record 5 0 9 1 6 1 2 56 19 1] 6 5 19 9 2 8 56 5 [+ 18 1 18 281
Administrative Agencies 29 45 81 23 15 65 8 21 20 730 170 84 3B 112} 436 125 129 86 457, 43 67 464 40 680} 3966
Subtotal 36 47 94 36 19 79 13 30 250 949 219 94 44 134 514 145 200 120 709 54 89 580 43 756] 5029
CRIMINAL
Motor Vehicle Appeais 18 12 11 18 9 25 2 14 15] 426 67, 18 4 2] 217 185 156 65 369 10 23 75 0 215] 1955
Others 18 15 38 25 15 2 3 8 201 497 40 2 4 51 213 45 49 41 467 11 15 162 8 649 2437
Subtotal 3B 2z 49 44 24 a7 5 2 35 923 107 37 8 73] 430 210 205 106 838 21 | 237 8 864 4392
TOTAL 72 74 143 80 43 126 18 52 60| 1,872 326/ 13t 52 207 944 355 405f 226 1,545 75 127 817 51| 1,620f 9,421
PERCENTAGE OF
CIRCUIT COURT CASE
FILINGS ORIGINATING
FROM THE DISTRICT
COURT
Prayers for Jury Triais and
Appeals:
County 266 425 682 1,007 90 844 128 93 149 3551 1610 318 64 914 1782 1967 1,798 1,062 3181 395 455 3110 585 8411] 32893
Circuit 2,380 1,310 5,161 1,296 5,547 4,243 4,545 8,411 | 32,893
Circuit Court Filings:
County 2068 2045 3986 3196 1440 4413 1171 1,388 1601} 25455 7360f 2795 1,099 5205 26250 6236 7380 5155 43409 2807 5456 39748 3988| 67,113] 270,765
Circuit 11,296 10,013 32,815 9,099 39,866 48,564 51,993 67,113 270,765
Percentage of Circuit Court
Filings that are Jury Trials
and Appeals:
County 129 208 171 315 63 191 109 7.1 93] 140 219 T4 58 176 68 315 244 296 73] 141 83 78 147 125 121
Circuit 211 13.1 157 14.2 139 8.7 8.7 125 | 121

S14M0Y) 1Moy Y
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TABLE CC-13
AVERAGE DAYS FROM FILING TO DISPOSITION

CIvVIL CRIMINAL JUVENILE
1990-91 199192 1992.-93 | 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 | 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93

FIRST CIRCUIT

Dorchester 225 186 158 136 129 120 67 53 47

Somerset 165 136 119 114 98 99 18 10 14

Wicomico 211 182 166 90 85 98 40 486 46

Worcester 181 186 205 109 111 125 56 41 42
SECOND CIRCUIT

Caroline 155 201 161 153 137 138 52 34 25

Cecil 149 162 173 175 166 163 75 66 73

Kent 190 128 202 158 168 159 50 60 53

Queen Anne's 155 197 189 129 123 118 48 52 55

Talbot 169 167 177 129 115 127 52 61 58
THIRD CIRCUIT

Baltimore 199 195 180 98 83 83 58 56 60

Harford 209 198 179 135 141 143 63 62 63
FOURTH CIRCUIT

Allegany 255 298 234 143 142 134 62 72 74

Garrett 167 163 157 135 102 112 41 42 45

Washington 149 1486 140 164 148 139 58 53 68
FIFTH CIRCUIT

Anne Arundel 203 194 249 138 138 144 89 83 65

Carroll 187 207 203 124 120 109 51 53 61

Howard 224 268 245 128 127 130 61 67 65
SIXTH CIRCUIT

Frederick 191 198 241 169 150 157 97 81 84

Montgomery 227 155 112 194 113 122 107 101 113
SEVENTH CIRCUIT

Calvert 207 219 209 124 131 144 73 65 75

Charles 187 197 187 153 158 179 76 78 74

Prince George's 222 235 220 121 120 126 76 87 82

St. Mary's 169 194 193 128 132 141 72 68 74
EIGHTH CIRCUIT

Baltimore City 231 235 217 109 95 88 77 108 83
STATE 211 204 190 120 112 112 76 89 78

NOTE: A small number of lengthy cases can increase an average, particularly in a jurisdiction with a small
caseload. For that reason, civil cases over 721 days old, criminal cases over 360 days old, and juvenlle
cases over 271 days old have been excluded in the above calculations. Approximately 90 to 95 percent of
the cases are disposed of within those time periods.




The Circuit Courts

61

TABLE CC-14

FISCAL 1993

POPULATION IN RELATION TO CIRCUIT COURT CASELOAD
JULY 1, 1992~JUNE 30, 1993

POPULATION AND CASELOAD PER CASES FILED
CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE IN THE RATIO OF
CIRCUIT COURT | JURY TRIALS
Cases Filed Cases PER THOUSAND TO
Per Judge Tg;'r“‘mg;eed POPULATION | POPULATION
5 5 S
= =D - = - 3 =1
§ ['" (g -‘! g » g » g * g 2 8 §
3 owm 35 s s - € s £ % o9 -3
& s3 85| 3 £ | % £ |3 £ 35|38 58
o Z25 oo %) 0 %) 0 0 0 F | 2F od
FIRST CIRCUIT
Dorchester*** 30,300 15 20,200 1,051 331| 1,082 335 52 16 68 52 172
Somerset 24,800 1.0 24,800 1,456  590| 1,297 670 59 24 83 38  1.53
Wicomico*** 77,900 25 31,160 1,107 491 980 424 36 16 52 78  1.00
Worcester 36,200 20 18,100 950 652| 1,039 630 52 36 88 47  1.30
SECOND CIRCUIT
Caroline 28,400 10 28,400 1,246  200{ 1,161 173 44 7 51 14 049
Cecll 75,100 20 37,550 1,651 568/ 1,534 509 44 15 59 50 067
Kent 18,200 10 18,200 281 198] 1,041 238 54 11 65 16  0.88
Queen Anne's 36,700 1.0 36,700 1,198 192| 1,258 187 33 5 38 23 063
Talbot 32,100 1.0 32,100 1,220 385! 1,222 364 38 12 50 42 131
THIRD CIRCUIT
Baltimore County 708,000 150 46,867 1,251 453 1,208 438 27 10 37 429 061
Harford 194,700 40 48675 1212 632 976 549 25 13 38 75  0.39
FOURTH CIRCUIT
Allegany 72,800 2.0 36,400 1,160  242] 1,067 233 32 7 39 56 077
Garrett 28,600 1.0 28,500 0983 124 984 1186 34 4 38 22 077
Washington 124,100 40 31,025 942 361 841 362 30 12 42 83 0.67
FIFTH CIRCUIT
Anne Arundel 445,200 9.0 49,467 2264 686 2,885 693 46 14 60| 802 068
Carroll 132,200 30 44,067 1,260 827 98Uy 716 29 19 48 89 067
Howard 211,000 40 52,750 1,163 682] 1,088 712 22 13 35 123 058
SIXTH CIRCUIT
Frederick 162,800 3.0 54,267 1,207  523| 1,144 445 22 10 32 45  0.28
Montgomery 819,700 150 54607 2,197 414 2641 308 40 8 48| 372 045
SEVENTH CIRCUIT
Calvert 57,100 10 67,100 1,860 960| 1,844 983 33 17 50 42 074
Charles 111,000 30 37,000 1,424 4058 1,298 380 38 11 49 96 086
Prince George's 754,100 19.0 39,689 1,664 444 1,491 408 42 11 53 506 0.67
St Mary's 81,200 2,0 40,600 1466  547| 1,211 502 36 13 49 50 062
EIGHTH CIRCUIT
Baltimore City**** 727,400, 250 29,096 1,814 874| 1,583 889 62 30 92| 667 092
STATE 4,983,900{ 123.0 40,520 1,607 568| 1,557 540 40 14  54] 3,317 0.67

Assignment Office,

*Population estimate for July 1, 1993, issued by the Maryland Center for Health Statistics
**Juvenile causes in Montgomery County are not included since they are heard at the District Court level. Juvenile causes in all
other counties are included in the civil category.
***Dorchester and Wicomico Counties share one judge equally.
****Information on court trials and jury trials in Baltimore City obtained from statistical records malintained by the Criminal
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TABLE CC-15

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
APPEALS FROM THE DISTRICT COURT AND ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES

FISCAL 1989-FISCAL 1993

1988-1989 1989-1990 1990-1991 1991-1992 1992-93
District  Admin. | District  Admin. | District = Admin. | District Admin, | District  Admin,
Court  Agencles Court  Agencies Court  Agencies Court Agencies| Court Agencies

FIRST CIRCUIT 163 156 165 124 198 141 204 151 191 178
Dorchester 41 22 37 22 40 29 52 40 43 29
Somerset 13 80 9 31 27 28 27 38 29 45
Wicomico 45 29 41 41 45 36 58 57 62 81
Worcester 64 25 78 30 86 48 67 16 57 23
SECOND CIRCUIT 215 82 185 103 212 117 177 105 170 129
Caroline 28 7 22 16 21 22 17 9 28 15
Cecil 105 33 95 36 112 48 90 44 61 65
Kent 16 12 17 10 20 13 15 8 10 8
Queen Anne's 28 12 25 16 26 16 14 20 31 21
Talbot 38 18 26 25 33 18 41 24 40 20
THIRD CIRCUIT 1,283 505 {1,155 589 | 1,337 633 | 1,259 779 | 1,298 900
Baltimore 1,095 395 | 1,033 483 | 1,163 486 | 1,093 590 | 1,142 730
Harford 188 110 122 106 174 147 166 189 166 170
FOURTH CIRCUIT 184 160 177 176 165 159 157 231 158 232
Allegany 55 69 56 102 63 73 59 103 47 84
Garrett 15 13 21 23 17 14 16 27 16 36
Washington 114 78 100 51 85 72 82 101 95 112
FIFTH CIRCUIT 786 394 869 450 953 506 957 638 | 1,014 690
Anne Arundel 292 273 381 272 422 224 476 424 508 438
Carroll 205 44 169 72 193 82 201 89 230 125
Howard 289 77 319 106 338 100 280 125 276 129
SIXTH CIRCUIT 1,005 50 | 1,147 239 | 1,196 400 | 1,440 456 | 1,228 543
Frederick 141 50 126 56 95 52 172 65 140 86
Montgomery 864 o | 1,021 183 | 1,101 348 | 1,268 381 | 1,088 457
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 282 307 379 435 407 459 442 588 456 .614
Calvert 37 28 65 40 52 39 42 36 32 43
Charles 53 48 89 54 74 44 71 59 60 67
Prince George's 178 196 214 306 255 344 308 457 353 464
St. Mary's 14 35 11 35 26 32 21 42 11 40
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 609 893 658 1,014 907 1,086 867 871 940 680
Baltimore City 609 893 658 1,014 907 1,086 8867 871 940 680
STATE 4,527 2,547 | 4,735 3,130 | 5,375 3,501 | 5,503 3,819 |(5,455 3,966
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TABLE CC-16
APPLICATIONS FOR REVIEW OF CRIMINAL SENTENCES
JULY 1, 1992—-JUNE 30, 1993

FISCAL 1993
TERMINATED, CONSIDERED, AND DISPOSED OF
Filed
s Original Original Original
During Withdrawn Sentence Sentence Sentence
Year by Applicant |  ypchanged Increased Decreased

FIRST CIRCUIT

Dorchester 0 0 o] 0 0

Somerset 2 0 1 0 0

Wicomico 0 0 0 0 0

Worcester (0] 0 0 0 0
SECOND CIRCUIT

Caroline 0 0 0 0 o}

Cecil 0 0 0 0 0

Kent 2 0 2 0 0

Queen Anne's 0 0 0 0 0

Talbot 0 0] 0 0 0
THIRD CIRCUIT

Baltimore County 24 1 16 0 1

Harford 8 1 22 0 1
FOURTH CIRCUIT

Allegany 0] 0 0] 0 0

Garrett 0 0 1 0 o]

Washington 25 0 26 0 5
FIFTH CIRCUIT

Anne Arundel 0 0 0 0 0

Carroll 0 0 0 0 0

Howard 12 1 8 0 0
SIXTH CIRCUIT

Frederick 7 1 3 0 0

Montgomery 0 0 0 0 0
SEVENTH CIRCUIT

Calvert 0 0 0 0 0

Charles 12 0 9 0 1

Prince George's 16 5] 24 0 0

St. Mary's 0 0 0 0 0
EIGHTH CIRCUIT

Baltimore City 104 103
STATE 212 12 215 (v}
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TABLE CC-17
FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
CIVIL CASES
FILINGS AND TERMINATIONS

FISCAL 1989-FISCAL 1993

COMBINED ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED AND TERMINATED

1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93

F T F T F T F T F T
FIRST CIRCUIT 5114 4,521 5,275 4,509 5,142 b5080| 6,373 5,860| 6,845 6,583
Dorchester 998 711 1,049 881 1,048 1,004 1,860 1,124| 1,398| 1,482
Somerset 866  802| 836 746 898  940| 1,061  964| 1,299 1,180
Wicomico 2076 1,883| 2,068 1,792 1,851 2051| 2,805 2,396| 2502| 2,286
Worcester 1,174 1,125 1,322 1,000 1,345 1,085 1,647 1,876| 1,646| 1,785
SECOND CIRCUIT | 4,778 4,467| 5,773 5,066| 6,328 5,674| 6,812 6,441 6,596| 6,468
Caroline 864  852| 941 882 989  891| 1,084 1,080 1,087| 1,008
Ceail 2017 1,882] 2236 1,861 2,894 2031| 2677 2373| 2,681| 2454
Kent 417  377| 803  503| 692  623| 1,146 1,043| 927 998
Queen Anne’s 751  689] 1,184 1,015| 1,169 1,056| 901  970| 953| 1,000
Talbot 729 667 859  805| 1,084 1,073| 1,024 995 908 1,008
THIRD CIRCUIT | 16,674 18,923| 16,879 13,798| 17,370 13,674 19,334 16,512| 19,169| 17,954
Baltimore 13,111 10,304| 13,673 11,260| 14,061 11,232| 15,088 12,108| 15,098| 14,603
Harford 3,563 38,619 3,206 2,588| 3,300 2442! 4,246 4,404| 4,071| 3261
FOURTH CIRCUIT | 4,924 4,434| 5486 4,281] 5503 65,001| 6,092 5,641 5978 5418
Allegany 1527 1,266 1,601 1,156] 1,591 1,509| 1,805 1,813| 2,030| 1,864
Garrett 852  60s| 707 649 810 789 863 852 818| 822
Washington 2,745 2,564| 3178 2476| 3102 2,738| 3,424 2976| 8,180 2,782
FIFTH CIRCUIT 14,040 10,049| 17,443 16,402| 23,258 19,639 22,111 17,904 23,401 | 23,046
Anne Arundel 8947 5500| 11,781 11,591| 17,016 14,718| 15,537 11,727| 16,358| 17,283
Car;oll 1,083 1,873 2,382 1,871| 2,529 1,981 2,903 2,371 8206 2,305
Howard 3,110 2,676| 3,380 2,040| 3,713 2095| 3671 3,806| 3837 3,508
SIXTH CIRCUIT | 19,188 14,469| 23,251 13,481| 23,634 12,969| 30,548 20,677 35,055 26,703
Frederick 2,397 1,884| 2,756 2,673| 3,195 2,196| 8,280 2,287| 2044| 2,824
Montgomery 16,791 12,585| 20,495 10,808| 20,489 10,778| 27,818 18,890 82,114 | 23,879
SEVENTH CIRCUIT| 28,314 28,734| 29,546 23,954| 33,086 27,056| 34,226 29,868| 33,660 | 29,773
Calvert 043 1,018| 1,28  951| 1,277 1,200 1411 1,338| 1,852 1,362
Charles 2053 2,586 2,802 2281| 3200 2568 8684 3,364 B8608| 3,827
Prince George's | 22,324 18,561 | 23,629 19,178| 26,007 21,104 | 26,457 22,877 26,206| 23,113
St. Mary's 2,094 1,624| 1902 1,599| 2,602 2175 2674 2,289| 2,404| 1,981
EIGHTH CIRCUIT | 23,067 19,391| 25,240 20,702| 22,756 20,026| 23,733 21,926| 27,481| 23,322
Baltimore City 23,067 19,891| 25,240 20,702| 22,756 20,026| 23,733 21,926| 27,481 28,822
STATE 116,099 94,988|128,803 102,193 |137,077 109,119 149,229 124,829 158,185 |139,267

NOTE: A civil case Is reopened statistically at the time a pleading is flled (i.e. a Motion for Modification of
Decree is filed In a divorce case after the final decree has been issued). In a few jurisdictions, a clvil case is
not reopened statistically until the time a hearing is held on a case with post-judgment activity.
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TABLE CC-18

CIVIL CASES FILED, TERMINATED, AND PENDING
IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS

JULY 1, 1992-JUNE 30, 1993

FISCAL 1993
PENDING PENDIING
Beginning of Year Filed Terminated End of Year
FIRST CIRCUIT 3,329 6,845 6,583 3,591
Dorchester 772 1,398 1,432 738
Somerset 454 1,299 1,130 623
Wicomico 958 2,502 2,236 1,224
Worcester 1,145 1,646 1,785 1,006
SECOND CIRCUIT 3,505 6,596 6,468 3,633
Caroline 480 1,087 1,008 539
Cecil 1,769 2,631 2,454 1,946
Kent 387 927 998 316
Queen Anne's 467 953 1,000 420
Talbot 422 998 1,008 412
THIRD CIRCUIT 26,586 19,169 17,954 27,801
Baltimore County 22,304 15,098 14,693 22,709
Harford 4,282 4,071 3,261 5,092
FOURTH CIRCUIT 4,964 5,978 5,418 5,524
Allegany 1,793 2,030 1,864 1,959
Garrett 386 818 822 382
Washington 2,785 3,130 2,732 3,183
FIFTH CIRCUIT 26,597 23,401 23,046 26,952
Anne Arundel 20,125 16,358 17,233 19,250
Carroll 2,388 3,206 2,305 3,289
Howard 4,084 3,837 3,508 4,413
SIXTH CIRCUIT 28,504 35,055 26,703 36,856
Frederick 3,059 2,944 2,824 3,179
Montgomery 25,445 32,111 23,879 33,677
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 30,580 33,660 29,773 34,467
Calvert 973 1,352 1,352 973
Charles 2,752 3,608 3,327 3,033
Prince George's 24,986 26,206 23,113 28,079
St. Mary's 1,869 2,494 1,981 2,382
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 43,872 27,481 23,322 48,031
Baltimore City 43,872 27,481 23,322 48,031
STATE 167,937 158,185 139,267 186,855

NOTE: See note on Table CC-6,
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TABLE CC-19

CIVIL CASES
RATIO OF TRIALS TO DISPOSITIONS

JULY 1, 1992—-JUNE 30, 1993

FISCAL 1993
Disposiltions Trials Percentages| Court Trials |Percentages| Jury Trlals [Percentages
FIRST CIRCUIT 6,583 28¢e 4.4 235 3.6 53 0.8
Dorchester 1,432 131 9.1 110 7.7 21 1.5
Somerset 1,130 12 1.1 9 0.8 3 0.3
Wicomico 2,236 96 4.3 82 3.7 14 0.6
Worcester 1,785 49 2.7 34 1.9 15 0.8
SECOND CIRCUIT 6,468 786 12.2 720 11.1 66 1.0
Caroline 1,008 176 17.5 169 16.8 7 0.7
Cecil 2,454 391 16.9 369 156.0 22 0.9
Kent 998 48 4.6 31 3.1 15 1.5
Queen Anne's 1,000 108 10.8 95 9.5 13 1.3
Talbot 1,008 65 6.4 56 5.6 ] 0.9
THIRD CIRCUIT 17,954 1,049 5.8 801 4.5 248 1.4
Baltimore County 14,693 907 6.2 680 4.6 227 1.5
Harford 3,261 142 4.4 121 3.7 21 0.6
FOURTH CIRCUIT 5,418 309 5.7 243 4.5 66 1.2
Allegany 1,864 38 2.0 16 09 22 1.2
Garrett 822 142 17.3 133 16.2 9 1.1
Washington 2,732 129 4.7 94 3.4 35 1.3
FIFTH CIRCUIT 23,046 855 3.7 651 2.8 204 0.9
Anne Arundel 17,233 456 2.6 351 2.0 105 0.6
Carroll 2,305 157 6.8 123 5.3 34 1.5
Howard 3,608 242 6.9 177 5.0 65 1.9
SIXTH CIRCUIT 26,703 1,007 3.8 828 3.1 179 0.7
Frederick 2,824 84 3.0 62 2.2 22 0.8
Montgomery 23,879 923 3.9 766 3.2 157 0.7
SEVENTH CIRCUIT| 29,773 3,244 10.9 2,848 9.6 396 1.3
Calvert 1,352 129 9.5 118 8.7 11 0.8
Charles 3,327 512 15.4 482 14.5 30 0.9
Prince George's 23,118 2,657 11,1 2,222 9.6 335 1.4
St. Mary's 1,981 48 2.3 26 1.3 20 1.0
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 23,322 1,669 7.2 1,359 5.8 310 1.3
Baltimore City 23,322 1,669 7.2 1,359 5.8 310 1.3
STATE 139,267 9,207 6.6 7,685 5.5 1,522 1.1
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TABLE CC-20

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
CIVIL CASES TRIED

FISCAL 1989-FISCAL 1993

1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93
FIRST CIRCUIT 186 174 242 335 288
Dorchester 53 45 37 59 131
Somerset 1 16 7 10 12
Wicomico 97 77 128 177 96
Worcester 35 37 70 89 49
SECOND CIRCUIT 775 837 817 757 786
Caroline 191 201 177 167 176
Cecil 499 515 491 393 391
Kent 13 20 30 21 46
Queen Anne's 49 64 70 116 108
Talbot 23 37 49 60 65
THIRD CIRCUIT 734 952 1,036 883 1,049
Baltimore 555 702 805 744 907
Harford 179 250 231 139 142
FOURTH CIRCUIT 274 415 310 301 309
Allegany 96 206 105 87 38
Garretl 94 105 114 111 142
Washington 84 104 91 103 129
FIFTH CIRCUIT 624 765 621 749 855
Anne Arundel 399 431 418 397 456
Carroll 37 57 21 71 157
Howard 188 277 182 281 242
SIXTH CIRCUIT 854 821 705 633 1,007
Frederick 125 132 101 104 84
Montgomery 729 689 604 529 923
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 1,528 1,817 1,708 2,878 3,244
Calvert 115 140 136 158 129
Charles 378 346 361 381 512
Prince George's 966 1,312 1,177 2,292 2,557
St. Mary's 69 19 34 47 46
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 1,021 1,110 1,680 1,743 1,669
Baltimore City 1,021 1,110 1,680 1,743 1,669
STATE 5,396 6,891 7,119 8,279 9,207

NOTE: See note on Table CC-10.
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TABLE CC-21

CIVIL-AVERAGE DAYS FROM FILING TO DISPOSITION BY AGE OF CASES
AND CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGES OF DISPOSITIONS WITHIN SPECIFIC TIME PERIODS

JULY 1, 1992—JUNE 30, 1993

FISCAL 1993
AVERAGE IN DAYS
FILING TO CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL CASES
DISPOSITION DISPOSED OF LESS THAN:
Excluding
Cases
Number Over 721 61 181 361 721 1081
of Cases| Cases Days Days Days Days Days Days

FIRST CIRCUIT

Dorchester 949 294 158 35.3 58.8 741 87.4 94.3

Somerset 668 129 119 487 76.9 90.9 98.7 100.0

Wicomico 1,643 223 166 34.5 63.1 79.8 95.6 98.6

Worcester 1,312 345 205 222 49.5 66.9 85.1 92.6
SECOND CIRCUIT

Caroline 462 291 181 275 65.8 81.6 92.9 98.7

Cecil 1,359 264 173 28.8 59.2 76.9 92.0 97.2

Kent 386 276 202 28,0 56.2 69.7 90.7 98.4

Queen Anne's 681 227 189 28,2 58.7 76.2 94.6 99.4

Talbot 588 213 177 34.9 59.0 76.4 95.1 99.3
THIRD CIRCUIT

Baltimore County 13,085 415 180 26.0 52.3 67.9 82.8 88.1

Harford 2,840 290 179 26.6 58.8 73.8 89.2 95.5
FOURTH CIRCUIT

Allegany 1,265 298 234 18.5 48.4 66.2 915 98.3

Garrett 580 173 157 38.6 867.4 81.7 97.6 100.0

Washington 1,743 225 140 41.3 64.7 79.3 90.5 97.7
FIFTH CIRCUIT

Anne Arundel 10,593 502 249 16.0 38.5 55.9 81.0 86.8

Carroll 1,974 243 203 24.3 54.5 74.7 95.0 98.6

Howard 2,869 356 245 13.1 41.0 62.2 86.3 96.2
SIXTH CIRCUIT

Frederick 2,417 349 241 17.3 43.1 61.2 85.5 97.1

Montgomery 19,151 187 112 57.8 70.8 80.1 92.8 97.0
SEVENTH CIRCUIT

Calvert 1,166 284 209 21.9 53.9 70.9 91.1 97.3

Charles 1,884 331 187 21.0 52.2 69.9 84.8 93.9

Prince George's 14,829 348 220 20.1 47.8 67.4 86.8 96.4

St. Mary's 1,201 260 183 225 56.0 75.9 92.2 96.8
€IGHTH CIRCUIT

Baltimore City 19,586 314 217 276 49,1 63.9 904 96.7
STATE 103,131 320 190 30.3 53.6 69.2 88.3 94.6

NOTE: This table does not include reopened cases. In some counties, the number of terminated cases may differ
slightly and will be lower than figures appearing on other tables in this report. Also see note on Table CC-18.
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FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE

TABLE CC-22

CRIMINAL CASES
FILINGS AND TERMINATIONS

FISCAL 1989-FISCAL 1993

COMBINED ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED AND TERMINATED

1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991.92

F T F T F T F T
FIRST CIRCUIT 2,965 2,729 | 2,880 2,815 | 3,285 2,997 | 3,603 3,379
Dorchester 651 445 553 613 495 469 659 598
Somerset 390 360 391 386 597 491 588 593
Wicomico 1,243 1,193 | 1,319 1,266 | 1,882 1,302 | 1,255 1,233
Worcester 681 731 617 550 811 735 | 1,101 955
SECOND CIRCUIT 2,138 1,965 | 2,200 1,929 | 2,337 1,925 | 2,335 2,145 |
Caroline 272 272 246 224 298 244 187 207 5f_j;
Cecil 811 718 953 629 | 1,133 871 | 1,271 1,118 | 7
Kent 202 159 215 192 219 144 225 215 |
Queen Anne’s 352 338 307 340 246 243 205 213
Talbot 501 478 479 544 441 423 447 392
THIRD CIRCUIT 12,330 11,302 (12,192 11,609 |10,465 10,609 | 9,801 9,503 | 9,
Baltimore 9,782 9,049 | 9,739 9,634 | 7,955 8501 | 7,200 7,212
Harford 2,548 2253 | 2,453 2,075| 2,510 2,108 | 2,601 2,291
FOURTH CIRCUIT 1,887 1,599 | 2,195 1,907 | 1,953 1,884 | 2,124 1,969
Allegany 386 322 420 435 494 398 442 433
Garrett 146 121 199 162 137 174 153 142
Washington 1,355 1,156 | 1,576 1,310 | 1,322 1,312 | 1,529 1,394 |:
FIFTH CIRCUIT 8,489 7,000 | 9,603 - 8,729 (11,194 9,528 [12,995 11,791 |1
Anne Arundel 4,427 3,280 | 4889 4,310 6308 5,122| 7,626 6,538
Carroll 1683 1,495| 1665 1,510! 1,900 1,643 | 2,059 1,802
Howard 2,479 2,225| 3,049 2909 | 2986 2,763| 3,310 3,451
SIXTH CIRCUIT 8,576 8,391 | 7,075 5,494 | 6,336 5,053 | 7,717 5,401 | 7
Frederick 1,373 1,064 | 1,508 1,287 | 1,479 1,320 1,365 1,232
Montgomery 7,203 7,327 | 5567 4,207 | 4,857 3,724 | 6,352 4,169 | |
SEVENTH CIRCUIT [10,593 9,385 (11,584 10,998 |10,881 10,550 [12,467 10,823 |11,
Calvert 577 481 | 1,494 986 | 1,186 1,491 | 1,034 971
Charles 1,187 962 | 1,256 1,055| 1,118 1,107 | 1,310 1,104 |
Prince George's 7,574 6,780 | 7,887 7,912 | 7,640 7,068 | 9,005 7,864 | .8, 588
St. Mary's 1,255 1,162 947 1,045 237 884 | 1,118 884 | 1,003 ’1,,00,3»}
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 14,352 10,583 |12,699 12,757 |28,000 21,637 (23,020 23,447 2'1,;&51',‘.’)22',’233;
Baltimore City 14,352 10,583 | 12,699 12,757 |23,000 21,637 |23,020 23,447 3;‘é»1;851 l:'.véz}'ééé'
STATE 61,330 52,954 |60,428 56,238 (69,451 64,183 |74,062 68,458 |69,836 €6,427
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TABLE CC-23

CRIMINAL CASES FILED, TERMINATED, AND PENDING
IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS

JULY 1, 1992-JUNE 30, 1993

FISCAL 1993

PENDING PENDING
Beginning of Year Filed Terminated End of Year
FIRST CIRCUIT 1,394 3,617 3,492 1,519
Dorchester 264 496 503 257
Somerset 226 590 670 146
Wicomico 355 1,227 1,069 523
‘Worcester 549 1,304 1,260 593
SECOND CIRCUIT 1,615 2,111 1,980 1,746
Caroline 98 200 173 125
Cecil 1,105 1,136 1,018 1,223
Kent 152 198 238 112
Queen Anne's 88 192 187 93
Talbot 172 385 364 193
THIRD CIRCUIT 7,213 9,327 8,772 7,768
Baltimore County 5313 6,801 6,575 5,539
Harford 1,900 2,526 2,197 2,229
FOURTH CIRCUIT 1,365 2,052 2,028 1,389
Allegany 227 483 465 245
Garrett 43 124 116 51
Washington 1,095 1,445 1,447 1,093
FIFTH CIRCUIT 7,770 11,385 11,232 7,923
Anne Arundel 5114 6,174 6,237 5,051
Carroll 1,285 2,482 2,148 1,619
Howard 1,371 2,729 2,847 1,253
SIXTH CIRCUIT 9,577 7,784 5,876 11,485
Frederick 902 1,670 1,336 1,136
Montgomery 8,675 6,214 4,540 10,349
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 8,184 11,709 10,814 9,079
Calvert 334 960 983 311
Charles 1,236 1,214 1,140 1,310
Prince George's 5,963 8,442 7,688 6,717
St. Mary's 651 1,093 1,003 741
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 26,784 21,851 22,233 26,402
Baltimore City 26,784 21,851 22,233 26,402
STATE 63,902 69,836 66,427 67,311

NOTE: See note on Table CC-6.
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TABLE CC-24
CRIMINAL CASES
RATIO OF TRIALS TO DISPOSITIONS
JULY 1, 1992—-JUNE 30, 1993
FISCAL 1993
Dispositions Trials Percentages)} Court Trials {Percentages| Jury Trials |Percentages
FIRST CIRCUIT 3,492 1,046 30.0 884 25.3 162 4.6
Dorchester 503 95 18.9 64 12.7 31 6.2
Somerset 670 82 12.2 47 7.0 35 5.2
Wicomico 1,059 163 15.4 99 9.3 64 6.0
Worcester 1,260 706 56.0 674 53.5 32 2.5
SECOND CIRCUIT 1,980 297 15.0 218 11.0 79 4.0
Caroline 173 20 11.6 13 7.5 7 4.0
Cecil 1,018 47 4.6 19 1.9 28 2.8
Kent 238 1 0.4 0] - 1 0.4
Queen Anne's 187 20 10.7 10 5.3 10 5.3
Talbot 364 209 57.4 176 48.4 33 9.1
THIRD CIRCUIT 8,772 585 6.7 329 3.8 256 2.9
Baltimore County 6,575 501 7.6 299 4.5 202 3.1
Harford 2,197 84 3.8 30 1.4 54 2.5
FOURTH CIRCUIT 2,028 126 6.2 31 1.5 95 4.7
Allegany 465 43 9.2 9 1.9 34 7.3
Garrett 116 19 16.4 6 5.2 13 11.2
Washington 1,447 64 4.4 16 1.1 48 3.3
FIFTH CIRCUIT 11,232 2,376 21.2 2,066 18.4 310 2.8
Anne Arundel 6,237 619 9.9 422 6.8 197 3.2
Carroll 2,148 1,463 68.1 1,408 65.5 55 26
Howard 2,847 294 10.3 238 8.3 58 2.0
SIXTH CIRCUIT 5,876 307 5.2 69 1.2 238 4.1
Frederick 1,336 31 2.3 8 0.6 23 1.7
Montgomery 4,540 276 6.1 61 1.3 215 4.7
SEVENTH CIRCUIT| 10,814 730 6.8 432 4.0 298 2.8
Calvert 983 51 52 20 2.0 31 3.2
Charles 1,140 74 6.5 8 0.7 66 5.8
Prince George's 7,688 188 2.4 17 0.2 171 2.2
St. Mary's 1,003 417 41.6 387 38.6 30 3.0
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 22,233 756 3.4 399 1.8 357 1.6
Baltimore City 22,233 756 3.4 309 1.8 357 1.6
STATE 66,427 6,223 9.4 4,428 6.7 1,795 2.7
NOTE: See note on Table CC-10.
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TABLE CC-25
FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
CRIMINAL CASES TRIED
FISCAL 1989~FISCAL 1993
1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93
FIRST CIRCUIT 885 729 800 1,041 1,046
Dorchester 195 140 126 175 95
Somerset 137 90 84 103 82
Wicomico 166 203 176 223 163
Worcester 387 296 414 540 7086
SECOND CIRCUIT 524 502 419 298 297
Caroline 35 17 46 26 20
Cecil » 107 142 100 63 47
Kent 8 3 0 0 1
Queen Anne's 25 24 33 22 20
Talbot 349 316 240 187 209
THIRD CIRCUIT 353 801 1,089 529 585
Baltimore 260 735 1,015 444 501
Harford 93 66 74 85 84
FOURTH CIRCUIT 166 164 129 147 126
Allegany 43 45 24 33 43
Garrett 17 24 12 29 19
Washington 106 95 93 85 64
FIFTH CIRCUIT 1,515 2,313 1,577 1,934 2,376
Anne Arundel 855 1,457 899 1,481 619
Carroll 125 107 66 107 1,463
Howard 535 749 612 3486 294
SIXTH CIRCUIT 510 383 323 344 307
Frederick 55 41 441 47 31
Montgomery 455 342 282 297 276
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 458 989 853 779 730
Cealvert 30 32 55 47 51
Charles 63 66 69 75 74
Prince George's 358 352 313 279 188
St. Mary's 7 539 418 378 417
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 942 1,743 688 1,052 756
Baltimore City 942 1,743 688 1,052 756
STATE 5,353 7,624 5,878 6,124 6,223
NOTE: See note on Table CC-10.




The Circuit Courts

73

TABLE CC-26

JULY 1, 1992—JULY 30, 1993
FISCAL 1993

CRIMINAL-AVERAGE DAYS FROM FILING TO DISPOSITION BY AGE OF CASES
AND CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGES OF DISPOSITIONS WITHIN SPECIFIC TIME PERIODS

AVERAGE IN DAYS
FILING TO
DISPOSITION

CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL CASES
DISPOSED OF LESS THAN:

Excluding
Cases
Number All Over 61 91 121 181 361
of Cases| Cases 360 Days| Days Days Days Days Days

FIRST CIRCUIT

Dorchester 385 158 120 14.0 37.3 576 77.3 925

Somerset 637 118 99 218 45,5 68.0 91.8 97.0

Wicomico 803 102 98 19.6 50.6 721 92.8 99.3

Worcester 1,168 132 125 6.7 229 55.3 86.2 98.4
SECOND CIRCUIT

Caroline 124 155 138 10.5 234 39.5 68.5 96.0

Cecil 831 178 163 52 8.2 19.4 63.2 95.8

Kent 179 244 159 6.1 11.2 229 62.0 91.1

Queen Anne's 118 124 118 18.6 36.4 53.4 83.9 98.3

Talbot 221 133 127 14.5 33.0 516 78.7 98.2
THIRD CIRCUIT

Baltimore County 4,338 105 83 38.1 59.3 75.4 88.8 979

Harford 1,472 210 143 19.0 29.9 41,2 56.6 85.1
FOURTH CIRCUIT

Allegany 378 156 134 21.4 34.4 48.7 66.4 94,2

Garrett 95 127 112 11.6 34.7 67.4 82.1 95.8

Washington 1,133 177 139 8.6 18.9 36.6 73.0 89.8
FIFTH CIRCUIT

Anne Arundel 2,978 171 144 13.5 24.6 36.9 65.8 94.4

Carroll 1,469 117 109 10.1 49.3 684 87.7 98.3

Howard 1,932 175 130 109 36.0 49.3 741 93.3
SIXTH CIRCUIT

Frederick 1,290 237 157 4.1 12.2 31.4 62.2 918

Montgomery 2,686 206 122 279 38.0 47.4 64.6 89.2
SEVENTH CIRCUIT

Calvert 621 268 144 9.8 24.8 42,0 68.0 95.2

Charles 945 200 179 4.7 9.1 18.8 50.7 93.9

Prince George's 5,676 162 126 17.4 35.4 51.1 69.7 91,1

St. Mary s 901 169 141 10.5 22,0 40.8 70.5 929
EIGHTH CIRCUIT

Baltimore City 15,167 124 88 43.9 54,2 67.0 81.0 95.4
STATE 45,497 150 112 26.5 41.1 55,9 75.7 94.2

NOTE: This table does not include reopened cases, In some counties the number of terminated cases may differ
slightly and will be lower than figures appearing on other tables In this report, Also see note on Table CC-13.
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TABLE CC-27
FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
JUVENILE CASES
FILINGS AND TERMINATIONS
FISCAL 1989-FISCAL 1993
COMBINED ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED AND TERMINATED
1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 B )3
F T F T F T F T

FIRST CIRCUIT 757 708 792 719 763 727 906

Dorchester 151 122 190 189 131 113 199

Somerset 58 48| 107 84 84 78| 135

Wicomico 302 303 276 256 344 327 294

Worcester 2486 235 219 190 204 209 278
SECOND CIRCUIT 924 901 1265 1,174 1,056 1,029 1,295

Caroline 102 o8 96 80 114 123 74

Cecil 366 379 628 541 474 457 685

Kent 42 39 65 51 55 65 66

Queen Anne's 203 183 213 230 233 215 236

Talbot 211 202 263 272 180 169 234
THIRD CIRCUIT 4,330 4,170| 4,642 4,232 4,160 4,003| 4,357

Baltimore 3,478 3,341 3,862 3,524 3,368 3,261 3,448

Harford 852 829 780 708 792 742 909
FOURTH CIRCUIT 1,286 1,192 1,151 1,057 1,189 1,112 1,134

Allegany 313 270 275 271 281 241 329

Garrett 151 166 157 135 143 149 115

Washington 822 766 719 651 765 722 690
FIFTH CIRCUIT 4,279 4,024 4,629 4,168 4,543 4,332 4,968

Anne Arunde! 3,191 2,881 3,340 3,055 3,309 3,302 3,635

Carroll 681 591 566 574 549 464 619

Howard 407 552 723 539 685 566 714
SIXTH CIRCUIT 3,096 2,507 3,590 3,682 4,581 4,666 5,706

Frederick 389 324 523 477 607 570 694

Montgomery* 2,707 2,183 3,067 3,105 3,974 4,096 5,012
SEVENTH CIRCUIT, 8,025 7,902 8,677 8,782| 6,761 5,550 | 6,084

Cailvert 273 285 296 269 405 376 459

Charles 685 639 593 598 616 600 545

Prince George's 6,635 6,587 7415 7,633] 5890 4,270 4,620 :

St. Mary's 432 391 373 282 350 304 460 314
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 13,639 12,828 14,919 12,356 13,637 11,200| 13,922 12,289 7t

Baltimore City 13,639 12,828 14,919 12,356| 18,637 11,200| 13,922 12,280 ['17,787.|
STATE 36,336 34,232 39,665 36,070 36,690 32,619 | 38,372 34,951 |4

*Includes juvenile cases processed at the District Court level. ’
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TABLE CC-28
JUVENILE CASES FILED, TERMINATED, AND PENDING
IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS
JULY 1, 1992—-JUNE 30, 1993
FISCAL 1993
PENDING PENDING
Beginning of Year Filed Terminated End of Year
FIRST CIRCUIT 144 834 847 131
Dorchester 42 174 186 30
Somerset 1 157 138 20
Wicomico 33 257 235 55
Worcester 68 246 288 26
SECOND CIRCUIT 258 1,306 1,251 313
Caroline 17 153 148 22
Cecil 178 646 604 220
Kent 6 46 38 14
Queen Anne's 21 243 253 11
Talbot 36 218 208 46
THIRD CIRCUIT 1,634 4,319 3,919 2,034
Baltimore County 1,508 3,556 3,305 1,759
Harford 126 763 614 275
FOURTH CIRCUIT 176 1,069 1,034 211
Allegany 23 282 249 56
Garrett 22 157 156 23
Washington 131 630 629 132
FIFTH CIRCUIT 1,375 5,080 4,883 1,572
Anne Arundel 628 3,718 3,560 786
Carroll 391 548 481 458
Howard 356 814 842 328
SIXTH CIRCUIT 2,122 5,725 5,743 2,104
Frederick 133 641 599 175
Montgomery 1,989 5,084 5,144 1,929
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 3,628 6,630 6,254 4,004
Calvert 91 495 478 108
Charles 96 634 545 185
Prince George’s 3,042 5,100 4,885 3,257
St. Mary's 399 401 346 454
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 10,764 17,781 16,181 12,364
Baltimore City 10,764 17,781 16,181 12,364
STATE 20,101 42,744 40,112 22,733
NOTE: See note on Table CC-8.
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TABLE CC-29

JUVENILE-AVERAGE DAYS FROM FILING TO DISPOSITION BY AGE OF CASES
AND CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGES OF DISPOSITIONS WITHIN SPECIFIC TIME PERIODS

JULY 1, 1992—JUNE 30, 1993

FISCAL 1993
AVERAGE IN DAYS
FILING TO CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL CASES
DISPOSITION DISPOSED OF LESS THAN:
Excluding
Number Cases
of All Over 31 61 121 181 271 361
Cases Cases 271 Days; Days Days Days Days Days Days

FIRST CIRCUIT

Dorchester 145 47 47 30.3 731 99.3 100.0 100.0 100.0

Somerset 64 14 14 08.4 08.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Wicomico 185 48 486 40.5 78.4 94.6 97.3 99.5 998.5

Worcester 206 44 42 32.0 88.8 94.7 971 99.5 99.5
SECOND CIRCUIT

Caroline 46 25 25 63.0 977 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Cecil 319 96 73 18.2 42.9 81.8 88.7 94.0 94,7

Kent 21 53 53 28.6 66.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Queen Anne's 85 55 55 17.6 65.9 929 100.0 100.0 100.0

Talbot 105 74 58 24.8 67.6 88.6 93.3 95.2 96.2
THIRD CIRCUIT

Baltimore County 2,719 29 60 23.6 54.4 89.5 94.4 97.4 98.1

Harford 376 67 63 18.9 48.0 91.0 97.8 08.9 99.2
FOURTH CIRCUIT

Allegany 241 84 74 17.4 50.2 80.9 90.5 97.5 98.3

Garrett 94 52 45 47.9 73.4 94.7 95,7 97.9 97.9

Washington 274 104 68 23.0 50.4 83.2 902.7 95.6 96.4
FIFTH CIRCUIT

Anne Arundel 1,247 70 65 19.7 54.1 88.8 98,5 28.2 99.4

Carroll 340 126 61 16.8 65.3 85.0 88.5 94.4 95.3

Howard 663 105 65 13.4 43.7 88.2 91.6 93.5 94.7
SIXTH CIRCUIT

Frederick 457 o8 84 18.2 38.5 73.1 87.7 95.4 Q7.4

Montgomery 2,081 135 113 9.9 18.9 52.2 78.3 92.1 96.7
SEVENTH CIRCUIT

Calvert 302 101 75 12.9 46.7 78.8 87.1 92,7 94.7

Charles 326 81 74 6.4 34.4 93.3 98.5 98.8 98.4

Prince George's 2,198 144 82 13.9 34.3 722 80.5 86.9 20.2

St. Mary's 291 149 74 11.3 37.5 78.7 83.5 88.0 89.3
EIGHTH CIRCUIT

Baltimore City 18,970 111 83 16.5 44.0 731 81.8 92.1 954
STATE 26,755 108 78 17.3 44.2 76.0 85.1 93.1 95.7

NOTE: This table does not include reopened cases. In some countles the number of terminated cases may differ
slightly and will be lower than figures appearing on other tables in this report. Also see note on Table CC-13,
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TABLE CC-30
DELINGUENCY TERMINATIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION
JULY 1, 1992—JUNE 30, 1993
FISCAL 1993
P
£| &
c T k! !
"33 § S| 2le8lg $ % % §
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Lo 2 2 Sl 06| 38|08 7] e ® ] £l o
53 o} o o|lon |50 | ITuw £ = [~ 0 o| F
FIRST CIRCUIT
Dorchester 35 22 0 26 0] 10 0] 0 0 3 0 4 100
Somerset 14 5 0 13 9 24 0 0 0 1 18 9 93
Wicomico 29 30 0 60 6 32 0 6 2 0 o 25 190
Worcester 27 46 0 80 3 57 0 0] 4 0 8 20| 245
SECOND CIRCUIT
Caroline 3 11 1 20 1 11 0 0 0 0 55 6 108
Cecit 17 73 3 84 7 20 0 27 0 2 0 3] 236
Kent 2 6 0 10 0 6 0 0 2 0 0 2 28
Queen Anne's 1 27 0 38 0 23 0 0 3 2 0 128 222
Talbot 2 37 0 72 5 4 0] 0 0 3 0 45| 168
THIRD CIRCUIT
Baltimore County 119 386, 776, 869 16] 186 2 60 42 31 18| 272 2,727
Harford 11 65 2] 158 33 18 2 18 8 6 9 64| 394
FOURTH CIRCUIT
Allegany 0 22 10 79 0 19 0 0 0 2 0 5 187
Garrett 1 4 0 30 8 14 1 3 0 0 0 3 64
Washington 19 36 1 131 17 61 4 17 5 2 2 77| 372
FIFTH CIRCUIT
Anne Arundel 20 291 74) 1,058 40| 106 18 82 39 51| 256 687 2,717
Carroll 11 25 271 175 5 15 0 25 0 5 1 109 B398
Howard 40; 172| 250 195 6 29 6 3 6 1 0 45/ 753
SIXTH CIRCUIT
Frederick 9 121 o 181 12 32 0 0 1 8 o 167 471
Montgomery* 79 728] 167 822 187 448 18] 242 4 38 3} 1,250| 3,976
SEVENTH CIRCUIT
Calvert 0 49 50 118 2 26 1 0 1 4 O 48 299
Charles 8 84 16/ 202 2 43 3 30 5 0 O] 64 455
Prince George's 54| 1,268 576 617 11 114 2l 179 0 12 73| 828 3,734
St. Mary's 0 37, 108 72 2 9 0 2 3 3 0 51| 285
EIGHTH CIRCUIT
Baltimore City 320} 7,980 0| 2,220 2 0 0 0] 404 97 0| 1,602({12,625
STATE 819/11,470| 2,059 7,280 374, 1,307 47 694 529 271 443} 5,604(30,797
*Juvenlle cases for Montgomery County are handled by the District Court.







The District Court

Introduction

The District Court of Mary-
land was created as a result of
the ratification in 1970 of a con-
stitutional amendment proposed
by the legislature in 1969. Opera-
tion of the District Court began
on July 5, 1971. It replaced a mis-
cellaneous system of trial magis-
trates, people’s, and municipal
courts with a fully State-funded
court of record vested with State-
wide jurisdiction.

District Court judges are ap-
pointed by the Governor and con-
firmed by the Senate. They are
not required to stand for election.
The first Chief Judge was desig-
nated by the Governor, but all
subsequent chief judges are sub-
ject to appointment by the Chief
Judge of the Court of Appeals.
The District Court is divided into
twelve geographical districts,
each containing one or more po-
litical subdivisions, with at least
one judge in each subdivision.

There were 97 District Court
judgeships, including the Chief
Judge, as of July 1, 1992, The
Chief Judge is the administrative
head of the Court and appoints
administrative judges for each of
the twelve districts, subject to the
approval of the Chief Judge of the
Court of Appeals. The Chief
Judge of the District Court also
appoints a Chief Clerk of the
Court. Additionally, administra-
tive clerks for each district, as
well as commissioners who per-
form such duties as issuing arrest
warrants and setting bail or col-
lateral, are appointed as well.

The District Court has juris-
diction over both criminal (in-
cluding motor vehicle), and civil

The District Court

matters. In Montgomery County,
it also has jurisdiction over juve-
nile causes. The exclusive juris-
diction of the District Court
generally includes all landlord
and tenant cases; replevin ac-
tions; motor vehicle violations;
criminal cases, if the penalty is
less than three years imprison-
ment or does not exceed a fine of
$2,500, or both; and civil cases in-
volving amounts not exceeding
$2,500. It has concurrent jurisdic-
tion with the circuit courts in
civil cases over $2,500, but not
exceeding, $20,000, as well as,
misdemeanors and certain enu-
merated felonies. Since there are
no juries provided in the District
Court, a person entitled to and
electing a jury trial must proceed
to the circuit court.

Motor Vehicle
The District Court filed

830,400 motor vehicle cases dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1993. That figure
represents a decrease of 19.7 per-
cent from the 1,034,206 filings re-
ported during Fiscal Year 1992,
The combined number of filings
reported by the five major juris-
dictions decreased by 23 percent,
contributing to the overall de-
crease. The most significant de-
crease  was  reported by
Montgomery County. There were
79,747 motor vehicle filings re-
ported by that jurisdiction during
Fiscal Year 1993, compared with
132,671 filings in Fiscal