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Letter of Transmittal 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 
COURTS OF APPEAL BUILDING 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

GEORGE B. RIGGIN. JR. 

(410) 974·2141 

December 1, 1994 

DEPUlY STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

FRANK BROCCOLINA 

This is the eighteenth Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary which in· 
cludes the thirty-ninth Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts. The report covers Fiscal Year 1994 beginning July 1, 1993 and ending 
June 30, 1994. 

The report provides data on the operation and functions of the Maryland 
courts. It presents statistical information on both individual courts and an 
overview of the Maryland judicial system as a whole. It is hoped that this re­
port will provide a ready source of information to better understand Mary­
land's court structure and operations. 

Although the past year has seen improvements in the economy, Maryland 
still faces a significant future deficit. This situation has required a continuing 
exercise of fiscal restraint by the courts which will likely carry into 1995. 

The Administrative Office of the Courts is indebted to clerks of the appel­
late 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. 

~~ 
George B. Riggin, Jr. 
State Court Administrator 

FAX NUMBER: (410) 974-2169 

Maryland Relay Service (TTNolce) 1-800-735-2258 
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Robert O. Murphy 

CHIEF JUDGE 

COURT OF APPEALS OF MARYLAND 

COURTS OF APPEAL BUILDiNG 

ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 21401-1699 

Introduction 

December 1, 1994 

The eighteenth Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary covers fiscal year 1994, begirming July 1, 
1993 and ending June 30, 1994. 

Under the Constitution of Maryland, Article N, § 1, the judicial power of the State is vested, inter 
alia, in the Court of Appeals, such intermediate courts of appeal as the General Assembly may create 
by law, circuit courts and a District Court. The General Assembly has created only one intermediate 
appellate court, which has been known from its inception in 1967 as the Court of Specia.l Appeals. The 
authorized complement of judges for the~e four court levels totals 242, all of whom are lawyers possess­
ing the requisite constitutional qualifications for appointment to the bench. As of June 30, 1994, there 
were 97 District Court judges; 125 circuit court judges; 13 judges of the Court of Special Appeals, and 
7 judges of the State's highest court, namely the Court of Appeals of Maryland. These judges have dis­
posed collectively of a massive number of cases during t.his fiscal year, as fully detailed in this Report 
in the statistical portrait of each court's workload. It is readily evident from even a cursory review of 
this documentation that this accomplishment would not have been possible without the near herculean 
effort of the men and women who serve so diligently on these courts, together with the roughly 2500 
non-judicial personnel without whom the Judiciary as an institution could not possibly function. 

Much has been said and written about the shortage of public funds available to the Maryland judi­
cial branch of government. While it is true that the Judiciary, like our sister branches of government, 
seldom has been provided with operating and capital funds to accomplish all that might be desired, the 
Maryland General Assembly has always appreciated our needs and, to the maximum extent possible, 
provided the financial wherewithal in a manner recognizing our critical public mission. 

The high performance of Maryland judges is due in no small measure to the wisdom of the trial 
and appellate Judicial Nominating Commissions which screen all applicants for judicial office, and to 
the Governor of Maryland whose appointments from those recommended by the Commissions have 
been uniformly praised. 

Among the many initiatives undertaken by the Judiciary during this past fiscal year, none is more 
important than the work directed toward the establishment of civil case management plans for each 
circuit court in the State. In this regard, the Ad Hoc Committee on Management of Litigation, a joint 
undertaking of the Court of Appeals' Rules Committee and the Maryland State Bar Association, took 
the first steps toward providing a firm foundation for expediting the disposition of these cases through­
out the State. This initiative resulted in the preparation by the Rules Committee of its 124th Report to 
the Court of Appeals, requiring a system of differentiated case management in which actions are classi­
fied according to complexity and priority and are assigned to a scheduling category based on that clas­
sification. 

I recommend this Report to the reading of everyone interested in the operations of the judicial 
branch. 
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Judicial Revenues and Expenditures ] 

In Fiscal Year 1994, State 
and local costs to support the 
operations of the Judicial 
Branch were approximately 
$187.9 million. The Judicial 
Branch consists of the Court of 
Appeals; the Court of Special 
Appeals; the circuit courts; the 
District Court of Maryland; the 
circuit court clerks' offices; the 
Administrative Office of the 
Courts; the Standing Commit­
tee on Rules of Practice and 
Procedure of the Court of Ap­
peals; the State Board of Law 
Examiners; the Maryland State 
Law Library; and the Commis­
sion on Judicial Disabilities. 
There were 242 judicial posi­
tions and approximately 3,400 
non-judicial positions in the Ju­
dicial Branch as of June 30, 
1994. The State-funded Judiciary 
operates on a program budget 
and expended $147,539,020 in 
Fiscal Year 1994. 

The two appellate courts 
and their respective clerks' of­
fices are funded by two pro­
grams. The circuit court 
program contains the compen­
sation, travel, and educational 
costs for circuit court judges, 
which totaled $18,759,359, and 
$42,699,740 in costs to operate 
the circuit court clerks' offices, 
all of which totaled $61,459,099. 
This is the fourth full year in 
which costs for these offices are 
in the Judicial Budget. As a re­
sult of the passage of a constitu­
tional amendment in 1990, 
fiscal responsibility for the cir­
cuit court clerks' offices was 
transferred from the Executive 
to the Judicial Branch. The larg­
est program is the State-funded 
District Court, which expended 

; .':" .... <JuciJCiall3'r~~"~p~'r$();~.,.3I)dPrqflle;i.-{; :~:;~; .," 
Judicial Personnel 

Court of Appeals 

Court of Special Appeals 

Circuit Courts 

Dif.:'(rict Court 

Non·Judlclal Personnel 

Court of Appeals 

Court of Special Appeals 

District Court 

7 

13 

125 

97 

Administrative Office of the Courts 

Court-Related Offices 

29 

59 

1,183 

175 

State Board of Law Examiners 

Standing Committee on Rules of 
Practice and Procedure 

6 

3 

State Law Library 

State Reporter 

Circuit Courts-Local Funding 

Circuit Courts 

Total 

10 

854.5 

1,159.5 

3722' 

'Includes allocated, temporary, and contractual positions 

$63,338,788. The Maryland Ju­
dicial Conference contains 
funds for continuing judicial 
education and Conference ac­
tivities. Remaining programs 
fund the Administrative Office 
of the Courts, the Maryland 
State Law Library, the Standing 
Committee on Rules of Practice 
and. Pro~edure, the State Board 
of Law Examiners, the State Re­
porter, and the Commission on 
Judicial Disabilities. 

The Attorney Grievance 
Commission and the Clients' 
Security Trust Fund are sup­
ported by assessments paid by 
lawyers entitled to practice in 
Maryland. These supporting 
funds are not included in the 

Judicial Budget. 
The figures and tables (on 

page 5) show the State revenue 
and expenditures for Fiscal 
Year 1994. With the exception 
of two special funds, all reve­
nues are remitted to the State's 
General Fund. 1'he Land Re­
cords Improvement Fund, cre­
ated 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 record automation and 
equipment to improve land re­
cords operations in the clerks' 
offices. The second special fund 
is the Victims of Crime Fund, 
also created by statute effective 

------------------------------------------~~-----
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Fiscal Year 1992. A portion of 
additional costs assessed in 
criminal cases is remitted to the 
Fund to establish services and 
programs for victims and wit­
nesses. Shown on the following 
tables (page 5) is the total reve­
nue collected by the circuit 
court clerks in Fiscal Year 1994 
for court-related and non-court­
related activities. A total of 
$44,074,569 was collected from 
commissions on land record 
transactions, State licenses, 
court costs, and criminal injury 
compensation assessments. 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 1994, the circuit court 
clerks' offices collected 

Ann'ual Report oJ the Maryland]udiciary 

$72,039,921, which was depos­
ited into this account. In addi­
tion, the clerks' offices remitted 
$166,138,647 to local govern­
ments for recordation taxes, li­
censes, and court fines. In 
addition, $3,933,577 was col­
lected for the Land Records Im­
provement Fund and $94,544 
was collected for the Victims of 
Crime Fund. The District Court 
remitted $54,526,942 in fees, 
fines, and costs to the General 
Fund. 

The State Budget totaled ap­
proximately $12.7 billion in Fis­
cal Year 1994. The illustration 
(on page 5) reflects that the 
State-funded Judicial Budget 
consumes about 1.5 percent of 
the entire State Budget. Other 
expenditures of the circuit 
courts come from local appro­
priations to Maryland's 23 

counties and Baltimore City. 
These appropriations were ap­
proximately $40.7 million in 
Fiscal Year 1994. Revenues 
from fines, forfeitures, and cer­
tain appearance fees are re­
turned to the subdivisions, 
primarily for the support of the 
local court libraries. Other 
court-related revenues collected 
by the circuit courts come from 
fees and charges in domestic re­
lations matters and service 
charges in collecting non-sup­
port payments. 

The chart illustrating the 
contributions of the State and 
local subdivisions to support 
the Judicial Branch shows that 
the State portion accounts for 
approximately 78.3 percC'nt, 
while the local subdivisions ac­
count for 21. 7 percer~t. 



Judicial Revenues and ExpendUu,res 

STATE FUNDED PORTION OF JUDICIAL 
EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 

FUNDING SOURCES FOR 
JUDICIAL BRANCH 

public Education 
34% 

Program 

Court of Appeals 
Court of Speoial Appeals 
Cirouit Courts 
District Court 
Administrative Offioe of the Courts 
State Board of Law Examiners 
TOTAL 

Judicial Budget 
],5% 

State Funded Judlolal Budget· 
General Revenues* 

Actual Actual 
FY 1992 FY 1993 

$ 76,314 $ 74,565 

88,109 101,205 

94,235,352 ·'39,750,978 

63,936,759 55,93 "1,197 

0 ***1,194,743 
498,213 527,056 

$158,834,747 $97,579,744 

Actusl 
FY 1994 

$ 74,034 

101,910 

**44,074,569 

54,526,942 

"'1,016,242 
578,122 

$100,371,819 

'Please refer to the narrative for an explanation of the revenues. In addition, $3,933,577 was remitted to the 
Land Reoords Improvement Fund and $94,544 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 $72,039,921 for FY 1994. 
'''These funds were colleoted by tt,e Administrative Offioe of the Courts through administration of the 
F-ederal Child SUppport Enforcement Agreement. 

Expenditures 

Program Actual Actual Actual 
FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 

Court of Appeals $ 2,418,130 $ 2,416,374 $ 2,449,211 

Court of Special Appeals 4,326,372 4,431,574 4,423,585 

Circuit Oourts (Includes Clrouit Court Clerks' 57,145,019 58,602,702 61,459,099 
Offioes) 

District Court 59,735,678 60,402,772 63,338,788 

Maryland Judioial Conferenoe 7,658 19,908 28,229 

Administrative Office of the Courts 3,541,470 5,154,773 5,643,830 

Court-Related Agencies 797,318 887,774 915,065 

Maryland State Law Library 680,517 675,967 705,088 

Judiolal Data Processing 8,086,478 8,451,852 8,576,125 

TOTAL $136,738,640 $141,043,696 $147,539,020 
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The Maryland Judicial System 9 

THE MARYLAND JUDICIAL SYSTEM 
FISCAL 1994 

COURT OF APPEALS 
Chief Judge and 6 Associates 

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS 
Chief Judge and 12 Associates 

CIRCUIT COURTS 

I I I I I I I I 
FIRST CIRCUIT SECoND CIRCUIT THIRD CIRCUIT FOliRTH CIRCUIT FIFTH CIRCUIT SIXTH CIRCUIT SEVENTH CIRCUIT EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

Dorchester Caroline Baltimore Allegany Anne Arundel Frederick Calvert Baltimore City 
Somerset Cecil Harford Garratt Carroll MontgomelY Charles 
Wicomico Ken: Washingtun Howard Prince George's 
Worcester Ouean Anne's 51. Mary's 

Talbot 

~~ 6 Judges 19 JUdjLes 7 Judges 16 Judges 18 Judges 26 Judaes 26 Judaes 

I ORPHAN'S COURTS 1 
I 

I All political subdiVIsions except 

l Harford and Montgomery counties 

THE DISTRICT COURT 

r 1- I I ,-l_ r=r~~ r--
~1-1 r I I 1 

r DISTRICT 1 ~STRICT3I DISTRICT 3 DISTRICT 4 DISTRICT 5 DISTRICT 6 DISTRICT 7 DISTRICT B DISTRICT 9 DISTRICT 10 DISTRICT 11 DISTRICT 1 I BaltImore City Dorchesler Carohne Colvert Princo George's Montgomeoy Anne Arundel Beltlmore Harford Carroll Frede"ck AttOl'"lnv 
Somerset Cecil Charles Howard Washington Garrett 
Wicomico Kent 51. Maoy's 
Worcester Queen Anne's 

l23 Judges 

Talbot 

12 Judges j 5 Judgos S Judgos 4 Judgec 11 Judges 11 Judges 7 Judges 4 Judge. 6 Judges 4 Judges 3 Judges 

--- '---. J 
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STATE OF MARYIAND 

Garrett ~. 

* Oakland ~
CUmberland 

Judicial Circuits and Districts 

JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED 11\1 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 Di':ltrict-Baltimore City 

Second District-Dorchester, Somerset, Wicomico, and Worcester 
Third District-Carolina, Cecil, Kent, Queen Anne's, and Talbot 

Fourth District-Calvert, Charles, Clnd 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 

~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------.------
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Han. Robert C. Murphy, CJ (2) 
Han. John C. Eldridge (5) 
Han. Lawrence F. Rodowsky (6) 

THE APPELLATE COURTS 

The Court of Appeals 

Hon. Howard S. Chasanow (4) 
Han. Robert L. Karwacki (1) 

The Court of Special Appeals 

Han Alan M. Wilner, CJ (At large) Han. Theodore G. Bloom (5) 
Han. Charles E, Moylan, Jr. (At large) Han. William W. Wenner (3) 
Han. John J. Bishop, Jr. (At large) Han. Robe \ ;:. Fischer (At large) 
Han. John J. Garrity (4) Han. Dale R. Cathell (1) 
Han. Paul E. Alpert (2) Han. Arrie W. Davis (6) 

First Judicial Circuit 
"Han. Alfred T. Truitt, Jr., CJ 
Han. Theodore R. Eschenburg 
Han. Donald F. Johnson 
Han. D. William Simpson 
Han. Richard D. Warren 
Han. Thomas C. Groton, III 
Han. Dan:el M. Long 

I 
Second Judicial Circuit 

Han. Donaldson C. Cole, Jr., CJ 
"Han. J. Owen Wise 
Han. Edward DE Rollins, Jr. 
Han. John W. SRuse, Jr. 
Hon. William S. Horne 
Han. J. Frederick Price 

Third Judicial Circuit 

I-Han. Edward A. DeWaters, Jr., CJ 
Han. J. William Hinkel 

I Han. John F. Fader, II 
Han. Cypert O. Whitfill 
Han. William O. Carr 
Hor •. __ ames T. Smith, Jr. 
Hon. Dana M. Levitz 
Han. John G. Turnbull, II 
Han. Maurice W. Baldwin, Jr. 
Han. Stephen M. Waldron 
Han. Barbara Kerr Howe 
Hon. Alfred L. Brennan, Sr. 
Han. Christian M. Kahl 
Hon. Thomas J. Bollinger, Sr. 
Han. J. Norris Byrnes 
Han. Robert E. Cahill, Sr. 
Han. John O. Hennegan 
Hon. Lawrence R. Daniels 

I Han. Robert E. Cadigan 

THE CIRCUIT COURTS 

Fourth Judicial Circuit 
Hon Frederick A. Thayer, III, CJ 

"H::m. Frederick C. Wright, III 
han. J. Frederick Sharer 
Hon. Daniel W. Moylan 
Han. Gary G. Leasure 
Han. Darrow Glaser 
Han. John H. McDowell 

Fifth Judicial Circuit 
Han. Bruce C. Williams, CJ 

"Hon. Raymond G. Thieme, Jr. 
Han. H. Chester Goudy, Jr. 
Han. Luke K. Burns, Jr. 
Hon. Eugene M. Lerner 
Han. Martin A Wolff 
Hon. James C. Cawood, Jr. 
Han. Raymond J. Kane, Jr. 
Han. Robert H. Heller, Jr. 
Han. Cornelius F. Sybert, Jr. 
Hon. Warren B. Duckett, Jr. 
Hon. James B. Dudley 
Han. Raymond E. Beck, Sr. 
Hon. Lawrence H. Rushworth 
Hon. Francis M. Arnold 
Han. Dennis M. Sweeney 

Sixth Judicial Circuit 
'Han. William M. Cave, CJ 
Han. William C. Miller 
Han. L. Leonard Ruben 
Han. DeLawrence Beard 
Han. G. Edward Dwyer, Jr. 
Han. J. James McKenna 
Han. Mary Ann Stepler 
Han. Paul H. Weinstein 
Han. Vincent E. Ferretti, Jr. 

Han. Robert M. Bell (6) 
Han. Irma S. Raker (3) 

Han. Glenn T. Harrell, Jr. (At large) 
Han. ~!oseph F. Murphy, Jr. (At large 
Vacancy 

Han. Paul A McGuckian 
Han. James L. Ryan 
Han. Herbert L. Rollins 
Han. Ann S. Harrington 
Han. S. Michael Pincus 
Han. D. Warren Donohue 
Han. William P. Turner 
Han. Michael D. Mason 
Han. Durke G. Thompson 

Seventh JudIcial CircuIt 
Han. William H. McCullough, CJ 
Han. George W. Bowling 
Han. Robert J. Woods 
Han. Vincent J. Femia 
Hon. Robert H. Mason 
Han. Audrey E. Melbourne 
Han. Richard J. Clark 
Han. Arthur M. Ahalt 
Hon.G.R.HoveyJohnson 
Han. Joseph S. Casula 
Hon. Darlene G. Perry 
Han. John H. Briscoe 

'Han. Graydon S. MeKee, III 
Han. Thomas A Rymer 
Han. William D. Missouri 
Han. Robert C. Nalley 
Han. James P. Salmon 
Han. Marvin S. Kaminetz 
Han. Steven I. Platt 
Han. Larnzell Martin, Jr. 
Han. Richard H. Sothoron, Jr. 
Hon. C. Philip Nichols 
Han. William B. Spellbring, Jr. 
Han. Warren J. Krug 
Han. Sylvania W. Woods 
Han. Thomas P. Smith 

'Circuit Administrative Judge 

L-, _________________________________________ _ 
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Eighth Judicial Circuit 
Han. Robert I.H. Hammerman,CJ 
Han. David Ross 

*Hon. Joseph H. H. Kaplan 
Han. Elsbeth Levy Bothe 
Han. John Carroll Byrnes 
Han. Kenneth Lavon Johnson 
Han. Thomas Ward 
Han. Edward J. Angeletti 
Han. Thomas E. Noel 
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THE CIRCUIT COURTS (Continued) 

Han. David B. Mitchell 
Han. Hilary D. Caplan 
Han. Kathleen O'Ferrall Friedman 
Han. Marvin B. Steinberg 
Han. Clifton J. Gordy, Jr. 
Han. Mabel H. Hubbard 
Han. John N. Prevas 
Han. Ellen M. Heller 
Han. Roger W. Brown 

Han. John C. Themelis 
Han. Richard T. Rombro 
Han. Ellen L. Hollander 
Han. Paul A. Smith 
Han. Andre M. Davis 
Han. Joseph P. McCurdy, Jr. 
Han. Martin P. Welch 
Han. Carol E. Smith 

*Circuit Administrative Judge 

THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

District Court 
Han. Robert F. Sweeney, CJ 

District 1 
Han. Martin A. Kircher 
Han. Alan M. Resnick 
Han. Richard O. Motsay 
Han. Alan B. Lipson 
Han. George J. Helinski 

*Hon. Mary Ellen T. Rinehardt 
Han. Charlotte M. Cooksey 
Han. H. Gary Bass 
Han. Keith E. Mathews 
Han. Askew W. Gatewood, Jr. 
Han. Alan J. Karlin 
Han. David W. Young 
Han. Theodore B. Oshrine 
Han. Kathleen M. Sweeney 
Han. Teaette S. Price 
Han. Barbara B. Waxman 
Han. Jamey H. Weitzman 
Han. C. Yvonne Holt-Stone 
Han. Gale R. Caplan 
Han. Norman E. Johnson, Jr. 
Han. Nancy B. Shuger 
Han. John M. Glynn 
Vacancy 

District 2 
Han. Robert D. Horsey 

*Hon. John L. Norton, III 
Han. R. Scott Davis 
Han. Richard R. Bloxom 
Han. Lioyd O. Whitehead 

District 3 
Han. L. Edgar Brown 
Han. John T. Clark, III 
Han. H. Thomas Sisk, Jr. 
Han. William H. Adkins, III 

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

District 4 
Han. C. Clarke Raley 

*Hon. Larry R. Holtz 
Han. Gary S. Gasparovic 
Han. Stephen L. Clagett 

District 5 
Han. Theresa A. [\Jolan 
Han. Gerard F. Devlin 
Han. John F. Kelly, Sr. 
Han. Thurman H. Rhodes 

*Hon. Frank M. Kratovil 
Han. Sherrie L. Krauser 
Han. Patrice E. Lewis 
Han. E. Allen Shepherd 
Han. Sheila R. Tillerson 
Han. Michelle D. Hatten 
Vacancy 

District 6 
Han. Douglas H. Moore, Jr. 
Han. Henry J. Monahan 
Han. Louis D. Harrington 

*Hon. Cornelius J. Vaughey 
Han. Patrick L. Woodward 
Han. Dennis M. McHugh 
Han. Lee M. Sislen 
Han. Louise G. Scrivener 
Han. Martha G. Kavanaugh 
Han. Nelson W. Rupp, Jr. 
Han. Thomas L. Craven 

District 7 
*Hon. Clayton Greene, Jr. 
Han. Joseph P. Manck 
Han. Martha F. Rasin 
Han. Michael E. Loney 
Han. Vincent A. Mulieri 

Han. James W. Dryden 
Vacancy 

District 8 
*Hon. John H. Garmer 
Han. A. Gordon Boone, Jr. 
Han. Patricia S. Pytash 
Han. Charles E. Foos, III 
Han. I. Marshall Seidler 
Han. Michael L. McCampbell 
Han. Barbara R. Jung 
Han. G. Darrell Russell 
Han. Alexander Wright, Jr. 
Han. Robert N. Dugan 
Han. Darryl G. Fletcher 
Vacancy 

District 9 
*Hon. John S. Landbeck, Jr. 
Han. Lawrence S. Lanahan, Jr. 
Han. John L. Dunnigan 
Han. Emory A. Plitt, Jr. 

District 10 
Han. Donald M. Smith 
Han. R. Russell Sadler 

*Hon. James N. Vaughan 
Han. Lenore R. Gelfman 
Han. Louis A. Becker, III 
Han. JoAnn M. Ellinghaus-Jones 

District 11 
Han. James F. Strine 

*Hon. Frederick J. Bower 
Han. William Milnor Roberts 
Hon.R.NoeISpence 

District 12 
*Hon. Paul J. Stakem 
Han. W. Timothy Finan 
Han. Ralph M. Burnett 

'District Administrative Judge 
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II 

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 
throughout the State in the 
early years of its existence, but 
has resided in Annapolis since 
1851. The Court is composed of 
seven judges, one from each of 
the first five Appellate Judicial 
Circuits and two from the Sixth 
Appellate Judicial Circuit (Balti­
more City). Members of the 
Court initially are appointed by 
the Governor and confirmed by 
the Senate. Subsequently, they 
run for office on their records, 
unopposed. If a judge's reten­
tion in office is rejected by the 
electorate or there is a tie vote, 
the vacant office is filled by a 
new appointment. Otb.erwise, 
the incumbent judge remains 
in office for a ten-year term. 
The Chief Judge of the Court of 
Appeals is designated by the 
Governor and serves as the con­
stitutional administrative head 
of the Maryland Judiciary. 

Since January 1, 1975, the 
Court of Appeals has exercised 
discretion by considering writs 
of certiorari in selecting cases 
for review. As a result, the 
Court's workload has been re­
duced to a more manageable 
level. 

The Court of Appeals may 
review the decisions or pend­
ing cases of the Court of Special 
Appeals. The Court also has ex­
clusive jurisdiction over death 
sentence appeals. Circuit court 
decisions on matters appealed 
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from the District Court may be 
examined as well. The Court is 
empowered to adopt !'\.lIes of ju­
dicial administration, practice, 
and procedure which have the 
force of law. It also admits per­
sons to the practice of law upon 
the recommendation 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 
state appellate courts may be 
decided by the Court of Appeals 
as well. 

A graphic comparison of 

regular docket and certiorari 
petition filings and termina­
tions over the last five fiscal 
years is presented in Table CA­
l. Since Fiscal Year 1990, filing 
and termination statistics for 
the Court of Appeals have fluc­
tuated. Both regular docket fil­
ings and terminations have 
decreased 3.7 percent and 4.8 
percent, respectively, since Fis­
cal Year 1990. In contrast, certio­
rari petitions and terminations 
have increased 6.6 percent and 
11.2 percent, respectively, dur­
ing the same period. 

TABLE CAl 

1990 

COURT OF APPEALS 
APPEALS ACTUALLY FILED AND 

TERMINATED WITHIN FISCAL YEAR 
G!I Filed Certiorari Petitions 
o Disposed Certiorari Petition 
• Appeals Filed 
C Plll:.<IiLllisI!ll~"",,-_---' 

1991 1992 1993 1994 
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Filings 

The Fiscal Year 1994 work­
load in the Court of Appeals 
was comprised of matters filed 
on the docket for the Septem­
ber 1993 Term. Filings received 
from March 1 through Febru­
ary 28 are scheduled for argu­
ment on the September Term 
docket beginning the second 
Monday in September through 
commencement of the next 

term. Appellate court filings for 
the period of March 1 through 
February 28 are included in 
this report, while dispositions 
are counted using fiscal year 
data compiled July 1 through 
June 30. 

There were 936 filings dock­
eted by the Court of Appeals 
during the 1993 Term, a de­
crease of approximately 8.1 per­
cent from the 1,018 filings 
do("-~ted during the previous 

TABLECAft2 

ORIGIN OF APPEALS BY 
APPELLATE JUDICIAL CIRCUITS AND COUNTIES 

COURT OF APPEALS 

1993"TERM 

FIRST APPELLATE CIRCUIT 16 10.';)010 

Caroline County 0 

Cecil County 3 

Dorchester County 2 
Kent County 3 

Queen Anne's County 1 

Somerset County 2 
Talbot County 1 

Wicomico County 3 

Worcester County 1 

SECOND APPELLATE CIRCUIT 20 12.5% 

Baltimore County 17 
Harford County 3 

THIRD APPELLATE CIRCUIT 32 20.0% 

Allegany County 1 
Frederick County 3 

Garrett County 1 
Montgomery County 25 
Washington County 2 

FOURTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 28 17.5% 

Calvert County 0 

Charles County 3 

Prince George's County 22 
St. Ma!y's County 3 

FIFTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 25 15.6% 

Anne Arundel County 19 

Carroll County 2 
Howard County 4 

SIXTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 39 24.4% 
Baltimore City 39 

TOTAL 160 100.0% 

term. A 10 .. t percent decrease in 
petitions for certiorari was a 
significant factor in this general 
decline in filing statistics. There 
were 688 certiorari petitions 
filed during the 1993 Term, 77 
fewer filings than the 765 total 
for the 1992 Term. Similarly, 
miscellaneous appeals de­
creased 29.5 percent from 44 fil­
ings during the previous term 
to 31 filings in the 1993 Term. 
Only regular docket appeals in­
creased in Fiscal Year 1994; 
regular docket filings increased 
six percent from 151 in the 
1992 Term to 160 in the 1995 
Term. The volume of attorney 
grievance proceedings re­
mained constant, with 58 and 
57 filings during the 1992 and 
1993 Terms, respectively. 

Petitions for certiorari may 
be filed to request review of de­
cisions or pending cases in­
itially appealed to the Court of 
Special Appeals from the circuit 
and orphan courts. The Court 
of Appeals grants petitions for 
certiorari which are deemed 
"desirable and in the public in­
terest." Certiorari also may be 
granted to review circuit court 
decisions on matters appealed 
from the District Court. 

As indicated in Table CA-6, 
the Court considered 676 peti­
tions for certiorari during Fis­
cal Year 1994. Included in that 
figure were petitions for 336 
civil cases (49.7 percent) an d 
340 criminal cases (50.5 per­
cent). The Court granted 103 
petitions (15.2 percent) and de­
nied 553 (81.8 percent). In addi­
tion, 15 petitions were 
dismissed and five were with­
drawn. 

The Court's regular docket 
is comprised of cases that have 
been granted certiorari, as well 
as cases pending in the Court of 
Special Appeals that will be 
heard on the Court's own mo-
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tion. A monthly review of ap­
pellants' briefs from cases 
pending in the Court of Special 
Appeals is conducted by the 
Court of Appeals to identify 
cases suitable for consideration 
by the higher court. 

During the 1993 Term, 
regular docket appeals in­
creased for the first time since 
the 1989 Term. A total of 160 
cases were docketed during the 
1993 Term, a six percent in­
crease from 1992. Previously, 
the volume of regular docket 
appeals had decreased over 
three consecutive years, with 
the most significant decrease 
(4.4 percent) occurring in 1992. 

During the 1993 Term, 
more than 66 percent of the 
docket was comprised of civil 
matters, including law, equity, 
and juvenile caslOls, while crimi- I 

nal cases constituted the re­
maining 33.8 percent (Table 
CA-5). Baltimore City contrib­
uted 39 docketed cases (24.4 
percent) and Montgomery 
County followed with 25 cases 
(15.6 percent). Twenty-two 
cases from Prince George's 
County were docketed (13.8 
percent), while Anne Arundel 
and Baltimore Counties con­
tributed 19 cases (11.9 percent), 
and 17 cases (10.6 percent), re­
spectively. The remaining 38 
docketed cases (23.8 percent) 
were appealed from the other 
19 jurisdictions (Table CA-2). 

Dispositions 

In Fiscal Year 1994, the 
Court of Appeals reported 888 
dispositions, a 10.2 percent de­
crease from the 989 disposi­
tions reported in Fiscal Year 
1995. The 676 dispositions of 
certiorari petitions reported in 
Fiscal Year 1994 represents an 
11.9 percent decrease from the 
767 dispositions in Fiscal Year 
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TABLE CA-3 
APPEALS DOCKETED BY TERM 

COURT OF APPEALS REGULAR DOCKET 

~Total 
DCivil 
o Criminal 

1989 1990 1991 

1993. In addition, the Court dis­
posed of 157 regular docket ap­
peals, 35 attorney grievance 
proceedings, and 20 miscellane­
ous appeals, six of which were 
certified questions of law (Table 
CA-4). The Court of Appeals also 
admitted 1,551 persons to the 
practice of law, including 127 
attorneys from other jurisdic­
tions. 

The 157 disposed regular 
docket cases were comprised of 
the following: one case from 
the 1990 Docket; seven cases 
from the 1991 Docket; 42 cases 
from the 1992 Docket; 103 cases 
from the 1993 Docket; and four 
cases from the 1994 Docket. In 
these dispositions, 52 lower 
court decisions were affirmed 
and 43 were reversed. Thirteen 
lower court decisions were af­
firmed in part and reversed in 
palt, 19 were vacated and re­
manded, and seven were re-

1992 1993 

versed and remanded. The 
Court dismissed three cases 
with opinions filed and 13 
cases without opinions. In addi­
tion, three cases were dis­
missed prior to argument or 
submission. Two cases were af­
firmed in part and remanded 
in part. A lower COUlt decision 
was affirmed in part and dis­
missed in part in one case and 
the Court addressed a question 
of law in another case (Table 
CA-7). The Court disposed of 89 
civil cases, 65 criminal cases, 
and three juvenile cases. 

An average of 5.7 months 
elapsed from the granting of a 
petition for certiorari to oral ar­
gument or disposition without 
oral argument. When oral argu­
ments were conducted, an aver­
age of 5.5 months elapsed until 
a decision was rendered. The 
entire process from the grant­
ing of certiorari to the final de-
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TABLECA-4 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 
COURT OF APPEALS 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

Regular Docket 

Petitions for Certiorari 

Attorney Grievance Proceedings 

Bar Admission Proceedings 

Certified Questions of Law 

Miscellaneous Appeals 

Total 

cision averaged 8.2 months dur­
ing Fiscal Year 1994 (Table CA-
8). The Court issued 137 
majority opinions, including 
two per curiam opinions. In ad­
dition, there were 31 dissenting 
opinions, six concurring opin­
ions, and three opinions that 
were dissenting in part and 
concurring in part. 

Pending 

At the close of Fiscal Year 
1994, 102 cases remained pend­
ing before the Court of Appeals. 
Included in the pending 
caseload were nine cases from 
the 1992 Docket, 48 cases from 
the 1993 Docket, and 45 cases 
from the 1S 94 Docket. Approxi­
mately 70.6 percent (72) of the 
pending cases were civil, while 
the remaining 29.4 percent (30) 
were criminal cases (Table CA-
5). 

Trends 

Although a record number 
of filings were reported during 
the 1992 Term, filings de­
creased 8.1 percent during the 
1993 Term. There were 936 fil­
ings received by the Court of 
Appeals during the 1993 Term, 

Filings Dispositions 

158 157 

683 676 

46 35 

0 0 

3 6 

23 14 

913 888 

compared with 1,018 filings 
during the previous term. Since 
the 1989 Term, total filings 
have fluctuated annually. Dur­
ing the last five years, the net 
change in total filings has been 
a 5.5 percent increase. The cur­
rent decrease in filings may be 
attributed to a 10.1 percent de­
crease in petitions for certio­
rari, which represents the first 
decrease in that category dur­
ing the lant five terms. In con­
trast, the first increase in 
regular docket appeals (six per­
cent) during the same period of 
time was reported for the 1993 
Term. 

During Fiscal Year 1994, the 
Court of Appeals reported the 
second highest number of cer­
tiorari petition dispositions in 
the last five years. There were 
676 certiorari petitions dis­
posed during Fiscal Year 1994. 
That figure compares with 767 
dispositions during Fiscal Year 
1993, a decrease of 11.9 percent. 
Since Fiscal Year 1990, certio­
rari pel;aon dispositions have 
increased by 11.2 percent. Dur­
ing Fiscal Year 1994, approxi­
mately 15.2 percent of the 
certiorari petitions considered 
by the Court were granted, an 
increase over the previous year 

when 14.5 percent were 
granted. Over the last five 
years, the percentage of certio­
rari petitions granted has 
ranged from a high of 19.9 per­
cent in Fiscal Year 1991 to a low 
of 14.5 percent in Fiscal Year 
1993. During that same period, 
civil petitions were granted at a 
higher rate than criminal peti­
tions. An average of 19.9 per­
cent of civil petitions have been 
granted over the last five years, 
compared with 14.1 percent of 
criminal petitions. The Court 
granted 18.8 percent of civil pe­
titions and 11.8 percent of 
criminal petitions during Fiscal 
Year 1994. 

The first increase in disposi­
tions of regular docket appeals 
since Fiscal Year 1991 was re­
ported during Fiscal Year 1994 
(9.8 percent). During the last 
five years, the Court has re­
duced the time expended to dis­
pose of its workload by 21.9 
percent. In Fiscal Year 1990, the 
Court averaged 10.5 months to 
render a decision from the time 
certiorari was granted, com­
pared with 8.8 months in Fiscal 
Year 1993 and 8.2 months in 
Fiscal Year 1994. In addition to 
expediting the appellate proc­
ess, the Court also managed to 
reduce its pending caseload 
during the last five years. While 
136 cases remained pending at 
the close of Fiscal Year 1990, 
the pending caseload was re­
duced 25 percent in Fiscal Year 
1994 to 102 cases. 

Challenged to dispense jus­
tice efficiently and impartially 
while addressing increasingly 
complex legal issues, the Judici­
ary will continue to serve the 
citizens of Maryland in accord­
ance with the directives estab­
lished by its highest tribunal, 
the Court of Appeals. 
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TABLECA-5 

CASES PENDING 
COUR1" OF APPEALS 

Regular Docket 

June 30, 1994 

Civil Juvenile Criminal Total 

Origin 

1992 Docket 7 0 2 9 

1993 Docket 33 0 15 48 

1994 Docket 32 0 13 45 

Total 72 0 30 102 

TABLECA-6 

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATiVE TABLE 
PETITION DOCKET DISPOSITIONS 

(PETITIONS FOR CERTIORARI) 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

Percentage of Certiorari 
Petitions Granted Dismissed Denied Withdrawn Total Petitions Granted 

Civil 

1989-90 66 4 228 0 298 22.1O;b 

1990-91 75 9 241 0 325 23.1% 

1991-92 56 8 237 2 304' 18.4% 

1992-93 63 7 295 0 365 17.3% 

1993-94 63 3 267 3 336 18.8% 

Criminal 

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% 

1993-94 40 12 286 2 340 '11.8% 

* This total includes one civil case which was transferred. 
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TABLECA-7 

DISPOSITION OF COURT OF APPEALS CASES 

Regular Docket 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30, 1994 
FISCAL 1994 

Civil Juvenile Criminal Total 

Affirmed 23 1 28 52 

Reversed 27 1 15 43 

Dismissed-Opinion Filed 1 0 2 3 

Dismissed Without Opinion 10 1 2 13 

Remanded Without Affirmance or Reversal 0 0 0 0 

Vacated and Remanded 11 0 8 19 

Modified and Affirmed 0 0 0 0 

Affirmed in Part, Reversed in Part 10 0 3 13 

Affirmed in Part, Dismissed in Part 1 0 0 1 

Dismissed Prior to Argument or Submission 3 0 0 3 

Certified Question Answered 1 0 0 1 

Affirmed in Part, Remanded in Part 0 0 2 2 

Reversed and Remanded 2 0 5 7 

Origin 

1990 Docket 1 0 0 1 

1991 Docket 3 0 4 7 

1992 Docket 19 0 23 42 

1993 Docket 63 3 37 103 

1994 Docket 3 0 1 4 

Total Cases Disposed During Fiscal 1994 89 3 65 157 
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TABLECA·8 

AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS FOR CASES 
DISPOSED BY COURT OF APPEALS 

Regular Docket 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 3D, 1994 
FISCAL 1994 

Certiorari Granted 
to Argument 

or to Disposition Argument 
Without Argument" to Declslon** 

Days 110 160 

Months 3.7 5.3 

Number of Oases 157 133 

• Includes all cases disposed in Fiscal 1994 . 
•• Includes all cases disposed in Fiscal 1994 which were argued. 

TABLECA·9 

FIVE·YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS 

Certiorari 
Granted to 
Decision· 

245 

8.2 

157 

FOR FILING OF APPEALS ON THE REGULAR DOCKET 
COURT OF APPEALS 

Docket 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

(In Days and Months) 

Original Filing 
to Disposition 

In Circuit Co~rt 

322 

10.7 

371 

12.4 

362 

12.1 

370 

12.3 

437 

14.6 

Disposition In 
Circuit Court to 

Docketing In 
Court 01 Appeals 

126 

4.2 

136 

4.5 

142 

4.7 

147 

4.9 

149 

5.0 

21 

I 
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[ The Court of Special Appeals ]I 

Introduction 

Maryland's intermediate 
appellate court, the Court of 
Special Appeals, was created in 
1966 to address a substantial 
backlog in the Court of Appeals 
that had developed as a result of 
a rapidly increasing caseload. 

Located in Annapolis, the 
COUlt of Special Appeals is com­
posed of a chief judge and 
twelve associate judges. One 
member of the Court is elected 
from each of the first five Ap­
pellate Judicial Circuits and two 
members are elected from the 
Sixth Appellate Judicial Circuit 
(Baltimore City). The remain­
ing six members are elected at 

large. Judges serving on the 
Court of Special Appeals are ap­
pointed by the Governor and 
confirmed by the Senate. Their 
ten-year terms are renewed by 
voters in uncontested elections. 
The Chief Judge of the Court of 
Special Appeals is appointed by 
the Governor. 

The Court of Special Ap­
peals has exclusive initial appel­
late jurisdiction over reviewable 
judgments, decrees, orders, or 
other actions of a circuit court. 
Generally, it hears cases ap­
pealed directly from the circuit 
courts, unless otherwise pro­
vided by law. The judges of the 
Court are empowered to con­
vene in panels of three . .A hear-

TABLE CSA-l 

ing or re-hearing before the 
Court en banc may be ordered 
in any case by a majority of the 
incumbent judges. The Court 
also considers applications for 
leave to appeal in post-convic­
tion, inmate grievance, crimi­
nal guilty plea, and violation of 
probation matters, as well as 
habeas corpus petitions involv­
ing bail issues. 

Filings 

Cases on the September 
1993 Docket constituted a sig­
nificant portion of the Court's 
workload in 1994. Filings re­
ceived from March 1 through 
February 28 were entered on 

COL.I.\:T OF SPECIAL APPEALS - APPEALS ACTUALLY 
FILED AND TERMINATED WITHIN FISCAL YEAR 

DOpinions 
D Appeals Filed 
c.\li.i:l Appeals Disposed 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 
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TABLE CSA·2 

ORIGIN OF APPEALS BY 
APPELLATE JUDICIAL CIRCUITS AND COUNTIES 

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS 

1993 TERM 

FIRST APPELLATE CIRCUIT 
Oaroline Oounty 
Cecil Oounty 
Dorchester Oounty 
Kent Oounty 
Queen Anne's Oounty 
Somerset Oounty 
Talbot Oounty 
Wicomico Oounty 
Worcester Qountv 

SECOND APPELLATE CIRCUIT 
Baltimore Oounty 
Harford Oountv 

THIRD APPELLATE CIRCUIT 
Allegany Oounty 
Frederick Oounty 
Garrett Oounty 
Montgomery Oounty 
Washington Oounty 

FOURTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 
Oalvert Oounty 
Oharles Oounty 
Prince George's Oounty 
8t. Mary's Oountv 

FIFTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 
Anne Arundel Oounty 
Oarroll Oounty 
Howard Oounty 

SIXTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 
Baltimore Oity 

TOTAL 

the September Term docket for 
argument beginning the second 
Monday in September and end­
ing in June. In this report, fil­
ings are counted by term, 
March 1 through February 28, 
while dispositions are counted 
by fiscal year, July 1 through 
June 30. 

DUl'ing the September 1993 
Term, the Court of Special Ap­
peals assigned 1,974 cases to its 
regular docket, a decrease of 2.8 

206 10.4% 

7 
32 
19 
20 

9 
17 
25 
51 
26 

326 16.5% 

264 
62 

374 19.0% 

21 
36 

6 
271 

40 
369 18.7% 

14 
36 

297 
22 

265 13.4% 

161 
37 
67 

434 22.0% 

434 
1,974 100.0% 

percent from the 2,031 cases 
docketec! during the 1992 
Term. The 1993 Docket was 
comprised of 1,106 civil filings 
(56 percent) and 868 criminal 
filings (44 percent), the second 
consecutive year since the 1987 
Term that civil filings have ex­
ceeded criminal filings. In addi­
tion, criminal filings decreased 
for the third consecutive term 
by 9.1 percent, while civil fil­
ings increased by 2.8 percent 

for the second consecutive year 
(Table CSA-5). 

The Court of Special Ap­
peals has implemented statuto­
rily prescribed procedures to 
manage its civil and criminal 
workloads more efficiently. 
Maryland Rule 8-204 and 
Courts and Judicial Proceedings 
Article § 12-302, which remove 
the right of direct appeal in 
criminal cases in which a guilty 
plea has been entered, were 
adopted to manage the crimi­
nal caseload more effectively. 
As a result, an application for 
leave to appeal is required in 
instances in which a guilty plea 
has been entered in a criminal 
case. The Court has discretion­
ary authority 1.0 either assign 
the case to the regular docket or 
deny the appeal (Table CSA-6). 
During the 1982 Term, which 
immediately preceded the ef­
fective date of this procedural 
modification, 1,107 criminal fil­
ings were reported. Since that 
time, criminal filings have not 
exceeded the 1982 level. During 
the 1993 Term, 868 criminal fil­
ings were reported. 

Pre-hearing conferences 
have been used by the Court to 
expedite civil matters. Such 
conferences entail convening 
panels of judges to review 
pending civil cases and identify 
cases suitable for resolution by 
the parties. As stipulated in 
Maryland Rule 8-206.a.l, these 
appeals either are scheduled for 
pre-hearing conference or pro­
ceed through the regular appel­
late process. If the pre-hearing 
conferences result in disposi­
tion, the cases are neither as­
signed to the regular docket nor 
reported as filings. Cases that 
have not been resolved through 
pre-hearing conferences are 
placed on subsequent dockets 
and counted as filings. An in­
formation report, which sum-
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marizes the actions of the cir­
cuit court, is filed whenever an 
appeal has been noted. The 
Court of Special Appeals re­
ceived 1,409 information re­
ports during the 1993 Term, an 
increase of 4.8 percent over the 
1,344 reports received the prior 
term. During the 1993 Term, 
568 (40.3 percent) of the 1,409 
reports filed were scheduled for 
pre-hearing conferences (Table 
CSA-4). As a result of these pre­
hearing conferences, 355 cases 
(62.5 percent) proceeded with­
out limitation of issues. In addi­
tion, 122 cases (21.5 percent) 
were dismissed or settled either 
before, during, or following 
pre-hearing conferences, while 
58 cases (10.2 percent) were dis­
missed or remanded after the 
conferences. Ten cases (1.8 per­
cent) proceeded with expedited 
appeals, one case was stayed 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

pending bankruptcy, and one 
case was transferred to the 
Court of Appeals. The remain­
ing 21 cases (3.1" percent) re­
mained pending at the close of 
the term (Table CSA-5). 

Baltimore City contributed 
434 cases (22 percent) to the 
regular docket during the 1993 
Term, followed by 297 cases (15 
percent) from Prince George's 
County and 271 cases (13.7 per­
cent) from Montgomery 
County. Baltimore and Anne 
Arundel Counties contributed 
264 (13.4 percent) and 161 cases 
(8.2 percent), respectively (Ta­
ble CSA-2). Approximately 13 
percent of the circuit court tri­
als conducted in Fiscal Year 
1993 were on the regular 
docket of the Court of Special 
Appeals during the 1993 Term 
(Table CSA-9). 

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

REGULAR DOCKET 

27 

Dispositions 

There were 1,979 regular 
docket cases disposed during 
Fiscal Year 1994, a decrease of 
3.3 percent from 2,047 the pre­
vious fiscal year. The majority 
of these dispositions (1,567 or 
79.2 percent) were from the 
1993 Docket. Of the remaining 
dispositions, one was from the 
1990 Docket; six were from the 
1991 Docket; 344 were from the 
1992 Docket; and 61 were from 
the 1994 Docket, Dispositions 
were comprised of 1,139 civil 
eases (57.6 percent), 837 crimi­
nal cases (42.3 percent), and 
three juvenile cases (Table CSA-
7). 

The Court of Special Ap­
peals affirmed lower court deci­
sions in 1,098 cases (55.5 
percent), 606 cases (55.2 per­
cent) of which were criminal. 

o Criminal, o Civil 
~Tota1 

~--,------------------------~----
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TABLE CSA-4 
PREHEARING CONFEREN'CE REPORTS 

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS 

D Reports Received 
o Proceeded Without PHC 
~Assigned PHC 
IIiIII Dismissed at PHC 

1991 
Term 

1992 
Term 

In contrast, lower court deci­
sions were reversed in 216 
cases (10.9 percent). Reversals 
were issued in 154 civil cases 
(71.3 percent). The Court also 
dismissed 367 cases prior to ar­
gument or submission, dis­
missed 33 cases with an 
oplnlon, and vacated 66 cases. 
Other cases decided by the 
Court were as follows: 124 were 
affirmed in part and reversed 
in part; 19 were remanded 
without being affirmed or re­
versed; and 56 cases were trans­
ferred to the Court of Appeals 
(Table CSA-7). The Court of Spe­
cial Appeals also disposed of 
254 cases on its miscellaneous 
docket, which was comprised 
of 58 post-conviction cases, 29 
inmate grievances, 19 other mis-

1993 
Term 

cellaneous cases, and 148 viola­
tion of probation cases. The 
other miscellaneous category in­
cluded habeas corpus or bail 
cases, motions for stay of execu­
tion of an order pending ap­
peal, and appeals from guilty 
pleas. In disposing of cases on 
the miscellaneous docket, the 
Court granted 21 applications 
for leave to appeal, denied 230 
applications for leave to appeal, 
and remanded three cases (Ta­
ble CSA-6). 

During Fiscal Year 1994, an 
average of 5.1 months elapsed 
from docketing to either argu­
ment ~: disposition without ar­
gument. Ali ~verage of 1.5 
months elapsed between argu­
ment and decision (Table CSA-
10). 

In Fiscal Year 1994, the 
Court issued 1,579 majority 
opinions, of which 1,352 were 
unreported and 227 were re­
ported. In comparison, 1,622 
and 1,668 opinions were issued 
in Fiscal Year 1993 and Fiscal 
Year 1992, respectively. The 
Court also filed 18 concurring 
opinions and 36 dissenting 
opinions during Fiscal Year 
1994. 

Pending 

At the close of Fiscal Year 
1994, 956 cases were pending 
review by the Court of Special 
Appeals, a decrease of less than 
one percent from 963 pending 
cases the previous year. The 
956 pending cases included two 
cases from the 1990 Docket; six 
cases from the 1991 Docket; 
four cases from the 1992 
Docket; 321 cases from the 1993 
Docket; and 623 cases from the 
1994 Docket. Cases pending 
from the 1994 Docket primarily 
consist of matters scheduled for 
argument; the remainder of 
pending cases have been ar­
gued, but opinions have not 
been issued yet (,rable CSA-8). 

Trends 

The number of cases dock­
eted by the Court of Special Ap­
peals during the last five years 
has fluctuated annually. 
Caseloads have ranged from a 
high of 2,035 filings during the 
1990 Term to a low of 1,956 fil­
ings during the 1991 Term. 
Regular docket appeals have de­
creased by 1.6 percent from 
2,006 filings in 1989 to the 
1,974 filings in 1994. Docketed 
criminal appeals exceeded civil 
appeals during the 1989 
through 1991 Terms. However, 
civil appeals have comprised a 
greater percentage of the regu-
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lar docket during the last two 
terms. Climinal filings have de­
creased steadily during the last 
five years by approximately 17 
percent. Thf" were 1,041 
criminal cases docketed during 
the 1989 Term, compared with 
868 cases during the 1995 
Term. In contrast, civil appeals 
generally have increased by 
14.6 percent over the same five­
year period, despite an initial 
decrease during the first three 
years. During the 1989 Term, 
criminal appeals accounted for 
51.9 percent of cases assigned 
to the regular docket. In con­
trast, civil appeals comprised 
more than 56 percent of the 
cases docketed during the 1995 
Term. 

During the last five years, 
dispositions have increased by 
9.5 percent, from 1,808 in Fiscal 
Year 1990 to 1,979 in Fiscal Year 
1994. However, during Fiscal 
Year 1994, the Court reported 
the first decrease (5.5 percent) 
in regular docket dispositions 
in five years. Similarly, disposi­
tions reported on the Court's 
miscellaneous docket also in­
creased from 204 in Fiscal Year 
1990 to 254 in Fiscal Year 1994 
(24.5 percent). During Fiscal 
Year 1994, the Court reported 
its second decrease in disposi­
tions on the miscellaneous 
docket in the last five years. A 
71.4 percent decline in post­
conviction dispositions contrib­
ut€'d to a general 25.5 percent 

TABLE CSA-5 
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decrease in miscellaneous 
docket dispositions; fewer post­
conviction dispositions had a 
comparable impact upon mis­
cellaneous docket dispositions 
during the prior fiscal year as 
well. The pending caseload in 
the Court of Special Appeals 
has decreased 10.6 percent 
from 1,069 in Fiscal Year 1991 
to 956 in Fiscal Year 1994. The 
Court of Special Appeals re­
duced its inventory of pending 
cases through timely disposi­
tions. During Fiscal Year 1994, 
an average case was argued 5.1 
months from the date it was 
docketed, compared with 5.4 
months in Fiscal Year 199:5 .. 

DISPOSITION OF INFORMATION REPORTS 
ASSIGNED FOR PREHEARING CONFERENCE 

1993 TERM 

/ 
I 

Proceeded without Limitation of Issue 
62.5% (355) 

Dismissed or Settled 
before, at, or as a 

Result of PRC 
21.5% (122) 

I 
Dismissed or Remanded after PRC 10.2% (58) I 

Pending 3.7% (21) 
Proceeded, Appeal Expedited 1.8% (10) 

Stayed Pending Bankruptcy 0.15% (1) 
Transferred to Court of Appeals 0.15% (1) 
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TABLECSA-6 

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
DISPOSITION OF APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL 

AND OTHER MISCELLANEOUS CASES 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

POST CONVICTION-TOTAL 135 165 65 203 58 

Granted 7 18 9 19 3 

Dismissed or Transferred 32 19 a a a 

Denied 94 121 56 184 55 

Remanded 2 7 a a a 

INMATE GRIEVANCE-TOTAL 17 13 23 15 29 

Granted 9 2 a a 1 

Dismissed or Transferred a a a a a 

Denied 8 11 23 15 26 

Remanded a a a a 2 

OTHER MISCELLANEOUS-TOTAL 52 76 80 92 19 

Granted 3 9 3 3 3 

Dismissed or Transferred 7 2 a a a 

Denied 42 65 77 87 16 

Remanded a a a 2 a 

VIOLATIONS OF PROBATION-TOTAL * - - 25 22 148 

Granted - - 2 1 14 

Dismissed or Transferred - - 1 a a 

Denied - - 22 21 133 

Remanded - - a a 1 

* 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, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

Civil Juvenile Criminal Total 

Affirmed 492 a 606 1,098 

Reversed 154 a 62 216 

Dismissed-Opinion Filed 31 a 2 33 

Dismissed Without Opinion a a a a 
Remanded Without Affirmance or 

14 a 5 19 Reversal 

Vacated 52 2 12 66 

Affirmed in Part, Reversed in Part 68 a 56 124 

Dismissed Prior to Argument or 
283 1 83 367 

Submission 

Transferred to Court of Appeals 45 a 11 56 

Origin 

1990 Docket 1 a a 1 

1991 Docket 3 a 3 6 

1992 Docket 162 a 182 344 

1993 Docket 917 3 647 1,567 

1994 Docket 56 a 5 61 
Total Cases Disposed During 

1,139 3 837 1,979 Fiscal 1994 

TABLECSA-8 

PENDING CASES 
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS 

Regular Docket 
June 30, 1994 

Civil Juvenile Criminal Total 

Origin 

1990 Docket 2 a a 2 

1991 Docket 5 1 a 6 

1992 Docket 2 a 2 4 

1993 Docket 125 a 196 321 

1994 Docket 356 1 266 623 

Total Cases Pending at Close of 
490 2 464 956 

Fiscal 1994 

Includes pending cases to be heard in September Term 1994. 

l 
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TABLECSA-9 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS 
FILINGS ON 1993 REGULAR DOCKET 

AND CIRCUIT COURT TRIALS IN FISCAL 1993 

Court of Circuit Court Ratio of 
Jurisdiction Special Appeals Fiscal 1993 Appeals 

1993 Regular Dock.et Trials tCI Trials 

Kent County 20 47 043 

Frederick County 36 115 .31 

Harford County 62 226 .27 

Allegany County 21 81 .26 

Montgomery County 271 1,199 .23 

Washington County 40 193 .2'1 

Wicomico County 51 259 .20 

Baltimore County 264 1,408 .19 

Baltimore City 434 2,425 .18 

Somerset County 17 94 .18 

Anne Arundel County 161 1,075 .15 

Howard County 67 536 .13 

Prince George's County 297 2,745 .11 

Talbot County 25 274 .09 

Calvert County 14 180 .08 

Dorchester County 19 226 .08 

Queen Anne's County 9 128 .07 

Cecil County 32 438 .07 

Charles County 36 586 .06 

St. Mary's County 22 463 .05 

Garrett County 6 161 .04 

Caroline County 7 196 .04 

Worcester County 26 755 .03 

Carroll County 37 1,620 .02 

TOTAL 1,974 15,430 .13 

--- - ---- --- -----------------------------------------------
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TABLE CSA-10 

AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS FOR 
CASES DISPOSED BY 

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS 

Regular Docket 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

Docketing to Argument or to 
Disposition Without Argument· 

Days 154 

Months 5.1 

Nurnber of Cases 1,979 

* Includes all cases disposed in Fiscal 1994. 
** Includes all cases disposed in Fiscal 1994 which were 3rgued. 

TABLE CSA-11 

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS 

Argument to Declslonu 

45 

1.5 

1,543 

FOR FILING OF APPEALS ON THE REGULAR DOCKET 
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS 

Docket 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

(In Days and Months) 

Original Filing 
to Disposition 
In Court Below 

373 

12.4 

356 

11.9 

372 

12.4 

401 

13.4 

415 

13.8 

Disposition In 
Circuit Court to 

Docketing In 
Court of Special Appeals 

104 

3.5 

103 

3.4 

119 

4.0 

130 

4.3 

128 

4.3 

33 





The Circuit Courts 

II 

Introduction 

The circuit courts serve as 
the highest courts of original ju­
risdiction within the State. 
Each court exercises full com­
mon law and equity powers 
and jurisdiction vvithin their re­
spective localities in civil, crimi­
nal, and juvenile matters. 
Additional powers and jurisdic­
tion may be conferred by Con­
stitutional amendments and 
statutes, except when jurisdic­
tion has been limited or con­
ferred by law upon another 
tribunal. 

The 24 circuit courts serve 
as trial courts of general juris­
diction in each of the State's 23 
counties and Baltimore City, ex­
ercising authority in major civil 
cases and serious criminal mat­
ters. The circuit courts also de­
cide appeals from the District 
Court and certain administra­
tive agencies. 

The courts are organized 
into eight geographical circuits; 
each of the first seven circuits is 
comprised of two or more 
counties, while the Eighth Judi­
cial Circuit consists only of Bal­
timore City. As of July 1, 1993, 
there were 125 circuit court 
judges, with at least one judge 
assigned to each county and 26 
allocated to Baltimore City. Un­
like the other three levels of 
State courts, a chief judge is not 
appointed as administrative 
head of the circuit courts. 
Rather, eight circuit administra­
tive judges are designated by 
the Chief Judge of the Court of 
Appeals to perform executive 
functions in each of their re-
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spective circuits with the assIs­
tance of county administrative 
judges. 

Initially, each circuit court 
judge is appointed by the Gov­
ernor and subject to retention 
in a general election at least 
one year subsequent to the date 
the position was vacated by the 
previous incumbent. During 
the general election, the ap­
pointed judge may be opposed 
by one or more members of the 
bar. The successful candidate 
then serves a 15-year term. 

Filings 

During Fiscal Year 1994, a 
total of 270,622 filings were re­
ported by the circuit courts, a 
decrease of less than one per­
cent from the 270,765 filings in 
Fiscal Year 1993. Civil and 
criminal filings both decreased 
during Fiscal Year 1994; crimi­
nal filings declined 1.3 percent, 
from 69,836 in Fiscal Year 1993 
to 68,927 in Fiscal Year 1994, 
while civil filings decreased 0.7 
percent, from 158,185 in Fiscal 
Year 1993 to 157,005 in Fiscal 
Year 1994. Conversely, juvenile 
filings increased 4.6 percent to 
44,690 in Fiscal Year 1994, from 
42,744 the previous year (Table 
CC-3). 

In Fiscal Year 1994, approxi­
mately 58 percent of circuit 
court filings were civil matters, 
a statistic consistent with pre­
vious years. Filings reported by 
the five largest jurisdictions 
(Anne Arundel, Baltimore, 
Montgomery, and Prince 
George's Counties and Balti­
more City) comprised approxi-

mately 73 percent of the civil 
filings reported by the circuit 
courts. Collectively, these juris­
dictions reported 115,774 civil 
filings during Fiscal Ye;:;r 1994. 
Montgomery County reported 
30,209 civil filings in Fiscal Year 
1994, a 5.9 percent decrease 
from 32,111 in Fiscal Year 1993. 
Prince George's County fol­
lowed with 28,549 civil filings 
in Fiscal Year 1994, an 8.9 per­
cent increase from 26,206 the 
previous year. The 24,511 fil­
ings reported by Baltimore City 
marked a 10.8 percent decrease 
from 27,481 filings in Fiscal 
Year 1993. Civil filings in Anne 
Arundel County increased 5.2 
percent, from 16,358 in Fiscal 
Year 1993 to 17,205 in Fiscal 
Year 1994. Baltimore County re­
ported a 1.3 percent increase, 
from 15,098 in Fiscal Year 1993 
to 15,300 in Fiscal Year 1994. 
The slight decrease in civil fil­
ings State-wide apparently re­
sulted from declining figures in 
Montgomery County and Balti­
more City (Table CC-3). 

A reduction in contract fil­
ings contributed to the general 
decrease in civil filings as well. 
Contract filings decreased 21.6 
percent, from 14,252 to 11,168 
in Fiscal Years 1993 and 1994, 
respectively. Decreases also oc­
curred 6.2 percent in motor tort 
filings and nine percent in 
adoption and guardianship 
matters. Corresponding de­
creases in filing statistics for 
Baltimore City impacted total 
filings State-wide: motor tort 
filings decreased 13.9 percent, 
from 3,282 in Fiscal Year 1993 
to 2,825 in Fiscal Year 1994; 
other domestic relations filings 
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declined 53.2 percent, from 
1,129 in Fiscal Year 1993 to 528 
in Fiscal Year 1994; and pater­
nity filings decreased 25.3 per­
cent, from 5,797 in Fiscal Year 
1993 to 4,328 in Fiscal Year 
1994. Civil filings generally de­
creased in Montgomery County 
as well; a 27.1 percent decrease 
in contract filings, from 8,523 
in Fiscal Year 1995 to 6,212 in 
Fiscal Year 1994, was a signifi­
cant factor. 

During Fiscal Year 1994, 
there were 5,920 appeals from 
the District Court and adminis­
trative agencies, a 17.7 percent 
increase from 5,029 in Fiscal 
Year 1995. Domestic-related fil­
ings increased 6.9 percent, 
from 78,595 in Fiscal Year 1995 
to 85,826 in Fiscal Year 1994 

(Table CC-8). 
In exercising jurisdiction 

formerly held by an orphan's 
court, the Circuit Court for 
Montgomery County conducted 
297 hearings and executed 
5,957 orders. 'The Circuit Court 
for Harford County, which ex­
ercises the same jurisdiction, 
conducted 45 hearings and is­
sued 500 orders. 

Criminal matters com­
prised 25.5 percent of the 
caseload in the circuit courts 
during Fiscal Year 1994, com­
pared with 25.8 percent the pre­
vious year. Three of the five 
largest jurisdictions reported 
decreases in criminal filings 
during Fiscal Year 1994. To­
gether, these jurisdictions com­
prised approximately 71 

TABLE CC-l 
CIRCUIT COURT-FILINGS BY FISCAL YEAR 

o Total Filings 
o Civil 
• Criminal 
• Juvenile 

243~le 
.663 

270.765 270.622 

149.229 
137.077 128,893 

157.ClO5 158.185 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

percent of criminal filing activ­
ity, with a total of 48,665 cases. 
Consequently, aggregate crimi­
nal filing statistics for the cir·· 
cuit courts generally declined. 
The 4,818 criminal filings re­
ported by Montgomery County 
for Fiscal Year 1994 represented 
a 22.5 percent decrease from 
6,214 filings the previous year. 
A 25.7 percent decline in indict­
ment and information filings, 
from 2,959 in Fiscal Year 1993 
to 2,257 in Fiscal Year 1994, and 
a 30.1 percent decrease in jury 
trial prayers, from 2,093 in Fis­
cal Year 1995 to 1,464 in Fiscal 
Year 1994, affected the criminal 
filing statistics reported by 
Montgomery County. In Anne 
Arundel County, criminal fil­
ings decreased 11.9 percent, 
from 6,174 in Fiscal Year 1995 
to 5,439 in Fiscal Year 1994. A 
35.1 percent decrease in jury 
trial prayers, from 1,274 in Fis­
cal Year 1993 to 827 in Fiscal 
Year 1994, WRS notable. Also, in­
dictment and information fil­
ings declined 3.7 percent in 
Anne Arundel County, from 
4,132 in Fiscal Year 1993 to 
3,978 in Fiscal Year 1994. Crimi­
nal filings in Prince George's 
County declined to 7,906 in Fis­
cal Year 1994, a 6.3 percent de­
crease from 8,442 the previous 
year. This general decrease ap­
pears attributable to an 11.3 
percent decrease in indictment 
and information filings, from 
5,242 in Fiscal Year 1.993 to 
4,648 in Fiscal Year 1991.1:. Balti­
more County and Baltimore 
City reported increases of 7.7 
percent and 6.1 percent, respec­
tively. A 17.7 percent increase 
in jury trial prayers in Balti­
more County and a 7.2 percent 
increase in indictment and in­
formation filings in Baltimore 
City precipitated corresponding 
increases in general criminal 
filing statistics for these two 
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TABLECC-2 

FIVE·YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
ALL CASES 

FILINGS AND TERMINATIONS 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

39 

COMBINED ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED AND TERMINATED 

FIRST CIRCUIT 

Dorchester 

Somerset 

Wicomico 

Worcester 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 

Cecil 

Kent 

Queen Anne's 

Talbot 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore 

Harford 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

Allegany 

Garrett 

Washington 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 

Carroll 

Howard 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 

Montgomery" 

1989·90 1990-91 1991·92 199;2·93 1993-94 

F 

8,947 

1,792 

1,334 

3,663 

2,158 

T 

8,043 

1,683 

1,216 

3,314 

1,830 

F 

9,190 

1,674 

1,579 

3,577 

2,360 

T 

8,804 

1,586 

1,509 

3,680 

2,029 

10,882 

2,218 

1,784 

3,854 

3,026 

T F 

10,159 11,296 

1,916 2,068 

1,696 2,046 

3,962 3,986 

2,585 3,196 

T F T 

9,238 8,169 9,721 8,628 10,442 9,866 10,013 9,69916.()41 9~694, 

1,283 1,186 1,401 1,258 1,325 1,344 1,440 1,329 :,: ·~,302,1.~db 
3,817 3,031 4,001 3,359 4,633 4,155 4,413 4,076 ' :':4,$~81,;, '1~;3? 

883 746 966 832 1,437 1,319 1,171 1,274,,-1,$92' ,1,281 

1,654 1,585 1,648 1,514 1,342 1,418 1,388 1,440 I :,;1,351",1',3:'37 

1,601 1,621 1,705 1,665 1,705 1,630 1,601 1,580 ','tI368'::\1!$40 

33,713 29,639 31,995 28,286 33,492 29,987 32,815 30,645 ~3.537 '30.113 

27,274 24,318 25,384 22,994 25,736 22,365 25,455 24,573, 26;506>24.267 
6,439 5,321 6,611 5,292 7,756 7,622 7,360 6,0721;O~r7. :,,$,841;) 

9,350 8,759 9,099 

2,576 2,581 2,795 

1 ,131 1 ,111 1,099 

8,480 '10.544-10,6~1 

2,578"3224 1 < it310 
,~' " ..•.... <': } " ,,,." 

1 ,094 1,150", i.oe9 

8,832 

2,296 

1,063 

5,473 

7,245 

1,862 

946 

4,437 

8,645 

2,366 

1,090 

5,189 

7,997 

2,148 

1,082 

4,767 5,643 5,067 5,205 4,808 6,170 ,,"e;24l2 
------~-----+------~--~~~--~ 

31,675 29,299 38,995 33,499 40,074 34,229 39,866 

19,960 18,956 26,633 23,137 26,798 21,747 26,250 

4,563 3,955 4,978 4,038 5,581 4,653 6,236 

7,152 6,388 7,384 6,324 7,695 7,829 7,380 

39,161 39,671. 38,3e7 

27,030,26,362 ,25,.(:)94 

4,9341, 6;2~6 '\ e,O$4 

7,197" '7:013 '7,2'09 
S3,916 22,557 34,551 22,688 43,971 31,660 48,564 38,32246,24237.,012 

4,787 4,437 5,281 4,095 5,289 4,195 5,155 4,759 ':$,2194;577 

29,129 18,120 29,270 18,593 38,682 27,465 43,409 33,5631"~1j0!2313~,435 
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 49,807 43,734 50,728 43,156 52,777 45,916 51,999 46,841 56,213, QO~303 

Calvert 2,913 2,206 2,868 3,076 2,904 2,804 2,807 2,813 ,~,8'01 .2:e~8 
Charles 4,741 3,884 4,934 4,275 5,539 5,048 5,456 5,012.,5,71'2,5,228 

Prince George's 38,931 34,718 39,037 32,442 40,082 34,577 39,748 35,686 A.2,72i t 38;950 

St. Mary's 3,222 2,926 3,889 3,363 4,252 3,487 3,988 3,330 '$,979 ' ' 3,497 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 52,858 45,815 59,393 52,863 60,675 57,662 67,113 61,736 64,278&0,885 

Baltimore City 52,858 45,815 59,393 52,863 60,975 57,662 67,113 61 ,736 64i~7e50,8e5 

STATE 228,986 194,501 243,218 205,921 261,663 228,238270,765245,806270,622237,558 

*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 1993-FISCAL 1994 

CIVIL CRIMINAL JUVENILE TOTAL 

% % % ! % 
1992·93 1993-94 Chango 1992-93 1993-94 Chango 1992-93 1993-94 Change 1992-93 1993·94 Ic~nge 

FIRST CIRCUIT 

Dorchester 1,398 1,286 -8.0 496 595 20.0 174 163 -6.3 2,068 2,044 -1.2 

Somerset 1.299 1,199 -7.7 590 615 4.2 157 212 35.0 2,046 2,026 -1.0 

Wicomico 2,502 2,263 -9.6 1,227 1,375 12.1 257 298 16.0 3,986 3,936 -1.3 

Worcester 1,646 1,715 4.2 1,304 1,070 -17.9 246 305 24.0 3,196 3,090 -3.3 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 1,087 964 -11.3 200 186 -7.0 153 152 -0.7 1,440 1,302 -9.6 

Cecil 2,631 2,513 -4.5 1,136 1,224 7.7 646 591 -8.5 4,413 4,328 0'1.9 

Kent 927 1,075 16.0 198 263 32.8 46 54 17.4 1,171 1,392 18.9 

Queen Anne's 953 895 -6.1 192 224 16.7 243 232 -4.5 1,388 1,351 -2.7 

Talbot 998 1,032 3.4 385 402 4.4 218 234 7.3 1,601 1,668 4.2 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore County 15,098 15,300 1.3 6,801 7,328 7.7 3,556 3,872 8.9 25,455 26,500 4.1 

Harford 4,071 4,018 -1.3 2,526 2,267 -10.3 763 752 -1.4 7,360 7,037 -4.4 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

Allegany 2,030 2,412 18.8 483 544 12.6 282 268 -5.0 2,795 3,224 15.3 

Garrett 818 893 9.2 124 102 -17.7 157 155 -1.3 1,099 1,150 4.6 

Washington 3,130 3,503 11.9 1,445 1,955 35.3 630 712 13.0 5,205 6,170 18.5 

FIFTH CiRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 16,358 17,205 5.2 6,174 5,439 -11.9 3,718 3,718 0.0 26,250 26,362 0.4 

Carroll 3,206 3,146 -1.9 2,482 2,240 -9.8 548 910 66.1 6,236 6,296 1.0 

Howard 3,837 3,611 -5.9 2,729 2,418 -11.4 814 984 20.9 7,380 7,013 -5.0 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 2,944 3,141 6.7 1,570 1,394 -11.2 641 684 6.7 5,155 5,219 1.2 

Montgomery* 32,111 30,209 -5.9 6,214 4,818 -22.5 5,084 5,996 17.9 43,409 41,023 -5.5 

SEVENTH CIRCUITI 

Calvert 1,352 1,320 -2.4 960 953 -0.7 495 528 6.7 2,807 2,801 -0.2 

Charles 3,608 3,813 5.7 1,214 1,265 4.2 634 634 0.0 5,456 5,712 4.7 

Prince George's 26,206 28,549 8.9 8,442 7,906 -6.3 5,100 6,266 22.9 39,748 42,721 7.5 , 
st. Mary's 2,494 2,432 -2.5 1,093 1,170 7.0 401 377 -6.0 3,988 3,979 -0.2 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

Baltimore City 27,481 24,511 -10.8 21,851 23,174 6.1 17,781 16,593 -6.7 67,113 64,278 -4.2 

STATE 168,196 157,006 -0.7 69,836 68,927 -1.3 42,744 44,690 4.6 270,766 270,622 -0.1 

*Includes juvenile cases processed at the District Court level. 
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jurisdictions. Since indictment 
and information filings and 
jury trial requests in District 
Court cases respectively com­
prise approximately 51 p8rcent 
and 39 percent of criminal 
caseloads in the circuit courts, 
fluctuations in either category 
generally impact criminal filing 
statistics significantly (Table 
CC-8). 

The circuit courts reported 
44,690 juvenile filings in Fiscal 
Year 1994, a 4.6 percent in­
crease from 42,744 the previous 
year. Specifically, "Child in 
Need of Assistance" CCrNA) 

cases increased 15.7 percent, 
from 9,512 in Fiscal Year 1993 
to 11,005 in Fiscal Year 1994. In 
aggregate, the five largest juris­
dictions reported 36,445 juve­
nile filings in Fiscal Year 1994, 
comprising approximately 81.6 
percent of the juvenile caseload 
State-wide. Baltimore City re­
ported 16,593 juvenile filings, a 
decrease of 6.7 percent from 
17,781 the previous year. In 
particular, delinquency filings 
in Baltimore City declined 10.9 
percent, from 13,746 in Fiscal 
Year 1993 to 12,254 in Fiscal 
Year 1994. Baltimore City was 
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the only large jurisdiction to re­
port a decrease in juvenile fil­
ings. Of the remaining four 
large jurisdictions, Prince 
George's County reported the 
greatest number of juvenile 
cases, as well as the most sig­
nificant increase in filings. 
There were 6,266 filings re­
ported by Prince George's 
County in Fiscal Year 1994, a 
22.9 percent increase from 
5,100 in Fiscal Year 1993. Sub­
stantial increases in CINA cases 
(67.8 percent) and delinquency 
cases (10.5 percent) occurred in 
Prince George's County in Fis-

TABLE CC-4 
TERMINATIONS AS A PERCENTAGE 

OF FILINGS IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS 

1090 
(8If.9%) * 

1991. 
(84.7%) 

1992 
(87.2%) 

1993 
(90.8%) 

1994 
(87.8%) 

I 

I 

o Terminations 
~':·.:<·l Filings 

b';;,·.~:..;!t~:C~~~:. 
, ___ . ______ , ________ -=--~..::c.:..~ 

* The percentage of filings that are terminated. 
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cal Year 1994 as well. 
Montgomery County reported 
5,996 juvenile filings, a 17.9 
percent increase from 5,084 the 
previous year. Specifically, de­
linquency filings in 
Montgomery County increased 
approximately 19 percent. Juve­
nile filings in Baltimore County 
increased 8.9 percent, from 
3,556 filings in Fiscal Year 1993 
to 3,8't2 in Fiscal Year 1994 . 
Anne Arundel County reported 
3,718 juvenile filings in Fiscal 
Year 1994, a caseload consistent 
with that of the previous year 
(Tables CC-8 and CC-27). 

Terminations 

A decline in terminations of 
civil and criminal cases re­
sulted in an overall decrease in 
terminated circuit court cases 
during Fiscal Year 1994. The 
circuit courts terminated 
237,558 cases in Fiscal Year 
1994, a 3.4 percent decrease 
from 245,806 the previous year 
(Table CC-2). During Fiscal Year 
1994, 87.8 percent of circuit 
court -filings were terminated, 
compared with 90.8 percent in 
Fiscal Year 1993 and 87.2 per­
cent in Fiscal Year 1992 (Table 
CC-4). 

The greatest decrease in ter­
minations occurred in the civil 
caseload. During Fiscal Year 
1994, 132,123 civil cases were 
terminated, a decrease of 5.1 
percent from 139,267 the pre­
vious year. Terminations in two 
categories of civil cases, motor 
tort and contract, decreased 
markedly. In Fiscal Year 1994, 
9,464 motor t01t cases were ter­
minated, an 18.4 percent de­
crease in comparison to 11,603 
during Fiscal Year 1993. Simi­
larly, terminations of contract 
cases decreased 24.4 percent, 
from 16,126 in Fiscal Year 1993 
to the current level of 12,188. 

------~-------
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The five largest jurisdictions re­
ported a total of 92,717 termina­
tions, constituting 
approximately 70,2 percent of 
cases terminated by the circuit 
courts. Prince George's County 
reported 24,665 civil case termi­
nations in Fiscal Year 1994, a 
6.7 percent increase from 
23,113 terminations in Fiscal 
Year 1993. A 26,3 percent in­
crease in terminations of civil 
cases categorized as "Other," 
from 3,020 in Fiscal Year 1993 
to 3,815 in Fiscal Year 1994, af­
fected the overall civil case ter­
mination statistics for Prince 
George's County significantly. 
In addition, terminations of pa­
ternity cases increased 10.6 per­
cent and terminations of 
divorce/nullity terminations 
cases increased 7.6 percent. Ter­
minations of civil cases de­
creased in the remaining four 
large jurisdictions. Monlgomery 
County terminated 23,345 civil 
cases, a 2.2 percent decrease 
from 23,879 cases terminated in 
Fiscal Year 1993, Anne Arundel 
County reported 16,610 civil 
case terminations, while Balti­
more County reported 14,023, 
representing decreases of 3.6 
percent and 4.6 percent, respec­
tively. A 39.7 percent decrease 
in civil case terminations was 
reported by Baltimore City, 
from 23,322 terminations in 
Fiscal Year 1993 to 14,074 in 
Fiscal Year 1994. Factors which 
contributed to declining termi­
nation activity in Baltimore 
City included a 32.8 percent de­
crease in terminations of do­
mestic-related cases, from 9,938 
in Fiscal Year 1993 to 6,679 in 
Fiscal Year 1994, and a 57,7 per­
cent decrease in motor tort ter­
minations, from 5,801 in Fiscal 
Year 1993 to 1,606 in Fiscal Year 
1994 (Table CC-9). 

In Fiscal Year 1994, the cir­
I cuit COUltS terminated 64,075 

criminal cases, a decrease of 5.5 
percent from 66,427 in Fiscal 
Year 1993. Terminations of mo­
tor vehicle appeals from the 
District Court decreased 12.7 
percent. Similarly, termina­
tions of jury trial prayer cases 
and indictment and informa­
tion cases decreased 5.8 percent 
and 2.1 percent, respectively. 
Baltimore City, which reported 
22,161 terminations of criminal 
cases, accounted for approxi­
mately 35 percent of the total 
criminal caseload terminated 
in Fiscal Year 1994. During Fis­
cal Year 1994, the 22,161 crimi­
nal cases by Baltimore City 
consisted of 13,262 indictment 
and information cases (60 per­
cent) and 7,892 jury trial prayer 
cases (55.6 percent). Prince 
George's County terminated 
7,806 criminal cases, a 1.5 per­
cent increase from 7,688 in Fis­
cal Year 1993. Approximately 
62 perr.ent (4,817) of the crimi­
nal matters terminated in 
Prince George's County were· 
ip Jictment and information 
cases, while 34.2 percent (2,671) 
were jury trial prayer cases. 
Terminations of criminal cases 
in Baltimore County increased 
7.2 percent, from 6,575 in Fiscal 
Year 1993 to 7,047 in Fiscal Year 
1994. This increase may be at­
tributed to a 15.4 percent in­
crease in terminations of jury 
trial prayer cases, from 2,371 in 
Fiscal Year 1995 to 2,737 in Fis­
cal Year 1994. Anne Arundel 
and Montgomery Counties re­
ported 4,922 and 5,445 criminal 
case terminations, respectively. 
The 4,922 criminal cases termi­
nated by Anne Arundel County 
represent a 21.1 percent de­
crease from 6,257 the previous 
year. A 50.4 percent decrease in 
jury trial prayers, from 1,661 in 
Fiscal Year 1995 to 824 in Fiscal 
Year 1994, coupled with a 9.8 
percent decrease in indictment 
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and information terminations, 
from 4,123 in Fiscal Year 1993 
to 3,717 in Fiscal Year 1994, 
contributed to the decrease in 
termination activity reported 
by Anne Arundel County. 
Montgomery County reported a 
24.1 percent decrease in termi­
nations, from 4,540 in Fiscal 
Year 1993 to 3,445 in Fiscal Year 
1994. Decreases of 34.7 percent 
in jury trial prayers and 23 per­
cent in indictment and infor­
mation terminations were 
critical factors (Table CC-9). 

In Fiscal Year 1994, 41,360 
juvenile cases were terminated 
by the circuit courts, a 3.1 per­
cent increase from 40,112 the 
previous year. The five largest 
jurisdictions reported 35,533 ju­
venile case terminations, ap­
proximately 81.1 percent of the 
State-wide total. Baltimore City 
terminated 14,650 juvenile 
cases, a 9.5 percent decrease 
from 16,181 in Fiscal Year 1993. 
This decline in termination ac­
tivity appears attributable to an 
11.8 percent decrease in delin­
quency terminations, from 
12,124 in Fiscal Year 1993 to 
10,694 in Fiscal Year 1994. In 
Prince George's County, 6,479 
juvenile cases were terminated 
in Fiscal Year 1994, a 32.6 per­
cent increase from 4,885 in Fis­
cal Year 1993. Terminations of 
CINA and delinquency cases 
increased 87.9 percent and 
15.8 pe;rcent, respectively. 
Montgomery County reportfJd 
a 9.7 percent increase in juve­
nile case terminations, from 
5,144 in Fiscal Year 1993 to 
5,645 in Fiscal Year 1994. Spe­
cifically, Montgomery County 
reported a 24.5 percent increase 
in CINA case terminations and 
a 6.3 percent increase in delin­
quency case terminations. 
Anne Arundel County termi­
nated 3,562 juvenile cases, a fig­
ure consistent with that of the 

previous year. However, Balti­
more County reported a 3.3 
percent decrease in juvenile 
case terminations, from 3,305 
in Fiscal Year 1993 to 3,197 in 
Fiscal Year 1994. In particular, 
there was a notable 5.5 percent 
decrease in delinquency case 
terminations (Table CC-9). 

Court Trials, Jury 
Trials, and Heal"'ings 

The circuit courts con­
ducted 261,185 judicial pro­
ceedings in Fiscal Year 1994, a 
6.2 percent decrease in com­
parison with 278,374 during 
Fiscal Year 1993. In Fiscal Year 
1994, the following proceedings 
were reported by the circuit 
courts: 246,491 hearings; 3,384 
jury trials; and 11,310 court tri­
als. The circuit courts con­
ducted 79,651 civil hearings, 
78,126 juvenile hearings, and 
88,714 criminal hearings. A to­
tal of 3,384 jury trials were held 
during Fiscal Year 1994, 50.3 
percent (1,703) of which were 
criminal cases. Conversely, 62.8 
percent (7,100) of the court tri­
als conducted in Fiscal Year 
1994 involved civil cases (Table 
CC-10). 

Elapsed Time of 
Case Dispositions 

The average time elapsed in 
civil case disposition increased 
during Fiscal Year 1994, while 
the same for criminal and juve­
nile cases remained consistent 
with Fiscal Year 1993 statistics. 
The average time for civil case 
disposition was 194 days dur­
ing Fiscal Year 1994, in com­
parison with 190 days in Fiscal 
Year 1993. Criminal cases aver­
aged 112 days from filing to dis­
position, a figure consistent 
with the previous year. Simi­
larly, an average of 79 days 
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elapsed in disposing juvenile 
cases, compared with 78 days 
in Fiscal Year 1993. Calculation 
of these averages excluded inac­
tjve cases (Table CC-13). 

Pending 

At the close of Fiscal Year 
1994, 289,101 cases remained 
pending in the circuit courts, a 
4.4 percent increase from the 
previous year. Increases in 
pending civil and juvenile cases 
were notable. The pending civil 
caseload increased 4.5 percent, 
from 186,855 in Fiscal Year 
1993 to 195,220 in Fiscal Year 
1994. Similarly, pending juve­
nile cases increased 12.6 per­
cent, from 22,733 in Fiscal Year 
1993 to 25,608 in Fiscal Year 
1994. In particular, pending ju­
venile caseloads increased in 
four of the five largest jurisdic­
tions. Baltimore County 'te­
ported a 36.5 percent increase 
in pending juvenile cases, from 
1,759 in Fiscal Year 1993 to 
2,401 in Fiscal Year 1994, while 
Montgomery County reported 
an 18.5 percent increase, from 
1,929 in Fiscal Year 1993 to 
2,285 in Fiscal Year 1994. Anne 
Arundel County and Baltimore 
City reported increases of 17.7 
percent and 16.5 percent, re­
spectively. The increase in 
pending civil cases may be at­
tributable to the 21.4 percent 
increase in the pending civil 
caseload in Baltimore City from 
48,031 cases in Fiscal Year 1993 
to 58,327 in Fiscal Year 1994. 
There were 68,273 criminal 
cases pending at the close of 
the fiscal year, a 1.4 percent in­
crease from 67,311 the previous 
year. Specifically, Montgomery 
County's pending criminal 
caseload increased 6.3 percent, 
from 10,349 in Fiscal Year 1993 
to 11,000 in Fiscal Year 1994 
(Tables CC-6, 18, 23, and 28). 

-------~---
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T,"ends 

Since Fiscal Year 1983, the 
circuit courts have reported a 
steady increase in overall fil­
ings. However, during Fiscal 
Year 1994, an insignificant de­
crease was reported in total fil­
ings, from 270,765 in Fiscal 
Year 1993 to 270,622. Civil fil­
ings in the circuit courts have 
increased by 21.8 percent over 
the last five fiscal years. There 
were 128,893 filings reported 
during Fiscal Year 1990, com­
pared with 157,005 in Fiscal 
Year 1994. Contributing sub­
stantially to that increase has 
been a 25.1 percent increase in 
dom.estic-related filings during 
the last five years, from 67,028 
in Fiscal Year 1990 to 83,826 in 
Fiscal Year 1994. Appeals from 
administrative agencies in­
creased 39.7 percent, from 
3,130 in Fiscal Year 1990 to 
4,372 in Fiscal Year 1994, and 
appeals from the District Court 
increased 81.5 percent, from 
853 in Fiscal Year 1990 to 1,548 
in Fiscal Year 1994. The current 

FY84 

Baltimore City* 4,128 

Anne Arundel County 459 

Baltimore County 1,513 

Montgomery County 1,924 

Prince George's County 2,755 

All Ot~~(;::- Counties 2,414 

Totel 13,193 

Annu.al Report cfthe Maryland]u.dici.ary 

decrease in total civil filings 
may be attributed to a 21.6 per­
cent decrease in contract filiI}gS 
in Fiscal Year 1994. 

Since Fiscal Year 1990, 
criminal filings in the circuit 
courts increased 14.1 percent, 
from 60,428 in Fiscal Year 1990 
to 68,927 in Fiscal Year 1994. 
However, during the past two 
years, criminal filings have de­
clined approximately 6.9 per­
cent. In Fiscal Year 1992, 74,062 
crimip.al cases were filed in the 
circuit courts, compared with 
69,836 filings in Fiscal Year 
1993 and 68,927 filings in Fiscal 
Year 1994. There has been a cor­
responding 9.7 percent decline 
in jury trial prayers, from 
26,262 in Fiscal Year 1992 to 
23,707 in Fiscal Year 1994, and 
a 6.2 percent decrease in indict­
ment and information filings, 
from 37,788 in Fiscal Year 1992 
to 35,462 in Fiscal Year 1994. 
During the last five years,jury 
trial prayers decreased 15 per­
cent, while indictment and in­
formation filings increased 25.4 
percent. 

TABLE CC-5 

JURY TRIAL PRAYERS 

FY85 FY86 FY87 FY88 FY89 

5,948 7,407 8,698 8,714 7,905 

720 922 1,066 1,343 2,037 

2,245 3,363 4,348 4,683 5,499 

2,631 2,511 3,560 3,955 3,709 

4,043 4,348 4,003 3,111 2,937 

3,593 4,733 6,569 7,978 9,339 

Juvenile filings have in­
creased 12.7 percent since Fis­
cal Year 1990, from 39,665 to 
44,690 in Fiscal Year 1994. In 
particular, there has been a sig­
nificant increase in delin­
quency and CINA filings during 
the last five years. Delinquency 
filings increased 13.9 percent, 
from 29,267 in Fiscal Year 1990 
to 33,331 in Fiscal Year 1994. 
Delinquency filings consis­
tently comprise a majority of 
the annual juvenile caseload, 
ranging from 73.8 percent in 
Fiscal Year 1990 to 74.6 percent 
in Fiscal Year 1994. Since Fiscal 
Year 1990, CINA cases have in­
creased 11.5 percent, from 
9,866 to 11,003 in Fiscal Year 
1994. 

Although total filings de­
creased slightly during Fiscal 
Year 1994, the circuit courts 
generally have reported in­
creasing caseloads during the 
last five years. Increases in do­
mestic-related cases, delin­
quency cases, and indictment 
and information cases have 
been notable. 

FY90 FY91 FY92 FY 93 FY94 

4,061 3,140 3,450 4,317 4,293 

2,045 2,383 2,599 1,274 827 

5,691 4,002 2,952 2,409 2,835 

2,210 1,810 2,493 2,093 1,464 

3,314 2,955 3,297 2,757 2,836 

10,562 10,814 11,471 11,434 11,452 

19,180 23,284 28,244 29,784 31,426 27,883 25,104 26,262 24,284 23,70-.-
*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, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

PENDING PENDING 

Beginning of Year Flied Terminated End of Year 

FIRST CIRCUIT 5,089 11,096 10,563 5,622 

Dorchester 957 2,044 1,852 1,149 

Somerset 798 2,026 1,927 897 

Wicomico 1,745 3,936 3,531 2,150 

Worcester 1,589 3,090 3,253 1,426 

SECOND CIRCUIT 4,891 10,041 9,694 5,238 

Caroline 641 1,302 1,206 737 

Cecil 2,746 4,328 4,230 2,844 

Kent 384 1,392 1,281 495 

Queen Anne's 521 1,351 1,337 535 

Talbot 599 1,668 1,640 627 

THIRD CIRCUIT 36,472 33,537 30,113 39,896 

Baltimore County 29,253 26,500 24,267 31,486 

Harford 7,219 7,037 5,846 8,410 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 6,386 "10,544 10,621 5,309 

Allegany 2,142 3,224 3,310 2,056 

Garrett 435 1,150 1,069 516 

Washington 3,809 6,170 6,242 3,737 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 35,019 39,671 38,367 35,323 

Anne Arundel 24,535 26,362 25,094 25,803 

Carroll 4,569 6,296 6,064 4,801 

Howard 5,915 7,013 7,209 5,719 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 39,364 46,242 37,012 48,594 

Frederick 3,838 5,219 4,577 4.480 

Montgomery 35,526 41,023 32,435 44,114 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 43,399 55,213 50,303 48,309 

Calvert 1,343 2,801 2,628 1,516 

Charles 4,444 5,712 5,228 4,928 

Prince George's 34,431 42,721 38,950 38,202 

St. Mary's 3,181 3,979 3,497 3,663 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 85,417 64,278 50,885 98,810 

Baltimore City 85,417 64,278 50,885 98,810 

STATE 256,037 270,622 237,558 289,101 

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, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

CIVIL CRIMINAL JUVENILE TOTAL 
(100%) 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

FIRST CIRCUIT 6,463 58.2 3,655 32.9 978 8.8 11,096 

Dorchester 1,286 62.9 595 29.1 163 8.0 2,044 

Somerset 1,199 59.2 615 30.4 212 10.5 2,026 

Wicomico 2,263 57.5 1,375 34.9 298 7.6 3,936 

Worcester 1,715 55.5 1,070 34.6 305 9.9 3,090 

SECOND CIRCUIT 6,479 64.5 2,299 22.9 1,263 12.6 10,041 

Caroline 964 74.0 186 14.3 152 11.7 1,302 

Cecil 2,513 58.1 1,224 28.3 591 13.7 4,328 

Kent 1,075 77.2 263 18.9 54 3.9 1,392 

Queen Anne's 895 66.2 224 16.6 232 17.2 1,351 

Talbot 1,032 61.9 402 24.1 234 14.0 1,668 

THIRD CIRCUIT 19,318 57.6 9,595 28.6 4,624 13.8 33,537 

Baltimore County 15,300 57.7 7,328 27.7 3,872 14.6 26,500 

Harford 4,018 57.1 2,267 32.2 752 10.7 7,037 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 6,808 64.6 2,601 24.7 1,135 10.8 10,544 

Allegany 2,412 74.8 544 16.9 268 8.3 3,224 

Garrett 893 77.7 102 8.9 155 13.5 1,150 

Washington 3,503 56.8 1,955 31.7 712 11.5 6,170 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 23,962 60.4 10,097 25.5 5,612 14.1 39,671 

Anne Arundel 17,205 65.3 5,439 20.6 3,718 14.1 26,362 

Carroll 3,146 50.0 2,240 35.6 910 14.5 6,296 

Howard 3,611 51.5 2,418 34.5 984 14.0 7,013 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 33,350 72.1 6,212 13.4 6,680 14.4 46,242 

Frederick 3,141 60.2 1,394 26.7 684 13.1 5,219 

Montgomery' 30,209 73.6 4,818 11.7 5,996 14.6 41,023 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 36,114 65.4 11,294 20.5 7,805 14.1 55,213 

Calvert 1,320 47.1 953 34.0 528 18.9 2,801 

Charles 3,813 66.8 1,265 22.1 634 11.1 5,712 

Prince George's 28,549 66.8 7,906 18.5 6,266 14.7 42,721 

St. Mary's 2,432 61.1 1,170 29.4 377 9.5 3,979 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 24,511 38.1 23,174 36.1 16,593 25.8 64,278 

Baltimore City 24,511 38.1 23,174 36.1 16,593 25.8 64,278 

STATE 157,005 58.0 68,927 25.5 44,690 16.5 270,622 

"Juvenile cases heard at District Court level. 

--I 
I 

-------------------------------------------------------' 



TABLECC-8 

CATEGORIES OF FILINGS 
ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED 

JULY 1, 1993-.JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

0 » c: ::E ::J 
C 
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CD ::J 

0 (J) ~ CD ID III CD 
il 0 0 0 ::J III » CD 

3 n "' :l> » ~ 
:r C> ;;r » 0 ;;r 0 n a ~ 3" III is' :;- 2 CD !1l 3 III 0 ::J 
s- co III III 

CD CD '" ::J 5' III ::: co ::J ::: 
CD CD 1i CD :;- CD CD CD 0 0 a. 

CD n 2 ; a ::J CD 0 ., ~ 0 .. CD = a Ii '< ::t ::J ~ = 
TOTAL CIVIL 1,286 1,199 2,263 1,715 964 2,513 1,075 895 1,032 15,300 4,018 2,412 893 3,503 17,205 3,146 

MOTOR TORT 21 14 95 52 17 93 6 25 38 1.383 239 98 23 85 800 114 

OTHER TORT 2 6 29 22 11 21 6 12 2 464 48 19 13 33 177 26 

CONTRACT 17 6 76 68 11 29 19 9 24 1,237 71 12 15 97 785 77 

CONDEMNATION 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 37 5 9 0 

~I 
15 6 

CONTESTED CONFESSED 4 0 5 5 0 0 0 3 11 3 0 0 0 2 3 
JUDGMENT 

OTHER LAW 20 51 41 26 0 118 8 0 2 1,216 217 75 22 3 748 5 

AFPEALS 

District Court-on Record 7 5 3 11 4 6 1 6 3 69 17 3 4 12 41 12 

DiSlnct Court-de Novo 11 4 18 2 2 14 1 8 6 190 40 17 2 15 83 24 

Administrative Agency 27 46 75 27 14 52 30 22 22 802 178 84 30 143 512 95 

UNREPORTED LAW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

DIVORCEINULUTY 205 154 592 244 151 557 235 135 224 3.731 935 554 176 778 4,506 789 

OTHER DOMESTIC RELATIONS 237 336 365 270 214 488 254 139 219 2,495 848 63 289 965 1,836 655 

ADOPTION/GUARDIANSHIP 28 11 34 22 20 73 7 15 18 369 116 41 22 90 483 118 

PATERNITY 572 452 661 420 334 557 411 208 289 1.319 636 557 129 769 3,752 258 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 13 40 9 12 36 10 15 15 19 88 197 7 60 50 51 140 

OTHER GENEFIAl 120 66 253 525 142 488 80 295 154 I.CI6 444 861 103 444 3,263 811 

UNREPORTED CATEGORY 2 8 5 9 8 7 2 1 1 81 27 12 5 17 151 13 

TOTAL.JUVENILE 163 212 298 305 152 591 54 232 234 3,872 752 268 155 712 3,718 910 

DELINQUENCY 89 139 237 244 127 258 42 204 172 3.148 544 185 75 378 2,941 764 

ADULT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 34 

CHILD IN NEED OF 0 0 0 4 1 3 0 6 1 9 2 26 16 23 2 10 
SUPERVISION 

CHILD IN NEED OF ASSISTANCE 74 73 61 55 24 330 11 22 60 700 204 57 62 302 775 79 

UNREPORTED CATEGORY 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 14 2 0 2 9 0 3 

TOTAL CRIMINAL 595 615 1,375 1,070 186 1,224 263 224 402 7,328 2,267 544 102 1,955 5,439 2,240 

INDICTMENT INFORMATION 240 204 612 240 85 248 92 122 254 3,291 840 202 67 471 3,978 540 

APPEALS FROM DISTRICT 
COURT: 

Motor Vehicle 29 13 22 29 7 27 1 17 9 390 68 20 4 58 217 132 

Other 22 12 54 26 6 24 11 7 15 667 39 13 3 75 22;3 38 

JURY TRIAL PRAYED MOTOR 47 111 181 267 28 473 33 27 46 564 557 109 11 542 252 627 

JURY TRIAL PRAYED OTHER 195 273 486 497 45 398 115 37 66 2,271 732 197 14 774 575 877 

NONSUPPORT 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 109 0 1 0 2 3 0 

POST CONVICTION 11 0 14 0 11 12 6 13 9 0 12 0 3 24 3 0 

UNREPORTED CATEGORY 51 2 6 10 4 42 5 1 3 36 19 2 0 9 188 26 

STATE 2,044 2,026 3,936 3,090 1,302 4,328 1,392 1,351 1.668 26,500 7,037 3,224 1,150 8,170 26,362 6,296 

NOTE: See note on Table CC-17 
-- ----- -- -_._.- ---

s: 
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3,611 3,141 30,209 1,320 3,813 

250 91 1.340 62 179 

85 90 711 18 54 

351 169 6,212 24 88 

4 2 14 1 0 

13 2 2 3 0 
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TABLECC-9 

CATEGORIES OF TERMINATIONS 
TERMINATIONS OF ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

0 ). 3:: c: ~ ::I 
0 

~ 
e ::I 0 

0 (J) ~ e OJ III e "11 ::I 

"' 0 Q 0 ::l III ~ (II "' Iii 0 0 ::t ;r » ::t e 
;r 3 0 0 III » -f ~ e ii C 5" 2 0 0 a. () 
e e 3 e 0 0 ::l III 3" =l. 10 III III :I: e 3 (II ... (II ;0; ::l "' 10 ::l "' "' i (II ii ~ 

:; e e e 5' 0 0 III iil 6' a. 0 III ii e 
~ 0 ::l gj 0 iil Q. ::I 

!!. "' -< "' 0 e = ... ~ '< ::; ::l = a. '" TOTAL CIVIL 1,244 1,182 2,045 1,747 889 2,479 1,003 912 1,032 14,023 3,290 2,542 814 3,852 16,610 3,125 3,841 2,761 23,345 

MOTOR TORT 20 9 68 56 9 94 5 .. '5 27 1,634 196 87 10 92 908 125 281 86 1,654 

OTHER TORT 4 6 12 22 5 12 11 6 5 569 33 16 11 37 180 29 105 59 820 

CONTRACT 19 9 42 78 12 18 20 22 39 1,869 72 7 27 89 1,000 86 441 145 6,576 

CONDEMNATION 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 39 6 7 0 2 34 2 2 7 11 

CONTESTED CONFESSED 3 0 1 2 0 0 0 3
1 

10 8 0 0 0 0 3 2 6 1 3 
JUDGM8\1T 

OTHER LAW 20 32 18 17 0 153 7 0 1 1,169 156 97 8 5 593 6 0 39 4,090 

APPEALS 

District Court-on Record 6 0 3 14 4 7 0 8 5 63 20 4 5 9 60 11 25 3 80 

District Court-de Novo 8 2 11 5 2 13 2 5 5 153 30 14 0 16 128 17 53 15 191 

Administrative Agency 43 25 61 30 8 61 8 20 20 658 129 104 23 118 597 108 153 47 582 

UNREPORTED LAW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

DiVORCE/NULLITY 215 142 574 253 178 565 220 155 237 3,137 818 549 143 879 4,199 719 1,059 745 3,498 

OTHER DOMESTIC RELATIONS 233 357 351 259 197 470 248 136 205 2,052 701 85 292 961 1,756 729 627 418 1,785 

ADOPTION/GUARDIANSHIP 30 5 43 22 12 62 8 11 22 281 115 37 16 96 390 116 80 98 428 

PATERNITY 520 483 567 490 319 554 390 215 287 939 430 582 128 692 3,572 270 371 756 770 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 12 36 8 10 23 5 14 15 17 56 162 6 56 44 40 139 56 3 141 

OTHER GENERAL 109 75 284 488 115 463 69 291 152 1,384 417 945 93 807 3,148 766 577 330 2,714 

UNREPORTED CATEGORY 1 1 1 1 5 1 0 0 0 12 5 2 2 5 2 0 5 9 2 

TOTAL JUVENILE 142 211 247 295 163 654 56 229 232 3,197 692 276 141 671 3,562 630 663 622 5,845 

DELINQUENCY 74 140 199 235 136 284 46 200 166 2,578 474 183 73 334 2,777 712 797 478 4,228 

ADULT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 0 3 

CHILD IN NEED OF 0 0 0 4 1 3 0 7 1 8 2 25 16 18 3 12 1 23 50 
SUPERVISION 

CHILD IN NEED OF ASSISTANCE 68 71 48 54 25 367 10 22 64 605 216 68 52 312 782 71 84 119 1,363 

UNREPORTED CATEGORY 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 7 0 2 1 2 1 

TOTAL CRIMINAL 466 534 1,239 1,211 154 1,097 222 196 376 7,047 1,864 492 114 1,719 4,922 2,109 2,485 1,194 3,445 

INDIClMENTINFORMATION 202 184 563 319 72 252 72 97 237 3,258 681 187 75 491 3,717 466 936 421 1,635 

APPEALS FROM DISTRICT 
COURT: 

MotorVehlcle 19 10 18 29 9 29 1 19 8 361 50 14 5 52 182 130 131 59 352 

Other 15 12 51 32 7 19 7 5 21 548 23 9 3 70 184 34 49 27 316 

JURY TRIAL PRAYED MOTOR 46 99 142 280 34 446 24 28 40 559 495 106 16 434 278 612 585 287 553 

JURY TRIAL PRAYED OTHER 182 229 454 551 27 346 110 28 66 2,178 611 175 14 651 546 867 773 399 588 

NONSUPPORT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 142 0 1 0 3 15 0 0 0 1 

POST CONVICTION 2 0 11 0 5 4 7 19 4 0 4 0 1 17 0 0 11 0 0 

UNREPORTED CATEGORY 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 

STATE 1,852 1,927 3,531 3,253 1,206 4,230 1,281 1,337 1,640 24,267 5,846 3,310 ~,069 6,242 25,094 6,064 7,209 4,577 32,435 

NOTE: See note on Table CC-8 
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TABLECC-10 

COURT TRIALS, JURY TRIALS, AND HEARINGS BY 
COUNTY, CiRCUIT, AND FUNCTIONAL AREA 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

1ST CIRCUIT 2ND CIRCUIT JRD CIRCUIT 4TH CIRCUIT 5TH CIRCUIT 6TH CIRCUIT 7TH CIRCUIT 8TH TOTAL 
ClP-r.urr (STATE) 

CI en ~ ::IE &? ~ 
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CASES TRIED BY 

I 
COUNTY & CIRCUIT 

Civil 
I Court Trials 281 7 48 45 119 456 34 96 39 806 99 18 103 199 872 133 123 34 665 283 516 733 26 1.365 7.100, 
I 

Jury Trials 17 1 21 32 10 46 9 9 15 157 29 30 6 52 168 20 52 21 301 19 37 356 8 265 1.681
1 

Criminal I 
Court Trials 44 37 92 584 3 12 2 10 234 267 21 5 2 42 398 1.395 134 13 18 14 5 27 441 380 4,210: 

Jury Trials 23 27 70 51 22 28 3 15 22 203 60 30 7 58 139 73 49 19 179 25 55 198 27 320 1,703 

COUNTY TOTALS 

Court Trials 325 44 140 629 122 468 36 106 273 1.073 120 23 105 241 1.270 1.528 257 47 713 297 521 760 467 1,745 11.310 

Jury Trials 40 28 91 83 32 74 12 24 37 360 89 60 13 110 307 93 101 40 480 44 92 554 35 585 3,384 

TOTAL 365 72 231 712 154 542 48 130 310 1.433 209 83 118 351 1.577 1.621 358 87 1.193 341 613 1.314 502 2.330 14.694
1 

CIRCUIT TOTALS 1ST CIRCUIT 2ND CIRCUIT JRD CIRCUIT 4TH CIRCUIT 5TH CIRCUIT 6TH CIRCUIT 7TH CIRCUIT 8TH 
CIRCUIT 

Court Trials 1.138 1.005 1.193 369 3.055 760 2,045 1.745 11.310 

Jury Trials 242 179 449 183 501 520 725 585 3.384 

TOTAL 1,380 1,184 1,642 552 J,556 1,280 2,770 2,330 14,694 

CIVIL, JUVENILE, & 

1.207 13.,20[ 

CRIMINAL HEARINGS 

Civil Hearings 760 1.174 797 772 578 671 851 739 780 7.547 1.071 253 405 1.262 9.679 2.206 2.785 452 2,333 22,955 2.154 5.090 79.651 

Juvenile Hearings 260 219 470 320 185 1.294 130 343 440 4,436 691 279 259 888 4.901 1.378 1.873 1,467 8.671 905 1.357 10.803 1.085 35.462 78.126 

Criminal Hearings 1.264 767 2,015 976 423 2.608 597 349 504 5.938 3.980 1.232 189 2,400 9.485 1.531 2.626 1.376 13.249 1.724 3,477 15.374 1.185 15,445 88.714 

COUNTY TOTALS 2.284 2,160 3.282 2.068 1.186 4.573 1.578 1,431 1.724 17,921 5.742 1.764 853 4.550 24.065 5.115 7.284 4.050 35.040 3.081 7.177 49.142 4,424 55.997 246,491 

1ST CIRCUIT 2ND CIRCUIT JRO CIRCUIT 4TH CIRCUIT 5TH CIRCUIT 6TH ClliCUIT 7TH ClRCU", 8TH 
CIRCUIT 

CIRCUIT TOTALS 9,794 10,492 23,6&3 7,167 J6,464 39,090 63,824 55,997 246,491 

NOTE: Information on criminal court trials and jury trials in Baltimore City is obtained from statistical records maintained by the Criminal Assignment Office. Information on c~ 
trials and jury trials in Montgomery based on numbers provided by the Circuit Court for Montgomery County. 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 

ORIGINAL FILINGS OF DOMESTIC VIOLENCE CASES 

JULY 1, 1993-.JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

Ex Parte Orders % of Ex Parte Orders Total Original Filings 
Granted Granted 

FIRST CIRCUIT 42 67.74 62 

Dorchester 9 69.23 13 

Somerset 24 75.00 32 

Wicomico 5 62.50 8 

Worcester 4 44.44 9 

SECOND CIRCUIT 49 74.24 66 

Caroline 23 82.14 28 

Cecil 4 80.00 5 

Kent 8 100.00 8 

Queen Anne's 7 53.85 13 

Talbot 7 58.33 12 

THIRD CIRCUIT 163 79.13 206 

Baltimore County 33 66.00 50 

Harford 130 83.33 156 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 74 74.00 100 

Allegany 5 100.00 5 

Garrett 37 68.52 54 

Washington 32 78.05 41 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 105 61.05 172 

Anne Arundel 16 53.33 30 

Carroll 67 59.29 113 

Howard 22 75.86 29 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 174 84.06 207 

Frederick 2 50.00 4 

Montgomery 172 84.73 203 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 177 71.66 247 

Calvert 16 66.67 24 

Charles 41 82.00 50 

Prince George's 93 73.23 127 

St. Mary's 27 58.70 46 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 174 62.37 279 

Baltimore City 174 62.37 279 

STATE 958 71.55 1,339 
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APPEALS FROM DISTRICT COURT AND ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES AND ~. 

PERCENTAGE OF CIRCUIT COURT CASE FILINGS ORIGINATING FROM THE DISTRICT COURT ~ ..... ..... 
JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 Q 

FISCAL 1994 ~ 
1ST CIRCUIT 2ND CIRCUIT 3RD CIRCUIT 41H CIRCUIT snt CIRCUIT 61H CIRCUIT 7TH CIRCUIT 8TH TOTAL 

CIRCUIT (STATE) 
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APPEALS FROM 
DISTRICT COURT AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
AGENCIES 

LAW 

District Court-De Novo 11 4 18 2 2 14 1 8 6 190 40 17 2 15 83 24 44 24 192 7 31 188 3 168 1,094 

District Court-On Record 7 5 3 11 4 6 1 6 3 69 17 3 4 12 41 12 22 8 74 1 4 53 8 80 454 

Administrative Agencies 27 46 75 27 14 52 30 22 22 802 178 84 30 143 512 95 144 83 507 39 75 541 55 769 4,372 

Subtotal 45 55 96 40 20 72 32 36 31 1,061 235 104 36 170 636 131 210 115 773 47 110 782 66 1,017 5,920 

CRIMINAL 

Motor Vehicle Appeals 29 13 22 29 7 27 1 17 9 390 68 20 4 58 217 132 125 75 384 12 17 61 3 195 1,915 

Others 22 12 54 26 6 24 11 7 15 667 39 13 3 75 223 38 59 37 500 12 31 196 11 665 2,746 

Subtotal 51 25 76 55 13 51 12 24 24 1,057 107 33 7 133 440 170 184 112 884 24 48 257 14 860 4.661 

TOTAL 96 80 172 95 33 123 44 60 55 2,118 342 137 43 303 1,076 301 394 227 1,657 71 158 1,039 80 1,877 10,581 

PERCENTAGE OF 
1-

CIRCUIT COURT CASE 
FILINGS ORIGINATING 
FROM THE DISTRICT 
COURT 

Prayers for Jury TrlaiS and 
Appeals: 

County 311 41B 764 832 92 942 162 102 145 4.151 1,453 359 38 1.476 1,391 1,710 1,491 942 2,614 492 534 3,334 762 9,007 33,522 

Circuit 2,325 1,443 5,604 1,873 4,592 3,556 5,122 9,007 33,522 

Circuit Court Filings: 

County 2.044 2,026 3,936 3.090 1,302 4.328 1,392 1,351 1,666 26,500 7,037 3.224 1,150 6,170 26.362 6,296 7,013 5,219 41,023 2,801 5,712 42.721 3,979 64,278 270,622 

Circuit 11,096 10,041 33,537 10,544 39,671 46,242 55,213 64,278 210,622 

Percentage of Circuit Court 
Rlings that are Jury Trials 
and Appeals: 

County 152 20.6 19.4 26.9 7.1 21.8 11.6 75 B.7 15.7 20.6 11.1 3.3 23.9 5.3 27.2 21.3 1B.0 6.4 17.6 9.3 7.B 19.2 14.0 12.4 

Circuit 21.0 14.4 16.7 17.8 11.6 7.7 9.3 14.0 12.4 
------ -- ---- ~ 
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TABLE CC-13 

AVERAGE DAYS FROM FILING TO DISPOSITION 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30, 1994 
FISCAL 1994 

CIVIL CRIMINAL JUVENILE 

1991·92 1992·93 1993·94 1991·92 1992·93 1993·94 1991·92 1992·93 1993-94 

FIRST CIRCUIT 

Dorchester 186 158 183 129 120 101 53 47 55 

Somerset 136 119 117 98 99 82 10 14 19 

Wicomico 182 166 204 85 98 117 46 46 38 

Worcester 186 205 194 111 125 108 41 42 45 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 201 161 162 137 138 142 34 25 39 

Cecil 162 173 163 166 163 157 66 73 72 

Kent 128 202 170 168 159 140 60 53 75 

Queen Anne's 197 189 163 123 118 118 52 55 57 

Talbot 167 177 171 115 127 127 61 58 47 -
THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore 195 180 187 83 83 80 56 60 59 

Harford 198 179 184 141 143 145 62 63 71 

FOURTH CiRCUIT 

Allegany 298 234 246 142 134 138 72 74 67 

Garrett 163 157 144 102 112 133 42 45 50 

Washington 146 140 174 148 139 138 53 68 61 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 194 249 214 138 144 136 83 65 63 

Carroll 207 203 213 120 109 122 53 61 53 

Howard 268 245 242 127 130 134 67 65 66 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 195 241 225 150 157 160 81 84 84 

Montgomery 155 112 150 113 122 113 101 113 110 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

CalVert 219 209 207 131 144 132 65 75 82 

Charles 197 187 189 158 179 162 78 74 82 

Prince George's 235 220 209 120 126 125 87 82 77 

St. Mary's 194 193 192 132 141 142 68 74 80 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

Baltimore City 235 217 227 95 88 93 108 83 '88 

STATE 204 190 194 112 112 112 89 78 79 

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 juvenile cases 
over 271 days old have been excluded in tile above calculations. Approximately 90 to 95 percent of the cases 
are disposed of within those time periods. 
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TABLE 00-14 

POPULATION IN RELATION TO CIRCUIT COURT CASELOAD 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30, 1994 
FISCAL 1994 

POPULATION AND CASELOAD PER CASES FILED 
CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE INTHE RATIO OF 

JURY TRIALS 
Cases CIRCUIT COURT TO Cases Flied PER THOUSAND 

Per Judge Terminated POPULATION POPULATION 
Per Judge 
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FIRST CIRCUIT 
Dorchester'" 29,900 1.5 19,933 966 397 924 311 48 20 68 40 1.34 
Somerset 24,600 1.0 24,600 1,411 615 1,393 534 57 25 82 28 1.14 
WicomiCO'" 79,200 2.5 31,680 1,024 550 917 496 32 17 49 91 1.15 
Worcester 37,700 2.0 18,850 1,010 535 1,021 606 54 28 82 83 2.20 

SECOND CIRCUIT 
Caroline 28,600 1.0 28,600 1,116 186 1,052 154 39 7 46 32 1.12 
Cecii 76,800 2.0 38,400 1,552 612 1,567 549 40 16 56 74 0.96 
Kent 18,500 1.0 18,500 1,129 263 1,059 222 61 14 75 12 0.65 
Queen Anne's 36,800 1.0 36,800 1,127 224 1,141 196 31 6 37 24 0.65 
Talbot 32,200 1.0 32,200 1,266 402 1,264 376 39 12 51 37 1.15 

THIRD CIRCUIT 
Baltimore COL/nty 708,300 15.0 47,220 1,278 489 1,148 470 27 10 37 360 0.51 
Harford 202,200 4.0 50,550 1,183 567 996 466 24 11 35 89 0.44 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 
Allegany 72,700 2.0 36,350 1,340 272 1,409 246 37 7 44 60 0.83 
Garrett 28,900 1.0 28,900 1,048 102 955 114 36 4 40 13 0.45 
Washington 126,400 4.0 31,600 1,054 489 1,131 430 33 15 48 110 0.87 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 
Anne Arundel 448,600 9.0 49,844 2,325 604 2,241 547 47 12 59 307 0.68 
Carroll 134,900 3.0 44,967 1,352 747 1,318 703 30 17 47 93 0.69 
Howard 215,800 4.0 53,950 1,149 605 1,181 621 21 11 32 101 0.47 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 
Frederick 165,300 3.0 55,100 1,275 465 1,128 398 23 8 31 40 0.24 
Montgomery .... 818,300 15.0 54,553 2,014 321 1,556 230 37 6 43 480 0.59 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
Calvert 59,800 2.0 29,900 924 477 865 449 31 16 47 44 0.74 
Charles 112,000 3.0 37,333 1,482 422 1,334 409 40 11 51 92 0.82 
Prince George's 767,100 19.0 40,374 1,832 416 1,639 411 45 10 55 554 0.72 
st. Mary's 83,500 2.0 41,750 1,405 585 1,200 549 34 14 48 35 0.42 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 
Baltimore City·· .. • 721,600 26.0 27,754 1,581 891 1,105 852 57 32 89 585 0.81 

STATE 5,029,700 125.0 40,238 1,566 551 1,343 513 39 14 53 3,384 0.67 

'Population estimate for July 1, 1994, Issued by the Maryland Center for Health Statistics. 
"Juvenlle causes in Montgomery County are not included since they are h$ard 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 Montgomery based on numbers provided by the Circuit Court for Montgomery 
County. 
• .... Informatlon on court trials and jury trials In Baltimore City obtained from statistical records maintained by the Criminal 
Assignment Office. 
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TABLECC-15 

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

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

1989-1990 1990-1991 1991 M 1992 1992-93 1993-94 

District Admin. DIstrict Admin. ~istrict Admin. District Admin. District Admin. 
Court Agencies Court Agencies Court Agencies Court Agencies Court Agencies 

FIRST CIRCUIT 165 124 198 141 204 151 191 178 268 175 

Dorchester 37 22 40 29 52 40 43 29 69 27 

Somerset 9 31 27 28 27 38 29 45 34 46 

Wicomico 41 41 45 36 58 57 62 81 97 75 

Worcester 78 30 86 48 67 16 57 23 68 27 

SECOND CIRCUIT 185 103 212 117 177 105 170 129 175 140 

Caroline 22 16 21 22 17 9 28 15 19 14 

Cecil 95 36 112 48 90 44 61 65 71 52 

Kent 17 10 20 13 15 8 10 8 14 30 

Queen Anne's 25 16 26 16 14 20 31 21 38 22 

Talbot 26 25 33 18 41 24 40 20 33 22 

THIRD CIRCUIT 1,155 589 1,337 633 1,259 779 1,298 900 1,480 980 

Baltimore 1,033 483 1,163 486 1,093 590 1,142 730 1,316 802 

Harford 122 106 174 147 166 189 156 170 164 178 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 177 176 165 159 157 231 158 232 226 257 

Allegany 56 102 63 73 59 103 47 84 53 84 

Garrett 21 23 17 14 16 27 16 36 13 30 

Washington 100 51 85 72 82 101 95 112 160 143 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 869 450 953 506 957 638 1,014 690 1,020 751 

Anne Arundel 381 272 422 324 476 424 508 436 564 512 

Carroll 169 72 193 82 201 89 230 125 206 95 

Howard 319 106 338 100 280 125 276 129 250 144 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 1,147 239 1,196 400 1,440 456 1,228 543 1,294 590 

Frederick 126 56 95 52 172 65 140 86 144 83 

Montgomery 1,021 183 1,101 348 1,268 391 1,088 457 1,150 507 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 379 435 407 459 442 588 456 614 638 710 

Calvert 65 40 52 39 42 36 32 43 32 39 

Charles 89 54 74 44 71 59 60 67 83 75 

Prince George's 214 306 255 344 308 451 353 464 498 541 

St. Mary's 11 35 26 32 21 42 11 40 25 55 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 658 1,014 907 1,086 867 871 940 680 1,108 769 

Baltimore City 658 1,014 907 1,086 867 871 940 680 1,108 769 

STATE 4,735 3,130 5,375 3,501 5,503 3,819 5,455 3,966 6,209 4,372 

--------------- -------------
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TABLECC-16 

APPl.ICATIONS FOR REVIEW OF CRIMINAL SENTENCES 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

I TERMINATED, CONSIDERED, AND DISPOSED OF 

Filed I Withdrawn Original Original Original During Sentence Sentence Sentence Year by Applicant Unchanged Increased Decreased 

FIRST CIRCUIT 

Dorchester 0 0 0 0 0 

Somerset 3 0 4 0 0 

Wicomico 0 0 0 0 0 

Worcester 0 0 0 0 0 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 0 0 0 0 0 

Cecil 0 0 0 0 0 

Kent 0 0 1 0 0 

Queen Anne's 2 0 0 0 0 

Talbot 0 0 0 0 0 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore County 34 9 27 0 2 

Harford 10 1 3 0 0 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

Allegany 3 0 3 0 0 

Garrett 0 0 0 0 0 

Washington 19 1 16 0 0 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 0 0 0 0 0 

Carroll 0 0 0 0 0 

Howard 14 1 18 0 2 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 6 1 3 0 2 

Montgomery 0 0 0 0 0 

SEVENTH CIIRCUIT 

Calvert 3 1 3 0 0 

Charles 18 0 12 0 0 

Prince Georgie'S 22 5 10 0 0 

St. Mary's 0 0 0 0 0 -
EIGHTH CIR,CUIT 

Baltimore City 109 1 87 0 0 

STATE 243 20 187 0 6 
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TABLECC-17 

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
CIVIL CASES 

FILINGS AND TERMINATIONS 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

COMBINED ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED AND TERMINATED 

1989·90 1990·91 1991·92 1992·93 I," " .. ', 1"99~.94 .. "~ 
~'. " 

:<"'. ", ." '." 

F T F T F T F T "F" ·,'.···,· ..... "t 
'.',>>".,.:."'" .. :" . <:: "~ 

FIRST CIRCUIT 5,275 4,509 5,142 5,080 6,373 5,860 6,845 6,583 1,;:;'6,~~3:;",:~,~1:~ 
Dorchester 1,049 881 1,048 1,004 1,360 1,124 1,398 1,432 ,t,~8f:3 '·"'1.g44 
Somerset 836 746 898 940 1,061 964 1,299 1,130 1< '1'+~Qi':'1r18~ 
Wicomico 2,068 1,792 1,851 2,051 2,305 2,396 2,502 2,236 2;2£3?,,' :'.2;945' 
Worcester 1,322 1,090 1,345 1,085 1,647 1,376 1,646 1,785 '.:·1::715. <.1,141 

SECOND CIRCUIT 5,773 5,066 6,328 5,674 6,812 6,441 6,596 6,468 ~6,4'79 6,315 

Caroline 941 882 989 891 1,064 1,060 1,087 1,008 $64 ' ,·889 
" 

Cecil 2,236 1,861 2,394 2,031 2,677 2,373 2,631 2,454 2;513 ,,2;47$ , 
.1.,dQ3 Kent 603 503 692 623 1,146 1,043 927 998 ,,1,075' 

" 

8~~ Queen Anne's 1,134 1,015 1,169 1,056 901 970 953 1,000 : ,~912, 

Talbot 859 805 1,084 1,073 1,024 995 998 1,008 '1,032',"1 ;O3~ 
THIRD CIRCUIT 16,879 13,798 17,370 13,674 19,334 16,512 19,169 17,954 19;318' 1'7';31$. 

Baltimore 13,673 11,260 14,061 11,232 15,088 12,108 15,098 14,693 ,', '15,$00 .• 14,023 
. .... , ' 

Harford 3,206 2,538 3,309 2,442 4,246 4,404 4,071 3,261 ., " 4,O18':.3,~90 
FOURTH CIRCUIT 5,486 4,281 5,503 5,001 6,092 5,641 5,978 5,418 6,$08 7208 .. ':, t .,', 

Allegany 1,601 1,156 1,591 1,509 1,805 1,813 2,030 1,864 2,412 '2,542 

Garrett 707 649 810 759 863 852 818 822 8f3.3 
,'.';. 

814 

Washington 3,178 2,476 3,102 2,733 3,424 2,976 3,130 2,732 3,503 3,852 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 17,443 16,402 23,258 19,639 22,111 17,904 23,401 23,046 23,962 ,23;576 

Anne Arundel 11,731 11,591 17,016 14,713 15,537 11,727 16,358 17,233 17,205 " 1e,$10 .. 

Carroll 2,332 1,871 2,529 1,931 2,903 2,371 3,206 2,305 3,146 3,.12q 

Howard 3,380 2,940 3,713 2,995 3,671 3,806 3,837 3,508 3,611' 3,84t 
SIXTH CIRCUIT 23,251 13,481 23,634 12,9G9 30,548 20,677 35,055 26,703 33,350 .. ·26,t06 

.. , .. 
Frederick 2,756 2,673 3,195 2,1G16 3,230 2,287 2,944 2,824 $;14\ ,2,761 

Montgomery 20,495 10,808 20,439 10,773 27,318 18,390 32,111 23,879. qO;20~ 2~,345 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 29,546 23,954 33,086 27,056 34,226 29,868 33,660 29,773 36;114, 31,313 

Calvert 1,123 951 1,277 1,209 1,411 1,338 1,352 1,352 1,320 1.199 
Charles 2,892 2,231 3,200 2,568 3,684 3,364 3,608 3,327 3,813 .'3,371 
Prince George's 23,629 19,173 26,007 21,104 26,457 22,877 26,206 23,113 ~8,54!':) . 24,66$ 
st. Mary's 1,902 1,599 2,602 2,175 2,674 2,289 2,494 1,981 2,432 2,078 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 25,240 20,702 22,756 20,026 23,733 21,926 27,481 23,322 24.51114,074 

Baltimore City 25,240 20,702 22,756 20,026 23,733 21,926 27,481 23,322 24,51J .14,074 

STATE 126,893 102,193 137,077 109,119 149,229 124,829 158,185 139,267 157,OO£:;· .132,123 

NOTE: A civil case Is reopened statistically at the time a pleading is filed (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 civil 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 f"ENDING 
IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

PENDING PENDING 

Beginning of Year Flied Terminated End of Year 

FIRST CIRCUIT 3,579 6,463 6,218 3,824 

Dorchester 724 1,286 1,244 766 

Somerset 638 1,199 1,182 655 

Wicomico 1,212 2,263 2,045 1,430 

Worcester 1,005 1,715 1,747 973 

SECOND CIRCUIT 2,942 6,479 6,315 3,106 

Caroline 507 964 889 582 

Cecil 1,352 2,513 2,479 1,386 

Kent 287 1,075 1,003 359 

Queen Anne's 410 895 912 393 

Talbot 386 1,032 1,032 386 

THIRD CIRCUIT 27,191 19,3HJ 17,313 29,196 

Baltimore County 22,419 15,::l00 14,023 23,696 

Harford 4,772 4,018 3,290 5,500 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 5,032 6,808 7,208 4,632 

Allegany 1,859 2,412 2,542 1,729 

Garrett 363 893 814 442 

Washington 2,810 3,503 3,852 2,461 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 26,094 23,962 23,576 26,480 

Anne Arundel 19,105 17,205 16,610 19,700 

Carroll 2,557 3,146 3,125 2,578 

Howard 4,432 3,611 3,841 4,202 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 26,738 33,350 26,106 33,982 

Frederick 2,773 3,141 2,761 3,153 

Montgomery 23,965 30,209 23,345 30,829 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 30,872 36,114 31,313 35,673 

Calvert 979 1,320 1,199 1,100 

Charles 2,956 3,813 3,371 3,398 

Prince George's 24,675 28,549 24,665 28,559 

St. Mary's 2,262 2,432 2,078 2,616 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 47,890 24,511 14,074 58,327 

Baltimore City 47,890 24,511 14,074 58,327 

STATE 170,338 157,005 132,123 195,220 

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

CIVil CASES 
RATIO OF TRIALS TO DISPOSITIONS 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

Dispositions Trials Percentages Court Trials Percentages Jury Trials Percentages 

FIRST CIRCUIT 6,218 452 7.3 381 6.1 71 1.1 

Dorchester 1.244 29B 24.0 281 22.6 17 1.4 

Somerset 1,182 8 0.7 7 0.6 1 0.1 

Wicomico 2,045 69 3.4 48 2.3 21 1.0 

Worcester 1,747 77 4.4 45 2.6 32 1.8 
I--
SECOND CIRCUT 6,315 833 13.2 744 11.8 89 1.4 

Caroline 889 129 14.5 119 13.4 10 1.1 

Cecil 2,479 502 20.3 456 18.4 46 1.9 

Kent 1,003 43 4.3 34 3.4 9 0.9 

Queen Anne's 912 105 11.5 96 10.5 9 1.0 

Talbot 1,032 54 5.2 39 3.8 15 1.5 

THIRD CIRCUIT 17,313 1,091 6.3 905 5.2 186 1.1 

Baltimore County 14,023 963 6.9 806 5.7 15? 1.1 

Harford 3,290 128 3.9 99 3.0 29 0.9 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 7,208 408 5.7 320 4.4 88 1.2 

Allegany 2,542 48 1.9 18 0.7 30 1.2 

Garrett 814 109 13.4 103 12.7 6 0.7 

Washington 3,852 I 251 6.5 199 5.2 52 1.3 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 23,576 

I 
1,368 5.8 1,128 4.8 240 1.0 

Anne Arundel 16,610 1,040 6.3 872 5.2 168 1.0 

Carroll 3,125 153 4.9 133 4.3 20 0.6 

Howard 3,841 175 4.6 123 3.2 52 1.4 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 26,106 1,021 3.9 699 2.7 322 1.2 

Frederick 2,761 55 2.0 34 1.2 21 0.8 

Montgomery 23,345 966 4.1 665 2.8 301 1.3 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 31,313 1,978 6.3 1,558 5.0 420 1.3 

Calvert 1,199 302 25.2 283 23.6 19 1.6 

Charles 3,371 553 16.4 516 15.3 37 1.1 

Prince George's 24,665 1,089 4.4 733 3.0 356 1.4 

St. Mary's 2,078 34 1.6 26 1.3 8 0.4 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 14,074 1,630 11.6 1,365 9 -, .1 265 1.9 

Baltimore Cit),1 14,074 1,630 11.6 1,365 9.7 265 1.9 

STATE 132,123 8,781 6.6 7,100 I 5.4 1,681 1.3 
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I 
TABLECC·20 

FIVE·YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
CiVil CASES TRIED 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

1989·90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 

FIRST CIRCUIT 174 242 335 288 452 

Dorchester 45 37 59 131 298 

Somerset 15 7 10 12 8 

Wicomico 77 128 177 96 69 

Worcester 37 70 89 49 77 

SECOND CIRCUIT 837 817 757 786 833 

Caroline 201 177 167 176 129 

Cecil 515 491 393 391 502 

Kent 20 30 21 46 43 

Queen Anne's 64 70 116 108 105 

Talbot 37 49 60 65 54 
-

THIRD CIRCUIT 952 1,036 883 1,049 1,091 

Baltimore 702 805 744 907 963 

Harford 250 231 139 142 128 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 415 310 301 309 408 

Allegany 206 105 87 38 48 

Garrett 105 114 111 142 109 

Washington 104 91 103 129 251 

FIFTH CIRCUIT I 765 621 749 855 1,368 

Anne Arundel 431 418 397 456 1,040 

Carroll 57 21 71 157 153 

Howard 277 182 281 242 175 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 821 705 633 1,007 1,021 

Frederick 132 101 104 84 55 

Montgomery 689 604 529 923 966 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 1,817 1,708 2,878 3,244 1,978 

Calvert 140 136 158 129 302 

Charles 346 361 381 512 553 

Prince George's 1,312 1,177 2,292 2,557 1,089 

St. Mary's 19 34 47 46 34 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 1,110 1,680 1,743 1,669 1,630 

Baltimore City 1,110 1,680 1,743 1,669 1,630 

STATE 6,891 7,119 8,279 9,207 8,781 

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

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

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

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 711 244 183 31.6 54.1 74.7 92.4 98.2 

Somerset 651 139 117 52.5 75.4 89.6 97.5 99.4 

Wicomico 1,503 258 204 30.4 57.5 74.1 97.7 99.3 

Worcester 1,219 233 194 24.2 56.1 77.6 95.4 98.9 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 420 243 162 25.7 61.2 80.0 90.0 97.9 

Cecil 1,380 304 163 28.8 57.9 75.1 87.2 91.4 

Kent 332 245 170 32.5 61.1 77.4 91.9 97.6 

Queen Anne's 671 191 163 37.9 62.4 80.0 96.3 99.6 

Talbot 588 217 171 36.2 61.9 77.4 94.2 98.6 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore County 12,512 417 187 25.3 48.9 65.2 79.4 86.9 

Harford 2,827 310 184 26.4 57.4 72.0 87.1 96.0 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

Allegany 1,687 278 246 19.7 49.6 65.3 95.0 99.2 

Garrett 566 170 144 44.5 71.2 81.4 97.0 99.6 

Washington 2,485 423 174 32.0 48.5 60.6 75.1 84.5 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 8,626 376 214 22.7 48.1 63.4 85.1 93.5 

Carroll 2,485 283 213 26.2 51.7 68.3 92.6 97.2 

Howard 3,124 406 242 13.4 37.2 60.9 79.9 94.0 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 2,227 326 225 199 49.2 65.4 87.8 96.6 

Montgomery 18,158 245 150 45.0 61.5 72.1 89.4 97.0 

SEVENiH CIRCUIT 

Calvert 978 302 207 19.7 53.0 70.8 88.9 96.9 

Charles 1,653 278 189 26.8 56.6 74.0 90.5 95.9 

Prince George's 16,582 375 209 21.0 46.0 65.5 82.4 95.2 

St. Mary's 1,196 260 192 23.3 53.7 76.6 92.2 97.6 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

Baltimore City 10,033 333 227 23.8 47.0 62.1 89.0 95.6 

STATE 92,614 330 194 28.2 51.8 67.6 86.2 94.4 

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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FIRST CIRCUIT 

Dorchester 

Somerset 

Wicomico 

Worcester 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 

Cecil 

Kent 

Queen Anne's 

Talbot 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore 

Harford 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

Allegany 

Garrett 

Washington 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 

Carroll 

Howard 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 

Montgomery 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

Calvert 

Charles 

Prince George's 

St. Mary's 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

Baltimore City 

STATE 

TABLECC-22 

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
CRIMINAL CASES 

. FILINGS AND TERMINATIONS 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

61 

COMBINED ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED AND TERMINATED 

1989·90 1990·91 1991·92 1992·93 

F T F T F T F T 

2,880 

553 

391 

1,319 

617 

2,815 

613 

386 

1,266 

550 

3,285 

495 

597 

1,382 

811 

2,997 

469 

491 

1,302 

735 

2,200 1,929 2,337 1,925 

246 224 298 244 

953 629 1,133 871 

215 192 219 144 

'307 340 246 243 

479 544 441 423 

12,192 11,609 10,465 10,609 

9,739 9,534 7,955 8,501 

2,453 2,075 2,510 2,108 

3,603 

659 

588 

1,255 

1,101 

3,379 

598 

593 

1,233 

955 

3,617 

496 

590 

1,227 

1,304 

2,335 2,145 2,111 

187 207 200 

1,271 1,118 1,136 

225 215 198 

205 213 192 

447 392 385 

9,801 9,503 9,327 

7,200 7,212 6,801 

2,601 2,291 2,526 

2,195 

420 

199 

1,576 

1,907 1,953 

435 494 

162 137 

1,310 1,322 

1,884 2,124 

398 442 

174 153 

1,312 1,529 

1,969 2,052 

433 483 

142 124 

1,394 1,445 

3,492 

503 

670 

1,059 

1,260 

"':~,:::;~;,~.~,~~~:. 
.:i, ' 

.;;e·-i$,>:~,:5j4 . 
:>:.f~$.7$ ·.)·1;~~~, 
.j;q7o·;'/'!i ;~1.:i. 

1,980 .:.~;299· 2,0.tJ5 

173'1kEf"1~4' 
1 ,018 1·.;1.~~.4·h697. 

238 . 263>', 22:;f 
187 ';24/,,;'i1Se , 

,.:;;:. ,~ 

364'.~02.',··319 
. ....,.: .' 

8,772 ... 9,595 •. 8,9t1 

6,575),3~8::7t647 
2,197 ... 2:~e? "1',$64 
2,0282,601'2,325 . '. 

465 544.492 

116 i62:: W 1'14 
'. ',.' .. ","; .,', 

1,447 1.955 1;119. 

9,603 

4,889 

1,665 

3,049 

8,729 11,194 

4,310 6,308 

9,528 12,995 11,791 11,385 11,232 '10,b97 9;516 .. 

4,922 

7,075 

1,508 

5,567 

1,510 

2,909 

5,494 

1,287 

4,207 

: 
5,122 7,626 6,538 6,174 6,2375,439. 

1,900 1,643 

2,986 2,763 

6,336 5,053 

1,479 1,329 

4,857 3,724 

2,059 

3,310 

7,717 

1,365 

6,352 

1,802 

3,451 

5,401 

1,232 

4,169 

2,482 

2,729 

7,784 

1,570 

6,214 

2,148.2,240.2,109 

2,8472,418, 2,485 

5,8766,21.2 .4,6:39 

1,336,1',394' 1,1Q4 

4,5404,81~ 

11,584 10,998 10,881 10,550 12,467 10,823 11,709 10,814 11,294 '11,028 

1,494 986 1,186 1,491 1,034 971 960 983 '.' 95$' .. 898 

1,256 1,055 1,118 1,107 1,310 1,104 1,214 1,140t,265'1,:2~7 
7,887 

947 

7,912 

1,045 

7,640 

937 

7,068 

884 

9,005 

1,118 

7,864 

884 

8,442 

1,093 

7,688 7,906 

1 ,003,1,170 

7,8~6 

.1,OQT 

12,699 12,757 23,000 21,637 23,020 23,447 21,851 22,233 23,174 22,161 

12,699 12,757 23,000 21,637 23,020 23,447 21,851 22,23323,174.22,161 

60,428 56,238 69,451 64,183 74,062 68,458 69,836 66,427 66,92764,075 
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TABLE CC-23 

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

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

PENDING PENDING 

Beginning of Year Flied Terminated End of Year 

FIRST CIRCUIT 1,394 3,655 3,450 1,599 

Dorchester 204 595 466 333 

Somerset 139 615 534 220 

Wicomico 493 1,375 1,239 629 

Worcester 558 1,070 1,211 417 

SECOND CIRCUIT 1,633 2,299 2,045 1,887 

CarolinE> 110 186 154 142 

Cecil 1,172 1,224 1,097 1,299 

Kent 83 263 222 124 

Queen Anne's 92 224 196 120 

Talbot 176 402 376 202 

THIRD CIRCUIT 7,249 9,595 8,911 7,933 

Baltimore County 5,108 7,328 7,047 5,389 

Harford 2,141 2,267 1,864 2,544 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 1,164 2,601 2,325 1,440 

Allegany 226 544 492 278 

Garrett 51 102 114 39 

Washington 887 1,955 1,719 1,123 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 7,409 10,097 9,516 7,990 

Anne Arundel 4,661 5,439 4,922 5,178 

Carroll 1,563 2,240 2,109 1,694 

Howard 1,185 2,418 2,485 1,118 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 10,573 6,212 4,639 12,146 

Frederick 946 1,394 1,194 1,146 

Montgomery 9,627 4,818 3,445 11,000 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 8,930 11,294 11,028 9,196 

Calvert 270 953 898 325 

Charles 1,313 1,265 1,227 1,351 

Prince George's 6,628 7,906 7,806 6,728 

St. Mary's 719 1,170 1,097 792 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 25,069 23,174 22,161 26,082 

Baltimore City 25,069 23,174 22,161 26,082 

STATE 63,421 68,927 64,075 68,273 

NOTE: See note on Table CC-6. 
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TABLECC-24 

CRIMINAL CASES 
RATIO OF TRIALS TO DISPOSITIONS 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

Dispositions Trials Percentages Court Trials Percentages Jury Trials Percentages 

FIRST CIRCUIT 3,450 928 26.9 757 21.9 171 5.0 

Dorchester 466 67 14.4 44 9.4 23 4.9 

Somerset 534 64 12.0 37 6.9 27 5.1 

Wicomico 1,239 162 13.1 92 7.4 70 5.6 

Worcester 1,211 635 52.4 584 48.2 51 4.2 

SECOND CIRCUIT 2,045 351 17.2 261 12.8 90 4.4 

Caroline 154 25 16.2 3 1.9 22 14.3 

Cecil 1,097 40 3.6 12 1.1 28 2.6 

Kent 222 5 2.3 2 0.9 3 1.4 

Queen Anne's 196 25 12.8 10 5.1 15 7.7 

Talbot 376 256 68.1 234 62.2 22 5.9 

THIRD CIRCUIT 8,911 551 6.2 288 3.2 263 3.0 

Baltimore County 7,047 470 6.7 267 3.8 203 2.9 

Harford 1,864 81 4.3 21 1.1 60 3.2 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 2,325 144 6.2 49 2.1 95 4.1 

Allegany 492 35 7.1 5 1.0 30 6.1 

Garrett 114 9 7.9 2 1.8 7 6.1 

Washington 1,719 100 5.8 42 2.4 58 3.4 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 9,516 2,188 23.0 1,927 20.3 261 2.7 

Anne Arundel 4,922 537 10.9 398 8.1 139 2.8 

Carroll 2,109 1,468 69.6 1,395 66.1 73 3.5 

Howard 2,485 183 7.4 134 5.4 49 2.0 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 4,639 259 5.6 61 1.3 198 4.3 

Frederick 1,194 32 2.7 13 1.1 19 1.6 

Montgomery 3,445 227 6.6 48 1.4 179 5.2 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 11,028 79~ 7.2 487 4.4 305 2.8 

Calvert 898 39 4.3 14 1.6 25 2.8 

Charles 1,227 60 4.9 5 0.4 55 4.5 

Prince George's 7,806 225 2.9 27 0.3 198 2.5 

St. Mary's 1,097 468 42.7 441 40.2 27 2.5 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 22,161 700 3.2 3BO 1.7 320 1.4 

Baltimore City 22,161 700 3.2 380 1.7 320 1.4 

STATE 64,075 5,913 9.2 4,210 6.6 1,703 2.7 

NOTE: See note on Table CC-1 0. 
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TABLECC-25 

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
CRIMINAL CASES TRIED 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

1989·90 1990·91 1991·92 1992-93 1993·94 

FIRST CIRCUIT 729 800 1,041 1,046 928 

Dorchester 140 126 175 95 67 

Somerset 90 84 103 82 64 

Wicomico 203 176 223 163 162 

Worcester 296 414 540 706 635 

SECOND CIRCUIT 502 419 298 297 351 

Caroline 17 46 26 20 25 

Cecil 142 100 63 47 40 

Kent 3 0 0 1 5 

Queen Anne's 24 33 22 20 25 

Talbot 316 240 187 209 256 

THIRD CIRCUIT 801 1,069 529 585 551 

Baltimore 735 1,015 444 501 470 

Harford 66 74 85 84 81 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 164 129 147 126 144 

Allegany 45 24 33 43 35 

Garrett 24 12 29 19 9 

Washington 95 93 85 64 100 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 2,313 1,577 1,934 2,376 2,188 

Anne Arundel 1,457 899 1,481 619 537 

Carroll 107 66 107 1,463 1,468 

Howard 749 612 346 294 183 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 383 323 344 

I 
307 259 

Frederick 41 41 47 31 32 

Montgomery 342 282 297 276 227 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 989 853 779 730 792 

Calvert 32 55 47 51 39 

Charles 66 69 75 74 60 

Prince George's 352 313 279 188 225 

St Mary's 539 416 378 417 468 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 1,743 688 1,052 756 700 

Baltimore City 1,743 688 1,052 756 700 

STATE 7,624 5,878 6,124 6,223 5,913 

NOTE; See note on Table CC-lO. 
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TABLECC-26 

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

JULY 1, 1993-JULY30, 1994 
FISCAL 1994 

AVERAGE IN DAYS 
FILING TO CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL CASES 

DISPOSITION 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 288 116 101 24.3 54.5 70.5 88.9 97.6 

Somerset 459 89 82 27.2 69.9 83.7 94.3 98.9 

Wicomico 971 120 117 12.8 35.0 57.1 87.2 98.9 

Worcester 1,064 128 108 24.6 44.7 61.8 83.5 95.6 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 121 147 142 9.1 24.0 41.3 74.4 99.2 

Cecil 904 238 157 7.4 11.0 22.5 64.8 94.6 

Kent 155 145 140 7.7 17.4 36.8 79.4 98.7 

Queen Anne's 140 127 118 17.9 37.1 55.7 85.0 97.9 

Talbot 193 130 127 9.3 24.4 47.7 85.0 99.0 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore County 4,790 108 80 42.8 60.5 74.5 88.8 98.0 

Harford 1,231 228 145 19.2 31.2 42.9 56.0 83.3 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

Allegany 412 160 138 17.2 27.7 40.8 69.2 94.7 

Garrett 72 133 133 13.9 27.8 45.8 72.2 100.0 

Washington 1,484 174 138 7.0 14.7 39.4 79.7 95.6 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 2,436 167 136 14.8 24.9 39.9 70.5 94.6 

Carroll 1,325 128 122 6.6 35.4 61.4 83.1 98.6 

Howard 1,532 183 134 12.4 30.4 45.7 72.1 92.6 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 1,180 185 160 4.8 15.3 34.0 61.1 91.9 

Montgomery 2,02'1 181 113 30.8 41.8 52.5 71.5 90.1 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

Calvert 568 312 132 14.3 29.9 44.9 79.6 98.1 

Charles 1,008 191 162 7.1 15.8 29.9 56.9 92.1 

Prince George's 5,905 164 125 18.0 37.7 52.7 70.6 91.2 

St. Mary's 942 182 142 7.7 21.2 43.2 68.3 91.3 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

Baitimore City 15,021 123 93 43.2 54.3 64.5 78.8 95.8 

STATE 44,222 148 112 27.8 42.2 56.3 76.3 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-13. 

--_._------
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TABLECC-27 

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
JUVENILE CASES 

FILINGS AND TERMINATIONS 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

COMBINED ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED AND TERMINATED 

1989·90 1990-91 1991·92 1992·93 1993·94 

F T F T F T F T F T 

FIRST CIRCUIT 792 719 763 727 906 920 834 847 978 895 

Dorchester 190 189 131 113 199 194 174 186 163 142 

Somerset 107 84 84 78 135 139 157 138 212 211 

Wicomico 276 256 344 327 294 333 257 235 298 247 

Worcester 219 190 204 209 278 254 246 288 305 295 

SECOND CIRCUIT 1,265 1,174 1,056 1,029 1,295 1,280 1,306 1,251 1,263 1,334 

Caroline 96 80 114 123 74 77 153 148 152 163 

Cecil 628 541 474 457 685 664 646 604 591 654 

Kent 65 51 55 65 66 61 46 38 54 56 

Queen Anne's 213 230 233 215 236 235 243 253 232 229 

Talbot 263 272 180 169 234 243 218 208 234 232 

THIRD CIRCUIT 4,642 4,232 4,160 4,003 4,357 3,972 4,319 3,919 4,624 3,889 

Baltimore 3,862 3,524 3,368 3,261 3,448 3,045 3,556 3,305 3,872 3,197 

Harford 780 708 792 742 909 927 763 614 752 692 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 1,151 1,057 1,189 1,112 1,134 1,149 1,069 1,034 1,135 1,088 

Allegany 275 271 281 24'1 329 335 282 249 268 276 

Garrett 157 135 143 149 115 117 157 156 155 141 

Washington 719 651 765 722 690 697 630 629 712 671 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 4,629 4,168 4,543 4,332 4,968 4,534 5,080 4,883 5,612 5,275 

Anne Arundel 3,340 3,055 3,309 3,302 3,635 3,482 3,718 3,560 3,718 3,562 

Carroll 566 574 549 464 619 480 548 481 910 830 

Howard 723 539 685 566 714 572 814 842 984 883 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 3,590 3,582 4,581 4,666 5,706 5,582 5,725 5,743 6,680 6,267 

Frederick 523 477 607 570 694 676 641 599 684 622 

Montgomery' 3,067 3,105 3,974 4,096 5,012 4,906 5,084 5,144 5,996 5,645 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 8,677 8,782 6,761 5,550 6,084 5,225 6,630 6,254 7,805 7,962 

Calvert 296 269 405 376 459 495 495 478 528 531 

Charles 593 598 616 600 545 580 634 545 634 630 

Prince George's 7,415 7,633 5,390 4,270 4,620 3,836 5,100 4,885 6,266 6,479 

St. Mary's 373 282 350 304 460 314 401 346 377 322 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 14,919 12,356 13,637 11,200 13,922 12,289 17,781 16,181 16,593 14,650 

Baltimore City 14,919 12,356 13,637 11,200 13,922 12,289 17,781 16,181 16,593 14,650 

STATE 39,665 36,070 36,690 32,619 38,372 34,951 42,7441 40,112 44,690 41,360 

*Includes juvenile cases processed at the District Court level. 
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TABLECC-28 

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

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

PENDING PENDING 

Beginning of Year Flied Terminated End of Year 

FIRST CIRCUIT 116 978 895 199 

Dorchester 29 163 142 50 

Somerset 21 212 211 22 

Wicomico 40 298 247 91 

Worcester 26 305 295 36 --
SECOND CIRCUIT 316 1,263 1,334 245 

Caroline 24 152 163 13 

Cecil 222 591 654 159 

Kent 14 54 56 12 

Queen Anne's 19 232 229 22 

Talbot 37 234 232 39 

THIRD CIRCUIT 2,032 4,624 3,889 2,767 

Baltimore County 1,726 3,872 3,"197 2,401 

Harford 306 752 692 366 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 190 1,135 1,088 237 

Allegany 57 268 276 49 

Garrett 21 155 141 35 

Washington 112 712 671 153 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 1,516 5,612 5,275 1,853 

Anne Arundel 769 3,718 3,562 925 

Carroll 449 910 830 529 

Howard 298 984 883 399 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 2,053 6,680 6,267 2,466 

Frederick 119 684 622 181 

Montgomery 1,934 5,996 5,645 2,285 
1--

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 3,597 7,805 7,962 3,440 

Calvert 94 528 531 91 

Charles 175 634 630 179 

Prince George's 3,128 6,266 6,479 2,915 

st. Mary's 200 377 322 255 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 12,458 16,593 14,650 14,401 

Baltimore City 12,458 16,593 14,650 14,401 

STATE 22,278 44,690 41,360 25,608 

NOTE: See note on Table CC-6. 
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TABLECC-29 

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

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30, 1994 
FISCAL 1994 

AVERAGE IN DAYS 
FILING TO CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

DISPOSITION 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 

Durchester 87 55 55 17.2 60.9 96.6 98.9 100.0 100.0 

Somerset 91 36 19 78.0 96.7 96.7 96.7 96.7 96.7 

Wicomico 204 39 38 38.2 88.2 97.5 98.5 99.5 100.0 

Worcester 210 45 45 25.2 83.3 97.1 99.5 100.0 100.0 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 49 47 39 65.3 89.8 89.8 89.8 98.0 98.0 

Cecil 351 

I 
191 72 19.4 43.3 70.7 76.9 82.3 86.0 

Kent 35 75 75 22.9 62.9 74.3 91.4 100.0 100.0 

Queen Anne's 73 62 57 17.8 63.0 95.9 95.9 98.6 98.6 

Talbot 118 81 47 27.1 71.2 94.9 96.6 98.3 99.2 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore County 2,564 135 59 27.1 48.2 88.2 92.7 95.2 96.6 

Harford 457 99 71 14.0 43.1 84.2 91.0 95.0 97.6 

FOURTH CIRCUIT , 

Allegany 243 83 67 19.8 51.4 83.1 91.8 95.5 98.4 

Garrett 88 53 50 43.2 68.2 92.0 97.7 98.9 100.0 

Washington 332 64 61 25.6 57.2 89.2 96.4 99.4 99.4 

FIFTH CIRCUIT 

Anne Arundel 1,289 68 63 20.8 55.8 91.2 97.3 98.6 99.4 

Carroll 573 148 53 28.6 70.2 90.9 94.6 97.6 97.7 

Howard 698 88 66 14.6 40.5 91.1 94.0 96.4 96.7 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 483 97 84 18.6 38.1 75.2 88.4 95.9 97.9 

Montgomery 2,190 133 110 10.4 21.6 56.0 79.7 92.6 97.4 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

Calvert 305 87 82 5.9 32.1 87.2 96.4 98.4 99.0 

Charles 368 86 82 7.3 23.1 84.2 96.2 98.4 100.0 

Prince George's 2,515 169 77 13.0 32.8 73.8 80.5 84.0 85.5 

St. Mary's 238 188 80 8.8 37.8 68.9 78.2 84.0 85.7 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

Baltimore City 9,828 122 88 17.6 40.7 67.7 78.3 89.8 94.1 

STATE 23,389 122 79 18.3 42.0 74.7 84.3 91.8 94.7 

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. 



· -----------.----------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

The Circuit Courts 69 

TABLECC-30 

DELINQUENCY TERMINATIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION 

JULY 1, 1993....JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 
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FIRST CIRCUIT 

Dorchester 10 18 0 33 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 9 74 
Somerset 24 1 0 18 10 43 0 0 0 1 15 28 140 

Wicomico 42 45 0 50 2 22 0 1 1 0 0 36 199 

WorceGter 27 43 0 70 4 51 0 0 1 3 14 22 235 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Caroline 5 12 2 20 0 13 0 0 0 1 78 5 136 

Cecil 22 94 2 98 6 45 6 4 0 6 0 1 284 

Kent 0 17 0 15 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 4 46 

Queen Anne's 0 21 1 30 2 15 0 0 2 1 1 127 200 

Talbot 3 33 0 67 10 3 0 3 1 3 1 42 166 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Baltimore County 112 351 574 800 53 326 0 1 47 17 22 275 2,578 

Harford 10 69 0 203 54 13 0 31 12 13 5 64 474 

FOURTH CIRCUIT I 
Allegany 0 13 8 111 6 27 0 0 0 7 1 10 183 

Garrett 0 6 0 23 2 15 1 11 1 1 0 13 73 

Washington 15 19 10 101 9 125 0 3 3 6 2 41 334 

FIFTH CIFtCUIT 

Anne Arundel 11 239 55 1,073 34 294 2 71 35 73 192 698 2,777 

Carroll 67 29 65 244 3 12 0 80 4 6 3 199 712 

Howard 33 215 250 161 4 42 2 10 7 6 0 67 797 

SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Frederick 5 140 0 145 11 33 2 3 10 12 0 117 478 

Montgomery* 50 727 365 865 85 405 10 285 0 33 1 1,402 4,228 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

Calvert 0 40 55 128 1 15 0 0 1 2 0 138 380 

Charles 5 66 25 250 3 53 1 47 2 3 0 57 512 

Prince George's 11 293 231 941 8 38 1 32 0 9 421 2,339 4,324 

st. Mary's 0 51 38 58 11 29 0 2 2 4 0 39 234 

EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

Baltimore City 182 5,629 0 1,450 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,076 8,337 

STATE 634 8,171 1,681 6,954 319 1,631 2fi 584 129 208 756 6,809 27,901 

*Juvenile cases for Montgomery County are handled by the District Court. 
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The District Court 

[ 

Introduction 

The District Court of Mary­
land was created by the 1970 
ratification of a constitutional 
amendment. Operation of the 
District Court began on July 5, 
1971, replacing a miscellaneous 
system of people's and munici­
pal courts and trial magistrates 
with a court of record possess­
ing State-wide jurisdiction. 

District Court judges are ap­
pointed by the Governor and 
confirmed by the Senate. Their 
terms are not subject to reten­
tion elections. The first Chief 
Judge was designated by the 
Governor, however, authority 
for subsequent appointments 
has been vested in the Chief 
Judge of the Court of Appeals. 
The District Court is divided 
into twelve geographical dis­
tricts, each containing one or 
more political subdivisions, 
with at least one judge in each 
subdivision. 

As of July 1, 1993, there 
were 97 District Court 
judgeships, including the Chief 
Judge position. The Chief Judge 
serves as 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 the Chief 
Clerk of the Court, as well as 
administrative clerks for each 
district and commissioners, 
who are responsible for issuing 
arrest warrants and setting bail 
or collateral. 

The District Court's jurisdic-
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tion encompasses civil and 
criminal (including motor vehi­
cle offenses) matters. In 
Montgomery County, it also has 
jurisdiction over juvenile 
causes. Generally, the District 
Court exercises exclusive juris­
diction in all landlord and ten­
ant cases; replevin actions; 
motor vehicle violations; crimi­
nal cases in which the penalty 
is less than three years impris­
onment or does not exceed a 
fine of $2,500, or both; and civil 
cases involvip..g amounts not ex­
ceeding $2,500. It has concur­
rent jurisdiction with the 
circuit courts in civil matters in­
volving matters over $2,500, 
but not exceeding $20,000; and 
concurrent jurisdiction in mis­
demeanors and certain felo­
nies. Cases are transferred to 
the circuit courts whenever 
jury trials are elected. 

Motor Vehicle 

During Fiscal Year 1994, 
804,247 motor vehicle cases 
were filed in the District Court 
of Maryland, a decrease of 3.1 
percent from the 830,400 filings 
the prevtous year. Decreases re­
ported by three of the five larg­
est jurisdictions contributed to 
the overall decrease. Baltimore 
County reported 111,753 fil­
ings, a 14.9 percent decrease 
from the 131,317 filings in Fis­
cal Year 1993. Anne Arundel 
County reported a 4.1 percent 
decrease, with 83,553 and 
80,143 filings in Fiscal Years 
1993 and 1994, respectively. 
Similarly, filings in Prince 
George's County decreased 1.8 

percent from 122,350 in Fiscal 
Year 1993 to 120,145 in Fiscal 
Year 1994 (Table DC-4). 

The number of motor vehi­
cle cases processed also de­
creased to 780,559 during Fiscal 
Year 1994, a 5.1 percent declinE! 
from 822,136 the previous year. 
Four of the five largest jurisdic­
tions reported a decline in proc­
essing activity. Baltimore 
County reported an 11.6 per­
cent decrease to 118,461 proc­
essed cases, as compared with 
154,054 in Fiscal Year 1993. Bal­
timore City followed with a 4.3 
percent decrease from 76,350 in 
Fiscal Year 1995 to 73,042 in 
Fiscal Year 1994. Anne Arundel 
and Montgomery Counties also 
reported decreases of 5.6 per­
cent and 3.2 percent, respec­
tively. Anne Arundel County 
reported 79,381 processed cases 
in Fiscal Year 1994 from 82,328 
in Fiscal Year 1993, while 
Montgomery County reported 
83,465 cases in Fiscal Year 1993 
and 80,818 cases in Fiscal Year 
1994. In Fiscal Year 1994, 
Prince George's County re­
ported a 0.2 percent increase in 
processed cases, from 107,441 
to 107,631. Decreases were re­
ported in each of the three dis­
position categories: "Cases 
Tried," "Cases Paid," and 
"Other." There was a 9.1 per­
cent decline in "Cases Tried," 
from 267,105 in Fiscal Year 
1993 to 242,689 in Fiscal Year 
1994. The number of cases cate­
gorized as "Paid" decreased by 
3.5 percent, while "Other" dis­
positions decreased by 1.3 per­
cent. There were 462,31~ "Cases 
Paid" during the previous fiscal 
year, compared with 446,542 in 
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Fiscal Year 1994. Similarly, 
"Other" dispositions decreased 
from 92,715 in Fiscal Year 1993 
to 91,528 in Fiscal Year 1994 
(Table DC-4). 

Criminal 

During Fiscal Year 1994, the 
District Court received 174,046 
criminal. filings, which ex­
ceeded the Fiscal Year 1993 to­
tal of 166,018 by 4.8 percent. A 
combined' total of 129,613 
criminal cases were filed in the 
five largest jurisdictions, which 
constituted approximately 74.5 
percent of the criminal 
caseload State-wide. Baltimore 
City reported 61,616 filings, an 
increase of 4.6 percent over 
58,892 filings the previous year. 
A 10.6 percent increase in 
criminal filings, from 21,308 in 
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Fiscal Year 1993 to 23,560 in 
Fiscal Year 1994, was repOlted 
by Prince George's County. 
Montgomery County reported a 
1'1.1 percent increase in crimi­
nal filings, from 11,855 during 
Fiscal Year 1993 to 13,888 in 
Fiscal Year 1994. The 18,654 
criminal filings reported by Bal­
timore County in Fiscal Year 
1994 constituted less than a one 
percent increase from the 
18,534 filings in Fiscal Year 
1993. Among the larger jurisdic­
tions, only Anne Arundel 
County incurred a decrease in 
criminal filings; compared with 
12,948 filings the prior year, fil­
ings decreased 8.1 percent to 
11,895 in Fiscal Year 1994. 

A 1.1 per~ent decrease in 
the number of criminal cases 
processed by the District Court 
was reported during Fiscal Year 

TABLE DC-l 

1994. In Fiscal Year 1993, 
178,543 criminal cases were 
processed, compared with 
176,583 in Fiscal Year 1994. De­
creases in two of the five largest 
jurisdictions contributed to this 
general decline in processing 
activity. A 13.8 percent de­
crease, from 26,160 processed 
criminal cases in Fiscal Year 
1993 to 22,543 in Fiscal Year 
1994, occurred in Prince 
George's County. Similarly, 
Anne Arundel County reported 
a 13.1 percent decrease, with 
14,134 and 12,277 processed 
cases in Fiscal Years 1993 and 
1994, respectively. The remain­
ing large jurisdictions reported 
increases, the most significant 
of which was a 12.3 percent in 
Baltimore County, from 18,865 
processed cases in Fiscal Year 
1993 to 21,185 in Fiscal Year 

DISTRICT COURT - CASELOAD BY FISCAL YEAR 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

CJ CRIMINAL 
CJ CML 
m MOTOR VEHICLE 

* The total caseload for Fiscal Year 1994 is 1,776,982 
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1994. Baltimore City and 
Montgomery County followed 
with respective increases of 4.3 
and 1.4 percent. There were 
62,419 cases processed by Balti­
more City during Fiscal Year 
1994, compared with 59,826 in 
Fiscal Year 1993. Montgomery 
County processed 13,305 crimi­
nal cases, 189 cases over the 
previous fiscal year total of 
13,116. Collectively, the five 
largest jurisdictions processed 
131,729 criminal cases, approxi­
mately 75 percent of the Fiscal 
Year 1994 caseload State-wide 
(Table DC-4). 

Civil 

In Fiscal Year 1994, 819,840 
civil cases were filed in the Dis­
trict Court, a 4.4 percent in­
crease from the 784,998 filings 
in Fiscal Year 1993. During Fis­
cal Year 1994, 710,360 civil 
cases were filed in the five larg­
est jurisdictions. In Baltimore 
City, filings increased 6.4 per­
cent, from 258,795' in Fiscal 
Year 1993 to 254,051 in Fiscal 
Year 1994. Filings in Prince 
George's County increased 4.7 
percent, from 179,038 to 
187,513 in Fiscal Years 1993 
and 1994, respectively. In­
creases were reported in Balti­
more and Anne Arundel 
Counties as welL A 7.6 percent 
increase in civil filings was re­
ported by Baltimore County, 
from 136,492 in Fiscal Year 
1993 to 146,895 in Fiscal Year 
1994. Similarly, a 1.9 percent 
increase was reported by Anne 
Arundel County, from 43,927 
civil filings the prior year to 
44,749 in Fiscal Year 1994. The 
only large jurisdiction in which 
a decrease occurred was 
Montgomery County, with fil­
ings declining 6.3 percent from 
82,302 in Fiscal Year 1993 to 
77,152 in Fiscal Year 1994. 

Approximately 70 percent 
of the civil cases filed during 
Fiscal Year 1994 involved land­
lord and tenant matters. Land­
lord and tenant cases increased 
2.4 percent, from 557,206 in Fis­
cal Year 1993 to 570,828 in Fis­
cal Year 1994. Increases in 
Prince George's, Baltimore, and 
Anne Arundel Counties contrib­
uted to the increase in landlord 
and tenant filings State-wide. 
Filings in Prince George's 
County increased 5.9 percent, 
from 135,959 in Fiscal Year 
1993 to 143,986 in Fiscal Year 
1994, followed by a 5.7 percent 
increase in Baltimore County, 
from 103,886 in Fiscal Year 
1993 to 109,788 in Fiscal Year 
1994. Anne Arundel County re­
ported a 3.1 percent increase, 
with 28,253 filings in Fiscal 
Year 1994 in comparison to 
27,416 in Fiscal Year 1993. Balti­
more City and Montgomery 
County reported decreases of 
0.8 percent and 6.6 percent, re­
spectively. Although Baltimore 
City reported a 1,509 reduction 
in filings during Fiscal Year 
1994, its caseload of 190,537 
constituted 33.4 percent of 
landlord and tenant filings 
State-wide. Prince George's 
County followed, contributing 
25.2 percent of the landl('1rd 
and tenant cases filed during 
Fiscal Year 1994. Approxi­
mately 4.3 percent (24,786 
cases) of the landlord and ten­
ant cases filed in the District 
Court were contested. 

A ten percent increase in 
contract and tort cases was re­
ported, with 215,495 in Fiscal 
Year 1994 compared to 195,848 
the previous year. Contract and 
tort cases accounted for 26.3 
percent of the civil cases filed 
during Fisca: Year 1994. The 
57,510 filinf,'J reported by Balti­
more City c\.~mprised approxi­
mately 27 percent of the 
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District Court's contract and 
tort caseload State-wide, fol­
lowed by 38,152 (17.7 percent) 
in Prince George's County. In 
the Fiscal Year 1994 civil 
caseload, 33,517 filings, which 
included attachments before 
judgment and replevin actions, 
were categorized as "Oth.er," 
representing a 4.9 percent in­
crease from 31,944 the previous 
year (Table DC-4). 

In addition, the District 
Court reported 16,239 special 
proceedings for Fiscal Year 
1994, itemized as follows: 3,146 
emergency hearings; 12,522 do­
mestic violence cases; and 571 
child abuse cases (Table DC-12). 

Trends 

After generally decreasing 
for two consecutive years, Dis­
trict Court filings increased 0.9 
percent during Fiscal Year 
1994. Compared with a total of 
1,781,416 filings in Fiscal Year 
1993, 1,798,133 were reported 
in Fiscal Year 1994. Increases in 
criminal (4.8 percent) and civil 
(4.4 percent) filings, mitigated 
by a 3.1 pfl'rcent decrease in mo­
tor vehicle filings, contributed 
to the slight increase. Pre­
viously, total filings decreased 
by 10.8 percent and 4.8 percent 
in Fiscal Years 1993 and 1992, 
respectively. 

Since Fiscal Year 1991, mo­
tor vehicle filings have de­
creased steadily to 804,247 in 
Fiscal Year 1994. During the 
last five years, the District 
Court's motor vehicle caseload 
has dropped 27.6 percent. At 
the same time, the five largest 
jurisdictions have incurred in­
dividual decreases in motor ve­
hicle filings as well. During the 
past five years, Montgomery 
County has reported a 51. 7 per­
cent reduction in motor vehicle 
filings, from 174,463 in Fiscal 
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Year 1990 to 84,234 in Fiscal 
Year 1994. Baltimore and 
Prince George's Counties fol­
lowed with a 33.1 percent de­
crease, from 166,997 in Fiscal 
Year 1990 to 111,753 in Fiscal 
Year 1994, and a 28.9 percent 
decrease, from 169,037 in Fiscal 
Year 1990 to 120,145 in Fiscal 
Year 1994, respectively. Balti­
more City and Anne Arundel 
Counly reported respective de­
creases of 17.4 and 7.8 percent 
during the last five fiscal years 
as well. 

A steady decline in "Driving 
While Intoxicated" (DWI) fil­
ings during the last five years 
contributed significantly to the 
general decrease in motor vehi­
cle filings. Compared with 
42,406 filings in Fiscal Year 
1990, the DWI caseload de­
creased 29.7 percent to 29,826 
in Fiscal Year 1994. Four of the 
five largest jurisdictions have 
reported significant reductions 
in DWI filings during the last 
five fiscal years. A 52.5 percent 
decrease occurred in 
Montgomery County, with 
6,179 DWI filings in Fiscal Year 
1990 and 2,934 in Fiscal Year 
1994. Baltimore County re­
ported a 44.7 percent decrease, 
with 4,560 in Fiscal Year 1990 
and 2,521 in Fiscal Year 1994. 
Prince George's County and 
Baltimore City also reported de­
creases of 59.9 percent and 54.1 
percent, respectively. In Price 
George's County, 6,041 DWI fil­
ings were reported in Fiscal 
Year 1990 compared with 5,630 
in Fiscal Year 1994. Baltimore 
City's DWI caseload declined 
from 2,527 in Fiscal Year 1990 
to 1,666 in Fiscal Year 1994. 
Conversely, Anne Arundel 
County reported a 1.3 percent 
increase in DWI filings, from 
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6,877 in Fiscal Year 1990 to 
6,967 in Fiscal Year 1994. How­
ever, DWI filings in Anne Arun­
del County had declined 
steadily during the two years 
prior to 1994. In Baltimore City 
and Prince George's and Balti­
more Counties, DWl filings de­
creased consistently during the 
last five years, while 
Montgomery County reported a 
reduction in filings during the 
last three years. 

District Court criminal fil­
ings have fluctuated during the 
last five years. The greatest 
number of filings during thai 
time period (174,046) was re­
ported during Fiscal Year 1994. 
The 61,616 filings reported by 
Baltimore City in Fiscal Year 
1994 comprised approximately 
35 percent of the District 
Court's criminal caseload State­
wide. In addition, Baltimore 
City reported an increase in 
criminal filings for the fourth 
consecutive year. Since Fiscal 
Year 1991, criminal filings in 
Baltimore City have increased 
by approximately 12.9 percent. 
During Fiscal Year 1994, 
Montgomery and Prince 
George's Counties both re­
ported their first increases in 
criminal filings since Fiscal 
Year 1991. 

The number of criminal 
cases processed by the District 
Court also has fluctuated dur­
ing the last five years. Annu­
ally, the five largest 
jurisdictions processed a sig­
nificant portion of the criminal 
caseload. During Fiscal Year 
1994, 75 percent of the District 
Court's criminal caseload 
(131,729) was processed by 
these jurisdictions. A 1.1 per­
cent decrease in the total num­
ber of processed criminal cases 

was reported, from 178,543 in 
Fiscal Year 1993 to 176,583 in 
Fiscal Year 1994. Baltimore City 
reported its third consecutive 
increase in criminal cases proc­
essed. However, the number of 
cases processed by Anne Arun­
del, Baltimore, Montgomery, 
and Prince George's Counties 
has fluctuated during the last 
five years (Table DC-8). 

Although the District Court 
reported a decrease in civil fil­
ings for the first time in its his­
tory during Fiscal Year 1993, a 
subsequent increase occurred 
in Fiscal Year 1994. Civil filings 
increased from 784,998 to 
819,840 during that one year 
period. Civil filings increased 
in four of the five largest juris­
dictions during the last five 
years. Prince George's and 
Anne Arundel Counties re­
ported steady increases in civil 
filings and, following its first 
decrease in civil filings in five 
years, Baltimore City reported 
an increase of 6.4 percent dur­
ing Fiscal Year 1994. 
Montgomery County reported 
its first decrease in civil filings 
during Fiscal Year 1994, a 6.3 
percent reduction to 77,152 
from 82,302 in Fiscal Year 1993. 
Decreases in the landlord and 
tenant caseload, as well as con­
tract and tort filings, were sig­
nificant factors in the general 
Montgomery County statistics. 
Among the categories of civil 
filings State-wide, contract and 
tort filings, as well as com­
plaints categorized as "Other," 
increased following declines in 
Fiscal Year 1993. Annual in­
creases in landlord and tenant 
filings continued, compnsmg 
approximately 70 percent of 
civil filings. 
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DISTRIer COURT FISCAL YEAR 1994 
CASEWAD BREAKDOWN 

TABLE DC-2 ~ 
FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE ~T'VII MOTOR VEHICLE AND CRIMINAL CASES PROCESSED 46% AND CIVIL CASES FILED IN THE DISTRICT COURT 

OF MARYLAND .' 1~,9&~1~1~ ......... 
FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 " C",,·. I, 

(/.: "~."""'" d/ ~;:~ 
"'~t".L;.cb. 

1989·90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 

DISTRICT 1 
Baltimore City 399,437 391,239 402,025 374,971 389,512 

DISTRICT 2 

Dorchester 17,975 17,480 17,325 16,037 15,488 
Somerset 12,738 13,133 12,261 10,225 10,896 
Wicomico 35,522 37,053 37,653 31,409 33,514 
Worcester 29,509 27,820 24,889 25,151 24,214 

DISTRICT 3 
Caroline 8,966 8,960 8,926 8,363 7,355 

Cecil 40,503 42,153 41,829 35,018 32,455 

Kent 6,298 6,157 6,624 6,415 6,868 
Queen Anne's 12,498 13,052 13,408 12,598 13,611 
Talbot 13,297 14,697 14,644 16,409 13,205 

DISTRICT 4 
Calvert 18,346 18,328 17,118 17,251 16,741 

Charles 25,837 26,100 28,909 28,515 26,781 
St. Mary's 17,212 18,722 18,819 20,228 17,294 

DISTRICT 5 

Prince George's 335,629 358,221 361,171 312,639 317,687 
DISTRICT 6 

Montgomery 237,890 254,374 235,624 178,883 171,275 
DISTRICT 7 

Anne Arundel 132,458 142,402 152,101 140,389 136,407 
DISTRICTS 

Baltimore 308,796 324,420 319,881 289,411 286,541 
DISTRICT 9 

Harford 55,694 56,161 56,798 53,948 53,748 
DISTRICT 10 

Carroll 28,803 29,369 30,070 28,579 26,375 
Howard 74,168 72,424 71,922 66,790 67,233 

DISTRICT 11 
Frederick 

I 
55,634 56,514 62,222 50,906 45,977 

Washington 37,102 36,386 32,672 31,901 34,142 .-
DISTRICT 12 

Allegany 21,094 20,886 19,963 19,623 19,192 

I 

Garrett 9,186 11,020 12,468 10,018 10,471 
STATE 1,934,592 1,997,071 1,999,322 1,785,677 1,776,992 , . 

L 
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TABLEDC-3 

COMPARATIVE TABLE ON CASES FILED OR PROCESSED 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

FISCAL 1993-FISCAL 1994 

MOTOR VEHICLE CASES CRIMINAL CASES CIVIL CASES 
PROCESSED PROCESSED FILED 

1992·93 1993-94 ~h:n~e 1992·93 1993·94 ~~~~! 1992·93 1993-94 

DISTRICT 1 

Baltimore City 76,350 73,042 59,826 62,419 238,795 254,051 

DISTRICT 2 

Dorchester 11,365 10,244 1,655 1,868 3,017 3,376 

Somerset 7,685 8,130 1,027 1,003 1,513 1,763 

Wicomico 18,994 19,769 3,346 3,451 9,069 10,294 

Worcester 17,873 17,142 , 3,815 3,286 3,463 3,786 

DISTRICT 3 :~":;«:§,O:· Caroline 5,595 4,583 975 946 1,793 1,826 

Cecil 28,023 25,644 2,836 2,484 :+ .. i~;4' 4,159 4,327 

Kent 4,356 4,956 514 495 1,545 1,417 

Queen Anne's 9,716 11,086 934 854 1,948 1,671 

Talbot 12,568 9,722 1,369 1,276 2,472 2,207, 

DISTRICT 4 

Calvert 12,978 12,116 2,146 2,239 2,127 2,386 

Charles 17,171 15,911 3,884 3,600 7,460 7,270 

St. Mary's 12,947 9,879 2,364 2,673. 4,917 4,742 

DISTRICTS 

Prince George's 107,441 107,631 26,160 22,543 179,038 187,513 

DISTRICT 6 

Montgomery 83,465 80,818 ,:.$.2 13,116 13,305 82,302 77,152 

DISTRICT 7 

Anne Arundel 82,328 79,381 ~3,6 14,134 12,277 43,927 44,749 

DISTRICT 8 

Baltimore 134,054 118,461 18,865 21,185 '.' 136,492 146,895 

DISTRICT 9 

Harford 36,006 34,958 4,070 3,949 13,872 14,841 

DISTRICT 10 

Carroll 20,753 18,127 2,429 2,313 5,397 5,935 

Howard 45,201 44,799 4,227 4,055 17,362 18,379 . 

DISTRICT 11 

Frederick 35,613 31,089 3,813 3,565 11,480 11,323 

Washington 19,052 21,148 3,354 3,067 9,495 9,927, 

DISTRICT 12 

Allegany 14,449 13,235 < ',d~,4; 2,782 2,740 2,392 3,217 

Garrett 8,153 8,688 ;' 'e .. €) 902 990 963 793 

STATE 822,136 780,559.··· ,~~f< 178,543 176,583 .' ',-1;.:1 784,998 819,840 



TABLEDC-4 

MOTOR VEHICLE, CRIMINAL, AND CIVIL CASES FILED AND PROCESSED IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE30, 1994 
FISCAL YEAR 1994 

MOTOR VEflICLE CASES CRIMINAL CASES CMLCASES 
Total Landlord and Contract and Other 

Other Cases Cases Tenant Tort Com- Tolal 
Cases Cases Cases Dlsposl- Pro- Cases Pro- Con- Con- plalots Con-
Filed Tried Paid Hons cessed Filed cessed Flied tested Rled tested Filed Filed tested 

DISTRICT 1 80,328 31,979 33,434 7,629 73,042 61,616 62,419 190,537 6,647 57,510 6,020 6,004 254,051 12,667 
Baltimore City 80,328 31,979 33,434 7.629 73,042 61,616 62,419 190.537 6.647 57.510 6.020 6,004 254.051 12.667 

DISTRICT 2 57,893 9,712 39,933 5,640 55,285 9,198 9,608 8,226 1,134 8,558 802 2,435 19,219 1,935 
Dorchester 10.631 2.906 6.839 499 10,244 1,732 1.868 1.084 229 1.724 166 568 3.376 395 
Somerset 8.382 732 6,746 652 8.130 968 1.003 614 48 899 92 250 1,763 140 
Wicomico 20.750 2.917 14,724 2,128 19,769 3,347 3,451 5.519 724 3,733 348 1.042 10.294 1.072 
Worcester 18.130 3.157 11.624 2.361 17.142 3.151 3,286 1.009 133 2.202 196 575 3,786 329 

DISTRICT 3 58,469 12,814 38,315 4,862 55,991 6,143 6,055 3,561 472 6,761 901 1,126 11,448 1,373 
Caroline 4.926 1.131 2.928 524 4.583 989 946 501 59 1,125 130 200 1,826 189 
Cecil 26.190 4.995 17.976 2.673 25.644 2,450 2,484 1.750 214 2.161 343 416 4.327 557 
Kent 5.230 1.071 3.'517 308 4,956 436 495 203 54 1.034 46 180 1,417 100 
Queen Anne's 11,553 2,991 7,317 778 11.086 890 854 324 54 1,179 203 168 1,671 257 
Talbot 10.570 2.626 6.517 579 9.722 1.378 1,276 783 91 1.262 179 152 2,207 270 

DISTRICT 4 36,539 9,952 20,719 7,235 37,906 8,148 8,512 6,224 446 6,m 1,139 1,397 14,398 1,585 
Calvert 11.503 4.193 5.991 1.932 12.116 2.152 2.239 481 114 1.695 349 210 2.386 463 
Charles 15.843 4.310 9.400 2.201 15.911 3.532 3.600 3.097 223 3,438 450 735 7.270 673 
St. Mary's 9.193 1.449 5.328 3.102 9.879 2.464 2.673 2.646 109 1.644 340 452 4.742 449 

DISTRICT 5 120,145 33,115 59,324 15,192 107,631 23,560 22,543 143,986 7,645 38,152 3,274 5,375 187,513 10,919 
Prince Ge0r-ge's 120.145 33.115 59.324 15.192 107.631 23.560 22.543 143.986 7.645 38.152 3.274 5.375 187.513 10.919 

DISTRICTS 84,234 23,823 49,£lU8 7,927 80,818 13,888 13,305 46,262 2,539 26,422 4,543 4,468 77,152 7,082 
Montgomery 84.234 23.823 49.068 7.927 80.818 13.888 13.305 46,262 2.539 26,422 4.543 4.468 77,152 7.082 

DISTRICT 7 80,143 29,177 37,727 12,477 79,381 11,895 12,277 28,253 798 14,156 2,884 2.34tI 44,749 3,682 
Anne Arundel 80.143 29.177 37.727 12,477 79.381 11,895 12.277 28.253 798 14.156 2.884 2.340 44,749 3.682 

DISTRICTS 111,753 45,963 59,502 12,996 118,461 18,654 21,185 109,788 2,960 31,162 7,902 5,945 146,895 10,862 
Baltimore 111.753 45.963 59.502 12.996 118,461 18.654 21.185 109,788 2.960 31.162 7.902 5.945 146.895 10.862 

DISTRICT 9 34,626 11,793 20,904 2,261 34,958 3,650 3,949 8,571 513 4,909 1,064 1,361 14,841 1,577 
Harford 34.626 11.793 20.904 2.261 34.958 3.650 3.949 8.571 513 4.909 1.064 1.361 14.841 1.577 

DISTRICT 10 64,067 19,561 36,000 7,365 62,926 1 6,578 6,368 14,924 483 8,028 1,172 1,362 24,314 1,655 
Carroll 17.185 5.743 10.007 2.377 18.127 2.375 2,313 1.753 214 3,479 551 703 5.935 765 
Howard 46.882 13.818 25.993 4.988 44,799 4.203 4.055 13.171 269 4.549 621 659 18.379 890 

DISTRICT 11 53,899 10,652 35,623 5,962 52,237 6,626 6,632 9,156 96D 10,091 1,412 1,403 21,250 2,372 
Frederick 32201 7.055 20.607 3,427 31.089 3.518 3.565 5,431 275 5.101 814 791 11.323 1.089 
Washington 21.698 3.597 15.016 2.535 21.148 3.108 3.067 4.325 685 4.990 598 612 9.927 1.283 

DISTRICT 12 22,151 4,148 15,793 1,982 21,923 4,090 3,730 740 189 2,969 491 301 4,010 680 
Allegany 12.963 3.042 8.629 1.564 13.235 2.952 2.740 645 188 2.368 368 204 3.217 556 
Garrett 9.188 1,106 7.164 418 8,688 1.138 990 95 1 601 123 97 793 124 

STATE ~.,7 2!2L6Il! L-446 342 9~ L-780559 17~~ ~m;,583 570.828 24.786 215495 31.604 33.517 819.840 56,390 

TOTAL 
CASES 
FILED 
395,995 
395.995 

86,
31 °1 15,739 

11.113 
34.391 
25.067 
76,066 

7,741 
32.967 
7.083 

14,114 
14.155 

59,085 
16.041 
26.645 
16.399 

331,218 
331.218 

175,274 
175.274 

136,787 
136,787 

277,302 
277.302 
53,117 
53.117 

94,959 
25,495 
69.464 

81,775 
47.042 
34.733 

30,251 
19.132 
11.119 

1,798133 

~ 
(\) 

b 
rn-
;1 
<"'l .,.... 

i 

~ 
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TABLE DC·5 

POPULATION AND CASELOAD PER DISTRICT COURT JUDGE· 
AS OF JUNE 30, 1994 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

CASES FILED OR PROCESSED PER JUDGE 

Number of Population Motor 
Judges Per Judge** Civil Vehicle Criminal Total 

DISTRICT 1 
Baltimore City 23 31,374 11,046 3,176 2,714 16,936 

DISTRICT 2 
Dorchester 1 29,900 3,376 10,244 1,868 15,488 
Somerset 1 24,600 1,763 8,130 1,003 10,896 
Wicomico 2 39,600 5,147 9,885 1,726 16,758 
Worcester 1 37,700 3,786 17,142 3,286 24,214 

DISTRICT 3 
Caroline 1 28,600 1,826 4,583 946 7,355 
Cecil 2 38,400 2,164 12,822 1,242 16,228 
Kent 1 18,500 1,417 4,956 495 6,868 
Queen Anne's 1 36,800 1,671 11,086 854 13,611 
Talbot 1 32,200 2,207 9,722 1,276 13,205 

DISTRICT 4 
Calvert 1 59,800 2,386 12,116 2,239 16,741 
Charles 2 56,000 3,635 7,956 1,800 13,391 
St. Mary's 1 83,500 4,742 9,879 2,673 17,294 

DISTRICT 5 
Prince George's 11 69,736 17,047 9,785 2,049 28,881 

DISTRICTS 
Montgomery 9'" 90,922 8,572 8,980 1,478 19,030 

DISTRICT 7 
Anne Arundel 7 64,086 6,393 11,340 1,754 19,487 

DISTRICT 8 
Baltimore 12 59,025 12,241 9,872 1,765 23,878 

DISTRICT 9 
Harford 4 50,550 3,710 8,740 987 13,437 

DISTRICT 10 
Carroll 2 67,450 2,968 9,064 1,157 13,189 
Howard 4 53,950 4,595 11,200 1,014 16,809 

DISTRICT 11 
Frederick 2 82,650 5,662 15,545 1,783 22,990 
Washington 2 63,200 4,964 10,574 1 "j34 17,072 

DISTRICT 12 
Allegany 2 36,350 1,609 6,618 1,370 9,597 
Garrett 1 28,900 793 8,688 990 10,471 

STATE 94 53,507 8,722 8,304 1,879 18,905 

* Chief Judge of District Court not included In statistics. Number of judges as of June 30, 1994 . 
•• Population estimate for July 1, 1994, issued by the Maryland Center for Health Statistics. 
"'Two Juvenile Court judges and juvenile causes omitted as included in juvenile statistics. 
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TABLE DC·6 

CASES FILED OR PROCESSED IN THE DISTRICT COURT 
PER THOUSAND POPULATION 

JULY 1, 1993-JUNE 30,1994 
FISCAL 1994 

Motor Vehicle Criminal 
Population· Civil Flied Processed Processed Total 

DISTRICT 1 

Baltimore City 721,600 352 101 87 540 

DISTRICT 2 

Dorchester 29,900 113 343 62 518 
Somerset 24,600 72 330 41 443 
Wicomico 79,200 130 250 44 424 
Worcester 37,700 100 455 87 642 

DISTRICT 3 

Caroline 28,600 64 160 33 257 

Cecil 76,800 56 334 32 422 

Kent 18,500 77 268 27 372 
Queen Anne's 36,800 45 301 23 369 
Talbot 32,200 69 302 40 411 

DISTRICT 4 

Calvert 59,800 40 203 37 280 

Charles 112,000 65 142 32 239 

St. Mary's 83,500 57 118 32 207 

DISTRICT 5 

Prince George's 767,100 244 140 29 413 

DISTRICT 6 

Montgomery 818,300 94 99 16 209 

DISTRICT 7 

Anne Arundel 448,600 100 177 27 304 

DISTRICTS 
Baltimore 708,300 207 167 30 404 

DISTRICT 9 

Harford 202,200 73 173 20 266 

DISTRICT 10 

Carroll 134,900 44 134 17 195 
Howard 215,800 85 208 19 312 

DISTRICT 11 

Frederick 165,300 68 188 22 278 
Washington 126,400 79 167 24 270 

DISTRICT 12 
Allegany 72,700 44 182 38 264 
Garrett 28,900 27 301 34 362 

STATE 5,029,700 163 155 35 363 

• Population estimate for July 1, 1994, issued by the Maryland Center for Health Statistics. 
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TABLE DC·7 

FIVE·YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
MOTOR VEHICLE CASES PROCESSED 

BY THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

19S9-90 

103,068 

12,711 

10,394 

23,808 

23,148 

6,201 

34,694 

3,956 

10,114 

9,895 

14,626 

16,224 

10,335 

140,832 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

1990-91 

92,805 

12,086 

10,478 

24,411 

20,869 

5,846 

35,128 

3,916 

10,236 

10,793 

14,782 

16,148 

11,144 

163,326 

1991-92 

96,262 

11,685 

9,512 

24,213 

17,024 

6,120 

34,563 

4,326 

10,512 

10,790 

13,221 

17,401 

11,283 

160,789 

1992-93 

76,350 

11,365 

7,685 

18,994 

17,873 

5,595 

28,023 

4,356 

9,716 

12,568 

12,978 

17,171 

12,947 

107,441 

153,308 163,658 139,336 83,465 

85,254 

159,647 

41,544 

21,890 

55,799 

41,821 

25,462 

16,637 

7,531 

1,028,899 

89,811 

168,155 

39,910 

21,925 

52,261 

41,368 

24,197 

15,905 

8,902 

1,058,060 

94,958 

164,393 

38,461 

22,331 

52,533 

46,722 

20,198 

--+-----------~~~~~~~ 

82,328 

134,054 

36,006 

20,753 

45,201 

35,613 

19,052 

----- ---------------------
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TABLE DC·8 

FIVE·YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
CRIMINAL CASES BY THE NUMBER OF DEFENDANTS CHARGED 

PROCESSED IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

1989-90 1990-91 1991·92 1992·93 

DISTRICT 1 

Baltimore City 59,096 53,768 58,520 59,826 

DISTRICT 2 

Dorchester 1,996 1,792 1,858 1,655 

Somerset 882 1,086 1,061 1,027 

Wicomico 2,729 3,113 3,653 3,346 

Worcester 3,338 3,827 3,681 3,815 

DISTRICT 3 

Caroline 926 1,014 924 975 

Cecil 2,568 2,996 2,871 2,836 

Kent 504 537 529 514 

Queen Anne's 710 787 933 934 

Talbot 1,160 1,138 1,240 1,369 

DISTRICT 4 

Calvert 2,148 1,710 1,816 2,146 

Charles 3,725 3,817 4,043 3,884 

st. Mary's 2,297 2,118 2,603 2,364 

DISTRICTS 

Prince George's 26,937 24,939 22,524 26,160 

DISTRICT 6 

Montgomery 12,940 14,237 15,410 13,116 

DISTRICT 7 

Anne Arundel 13,181 13,172 13,689 14,134 

DISTRICT 8 

Baltimore 20,293 19,680 19,463 18,865 

DISTRICT 9 

Harford 3,361 3,619 4,531 4,070 

DISTRICT 10 

Carroll 2,697 2,452 2,260 2,429 

Howard 4,305 4,408 4,213 4,227 

DISTRICT 11 

Frederick 3,650 3,711 3,694 3,813 

Washington 3,632 3,546 3,583 3,354 

DISTRICT 12 

Allegany 2,039 2,516 3,102 2,782 

Garrett 834 1,134 1,073 902 

STATE 175,948 171,117 177,274 178,543 
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TABLE DC·9 

FIVE·YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
CIVIL CASES FILED 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

1989-90 1990-91 1991·92 1992·93 ;~, :''i~9~4' 
, ',' ~i 

DISTRICT 1 

Baltimore City 237,273 244,666 247,243 238,795 

DISTRICT 2 

Dorchester 3,268 3,602 3,782 3,017 

Somerset 1,462 1,569 1,688 1,513 

Wicomico 8,985 9,529 9,787 9,069 

Worcester 3,023 3,124 4,184 3,463 

DISTRICT 3 

Caroline 1,839 2,100 1,882 1,793 

Cecil 3,241 4,029 4,395 4,159 

Kent 1,838 1,704 1,769 1,545 

Queen Anne's 1,674 2,029 1,963 1,948 

Talbot 2,242 2,766 2,614 2,472 

DISTRICT 4 

Calvert 1,572 1,836 2,081 2,127 

Charles 5,888 6,135 7,465 7,460 

St Mary's 4,580 5,460 4,933 4,917 

DISTRICT 5 

Prince George's 167,860 169,956 177,858 179,038 

DISTRICT 6 

Montgomery 71,642 76,479 80,878 82,302 

DISTRICT 7 

Anne Arundel 34,023 39,419 43,454 43,927 

DISTRICT 8 

Baltimore 128,856 136,585 136,025 136,492 

DISTRICT 9 

Harford 10,789 12,632 13,806 13,872 

DISTRICT 10 

Carroll 4,216 4,992 5,479 5,397 

Howard 14,064 15,755 15,176 17,362 

DISTRICT 11 
'<..' 

Frederick 10,163 11,435 11,806 11,480 

Washington 8,008 8,643 8,891 9,495 

DISTRICT 12 

Allegany 2,418 2,465 2,653 2,392 

Garrett 821 984 984 963 

STATE 729,745 767,894 790,796 784,998 

'-----~~~~-~~~-~------~---~ -- -
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TABLE DC-10 

FIVE·YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
DRIVING WHILE INTOXICATED CASES RECEIVED BY 

THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

FISCAL i990-FISCAL 1994 

1989-90 1990·91 1991-92 1992·93 1993-94 %Ohohge: . 
DISTRICT 1 :<'<: 

Baltimore City 2,527' 2,134 1,893 1,708 1,666 <~i .;,~2,5':L;: 
DISTRICT 2 '; ...... '.;."},,' 

.. > 
Dorchester 356 353 324 265 239 

i·' 
Somerset 298 300 237 197 192 .' Wicomico 793 673 595 504 515 '.:: 
Worcester 957 862 913 815 884 ',) e¥". 

DISTRICT 3 •... :~ .. \;',,:>' .... ':: 
Caroline 218 202 194 231 222 " 
Cecil 1,217 1,098 910 746 726 

'. 
Kent 166 140 183 283 224 . .... 

Queen Anne's 306 342 316 310 255 
:. 

··.~3'l/ \ Talbot 357 435 413 310 298 '.' "":-'.: ,'" 
DISTRICT 4 ,'·.:".i . 

.. >':) 
Calvert 1,120 1,190 807 731 729 ,>,.~O~3 ." •• ' 
Charles 1 ,113 899 870 774 676 

,.,., "',", 

,';'12.7" 
st. Mary's 579 926 1,103 1,127 608 ·· .• ·: .• 4~;l .,: .,:, 

DISTRICT 5 
, 

....•.... 
Prince George's 6,041 4,836 4,004 3,888 3,630 .... -6.6 

DISTRICT 6 .. 'J 
, . 

Montgomery 6,179 6,558 4,968 3,006 2,934 ;, >\~~A 
'.;.,: 

.. ,; 
DISTRICT 7 

.. : , 

'. 

Anne Arundel 6,877 6,169 7,610 7,055 6,967 ·;-i.l1 ' ; .... 
DISTRICTS ": 

>. ~'. 

Baltimore 4,560 4,093 3,560 3,127 2,521 •.......• ~1'" .' ..... ~.4" 

DISTRICT9 .. . ,' ,:i . 

Harfc..,-J 1,477 1,550 1,509 1,406 1,235 c· , ;12.~ ... ' 
'.' " 

DISTRICT 10 
.. , .... , .. 

'.,' 
Carroll 920 956 872 1,102 792 ;28.1 

Howard 2,493 2,341 2,109 1,690 1,698 
!: 

::.' 0,5 

DISTRICT 11 
, 

Frederick 1,555 1,572 1,602 1,318 '1,274 i· .. · . ~3;3 

Washington 1,317 1,149 912 821 781 
.... , '. ...4.9 

DISTRICT 12 " 

Allegany 574 612 636 578 552 . ~4.o· .. 

Garrett 406 317 283 217 208 "4.1 
STATE 42,406 39,707 36,823 32,209 29,826 ·1.4 ' 
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TABLE DC-11 

DRIVING WHILE INTOXICATED DISPOSITIONS 

FISCAL 1994 

Probation Jury 
Hot Before Nollo Trial DIs- Mlscel- Total 

Guilty Guilty Judgmont Prossed stet Merged Prayers missed lanaous Dispositions 

DISTRICT 1 

Baltimore City 521 45 626 102 182 1 135 10 6 1,628 

DISTRICT 2 

Dorchester 217 22 39 19 1 0 16 3 3 320 

Somerset 89 8 3 37 2 0 59 1 0 199 

Wicomico 277 26 190 54 18 0 66 2 0 633 

Worcester 392 19 140 174 9 0 158 0 2 894 

DISTRICT 3 

Caroline 152 6 38 24 4 0 17 0 0 241 

Cecil 343 5 123 72 7 0 331 0 11 892 

Kent 135 6 94 18 2 0 30 0 1 286 

Queen Anne's 228 5 53 54 0 0 8 0 0 348 

Talbot 212 14 88 32 5 0 23 0 1 375 

DISTRICT 4 

Calvert 300 8 275 45 24 0 94 0 5 751 

Charles 434 4 200 54 5 0 71 1 3 772 

st. Mary's 279 6 61 68 27 0 214 44 0 699 

DISTRICT 5 

Prince George's 354 103 684 1,278 179 7 800 31 2 3,438 

DISTRICT 6 

Montgomery 1,137 43 831 327 709 2 167 8 9 3,233 

DISTRICT 7 

Anne Arundel 1,198 724 1,550 2,313 425 571 77 21 63 6,942 

DISTRICT 8 

Baltimore County 1,033 92 1,366 447 47 1 209 6 22 3,223 

DISTRICT 9 

Harford 635 11 644 49 8 3 233 9 9 1,601 

DISTRICT 10 

Carroll 138 58 167 51 4 82 479 1 7 987 

Howard 505 25 700 221 99 6 271 4 6 1,837 

DISTRICT 11 

Frederick 478 5 547 74 30 0 270 0 9 1,413 

Washington 364 1 187 27 10 0 335 1 4 929 

DISTRICT 12 

Allegany 364 11 200 18 19 0 57 1 2 672 

Garrett 154 3 72 8 1 0 7 0 1 246 

STATE 9,939 1,250 8,878 5,566 1,817 673 4,127 143 166 32,559 

~-------------- ----------------- ----- -- ------------
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TABLE DC-12 

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE 
EMERGENCY EVALUATION AND DOMESTIC ABUSE HEARINGS 

HELD IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

FISCAL 1990-FISCAL 1994 

Emergency Hearings Domestic Violence 

1989·90 1990-91 1991-92 1992·93 1,993-$4 1989-90 1990·91 1991·92 1992-93 '19i}~4 
,,'.' " 

DISTRICT 1 .·):·,',i\ .... :,,:{.::>,:., 
Baltimore City 828 880 940 676 ':.,.7a~( 2,120 2,098 2,218 2,498 ··:{~;~~d:-

." 
,.~~ , " 

r!~:i,~E' DISTRICT 2 .,' .. '''-:. 

\~> ' " 

Dorchester 23 20 8 16 .2?: 31 35 40 64 ,. 
Somerset 12 4 4 7 

"<,.'~ :,"4~: 15 28 14 18 :; '. 
Wicomico 69 42 52 68 ;,\:'64: 114 100 125 185 : 
Worcester 17 18 23 21 "(25/ 37 31 61 42 ::":':'~1: 

DISTRICT 3 ":" c· ',.:.<.',':" 
:"': 

"::'::::'~*:; Caroline 4 4 2 1 ~t\ 21 23 18 25 

Cecil 26 39 51 39 
" 

$2; 84 1 i9 88 165 · .• ·."·23$ 

Kent 13 20 16 18 >30, 16 13 12 17 ,··',:·'i;:2Q) 
Queen Anne's 12 8 8 10 :fcr 17 26 42 48 ,".",,, ;":6Q 
Talbot 13 7 2 1 ., .- 6.. 18 18 12 44 ;"40,' 

DISTRICT 4 ...• ".;;;;: ":' 

" 

',":. 
Calvert 1 4 8 18 ,. 22, 24 20 46 92 I. 
Charles 39 51 53 

.. 
66 58 59 84 134 

,';'."" :207'; 37 ; .. " 
!~, 

St. Mary's 75 35 20 33 
: .: 

26,> 44 51 54 135 '128 . 
" " . :' ~ 

',' 
" :', 

DISTRICT 5 i:< >,' 
Prince George's 454 420 434 443 482·" 782 692 836 1,995 2,$$6 •. , 

DISTRICT 6 
" 

";~$~' Montgomery 336 406 432 464 .. ' 534 456 488 548 632 

DISTRICT 7 I.'" : :., 

Anne Arllndel 223 175 215 211 21;)3." 393 330 297 652 ':1'090" 
"t ... ' 

DISTRICTS ,.': 1", • , 
,U 

, '!:t'(8bQ Baltimore 383 420 445 405 493 777 810 856 1,302 

DISTRICT 9 r,: c.' .. 
,. .,', : 

" ~ 

" 
,';,29. Harford 18 20 37 36 62 55 70 145 ,;,''Q:26' . ',," 

DISTRICT 10 t .... 
1 ~ .>:;~ ", ":.' 

'e:'· 

Carroll 42 20 31 16 20 53 55 75 79 ,133 

Howard 57 73 67 69 62 110 118 103 134 >.c .. 214,. 
DISTRICT 11 

, "', 

Frederick 35 46 50 46 Sa. 147 151 193 219 
I' 

31.1 
Washington 24 31 35 51 ~2 129 164 178 256 ·.··.·.·.t3b4·· 

DISTRICT 12 

Allegany 34 33 39 55 :39 " 119 103 100 162 199 

Garrett 11 13 13 
,; 

78 94 73 · ..... 80···· 17 >. 1, 83 

STATE 2,747 2,777 2,9S3 2,774 3,14$ 5,710 5,665 6,164 9,114 ~2,Si2~ 





The Orphans' Court 

[ 

In almost every county and 
in Baltimore City, the Orphans' 
Court is the court of probate. 
When Maryland was a British 
colony, testamentary functions 
were the responsibility of the 
Commissary General of the Pre­
rogative Court and a deputy 
commissary in each county 
tendec to these matters. This 
centralized administration of 
probate was abolished during 
the Revolutionary War. 

Maryland's first constitu­
tion, adopted in November of 
1776, authorized a Register of 
Wills to oversee probate in each 
county. The following spring, 
the General Assembly formally 
established the Orphans' Court 
as the mechanism for probate 
administration, with the Regis­
ter of Wills as the Court's Chief 
Clerk. The name, as well as the 
idea, was taken from the Court 
of Orphans' of the City of Lon­
don. That Court had the care 
and guardianship of orphaned 
children of London citizens and 
could compel executors and 
guardians to file inventories 
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The Orphans' Court II 

and accounts and give securi­
ties for their estates. 

Today, the Orphans' Court 
hears all matters involving de­
cedents' estates which are con­
tested and supervises all of 
those estates which are pro­
bated judicially. It approves ac­
counts, awards of personal 
representative's commISSIOns, 
and attorney's fees in all es­
tates. The Court also has con­
current jurisdiction with the 
circuit court in the guardian­
ships of minors and their prop­
erty. All matters involving the 
validity of wills and the trans­
fer of property in which legal 
questions and disputes occur 
are resolved by the Orphans' 
Court. 

There are three judges who 
sit on the Orphans' Court in Bal­
timore City and in each of the 
counties, except Montgomery 
County and Harford County. 
The judges are elected every 
four years and, in the case of a 
vacancy, the Governor is 
authorized to appoint a suitable 
person, subject to Senate confir-

mation, to fill such vacancy for 
the unexpired term. Of the 
three persons elected in Balti­
more City and in each of the 
counties, the Governor desig­
nates one as the Chief Judge of 
the Court. In Montgomery 
County and Harford County, 
circuit court judges sit as Or­
phans' Court judges. 

In contrast to the State's 
trial and appellate court judges, 
individuals elected to serve as 
judges of the Orphans' Court 
are not required to be attor­
neys. The General Assembly 
prescribes the powers and juris­
diction of the Court and fixes 
the compensation of each of the 
three elected judges, who are 
paid by the city or county gov­
ernment. An appeal from a de­
cision by the Orphans' Court 
may be to a circuit court, where 
the matter is tried de novo be­
fore a judge or jury, or to the 
Court of Special Appeals, where 
the matter is heard on the re­
cord. 
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I[ J"""i!dicial Ad~inistration~ ] 

Administrative 
Office of the Courts 

Under Article IV, §18(b) of 
the Maryland Constitution, the 
Chief Judge of the Court of Ap­
peals is the "administrative 
head of the judicial system of 
the State." 

Thirty-nine years ago, the 
Maryland Legislature took an 
additional step to provide the 
administrative and professional 
staff necessary to assist the 
Chief Judge to r.arry out the ad­
ministrative responsibilities un­
der the Constitution by 
enacting §15-101 of the Courts 
and Judicial Proceedings Arti­
cle. This statute established the 
Administrative Office of the 
Courts under the direction of 
the State Court Administrator, 
who is appointed and serves at 
the pleasure of the Chief Judge. 
The State Court Administrator 
and the Administrative Office 
of the Courts provide the Chief 
Judge with advice, information, 
facilities, and staff to assist in 
the performance of the Chief 
Judge's administrative respon­
sibilities. The administrative re­
sponsibilities include personnel 
administration, preparation 
and administration of the Judi­
ciary Budget, liaison with legis­
lative and executive branches, 
planning and research, educa­
tion of judges and court sup­
port personnel. Staff support is 
provided to the Maryland Judi­
cial Conference, the Conference 
of Circuit Judges, the Judicial 
Institute of Maryland, and the 
Select Committee on Gender 
Equality. In addition, the Ad-

ministrative Office of the 
Courts serves as secretariat to 
the Apl-'ellate and Trial Court 
Judicial Nominating Commis­
sions. Personnel also are re­
sponsible for the complex 
operation of data processing 
systems, collection and analysis 
of statistics and other manage­
ment information. The office 
also assists the Chief Judge in 
the assignment of active and 
former judges to cope with case 
backloads or address shortages 
of judicial personnel in critical 
locations. 

What follows are some of 
the details pertaining to certain 
important activities of the Ad­
ministrative Office of the 
Courts during the last twelve 
months. 

Education and 
Training 

The Administrative Office 
of the Courts provides staff sup­
port, recommendations on 
adult education methodology, 
library and media support, and 
direct instructional services to 
judges, circuit court clerks' of­
fices, court-related agencies, 
and its own staff. 

Circuit Court Clerk 
Training 

The Training Advisory Sub­
committee, comprised of repre­
sentatives from the circuit 
court clerks' offices and Educa­
tion and Training staff, devel­
oped training agendas for 
circuit court clerk employees. 
Some members of this commit­
tee also served as instructors. 

A one-day training program 
on motivation and legally de­
fensible employment interview­
ing was presented to 181 
supervisors from the circuit 
COUlt clerks' offices. This pro­
gram was a continuation of the 
supervisory training conducted 
the year before. The five ses­
sions were presented regionally 
during the fall of 1995. 

For supervisors who were 
hired after the supelvisory 
training began or who missed 
some of the modules, an up­
date session was held in Decem­
ber, 1995. Twenty participants 
were provided with instruction 
on leadership, setting perform­
ance standards, preparing and 
conducting performance evalu­
ations, major employment 
laws, delegation, and personnel 
policies. A workbook support­
ing this training was given to 
each new supervisor in atten­
dance. 

Training on criminal proce­
dures was held in May and 
June, 1994. Topics included the 
criminal case life cycle, the 
criminal case in the courtroom, 
interfacing with the District 
Court and other State agenci.es, 
and the prosecutorial view­
point. In addition, a State-wide 
survey of all criminal clerks 
identified various problem ar­
eas for the question and answer 
segment. All 24 jurisdictions 
were represented at the four re­
gional sessions, with a total of 
145 participants. 

For the first time, a training 
program was developed and 
presented to non-supervisory 
clerk personnel exclusively. 
Topics included employee mo-
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tivation, teamwork, change, 
communication, quality serv­
ice, and coping with difficult 
people. To ensure that the tar­
get audience of nearly 1,000 
employees could attend, 40 re­
gional sessions were planned 
across the State. Since the first 
one-day session was held in 
April, 1994, 160 employees 
have attended 11 sessions. 

Education and 
Training Media 

An interactive laser-disc 
program on confrontational 
skills was developed to enhance 
supervisory skills and was com­
pleted this year. Funded by a 
State Justice Institute grant, the 
computer-driven disc demon­
strates various examples of em­
ployee conflict situations and 
challenges supervisors to test 
their management skills, then 
see the results of their deci­
sions. The self-contained com­
puter unit will travel around 
the State for training sessions 
in each jurisdiction. 

Additional media produc­
tion projects included a video 
on child support enforcement 
to be shown to Pril1~e George's 
County's Office of Child Sup­
port Enforcement obligors in 
preparation for settlement con­
ference hearings. Other pro­
jects initiated were a video 
module on judicial/lawyer eth­
ics for use in a Judicial Institute 
seminar and a video presenta­
tion of introductory informa­
tion for those filing a paternity 
suit in the Circuit Court for 
Prince Georg'e's County. 

The newly adopted rules of 
evidence were presented at 
various judicial training pro­
grams throughout the year, one 
of which was videotaped and 
distributed to those who could 
not attend any of the sessions. 

In Fiscal Year 1994, Educa-
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tion and Training assisted the 
District Court of Marylr).nd with 
the production of seve ral policy 
announcements, rep a ired and 
maintained projector equip­
ment for the Baltimore City Cir­
cuit Court, and surveyed court 
reporting practices for the Ad­
ministrative Office of the 
Courts. Assistance with sound 
system problems also was pro­
vided to the Court of Appeals 
and Court of Special Appeals. 

On-going media SUppOlt 
was provided to the Judicial In­
stitute Programs, as well as the 
New Trial Judge Orientation 
Program. 

Judicial Institute of 
Maryland 

Two hundred and one 
judges registered for continu­
ing judicial education pro­
grams in 1994. This represents 
86 percent of the active trial 
and appellate judges. In addi­
tion, ten newly-appointed 
judges and four judges ap­
pointed to a circuit court from 
the District Court attended a 
five-day, new trial judge orien­
tation session. 

The twenty programs of­
fered in 1994 covered criminal 
constitutional law, the first 
amendment, contract law, sen­
tencing, administrative ap­
peals, product liability, and the 
new Malyland Rules on Evi­
dence. There also were courses 
on expert criminal testimony, 
juvenile issues, the courts' war 
on drugs, modern jurispru­
dence, and best courtroom 
practices. Programs were held 
in September, October, March, 
April, and May. 

One hundred and six in­
structors served on eighteen In­
stitute programs in Fiscal Year 
1994. The highest percentage of 
these teachers were from the 
trial and appellate benches. In 

addition, assistant attorneys 
general, law school professors, 
mental health professionals, 
litigators, masters, social work­
ers, recovering alcoholics, and 
victims contributed their 
knowledge and experience to 
the continuing education of 
Maryland judges. 

The Select Committee 
on Gender Equality 

The Select Committee on 
Gender Equality, a joint com­
mittee of the Maryland Judici­
alY and the Maryland State Bar 
Association, is chaired by the 
Honorable Theresa A. Nolan. 

The 19 members of the 
Committee serve on ten Sub­
committees: Professionalism; 
Complaints; Maryland Institute 
for the Continuing Professional 
Education of Lawyers 
(MICPEL); Domestic Violence; 
Legislation; Family Law Issues; 
Judicial Nominating Commis­
sions and Judicial Applications; 
Court Employees; Role of 
Women in Law Schools; and 
Women in Law Firms. The full 
Committee met four times and 
the Subcommittees also met 
frequently during the year. 

Several members of the 
Committee were active in Fiscal 
Year 1994 developing MICPEL 
courses, the Professionalism 
Course for New Attorneys, and 
the education program for the 
annual meeting of the Mary­
land State Bar Association. The 
June, 1994 program, entitled 
"Lawyer Liability for Conduct 
Unbecoming," was held in 
Ocean City, Maryland. 

The Court Employees Sub­
committee issued a status re­
POlt and forwarded a copy to 
Chief Judge Murphy. The full 
Committee will continue to 
work on this subject in the Fis­
cal Year 1995. Members of the 
Domestic Violence Subcommit-
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tee designed a questionn,lire 
for treatment providers and 
shelter workers. It will be circu­
lated at a later date. The work 
of each of the Subcommittees 
will continue in Fiscal Year 
1995. 

Cooperative 
Reimbursement 
Agreement 

1'he "Cooperative Reim­
bursement Agreement" (CRA) 
provides for reimbursement by 
the Federal Government of Ti­
tle IV-D child support services 
that are offered by the circuit 
court clerks' offices. Title IV-D 
child support cases are filed by 
the State's Attorneys' Offices or 
special counsel appointed by 
the Attorney General. The CRA 

is a contract between the Ad­
ministrative Office of the 
Courts and the Child Support 
Enforcement Administration of 
the Maryland Department of 
Human Resources. 

The Federal Government, 
working through the offices of 
the Child Support Enforcement 
Administration in Maryland, re­
imburses the State's General 
Fund for 66 percent of a circuit 
court clerk employee's salary 
for the time dedicated to child 
support tasks. It also reim­
burses 66 percent of the costs 
for postage, supplies, photC'cop­
ies, and other related items. 
The Fiscal Year 1994 CRA was 
the second contract year for 
these services. 

Employees of the circuit 
court clerks' offices assisted 
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with the annual collection of 
data for time and task studies; 
monthly collection of child sup­
POlt establishment and enforce­
ment data; and monthly costs 
for expenditure forms. 

Judicial 
Information 

Systems 

Judicial Information Sys­
tems (JIS) is responsible for the 
administration and operation 
of the Judicial Data Center 
(JDC) and all automated data 
systems within the Maryland 
Judiciary. 

In Fiscal Year 1994, the Bail 
Review Phase of the District 
Court Courtroom Segment was 
installed and implemented in 

Administrative Organization 
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all locations State-wide. This 
system allows thl~ District Court 
to record information electroni­
cally as events oecur within the 
courtroom. The Bail Review 
Phase was the first module to 
be implemented, with the re­
maining phases scheduled for 
deployment no later than the 
end of Fiscal Year 1995. 

In the fourth quarter of Fis­
cal Year 1994, procedures were 
implemented which made 
bench warrant information 
available to the District Court 
Commissioners. These proce­
dures allow the Commissioners 
to be cognizant of the fact that a 
warrant exists on defendants 
who may appear before them 
and are wanted in other mat­
ters. This is but one example of 
the many areas in which JIS is 
attempting to make relevant in­
formation electronically avail­
able to criminal justice 
personnel, in an effort to pro­
vide a more responsive service 
to the citizens of Maryland. 

A paternity and non-sup­
port automated system for the 
Eighth Judicial Circuit was in­
stalled and currently is in pro­
duction. The system is used to 
track cases as they proceed 
through the various stages of 
adjudication. Implementation 
of this system was completed in 
the first quarter of Calendar 
Year 1994. 

A new automated juvenile 
system was installed and be­
Game operational in the Eighth 
Judicial Circuit. This is a full 
function case management sys­
tem that was purchased from, 
and modified by, an outside 
vendor. The on-going mainte­
nance and enhancements also 
are under the control of the 
vendor. 

At the end of Fiscal Year 
1994, the Court Automated In­
dexing System (CAIS) for land 
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record recording and indexing 
was successfully deployed in 19 
of the 20 circuit court clerks' of­
fices for which it was sched­
uled. The remaining 
jurisdiction, Prince George's 
County, will be implemented 
the first or second quarter of 
Fiscal Year 1994. As a supple­
ment to the current land record 
data, JIS is in the process of cap­
turing data from previous years 
for inclusion in the on-line in­
dexing system. Toward this 
end, data for the Clerk's Office 
of the Circuit Court for Wash­
ington County was acquired 
from the COIT Corporation 
and loaded on the database for 
testing and verification. It is in­
tended to include up to 60 
years of data. 

A new personal computer­
based cash register system was 
developed and installed in 12 
circuit COUlt clerks' offices 
throughout the State. The sys­
tem will be implemented in the 
remaining clerks' offices dur­
ing Fiscal Year 1995 and will 
provide full automation of all 
financial transactions. In addi­
tion, the personal computer­
based cash registers will 
capture and disburse the infor­
mation necessary to interface 
with other financial systems, 
such as accounts receivable and 
general ledger. 

During Fiscal Year 1994, 
work was completed on switch­
ing all court locations from an 
old 9.6kb network to a new 
56kb network that is under the 
control of the State Backbone 
Network. This move dramati­
cally improved service to all re­
mote JIS users by reducing the 
amount of "wait" time that was 
being experienced due to the 
narrow band width on the net­
work. It also resulted in a time 
and cost saving by having the 
network administered through 

the State Backbone Network. 
In June, 1994, work was 

completed on converting over 
150 programs to accept the new 
State-wide 12-digit tracking 
number that win be used by 
the criminal justice community 
within the State of Maryland. 
Use of this tracking number 
will allow defendants to be 
tracked within the criminal jus­
tice system. It also will allow 
for more timely and accurate 
up-dating of criminal history 
records. 

In Fiscal Year 1994, an 
evaluation was completed and 
a contract was signed for the 
procurement of a software 
package that will be utilized by 
the circuit courts for case man­
agement. 

This system will be in­
stalled initially in the Circuit 
Court for Baltimore County as a 
pilot project. Upon successful 
completion of the pilot, installa­
tion will begin on a scheduled 
basis in the remaining 23 juris­
dictions. It is anticipated that 
State-wide implementation will 
occur over a two- to three-year 
period fo~:.owing the pilot pro­
ject. 

Another major project that 
began in Fiscal Year 1994 was 
the preparation and distribu­
tion of a Request For Proposal 
(RFP) for a land record docu­
ment imaging system. In re­
sponse to that RFP, 11 bids 
were received and evaluated by 
a committee that was ap­
pointed for the purpose of rec­
ommending a vendor to 
develop and implement the ap­
plication. Implementation of an 
imaging system is planned for 
the Clerk's Office of the Circuit 
Court for Prince George's 
County on a pilot basis. Upon 
completion of the pilot imple­
mentation, the feasibility of de­
ploying similar systems 
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State-wide will be assessed. 
During Fiscal Year 1994, ad­

vancements in office automat­
ion continued throughout the 
Judiciary. Personal computers, 
with corresponding peripheral 
equipment, were implemented 
effectively for a wide variety of 
applications. Many locations 
currently are equipped with 
Local Area Network (LAN) tech­
nology and mainframe connec­
tions, which allow for sharing 
data and other resources, thus 
eliminating redundancy in cap­
turing and processing informa­
tion. 

Circuit Court 
Management 

Services 

Circuit Court Management 
Services operates under the di­
rect supervision of the Deputy 
State Court Administrator and 
Wf-lS formed to assist hl the 
oversight of the circuit court 
clerks' offices, pursuant to an 
electoral mandate which trans­
ferred responsibility for the 
management of these offices to 
the Judiciary, effective January 
1, 1991. 

Historically, the clerks' of­
fices operated as substantially 
autonomous units of State gov­
ernment and, consequently, 
procedural uniformity among 
jurisdictions did not exist. 
Workload and staffing dispari­
ties gradually evolved. These in­
equities have been recognized 
by both the General Assembly 
and the Legislative Auditor 
and, in accordance with their 
directives, the Administrative 
Office of the Courts has en­
gaged Circuit Court Manage­
ment Services in an extensive 
evaluation of clerk operations. 

Several management audits 
were conducted by Circuit 
Court Management Services in 

Fiscal Year 1994. A report on 
operations and staffing require­
ments in the Criminal and Ad­
ministration Departments of 
the Clerk's Office of the Circuit 
Court for Baltimore City was is­
sued. Similar studies of the JU­
venile and Civil Departments 
were initiated in Fiscal Year 
1994. The feasibility of impJe­
menting a new automated col­
lection system in the 
Montgomery County Child Sup­
port Enforcement Division was 
analyzed to ascertain potential 
impact upon fiscal resources, 
operational procedures, and col­
lection efficacy. 

Retrospective microfilm 
conversions of land records in 
the Clerks' Offices of the Cir­
cuit Courts for Anne Arundel, 
Baltimore, Charles, Howard, 
and Worcester Counties contin­
ued to progress in Fiscal Year 
1994. Circuit Court Manage­
ment Services coordinated the 
design of office space and in­
stallation of microfilm retrieval 
equipment in the Clerks' Of­
fices of the Circuit Courts for 
Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Char­
les, Howard, Montgomery, 
Prince George's, St. Mary's, and 
Worcester Counties. Circuit 
Court Management Services 
also developed specifications 
for a microfilm component to 
the optical imaging systf'm 
planned for the Land Records 
Department of the Clerk's Of­
fice of the Circuit Court for 
Prince George's County. Instal­
lation of the imaging system 
will be facilitated by a reloca­
tion of the Land Records De­
partment scheduled for Fiscal 
Year 1995 and Circuit Court 
Management Services assisted 
in arrangements for this effort 
as well. 

During Fiscal Year 1994, 
projects to convert filing sys­
tems to open shelving or ex-
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pand existing open shelving 
systems were initiated in the 
Clerks' Offices of the Circuit 
Courts for Baltimore, Cecil, 
Kent, Prince George's, Washing­
ton, and Wicomico Counties 
and Baltimore City. Circuit 
Court Management Services 
also coordinated the procure· 
ment and installation of work­
stations in the Clerks' Offices of 
the Circuit Courts for Baltimore 
City and Baltimore, Cecil, Char­
les, and Frederick Counties. 
Self-service debit card copying 
systems were introduced in the 
Land Records Departments of 
the Clerks' Offices of the Cir­
cuit Courts for Baltimore, 
Caroline, Carroll, Cecil, Kent, 
St. Mary's, and Wicomico Coun­
ties. Installations of debit card 
systems in the Clerks' Offices of 
the Circuit Courts for Howard, 
Montgomery, and Queen 
Anne's Counties and Baltimore 
City are scheduled for Fiscal 
Year 1995. Circuit Court Man­
agement Services assisted in 
the design and construction of 
counters and cabinetry to ac­
commodate personal computer 
cash register systems installed 
during Fiscal Year 1994 in the 
Clerks' Offices of the Circuit 
Courts for Allegany, Caroline, 
Carroll, Cecil, Garrett, Howard, 
Queen Anne's, Somerset, Tal­
bot, Washington, Wicomico, 
and Worcester Counties. 

During Fiscal Year 1994, 
Circuit Court Management 
Services provided staff support 
for the Maryland Judicial Con­
ference's Standing Committee 
on Juvenile Law; the Maryland 
Judicial Conferenc\~'s 'f'ask 
Force on Interpreters; and the 
Foster Care Grant Committee, a 
special panel appointed by the 
Chief Judge of the Court of Ap­
peals. In Fiscal Year 1994, a 
staff member of Circuit Court 
Management Services was ap-

-----------------------------------_ .. 
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pointed by the Chief Judge of compiled an extensive statisti-
the Court of Appeals to serve as cal report to document land re-
the Judiciary's representative cord instrument filing activity. 
on the Criminal Justice Infor- In accordance with the Com-
mation System Advisory Board. mittee's directives, Circuit 
A notable achievement of the Court Management Services 
Board during Fiscal Year 1994 also collaborated with the 
was the design of a form which Maryland Department of As-
incorporated a 12-digit tracking sessments and Taxation to con-
number to facilitate correlation solidate multiple land 
of criminal case records to the instrument intake forms into 
Criminal Justice Information one standard document. As ~\ 

System Central Depository ,:ta- result of enabling legislation 
tabase. Implementation of the developed by the Committee 
form becomes effective July 1, and enacted during the 1994 
1994. Circuit Court Manage- Session, the State oj Maryland 
ment Services personnel also Land Instrument Intake Sheet 
staffed several committees will be used by the 24 circuit 
formed by the Administrative court clerks' offices and 25 local 
Office of the Courts to address offices of the Maryland Depart-
issues related to operations in ment of Assessments and Taxa-
the drcuit court clerks' offices: tion to process land 
the Advisory Committee on Re- instruments, effective October 
cords Management; the Advi- 1, 1994. Implementation of the 
sory Committee on Court Costs Intake Sheet will be facilitated 
and Cl8rks' Fees; the Advisory by written instructions and 
Committee on Statutory Revi- training programs promulgated 

Fiscal Year 1994, Circuit Court 
Management Services publish­
ed the Annual Report oj the 
Ma'ryland Judiciary 1992-1993 
and revised and distributed a 
brochure itemizing the services 
offered by the circuit court 
clerks' offices. Circuit Court 
Management Services partici­
pated in designing the auto­
mated case management 
system recently introduced in 
the Baltimore City Juvenile 
Court. In an effort to enhance 
the reliability of the Judiciary's 
statistics on domestic violence 
cases, Circuit Court Manage­
ment Services also developed a 
computer program and formu­
lated data collection procedures 
to compile comprehensive in­
formation on ex parte and pro­
tective orders. 

Fiscal Management 
and Procurement 

sion; and the Ad Hoc Commit- by Circuit Court Management Fiscal Management and 
tee on Land Records Services and the Maryland De- Procurement prepares and 
Legislation. partment of Assessments and monitors the annual budget of 

Created late in Fiscal Year Taxation, in collaboration with the Maryland Judiciary, exclud-
1995 to develop legislative in- the title industry. ing the District Court. This 
itiatives for introduction dur- The Quality Assurance Unit budget preparation and moni-
ing the 1994 Session of the of Circuit Court Management toring function includes the 
General Assembly, the Ad Hoc Services is responsible for moni- budgets for all 24 circuit court 
Committee on Land Records to ring the filing statistics gener- clerks' offices. All accounts 
Legislation was comprised of ated by the circuit courts. payable for the Judiciary are 
representatives from the Mary- During Fiscal Year 1994, an processed through Fiscal Man-
land Circuit Court Clerks' As.;o- audit to validate paternity case agement and Procurement, in-
ciation; the AdministrC'.tive filing data reported using an cluding all the clerks' offices. 
Offire of the Courts; the Mary- automated program recently in- Accounting records for reve-
land Department of Assess- stalled in the Circuit Court for nues and accounts payable are 
ments and Taxation; the Baltimore City remained in pro- maintained in cooperation with 
Maryland State Bar Association; gress. The Quality Assurance the General Accounting Depart-
the Maryland Land Title Asso- Unit also continued to supervise ment of the State Comptr:Jller's 
ciation; the Maryland Bankers' conversion of manual reporting Office. In addition, Fiscal Man-
Association; and the Maryland procedures for criminal filing agement and Procurement pre-
Realtors' Association. In con- statistics compiled by the Cir- pares monthly reports showing 
junction with the Committee's cuit Court for Baltimore County budget balances and expendi-
initiative to simplify the recor- to an automated format. tures for distribution to the cir-
dation fee structure for land in- Circuit Court Management cuit court clerks' offices. The 
struments filed with the circuit Services creates forms for the Working Fund also is the re-
court clerks' offices, Circuit Judiciary and circuit court sponsibility of Fiscal Manage-

court_~~agement se~ceS __ C_lerks' offices upon req __ u_e_s_t'_I __ n __ m_e __ n_t __ a_I_1C_l __ p_r_O_C __ U_l'_em_e_n_t_. ___ J 
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Records are maintained in or­
der for the legislative auditor to 
perform audits on the fiscal ac­
tivities of the Judiciary. 

General supplies and equip­
ment are purchased by Fiscal 
Management and Procurement. 
Staff members also prepare and 
solicit competitive bids on 
equipment, furniture, and sup­
plies. This activity includes pur­
chasing of all forms, 
equipment, and other supplies 
for the circuit court clerks' of­
fices, as well as preparing bids 
for large projects. Bulk purchas­
ing and blanket purchase or­
ders of forms, copy paper, and 
copy machine supplies have 
been established. These proce­
dures have resulted in greater 
savings and inventory control. 
In addition to handling this ex­
panded purchasing activity, ef­
forts also are being made to 
develop as much uniformity as 
possible among the 24 circuit 
court clerks' offices to effectu­
ate possible cost savings. Fiscal 
Management and Procurement 
also assumed responsibility for 
Judicial Information Systems 
purchasing in Fiscal Year 1994. 

An automated inventory 
control system was established 
in 1987 for all furniture and 
equipment used by the Mary­
land Judiciary, This system uses 
a bar code attuched to all equip­
ment and furrliture. Inventory 
is completed with a scanning 
device, which automatically 
counts the items to produce fi­
nancial totals that are required 
by the State Comptroller's Of­
fice. Effective July 1, 1992, the 
circuit court clerks' offices were 
incorporated into this system. 
Fiscal Management and Pro­
curement, therefore, currently 
maintains the inventory for 
each circuit court clerk's office. 
To accomplish an inventory up­
date, circuit court clerks' offices 

are provided with devices to 
scan bar-coded furniture and 
equipment. The new data pro­
vided by the scanner then is 
compared to the existing inven­
tory list. Discrepancies are re­
ported to each circuit court 
clerk's office and resolved be­
fore inventories are certified as 
complete. 

When Fiscal Management 
and Procurement assumed re­
sponsibility for functions pre­
viously handled by the circuit 
court clerks' offices, numerous 
internal organizational changes 
were required. One of these 
was the addition of an internal 
auditing function. In this capac­
ity, staff auditors visit the 
clerks' offices to perform inter­
nal audits and follow-up the 
work of Legislative Auditors, as 
well as other data-gathering 
and recordkeeping activities. In 
the Fiscal Year 1995 Budget 
four new positions were added, 
significantly increasing the abil­
ity of Fiscal Management and 
Procurement to fulfill its audit­
ing responsibilities. 

The circuit court clerks' of­
fices historically have collected 
funds which are held in reserve 
until the court orders disposi­
tion. The internal auditors, 
along with other Fiscal Manage­
ment and Procurement eln­
ployees, now monitor these 
special fund monies. Data col­
lected through this monitoring 
function is reported to various 
Executive Branch agencies for 
use in fiscal planning. In addi­
tion, data is compiled for the 
Comp'~roller of the Treasury for 
inclusion in the State's annual 
report. 

Fiscal Management and 
Procurem.ent also monitors and 
compiles monthly financial 
data for the Federal Child Sup­
port Administration Grant. 
This grant includes 25 counties 
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and the Administrative Office 
of the Courts, which is the larg­
est Federal grant in the State. 
Due to the extensive services 
provided, Montgomery County 
Child Support Enforcement Di­
vision operates under a sepa­
rate grant. Responsibility for 
this program requires prepara­
tion of 24 Federal budgets, in 
addition to individual budgets 
for each jurisdiction. Summary 
invoices are prepared each 
quarter for submission to the 
Department of Human Re­
sources for reimbursement by 
the Federal government. These 
invoices are detailed compila­
tions of salaries and hours for 
each employee participating in 
the program State-wide, as well 
as summaries of costs for sup­
plies and other expenses. 

Another program moni­
tored by Fiscal Management 
and Procurement is the Court 
Appointed Special Advocates 
(CASA) Program. Staff mem­
bers oversee grants and moni­
tor quarterly expenditure 
reports, as well as prepare a 
year-end annual report of CASA 
State-wide activities for the 
Chief Judge of the Court of Ap­
peals. 

In addition, Fiscal Manage­
ment and Procurement is in­
volved in developing and 
implementing an automated 
cash register system and an ac­
counts receivable system for 
the circuit court clerks' offices. 
These programs are being pre­
pared to help the clerks' offices 
pr0vide faster, more accurate 
services for the public. The de­
velopment phase of the auto­
mated cash register system has 
been completed, and installa­
tions are underway. In Fiscal 
Year 1994, automated cash I'eg­
ister systems were installed in 
12 jurisdictions, with installa­
tion scheduled for completion 
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in the remaining clerks' offices 
by spring 1995. An accounts re­
ceivable program is available 
upon request for jurisdictions 
to use on a test basis, but gen­
eral distribution remains pend­
ing. 

Other responsibilities of Fis­
cal Management and Procure­
ment include distributing 
payroll checks to all Judiciary 
personnel, except employees of 
the District Court and circuit 
courts; maintaining lease agree­
ments for all leased property; 
monitoring the safety and 
maintenance records of the JU­
diciary's automobile fleet; and 
performing assignments as di­
rected by the Chief Judge of the 
Court of Appeals. 

Judicial Personnel 
Services 

Judicial Personnel Services 
provides personnel support 
services to the 24 circuit court 
clerks' offices, as well the Ad­
ministrative Office of the 
Courts and court-related agen­
cies. The services provided in­
clude recruitment and selection 
assistance, compensation and 
benefits administration, payroll 
processing and leave account­
ing, legally required record­
keeping and reporting, 
employee relations guidance, 
and training. 

Numerous personnel poli­
cies have been implemented in 
all 24 circuit court clerks' of­
fices. These policies relate to re­
cruitment, selection and hiring, 
nepotism, sexual harassment, 
equal opportunity, perform­
ance management, grievances, 
and lea.ve. Similar policies were 
implemented for the Adminis­
trative Office of the Courts, 
Court of Appeals, Court of Spe­
cial Appeals, and court-related 
agencies on July 1, 1993. 

----~~~--~------
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As a result of the policy gov­
erning employee grievances 
and appeals, Personnel Services 
staff responded to five Step 
Three Appeals. This included 
holding conferences to consider 
presentations by the grievant 
and management, and issuing 
v.rritten decisions at the conclu­
sion of the process. Also, Per­
sonnel Services staff responded 
to allegations of discriminatory 
employment practices resulting 
in investigations being con­
ducted in three jurisdictions. 
Personnel Services presented a 
cultural diversity training pro­
gTam to a selected circuit court 
clerk's office, with the intent to 
provide training to the remain­
ing jurisdictions. 

In compliance with the 
Family and Medical Leave Act 
(FMLA), which became effective 
August 5, 1993, Personnel Sen.'­
ices developed initial imple­
mentation procedures. An 
overview of the law was distrib­
uted to all managers and super­
visors to be shared with their 
employees. The introduction of 
FMLA has impacted existing 
leave policies. As a result, Per­
sonnel Services is undertaking 
a comprehensive review of all 
leave policies. 

A formal performance 
evaluation program was imple­
mented for the Administrative 
Office of the Courts, Court of 
Appeals, Court of Special Ap­
peals, and court-related agen­
cies. A similar program was 
introduced in the circuit court 
clerks' offices last fiscal year. 

A compensation study of 
employees in the circuit court 
clerks' offices was completed. 
The goal of the study was to ill­
troduce pay equity among the 
24 jurisdictions and assure par­
ity with other State agencies. 
The first two phases of the 
study have been implemented. 

As funds become available, con­
sideration will be given to re­
classification of selected 
positions in accordance with 
the study results. Similar com­
pensation studies v\lill be con­
ducted for the Administrative 
Office of the Courts and court­
related agencies. 

Personnel Services began 
implementing a new human re­
source information system de­
veloped by Abra Cadabra 
Software. This new system will 
increase flexibility in report 
generation and benefits track­
ing and assist with providing 
more timely responses to in­
quiries. 

In an effort to improve the 
reporting and processing of in­
formation related to on-the-job 
injuries, Personnel Services dis­
tributed notices on established 
procedures to employees and 
supenrisors. In addition, an on­
site Back Awareness Program 
was presented to a g!'OUP of em­
ployees in Judicial Information 
Systems in an effort to prevent 
back injuries. Personnel Serv­
ices staff continue to participate 
in risk management training to 
learn ways to prevent on-the­
job injuries and identify poten­
tial occupational health and 
safety risks. 

Sentencing 
Guidelines 

In the Maryland circuit 
courts, sentences in most crimi­
nal cases are determined using 
recommended. guidelines, 
which define sentencing ranges 
based upon information spe­
cific to the nature of an offense 
and criminal history of an of­
fender. A statute enabling the 
Judiciary to institute voluntary 
guidelines was enacted in 1983. 
The Sentencing Guidelines Ad­
visory Board, comprised of cir-
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cuit court judges and repre­
sentatives from State criminal 
justice agencies and the private 
bar, was created in 1979 to de­
velop and implement guide­
lines in four pilot jurisdictions. 
Maryland Sentencing Guide­
lines was established within the 
Administrative Office of the 
Courts to provide staff support 
to the Advisory Board and com­
pile sentencing data. 

Maryland Sentencing 
Guidelines provide comprehen­
sive training in guideline appli­
cations to circuit court judicial 
personnel, as well as staff of the 
State's Attorneys, Public De­
fenders, and Division of Parole 
and Probation. The Maryland 
Sentencing Guidelines Manual is 
issued on behalf of the Advi­
sory Board and used by the cir­
cuit courts and State criminal 
justice agencies to reference the 
various sentencing matrices. An 
orientation on use of the Man­
ual is provided to each newly 
appointed judge. Similar in­
struction, including a training 
video, also is afforded to em­
ployees of the circuit courts, 
State's Attorneys, Public De­
fenders, and Division of Parole 
and Probation. 

Supervised by an Assistant 
Administrator in Circuit Court 
Management Services of the 
Administrative Office of the 
Courts and staffed by two cleri­
cal positions. ManJland Sen­
tencing Guidelines processes 
worksheets submitted by the 
circuit courts. The data ex­
tracted from these worksheets 
is used to produce statistical re­
ports on sentencing patterns 
and anomalies, as well as com­
pliance rates. 

As Chair of the Sentencing 
Guidelines Advisory Board, 
Judge Joseph H. H. Kaplan ap­
pointed a committee to review 
guideline offenses in conjunc-

tion with compliance ranges. 
The Sentencing Guidelines Re­
vision Committee, chaired by 
Judge Dana M. Levitz, initially 
convened in Fiscal Year 1995. 
In addition to addressing the 
Advisory Board's general direc­
tives, the Committee specifi­
cally studied the impact of 
violations of probation upon 
compliance rates. Following re­
view of the Committee's find­
ings by the Sentencing 
Guidelines Advisory Board, fi­
nal recommendations will be 
presented to the Maryland Judi­
cial Conference in Fiscal Year 
1995. Contingent upon the Con­
ference's approval of these rec­
ommendations, extensive 
revisions to the Maryland Sen­
tencing Guidelines Manual are 
anticipated in late Fiscal Year 
1995. 

The District Court of 
Maryland 

There are two areas of Dis­
trict Court administration 
which now require a substan­
tial expenditure of time and 
money that were almost totally 
unknown or unexplored less 
than a decade ago. 

1'he first concerns the modi­
fication of District Court facili­
ties to better permit physically 
impaired citizens to have access 
to the courts. The second con­
cerns the Court's effort to assist 
those who are unable to con­
verse in the English language 
so that they may fully under­
stand and participate in court 
proceedings. 

The enactment of the 
Americans With Disabilities Act 
(ADA) by the Federal Congress 
in 1990 imposed a special prob­
lem on the District Court, for 
all of the facilities of this court 
are under the ·d.irect control of 
the Chief Judge and his staff, 
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whereas the courtrooms, cleri­
cal offices and other facilities of 
the circuit courts are the re­
sponsibility of Maryland's 
counties and Baltimore City. 
Compliance with the provi­
sions of the ADA required ex­
tensive modifications in 
District Court buildings in al­
most every part of Maryland, 
notwithstanding that more 
than half of them were facilities 
that had only been constructed 
or renovated for court use 
within the past ten to fifteen 
years. In many of the court 
buildings the doors to the 
courtrooms themselves had to 
be widened to accommodate 
wheelchairs, and restrooms 
modified for wheelchair acces­
sibility. In other buildings 
ram.ps were necessary to make 
access to the building possible, 
or to improve on limited access, 
and special pulls were installed 
on some building doors. In 
some of the larger buildings en­
gineering and design changes 
were necessary in the elevators 
so that they could be used by 
wheelchair-bound and other 
physically impaired citizens, 
and modifications to the aisles, 
courtrooms, seating and 
counter access were made on a 
wholesale basis throughout the 
state. 

To assist the hearing im­
paired the Court purchased an 
infrared system with several 
neckloops for special situations 
in courtrooms, meetings or con­
ferences. Telecommunication 
devices for the deaf, or text tele­
phone machines for hearing 
and speech impaired individu­
als, have been installed in Balti­
more City and in Baltimore, 
Prince George's, Anne Arundel 
and Montgomery Counties. 
This service will eventually be 
extended elsewhere throughout 
the state. 
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To assist visually impaired 
citizens, the Court recently pur­
chased hand-held page magnifi­
ers for use in the clerk's office 
and the courtroom, and in a 
joint effort with the Division of 
Rehabilitation Services we in­
stalled a computer enlargement 
system for an employee who is 
legally blind. 

In conjunction with the 
physical changes, fourteen Dis­
trict Court employees from vari­
ous districts completed a 
ten-week basic sign language in­
troductOly course sponsored by 
the Hearing and Speech Agency, 
which has proven to be very 
beneficial in communicating 
with the public. Additionally, 
workshops on dealing .. vith and 
assisting the disabled were pro­
vided for all clerks' offices and 
headquarters employees in 
1993. Similar workshops were 
begun in June, 1994 for all Dis­
trict Court commissioners. 

The second area of concern 
dealt with individuals who do 
not speal< or understand the 
English language. To assist 
them the Court will soon com­
plete the installation of a special 
telephone language line in 
every commlSSlOner facility 
throughout the state. Through 
the use of this special service, 
commissioners can provide in­
terpreters in more than 140 lan­
guages within minutes, in a 
manner that maintains the pri­
vacy of the commissioner and 
citizen communication, while 
enabling the two to fully com­
prehend and understand one 
another. 

i\lthough the AT&T Lan­
guage Line does not lend itself 
to a courtroom setting, the 
Court has greatly expanded its 
utilization of interpreter serv­
ice, both for those who do not 
speak or understand English as 
well as for the hearing im-
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paired. Just a decade ago, in fis­
cal 1984, in the entire District 
Court State-wide only $57,572 
was expended to provide lan­
guage interpreters or sign inter­
preters for the deaf, whereas in 
the fiscal year just concluded 
on June 30, 1994 more than 
$582,437 was expended for that 
service. 

The realities of life are that 
even the best court system in 
the world is incapable of provid­
ing relief for those who cannot 
gain access to it, or who cannot 
understand or make themselves 
understand the judicial process. 
The activities described in the 
District Court constitute a giant 
step forward in the effort to 
make the judicial branch of gov­
ernment at this level available 
to every citizen, regardless of 
disability or lack of familiarity 
with the English language. 

Assig'nment of 
Judges 

Article IV, §18(b) of the Mary­
land Constitution provides the 
Chief Judge Vlrith the authority to 
make temporary assignments of 
active judges to the appellate 
and trial courts. Also, pursuant 
to Article IV, §3A and §1-502 of 
the Courts Article, the Chief 
Judge, with the approval of the 
Court of Appeals, recalls former 
judges to sit in courts through­
out the State. Their use enhances 
the Judiciary's ability to cope 
with growing caseloads, ex­
tended illnesses, and judicial va­
cancies. It minimizes the need to 
assign full-time judges, thus miti­
gating disruptions of schedules 
and delays in case disposition. 

Pursuant to the Maryland 
Rules, Circuit Administrative 
Judges assign active judges 
within their circuits and ex­
change judges between circuits 
upon designation by the Chief 

Judge of the Court of Appeals. 
Further, by designating District 
Court judges as circuit court 
judges, vital assistance to these 
courts was provided in Fiscal 
Year 1994. This assistance con­
sisted of 47 judge days. The 
Chief Judge of the District Court, 
pursuant to constitutional 
authority, made assignments in­
ternal to that Court to address 
backlogs, unfilled vacancies, and 
extended illnesses. In Fiscal Year 
1994, these assignments totaled 
474 judge days. At the appellate 
level, the use of available judicial 
manpower continued. The COUlt 
of Special Appeals caseload is be­
ing addressed by limitations on 
oral argument, assistance by a 
central professional staff, and 
pre-hearing settlement confer­
ences. The Chief Judge of the 
Court of Appeals exercised his 
authority by designating appel­
late and trial judges to sit in both 
appellate courts to hear specific 
cases. Finally, a number of 
judges of the Court of Special Ap­
peals were designated to differ­
ent circuit courts for various 
lengths of time to assist those 
courts in handling the workload. 

The number of days that 
former judges sat in Fiscal Year 
1994 increased slightly in com­
parison to Fiscal Year 1995. The 
Chief Judge recalled 16 former 
circuit court judges and four 
former appellate judges to serve 
in the circuit courts for approxi­
mately 704 judge days. In addi­
tion, 15 former District Court 
judges, six former circuit court 
judges, and one former appel­
late judge were recalled to sit in 
that court, totaling approxi­
mately 801 judge days. Five for­
mer appellate judges were 
recalled to assist both the Court 
of Appeals and the COUlt of 
Special Appeals for a total of 
185.8 judge days. 

----- -----------------------------------------------------_.-





Court-Related Units 

II 

Board of Law 
Examiners 

In Maryland, the various 
courts originally were author­
ized to examine persons seek­
ing to be admitted to the 
practice of law. The examina­
tion of attorneys remained a 
function of the courts until 
1898 when the State Board of 
Law Examiners was created 
(Chapter 139, Laws of 1898). 
The Board is presently com­
posed of seven lawyers ap­
pointed by the Court of 
Appeals. 
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Court-Related Units II 

The Board and its staff ad­
minister bar examinations 
twice annually during the last 
weeks of February and July. 
Each is a two-day examination 
of not more than twelve hours 
nor less than nine hours of 
writing time. 

Commencing with the sum­
mer 1972 examination and pur­
suant to nlles adopted by the 
Court of Appeals, the Board 
adopted, as part of the overall 
examination, the Multistate Bar 
Examination (MBE). This is the 
nationally recognized law ex­
amination consisting of multi-

pIe choice questions and an­
swers, prepared and graded un­
der the direction of the 
National Conference of Bar Ex­
aminers. The MBE test gener­
ally is administered on the 
second day of the examination. 
The first day is devoted to the 
traditional essay examination, 
prepared and graded by the 
Board. The MBE test is now 
used in fifty jurisdictions. The 
states not using the MBE are In­
diana, Iowa, Louisiana, and 
Washington. It is a six-hour test 
that covers six subjects: con­
tracts, criminal law, evidence, 

PERCENT OF SUCCESSFUL CANDIDATES TAKING THE BAR EXAMINATION 
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Oharles H. Dorsey, Jr., Esquire; Ohairman, Baltimore Oity Bar 
William F. Abell, Jr., Esquire; Montgomery Oounty Bar 

John F. Mudd, Esquire; Oharles Oounty Bar 
Robert H. Reinhart, Esquire; Allegany Oounty Bar 

Jonathan A. Azrael, Esquire; Baltimore Oounty Bar and Baltimore Oity Bar 
Pamela J. White, Esquire; Baltimore Oity Bar 

Ohristopher B. Kehoe, Esquire; Talbot Oounty Bar 

Results of examination given by the State Br,ard of Law Examiners during Fiscal Year 1994 are as follows: 

Number Total 
of Successful 

Examination Candidates Candidates 

JULY 1993 1,400 1,026 (73.2%) 

Graduates 

University of Baltimore 256 188 (73.4%) 

University of Maryland 213 170 (79.8%) 

Out-of-State Law Schools 931 668 (71.7%) 

FEBRUARY 1994 627 390 (62.2%) 

Graduates 

University of Baltimore 103 65 (63.1%) 

University of Maryland 84 47 (55.9%) 

Out-of-State Law Schools 440 278 (63.1%) 

'Percentages are based upon the number of first-time applicants. 

real property, torts, and consti­
tutionallaw. 

Maryland does not partici­
pate in the administration of 
the M ultistate Professional Re­
sponsibility Examination 
(MPRE) prepared under the di­
rection of the National Confer­
ence of Bar Examiners. 

Pursuant to the Rules Gov­
erning Admission to the Bar, 
the subjects covered by the 
Board's test (essay examina­
tion) shall be within, but need 
not include, all of the following 
subject areas: agency, business 
associations, commercial trans­
actions, constitutional law, con­
tracts, criminal law and 
procedure, evidence, family 
law*, Maryland civil procedure, 
property, and torts. (* At its 
meeting on April 8, 1992, the 
State Board of Law Examinerll 
adopted an amendment to 

Board Rule 3, "Examination­
Subject Matter", pursuant to 
the Board's rule making author­
ity granted by Rule 20 of the 
Court of Appeals Rules Govern­
ing Admission to the Bar of 
Maryland. This amendment 
added Family Law to the list of 
essay examination subjects enu­
merated in Board Rule 3 effec­
tive beginning with the July 
1993 bar examination.) Single 
questions on the essay exami­
nations may encompass more 
than one subject area and sub­
jects are not specifically labeled 
on the examination paper. 

Rule 11 of the Rules Gov­
erning Admission to the Bar of 
Maryland adopted by the Court 
of Appeals of Maryland June 28, 
1990, effective August 1, 1990, 
requires all persons recom­
mended for bar admission to 
complete a course on legal pro-

Number of Number of 
Candidates Candidates 

Taking Passing First 
First Time Tlme* 

1,252 982 (78.4%) 

225 181 (80.4%) 

192 164 (85.4%) 

835 637 (76.2%) 

373 287 (76.9%) 

53 40 (75.4%) 

43 32 (74.4%) 

277 215 (77.6%) 

fessionalism during the period 
between the announcement of 
the examination results and the 
scheduled bar admission cere­
mony. This course is adminis­
tered by the Maryland State Bar 
Association, Inc., and was im­
plemented beginning with the 
February 1992 examinations. 

The results of the examina­
tions given during Fiscal Year 
1994 are as follows: a total of 
1400 applicants sat for the July 
1993 examination with 1026 
(73.2 percent) obtaining a pass­
ing grade, while 627 sat for the 
February 1994 examination 
with 390 (62.2 percent) being 
successful. 

Passing percentages for the 
two previous fiscal years are as 
follows: July, 1991, 75.7 percent 
and February, 1992, 68.0 per­
cent; July, 1992, 71.8 percent 
and February, 1993, 72.7 per-
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cent. 
In addition to administer­

ing two regular bar examina­
tions per year, the Board also 
processes applications for ad­
mission filed under Rule 13 
which governs out-of-state attor­
ney applicants who must take 
and pass an attorney examina­
tion. That examination is an es­
say test limited in scope and 
subject matter to the rules in 
Maryland which govern prac­
tice and procedure in civil and 
criminal cases and also the 
Rules of Professional Conduct. 
The test is three hours in dura­
tion and is administered on the 
same day as the essay test for 
the regular bar examination. 

A total of 99 applicants took 
the Attorney Examination ad­
ministered in July 1993. Out of 
this number, 85 passed. This 
represents a passing rate of 85.8 
percent. 

In February 1994, 121 appli­
cants took the examination. 
Out of this number, 118 passed. 
This represents a passing rate 
of 97.5 percent. 

Rules Committee 

Under Article N, Section 18 
(a) of the Maryland Constitu­
tion, the Court of Appeals is 
empowered to regulate and re­
vise the practice and procedure 
in, and the judicial administra­
tion of, the courts of this State; 
and under Annotated Code of 
Maryland, Courts and Judicial 
Proceedings Article, §13-301, 
the Court of Appeals may ap­
point "a standing committee of 
lawyers, judges, and other per­
sons competent in judicial prac­
tice, procedure or 
administration" to assist the 
Court in the exercise of its rule­
making power. The Standing 
Committee on Rules of Practice 
and Procedure, often referred 

to simply as the Rules Commit­
tee, was originally appointed in 
1946 to succeed the ad hoc Com­
mittee on Rules of Practice and 
Procedure created in 1940. Its 
members meet regularly to con­
sider proposed amendments 
and additions to the Maryland 
Rule:; of Practice and Procedure 
and submit recommendations 
for change to the Court of Ap­
peals. 

Completion of the compre­
hensive reorganization and re­
vision of the Maryland Rules of 
Practice and Procedure contin­
ues to be the primary goal of 
the Rules Committee. Phase I of 
this project culminated with 
the adoption by the Court of 
Appeals of Titles 1., 2, 3, and 4 
of the Maryland Rules of Prac­
tice and Procedure, which be­
came effective July 1, 1984. 
Phase II began with the adop­
tion of Title 8, dealing with 
practice and procedure in the 
Court of Appeals and Court of 
Special Appeals, which became 
effective July 1, 1988; Title 6, 
dealing with practice and pro­
cedure in the orphans' courts, 
which became effective January 
1, 1991; and Title 7, dealing 
with appellate and other judi­
cial review in the circuit courts, 
which became effective July 1, 
1993. The Committee continues 
to work on Phase II, which in­
volves the remainder of the 
Maryland Rules, Chapters 900 
through 1200. 

During the past year, the 
Rules Committee submitted to 
the Court of Appeals certain 
rules changes and additions 
considered necessary. Pending 
before the Court at the begilL­
ning of the fiscal year was the 
One Hundred Twenty-Fourth 
Report, published in the Mary­
la'nd Register, Vol. 20, Issue 8 
(April 16, 1993), containing a 
group of amendments which 
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became known as the "Manage­
ment of Litigation" package. 
The Court held open meetings 
on the "Management of Litiga­
tion" package in July, August, 
and October, 1993. Following 
these open meetings, proposed 
revisions were submitted to the 
Court and were published in 
the Maryland Register, Vol. 21, 
Issue 1 (January 7, 1994) and 
Vol. 21, Issue 9 (April 29, 1994). 

The principal aspects of the 
proposed rule changes con­
tained in the final revisions to 
the "Management of Litigation" 
package were: 

(1) In new Rule 2-504.1 (c), 
the circuit court is empowered, 
when ordering a scheduling 
conference, to require the par­
ties, at least 10 days before the 
conference, to complete suffi­
cient discovery to enable them 
to participate meaningfully and 
in good faith in the conference 
and to make decisions regard­
ing settlement, consideration of 
alternative dispute resolution 
(ADR) , limitation of issues, 
stipulations, and other matters. 

(2) An amendment to Rule 
2-421 gives parties the ability to 
serve more than one set of in­
terrogatories, up to a maximum 
of 50 interrogatories. This al­
lows the parties to conduct lim­
ited discovery necessary to 
determine settlement and ADR 
prospects without precluding 
further discovery if the case 
does not terminate through set­
tlement or ADR. In addition, 
through new Rule 2-401 (c), the 
parties are encouraged to agree 
upon a plan for the scheduling 
and completion of discovery. 

(3) A reference to form in­
terrogatories is included in an 
amendment to Rule 2-421. The 
Committee, in conjunction 
with the Maryland State Bar As­
sociation, is working on devel­
oping one or more sets of 
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interrogatories for inclusion in 
the Appendix to the Rules, the 
objective being to avoid con­
tests and objections when those 
form interrogatories are used. 

(4) At the heart of the 
"Management of Litigation" 
program are additions to Rule 
1211 b., requiring each county 
administrative judge to develop 
and, upon approval by the 
Chief Judge of the Court of Ap­
peals, to implement a case man­
agement plan that will include 
a system of differentiated case 
management (DCM). In devel­
oping and implementing the 
plan, the county administrative 
judge is to consult with the 
other administrative judges in 
an effort to achieve as much 

--------------------------------------------------
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uniformity in the plans as is 
practicable and to consult as 
well with the local bar associa­
tion. 

(5) The basic method of im­
plementing the case manage­
ment plan is by information 
reports required to be filed by 
parties with their initial plead­
ings (amendments to Rules 2-
111, 2-112, and 2-323), 
scheduling orders (Rule 2-504), 
and scheduling conferences 
(Rule 2-504.1). 

(6) An amendment to Rule 
2-507 allows dismissal of an ac­
tion against an unserved defen­
dant after 120 days from the 
issuance of original process. 

By Order dated June 7, 
1994, published in the Mary-

land Register, Vol. 21, Issue 15 
(June 24, 1994), the Court of Ap­
peals adopted the final pro­
posed reVISIOns to the 
"Management of Litigation" 
package, with effective dates of 
July 1, 1994, for the amend­
ments to Rule 1211 and Octo­
ber 1, 1994, for all other rules 
changes adopted by the Court. 

The One Hundred Twenty­
Fifth Report published in the 
Maryland Register, Vol. 20, Issue 
5, Part II (July 25, 1993) con­
tained a proposed code of evi­
dence, to comprise Title 5 of the 
Maryland Rules of Practice and 
Procedure, along with conform­
ing amendments to existing 
rules. It represented the culmi­
nation of four years of study 
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and development by the Com­
mittee. 

The code follows the format 
and numbering system of the 
Federal Rules of Evidence. This 
was done largely for conven­
ience. With respect to each rule, 
the Evidence Subcommittee ex­
amined the comparable Federal 
rule (as written and as con­
strued by the Federal courts), 
the uniform rule where it dif­
fered from the Federal rule, al­
terations in the Federal rule 
made by other States that have 
codified their evidence law, the 
current Maryland law, and the 
proposal that had been made 
by an earlier subcommittee of 
the Rules Com!l'1.ittee, known as 
the Rodowsky Committee after 
its chair, the Honorable 
Lawrence F. Rodowsky. 

In most instances, where 
the Federal rule is consistent 
with the current Maryland law 
and is free from apparent ambi­
guity, the Committee opted to 
recommend the text of the Fed­
eral rule. Where the Federal 
rule differs from the Maryland 
law, the Committee examined 
the policy behind each and 
drafted its proposal based on 
what it believed the Maryland 
law ought to be. In some in­
stances, the Committee opted 
for the Federal rule; in others, it 
drafted the rule to be consistent 
with the current State law; and 
in a few instances it adopted a 
third, or middle, approach. In 
some cases, the Committee 
opted for the substance of the 
Federal rule but found the rule, 
as written, to be unclear or mis­
leading, and in those instances 
it adopted style changes to the 
Federal rule to bring the text in 
closer conformity with how the 
courts have construed the rule. 

At open meetings in Octo­
ber and November, 1993, the 
Court of Appeals made modifi-

cations to certain of the pro­
posed Title 5 Rules and the pro­
posed conforming amendments. 
By Order dated December 15, 
1993, published in the Mary­
land Register, Vol. 21, Issue 1 
(January 7, 1994), the Court of 
Appeals adopted the rules 
changes proposed in the One 
Hundred 'I\venty-Fifth Report 
as modified, with an effective 
date of July 1, 1994. 

The One Hundred Twenty­
Sixth Report, published in the 
Maryland Register, Vol. 20, Issue 
21 (October 15, 1993), contained 
proposed new Rule 6-222, pro­
posed amendments to Rules 6-
404, 6-411, and W77, the 
proposed recision of current 
Rule 1227, and the adoption in 
its place of new Rules 1227 
through 1227F. The Committee 
recommended adoption of new 
Rule 6-222 and the amend­
ments to Rules 6-404 and 6-411 
on an emergency basis. 

The principal aspects of the 
proposed rules changes con­
tained in the One Hundred 
Twenty-Sixth Report were: 

(1) Amendments to the 
rules relating to settlement of 
decedents' estates comprise (a) 
an amendment to Rule 6-404, 
correcting statutory references 
in the cross reference, necessi­
tated by the addition of a new 
definition of "account" to the 
Annotated Code of Maryland, 
Financial Institutions Article, 
§1-204 (b), and the concomitant 
renumbering of that subsec­
tion; (b) an amendment to Rule 
6-411 for conformity with the 
Annotated Code of Maryland, 
Estates and Trusts Article, §3-
206, in light of a 1993 amend­
ment of that section which 
modified the time for with­
drawing an election to take a 
statutory share; and (c) new 
Rule 6-222 for conformity with 
the Annotated Code of Mary-
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land, Estates and Trusts Article, 
§5-604 (a), which requires a per­
sonal representative's bond in 
small estates having a gross 
value of $10,000 or more. 

(2) An amendment to Rule 
W77 removes any ambiguity 
between the rule and the Anno­
tated Code of Maryland, Real 
Properly Article, §7-105 (a), con­
cerning the availability of the 
assent to decree procedure un­
der a deed of trust and clarifies 
who may initiate a foreclosure 
action under a deed of trust. 

(3) Proposed new Rules 
1227 through 1227F constitute 
a revision of current Rule 1227, 
dealing with the Commission 
on Judicial Disabilities and pro­
ceedings relating to the disci­
plining and involuntary 
retirement of judges. 

By Order dated January 11, 
1994, effective on that date, the 
Court of Appeals adopted on an 
emergency basis the rules 
changes proposed in the One 
Hundred Twenty-Sixth Report, 
except that the Court deferred 
action on the proposed deletion 
of Rule 1227 and adoption in its 
place of proposed new Rules 
1227 through 1227F pending 
further study by the Court. 
That Order was published in 
the Maryland Registe'r, Vol. 21, 
Issue 3 (February 4, 1994). 

The One Hundred Twenty­
Seventh Report, published in 
the Maryland Register, Vol. 21, 
Issue 7 (April 1, 1994), con­
tained proposed amendments 
to Rules 1-202, 2-124, 2-131, 2-
601, 2-645, 2-646, 2-649, 3-124, 3-
131, 3-632, 3-645, 3-646, 3-649, 
4-211, 4-216, 4-231, 4-265, 5-606, 
6-416, 8-204, 8-605, 8-606, 8-611, 
and 1228; proposed new Rule 1-
332 and new Form 1-332; pro­
posed new Bar Admission Rule 
22; and a proposed emergency 
amendment to Rule 1206. The 
amendment to Rule 1206, 
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changing the commencement 
of the Spring Term of the Cir­
cuit Court for Harford County 
from April to May, was re­
quested by the County Admin­
istrative Judge of that Court 
and was proposed for emer­
gency adoption, prior to the be­
ginning of the Spring Term. 

The principal aspects of the 
proposed rules changes con­
tained in the One Hundred 
Twenty-Seventh Report were: 

(1) New Rule 1-332, along 
with the accompanying form 
for inclusion in the Appendix 
of Forms, is to assist the court 
in the implementation of the 
Americans With Disabilities 
Act. The Rule requires counsel 
to notify the court in advance if 
a special accommodation will 
be needed for a party, attorney, 
or witness. 

(2) Amendments to Rules 2-
124 and 3-124 are designed to 
make clear how service is to be 
effected on general and limited 
partnerships, limited liability 
companies, and unincorpo­
rated associations. 

(3) Existing Rules 2-131 and 
3-131 provide that a corpora­
tion may enter an appearance 
only by an attorney. The 
amendments to these rules ex­
tend that requirement to other 
entities as well - partnerships, 
limited partnerships, limited li­
ability companies, etc. 

(4) A proposed amendment 
to Rule 2-601 is an effort to 
bring additional preci5ion to 
the entry of judgments. It re­
quires a written order in any 
case other than one (a) resolved 
by a jury verdict or (b) in which 
the court either denies all relief 
or allows recovery only of costs 
or of a specific amount. 

(5) Amendments to Rules 2-
645 and 2-646 and their coun­
terparts in the District Court 
are designed to make the gar-
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nishment process more effi­
cient. 

(6) Amendments to Rules 2-
649 and 3-649 clarify an ambi­
guity in the service of charging 
orders and subsequent plead­
ings. 

(7) An amendment to Rule 
6-416 allows attorneys' fees and 
personal representatives' com­
missions to be paid upon the 
filing of a petition, subject to 
later exceptions. 

(8) Amendments to the ap­
pellate rule,,) comprise an 
amendment to Rule 8-605 limit­
ing' the length of a motion for 
reconsideration or a response 
to such a motion to not more 
than 15 pages and amendments 
to Rules 8-606 and 8-611 clarify­
ing how appellate mandates are 
to be handled and enforced in 
the trial COUltS. 

(9) Rule 1228 is rewritten to 
provide a procedure for the de­
certification of lawyers who fail 
to pay Clients' Security Trust 
Fund assessments or late 
charges or who give bad checks 
to the fund. 

(10) New Bar Admission 
Rule 22 gives the Board of Law 
Examiners and the Character 
Committees the power to com­
pel, by subpoena, the atten­
dance of witnesses and the 
production of documents. 

By Order dated March 22, 
1994, effective on that date, the 
Court of Appeals adopted the 
emergency change to Rule 1206 
proposed in the One Hundred 
Twenty-Seventh Report. That 
Order was published jn the 
Maryland Register, Vol. 21, Issue 
8 (April 15, 1994). 

At an open meeting on June 
7, 1994, the Court of Appeals 
made modifications to certain 
of the rules changes proposed 
in the One Hundred Twenty­
Seventh Report. By Order of 
June 7, 1994 with an effective 

date of October 1, 1994, the 
Court adopted the rules 
changes as mon.ified, with the 
exception of the proposed 
amendments to Rules 2-131, 2-
601,2-649,3-131, and 3-649, con­
sideration of which the Court 
deferred pending further study. 

In addition to developing 
proposed new rules and 
amendments to existing rules, 
the Rules Committee and its 
staff maintain rules history ar­
chives; provide research assis­
tance to judges, lawyers, and 
others who have rules history 
questions; and participate in 
educational programs involv­
ing the Maryland Rules of Prac­
tice and Procedure. 

Maryland State Law 
Library 

The objective of the Mary­
land State Law Library is to pro­
vide support for all the legal 
and general research activities 
of the Court of Appeals, Court 
of Special Appeals, and other 
court-related agencies within 
the Judiciary. A full range of in­
formation services also is ex­
tended to every branch of State 
government and to citizens 
throughout Maryland. 

Originally established by an 
act of the Legislature in 1827, 
the Library, currently staffed by 
ten full-time equivalents and 
two part-time professional li­
brarians, is governed by the Li­
brary Committee whose powers 
include appointment of the Di­
rector of the Library, as well as 
general rule-making authority. 

With a collection close to 
300,000 volumes, this facility of­
fers researchers access to three 
distinct and comprehensive li­
braries of law, general refer­
ence and . government 
information, and Maryland his­
tory and genealogy. Of special 
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note are the Library's holdings 
of State and Federal govern­
ment publications, which add 
tremendous latitude to the 
scope of research materials 
found in most law libraries. 

Collection development ac­
tivities continued at a mini­
mum due to the continued 
fiscal constraints experienced 
in State government. The most 
notable additions to the Li­
brary's holdings was a subscrip­
tion to Maryland Law on a Disc, 
a new CD Rom product from 
the Michie Company contain­
ing the full text of Maryland 
caselaw, the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, and the Maryland 
Rules of Practice and Proce­
dure. The Library also received, 
by way of donation, a heralded 
three volume treatise on the 
history of Jewish law authored 
by Menachem Elon and trans­
lated into English by two Balti­
more attorneys, Melvin Sykes 
and Bernard Auerbach. As a 
State Justice Institute (SJI) de­
pository, the Library received 
and cataloged 94 new SJI grant 
publications this past year, add­
ing to an already highly util- I 

ized '.::ollection of court 
administration oriented re­
sources. The primary source for 
Maryland legislative history 
documentation, the committee 
bill files on microfilm contin­
ued to expand and now encom­
pass 1976 through 1990. The 
non-print segment of the Li­
brary's information sources, in­
cluding videocassettes, 
audiocassettes, compact discs, 
and access to remote on-line in­
formation networks, showed a 
significant increase over the 
past year. The most significant 
free on-line service recently 
made available through G.P.O. 
Access is the full text of tl: .. ~ Fed­
eml Register, the Congressional 
Rec07'd, and copies of ills intro-

duced in Congress. 
Other new programs initi­

ated in Fiscal Year 1994 in­
cluded the microfilming of 
Court of Special Appeals unre­
poreed opinions, 1988 to date; 
the Library's participation in 
the Library Assistance to State 
Institutions photocopying serv­
ice; and the establishment of an 
Internet users account with the 
Enoch Pratt Free Library. 

On-line cataloging and re­
classification of the entire col­
lection continue to be a high 
priority effort. In all, 5,000 titles 
were processed on On-line 
Computer Library Center, Inc. 
(OCLC) during Fiscal Year 1994. 

Technical assistance was 
provided to five circuit court li­
braries: Carroll, Harford, 
Howard, Anne Arundel and 
Frederick Counties, to further 
develop their library services. 
Consultations included collec­
tion development, space plan­
ning, and information on 
computer-assisted legal re­
search systems and library 
staffing. 

During Fiscal Year 1994, the 
Library continued to partici­
pate in Retired Senior Volun­
teer Program (RSVP) through 
Anne Arundel County. This pro­
gram has provided the Library 
with a number of part-time vol­
unteers, who continue work on 
several important indexing and 
clerical projects. 

Publications available 
throug'h the Library include a 
guide to conducting legislative 
history research in Maryland, 
entitled Ghosthunting: Finding 
Legislative Intent in Maryland, A 
Checklist of Sow'ces. Bibliog­
raphies or pathfinders that 
have been produced include: 
Sources of Basic Genealogical Re­
search in the Maryland State Law 
Libmry: A Sampler; Sources of 
Maryland Domestic Relations 
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Law, (Revised 1990); Re­
searching the Bill of Rights in the 
Maryland State Law Library, (Re­
vised 1991); D. w.I. In Ma-ryland: 
Selected Sources, (Revised 1991); 
Recognizing and Reading Legal 
Citations, (Revised 1994); and 
Breaking Barriers - Access to 
Main Street: Pathfinder on the 
Americans With Disabilities Act, 
P.L. 101-336. New pathfinders 
compiled by staff and a gradu­
ate school intern include guides 
on change of name, landlord­
tenant, jury verdict awards, 
wage and hour laws, and crimi­
nal record expungements. The 
Library also issued a revised 
Guide to the Services of the Mary­
land State Law Libmry. 

Members of the staff con­
tinue to be active on the lecture 
circuit, addressing high school 
and college classes, as well as 
professional organizations, on 
the basics of legal research tech­
niques. Thirty guided tours 
were conducted by reference 
staff during Fiscal Year 1994 for 
students and foreign dignitar­
ies. The reference staff coordi­
nated and presented the 
Library's second "Legal Re­
search Teach-In". Entitled Legis­
lative History in the Free State, 
this activ:i,ty was held during 
annual National Library Week 
activities. Featured were speak­
ers from the Court of Appeals, 
Attorney General's Office, and 
Public Defenders' Offices, who 
laid out the prerequisites for 
conducting legislative intent re­
search in Maryland to a packed 
house. Other seminars spon­
sored by the Library were re­
search-oriented educational 
efforts aimed at public and aca­
demic librarians, support staff 
from the United States Justice 
Depaltment's Eastern offices, 
high school law-related educa­
tion classes, and District of Co­
lumbia law firm librarians. 
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Located on the first floor of 
the Courts of Appeal Building 
in Annapolis, Maryland, the Li­
brary is open to the public 
Monday, Wednesday, and Fri­
day, 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.; 
Tuesday and Thursday, 8:30 
a.m. to 9:00 p.m.; and Saturday, 
9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Hours 
were curtailed in the latter part 
of Fiscal Year 1994 due to an as­
bestos abatement project that 
began in June, which was ex­
pected to last approximately 
two months. 

. ..... .>: '.e· ..... ". ". 
. SummarY of l..lbraryUse . 
. .... Fiscal 1994- .' .•. " .' 

Reference inquiries 25,400 

Volumes circulated to 
patrons 3,300 

Interlibrary loan requests 
filled 3,051 

In-Person Visitors 36,800 

Attorney Grievance 
Comlnission 

The Attorney Grievance 
Commission was created by a 
rule of the Court of Appeals, ef­
fective July 1, 1975. It super­
vises and administers the 
discipline and inactive status of 
Maryland lawyers (BV2, Mary­
land Rules of Practice and Pro­
cedure). The Commission also 
has jurisdiction to receive com­
plaints concerning attorneys, 
admitted in other states, who 
engage in the practice of law in 
Maryland and violate the Mary­
land Rules of Professional Con­
duct. 

Th.e Commission is com­
posed of eight lawyers and two 
non-lawyers appointed by the 
Court of Appeals for four-year 
terms. No member is eligible 
for re-appointment immedi­
ately following the completion 
of a full four-year term. The 
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Chair of the Commission is des­
ignated by the Court of Ap­
peals. Presently, James J. 
Cromwell, Esquire, of 
Montgomery County serves as 
Chair. Members of the Commis­
sion serve without compensa­
tion. 

The Commission, subject to 
approval by the Court of Ap­
peals, appoints an attorney to 
serve as Bar Counsel. The Com­
mission supervises the activi­
ties of Bar Counsel and staff. 
The Commission also suggests 
any disciplinary procedural 
rule changes to the Court . 

The Commission, under the 
BU Rules, receives notices from 
banking institutions of over­
drafts of an attorney's trust ac­
count which are not cured 
within ten days. Such accounts 
must be maintained with 
authorized financial institu­
tions, which enter into an 
agreement with the Commis­
sion to report overdrafts or dis­
honored instruments. 
Twenty-two notifications were 
received in Fiscal Year 1994. 
Four of these required addi­
tional investigation. Eighteen 
overdraft notifications were 
closed after receipt of an ade­
quate explanation. 

Bar Counsel, the principal 
executive officer of the discipli­
nary system, is empowered to 
issue subpoenas under Mary­
land Rule BV4c to compel the 
production of designated docu­
ments or other tangible things. 
Prior written approval of the 
chair or acting chair of the 
Commission is required. In ad­
dition, Bar Counsel is charged 
to seek injunctions, when ap­
propriate, for those engaged in 
the unauthorized practice of 
law. Several were obtained in 
Fiscal Year 1994 against la:wyers 
not admitted in Maryland and 
non-lawyers. 

Rule BV2d provides for a 
disciplinary fund. It is a condi­
tion precedent to practice law 
in Maryland to pay an assess­
ment set by order of the Court 
of Appeals. The current assess­
ment is $65.00. The Commis­
sion's budget is approved by 
the Court of Appeals prior to 
each fiscal year (July 1 to June 
30) and is public. It also is in­
cluded in the Commission's An­
nual Report. Late fees are 
assessed for those attorneys 
who fail to timely pay yearly as­
sessments. 

Commission staff presently 
includes Bar Counsel, a Deputy 
Bar Counsel and six Assistant 
Bar Counsel, six investigators, 
(one of whom is assigned to 
claims to the Clients' Security 
Trust Fund), an Office Man­
ager, seven legal secretaries, a 
receptionist, and the two staff 
members who administer the 
billing and maintain financial 
records for the Clients' Security 
Trust Fund. There is an outside 
audit of this function. 

The Commission meets the 
third Wednesday of every 
month. It receives a series of re­
ports from Bar Counsel and 
staff. The reports reflect each 
complaint pending in the sys­
tem at each level. There is a fur­
ther review of monthly income 
and expenditures for the prior 
month to ascertain whether 
budget line items have been ex­
pended properly. The Commis­
sion's financial records are 
audited. A yearly report is filed 
with the Court of Appeals. 

A grievance not screened 
out, or dismissed, is referred 
for a hearing before an Inquiry 
Panel. A panel consists of attor­
neys and lay members. The to­
tal Inquiry Committee for the 
State, all of whom are volun­
teers, is composed of two-thir(is 
attorneys and one-third nOll-
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I aw/ers , each appointed for a 
three-year term and eligible for 
re-appointment. The lawyer 
members are selected by local 
bar associations. Non-lawyer 
members are selected by the 
Commission. Maryland Rule 
BV5c permits the Commission 
to determine the number of In­
quiry Committee members rea­
sonably necessary to conduct 
its disciplinary investigations 
and hearings. On July 1, 1994, 
there were 422 attorneys and 
non-lawyers serving on the In­
quiry Committee. The Commis­
sion authorized additional 
members for Fiscal Year 1994 
to deal with an increased 
caseload. 

A Review Board, consisting 
of 15 attorneys and three non­
lawyers, also is provided for in 
the BV Rules. Members of the 
Review Board serve three-year 
terms and are ineligible for re-

appointment. The Board of 
Governors of the Maryland 
State Bar Association selects the 
attorney members of the Re­
view Board. rThe Commission 
selects the non-lawyer mem­
bers from the State at large, af­
ter soliciting input from the 
Maryland State Bar Association 
and the general public in a 
manner deemed appropriate by 
the Commission. Judges are not 
permitted to serve as members 
of the Inquiry Committee or 
the Review Board. The Board 
reviews matters referred to it 
under the BV Rules by an In­
quiry Panel. Except for desig­
nated criminal convictions, it is . 
the Review Board which directs 
Bar Counsel to file public 
charges in the Court of Appeals 
against an attorney. 

The Commission received a 
total of 1,475 matters classified 
as inquiries in Fiscal Year 1994, 
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compared with 1,542 in Fiscal 
Year 1993. Formal docketed 
complaints increased, once 
again, to a new high of 736, 
compared to 493 in Fiscal Year 
1993. Thus, 2,211 grievances 
were received for Fiscal Year 
1994. Pending complaints at 
the end of Fiscal Year 1994 to­
taled 703, an increase from 541 
pending at the end of Fiscal 
Year 1993. 

A substantial portion of the 
greater number of complaints 
was due to Bar Counsel's en­
forcement of the rules govern­
ing lawyer advertising. 

The number of lawyers dis­
barred was 16, compared with 
20 in Fiscal Year 1993. Suspen­
sions by the Court of Appeals 
increased to 16, compared with 
13 in Fiscal Year 1993. Pursuant 
to Maryland Rule BV 16, there 
were three suspensions, com­
pared to two in Fiscal Year 
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FY90 FY91 FY92 FY 93 FY94 

Inquiries Received (No Misconduct) 1,334 1,424 1,433 1,542 1,475 

Complaints Received (Prima Facia Misconduct Indicated) 336 341 426 493 736 

Totals 1,670 1,765 1,859 2,035 2,211 

Complaints Concluded 357 313 314 456 569 

Disciplinary Action by No. of Attorneys: 

Disbarred 3 7 1 4 4 

Disbarred by Consent 19 14 10 16 12 

Suspension 19 9 17 16 19 

Public Reprimand 4 1 1 2 3 

Private Reprimands (by R,eview Board and Bar Counsel) 7 15 20 10 13 

Dismissed by Court 4 1 1 0 2 

Inactive Status 4 0 4 5 6 

Petition for Reinstatement (Granted) 0 0 3 3 2 

Petition for Reinstatement (Denied) 1 3 3 2 0 

Resignations 1 0 0 0 1 

Resigned with Prejudice, Without Right to be Readmitted 0 0 0 0 0 
t--. 
Total No. of Attorneys DIsciplined 62 50 60 58 62 
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1995. There were three public 
reprimands, compared with 
two in Fiscal Year 1995. hepri­
mands by the Review Board 
and Bar Counsel increased to 
15, from 10 in Fiscal Year 1995. 
Six attorneys were placed on in­
active status, either by court or­
der or by consent, compared to 
five last year. Two attorneys 
were reinstated to the bar. 

The Commission publishes 
a detailed annual report, which 
is distributed to Inquiry Com­
mittee and Review Board mem­
bers, as well as courts, libraries, 
disciplinary agencies, and oth­
ers on request. That report, in 
addition to reflec!ting the mate­
rial provided in this short re­
port, discusses the many 
activities of Bar Counsel and 
staff and provides statistical in­
formation relative to the types 
of complaints received, areas of 
practice, and number of mat­
ters handled by the discipline 
process. 

'rhe Commission continues 
to encounter a number of attor­
neys who are addicted to alco­
hol or drugs or have mental 
illnesses or other medical or 
psychological problems. The 
Commission provides financial 
support to the Lawyer Counsel­
ing Program of the Maryland 
State Bar Association, which is 
designed to aid in the detection 
and prevention of these prob­
lems. 

The Commission maintains 
a toll-free intra-State number 
for in-coming calls from within 
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Maryland as a convenience to 
complainants and volunteers 
who serve in the system (1-800-
492-1660). 

Clients' Security 
Trust Fund 

The Clients' Security Trust 
Fund was established by an act 
of the Maryland Legislature in 
1965 (Code, Article 10, Section 
45). The statute empowers the 
Court of Appeals to provide by 
rule for the operation of the 
Fund and to require from each 
lawyer an annual assessment as 
a condition precedent to the 
practice of law in the State of 
Maryland. Rules of the Court of 
Appeals that are now in effect 
are set forth in Maryland Rule 
1228. 

The purpose of the Clients' 
Security Trust Fund is to main­
tain the integrity and protect 
the llame of the legal profes­
sion. It reimburses clients for 
losses to the extent authorized 
by these rules and deemed 
proper and reasonable by the 
trustees. This includes losses 
caused by misappropriation of 
funds by members of the Mary­
land Bar acting either as attor­
neys or as fiduciaries (except to 
the e>..'i:ent to which they are 
bonded). 

Seven trustees are ap­
pointed by the Court of Appeals 
from the Maryland Bar. One 
tnlstee is appointed from each 
of the first five Appellate Judi­
cial Circuits and two from the 

Sixth Appellate Judicial Circuit. 
One additional lay trustee is ap­
pointed by the Court of Appeals 
from the State at large. Trustees 
serve on a staggered seven-year 
basis. 

The Fund began its twenty­
eighth year on July 1, 1995, 
with a balance of $2,048,567, as 
compared to a balance of 
$1,962,112 for July 1, 1992. 

The Fund ended its twenty­
eighth year on June 50, 1994, 
with a balance of $2,016,862, as 
compared to a. balance of 
$2,048,567 for June 50, 1995. 

During Fiscal Year 1994, the 
trustees lllet on four occasions 
and at their meeting of August 
26, 1995, they elected the fol­
lowing members to serve as of­
ficers through the fiscal year 
ending June 50, 1994: Victor H. 
Laws, Esq., Chairman; Barbara 
Ann Spicer, Esq., Vice Chair; 
Vincent L. Gingerich, Esq., Sec­
retary; and Isaac Hecht, Esq., 
Treasurer. 

During the fiscal year, the 
trustees paid 61 claims, totaling 
$614,112. There are 156 pend­
ing claims with a current liabil­
ity exposure approximating 
$1,652,685. These claims are in 
the process of investigation. 

During the fiscal year end­
ing June 50, 1994, the Fund de­
rived the sum of $498,065 from 
assessments and had. interest 
income in the amount of 
$105,519. On June 50, 1994, 
there were 25,557 lawyers sub­
ject to annual assessments. 

-------------------------------------~ 
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II 

The Maryland 
Judicial Conference 

The Maryland Judicial Con­
ference was Ol"ganized in 1945 
by the Honorable Ogle Mar­
bury, then Chief Judge of the 
Court of Appeals. It currently 
exists under prOVISIOns of 
Maryland Rule 1226, which di­
rects it "to consider the status 
of judicial business in the vari­
ous courts, to devise means for 
relieving congestion of dockets 
where it may be necessary, to 
consider improvements of prac­
tice and procedure in the 
courts, to consider and recom­
mend legislation, and to ex­
change ideas with respect to the 
improvement of the admini­
stration of justice in Maryland 
and the judicial system in 
Maryland." 

The Conference consists of 
judges of the Court of Appeals, 
the Court of Special Appeals, 
the circuit '-0 ... rtS for the coun­
ties and Baltimore City, and the 
District Court of Maryland. The 
Conference meets annually in 
plenary session with the Chief 
Judge of the Court of Appeals as 
Chair. The State Court Adminis­
trator serves as Executive Secre­
tary. 

Between annual sessions, 
Conference work is conducted 
by an Executive Committee and 
by a number of standing com­
mittees covering various sub­
jects relevant to overall 
Judiciary operations. At pre­
sent, the Standing Committees 
consist of the Civil Law Com­
mittee; the Criminal Law Com­
mittee; the Juvenile Law 
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Committee; the Family and Do­
mestic Relations Law Commit­
tee; the Child Support 
Enforcement Committee; the 
Mental Health, Alcoholism, and 
Addiction Comni.ttee; and the 
Public Awaren",as Committee. 
These committees are estab­
lished by the Executive Com­
mittee in consultation with the 
Chief Judge. The Administra­
tive Office of the Courts pro­
vides staff support to each 
Conference committee. 

The Executive 
Committee 

The Executive Committee 
consists of 17 judges elected by 
their peers from all court levels 
in the State. The Chief Judge of 
the Court of Appeals, the Chair 
of the Conference of Circuit 
Judges, and the Chief Judge of 
the District Court serve as ex-of­
ficio non-voting members. The 
Committee elects its own chair 
and vice-chair. Its major duties 
are to perform the functions of 
the Conference between ple­
nary sessions and to submit rec­
ommendations for improving 
the administration of justice in 
Maryland to the Chief Judge of 
the Court of Appeals, the Court 
of Appeals, and to the full Con­
ference as appropriate. The Ex­
ecutive Committee may also 
submit recommendations to 
the Governor, the General As­
sembly, or to both of them. 
These recommendations are 
transmitted through the Chief 
Judge of the Court of Appeals 
and are forwarded to the Gov­
ernor or General Assembly. or 
both, with any comments or ad-

ditional recommendations 
deemed appropriate by the 
Chief Judge of the Court. Dur­
ing the annual legislative ses­
sion, the Executive Committee 
appoints a Legislative Subcom­
mittee to review relevant legis-· 
lation. This Subcommittee 
helps the Executive Committee 
formulate a Judiciary position 
on important legislative mat­
ters. 

The Executive Committee 
elected the Honorable Andre M. 
Davis, Associate Judge of the 
Circuit Court for Baltimore 
City, as its chair, and the Hon­
orable Chdrlotte M. Cooksey, 
Associate Judge of the District 
Court for Baltimore City, as its 
vice-chair. 

During each year, the Ex­
ecutive Committee generally 
meets monthly except during 
the summer. Over the course of 
the past year, the Committee re­
viewed the work of the various 
committees and also consid­
ered certain issues on its own 
volition. Selected matters were 
subsequently referred to the 
General Assembly for action. 

1994 Meeting of the 
Maryland Judicial 
Conference 

Due to severe fiscal and 
other constraints faced by the 
State of Maryland this year, the 
Judiciary was forced to cancel 
the annual Judicial Conference 
for lack of funding. Fortu­
nately, judges at the circuit 
court and District Court levels 
were able to conduct separate 
meetings to discuss pressing ju­
dicial business relevant to their 
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individual courts. 

Americans with 
Disabilities Act 

The Americans v\lith Dis­
abilities Act of 1990 (ADA) pro­
scribes discrimination against 
individuals with disabilities 
across a broad spectrum of ac­
tivities, including governmen­
tal employment and the 
provision of governmental serv­
ices. To facilitate compliance of 
the Judicial Branch with the 
ADA, the Maryland Judicial 
Conference's Executive Com­
mittee authorized the creation 
of an Ad Hoc Committee (ADA 
COL"'\mittee), charged with iden­
tifying areas of potential con­
cern in the Judicial Branch, 
with recommending priorities 
with respect to addressing 
problems, and with recom­
mending possible solutions to 
the problems. 

The ADA Committee was 
chaired by Judge Robert L. Kar­
wacki of the Court of Appeals 
and included: Judge Joseph P. 
McCurdy, Jr., Circuit Court for 
Baltimore City; Judge Gerard F. 
Devlin, District Court of Mary­
land (District 5); Melvin Mintz, 
Baltimore County Councilman, 
representing the Maryland As­
sociation of Counties; Allan B. 
Blumberg, Esq., Counsel for the 
Department of General Serv­
ices; David R. Durfee, Jr., Esq., 
Assistant Attorney General, 
Maryland Department of Per­
sonnel; Jonathan Magruder, 
Staff Associate, Maryland Mu­
nicipal League; Carolyn Morris, 
Assistant Chief Clerk of Person­
nel, District Court of Maryland; 
Joseph K. Pokempner, Esq., 
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston; 
Sally W. Rankin, Director of 
Personnei, Administrative Of­
fice of the Courts; Marian 
Schooling-Vessels, Executive Di­
rector, Governor's Committee 
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on Employment of People with 
Disabilities; and Edward L. Utz, 
Chief Clerk, District Court of 
Maryland. 

During the period from July 
1, 1993 through September 
1993. the ADA Committee re­
viewed the on-going implemen­
tation of the recommendations 
made in its April 1992 Interim 
Report which was endorsed by 
the Executive Committee and 
worked on the Final Report. On 
behalf of the ADA Committee, 
Judge Karwacki attended the 
October 12, 1993, meeting of 
the Executive Committee to 
submit the Final Report, which 
the Executive Committee en­
dorsed. 

The ADA Committee recom­
mended promulgation of a rule 
requiring timely notice to 
courts of needed accommoda­
tions to facilitate the participa­
tion of parties, witnesses, and 
attorneys in the judicial proc­
ess. Pursuant to this recommen­
dation, the Court of Appeals 
adopted new Rule 1-332, Mary­
land Rules of Procedure, effec­
tive October 1, 1994. While Rule 
1-352 places a duty on an attor­
ney, the Committee note ex­
pressly states that any person 
entitled to an accommodation 
may use the form to give notice 
of the need for such accommo­
dation. 

RULE 1-332 NOTIFICATION 
OF NEED FOR ACCOMMODA­
TION 

IF AN ATTORNEY, A PARTY 
REPRESENTED BY AN ATTOR­
NEY, OR A WITNESS TO BE 
CALLED ON BEHALF OF THAT 
PARTY WILL NEED THE 
COURT TO PROVIDE AN AC­
COMMODATION UNDER THE 
AMERICANS WITH DISABILI­
TIES ACT, 42 U.S.C. 12101, ET. 
SEQ., IN ORDER TO PARTICI­
PATE IN A COURT PROCEED­
ING, THE ATTORNEY SHALL 

NOTIFY THE COURT 
PROMPTLY BY PROVIDING 
THE INFORMATION CON­
TAINED ON THE FORM IN 
THE APPENDIX TO THESE 
RULES. 

The ADA Committee identi­
fied the use of interpreters for 
individuals with communica­
tion impairments as an urgent 
concern confronting the Judici­
ary, recognizing th~ similarity 
of issues involving linguistic in­
terpreters. The ADA Commit­
tee's final report recommended 
creation of a task force to for­
mulate policy proposals ad­
dressing qualification criteria, 
ethical standards, compensa­
tion guidelines, and adminis­
trative procedures for 
interpreter services. 

A task force was created in 
accordance with the recom­
mendations of the ADA Com­
mittee and directives of the 
Executive Committee. The 
Maryland Judicial Conference's 
Task Force on Interpreters, 
chaired by Judge Cypert O. 
Whitfill of the Circuit Court for 
Harford County, was com­
prised of the following appoint­
ments: Judge Charlotte M. 
Cooksey or the District Court of 
Maryland (District 1); Cynthia 
M. Ferris, Esq., Office of the 
State's Attorney's, Anne Arun­
del County; Judge Ann Ke­
hinde, Office of Administrative 
Hearings (formerly of Legal Aid 
Bureau, Inc.); Katharine M. 
Knight, Esq., Deputy Clerk, 
Court of Special Appeals; Con­
nie Landro, Coordinator of In­
terpreter Services, District of 
Columbia Courts; Carla M. 
Mathers, Esq., an experienced 
certified sign interpreter and 
practicing attorney; Pamela H. 
Quirk, Court Administrator, 
Montgomery County Circuit 
Court; Laura Kelsey Rhodes, 
Esq., Office of. the Public De-
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fender, Prince George's County; 
Edward L. Utz, Chief Clerk, Dis­
trict Court of Maryland; and 
Dennis J. Weaver, Clerk, Circuit 
Court for Washington County. 

In deference to the man­
dates of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the Task Force 
initially focused on issues spe­
cifically related to interpreters 
for individuals with communi­
cation impairments. During the 
first six months of 1994, the 
Task Force convened on five oc­
casions. Guest speakers in­
cluded representatives from the 
Interpreter Services Division of 
the District of Columbia Courts, 
the Court Interpreting, Legal 
Translating, and Bilingual 
ServicAs Division of the New 
Jersey Administrative Office of 
the Courts, and the Civil Rights 
Division of the United States 
Department of Justice. Presen­
tations encompassed a myriad 
of complex issues related to 
court interpreters, including 
qualification standards and cer­
tification criteria, as well as Ti­
tles II and III of the Americans 
with Disabilities Act. 

A report recommending 
qualification standards for sign 
language interpreters practic­
ing in the Maryland courts will 
be issued by the Task Force in 
1995. 

The ADA necessitates train­
ing of personnel with respect to 
their dutie8 under the Act. On 
October 21, 1995, the Judicial 
Institute offered a program for 
judges on the ADA and its ef­
fects upon the Judicial Branch. 
Information on the ADA was in­
cluded in the materials for the 
new trial judge orientation pro­
gram held in May 1994. The Ad­
ministrative Office of the 
Courts also held five State-wide 
sessions between October 5, 
1995 and November 9, 1995, 
which were attended by 184 su-

pervisors from the circuit 
courts. These sessions provided 
a review of the ADA, as well as 
training in proper interviewing 
procedures. On April 20, 1994, 
the Administrative Office of the 
Courts began conducting 40 
similar sessions for over 800 
employees from circuit court 
clerks' offices throughout the 
State. 

Another major recommen­
dation of the ADA Committee 
was the appointment of ADA 
Coordinators for each court fa­
cility to oversee implementa­
tion of the mandates of the 
ADA and resolve complaints. 
The ADA Coordinators have re­
ported a variety of activities in 
their jurisdictions, including 
the following: 
• A jury box and witness 

stand were made accessible; 
• A jury box sound system 

was up-graded for the hear­
ing impaired; 

• Public restrooms were reno­
vated for wheelchair acces­
sibility; 

• A jury instruction tape with 
closed captions was pur­
chased; 

• Elevator control buttons 
were lowered and made 
braille readable; 

• An accessible ramp for a 
judge's box was designed; 

• Accessible hardware was in­
stalled on doors; 

• Hallway entrances to court­
rooms were widened; 

• Automatic doors and a 
ramp were included in a de­
sign for a court annex; 

• Case file folders will be 
marked with the designa­
tion "ADA" whenever ac­
commodations are sought, 
so as to allow accommoda­
tions to be provided for 
each phase of judicial pro­
ceedings without repeated 
requests; 
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• Assistive listening devices 
were acquired for use in 
several court facilities; 

• A building renovation, 
which included installation 
of an elevator, made a sec­
ond floor courtroom acces­
sible; 

• Public service counters in 
several circuit court clerks' 
offices were made accessi­
ble; 

• A building renovation was 
initiated to ensure ADA 
compliance; 

• A map was designed to as­
sist the public in identifying 
accessible entrances and fa­
cilities within a court com­
plex; 

• A public phone was moved 
to an accessible hallway; 

• Braille/picto lettered sig­
nage was installed within a 
court facility. 
In the Judicial Administra­

tion section of this report, a de­
tailed narrative on ADA 
compliance efforts initiated by 
the District Court of Maryland 
in Fiscal Year 1994 is provided. 

The names, addresses, and 
telephone numbers of the ADA 
Coordinators for the Maryland 
State Judiciary are shown in Ap­
pendix A of this report. 

Conference of 
Circuit Judges 

The Conference of Circuit 
Judges makes recommenda­
tions on the administration of 
the circuit courts pursuant to 
Maryland Rule 1207. Its 16 
members include the eight Cir­
cuit Administrative Judges and 
one judge elected from each of 
the eight circuits for a two-year 
term. The Chair also is elected 
by the Conference membership 
for a two-year term. In Fiscal 
Year 1994, the Conference met 
four times and held one State-
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wide meeting with all circuit 
court judges. The following 
highlights some of the impor­
tant matters considered by the 
Conference. 

1. Administrative Estab­
lishment of Paternity 

The Conference considered 
a recommendation to establish 
paternity and enforce support 
by an administrative rather 
than a judicial process, with re­
sponsibility principally resid­
ing with the Child Support 
Enforcement Administration. It 
was suggested that such a 
means not only will expedite 
these matters, but also reduce 
associated costs, increase collec­
tions, and decrease comt in­
volvement. 

The Conference was in­
formed of newly imposed fed­
eral case management 
standards that require the time 
from the filing of the petition to 
the resulting order occur 
within 90 days. A major prob­
lem confronting support is get­
ting petitioners into court in a 
timely way to meet this and 
other related standards. 

Conference reaction to the 
administrative recommenda­
tion was guarded and centered 
on several issues, including the 
continued utilization of mas­
ters, the appeal process, and the 
establishment of contempt. Due 
to these and other reservations, 
the Conference recommended 
that the Child Support Enforce­
ment Administration pursue 
implementation cautiously and 
suggested that a pilot may be in 
order to evaluate the impact of 
the administrative process fully 
before moving to State-wide im­
plementation. 

2. Case Management 
The Conference was instnl­

mental in the development of 
differentiated case manage­
ment systems State-wide and 
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unanimously supported the 
One Hundred Twenty-Fourth 
Report of the Rules Committee, 
referred to as the "Management 
Litigation" package. The adop­
tion of differentiated case man­
agement will expedite the 
litigation process and provide 
significant benefits to litigants 
and the Judiciary. 

3. Fingerprinting 
The Conference successfully 

addressed the problem of de­
fendants failing to be finger­
printed if they were coming 
before the court other than by 
arrest. Efforts were made to 
correct the situation, which 
have resulted in significantiy 
improved rates of compliance. 

4. State-wide Meeting 
The Conference coordi­

nated a one and one-half day 
meeting in Columbia, Mary­
land on May 6 and 7, 1994, for 
aU circuit court judges. The 
business meeting concentrated 
on differentiated case manage­
ment and interpreter services. 
The education portion of the 
program was directed to the 
newly-adopted rules of evi­
dence and included topics on 
opinion and expert testimony; 
authentication; judicial notice; 
relevancy; hearsay and excep­
tions; and the examination and 
cross-examination of witnesses. 

Administrative 
Judges Committee 

of the District Court 

The Administrative Judges 
Committee of the District 
Court, unlike its counterpart, 
the Conference of Circuit 
Judges, was not established by 
rule of the Court of Appeals, 
but arose almost inherently 
from the constitutional and 
statutory provisions which cre­
ated the District Court in 1971. 

Under Article IV of the 

Maryland Constitution and the 
implementing legislation in the 
Courts and Judicial Proceedings 
Article, the District Court is a 
single, State-wide entity. The 
Chief Judge is responsible for 
the maintenance, administra­
tion, and operation of the Dis­
trict Court at all of its locations 
throughout the State, with con­
stitutional accountability to the 
Chief Judge of the Court of Ap­
peals. The administrative 
judges in each of the District 
Court's twelve districts are in 
turn responsible to the Court's 
Chief Judge for the administra­
tion, operation, and mainte­
nance of the District Court in 
their respective districts. 

To enable these thirteen 
constitutional administrators to 
speak with one voice, the Chief 
Judge formed the Administra­
tive Judges Committee when 
the Court began in 1971. In 
1978, when Maryland Rule 
1207 was amended to provide 
for election of some of the 
members of the Conference of 
Circuit Judges, the Chief Judge 
provided for the bi-annual elec­
tion of five trial judges of the 
District Court to serve on the 
Committee with the District 
Court's twelve administrative 
judges. The Chief Judge, ex-offi­
cio, serves as Chairman of this 
Committee. 

At its quarterly meetings 
during Fiscal Year 1994, the 
Committee acted on more than 
half a hundred items. Among 
the more significant were: 

(1) Developed policy for al­
location of a lump sum preset 
bond when multiple case num­
bers are listed on one bench 
warrant; 

(2) Established a preset 
fine for violation of the Motor 
Carrier Safety Regulations relat­
ing to the use of radar detectors 
in commercial motor vehicles; 
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(3) Re-evaluated the exist­
ing procedure concerning the 
collection of the proper fine 
when the officer has made an 
error; 

(4) Rescinded the practice 
of charging a fee for processing 
a petition for refund following 
the voluntary surrender of a de­
fendant by a bondsman; 

(5) Reviewed and approved 
the new criminal and civil/mu­
nicipal infraction citations; 

(6) Examined proposed 
specifications for centralized 
booking and developed forms 
relating thereto; 

(7) Reviewed procedures 
and made recommendations 
concerning various rule 
changes: 

(8) l...,mducted an extensive 
review of scheduling practices 
in criminal and motor vehicle 
cases; 

(9) Studied the question as 
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to whether a bond should be 
set for violation of an ex parte 
order; and 

(10) Reviewed and made 
recommendations to the Execu­
tive Committee of the Mary­
land Judicial Conference and to 
the General Assembly for vari­
ous bills affecting the operation 
and administration of the Dis­
trict Court. 
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Appointment, Discipline, and Removal of Jud~es II 

Under the Maryland Consti­
tution, when a vacancy in a ju­
dicial office occurs, or when a 
new judgeship is created, the 
Governor is entitled to appoint 
an individual to fill the office. 

The Constitution also pro­
vides certain basic qualifica­
tions for judicial office. These 
include: Maryland citizenship; 
residency in Maryland for at 
least five years and in the ap­
propriate circuit, district, or 
county, for at least six months; 
registration as a qualified voter; 
admission to practice law in 
Maryland; and the minimum 
age of 30. In addition, a judicial 
appointee must be selected 
from those lawyers "who are 
most distinguished for integ­
rity, wisdom, and sound legal 
knowledge." 

Although the Constitution 
sets forth these basic qualifica­
tions, it provides the Governor 
with no guidance as to how to 
exercise this discretion in mak­
ing judicial appointments. 
Maryland governors have 
themselves filled that gap, how­
ever, by establishing Judicial 
Nominating Commissions. 

Judicial Nominating 
Comndssions 

Before 1970, Maryland gov­
ernors exercised their powers 
to appoint judges subject only 
to such advice as a particular 
governor might wish to obtain 
from bar associations, legisla­
tors, lawyers, influential politi­
cians, or others. Because of 
dissatisfaction with this proc­
ess, as well as concern with 

other aspects of judicial selec­
tion and retention procedures 
in Maryland, the Maryland 
State Bar Association for many 
years pressed for the adoption 
of some form of what is gener­
ally known as "merit selection" 
procedures. 

In 1970, these efforts bore 
fruit when former Governor 
Marvin Mandel, by Executive 
Order, established a State-wide 
nominating commission to pro­
pose nominees for appoint­
ment to the appellate courts, 
and eight regional trial court 
nominating commISSIOns to 
perform the same function 
with respect to trial court va­
cancies. These nine commis­
sions began operations in 1971. 
However, in 1988, the commis­
sions were restructured to al­
low each county with a 
population of 100,000 or more 
to have its own trial courts judi­
cial nominating commission. 
That restructuring resulted in 
fourteen trial court commis­
sions, known as commission 
districts, as well as an appellate 
judicial nominating commis­
sion. Since that time, a fifteenth 
commission district has been 
added in Charles County as a 
result of increased population 
in that jurisdiction. Each judi­
cial vacancy filled pursuant to 
the Governor's appointing 
power i'3 filled from a list of 
nominees submitted by a nomi­
nating commission. 

As structured under Execu­
tive Order 01.01.1991.05, the fif­
teen trial court commissions 
consist of six lawyer members 
elected by other lawyers within 
designated geographical areas; 

six lay members appointed by 
the Governor; and a chairper­
son who is appointed by the 
Governor and may be either a 
lawyer or a lay person. The Ap­
pellate Judicial Nominating 
Commission is comprised of 
seven lawyer members and 
seven lay members, repre­
senting the six appellate cir­
cuits and two at-large positions, 
and a chairperson. The lawyer 
members of the appellate com­
mission also are elected, while 
the Governor appoints the lay 
members and the chairperson. 
The Administrative Office of 
the Courts acts as a secretariat 
to all of the commissions and 
provides them with staff and lo­
gistical support. 

When a judicial vacancy oc­
curs or is about to occur, the 
Administrative Office of the 
Courts notifies the appropriate 
commission and places an an­
nouncement in The Daily Re­
cord. Notice of the vacancy also 
is sent to various bar associa­
tions. 

A commission then meets 
and considers the applications 
and other relevant information, 
such as recommendations from 
bar associations or individual 
citizens. Each candidate is in­
terviewed either by the full 
Commission or by a commis­
sion panel. After discussion of 
the candidates, the Commis­
sion prepares a list of those it 
deems to be "legally and profes­
sionally most fully qualified" 
for judicial office. This list, 
which is forwarded to the Gov­
ernor, is prepared by secret 
written ballot. No trial court 
commission may vote unless at 
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Court of 
Court of Special Circuit District 
Appeals Appeals Courts Court TOTAL 

FY 1986 Vacancies 0 1 12 11 24 
Applicants 0 5 69 125 199 
Nominees 0 4 22 34 60 

FY 1987 Vacancies 2 5 7 1Sb 

Applicants 11 6 31 102 150 
Nominees 7 4 13 19B 43 

FY 1988 Vacancies 0 1 7 6 14c 

Applicants 0 15 57 60 132 

Nominees 0 6 20 24 50 

FY 1989 Vacancies 0 0 13 14 27d 

Applicants 0 0 101 172 273 

Nominees 0 0 36 48 84 

FY 1990 Vacancies 1 12 9 238 

Applicants 6 16 83 99 204 

Nominees 0 5 43 28 76 

FY 1991 Vacancies 2 3 10 16 31f 

Applicants 18 33 53 197 301 

Nominees 7 12 21 59 99 

FY 1992 Vacancies 0 0 10 5 159 

Applicants 0 0 48 49 97 

Nominees 0 0 27 15 42 

FY 1993 Vacancies 0 5 5 11h 

Applicants 0 19 48 77 144 

Nominees 0 6 9 23 38 

FY 1994 Vacancies 1 15 9 261 

Applicants 6 10 53 164 333 

Nominees 3 4 33 44 84 

NOTE: Because of the pooling arrangements available under the Executive Order since Fiscal Year 1981, the number of 
applicants and nominees may be somewhat understated. The numbers given in the chart do not include individuals 
whose names were available for consideration by the Governor pursuant to the pooling arrangement. 

a A meeting for one District Court vacancy was not held until FY 88. 
b Three vacancies that occurred in FY 87 were not filled until FY 88. 
c One vacancy that occurred in FY 88 was not filled until FY 89. 
d One vacancy that occurred in FY 89 was not filled until FY 90. 
e Four vacancies that occurred in FY 90 were not filled until FY 91. A meeting for one District vacancy was not held until FY 91 
f Four vacancies that occurred in FY 91 were not filled until FY 92. Meetings for three vacancies that occurred in FY 91 
were held In FY 92. 

9 At the close of FY 92, a meeting had not been held for one District and four circuit court vacancies. Several vacancies 
were still aWaiting appointments. 

h At the close of the fiscal year, a meeting had not been held for one circuit court and one District Court vacancy. Several 
vacancies were still awaiting appointments. 

r There were two vacancies still awaiting appointments at the close of FY 94. Additionally, the meeting for one FY 94 
vacancy was held at the beginning of FY 95. 

------------------------------------------1 
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,··r~ .;~,:~;::><: .Judlcla' Nomfnattlng Commissions 
~::'h>\:!'/,: ,_. ", ~ as,of,August2.1994 . " 

Ronald A. Baradel, Esq. 
David G. Borenstein, MD. 
Augustus F. Brown, Esq. 
Judith R. Catterton, Esq. 
Clarence Louis Fossett, Jr., Esq. 

APPELLATE 

Albert D. Brault, Chair 

Sylvia Gaither Garrison 
Albert J. Matricciani, Jr., Esq. 

R. Kathleen Perini 
Shirley Phillips 

Charles W. Pinkne 

TRIAL COURTS 

Commission District 1 
(Dorchester, Somerset, Wicomico, and Worcester Co.) 

Gordon David Gladden, Chair 

Walter C. Anderson, Esq. 
Constantine Anthony 
Kathleen L. Beckstead, Esq. 
Harland Ivanhoe Cottman 

J. Donald Braden, Esq. 
Ernest S. Cookerly, Esq. 
John F. Hall, Esq. 
Waller S. Hairston, Esq. 

. Richard F. Cadigan, Esq. 
Paul J. Feeley, Esq. 
Wayne R. Gioioso 
Adrienne A. Jones 

James Bogarty 
Veronica L. Chenowith 
Judith C. H. Cline, Esq. 
T. Scott Cushing 

Anne L. Gormer 
William Stevens Hidey, Esq. 
Frederick John Hill 
Charles Earl Humbertson 

Gregory C. Bannon, Esq. 
Daniel P. Dwyer, Esq. 
Gerald I. Falke, D.P.M 
Jane Lakin Hershey 

Christopher L. Beard, Esq. 
Marita Carroll 
Nancy Davis-Loomis, Esq. 
Janet L. Hardesty 

Connie L. Godfrey, Esq. 
Joseph G. Harrison, Jr., Esq. 

John P. Houlihan, Esq. 
Elmer T. Myers 

Commission District 2 
(Caroline, Cecil, Kent, Queen Anne's, and Talbot Co.) 

Vacancy, Chair 

Eugene F. Herman, Esq. 
Vacancy 
Vacancy 
Vacancy 

Commission District 3 
(Baltimore County) 

James R. DeJuliis, Chair 

Richard A. McAllister, Jr., Esq . 
Mary Carol Miller 

John J. Nagle, III, Esq. 
Stephen J. Nolan, Esq. 

Commission District 4 
(Harford County) 

R. Lee Mitchell, Chair 

John J. Gessner, Esq. 
John J. Hostetter, Jr. 
John B. Kane, Esq. 

Michael E. Leaf, Esq. 

Commission District 5 
(Allegany and Garrett Co.) 

Hugh A. McMullen, Esq., Chair 

Dorothy R. Leuba 
Phyllis Regina MacVeigh 

John J. McMullen, Jr., Esq. 
Dixie Lee Pownall, Esq. 

Commission District 6 
(Washington County) 

Robert L. Wetzel, Chair 

Chi'istopher Joliet, Esq. 
Charlotte Creamer Lubbert 
Harrison Lee Lushbaugh 
Kenneth J. Mackley, Esq. 

Commission DistrIct 7 
(Anne Arundel County) 

H. Logan Holtgrewe, MD., Chair 

Richard I. Hochman, MD. 
George S. Lantzas, Esq. 

Alan H. Legum, Esq. 
Verena Voll Linthicum 
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Harry Ratrie 
Kenneth R. Taylor, Jr. 
Roger W. Titus, Esq. 

Peter Ayers Wimbrow, III, Esq. 

James Harrison Phillips, III, Esq. 
Audrey Stewart 

Kathleen O'Mara Tieder 
Richard S. Wooten, Sr. 

Vacancy 
Vacancy 
Vacancy 
Vacancy 

Beverly Penn 
Paul H. Reincke 

Vincent P. Rosso, Sr. 
Vacancy 

J. Richard Moore, III, Esq. 
Mara D. Pais, Esq. 

Anne Z. Schilling 
Marjorie Eloise Warfield 

James F. Scarpelli, Sr. 
W. Dwight Stover, Esq. 
Robert E. Watson, Esq. 

Stephen C. Wilkinson, Esq. 

Philip Lee Rohrer 
Roger Schlossberg, Esq. 

George E. Snyder, Jr., Esq. 
Susan T. Tuckwell 

Lewin S. Maddox 
Timothy E. Meredith, Esq. 

Michael D. Steinhardt, Esq. 
Geor e Everett Sur eon 

I 
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Rev. Mary D. Carter-Cross 
Sandra F. Haines, Esq. 
Charles D. Hollman, Esq. 
Robert H. Lennon, Esq. 

Vivian C. Bailey 
David A. Carney, Esq. 
Jerome S. Colt, Esq. 
J. P. Blase Cooke 

Richard C. Brady 
Clifford R. Bridgford, Esq. 
Cleopatra Campbell, Esq. 
James H. Clapp, Esq. 

Mary Lou Fox 
Paul T. Glasgow, Esq. 
Thomas L. Heeney, Esq. 
Esther Kominers 

Janice Briscoe Baldwin, Esq. 
Samuel A. Bergin 
. William T. Bowen 
David S. Bruce, Esq. 

Robert C. Bonsib, Esq. 
EdWard P. Camus, Esq. 
G. Richard Collins, Esq. 
Joseph A. Dugan, Jr., Esq. 

Peter F. Axelrad, Esq. 
Evelyn T. Beasley 
Paul D. Bekman, Esq. 
John B. Ferron 

Amy J. Bragunier, Esq. 
H. Cecil Deihl 
H. Celeste Downs 
James O. Drummond 
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Commission District 8 
(Carroll County) 

Vacant 

Martha M. Makosky 
T. Bryan Mcintire, Esq. 

James Nicholas Purman 
John Salony, III 

Commission District 9 
(Howard County) 

Edward J. Moore, Chair 
Carol A. Hanson, ~sq. 

Althea O'Connor 
Earl H. Saunders 

Jason A. Shapiro, Esq. 

Commission District 10 
(Frederick County) 

George E. Dredden, Jr., Chair 

Karen J. Krask, Esq. 
Ferne Naomi Moler 
Mary V. Schneider 
George M. Seaton 

Commission District 11 
(Montgomery County) 

Devin J. Doolan, Esq., Chair 

Aris Mardirossian 
Robert R. Michael, Esq. 

William J. Rowan, III, Esq. 
Harry C. Storm, Esq. 

Commission District 12 
(Calvert and st. Mary's Co.) 
James M. Banagan, Chair 

Shirley Evans Colleary 
Laurence W. B. Cumberland, Esq. 

Julian John Izydore, Esq . 
Robert Jeffries 

Commission District 13 
(Prince George's County) 

James H. Taylor, Jr., Esq., Chair 

Annette Funn 
Emory A. Harman 

William J. Jefferson, Jr. 
Bruce L. Marcus, Esq. 

Commission District 14 
(Baltimore City) 

Nelson I. Fishman, Esq., Chair 

Michael M. Hart 
Paula M. Junghans, Esq. 

Sally Michel 
Theodore S. Miller, Esq. 

Commission District 15 
(Charles County) 

John Milton Sine, Chair 
Michael A. Genz, Esq. 

Thomas C. Hayden, Jr., Esq. 
Salome Freeman Howard 

Julie T. Mitchell 

Jack G. Serio, Jr. 
Clark R. Shaffer, Esq. 

Gerald F. Zoller 
Vacancy 

Fred H. Silverstein, Esq. 
,Jonathan S. Smith, Esq. 

David L. Tripp 
EvaM. Walsh 

Donald C. Whitworth, Sr. 
Rebecca Hahn Windsor 
Lucien T. Winegar, Esq. 

Vacancy 

Carmen Delgado Votaw 
Charles F. Wilding 

Charles E. Wilson, Jr., Esq. 
Vacancy 

Michael G. Kent, Esq. 
Renee J. LaFayette, Esq. 

.Albertine Thomas Lancaster 
John K. Parlett, Jr. 

Ricardo C. Mitchell 
Georgia J. Perry 

Goldie Ziff Nussbaum 
Ralph W. Powers, Jr., Esq. 

Sheila K. Sachs, Esq. 
Rosetta Stith 

Kenneth L. Thompson, Esq. 
William H. C. Wilson 

Gordon R. Moreland 
Sanford Hardaway Wilson, Ph.D. 

Caroiyn C. Woodside, Esq. 
Gear e F. Zverina, Es . 
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least ten of its 15 members are 
present; 11 members of the ap­
pellate nominating commission 
must be present. An applicant 
may be included on the list if 
he or she obtains a majority of 
votes of the Commission mem­
bers present at a voting session. 
Under the Executive Order, a 
pooling system is used. Under 
this system, the names of per­
sons nominated for appoint­
ment to a particular court level 
are automatically submitted to 
the Governor again, along with 
any additional nominees, for 
every vacancy that occurs on 
that particular court within 12 
months of the date of initial 
nomination. The Governor is 
bound by the Executive Order 
to make an appointment from 
either the Commission list or 
the list of nominees that are in 
the pool. 

There were 26 judicial va­
cancies during Fiscal Year 1994, 
compared to the Fiscal Year 
1995 level of 11 vacancies. The 
Fiscal Year 1994 vacancies in­
cluded one vacancy on each of 
the appellate courts, 15 circuit 
court vacancies, and nine Dis­
trict Court vacancies. The in­
creased number of vacancies 
was due in part to the expira­
tion of the terms of eight circuit 
court judges during the fiscal 
year. Other vacancies resulted 
from retirements, elevation of 
judges to higher court levels, 
and the untimely death of a sit­
ting judge. Comparative statis­
tics with respect to vacancies 
and the number of applicants 
and nominees are reflected on 
the accompanying table. In re­
viewing the number of appli­
cants and nominees, it should 
be noted that the table, which 
shows only new applicants and 
nominees, does not reflect the 
pooling arrangements outlined 
above. 

At the time of this writing, 
appointments had been made 
to 24 of the vacancies. The va­
cancy on the Court of Appeals 
was filled by a circuit court 
judge. Eight of the circuit court 
vacancies were filled by sitting 
judges who were re-appointed. 
The other seven circuit court 
vacancies were filled by two 
District Court judges and five 
attorneys from the private sec­
tor. With respect to the District 
Court vacancies, five were filled 
by attorneys from the private 
sector and three by attorneys 
from the public sector. The va­
cancy on the Court of Special 
Appeals, as well as one District 
Court vacancy, were still await­
ing appointments. 

ReJuoval and 
Discipline of Judges 

Judges of the appellate 
courts run periodically in non­
competitive elections. This 
process often is referred to as 
"running on their record." A 
judge who does not receive a 
majority of the votes cast in 
such an election is removed 
from office. Judges from the cir­
cuit courts of the counties and 
Baltimore City must run peri­
odically in regular contested 
elections. If a judge is chal­
lenged in such an election and 
the challenger wins, the judge 
is removed from office. District 
Court judges do not participate 
in elections, but face Senate re­
confirmation every ten years. A 
District Court judge who is not 
re-confirmed by the Senate is 
removed from office. In addi­
tion, there are from six to seven 
other methods that may be em­
ployed to remove a judge from 
office: 

1. The Governor may re­
move a judge "on conviction in 
a court of law for incompe-
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tency, willful neglect of duty, 
misbehavior in office, or any 
other crime .... " 

2. The Governor may re­
move a judge on the "address 
of the General Assembly" if 
two-thirds of each House con­
cur in the address, and if the ac­
cused has been notified of the 
charges and has had an oppor­
tunity to make a defense. 

5. The General Assembly 
may remove a judge by two­
thirds vote of each House, and 
with the Governor's concur­
rence, by reason of "physical or 
mental infirmity .... " 

4. The General Assembly 
may remove a judge through 
the process of impeachment. 

5. The Court of Appeals 
may remove a judge upon rec­
ommendation of the Commis­
sion on Judicial Disabilities. 

6. Upon conviction of re­
ceiving a bribe in order to influ­
ence a judge in the 
performance of official duties, 
the judge is "forever ... disquali­
fied for holding any office of 
trust or profit in this State" and 
thus presumably removed from 
office, 

7. Article XV, § 2 of the Con­
stitution, adopted in 1974, may 
provide another method to re­
move elected judges. It pro­
vides for automatic suspension 
of an "elected official of the 
State" who is convicted or en­
ters a nolo plea for a crime 
which is a felony or which is a 
misdemeanor related to that of­
ficial's public duties and in­
volves moral turpitude. If the 
conviction becomes final, the 
officer is automatically re­
moved from office. 

Despite the availability of 
other methods, only the fifth 
procedure actually has been 
used within recent memory. 
The use of this method involves 
an analysis and recommenda-
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tion by the Commission on Ju­
dicial Disabilities. Since this 
Commission also has the power 
to recommend discipline less 
severe than removal, it is useful 
to examine that body. 

The Commission on 
Judicial Disabilities 

The Commission on Judi­
cial Disabilities was established 
by constitutional amendment 
in 1966 and strengthened in 
1.970; its powers were fu.rther 
clarified in a 1974 constitu­
tional amendment. The Com­
mISSIOn is empowered to 
investigate complaints, conduct 
hearings, or take informal ac­
tion as it deems necessary, pro­
vided that the judge involved 
has been properly notified. Its 
operating procedures are as fol­
lows: The Commission conducts 
a preliminary investigation to 
determine whether to initiate 
formal proceedings, after which 
a hearing may be held regard­
ing the judge's alleged miscon­
duct or disability. If, as a result 
of these hearings, the Commis­
sion, by a majority vote, decides 
that a judge should be retired, 
removed, censured or publicly 
reprimanded, it recommends 
that course of action to the 
Court of Appeals. The COUlt of 
Appeals may order a more se­
vere discipline of the judge 
than that which the Commis­
sion recommended. In addi­
tion, the Commission has the 
power in limited situations to 
issue a private reprimand or 
merely a warning. 

The Commission on Judi­
cial Disabilities serves the pub­
lic in a variety of ways. Its 
primary function is to receive, 
investigate, and hear com-
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plaints against members of the 
Maryland Judiciary. Generally, 
it meets once a month. Formal 
complaints must be in writing 
and notarized, but no particu­
lar form is required. In addi­
tion, numerous individuals 
either write or call expressing 
dissatisfaction concerning the 
outcome of a case, or some judi­
cial ruling. While some of these 
complaints may not fall techni­
cally within the Commission's 
jurisdiction, the complainants 
are afforded an opportunity to 
express their feelings and fre­
quently are informed, for the 
very first time, of their right of 
appeal. Thus, the Commission 
in an informal fashion offers an 
ancillary, though vital, service 
to members of the public. 

During the past year, the 
Commission considered 47 for­
mal complaints, five of which 
were initiated by practicing at­
torneys and the remainder by 
members of the pUblic. Some 
complaints were directed si­
multaneously against more 
than one judge and sometimes 
a single jurist was the subject of 
numerous complaints. In all, 27 
circuit court judges, 12 District 
Court judges, and two Orphans' 
Court judges were the subjects 
of complaints. 

This year, litigation over 
some domestic matters (di­
vorce, alimony, custody) pre­
cipitated some 14 complaints; 
criminal cases accounted for 
ten complaints and the remain­
der resulted from conventional 
civil litigation 01' the alleged 
prejudice 01' improper de­
meanor of some jurist. 

The Commission deals with 
formal complaints in a variety 
of ways. Tapes or transcripts of 
judicial hearings often are ob-

tained. When pertinent, attor­
neys and other disinterested 
parties who participated in the 
hearings are interviewed. 
Sometimes, as part of its pre­
liminary investigation, the 
Commission will request a 
judge to appear before it. 

During the past year, four 
judges were requested to ap­
pear before the Commission to 
defend charges against them. 
Those complaints usually were 
disposed of by way of discus­
sion with the jurist involved or 
by a private warning. Several 
formal complaints remain open 
awaiting further action. In 
most instances, however, com­
plaints were not serious 
enough to warrant personal ap­
pearances by judges. The 
charges were dismissed pre­
liminarily either because the ac­
cusations leveled were 
unsubstantiated, not supported 
by the transcripts or audio 
tapes, or because, in Commis­
sion members' view, the con­
duct did not amount to a 
breach of judicial ethics. 

Finally, pursuant to Rule 
1227 of the Maryland Rules of 
Practice and Procedure, the 
Commission serves yet another 
function. It supplies judicial 
nominating commissions with 
confidential information con­
cerning reprimands to or pend­
ing charges against those 
judges seeking nomination to 
judicial offices. 

The seven Commission 
members from around the 
State are appointed by the Gov­
ernor and include four judges 
presently serving on the bench, 
two members of the bar for at 
least 1.5 years, and one lay per­
son representing the general 
public. 



-----------------



1994 Legislation Affecting the Courts 135 

II 1994 Legislation Affecting the Co'urts ] 

This summary touches on 
some of the measures enacted 
or killed during the 1994 Regu­
lar Session of the General As­
sembly. A more detailed 
analysis may be obtained from 
the Administrative Office of the 
Courts. 

Judges 

New Judgeships 
Chapter 537 creates, as of 

February 1, 1995, judgeships in 
Charles, Harford, Howard, and 
Prince George's Counties and, 
primarily for juvenile causes, in 
District 6 (Montgomery 
County). The Report of the 
Chairs of the Senate Budget and 
Taxation Committee and House 
Appropriations Committee 
states that the judgeships cre­
ated by Chapter 125 (1993) for 
Cecil and Frederick Counties 
are delayed from January to 
February 1, 1995. 

Salaries 

The Judicial Compensation 
Commission submitted a report 
on judicial salaries, which, by 
law, the General Assembly had 
to amend or reject within 50 
days. By enactment of JR 3, the 
General Assembly allowed an 
increase of approximately 3% in 
Fiscal Year 1995 for judges 
other than Orphans' Court 
judges. With respect to Or­
phans' Court judges, increases 
were authorized, as of the next 
term of office, for judges of 
courts in Anne Arundel County 
(Chapter 352); Baltimore City 
(Chapter 354); Calvert County 

To 

(Chapter 288); Caroline County 
(Chapter 597); Carroll County 
(Chapter 336); Charles County 
(Chapter 304); Dorchester 
County (Chapter 191); Howard 
County (Chapter 309); and 
Prince George's County (Chap­
ter 315). Pensions were allowed 
for certain Washington County 
Orphans' Court judges also. 
Studies were authorized in con­
nection with the salaries of Or­
phans' Court judges in Garrett 
County (Chapter 95) and Wash­
ington County (Chapter 85). 

Appellate Judicial 
Circuits 

If ratified in November, 
1994, Chapter 103 will amend 
the Maryland Constitution to re­
align the appellate judicial cir­
cuits for the Court of Appeals. 
By Chapter 581, the changes 
would be applicable to the 
Court of Special Appeals also. 
(See Appendix B.) 

Mandatory Retirement 
If ratified in November, 

1994, Chapter 104 will amend 
the Maryland Constitution to 
make judges attaining age 70 on 
or after January 1, 1995, eligible 
to serve until age 75. Eligibility 
would be subject to public no­
tice and annual certification. 

Court 
AdministJ"anon 

Capital Budget 
Among the projects funded 

in the Fiscal Year 1995 capital 
budget (Chapter 115) are: the 

Annapolis District Court/Multi­
service Center; a Baltimore City 
juvenile justice center, subject 
to submission and acceptance 
of a report on the selection of a 
site; and the central booking 
and intake facility in Baltimore 
City. Chapter 483 also author­
izes a $1 million State debt to 
bring facilities of the Circuit 
Court for Dorchester County 
into compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA). 

Costs 
Chapter 698 requires each 

State government unit that im­
poses fees to have data on the 
services for which the fees are 
imposed, the associated levels 
of fees, and a comparison of 
revenue from and costs for the 
services. It also requires bien­
nial reports by the Comptroller 
to the General Assembly. 

Juror Records 
Chapter 101 was an emer­

gency measure enacted to ad­
dress problems arising from the 
statutory construction in Lewis 
v. State, 332 Md. 639 (1993), by 
restricting access to jury selec­
tion records. The law requires a 
showing that access is needed to 
support a motion alleging non­
compliance with selection pro" 
cedures or a hearing on such 
motion. 

Financing and Land 
Records 

Over the course of several 
years, circuit court clerks' com­
mittees have worked with in-
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dustry personnel to expedite 
the accurate recordation and in­
dexing of financing and land re­
cords. Three measures were 
enacted in Fiscal Year 1994 as a 
result of those efforts. Chapter 
316 requires an intake sheet to 
accompany certain instruments 
presented for recordation in the 
land records. Clerks will index 
certVtll. property identifiers pro­
vided. 0n the intake sheet and 
use the instrument for indexing 
certain names. Chapter 642 al­
ters filing fees as follows: $10 
(releases nine pages or less); $20 
(other instruments nine pages 
or less or involving solely a 
principal residence); and $75 
(ten pages or more and not 
solely principal residence). It 
also requires a clerk to make a 
reasonable effort to determine 
the correct name under which 
to index an instrument on 
which a typed or printed name 
is not provided and deletes the 
one dollar penalty for failure to 
so type or print a name. Chap­
ter 720 transfers, from circuit 
court clerks' offices to the Mary­
land Department of Assess­
ments and Taxation (SDAT), the 
filing place to secure certain 
farm equipment, products, and 
accounts and deletes some dual 
filing requirements. 

Problems with non-payment 
of the recordation tax on con­
structions loans is addressed by 
Chapter 646. 

Future 

On July 1, 1995, Chapter 94 
will create a commission to ex­
amine all branches of govern­
ment. The members will 
include two representatives of 
the Judicial Branch, appointed 
by the Chief Judge of the Court 
of Appeals. 
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Ethics 

Chapter 18 extends the con­
flict of interest restrictions bar­
ring participation by an 
employee or official to matters 
in which his or her adult child 
has an interest. 

Personnel 

State employees have been 
allowed, as a cost of living in­
crease for Fiscal Year 1995, the 
greater of $800 or 3% of salary. 
This increase is not applicable 
to judges under the terms of 
Joint Resolution 3 and Chapter 
8. For circuit court clerks, Chap­
ter 723 increases to $64,000 the 
cap on salaries that the Board of 
Public Works may authorize for 
the next term of office. 

The laws governing the 
State pension and retirement 
systems (Article 73B) have been 
revised as part of the State Per­
sonnel and Pensions Article 
(Chapters 6 and 468). 

Civil Law and 
Procedure 

Non-Economic Damages 

After struggling with the 
finding, in U. S. v. Streide1, 329 
Md. 533 (1993), that non-eco­
nomic damages are not capped 
in wrongful death cases, the 
General Assembly enacted 
Chapter 477 to cap damages in 
those actions arising on or after 
October 1, 1994, with specific 
percentages for multiple claim­
ants. Also, the cap in personal 
injury cases arising on or after 
October 1, 1994, increases and is 
made applk~ble to the victim 
and all persons cl::!.iming by or 
through the victim. Chaptei- 4: If 
p!rovides for an automatic in­
crease in the caps annually. 

Lead Poisoning 
Chapter 114 enacts far­

reaching proVlslOns dealing 
with lead-contaminated dwell­
ings, creating presumptions in 
connection with lead poisoning 
of children. Eviction and other 
landlord-tenant proceedings 
will be affected. 

Criminal Law and 
Procedure 

As always, there were many 
bills seeking to ameliorate the 
crime situation. Among those 
offered this year were measures 
to ensure victims rights during 
the criminal justice proceedings 
and to create new mandatory 
sentences and increase author­
ized penalties. 

Victims'Rights 
Chapter 102, if ratified, will 

state in the Maryland Constitu­
tion the right of a victim to be 
treated with dignity, respect, 
and sensitivity during all 
phases of the criminal justice 
process. In certain circuit court 
cases, a victim would be enti­
tled, as provided by law, to no­
tice of and attendance and 
allocution at pl'oceedings. Chap­
ters 716 and 717 require that pa­
role hearings be public on 
request of a violent crime vic­
tim, allow the victim or family 
access, with exceptions such as 
on-going investigations, and 
make Commission votes public. 

Chapter 474 was introduced 
to establish a victim and wit­
ness protection and relocation 
fund, continuing the five dollar 
surcharge imposed by various 
budget reconciliation acts dur­
ing the past several years. In its 
final form, Chapter 474 contin­
ues the surcharge, but provides 
for its payment into the General 
Fund. With General Fund 
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money, the State's Attorneys' 
Coordinator will administer, in 
consultation with the State 
Board of Victim Services, a vic­
tim and witness pr('! am. 

Chapter 475 creates a pre­
sumption as to the right of a vic­
tim to restitution, absent a 
finding by the court of extenuat­
ing circumstances and subject 
to the defer..dant's ability to pay. 
Entry of an immediate earnings 
vvithholding order for payment 
of restitution and payments 
from certain employed prison­
ers' accounts are allowed, and 
probation must be conditioned 
on compliance with a restitu­
tion order. The Division of Pa­
role and Probation may refer 
delinquent accounts to the Cen­
tral Collection Unit, for inter 
alia tax refund and lottery win­
nings interceptions, and that 
Unit may not compromise or 
settle the account without the 
consent of the victim. To facili­
tate collection, the Department 
of Public Safety and Correc­
tional Services must obtain, 
subject to Federal law, a defen­
dant's social security number. 

Pre-Trial Release 

Chapter 603 limits bond 
work to surety insurers licensed 
under the Insurance Law. 
Courts in circuits, in addition to 
the second and seventh, are 
authorized to adopt rules gov­
erning bail bonds and bonds­
men, enforceable through 
contempt proceedings, and to 
appoint a bond commissioner. 
Courts, in counties in addition 
to Prince Gemge's County, are 
allowed to re-instate a bond dis­
charged at a preliminary hear­
ing. 

To address a problem aris­
ing in Baltimore City, Chapter 
655 specifies that the powers of 
a judge to set pre-trial release 
conditions or to proscribe home 

detention cannot be super­
seded by the Division of Pre­
trial Detention and Services, its 
Commissioner, or any regula­
tion. 

Pre-Trial Dismissals 

Under Chapter 579, the 
State may appeal for an on-re­
cord review of a District Court 
judgment granting a motion to 
dismiss or quashing or dismiss­
ing a charging document. 

Penalties 

There were numerous death 
penalty measures introduced 
during the session but only one 
was enacted. Chapter 5 requires 
use of lethal injections in new 
sentences and allows an inmate 
under a pending sentence to 
choose death by gas, by filing a 
timely request with the clerk of 
the sentencing court. Pursuant 
to this statute, the Thanos exe­
cution was by lethal injection. 

There similarly were nu­
merous measures seeking to im­
pose mandatory penalties. 
Those surviving include dupli­
cate measures, Chapters 716 
and 717, which impose a mini­
mum ten-year sentence for a 
second conviction for a crime of 
violence committed on or after 
October 1, 1994, counting a 
crime committed before Octo­
ber 1, 1994, as a first offense. At 
least one-half of a sentence for a 
violent crime will have to be 
served before eligibility for pa­
role, although there is adminis­
trative review for some convicts 
after one-fourth of a sentence 
has been served. Third or fourth 
time offenders could be paroled 
at age 65 after serving at least 15 
years. Credit for time on parole 
would be barred for individuals 
convicted of another violent 
crime. 

Chapter 295 begins a con-
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secutive sentence as of release 
by another custodian, whether 
by expiration of sentence, pa­
role, or credit; modifies Gantt v, 
State, to begin a sentence im­
posed consecutive to a term for 
which a defendant is paroled as 
of expiration of the term, if pa­
role is revoked, or as of the date 
on which the consecutive sen­
tence is imposed; and overrules 
State v. Parker, to require the 
balance of a wholly or partly 
concurrent sentence to be 
served as of release by another 
jurisdiction. 

Family and 
Domestic Relations 

Family Division 

The General Assembly 
killed House Bil11165 and 1172, 
which would have created fam­
ily divisions in the Circuit 
COUlis for Anne Arundel, Balti­
more, Montgomery, and Prince 
George's Counties and Balti­
more City, subject to some 
funding for such divisions. The 
General Assembly did increase 
the General Fund appropriation 
for the circuit courts to include 
$750,000, "to be expended by 
the Chief Judge of the Court of 
Appeals in consultation with 
the County and Circuit Admin­
istrative Judges in Baltimore, 
Prince George's, Montgomery, 
and Anne Arundel Counties, 
and Baltimore City to create ap­
propriate resources funded by 
the State to provide special han­
dling of family law related 
cases. Such resources may in­
clude case mediation, investiga­
tion, psychological, and 
follow-up services, parenting 
seminars, case monitors, and 
other appropriate resources to 
coordinate family issues to in­
sure prompt, thorough and 
complete services to families. 
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This appropriation is not in­
tended to create a Family Divi­
sion in the Circuit Court as 
provided in Chapter 198[,] Acts 
of 1993." A plan must be sub­
mitted to the Legislature before 
expenditure of the money. 

Adoption; Termination 
of Parental Rights 

The Rules Committee had 
recommended last year that the 
30-day revocaHon period run 
from when a c,':msent is signed, 
rather than when filed, to pro­
vide a set time. The General As­
sembly this session enacted 
Chapter 234, which also bars en­
by of decrees before expiration 
of the 30-day period or, if later, 
30 days after the birth of the in­
dividual being adopted. 

A public defender will pro­
vide representation to an indi­
gent parent in a proceeding for 
involuntary termination of pa­
rental rights and subsequent 
proceedings or, in certain in­
stances, a hearing on a disrupted 
adoption under Chapter 380. 

Domestic Violence 

The Judicial Conference's 
Ad Hoc Committee on Imple­
mentation of the Domestic Vio­
lence Law had identified a 
number of provisions in need of 
clarification after enactment of 
Chapter 65, Acts of 1992, but the 
General Assembly had declined 
to make any changes in 1995. 
The legislation was re-submit­
ted this Session and enacted as 
Chapter 469. Among the clarifi­
cations are that relatives by 
adoption are eligible for protec­
tion. In connection with abuse 
of a child or vulnerable adult, 
the conduct encompassed, the 
requirement that the person for 
whom relief is sought must be a 
child or vulnerable adult and 
the ability of an individual re-
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lated to a child or vulnerable 
adult by adoption or marriage 
to petition for the child or adult 
also are clarified. The require­
ments for forwarding a petition 
to a local department of social 
services is limited to instances 
where a court finds reasonable 
grounds to believe abuse has 
occurred, but is allowed even if 
the petition does not allege 
such abuse. Chapter 469 allows 
a 30-day extension of an ex 
parte order for any good cause 
in addition to effectuating serv­
ice and allows continuance of a 
protective order hearing for 
good cause. 

Provisions relating to a peti­
tion to a circuit court for modifi­
cation of a District Court order 
are repealed, and a District 
Court judgment is to remain in 
effect pending appeal and, un­
less the appellate court orders 
otherwise, is to be subject to 
modification and enforcement 
by the District Court. 

The General Assembly also 
enacted the far-reaching Chap­
ter 728, entitled the Domestic 
Violence Act of 1994. Under this 
law, police must assist more al­
leged victims, must give written 
notice as to criminal and civil 
remedies and available pro­
grams, and can make warrant­
less arrests based on reports 
made within 12, rather than the 
current two, hours of alleged in­
cidents with arrest of an indi­
vidual violating an ex parte or 
protective order based on prob­
abl.e cause, rather than obser­
vance of the violation. The 
period of separation required 
for prosecution of spousal rape 
or sexual offense is reduced 
from six to three months. Testi­
mony is compellable in a crimi­
nal case if a spouse is an alleged 
victim of assault and battery for 
the second time in a year. Re­
porting requirements and in-

vestigations of departments of 
social services now include al­
leged mental inju!".! of a child 
or substantial risk of such in­
jury and, as to physical and 
mental injury, require harm, 
rather than significant harm. 
The so-called "Christian Science 
Exemptions" have been re­
pealed. 

Marital Property 

Since the decision in Grant 
v. Zich, 300 Md. 256 (1984), the 
General Assembly has been con­
sidering measures dealing with 
property held by tenants by the 
entirety. Measures this year 
sought to affect personal, as 
well as real, property but the fi­
nal enactment, Chapter 462, 
makes an interest in real prop­
erty, regardless of how ac­
quired, marital property if the 
interest is held as tenants by the 
entirety and not excluded by 
agreement. Consideration of the 
parties' contributions to acquisi­
tion of the interest is to be given 
in determining a monetary 
award. 

Chapter 653 obviates the 
need for valuation of retirement 
benefits absent timely notice of 
an objection to distribution on 
an "if, as, and when" basis. 

Paternity and Support 

Chapter 113 allows genetic, 
as well as blood, tests to estab­
lish paternity and creates a re­
buttable presumption based on 
laboratOlY results. Originally as 
introduced, a court would have 
been required to enter a default 
judgment, regardless of any evi­
dence, but as enacted, Chapter 
113 requires, absent good cause, 
that a court hear a paternity 
complaint and, if satisfied by 
the evidence, issue a default 
judgment or pass other just and 
proper orders. Administrative 
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orders of other states are 
granted full force and effect if 
based on an adjudicatory proc­
ess including a right of appeal 
to a court. With respect to sup­
port, Chapter 113 allows a court 
to order a parent to obtain 
available health insurance for a 
child and, while including 
medical coverage such as pre­
natal and neonatal care, in 
"support", allows separate earn­
ings withholding orders at the 
request of the Depaltment of 
Health and Mental Hygiene. 
The Child Support Enforce­
ment Administration (CSEA) 
must provide services without 
regard to financial need and ex­
pands the right to counsel at 
public expense. 

Due to the extensive changes 
made by the General Assembly, 
the Governor vetoed his meas­
ure for welfare reform, House 
Bill 482, which had included pro­
visions making grandparents re­
sponsible for grandchildren 
born to minor children. 

The General Assembly 
killed House Bill 1182, which 
would have created a pilot ad­
ministrative process for estab­
lishment of paternity and 
support obligations. 

Visitation 
Under Chapter 427, siblings 

separated by foster care or 
adoption placement may peti­
tion for sibling visitation. A ju­
venile court will have 
jurisdiction as to sibling visita­
tion if the court has jurisdiction 
over at least one sibling. 

Juvenile Law 

The General Assembly con­
sidered a number of measures 
to alter the juvenile court's ju­
risdiction by lowering the age at 
which the court would be di­
vested of jurisdiction and/or 

adding to the list of crimes re­
sulting in automatic divesting. 
The resultant legislation, Chap­
ter 641, divests the juvenile 
court of jurisdiction over a 
child at age 16 on allegation of 
committing or attempting ab­
duction, armed caljacking, cer-
tain assaults, carjacking, 
kidnapping, maiming, 
manslaughter (other than invol­
untary), mayhem, second de­
gree murder, second degree 
rape, second or third degree 
sexual offense, and certain of­
fenses involving weapons. Re­
verse waiver is allowed. 

Chapter 629 specifies that, 
in a delinquency proceeding, 
there is no presumption of inca­
pacity based on infancy for a 
child who is at least seven. 

Chapter 169 allows use of 
out-of-court statements in all ju­
venile court proceedings, not 
just CINA proceedings, follow­
ing in camera examination of a 
child, from which a defendant 
is to be barred. Admission is al­
lowed to prove the truth of the 
matter asserted in a statement 
that is not admissible under 
other hearsay exceptions, re­
gardless of whether the child 
testifies but, if the child does 
not testify, corroborative evi­
dence of an opportunity to com­
mit the offense will be required. 

The Patuxent Institution 
will become a facility for 350 
youthful offenders under Chap­
ters 264 and 639. Chapter 639 al­
lows a court to refer an 
individual who is under 21 and 
is sentenced to at least three 
years in prison. The Secretary of 
Public Safety and Correctional 
Services will adopt admission 
and other criteria on which 
bases the Director of the Institu­
tion will determine eligibility. 
Chapter 264 redefines "eligible 
person" in terms of response to 
remediation of specific mental 
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and social deficiencies highly 
related to criminal behavior, 
rather than rehabilitation, and 
in terms of impairment, rather 
than deficiency. Parole provi­
sions are altered to bar parole 
of anyone serving a life sen­
tence and, if life is impt.sed in­
stead of death, to increase the 
minimum sentence from 15 to 
25 years. Transition provisions 
were not included, but the De­
partment of Juvenile Services 
has indicated that 100 beds 
would be available as of Octo­
ber 1,1994. 

DNA Database; 
Criminal Justice 

Information 
Systems (ellS) 

Chapter 458 creates a data­
base of DNA samples taken 
from certain convicts on intake 
or by court order at sentencing 
and from some convicts incar­
cerated as of October 1, 1994. A 
court order will be required to 
access certain data, use of 
matches is delineated, and ex­
pungement is allowed. 

The Report of the Chairs of 
the Senate Budget and Taxation 
Committee and House Appro­
priations Committee identified 
three areas of concern in con­
nee'tion with reporting by CJIS: 
the lack of a uniform tracking 
number; the inconsistency in 
fingerprinting; and the failure 
to use uniform charge descrip­
tions. A report is to be made on 
or before November 15, 1994, 
on steps taken to correct these 
problems. The duty of judges to 
order fingerprinting has been 
extended to certain juveniles 
(Chapter 693). 

Chapter 481 also substan­
tially changes the manner in 
which criminal background in­
vestigations of child care per­
sonnel will bA conducted. 
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Adoption, 
Guardianship 

This includes all adoptions 
and guardianships including 
regular adoptions, guardian­
ship with right to adoption, and 
guardianship with right to con­
sent to long-term care short of 
adoption. Guardianship of in­
competents are reported in 
"Other General". 

Adult 

A person who is 18 years 
old or older charged with an of­
fense relating to juveniles to be 
heard in Juvenile Court. (See § 
3-831 of Courts and Judicial 
Proceedings Article.) 

Appeal 

The resorting to a higher 
court to review, rehear, or retry 
a decision of a tribunal below. 
This includes appeals to the cir­
cuit court, the Court of Special 
Appeals, and the Court of Ap­
peals. 

Appeals to the circuit courts 
include: 

1. Record-The judge's re­
view of a written or electronic 
recording of the proceedings in 
the District Court. 

2. De Novo-The retrial of 
an entire case initially tried in 
the District Court. 

3. Administrative Agency­
Appeals from decisions ren­
dered by administrative 
agencies. For example: 

Depaltment of Person­
nel 
County Commissioner 
Department of Taxation 
and Assessments 

Definitions 

Employment Security 
Funeral Director 
Liquor License Commis­
sioners 
Physical Therapy 
State Comptroller (Sales 
Tax, etc.) 
State Motor Vehicle 
Authority 
Supervisors of Elections 
Workmen's Compensa­
tion Commission 
Zoning Appeals 
Any other administra­
tive body from which 
an appeal is authorized. 

Application for Leave 
to Appeal 

Procedural method by 
which a petitioner seeks leave 
of the Court of Special Appeals 
to grant an appeal. When it is 
granted, the matter addressed 
is transferred to the direct ap­
peal docket of the Court for cus­
tomary briefing and argument. 
Maryland statutes and Rules of 
Procedure permit applications 
in matters dealing with post 
conviction, inmate grievances, 
appeals from final judgment 
following guilty pleas, and de­
nial of or grant of excessive bail 
in habeas corpus proceedings. 

Case 

A matter having a unique 
docket number; includes origi­
nal and reopened (post judg­
ment) matters. 

Caseload 
The total number of cases 

filed or pending with a court 
during a specific period of 
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time. Cases may include all 
categories of matters (law, eq­
uity, juvenile, and criminal). 
Note: After July 1, 1984, law and 
equity were merged into a new 
civil category. 

C.I.NA. (Child in Need 
of Assistance) 

Refers to a child who needs 
the assistance of the court be­
cause: 

1. The child is mentally 
handicapped or 

2. Is not receiving ordinary 
and proper care and attention, 
and 

3. The parents, guardian, 
or custodian are unable or un­
willing to give proper care and 
attention. 

C.I.N.S. (Child in Need 
of Supervision) 

Refers to a child who re­
quires guidance, treatment, or 
rehabilitation because of habit­
ual truancy, ungovernableness, 
or behavior that would endan­
ger himself or others. Also in­
cluded in this category is the 
commission of an offense appli­
cable only to children. 

Condemnation 
The process by which prop­

erty of a private owner is taken 
for public use without the 
owner's consent but upon the 
award and payment of just 
compensation. 

Contested Confessed 
Judgment 

The act of a debtor in per­
mitting judgment to be entered 
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by a creditor immediately upon 
filing of a written statement by 
the creditor to the court. 

Contracts 
A case involving a dispute 

over oral or written agreements 
between two or more parties. 

Breaches of verbal or writ­
ten contracts. 

Landlord/tenant 
from District Court. 

Delinquency 

appeals 

Commission of an act by a 
juvenile which would be a 
crime if committed by an adult. 

Disposition 
Entry of final judgement in 

a case. 

District 
Court-Contested 

Only applies to civil, a case 
that has gone to trial and both 
parties (plaintiff and defen­
dant) appear. 

District Court Criminal 
Case 

Single defendant charged 
per single incident. It may in­
clude multiple charges arising 
from the same incident. 

District Court Filing 
The initiation of a civil ac­

tion or case in the District 
Court. District Court criminal 
and motor vehicle cases are re­
ported as "processed" rather 
than as "filed". 

Divorce, Nullity 
A proceeding to dissolve a 

marriage. Original filings un­
der this category include di­
vorce a vinculo matrimonii, 
divorce a mensa et thoro, and 
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annulment. A reopened case 
under this category includes 
hearings held after final decree 
or other termination in the 
original case. A reopened case 
may involve review of matters 
other than the divorce itself as 
long as the original case was a 
divorce. (Examples of the latter 
may be a contempt proceeding 
for nonpayment of support, 
noncompliance with custody 
agreement, modification of sup­
port, custody, etc.) 

Docket 

Formal record of court pro­
ceedings. 

Filing 

Formalcommencementofa 
judicial proceeding by submit­
ting the necessary papers per­
taining to it. Original filing 
under one docket number and 
subsequent reopenings under 
the same number are counted 
as separate filings. 

Fi8cal Year 
The period of time from 

July 1 of one year through June 
50 of the next. For example: 
July 1, 1991 to June 50, 1992. 

Hearings 

• Criminal-Any activity oc­
curring in the courtroom, 
or in the judge's chambers 
on the record and/or in the 
presence of a clerk, is con­
sidered a hearing, fxcept 
trials or any hearing that 
does not involve a defen­
dant. 

Examples of Hearings in Crimi­
nal 

Arraignment 
Discovery motion 
Guilty plea 
Motion to quash 
Motion to dismiss 

Motion for change of 
venue 
Motion to continue 
Motion to suppress 
Motion to sever 
Nolo contendere 
Not guilty with agreed 
statement of facts 
Sentence madifications 
Violation of probation 

• Civil-A presentation either 
before a judge or before a 
master empowered to make 
recommendations, on the 
record or in the presence of 
a clerk or court reporter, for 
purposes other than final 
determination of the facts 
of the case. Electronic re­
cording equipment, for defi­
nition purposes, is the 
equivalent to the presence 
of a court reporter. 

Examples of Hearings in Civil 
Motion to compel a.n an­
swer to an interrogatory 
Motion ne recipiatur 
Motion for judgment by 
default 
Demurrer 
Motion for summary 
judgment 
Motion to vacate, open, 
or modify confession of 
judgment 
Preliminary motions 
presented in court, in­
cluding motions for con­
tinuance 
Determination of ali­
mony pendente lite, 
temporary custody, etc., 
in. a divorce case 
Contempt or modifica­
tion hearings 

• Juvenile-A presentation be­
fore a judge, master, or ex­
aminer on the record in the 
presence of a clerk or court 
reporter. Electronic record­
ing equipment, for defini­
tion purposes, is the 
equivalent to the presence 
of a court reporter. 
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Examples of Hearings in Juvenile 
Preliminary motions 
presented in court 
Arraignment or prelimi­
nary inquiry 
Detention (if after filing 
of petition) 
Merits or adjudication 
Disposition 
Restitution 
Waiver 
Review 
Violation of probation 

Indictment 

The product of a grand jury 
proceeding against an individ­
ual. 

Information 

Written accusation of a 
crime prepared by the State's 
Attorney's Office. 

Jury Trial Prayer-Motor 
Vehicle 

A request for trial by jury in 
the circuit court for a traffic 
charge normally heard in the 
District Court. To pray a jury 
trial in a motor vehicle case, the 
sentence must be for more than 
six months. 

Jury Trial Prayer-Other 
(Criminal) 

A request for a trial by jury 
in the circuit court for charges 
normally heard in the District 
Court, except traffic charges or 
nonsupport. 

Miscellaneous Docket 

Established and maintained 
primarily as a method of re­
cording and identifying those 
preliminary proceedings or col­
lateral matters before the Court 
of Appeals other than direct ap­
peals. 

Motor Torts 
Personal injury and prop­

erty damage cases resulting 
from automobile accidents. 
(This does not include boats, 
lawn mowers, etc., nor does it 
include consent cases settled 
out of court.) 

Motor Vehicle Appeals 
An appeal of a District 

Court verdict in a traffic 
charge. 

Nolle Prosequi 
A formal entry upon the re­

cord by the plaintiff in a civil 
suit, or the State's Attorney in a 
criminal case, to no longer 
prosecute the case. 

Nonsupport 
A criminal case involving 

the charge of nonsupport. 

Original Filing 
See "Filing." 

Other Appeals 
(Criminal) 

An appeal of a District 
Court verdict except one arising 
from a traffic charge or nonsup­
port. 

Other Domestic 
Relations 

Matters related to the fam­
ily other than divorce, guardi­
anship, adoption, or paternity. 
Examples of this category in­
clude support, custody, and 
U.R.E.S.A. cases. 

Other Civil/Other 
Equity 

This category includes, 
among other things, injunc­
tions, change of name, foreclo­
sure, and guardianship of 
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incompetent persons. 

Other Law 

This category includes, 
among other things, conver­
sion, detinue, ejectment, issues 
from Orphans' Court, attach­
ments on original process, and 
mandamus. 

Other Torts 

Personal injury and prop­
erty damage cases resulting 
from: 
• Assault and battery-an un­

lawful force to inflict bodily 
injury upon another. 

• Certain attachments. 
• Consent tort. 
• False imprisonment-the 

plaintiff is confined within 
boundaries fixed by the de­
fendant for some period of 
time. 

• Libel and slander-a defa­
mation of character. 

• Malicious prosecution-
without just cause an injury 
was done to somebody 
through the means of a le­
gal court proceeding. 

• Negligence-any conduct 
falling below the standards 
established by law for the 
protection of others from 
unreasonable risk of harm. 

Paternity 

A suit to determine father­
hood responsibility of a child 
born out of wedlock. 

Pending Case 
Case in which no final dis­

position has occurred. 

Post Conviction 
Proceeding instituted to set 

aside a conviction or to correct 
a sentence that was unlawfully 
imposed. 
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Reopened Filing 
The first hearing held on a 

case after a final judgment on 
the original matters has been 
entered. 

Stet 
Proceedings, are stayed; one 

of the ways a case may be ter­
minated. 

Termination 
Same as "Disposition." 

Trials 
e Criminal 

Court Trial-A contested 
hearing on the facts of 
the case to decide the 
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guilt or innocence of the 
defendant where one or 
more witnesses has 
been sworn. 
Jury Trial-A contested 
hearing on the facts of 
the case to decide the 
guilt or innocence of the 
defendant, where the 
jury has been sworn. 

• Civil 
Court Trial-A contested 
hearing on anyone or 
all merits of the case, 
presided over by a 
judge, to decide in favor 
of either party where 
testimony is given by 
one or more persons. 
Note: "Merits" is de­
fined as all pleadings 

prayed by the plaintiff 
in the original petition 
that created the case. Di­
vorce, custody, child 
support, etc., are exam­
ples that might be con­
sidered merits in a civil 
case. 
Jury Tl'ial-A contested 
hearing on the facts of 
the case to decide in fa­
vor of either party 
where the jury has been 
sworn. 

Unreported Category 

A case that has been re­
ported but not specifically iden­
tified as to case type by the 
reporting court. 
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The names, addresses, and telephone numbers of the ADA Coordinators for the Maryland State JUdiciary are 
as follows: 

Court of Appeals 
Alexander L. Cummings, Esq. 
Clerk, Court of Appeals 
Courts of Appeal Building 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
(410) 974·5341 
TrY: (410) 974·5422 

Court of Special Appeals 
Hon. Theodore G. Bloom 
Courts of Appeal Building 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
(410) 974·5745 
TrY: (410) 974·5424 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
Martin C. Dwyer 
Courts of Appeal Building 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
(410) 974·2998* 

District Court Commissioners 
David W. Weissert 
District Court Building 
Rowe Blvd. & Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
(410) 974·5481 * 

District Court Headquarters 
Nancy E. Johnson 
District Court Building 
Rowe Blvd. & Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
(410) 974·2111* 

Allegany County Circuit Court 
W. Stephen Young, P.E. 
County Engineer 
County Office Building 
701 Kelly Road, Suite 242 
Cumberland, MD 21502 
(501) 777-5933* 

Allegany County - District Court 
Kathleen M. Stafford 
Administrative Clerk 
3 Pershing Street 
Cumberland, MD 21502 
(301) 777·2105 
TrY: (301) 777·5825 

Anne Arundel County Circuit Court 
Robert G. Wallace 
Courthouse 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
(410) 222·1451'" 

Anne Arundel County - District Court 
Rebecca A. Hoppa 
Administrative Clerk 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
(410) 974·5977 
TrY: (410) 974·5066 

Baltimore City Ch'cuit Court 
Mary B. Widomski 
Room 200 Courthouse East 
111 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
(410) 396·5188 
TI'Y: (410) 333-4389 

Baltimore City - District Court 
Lonnie P. Ferguson 
Administrative Clerk 
5800 Wabash Avenue 
Baltimore, MD 21215 
(410) 764-8951 
TrY: (410) 358-5360 

Baltimore County Circuit Court 
Peter J. Lally 
Circuit Court Administrator 
County Courts Building 
401 Bosley Avenue 
Towson, MD 21204 
(410) 887-2687* 
TI'Y: (410) 887·3018 
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Baltimore County - District Court 
Joseph T. O'Melia 
Administrative Clerk 
111 Allegheny Avenue 
Towson, MD 21204 
(410) 321-3361 
TrY: (410) 321-2002 

Calvert County Circuit Court 
Lisa Ridge 
Courthouse 
Prince Frederick, MD 20678 
(410) 535-2445* 

Calvert County - District Court 
Dennis T. Fean 
Administrative Clerk 
P.O. Box 3070 
East Charles Street 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 932-3278* 

Caroline County Circuit Court 
Dale Minner 
Clerk, Circuit Court for 

Caroline County 
Courthouse 
Denton, MD 21629 
(410) 479-1811 
TrY: (410) 479-4761 

Caroline County - District Court 
Grace D. Achuff 
Administrative Clerk 
170 E. Main Street 
Elkton, MD 21921 
(410) 996-0720* 

Carroll County Circuit Court 
Jolene Sullivan, Director 
Citizens Service 
225 North Center Street 
Westminster, MD 21157-5194 
(410) 848-9707* 

Carroll County - District Court 
Nancy E. Mueller 
Administrative Clerk 
3451 Courthouse Drive 
Ellicott City, MD 21043 
(410) 461-0217* 
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Cecil County Circuit Court 
B. Elaine Mahan 
Courthouse 
Elkton, MD 21921 
(410) 996-5200 
TrY: (410) 398-2097 

Cecil County - District Court 
Grace D. Achuff 
Administrative Clerk 
170 E. Main Street 
Elkton, MD 21921 
(410) 996-0720* 

Charles County Circuit Court 
Michael T. Mudd 
1001 Radio Station Road 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 932-3440 
TrY: (301) 753-4258 

Charles County - District Court 
Denni8 T. Fean 
Administrative Clerk 
P.O. Box 3070 
East Charles Street 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(501) 932-3278* 

Dorchestel' County Circuit Court 
Patricia S. Tolley 
P.O. Box 583 
Cambridge, MD 21613 
(410) 228-6300 
TrY: (410) 228-3569 

Dorchester County - Distl'ict Court 
Mary E. Kinnamon 
Administrative Clerk 
P.O. Box 547 
Cambridge, MD 21613 
(410) 548-7057* 

Frederick County Circuit Court 
Janet D. Rippeon 
100 West Patrick Street 
Frederick, MD 21701 
(301) 694-2563 
TI'Y: (301) 698-0692 

Frederick County - District Court 
Dixie L. Scholtes 
Administrative Clerk 
100 West Patrick Street 
Frederick, MD 21701 
(301) 694-2006* 
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Garrett County Circuit Court 
Thomas E. Doyle, Esq. 
P. O. Box 289 
Oakland, MD 21550 
(301) 334-4808* 

Garrett County - District Court 
Kathleen M. Stafford 
Administrative Clerk 
3 Pershing Street 
Cumberland, MD 21502 
(301) 777-2105* 

HarfOl'd County Circuit Court 
David Sewell 
Director, Facilities and 

Operations 
29 West Courtland Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 
(410) 63B-3212 
(410) 879-2000 ext. 3212* 

Harford County - District Court 
E. Carol Sweet 
Administrative Clerk 
2 South Bond Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 
(410) 836-4526* 

Howard County Circuit Court 
John F. Shatto 
Court Administrator 
Courthouse 
Ellicott City, MD 21043 
(410) 313-4851 * 

Howard County - District Court 
Nancy E. Mueller 
Administrative Clerk 
3451 Courthouse Drive 
Ellicott City, MD 21043 
(410) 461-0217 
TIT: (410) 461-0418 

Kent County Circuit Court 
Mark Mumford 
Clerk, Circ~l)tt Court for 
Kent County 

Courthouse 
Chestertown, MD 21620 
(410) 778-7414 
TIY: (410) 778-0608 

Kent County - District Court 
Grace D. Achuff 
Administrative Clerk 
170 E. Main Street 
Elkton, MD 21921 
(410) 996-0720* 

Montgomery County Circuit Court 
Pamela H. Quirk 
Court Administrator 
Judicial Center 
50 Courthouse Square 
Rockville, MD 20850 
(301) 217-7223* 

Montgomery County - District ,Court 
Jeffrey L. Ward 
Administrative Clerk 
27 Courthouse Square 
Rockville, MD 20850 
(301) 279-1189 
TIT: (301) 279-1286 

Prince George's County Circuit Court 
William A. Butler 
Deputy Court Administrator 
Courthouse, Room 268M 
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 
(301) 952-3898* 

Pl'ince George's County-District Court 
Patricia L. Platt 
Administrative Clerk 
Courthouse, Bourne Wing, 
Room 173B 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 
(301) 952-4240 
TIT: (301) 952-3719 

Queen Anne's County Circuit Court 
D. Steven Walls 
Director, Department of Public Works 
P.O. Box 56 
Centreville, MD 21617 
(410) 758-0920* 

Queen Anne's County - District Court 
Grace D. Achuff 
Administrative Clerk 
170 E. Main Street 
Elkton, MD 21921 
(410) 996-0720* 
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St. Mary's County Circuit Court 
Cynthia A. Brown 
Community Services 
P.O. Box 653 
Leonardtown, MD 20650 
(301) 475-4631 * 

St. Mary's County - District Court 
Dennis T. Fean 
Administrative Clerk 
P.O. Box 3070 
East Charles Street 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 932-3278* 

Somerset County Circuit Court 
Lynn Cane 
P.O. Box 279 
Princess Anne, MD 21853 
(410) 651-1630* 

SOmel"Set County - District Court 
Mary E. Kinnamon 
Administrative Clerk 
P.O. Box 547 
Cambridge,IvID 21613 
(410) 548-7057* 

Talbot County Circuit Court 
Mary Ann Shortall 
Clerk, Circuit Court for 
Talbot County 

Courthouse 
Easton, MD 21601 
(410) 822-2611 
TTY: (410) 819-0909 

Talbot County - District Court 
Grace D. Achuff 
Administrative Clerk 
170 E. Main Street 
Elkton, MD 21921 
(410) 996-0720* 

Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 

Wasbington County Circuit Court 
John A. Davies, Jr. 
Circuit Administrator 
Washington County Courthouse Annex 
24 Summit Avenue 
Hagerstown, MD 21740-5565 
(501) 791-5089* 

Washington County - District Com .. 
Dixie L. Scholtes 
Administrative Clerk 
100 W. Patrick Street 
Frederick, MD 21701 
(301) 694-2006* 

Wicomi«!o County Circuit Court 
Gay E. Hommel 
P.O. Box 546 
Salisbury, MD 21803-0546 
(410) 548-4997* 

Wicomico County - District Court 
Mary E. Kinnamon 
Administrative Clerk 
P.O. Box 547 
Cambridge, MD 21613 
(410) 548-7057* 

Worcester County Circuit Court 
John H. Tustin, P.E. 
County Engineer 
Courthouse, Room 112 
Snow Hill, MD 21863 
(410) 632-1194* 

Worcester County - District Court 
Mary E. Kinnamon 
Administrative Clerk 
P.O. Box 547 
Cambridge, MD 21613 
(410) 548-7057* 

*May be reached through Maryland Relay 
Service (TI'/Voice) 800-755-2258 



Re-Alignment of the Appellate Judicial Circuits B-1 

Re-Ailgnment of the Appellate Judicial Circuits 
Proposed In Chapter 103, Acts of 1994 

as Affecting Court of Appeals 

Current Appellate Proposed Appellate 
Judicial Circuit Sitting Judge Judicial Circuit Judge 

1st 1st 
Caroline County Hon. Robert L. Karwacki Carolilne Co. Hon. Robert L. Karwacki 
Cecil County Cecil County 
Dorchester County Dorchester County 
Kent County Kent County 
Quen Anne's County Queen Anne's County 
Somerset County Somerset County 
Talbot County Talbot County 
Wicomico County Wicomico County 
Worcester County Worcester County 

2nd 2nd 
Baltimore County Hon. Robert C. Murphy Baltimore County Hon. Robert C. Murphy 
Harford County Harford County 

3rd 3rd 
Allegany County Hon. Irma S. Raker Allegany County Hon. Lawrence F. Rodowsky 
Frederick County Carroll County 
Garrett County Frederick County 
Montgomery County Garrett County 
Washington County Howard County 

Washington County 

4th 4th 
Calvert County Hon. Howard S. Chasanow Prince George's County Hon. Howard S. Chasanow 
Charles County 
Prince George's County 
St. Mary's County 

5th 5th 
Anne Arundel County Hon. John C. Eldridge Anne Arundel County Hon. John C. Eldridge 
Carroll County Calvert County 
Howard County Charles County 

St. Mary's County 

6th 6th 
E ".Itimore City Hon. Robert M. Bell Baltimore City Hon. Robert M. Bell 

Hon. Lawrence F. Rodowsky 

7th 7th 
Montgomery County Hon. Irma S. Raker 
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Re-Allgnment of Appellate Judicial Circuits Proposed In Chapter 581, 
Acts of 1994, Contingent Upon Ratification of Chapter 103, Acts of 1994, 

as Affecting Court of Special Appeals 

Current Appellate Proposed Appellate 
Judicial Circuit Sitting Judge .Iudlclal Circuit Judge 

1st 1st 
Caroline County Hon. Dale R. Cathell Caroline County Hon. Dale R. Cathell 
Cecil County Cecil County 
Dorchester County Dorchester County 
Kent County Kent County 
Quen Anne's County Queen Anne's County 
Somerset County Somerset County 
Talbot County Talbot County 
Wicomico County Wicomico County 
Worcester County Worcester County 

2nd 2nd 
Baltimore County Hon. Paul E. Alpert Baltimore County Hon. Paul E. Alpert 
Harford County Harford County 

3rd 3rd 
Allegany County Hon. William W. Wenner Allegany County Hon. William W. Wenner 
Frederick County Carroll County 
Garrett County Frederick County 
Montgomery County Garrett County 
Washington County Howard County 

Washington County 

4th 4th 
Calvert County Hon. John J. Garrity Prince George's County Hon. John J. Garrity 
Charles County 
Prince George's County 
St. Mary's County 

5th 5th 
Anne Arundel County Hon. Theodore G. Bloom Anne Arundel County Hon. Theodore G. Bloom 
Carroll County Calvert County 
Howard County Charles County 

St. Mary's County 

6th 6th 
Baltimore City Hon. Arrie W. Davis Baltimore City Hon. Arrie W. Davis 

Hon. Diana J. Gribbon Motz 

7th 7th 
Montgomery County first vacancy among the 

at-large appointees 

At-Large Hon. John J. Bishop, Jr. Hon. John J. Bishop, Jr. 
Hon. Robert F. Fischer Hon. Robert F. Fischer 
Hon. Glenn T. Harrell, Jr. Hon. Glenn T. Harrell, Jr. 
Hon. Charles E. Moylan, Jr. Hon. Diana J. Gribbon Motz 
Hon. Joseph F. Murphy, Jr. Hon. Charles E. Moylan, Jr. 
Hon. Alan M. Wilner Hon. Joseph F. Murphy, Jr. 

Hon. Alan M. Wilner 
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Administrative Office of the Courts 

Courts of Appeal Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

(410) 974-2186 
Maryland Relay Service (TT!Voice) 
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