


IN THE MATTER OF: * BEFORE THE COMMISSION

JUDGE NORMAN R. STONE, III *   ON

CJD 2012-014 * JUDICIAL DISABILITIES

* * *       * * * *

To: Judge Norman R. Stone, III
District Court of Maryland for Baltimore County
District 8 
Towson, Maryland

CHARGES

TAKE NOTICE that the Commission on Judicial Disabilities (hereinafter the

“Commission”) has caused to be made and completed an investigation, through its

Investigative Counsel, Steven P. Lemmey,  of Judge Norman R. Stone, III (hereinafter

sometimes referred to as the “Judge”), who was, at all pertinent times, a Judge of the

District Court of Maryland for Baltimore County.  The Commission notified Judge Stone

of the nature of the investigation, and afforded the Judge an opportunity to present

information bearing on the subject of the investigation.

The Commission has received and considered information from the investigation

including:  the Judge’s response, the input of the Judge’s legal counsel, the

recommendation of Investigative Counsel, and the Report of the Judicial Inquiry Board. 

In consideration of the foregoing and a finding by the Commission of probable cause

to believe that Judge Stone has committed sanctionable conduct, the Commission

directed that Investigative Counsel initiate formal proceedings, pursuant to Maryland

Rule 16-808(a), against Judge Stone.

The Commission will conduct a public hearing on these Charges pursuant to

1



Maryland Rule 16-808.  The following facts form the basis for these Charges and the

Commission’s probable cause determination:

1. Judge Norman R. Stone, III serves as a Judge of the District Court of

Maryland for Baltimore County, District 8. 

2. Judge Stone has served as a District Court Judge for Baltimore County,

Maryland since December 1998.  

3. Judge Stone regularly sits in the District Court of Maryland for Baltimore

County in Essex, Maryland.

4. Based upon information received, the Commission’s Investigative Counsel

opened an investigation regarding Judge Stone’s conduct while sitting in

the District Court in Essex, Maryland between May 26, 2011 and February

2, 2012.  The investigation was focused on cases in which Judge Stone

made  findings that individuals were in direct contempt of court.

5. Between May 26, 2011 and February 2, 2012, Judge Stone found twenty-

four (24) people in direct contempt of court because it was alleged that

their cell phones were turned on in the courtroom.  The cell phones being

in the “on” position, or being used in some form, allegedly violated

Maryland Rule 16-110. Generally, those individuals were offered the

option of paying $150.00 before the end of the day, or serving ten (10)

days in jail.  Judge Stone found three (3) people in direct contempt of

court for cell phone violations that allegedly occurred, not in his

presence, but rather while the court was in recess.

6. Between May 26, 2011 and February 2, 2012, Judge Stone found four (4)
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people in direct contempt of court for  engaging in disruptive behavior

by either slamming the courtroom door or engaging in other rude

behavior while exiting the courtroom. None of these individuals were

present in court for their own cases but rather, each was a relative of a

defendant whose case had just been heard and decided by Judge

Stone. The people found in contempt in this group of cases were 

sentenced to thirty (30) days at the Baltimore County Detention Center by

Judge Stone. In one case, the person served approximately fifteen (15)

days in jail before being released. In two other cases, individuals posted a

$100,000.00 corporate bond to satisfy the bond amount set by Judge

Stone.  They hired counsel in order to help them resolve the contempt

findings. 

7. Each of the contempt cases included in this investigation were

transcribed for the Commission.  A copy of the transcripts of each of the

cases is attached hereto to this charging document and incorporated

herein.

8. In all of the direct contempt cases reviewed by the Commission in this

investigation, Judge Stone failed to comply with the requirements of the

law and the Maryland Rules regarding finding of direct contempt and the

summary imposition of sanctions.1

The law of direct contempt and summary imposition of sanctions is set forth by1

the Maryland Court of Appeals and Maryland Rules in Usiak vs. State, 413 Md. 384, 993
A.2d 39, 46 (2010): 

“A court may charge someone with direct contempt if the “contempt
[was] committed in the presence of the judge presiding in court or so
near to the judge as to interrupt the court’s proceedings.”  Md. Rule 15-
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9. Judge Stone’s handling of all of the direct contempt cases that are

attached was in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2 (a) & )b),  2.2,  2.5(a) and 2.6(a)

of the Maryland Code of Judicial Conduct as found in Maryland Rule 16-

813.  The pertinent provisions of the Rules provide:

Rule 1.1.  COMPLIANCE WITH THE LAW
A judge shall comply with the law, including this Code of Judicial

Conduct.

Rule 1.2.  PROMOTING CONFIDENCE IN THE JUDICIARY
(a) A judge shall act at all times in a manner that promotes public

confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of the
judiciary. 

(b) A judge shall avoid conduct that would create in reasonable
minds a perception of impropriety. 

Rule 2.2.  IMPARTIALITY AND FAIRNESS
A judge shall uphold and apply the law and shall perform all duties

of judicial office impartially and fairly.

Rule 2.5.  COMPETENCE, DILIGENCE, AND COOPERATION
(a) A judge shall perform judicial and administrative duties

202(b).  A constructive contemp “means any contempt other than a
direct contemp.”  Md. Rule 15-202(a).

The Rules permit the summary imposition of sanctions for direct contempt
if

(1) the presiding judge has personally seen, heard, or
otherwise directly perceived the conduct constituting the
contempt and has personal knowledge of the identity of the
person committing it, and (2) the contempt has interrupted
the order of the court and interfered with the dignified
conduct of the court’s business.

Maryland Rule 15-203(a).  Although permitted by the Rules, a
summary proceeding should be an exceptional case.  King, 400
Md. at 433, 929 A.2d at 177.  Summary procedures are appropriate
where “the conduct of the alleged contemnor poses an open,
serious threat to orderly procedures that instant . . . .”  Id.
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competently, diligently, promptly, and without favoritism or nepotism.

Rule 2.6.  ENSURING THE RIGHT TO BE HEARD
(a) A judge shall accord to every person who has a legal interest in

a proceeding, or that person’s lawyer, the right to be heard according to
law. 

10. All of Judge Stone’s behavior with regard to the twenty-eight (28)

contempt cases provides evidence of Judge Stone’s engaging in

conduct that was prejudicial to the proper administration of justice in

Maryland Courts pursuant to the Maryland Constitution, Article IV, Section

4B(b)(1).

These Charges, as authorized by the Commission on Judicial Disabilities, are

issued by Investigative Counsel.

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISABILITIES

Date:  ___________________ __________________________________________
Steven P. Lemmey
Investigative Counsel

NOTICE: YOU HAVE THE RIGHT, PURSUANT TO RULE 16-808(c) OF THE MARYLAND
RULES, TO FILE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO THIS COMPLAINT WITHIN THIRTY (30)
DAYS AFTER SERVICE OF THIS NOTICE UPON YOU.  AN ORIGINAL AND
ELEVEN (11) LEGIBLE COPIES OF THE RESPONSE ARE REQUIRED.  THE
RESPONSE SHOULD BE SENT TO: THE COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL
DISABILITIES, 100 COMMUNITY PLACE, SUITE 1.510, CROWNSVILLE,
MARYLAND 21032.

Attachments:
1.  List of all 28 cases
2.  Transcripts of the relevant portions of the cases listed in item 1 above.

5


































































































































































































































































































