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COURT OF APPEALS

CRIM NAL LAW- WEAPONS - MANUFACTURE, SALE, G FT, LOAN, POSSESSI ON,
OR USE - THE TEMPORARY GRATU TOUS EXCHANGE OR LOAN OF A REGULATED
HANDGUN BETWEEN TWO ADULT | NDI VI DUALS, WHO ARE OTHERW SE PERM TTED
TO OMN _AND OBTAIN A REGUATED HANDGUN, DOES NOT CONSTI TUTE AN
| LLEGAL “TRANSFER' OF A FI REARM

CRIM NAL LAW - NATURE AND ELEMENTS OF CRIME - CRIM NAL | NTENT AND
MALICE - IN GENERAL - THE INCLUSION OF THE WORD “KNOW NGY” IN
MARYLAND CODE (1957, 1996 REPL. VOL., 2002 SUPP.), ARTICLE 27, §
449(f), PLACED I N CONTEXT WTH THE STATUTE AS A WHOLE, | NDI CATES A
SPECI FI C | NTENT MENS REA.

Facts: On April 2, 2003, Man Nguyen contacted Todd Lin Chow,
petitioner, about purchasing a gun for his protection. The two nen
net at a restaurant for lunch and, sonetine during the course of
the neeting petitioner handed Nguyen a nine-mllinmeter sem -
aut omati ¢ handgun t hat he had owned since 1996.

Nguyen expressed to petitioner his desire to test fire the
handgun before purchasing it. The two nmen then got into Nguyen’'s
vehi cl e and headed to a firing range. The trip to the firing range
was interrupted when Nguyen received a business call about a
situation that required his attention. The trip was called off and
Nguyen returned to the restaurant to drop petitioner back off at
his car. When petitioner exited Nguyen's vehicle the handgun was
left in Nguyen' s car.

Later that day, Nguyen contacted the petitioner, who told him
to keep the handgun in the house and he would pick it up. Nguyen
|ater testified that he anticipated the handgun woul d be returned
to petitioner “as soon as possible.”

On April 4, 2003, Nguyen was stopped in his vehicle by the
Prince CGeorge’'s County Police on a warrant for a prior illega
possessi on of a handgun. The police searched Nguyen's car and
di scovered petitioner’s | oaded handgun in the center console. The
police determ ned that the handgun was not stolen and was fully
oper abl e.

On July 31, 2003, Chowwas charged with illegally transferring
a regulated firearm pursuant to Maryland Code (1957, 1996 Repl
Vol ., 2002 Supp.), Article 27, 8§ 442. On Novenber 25, 2003, a
bench trial was held in the Crcuit Court for Prince George’'s
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County. At the close of the State’s case, petitioner made a notion
for judgnment of acquittal. Petitioner argued that 8 442(d) does
not cover the tenporary exchange of a firearm In addition,
petitioner argued that he did not “know ngly” violate the statute,
pursuant to § 449(f). The State argued that the plain nmeaning of
“transfer” covers the tenporary exchange or | oan of a handgun. The
trial court denied petitioner’s notion and petitioner rested
wi t hout putting on any evidence.

The trial court then found petitioner guilty and sentenced him
to sixty days, suspended the sentence, and fined him $200. The
court specifically found that the exchange of the handgun was a
tenporary transfer or loan and that such an exchange was a
“transfer” under 8§ 442(d).

A tinmely appeal was made to the Court of Special Appeals and
on June 2, 2005, after hearing argunents, the court filed its
decision affirmng the GCrcuit Court’s decision. Chow v. State,
163 Md. App. 492, 881 A 2d 1148 (2005). Petitioner then tinely
filed a Motion for Reconsideration, which was deni ed on Oct ober 4,
2005. On Cctober 19, 2005, petitioner tinmely filed a petition for
wit of certiorari to the Court of Appeals. Certiorari was granted
on Decenber 19, 2005. Chow v. State, 390 Ml. 284, 888 A 2d 341
(2005).

Hel d: Reversed. The Court of Appeals found that the tenporary
gratui tous exchange or loan of a regulated handgun between two
adult individuals, who are otherwi se permtted to own and obtain a
regul at ed handgun, does not constitute an illegal “transfer” of a
firearmin violation of 8§ 442(d). The plain | anguage of § 442(d),
when construed in harmony with the rest of the subheadi ng, reveals
that “transfer” can only refer to a permanent exchange of title or
possessi on and does not include gratuitous tenporary exchanges.
The Court al so concl uded that the inclusion of the term*“know ngly”
in 8 449(f) creates a specific intent mens rea for violations of
t hat subsecti on

Todd Lin Chow v. State of Maryland, No. 99 Septenber Term 2005,
filed July 27, 2006. Opinion by Cathell, J.
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REAL PROPERTY - RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS - REASONABLY STRICT
CONSTRUCTI ON

Facts: On Decenber 7, 2000, Eric MIler, petitioner, purchased
Lot 27, block 32, fromBay Cty Property Owmers Association, Inc,
(“BCPQA"), respondent. The |ot was conveyed to petitioner in fee
sinpl e under a special warranty deed. Subsequent |y, petitioner
submtted plans to build a residence on the |ot. Initially,
respondent agreed to permt a variance reducing the front |ine set-
backs on the ot to allow construction of the proposed buil ding.
Eventual 'y, however, respondent changed its mnd and denied
petitioner’s request to build on the Iot. Respondent argued that
the | ot was reserved for use as a conmunity boat harbor pursuant to
a 1952 deed and a 1975 declaration. The 1952 deed provided that
the original devel oper reserved the right to

“select, fix and determ ne the | ocation, upon the waters
of Board [sic] Creek, of a parcel of land, to be known
and designated as a ‘ Community Boat Harbor Reservation
and to show and designate said ‘Comunity Boat Harbor
Reservation’, upon a plat thereof, to be hereafter filed
for record anong the Land Records of Queen Anne’'s
County.”

The deed also provided that once the plat, designating the
“Conmuni ty Boat Harbor Reservation,” was filed, the designated | ot
woul d be restricted to be used in that manner. A plat designating
t he “Communi ty Boat Harbor Reservation” was never filed. Instead,
respondent’ s predecessor in interest recorded a “declaration” in
1975 stating that Lot 27 along with two other [ots on the opposite
side of the creek were designated as the “Conmunity Boat Harbor
Reservation.” Although |ot 27 was not used as a boat harbor, the
two other lots were so used since the tinme the declaration was
recor ded. Petitioner filed suit in the Crcuit Court for Queen
Anne’s County claimng that the | ot was not restricted to use as a
boat harbor because respondent never recorded the required plat
designating the lot for that use. The Circuit Court agreed and
granted petitioner’s notion for sunmary judgnent. The Court of
Speci al Appeals disagreed and reversed the Circuit Court in an
unr eported opinion.

Hel d: Reversed. Restrictive covenants are subject to a
reasonably strict construction. The covenant wll first be
anal yzed based upon the witten | anguage used in creating it. Wen
that | anguage clearly defines the intent of the parties, the court

will interpret the covenant strictly so as to conply with that
I ntent. In this case, the l|anguage of the deed is clear and
unanbi guous. It provides that one and only one conmunity boat
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har bor reservati on can be designated. That designation nmust be on
a plat recorded in the Land Records. Respondent attenpted to
create two boat harbors and failed to conply with the platting
requirenent. As a result, the requirenments set forth on the 1952
deed have not been net and the 1975 declaration, therefore, is not
bi ndi ng upon Lot 27. Lot 27 is not designated as a boat harbor
reservation and the Circuit Court properly granted petitioner’s
notion for sunmmary judgnent.

Eric Mller v. Bay City Property Omers Association, Inc., No 131,
Sept enber Term 2005, filed July 31, 2006. Opinion by Cathell, J.
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COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

APPEALS — DECI SI ONS REVI EMWABLE — FI NAL JUDGVENT

SUMVARY JUDGVENT — TRIAL COURT' S DI SCRETI ON

SUMVARY JUDGVENT — GENUI NE DI SPUTE OF MATERI AL FACT

BALTIMORE CTY POICE DEPARTMENT - POICE COW SSIONER  —
APPO NTMENT AND REMOVAL

Facts: In 2003, Kevin P. dCdark was appointed Police
Comm ssioner of Baltinore City by the Mayor of Baltinore, and the
appoi ntment was confirned by the City Council. Cdark entered into
a Menorandumof Understanding (“MOU’) with the Gty, which provided
for his renoval by the Mayor w thout cause. In Novenber 2004,

Cl ark was renoved w thout cause pursuant to the terns of the MOU.
He filed a conplaint inthe Crcuit Court for Baltinore City. The
Mayor noved for sunmmary judgnent, and the court granted sumary
judgnent in April 2005. The circuit court found that the Mayor had
a valid contractual right to termnate Cark w thout cause.

Hel d: An opponent of summary judgnent nust subnmit “an
affidavit or other witten statenment under oath” denonstrating that
material facts are genuinely disputed, Ml. Rule 2-501(b), or an
affidavit “that the facts essential to justify the opposition
cannot be set forth for reasons stated in the affidavit.” M. Rule
2-501(d). Clark failed to denonstrate any genuine dispute of
material facts. Moreover, it was not an abuse of discretion to
grant summary judgnent prior to the conpletion of discovery. The
I ssue was one of |aw.

The Baltinore City Police Departnent is a State agency, but
the Mayor of Baltinore has statutory authority to appoint and
renove the Police Conmm ssioner. The Mayor’s power of renoval is
limted to that provided for in the statute granting the renoval
power . The Mayor may renove the Police Comm ssioner only “for
of ficial m sconduct, nalfeasance, inefficiency or inconpetency,
i ncluding prolonged illness, in the manner provided by law in the
case of civil officers.” Code of Public Local Laws of Baltinore
City 8 16-5(e) (2005). Removal of a civil officer by the Myor
therefore requires, at a mninmum notice of the conpl ai nt agai nst
the officer and a hearing.

To the extent that it provided for renpval of the Police
Conmmi ssi oner w t hout cause, the MOU was invalid and unenforceabl e



because renoval w thout cause is beyond the Myor’'s statutory
aut hority.

Kevin P. Cdark v. Martin O Malley et al., No. 276, Septenber Term
2005, filed June 30, 2006. Opinion by Kenney, J.

* k%

CRIM NAL LAW - SENTENCI NG - GROSSLY DI SPROPORTI ONATE SENTENCE -
PROPORTI ONALI TY REVI EW NOT REQUI RED WHERE A SUBSTANTI AL PART OF
SENTENCE | S SUSPENDED

CRIM NAL LAW- FI RST DEGREE ASSAULT - SUFFI Cl ENCY OF THE EVI DENCE -
SERI QUS PHYSI CAL | NJURY

Facts: Appellant, Robin Tyronne Cathcart, was convicted, in
the Circuit Court for Prince Ceorge’s County, of first degree
assault, second degree assault, and false inprisonnent. After
nmergi ng the two assault convictions, appellant was sentenced to 10
years in prison for first degree assault and a consecutive life
sentence for the false inprisonnment conviction, with all but 10
years suspended.

On appeal, appellant challenged the trial court’s inposition
of alife sentence for comon-| aw fal se i nprisonnent, arguing that
the sentence was so disproportionate as to constitute cruel and
unusual puni shment under the Ei ghth Anmendnent of the United States
Constitution and Article 28 of the Maryl and Decl arati on of Rights.
He al so cont ended that the evidence was i nsufficient to support his
conviction for first degree assault.

Hel d: Affirmed. The trial court sentenced appellant to “life,
suspend all but ten years,” and no period of probation was i nposed.
See M. Rul e 4-346(a)(2005). Since an individual sentenced to life
in prison is not eligible for parole until after having served 15
years, see COVAR 12.08.01.17(7)(a), the “life” sentence was
effectively a 10 year, no parole sentence. Thus, if appellant is
parol ed, his only future exposure is the balance of the 10 year
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term If, on the other hand, appellant serves the entire 10 years,
hi s exposure ends, as there is no probation to be viol ated.

G ven the facts of the case, and the court’s broad discretion
in sentencing matters, the inposition of a ten-year sentence for
false inprisonnent was not so disproportionate as to constitute
cruel and unusual punishnent.

The evi dence, viewed in the Iight nost favorable to the State,
was sufficient for the jury to infer that appellant intended to
cause serious physical injury to the victim

Cathcart v. State, No. 2758, Septenber Term 2004, filed June, 30,
2006. Opinion by Sharer, J.

* k%

| NDECENT EXPOSURE - PUBLI C PLACE

Facts: Appellant, Gerald Wsneski, was charged with the crine
of i ndecent exposure when he exposed his genitals to three people
while in the home of a third party. At trial, appellant noved for
a judgnent of acquittal, on the grounds that the exposure was not
commtted in a “public place.” The court denied the notion,
reasoni ng that the “public place” el enent of the crinme of indecent
exposure is satisfied “if it occurs under circunstances where it
coul d be seen by other people if they happen to look....”

Hel d: Affirnmed. The elenment of “public place” is not limted
to acts that occur in the outdoors or in a place that is open to
all others, without restriction.

What constitutes a public place with regard to indecent
exposure depends on the circunstances of the case. Here, thereis
no di spute that, when appellant was a guest in a private hone, he
exposed hinself to three people, none of whom were nmenbers of his
famly or nenbers of his household. It is also uncontroverted that
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W sneski was not in an area of the hone that is generally regarded
as private, such as a bedroom or bathroom Moreover, it is clear
that appellant intentionally exposed hinself to the other two
invitees and the host without their perm ssion or consent to engage
in such | ewd behavior. Under the circunmstances of this case, in
whi ch appel |l ant was a guest in the residence of another and, while
in an area of the hone not traditionally regarded as private, he
intentionally exposed hinself to others, his conduct constituted
I ndecent exposure in a “public place.”

Gerald Wsneski v. State of Maryland, No. 222, Septenber Term
2005, filed July 12, 2006. Opinion by Hollander, J.

* k%

| NSURANCE - | NTERPRETATION CF THE LIMT OF LIABILITY PROVISION I N
| NSURANCE POLI CY - UNITED SERVS. AUTO. ASS’N v. RILEY, MD. ,
NO 40, SEPTEMBER TERM 2005 (FILED JUNE 1, 2006); CRCU T COURT S
DECLARATORY JUDGVENT ORDER PROPERLY CONCLUDED THAT: (1) CONTI NU NG
EXPOSURE TO LEAD PAINT AT THE SAME PROPERTY OVER MULTIPLE PQOLI CY
YEARS CONSTI TUTED MULTI PLE OCCURRENCES DESPI TE LANGUAGE THAT “[ A] LL
BODILY INJURY . . . RESULTING FROM . . . CONTINUOUS OR REPEATED
EXPOSURE TO SUBSTANTIALLY THE SAME GENERAL CONDI TI ONS SHALL BE
CONSI DERED TO BE THE RESULT OF ONE OCCURRENCE” ; (2) THE LI M TATI ON
OF LIABILITY LANGUAGE I N THE POLI CY PROVI SI ONS WAS | NEFFECTI VE TO
PRECLUDE “STACKING' OF OCCURRENCE LIMTS IN POICES COVERI NG
SUCCESSI VE_YEARS AND TRI GGERED BY A “CONTI NUI NG I NJURY”:; AND (3)
COVERAGE FOR LATER YEARS WAS TRI GGERED BY | NJURI ES THAT HAD ALREADY
MANI FESTED AND BEEN DI AGNOSED PRIOR TO THE | NCEPTION OF SUCH
COVERAGE

Fact s: Appel l ant insurance carrier sought a declaratory
judgment in Circuit Court for Baltinore City asking that the court
determ ne whether appellant invoking six separate insurance
policies, was required to indemify a property managenent conpany
and a | andl ord where two former child tenants experienced el evat ed
|l evel s of lead and were poisoned from | ead—based paint over a
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period of approximately three years. Appel | ant argued that the
policy | anguage contained in each policy - “All bodily injury . .
resulting from... continuous or repeated exposure to substantlally
t he sane general "condi tions shal | be considered to be the result of
one occurrence” - should restrict appellees’ recovery under the
limt of liability provision to one per occurrence of exposure and
preclude appellees from collecting the limt of Iliability cap
anmounts from sequential policies. Appel | ees contended that the
child tenants continued to suffer |ead poisoning injuries during
each of the policy periods and were thus entitled to coverage under
each policy where the child tenants were injured. The circuit
court declared that the child tenants’ exposure to | ead paint and
proof of bodily injury constituted an occurrence under each of the
six policies, that such exposure triggered coverage under the
policies and that “stacking” of the liability caps was permtted.
The court also found that coverage under subsequent policy years
was triggered by tenants’ injuries which had al ready nani f ested and
wer e di agnosed prior to the inception of the later policies.

Held: Affirnmed. United Servs. Auto. Ass’n v. Riley, ___ M.

___ (2006), No. 40, September Term 2005, slip op. at p.25 (flled
June 1, 2006)(concluding that petitioner insurance carrier’s
policies, which contained limt of liability provisions and bodily
injury definitions nearly identical to appellant’s policies, were
anbi guous and that “a reasonably prudent person could . . . read
the policies to nmean that each separate policy is inplicated by a
continuing occurrence.”) The court did not err in declaring that
the child tenants’ continuing and nultiple |ead-based injuries
constituted occurrences that triggered coverage under each
applicabl e policy and concluding that the policy | anguage was not
sufficient to preclude “stacking” of each cap limt of the
policies. The court also did not err in finding that the child
tenants’ injuries, which had mani fested and were di agnosed before
i nception of coverage for |ater policies, triggered coverage under
those policies. The case was remanded for entry of declaratory
j udgnment on separate docunent.

Maryland Casualty Conpany v. Phillip Hanson et al., No. 819,
Septenber Term 2005, decided July 3, 2006. Qpi ni on by Davis, J.
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LANDLORD/ TENANT PROCEEDI NGS- SUMVARY EJECTMENT- RENT ABATEMENT

Facts: The Law O fices of Taiwo Agbaje, P.C. (“Lessee”) and
JLH Properties 11, LLC (“Lessor”) entered into a three year
comercial |ease, under which Lessor was obligated to undertake
repair and rehabilitation of the | eased prem ses “wth reasonabl e
dispatch” in the event of “fire or other casualty resulting in
damage to prem ses.” The Lease further provided that, if the
| eased prem ses were subject to repair and rehabilitation, “the
rental herein shall be abated in that proportion that the amount of
space which is not available to and usable by L[essee] as a result
of such casualty.”

Two to three nonths after occupying the property, Lessee
conplained to Lessor that waste water seepage into the |eased
prem ses rendered it untenantable and “unusable as a | aw office.”
As a result, Lessee clained that it was entitled to full rent
abatenent and it stopped paying rent shortly thereafter. Although
it continued occupying the property in sonme capacity for the next
fifteen nonths, and did not pay rent, Lessee numintained that the
wast e wat er probl em persi sted.

Approxi mately ten nonths after Lessee stopped paying rent,
Lessor filed an ejectnent proceeding in the District Court of
Maryl and pursuant to Maryl and Code (1974, 2003 Repl. Vol.), 8§ 8-401
of the Real Property Article, seeking repossession of the property
and accrued rent. Wen the Lessee requested a jury trial, the case
was renoved to the Crcuit Court for Prince George’'s County, where
Lessor noved for summary judgment. Lessee opposed the notion,
asserting that no rent was owed because the | eased prem ses were
rendered one- hundred percent unusable and that it was, therefore,
entitled to a one-hundred percent abatenent of rent. In support of
its opposition to summary judgnent, Lessee offered the affidavit of
its managing partner, in which he attested to the waste water
problenms and notifications provided to Lessor concerning those
probl ens.

Following a hearing, the circuit court determ ned that,
because it had filed a coll ateral breach of contract acti on agai nst
Lessor, Lessee could not assert its contractual right to rent
abatenent as a defense in the ejectnent proceeding. Accordingly,
the court granted Lessor’s notion for sunmary judgnent, awarding it
possession of the | eased prenmises and rent for the entire period
that Lessee occupied the property w thout paying rent.

Hel d: Reversed. Because Lessee’'s obligation to pay rent was

not independent of Lessor’s duty to keep the | eased property in a
state of repair, under the Lease, Lessee only owed rent for that
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proportion of the | eased property that was avail able to and usabl e
by Lessee. Therefore, Lessee should have been permtted to assert
t he contractual abatenent provision as a defense in the ejectnent
proceeding instituted by Lessor, in which Lessor sought past due
rent and repossession of the property. Even if Lessee was not
entitled to one-hundred percent rent abatenent, the circuit court
erred in determning that Lessee could not assert the abatenent
provi sion of the Lease as a defense in an ejectnment proceeding.
Mor eover, the court erred in resolving genui ne di sputes of materi al
fact, nanely that Lessor nmintained the property in a state of
repair throughout the duration of the Lease and that Lessee was not
entitled to abatenent of the rental.

Law O fices of Taiwo Agbaje, P.C v. JLH Properties, Il, LLC No.
2705, Septenber Term 2004, filed June 29, 2006. Opi ni on by
Kenney, J.

* %k %

STATE PERSONNEL - TRAVEL TIME — COWPENSABLE TIME - EMPLOYEE
GRI EVANCE — COVAR 17.04.11.02b(1)(j)

Facts: Appellee, Janet M Mller, filed a grievance agai nst
the Conptroller of Mryland (the “Conptroller”), appellant,
concerning the Conptroller’s nethod of conputing conpensabl e work
time when an enpl oyee travels fromhone directly to a renote work
site, rather than to the regularly assigned office. Appel | ee
claimed she was entitled to conpensation for all of her trave
time, while the Conptroller concluded that an enployee is not
entitled to conpensation for time the enpl oyee woul d nornmal |y spend
commuting to work. An Adm nistrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) concl uded
that the Conptroller’s policy was arbitrary and unsupported by | aw,
but “deni ed and di sm ssed” MIler’s grievance because she failed to
present evidence as to the renmedy she sought. The circuit court
affirmed the ALJ’ s decision rejecting the Conptroller’s policy, but
remanded the matter to OAH to determne the specific relief to
which MIler was entitled. This appeal followed.
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Hel d: Reversed. The ALJ erred in concluding that an enpl oyee
is entitled to conmpensation for all travel tinme, wthout any
deduction for the tinme that the enployee would have spent in
commuting to the regularly assigned office. The enployee is
entitled to conpensation only for travel time that exceeds ordinary
comuting tine.

Code of Maryland Regulations (“COVAR’) 17.04.11.02B(1)(j)
defines “work time” as the tinme during which an enpl oyee “[t]ravel s
bet ween honme and a work site other than the assigned office, in
accordance with the Standard Travel Regulations under COVAR
23.02.01.” The Standard Travel Regul ations under COVAR
23.02.01.01(c) (2) provide: “Rei mbursenent to enpl oyees or officials
who use St ate-owned, State-|eased or privately owned notor vehicles
to conduct official business for the State is wthin the
jurisdiction of the State Fl eet Adm nistrator, Departnent of Budget
and Managenent, and subject to policies issued by the
Secretary....” Section 5.01.05 of the “State Vehicle Fleet
Policies and Procedures” manual provides that an enployee is
entitled to paynent for nmileage that exceeds the mleage for the
enpl oyee’ s daily conmute. The regulations set out in the “State
Vehicle Fleet Policies and Procedures” are incorporated by
reference into COVAR 17.04.11.02B(1)(j). The Secretary of DBM has
chosen to apply to travel tinme the policy applicable for mleage,
awar di ng conpensation for travel time mnus normal comruting tine.
Commute tinme is not work time, and an enployee who is on trave
status is not entitled to conpensation for tine that the enpl oyee
regularly spends to conmute.

Conptroller of Maryland v. Janet M Mller, No. 02505, Septenber
Term 2004, filed June 29, 2006. Opinion by Holl ander, J.

* k% %



ATTORNEY DISCIPLINE

By an Order of the Court of Appeals of Maryl and dated June 27,
2006 the foll owi ng attorney has been disbarred by consent fromthe
further practice of lawin this State:

ROBERT C. HESSON

*

By an Order of the Court of Appeals dated July 19, 2006 the
foll owi ng attorney has been indefinitely suspended by consent from
the further practice of lawin this State:

DAVI D ALLAN RODGERS

*

By an Opi nion and Order of the Court of Appeals dated July 27,
2006 the followi ng attorney has been indefinitely suspended from
the further practice of lawin this State:

NORVAN JOSEPH LEE, 111

*



JUDICIAL APPOINTMENTS

On June 8, 2006 the Governor announced the appointnent of
Jonas Daniel Legumto the District Court for Anne Arundel County.
Judge Legum was sworn in on July 12, 2006 and fills the vacancy
created by the retirenent of the Hon. Essom C. Ricks, Jr.

On June 23, 2006 the Governor announced the appointnent of
YVETTE M BRYANT to the Circuit Court for Baltinore City. Judge
Bryant was sworn in on July 18, 2006 and fills the vacancy created
by the retirement of the Hon. Bonita J. Dancy.

On June 23, 2006 the Governor announced the appointnment of
JOHN AL HOMRD to the Circuit Court for Baltinore Cty. Judge
Howard was sworn in on July 20, 2006 and fills the vacancy created
by the untinely death of the Hon. Stephanie L. Royster.

On June 23, 2006 the Governor announced t he appoi nt ment of the
HON. TIMOTHY J. DOCRY to the Circuit Court for Baltinore Gty.
Judge Doory was sworn in on July 24, 2006 and fills the vacancy
created by the retirenent of The Hon. Thomas E. Noel.



