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~ — Unreported Opinion —

A jury, in th(: Circuit Court for Baltim_(“)r:e“__City, convicted John Bowling, appellant, '
Q,f two cqu:nt_svof ‘false'impriso‘r_lmept, two _cfounts_ of réckless endangerment, one count of
theft of a motgrvv_ehicle, and one count of theft of at least $100.00 but less than
$1,000.00. Bowling was sentenced to a term of fifty years’ imﬁrisoninent, with all but
eight years suspénded, on ‘the first conviction of false imprisonment; a consecutivé term
of eight years’ imprisonment on the second conviction of false imprisonment; a
consecutive tverm. of five years’ imprisonment on the first conviction of reckless
endangerment; a consecutive term of five years’ imprisonment on the second conviction
of reckless eﬁdangerment; and a consecutive term of five years’ impfisonmenf on the
conviction of theft of a r‘nétor vehicle. The_ﬁnal conviction was merged for sent_enc_ing
purposes. In this appeal, Bowiing presents the following questions for our review:

1. Was an erroneous instruction on force given to the jury‘;?

2. Was the evidence sufficient to sustain the two convictions for false
* imprisonment?

3. Was an impermissible conéideration used by the court at sentencing? -
Fiﬁding no'erfor and thé évidencé sufﬁci‘eﬁt, we affirm .the judgments of thé circuit
épurt. | | - a ‘ | | |
| TRIAL
Bowling 'wbas‘ arrésted and gharged aftér it was allegéd thét he had stolen a \'/:Ve‘hilcle ‘
that had beén pérked oﬁtside ofa &sidenéé in Béitimbre; At trial, Holly Brown tesﬁﬁed

that she lived on Port Street in Baltimore and that, at around 6:00 p.m. on January 19,



5017, she and twd of her children, four-year-eld “J.O.” and nineteen-month‘-old “1.0O.,”

| were getting ready to drive to the store and"v’\}ere' sitting in her 2007 Saturri Ton, which -
was parked on the street approximately “two cats down” from the front'of her house. Ms:.
Brown testified that, before driving away, she realized that she “forgot diapers” and her- -
““phone charger,” so she exited her car and walked back to her house, leaving her two
children in the still-running car. Approximately 30 seconds later, Ms. BroWn was in the -
process of returning to-her car when she saw “the lights go on and it go up the street.”
Ms. Brown then called the police.

Ms. Brown testified that, around thé time that she called the police, her neighbor,
Ashleigh Friend, approached her and asked “what was going on.” When Ms. Brown =
~ informed Ms. Friend that her “kids just got taken,’f M. Friend stated that she had security
‘cameras attached to her house. Video from those security cameras, which captured the -
theft, was eVentually turned over to the police and shown to the jury during Ms. Brown’s
testirnony.

Ms. Brown stated that, after the police arrived and began looking for her car and |
children, an unrdenriﬁed rndir/iduai called the pohce and reportedthat her eniidren were
on a “neighbor’s doorstep.” Ms. Brownérhen tfav'élé& ‘tlo her neighbor;s ‘house,r which was
approxinla‘.cely one-half mile away from her home, and found J.O. and 1.0 uninjured and
“sitting on the porch with the neighbors.”' Ms Brown testified that her vehicle was
eventually recor/ered but that .the ehildren;s cark seats.were not in tvhe‘vehic‘lﬂe at the time.

| Ms Brown nrovided additiona.l‘det‘ai’ls regarding fhe cirenrnstancee at r:hevtime ef
theft,‘ inciuding that it was “still iight out” and '-’rhat her street Was e.vquipplf?d Wlth street |
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lamps such that, even when dark, “it’s not like it’s pitch black.” Ms. Brown also testified
that someone walking by could see right through” her car w1ndows Wthh were not
tlnted or otherw1se obstructed and that ordmarily, she can see the ch1ldren in the car’s
rearview mirror when she is driving. Regarding her children, Ms.‘ Brown stated that they
were uSually ‘noisy’ and that they “won’t sit still ”

Bowling, an adm1tted drug user, testiﬁed in h1s own defense and stated that on the
night of the theft, he “was on Fairmount and Port” using drugs when he started to “get
heroin sick,” Aso he entered a nearby alley to ﬁnd-some drug dealers and steal “their
stash.” Bowling explained that, after he located and then stole the “stash,” he exited the
alley, at which time the drug dealers vsp.otted h1m and gave chase. Bowling fled a_nd, |
shortly thereafter, spied “a car running” and “nohody in it.” Bowling then got in the car
and drove away. Bowling testiﬁed that, prior toentering the car, he did not “look in the
bacl< or nothing like tha ,” . |

IBowling testified that, after entering the car, he drove “down Port Street” and
“towards Castle” »and that, when he “got up toward Castle” he ‘theard something in the
back,” Bowling then “turned around and seen the klds” Bowling‘explained that, upon
seeing the l(ids he “banged a right 'on' Castle Street” vand then “took them out the car
seat.” Upon domg so, Bowllng “told them to knock on the door and get help Bvowling
then got back in the car and “watched the older one knock on the door ? Shortly
thereafter Bowl1ng drove away and got r1d of the car.’

Followmg Bowllng S testimony, the c1rcu1t court mstructed the j Jury on, among

other things, the elements of false imprisonment:
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The Defendant is also charged with the crime of false imprisonment. False

imprisonment is the confinement or detention of a person against that

person’s will and without legal justification accomplished by force or threat

of force. In order to convict the Defendant of false imprisonment, the State

miust prove that the Defendant confined or detained [J.O. and/or 1.0.].- That

[J.O. and/or 1.O.] was confined or detained against his will. And that the

confinement or detention was accomplished by force or threat of force and

_that there was no legal justification for the confinement or detention.

Later, during deliberations, the jury submitted the following note to the circuit
court: “Were the car seats facing forward or backward?” The court responded by telling
the jurors to “rely on the evidence presented Shortly thereafter the jury submitted
another note to the court that read: “How is force deﬁned‘7” The court responded by
telling the jurors to “rely on the instructions previously provided. The Jury eventually
subm1tted a third note to the court that read “We are stuck on definition of force. Jurors
feel force was not physical force on [children.] Can we get legal definition of force?”

'Following the jury’s third note, the circuit court recognized that it was “the second
time that they have asked for a definition of force” and that “there is not a definition of
force supplied to them by the pattern [jury instructions.]” After discussing the matter
with counsel and reviewing this Court’s opinion in Stancil V. State 78 Md. App. 376
(1989), the court stated that it was 1nc11ned to 1nstruct the Jury that “children who are too
young to resist may be victims of crimes requlring force Where there isa lack of
consent by the victim, force is present whether actual or by fraudulent coerc1on of the

w1ll ? Defense counsel obj ected stating that the jury had “been glven the 1nformat10n

needed” and that “further 1nformat1on would be detrlmental to thls case.” Over that



objection, the court instructed the jury as proposed.” The jury ultimately returned verdicts
of guilty on several charges, including both charges of false imprisonment.

At Bowling’s sentencing hearing, defense counsel provided mitigating evidence
on Bowling’s behalf. In'so doing, defense counsel reiterated Bowling’s position that he
“saw the car ,running”'and “took advantage of the moment”. but that he “didn’t realize that
the two children were in the back seat.” The sentencing-court responded by stating that it
“believe[d] that he didn’t know those kids were in the car when he took it” but that the
court had an “issue” with “what happen[ed] after.” Defense counsel then noted that, in
his pre-sentence investigation repoi't, Bowling maintained that, after he dropped the
children off at the neighbor’s house, he “waited for someone to open the door” before
driving away. The sentencing court reSponded- that it did not “believe that.”

Then, prior to rendering its sentence, the court addressed Bowling::
I got to tell you, and I haven’t been a judge for — it’s been about a year, and
I’ve seen violent crimes that bothered me less than this. I do believe that -
when you got into that car to steal it, you did not know: that there were kids
in there. I believe that. ’
But what I don’t believe is that you waited for them to be safe after you
dumped them on the side of the road. A 4-year-old and an 18-month-old.
You dumped them on the side of the road, and then — and I don’t believe
that you waited to make sure that they were safe before you left, I just
‘don’t, because I was actually in the area the night of the search for these

- kids, and I remember well-how serious it was. I remember well the
helicopters that were looking for who might have taken these kids.

- The court went-on to discuss in greater detail the circumstances of Bowling’s.-

crime, his actions during and after the crime, the impact his crime had on the victims, and

his criminal and mental health history. No objections'wer'e raised during the court’s . -

colloquy. .- . -



- DISCUSSION = .-

Bowling first argues that “an erroneous instruction on force was given to the jury.”
Bowling maintains that the circuit court’s supplemental instruction on force, which the
court provided during jury deliberations, was erroneous because “there was no evidence,
whatsoever, of false and fraudulent representations amounting suh'stantia‘lly toa
fraudulent coercion of the will.” Bowling also maintains that the instruction was
erroneous because “an instruction on sueh an irrelevant topic \va‘s likely to be confusing -
and misleading to thejury.;’ S ‘

The State responds that Bowling’s argument is not preserved because neither
defense counsel nor Bowling raised the issue with the requisite specificity when the
proposed i‘nstruct_ion was discussed at trial. The State further contends that, even if
preserved Bowling’s argument is without merit because the court’s supplemental
instruction was not “manifestly unreasonable >.and because Bowling’s contentlon that the
jury may have been misled by the rnstructlon is entlrely speculatlve

We agree W1th the State that the 1ssuewas not preserved Md Rule 4- 325(e) states |
~ that “[n]o party rnay a551gn as error the g1v1ng or farlure to glve an 1nstruct10n unless the
party objects on the record promptly after the court 1nstructs the ] Jury, statmg drstrnctly
the matter to which the party obj'ects-'and the‘ grounds- f0r-the obj ect1on.”- Add1t1onally,
Md. Rule 8-131(a) provides that, “[o]rdinarily, the appellate court will not decide any -
[non-jurisdictional] issue unless it plainly appears by the record to have bee’nz faised in or

decided by the trial court.” Here, although defense counsel objected to the circuit court’s
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proposed instruction, he did so on the grounds that the court’s prior instructions were - -
sufficient and that further instructions would be “detrimental.” At no time did either
Bowling or defense counsel state that he had a problem with the court’s inclusion of the
phrase “fraudulent coercion of the will”_ in its supplemental instruction. Because the
grounds raised at trial are different than those raised in the instant appeal, the appellate
contentions were not presérved for our review. Robinsonv. State, 209 Md. App. 174,
201-02 (2012), overruled on other grounds in Dzikowski v. State, 436 Md. 430 (2013);
see also Watts v. State, 457 Md. 419, 427-28 (2018) (noting that, “when the basis of the
obj gction in the trial court differed: from the issue raised on appeal, this Court has
determined that the issue was not preserved for review.”) (citations omitted).,

Assuming, arguendo, that the issue was preserved, we perceive no error in the
court’s instruction. Md. Rule 4-325(a) states that “[t]he court shall give instructions _tov
the jury at the conclusion of all the evidence and before closing arguments and may
supplement them at a later time _wheﬁ appropriate.” “‘The-main purpose of a jury
instruction is to aid the jury-in c.learly understanding the case, to provide guidance for the
jury’s deliberations, and to lhelp'the jury arrive at a correct verdict.”” Appraicio v. State,
431 Md. 42, 51 (2013) (citations omitted). Moreover, “courts must respohd with a
clarifying instruction . when presented with a question [from the jury] involving an iss‘ue_v
central to the case[.]” Cruz v. State, 407 Md. 202, 211 (2009). In so doing, ‘-‘,[t]riai courts

299

must avoid giving answers that are “‘ambiguous, misleading, or confusing.”” Appraicio, ..
431 Md. at 51 (citations omitted). “The decision of whether to supplement the

instructions, including an instruction given in response to a jury question, is within the -
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'discretiOn of the trial_Court,aﬁd'Will not be disturbed exceﬁf on a clear showing of an
abuse of discretion.” Lindsey v. State, 235 Md. App. 299, 314 (2018), cert. denied 45 8
Md. 593. - |
"In determining wﬁether the giving of a partécu'lar instruction was efroneous, the

circuit court’s instructions “‘must be considered aé a whole and [an appellate court] will
not condemn a charge becauée of the V-Vay in which it is expressed or because an isolated

part of it does‘not seem to do justice to one side or the other.”” Smith v. State, 403 Md.
659, 663-64 (2008) (citations omitted). In other words, “[r]eversal is not required where
the jury instructions, taken as a whole, sufficiently protect the defendant’s rights ‘and '
| adequately covered the theory of the defense.”  Fleming v.-State, 373 Md. 426, 433
(2003). |

Against that backdrop, we are persuaded that the circuit court did not abuse its": -

discretion in giving the supplemental instruction. The jury Waé clearly struggling with -
the meaning of the word “fdrce,” which, ‘being. an'element of thé crime of false
imprisonment, was an issue central to the:case;  Moreover, the jurors’ confuéion appears
to have stemmed from a perceived lack of physical force against the ch’ildren,- which
seems to have }.)romﬁted- their request for a“legal definition of force.” The court, in
crafting a response to the jurors*not'e,tre’liéd on our ré’ason’ing-inr Stancil v. State, 78 Md.
App: 376 (1989), a case in which we held that a child too young to resist may'still be -
squ.eCt to “force”.and thus be the victim of a kidnapping. Id. at 385-86. The court then
informed the jurors; correctly, that children too young to resiét. may nevertheless be

victims of crimes requiring force.  Id. (rejecting appellant’s claim that the evidence was
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insufficient to sustain her conviction of kidnapping because “no force was used” when
she removéd« a three-week old.baby from the hospital). Under the circumstances, the
court did ﬁot abuse i'ts'-discretion in providing that supplemental instruction, as 1t clarified
the issues and-aided the jury during deliberations.

As noted, Bowling claims that the circuit court erred in including in its instruction
1anguag¢ concerning “fraudulent coercibﬁ of the will.” He maintains that the court
erroneously relied on language taken directly from another case, Watkins v. State, 59 Md.
App. 705 (1984), a case Bowling claims is factually distinguishable from his case.
Bowling argues that vthle. court’s reliance on that case “illustrates the risk of taking a -
quotation from a different case out of context™ because “the jury might have been misled
into inferring that there was some hearsay, indicating ‘fraudulent coercion of the will,’
that was withheld from-the jury.”

We disagree that the circuit court’s inclusion of such laniguage, by itself,
constituted an abuse of discretion. F-irsf, the court did not expressly rely on Watkins;
rather, the court relied on our reasoning in Stancil, a case that had some factual
similarities to Bowling’s case. Stancil, 78 Md. App. 385-86. As part of our discussion in
* ' that case, we notéd our holding in Watkins, in which “we concluded that,vwheré there is a
lack.of consent by the victim, force is present whether actual or by fraudulent coercion of
the will.” Id. at 386. Thus, the language-used by the court came directly from Stancil:
Regardle.ss of the source of the language, Bowling fails to cite, and we could not find,
any case in which this Court or the Court of Appeéls held that quoting a particular .

“appellate.case was.reversible error: See Garfinckle v. Birnios, 232 Md. 402, 404 (1963)
9’



(“[W]e do not .apprdve the reading of excerpts from our prior opinions, out of context,
but that in itseif WOﬁlé not justify reversal.”) (emphasis added). In any event,
Bowling’s claim that the jury may have been misled into beliéving- that there was some .
evidence withheld from the jury is wholly speculative, and he has failed to include any
aﬁtho_rity to suggest how that claim is relevant to our decision.

Wé likewise disagree that fhe circuit‘ court’s inclusion of thé disputed language
was erroneous because there waé “no evidence of false and fraudulent representations.”
The court, in noting that force may be effectuated by way of fraudulent coercion of the
will, provided clarification to the jury’s-obvious confusion regarding whether ‘“forc.e”
‘required the perpetration of a physical act against the victim. In so doing, the court did
not state that a “frauduient coercion of the will” was required to esfablish force, n(')r did
the court state that any such éct had occurred in Bowling’s case. Rather, the court merely
stated fhat; in cases involving a victim who is too young to resist, force is present whether
élcmal OR by fraudulént coercion of thé will. See Globe Sec. Systems Co. v. Sterling, 79 -
Md. App. 303, 310 (1989) (“Since thg instruction given by the circuit court uses the
disjunctive ‘or’ between the first two elén’lents, the impression was.conveyed that either
[element] was sufficient to find liability;”i); see also Williams v. State, 137 Md. App 444,
459 (2001) (“[W]e pr’esume that juries follow the ins’tructi.onsoftr'ial judges.”).. In short,
although BoWling is correct that no evidence of a fraudulent.céercibn of the will was

presented in his case, we cannot say that the court’s inclusion of that‘language was, under
the cifcumstances, “_marﬁfestly unreasonable, or exercised on untenable grounds, or for -

* untenable reasons.” Appraicio, 431 Md: at 51 (citations omitted) (discussing the “abuse -
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of discretion” standérd as applied to a court’s decision to give a particular jury
instruction). )
_ .

Bowling next contends that the evidence was insufficient to sustain his convic‘_[ions-
of false imprisonment because the State never established that he intended to take the
children or that he even knew that they were in the car.! In support, Bowling pfesents
several arguments: that the State never established whether the children’s car seats were
facing forward or backward, which was material because “a driver would have been
unable to see fheir faces, if the ca‘rvseats were facing backward;” that there was no
testimony “that there were any lights on inside the car that might have caused [Bowling]
to notice the children at night;” that there was no evidence that the children “were even
awake, lét alone actually making some noise, when the car was stolen;” that there was no
evidence that Bowling ever knowingly confined or detained the children; and, that there
was no evidence of force because Bowling was “cémpletely unaware of the presence of -
[the children] in the back seat of [the] car.”:

“The test of aﬁpellate review of evidentiary sufficiency is whether, ‘after viewing:

the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution, any rational trier of fact could

have found the essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt.’”. Donati v.

! The State argues that Bowling’s sufficiency argument is unpreserved because, in -
making his motion for judgment of acquittal at trial, “he did not specify the basis that he
now sets forth on appeal.” We disagree. In support of his motion for judgment of
acquittal, defense counsel argued the State had failed to show that Bowling had intended
to take the children when he stole Ms. Brown’s vehicle. That is essentially the same
argument he now makes on appeal, albeit in greater detail. - o

11



State, 215 Md. App. 686, 718 (quoting State v. Coleman, 423 Md. 666, 672 (201 ).
That same standard applies to all criminal cases, “including those resting upon
circumstantial evidence, since, generally, proof of guilt based in whole or in part on
ci.fcumstantial evidence is no different from proof of guilt based on direct eyewitnesses
accounts.” Neal v.- State, 191 Md. App. 297, 314 (2010). Moreover; “[t]he test is ‘not
whether the evidence should have or probably would have persuaded the maj’oﬁty of fact
finders but only Whefher it possibly could-have persuaded any rational fact finder.””
Painter v. State, 157 Md. App. 1, 11(2004) (citatibns omitted) (emphasis in original). In
 making that determinétion, “[w]e ‘rﬁust g’iv'e'deference:to all reasonable inferences [that]
the fact-finder draws, regardléss of Whether. [we] Wbuldhave chosen a different -
reasonable inference.”” Donati, 215 Md. App. 'bat. 718 (quoting Cox.v. State, 421 Md. 630, .
657 (2011)). In sd doing, ‘[w]e defer to the fact finder’s ‘opportunity to assess the ::
credibility of witnesses, weigh the evidence; and resolve conflicts in the evidence[.]”” -
Neal, 191 Md. Aﬁp. at 314 (citations omitted). . = -

“False imprisonment ... results from any unlawful exercise or show of force by -
which a person is compell.ed'to reméin where he does not wish to remain or go where he
does not wish to go.” Lamb v. State, 93 Md. App. 422, 469 (1992) (citations dmitted).
“Falsé ’imprisbnment.is; thus, an unlawful confinement or:détention- brought about by the:
instrumentality, inter alia, of either forcé or threat of force.” Id. at 470. “To obtaina
convylictvion,. the State must prdvé'that thevdq'f_-erblidént» é_(iénﬁri_ecf Qf delrairi'ea’; the victifn
against her will; aﬁd ‘that the Conﬁ_heiﬁent or .devter,lﬁd._rilv .Was‘ a;co_rhpli:shéd:b}vf’ fofce Qf .
threat of force or deception.”‘ '.H‘ov_v‘ar’d 'v._'Statve',_.ZéiZ; Md. App 125,168 (201 7.)l,’ce_'rt.
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denied 453 Md. 366 (quoting Maryland Pattern Jury Instructions-Crifninal (“MPIJI-Cr”)
4:13(3)). :

-~ We find the evidence sufficient.- Holly Brown testified that, at the time of the
theft, her two children, who were ordinarily noisy and unable to sit still, were seated in
car seats in the back of her four-door sedan and that, ordinarily, she can see the children
in the car’s rearview mirror when she is driving. Ms. Brown further testified that it was
‘;still light out” and not “bitch black” and that someone walking by her car could “see
right through” her car’s windows. Although Bowling, who admitted stealing Ms.
Brown’s car, denied seeiﬁg the children in the car at the time of the theft, he testified that,
when he did notice the children, he drove a short distance, removed the children from the
car, and then drove away. Ms. Brown testified that her children’s car seats were never
recovered.

From those facts, a reasonable inference can be drawn that Bowling knev? that the
children were in the car when he forcibly and without legal justiﬁcation entered Ms.
Brown’s automobile and drove aWay; Even so; Bowling admitted that he discovered the
- children in the backseat during'fhe theft and that, upon making the discovery, he forcibly
~ and without legal justification drove the children to a neighbor’s house where he forcibly
and without legal justification rerﬁoved the children from the car and then drove away.
Under either scenario, a rational trier of fact could have found that Bowling confined or -
detained the children against their will and that thé confinement or detention was
accomplished by force. . All of the points raised by Bowling to contradict those inferenqes

go to the weight of the evidence, not its sufficiency. :
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Bowlling’s final céntenﬁon is that the sehfencing court relied on an “impermissible
consideration” when rendering his sentence. .According-to' Bowling, the impropriety
occuned when the sentenéing judge noted that she “was éctually in.the'afea the night of -
the search for [Ms. Brown’s] kids;” that she “remember[ed] Well how serious if was;” and
that she “remember[ed] well the helicopters that were looking for who might have taken
| [Ms. Brown’s] kids.” |
The State argues, and we agree, that the issue is unprescrved.. “Under Md. Rule 8-
131(a), a deféndant must object to preserve for appellate review an issue as to a triai |
court’s impermissible considerations during a sentencing proceéding.” Sharp v. State, =
446 Md._ 669, 683 (2016). Here, neither defense counsel nor Bowling objected when the
court made the disputed remarks. Accordingly, the issue was not preserved for our |
review. |
]:Zveﬁ so, Bowling’s argument has-no merit. To be sure, appellate review of a
deféndant’s sentence may be appropriate where it is shown that “the sentencing judge
was motivated by ill-will, prejudice dr other impermissible considerations[.]” Jackson:v.
State, 364 Md. 192, 2001’(2001) (citations omitted). That said, “‘[i]n 'ordér to impose
what is necessary to accomplish the objectives of sentencing, the sentencing judge has a-
'Ver’y:br'oad latitude . . . to consider Whate\;er he has learned about the defendant and the -
crime.”” Martin v. State, 218 Md.. App. 1, 45 (2014) (quoting Johnson v. State, 274 Md.
536, 540'(1975)). Such permissible considerations include “the facts andjcircufnstaﬁces

- of the crime committed and the background of the defendant, including his. or her
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reputatlon pr1or offenses, health hablts mental and moral propensmes and soc1al
background.” ;lones V. State 414 Md 686 693 (2010) (01tat10ns and quotations omitted).
The sentencing. Judge ma): also con51der “‘the demeanor and veracity of the defendant |
gleaned frornhis Vaiious court»appearances, as well as the data acquired from such other
souices as the presentence investigation or any personal knowledge the judge may have
“gained from living in the same community as the offender.”” Martm 218 Md App at 45
(quoting Johnson, 274 Md. 540).

Against that backdrop, and considering the entirety of the record, we cannot
conclude that the sentencing court’s unguarded unhelpful comments rise to the level of
being “impermissible” as that concept has been applied by our appellate courts. The
court simply took notice of the circumstances of Bowling’s crimes and acted within its
discretion in sentencing Bowling.

JUDGMENTS OF THE CIRCUIT COURT

FOR BALTIMORE CITY AFFIRMED;
COSTS TO BE PAID BY APPELLANT.
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JOHN BOWLING % INTHE
*  COURT OF APPEALS

* OF MARYLAND

* Petition Docket No. 409
S September Term, 2018 .
% - ,
: o T S .. (No. 2165, Sept. Term, 2017
STATE OF MARYLAND * - Court of Special Appeals)
ORDER

Upon consideration of the petitioﬁ for a writ of certiorari to the Court of Special

Appeals and the answer filed thereto, in the above entitled case, it is

ORDERED, by the Court of Appeals of Maryland, that the petition be, and it is
hereby, denied as there has been no showing that review by certiorari is desirable and in the public :

interest. :

N\

/s/ Mary Elien Barbera

Chief J udge

DATE: February 22,2019
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from this filing is
available in the

Clerk’s Office.



