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APPENDIX E 

CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS AND RULES 

U.S. Const. amend. I: 

Congress shall make no law respecting an 
stablishment of religion, or prohibiting the free 
exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, 
or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to 
assemble, and to petition the government for a 
redress of grievances. 

U.S. Const. amend. VI: 

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the 
right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of 
the State and district wherein the crime shall have been 
committed, which district shall have been previously 
ascertained by law, and to be informed of the nature and 
cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the 
witnesses against him; to have compulsory process for 
obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to have the 
Assistance of Counsel for his defence. 

U.S. Const. amend. XIV: 

Section 1. All persons born or naturalized in the United 
States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens 
of the United States and of the state wherein they reside. 
No state shall make or enforce any law which shall 
abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the 
United States; nor shall any state deprive any person of 
life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor 
deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal 
protection of the laws. 
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Maryland Rule 19-300.1[6]: Preamble to the Maryland 
Attorneys’ Rules of Professional Conduct: 

 
As a public citizen, an attorney should seek improvement 
of the law, access to the legal system, the administration 
of justice and the quality of service rendered by the legal 
profession. As a member of a learned profession, an 
attorney should cultivate knowledge of the law beyond its 
use for clients, employ that knowledge in reform of the law 
and work to strengthen legal education. In addition, an 
attorney should further the public's understanding of and 
confidence in the rule of law and the justice system 
because legal institutions in a constitutional democracy 
depend on popular participation and support to maintain 
their authority. An attorney should be mindful of 
deficiencies in the administration of justice and of the fact 
that the poor, and sometimes persons who are not poor, 
cannot afford adequate legal assistance. Therefore, all 
attorneys should devote professional time and resources 
and use civic influence to ensure equal access to our 
system of justice for all those who because of economic or 
social barriers cannot afford or secure adequate legal 
advice or representation. An attorney should aid the legal 
profession in pursuing these objectives and should help 
the bar regulate itself in the public interest. 

 
Maryland Rule 19-303.7 of the Maryland Attorneys’ Rules of 
Professional Conduct [Cited as: MD. RULE 3.7(a)]: 

 
Attorney as Witness 
(a) An attorney shall not act as advocate at a trial in 
which the attorney is likely to be a necessary witness 
unless: 

(1) the testimony relates to an uncontested issue; 
(2) the testimony relates to the nature and value of 

legal services rendered in the case; or 
(3) disqualification of the attorney would work 

substantial hardship on the client. 
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Maryland Rule 19-308.2(a) of the Maryland Attorneys’ Rules 
of Professional Conduct [Cited as: MD. RULE 8.2(a)]: 

 
Judicial And Legal Officials 
An attorney shall not make a statement that the attorney 
knows to be false or with reckless disregard as to its truth 
or falsity concerning the qualifications or integrity of a 
judge, adjudicatory officer or public legal officer, or of a 
candidate for election or appointment to judicial or legal 
office. 

 
Maryland Rule 19-308.4(d) of the Maryland Attorneys’ 
Rules of Professional Conduct [Cited as: MD. RULE 8.4(d)]: 

 
Misconduct 
It is professional misconduct for an attorney to: 

*     *     * 
(d) engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the 
administration of justice; 

 
*     *     * 
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