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STATE’S ANSWER TO DEFENDANT’S DEMAND FOR A BILL OF
PARTICULARS

Now comes the State of Maryland by Robert A. Rohrbaugh, State
Prosecutor, Thomas M. McDonough, Deputy State Prosecutor, Shelly S. Glenn, Senior
Assistant State Prosecutor, and Tamara M. Gustave, Assistant State Prosecutor, and in
answer to Defendant’s Demand for a Bill of Particulars, states that the Defendant is not
entitled to the particulars sought for the following reasons:
1. The indictment in this case is not a “short form” indictment that is permitted
under the Maryland law. To the contrary, in addition to the specification of the
nature of the charges against her in each enumerated count, the indictment in this
matter contains 20 paragraphs on four pages informing the defendant in great
detail of the essential facts and the Defendant’s alleged actions.
2. A Demand for a Bill of Parﬁﬁulars is not the equivalent of a set of
interrogatories in a civil case. A Bill of Particulars should not be used to force the
State to elect a theory or a particular interpretation of the evidence with might be
introduced at trial solely so that the Defendant can gain some tactical advantage.
3. While one purpose of a Bill of Particulars is to enable the Defendant to prepare

for trial, the Defendant is being afforded access to all of the State’s evidence




through the appropriate discovery process. Defendant’s Demand for a Bill of
Particulars improperly seeks legal and factual conclusions and inferences which
may be drawn from the evidence. Certajn_ly, this type of information is what the
trier of fact is to consider. Unlike a motion for summary judgment in a civil case
where the court can consider evidence based upon sworn affidavits, the Defendant
is not entitled under the guise of a Demand for a Bill of Particulars to force the
State to set forth its theory of the inferences to be drawn from the evidence or its
theory of how the evidence provided in discovery applies to the allegations in the
indictment.

4, The statements and grand jury testimony of the State’s witnesses have been
provided to the defendant, and copies of the documents pertinent to this matter in
the State’s possession have been provided to the defendant or are available for the
defendant to review.

5. The dates of the events alleged in the indictment are stated with reasonable
particularity under the circumstances.

6. The defendant has been furnished with or given the opportunity to review all
of the State’s evidence concerning the dates of the events alleged in the
indictment.

7. The State has no recordings of the conversations alleged i;1 the indictment.

8. All of evidence known to the State concerning the conversations alleged in the

indictment alleged in the indictment has been furnished to the defendant.




9. In support of this response, the State attaches hereto and incorporates herein
its Memorandum in Support of the State’s Answer to the Demand for a Bill of

Particulars.

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the State respectiully requests that

this Honorable Court deny the Defendant’s Demand for a Bill of Particulars.

Respectfully submitted,

ROBERT A. ROHRBAUGH
State Prosecutor

K.SMy S.Lﬁlelﬁ/J /

Senior Assistant State Prosecutor
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Tamara M. Gustave
Assistant State Prosecutor
Suite 410, Hampton Plaza
300 East Joppa Road
Towson, Maryland 21286
(410) 321-4067
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 23rd day of September, 2009 a copy of the
foregoing STATE’S ANSWER TO DEFENDANT’S DEMAND FOR A BILL OF
PARTICULARS was mailed, postage prepaid, to Joshua R. Treem, Esq. and Richard
C.B. Woods, Esq. , Attorneys for Defenciant, at Schulman, Treem, Kaminkow and
Gilden, P.A., Suite 1800, The World Trade Center, 401 East Pratt Street, Baltimore,
Maryland 21202.

I FURTHER CERTIFY that I am more than eighteen (18) years of age.




