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SUMMARY

The Maryland Court of Appeals considered whether a juvenile court could immediately adopt a
master’s recommendations transferring custody and dismissing CINA petitions before expiration of
the five-day period for filing exceptions. The court held that the appeal was not moot because the
mother continued to suffer collateral consequences and that the circuit court erred by adopting the
recommendations before the exceptions period expired.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the appeal became moot after California assumed jurisdiction over the children's custody and
visitation proceedings.

2. Whether the juvenile court erred by adopting the master's findings and recommendations before
expiration of the five-day period for filing exceptions under Maryland Rule 11-111(c).

3. Whether adopting the master's recommendations before expiration of the exceptions period violated the
petitioner's due process right to have the matter reviewed by a judge.

4. Whether the Court of Special Appeals' treatment of the immediate-implementation issue could properly
be applied to the petitioner.

HOLDINGS

1. The appeal was not moot because the petitioner continued to suffer collateral consequences from the
Maryland judgment transferring custody to the father, including the judgment's effect on subsequent
California custody determinations.

2. A circuit court may not adopt a juvenile master’s findings, conclusions, recommendations, or proposed
orders before expiration of the five-day period for filing exceptions under Maryland Rule 11-111(c).

3. The right to file exceptions during the five-day period is a protective component of due process because
it provides the means for a litigant to obtain a prompt hearing before a duly qualified judge; the circuit
court violated the petitioner's due process rights by adopting the master's recommendations before that
period expired.

4. The circuit court could not rely on Maryland Rule 9-208(h)(2) to immediately adopt the master's
recommendations because Title 9 of the Maryland Rules does not apply to actions in a juvenile court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“By Rule 11 — 115(b)’s plain language, a master’s recommendations are “subject to approval by the court in
accordance with Rule 11-111,” and Rule 11-111 unmistakingly provides parties five days to file exceptions to a
master’s recommendations.” (472-73)

“Thus, the right to file exceptions is a required protective provision of litigants’ due process right to have his
or her matter heard by a duly qualified judge.” (475)

“We therefore hold that the circuit court erred in adopting the master’s recommendations prior to the
expiration of the five days afforded by Rule 11 — 111(c) for filing exceptions.” (476)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Leslie C. and Christopher C. were the biological parents of three children who had been removed from Leslie's
care after abuse allegations and placed in shelter and foster care. At a disposition hearing, a master



recommended dismissing the CINA petition and transferring custody to Christopher, who was stationed in the
Navy and planned to relocate to California. Although Leslie stated that she intended to file exceptions, the circuit
court adopted the master's recommendations two days later and immediately transferred custody. California later
assumed jurisdiction over custody and visitation and relied in part on the Maryland judgment in subsequent
custody orders.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Frederick County juvenile court adopted the master's recommendations two days after the disposition
hearing, transferred legal and physical custody of the children to their father, and dismissed the CINA petition.
The Court of Special Appeals affirmed, holding that the custody transfer could be implemented immediately
under Maryland Rule 11-115(b) and that the petitioner retained the right to file exceptions. During the Maryland
appeal, California assumed jurisdiction over custody and visitation proceedings. The Court of Appeals held that
the appeal was not moot because the Maryland judgment continued to cause collateral consequences, reversed
the intermediate appellate judgment, and remanded with instructions to reverse the juvenile court and dismiss the
action.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reverse the Court of Special Appeals' judgment; reverse the judgment of the Circuit Court for Frederick County;
and remand to the circuit court with instructions to dismiss the action.
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