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HEADNOTE:

FORFEI TURE LAW- ART. 27, 8 297(d)(2)(i) - The forfeiture petition
for noney or currency nust include the filing of an executed show
cause order, along with the conplaint and affidavit, within ninety
days of the date of final disposition of the crimnal proceeding.
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At issue in this case is the neaning of Maryland Code (1957,
1992 Repl. Vol., 1994 Cum Supp.), Art. 27, 8 297(d)(2)(i). More
particularly, we are asked to determ ne whether the reference in
t hat subsection to "show cause order"” is to a proposed order or one
actually executed by a judge. Contrary to the ruling of the
Circuit Court for Prince George's County, the Court of Special

Appeals held that it was the latter. Vieira v. Prince George's

County, 101 Md. App. 220, 645 A 2d 639 (1995). Aggrieved, Prince
CGeorge's County, the petitioner, sought review of that decision by
this Court. Recognizing the inportance of the issue, we granted
its petition for wit of certiorari. W now affirmthe judgnment of
the internedi ate appellate court.

l.

Ant hony WIlfred Vieira, the respondent, was stopped by the
Prince George's County police for running a red Iight on Maryl and
Route 197 at the Baltinore-Wshi ngton Parkway overpass. He was
arrested when the officer seized drug paraphernalia he observed in
the respondent's car. A search of the car uncovered additiona
par aphernalia and $7,850.00 in cash, which also were seized. The
respondent entered a guilty plea to a charge of possession of drug
par aphernal i a. Pursuant to a plea agreenent, he was placed on
probati on before judgnment pursuant to Article 27, § 641.

Ei ghty-ni ne days after the respondent was sentenced, on June
3, 1992, the petitioner filed in the Crcuit Court for Prince

CGeorge's County, a Conplaint For Forfeiture of Currency. The



2
conpl aint consisted of four pages. Al t hough the pages of the
conpl aint are nunbered three through six, the June 3 docket entry
desi gnates the conplaint's page nunbers as one through four. On
the fourth page, separately captioned, is an affidavit by the

County Director of Finance. The next docket entry is dated June

18, 1992, 15 days after the first entry. It states, "show cause
order (Graydon McKee, II1), F. D. CC given to the Atty for service.
BJB. " The show cause order referred to in the docket entry

consi sts of two pages and is dated June 17, 1992, 103 days after
the final disposition of the respondent's crimnal case.!th the

relief or order sought."?

2 Per haps proposed show cause order is not the proper term
and notion for show cause order nore appropriately and accurately
descri bes the nature of the order sough



