
 
 

IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS OF MARYLAND 
 
COREY CUNNINGHAM, et al.   * 
       * 

Appellants,     * 
       * 
v.        *       Case No.: CSA-REG-3461-2018 
       * 
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND et, al. * 
       * 

Appellees.     * 
      * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * *       * 
MOTION FOR PARTIAL RECONSIDERATION  

 
 Appellant, Corey Cunningham, father, guardian, and next friend of minor child 

Kodi Gaines (“Appellant”), by undersigned counsel, pursuant to Maryland Rule 8-

605(b)(1), (4) and (6), files this Motion to Partially Reconsider the Court of Special 

Appeals’ Opinion and Order filed July 1, 2020, and for cause states: 

Introduction 

Appellant specifically argued in Appellant’s Reply Br. at 16, that the issue of 

remittitur was “not before this Court for review,” and this Court held that the “[Circuit 

Court] did not actually [order remittitur], … so there is no ruling in this regard for the 

Court [of Special Appeals] to review.” Slip Op. Docket No. 3461/18 at 73 (emphasis 

supplied), Cunningham, et al. v. Baltimore County, et al., Date: July 1, 2020. Thus, there 

was no basis to remand remittitur to the Circuit Court. For reasons set forth herein, 

Appellant requests that the Court reconsider and strike the conclusions that (1) “on 

remand, the circuit court …. can address the issue whether a remittitur or new trial is 

warranted” and (2) “we remand to the circuit court for consideration of the remaining 
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issues relating to damages. Those issues include, but are not limited to, the damages cap 

and remittitur.” Id. (emphasis supplied). Additionally, we ask this Court, for reasons 

stated herein, to strike the remand to the Circuit Court to address the damages cap and for 

this Court to apply the damages cap as outlined herein. 

Background 

 On February 14, 2019, the Honorable Mickey J. Norman of the Circuit Court for 

Baltimore County granted Appellees Royce Ruby and Baltimore County (hereinafter, 

“Appellees”)’s Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict and, alternatively, 

conditionally granted Appellees’ Motion for New Trial “should the [Circuit] Court’s 

ruling granting JNOV not withstand appellate scrutiny.” Apx. 210. As this Court found, 

Judge Norman discussed remittitur noting that, “[B]ut for this Court dismissing the 

matter for grant of qualified immunity [and granting Appellees’ JNOV], or in the 

alternative a new trial because of the defective verdict, the Court would remit the juries 

awards.” Apx. 207. However, unlike how the Circuit Court ordered a JNOV and 

conditional new trial in its Ruling, the Circuit Court did not order remittitur in its 

“Ruling” of February 14, 2019. Apx. 209-210. Appellant noted a timely appeal to this 

Court regarding Judge Norman’s February 14, 2019, Opinion and Order. Appellees, 

significantly, did not appeal, cross-appeal, or conditionally cross-appeal Judge Norman’s 

Opinion and Order although they were on notice that the Circuit Court’s Opinion and 

Order was in jeopardy when Appellants filed their appeal.  

 In its review, this Court emphasized that: 
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 Appellants assert that the Court’s statement regarding remittitur was dicta 
because the Circuit Court never gave Appellants an opportunity to accept a 
reduced figure; and 
 

 Appellants argue there was no basis for remittitur as Appellees did not 
present any evidence pertaining to damages to refute the expert testimony 
concerning Kodi’s physical and psychological injuries.  

 
In addition to the reasons set forth above that this Court acknowledged, Appellant also 

specifically noted that “Appellees did not cross-appeal this refusal by the Circuit Court to 

order remittitur. Appellees did not ask this Court to order Judge Norman to remit the 

verdict. Instead, Appellees, seemingly satisfied with Judge Norman's Order, decided not 

to appeal any portion of that Order.” Appellant’s Reply Br. at 15-16 (Mar. 30, 2020). 

After correctly holding that remittitur was not before it, this Court, without 

explanation, ordered that the issue of remittitur be remanded to the Circuit Court. This 

action was taken after this Court correctly criticized and reversed the trial court’s earlier 

grant of a conditional new trial, while stating: “… it is troubling that, after a three week 

trial, when the exact scenario that counsel was to trying to prevent occurred, the court 

ordered a new trial based on a defective verdict. We also note that the alleged 

inconsistency dealt with the damages awarded, not liability, yet the court simply ordered 

a new trial.” Slip Op. Docket No. 3461/18 at 70. (emphasis supplied). Paradoxically, this 

Court has, in essence, after a three (3) week jury trial in which the jury rendered its 

verdict, granted the Circuit Court another chance to, once again, improperly grant a new 

trial on both liability and damages when the issue of remittitur was not appealed by 

Appellees.  
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Argument 

A. As Appellant has Briefed and Argued, Because the Issue of Remittitur was 
not Before This Court, There was no Basis to Remand the Issue of 
Remittitur to the Circuit Court. 

 
The main issues before this Court on appeal, as presented in the questions posed 

by Appellant - namely, the Circuit Court’s improper grant of a judgment notwithstanding 

the verdict and conditional grant of a new trial - were properly resolved by this Court in 

Appellant’s favor. Specifically, this Court: 

 Reversed the Circuit Court’s grant of the JNOV with respect to the claims 
against Corporal Ruby as this Court held that the Circuit Court had usurped 
the function and findings of the jury; 
 

 Vacated the Circuit Court’s ruling granting JNOV to Baltimore County on 
other claims; and 
 

 Reversed the Circuit Court’s conditional grant of a new trial based on an 
alleged irreconcilably inconsistent verdict, noting several troubling actions 
by the Circuit Court, and concluding that the Circuit Court abused its 
discretion in granting a conditional new trial.  

 
The additional ruling by this Court to review a matter not decided by the Circuit Court 

and not appealled by Appellees and then remanding remittitur to the Circuit Court creates 

a slipperly slope of precedent, against all public policy. This Court should not find, in a 

reported case, that an issue not appealed by a party, and only briefly mentioned but not 

decided by the Circuit Court, is subject to appellate review. If this precedent is allowed to 

stand, it will open the floodgates for litigants to: 1) raise an issue in the trial court, 2) not 

request that the trial court decide the issue when the trial court fails to rule on it, 3) not 

appeal the issue, which is in contravention of the Maryland Rules, 4) and then, for the 
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first time, raise their disagreement with the non-ruling of the trial court in this Court, in 

violation of the Maryland Rules, and expect this Court to rule on the issue.  

i. Appellees Failed to File a Cross-Appeal or Conditional Cross-
Appeal Pursuant to Maryland Rule 8-202. 

Appellees failed to file a cross-appeal or a conditional cross-appeal pursuant to 

Maryland Rule 8-202.1 When “a timely cross-appeal is not filed, [the appellate court] will 

ordinarily review only those issues properly raised by the appellant.”  Maxwell v. 

Ingerman, 107 Md. App. 677, 681 (1996); see also Kunda v. Morse, 229 Md. App. 295, 

302 n.4 (2016) (recognizing same and refusing to entertain an argument when appellees  

masqueraded an issue that should have been raised in a cross appeal as a 

counterargument). “As such [Appellees’ argument] resembles less a counterargument and 

much more a cross-appeal. Maryland Rule 8–202(e) requires notice of a cross-appeal to 

be filed within ten days after the date on which the first notice of appeal was filed or 

within any longer time otherwise allowed by this Rule. The record does not 

demonstrate that Morse filed a notice of a cross-appeal in this case. . Accordingly, if 

a timely cross-appeal is not filed, we will ordinarily review only those issues properly 

raised by the appellant[.] … Our review in this matter will be limited to those 

questions presented by the appellant in her brief, which are limited to a review of 

Count I of the complaint.” Kunda, 229 Md. at 302, n. 4. (emphasis supplied; internal 

quotations and citation omitted).  Importantly, in this matter as in Kunda, Appellees did 

 
1  See Daughton v. Maryland Auto. Ins. Fund, 198 Md. App. 524, 529 n. 3 (2011); 

Mallard v. Earl, 106 Md. App. 449, 452 (1995) (finding “conditional cross-appeal” is reached 
only if the party who is filing the cross-appeal has the appeal resolved against his or her 
interests).  
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not file a cross-appeal therefore the issue of remittitur, as this Court found, was not 

before this Court. Accordingly, there was no basis to remand remittitur to the Circuit 

Court. 

Nationwide Mut. Ins. Co. v. Regency Furniture, Inc., 183 Md. App. 710 (2007) is 

also instructive here. Commenting on Maxwell, the Nationwide court held that: 

 [I]n “Maxwell, this Court examined cases in the federal courts of appeal 
that construed an analogous provision in the Federal Rules of Appellate 
Procedure ("FRAP"), FRAP 4(a)(3). We adopted the reasoning of those 
courts that have held that a belated cross-appeal is not jurisdictionally 
defective. The theory underlying these decisions is that appellate 
jurisdiction is conferred by the original filing of a timely notice  of appeal 
by one party, so the appellate court has jurisdiction over a second notice of 
appeal, by another party, even if it is not timely filed. The court 
nevertheless has discretion to entertain the late-filed second appeal, or not. 
We held that "if good cause--exceedingly good cause--is shown for the 
untimeliness, we may, in our discretion, excuse the untimeliness and 
consider issues raised in the cross-appeal."” Nationwide, 183 Md. App. 
740-741 (emphasis supplied).  
 
Additionally, although the Court of Appeals in Rosales v. State, 463 Md. 552, 583 

(2019) just last year, held that the failure to note an appeal under Maryland Rule 8-202 is 

a claims processing violation the Court also stated: “[D]espite this recognition, Maryland 

Rule 8-202(a) remains a binding rule on appellants, and this court will continue to 

enforce this rule.” Id. at 568. Clearly, Maryland Rule 8-202(e) should remain binding on 

Appellees. “A claims processing rule cannot be simply ignored as it serves to “promote 

the orderly progress of litigation by requiring that the parties take certain procedural steps 

at certain specified times.” Id. at 567. (quoting Henderson v. Shinseki, 562 U.S. 428, 435, 

131 S. Ct. 1197, 179 L.Ed.2d 159 (2011)).  

http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2024682542&pubNum=0000780&originatingDoc=I0ee20a40615511e99403c5c1b41b53c0&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_780_435&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_780_435
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2024682542&pubNum=0000780&originatingDoc=I0ee20a40615511e99403c5c1b41b53c0&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_780_435&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_780_435
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Significantly, this Court did not find - and was not asked to find by Appellees – 

that Appellees met the high standard of good cause, or “exceedingly good cause”, needed 

even for an untimely filed cross-appeal.  

 Thus, Appellees, having failed to object to, or cross-appeal Judge Norman’s 

ruling within the time prescribed by Maryland Rule 8-202, and having failed to establish 

“exceedingly good cause” or some higher standard for non-filing, cannot now disagree 

with this Court’s finding that “there [was] no ruling [on remittitur] in this regard for the 

Court to review.” Slip Op. Docket No. 3461/18 at 73. Specifically, because Appellees did 

not raise remittitur, or the lack of a remittitur ruling by Judge Norman in a cross-appeal 

or conditional cross-appeal, Appellees have forfeited having the issue of remittitur 

addressed by this Court or any other court. Even if Appellees had filed a cross-appeal but 

filed it late, they would be barred from pursuing the cross-appeal. See Maxwell, 107 Md. 

App. at 681 where this Court said, “[t]here should be no implication from regarding the 

time requirement for a cross-appeal as a scope of review rather than a jurisdictional 

limitation that late filings will be excused or that the time requirement will not be 

rigorously enforced. The rule means what it says; cross-appeals must be noted within 

the time allowed or they will be routinely dismissed, as this one was.” 107 Md. App. at 

683 (emphasis supplied).  

iii. This Court’s Decision on Remittitur Contradicts its Other Rulings. 
 
Additionally, this Court’s decision on remittitur, in light of the other rulings, is, at 

best, contradictory, and will likely lead to additional expenses and further litigation 

including another appeal, rather than avoid these expenses, further litigation and another 
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appeal. This Court previously found that Judge Norman abused his discretion when he 

ordered a new trial because, under well settled Maryland law, the verdicts were not 

inconsistent and also criticized Judge Norman for other “troubling” actions. A remand on 

remittitur under these circumstances is highly prejudicial and unfair to Appellants, who 

have committed no error. This ruling would allow the trial court to again engage in 

“troubling” actions and again circumvent the jury’s verdict by usurping the function and 

findings of the jury by either reducing the jury’s award or ordering a new trial, on 

liability and damages, when the issue of remittitur was not appealled.  

B.  In Addition to Appellees’ Failure to Appeal the Issue of Remittitur, 
Appellees “Acquiesced” in the Judgment and Have Forfeited the Right to 
Have any Court Consider a Reduction of the Damages Awarded by the 
Jury. 
 

As set forth previously (Appellant’s Reply Br. at 4-5; Slip Op. Docket No. 

3461/18 at 72), at trial Appellees 1) presented no evidence on damages, and 2) did not 

challenge Appellant’s evidence on that issue. Specifically, Appellees declined to cross 

examine: Dr. Justin Sachs, who removed the bullet from Kodi’s face; Dr. Paul 

Sponseller, who performed surgery on Kodi’s elbow; Dr. Steven Siebert, a forensic 

psychiatrist and the Chief Court Psychiatrist for the Circuit Court for Baltimore County 

who testified about Kodi’s psychological injuries; and Corey Cunningham, Kodi’s father, 

and Paulette Cunningham, Kodi’s paternal grandmother, who described the daily 

limitations and psychological and physical struggles of Kodi Gaines. Appellant’s Reply 

Br. at 14.  
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In Osztreicher v. Juanteguy, 338 Md. 528 (1995), a medical malpractice matter, 

Plaintiff’s expert witness refused to testify because he did not want his privacy infringed 

upon by the disclosure of his tax records. Id. at 532. As a result, plaintiff’s counsel rested 

his case without presenting evidence, stating “It would be folly of the highest degree for 

me to believe that I have any chance of properly representing the plaintiff with one 

witness who is retired from surgery at the present time. . . .  I am going to spend a lot of 

time and money for naught.” Id. at 533. The Circuit Court granted the defendant 

physician's motion for judgment.  Plaintiff appealed, and after granting certiorari on its 

own motion, the Court of Appeals held that the decision not to present evidence 

constituted acquiescence by the plaintiff in rulings of the trial court, and therefore 

precluded appellate review of the rulings. The Court of Appeals explained: “the right to 

appeal may be lost by acquiescence in, or recognition of, the validity of the decision 

below, from which the appeal is taken or by otherwise taking a position which is 

inconsistent with the right to appeal.” Id. at 534 (citing Rocks v. Brosius, 241 Md. 612, 

630 (1966)); see also Driggs Corp. v. Maryland Aviation Admin, 348 Md. 389, 400-401 

(1998).  In other words, the failure of Appellees to controvert or contradict Appellant’s 

damages evidence through the introduction of any evidence is acquiescence to that 

evidence and the jury’s damages award. 

Accordingly, even if Appellees had filed a cross-appeal, they would have waived 

the right to raise the issue of remittitur because of their failure to present any evidence 

before the jury that controverted the damages evidence presented by Appellant. Appellees 

failed to cross-examine any of Appellant’s medical or lay witnesses concerning Kodi 
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Gaines’ injuries. Further, Appellees failed to call any expert or lay witness in their case to 

contradict or controvert Appellees’ witnesses. It is particularly inappropriate and patently 

unfair to Appellant to allow Appellees the potential for new trial where Appellees will get 

a “do over” and can now change their previously failed trial strategy and, in a new trial, 

for the first time, present evidence on damages. Such a result would unfairly punish and 

prejudice Appellant, who committed no error, and at the same time, unfairly reward 

Appellees for their failed litigation strategy. 

C. In Addition to Failing to Address the Fact that Appellees Failed to Cross 
Appeal the Issue of Remittitur, This Court Failed to Follow the Clear 
Language of Maryland Rule 2-532(f)(1) when It Ordered a Remand to the 
Circuit Court on Remittitur. 

 
Maryland Rule 2-532(f)(1) states, in relevant part: 

 When a judgment notwithstanding the verdict granted. If a motion 
for judgment notwithstanding the verdict is granted and the appellate court 
reverses, it may (A) enter judgment on the original verdict, (B) remand the 
case for a new trial in accordance with a conditional order of the trial court, 
or (C) itself order a new trial. . . .   
 

As set forth herein and in this Court’s Opinion, this Court reversed the Circuit Court’s 

grant of a judgment notwithstanding the verdict and also reversed the Circuit Court’s 

conditional grant of a new trial. This Court did not order a new trial under either 

Maryland Rule 2-532(f)(1)(B) or (C). Rather, this Court at first followed Maryland Rule 

2-532(f)(1)(A), as it reversed the Circuit Court’s grant of the judgment notwithstanding 

the verdict and also reversed the Circuit Court’s conditional grant of a new trial. 

Maryland Rule 2-532(f)(1)(A) only permits this Court when reversing a Circuit Court’s 

judgment notwithstanding the verdict to “enter judgment on the original verdict,” which 
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this Court clearly did. The clear language of Maryland Rule 2-532(f)(1)(A) does not 

permit this Court, upon reversing a judgment notwithstanding the verdict, to enter the 

original verdict and remand remittitur for the trial court to consider.  Accordingly, under 

the plain language of Maryland Rule 2-532(f)(1)(A), this Court must amend its Order and 

strike the remand of remittitur, which allows the Circuit Court to consider remittitur or a 

potential new trial, on both liability and damages, within the remittitur framework.   

D. This Court Failed to Properly Address the Application of the Damages 
Cap. 
 

This Court also found that  “on remand, the circuit court can address the 

applicability of the damages cap…” This is an unnecessary step and contrary to prior 

decisions of this Court. See, Brooks v. Jenkins, 220 Md. App. 444, 474 (2014) and 

Francis v. Johnson, 219 Md. App. 531 (2014), as fully discussed in Appellant’s brief and 

incorporated herein. (Br. of Appellant at 37-40). This Court included the completed 

verdict sheet in its Opinion, in which the jury found that Defendants violated Kodi 

Gaines’ rights under the Maryland Declaration of Rights, that Defendants committed a 

battery on Kodi Gaines, and that Defendants violated Kodi Gaines’ rights under 42 USC 

§ 1983. The jury further found that Kodi Gaines was entitled to $32,850,00.00 in non-

economic damages, based on his past and future pain and suffering and past and future 

physical and psychological injuries, pursuant to the testimony of uncontradicted 

witnesses. Slip Op. Docket No. 3461/18 at 23-25. Appellees and Appellants agree that 

the limitations found in Md. Code Ann., Cts. & Jud. Proc. § 5-303(a)(1) apply to 

damages awarded to Kodi Gaines under the Maryland Declaration of Rights and battery 
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but do not apply to the damages awarded to Kodi Gaines for his claim under 42 U.S.C. § 

1983.  

 Thus, as Appellants argued in their brief, (see Br. of Appellant at 37-40), under 

Maryland law, the proper method to address the damages cap and the apportionment 

issue is to apply the damages cap to Appellant’s Maryland Declaration of Rights claims 

and battery and leave the full damages award of $32,850,00.00 in non-economic damages 

intact with regard to Appellant’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim. Accordingly, Appellant simply 

requests that this Court apply the limitations under Md. Code Ann., Cts. & Jud. Proc. § 5-

303(a)(1) to the Maryland Declaration of Rights and battery non-economic damages 

award, and leave intact the non-economic damages award for the violations of Kodi 

Gaines’ rights under 42 USC § 1983. After applying the cap to the Maryland Declaration 

of Rights claims and not applying the cap to Appellant’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim, this 

Court should simply merge or consolidate the awards, as this Court did in Francis 

without remanding the matter to the Circuit Court, so that there is no duplicative award. 

Conclusion 

 Appellant has consistently and correctly argued that remittitur was not before this 

Court on appeal. Appellees neither appealed, cross-appealed or conditionally cross-

appealed the Circuit Court’s failure to order remittitur, as Appellees were fully satisfied 

with the Circuit Court’s post-trial rulings. This Court agreed with Appellants.  Inasmuch 

as Appellees waived or acquiesced to the damages awarded by the jury after a three (3) 

week trial, Appellant respectfully requests that this Court strike its ruling remanding the 

issue of remittitur to the Circuit Court for consideration of remittitur or new trial. 
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Additionally, this Court failed to follow the clear language of Maryland Rule 2-

532(f)(1)(A) as, after reversing the Circuit Court’s judgment notwithstanding the verdict, 

denying the conditional grant of a new trial and entering the original judgment, this Court 

is prohibited from then remanding this matter to the Circuit Court for consideration of  

remittitur and a new trial. Thus, this Court’s order remanding remittitur to the Circuit 

Court, and allowing the trial court to grant a new trial on both liability and damages, must 

be stricken. Finally, Appellant respectfully requests that this Court, instead of remanding 

this matter to the Circuit Court to apply the damages cap where appropriate, simply apply 

the law as both parties agree and apply the applicable limitations under Md. Code Ann., 

Cts. & Jud. Proc. § 5-303(a)(1) to the Appellant’s state claims, and leave intact the jury’s 

full damages award of $32,850,00.00 in non-economic damages with regard to 

Appellant’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim.  

  
 
 
 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

/s/ Kenneth Ravenell 
Kenneth Ravenell, Esquire 
Ravenell Law 
711 St. Paul Street  
Baltimore, Maryland 21202  
PH:  410-878-0705 
kravenell@kravenelllaw.com 
CPF No.: 8501010499  

     
/s/ Leslie D. Hershfield 
Leslie D. Hershfield, Esquire   
Schulman, Hershfield & Gilden, P.A.  

about:blank
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One East Pratt Street, Suite 904  
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
PH:  410-332-0850    
lhershfield@shg-legal.com   
CPF No.: 8912180258  

 
Attorneys for Appellants Corey 
Cunningham, as Father, Guardian and 
Next Friend of Kodi Gaines 
 
 
 

WORD COUNT AND COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 8-112 CERTIFICATION 

1. This motion contains 3564 words, excluding the parts of the motion exempted  

from the word count by Md. Rule 8-503.  

2. This motion complies with the font, spacing and type size requirements stated in  

Md. Rule 8-112. 

/s/ Leslie D. Hershfield 
Leslie D. Hershfield, Esquire 
Attorney for Appellants  
Corey Cunningham, as Next Friend of 
Kodi Gaines 
 

 
RULE 8-504(a)(9) CERTIFICATION 

 
This motion was prepared using proportionally spaced Times New Roman, 13-

point font. 

 
/s/ Leslie D. Hershfield 
Leslie D. Hershfield, Esquire 
Attorney for Appellants  
Corey Cunningham, as Next Friend of 
Kodi Gaines 
 
 

about:blank
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CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH MARYLAND RULES 

As to the attached document, I hereby certify that the attached filing complies with 

the Maryland Rules, as follows: No Restricted Information – No certificate of redactions 

needed.   

1. Pursuant to Rule 20-201, this document does not contain any restricted 

information as defined in the Maryland Rules. Therefore, no redacted or un-

redacted copies are necessary under Rule 20-201; Certificate of Service 

2. There is a written and signed certificate of service attached to this Request 

pursuant to Rule 20-205(d); and Signature 

3. Pursuant to Rule 20-107, all documents requiring a signature are signed. 

 
/s/ Leslie D. Hershfield 
Leslie D. Hershfield, Esquire 
Attorney for Appellants  
Corey Cunningham, as Next Friend of 
Kodi Gaines 

 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 30th day of July, 2020, a copy of the forgoing 

Motion to Reconsider was sent via electronic filing on MDEC, and via electronic mail to 

the following: 

James R. Benjamin, Jr., Esq., County Attorney 
 Michael G. Raimondi, Esq., Assistant County Attorney 

James V. Ruckle, Jr., Esq., Assistant County Attorney 
Jordan V. Watts, Jr., Esq., Assistant County Attorney 
400 Washington Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
jrbenjamin@baltimorecounty.md.gov 
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mraimondi@baltimorecountymd.gov 
jruckle@baltimorecountymd.gov 
jwatts@baltimorecountymd.gov 
Attorneys for Appellees 
 
J. Wyndal Gordon, Esq. 
The Law Offices of J. Wyndal Gordon, P.A.   
20 S. Charles Street, Suite 400    
Baltimore, Maryland  21201     
jwgattys@aol.com      
Attorney for Appellants 
 

 Landon M. White, Esq. 
Law Offices of Landon M. White 
2225 Saint Paul Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 
landon@baltimorelegalservices.com 
Attorney for Appellants 
 
 

/s/ Leslie D. Hershfield 
Leslie D. Hershfield, Esquire 
Attorney for Appellants  
Corey Cunningham, as Next Friend of 
Kodi Gaines 

 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank

