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PROTECTI VE ORDERS — ENFORCEMENT —§ 4- 506( g)

Provision in 8 4-506(g) that “all relief granted in a
protective order shall be effective for the period stated in
the order[]” does not prohibit a court from enforcing or

ot herwi se addressing violations of an expired protective
order when the acts or om ssions which constituted the

vi ol ations occurred while the protective order was in

ef f ect.
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Appel I ant, Shawn Torboli (“Ms. Torboli”), filed a petition
inthe Crcuit Court for Washington County seeking to enforce
certain terns of a protective order issued by that court against
appel | ee, Joseph A Torboli (“M. Torboli”). The court dism ssed
Ms. Torboli’s petition, and she filed a tinely appeal .

| SSUE

Ms. Torboli raises a single issue, which we rephrase: Does
Md. Code (1997 Supp.) 8 4-506(g) of the Famly Law Article
prohibit a court fromenforcing or otherw se addressing
vi ol ations of an expired protective order when the acts or
om ssi ons which constituted the violations occurred while the
protective order was in effect?

FACTS

On June 22, 1995, the Crcuit Court for Washi ngton County
i ssued a protective order to Ms. Torboli. That order required
M. Torboli, inter alia, to refrain fromharassing Ms. Torboli
and to stay away from her residence and place of enploynent. It
al so mandated that M. Torboli pay Ms. Torboli $750 per nonth
until the order’s term nation date of January 8, 1996

Whet her M. Torboli made all of the required paynents is
di sputed by the parties. Ms. Torboli clains that M. Torbol
failed to make a nunber of the paynents while the order was in
effect; and on Cctober 4, 1996, she filed a petition in the

Crcuit Court for Washington County maki ng such an all egation and



asking that M. Torboli be ordered to fulfill his financial
obl i gations under the order.

On Decenber 13, 1996, the circuit court held a hearing on
the matter. At that proceeding, the court did not take any
evidence fromthe parties; rather, it disposed of the petition on
the ground that it had no jurisdiction to act on Ms. Torboli’s
request. According to the court, Ml. Code 8§ 4-506(g) of the
Fam |y Law Article prohibits a court fromenforcing or otherw se
addressing violations of an expired protective order when the
acts or om ssions which constituted the violations occurred while
the protective order was in effect. The court’s ruling reads, in
rel evant part:

This case cane before the Court on Shawn
R Torboli’s Petition by counsel seeking
sanctions and enforcenent of a Protective
Order for household violence, (Family Law §
4-504 et seq.) and specifically seeking
arrearages for failure to pay energency
fam |y mai ntenance pursuant to the Protective
Order. The underlying Protective O der was
dated June 22, 1995 and by its terns was
effective to January 8, 1996. The Petition
itself recites that the [sic] “That
Protective Order was to term nate on January
8, 1996" and was not filed until October 15,
1996, patently beyond the expiration of the
Protective Order in January and beyond the
[imtation of 200 days as provided in Fam |y
Law § 4-506(09).

This Court therefore has no authority to
grant any relief under the expired Order and
a hearing is not necessary in that regard,
since, on the face of the Petition and under
the law, the Court would be essentially
dealing with a cl osed case.
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DI SCUSSI ON
Ml. Code 8§ 4-506(g) of the Famly Law Article provides, in
rel evant part, that “all relief granted in a protective order
shall be effective for the period stated in the order[.]"! The
circuit court interpreted this | anguage to prohibit a court from
enforcing or otherw se addressing violations of an expired
protective order even when the acts or om ssions which

constituted the violations occurred while the protective order

IAt the tinme the | ower court heard this case, the whole of 8§
4-506(g) read as foll ows:

(g) Duration. —All relief granted in a
protective order shall be effective for the
period stated in the order, not to exceed 200
days.

This provision was added to 8 4-506 on Cctober 1, 1992, and is
found, nost recently, in the 1996 Supplenent to the Fam |y Law
Article.

On Cctober 7, 1997, an anended version of § 4-506(g) becane
effective; the whole of that new version provides as foll ows:

(g) Duration. — (1) Except as provided
in paragraph (2) of this subsection, al
relief granted in a protective order shall be
effective for the period stated in the order,
not to exceed 12 nonths.

(2) A subsequent circuit court order
pertaining to any of the provisions included
in the protective order shall supersede those
provisions in the protective order.

The change in 8 4-506(g) has no effect on our analysis in this
appeal because the | anguage we are required to interpret —"al
relief granted in a protective order shall be effective for the
period stated in the order[]” —is the sane in both versions of §
4-506(Q) .
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was in effect.

In this appeal, both M. and Ms. Torboli contend that the
circuit court incorrectly interpreted 8 4-506(g). They argue
that 8 4-506(g) does not prevent a court from enforcing or
ot herwi se addressing violations of an expired protective order
when the acts or om ssions which constituted the violations
occurred while the protective order was in effect. W agree, and
therefore will reverse the decision of the circuit court and
remand the case for further proceedings.

Again, the issue is whether 84-506(g)’s statenent that “al
relief granted in a protective order shall be effective for the
period stated in the order[]” prohibits a court fromenforcing or
ot herwi se addressing violations of an expired protective order
when the acts or om ssions which constituted the violations
occurred while the protective order was in effect. To answer
this question, we nust construe the relevant statutory | anguage.

When interpreting a statute, our job is to effectuate the
intent of the legislature. Schweitzer v. Brewer, 280 M. 430,
438 (1977). The primary source for determning the |egislative
intent is the | anguage of the statute itself; and if that
| anguage i s cl ear and unanbi guous, a court will generally | ook no
further in its determnation of |legislative intent. 1d.

Further, such clear and unanbi guous | anguage is granted its

ordinary meaning. |d. Finally, all the parts of a statute



shoul d be reconciled as nmuch as possible, “and none of its words,
cl auses, phrases, or sentences [shoul d] be rendered surpl usage or
meani ngless.” 1d. Put another way, “[r]esults that are
unreasonable, illogical or inconsistent with comon sense shoul d
be avoi ded wherever possible consistent with the statutory

| anguage.” 1d. at 438-39.

The | anguage at issue here —"all relief granted in a
protective order shall be effective for the period stated in the
order[]” —is, by our reading, clear and unanbiguous. Gven its
ordinary signification, this |anguage sinply neans what it
says—that the relief granted by a protective order, which
general ly mandates that a person refrain fromcertain acts (e.g.
har assi ng soneone, or going near a certain person, house, or
pl ace of enploynent), only lasts for the duration of the order,
and no longer. Put another way, the |anguage sinply clarifies
the fact that a person need not obey a protective order’s
injunctive commands after it has expired. It also clarifies that
a protective order’s affirmative mandates —such as an order to
pay noney —only operate while the order is in effect. That
| anguage, however, does not nean that acts or om ssions which
occur while the protective order is in effect and which
constitute violations of the order may not be addressed by a
court after the order has expired. The ordinary neaning of the

rel evant | anguage does not lend itself to such an interpretation



at all.

Further, to interpret the quoted | anguage from§ 4-506(g) to
prohibit a court fromenforcing or otherw se addressing
vi ol ations of an expired protective order when the acts or
om ssions which constituted the violations occurred while the
protective order was in effect would | essen the force of the
protective order statute. This is because such an interpretation
—as both parties correctly note —would give a person |ess
incentive to obey a protective order in the |ast days of its
operation. A refusal to obey the dictates of the order, under
the circuit court’s interpretation of §8 4-506(g), would not be
puni shabl e by a contenpt or an enforcenent action after the
expiration of the order.

In sum applicable principles of statutory construction
require that we reject the circuit court’s interpretation of § 4-
506(g). We therefore hold that 8§ 4-506(g) does not prohibit a
court fromenforcing or otherw se addressing violations of an
expired protective order when the acts or om ssions that
constituted the violations occurred while the protective order
was in effect.

In this case, Ms. Torboli alleges that M. Torboli did not
make paynments required by the applicable protective order. M.
Torboli disputes that allegation. This dispute should be
resolved, in the first instance, by the circuit court. But
certainly, if M. Torboli did violate the dictates of the
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protective order while the order was in effect, the circuit court

does have the power to address such a violation.

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCU T COURT FOR
WASHI NGTON COUNTY REVERSED. CASE
REMANDED TO THAT COURT FOR FURTHER
PROCEEDI NGS CONSI STENT WTH THI S
OPI NI ON.

COSTS TO BE PAID %2 BY MRS. TORBQOLI
AND 2 BY MR TORBQOLI .



