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Appel | ee, Robert Blan, was convicted in Septenber 1995 of
mansl| aught er by aut onobi | e under Mi. Code (1957, 1996 Repl. Vol.),
Art. 27, 8 388, and sentenced to ten years with seven years
suspended.

Appel lee Blan filed for a wit of habeas corpus in the Grecuit

Court for Washington County, alleging illegal confinement on the
basis of an insufficient award of good conduct credits by the
Division of Correction. In the instant case, the Division of
Correction consi dered mansl aughter by autonobile to be a crine of
vi ol ence under Article 27, section 643B, and, as a result, awarded
good conduct credit at the rate of five days per nonth. Bl an
argued that mansl aughter by autonobile was not included on the |ist
of “crinmes of violence” in section 643B and, as a result, he was
entitled to an award of ten days per nonth.

Foll owi ng a hearing on April 18, 1997, the Grcuit Court for
Washi ngton County (McDowell, J.) held that autonobile mansl aughter
under section 388 was not included on the list of crines of
violence as listed in section 643B and ordered that the Departnment

credit Blan with the additional good conduct credits.

ANALYSI S
The sole issue to be determned in this case is whether
Article 27, section 643B, which defines “crine of violence” to
i ncl ude “mansl aught er except involuntary mansl aughter” includes the

of fense of “mansl aughter by autonobile, notor vehicle, |oconotive,



engi ne car, streetcar, train, vessel, or other vehicle,” which is
a separate offense under Article 27, section 388.

The appel |l ant argues that there are only two common | aw forns
of mansl aughter, voluntary and involuntary, and that by excl uding
i nvoluntary manslaughter as a crinme of violence it therefore
i ncluded all other types of manslaughter. W disagree.

The offense of manslaughter by autonobile, covered by

Article 27, section 388, is a separate statutory m sdeneanor.

Connor_v. State, 225 MI. 543, 558, cert. denied, 368 U S. 906, 82
S. . 186, 7 L. Ed. 2d 100 (1961).
In construing the |anguage of a statute, it is necessary to

give effect to the legislative intent. Kaczorowski v. Myor and

Gty Council of Baltinore, 309 M. 505, 512-13 (1987). In

ascertaining the legislative intent, normally one need only | ook to

the plain |anguage of the statute. Blondell v. Baltinore Gty

Police Dep't, 341 M. 680, 690-91 (1996). In interpreting

| egislative intent, it is clear that Maryl and usually foll ows what

was the English Rule until Pepper v. Hart, House of Lords, A C. 593

(1993), wunder which judges refused to utilize external aids,
verbati maccounts of Parlianment, conmttee reports, and the |iKke.
The reason this rule was relaxed was because Parlianment has

Hansard, which, |ike the Congressional Record, is a verbatim

account of parlianmentary debates, and other external aids are
readi ly avail abl e.
In Maryland, there is no verbati mrecord of procedures. Only

rarely are conmttee reports published; debate is often brief or



non-existent in a legislature that neets only ninety days a year.
We are usually left with no other neans of interpreting statutes
t han the words thensel ves. Interpretation of Maryland statutes
rests upon the proposition that the General Assenbly says what it
means and neans what it says. “[T]he cardinal rule of statutory
interpretation is to ascertain and effectuate the legislative
i ntention. The |anguage of the statute itself is the primry
source of this intent; and the words used are to be given ‘their

ordinary and popularly understood neaning, absent a nmanifest

contrary legislative intention.”” Privette v. State, 320 Ml. 738,
744 (1990). Al though there is no judicial or |legislative
prohi bition against the use of external aids, interpreting

| egislative intent all but nmandates total reliance upon the words
used.
The crime of mansl aughter by autonobile was enacted in 1941,

Laws of Maryland, Chapter 414. In 1975, the GCeneral Assenbly

enacted a recidivist statute for perpetrators of crines of

violence, Laws of Maryland, Chapter 253, now codified 1in

Article 643B, and significantly failed to include mansl aughter by
autonmobile in the Iist of crimes of violence.

These statutes have been revisited several tines by a
| egi slature that neets at |east annually, and at no tinme has the
| egi slature included manslaughter by autonpbile as a crinme of
vi ol ence. They could have done so easily but they did not. The
only interpretation is that the om ssion was deliberate. |In Brown

v. State, 285 Md. 469 (1979), Judge Cole said, “W have repeatedly



stated that where the |legislature has chosen not to define a term
used in a statute, that termshould . . . be given its ordinary and
nat ur al meani ng ‘' w t hout resorting to subtle or forced
interpretations for the purpose of extending or limting its

operation.’”” 1d. at 474 (quoting Schweitzer v. Brewer, 280 M. 430,

438 (1977)). As a result, Blan was entitled to have his good

conduct credit construed at a rate of ten days per nonth.
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