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PRIOR HISTORY (0O citing references)

(CITATION YOU ENTERED):
Griffin v. State, 225 Md. 422, 171 A.2d 717, 1961 Md. LEXIS 678 (1961)

SUBSEQUENT APPELLATE HISTORY ( 2 citing references)

1 Reversed by:
Griffin v. Maryland, 378 U.S. 130, 84 S. Ct. 1770, 12 L. Ed. 2d 754, 1964 U.S. LEXIS 818 (1964)

2. Lusby v. T.G. & Y. Stores, 749 F.2d 1423, 1984 U.S. App. LEXIS 16532 (10th Cir. Okla. 1984)

CITING DECISIONS ( 10 citing decisions)
MARYLAND COURT OF APPEALS

3. Cited by:
Maryland Sate Dep't of Personnel v. Sealing, 298 Md. 524, 471 A.2d 693, 1984 Md. LEXIS 224
(1984) L exisNexisHeadnotes HN1, HN3
298 Md. 524 p.536
471 A.2d 693 p.699
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4. Distinguished by, Cited in Dissenting Opinion at:
Drewsv. Sate, 236 Md. 349, 204 A.2d 64, 1964 Md. LEXIS 886 (1964) L exisNexis Headnotes HN2

Distinguished by:

236 Md. 349 p.351

204 A.2d 64 p.65

Cited in Dissenting Opinion at:

236 Md. 349 p.354

204 A.2d 64 p.67

5. Cited by:
Griffin v. State, 236 Md. 184, 202 A.2d 644, 1964 Md. LEXIS 860 (1964)

6. Explained by:
Inre Cromwell, 232 Md. 409, 194 A.2d 88, 1963 Md. LEXIS 709 (1963)
232 Md. 409 p.413
194 A.2d 88 p.90

7. Followed by:
Bell v. Sate, 227 Md. 302, 176 A.2d 771, 1962 Md. LEXIS 627 (1962)
227 Md. 302 p.304
176 A.2d 771 p.771

MARYLAND COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

8. Cited by:
InreJason Allen D., 127 Md. App. 456, 733 A.2d 351, 1999 Md. App. LEXIS 135 (1999) L exisNexis
HeadnotesHN1, HN2, HN3
127 Md. App. 456 p.472
733 A.2d 351 p.359

9. Cited hy:
Albrecht v. Sate, 97 Md. App. 630, 632 A.2d 163, 1993 Md. App. LEXIS 154 (1993) L exisNexis Head-
notes HN3
97 Md. App. 630 p.647
632 A.2d 163 p.171

U.S. SUPREME COURT

10. Cited by:
Griffin v. Maryland, 378 U.S. 130, 84 S. Ct. 1770, 12 L. Ed. 2d 754, 1964 U.S. LEXIS 818 (1964)

DELAWARE SUPREME COURT

11. Distinguished by:
Satev. Brown, 56 Del. 571, 195 A.2d 379, 1963 Del. LEXIS 164, 6 Storey 571 (1963)
195 A.2d 379 p.386
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NORTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT

12. Cited by:
Sate v. Cobb, 262 N.C. 262, 136 S.E.2d 674, 1964 N.C. LEXIS 636 (1964)
136 S.E.2d 674 p.676

ANNOTATED STATUTES ( 2 Citing Statutes)
13.  Md. CRIMINAL LAW Code Ann. @ 6-403
14. Md. CRIMINAL LAW Code Ann. @ 6-406

LAW REVIEWSAND PERIODICALS ( 6 Citing References)
15. 52Cal.L.Rev.1

52 Cal. L. Rev. 1p.20

16. 66 Cornell L. Rev. 627
66 Cornell L. Rev. 627 p.649

17. CRIMINAL LAW: THE PARADOX OF PRIVATE POLICING, 95 J. Crim. L. & Criminology 49 (2004)
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18. FOREWORD: THE LEGAL HISTORY OF THE GREAT SIT-IN CASE OF BELL V. MARYLAND, 61 Md. L.

Rev. 761 (2002)
61 Md. L. Rev. 761 p.761

19. ARTICLE: The Private Police, 46 UCLA L. Rev. 1165 (1999)
46 UCLA L. Rev. 1165 p.1236

20. 47Va L. Rev. 1460
47 Va. L. Rev. 1460 p.1466



