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Appel lants, Billy Jean Cobrand and Kenneth Nevill e Rocke,
Jr., on behalf of their mnor child, Kenneth Neville Rocke, 111
have noted this appeal after the Crcuit Court for Prince
CGeorge’ s County granted appellee’s (Adventist Healthcare, Inc.)
nmotion to transfer venue to Montgonery County.

After having previously | ooked “at everything else in the
case,” the court focused on the conveni ence of eighteen potential
|l ay witnesses, and found Montgonery County to be the “nore
appropriate venue.” Appellants contend that the circuit court
applied an incorrect |legal standard by considering only the
conveni ence of prospective lay witnesses (to the excl usion of
ot her factors), and by applying a so-called preponderance of the
evi dence standard to the notion to transfer.

Appel  ants have rai sed three questions for our review, which
we have fused into one question, for sinplicity and clarity:

Did the circuit court err in granting the

defendant’s notion to transfer venue?

We answer in the negative, and affirmthe decision of the

circuit court.

FACTUAL and PROCEDURAL HISTORY
Appel lants, Billy Jean Cobrand and Kenneth Neville Rocke,
Jr., are the parents of Kenneth Neville Rocke, Ill, who was born
on April 29, 1996, at the Washington Adventist Hospital, which is

| ocated in Takoma Park, Montgonery County, Maryland. Washington



Adventi st Hospital is owed and operated by appellee, Adventi st
Heal t hcare, Inc., which maintains its principal place of business
in Montgonery County.

On April 19, 2001, the appellants filed a conplaint in the
Circuit Court for Prince George’'s County agai nst appellee,!?
al I egi ng negligent post-natal care of their son at WAshi ngton
Adventi st Hospital. The underlying facts of the all eged nedical
negl i gence, while presumably in dispute, are not at issue in this
appeal. Nevertheless, in the context of appellee’ s notion to
transfer, several aspects of the underlying facts (i.e., the
| ocation of hospital, the residence of the parties, residence of
W tnesses, etc.) are of significance.

On July 20, 2001, Adventist Healthcare filed a notion to
transfer the case fromPrince George’s County to Montgonery
County on the “basis of forum non conveniens, pursuant to
Maryl and Rul e 2-327(c).” Appellants answered, opposing the
notion to transfer, asserting that Adventist was attenpting to
defeat their right, as plaintiffs, to have their choice of forum
Following the filing of their opposition, the circuit court
conducted a status conference on Decenber 12, 2001.

The status conference was conducted by the Hon. WIlliamD.
M ssouri, in chanbers. No record was made of the conference, but

the parties agree that (1) all participating parties were heard

! The conpl aint named other defendants, none of whom are parties to this
appeal .



at the conference; and (2) counsel for Adventist Healthcare was
instructed by Judge M ssouri to identify all staff nenbers of
Washi ngt on Adventi st Hospital, excluding physicians, who had any
i nvol venent in the care of Kenneth Neville Rocke, I, and who
were likely to be called as witnesses, and to provide the address
and county of residence for such person(s) to the court. Judge
M ssouri excluded prospective expert witnesses fromthe exercise.
Counsel conplied with the court’s directive and identified
ei ghteen staff nmenbers of Washi ngton Adventi st Hospital, using
the child' s nedical records as the source. The name, address,
and county of residence (where capable of determ nation) of each
enpl oyee was submtted to the court as a supplenent to
Adventist’s notion for transfer. O the ei ghteen prospective
W t nesses, eight had hone addresses in Mntgonery County, one in
Prince George’s County, one in Howard County, one in Baltinore
County (but who was | ater determ ned by appellants to live in
Mont gonery County), one in Charles County, one in Calvert County,
one in Tal bot County, and one in Fairfax County, Virginia. The
resi dences of the other three were unable to be determ ned.
Appel I ants, concerned that |ooking only at the county of
resi dence would create an i nconplete picture on the question of
conveni ence, filed a supplenental notion that detailed the
driving distance and average driving tinme fromeach witness's

honme to Rockville and Upper Marl boro, where the Mntgonmery and



Prince George’'s circuit courts, respectively, are |ocated.?
According to appel lants’ supplenental information, the cunul ative
m | eage and driving tine to Upper Marlboro for the fifteen known
wi tnesses was 478.59 mles and 651 m nutes respectively, whereas
the distance and tinme to Rockville was 377.73 m|es and 550

m nutes respectively. Appellants take the position that the
differences in tinme and distance are insignificant.

On February 14, 2002, the court held a hearing on the
transfer notion. During that hearing, appellants proffered the
following: Billy Jean Cobrand and Kenneth Rocke, Jr., did not
resi de together; Kenneth, Jr., lived tenporarily with his father
in Prince George’s County; Billy Jean lived tenporarily with her
not her in Montgonery County; Kenneth, 11, spent tine at both
addresses; and they “plan[ned] to buy a house in the Upper
Marl boro area, in Prince George’s County in the near future,”
because they “feel nore confortable there and [they] cannot
afford a hone in Montgonery County.”3 After hearing argunent
fromboth sides, the court granted the notion to transfer by
stating:

kay. | — you're absolutely right.

2 Appel | ants cal cul ated the driving di stance and average driving time from
dat a provi ded on MAPQUEST, an i nternet database found at http://ww. mapquest.com
Nei t her the appellee nor the court objected to the research source

8 It is not clear whether the court considered the specul ative home
purchase in Prince George's County, as the appellee argued agai nst considering
such information. At oral argunment, counsel for appellants advised that the
“confort |level” consideration was based upon soci o-econom c factors.
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When | had the neeting in chanbers, | told
counsel | had, | had | ooked at everything
else in the case. | needed to know where the
W tnesses reside, and I told you to stay away
fromexperts because | don’t consider experts
as bei ng di sadvant aged, regardl ess of where
they have to travel. They re experts and
t hey have chosen that as part of their
profession, that testifying as experts in
cases is sonmething that is desirable and,
obviously, is also necessary for the
transaction of court business. But the
experts have made their decision as to what
they are going to do. It’s the person who is
not a “professional witness” that | am
concer ned about.

| " m concerned about the travel of those
i ndi vi dual s who find thensel ves brought to
court to testify as a part of the duties that
t hey have in working wherever. And the issue
of the — of Adventist system having ot her
entities within the county in which they do
business is really of no nonent because the
issue of jurisdictionis, is not one that’'s
really before the Court and the issue of
venue is not before the Court insofar as it
bei ng an i nproper venue, because | think it
is a proper venue.

The i ssues are nonconveni ence, [ Si C]
whet her it’s nmore convenient for these
matters to be tried in the Grcuit Court for
Mont gonmery County than it is to be tried in
this venue. And |ooking at it, | consider
whet her a person living in Howard County to
be equivalent to the Montgonery County folks.
Looking at that, we have two peopl e,
excluding the Prince George’s County residue,
[sic] that lives in a venue other than
Mont gonmery or Howard County, you know, that's
up on that end of the state. And those fol ks
who live in Om ngs and one who lives in Judge
Bill Horne's county, Tal bot County on the
Eastern Shore. But other than that, the
majority of the folks live in closer
proximty to the courthouse in Mntgonery
County, except for the individual that |ives
on Good Luck Road. And obviously, that
person |ives closer to Upper Marl boro than
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they do to 50 Judiciary Square in Rockville.

* Kk Kk *

Wl |, [APPELLANTS COUNSEL], you're
going to have an opportunity to tell that to
the proper court. Sir, this matter is hereby
transferred to the Crcuit Court for
Mont gonmery County pursuant to Venue Rules. |
find it to be a nore appropriate venue that
[sic] Prince George’s County at this
juncture.

As we have noted, appellants glean from Judge M ssouri’s
comments in granting the notion that he relied too heavily on the
conveni ence consi deration, and did not give adequate weight to
ot her appropriate factors.

STANDARD of REVIEW

W review a trial court’s decision to transfer a case to
anot her venue, pursuant to Md. Rule 2-327(c), under an abuse of
di scretion standard. “Wen determ ning whether a transfer of the
action for the convenience of the parties and witnesses is in the
I nterest of justice, a court is vested with wide discretion.”
Odenton Dev. Co. v. Lamy, 320 Md. 33, 40 (1990) (citations
omtted) (enphasis added); see also Piper Aircraft Co. v. Reyno,
454 U. S. 235, 257 (1981) (noting that “[t]he forum non conveniens
determnation is commtted to the sound discretion of the trial
court ... [and] nmay be reversed only when there has been a clear
abuse of discretion....”) (quoted in Urquhart v. Simmons, 339 M.
1, 17 (1995)). An abuse of discretion is said to occur “where no

reasonabl e person would take the view adopted by the trial court,
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or when the court acts without reference to any guiding rules or
principles.” In re Adoption/Guardianship No. 3598, 347 Ml. 295,
312 (1997) (quoting North v. North, 102 M. App. 1, 13 (1994))
(internal citations, alterations, and quotations omtted).
Accordingly, when reviewing a notion to transfer, a “review ng
court should be reluctant to substitute its judgnent for that of
the trial court.” Wagner v. Wagner, 109 Md. App. 1, 52 (1996),
cert. denied, 343 Ml. 334 (1996).

DISCUSSION

Did the circuit court err in granting the
defendant’s motion to transfer venue?

W first review whether the grant of a notion to transfer
is imedi ately appeal abl e, and al so whet her venue was appropriate
in either Prince George’s or Montgonmery counti es.

The grant of a notion to transfer is an inmediately
appeal abl e final judgnent, whereas the denial of such a notion is
not. Brewster v. Woodhaven Bldg. & Dev., Inc., 360 MI. 602, 615-
16 (2000). Because appellants challenge the grant of appellee’s
nmotion, this case is properly before us on appeal.

The venue of a civil action is determned by 88 6-201 to 6-
203 of the Courts and Judicial Proceedings Article of the
Maryl and Code. Pursuant to 8 6-201, “a civil action shall be
brought in a county where the defendant resides, carries on a

regul ar business, is enployed, or habitually engages in a



vocation.” M. Code Ann., Cs. & Jud. Proc. § 6-201 (2002 Repl.
Vol.) Here, it is undisputed that appellee “carries on a regular
busi ness,” in both Prince George’s County and Montgonery County.
Thus, even though Adventi st Heal thcare’s principal place of
business is in Montgonmery County, venue is proper in either
county.*

Even though venue may be proper in one jurisdiction, a court
has the discretion to transfer actions to another conpetent
jurisdiction pursuant to the forum non conveniens doctrine
circunscribed in Ml. Rule 2-327(c), which provides:

On notion of any party, the court nay
transfer any action to any other circuit
court where the action m ght have been
brought if the transfer is for the

conveni ence of the parties and w tnesses and
serves the interests of justice.

Thus, there are two basic factors to be considered by the
court inruling on a notion to transfer: conveni ence and the
interests of justice, each with particul arized sub-parts that

have grown in the case law.® In three recent cases, the Court of

Appeal s has reviewed the discretion afforded trial court judges

4 Even if appellee did not “carry on a regular business” in Montgomery
County, venue woul d be appropriate in that county because Adventi st maintains its
princi pal corporate offices in Rockville (Md. Code Ann., Cts. & Jud. Proc. § 6-
201(a) (2002 Repl. Vol.)), and because the cause of action arose at the hospita
in Takoma Park (Md. Code Ann., Cts. & Jud. Proc. § 6-202(8)).

5 As discussed infra, the “conveni ence” factor requires a court to review
the conveni ence of the parties and witnesses. The “interests of justice” factor
requires a court to weigh both the private and public interests; the public
interests being composed of “systemic integrity and fairness.” See Odenton,
supra, 320 Md. at 40.
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in nmotions to transfer under Rule 2-327(c). See Leung v. Nunes
354 Md. 217 (1999); Urquhart, supra, 339 M. 1; Odenton, supra,
320 Md. 33.

In odenton, the first of the three, the Court adopted a
Suprene Court bal ancing test to determ ne whether transfer to a
nore conveni ent venue was warranted. 320 Md. at 40.° Under this
test, a court “nust weigh in the bal ance the conveni ence of the
W tnesses [party and non-party] and those public-interest factors
of systemc integrity and fairness that, in addition to private
concerns, cone under the heading of ‘the interest of justice.’”
Id. at 40 (quoting Stewart Org., Inc. v. Ricoh Corp., 487 U.S.

22, 30 (1988)). To sinply call it a balancing test and the “nore
convenient” forumis in some regards, however, m sl eading,

because oOdenton, Urquhart, and Leung, make it clear that “a

notion to transfer should be granted only when the bal ance wei ghs
strongly in favor of the noving party.” Odenton, supra, 320 M.

at 40; Urquhart, supra, 339 MI. at 18 n.7; Leung, supra, 354 M.

at 224. The party seeking transfer nust present evidence

wei ghing strongly in its favor, because when multiple venues are

jurisdictionally appropriate, a plaintiff has the option to

choose the forum Urquhart, supra, 339 Ml. at 18 n.7; see also

wilde v. Swanson, 314 M. 80, 94 (1988) (finding that when

5 Md. Rule 2-327(c) was derived from 28 U. S.C. § 1404(a), and therefore
federal |aw construing 8§ 1404(a) is persuasive. See Odenton, supra, 320 M. at
40.
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mul ti pl e venues are proper, the plaintiff possesses the option to
choose) .
Judge Rodowsky addressed the point in Leung

Proper regard for the plaintiff’s choice
of forumis the reason why “a notion to
transfer [fromthe forum chosen by the
plaintiff] should be granted only when the
bal ance wei ghs strongly in favor of the
movi ng party.” Urquhart v. Simmons, 339 M.
1, 18 n.7, 660 A 2d 412, 420 n.7 (1995)
(citing odenton, 320 Md. at 40, 575 A 2d at
1238). Comentators on Rule 2-327(c) have
recogni zed that “due consideration mnust
be given to the plaintiff’'s selection of
forum and this selection will not be altered
solely because it is nore convenient for the
nmoving party to be in another forum” P.V.

Ni emeyer & L.M Schuett, Maryland Rules
Commentary 215-16 (2d ed. 1992) (N eneyer &
Schuett).

This respect for the plaintiff’'s choice
of forumis derived largely fromfederal |aw
devel oped under Title 28 U . S.C. § 1404(a).[]
See Urquhart, 339 Md. at 10, 660 A 2d at 416;
Ni emeyer & Schuett at 215. See also Doe v.
Connors, 796 F.Supp. 214, 221 (WD. Va. 1992)
(“[T]he plaintiff has the primary right to
choose his forumand that selection is not be
easily overthrown.”); M More, Federal
Practice 8 111.13[1][c][i], at 111-67 (Mathew
[sic] Bender 3d ed. 1997)(Moore)(“As a
general rule, the plaintiff’s choice of forum
is given significant weight....”);

Annot ati on, Questions as to Convenience and
Justice of Transfer Under Forum Non
Conveniens Provision of Judicial Code (28
U.S.C. § 1404(a)), 1 A L.R Fed. 15, 49-50
(1969) (“Unl ess the bal ance of convenience is
strongly in favor of the defendant, or such
bal ance wei ghs heavily in favor of the
defendant, the plaintiff’s choice of forum
shoul d not, or should rarely, be

di sturbed.”). The plaintiff’s choice,
however, is not an absolute and uncontrolled
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privilege that is determ native under present
forum non conveniens law. 1 A L.R Fed. at
51.

354 Md. at 224-25 (footnote omtted).

Appel l ants contend that the circuit court erred by
considering only the conveni ence of prospective |lay w tnesses,
and did not consider any other factors. Appellants also argue
that the trial court applied the wong | egal standard by
appl ying, in essence, a preponderance of the evidence standard to
determ ne that Montgonery County was “nore convenient,” instead
of the “weigh strongly” standard mandated by Odenton, Urquhart,
and Leung. Appellee, on the other hand, conspicuously |eaves out
any mention of the “weigh strongly” standard, and focuses on the
facts of the three transfer cases, above referred to, to argue
that the | ower court did not abuse its discretion.

The record reveals to us, and counsel at oral argunent
confirmed, that, at the chanbers status conference, Judge
M ssouri had before himall pleadings that had been filed to that
time, including the notions for, and opposing, transfer, and the
supporting | egal nenoranda.

Adventist’s notion to transfer specifically addressed the
Rul e 2-327(c) factors of convenience and the interests of
justice. In support of its “interests of justice” argunent,
Adventi st addressed court congestion, the “local interest” in

havi ng | ocal di sputes deci ded where they arose, and the burden of
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jury service upon citizens of an unrelated forum See Urquhart,
supra, 339 Md. 18-19.

To bol ster the “court congestion” position, Adventi st
attached, as exhibits to its notion, excerpts fromthe
statistical supplenent to the Annual Report of the Maryl and
Judiciary - 1999-2000. That report revealed that, at the end of
fiscal year 2000, there were pending in the Grcuit Court for
Prince George’s County 43,507 civil cases (of 55,192 total cases
pending) while in the Crcuit Court for Montgomery County there
were pending 12,287 civil cases (of 19,925 total cases pending).

Adventi st also posited that, because the alleged negligent
treatnent of Kenneth, 111, occurred in Montgonmery County, at a
| ocal hospital, and while being cared for by predom nantly | ocal
staff, the citizens of Montgonmery County have an interest in
| ocal determ nation of the issues. Additionally, it suggests
that Prince Georges’ citizens will be burdened with jury service
in the adjudication of a case bearing no relation to their
county.

The conveni ence of the witnesses track of the Rule 2-327(c)
factors is sonmewhat nore objective. Tinme and di stance can be
determined wwth relative certainty. The result of appellants’
suppl enmental search shows an advantage, to a majority of
Wi tnesses, to a trial of the case in Mntgonmery County. Eleven

of the fifteen witnesses identified live closer to Rockville than
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to Upper Marlboro. Not surprisingly then, those sanme el even

Wi t nesses can reach (fromtheir honmes) Rockville nore quickly
than they can reach Upper Marl boro. Obviously, their workpl ace
is nmore convenient to Rockville as well. Judge M ssouri properly
concl uded that Montgonery County was a nore convenient forumfor
potential non-party wtnesses.

We turn then to the conveni ence of the parties. Kenneth,
[11"s nother lives in Montgonery County, as does Kenneth, 111, at
| east part of the tine. The only contact with Prince CGeorge’s
County fromthe perspective of appellants is the fact that
Kenneth, Jr., resides there tenporarily with his father.” On the
Adventi st side of the equation, as we have noted, the principal
pl ace of business is in Montgonmery County; all of the alleged
acts or om ssions occurred in Mntgonery County; the involved
Adventi st enpl oyees work in Montgonmery County; and, presunmably,
Kenneth’ s nedi cal records are located there as well. Appellants
assert that, because Adventist provides hone health care and

nursing services to clients in Prince George’s County, and

7 Al t hough not raised by either party, the father actually lives closer to
Rockville than Upper Marl boro, even though he is currently residing in Prince
George’'s County. According to the record, Kenneth Rocke, Jr., lives at 7410 New
Hanpshire Avenue, 506, Hyattsville, Maryl and 20782. A search on MAPQUEST reveal ed
that the distance between the 7400-7500 block of New Hanpshire Avenue to the
court in Rockville was 14.42 mles with a driving time of 17 m nutes. The
di stance and travel time is nearly double that to the court in Upper Marlboro,
being 27.02 mles and 31 mnutes respectively. If, in fact, none of the
appellants lived in Prince George' s County, we would be |ess prone to give
deference to that forum See Annotation, Questions as to Convenience and Justice
of Transfer Under Forum Non Conveniens Provision of Judicial Code (28 U.S.C. §
1404 (a)), 1 A.L.R. Fed. 15, 51 (1969).
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because it operates a cancer center there, Prince George s County
is the proper forum?® W do not see that as a substantial factor
in view of the fact that none of the care conpl ai ned of was
rendered in Prince George’'s County.?®

The cl osest case, factually, to the instant case is
Urquhart, supra, 339 Md. 1. In that case, also a nedical
negli gence claim the decedent, Simmons, was initially treated at
Washi ngt on Adventi st Hospital in Montgonery County, by physicians
whose principal offices were in Montgonery County. 1d. at 3-4.
Al'l in-person and tel ephone contacts between Si mmons and the
physi ci ans occurred in Montgomery County. Id. at 4-5. Thereafter,
Si mmons suffered conplications and was admtted to a hospital in
Prince CGeorge’s County, where he died. 1Id. at 4. Suit was filed
in Prince George’s County but, upon notion by defendants, was
transferred to Montgonmery County. Id. at 4-6.

After first holding that a trial judge may not, sua sponte,

8 Appel |l ants, at the motions hearing and in this appeal, have repeatedly
emphasi zed that Adventist Healthcare’s conduct of business in Prince George’s
County supports their forum non conveniens argunment. We do not agree.
Appel | ee’ s conduct of business is relevant for determ ning jurisdictional venue
under 8§ 6-201 of Cts. & Jud. Proc., and the constitutional “mnimm contacts”
anal ysis. The amount of business, however, has little bearing on Md. Rule 2-327,
other than the fact that when there is nore than one permi ssible venue, the
plaintiff may choose his or her preferred venue. W agree with Judge M ssouri,
when he stated “[a]nd the i ssue of the — — Adventi st systemhavi ng other entities
within the county in which they do business is really of no moment because the
i ssue of jurisdiction is, [is] not one that's really before the Court "

® See Miller v. Cohen, 1991 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 974, *4 (D.Md. 1991)
(Memor andum Opi ni on) (stating that “plaintiff’s choice of venue is entitled to
| ess wei ght where there is little connecting the forumto the cause of action.”);
see also 1 A.L.R. Fed., supra, at 51.
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transfer an action based upon grounds of forum non conveniens,
but may do so only after a party has filed a notion pursuant to
M. Rule 2-327(c), the Court of Appeals found that defendants’
notion was sufficient to permt such transfer and, upon the

rel evant facts, the trial court did not abuse its discretion in
so doing. Id. at 15, 19. The Prince George’'s County contacts
and factors in Urquhart were certainly no less than the Prince
CGeorge’ s County contacts here.

As appel | ants have pointed out, Judge M ssouri, in his oral
opinion and ruling fromthe bench on February 14, 2002, did not
articulate the so-called “public interest” factors, but rather
concentrated on the “convenience to parties and w tnesses”
factor. However, we are struck by his opening remarks: “Wen
had the neeting in chanbers, | told counsel | had, | had | ooked
at everything else in the case.” W draw a rational inference
fromhis comment that he had taken into account all of the
factors raised in the notions, including court congestion, |ocal
interest, juror inconvenience, and conveni ence of the respective
parties.

Judge M ssouri pointed out that after | ooking “at everything
el se in the case” he requested information about the | ocation of
Wi t nesses, vis a vis, Rockville and Upper Marlboro. As we read
his opinion, he then applied the time and di stance information as

an overlay to the information that had been previously devel oped,
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and concl uded that the cunul ative effect of those factors was to
out wei gh appel |l ants’ choice of forum sufficient to satisfy the
“wei gh strongly” standard.

We recogni ze that, unless the bal ance of convenience is
strongly in favor of a defendant, a plaintiff’s choice of forum
shoul d rarely be disturbed - nmere inconvenience to a defendant is
not sufficient. This choice, however, is “not an absolute and
uncontrolled privilege that is determ native under present forum
non conveniens |l aw.” Leung, supra, 354 Ml. at 225. As Judge
M ssouri aptly pointed out at the notions hearing:

| don’t know that when you say that the

plaintiff is the person that determ nes where

a case may be filed that that is all-

enconpassing. | don’t think that's the case.

The plaintiff certainly is to be given due

deference with respect to where a case should

be | ocated, but I don’t know that you have to

yield to the plaintiff just because the

plaintiff wants it, because sonetinme [sic]

plaintiffs want things that is [sic]

i nappropriate to them and they file cases in

pl aces where it has no business being fil ed.
W also reiterate that the trial judge is granted “w de
di scretion” in considering a notion to transfer, Odenton, supra,
320 Md. at 40, and that we should be reluctant to substitute our
judgrment for that of the court bel ow, wagner, supra, 109 Ml. App
at 52.

We do not agree with appellants that Judge M ssouri applied
an incorrect standard of |aw by giving greater weight to factors

of conveni ence than to other rel evant recogni zed factors. Nor do
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we agree with appellants that Judge M ssouri’s use of the term
“nore conveni ent” suggests that he used a preponderance of the
evi dence bal anci ng standard, rather than the “weigh strongly”
standard outlined in Odenton, Urquhart, and Leung. !

“The exercise of a judge' s discretion is presuned to be
correct, he is presunmed to know the law, and is presuned to have
performed his duties properly.” Lapides v. Lapides, 50 M. App.
248, 252 (1981) (internal citations omtted). Absent an
indication fromthe record that the trial judge m sapplied or
m sstated the applicable legal principles, the presunption is
sufficient for us to find no abuse of discretion. See Strauss v.
Strauss, 101 Md. App. 490, 511 (1994), cert. denied, 337 M. 90
(1995). Additionally, a trial judge' s failure to state each and
every consideration or factor in a particular applicable standard
does not, absent nore, constitute an abuse of discretion, so |ong
as the record supports a reasonabl e conclusion that appropriate
factors were taken into account in the exercise of discretion.
See Wagner, supra, 109 Md. App. at 50 (stating that “we presune
judges to know the |aw and apply it, even in the absence of a
verbal indication of having considered it.”); see also Kirsner v.

Edelmann, 65 Md. App. 185, 196 n.9 (1985) (“[A] judge is presuned

10 p Urquhart, for exanple, the Court of Appeals applied the appropriate

bal anci ng standard, and stated “there was anple evidence for the trial court to
determ ne that it would be more convenient for the parties and witnesses to have
this action tried in Montgomery County and that transferring the case would serve
the interests of justice.” 339 Md. at 18 (enphasis added).

-16-



to know the law, and thus is not required to set out in intimte
detail each and every step in his or her thought process.”).

W are satisfied fromour review of the record that Judge
M ssouri engaged in a clear and thorough consideration of the
requisite factors created by Ml. Rule 2-327(c), and the opinions
of this Court and the Court of Appeals. W find no abuse of
di scretion and shall affirm

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR
PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY AFFIRMED.

COSTS TO BE PAID BY APPELLANTS.
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