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In August of 2023, an individual named James Alford sent three Public Information
Act (“PIA”) requests to the Office of the State’s Attorney for Baltimore City (“BCSAO”).
When the BCSAO did not respond to his satisfaction, Mr. Alford filed a complaint with
our Board and also, as we later determined, continued to either send, or apparently
coordinate the sending of, dozens and dozens of additional PIA requests for the same
universe of records over the course of the following months, and into this year. Those
requests were sent from numerous other email accounts, including that of this complainant.
Regarding the complaint Mr. Alford filed, we found no violation of the PIA on the
BCSAQ’s part. See PIACB 24-27 (Mar. 6, 2024). As to the continued PIA requests, they
prompted the BCSAO to file a complaint with our Board that the requests were frivolous,
vexatious, or in bad faith. See § 4-1A-04(b).! After a careful and thorough review of the
extensive record before us, we concluded that those PIA requests were vexatious and in
bad faith. See PIACB 24-29 (Mar. 29, 2024). We thus ordered that the BCSAO may ignore
those requests, as well as any subsequent or future requests, from the same or different
email accounts for the same universe of specific records. See § 4-1A-04(b)(3)(1); COMAR
14.02.07.04D(1) and (2).

This matter involves PIA requests identified in the BCSAO’s complaint in PIACB
24-29. PIACB 24-29, at 16 n.21, 25 (Mar. 29, 2024). The PIA requests at issue were sent
on August 31, 2023, and September 10, 2023. Both requests asked for records related to
allegedly counterfeit subpoenas issued in connection with James Alford’s district court
matters. For both requests, the BCSAO responded that it had no responsive records.

The relief sought in this complaint is an order directing the BCSAO to produce
“these public records so that [the complainant] can address these crimes in California.” We
cannot grant this relief, however, if we are to follow our own reasoning and the conclusions
we reached in PIACB 24-29. This is because, by that decision, we have already directed

I Statutory citations are to the General Provisions Article of Maryland’s Annotated Code unless
otherwise stated.
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that the BCSAO may ignore this PIA request.? It would defy logic and reason for us, after
review, to resolve this complaint in any way inconsistent with our conclusions in PIACB
24-29. We therefore dismiss this complaint as moot. Cf. Frazier v. Castle Ford, Ltd., 430
Md. 144, 162 (2013) (explaining that "[a]n issue is moot if, at the time it is before the court,
there is no longer an existing controversy between the parties, so that there is no longer any
effective remedy that the court can provide”). While we are aware that, from the
complainant’s perspective, there is still much in controversy, in our view we cannot order
any “‘effective remedy” here.
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* Board Member Deborah Moore-Carter did not participate in the deliberation, preparation, or
issuing of this decision.

2 We are aware that our decision has been appealed. In the Matter of William Hernandez, No. C-
24-CV-24-000368 (Cir. Ct. Balt. City). Should the Circuit Court reverse or otherwise alter our
decision and order, we are confident that the Court’s opinion and order will guide the BCSAO’s
handling of this and the many other PIA requests it has received related to PIACB 24-29. Though
the PIA provides that an appeal “automatically stays the decision of the Board pending the circuit
court’s decision,” § 4-1A-10(b)(2), this provision does not prevent us from electing to remain
consistent in our fact-finding and reasoning here. Especially when, as just stated, the Circuit
Court’s opinion will ultimately dictate how the BCSAO responds to these PIA requests.



