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Tariq T. was adjudicated a delinquent in the Circuit Court for Prince George’s 

County on September 24, 2012, and he pled involved to a count of theft of property with 

value less than $1,000. Tariq was placed on indefinite probation, with a number of 

conditions, including a requirement that he pay restitution in the amount of $1,250.00. In 

January 2013, a reviewing judge revoked the restitution order against Tariq and imposed 

the obligation on his mother.  One year later, at another regular review hearing, the original 

judge re-instated it, stating that “everybody agreed to it,” and “the victim should not be out 

of her money.”  Because the circuit court only returned Tariq to the status quo ante without 

imposing new responsibility on him, we hold that the court acted within its broad discretion 

and affirm.  

I. BACKGROUND 

 

 On May 2, 2012, Tariq stole five boxes of perfume and a wallet containing $1,250 

in cash from a hairdresser in District Heights, Maryland while his mother (“Mother”) had 

her hair braided by the victim. The extent of Mother’s involvement, or what she knew about 

the taking at the time that it occurred, is unclear from the record.1 It is also immaterial to 

the issues before us on appeal.  

                                              

1 Tariq claims that Mother was getting her picture taken by the victim at the time of the 

theft and didn’t realize he was committing it. The record reflects that when the victim 

confronted Mother, “she admitted knowing where the wallet was, and told the victim. She 

said she was sorry, but refused to return the money. On multiple phone calls, [Mother] 

admitted their involvement to the victim, but has stopped returning calls.” 
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 Tariq was adjudicated delinquent at a hearing on September 24, 2012. He pled 

“involved”2 to one count of theft and was placed on probation.  Among the conditions of 

his probation, Tariq agreed to pay restitution in the amount of $1,250.00; although the 

court’s restitution order imposed the obligation on both Tariq and Mother, the order stated 

that Tariq was “personally responsible for the entire amount.” Mother committed to paying 

the full amount within three months, and a review hearing was scheduled for          

November 19, 2012.  

 When Tariq failed to appear for the November review hearing, a writ of attachment 

issued. A different judge reviewed the writ on January 8, 2013 and, after reviewing the 

record, determined that Mother was primarily responsible for the May 2012 theft. On its 

own motion, the court struck the restitution order against Tariq:  

[The Court:] [E]ither she stole or she had him steal the wallet 

from the hair dresser okay? The wallet had $1,250.00 in cash 

in it, he told them where the wallet was, mom apologized to the 

lady, but refused to give the money back. So, why would he 

have a restitution order? It should only be the mother, and she 

should have been charged as an adult. 

 

The remaining terms of Tariq’s probation remained intact, with the added requirement that 

he attend family and individual counseling. 

                                              

2 “In juvenile proceedings the more precise term to use when referring to the plea of the 

respondent is ‘not involved’ [or involved] as opposed to ‘not guilty’ [or guilty].” In re 

Kevin Eugene C., 90 Md.App.85, 87-88 n.2 (1992).  
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Nearly a year passed before Tariq was ordered to re-appear for another review 

hearing. That hearing took place on January 23, 2014 and was scheduled at the request of 

the Department of Juvenile Services (“DJS”), which was responsible for monitoring 

Tariq’s compliance with the terms of his probation. Tariq was living with his father 

(“Father”) at the time and to that point had failed to comply with several terms of his 

probation, 3  including the requirement that he attend individual counseling sessions, 

maintain a 3.0 GPA, and obey the law.4 Father appeared in court with him. When the court 

(now the same judge who imposed the original disposition) asked about the “status of the 

community service and restitution,” Father insisted that they were under no obligation to 

pay restitution:  

[Father]: I’m his father. They said that restitution is, they put 

it, they put that on his momma, because at the time I was on 

the road, I drive [a] truck— 

 

THE COURT: Okay.  

 

[Father]: —I came off the road so I can get him because of all 

this.  

 

                                              

3 He was unable to complete the community service requirement due to his age, so the court 

continued that requirement until he turned fourteen (14) years old.   

 
4 After Tariq failed to appear for the first review hearing in November 2012, the court 

learned that he was detained in the District of Columbia for a charge in which he later pled 

involved to simple assault and theft. According to the DJS memo, Tariq was adjudicated 

involved on December 12, and placed on probation in the District of Columbia on 

December 19. The case was subsequently transferred to Prince George’s County, and he 

moved in with his paternal grandmother. 
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THE COURT: Okay. Well, somebody—there was an 

agreement to pay restitution to the victim.  

 

[Father]: Right. That, that was, that was— 

 

THE COURT: Okay. Well, I want the restitution— 

 

[Father]: —solely on his mother  

 

THE COURT: I want the restitution paid. There was an 

agreement [in] September, 2012.  

 

[Father]: Right. They got the court order said, the probation 

officer said the court said its solely on his mother. So I haven’t 

been— 

 

THE COURT: Okay. I’m just asking— 

 

[Father]: —working on that because I, he wasn’t with me when 

this happened.  

 

* * * 

 

(Discussion off the record.)  

 

THE COURT: I expect then when we come back court costs 

will be paid and $250 of restitution.  

 

The judge scheduled another review hearing on February 20, 2014.  

 When Tariq and Father appeared on February 20, the court (the original disposition 

judge) asked again about the status of the restitution payments. Tariq’s counsel informed 

the court that restitution was “currently only assessed against the mother.” Observing that 
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“everyone agreed to [the original restitution order]” the court asked why it was stricken, 

but neither counsel could provide an explanation.5  

  Over defense counsel’s objection and Father’s protest, the court reinstated Tariq’s 

original restitution order on the ground that “everyone agreed to it, and the victim should 

not be out of their money.” Tariq appeals.  

II. DISCUSSION 

 

Throughout the September 2012 hearing, the juvenile judge expressed growing concern 

that Tariq T. had stolen $1,250 simply because he “was bored” and wanted to “be 

mischievous.” The court placed Tariq on supervised probation and made clear that “I’m 

not going to close this case out anytime soon.” The court scheduled a review hearing for 

November 19, 2012 and remarked:  

Young man, let me just tell you up front why I’m choosing the 

19th for you, because if you’ve not made some payments on the 

restitution, and you have not enrolled and participated in the 

First Tee Program, that’s the Monday before Thanksgiving, 

you would not be home for Thanksgiving. So, it’s my job right 

now, if we don’t get you changed right now and the things that 

you’re doing it’s going to get progressively worse. 

 

                                              

5 Tariq’s counsel claimed not to know the basis for the juvenile court’s decision to strike 

the order, stating twice that she “wasn’t the attorney present at the hearing, so I don’t 

know.” The record reveals that counsel’s recollection was faulty—she had represented 

Tariq during the January 8, 2013 hearing—but it appears to be an honest mistake and is 

inconsequential to this appeal.  
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On appeal, Tariq argues that the juvenile court should not have re-instated restitution 

without (1) a request from the State or the victim to reinstate the order, (2) advance notice 

and a meaningful opportunity to defend, and (3) new findings of fact that the restitution 

was “in the best interest of the child or the public.”6 We review the juvenile court’s order 

for abuse of discretion, In re Don Mc, 344 Md. 194 (1996), and will not overturn it without 

a clear showing that the order was manifestly unreasonable, or exercised on unreasonable 

grounds, for untenable reasons. Id. at 200-201.  

The forum in which Maryland prosecutes juvenile offenders is necessarily informal, 

tailored to effectuate the goal of rehabilitation. Md. Code (1974, 1984 Repl. Vol.),                  

§ 3-802(a)(1) of the Courts and Judicial Proceedings Article (“CJ”). 7   Because the 

rehabilitation of a juvenile is not a single event but an on-going process, juvenile judges 

have continuing authority to modify or vacate original disposition orders. Md. Rule           

11-116. This rule recognizes that the successful management of a juvenile case often turns 

on the way a court administers its disposition orders. Until a juvenile reaches majority, the 

                                              

6  He phrased the question presented as follows: “Did the juvenile court judge err in re-

imposing restitution on appellant without proper notice more than a year after another judge 

vacated the original restitution order as to him?” 

 
7 The overarching purpose of the juvenile justice process is rehabilitation, to ensure that 

the offending youth become useful and productive members of society. CJ § 3-802(b) 

requires that the Juvenile Causes Act shall be liberally construed to effectuate these 

purposes. See In re Keith W., 310 Md. 99, 106 (1987) (noting that “the overriding goal of 

Maryland’s juvenile statutory scheme is to rehabilitate and treat delinquent juveniles so 

that they become useful and productive members of society”). 
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court retains jurisdiction to supervise the offending youth, track his progress toward a goal 

of rehabilitation, and modify the course of action when necessary.   

As Tariq correctly notes, a juvenile judge must articulate the basis for modifying 

juvenile disposition orders. Md. Rule 11-116.b. This allows reviewing courts to determine 

whether the judge acted out of spite to punish the juvenile, or made a calculated decision 

to modify the disposition to effectuate the goal of rehabilitation. See In re Julianna B., 179 

Md. App. 512, 572-88 (2008).8  If a juvenile court modifies a disposition for some purpose 

other than rehabilitation of the juvenile, then the court will be reversed. Id. The juvenile 

bears the burden of showing that the modification was an inappropriate exercise of 

discretion, and that it was inconsistent with the rehabilitative purposes of the Act.  

As part of the court’s authority to modify disposition orders, juvenile judges may 

modify, vacate, or reinstate orders of restitution. In re Darnell F., 71 Md. App. 584 (1987). 

Maryland has recognized that there may benefits to imposing restitution in juvenile court, 

such as impressing upon the child the gravity of the harm he has inflicted, and providing 

him an opportunity to make amends. In re Herbert B., 303 Md. 419 (1985). And the 

juvenile court has broad authority to order restitution against the juvenile, a parent, or both. 

CJ § 3-8A-28 (“The court may enter a judgment of restitution against the parent of a child, 

                                              

8 Julianna B. was vacated as moot, 407 Md. 657 (2009), but the Court of Appeals noted 

that “the reported opinion of the Court of Special Appeals will remain ‘on the books’ for 

whatever persuasive value may be found in it, if a court in the future is presented with the 

combination of circumstances presented here.”  Id. at 664. 
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the child, or both as provided under Title 11, Subtitle 6 of the Criminal Procedural 

Article.”).  And since the periodic review hearing is a standard (and necessary) part of the 

ongoing supervision process, we expect juvenile courts to modify (in either direction) the 

ongoing conditions of a juvenile’s probation as he complies (or doesn’t) or circumstances 

change.  

That said, the court’s authority to order restitution is not unlimited. Before a court 

can impose restitution, due process requires that a juvenile receive notice of the restitution 

being claimed and a reasonable opportunity to present evidence relating to the issue.  In In 

Re James B., 54 Md. App. 270, 278 (1983), we held that due process was denied when the 

juvenile had notice that the State would attempt to prove damages of $31.55, but did not 

know until the day of the hearing that an additional $120 of damages was being sought. 

We remanded that case for another evidentiary hearing to allow the juvenile to challenge 

the inclusion of the $120 in the restitution order. See also Chaney v. State, 397 Md. 460, 

473 (2007) (“It thus seems apparent, at least from the record, that the order that appellant 

pay $5,000 in restitution as a condition of his probation was pulled entirely out of thin 

air…It is for that reason that the order was entered erroneously and must be vacated.”).  

But the distinction between Tariq’s situation, on the one hand, and the facts of James B. 

and Chaney, on the other, is obvious: the statute authorizes the court to “enter a judgment 

of restitution . . . if as a direct result of the . . . delinquent act, property of the victim was 

stolen.” So long as the loss is attributable to the adjudicated offense, the state has proffered 

evidence to sustain that finding, and the juvenile respondent has sufficient notice of the 
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claim, the amount of restitution limited only by the State’s proof of loss attributed to the 

offense. In re Earl F., 208 Md. App. 269 (2012).  

 Here, Tariq pled involved to the theft of $1,250 from the victim and agreed to pay 

restitution, and specifically to be responsible personally.  We might agree that a court had 

overstepped if it imposed a new restitution condition onto Tariq’s prior list of conditions 

two years into his probation.  That is not what happened in this case, though:  the order 

from which Tariq appeals revived his personal responsibility to pay restitution, 

responsibility to which he agreed at the time of sentencing.  One might, of course, wonder 

how realistic it is to expect a thirteen-year-old to make restitution himself, but the fact 

remains that Mother had made no restitution payments in the time since sentencing.  As 

with any other term of probation, a juvenile’s failure to comply leaves the trial court with 

a decision about whether and how to address that failure and further the broader 

rehabilitative purpose of the proceeding.  We cannot say under these circumstances that 

the court abused its discretion by reinstating the original probation condition.       

Tariq argues for a strict reading of Rule 11-116, claiming that the State or the victim 

must request restitution before a court can reasonably order it, and contends as well that 

the court must make express findings of fact showing that re-imposing restitution is “in the 

best interest of the child.” Such a reading, however, would be inconsistent with the relaxed 

nature of juvenile proceedings, see In re Victor B., 336 Md. 85 (1994), and the legislature’s 

express intent that the provisions of the Juvenile Causes Act be “liberally construed.” CJ 

§3-8A-02(b).  A plain reading of Rule 11-116 reveals that if the court acts on its own 
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motion, it must articulate the basis for the change.  The court fulfilled that obligation here 

when it noted that Tariq previously agreed to pay restitution and the victim was still entitled 

to that compensation. We do not read that rule to require new findings of fact to return 

Tariq’s agreed restitution obligation to its original terms, as we imagine it would if 

restitution had been newly ordered or if the obligation were being imposed for the first time 

on him in this posture.   

Tariq also suggests that the court’s original basis for ordering restitution was no 

longer sufficient to meet the “child’s best interest” requirement of Rule 11-116. But again, 

the order at issue tracks Tariq’s original plea agreement.  The terms of that agreement were 

found to be consistent with his best interests at the time the court entered them initially, the 

court had the authority to impose restitution on Tariq as part of his plea, and he has not 

challenged those terms on their merits, then or now.  Cf. State v. Stachowski, No. 15, Sept. 

Term 2014 (Nov. 20, 2014), slip op at 7-20 (circuit court had authority to order restitution 

to victims of an unrelated crime when the restitution was part of a valid plea agreement 

and the court had a factual basis to determine the victim’s injury and the defendant’s 

responsibility).  Again, it is not obvious to us how a thirteen-year-old will satisfy a $1,250 

restitution obligation.  But we are not persuaded that the circuit court abused its broad 

discretion by reinstating a restitution term that had been agreed and imposed by the court 
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on the same best interests standard, and the reviewing court’s intervening decision to shift 

responsibility to Mother did not, by itself, vitiate that earlier best interests finding.       

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY 

AFFIRMED. COSTS TO BE PAID BY 

APPELLANT.  


