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Appellant, Christy Regina Littleford, was convicted by a jury in the Circuit Court for

Prince George’s County of failure to remain at the scene of an accident involving bodily

injury, failure to remain at the scene involving death, failure to render assistance, and

negligent driving.  For the conviction of leaving the scene of an accident causing death, the

court sentenced appellant to four years’ incarceration, all but one year suspended, plus three

years supervised probation and 240 hours of community service. The court merged the

offense of failing to remain at the scene of an accident involving bodily injury, and for the

two remaining convictions, the court imposed fines totaling $1,500.  

On appeal, appellant presents the following questions for our review, which we have

rephrased slightly, as follows: 

(1) Did the circuit court err in not giving a mistake of fact instruction to the

jury?

(2)  Did appellant receive ineffective assistance of counsel due to counsel’s

failure to request a mistake of fact jury instruction?

(3) Was the evidence sufficient to support Ms. Littleford’s convictions for

failing to remain at the scene of an accident involving bodily injury and

death?

For the reasons set forth below, we shall affirm the judgments of the circuit court.

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

In the early morning hours of September 19, 2010, Natasha Pettigrew, a 30-year-old 

law student who was training for a Half Ironman triathlon, was riding a bicycle on Route 202

in Prince George’s County.  She was struck by a vehicle, and she died the following day.  



At the trial that began on May 23, 2012, the victim’s mother, Kennis Henry, testified

that her daughter left the house that morning at approximately 5:00 a.m.  Natasha’s bike was

a reflector-equipped Trek competition bicycle, and Ms. Henry testified that Natasha “would

never ride her bicycle without lights.”

Officer Terry Barino, an employee of Prince George’s County Community College,

was patrolling the campus that morning.  He observed Ms. Pettigrew park on campus and

begin riding her bicycle.  She was wearing a bicycle helmet equipped with a strobe light.  He

later observed an ambulance and paramedic squad on Route 202 at the southern side of the

campus, which was a dark location without street lights.  He spoke with police officers  who

responded to the scene, and he knew that the victim was taken away by ambulance. 

On the morning of the incident, Cristal Hayes was driving on Route 202 on her way

home from her job as a security officer.  Between 5:00 and 5:20 a.m., Ms. Hayes observed

a person lying on the roadway in the right turn lane and a large, black SUV driving in front

of her.  She first observed the SUV as it was merging into the right turn lane, prior to a

flashing signal light.  She “automatically knew that it was involved” with the person on the

roadway.  Ms. Hayes slowed down and informed Kiaterria Daughtry, another security officer

with whom she was speaking on her cell phone, of what she had just seen.  

As Ms. Hayes continued behind the SUV, she saw sparks flying from underneath it

“like when metal is dragging and sparks just began to fly.”  The SUV pulled off to the
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shoulder with a lot of “smoke blowing up” from the vehicle’s grill area as sparks came

continuously.  As Ms. Hayes passed the SUV, she did not see anyone get out of it.

Ms. Hayes made a U-turn to pick up her roommate, who was standing on the corner

waiting for her.  They drove back to the location where Ms. Hayes had seen the body on the

road.  Ms. Daughtry and a Metro driver were present, but emergency personnel and State

police did not arrive until approximately five minutes later.  Ms. Hayes remained at the scene

for approximately 30 minutes, until the ambulance left with the injured woman.  During this

time, nobody arrived at the scene to say that he or she had been involved in the collision.   

Ms. Daughtry testified that, on the morning of the incident, she was driving home

from work.  After receiving a call from Ms. Hayes, she responded to a portion of Route 202

near Prince George’s Community College, where she observed a body in the right turn lane. 

No other persons or vehicles were at the scene.  Ms. Daughtry called 911 and got out of her

car.

Ms. Daughtry testified that there was enough light for  her to see.  The injured woman

was bleeding, there were a lot of cuts and bruises on her legs, stomach, and face, and there

was a “complete gash” on her head, which she described as a bruise with the hair being

completely gone, “[k]ind of like if you skin your knee or something on concrete.”  The

woman’s legs were “bent in two opposite directions.”  Ms. Daughtry talked to the woman

and “kept telling her to take in some breaths.”  The woman “did breathe in at least a good

four times,” but she did not say anything.  
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It took “at least ten minutes, if not longer,” for the ambulance to respond. 

Ms. Daughtry observed at the scene a bag, a shoe, a water bag with reflective markings on

it, and broken glass pieces, but no bicycle.  She did not see anyone claiming to be involved

in the accident. 

At approximately 5:30 a.m., Maryland State Police Trooper Donnell Jackson arrived 

in response to Ms. Daughtry’s 911 call.  He observed emergency personnel ready to place an

individual, who was lying between the right turn lane and the first traffic lane of the road,

onto a stretcher.  Trooper Jackson spoke with emergency personnel and witnesses, and he

looked for identification of the victim.  As he canvassed the scene, Trooper Jackson saw

indications that a vehicle recently had struck the curb area.  He further observed, and

recovered, a bike helmet, a tennis shoe, and a backpack.  As he walked through the scene,

from his patrol car, past the emergency vehicles, he saw “pieces of bike fragments that were

scattered going up the roadway.”  These items were in plain view, but he subsequently

retrieved a flashlight to see if he could find any emblems or other identifying pieces of the

vehicle on the curb or roadway to indicate what type of vehicle hit the bike rider.  

At approximately 7:00 a.m., Trooper Jackson was called to the Prince George’s

County police station, where he was introduced to appellant, her husband, and another man. 

Appellant, who was crying “in a hysterical state” in the car’s back seat, told him “she knew

she had struck something” and wanted to check whether anyone had reported an incident. 

Trooper Jackson placed appellant in his police vehicle and drove to her residence where her
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blue Cadillac Escalade was located. Appellant’s husband and the other man followed in their

own car. 

At appellant’s home, Trooper Jackson inspected the Cadillac, which had front-end

damage on the driver’s side of the vehicle on the top part of the hood and the front grill area. 

There also was damage on the right wheel well, “where the tire was basically taken off.  It 

was down to the rim of the vehicle and the driver’s side mirror was broken.”  In addition,

“the bike was located under the vehicle, in the front of the vehicle.  It was still attached

underneath of the vehicle, attached . . . up under the axle of the truck.”

Trooper Jackson then advised appellant of her Miranda  rights, which she waived. 1

He then took a written statement from her regarding “the hit and run incident.”  She

described how the accident occurred, in the “Maryland State Police Driver/Witness

Statement,” as follows:

I was driving down 202 and I didn’t see anything.  I then struck something and

I thought it was a deer.  I then stopped 3 times and didn’t see anything.  I

didn’t get out of my car because it was dark and I was alone and scared.  I

made it to my home and talked to my husband about what happened and when

he looked at the car he relized [sic] it was a bike under the car.  I then went to

the P.G. County police department to see if anyone had got hit and to inform

them that I thought I hit someone.  They called the troopers and [T]rooper

Jackson came to take pictures of the truck and the bike.  

In response to questions regarding whether and how the accident could have been avoided,

appellant responded: “Yes.  If the person was wearing reflective clothes.”  Trooper Jackson

 Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966).1
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concluded that the accident was caused by negligent driving and appellant’s failure to reduce

speed to avoid a collision.

Maryland State Police Corporal James Blackwell, who was admitted as an expert in

post-crash examinations of motor vehicles, testified that, on September 24, 2010, he

conducted a “post-crash examination” of appellant’s 2005 Cadillac Escalade.  He determined

that its brakes were in working order, the car had sustained minor front end damage, and that

three of its tires were over-inflated and one was flat, which Corporal Blackwell determined

occurred during the collision.  Although one of the car’s high beams was not working,

Corporal Blackwell could not determine whether it was the result of the collision.

 The shift supervisor, Sergeant Michael Dornberger, a member of the Maryland State

Police, responded to the scene at 1:00 p.m. on the day of the accident.  He observed skid

marks that appeared to be where the bicycle was struck and dragged, from the slow lane to

the curb.  Sergeant Dornberger photographed these marks and marked them with orange

paint.  He also photographed scrape marks and blood smear that he found in the right turn

lane or right shoulder, which he considered to be further evidence of where the bicycle had

been struck, and then dragged.

Senior Trooper Justin Zimmerman, a member of the Maryland State Police Crash

Team, was admitted as an expert in the field of collision analysis and reconstruction.  On

September 21, 2010, he assisted Sergeant Dornberger in measuring and documenting the

scene.  Together they walked the crash scene trying to locate evidence such as tire, gouge,
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and scrape marks.  These markings enabled them to determine the beginning and end points

of the collision.  Based on the evidence at the scene, Trooper Zimmerman determined the

“collision sequence,” opining that “the bicyclist was in the turn lane, the Cadillac Escalade

came into the turn lane and actually struck the curb and the bicyclist at the same time. . . . 

The bicycle tires actually left . . . a tire scuff, in the lane” directly across from the start of a

tire mark from the Cadillac’s front tire.  Trooper Zimmerman opined that the scrapes on the

curb were caused by the bicycle being struck by the SUV when it was a small distance from

the curb and then being dragged under the SUV.  

Trooper Zimmerman next examined the SUV.  He concluded that the damage was

sustained as the result of striking a bicyclist, not an animal.  He explained that there was no

evidence of what would have been found on the car if it had been involved in a collision with

a deer, such as fur, hair, blood, or, in some cases, deer feces.

Trooper Zimmerman testified that the damage to the front of the SUV was caused by

the bicyclist, not the bike itself, stating that, when bicyclists are hit, they “actually come off

the seat and come through the grill.”  Here, the bicycle hit the bumper and then slid under the

car.  Because the bike itself was light, it could not have caused the amount of damage the

SUV sustained.  

Dr. Patricia Aronica-Pollack, an Assistant Medical Examiner for the State of

Maryland, testified regarding the specific injuries sustained by Ms. Pettigrew after being

struck by a motor vehicle in an accident.  After completing an autopsy of the victim,

7



Dr. Pollack concluded that Ms. Pettigrew died as a result of multiple injuries with

complications, including swelling of the brain that occurred during the two days following

the accident.  

At the close of the State’s case, defense counsel moved for judgment of acquittal on

all counts.  The State agreed to enter a nolle prosequi on the charge of failure to provide

information, but the court denied appellant’s motion regarding all remaining counts.

Appellant testified in her own defense.  She stated that she did not know that she had

hit a person or a person on a bicycle on the morning of September 19, 2010.  She described

her drive that early morning as follows:

I was driving down 202, southbound towards my home, and then something

struck my vehicle, and then I stopped, I pulled over to stop, and then I looked

. . . outside my vehicle and I didn’t see anything, so I proceeded to go home. 

I noticed that my car was like stalling, so I stopped again, and then I proceeded

to go home.  I just wanted to get home and I drove home.

Appellant described the area as a dark location near the community college, where there were

no street lights.  She stated that she did not see any strobe lights. 

When appellant arrived home, she went into the house and told her husband,

Anthony Littleford, that she hit something with her car, and she asked him to look at the

vehicle.  After her husband inspected the car and informed her that there “was a bike under

the vehicle,” she became hysterical.

She left the house with her husband and her brother-in-law, Michael Borders, in

Mr. Borders’ burgundy car to go to the police station.  They drove down Route 202, and
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Mr. Borders parked his car near the community college, in the vicinity of an ambulance. 

Mr. Borders got out, while appellant and her husband remained in the car.  Next, they drove

to the nearby hospital, where Mr. Borders again got out of the car.  She remained, still

hysterically upset, in the car with her husband.  They then proceeded to the police station,

where she remained in the car while her husband and brother-in-law went into the station. 

A police officer came out to the car and told her to stay there until Trooper Jackson

arrived.  When he did, she got into his vehicle, still hysterical, so Trooper Jackson could take

her home to inspect the Cadillac Escalade.  As they drove past the scene of the accident, there

were no emergency vehicles or personnel present.

Both Mr. Littleford and his brother, Mr. Borders, testified consistent with appellant’s

testimony.  Mr. Borders testified that, on the way to the police station, they stopped on Route

202.  After speaking with individuals at the scene, he learned that someone had been struck

and was being taken by ambulance to the hospital.   Although emergency personnel and2

police officers were still at the scene searching the side of the road for evidence connected

with the accident, neither he nor appellant reported her role in the accident.      

Upon learning that a woman had been struck, they decided “to go to the hospital to

see if this person was all right.”  They arrived at the hospital at approximately 6:30 a.m. 

 The testimony of campus police officer Terry Barino confirmed that, after the victim2

had been transported by ambulance, he informed a man in a burgundy car that a woman who

had been struck was being taken to the local hospital. 

9



Mr. Borders went inside the hospital briefly to try to get information about the woman who

had been hit, but he did not speak with anyone.  

Mr. Borders then drove to the police station at Barlowe Road.  He and Mr. Littleford

went inside and Mr. Littleford told the police officer at the desk: “I think my wife was

involved in an accident.”  The officer at the desk confirmed that there had been an accident

on Route 202 and instructed them to remain in the car with appellant to wait for the arrival

of an officer  from the Maryland State Police.  All defense witnesses, including appellant,

admitted that they did not call 911 to report the accident.

At the close of testimony, defense counsel again made a motion for judgment of

acquittal on all counts, which the court denied.  As indicated, the jury returned verdicts of

guilty on the charges of failure to remain at the scene of an accident involving death, failure

to remain at the scene of an accident involving bodily injury, failure to render assistance, and

negligent driving.   This appeal followed.3

 The jury found appellant not guilty on the charge of failure to control speed to avoid3

a collision. 
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DISCUSSION

I.

Mistake of Fact Instruction

Appellant’s first contention is that the trial court erred by failing to give the mistake

of fact instruction set forth in the Maryland Pattern Jury Instruction (MPJI-CR) 5:06.   She4

contends that the defense of mistake of fact was generated because she testified that she was

unaware that she hit a person, and instead, she thought she hit a deer.  Although she

acknowledges that she did not request such an instruction, appellant argues that the court

“had the obligation to sua sponte so instruct the jury.”  

The State responds in several ways.  Initially, it argues that the contention is

unpreserved because appellant did not request the pattern jury instruction on the mistake of

 Maryland Pattern Jury Instruction (MPJI-CR) 5:06 provides as follows:4

You have heard evidence that the defendant’s actions were based on a mistake

of fact.  Mistake of fact is a defense.  You are required to find the defendant

not guilty if:

(1) the defendant actually believed (alleged mistake);

(2) the defendant’s belief and actions were reasonable under the 

circumstances; and 

(3) the defendant did not intend to commit the crime of (crime)

and the defendant’s conduct would not have amounted to the

crime of (crime) if the mistaken belief had been correct,

meaning that, if the true facts were what the defendant thought

them to be, the [defendant’s conduct would not have been

criminal] [defendant would have the defense of (defense)].”

In order to convict the defendant, the State must prove beyond a reasonable

doubt that at least one of the three factors was absent.

11



fact defense.  Indeed, it notes that appellant “affirmatively proposed an alternative instruction

on the same issue,” which the court gave.  Thus, the State asserts, the “[l]ack of preservation

becomes invited error.”  The State asserts that it is not reversible error for a court to “decline

to give an unrequested instruction about a potential defense when the defense requested, and

the court gave, an alternative instruction on the same issue.”  We agree.

As the parties acknowledge, there was no request for the court to give the pattern jury

instruction on the mistake of fact defense.  Nor did appellant object at the conclusion of the

instructions to the court’s failure to give this instruction.  Under these circumstances,

appellant’s current contention is not preserved for review.  See Md. Rule 4-325(e) (“No party

may assign as error the giving or the failure to give an instruction unless the party objects on

the record promptly after the court instructs the jury, stating distinctly the matter to which the

party objects and the grounds of the objection.”); Md. Rule 8-131(a) (“Ordinarily, the

appellate court will not decide any . . . issue unless it plainly appears by the record to have

been raised in or decided by the trial court.).

 Appellant does not ask us to engage in plain error review.  Even if she did, however,

we would decline to do so because counsel for appellant agreed to a different instruction

addressing appellant’s defense that she believed she hit a deer, not a person.  

Prior to issuing the jury instructions, the court asked counsel whether any changes

were requested to the proposed instructions.  Defense counsel expressed concern about

including a jury instruction involving the issue of mens rea.  Noting that this Court held in
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Comstock v. State, 82 Md. App. 744, 754-55 (1990), that, to prove the offense of failure to

remain at the scene of an accident involving bodily injury or death, the State must prove 

“knowledge of both the underlying accident and the injury,” counsel argued as follows:

[O]bviously there is case law, not a pattern jury instruction for this kind of

thing.  If you don’t know that you are involved in an accident, you can’t be

guilty of leaving the scene of an accident.  That’s what [Comstock, 82 Md.

App. at 744] says, you have to have that knowledge of the criminal offense,

you have to be [sic] a mens rea in regards to that knowledge.  And I think

that’s also in DeHogue v. State, is also – which is a new case that says the

same thing, says they have to prove either actual knowledge or that a rational

trier of fact could have beyond a reasonable doubt found defendant knew or

should have known regarding death or injury, death or serious bodily injury.[5]

The court gave counsel fifteen minutes to work together to determine a mutually

agreeable language for the instruction.  Counsel returned with the proposed instruction, and

defense counsel affirmatively stated that the language was acceptable.   

The court then instructed the jury on intent, followed by the statutory elements of Md.

Code (2009 Repl. Vol.) § 20-102(a) of the Transportation Article (“TR”), failure to remain

at the scene of an accident resulting in injury, followed by the requested instruction, as

follows:

The State has to prove that the defendant knew or should have known

that she was involved in an accident and that she was aware or should have

been aware of probable injury or death resulting from the accident.

 DeHogue v. State, 190 Md. App. 532, 550 (2010) (“Knowledge of both the5

underlying accident and injury is logically and legally necessary for one to be guilty of

leaving the scene of a personal injury accident” under the “hit and run” statute). 
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Next, the court instructed the jury on the statutory elements of TR § 20-102(b), failure

to remain at the scene of an accident resulting in death, followed by the requested instruction:

The State has to prove that the defendant knew or should have known

that she was involved in an accident and that she was aware or should have

been aware of probable injury or death resulting from the accident.

This instruction was then followed by an instruction listing the statutory requirements of TR

§ 20-104, failing to render assistance, with the same additional instruction regarding

knowledge:

The State has to prove that the defendant knew or should have known

that she was involved in an accident and that she was aware or should have

been aware of probable injury or death resulting from the accident.

Thus, in this case, appellant not only failed to object to the failure to give the pattern

instruction on the defense of mistake of fact, she worked with the State to fashion an

instruction to address the mens rea requirement.  Because appellant affirmatively agreed to

the language set forth above to convey to the jury that the State had the burden to prove that

appellant knew that the death or injury of a person resulted from the accident, she cannot

complain on appeal that the court did not give the mistake of fact pattern jury instruction. 

See State v. Rich, 415 Md. 567, 575 (2010) (“Invited error” doctrine provides that, “‘where

a party invites the trial court to commit error, he cannot later cry foul on appeal.’”) (quoting

United States v. Brannan, 562 F.3d 1300, 1306 (11th Cir. 2009)).  General v. State, 367 Md.

475 (2002), upon which appellant relies, is not availing.  In that case, the petitioner

specifically requested that the trial court issue the mistake of fact jury instruction set forth
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in MPJI – Cr. 5:06.  Id. at 480.  In this case, however, not only did defense counsel make no

such request, counsel affirmatively proposed and accepted an alternative instruction on the

issue of mens rea, which the court granted.  General does not stand for the proposition that

a court is obligated to give a mistake of fact instruction sua sponte, particularly if defense

counsel prepared, and trial court gave, an alternate instruction addressing the issue.  

Indeed, as a general matter, trial courts should be cautious in giving unrequested jury

instructions.  Cruz v. State, 407 Md. 202, 220 (2009) (error to give unrequested, although

properly generated, instruction on alternative theories of crime of assault); Brogden v. State,

384 Md. 631, 643-44 (2005) (error to give unrequested instruction in handgun possession

case).  The trial court here committed no error in failing to give a mistake of fact instruction

that was not requested by the defense. 

II.

Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

Appellant next contends that defense counsel rendered ineffective assistance of

counsel by failing “to request a mistake of fact instruction when mistake of fact was

generated by the fact[s] presented and the crux of” her defense.  She contends that the “entire

thrust of her defense” was that she thought she had struck a deer, so it “was imperative that

the jury be informed that such a mistake of fact if believed would relieve [her] of criminal

responsibility” for failing to remain at the scene of the accident. 
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The State contends that this Court should not consider appellant’s claim of ineffective

assistance of counsel.  It asserts that we “should require her to follow the procedures set forth

in the Uniform Postconviction Procedure Act when mounting a collateral attack on her

conviction.” 

To establish that the assistance of trial counsel fell below constitutionally acceptable

standards, “a defendant must prove that counsel’s competence failed to meet an objective

standard of reasonableness and that counsel’s performance prejudiced the defense.”  Mosley

v. State, 378 Md. 548, 557 (2003).  With regard to the first prong, the appellant must show

that “‘counsel’s acts or omissions were the result of unreasonable professional judgment and

that counsel’s performance, given all the circumstances fell below an objective standard of

reasonableness considering prevailing professional norms.”’  Testerman v. State, 170 Md.

App. 324, 342 (2006) (quoting Oken v. State, 343 Md. 256, 283 (1996)), cert. dis’d as

improv. granted, 399 Md. 340 (2007).  To do so, the claimant must “overcome the 

presumption that the challenged action might, under the circumstances, be considered sound

trial strategy.”  Oken, 343 Md. at 283.

Ineffective assistance of counsel claims generally are resolved in post-conviction

proceedings “because the trial record rarely reveals why counsel acted or omitted to act, and

such proceedings allow for fact-finding and the introduction of testimony and evidence

directly related to allegations of the counsel’s effectiveness.”  Mosley, 378 Md. at 560. 

Accord Johnson v. State, 292 Md. 405, 435 (1982) (“Where . . . the record sheds no light on
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why counsel acted as he did, direct review by this Court would primarily involve ‘the

perilous process of second-guessing,’ perhaps resulting in an unnecessary reversal in a case

where sound but unapparent reasons existed for counsel’s actions.”).  In this case, the general

rule applies and we will not address the claim of ineffective assistance on appeal.

III.

Sufficiency of the Evidence

Appellant’s final contention is that the evidence was insufficient to support her

convictions for failing to remain at the scene of an accident involving bodily injury and death

“because she was acting under a mistake of fact when she left the scene believing that she

had hit a deer.”  She contends that, because there was no evidence to contradict her testimony

that she believed she hit a deer, as opposed to a person, when she left the scene, there was

insufficient evidence for the jury to find her guilty.   

The State contends that there was sufficient evidence to support appellant’s

convictions.  Asserting that it “produced ample evidence to show that [appellant] was driving

erratically, struck and killed a cyclist, and then fled the scene, dragging the bicycle under her

car for five miles,” the State contends that it was up to the jury to decide “whether to accept

[appellant’s] claim that she did not realize she had struck a person.”

When reviewing the question of whether evidence was legally sufficient to sustain a

conviction, this Court views the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution, and

determines whether “‘any rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements of the
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crime beyond a reasonable doubt.’”  Smith v. State, 415 Md. 174, 184 (2010) (quoting

Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 319 (1979)).  Accord Titus v. State, 423 Md. 548, 557

(2011).  We do not “‘undertake a review of the record that would amount to, in essence, a

retrial of the case.’” Titus, 423 Md. at 557 (quoting State v. Albrecht, 336 Md. 475, 478

(1994)).  “Because the fact-finder possesses the unique opportunity to view the evidence and

to observe first-hand the demeanor and to assess the credibility of witnesses during their live

testimony, we do not re-weigh the credibility of witnesses or attempt to resolve any conflicts

in the evidence.”  Smith, 415 Md. at 185.  The “primary appellate function . . . is to determine

whether [the fact-finder] made reasonable, i.e., rational, inferences from extant facts.’”  Neal

v. State, 191 Md. App. 297, 315 (quoting State v. Smith, 374 Md. 527, 547 (2003)), cert.

denied, 415 Md. 42 (2010).  

Appellant challenges the sufficiency of evidence for her convictions for violating TR

§§ 20-102 and 20-104.  These statutes provide, in relevant part as follows:

§ 20-102.  Driver to remain at scene – Accidents resulting in bodily injury

or death.

(a) Bodily injury. — (1) The driver of each vehicle involved in an accident

that results in bodily injury to another person immediately shall stop the

vehicle as close as possible to the scene of the accident, without obstructing

traffic more than necessary.

(2) The driver of each vehicle involved in an accident that results in

bodily injury to another person immediately shall return to and remain at the

scene of the accident until the driver has complied with § 20-104 of this title.

(b) Death. — (1) The driver of each vehicle involved in an accident that

results in death to another person immediately shall stop the vehicle as close

as possible to the scene of the accident, without obstructing traffic more than

necessary.
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(2) The driver of each vehicle involved in an accident that results in

death to another person immediately shall return to and remain at the scene of

the accident until the driver has complied with § 20-104 of this title.   

§ 20-104.  Duty to give information and render aid.

(a) Rendering assistance. — The driver of each vehicle involved in an

accident that results in bodily injury to or death of any person or in damage to

an attended vehicle or other attended property shall render reasonable

assistance to any person injured in the accident and, if the person requests

medical treatment or it is apparent that medical treatment is necessary, arrange

for the transportation of the person to a physician, surgeon, or hospital for

medical treatment.

(b) Duty to give certain information. — The driver of each vehicle involved

in an accident that results in bodily injury to or death of any person or in

damage to an attended vehicle or other attended property shall give his name,

his address, and the registration number of the vehicle he is driving and, on

request, exhibit his license to drive, if it is available, to:

(1) Any person injured in the accident; and 

(2)The driver, occupant of, or person attending any vehicle or other

property damaged in the accident.  

* * *

(d) If no one able to receive information. — If a police officer is not present

and none of the specified persons is in condition to receive the information to

which the person otherwise would be entitled under this section, the driver,

after fulfilling to the extent possible every other requirement of § 20-102 of

this title and subsection (a) of this section, immediately shall report the

accident to the nearest office of an authorized police authority and give the

information specified in subsection (b) of this section.

The legislative intent of these hit-and-run statutes “is to discourage the driver of a vehicle

which has been involved in an injury-causing accident from abandoning persons who are in

need of medical care, and to prevent that same driver from attempting to avoid possible

liability.”  Comstock, 82 Md. App. at 754-55. 
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As indicated, this Court has held that “knowledge of both the underlying accident and

injury is logically and legally necessary for one to be guilty of leaving the scene of a personal

injury accident.”  Id. at 755.  Noting that it is obvious that “one cannot stop at or return to the

scene of a personal injury accident he [or she] does not know has occurred,” we concluded

that, “before a defendant can be convicted under a ‘hit and run’ statute, the State must first

show knowledge by the accused of the ‘hit,’ and that the ‘run’ or leaving was also knowing.” 

Id. at 756-57.     

Appellant argues that, because she presented evidence that she did not know that she

struck a person, but instead thought she struck a deer, her convictions must be reversed.  The

jury, however, was not required to believe appellant’s contention in this regard.  Hobby v.

State, 436 Md. 526, 538 (2014) (finder of fact determines the credibility of witness).  Indeed,

the jury may have found, as she told the police, that she did not stop at the scene because it

was dark, and she just wanted to get home.  In doing so, she left the injured victim alone on

the side of the road.  The evidence was sufficient to support appellant’s convictions.

JUDGMENTS OF THE CIRCUIT

COURT FOR PRINCE GEORGE’S

COUNTY AFFIRMED.  COSTS TO BE

PAID BY APPELLANT.
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