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Maryland Code (1974, 1996 Repl. VVol., 2000 Supp.), 8 14-120 of the Redl Property Article
authorizesagate sattorney, acounty atorney, an affected community associaion, or amunicipdity to
bring an action inthe Didtrict Court of Maryland for abatement of anuisance againg a property owner or
occupant whenred property isusad in connectionwithillegd drug activity. Pursuant tosuchanactionfor
abatement, the petitioner inthis case was ordered to destroy hisproperty. Weissued awrit of certiorari
to decide whether § 14-120 authorized the court order requiring the owner to demolish the property.

l.

Petitioner Allen Becker istheowner of record of the corner property located a 2900 Springhill
Avenueinaresdentid areaof Bdtimore City. Becker conveyed the property to UlyssesHolmesin 1992
pursuant to aland instalment contract.' The property isatwo-story structure. Holmes operated agrocery
store on the first floor and resided on the second floor.

In August 1998, the State’ sAttorney for Batimore City filed a“ Complaint for Abatement of

Nuisanceand Other Rdief” inthe Didrict Court, Batimore City, against Holmes and Becker in connection

1 Code, § 10-101(b) of the Real Property Article provides (emphasis added):

“(b) Land installment contract. — “Land installment contract”
means a legally binding executory agreement under which:

(1) The vendor agrees to sell an interest in property to the
purchaser and the purchaser agreesto pay the purchase pricein five or
more subsequent payments exclusive of the down payment, if any; and

(2) The vendor retains title as security for the purchaser’s
obligation.”
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with the property. The complaint alleged that Holmes and Becker “ created anuisance a the Property by
alowing the Property to be used for the purpose of illegally distributing, storing, and administering”
controlled dangerous substances. The complaint Sated that drug users“frequently gether indde, in front
of, ontheddeof, and in back of the Property for the purpose of purchasing and usng controlled dangerous
subgtances.” The complaint further stated that drug dedlersobtain their drugsfrom “indgde or about the
Property” and el thedrugs daily in the neighborhood. 1t was dso aleged that drug usersloiter on the
sepsof nearby properties, degposit trash induding needles, block traffic, and make noisewhilewaiting to
purchasedrugs. Asareaultof theillegd drug activity, the complaint asserted, residents of the community
are afraid to leave their homes or park their cars near the property.

The complaint requested the court to dedare the property anuisance, order Holmesto vecate the
property, and require Becker to maintain the property so asto abate the nuisance. Thecomplaint dso
sought an order requiring Becker to submit for court approva aplan to ensurethat the property will not
again be used for anuisance and requested * such other and further relief asthe nature of the case may
require.” Upon filing the complaint, notice was duly posted on the property asrequired by § 14-120(d)
which states the following:

“(d) Posted notices. — (1) In addition to any service of processrequired by
theMaryland Rules, the plaintiff shal causeto be posted in aconspicuous place
ontheproperty nolater than 48 hoursbeforethe hearing the noticerequired under

paragraph (2) of this subsection.
(2) The notice shall indicate:

2 Pursuant to Code, (1974, 1998 Repl. Vol.) § 4-401(7)(ii) of the Courts and Judicial Proceedings
Article, the Digtrict Court has exclusive origina jurisdiction over actions brought under § 14-120 of the
Real Property Article.



- 3-
(i) The nature of the proceedings;
(i1) The time and place of the hearing; and
(iii) The name and telephone number of the person to contact for
additional information.”

Thetria against Holmes and Becker commenced on February 23, 1999. Five policeofficers
tedtified totherampant drug activity at the corner property and neerby areaduring al hoursof theday and
night. According totheir testimony, drug userswent into the grocery store and purchased drugsfrom
employeesbehind the counter. The policeofficersdescribed sting operations conducted by the Bdtimore
City Pdlice Department whereindividuas cameinto the sore and requested drugsfrom undercover officers
posing asemployees. Thepoliceofficersa so testified that drug deal ers used the grocery storeasa
“habitat,” ashing their product in and near the store, including in the door jamb, by the front steps, and
intherear of the property. The officerstedtified that the grocery stor€ sreputation among drug usersand
dedl erswaswidespread, attracting drug-re ated activity from outsdeareas. Moreover, oneneghborhood
resdent testified that the drug activity a and near the property wasjust asprevdent a night after the store
wasclosed. Indl, according to thetestimony, Batimore City police officers responded to 486 drug-
related calls concerning the property and the nearby area between January 1, 1995, and February 18,
1999. Eachof theofficerstedtified that dosng the grocery sorewasthe only way to sop thedrug activity
on the property.

TheDigtrict Court found that the property wasanuisance asdefined by 8§ 14-120(a)(4) which
provides:

“(4) Nuisance means a property that is used:
() By persons who assemble for the specific purpose of illegally
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administering a controlled dangerous substance;
(i) For theillegal manufacture, or distribution of:
1. A controlled dangerous substance; or
2. Controlled pargpherndia, asdefinedin Artide 27, 8 287(d) of the
Code; or
(iif) For theillega storage or conceal ment of acontrolled dangerous
subgtancein sufficient quantity to ressonably indicate under al the circumstances
an intent to manufacture, distribute, or dispense:
1. A controlled dangerous substance; or

2. Contralled pargpherndia, as defined in Artide 27, 8 287(d) of the
Code.”

The court dated that “[t]he store at 2900 Springhill Avenueisaconveniencestore. | amnconvinced. . .
itsprimary convenienceisto peoplewho are selling narcotics.” The court dso found that Holmes had
knowledge of the nuisance and that, whiletherewasno evidencethat Holmes participated intheillegd drug
adtivity, hisaoguiescencefadlitated the drug operation in and around the grocery store. Although therewas
no evidence that Becker had actual knowledge of theillega drug activity on or near the property, the
Digrict Court held that knowledge of the nuisance could beimputed to him from thetime the notice was
posted in August 1998.
TheDigtrict Court reviewed theremediesthat were available under thestatuteand Sated thet, in
itsview, it could order Becker torazethe property. Subsections(€) and (f) setforththeremediesavailable
in an action brought under 814-120. Subsection (e), relating to equitable remedies, states as follows:

“(e) Jurisdiction. — The court may issue an injunction or order other
equitable relief whether or not an adequate remedy exists at law.”

Subsection (f)(1) through (4) sets forth additional remedies as follows:
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“(f) Remedies. — (1) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, andin
addition to or asacomponent of any remedy ordered under subsection (€) of this
section, the court, after ahearing, may order atenant who knew or should have
known of the existence of the nuisance to vacate the property within 72 hours.

(2) Thecourt, after ahearing, may grant ajudgment of restitution or the
possession of the property to the owner if:

(i) The owner and tenant are parties to the action; and
(i) A tenant hasfailed to obey an order under subsection (e) of this
section or paragraph (1) of this subsection.

(3) If the court ordersredtitution of the possesson of the property under
paragraph (2) of thissubsaction, the court shal immediatdy issueitswarrant to the
sheriff or constable commanding execution of the warrant within 5 days after
issuance of the warrant.

(4) Inadditionto or asapart of any injunction, restraining order, or other
relief ordered, the court may order theowner of the property to submit for court
goprova aplan of correction to ensure, to the extent reasonably possble, that the
property will not again be used for a nuisance if:

(i) The owner is a party to the action; and

(ii) Theowner knew or should have known of the existenceof the
nuisance.”®
The case was continued until March 1999 in order to permit Becker to prepare and present a

corrective plan“to ensure, to the extent reasonably possible, that the property will not again be used for

anuisance.” 8§ 14-120(f)(4). The court ordered the grocery store closed pending the March hearing.
At theMarch hearing, the State offered testimony of another police officer and anindividud from

the Department of Housing and Community Development. Becker was then dlowed to present his

correctiveplan. He proposed that the grocery store be closed and that the property berehabilitated into

aresdence. The court stated that the plan was“too late’ and that the court was* convinced thet this

property isarabbit warren that exisisfor the convenience of the drug dedlersand not for any legitimate

3 Theentire§ 14-120isdirected at “tenants’ and “owners.” Inthe District Court, Becker argued that
hewasnot an* owner” within the meaning of the statute. The court, however, rgjected thisargument and
treated Becker asan owner and Holmes asatenant. Theissue hasnot beenraised in this Court; therefore,
we express no opinion on the matter.
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purpose.” Accordingly, the court issued an order as follows:

“ORDERED:

1.

Becker noted an gpped tothe Circuit Court for Batimore City and requested thet the order of the
Didrict Court requiring him to destroy the property bereversed. Holmesdid not gpped from the Didtrict
Court' sjudgment. On September 2, 1999, the Circuit Court affirmed the order below.* Becker fileda

petitionfor awrit of certiorari inthisCourt presenting two questions, which wehaverephrased asfollows

That the Defendant UlyssesHolmesand dl other occupantsof the
Property vacate the Property by March 11, 1999, and stay out
of and away from the Property permanently; and

That Defendant Allen Becker shdl raze the property by March
31, 1999, at hisown expense. Razing shall be done by a
contractor licensedto do demalition work in Batimore City; and

The Defendant Allen Becker shall ensure that the demoalition
contractor or another licensed contractor removedl debrisfrom
the demoalition ste and properly dispose of it, and that the Site
shall be properly graded; and

Thet the Defendant Allen Becker shdll ensurethat theremaining
party wall(s) adjacent to the Property are properly repaired by
the demoalition contractor or by another licensed contractor; and

That Defendant Allen Becker Shdl mantain thevacant ot resuiting
from the demoalitionin dean and sanitary condition a al times,
free of trash and debris.”

4 Under 8§ 14-120(1) of the Real Property Article (2000 Supp.) and Maryland Rule 7-102 (8)(2), an
appedl to the Circuit Court shal be heard on the record madein the Digtrict Court inan action arising under

§ 14-120.
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|. Does8§ 14-120 authorize the District Court to order an owner of real
property to destroy it despite the specific remedy set forth by the Satute
which does not provide for destruction?
[1. If the Didrict Court possessesthe authority to order the destruction of
property, is the order in the instant case erroneous under the
circumstances?
We granted the petition and issued awrit of certiorari. Becker v. Sate, 356 Md. 634, 741 A.2d 1095
(1999). Weghall reversethe judgments bel ow to the extent that they required Becker to destroy the
property. The Digtrict Court’ sorder requiring Becker to demolish the property was not authorized by 8
14-120 of the Redl Property Article. Our holding on thefirst question makesit unnecessary to reech the
second question.
.

Theabatement of nuisancesisawell-established exerciseof governmenta authority. Subjectto
condtitutiona limitations, the Generad Assembly “has the authority to declare what shdl be deemed
nuisances and to providefor their suppresson.” Adamsv. Commissionersof Trappe, 204 Md. 165,
173-174,102 A.2d 830, 836 (1954). See Hebron Savings Bank v. City of Salisbury, 259 Md. 294,
300-301, 269 A.2d 597, 600 (1970); Burnsv. Midland, 247 Md. 548, 552-553, 234 A.2d 162, 165
(1967). The Generd Assembly hasdoneso hereby enacting Ch. 505 of the Actsof 1991, codified as§
14-120 of the Red Property Article, commonly known asthe Drug Nuisance Abatement statute. The
enactment, according to thetitle of Ch. 505, was“[f]or the purpose of permitting certain personsto bring
an action to abate a nuisance when certain property is used for certain controlled dangerous substance

offensss” Origindly goplying only to resdentid property, the Satute was amended by Ch. 700 of the Acts
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of 1994 to make it applicable to commercia properties as well.

TheDidrict Court of Maryland doesnot have generd equiity jurisdiction. See Code (1974, 1998
Repl. Vol., 2000 Supp.), § 4-402(a) of the Courts& Judicia ProceedingsArticle; General Motorsv.
Schmitz, 362 Md. 229, 234, 764 A.2d 838 (2001). Rather, the District Court isa court of limited
juridiction, having only those equitatlle powers spedificdly conferred on it by the Generd Assambly. The
petitioner arguesthat the destruction of property wasnot an available remedy becauseit was not one of
thoseenumeratedin subsections(€) or (f)(1) through (4) of 8 14-120. The petitioner further assartsthat
thegrant of authority to order “equitablereief” in subsection (€) doesnot extend to the destruction of
property. TheState, on other hand, arguesthet the broad language of subsection (€) authorized the Didtrict
Court’ sorder and thet the subsaction “ does nat contain the dightest suggestion thet the L egidatureintended
to divest courts of their well-recognized power to order anuisance abated by means of destruction.”
(Respondent’ s Brief at 9).

We shdl assume, arguendo, the correctness of the State s pogition that subsection (€) vestsinthe
Didrict Court the same authority to abate adrug nuisance asacourt of generd jurisdiction would haveto
abateanuisance. Nevertheess, evenwith thisassumption, subsection (€) does not authorize acourt to
order the destruction of property.

Nuisance abatement Satutes have ther rootsin common law public nuisance abatement principles
The common law authorized aivil and crimind actionswhere therewasa’ common nuisance’ such asa
“disorderly house.” SeeBeardv. Sate, 71 Md. 275, 276, 17 A. 1044 (1889). By thelater hdf of the
nineteenth century, public nuisance abatement atuteswereacommon method of combating arange of

illegd activity, fromthesaledf illegd dcohal to proditution. For adiscusson of the devel opment of drug
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nuisance abatement statutes, see generally, B.A. Glesner, Landlordsas Cops: Tort, Nuisance &
Forfeiture Sandards Imposing Liability on Landlordsfor Crime on the Premises, 42 Case W. Res.
679 (1992).

Anactionto enjoinanuisanceisan equitableone. “Thehigory of thejurisdiction of the English
Courtsof Chancery to abate public nuisances has been traced back asfar asthereign of Queen Elizabeth
[.” Adamsv. Commissonersof Trappe, supra, 204 Md. a 169, 102 A.2d a 834. The power of courts
to enjoin aparty from using hisown property to interfere with the rights of others“isnot only awell
established jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery, but isone of greet utility, and which is congtantly
exercised.” Five Oaks Corp. v. Gathmann, 190 Md. 348, 353, 58 A.2d 656, 659 (1948). “The
underlying prindiple governing equitablerdief in suitsto abate nuisancesisthat theinjury isof suchanature
that the complaining party cannot obtain an adequate remedy at law. Thus, in nuisancecasss, . . . the
equity courtwill grant aninjunctionwheretheinjury isirreparable and cannot be adequately compensated
indamages. ...” Adams, 204 Md. at 169-170, 102 A.2d at 834.

Inexercsing equitable powersto abate public nuisances, “ condderablelatitudeis permitted to the
Courtsindedingwithther decreesrelativetoinjunctions.” Bishop Processng Companyv. Davis, 213
Md. 465, 474, 132 A.2d 445, 449 (1957). While courtsmay have consderablelatitudeinfashioning
injunctive ordersto abate nuisances, there arewd|-established limitationsuponthislatitude. Onegenerd
limiting principleisthat aninjunction abeating anuisance* should go nofurther thenisabsol utey necessary
to protect therights of the parties seeking suchinjunction.” Snger v. James, 130 Md. 382, 387, 100 A.
642, 643(1917), and casesthere cited. Or, asthe Supreme Court of Michigan stated the principlein

Commissioner v. Anderson, 344 Mich. 90, 95, 73N.W.2d 280, 282 (1955), “[t]heremedy prescribed
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should be no greater than is necessary to achieve the desired result.”

In Five Oaks Corp. v. Gathmann, supra, 190 Md. 348, 359, 58 A.2d 656, 662, the Court
gopliedthisgenerd principlewhenit struck down those provisonsof an order that enjoined the operators
of andl night restaurant from playing music after midnight and implemented opening and closing hours,
dtating that the order “ goes further than isjudtified.” The Court noted that it may be possble for the
restaurant operatorsto play music after midnight and otherwise conduct their dl night businessin amanner
that would not disturb the plaintiffs. The Court stated that the “ offending party should be dlowed to take
such measuresasin itsopinion will reach the desired result” and if such * measures are not adequate or
sufficient, further application can be made to thecourt . .. .” 190 Md. at 360, 58 A.2d at 662.

Inlight of the principle that an injunctive order to abate a nuisance should go no further than
necessary, and dsoinlight of the condtitutiond prohibition againg taking private property without paying

compensation,” courtshave consistently held that destruction of property to abateanuisanceisadragtic

> Articlelll, 8 40, of the Maryland Congtitution states:
“Section 40. Eminent domain.

“The General Assembly shall enact no Law authorizing private
property, to be taken for public use, without just compensation, as agreed
upon between the parties, or awarded by a Jury, being first paid or
tendered to the party entitled to such compensation.”

Article 24 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights states:
“Article 24. Due process.
“That no man ought to be taken or imprisoned or disseized of his

freehold, liberties or privileges, or outlawed, or exiled, or, in any manner,
(continued...)
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remedy and may not be resorted to where the property constitutes anuisance because of itsuse. If a
building isanuisance, inand of itsdlf, it may be demolished for the purpose of abating the nuisance.
Hebron Savings Bank v. City of Salisbury, supra, 259 Md. a 300-301, 269 A.2d at 600. “[W]hen the
nuisance arisesfrom theimproper use of abuilding, the buildingitsaf cannot bedestroyed, but only the
improper usethereof sopped.” Wood's Law of Nuisances, at 803, 978 (2d ed. 1883). Thisfundamenta
principle of nuisance law isreflected in Maryland law aswell asin casesin other jurisdictions. See
Restatement (Second) Torts, § 202, cmit. ¢ (1965, 1977) (“an otherwiseunobyjectionable building may not
be torn down ssimply because the building happens to be put to a noxious use”).

Thus, in Hebron Savings Bank v. City of Salisbury, supra, the Maryland opinion principaly
relied on by the State in the case at bar, this Court pointed out that the governmental authority to abate
nuisancesis* broad enoughto requiredestruction of the property if thisisreasonably necessary toinsure
the public hedth or safety.” 259 Md. at 300, 269 A.2d a& 600. The Court went on, however, to explain
that destruction of the property, without paying just compensation totheowner, waspermissbleonly if the
property itsalf wasanuisance. The Court continued (ibid.): “But asagaingt the property rightsof the
owner thepower to destroy the property without paying compensationfor it dependson the property being
in fact a nuisance.”

Inthe Hebron case, the building had areedy been destroyed by the City of Sdisbury. ThisCourt

remanded the casefor atrid to determineif the property itsalf wasanuisance, and if not, theamount of

> (...continued)
destroyed, or deprived of hislife, liberty or property, but by the judgment
of his peers, or by the Law of theland.”
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compensation which the City should pay. The Court further held thet governmenta immunity “isnot aber
to [the City’ 5] liability” in this situation. Hebron, 259 Md. at 303, 269 A.2d at 601.

The Hebron opinion quoted with approva Chief Judge McSherry’ sopinion for the Court in
Baltimore City v. Fairfidd Improvement Co., 87 Md. 352, 362, 39 A. 1081, 1083 (1898), wherethis
Court & anearly datedrew thedistinction between anillega or harmful use of abuilding and abuilding
whichisitsaf dangerous. The Court inFairfidd explained (87 Md. at 362, 39 A. a 1083): “But there
isabroad digtinction between a summary destruction of an offending thing, and adirect injury to
unoffending property — that i, property itself not liableto destruction becausenot dangerousto the public
health or safety.”  Therefore, courtsmay be authorized to order the destruction of property where
the nuisance complained of isinherent in, or inextricable from, the property. See, eg., Burnsv. Midland,
supra, 247 Md. at 555-556, 234 A.2d a 167 (abuilding that “wasin such disrepair or unsafe condition
that it condtituted adanger to the public’” may be destroyed); Deemsv. City of Baltimore, 80 Md. 164,
174-175, 30 A. 648, 650 (1894) (where spoiled milk threstened the hedlth of the public, acourt may
“direct that the offending thing shall be destroyed”).

Onthe other hand, wherethe nuisanceisin the use of the property, and doesnot inhereinthe
property itsdlf, destruction of the property isnot an availableremedy. See, eg., Lawtonv. Sede, 152
U.S. 133, 142, 14 S.Ct. 499, 503, 38 L.Ed. 385, 391 (18%4) (* A house may not be torn down because
itisputtoanillegd use, snceit may beasreadily usedfor alawful purpose’); Hebron Savings Bank v.
City of Salisbury, supra, 259 Md. 294, 269 A.2d 597; Ridge v. Sate, 206 Ala. 349, 351, 89 So. 742,
744 (1921) (if the nuisance can be abated by diminating the harmful or illegd use of the property, “the

power of the court islimited to the suppresson of the nuisance, and doesnot extendto the. . . destruction
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of property”); Hornev. City of Cordde, 140 Ga. App. 127, 129, 230 S.E.2d 333, 335 (1976) (“The
destruction of property for aesthetic reasons. . . hasbeen held an uncondtitutiond exercise of the[taking]
power. * * * And soisany other exercise of government’ s power of uncompensated destruction over the
property of the citizen which exceadstheimmediate necessity of theoccason”); City of Aurorav. Meyer,
38111.2d 131, 136, 230 N.E.2d 200, 203 (1967) (“ Property may be ordered destroyed under certain
conditionsbut only if thedanger cannot be abated in any other way”); Inrelverson, 151 Neb. 802, 808-
809, 39N.W.2d 797, 800-801 (1949) (governmenta authority to abate hazardous building does not
extend to destruction where repairs are practicable); Ely v. Qupervisors of Niagara County, 36 N.Y .
297, 300 (1867) (“A housekept asahouse of ill fame and asaresort for thieves and other disreputable
persons, isapublic and common nuisance; but the destruction of the building and itsfurnitureis not
necessary to its abatement, and isunlawful”); Satev. McCray, 48 N.D. 625, 630-631, 186 N.W. 280,
282-283(1921) (ahouse maintained asabawdyhouseisonly harmful because of itsuse, and, therefore,
dedtruction isnot an available remedy). Seealso Leet v. Montgomery County, 264 Md. 606, 611-616,
287 A.2d 491, 494-497 (1972).

Consequently, evenif theDistrict Court’ sauthority to abateadrug-rel ated nuisance under 8 14-
120(e) of the Redl Property Articleisasbroad asthetraditional power of an equity court to abatea
nuisance, the Didtrict Court’ sauthority would not extend to the destruction of abuilding whichisused for
unlawful activity. Theunlawful activity a which 8 14-120isaimed doesnot inhereinabuildingitsaf.
Instead, it isentirely in the use of the building and adjacent land. A court’ s authority to order the
destruction of property does not extend to this situation.

Moreover, if wewereto condrue 8§ 14-120(e) asdlowing the destruction of abuilding without any
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compensationtotheowner, seriousquestionswoul d be presented concerning the statute’ scondtitutiondity
under Artidelll, 840, of theMaryland Condtitution and Article 24 of theMaryland Declaration of Rights
See Hebron v. City of Salisbury, supra, 259 Md. at 300-304, 269 A.2d at 599-602. We have
conggently followed *the principle that acourt will, whenever reasonably possble, construeand apply a
datuteto avoid cadting serious doubt upon itsconditutiondity.” Yangming Transport v. Revon Products,
311 Md. 496, 509, 536 A.2d 633, 640 (1988). See, e.g., Curranv. Price, 334 Md. 149, 172, 638
A.2d 93, 104-105 (1994) (“If agtatute is susceptible of two reasonable interpretations, one of which
wouldinvolveadecision astoitscongtitutiondity, the preferred congtructionisthat which avoidsthe
determination of congtitutiondity”); Schochet v. Sate, 320 Md. 714, 725,580 A.2d 176, 181 (1990),
and cases there cited.

Fndly, Ch. 301 of the Acts of 2000 added anew paragraph to 8§ 14-120(f) which authorizesthe
demolition of property under limited circumstances. New 8 14-120(f)(5) provides as follows:
“(5) If anowner falsto comply with an order to abate anuisance, after a
hearing the court may, in addition to any other rdief granted, order that the
property bedemolished if the property isunfit for habitation and the
edimated cost of rehabilitation Sgnificantly exceedsthe estimated market
value of the property after rehabilitation.”

Asnew 8 14-120(f)(5) was enacted after the present case arose, it isinapplicable to this case.

Accordingly, noissueisnow beforeusregarding thescopeor vaidity of new paragraph (5). Nonethdess,

if the Generd Assembly intended that subsection (€) would authorize the demalition of property, there

would have been no reason to enact new subsection (F)(5). Under the State sinterpretation of subsection

(€), subsection (f)(5) would be superfluous. See Mid-Atlantic v. Public Service Commission, 361 Md.
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196, 204, 760 A.2d 1087, 1091 (2000) (“whenever possible, [ statute should be read so that no word,
clause, sentence or phrase is rendered superfluous or nugatory”).

Insum, § 14-120 of the Red Property Articledid not authorizethe Didtrict Court’ sorder requiring

the destruction of the petitioner’ s property.

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR
BALTIMORE CITY REVERSED AND CASE
REMANDED TO THE CIRCUIT COURT WITH
DIRECTIONSTO REVERSE THE JUDGMENT OF
THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND AND
REMAND THE CASE TOTHE DISTRICT COURT
FOR FURTHER PROCEEDINGS NOT
INCONSISTENT WITH THISOPINION. COSTS
IN THISCOURT AND IN THE CIRCUIT COURT
TO BE PAID BY THE RESPONDENTS.




