This case raises the question whether the revival of a
corporation whose charter was forfeited validates its previously
i neffective notice to renew a judgnment, filed before the judgnment’s
twel ve-year expiration date, thereby restoring the judgnent to the
corporation after the twelve-year expiration date. W hold that
expiration of the judgnent during the period of corporate non-
exi stence divests the corporation of a right, wthin the nmeani ng of
Section 3-512(2) of the Corporations and Associations Article, so

that the right cannot be restored by corporate revival.

FACTS

On Septenber 23, 1983, Nellie B. Wdener executed a confessed
judgnent note for $15,000.00, payable to the law firm of Kroop &
Kurland, P.A ("K&”). Two weeks |ater, K& instituted an action
for judgnment by confession against Ms. Wdener, in the Crcuit
Court for Baltinmore County. Ms. Wdener resided in Baltinore County
and owned real property situated on York Road, in Sparks. On
Cctober 3, 1983, judgnent by confession for $15,000.00 plus court
costs was entered in favor of K&K The judgnent was duly indexed
and recorded.

In 1983, when it obtained the confessed judgnment agai nst M.
W dener, K&K was a Professional Association, incorporated in the
State of Maryland. On Cctober 8, 1985, the State Departnent of

Assessnents and Taxation forfeited K& s corporate charter, for



failure to file the necessary corporate personal property report
and to pay certain late fees.!?

Several years el apsed. On Decenber 8, 1994, K& filed a notice
to renew the judgnent against Ms. Wdener, pursuant to Ml. Rule 2-
625. The notice was signed by Kenneth D. Man, Esquire and “Kroop
& Kurland.” On Decenber 31, 1994, K&K purportedly was dissolved,
under the ternms of a voluntary dissolution agreenent that called
for the accounts receivable and assets of K& to be transferred to
Ronald I. Kurland, P.A

In 1995, M. Wdener died. An estate was opened in the
Orphans’ Court for Baltinore County. On Novenber 1, 1995, Ronald
| . Kurland, Esquire and Ronald |I. Kurland, P.A filed a claimfor
$15, 000. 00 agai nst the Wdener estate and an acconpanyi ng petition
for allowance for $15,000.00, pursuant to M. Rule 6-413. They
cited the Qctober 3, 1983 confessed judgnent against Ms. Wdener in
favor of K&K as the basis for their claimand explained that they
had becone the owners of the assets of Kurland & Kurland, P.A.,
i ncludi ng the Wdener judgnent, as of Decenber 31, 1994.

On Decenber 11, 1995, appellee Mchael J. Lanbros, Personal
Representative of the Wdener estate, notified M. Kurland and his
P.A that their claimwas disallowd. Five nonths |ater, on May 9,

1996, the State Departnent of Assessnents and Taxation received and

The parties stipulated bel ow that the officers and
directors of K& did not know that its charter had been forfeited
until April, 1996.
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approved articles of revival, by which K& s corporate charter was
reinstated. Thereafter, the Orphans’ Court conducted a hearing on
M. Kurland’s and the Kurland P. A ’'s petition for allowance and, on
June 12, 1996, granted it, in the amount of $15, 000.00. On June 26,
1996, the Personal Representative appealed the decision of the
O phans’ Court to the Grcuit Court for Baltinore County, pursuant
to Md. Code (1995 Repl. Vol.), 8§ 12-502 of the Cs. & Jud. Proc.
Article ("C. J.").

On January 14, 1997, the case was called for a de novo hearing
before the circuit court. The parties proceeded on stipulated facts
and agreed exhibits. On February 5, 1997, the court issued an
Amended Menorandum Opinion reversing the O phans’ Court’s
al  onance of the claimof M. Kurland and the Kurland, P.A against
the W dener estate.? A tinmely appeal was noted, presenting the
foll ow ng question for review, which we have rephrased:

| . Did the circuit court err in ruling that the notice

of renewal of judgnent filed by Kroop & Kurland
P.A. was null and void and was not cured by the
| ater revival of its corporate charter?

W answer the question posed in the negative, and affirm the

judgment of the circuit court.?

’On January 27, 1997, the court issued a Menorandum Opi ni on
that is identical in all substantive respects to its February 5,
1997 Anended Menorandum QOpi ni on, except that it concluded by
affirmng the O phans’ Court’s ruling, not reversing it. That
m st ake was corrected in the Arended Menorandum Qpi ni on.

3The circuit court record shows the plaintiffs in the case
before it to be Ronald I. Kurland, Esquire and Ronald |I. Kurl and,
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DI SCUSSI ON

St andard of Revi ew

In an action tried before a court without a jury, we review
the case on both the |law and the evidence. M. Rule 8-131(c). The
| ower court’s findings of fact will not be set aside unless they
are clearly erroneous. In this case, the facts were stipul ated and
undi sputed. The "clearly erroneous" standard does not apply to
appel l ate review of a question of |law. Bagley v. Bagley, 98 M.
App. 18, 34, 632 A 2d 229 (1993), cert. denied, 334 M. 18, 637
A 2d 1191 (1994). Review of a purely legal issue, such as the one
before us, is “expansive.” In re Mchael G, 107 M. App. 257
265, 667 A.2d 956 (1995).

Anal ysi s
[

A circuit court noney judgnent expires twelve years fromits
date of entry or twelve years fromthe date on which it was nbst
recently renewed. Mil. Rule 2-625. A notice of renewal may be
filed by the judgnent holder at any tine before the expiration of
the judgnent. Id. K&K’ s confessed judgnent agai nst Ms. W dener
was a noney judgnent that, unless renewed, expired automatically on

Cct ober 3, 1995, twelve years after it was entered and one nonth

P.A. The court’s Amended Menorandum Opi nion is captioned "Kroop
& Kurland, P.A, et al. v. Mchael J. Lanbros," however, and the
notice of appeal to this Court was filed by "the plaintiff, Kroop
& Kurland, P.A, et al."

-4-



before attorney Kurland and his P. A |odged their claimagainst M.
W dener’s estate.

When a corporation’s charter is forfeited for non-paynent of
taxes or failure to file an annual report, the corporation is
di ssol ved by operation of |law and ceases to exist as a |ega
entity. Atlantic MII & Lunber Realty Co. v. Keefer, 179 M. 496,
499-500, 20 A.2d 178 (1941); Patten v. Board of Liquor License
Comirs for Baltinore City, 107 Md. App. 224, 233-34, 667 A 2d 940
(1995); Scott v. Seek Lane Venture, Inc., 91 Md. App. 668, 685-86,
605 A . 2d 942, cert. denied, 327 M. 626, 612 A 2d 257 (1992)
Cloverfields I|nprovenent Assoc., Inc. v. Seabreeze Properties,
Inc., 32 Ml. App. 421, 424-26, 362 A 2d 675, nodified in part and
aff’'d, 280 Md. 382, 373 A 2d 935 (1977); M. Code (1993 Repl. Vol .,
1997 Cum Supp.), 8§ 3-503(d) of the Corps. & Ass’'ns. Article
("C.A").% Until a court appoints a receiver, the directors of a
corporation whose charter is forfeit function as trustees of the

corporation’s assets, for purposes of “winding up,” and nmay

“Section 3-503(d) provides:
After the lists [of Maryland corporations
that have not filed annual reports or have
not paid taxes] are certified, the Departnent
[ of Assessnents and Taxation] shall issue a
procl amati on declaring that the charters of
the corporations are repeal ed, annulled, and
forfeited, and the powers conferred by | aw on
the corporations are inoperative, null, and
void as of the date of the proclamation,
wi t hout proceedi ngs of any kind either at |aw
or in equity.
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exerci se enunerated general and specific powers to that end. C A
8 3-515; Patten, 107 M. App. at 234. As we stated in
Cl overfiel ds:

‘[t]he forfeiture for non-paynent of taxes puts an end to

the corporate existence, and the rights of creditors

becone fixed at that tine. The corporate assets are

automatically transferred to the directors, as trustees,

for use of the creditors and stockhol ders or nenbers, and

are held by such trustees until revival of the charter of

t he corporation.’

32 Md. App. at 424-25, (quoting H Brune, Maryl and Corporation Law
and Practice, 8406 (Rev. Ed. 1953 & Supp.)):; Anerican-Stewart
Distillery, Inc. v. Stewart D stilling Conpany, 168 Md. 212, 220,
177 A. 473 (1935).

The charter of a corporation that is forfeited for non-paynent
of taxes and failure to file an annual report nmay be revived, and
t he corporation brought back into existence, under C. A 88 3-507,
3-508, and 3-509, by the filing of articles of revival. Section 3-
512 provides that reinstatenent of a corporation’ s existence
through articles of revival has the follow ng effects:

(1) If otherwise done wthin the scope of its charter,

all contracts or other acts done in the nanme of the

corporation while the charter was void are validated, and

the corporation is liable for them

(2) Al the assets and rights of the corporation, except
t hose sold or those of which it was otherw se divested
while the <charter was void, are restored to the
corporation to the sane extent that they were held by the
corporation before the expiration or forfeiture of the
charter.

(enphasi s supplied).



i

Appel l ants do not dispute that K& s Decenber 8, 1994 attenpt
to renew its confessed judgnent agai nst Ms. Wdener was ineffective
at the tinme that it was undertaken. They acknow edge that, by
virtue of the forfeiture of its charter, K& had been rendered a
|l egal non-entity, wthout capacity to take any |egal action,
including the filing of a notice to renew judgnent. Mor eover,
appel l ants do not contend that the Decenber 8, 1994 notice to renew
j udgment, signed by M. Man on behalf of “Kroop and Kurland,” was
filed by a director of K&, as trustee of the defunct corporation,
a proposition plainly not supported by the evidence.

Appel l ants’ assertion that K& s OCctober 3, 1983 judgnent
against Ms. Wadener gives rise to a viable claim against the
W dener estate is premsed entirely upon K& s 1996 corporate
revival, and the effect that they contend the revival had on the
judgnent that had been entered nore than twelve years before.
Appel lants maintain that, under C A 8 3-512(2), K&K s corporate
revival retroactively validated the Decenber 8, 1994 notice to
renew judgnent, thereby restoring to it the judgnent agai nst M.
W dener. They assert that the passage of nore than twelve years
from the date of the entry of the judgnment to the date of the
revival of K&K s charter did not “divest” K& of the judgnent
agai nst Ms. Wdener, because a right that has expired has not been

di vested, within the meaning of C A § 3-512(2).



Cloverfields Inp. Ass'n, Inc. v. Seabreeze Properties, Inc.,
280 Md. 382, 373 A 2d 935 (1977), wupon which appellants place
primary reliance, is one of the earliest cases to address the
meani ng of the word “divested,” as it was used in the statutory
predecessor to C.A 8 3-512(2).%° In that case, Guaranteed Realty
Corporation held title to land in a residential developnent in
Queen Anne’'s County. The State forfeited Guaranteed s corporate
charter, for failure to file an annual report and for non-paynent
of taxes. Thereafter, in 1965, the directors and officers of
Guaranteed executed instrunents assigning certain rights of
Guaranteed respecting the developnent and conveying certain
property in the devel opnent to Coverfields |nprovenent
Association. Six years later, in 1971, the surviving directors of
Guaranteed, acting expressly as its “trustees,” assigned the sane
rights and conveyed the sane property to Seabreeze Properties, Inc.
Cloverfields filed a declaratory judgnent action, seeking
determ nation of the ownership of the various interests that had

been tw ce assigned and conveyed. After suit was filed, Guaranteed

*The statute then in effect, Ml. Ann. Code 1957, Art. 23 §
85(d), provided, in pertinent part:
Al'l real and personal property, rights and
credits of the corporation of the tine its
charter becane void and of which it was not
di vested prior to such revival shall be
vested in the corporation, after such
revival, as fully as they were held by the
corporation at the tine its charter becane
voi d.
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filed articles of revival.

The chancellor found that the rights and assets at issue were
validly held by Seabreeze, not by Coverfields. This Court
affirmed, 32 Ml. App. 421, 362 A 2d 675 (1976), and the Court of
Appeal s granted certiorari. In an opinion witten by Judge Smth,
the Court of Appeals affirnmed, holding that the revival of
Guaranteed’ s charter did not validate the 1965 transaction. The
Court reasoned that the 1965 assi gnnent/conveyance by Quaranteed to
Cloverfields was ineffective, as Cuaranteed had been w thout | egal
exi stence when it engaged in the transaction; the 1971
assi gnnment / conveyance to Seabreeze was effective, however, because
it had been carried out by Guaranteed’s directors, in their
capacities as trustees, during the period of corporate non-
exi stence. The subsequent revival of Guaranteed did not "breathe
l[ife" into the 1965 transaction with Coverfields, under the
Corporations and Associations Article, because the valid assignnment
and conveyance by Quaranteed to Seabreeze had "di vested" Quaranteed
of the same rights and assets, wthin the neaning of the
predecessor statute to C A 8 3-512(2), before it was revived. The
Court expl ai ned:

W agree with the conclusion of the Court of Special
Appeal s:

‘“We think fornmer 885(d) to be clear and unanbi guous in
that the revived corporation may only take title to those
assets which were legally not disposed of during the
peri od of corporate dem se. Inasnuch as the surviving
trustees had, in 1971, validly conveyed and assigned the
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very property (Cloverfields) thought it had acquired in

1965, the total effect of the revival in this case is

naught. The act of revival cannot divest a bona fide

purchaser of his title.’
280 Md. at 398 (quoting 32 MI. App. at 434-35). Contrasting its
holding with that in Redwood Hotel, Inc. v. Korbein, 197 M. 514,
80 A.2d 28 (1951), in which the noting of an appeal by a defunct
corporation was held to have been validated by the subsequent
revival of the corporation, the Court comrented, “[i]n that case
intervening rights did not exist as here.” Id.

Appel l ants argue that C overfields establishes that an asset
is not “divested,” wthin the neaning of C A 8§ 3-512(2), unless it
has been transferred to a third party or, in sone fashion,
“intervening rights exist.” In further support of that position
they cite Psychic Research and Devel opnment Institute of Maryl and,
Inc. v. Gutbrodt, 46 M. App. 21, 415 A 2d 611 (1980). There, a
corporation was nanmed residual |egatee of an estate, on the
condition that it be “in existence” when the testatrix died. The
testatrix named an alternate beneficiary, who would take in the
event that the corporation was not in existence when death
occurred.

Wen the testatrix died, the corporation was not “in
exi stence,” as its charter had been forfeited for nonpaynent of
taxes and failure to file necessary reports. Six days after the
testatrix’s death, the corporation filed articles of revival. The

alternate beneficiary initiated a declaratory judgnent action

-10-



agai nst the corporation, asserting that she, not it, was entitled
to the residuary estate. The chancellor ruled in her favor. W
affirmed, holding that, under C A § 3-512(2),° revival of the
corporation after the testatrix’s death did not restore to it the
right to take under the will, which had passed to the alternate
beneficiary:

The Articles of Revival can spontaneously generate life

in a dead corporation, but they cannot restore to it

rights that passed to others during the period of

corporate abiosis. The subsequent revival of [the

corporation named in the wll] did not again vest

property and rights in the corporation which were

di vested during the period of forfeiture.
46 Md. App. at 28.

In Cloverfields and Psychic Research, a right or asset was
“ot herwi se divested” when a person or entity acted to transfer it
to another. In Messall v. Merlands Cub, 244 Md. 18, 34-35, 222
A.2d 627 (1966), cert. denied, 386 U S. 1009, 87 S. C. 1349
(1967), the court held that devolution of a defunct corporation’s
asset, by operation of law, to its directors, divested the
corporation of rights associated with that asset; neither the asset
nor the associated right was restored upon revival of the

corporation. In that case, a corporation rented prem ses under a

| ease, which contained a purchase option. The | ease al so provi ded

®%When Psychi ¢ Research and Devel opnent Institute of
Maryl and, Inc. v. Qutbrodt was decided, the | anguage that now
appears at C A 8 3-512(2) was codified at C A 8 3-513(2).
Section 2, ch. 593, Acts 1986 redesignated forner CA § 3-513 to
the present C.A 8§ 3-512.
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that the tenant would be in default if the |ease devolved, by
operation of |law, upon any person other than the tenant. After the
corporation’s charter was forfeited by the State for failure to pay
taxes, it attenpted to exercise the purchase option. The Court
affirmed a lower court finding that the | ease had devol ved upon the
directors of the corporation, by operation of I|aw, under the
predecessor statute to C. A 8 3-515, thereby effecting a default by
the corporation; and that the subsequent reinstatenent of the
corporation by articles of revival did not retroactively cure the
default. The later revival of the corporation could not restore to
it a right that had devolved upon others, during the period of
cor porat e non-exi st ence.

In U S. v. Firenen’s Ins. Co. of Newark, N J., 869 F. Supp.
347 (D. Md. 1994)(Messitte, J.), the court considered the question
whet her expiration of a cause of action by the passage of a
[imtations period constituted the divestiture of a right, within
the neaning of C A 8§ 3-512(2).7 The defendant filed a notion to
di smiss the corporate plaintiff’'s MIller Act claim?® for |ack of
capacity to sue, on the ground that its charter was forfeit. The

court granted the plaintiff leave to file articles of revival

The court in U.S. v. Firemen's Ins. Co. of Newark, N. J.
actually referenced 8 3-513(2), as cited in the Psychic Research
case, even though that section had been recodified at C. A § 3-
512(2).

See 40 U.S.C. A § 270b(b) (1986).
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which it did. By the time that the corporation was reinstated

however, the one year limtations period for the MIller Act claim
had expired. The defendant anended its notion to dismss,
asserting that the claim was tine-barred. In opposition, the
plaintiff argued that revival of its charter had validated its
initial, tinely filing of the MIler Act claim even though revival

occurred after the limtations period had expired.

The court disagreed. It distinguished the case before it, in
which limtations had run during the period of corporate non-
exi stence, from those holding that, under C A 8§ 3-512(2), the
filing of articles of revival restore to a corporation the capacity
to sue. See Chrysler Credit Corporation v. Superior Dodge, Inc.,
538 F.2d 616 (4" Gr. 1976), cert. denied, 429 U S. 1042, 97 S. C.
743 (1977); Redwood Hotel, Inc. v. Korbein, supra. The court held
that the expiration of I|imtations on the MIller Act claim
di vested the corporation of its cause of action, by operation of
|l aw, and that revival of the corporation could not restore such a
divested right. It viewed the expiration of the plaintiff’s claim
as creating a correlative right in the defendant to be free of the
claim

The [court . . .] perceives no material difference

between inheritance rights that vest in an alternate

beneficiary when a corporate beneficiary’s charter is
forfeit and the right of a defendant to claimthe benefit

of a Jlimtations defense that accrues while a
corporation’s charter is in simlar status. In the
termnol ogy of Section [3-512(2). . . the plaintiff] was

‘divested” of the right to continue the suit during the
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time its charter was inoperative. The right was not
revested when the corporation revived.

|d. at 349.
i

The right that appellants assert was restored to K& by its
1996 revival is the right attendant to a noney judgnent. I n
Maryl and, a properly indexed and recorded noney judgnent is a lien
agai nst real property of the judgnent debtor |ocated in the county
in which the judgnent was rendered. C J. 8§ 11-402; Ml. Rule 2-621;
Back v. Internal Revenue Service, 51 Md. App. 681, 687, 445 A 2d
1057, cert. denied, 294 M. 542 (1982). A judgnent by confession is
a noney judgnent that “operates as a lien against the real property
of the defendant |ocated in the county in which the judgnent is
entered.” Schl ossberg v. G tizens Bank of Maryland, 341 M. 650,
655, 672 A 2d 625 (1996). A judgnent lien is a general |lien on
real property signifying the right of the judgnent creditor to
order the sale of all or part of the debtor’s property to satisfy
the judgnent. MHugh v. Martin, 198 M. 173, 177, 81 A 2d 623
(1951); Lee v. Keech, 151 Md. 34, 36-37, 133 A 835 (1926); Back v.
I nternal Revenue Service, supra, at 693. A judgnent creditor does
not have a property right in the land of the judgnent debtor;
however, the creditor does have a vested interest in the property
in the nature of a renedy, i.e., the right to levy on the | and. Van
Royen v. Lacey, 262 M. 94, 99-100, 277 A .2d 13 (1971); Lee v.

Keech, supra, at 37. Likewi se, issuance of a wit of execution
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gives the judgnent creditor the right to sell the personal assets
of the judgnent debtor to satisfy the judgnent.

Under former MI. Rule 624, the predecessor to Mi. Rul e 2-625,
and the Maryl and BT Rul es, which were repealed in 1984, a judgnent
creditor was entitled to the issuance of a wit of scire facias,
within twelve years of the entry of the judgnment, to renew his
judgnent. See O Neill and Conmpany v. Schul ze, 177 Ml. 64, 67-8, 7
A.2d 263 (1939). The wit was required to be served on the
j udgnent debtor, who was entitled to respond. Expiration of the
j udgnent due to the passage of twelve years had to be pleaded as an
affirmative limtations defense by the judgnent debtor. Thus, it
was possible for the judgnent to be renewed, even if nore than
twel ve years had passed since its entry, if the judgnent debtor did
not obj ect to renewal , by raising limtations. See
Paul V. N eneyer & Linda M Schuett, Mryland Rules Commentary,
485-86 (2d ed. 1992). Wth the advent of Rule 2-625, that changed:

Under [the new rule] a noney judgnent automatically

expires after twelve years fromits date of entry. At

any tinme before it expires, the judgnent holder can

extend it or renew it by filing a sinple notice of

renewal . The clerk nust enter the renewal on the judgnent
docket and should refer to the original judgnent date so

as to put the public on notice for purposes of priorities

of liens. The judgnment thereby beconmes enforceable for

anot her twel ve years. There is no limtation on the

nunber of renewal s that may be obtai ned.

If a notice of renewal is filed after the expiration

of the twel ve-year period, a judgnent no |onger exists to

be renewed, and the clerk does not, in fact, renew the

j udgnent .

Ni eneyer, supra at 486
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In this case, K&’ s judgnent against Ms. Wdener was a lien on
her real property in Baltinore County, and, until it expired
constituted a right of K&K to sell the property in paynent of the
j udgnent . Like the corporate tenant in Messall, which, by
operation of law, lost its option right under a | ease, K& lost its
right to sell Ms. Wdener’'s real property in satisfaction of its
judgnent, by operation of |aw, when the judgnent expired, twelve
years after its entry, thus extinguishing the judgnment |ien on M.
W dener’ s property.

Appel l ants argue that, under the holdings in Coverfields,
Psychi ¢ Research, and Messall, a corporation only is “divested” of
a right or asset, within the neaning of C A § 3-512(2), if that
ri ght or asset devolves upon, is transferred to, or in sone way
cones to belong to another person or entity, during the period of
corporate non-exi stence. They reason that revival of a corporation
will not restore a right or asset that has been so divested, as to
do so would interfere with the intervening rights of innocent third
parties; if a right or asset nerely expires, however, wthout
affecting “intervening rights” of others, it is not divested and
will be restored by corporate revival. Appellants maintain that
K&K’ s judgnment against Ms. Wdener sinply expired, w thout giving
rise to intervening rights, and, as such, it was not divested, and
must be restored, under C. A 8 3-512(2). W disagree.

As the Court of Appeals observed in Cdoverfields, 1in
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construing the neaning of the substantively identical statutory
predecessor to C A 8 3-512(2): “*Statutes should be interpreted
according to the nost natural and obvious inport of their |anguage,
W thout resorting to subtle or forced construction, for the purpose
of either limting or extending their operation.”” 280 Ml. at 397
(quoting Howell v. State, 278 M. 389, 393, 364 A 2d 797 (1976)).
The Black’s Law Dictionary definition of the word “divest” that K&K
furnishes in support of its argunent is sinple and straightforward,
it also undercuts its position in this case. Bl ack’ s defi nes
“divest,” by reference to “devest,” to nean: “to deprive; to take
away; to wthdraw.” This definition neither incorporates nor
depends upon the concept of continued existence. Wile appellants
correctly assert that the rights and assets at issue in
Cl overfields, Psychic Research, and Mallers not only were lost to
the corporations that had them but also continued to exist and
becane the rights and assets of others, those cases do not limt
t he neani ng of the phrase “otherwi se divested,” in CA § 3-512(2),
to like situations. One who |oses a right by operation of lawis
di vested of that right, within the plain nmeaning of that word
irrespective of whether the right conmes to exist in another or
ceases to exist at all.

Mor eover, even applying to the facts of this case the narrow
connotation of “divest” that appellants argue has been engrafted

upon C.A 8 3-512(2) by the case law, we hold that K&K was
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“divested” of its judgnent against Ms. Wdener twelve years after
the judgnent was entered. W agree wth Judge Messitte's
observation, in Firemen’s Ins. Co. of Newark, N.J., supra, that a
right lost to one may give rise to a correlative right in another.
In this case, the existence vel non of K&K s judgnent determ nes
the validity of the claimof attorney Kurland and the Kurland, P.A
agai nst the Wdener estate; the validity of that claimin turn
determnes the distribution of assets in the estate to the | egatees
under Ms. Wdener's wll. Al though the expiration of K&K's
confessed judgnent after twelve years did not confer upon or create
in others intervening rights in the judgnent itself, it directly
affected the rights of others in real property against which the
j udgnment had been a lien and in personal property against which the
judgnment could have constituted a lien, had a wit of execution
been issued, pursuant to Ml. Rule 2-641.

The expiration of K& s judgnent against Ms. Wdener and the
concomtant |oss of the judgnent |ien against her real property not
only deprived K& of the right to sell that real property in
satisfaction of the debt that gave rise to the judgnment but also
di sencunbered the property, to the benefit of M. Wdener’s
| egat ees. No principled distinction can be drawn between the
inmpact of the expiration of K& s judgnent on M. Wdener’s
| egatees in this case and the inpact of the corporate |egatee’s

non- exi stence on the alternate beneficiary in Psychic Research and
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Devel opnent Institute of Maryland, Inc. v. Qitbrodt, supra.
Accordingly, we hold that, during the period in which K& was
defunct, it was divested of its right as a judgnent creditor of M.
W dener, by expiration of the judgnment; under C A 8 3-512(2), that
right could not be restored to K&K, upon revival of the
cor poration.?®

JUDGVENT AFFI RMED
COSTS TO BE PAI D BY APPELLANT.

W& do not address the out-of-state cases cited by
appellants in their brief, as none of them concern statutes
simlar to C A § 3-512(2).
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HEADNOTE: Kroop & Kurland, P.A, et al. v. Mchael J. Lanbros,
Personal Representative of the Estate of Nellie B.
W dener, No. 283, Septenber Term 1997.

CORPCRATI ONS AND ASSOCI ATI ONS CCDE, 83-512(2) - JUDGMENTS - RENEWAL
OF JUDGVENT UNDER RULE 2-625 - RENEWAL OF JUDGVENT BY DEFUNCT
CORPORATI ON | S | NEFFECTI VE - JUDGVENT NOT RENEVWED W THI N 12 YEARS
OF ENTRY EXPI RES - REVI VAL OF CORPORATI ON AFTER JUDGMENT IN ITS
FAVOR HAS EXPI RED DCES NOT RESTORE JUDGVENT THAT WAS | NEFFECTI VELY
RENEWED - DEFUNCT CORPCORATI ON WHOSE DI RECTORS DO NOT'T RENEW JUDGVENT
INITS FAVOR | S DI VESTED OF JUDGVENT UPON | TS EXPI RATI ON.
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