
COURT OF APPEALS OF MARYLAND

Arfaa v. Martino, 404 Md. 364
946 A.2d 995 (2008) · No. No. 101, Sept. Term, 2006 · Decided April 18, 2008

SUMMARY

The Maryland Court of Appeals held that a petition for a mechanics' lien sufficiently identified the
subject building by its street address when read together with attached documents, including tax
records and photographs. The court also held that a lien claimant's failure to seek designation of the
boundaries of land adjacent to the building was not grounds for dismissal because boundary
designation under Maryland law is optional. The court affirmed the judgment of the Court of Special
Appeals and remanded for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Martino's petition sufficiently described and identified the building subject to the requested
mechanics' lien under Maryland Code, Real Property Article § 9-105(a)(1)(iv).

2. Whether a subcontractor seeking a mechanics' lien must designate the boundaries of land adjacent to the
building when the building is located on a large parcel arguably containing more land than is reasonably
necessary for the building's ordinary and useful purposes.

HOLDINGS

1. A mechanics' lien petition sufficiently identifies the subject building when it identifies the building by
the property's street address and is supplemented by attached documents, including a tax parcel
description, affidavit, and photographs showing distinctive features of the structure. Martino's petition
therefore was sufficient to withstand a motion to dismiss.

2. A subcontractor's failure to designate the boundaries of land adjacent to the subject building is not a
mandatory pleading defect and does not require dismissal of a mechanics' lien petition. The statutory and
rule-based procedure for designating boundaries is permissive, and an owner or other interested person
may seek designation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We agree and hold that identifying in the petition the building to which to attach the lien, the Arfaas'
residence, by its mailing address (with both a street number and 9-digit zip code), is sufficient to withstand the
Arfaas' motion to dismiss.” (404 Md. at 375, 946 A.2d at 1001)

“The failure to do so, however, is not a fatal defect in a petition for a mechanics' lien, which mandates or even
permits dismissal of the petition. Applying for designation of boundaries is optional, not mandatory.” (404
Md. at 382, 946 A.2d at 1008)

“Our cases make clear that the fact that Martino's petition for mechanics' lien was not limited and, indeed,
sought a lien against the entire 73+ acres of land, on which the Arfaas' residence was located, is not grounds
for its dismissal.” (404 Md. at 383, 946 A.2d at 1009)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A fire damaged the Arfaas' residence on their 73.77-acre property, and the Arfaas hired Belfor USA Group, Inc.
to manage repairs and renovations. Belfor subcontracted with Keith Parker Construction Company, which in turn
subcontracted with Martino's company. Martino performed approximately nine weeks of substantial demolition,
reconstruction, framing, roofing, flooring, and related work, invoiced Parker $93,145, and received only
$23,650, leaving an unpaid balance of $69,495. Martino timely served notice of intent to claim a lien and filed a



petition identifying the property by street address, tax map and parcel number, and attached photographs and
other documents describing the residence and work.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Martino, a subcontractor who performed repair and renovation work on the Arfaas' residence, filed a petition in
the Circuit Court for Harford County seeking a mechanics' lien for an unpaid balance. The circuit court
dismissed the petition, concluding that the petition did not adequately identify the building. The Court of Special
Appeals vacated and remanded, holding that the building description was sufficient and that the failure to
designate boundaries for adjacent land did not require dismissal. The Court of Appeals affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No new remand was ordered by the Court of Appeals; it affirmed the Court of Special Appeals' judgment
vacating the dismissal and remanding to the circuit court for further proceedings not inconsistent with the
appellate opinion.
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