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The case at bar, an appeal from the Circuit Court for Prince George’s County, is

related to an earlier case out of the same court.  In the earlier case, the court entered judgment

in favor of Charlene Williams against Fidelity First Mortgage Company (“Fidelity”) for

damages arising out of a fraudulent foreclosure rescue scheme perpetrated by James Fox and

James Dan.  Fox was working for Fidelity when the scheme was perpetrated.  Dan, a former

Fidelity employee, assisted Fox in executing the scheme.1

On March 22, 2011, Fidelity filed its complaint in the case at bar, seeking

indemnification and contribution from Dan and Fox.  Fidelity filed a motion for summary

judgment, which the court granted.   On June 12, 2013, the court entered judgment in favor

of Fidelity and against Dan and Fox in the amount of $340,583.98.2

On September 12, 2013, Dan filed a “Motion to Reconsider.”  The court denied the

motion by order entered on December 11, 2013.3

On January 6, 2014, Dan filed a notice of appeal.  Because Dan did not note an appeal

within 30 days of the entry of judgment, by order of June 5, 2014, this Court limited the

Fidelity appealed the court’s judgment in that case and this Court affirmed in Fidelity1

First Home Mortg. Co. v. Williams, 208 Md. App. 180 (2012).

On July 10, 2013, Fox noted an appeal from the June 12, 2013 judgment.  Dan did2

not file a notice of appeal at that time or within 30 days of the entry of judgment.  Fox’s

appeal remains pending before this Court in Case No. 01024, September Term, 2013.

The judge signed the order on October 23, 2013, but it was not entered until3

December 11, 2013.



scope of his appeal to “[w]hether the trial court abused its discretion in its denial of [Dan’s]

‘Motion to Reconsider.’”  4

For the reasons to follow, we shall affirm the order of the circuit court.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

 “In general, the denial of a motion . . . for reconsideration is reviewed by appellate

courts for abuse of discretion.”  Miller v. Mathias, 428 Md. 419, 438 (2012) (citations and

quotation marks omitted).  “The abuse of discretion standard makes generous allowances for

the trial court’s reasoning.” Das v. Das, 133 Md. App. 1, 15 (2000).

There is an abuse of discretion where no reasonable person would take the

view adopted by the trial court, or when the court acts without reference to any

guiding rules or principles.  An abuse of discretion may also be found where

the ruling under consideration is clearly against the logic and effect of facts

and inferences before the court, or when the ruling is violative of fact and

logic.

In re Adoption/Guardianship No. 3598, 347 Md. 295, 312 (1997) (citations, internal

quotation marks, and internal alterations omitted).

 The “Issues Presented” by Dan are:4

I. Was the trial court’s denial of the Appellant’s Motion to Reconsider

without granting the Appellant a hearing he requested, legally correct

when Maryland Rule 2-311(f) requires the trial court to hold a hearing

before rendering a decision disposing of a claim or defense?

II. The trial court erred when it failed to consider the Appellant’s Motion

to Reconsider the Summary Judgment against Appellant.
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DISCUSSION

In his “Motion to Reconsider,” Dan asked the court to “reconsider or supply [him]

with a valid reason for [its] judgment.”  His motion effectively was one to revise the June 12,

2013 judgment, under Rule 2-535.

A circuit court may exercise its revisory power under sections (a) and (c) of Rule 2-

535 only on motion filed within 30 days after entry of judgment.  After 30 days, the judgment

is “enrolled,” and the court’s revisory power is limited to cases of fraud, mistake, or

irregularity (Rule 2-535(b)) and to the correction of clerical mistakes (Rule 2-535(d)).

Dan filed his motion more than 30 days after the court entered judgment and did not

allege fraud, mistake, irregularity, or clerical mistake.  Therefore, the court’s denial of his

motion, on its face, was not an abuse of discretion.  

The court specified reasons for denying the motion, however, stating in its December

11, 2013 order that it had

reviewed and considered the Motion to Reconsider filed by Mr. Dan on

September 12, 2013.  Mr. Dan brings up many items which have been fully

litigated and issues with his representation or lack of representation.  The

motion does not persuade the court that any change needs to be made in the

court[’]s numerous rulings in this case.

Dan does not contend and makes no argument that the court’s stated rationale for

denying his motion to reconsider constituted an abuse of discretion.  Instead, he argues that

the court denied him due process because it did not hold a hearing pursuant to Rule 2-311(f)

before denying his motion.  Dan’s argument is without merit.  Rule 2-311(f) states that “[a]
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party desiring a hearing on a motion, other than a motion filed pursuant to Rule 2-532, 2-533,

or 2-534, shall request the hearing in the motion . . . under the heading ‘Request for

Hearing.’”  Dan’s motion to reconsider was a motion to revise under Rule 2-535.  He was

required to request a hearing if he wanted one, but did not do so.  Therefore, the court did not

abuse its discretion by denying Dan’s motion without holding a hearing.  Dan’s only other

argument is that the court failed to consider his motion to reconsider.  It is obvious from the

court’s order that it did consider the motion and decided not to grant it.

ORDER AFFIRMED.  COSTS TO BE

PAID BY THE APPELLANT.
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