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Appellant Rodney Travis challenges the validity of a foreclosure sale conducted by 

Appellees Jeffrey B. Fisher, Martin S. Goldberg, Virginia S. Inzer, William K. Smart, and 

Carletta Grier (collectively, Appellees or Substitute Trustees) and ratified by the Circuit 

Court for Prince George’s County.  We hold that Travis defaulted on his loan, failed to 

satisfy his debt, and failed to present any evidence to call into question the validity of the 

sale.  Nor was he entitled to a jury trial at his hearing on a foreclosure proceeding in 2012.  

Moreover, Travis signed a Consent Order in which he agreed that the Substitute Trustees 

had the authority to conduct a foreclosure sale if he failed to satisfy his debt.  We affirm.   

FACTS AND PROCEEDINGS 

Travis was the record owner of 6810 Robinia Road, Temple Hills. Travis executed 

a deed of trust with lender GreenPoint Mortgage Financing (GMF) on December 4, 2006.  

He promised to pay $304,000 on an interest-only period adjustable rate note, with variable 

rates between 2.250% and 11.875 percent per annum.  The note stated that default would 

occur if, among other things, Travis failed to make the full amount of his monthly payments 

fifteen days after the payment was due.  The deed of trust also provided that the holder of 

the note would have the power to substitute one or more trustees at its election.  Mortgage 

Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. (MERS), was listed as the beneficiary of the deed of 

trust.  On February 7, 2007, MERS assigned the deed of trust to the Federal National 

Mortgage Association (Fannie Mae).   

Travis made the last payment on the note on April 9, 2010.  There is no evidence 

he has made payments on the note since.  On May 1, 2010, he defaulted.  On April 18, 

2011, he received Notice from the Substitute Trustees of their intent to foreclose because 
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his payment was “352 days past due and is in default.”  The principal balance after the last 

payment in April, 2010 was $336,571.10, after which interest began to accrue on this 

principal balance at a rate of 2 percent per annum.   

On January 10, 2012, Fannie Mae appointed Seterus, Inc. as its attorney in fact.  On 

February 1, 2012, Fannie Mae, the present holder of the note, appointed the Substitute 

Trustees and authorized them to act as the agent and present holder of the note.   

On February 1, 2012, Appellees filed a foreclosure action in the Circuit Court for 

Prince George’s County.  Eight days later, Appellees filed a Deed of Appointment of 

Substitute Trustees and Assignment of Mortgage/Deed of Trust.  On February 21, 2012, a 

Notice of Foreclosure Action was posted on the door of the property and sent by certified 

mail to the address of the property.  

On March 13, 2012 Travis filed a Motion to Stay the Sale and Dismiss the 

Foreclosure Action (Motion to Stay).  In the Motion to Stay, Travis asserted that the 

Substitute Trustees: 1) failed to provide authentic evidence that they owned the original 

Note; 2) did not have standing to bring the foreclosure action; and 3) were not properly 

appointed as substitute trustees because the deed of trust did not give authority to appoint 

substitute trustees.  The Substitute Trustees filed a Response and Motion for Protective 

Order.  

On May 14, 2012, the court denied Travis’ Motion to Stay and granted the Substitute 

Trustees’ Motion for Protective Order. Among other findings, the court found that the 

Substitute Trustees were duly appointed by Fannie Mae.  In addition, the court found that 

the Substitute Trustees had a limited power of attorney permitting the servicer of the note, 



3 

 

Seterus, Inc., to act on its behalf as attorney in fact and to properly execute the deed of 

appointment.  The court also found that the submitted copy of the note, executed by 

Travis, bore an endorsement from the original lender, GMF, as well as a copy of the 

assignment of the deed of trust to Fannie Mae.  Thus, the court found that appellees had 

standing and the right to foreclose. 

In addition, the court found that Travis failed to allege any specific wrongdoing to 

establish his “unclean hands” defense.  The court noted that Travis had failed to “state 

with particularity the factual and legal basis of each defense that the moving party has to 

the validity of the lien or the lien instrument or to the right of the plaintiff to foreclose in 

the pending action.”  See Md. Rule 14-211(a)(3)(B). 

Lastly, the court granted the Substitute Trustees’ Motion for Protective Order.  The 

Court found that Travis had requested “more responses to interrogatories (forty-six) than 

he was entitled to, and that the request for documents is too general.”  Additionally, the 

court found that discovery was unnecessary because Travis had not established a plausible 

defense to the foreclosure proceeding.   

On June 5, 2012, Travis filed a Judicial Notice and Demand for Remedy.  In this 

filing, he argued that the Substitute Trustees were involved in counterfeiting; that the 

servicer failed to provide responses to his requests made pursuant to federal law; that the 

foreclosure action amounted to fraud; that the assignment of the loan to Fannie Mae was 

invalid; that he had denied the existence of the loan; and that the lender released Travis’ 

loan obligation when the note was sold.  He also demanded a jury trial on all issues. 
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That same day, Travis also filed a Constructive Notice of Fraud, accusing the court 

of being “involved in extensive fraud” and requesting that the court “cease and desist” from 

its actions relating to the foreclosure action.  Travis then filed a Motion to Show Cause as 

to why a hearing had not been scheduled on his previously filed documents.  He repeated 

his request for a hearing on the alleged fraud.   

On June 22, 2012, the Substitute Trustees conducted a foreclosure sale (the Initial 

Sale) of the property, where the property was sold to Fannie Mae for $336,571.10.   

After the sale, on July 12, 2012, the court sent a letter to the parties indicating that 

Travis had presented filings with the court which raised issues that had not been previously 

addressed by the court before the sale.  The court decided to hold an evidentiary hearing 

to address the issue of the Substitute Trustees’ right to foreclose.  Prior to a hearing on the 

merits, the parties held an alternative dispute resolution (ADR) conference. 

The facilitator at the ADR Conference entered a Consent Order signed by the parties 

on December 14, 2012.  Under the Consent Order, Travis stipulated and agreed that 

“FNMA [Fannie Mae] is the rightful owner and holder of the note, with rights of 

enforcement” and that “Seterus is the loan servicer and attorney in fact authorized to act 

on behalf of [Fannie Mae] in the administration of the note, deed of trust, and underlying 

mortgage.”  The Substitute Trustees agreed to withdraw the June 22, 2013 sale and report 

of sale, and agreed to forbear from conducting a foreclosure sale for a period of 120 days 

to allow Travis the opportunity to satisfy the debt.  If Travis failed to do so within 120 

days, however, the Consent Order permitted the Substitute Trustees to proceed to sale 

without further order of the court. Travis failed to satisfy the debt within 120 days.   
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On August 9, 2013, the Substitute Trustees sold the property to Fannie Mae, the 

highest bidder, on August 9, 2013 at 9:30 a.m. for $377,479.91.  That day, at 9:55 a.m., 

the court docketed an affidavit from Travis in which he claimed to have “satisfied” the 

Consent Order by tendering payment to Fannie Mae in April 2013.  Travis did not, and 

has not, provided any proof that he ever made this payment.  

On October 2, 2013, the court ratified the sale.  On October 21, Travis’ Judicial 

Notice and Demand was docketed in the court.  Travis then submitted two filings with the 

court.  Travis claimed, among other things, that the Substitute Trustees did not have 

standing to foreclose because they were not the holders of the note; that the deed of trust 

was not lawfully assigned; and that the Substitute Trustees were not lawfully appointed.  

Travis also alleged that the did not have a contract with the Substitute Trustees, the lender, 

or the servicer; that he had revoked and cancelled the deed of trust; and that he had satisfied 

the debt.   

On October 31, 2013, Travis noted this appeal.  Since that time, the court has 

granted Fannie Mae an order granting it possession of the property.   

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

We rephrase and renumber Appellant’s questions presented as follows:  

1. Did the Consent Order estop Travis from claiming that the appointment of 

the Substitute Trustees was invalid? 1  

                                              

1 Travis’ first question presented was originally stated: 

1. Were there misrepresentations in the deed of appointment of substitute 

trustees, the assignment of mortgage and/or the promissory note? 
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2. Did the circuit court err in its final order of ratification when it declared there 

was no cause shown to prevent ratification of the sale? 

 

 3. Did the circuit court err in not allowing a hearing or trial by jury prior to 

foreclosure as requested by Appellant?  

 DISCUSSION  

I. Effect of the Consent Order 

Travis alleged that the Substitute Trustees committed fraud and that he had satisfied 

his debt prior to the Sale.  Appellees argue that this controversy is moot because the court 

has ratified the foreclosure sale.  Moreover, they argue, Travis’ allegations of fraud and 

“satisfaction of the note prior to the foreclosure sale are also without merit” because he 

never presented any evidence to support these claims.  Appellees also contend that the 

Consent Order, agreed to by Travis, resolved the issue of whether the Substitute Trustees 

had standing to bring the foreclosure action.  Moreover, Travis agreed to withdraw all 

other pleadings in the case, with prejudice, which included any challenge to the Substitute 

Trustees’ standing and his demand for a jury trial.  Accordingly, to the extent that the basis 

for Travis’ “fraud” issue on appeal challenges the Substitute Trustees’ right to foreclose, 

this issue is moot, and there is no effective remedy that the court can provide. 

Under the Consent Order, both parties stipulated that the Substitute Trustees were 

holders of the note and would, if Travis failed to satisfy the note within 120 days, have 

authority to sell the property.  Appellees argue that these stipulations estop him from 

advancing this argument on appeal, because the issue is now moot.  See Plaza Corp. v. 

Alban Tractor Co., 219 Md. 570, 578 (1959) (“We think the appellant, having consented 
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and stipulated that the court ratify and confirm the sale and that the claims of all of the 

parties to the chattels be transferred to the proceeds of the sale thereof, is in no position to 

challenge the power of the court below to make the sale.”).  We agree.   

With rare exception, we do not decide moot cases.  State v. Ficker, 266 Md. 500, 

506-07 (1972) (“Appellate courts do not sit to give opinions on abstract propositions or 

moot questions, and appeals which present nothing else for decision are dismissed as a 

matter of course.”)  “A case is considered moot when past facts and occurrences have 

produced a situation in which, without any future action, any judgment or decree the court 

might enter would be without effect.” La Valle v. La Valle, 432 Md. 343, 351 (2013) 

(Quotation omitted).   

For that reason, a case is moot if a judgment has already been entered on the central 

issues of the case; for these purposes, a consent order is the same as a judgment.    

“[O]rdinarily, a party may not appeal from a judgment to which he/she consented,” See 

Bryant v. Howard Cnty. Dept. of Soc. Servs. ex rel. Costley, 387 Md. 30, 42 (2005).  The 

Court of Appeals recently explained that a consent order carries the same weight as a final 

judgment.  Kent Island, LLC v. DiNapoli, 430 Md. 348, 359-60 (2013).   

A consent judgment or consent order is an agreement of the parties with 

respect to the resolution of the issues in the case or in settlement of the case, 

that has been embodied in a court order and entered by the court, thus 

evidencing its acceptance by the court.  A consent decree memorializes the 

parties’ agreement to relinquish the right to litigate the controversy, and thus 

save themselves the time, expense, and inevitable risk of litigation.  

Although consent judgments are, at the same time, contractual and judicial 

in nature, consent judgments should normally be given the same force and 

effect as any other judgment, including judgments rendered after litigation. 

It is a judgment and an order of court. Its only distinction is that it is a 

judgment that a court enters at the request of the parties.  Thus, a consent 
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order entered properly carries the same weight and is treated as any other 

final judgment.  

Id. (Citations and quotations omitted).  Having consented, a party “may, nonetheless, seek 

a judicial remedy, by invoking the procedures set forth in Title 2 of the Maryland Rules, if 

there is a failure by any party to abide by the terms to which he or she had agreed.”  Miller 

v. Rosewick Rd. Dev., LLC, 214 Md. App. 275, 291 (2013) (Emphasis added).  Travis has 

not explained how the Substitute Trustees failed to abide by the terms of the Consent Order. 

Their sole obligation was to rescind the sale of the property and forego a judicial sale of 

the property for 120 days.  It appears that they did (thus necessitating the second sale of 

the property in August 2013).  Therefore, Travis was bound by the Consent Order and 

may not re-litigate these issues after having already accepted them as true.  Long v. State, 

371 Md. 72, 83 (2002) (quoting United States v. Armour & Co., 402 U.S. 673, 681–82 

(1971) (Because, in signing a consent decree, a defendant has “waived his right to litigate 

the issues raised, a right guaranteed to him by the Due Process Clause, . . . the instrument 

must be construed as it is written, and not as it might have been written had the plaintiff 

established his factual claims and legal theories in litigation”)).  

Though not necessary to the disposition of this case, we note that Travis raises a 

common contention regarding the securitization of his loan.  The mass-securitization of 

mortgage loan obligations has created economic and legal conditions where mortgages are 

recorded electronically and pass hands frequently; it has thus become increasingly common 

for the initial lender, who holds the deed, to be different from the note holder, who initiates 



9 

 

the foreclosure proceedings.2  Maryland has long held that the foreclosing party need not 

hold both the deed and the deed of trust.  See Le Brun v. Prosise, 197 Md. 466, 474 (1951) 

(“This deed of trust secures a negotiable note, whoever may be the holder.  The deed of 

trust need not and properly speaking cannot be assigned like a mortgage, but the note can 

be transferred freely, and, when transferred, carries with it the security, if any, of the deed 

of trust, which was true of a mortgage note.”). 

                                              

2 The Court of Appeals provided helpful context for this issue in Anderson v. Burson, 424 

Md. 232, 237-38 (2011) (Citations omitted). 

Mortgage-securitization investors utilize the Mortgage Electronic 

Registration System (MERS), a private land-title registration system created 

by mortgage banking companies to expedite the securitization process. 

MERS increases the efficiency and profitability of mortgage markets by 

skirting the traditional land-title recording process in localities, which can be 

costly and time consuming, and replacing it with the industry's own 

electronic tracking system.  To do so, the mortgage broker names MERS as 

a nominal mortgagee in the mortgage.  Then, subsequent transfers of the 

mortgage are recorded electronically and entirely on MERS while the 

original mortgage, recorded in the public land title records, remains 

unchanged.  MERS’s industry-appreciated virtues have made it a near 

ubiquitous aspect of contemporary residential mortgages; two-thirds of all 

newly originated residential loans in the United States name MERS as the 

nominal mortgagee.   

While MERS enables investment banks to rush millions of mortgages 

through the securitization process at a rapid rate, the volume and profitability 

has come at a cost.  Mortgage transferors frequently lose or misplace 

mortgage documents and fail to indorse mortgage notes, shortcomings that 

transferees are willing to overlook lest they be slowed down by traditional 

negotiable instrument formalities.  
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Accordingly, because Travis, in signing the Consent Order, accepted appellees as 

the Substitute Trustees for his note in exchange for 120 days forbearance of his debt, he 

cannot contest their ability to do so now.   

II. Right to Jury Trial  

Travis also argues that he was denied due process because he did not have a jury 

trial at his August 9, 2012 hearing regarding the initial foreclosure proceedings.  Because 

challenges to a court’s interpretation of the “Maryland Declaration of Rights and 

Constitution, provisions of the Maryland Code, and the Maryland Rules are appropriately 

classified as questions of law, we review the issues de novo to determine if the trial court 

was legally correct in its rulings on these matters.”  Owens v. State, 399 Md. 388, 402-03 

(2007).  Questions involving the right to trial by jury are, for this reason, reviewed de 

novo.  Id. at 403. 

At the hearing, the court discussed with Travis why he would not have a trial by 

jury: 

Mr. Travis: I had put in a request on several occasions for a trial by jury. 

The Court: You’re not eligible for a trial by jury. 

Mr. Travis: Why is that, sir? 

The Court: Because this is a foreclosure proceedings [sic] and those are 

before the bench. 

. . . 

The Court: But at the appropriate time, you can file an appeal but the – but 

in foreclosure, you’ve obviously studied sufficient parts of the 

law.  You can file a foreclosure proceeding of decisions and 

rule and – and these are not items that are appropriate for a trial 

by jury.  They’re all before the Court. 
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Mr. Travis: Yes, Sir.  I – I follow you – I follow you with what you’re 

saying about the rules.  Yes, sir, I follow with what you’re 

saying about the rules but the rule is also state – I believe it’s 

Rule 2-535, that I’m entitled to a trial by jury as well as the 

laws that actually superseded Maryland rules, the Maryland 

constitution.  Am I not? 

The Court: Not in foreclosure proceedings. 

“Article 23 of Maryland's Declaration of Rights clearly guarantees the right of trial 

by jury only in certain instances.”  Billman v. State of Md. Deposit Ins. Fund Corp., 86 

Md. App. 1, 13 (1991).  “The right is guaranteed 1) when issues of fact exist; 2) in a civil 

proceeding; 3) in a court of law; and 4) where the amount in controversy exceeds five 

hundred dollars.”  Id.  However, “there is no right to trial by jury in equity cases.”  Id.  

(Citations omitted). 

“The foreclosure procedure in Maryland is equitable in nature.”  Wells Fargo 

Home Mortgage, Inc. v. Neal, 398 Md. 705, 728 (2007).  “Similarly, an injunction under 

Rule 14–209 to enjoin the foreclosure of a deed of trust entreats a trial court to exercise its 

equitable powers.”  Id.  (Citation omitted).  For these reasons, the court correctly 

determined that Travis was not entitled to trial by jury in the foreclosure proceeding, as it 

was equitable in nature. 

III. Ratification of the Foreclosure Sale 

Travis argues that the sale should never have been ratified because the court failed 

to consider his affidavit submitted on August 9, 2013.  Travis claims in the affidavit that 

he tendered payment to satisfy his debt, but does not specify how much he paid.  

Appellees, though not conceding whether or not Travis paid this amount, argue that 
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because interest accrued at 2 percent per annum beginning in April 2010, the actual amount 

due was greater (at the Sale, Fannie Mae paid $377,479.91 for the Property, not the 

$336,571.10 that was due when he defaulted in May 2010).  Therefore, Travis had failed 

to satisfy his obligation under the Consent Order to “satisfy the debt secured by the Note 

and deed of trust within” 120 days, which granted the Substitute Trustees the right to 

proceed with a sale.  Appellees also note that “[t]o date, Travis has not furnished proof, 

such as a cashed check, indicating that such funds were paid to satisfy the loan obligation.”   

In ruling on exceptions to a foreclosure sale and whether to ratify the sale, 

trial courts may consider both questions of fact and law.  In reviewing a trial 

court’s finding of fact, we do not substitute our judgment for that of the lower 

court unless it was clearly erroneous. . . . Questions of law decided by the 

trial court are subject to a de novo standard of review.   

Jones v. Rosenberg, 178 Md. App. 54, 68 (2008) (Quotations and citations omitted).  

“After a foreclosure sale, a debtor’s right to redemption ends, however, a debtor may file 

exceptions challenging only procedural irregularities in the foreclosure sale under Rule  

14–305(d).  Id. at 69 (Citation omitted).  

Under Md. Rule 14-305, courts may ratify a foreclosure sale when they are satisfied 

the sale is valid and no “exceptions” pleaded by the debtor apply.  Section (d) of this Rule 

provides: 

 (1) A party, and, in an action to foreclose a lien, the holder of a subordinate 

interest in the property subject to the lien, may file exceptions to the sale. 

Exceptions shall be in writing, shall set forth the alleged irregularity with 

particularity, and shall be filed within 30 days after the date of a notice issued 

pursuant to section (c) of this Rule or the filing of the report of sale if no 
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notice is issued. Any matter not specifically set forth in the exceptions is 

waived unless the court finds that justice requires otherwise. 

(2) The court shall determine whether to hold a hearing on the exceptions 

but it may not set aside a sale without a hearing.  The court shall hold a 

hearing if a hearing is requested and the exceptions or any response clearly 

show a need to take evidence. The clerk shall send a notice of the hearing to 

all parties and, in an action to foreclose a lien, to all persons to whom notice 

of the sale was given pursuant to Rule 14-206(b). 

 Section (e) states: 

The court shall ratify the sale if (1) the time for filing exceptions pursuant to 

section (d) of this Rule has expired and exceptions to the report either were 

not filed or were filed but overruled, and (2) the court is satisfied that the sale 

was fairly and properly made. If the court is not satisfied that the sale was 

fairly and properly made, it may enter any order that it deems appropriate. 

The procedural irregularities might include: “allegations such as the 

advertisement of sale was insufficient or misdescribed the property, the 

creditor committed a fraud by preventing someone from bidding or by 

chilling the bidding, challenging the price as unconscionable, etc.” There is 

a presumption in favor of the validity of a judicial sale, and the burden is on 

the exceptant to establish to the contrary.  

The opponent of the sale has the burden of proving to the court that the sale 

was invalid and unfair.  A court will not set aside [a foreclosure] sale merely 

because it brings loss and hardship upon the mortgagor.  

(Emphasis added). Greenbriar Condo., Phase I, Council of Unit Owners, Inc. v. Brooks 

(Greenbriar I), 159 Md. App. 275, 294 (2004) reversed on other grounds, 387 Md. 683 

(2005) (Citations and quotations omitted).   

The demand he submitted stated that “good cause to the contrary was shown that 

any sale or foreclosure should not have been allowed or ratified.”  He claimed that his  

“filings that were made on August 9, 2013,” i.e., the affidavit, established “good cause.”  

In this affidavit, docketed August 9, 2013 at 9:55 a.m., Travis states that “[i]n good faith, 

I have tendered payment to satisfy the obligation” and that “[o]n April 5, 2013, Seterus, 
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Inc.[,] the purported loan servicer, received tender of payment to satisfy the Mortgage.”  

He also claims that “[o]n August 7, 2013, David Benson, VP and CFO of Fannie Mae 

received through his agent Chris Himmelberg, tender of payment to satisfy the obligation.” 

Travis did not provide any proof of payment.  Travis claimed that the “Chief Financial 

Officer of [Fannie Mae] . . . received tender of payment on August 7, 2013, which 

discharged, settled and satisfied the Note in accordance with the Consent Order.”   

Even if Travis’ demand constituted “exceptions” under Rule 14-305, it failed to 

satisfy the statutory requirements.  For one, notice of the sale was filed with the court on 

August 15, 2013, along with an affidavit of publication.  From that date, Travis had one 

month to file exceptions, but he did not.  The Court then ratified the sale on October 2, 

finalizing it.   

It was only on October 21, 2013, over two months after the sale and nearly three 

weeks after the court ratified the sale, that Travis filed his demand.  This demand reiterated 

the claims made in his affidavit—that he had paid the debt.  Under Md. Code (1974, 2010 

Repl. Vol., 2014 Supp.), Real Property Article (“RP”) § 7-105.1(p)(1), a mortgagor “ has 

the right to cure the default by paying all past due payments, penalties, and fees and 

reinstate the loan at any time up to 1 business day before the foreclosure sale occurs.”  See 

also Greenbriar I, 159 Md. App. at 292 (“[A] tender of the amount due will prevent a 

foreclosure sale, since the mortgagor has an unqualified right to redeem.”)  

Travis states that he filed the affidavit on August 9, 2013—the same date of the 

foreclosure sale (though according to the documents, the affidavit was filed twenty-five 

minutes after the sale was conducted).  Still, Travis has failed to show that he satisfied the 
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debt due under the Consent Order for two reasons.  First, under §7-105.1(p), Travis needed 

to prove he had cured the default one day before the sale; instead, his affidavit purportedly 

proving that he had paid the debt came the day of (and minutes after) the sale.  Second, 

Travis has never shown any proof that he paid any amount to the Substitute Trustees or to 

Fannie Mae.  Nor has he shown what amount he had paid.  According to appellees (who 

do not concede this as fact), Travis claims to have paid $336,571.10.  Yet this was the 

principal due as of April 2010; subsequently, interest had accrued on that amount at 2 

percent per annum, and so the debt would have been greater.  To cure a default, the 

borrower must pay “all past due payments, penalties, and fees” one day prior to the 

foreclosure sale.   

Under these circumstances, Travis had the right to “file[] to enjoin the foreclosure 

sale, as he had ample time to do. Under the circumstances here, the sale should not have 

been overturned at the ratification stage based on the creditor’s rejection of the debtor’s 

attempt at redemption.  Under these circumstances, that was an issue for pre-sale 

injunctive relief.”  See Greenbriar II, 387 Md. at 745-46.  In this case, Travis, did not 

seek to enjoin the sale, despite claiming (without support) that he had satisfied the debt as 

early as April 2013. 

 We hold that there was sufficient evidence that Travis had failed to satisfy the terms 

of the Consent Order and that the sale was valid.  Travis presented no evidence other than 

the affidavit alleging summarily that he had paid the “amount due.”  Moreover, he has not 

met his burden of proving that the sale was invalid and unfair.  Burson, 131 Md. App. at 
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582.  Additionally, his failure to submit this affidavit one day prior to the foreclosure sale 

prevents him from denying the validity of the foreclosure sale.   

In challenging the foreclosure, Travis had to show that there were procedural 

irregularities with the sale.  He has failed to establish these facts.  Moreover, he failed to 

cure the default prior to the sale.  Thus, the court was required, under Rule 14-305, to 

ratify the sale.  Therefore, the court did not abuse its discretion in making the ratification.  

   

JUDGMENTS OF THE CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY 

AFFIRMED. COSTS TO BE PAID BY 

APPELLANT. 

 


