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This appeal arises out of the May 10, 2012, foreclosure sale of property located at

2001 Allis Street, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 (the “Property”), by Thomas P. Dore, et al.,

as Substitute Trustees (the “Trustees”), appellees.  The owner of the Property, Rhonda

Brown, pro se appellant, filed an “Exception to Sale and to Set Aside Sale” in the Circuit

Court for Anne Arundel County, which the court overruled.  On appeal, Ms. Brown contends

that the court erred in overruling her exceptions and ratifying the sale, asserting that the

Property “was sold without notice and due process of law.”

For the reasons set forth below, we shall affirm the judgment of the circuit court.

FACTUAL & PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

Ms. Brown’s mother, Fannie M. Brown, executed a promissory note and Deed of

Trust on the Property with Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. (“Wells Fargo”).  Following her mother’s

death, Ms. Brown was appointed the personal representative for the estate, and she became

the record owner of the Property. 

A default for nonpayment occurred on February 2, 2011.  On March 7, 2012, the

Trustees instituted foreclosure proceedings against Ms. Brown.  The Trustees filed an Order

to Docket and other required paperwork, including an “Affidavit of Date and Nature of

Default and of Mailing of Notice of Intent to Foreclose Real Property.”   In that document,1

Jameca Rambert, Vice President of Loan Documentation for Wells Fargo, the lender, attested

that, on June 15, 2011, 45 days before the commencement of the foreclosure action, in

 This paperwork was filed pursuant to Md. Code (2010) § 7-105.1(d)(1)(ii) of the1

Real Property Article (“RP”), which was the law in effect during the relevant time period. 

This statute subsequently was recodified without significant change to RP § 7-105.1(e)(1)(ii).



compliance with Md. Code (2010) § 7-105.1(d)(1)(ii)(2), and § 7-105.1(c) of the Real

Property Article (“RP”), she mailed a notice of intent to foreclose, with all the requisite

information, to Ms. Brown via certified first class mail, return receipt requested, and postage

prepaid.  A copy of the envelope showed that it was sent to Ms. Brown at 7700 Quill Point

Drive, Bowie, MD 20720.  The notice attached to the affidavit indicated that, as of the date

of the notice, the mortgage loan payment was 134 days past due, and the total amount

required to cure the default was $12,450.60.   

The docket entries reflect that, on April 13, 2012, an Affidavit of Service was filed. 

The Affidavit of Service (Property Address), stated that Ms. Brown was served with a copy

of the Notice of Foreclosure Action and other documents by posting the documents on the

front door of the Property on March 16, 2012, after two attempts were made to personally

serve Ms. Brown at that address on March 15, 2012, at 9:28 a.m., and on March 16, 2012,

at 1:30 p.m.  The Affidavit of Service (Secondary Address) stated that the process server was

unable to personally serve Ms. Brown at 7700 Quill Point Drive, Bowie, MD 20720, in his

attempts on March 18, 2012, at 2:59 p.m., and March 19, 2012, at 9:21 a.m.  Attached to the

affidavits were photographs of the postings at both addresses.  The Affidavit of Mailing in

Connection with Posting stated that the documents posted on the Property also were  mailed

via first class and certified mail to Ms. Brown at the Property address, as well as to 7700

Quill Point Drive, Bowie, MD 20720.  A Certificate of Service indicates that when the
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affidavits were filed with the circuit court, they also were sent to Ms. Brown at both the

Property address and to her mailing address.   

On May 29, 2012, a Report of Sale was filed in the circuit court.  On June 11, 2012,

Ms. Brown filed “Exceptions to Sale & Motion to Set Aside Sale with Exhibits 1-7.”  In her

exceptions, Ms. Brown asserted that, she did not learn about the sale of the Property until she

called Wells Fargo on May 25, 2012, with respect to renting the premises to a tenant, and she

was told that the Property had been sold on May 10, 2012.  She stated that she never received

a Notice of Default or notice of the filing of foreclosure proceedings.  She further stated that

she had received a new payment schedule from Wells Fargo in February 2012, and several

payments tendered to Wells Fargo were returned to her.  Exhibit 7 was an affidavit, in which

Ms. Brown attested that she had not received a notice of default, that there was “no way in

the world [she] would ignore a foreclosure action,” and that she “had no knowledge of this

matter until after [the] house was sold.” 

On  December 17, 2012, the case was called for a hearing.  The docket entries indicate

that counsel was heard and Ms. Brown was not present.    On December 20, 2012, the court2

issued an order overruling Ms. Brown’s exceptions and motion to set aside sale.  On

 We were not provided with a transcript of the hearing, and there is no indication in2

the docket entries that a transcript was ordered.  See Md. Rule 8-411 (appellant shall order

a transcript of any proceeding relevant to the appeal).  This alone would be reason for us to

reject appellant’s claim.  See Md. Rule 8-602 (The Court may dismiss an appeal because the

contents of the record do not comply with Md. Rule 8-413, which directs that the record shall

include the transcript required by Rule 8-411.).  We will, however, exercise our discretion

to review the claim.  
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February 13, 2013, a final order was entered ratifying and confirming the sale of the

Property.  This appeal followed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

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

sale, trial courts may consider both questions of fact and law.  See S. Md. Oil,

Inc. v. Kaminetz, 260 Md. 443, 451, 272 A.2d 641 (1971) (explaining

questions of fact and law may be raised in exceptions to foreclosure sales).  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’ and give due

consideration to the trial court’s ‘opportunity to observe the demeanor of the

witnesses, to judge their credibility and to pass upon the weight to be given

their testimony.’  Young v. Young, 37 Md. App. 211, 220, 376 A.2d 1151

(1977).  Questions of law decided by the trial court are subject to a de novo

standard of review.  See Liddy v. Lamone, 398 Md. 233, 246-47, 919 A.2d

1276 (2007).”

Johnson v. Nadel, 217 Md. App 455, 465 (2014) (quoting Jones v. Rosenberg, 178 Md. App.

54, 68 (2008)).

DISCUSSION

Ms. Brown contends that she did not receive notice of the intent to foreclose on the

Property, and therefore, she had “no opportunity to act prior to the foreclosure action” and

to “properly cure default . . . . in the event there was actually a default.”  In that regard, she

challenges the efforts to serve her, stating that the affidavits that describe service attempts

“are merely times written on . . . preprinted forms during hours albeit when the general

population is working,” and the “accompanying photographs are obscured and show the
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house number as ‘001.’”   Ms. Brown also cites the due process provisions of the Fifth and3

Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution, after which she reiterates that she

did “not receive any notice” of the sale until after the Property was sold.  

The Trustees contend that the court properly denied Ms. Brown’s exceptions and

ratified the sale of the Property.  First, they argue that Ms. Brown’s claim was not timely

because  she did not raise it until after the foreclosure sale was completed.  In any event, they

assert that “they fully complied with all applicable service” requirements in connection with

the foreclosure.  They assert that the use of preprinted forms has no bearing on whether the

process servers made a good faith effort to personally serve Ms. Brown, and that the rules

do not mandate a specific time of day during which service must be attempted.  They contend

that the affidavits that were filed with the court show that Ms. Brown was served with notice

in accordance with the applicable rules. 

We address first the Trustees’ claim that Ms. Brown’s claim was not timely asserted.

As this Court has explained, prior to a foreclosure sale, a debtor can file a pre-sale injunction,

but after a foreclosure, a debtor’s remedy generally is limited to filing exceptions challenging

procedural irregularities in the sale.  Jones, 178 Md. App. at 68.  Procedural irregularities

include allegations that the advertisement of the sale was insufficient and, as related to this

case, improper notice.  Id. at 69-71.  Accordingly, Ms. Brown’s claim of a lack of notice was

properly before the circuit court.

 As the Trustees note, however, Ms. Brown does not dispute that the photographs3

depict the Property.
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We next address whether the circuit court properly rejected this claim.  Maryland Rule

14-209 sets forth the notice requirements in actions to foreclose on residential properties. 

At the time of the proceeding here, the rule provided: “Service shall be accomplished by

personal delivery of the papers or by leaving the papers with a resident of suitable age and

discretion at the borrower’s or record owner’s dwelling house or usual place of abode.”  Md.

Rule 14-209(a).  Subsection (b) further stated: 

(b) Service on borrower and record owner by mailing and posting. If

on at least two different days a good faith effort was made to serve a borrower

or record owner under section (a) of this Rule and service was not successful,

the plaintiff shall effect service by (1) mailing, by certified and first-class mail,

a copy of all papers filed to commence the action, accompanied by the

[requisite documents], to the last known address of each borrower and record

owner and, if the person’s last known address is not the address of the

residential property, also to that person at the address of the property; and (2)

posting a copy of the papers in a conspicuous place on the residential property. 

Service is complete when the property has been posted and the mailings have

been made in accordance with this section.

Here, the record contains affidavits attesting that the Trustees gave the requisite

notice.  Other than a bald allegation that she did not receive notice, Ms. Brown did not show

that the Trustees failed to comply with the service requirements.  See J. Ashley Corp. v.

Burson, 131 Md. App. 576, 582 (2000) (“[T]he burden is on the exceptant to show the sale

was invalid.”). We perceive no error in the circuit court’s finding that service was proper and

in overruling the exceptions to the foreclosure sale and ratifying the sale.    

JUDGMENT FOR THE CIRCUIT

COURT FOR ANNE ARUNDEL

COUNTY AFFIRMED.  COSTS TO BE

PAID BY APPELLANT.
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