


























Maryland law). According to Kemp, Seterus misrepresented that it was authorized to 

impose property inspection fees in its July 24, 2017, September 25, 2017, and September 

26, 2017 correspondence, and that Kemp relied on those misrepresentations when she 

accepted her Loan Modification Agreement. In other words, Kemp is claiming that 

Seterus committed a fraud when it modified Kemp's loan, to Kemp's benefit, and 

lowered her monthly payment. The problem with Kemp's argument is that the Loan 

Modification Agreement waived the property inspection fees. She could not, therefore, 

have relied on a material misrepresentation about property inspection fees because, at the 

end of the day, none where charged. In short, Kemp has failed to plead, with the requisite 

particularity, a claim of fraud under the MMFP A. See Amenu-El v. Select Portfolio 

Services, No. CV-RDB-177-2008, 2017 WL 4404428 at *5 (D. Md. Oct. 4, 2017). 

Conclusion 

The second amended complaint will be dismissed for failure to state a claim, with 

prejudice, and without leave to amend. 24 All other pending motions 

It is SO ORDERED this 19th day of October, 2018. 

24 The court has determined that any further amendments would be futile. See Gaskins v. 
Marshall Craft Associates, Inc., 110 Md. App. 705, 716 (1996). 
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