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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

CHAD TRUHN,
CAITLIN TRUHN,

Plaintiffs,
Civil Action No. 18-12698
V.
HON.MARK. A. GOLDSMITH
EQUITYEXPERTS.ORG, LLC,
MICHAEL NOVAK,

Defendants.

OPINION & ORDER
GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART PLAINTIFES’ MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT (Dkt. 27)

Plaintiffs Chad and Caitlin Truhn fell behind on their payments to their homeowners’
association, Landsdowne Community Associatidre (tAssociation”). In their agreement with
the Association, the Truhns agreed to pay thesaafstollecting their fees task the Association
outsourced to Defendant EquityExperts.org, LLEqtity Experts”) in November 2017. Over the
course of Equity Experts’ involvementhe Truhns’ debt grew from $577.42 in delinquent
assessments in November 2017 to $2,269.31 irtM2018, when they mh$2,232.21 to settle
their debt. 7/2/18 Statement, Ex. 7Ntwt. for Summ. J. at 19-20 (Dkt. 27-%).The Truhns
subsequently brought this case giltgy that Equity Experts’ colléions practices violate the Fair
Debt Collection Practices Act (“FDCPA”), 15 UGS.8 1692 et seq. They now move for summary

judgment (Dkt. 27). For the reasons discddselow, the motion is granted in part.

1 Equity Experts waived a $100 fee, and the Truhns paid $1,215 for services Equity Experts
rendered, $75 as the fee for an attorney Edtxyerts retained, $62.90 anedit card fees, and
$879.31 in assessments and late fees dtietdssociation. 7/2/18 Statement.
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l. BACKGROUND

By accepting title to their Vginia property, the Truhns aggd to pay the Association
regular and special assessments, “together sutth interest thereon and costs of collection
thereof.” Statement of Additional Material dta 2 (“SAMF”) (Dkt. 32) (quoting Decl. of
Covenants, Conditions and Resioos at 8, Ex. 1 to Resp. (DBR-2)). “Costs of collection”
include “interest, costs, and reasonable attofaeg.” Id. These finial obligations became
charges against the land and atoanng lien on the lot, as well as the personal obligation of the
Truhns. _Id. From the uncontested ledger, fiesps the Truhns missed their July and October
quarterly assessments; withdaees, the Truhns owed BA42 as of October 31, 2017. See
Association Ledger, Ex. 3 to Mo(Dkt. 27-3). The Associatn retained Equity Experts in
November 2017. SAMF | 4.

Equity Experts sent a dunning letter te fhruhns on November 21, 2017. EXx. 2 to Mot.
(Dkt. 27-2) (“November 21 Letter”) This letter said the Thins owed $847.42, and it noted that
the debt “may consist of regulassociation assessments, special assessments, interest, fees, fines
and costs, which include amountsuinred by the Association toltect the debt.”_Id. The $847.42
included $577.42 for association dues and latedads$270 for sending tidovember 21 Letter.
Counterstatement of Material Facts § 5 (“CMFThe charges were not itemized in the November
21 Letter, and the parties dispwttether the letter's languagkescribing what the debt “may
consist of” was sufficient to inform the Truhns of the amount and character of the debt.

On January 31, 2018, Equity Experts sent amatbiection letter tahe Truhns. EXx. 5 to
Mot. (Dkt. 27-5) (“January 31 Letter”)The letter stated the following:

In our previous letter, we advised you tlidhe debt was not paid within 15 days,

a lien would be filed against your property and additional collection charges would

be added to your debt. Unfortunately, have not received full payment of the
debt. Accordingly, this letter is your nogithat a lien has been mailed for recording



against your property. A $395.00 collection faetual attorney’s fees incurred to
prepare the lien and actdding fees have been chaméo your association, who
will add these charges to your balance.

Id. That letter also provided a list of the des—separated into categgs such as “assessment,”
“collection costs,” and “attorney’s fees™—and progdnstructions “to make a payment or obtain
a release of this lien.”_Id. EquiBxperts never recordedlien. CMF 1 16.

Equity Experts contends that Virginia lawgreres an attorney to execute a property lien,
so it sent the draft lien and chefok actual costs to attorney TdAodges in Virginia._ld. Equity
Experts alleges that “[b]ecause Plaintiffs paititb&ir account in full, the lien was not filed to
honor Plaintiffs’ payment to satisfy the accountd.; see also CMF § 10. The Truhns deny this
allegation and point to the facéththe lien had not been recorded by the time the Truhns paid their
debt in full, one-and-a-half montlater Equity Experts statedahit had mailed the lien to be
recorded. Reply to Counter-Statent of Material Facts  10RCMF”). The parties agree that
Equity Experts never stated that a lien wasndet. SAMF § 11. The Truhns contend that “the
clear implication in those statements is tthat lien would beecorded.” Mot. at 18.

On February 16, 2018, Equity Experts sent heotetter. Ex. 9 to Mot. (Dkt. 27-9)
(“February 16 Letter”). It statk among other things, the following:

You were advised in a previous letter thdien has been sent for recording against

the property. A lien for unpaid assda assessments remains until it is removed

by a court, the debt is satisfied the debt is paid in full. The law also permits the

association to enforce its lien by forealos, if it chooses.Please note that the

association has not started foreclosurecpedings at this time. That decision
belongs only to your association and they may choose not to foreclose. If the

association decides to enforce its lieradtiture date, you will receive the notice
that the law requires before that step is taken.

On March 14, 2018, the Truhns paid $2,232.21 tatidixperts to settle their debt. See

7/2/18 Statement.



Il. STANDARD OF REVIEW
A motion for summary judgmeninder Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56 shall be granted
“if the movant shows that there m® genuine dispute as to anytaral fact and the movant is
entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” FedCR.. P. 56(a). A genuine sfute of material fact
exists when there are “disputes over facts that might affect the outcome of the suit under the

governing law.” _Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, In@77 U.S. 242, 248 (1986). “[F]Jacts must be

viewed in the light most favorébto the nonmoving party only there is a ‘genuie’ dispute as
to those facts.”_Sdbv. Harris, 550 U.S. 372, 380 (2007). hefe the record taken as a whole
could not lead a rational trier &ct to find for the nonmoving pastthere is no genuine issue for

trial.” Matsushita Elec. Indu€o. v. Zenith Radio Corp., 415S. 574, 587 (1986). The moving

party may discharge its burden blgowing “that there ian absence of ewédce to support the

nonmoving party’s case.” Horton v. Potter, 383d 906, 909 (6th Cir. 2004) (quoting Celotex

Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 325 (1986)).

Under the FDCPA, courts rew a debt collector's repsentations under the “least
sophisticated consumer standard,” an objectiventestnt to ensure thdte FDCPA protects all

consumers. Barany-Snyder v. Weiner, 539 F.3d 327, 333 (6th Cir. 2008).

. ANALYSIS
To prevail on a claim under the FDCPA, a plidirmust show that (1) she is a “natural
person obligated or allegedly oldigd to pay any debt,” 15 8.C. § 1692a(3); (2) the “debt”
arises out of a transaction entered primarilypfersonal, family, or household purposes, 15 U.S.C.
8 1962a(5); (3) the defendant is a “debt collectaithin the meaning o15 U.S.C. § 1692a(6);

and (4) the defendant violated a provisiothef FDCPA._Dunn-Mason v. JP Morgan Chase Bank,

N.A., No. 11-13419, 2013 WL 5913684, at *11 (E.D. Mich. Nov. 1, 2013).



Although Equity Experts argues that the TruFaiked to file an Hidavit supporting their
position that their debt is a consumer debt andElaity Experts is a debt collector, Resp. at 22,
Equity Experts does not seriouslyngehat Truhn is a consumer, that the alleged debt is a “debt”
as defined by the FDCPA, or that Equifyperts is a “debt collector” under the FDCPAThe
Truhns meet the threshold requirements of a@PR claim, and the only dispute for each claim
under the FDCPA is whether Equity Expeviolated a provision of the FDCPA.

1. Violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1692e

The FDCPA states that a “debt collector nmay use any false, deceptive, or misleading
representation or means in connection withdbkection of any debtand provides a range of
examples of prohibited conduct. 15 U.S.C. 8§ 169Pke Sixth Circuit has applied a materiality
standard to § 1692 claims, which “simply mearat iln addition to being technically false, a
statement would tend to mislead confuse the reasonable unsafibated consumer.” Wallace

v. Wash. Mut. Bank, F.A., 683 F.3&23, 327 (6th Cir. 2012). The Truhns have alleged violations

of 8§ 1692e in three communications from Equikpérts, each of which wilbe addressed in turn.

2 In its counterstatemenf material facts, EquitiExperts “denies that Platiffs’ account is a ‘debt’

as defined by the Fair Debt Collection Practidesbecause Defendant is without proof thereof.”
CMF T 2. The supposed lack obpf is not a basis for Equityxperts to deny a fact. By signing
Equity Experts’ Response, counsel certifiedthie “best of [her] knowledge, information, and
belief, formed after an inquiryeasonable under the circumstances. [tlhe denial of factual
contentions [were] warranted on the evidencef specifically so identified, [were] reasonably
based on belief or a lack of information.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 11(b)(4). Based on the facts available
to the Court, no reasonable inquiry could havectathsel to the conclusion that Plaintiffs’ account
was not a debt within the FDCPA. In numerdetters, Equity Experts wrote messages such as
“EQUITYEXPERTS.ORG, LLC IS A D EBT COLLECTOR. TH IS COMMUNICATION

IS AN ATTEMPT TO COLLECT A DE BT AND ANY INFORMATION OBTAINED

WILL BE USED FOR THAT PURPOSE.” November 21 Letter at 1This language is required
by the FDCPA, § 1692¢e(11), and Equity Expertssdoat explain why Eqty Experts would use
this language if not compelled by the FDCPA.
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The November 21 Letter

The Truhns argue that the November 21 Letteradithem or concealed the true nature of
the amount owed because it failed to itemize tl dieotherwise distinguish its collection fees—
at that stage, $270—from the underlying chargHse letter statethe following:

Your unpaid balance is $847.42. This bakamay consist of regular association

assessments, special assessments, intéeest fines and costs, which include
amounts incurred by the Assodiat to collect the debt.

November 21 Letter at 1. The question is Wbetthis language was false, deceptive, or

misleading—given that $270 of the $847.42 was Edtidyert’s fee for writing that very letter.
Equity Experts argues that the FDCPA doesrequire debt collectors to itemize their

charges in their dunning letters. This positiond@sae merit and support in the law. See Wilson

v. Trott Law, P.C., 118 F. Supp. 3d 953, 963 (E.DciM2015) (noting that “there is no language

in the FDCPA that requires a debt collector toyiie a complete breakdown of the debt owed”).
Furthermore, even the least sophisticated consamed recognize from thigtter the possibility
that fees were included in the balance.

On the other hand, the Seventh Circuit has tiedtl“it is misleadng under the FDCPA to
lump an attorneys’ fees charge in with the ppatdebt as part of aaccount balance in a dunning

letter.” See Singer v. Pierce and Assocs. B&3,F.3d 596, 598 (7th Cir. 2004) (citing Fields v.

Wilber Law Firm, 383 F.3d 562, 598 (7th Cir. 2004Furthermore, Equity Experts introduced

ambiguity by stating what the debt “may consistrather than what the debt actually consisted
of. With that said, “[a] rule against trickewiffers from a command to use plain English and

write at a sixth-grade level.”” Wilson, 118 F.f§u 3d at 963 (quoting Beler v. Blatt, Hasenmiller,

Leibsker & Moore, LLC, 480 F.3d 470, 473 (7thr&Q007)). Reasonable minds could disagree

about whether Equity Experts’ writing wa sharp practice or just sloppy prose.



Whether a debt collection letter is materiathsleading is a question €dct. Id. at 962.
Where the answer is not so plain as to alloncthet to grant summaryglgment or dismissal for

one side or the other, the question is left ®jtiry. Id. at 964, sealso Mclnerney v. Roosen

Varchetti and Olivier PLLC, 17-10037, 2017 WL 4778724, at *5-6 (E.D. Mich. Oct. 23, 2017)

(holding that there was a genuigaestion of material fact reging whether a debt collector

violated 8§ 1692e(2)(A) by includinunexplained costs); ThebertRotestivo & Associates, P.C.,

16-14341, 2017 WL 3581322, at *8 (E.D. Mich. Aug. 2817) (when considering a motion to
dismiss, holding it “plausible that merelyopiding the ‘total debt due and owing under the
mortgage’ would mislead or be unfair to thadesophisticated conseni where the consumer
requested an accounting). Therefore, surgmadgment is denied on the alleged § 1692e
violation for misrepresentatn in the November 21 Letter.

Misrepresentation in the January 31, 2018 Letter

The Truhns also allege that subsequeatiection letters comined incorrect and
misleading information. They identify the Janud1l, 2018 Letter, which stated the following:
[A] lien has been mailed for recordingaagst your property. A $395.00 collection

fee, actual attorney’s fees incurred tegare the lien and actual filing fees have
been charged to your association, who will add these charges to your balance.

January 31 Letter at 1. Bosientences violate § 1692e.

By this language, Equity Experts falsely repented that it was actively in the process of
recording a lien. When the leasiphisticated consumer wouldenpret language to mean that
legal action was authorized, ligeland imminent—and the legal amtiwas not in fact authorized,

likely, and imminent—the languagéolates the FDCPA._See.g., Bentley v. Great Lakes

Collection Bureau, 6 F.3d 60, 62 (2d Cir. 1993).

The Truhns focus on imminence, pointing to thet that a lien had still not been filed

when they satisfied their debt on March 14, moentkix weeks after Equitigxperts stated that
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the lien had been mailed. Six weeks is a farldng a delay. The least sophisticated consumer
would more than likely have read the letter to mean that the lien had been mailed directly to the
recording office. Even a consumer who somehmderstood the letter idbeen mailed to an
attorney so that the attorney would record it waudtl expect the delay irecording to last long.

But while the letter implied imminence andgancy, Equity Expest actions displayed
nonchalance. This misrepresentation is matéeahuse it would tend to give the consumer the
false impression that time was of the essencetlaat severe consequences could ensue without
immediate action. This is precigeghe sort of pressure tacttbe FDCPA prohibits, even in
connection to the collection of a legitimate debt.

The Truhns also allege a § 1694elation in the next seahce of the January 31, 2018
Letter: “A $395.00 collection fee, a@tlattorney’s fees incurred to prepare the lien and actual
filing fees have been charged to your assmmatvho will add these charges to your balance.”
January 31 Letter at 1. The Truhns allege'tBqtity Experts’ account statement shows no ‘actual
costs’ for recording a lien against Plaintiff’s reabperty,” Statement of Marial Facts 13 (Dkt.

27) ("SMF”), to which Equity Experts respondBefendant admits that there have been no out-
of-pocket expenses associated with recordingradigainst the Plaintiffs’ property,” CMF { 13.

The record is devoid of any accounting entry sihhgwhe payment of money to Tom Hodges other

than the $75 attorney fee, which does not appear to have been refunded. See Exs. 4, 7, 9 to Mot.
(Dkts 27-4, 27-7, 27-9).

In a declaration, Equity Experts Vice Presitland General Counsel Jacqueline Galofaro
stated, “Equity Experts submission of moniesdweer the actual costs of collection in recording a
property lien were never claimed, and were refdnbethe Association.” Decl. of Jacqueline

Galofaro § 22, Ex. 2 to Resp. (Dkt. 32-3) (“Galofxecl.”). With respecto the absence of these



charges from the accounting records, she statedhbatharges are reflected in Equity Experts’
business records rather than the Associationigde Galofaro Decl. I 24. But whether Equity
Experts sent money to Hodgesdover actual costs, or wheththat money was returned, is
irrelevant. What matters is that Equity Expestsitement—-actual filings fees have been charged
to your association, who will add these chartgegour balance”—was false or misleading within
the meaning of the FDCPA.

Actual filing fees had not been charged argler were charged the Association, because
the lien was never recorded. élmisrepresentation was matehalcause the lebsophisticated
consumer would be led by this statement intbebing that her debt was greater than it was,
motivating quicker, higher, or costlier paymetitan the consumer woufshy if presented with
more accurate informatioh.Moreover, Equity Experts’ represtation that it had charged actual
filing fees contributed tthe misimpression that Equity Expehad already, or would imminently
record its lien—a false impression corroboratedhsy statements that the lien had been mailed,
that the Association was “obtaining this lien in accordance with” Virginia law, and that the Truhns

could contact Equity Experts “to make a paymenbbtain a release dfiis lien.” January 31

Letter (emphasis added). The Truhns atéled to summary judgment on these claims.

Misrepresentations in the February 16 Letter

The February 16 Letter further violate® tRDCPA’s prohibition orfalse or misleading
representations. It states the following:
You were advised in a previous letter thdien has been sent for recording against

the property. A lien for unpaid assdwma assessments remains until it is removed
by a court, the debt is satisfiedthe debt is paid in full. The law also permits the

3 It is immaterial that the amount the Truhn8noditely paid may not have been impacted by the
misrepresentation. The least sophisticatedsomer test is objecevand measures how the
reasonable and unsophisticated coner would behave under the cinastances. The actual harm
the Truhns experienced is a question of damage addressed in this phase of the case.
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association to enforce its lien by forealos, if it chooses. Please note that the
association has not started foreclosurecpedings at this time. That decision
belongs only to your association and they may choose not to foreclose. If the
association decides to enforce its lieradtiture date, you will receive the notice
that the law requires before that step is taken.

February 16 Letter at 1.

The least sophisticated consumer reading thiisrlevould interpret the letter to say either
that the lien would be recorded imminently, orrenlikely, that the lien had already been recorded.
The inclusion of charges for a $395 lien preparation fee and a $75 affeerfeyther contributed
to this misimpression. Thus, Equity Expert€@mgain violated 8 1692by representing that a
lien either would imminently be recorded or feikady been recorded when, in fact, neither was
true.

The Truhns allege a further violation of § 16892pased on Equity Experts’ statement that
the $350 collection cost that it charged thehfai had been “charged to the [A]ssociation,”
February 16 Letter at 1, despite the chargeappearing on Equity Experts’ February 16 ledger
with the Association. Resident Transaction Report, Ex. 8 to Mot. (Dkt. 27-8). However, in a case
involving similar contracts, the 8h Circuit held that Equity Expes may collect its fees directly

from the consumer without violating the FDEP See Sparks v. EquityExperts.org, LLC, 936

F.3d 348, 351 (6th Cir. 2019). Thubke $350 bill to the Truhns wése charge to the Association,
although Equity Experts attempted to collect d@nfr the Truhns before billing the Association.
Unlike the ersatz filing fee fothe never-recorded lie the $350 charge apars to relate to a
service Equity Experts rendered, and the $350gehappears in theceounting. _See 7/2/18
Statement. The Truhns received the $350 bill aobtiee Association’s costs, so Equity Experts’
statement, even if technically untrue, was not tenma misrepresentation. Summary judgment is

denied on this claim.
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2. Violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1692f

The Truhns allege a single violation of 8 1§9&hich prohibits “[the collection of any
amount . . . unless such amount is expressljoaized by the agreement creating the debt or
permitted by law.” 15 U.S.C. 1692f(1). “The piaetmade illegal by thistatute is the attempt
to collect money that is not owed, becausectiessumer never agreed to the debt.” Wilson, 118
F. Supp. 3d at 960.

The Truhns agreed to pay “such interest, castd,reasonable attorrefees” as constitute
the costs of collecting their assenents. SAMF { 2 (quoting Deof Covenants, conditions and
Restrictions, Ex. 1 to Resp., at 8); RCMF 1 2he question here is wther this agreement
authorizes the $100 charge for drafting telease of the mer-recorded lien.

Equity Experts alleges that the Assdicia requested the bundletien preparation
package,” which includes the drafting of a lien release. Resp. at 19; Galofaro Decl. § 15. The
Truhns argue that “[i]t strains aality to believe that the Associah requested Equity Experts to
prepare a lien release before lira was even recorded, not knogiwhether it would be recorded
(which it was not) or would need to be relah8eReply at 4. But questions of what strains
credulity must be left to the jury, which can examine the evidence and determine whether the
Association specifically request a draft of the lien rease under these circumstances.

The Truhns further argue that the “Associatsodécision to start énlien process does not
mean that Equity Experts may charge feesfuiryet-performed (and newvperformed) services
for that lien process.” PIl. Supf@r. at 4 (Dkt. 35). Equity Bperts disagrees, arguing, “[a]lthough
Plaintiffs surmises [sic] that the services hadbesn ‘performed’ by EquitiExperts, the right to

recover such costs is not condited on when the costs are incdgrsuch less by whom.” Resp.
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at 18-19. Further, drgues, the agreement between the éission and the Truhns “does not limit
recovery to ‘reasonable costs’‘actual costs.” Resp. at 20.
In Sparks, the Sixth Circuit paatly resolved this debate:

[T]he use of the term ‘costs’ does fairly imply that the homeowner is obligated to
pay only something akin to the actual costs of collection—and not any charge,
unrelated to actual costs, that the Association deciddevy. Otherwise, the
authorization of ‘costsvould be meaningkes and open to abuse.

Courts have, along these linedgerpreted contracts thatake a debtor responsible
for ‘all costs of collection’ not to authize percentage fees unmoored from the
actual costs of collectionSee Bradley v. Franklin dlection Serv., Inc., 739 F.3d
606, 609-10 (11th Cir. 2014). the same vein, courtsVainterpreted agreements
awarding costs for ‘services performed’ and ‘expenses incurred’ to bar collection
of fees for ‘not-yet-performed’ seoes and expenses. See Kaymark v. Bank of
Am., N.A., 783 F.3d 168, 175-76 (3d C2015), abrogated on other grounds by
Obduskey v. McCarthy & Holthus LLP;U.S.--, 139 S. Ct. 1029, 203 L.Ed.2d 390
(2019); see also PrescottSeterus, Inc., 635 F. App640, 644 (11th Cir. 2015).

In other words, courts have held thaists’ means something like ‘actual costs’ for
services performed.

Sparks, 936 F.3d at 352.

Thus, The Truhns are correct that Equip&rts may not charge for not-yet-performed
services, and Equity Experts is incorrect thabwery may exceed actual costs. But the Truhns
admit that “Equity Experts prepared the lienaelease of lien,” SAMK 8; RCMF { 8, meaning
Equity Experts rendered a servioefore issuing the associateldarge. The Truhns claim these
services were “associated with recording a &iad releasing the recad lien, though no lien was
ever recorded.” PIl. Supp. Br. at 4. However, fdat that the servicesere associated with a
never-performed task (recording) does not meartlieagervices themselvesre not rendered or
chargeable. Under Sparks, the Truhns’ burden pgdge that the fees were not actual costs for
services performed in the effort to collect the debitey have not shown that they are entitled to

a judgment as a matter of law on that claim; therefore, summary judgment is denied.
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3. State Law Claims
Equity Experts does not contest that thegate violations of Michigan law mirror the

federal law violations. Rather, Equity Expeaigues that the claims should be dismissed as
meritless. Because Equity Experts has notl fdemotion to dismiss or a motion for summary
judgment, the request to dismiss the claimswbich summary judgment is not granted to the
Truhns is denied. The Truhrewe granted summary judgmeon the Mich. Comp. Laws
§ 339.915(e) claims paralleling the FDCPA claims for which they are granted summary judgment.

4. Bona fide error defense

Under the FDCPA, “a debt collector may nothmdd liable in any action brought under this
subchapter if the debt collector shows by gprelerance of evidence that the violation was not
intentional and resulted from a bona fide emotwithstanding the maimeance of procedures
reasonably adapted to avoid any such error,UXC. § 1692k(c). Equity Experts raises a bona
fide error defense, but it doest acknowledge any errors andrsds firmly behind the practices
determined in this Opinion to be unlawfule& e.g., Galofaro Decl. § 23. The bona fide error
defense protects againstHibty for clerical and factual errs, not for legal errors._Jerman v.

Carlisle, McNellie, Rini, Kramer & Ulrich LPA559 U.S. 573, 580-581 (2010). Therefore, Equity

Experts cannot avalil itself tfie bona-fide error defense.
V. CONCLUSION
Summary judgment for the Truhns is grantedthe Truhns’ claims that Equity Experts
violated 15 U.S.C. § 1692en@ Mich. Comp. Laws § 339.915e bgpresenting that it would
imminently record a lien that it did not in fagicord and by representing that charges for actual

filing fees would be charged to the Assdicia when they, in fact, would not be.

13



Summary judgment is deniedith respect to the Truhns’ aims that Equity Experts
violated § 1692e by erroneoushasihg that a $350 fee would beacged to the Association, with
respect to the 8§ 16921aim, and with respect to the stdaw claims paralleling those FDCPA

claims.

The Court will convene a telephonic statemference for November 26, 2019 at 11 a.m.

SOORDERED
Dated: November 20, 2019 s/Mark A. Goldsmith
Detroit, Michigan MARK A. GOLDSMITH

UnitedStateDistrict Judge
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