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Respondents.

Elizabeth Richard ("Elizabeth™) appeals from the trial court's entry of partial summary
judgment in favor of Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. ("Wells Fargo") and HSBC Bank, USA, N.A.
("HSBC Bank™) on Counts I (declaratory judgment), Il (wrongful foreclosure), and VI (to enjoin
the unlawful detainer action) in a lawsuit involving a parcel of real property, a promissory note,
and a deed of trust. In her first point on appeal, Elizabeth argues that the trial court erred in
granting summary judgment in favor of Wells Fargo and HSBC Bank on Count | because the
deed of trust was ambiguous and contained a material alteration. In her second point on appeal,
Elizabeth claims that the trial court erred in granting summary judgment in favor of Wells Fargo
and HSBC Bank on Count Il because the deed of trust required the buyer to purchase the real
property with cash, and HSBC Bank, the buyer, purchased the property with a credit bid. She
further claims that the trial court erred in granting summary judgment in favor of Wells Fargo
and HSBC Bank on Count Il because Wells Fargo led her to believe that the foreclosure
proceedings would be postponed.

AFFIRMED.

Division Three holds: The deed of trust was not ambiguous and did not contain a material
alteration. HSBC Bank's purchase of the real property with a credit bid accorded with the law,
and the record contradicts Elizabeth's claim that Wells Fargo led her to believe the foreclosure
proceedings would be postponed. Therefore, we affirm the trial court's entry of summary
judgment on Counts I, 11, and VI.
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