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PER CURIAM. 

 Plaintiff appeals as of right the trial court’s order granting summary disposition to 
defendants with regard to plaintiff’s complaint to quiet title to real property following a 
foreclosure sale.  We affirm.   

 This Court reviews de novo a trial court’s decision regarding a motion for summary 
disposition.  Duncan v Michigan, 300 Mich App 176, 185; 832 NW2d 761 (2013).  The court 
granted defendants’ motion pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(7).  Summary disposition may be granted 
under MCR 2.116(C)(7) if  

 [e]ntry of judgment, dismissal of the action, or other relief is 
appropriate because of release, payment, prior judgment, immunity granted by 
law, statute of limitations, statute of frauds, an agreement to arbitrate or to litigate 
in a different forum, infancy or other disability of the moving party, or assignment 
or other disposition of the claim before commencement of the action. 

 “Unlike a motion under subsection (C)(10), a movant under MCR 2.116(C)(7) is not required to 
file supportive material, and the opposing party need not reply with supportive material.”  
Maiden v Rozwood, 461 Mich 109, 118-119; 597 NW2d 817 (1999).  “The contents of the 
complaint are accepted as true unless contradicted by documentation submitted by the movant.”  
Id. at 119.  If the parties submit admissible documentary evidence, it must be considered.  Id. 

 Plaintiff takes issue with the sale of her property at a sheriff’s foreclosure sale on March 
2, 2011, after she had defaulted on her mortgage.  On July 6, 2012, plaintiff filed a complaint 
seeking to quiet title to the property.  The trial court decided plaintiff’s case pursuant to MCL 
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600.3240, which governs the redemption of property after the premises are sold at a sheriff’s sale 
during a foreclosure.  Under MCL 600.3240(8), plaintiff had six months to redeem her 
residential property.  Plaintiff clearly filed her complaint outside the six-month window for 
redemption.   

 In Sweet Air Investment, Inc v Kenney, 275 Mich App 492; 739 NW2d 656 (2007), this 
Court examined a case involving a sheriff’s sale of a parcel of land after a default on a mortgage.  
The defendants in Sweet Air attempted to argue that they did not get proper notice of the 
foreclosure proceedings.  Id. at 501.  However, this Court concluded that the defendants were not 
timely in their challenge because “they made no effort to redeem or take any action until well 
after the redemption period had run.”  Id. at 503.  Therefore, this Court held, the “defendants 
cannot show prejudice, and their claim of inadequate notice is without merit.”  Id.  Similarly, 
plaintiff contends that defendant BAC1 breached the mortgage by purchasing homeowner’s 
insurance for her property and requiring her to pay for the insurance and that, therefore, the 
foreclosure was invalid.  However, she did not file her lawsuit until over one year after her 
property was sold at the sheriff’s sale and took no other action to redeem her property during this 
period.  Under the authority of Sweet Air Investments, plaintiff’s arguments are without merit and 
the trial court appropriately granted summary disposition to defendants.   

 This Court will briefly discuss plaintiff’s arguments further, although she has failed in her 
duty to provide legal analysis and proper citations to the record.  “An appellant may not merely 
announce his position and leave it to this Court to discover and rationalize the basis for his 
claims, . . . nor may he give issues cursory treatment . . . .”  Ypsilanti Fire Marshal v Kircher, 
273 Mich App 496, 530; 730 NW2d 481 (2007), modified on other grounds 480 Mich 910 
(2007) (citation and quotation marks omitted). 

 As noted, plaintiff contends that BAC breached the mortgage contract by purchasing a 
homeowner’s insurance policy for her.  However, the mortgage in question specifically provided 
that the lender could purchase homeowner’s insurance for the property if plaintiff failed to obtain 
insurance and it indicated that the lender could require plaintiff to provide proof of insurance.  
Because plaintiff did not timely provide BAC, after a proper request, with proof of her 
homeowner’s insurance policy covering the period in question, it appears from the record that 
BAC complied with the terms of the mortgage.2  See Hastings Mut Ins Co v Safety King, Inc, 

 
                                                 
1 Throughout her entire appellate brief, plaintiff refers to defendant BAC, even though it appears 
that certain actions were undertaken by Bank of America as opposed to BAC.  An affidavit filed 
on July 23, 2013, indicates that BAC “merged into Bank of America” effective July 1, 2011.  For 
the sake of simplicity, and primarily because plaintiff herself does not do so, we do not in this 
opinion make any meaningful distinction between defendant BAC and “Bank of America.”  
Indeed, the parties appear to treat the two entities interchangeably.  As just one example, a May 
30, 2010, letter regarding the issue of proof of insurance was written on Bank of America 
letterhead, but it requested that the proof be sent “to us” at the address for defendant BAC. 
2 Plaintiff contends that she had “repeated correspondence” with BAC to attempt to demonstrate 
proof of insurance.  However, the trial court noted that the affidavit plaintiff had submitted 
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286 Mich App 287, 292; 778 NW2d 275 (2009) (“If the contractual language is unambiguous, 
courts must interpret and enforce the contract as written[.]”) 

 Plaintiff also contends that BAC could not foreclose on the property because she was not 
in breach of the mortgage.  However, defendants presented documentary evidence with their 
motion for summary disposition that BAC had informed plaintiff that she was behind on her 
mortgage payments, was in default on the mortgage note, and that the failure to timely cure the 
default could result in foreclosure.  Plaintiff presented no evidence contradicting defendants’ 
contention that she was in breach, and BAC properly foreclosed on the property and sold it.   

 Affirmed.    

 

 

/s/ Mark J. Cavanagh 
/s/ Patrick M. Meter 
/s/ Douglas B. Shapiro 
 

 
stating that she had tried to convey the proof of insurance to BAC did not have a proper signature 
and was not notarized.  Defendants attach to their appellate brief a notarized and signed affidavit, 
but this affidavit has a filing date of September 4, 2013, the day the trial court issued its opinion 
(after a motion hearing on August 23, 2013).  It is not clear that the trial court was made aware of 
the existence of this affidavit before issuing its ruling.  Moreover, even the “second” affidavit 
fails to allege with specificity that plaintiff attempted to provide BAC with proof of insurance for 
the relevant period.  In their motion for summary disposition, defendants indicated that the 
property was uninsured between May 14, 2010, and August 31, 2010.  The affidavit merely 
states that plaintiff “contacted the Defendant on numerous occasions by telephone and fax to 
inform the Defendant that the insurance was in place. . . .  [T]he Defendant refused to 
acknowledge receipt of the insurance.”  At any rate, because of her dilatory actions, plaintiff’s 
“insurance” argument is without merit based on the authority of Sweet Air Investment, 275 Mich 
App 503, as discussed supra.  
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SHAPIRO, J. (dissenting). 

 I respectfully dissent as I believe there is a question of fact, sufficient to survive summary 
disposition, as to whether there was an irregularity in the foreclosure process sufficient to allow 
an equitable extension of the redemption period. 

 In 2001, plaintiff borrowed $30,000 from First Class Financial Corporation and provided 
a mortgage to it as security.  The loan and mortgage were later assigned to Bank of America 
(BOA).  From the record, it appears that plaintiff complied with all provisions of the mortgage 
until May 2010 and that, during those nine years, she had, in addition to paying 7.625% interest, 
reduced the principal of the loan to $21,437.57. 

 Maintenance of homeowner’s insurance was required under the mortgage.  On May 30, 
2010, BOA sent plaintiff a letter indicating that it had learned that the insurance policy had 
expired on May 14, 2010 and advising plaintiff that she must provide proof of continued 
insurance. 

 On June 13, 2010, BOA sent plaintiff a letter stating that it had not yet received proof of 
insurance and that, as a result, it would purchase insurance coverage for the period of May 14, 
2010 to May 14, 2011 unless plaintiff provided proof of insurance within 35 days.  It advised 
that the cost of such coverage would be charged to plaintiff’s escrow account and “your monthly 
payment will be adjusted accordingly.” 

 On July 21, 2010, BOA sent plaintiff a letter stating that it had purchased homeowners 
insurance on the property in a coverage amount of $225,000, at a cost of $3,417.  The letter 
further advised that if plaintiff’s loan amount was less than that coverage amount (which it was), 
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plaintiff could return the form, with a signature, to reduce BOA’s purchase of coverage to an 
amount equal to the amount of the loan and noted that such a reduction would not provide 
coverage on her equity.  Plaintiff did not submit the offered form.  The letter also stated that 
BOA would cancel the insurance it purchased as of the effective date of a policy purchased by 
plaintiff.  It also provided that the costs of the policy would be billed to plaintiff’s escrow 
account. 

 On December 17, 2010, BOA sent plaintiff a “Notice of Intent to Accelerate.”  It stated 
that the amount in arrears was $611.66, which appears to reflect the additional monthly escrow 
charge for the insurance and a late fee.  It advised that in order to cure the default, plaintiff would 
have to pay the amount in arrears by January 16, 2011, or the loan would be accelerated. 

 On January 18, 2011, plaintiff faxed BOA proof that she had purchased a year’s policy of 
homeowner’s insurance on the house, effective August 31, 2010. 

 On January 27, 2011, a professional corporation named Trott & Trott sent a letter on its 
letterhead to plaintiff indicating that “it represents BAC Home Loans Servicing [(BAC)]” and  
stating that plaintiff’s “creditor” had “elected to accelerate the total indebtedness” which totaled 
$24,295.41 (which included the full amount of the insurance premium paid by BOA).  BOA was 
not mentioned by name in the Trott & Trott letter. 

 On January, 29, 2011, a notice of sale was posted on plaintiff’s property, setting March 2, 
2011 as the date of sale.  This notice was also published in the newspaper on January 28, 
February 4, February 11, and February 18, 2011. 

 As evidenced by an Affidavit of Auctioneer, the property was sold on March 2, 2011 to 
BAC for $1,800 and advising that redemption was available for six months. 

 The record contains no evidence of subsequent communications to plaintiff from either 
BAC or Trott & Trott. 

 On March 21, 2011, however, a letter was sent to plaintiff on Bank of America letterhead 
stating that it had received plaintiff’s proof of insurance (that plaintiff had provided two months 
earlier) and that, as a result, “the Lender-Placed Hazard Insurance on your loan for the term 
5/14/2010 through 5/14/2011 has been flat cancelled.  A partial refund in the amount of $1,020 
will post to your loan.  This is in addition to a partial refund in the amount of $2,397.00 which 
also posted to your loan.”  Under a heading entitled “WHAT THIS MEANS,” the letter stated 
in full: “We apologize for any inconvenience that you may have experienced.”  The letter further 
stated, “You are a valued customer here at BAC Home Loans Servicing, LP.”  The letter made 
no reference to the foreclosure or sheriff’s sale, nor that it was BOA’s position that plaintiff no 
longer owned the property. 

 The redemption period expired on September 2, 2011. 

 At some point thereafter, BAC brought an eviction action in district court and plaintiff, in 
turn, filed the instant case in circuit court challenging the foreclosure.  BAC brought a motion to 
dismiss on the grounds that since the redemption period had expired, plaintiff lacked standing to 
bring suit.  Plaintiff argued that the proofs would show that plaintiff had in fact always 
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maintained homeowner’s insurance and that she “steadfastly contacted the bank” but that “the 
bank is impossible to deal with . . . [that the bank engaged in] an ongoing failure to accept the 
documentation from my client or the phone calls from my clients stating that we have 
insurance.”  Her counsel advised the court that plaintiff had continued to make escrow payments 
up through the date of the hearing.  At the hearing, the trial court indicated her displeasure with 
the situation, stating “the whole thing stinks,” but noted that the period for redemption had 
passed.  She indicated that she would issue a written opinion. 

 That opinion was issued on September 4, 2013.  It stated that “there is a question of fact 
regarding whether or not the lender actually received proof that Plaintiff obtained homeowners’ 
insurance.  . . . Nevertheless, summary disposition is granted . . . because the redemption period 
has long since expired and title has vested in the purchaser BAC Home Loans.”  The court went 
on to state that “there is no evidence of fraud or irregularity in the foreclosure proceedings that 
would compel this court to set aside the foreclosure.” 

 I would reverse summary disposition and remand for an evidentiary hearing to determine 
whether there was an irregularity sufficient to equitably extend the redemption period.1  After the 
sheriff’s sale, plaintiff received the March 21, 2011 letter from BOA, a reasonable reading of 
which could lead a homeowner to believe that the proofs she submitted had resolved the issue, 
that no further monies were presently due, and that she still owned her home.   This letter came 
from BOA, the actual creditor.2 
 It is impossible to know from the record before us whether there were other 
communications in which this view was further emphasized or if, to the contrary, plaintiff did 
understand that her home had been sold and that the redemption period continued to run.  After 
hearing the relevant evidence, the trial court should determine whether a reasonable borrower 
could have concluded that she retained ownership of her home and did not need to redeem it.  If 
so, the case should be reinstated. 

 Accordingly, I respectfully dissent. 

 /s/ Douglas B. Shapiro 

 
                                                 
1 A redemption period may be equitably extended in cases involving a clear showing of fraud or 
irregularity.  See, e.g., Senters v. Ottawa Savings Bank, FSB, 443 Mich 45, 56-57; 503 NW2d 
639 (1993); Schulthies v Barron, 16 Mich App 246, 247-248; 167 NW2d 784 (1969). 
2 It seems that BOA, BAC, and Trott & Trott were each communicating with plaintiff without 
copying each other despite the fact that they would appear to have had a unity of interest 
regarding plaintiff.  At least, there is no “cc:” on any of their letters to indicate that they were 
copying each other.  The reason for this failure to speak with a single voice is not apparent and 
would appear to be simply a matter of convenience for their offices.  I do not think it 
unreasonable, based on this record, for plaintiff to have concluded that the communications from 
BOA, i.e., the actual creditor, were controlling. 
 


