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MEMORANDUM.

Maintiff brought this action against defendant, her automobile insurer, for damages arising from a
breach of contract and for a declaration that the insurance policy between the parties was in effect on
April 2, 1994, when plaintiff wasinvolved in an accident. The jury found in defendant’s favor. Plantiff
gopedsas of right. We affirm.

Paintiff argues that the trid court erred by failing to rule as a matter of law that defendant was
required to comply with the cancellation requirements of MCL 500.3020(1)(b); MSA 24.13020(1)(b).
We disagree.

This matter is controlled by McCormic v Auto Club Ins Ass'n, 202 Mich App 233; 507
Nw2d 741 (1993). In McCormic, this Court concluded that summary digposition in the insurer’ s favor
was gppropriate because its renewa notice to the plaintiffs, its insureds

was clear that the policy would expire on its own termsiif plaintiffs declined the offer of
renewd by failing to pay the required renewd premium in addition to the amount il
owing on the origind policy. Plantiffs faled to make the payment, and the policy was
not renewed. A notice of cancellation was not required. [Id. at 240.]

* Circuit judge, sitting on the Court of Appeals by assgnment.
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There was a question in the present case regarding whether plaintiff’s policy was “canceled’ or
whether it expired for her failure to renew it. The court ingtructed the jury that if it found that defendant
had canceled the policy, defendant was required to provide plaintiff with ten days written notice of the
cancelation as required by MCL 500.3020(1)(b); MSA 24.13020(1)(b). The court further instructed
on the other hand that if the jury found that plantiff’s policy expired, defendant had no obligation to
furnish plaintiff a written cancellaion notice. Plaintiff argues that there was no evidence of non-renewa
and, in fact, defendant ddivered to her a renewd policy and a certificate of no-fault insurance, and
therefore the court erred by submitting the issue to the jury. We disagree.

The evidence admitted created a question for the jury as to whether the circumstances involved
a cancdlation or expiration for non-renewa. The issue was properly submitted to the jury. The jury
found that plaintiff falled to renew her policy, and therefore defendant was not required to provide her
with awritten notice of cancdllation.

We note that plaintiff’s reliance on DeHaan v Marvin, 331 Mich 231; 49 NwW2d 148 (1951),
is misolaced. DeHaan involved the gart of an insurance relationship, not the continuation of that
relaionship, and can therefore be factually distinguished from the present case.

Affirmed.
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