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PER CURIAM.

Defendant Voss and Buckner, Inc., d/b/a Buckner Finance Company (hereafter “defendant”)
gppedls from an order denying its motion for costs and sanctions againg plaintiffs. Defendant aso raises
an issue regarding the circuit court’s denid of its motion for summary dispostion in this premises liability
action. We affirm.

Defendant first contends that the circuit court erred by denying its motion for summary
disposition. Defendant argues that there was no genuine issue of materid fact because it was clear that
it had no ownership interest in the property where the injury occurred, and therefore defendant could
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not be held liable for negligence. We agree. The documents provided by defendant in support of its
motion for summary disposition established that defendant did not have an ownership interest in the
property in 1993 when the injury occurred. (Title to the property was conveyed to Colony
Management by warranty deed in 1981. The subsequent issuance of a quitclam deed did not affect
this) A grantee from a party conveying by quitclam deed acquires the right and title which his grantor
had and no other. Brownell Realty, Inc v Kelly, 103 Mich App 690, 695; 303 NW2d 871 (1981).
At the time of issuance of the quitclam deed, Voss & Buckner, Inc. possessed only a mortgagee
interest in the property, and plaintiffs have presented no evidence to dispute this. Therefore, the
mortgagee interest is al that Voss & Buckner, Inc. could have conveyed to Buckner Finance Co. when
it issued the quitclam deed in 1984. No genuine issue of materid fact exists regarding defendant’ s lack
of an ownership interest in the property. Accordingly, the circuit court erred in falling to grant summary
disposition in favor of defendant.*

Defendant next contends thet it is entitled to costs and sanctions because plaintiffs clam against
it was frivolous. We disagree. Under MCR 2.625(A)(2), “if the court finds on the motion of a party
that an action or defense was frivolous, costs shall be awarded as provided by MCL 600.2591; MSA
27A.2591" A clam or defense is frivolous when: (1) the party's primary purpose was to harass,
embarrass, or injure the prevaling partty; (2) the party had no reasonable basis to believe that the
underlying facts were true; or (3) the party's podtion was devoid of arguable lega merit. MCL
600.2591(3)(a); MSA 27A.2591(3)(8). The precise issue here is whether plaintiffs had a reasonable
basis to believe that the underlying facts were true.

Pursuant to Louya v William Beaumont Hospital, 190 Mich App 151, 162-163; 475 Nw2d
434 (1991), what the plaintiffs reasonably believed at the time they commenced the case is of critica
importance. Later known facts, and a subsequent change in a party’ s position, are not relevant because
the statute speaks to the point when the aleged frivolous action was initisted. 1d. at 163. Here, when
plantiffs filed their action, they had reason to believe that defendant had an ownership interest in the
property. Plaintiffs inquiry at the Register of Deeds showed two deeds for the property: a warranty
deed conveying the property from Voss & Buckner, Inc. to Colony Management, and a quitclam deed
which appeared to convey the property again from Voss & Buckner, Inc. to Buckner Finance Co.
Because plaintiffs had a reasonable belief that defendant had an ownership interest in the property when
the action was filed, the action was not frivolous and defendant was not entitled to sanctions under
MCL 600.2591(3)(a)(ii); MSA 27A.2591(3)(a).

Affirmed.
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! We note that even though the dircuit court erred in denying defendant’'s motion for summary
dispogtion, no relief can be afforded to defendant on appea because the action against defendant was
dismissed prior to apped.



