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MEMORANDUM.

Faintiff Rochelle Stoudmire gppeds of right from the circuit court order granting the maotion for
summary disposition filed by defendant Citizens Insurance Company of America We dffirm.  This
apped is being decided without oral argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

Paintiff gpproached a car for the stated purpose of purchasing illicit drugs. She leaned into the
car through the partially open driver’s sde window, and handed the driver money. The car suddenly
accelerated forward. The forward motion caused plaintiff to move dongside the car. Asshedid so her
body hit aparked car. She sustained a broken leg.

Defendant denied plaintiff’s daim for no-fault benefits on the grounds thet her injuries did not
arise out of the ownership, operation, maintenance, or use of a vehicle as a motor vehicle, as required
by MCL 500.3105(1); MSA 24.13105(1). Paintiff filed suit, and both parties moved for summary
disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10). The trid court denied plaintiff’'s motion and granted
defendant’ s motion.

This Court reviews atrid court’s decison on amotion for summary disposition de novo. Baker
v Arbor Drugs, Inc, 215 Mich App 198, 202; 544 NW2d 727 (1996).

* Circuit judge, sitting on the Court of Appeals by assgnment.

-1-



On gpped, plantiff argues that her injury resulted from the use of a motor vehicle as a motor
vehicle. The causal connection between her injury and the use of the vehicle was more than incidenta
or fortuitous. Thornton v Allstate Ins Co, 425 Mich 643, 660; 391 NW2d 320 (1986). Her injuries
would not have occurred had the driver not pressed on the accelerator and used the vehicle as a motor
vehide

We disagree, and affirm the decision of the trid court. Under § 3105(1), coverage is available
for “injuries resulting from the use of motor vehicles when closdy related to ther transportationa
function and only when engaged in that function.” McKenzie v Auto Club Ins Ass'n, 458 Mich 214,
220; 580 NW2d 424 (1998). In the ingtant case, the motor vehicle was merely the gStus of anilliat
narcotics transaction. If avehicle serves merdly as the Situs of an injury, an insufficient causal connection
exists between the vehicle and the injury. Bourne v Farmers Ins Exchange, 449 Mich 193, 200; 534
NW2d 491 (1995). A narcotics transaction is in no way related to the transportationa function of a
vehicle. Cf. Morosini v Citizens Ins Co of America (On Remand), _ MichApp___; _ Nw2d
___ (Docket No. 186760, issued October 20, 1998 at 9:10 am.) (injuries suffered in assault during
ingpection of car following collison compensable because ingpecting for damages reated to
trangportationd function of vehicle). Here, plantiff’s injury was related to the transaction in that the
driver decided to take plaintiff’s money without furnishing the requested narcotics. Plaintiff attempted to
retrieve her money and was injured. Such a turn of events could have occurred had the transaction
taken place in another location.

Affirmed.
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