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PER CURIAM.

Faintiff gppeds as of right the trid court’s order granting summary disposition in favor of
defendant in this product ligbility action. We affirm.

Faintiff cut her hand while clearing a paper jam from a photocopy machine manufactured and
sarviced by defendant. Plaintiff stated in her depodtion that the copy machine jammed on a daily bass
and that she had become very adept at clearing paper jams. She aso stated that she did not know what
caused her injury or on what she cut her hand. She smply saw the paper, grabbed it and pulled it out.
After she had her hand out of the machine, she saw a scratch that then started to bleed. Two service
technicians tedtified in their depogtions that there are no sharp parts indde the machine and that a
person would have to have their hand deep insde the machine before they encountered any part that
might cause an injury. They were not aware of any defects or dangerous conditions in the copy
machine. Ingpection by one technician after plaintiff’sinjury revealed no sharp or jagged parts.

Defendant moved for summary disposition on the basis of plaintiff’s depostion testimony that
she did not know what she nicked her hand on. The trid court ruled that because of plaintiff’s inability
to date what caused her injury, and the absence of any facts showing whether the aleged defective
copy machine caused plaintiff’s injuries, she was unable to prove a causad connection between the
dleged dangerous condition and her injury. The court granted summary disposition under MCR
2.116(C)(10).



We review de novo atrid court's grant or denid of a motion for summary dispogition. Marlo
Beauty Supply, Inc v Farmers Ins Group of Companies, 227 Mich App 309, 320-321; 575 NW2d
324 (1998). A moation for summary disposition under MCR 2.116(C)(10) tests the factua support for
aclam. Lashv Allstate Ins Co, 210 Mich App 98, 101; 532 NW2d 869 (1995). Inreviewing atria
court's decison with regad to a motion for summary dispodtion brought pursuant to MCR
2.116(C)(10), we examine al relevant affidavits, depodtions, admissons, and other documentary
evidence and congrue the evidence in favor of the nonmoving party. Marlo Beauty, supra at 320.
This Court then determines whether a genuine issue of materid fact exists on which reasonable minds
could differ. Id. ThisCourt isliberd in finding a genuine issue of materid fact. Lash, supra at 101.

Initidly, we note that, other than case law stating the standard for deciding mations for summary
disposition, plantiff has failed to support her arguments with citation to legd authority and, consequently,
this Court may deem her arguments abandoned on gpped. Mitchell v Dahlberg, 215 Mich App 718,
728; 547 NW2d 74 (1996). As the Supreme Court stated in Mitcham v City of Detroit, 355 Mich
182, 203; 94 NW2d 388 (1959):

It is not enough for an gppdlant in his brief Imply to announce a pogtion or
assert an error and then leave it up to this Court to discover and rationdize the basis for
his clams, or unravel and daborate for him his arguments, and then search for authority
ether to sugtain or rgect his pogtion. The gppelant himsdf mugt first adequately prime
the pump; only then does the gppellate well begin to flow.

When an issue is inadequately briefed, this Court need not reach it. Mudge v Macomb Co, 458 Mich
87, 104; 580 NW2d 845 (1998). A single citation to Skinner v Square D Co, 445 Mich 153; 516
NW2d 475 (1994), in support of plaintiff’s many-faceted argument, without any analyss, is inadequate.

Nevertheless, plaintiff’s sworn depostion testimony, that she could not identify what caused her
injury, as well as the testimony of the two Xerox technicians, was sufficient bass for the trid court to
rule that there was no genuine issue of materid fact with respect to causation. State FarmFire & Cas
Co v Moss, 182 Mich App 559, 562; 452 NW2d 816 (1989). Paintiff’s clam that she could not
show causation because defendant failed to produce complete service records for the copy machine is
contradicted by her clear deposition testimony. Even if more extensve service records were available,
discovery of those documents would have been futile in light of plaintiff’'s admisson that she did not
know what she cut her finger on. Adamsv Perry Furniture Co (On Remand), 198 Mich App 1, 14-
15; 497 NW2d 514 (1993). Moreover, if plaintiff believed that defendant violated the court’s order to
produce the documents, she could have filed amotion for sanctions. MCR 2.313(B).

Since the cause of plaintiff’'s injury remains one of pure speculation or conjecture, she has not
met her burden of showing that defendant supplied a defective copy machine and that the



defect caused her injury. Auto Club Ins Ass'n v General Motors Corp, 217 Mich App 594, 604,
552 NW2d 523 (1996). Therefore, summary disposition was appropriate.

Affirmed.
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