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MEMORANDUM.

Pantiffs gpped as of right the order granting defendants motion to dismiss based on falure to
comply with a discovery order. We affirm.  This gpped is being decided without ora argument
pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

Maintiffs retained defendants to represent them in an action againgt an orthotics supplier. They
dleged that due to the improper desgn of a leg brace, Mr. Ljungval sustained osteomydlitis that
resulted in the amputation of his right leg. Pantiffs brought this legd mapractice action when
defendants falled to pursue their clam.

Defendants served plaintiffs with interrogatories regarding expert witnesses shortly after filing
ther answer. Plantiffs initid response indicated that the determination of expert witnesses had yet to
be made. Defendants motion to compel more specific answers was granted, and plaintiffs were given
ten days to provide ansvers. When plantiffs faled to provide the answers, defendants moved to
dismiss

The day before the hearing on defendants motion, plaintiffs provided incomplete answersto the
interrogatories. At the hearing, the court determined tha plaintiffs had no legd expert, and no
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independent medicd expert. When the court learned that plaintiffs had not signed the interrogatory
answers provided, it granted the motion to dismiss.

Under MCR 2.313(B)(2), if a party fails to obey an order to provide discovery, the trid court
may order such sanctions as are judt, including the dismissa of the action. A court’s decison to impose
sanctions will not be reversed on gpped absent an abuse of discretion. Barlow v John Crane-
Houdaille, Inc, 191 Mich App 244, 251; 477 NW2d 133 (1991). The sanction of dismissd is
gopropriate where the fallure to provide discovery is in violation of a direct order of the court. Id.
Before dismissing an action on these grounds, the trid court must carefully evauete dl available options
before concluding that dismissd is the just and proper sanction. Hanks v S_.B Management, Inc, 188
Mich App 656, 658; 471 NW2d 621 (1991).

Thetrid court did not abuse its discretion in granting defendants motion to dismiss. The record
showed that plaintiffs falled to comply with the discovery order, and that they intentiondly faled to
reved the lack of expert support for their clam. The court could reasonably conclude that dismissal
was ajust and proper sanction.

Affirmed.
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