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PER CURIAM.

Pantiff appeds as of right from a judgment of no cause of action and a previous order granting
the motion for summary dispogtion filed by defendants. We affirm. This apped is being decided
without ord argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

The individual defendants, employees of the Jackson County Road Commission (JCRC), were
operating tractor mowers in an area gpproximately two hundred feet from a traveled portion of 1-94.
The JCRC mowed the area pursuant to a contract with defendant Michigan Department of
Trangportation (MDOT). As plantiff drove through the area an object broke her windshield, struck her
on the shoulder, and exited the vehicle through the rear window. Paintiff stated that the object was
thrown over the roadway by one of the mowers. A witness stated that he did not see an object strike
plaintiff’s vehicle, and did not see an object thrown from the mowers.

FAantiff filed suit againg the JCRC and its employees in circuit court, and againg MDOT in the
Court of Clams. The cases were consolidated in circuit court. Defendants moved for summary
disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(7) and (10). The trid court granted the JCRC's motion for
summary disposition based on MCL 691.1402; MSA 3.996(102), the highway exception to
governmental immunity, but denied the motion based on MCL 691.1405; MSA 3.996(105), the
negligent operation of a motor vehicle exception to governmenta immunity. The trid court granted
MDOT’ s motion based on MCL 691.1402; MSA 3.996(102), and found that the individud defendants
were entitled to summary disposition for the reason that plaintiff could not establish that an issue of fact
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exiged as to whether they acted in a grosdy negligent manner. MCL 691.1407(2)(c); MSA
3.996(107)(2)(c). The clamsremaining againgt the JCRC were tried to a jury, which returned a verdict
of no cause of action.

We review atrid court’s decison on a motion for summary disposition de novo. Harrison v
Olde Financial Corp, 225 Mich App 601, 605; 572 NW2d 679 (1997).

MCL 691.1402(1); MSA 3.996(102)(1) provides in pertinent part:

Each governmentd agency having jurisdiction over a highway shdl maintain the
highway in reasonable repair so that it is reasonably safe and convenient for public
travel. .... The duty of the state and county road commissions to repair and maintain
highways, and the liability for that duty, extends only to the improved portion of the
highway desgnated for vehicular travel and does not include sdewalks, crosswalks, or
any other ingdlation outsde of the improved portion of the highway designed for
vehicular travd....

A governmental agency is not liable for injury or damage caused by a defective highway unless the
agency knew, or by the exercise of reasonable diligence should have known, of the defect and had a
reasonable time to repair the defect. MCL 691.1403; MSA 3.996(103). Liability under the highway
exception extends only to the traveled portion of aroadbed, paved or unpaved, that is actudly desgned
for public vehicular travel, Scheurman v Dep’t of Transportation, 434 Mich 619, 623; 456 Nw2d
66 (1990), and to factors which are not physicaly within the improved portion of the roadway but
which present points of hazard to reasonably safe vehicular travel. To be apoint of hazard, a condition
must uniquely affect vehicular travel on the improved portion of the roadway, as opposed to a condition
that generdly affects the roadway and the surrounding environmert. Pick v Szymczak, 451 Mich 607,
623-624; 548 NW2d 603 (1996).

We affirm the judgment of no cause of action and the earlier order granting summary dispostion
in favor of MDOT and the individud defendants. Plaintiff does not assert that a defect existed in the
surface of the roadway itsdf. Her postion is that MDOT, through its agents the individua defendants,
propelled an object onto the roadway, and thus failed to keep the roadway on which she traveled in a
reasonably safe condition. Plaintiff’s argument that the object was a point of hazard is without merit.
Even assuming arguendo that the object that hit plaintiff’s vehicle was thrown from one of the mowers
operated by the individua defendants, the resulting dangerous condition was an isolated incident which
could not be predicted and which defendant had no opportunity to correct. Such an object does not
meet the definition of a point of hazard. 1d.; MCL 691.1403; MSA 3.996(103). Cf. Miller v
Oakland County Road Comm, 43 Mich App 215; 204 NW2d 141 (1972) (dlegations that the
defendant failed to remove dead trees from roadsde notwithstanding actua knowledge that trees
presented a hazard stated cause of action under highway exception).

Furthermore, plaintiff’s reliance on MCL 257.676b(1); MSA 9.2376(2)(1), which prohibits the
blocking of or interfering with the normd flow of traffic on a public highway, is mislaced. Even if one



of the mowers propelled the object that struck plaintiff’s vehicle, the individua defendants did not place
an object onto the roadway for the purpose of blocking or obstructing the normal flow of traffic.

Findly, plaintiff has not demonstrated the existence of a genuine issue of fact as to whether the
individua defendants acted in a grosdy negligent manner. Plaintiff points to no evidence which, taken in
a light mogt favorable to her, could establish that the conduct of the individud defendants was “so
reckless as to demondrate a substantial lack of concern for whether an injury [resulted].” MCL

691.1407(2)(c); MSA 3.996(107)(2)(C).

Affirmed.
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