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MEMORANDUM.

Faintiff appeds as of right the trid court order granting summary disposdtion in favor of
defendant pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10)(no genuine issue of materid fact). We affirm.

Faintiff argues that the trid court erred in granting summary disposition to defendant. We
disagree. A motion for summary disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10) tests the factud bass
underlying a plantiff’s dam. Barr v Mt Brighton, Inc, 215 Mich App 512, 515; 546 NW2d 273
(1996). Summary disposition should be granted under MCR 2.116(C)(10) when, except with regard
to the amount of damages, there is no genuine issue regarding any materia fact and the moving party is
entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Id. The Court reviewsthetrid court’s decison on amotion for
summary dispostion de novo. Id.

Regarding plaintiff’s claim that defendant was negligent, we conclude that summary disposition
was properly granted in favor of defendant because dl reasonable minds would agree that defendant
acted as a reasonably prudent person would have acted under the same or smilar circumstances.
Thomas v Eppinga, 179 Mich App 366, 372; 445 NW2d 234 (1989). At the time that defendant
made her golf swing, she was locaied a the place where she should have been postioned.
Furthermore, prior to swinging the golf club, defendant warned plaintiff to move away from the swinging
areg, and plaintiff did move. Defendant looked for the plaintiff prior to making her swing and did not
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see plantiff. Although this is an unfortunate accident, we conclude that defendant acted reasonably
under the circumgtances. There is no genuine issue of materid fact, and the triad court properly granted

summary dispostion in favor of defendant. See Schmidt v Youngs, 215 Mich App 222, 225-226; 544
NW2d 743 (1996).

We afirm.
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