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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff appeds as of right from the order dismissing his complaint and denying his motion for
rehearing. We reverse and remand.

Paintiff argues on gpped that the trid court abused its discretion in granting defendants motion
for dismisa for his discovery violaions. We agree. This Court has recognized that dismissal of aclam
is a dragtic sanction that should be taken cautioudy. See Vicencio v. Ramirez, 211 Mich App 501,
506; 536 NW2d 280 (1995). Before imposing dismissd as a sanction, the trid court must carefully
evauate al available options on the record and conclude that dismissal isjust and proper. 1d.; Hanks v
S.B Management, Inc, 188 Mich App 656, 658; 471 NW2d 621 (1991). Because plaintiff did not
violate any court order with respect to discovery and because the trid court failed to evauate on the
record al available options, we conclude thet the trid court abused its discretion in dismissng plaintiff’s
cae without first exploring the possibility of imposing a less harsh sanction or ordering plantiff to
comply with discovery. Accordingly, we reverse the trid court’s decision to dismiss this case, and we
remand this case to the trid court with ingtructions that the tria court consder dl available options for
plaintiff’ s perceived discovery abuses.



In light of our resolution of this case, we need not address plaintiff’'s dlam that the trid court
erred in denying his motion for rehearing.

Reversed and remanded. We do not retain jurisdiction.
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