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Before: Doctoroff, P.J., and Markman and J.B. Sullivan*, JJ.
PER CURIAM.

Paintiffs goped as of right from the trid court’s order granting defendants mation for summary
disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(8) in thislegal mapractice action. We affirm.

Faintiffs argue that the trid court erred in granting summary disposition in favor of defendants
pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(8). We disagree. A motion for summary disposition under MCR
2.116(C)(8) tests the legd sufficiency of a dlaim by the pleadings done® Smith v Stolberg, 231 Mich
App 256, 258; 586 NW2d 103 (1998). This Court reviews de novo a tria court’s decision under
MCR 2.116(C)(8) to determine whether the claim is s0 clearly unenforceable as a matter of law that no
factual development could establish the claim and judtify recovery. 1d. All factud dlegationsin support
of the claim are accepted as true, as well as any reasonable inferences or conclusions that can be drawn
from thefacts. Id.

A plantiff in alegd mapractice action has the burden of proving 1) the existence of an attorney-
client rdaionship, 2) negligence in the legd representation of the plaintiff, 3) that the negligence was the
proximate cause of an injury, and 4) the fact and extent of the injury aleged. Charles Reinhart Co v
Winiemko, 444 Mich 579, 585-586; 513 NW2d 773 (1994). In some cases, a plaintiff must show
that, but for the attorney’s negligence, the client would have completely prevaled in the underlying

* Former Court of Appedlsjudge, sitting on the Court of Appeds by
assgnment.



lawsuit. 1d. a 586. However, where the dlegation is that the verdict againgt the plaintiff was grester
than what would have been returned absent the defendant’s negligence, a plaintiff need only show that
he would have obtained a better result but for the defendant’s negligence. Schlummyv O’ Hagan, 173
Mich App 345, 359-360; 433 NW2d 839 (1988); Basic Food Industries, Inc v Grant, 107 Mich
App 685, 693-694; 310 NwW2d 26 (1981).

Here, plantiffs damed that, but for defendants negligence in faling to advise them that they
could avoid arbitration and ingtead litigate the underlying clam in circuit court, they would have pursued
the litigation in circuit court and would have prevalled or a least obtained a more favorable result.
However, the decison of the arbitration pand againgt Charlip is binding under the doctrine of collatera
estoppel, Cole v West Sde Auto Employees Federal Credit Union, 229 Mich App 639, 647; 583
NW2d 226 (1998), and precludes plaintiffs from relitigating the issue of Charlip’s ligbility on the
underlying clam, see Alterman v Provizer, Eisenberg, Lichtenstein & Pearlman, PC, 195 Mich
App 422; 491 NwW2d 868 (1992). Therefore, plaintiffs are unable to show either that they would have
completely prevaled if the underlying clams were litigated in circuit court, or that a least a more
favorable verdict would have been obtained in circuit court. Accordingly, plaintiffs cannot show that
defendants  negligence was the proximate cause of their injury. Thus, the trid court properly granted
summary disposition in favor of defendants pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(8).2

Affirmed.

/9 Martin M. Doctoroff
/9 Stephen J. Markman

1 We note that the tria court incorrectly stated that plaintiffs were required to present evidence to defest
defendants motion for summary disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(8). Despite the court’s
erroneous Statement, it correctly determined that summary disposition was appropriate under MCR
2.116(C)(8). We will not reverse where the tria court reached the right result for the wrong reason.
Lane v KinderCare Learning Centers, Inc, 231 Mich App 689, 697; 588 NW2d 715 (1998).

2 Summary disposition was aso properly granted in favor of defendants with respect to plaintiff Schmidt
Bagd Credtions, Inc., because Schmidt Bagel was not a party to the underlying arbitration proceeding
and did not incur any legdly enforceable liability as aresult of defendants aleged mapractice.



