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MEMORANDUM.

Paintiff gppeds as of right the order granting defendant’s motion for summary disposition in this
no fault insurance action. We affirm. This apped is being decided without ord argument pursuant to
MCR 7.214(E).

On June 22, 1996, plaintiff was a passenger in an uninsured automobile that was involved in a
traffic accident. Paintiff applied to the Assgned Claims Fecility for no fault insurance benefits, stating
that she resided at 252 Beechwood in River Rouge, and that she had no available no fault coverage
through anyone in her household.

Paintiff’s dam was assgned to defendant. In a deposition taken in this action, plaintiff testified
that on the date of the accident, she lived with her father and stepmother a 15171 Harrison in Romulus.
Paintiff testified that she never lived a her grandmother’ s house at 252 Beechwood, and only used it as
a mailing address. Paintiff acknowledged that the inconsstent declarations in her gpplication and
affidavit were erroneous. Defendant moved for summary digpostion, assarting that plaintiff had
coverage available through a no fault policy issued to her sepmother at the time of the accident. The
sepmother provided an affidavit stating that she had no fault insurance, and that plaintiff resded in her
household at the time of the accident. Thetria court granted defendant’s motion.

Pantiff asserts that the court erred in granting summary dispodtion because plantiff's

inconsstent testimony in this case and another third party action raises a genuine issue of fact regarding
her actud place of resdence. We disagree. A party may not creeate an issue of fact by submitting an
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affidavit that contradicts her depogtion tesimony. Atkinson v Detroit, 222 Mich App 7, 11; 564
NW2d 473 (1997). A plantiff’s depostion testimony, given in a clear, intdligent, and unequivoca
manner, is binding in the absence of an explanation, even though it contradicts alegations in the
complaint. Henderson v Sprout Brothers, Inc, 176 Mich App 661, 670; 440 NW2d 629 (1989).
Faintiff clearly tedtified in this matter that she resided with her father and stepmother at the time of the
accident. There is no genuine issue of materia fact regarding her resdence. Plaintiff was required to

seek no fault benefits from her stepmother’s insurance carrier, as provided by MCL 500.3114(2);
MSA 24.13114(1).

Affirmed.
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