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PER CURIAM.
Plaintiffs appeal as d right the trid court's order granting summary disposition, pursuant to

MCR 2.116(C)(8), failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted, and MCR 2.116(C)(10),
no genuine issue of materid fact, in favor of defendants. We affirm.

* Circuit judge, sitting on the Court of Appeals by assgnment.
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Faintiffs are landowners who sought to change the zoning classfication of their property from
resdentia to commercid in order to enable them to build a shopping center. Defendants denied
plantiffs request, sating that such a change would be inconsistent with the magter zoning plan. Plaintiffs
then filed the ingtant action. Thetria court granted defendants motion for summary disposition.

On apped, plaintiffs claim that the zoning ordinance, which redricts the use of their property to
resdential uses, is uncongtitutional because it does not permit a productive use. We will review the trid
court’s grant of summary disposition de novo. Hall v Hackley Hospital, 210 Mich App 48, 53; 532
NW 2d 893(1995).

“A zoning ordinance is presumptively vdid ‘unless the congtitutional objections thereto are
supported by competent evidence or appear on their face’” Bevan v Brandon Twp, 438 Mich 385,
398; 475 NW2d 37 (1991), quoting Kropf v Sterling Heights, 391 Mich 139, 156; 215 NW2d 179
(1974). In this case, the ordinance is not objectionable on its face. Prior to the hearing on defendants
motion for summary digpostion, plaintiffs had falled to submit any competent evidence to support their
cdams in the trid court. In light of the presumption of vdidity, and plantiffs falure to submit any
competent evidence in support of their clams, there was no genuine issue as to any materid fact and
defendants were entitled to judgment as a matter of law. MCR 2.116(C)(10).

Paintiffs raise other issues on gpped. However, they have failed to cite any authority in support
of ther clams. This Court will not search for authority to sustain or rgect a party’s postion.
Davenport v City of Grosse Pointe Farms Board of Zoning, 210 Mich App 400, 405; 534 NW2d
143 (1995). Therefore, plaintiffs have abandoned these issues on gpped.

Affirmed.
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