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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff gppeds a judgment in favor of defendants, entered pursuant to a jury verdict. Plaintiff
contends that the jury’s finding that plaintiff did not suffer a serious impairment of body function was
agang the great weight of the evidence. We disagree and affirm.

Michigan's no-fault automobile insurance law, MCL 500.3101 et seq.; MSA 24.13101 et
seg., permits a person injured in an automobile accident to recover damages for noneconomic losses
where the person has suffered death, serious impairment of body function, or permanent serious
didigurement. DiFranco v Pickard, 427 Mich 32, 37; 398 NW2d 896 (1986). The impairment
“need not be of the entire body function or of an important body function.” DiFranco, 427 Mich at 39.

Here, the evidence supported the jury’s determination that plaintiff did not suffer a serious
impairment of body function. Paintiff did not seek initid trestment until Sx weeks &fter the accident.
Dr. Baker placed no medicd redrictions on plaintiff's activities, and plaintiff was not required to
undergo surgery. Three months after the accident, Dr. Baker believed that plaintiff was gradudly
returning to normd, and he assumed that plaintiff would make a “full recovery.” Although the physicd
therapist prescribed severd neck exercises, plaintiff neglected to perform them, and he did not wear his
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cervicd collar. Plaintiff was never hospitdized, and did not seek a second opinion from a chiropractor,
orthopedic specidist, or neurologist. This evidence was adequate to support the jury’s verdict.

Sincethe jury’s verdict was not againg the great weight of the evidence, we affirm the judgment
for defendants. Thetria court did not abuse its discretion in denying plaintiff’s motion for amigtrid.

Pantiff briefly raises three additiona issues (1) whether defense counsd’s reference
throughout trid to plaintiff’s ability to play golf, take trips, and go out on his boat was an improper
apped to the “class bias’ of the “blue collar, Wayne County (primarily Detroit) jurors’; (2) whether the
trid court erred by failing to apprise the jury that the “generd ability to lead a normd life’ test was no
longer gpplicable in Michigan; and (3) whether the trid court erred in preventing plaintiff from requesting
that the jury award him exemplary damages. However, none of these issues were st forth in the
statement of questions involved, as required by MCR 7.212(C)(5). Therefore, we decline to review
theseissues. City of Lansing v Hartsuff, 213 Mich App 338, 351; 539 NW2d 781 (1995).

Affirmed. Defendants being the prevailing parties, they are entitled to tax codts pursuant to
MCR 7.219.
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