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MEMORANDUM.

Paintiff gppedls the circuit court order granting defendants motion for summary digposition
pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10), and dismissing plaintiff’ s second amended complaint. We affirm.

A motion for summary disposition is an gopropriate mechaniam to test plaintiff’s proofs to
possbly avoid the necessty of trid. Morganroth v Whitall, 161 Mich App 785, 788-789; 411
NW2d 859 (1987). We agree with the trid court that there was no issue of fact. The court did not err

by granting summary dispostion.

Haintiff fird argues that the circuit court erred by dismissng his dam under the Michigan
Consumer Protection Act, MCL 445.903; MSA 19.418(3). Wedisagree. It isundisputed that plaintiff
was aware of the correct square footage. Therefore, he was not mided or deceived by any aleged
misrepresentation in the real estate ligting.  Summary disposition on this count was gppropriate.

Faintiff aso dleged acdam of mapractice. Even if we were to assume that a ma practice action
may be brought against real estate agents under MCL 600.2912(1); MSA 27A.2912(1), defendants
served as the sdller’s agent and thus owed no duty to the plaintiff buyer. Andrie v Chrystal-Anderson
& Assoc Realtors, Inc, 187 Mich App 333; 466 NW2d 393 (1991). Thetrial court properly granted
summary dispostion of this count as well.



Affirmed.
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