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PER CURIAM.

Faintiff appeds as of right from an order of the circuit court granting defendant Muskegon Tile
and Floor Company’ s motion for directed verdict. We affirm.

This cause of action was indituted following an injury sustained by Amanda Hladki when she
received adiver in her foot on defendant Lane' s newly ingtalled wood floor. Defendant Muskegon Tile
ingtaled the floor.

Following plaintiff’s case-in-chief, defendants sought a directed verdict. Thetrid court granted
defendant Muskegon Tile's motion, finding that plaintiff failed to prove proximate cause with regard to
her dam.

The sole issue on gpped is whether plaintiff submitted sufficient proof of causation to dlow the
case againg Muskegon Tile to go to the jury. Even when viewed in a light most favorable to plaintiff,
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we conclude she did not. See Locke v Pacchtman, 446 Mich 216, 223; 521 NW2d 786 (1994).
Although causation may be shown crcumdantialy, a plantiff's circumdantid proof must creste
reasonable inferences of causation and not mere speculation. Skinner v Sguare D Co, 445 Mich 153,
163-164; 516 NW2d 475 (1994). A mere possibility of causation is not enough. 1d. at 165. Where
the evidence presented would do nothing more than alow the jury to guess, plaintiff has not created a
fact question for thejury. 1d. at 174.

Here, plantiff relies on Maurice Lane's tesimony that he thought the defect in the floor was
caused by Muskegon Tile's falure to properly sed the wood after it was laid. However, Lane aso
testified that he was only speculating as to whether Muskegon failed to properly sed the floor, and that
many other posshilities existed that could explain why the portion of the floor in question was raised.
We find that this evidence demongtrated nothing more than a mere possibility of causation and that the
jury would have had to guess as to the true cause. Accordingly, we conclude that the trid court did not
abuse its discretion in granting Muskegon Tile's motion for directed verdict. See Howard v Canteen
Corp, 192 Mich App 427, 431; 481 NwW2d 718 (1992).

Affirmed.
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