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PER CURIAM.

Faintiffs apped the circuit court's order granting summary dispostion on the ground that
plaintiff’ sinjury did not occur in acommon work area of the condruction ste. We affirm.

A generd contractor is obligated to teke “reasonable steps within its supervisory and
coordinating authority ...to guard againg readily observable, avoidable dangers in common work areas
which cregte a high degree of risk to a sgnificant number of workmen.” Funk v General Motors
Corp, 392 Mich 91, 104; 220 NW2d 641 (1974); Phillips v Mazda Motor Mfg, 204 Mich App
401, 406-407; 516 NwW2d 502 (1994); Johnson v Turner Construction, 198 Mich App 478; 499
NW2d 27 (1993). Faintiffs contend that the trid court erred in determining that plaintiff was not injured
in a*“common work area’. Plaintiff’s injury occurred when he was performing rough carpentry work in
the kitchen of ahouse. Plantiff created a platform about fourteen inches high by placing a plank on two
empty drywall buckets. Plaintiff wasinjured when the plank dipped and hefdll on his back.

The trid court determined that, while the kitchen of the house was a common work ares, the
platform was plaintiff’s work area, and was not part of the “common area’ because it was not used by
anyone except plaintiff. The trid court aso noted that, even assuming a fourteen inch platform could
create a*“high degree of risk”, a*“sgnificant number of workmen” was not
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affected, because plaintiff was the only worker using the platform. We agree. See Groncki v Detroit
Edison Company, _ Mich __; _ NW2d __ (1996) (Nos. 101954, 102212, 102650,
103455, rel’d 12-30-96), dip op a 16-17. While plaintiff alleged that other workers would share the
kitchen area, there was no dlegation that the platform set up by plaintiff would be used by any other
worker. Id. Thetrid court did not e in granting summary dispostion in this case.

Affirmed.
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