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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff gppeds of right from the trid court’s order granting defendant’s motion for summary
digposition. We affirm. This apped is being decided without ord argument pursuant to MCR
7.214(E).

Faintiff was waking on a sdewdk in Georgetown Township when she fdl to the ground and
sudtained injuries.  She filed auit dleging that defendant failed to maintain the sdewdk in a gate of
reasonable repair 0 as to be reasonably safe and convenient for public travel, as required by MCL
691.1402(1); MSA 3.996(102)(1).

Defendant moved for summary disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10), arguing that plaintiff
could not edablish a causd link between her injuries and any breach of duty, because she
acknowledged that she did not know the cause of her fdl. In response, plaintiff stated that the statement
of an unidentified witness who said that she saw plaintiff trip, coupled with the presence of blood on the
sdewak where she fdl, created an issue of fact regarding causation.



The trid court granted summary disposition in favor of defendant. The trid court stated that
even assuming that the witness's satement would be admissible a trid, that statement, along with the
evidence as to the location of the blood, would be insufficient to allow a jury to conclude that it was
more likely than not that plaintiff tripped on a defect in the sdewak. We review de novo atria court’s
decison on a mation for summary dispostion. Harrison v Olde Financial Corp, 225 Mich App 601,
605; 572 NW2d 679 (1997).

Generdly, agovernmenta agency isimmune from tort liability where it is engaged in the exercise
or discharge of a governmental function. MCL 691.1407(1); MSA 3.996(107)(1). An exception
exigs with regard to highways. A governmental agency must maintain a highway in reasonable repair o
that it is reasonably safe and convenient for public travel. MCL 691.1402(1); MSA 3.996(102)(1). A
gdewdk is included in the definition of “highway.” MCL 691.1401(e); MSA 3.996(101)(e). A
municipdity must maintain sdewaks in reasonable repair.  Glancy v Roseville, 457 Mich 580, 584,
577 Nw2d 897 (1998).

To establish a prima facie case of negligence, a plaintiff must prove: (1) that the defendant
owed a duty to the plaintiff; (2) that the defendant breached the duty; (3) that the defendant’ s breach of
duty proximately caused the plaintiff’s injuries, and (4) that the plaintiff suffered damages. Berryman v
K-Mart Corp, 193 Mich App 88, 91-92; 483 NW2d 642 (1992). A prima facie case of negligence
may be based on legitimate inferences, provided that sufficient evidence is produced to teke the
inferences “out of the relm of conjecture” Ritter v Meijer, Inc, 128 Mich App 783, 786; 341
Nw2d 220 (1983).

Faintiff argues tha the trid court erred in granting summary dispostion. We disagree and
affirm. Plantiff did not remember fdling, and did not know the cause of her fdl. She could not testify
that she fell because she tripped on a defect in the Sdewadk. Similarly, neither the statement of the
witness who indicated that she saw plaintiff trip, nor the presence of what plaintiff assumed was blood
on the sdewak, established that plaintiff tripped on a defect in the Sdewak. To establish causation, a
clamant must prove thet it is more likely than not that but for the defendant’ s breach of duty, the injuries
would not have occurred. Skinner v Square D Co, 445 Mich 153, 165-166; 516 NW2d 475 (1994).
Here, the possihility that a breach of duty by defendant might have caused plaintiff to fall and sustain
injuries is not sufficient to establish the required causation. It is equaly possble that plantiff tripped
over her own feet. A jury would be required to engage in speculation and conjecture in order to infer
that a breach of duty by defendant caused plaintiff’sinjuries. To base a case of negligence on inferences
under such circumstancesis prohibited. Ritter, supra. Thetrid court properly decided the issue as one
of law and granted summary disposition in favor of defendant. Reeves v K-Mart Corp, 229 Mich App
466, 480; 582 NW2d 841 (1998).

Affirmed.
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