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PER CURIAM.

Paintiffs goped as of right from an order of the trid court entering judgment for plantiffs in the
amount of $2,374.51, and judgment for defendant in the amount of $9,874.51 on defendant’s
counterclam. We affirm.

This case arises out of a remodding contract between plaintiffs and defendant. Paintiffs
contacted defendant and requested, among other things, an estimate for the addition of a garage and
office to their home, as wall as the replacement of siding, windows, and roof. The parties eventualy
entered into atime and materials contract.

As the project progressed, plaintiffs began to have problems with defendant’s workmanship.
However, plantiffs paid the monthly bills that defendant sent to them. When defendant completed the
project, he sent plaintiffs a find hill for $9,874.51. It was upon receipt of this bill that plaintiffs notified
defendant that they were dissatisfied with defendant’ s work and thus were not going to pay the find hill.
Mantiffs then filed suit dleging, among other things bresch of contract. Defendant filed a
countercomplaint seeking find compensation from plantiffs.

At trid, plaintiffs offered expert tesimony that identified numerous deficiencies in defendant’s
work. However, the expert was unable to testify how much it would cost to fix the deficiencies.
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Defendant, on the other hand, testified that it would cost $1,800 to fix the identified deficiencies.
Additiondly, to support plaintiffs cdculaion of dameges, plantiffs submitted an itemization of five
invoices that defendant had sent them.

At the conclusion of plaintiffsS casein chief, defendant moved for a directed verdict. Although
the trid court granted defendant’s motion, the court awarded plaintiffs damages of $2,374.51. This
amount isto be set off againgt defendant’ s damages of $9,871.51. Plaintiffs gppealed as of right.

On apped, plantiffs argue that the trid court’s caculaion of damages was againgt the great
weight of the evidence. We disagree. The only direct evidence that supported plaintiffs caculation of
damages was defendant’s testimony dating that the congruction deficiencies identified by plantiffs
expert could be corrected for $1,800. Specificdly, the plaintiffs expert witness testified that he was
unable to caculate an appropriate cost to fix the deficiencies he observed. Walter Toebe & Co v
Department of State Highways, 144 Mich App 21, 38; 373 NW2d 233 (1985). Plaintiffs argue that
Exhibit 19A establishes the cost of redoing the work, which the expert stated was necessary. However,
the tria court rgected Exhibit 19A as reflecting an appropriate caculation of damages because there
was no evidence to support the conclusion that the gross labor charges on the statements reflected the
cogt of removing and regpplying the siding. The court did not err in so concluding. Thus, the only
evidence tha remains is defendant’ s testimony stating that the construction deficiencies identified by the
expert could be corrected for $1,800. On this record, we cannot say that the trial court’s setting
damages based on this testimony was againgt the greet weight of the evidence.

Affirmed.
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