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PER CURIAM.

In thiswrongful discharge action, plaintiff appeds by right the order granting defendant’s motion
for summary digposition under MCR 2.116(C)(10) (no genuine issue of materid fact). We affirm.

Defendant Multi-Molding Company terminated plaintiff Josgph J. Demeter from his employment
as amaintenance employee. Plaintiff dleges that he has raised genuine issues of materid fact regarding
the exigence of a just-cause employment coniract and his legitimate expectations of judt-cause
employment based on defendant’ s policies. After reviewing the record, we rgject plaintiff’s clams.

Regarding his contract theory clam, plantiff has faled to overcome the presumption of an
employment at-will policy. He has not offered sufficient objective support for his dam. Rood v
General Dynamics Corp, 444 Mich 107, 137; 507 NW2d 591 (1993).

Paintiff argues that, in depogtion testimony, key agents of defendant confirmed that defendant
had a jugt-cause employment policy. The deposition testimony, however, does not provide sufficient
objective support to bolster a just-cause employment policy under a contract theory. The statementsto
which plaintiff refers, that the presdent and the plant manager thought there should be areason to fire an
employee, were smilar to statements made in Schippers v SPX Corp, the companion case to Rood,
444 Mich at 122. Our Supreme Court held that the apparent existence of an informal policy requiring a
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good reason to terminate an employee did not provide sufficient objective support for the plaintiff’s
interpretation of the statements. Id. at 126. Applying Schippers, we conclude that plaintiff has not
offered objective support of aformal just-cause employment policy.

Faintiff dso falsto raise a genuine issue of materid fact regarding dleged job assurances by the
plant superintendent. The statements to plaintiff were not clear and unequivocal so as to overcome the
presumption of an a-will employment wlicy. Id. a 119. Further, the statements did not clearly
establish defendant’ s intent to form a just-cause employment contract. Rowe v Montgomery Ward &
Co, Inc, 437 Mich 627, 645; 473 NW2d 268 (1991).

Additiondly, plantiff’s clam that his unique podtion was proof of a judst-cause employment
contract is without merit. Plantiff’s duties as a maintenance worker included plumbing responsibilities,
hooking up machinery, and driving a truck. This was not the type of unique postion envisoned in
Toussaint v Blue Cross & Blue Shield of Michigan, 408 Mich 579, 611-612; 292 NwW2d 880
(1980) and does not support a finding that plaintiff specificaly had negotiated a just- cause employment
contract.

FPantiff next assats that a genuine issue of materid fact exids regarding a just-cause
employment contract because defendant’s progressive disciplinary policy was devoid of an at-will
termination policy. Nether the work rules nor the new-hire checklis upon which plantiff relies
however, evidence defendant’s clear intent to enter into a just-cause employment contract. Rood,
supra a 135. Further, the absence of at-will employment language does not establish a just-cause

employment policy.

Rantiff findly argues that defendant’s policies reasonably indtilled legitimate expectations of
just-cause employment.  No specific language in defendant’ s policies supports such aclam. The work
rules and the new-hire checklist did not contain mandatory provisons or specific procedures regarding
employee discharge. Nor did the rules and checklist contain language that set forth a specific definition
of an involuntary termination and discharge. 1d. at 141-143.

Accordingly, plantiff has faled to establish a just-cause employment contract with defendant.
Therefore, the circuit court properly granted defendant’s motion for summary disposition.

Affirmed.
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