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PER CURIAM.

In this wrongful discharge from employment case, plaintiff appeds as of right from an order of
summary disposition in favor of defendants, pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10). We affirm.

Faintiff firs claims that the tria court erred when it granted summary disposition to defendant
Borgess, contrary to plaintiff’s dam tha Borgess employment policies reasonably indtilled in her a
legitimate expectation of just cause employment. However, we need not determine whether the parties
had a just cause relationship because, even if they did, defendant had just cause, as a matter of law, to
terminate plaintiff.

Paintiff contends that she submitted sufficient evidence to create a dipute of fact about whether
Borgess had just cause to terminate her. We disagree.

Borgess produced eight corrective action forms dated from April 1986 to May 1993. Each
form reflects numerous instances of tardiness, which are undisputed by plaintiff. Borgess also presented
eight specific incidents in which plaintiff violated department policies and procedures in a manner that
was potentidly detrimentd to the hedth and well-being of patients. Most of those incidents involved
errors in menu preparation, resulting in patients on redtricted diets receiving improper food items. In
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support of its clams, defendant presented the affidavit of plaintiff’s supervisor, Chris Granaderos, which
included extensive supporting documentation. In addition, defendant relied upon plantiff’s depostion

testimony.

As the party opposing the mation, plaintiff has the burden of showing by admissble evidence
that a genuine issue of disputed fact exists. Skinner v Square D Co, 445 Mich 153, 160; 516 NW2d
475 (1994). Paintiff failed to meet her burden. Indeed, plaintiff does not deny many of the policy
violations set forth by defendant, and what she does dispute, she fails to support with specific evidence.

Borgess five-giep corrective action policy was utilized here. Although plaintiff disputes the
vdidity of some of the incidents of discipline, she does not dispute that she moved through each of the
five steps. Moreover, defendant was not required to pass through al five steps of the corrective action
policy before terminating plaintiff. On this record, reasonable minds could not differ — Borgess had just
cause to terminate plaintiff. Summary disposition was properly granted in favor of Borgess.

Findly, plantiff says that the trid court erred in granting summary disposition on her tortious
interference cdlam againg Marriott. A clam for interference with a contract or business reaionship
requires proof of the following eements: (1) the existence of avaid contract or business relaionship; (2)
knowledge of the relationship or expectancy on the part of the defendant interferor; (3) an intentiona
interference inducing or causng a breach or termination of the relaionship or expectancy; and (4)
resultant damage to the paty whose reationship or expectancy has been disrupted. Michigan
Podiatric Ass'nv Nat'l Foot Care Program, 175 Mich App 723, 735; 438 NW2d 349 (1989). As
to the third dement, a plaintiff must prove the intentiona doing of a per se wrongful act, or the doing of
alawful act with maice and unjudtified in the law for the purpose of invading the plaintiff’s contractud
rights. Feldman v Green, 138 Mich App 360, 369; 360 NW2d 881 (1984).

Paintiff believes that her supervisor, Chris Granaderos (who was employed by defendant
Marriott) has a persond vendetta againgt her. However, plaintiff does not clam that Granaderos
performed a “per se wrongful act”; rather, plaintiff claims that Marriott, through its agent Granaderos,
performed a lawful act with mdice and unjudified in the law for the purpose of invading plantiff's
contractud rights or business rdaionship with Borgess. In so claming, plaintiff must demondrate with
specificity, affirmative acts by the interferor which corroborate the lack of judtification for the
interference. Feldman, supra at 369-370; BPSLabsv Blue Cross & Blue Shield of Michigan, (On
Remand), 217 Mich App 687, 699; 552 NW2d 919 (1996). Plaintiff provides nothing more than her
subjective bdiefs in support of her claim that Granaderos sought to have her discharged in retaiation for
her reports to the hospital ombudsman. Because plaintiff failed to present specific evidence to
corroborate the unlawful purpose of the interference, summary dispogtion in favor of Marriott was

appropriate.
Affirmed.
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