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PER CURIAM.

Defendant City of Detroit gopedls as of right from a judgment entered in favor of plantiff
following a jury trid. Defendant dams it was entitled to governmenta immunity and plaintiff’s case
involving the tort of assault and bettery should have been dismissed following its motions for summary
judgment, directed verdict, or judgment notwithstanding the verdict. We agree and reverse.

Paintiff origindly filed a three-count complaint againgt defendant dleging assault and battery,
negligent supervison, and false arest. Prior to trid, defendant moved for summary disposition pursuant
to MCR 2.116(C)(7), (8), and (10) on dl three counts. The trid court granted defendant’ s motion for
summary digposition with regard to count three, false arrest, on grounds other than governmenta
immunity, and the case proceeded to trid on the other two counts. At the close of plaintiff’s case,
defendant moved for directed verdicts on counts one and two, and the trid court granted defendant’s
motion as to count two because of plaintiff’s lack of evidence regarding this count. The court denied
defendant’s mation for a directed verdict on the bas's of governmental immunity on the count aleging
assault and battery.

The governmental immunity statute, MCL 691.1407(1); MSA 3.996(107)(1), provides:
“Except as otherwise provided in this act, dl governmenta agencies shdl be immune from tort lighility in
al cases wherein the government agency is engaged in the exercise or discharge of a governmenta
function.”* Defendant is a municipa corporation entitled to the protection of the statute, Summers v
Detroit, 206 Mich App 46, 48; 520 NW2d 356 (1994), and operating a police



department, including a jal or detention facility, is a governmenta function. 1sabella Co v Michigan,
181 Mich App 99, 105; 449 NW2d 111 (1989); Roberts v City of Troy, 170 Mich App 567, 575;
429 NW2d 206 (1988). Defendant is therefore entitlted to immunity unless plaintiff has pled an
exception to governmenta immunity.

Here, plantiff’s intentiond tort clam of assault and battery involving an dleged assault did not
plead an exception to governmenta immunity. Payton v Detroit, 211 Mich App 375, 393; 536
NW2d 233 (1995). Although plaintiff apparently tried to bootstrap other bases for liability within the
count alleging assault and battery, none of these other alegations adequately set forth an exception to
governmenta immunity either. Accordingly, the trid court’s denid of defendant’s motion for summary
disposition regarding Count | of plaintiff’s complaint was improper.

Reversed.
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! The statute was amended by 1996 PA 143 in away which does not affect § 7(1).



