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MEMORANDUM.
In these consolidated cases, plaintiffs gpped as of right the trid court’s summary dismissal of

their intentiond tort actions againg their employer pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(8). We affirm. We
decide these cases without ora argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

* Circuit judge, Sitting on the Court of Appeals by assgnment.
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Raintiffs complaints fail to state a clam upon which relief may be granted. MCR 2.116(C)(8).
The dlegations st forth in the complaints merely congtitute conclusions thet are



unsupported by dlegations of fact. Dacon v Transue, 441 Mich 315, 330; 490 NW2d 369 (1992);
York v 50" District Court, 212 Mich App 345, 347; 536 NW2d 891 (1995); Smith v Mirror Lite
Co, 196 Mich App 190, 193; 492 NW2d 744 (1992). Such conclusions are insufficient to permit an
inference that defendant specificaly intended to injure plaintiffs, i.e, that a supervisory or managerid
employee had actud knowledge that injury was certain to occur due to exposure to various toxins used
in the workplace. MCL 418.131(1); MSA 17.237(131)(1); Travis v Dreis & Krump Mfg Co, 453
Mich 149; 551 NW2d 132 (1996); McNees v Cedar Springs Samping Co (After Remand), 219
Mich App 217, 224; 555 NW2d 481 (1996); Smith, supra. Accordingly, because plaintiffs aleged no
facts from which an nference of actionable knowledge could be deduced or drawn, the trial court
properly granted summary disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(8). Smith, supra at 194.

Additiondly, the trid court did not err when it refused to dlow plaintiffs an opportunity to
amend their complaints. Their proposed amended complaints submitted to the trid court do not cure
the legd deficiencies present in their initid complaints. Smith, supra. Plantiffs were unable to submit
for the trid court’s ingpection complaints that contained specific factud dlegations from which it could
be inferred that defendant possessed actionable knowledge. Even though plaintiffs had over a year of
discovery and had more than a year to digest the discovery materid, the evidence before the tria court
a the time it resolved the motion for reconsideration established that amendment would not be judtified.
MCR 2.116(1)(5).

Affirmed.
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