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MEMORANDUM.

Paintiff gppeds as of right the order granting defendants motion for summary disposition in this
employment contract dispute. We affirm. This gpped is being decided without ord argument pursuant
to MCR 7.214(E).

After negotiations, defendants hired plaintiff to become their generd manager. On November
30, 1995, plantiff and defendant Roger Robinson signed a memorandum outlining some of the
conditions of plantiff’s employment. No set term of employment was stated, and the document made
no reference to job security. Before beginning work, plaintiff signed a terms of employment agreement
that indicated that plaintiff was an a-will employee. The agreement further provided that it superseded
al prior understandings and agreements.

Defendants sold their operation, and when plaintiff was not offered a genera manager position
with the new owner, he brought this action for breach of contract. Thetrial court found that plaintiff was
an at-will employee and granted defendants motion for summary digposition.

Generdly, employment relationships are terminable a the will of ether paty. However, the
presumption of employment a will can be rebutted so0 that contractud limitations are imposed on an
employer’s right to terminate employment. Toussaint v Blue Cross & Blue Shield of Michigan, 408
Mich 579; 292 NW2d 880 (1980). The presumption of employment at will is overcome with proof of
either a contract provison for a definite term of employment, or one that forbids discharge absent just
cause. Lytle v Malady (On Rehearing), 458 Mich 153, 164; 579 NW2d 906 (1998). A plaintiff can
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prove such contractud terms in three ways. (1) proof of a contractua provison for a definite term of
employment or a provision forbidding discharge absent just cause; (2) an unequivoca express written or
ord agreement regarding job security; or (3) an implied contractud provison where an employer’s
policiesindill alegitimate expectation of job security in the employee. Id.

Pantiff relies on a sgned memorandum to establish a just cause contract. However, this
document contains no clear and unequivoca language providing for job security, and there is no
datement in the document concerning a definite term of employment. In addition, after the
memorandum was sgned, plaintiff sgned another agreement that explicitly provided that plaintiff was an
at-will employee. Under these circumstances, the trid court did not er in finding thet there was no
genuine issue of fact for trid.

Affirmed.
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