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PER CURIAM.

Faintiff appeds as of right the tria court’s order granting defendants summary disposition
pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10). Plaintiff’s complaint aleged employment discrimination and retdiatory
discharge under the Civil Rights Act, MCL 37.2101 et seq.; MSA 3.548(101) et seq. We affirm.

On agpped, an order granting or denying summary digpostion is reviewed de novo. A motion
for summary disposition may be granted pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10) when, except as to the amount
of damages, there is no genuine issue of materid fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a
meatter of law. Giving the benefit of reasonable doubt to the nonmovant, the trial court must determine
whether a record might be developed that would leave open an issue upon which reasonable minds
might differ. Plieth v & Raymond Church, 210 Mich App 568, 571; 534 NW2d 164 (1995).

In a case where the defendant claims an economically motivated reduction in force as the reason
for discharge of an employee, a prima facie case of age discrimination requires an initid showing, by a
preponderance of the evidence, that (1) plaintiff was amember of a protected class, (2) the plaintiff was
qudified to assume another position at the time of the discharge, (3) age was a determining factor in the
employer’s decison to discharge plaintiff. Lytle v Malady, 209 Mich App 179, 185-186; 530 Nw2d
135 (1995). Once a plaintiff has presented a prima facie case, the defendant must come forward with
evidence to rebut the presumption of disparate trestment by articulating some legitimate, non
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discriminatory reason for the termination. If the defendant carries this burden, plantiff must then show
that defendant’s proffered reasons are mere pretext and that illegd discrimination was more likely
defendant’ s moativation in discharging plaintiff. 1d. at 186-187. In the context of asummary digpostion
moation, plaintiff need only establish a genuine issue of materid fact regarding the existence of a prima
facie case and pretext. 1d. at 187-188.

Although viewing the evidence in this case in the light mogt favorable to plaintiff, plantiff may
have established a genuine issue of materid fact with respect to her prima facie case, we find that
plantiff has faled to present a genuine issue of materid fact to rebut defendant’s legitimate, non
discriminatory reason for terminating plaintiff's podtion. Defendants cdamed that plantiff was
discharged in a work-force reduction and presented evidence supporting that clam. Plaintiff faled to
bring forth any evidence tha the work-force reduction was a mere pretext for her dismisa.
Accordingly, summary disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10) was prope.

We dso find no merit in plaintiff’s retdiatory discharge dam. Plaintiff filed her complaint with
the Department of Civil Rights at the end of August 1989. No adverse action was taken againgt plaintiff
for nine months. Haintiff has presented no evidence to show that the fact that her termination was
announced one day prior to the civil rights hearing was anything but coincidence. Plaintiff bears the
burden of establishing a causd link between participation in a protected activity (here, the filing of the
complaint), and the adverse employment action. Kocenda v Detroit Edison Co, 139 Mich App 721,
726; 363 NW2d 20 (1984). Haintiff did not demonstrate such a causd link, and therefore summary
disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10) was proper.

Affirmed.
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