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STATEMENT OF ISSUE ON APPEAL
1. The Circuit Couﬁ erred in granting Defeﬁdants’ Motion to Reconsider their Rule 12(b)(6)
Motion to Dismiss Appellant’s Claim of Wrongful Termination Under the Public Policy
Exception.
- 2. The Circuit Court Erred in Finding that Appellant Had a Statutory Remedy Under 49
US.C. §42121(a)(1,); o

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On March 18, 2019 Plaintiff Appellant filed a complaint against Defendant Respondents
for wrongful termination in violatioﬁ of public policy and ci\"il conspiracy against Respondents
Monica Williams Anthony Timms;' after he was terminated from his ‘posit'ion as a Quality
Assurancé Conformity Manager at Boeing South Carolina, following reports to Timms and
Williams regarding concerns over systematic violations of -Boeing’s engineering standards and
practices—the purpose of his role as a Quality Assurance Coﬁformity Manager. (R.pp. 16-24).

On October 11, 2019 Respondents filed a Rule 12(b)(6) Motion to Dfsmiss for Failure to
State a Claim related to Appellant’s wrongful termination claim and civil conspiracy claim. (R.pps
64-66). The Court denied Defen&gnts’ Motion to Dismiss on March 19, 2020. (R.pp. 1- 3).

On March 26, 2020, Respondents filed a Motion to R'ec_ons.ider the Order Denying their
Rule (12)(b)(6) Motion to Dismiss. (R.pp. 193-202). The Court denied the Motion in part related
to Appellant’s civil éonspiracy claim, but granted the‘ Motion in part regarding Appellant’s
wrongful termination élaim, on the basis that Appellant had a statutory réiriédy under 49 U.S.C.
42121(a)(1). The Order Was filed on April 23, 2020. (R.pp. 4-8(a)).

Appellant filed a Motion to Reconsider the April 23, 2020 Order on May 4, 2020, which
was denied by the newly presiding anorable Roger M. Young on the grouﬁds that he could not
change the order of anb-ther Circuit Court Judge. This Order was filed on November 9, 2021. (R.pp.

9-11(a)).
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Appellant now appeals to this Honorable Court both the April 23 2020 Order Granting the
Motron to Reconsrder related to the Appellant’s wrongful termination clarm and the November 9, |
.2021 Order Denymg the Appellant s Motlon to Reconsrder the April 23 2020 Order
| A STATEMENT OF FACTS ‘ .
Appellant was hrred by The Boeing Company (“Boemg”) in April of 2011 as a Quality
"Assurance Conformrty Manager (heremafter “QACM”) QACM’s are Boemg employees tasked :
: - with 1nspect1ng all newly manufactured aircraft for comphance w1th Boeing ] 1nterna1 engmeenng
o and safety specrﬁcatrons. QACM’s are paid ori an hourly basis and do not have any executive or
L admlmstratrve dutres | |
| Any non-conforrmty found by a QACM is referred to as “a ﬁnding and ‘must be
s ‘documented“ all repairs and subsequent inspections must also be well_documented. Findings rnust'
be properly addressed in accordance with Boeing pohcres | |

| In August 2016 Appellant took leave for an injury under the Farmly and Medical Leave

.. -Act. Dunng his absence Respondent Momca erlrams (“Wllhams”) was promoted to supervrse

_-'Appellant and the other Conformrty Managers Appellant retumed to work in January 2017 on a
vmedlcally restncted basrs Upon Appellant’s return he observed a back log of non-conformrtres |
" . or ﬁndmgs that needed to be 1nspected by the QACM’s ﬁxed and srgned off by the QACM’
‘Upon makrng an 1nqu1ry, Appellant’s colleagues informed him that followmg Williams’s
promotion all Boemg polrc1es and procedures were drsregarded
| Appellant discovered that whrle he was out on rnedical leave, Boeing engage‘dvin_a number (
'of violations of their own engineering and repair speciﬁcations and violated internal policy and

- safe‘ty'pro'cedures.l

: 1'.Appellant discovered that Boeing engaged in: (a) “Goldplating” which is repeating a test until it is -
successful and then having the records show that the test was successful on the first attempt; (b) Knowingly using out -
~ of date engineering specifications; (c) Knowingly using uncertified technicians to perform maintenance and repairs; : .
. (d) Vrolatmg the mtemal Boemg policy and procedures that were put in place to achieve final approval of each stage
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Upon confrontmg W1l11ams about all the Boeing pollcy v1olat1ons.and safety concerns he ,
B dlscovered Appellant was told by erhams that he was not to write up any findings of non-»(_
‘ cdnforrmty without ﬁrst receiving perrmssron _from_them. Despite this order, Appellant continued
to do Hhis:job of inspeCtin’g- all newly'manufacturedaircraft to ensure the safety of Ithe public that
‘relies upon Boeingls .internal engineerlng and safety speciﬁcations and d0cu1nentedhiS frndings _
Cof non-conformities.' . | | |
: On March'. 9, 2017, Appellant complained to Respondent Anthony Tim‘ms‘,l(‘v‘Timm's’,’), . |
Williams’ supervisor that Williams continuously rernoved documents from his desk and treated '
',_ -hrm harshly for documentmg his ﬁndmgs of non-conform1ty, and creatlng a hostile work -
’ envrronment 1nclud1ng but not llmrted to making threats agamst Appellant s life. Anthony T1mms‘ '
_1nformed Appellant that Boe1ng no longer needed h1m and that he would not be ellglble for any
"’more. raises or ‘promotions. The day after Appellant spoke wrth Anthony Tlmms Defendant
Williams told Appellant that he needed to start lookrng for another job. |
Whlle conductrng an 1nspectron of the first barrel section of carbon ﬁber fuselage in the
productron of BOemg s 787, that’ c'ame o_ff the new enclave oven in Boelng s burldmg 19a,
Appellant discovered that the barrel- vyas manufactured using obsolete' engineering, ‘that .all"
subsequent barrels were manufactured usmg obsolete engmeenng, undocumented reparrs were
:-made to-the barrels and that a ﬁctrtlous QACM 51gned off on the repairs. Appellant feared that_
there was an escapement. of all barrels produced i in the new enclave,oven meamngthat non-
conformmg a1rcraft barrels were belng used to manufacture aircraft that were makmg their way

into the fleet of aircraft used to transport passengers and frelght Appellant brought these non-

~ of production and make the plane immediately saleable; (e) Disabling the automated system that notified all pertment |
employees of mandatory inspections of newly manufactured aircraft; and (f) Submitting conformities without
documented repairs. ' .
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conformities ', with Boeing’s engineering speciﬁcations to mana'ger'n’ént’s attention and the
- investigatlon was pulled from Appe'llant and‘re-assigned_ to Williams,

Appellant p'urs'ued, the matter, demandlng that management of Boeing _cornply with
A Boeing’s policies and self—report thlS escapernent as required.‘- Directly after_.Appellant’sultimatum )
- to Boeing, he was inforrned by human reSources that Boeing would no long'er honor his rnediCal ‘
work restrictions and Appellant was placed ona leave of absence without pay. Appellant had his E
- doctor lift the restnctrons and he returned to work after belné gone fora week Upon his return to
Boeing, Appellant’s every action was unduly scrutmxzed by Wllllams and Tlmms in an attempt to
.. find Just1ﬁcatron for Appellant’s terrnmatlon. Appellant was wrongfully termlnated from Boelng
GlonJunelS 2017. . |

Based upon 1nformat1on and behef Boemg sacr1ﬁced comphance w1th their own policies
‘and regulatrons put in place for the protectron of the pubhc in. exchange for the expedited
completion of aircraft and proﬁt frorn the sale of those aircraft. Boeing presented Appellant with
~ the dllemma of choosmg to maintain hrs 11ve11hood by cooperatmg in Boeing’ s scheme of
: ._ fraudulently concealmg non-conformities in the aircraft. they were selllng, or complylng w1th’
~ Boeing’ s estabhshed safety spec1ﬁcat10ns and protecting the pubhc that relies upon those' .
regulat1ons for their safety in air travel Based upon information and belief, Boemg continues to
-manufacture and place_mto the stream of commercenon—_conformmg barrels.

‘ STANDARD OF REVIEW

“D1smlssal of an action pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) is appealable.” Williams v. Condon 347 ‘

S, C 227, 553 S.E. 2d 496 (Ct App 2001). The Appellate Court’s determ1nat10n of whether the'
* . Circuit Court erred in d1smrss1ng the Appellant’s wrongful termination cause‘of action rs_a question -
~ of law to be reviewed de novo. Upon review of a dismissal of an action pursuant to Rule:12(b5(6),

~.the appellate court applies the same standard of review implemented bythe trlal co_urt, Id.
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Under Rule 12(b)(6) SCRCP a defendant may move to d1sm1ss based on a failure to state

facts sufﬁcrent to const1tute a cause of actlon Flateau v. Harrelson 355S. C 197 201, 584 S.E. 2d | _

413, 415 (Ct App 2003) A trial Judge in the civil settmg may dlsmrss aclaim when the defendant.. :

demonstrates the plamtrff has farled to state facts sufﬁcrent to constitute a cause of action in the

pleadmgs ﬁled w1th the court. Williams v. Condon 347 S C. 227, 553 8. E 2d 496 (Ct. App.

- .2001). Generally, in cons1denng a l2(b)(6) motron the trlal court must base its rullng solely upon -

allegatlons set _forth on the face of the complamt. Stlles v. Onorato 318 8.C. 297, 457. S.E.2d 601 _

: (1995) “A mot1on to dlsmlss under’ Rule 12(b)(6) should not be granted if facts alleged and

inferences reasonably deduc1ble therefrom would ent1tle the. pla1nt1ff to rel1ef on any theory of the - |

" case.” Flateau, 355 S.C. at 202, 584 S.E.2d at 415 . The trial court’s grant ‘of a motion to dismiss

_w_ill_'be sustained if the facts alleged in the complaint do not support_relief under any‘ theory of -

law: Tatum v. Medical Univ. of South Carolina, 346 S.C. 194, 552 S.E.2d 18 (2001).

) | ARGUMENT ., o

lI.v 49 U. S CODE § 42121.1S NOT AN ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDY AVAILABLE;_ l
TO APPELLANT BECAUSE APPELLANT DID NOT MAKE FAA RELATED .

COMPLAINTS TO EMPLOYER

l Respondents cla1m Appellant is barred from assertmg aclaim for wrongful dlscharge under B

the pubhc policy exceptron to the doctrme of at-w1ll employment because 49 U S. C § 42121

(herelnafter known as=“AIR 217)is the proper statutory remedy avallable to Appellant.? To prevall..

on théir argument Respondents must show that the remedy prov1ded in AIR 21 is avallable to the

V'Appellant K

. 2“The public policy exceptlon does not however extend to situations where the employee has an extstmo statutory
o ,remedy for wronoful tennmatlon” Barron v, Labor Finders of South Carolina, 713 S.E.2d 634 637 (S. C 2011).
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In the case of. b, 374 S. E2d 910 (Ct App. 1988), Judge Bell provrded gu1dance for
determmmg when a statute apphes to an Appellant’s clarms In that case, Appellant sought to
. 1mpose a statutory duty to act upon Defendant The court held that for Defendant to owe Appellant
: ,4 . aduty, | |
the Appellant must show two thmgs (1) that the essential
purpose of the statute is to protect from.the kind of harm the
Appellant has suffered, and (2) that he is a member of the class of

persons the statute intended to protect” Rayfield v. SC Dept. of:
Corr 374 S.E.2d 910 (Ct. App 1988). - ' :

In support of thelr holdlng, the Rayﬁeld court 01ted to Bell V. Atlantlc Coast Lme Rallway Co., 24 -

s E2d 177 183 943).

“An action for_ negligence ‘based upon an alleged violation of a _ .-
‘statute...cannot be maintained - where it appears that -the
- statute...was enacted...for a purpose wholly different from that of
preventing the injury of which complaint is made. To afford a right
of action for injury from - the violation of a - statute...the.
_complainant’s injury must have been such as the statute...was
intended to prevent. If none of the consequences which the -
‘enactment was designed to guard against have. resulted from its A
breach, such a breach does not constitute an actionable wrong, even . '
though some other injurious consequence has resulted. It is not
enough for & Appellant to show that the defendant neglected a duty
-imposed by the statute and that he would not have been injured if -
the duty had been performed. He must go further and show that his
. injury was caused by his exposure to a hazard from which it was the
" purpose-of the statute to protect h1m Rayfield, at 915 citing to Bill',
supra ‘ v : » -

: Usmg Judge Bell s analysrs thls Court must determme (l) whether the essentlal purpose
“of AIR 21 is to’ protect from the klnd of harm the Appellant has suffered ‘and (2) whether the
Appellant isa member of the class of persons the statute 1ntended to protect The pertment part of o
AIR 21 provrdes - | ”

§42121 Protectlon of einployees : pl‘OViding ai‘r_ safety o
mformatlon . _ T

(a) Discrimination Against Airline Employees —No air carrier or
contractor or subcontractor of an air carrier may discharge an
employee or otherwise discriminate agamst an employee with
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respect to compensation, terms, conditions, or privileges of
employment because the employee (or any person acting
pursuant to a request of the employee)—

_ (l) prov1ded ‘caused to be provrded or is about to provide (w1th any -
- knowledge of the employer) or cause to be provided to the
employer or Federal Government 1_nformat10n relating to any
~violation or alleged violation of any order, regulation, or -
standard of the Federal Aviation Administration or any other-
provision of Federal law relating to air carrier safety under thls
subtitle or any other law of the Umted States

(2) has ﬁled caused to be filed, or is about to ﬁle (wrth any
knowledge of the employer) or cause to be filed a.proceeding
relating to any violation or alleged violation of any order,
regulation, or standard of the Federal Aviation Administration
or any other provision of Federal law relating to air carrier safety -~
‘under this subtitle or any other law of the United States;

. +(3) testified or is about to testify in such a proceeding; or

~ (4) assisted or participated or is about to assist or participate in such .
- aproceeding.

§‘ 42121(a)(l_)-(a)(4) provides‘anti-discrirnination_ protection for :employees proyiding air -

safety information to either their ernployer/ or the:Federal Govemment.. The proteeted air safety”
' 'information is any violation or alleged v1olat10n of any. order regulatlon or standard of the
:Federal Av1at10n Admlmstratron or any other prov1sron of Federal law relatmg to arr carrier safety
“under thlS subtitle or any other law of the Umted States” id. at (@(1). A readlng of thls statute

» =_ clearly and unarnb1guo‘usly shows that that Congress intended for AIR 21 to only protect'those o

' employe_es that Iare reporting to'the ernployer or the Federal goverrnnent' o

e any v1olat10n or alleged vrolatlon of any order regulatlon or standard of the F ederal
- Aviation Administration, or v - :

o any other provision of Federal law relatlng to a1r carrier safety under thls subtrtle )
©oor any other law of the United States o '

The cardmal rule of statutory construction is to ascertam and effectuate the intent of the

» legrslature” Charleston Countv Sch Dist. V. State Budget and Control Bd 313 S C. l 5 (S. C

1993) cztzng to Bankers Trust of South Carolma v. Bruce, 275 S C. 35 (1980) “Under the plarn
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© (8.C2014).

‘meaning rule, it is not the court’s place to change the meaning ofa clear and unambiguous statute”

'Hodges V. Ramey, 341 S.C. 79 85(S.C. .2000) cztzng folnre V1ncentJ 333 S.C.233 (S C. 1998) . |

A Where the statute’s language is plain and unamblguous and conveysa clear and deﬁmte meamng, S
. the rules of statutory interpretation‘are not needed and the court has no right to impose another

meaning” id. -

a. The Circuit Court Improperly Relied Upon Carlos Lugo v. The Boeing :
Comp_- any in its Order Granting Defendant’s Motion to Reconsider

| Both the C1rcu1t Court and the Defendants relied upon Carlos Lugo V. The Boeing

Com mp y case no. 2:19-cv-2995- RMG to expand AIR 21 beyond its clear and unamb1guous '
meaning to show that a statutory remedy is avallable to Appellant. However in that case Judge
“Gergel found that the Appellant did in fact engage in act1v1ty protected by AIR 21 because his
.complamt,-alleged the reportlng of safety conditions that violated Federal Av1at1on Administration
3 regulat1ons 3 | o

: Thls Court must determine whether any allegatlons pled by Appellant in his Amended
' Complalnt 1nvokes the protection provrded for in AIR 21.* Appellant’s Amended Complamt is
replete w1th concems about v1olat10ns of Boerng s safety procedures 3 but does not allege any
y101at1ons of Federal Avratron Admlnrstratron requirements or Federal law relatlng to air carrrer |
safety. For example, Appellant’s chiet‘ ‘ concerns were related to nonconforrnities with Boeing’s .
E own englneerlng standards.

| : Appellant did.not' raise concerns to Boeing of FAA’yiolations or.federal aviation standards;

he has not pled .. .his exposure to.a hazard from which it was the purpose of the statute to protect

© .3 “To the extent Appellant’s complaint concerns his wrongful termlnatlon for reporting safety conditions that

violated, inter alia, Federal Aviation Administration regulations, Appellant has an exrstmg statutory remedy,

~+AIR21” Lugo, supra at 5. :

. 4“A ruling on a motion to dismiss pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) must be based solely on the factual allegatlons set forth
in the complaint, and the court must consxder all well-pled allegations as true” Fablan v. Lindsay, 410 S.C. 475, 481

3 Amended Complamt paraoraphs 15 24, 25 26, 35,37, and 42
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him"’-6 and he is not “...a member of the class. of persons the statute mtended to protect”7
Therefore Appellant is not barred by AIR21 from proceedrng w1th his claim of wrongful d1scharge
under the publrc pollcy exceptron to the doctrme of at-w1ll employment
In Debbre Slmpson v. United Parcel Serv1c ARB Case No.: 06-065 (Exhlblt A) the
: :Admrnrstrattve Review Board afﬁrmed the Admrmstratlve Law Judge s drsmlssal of the-"f_ -
§ ‘Complamant’s AIR 21 clarm based upon her fa111ng to have engaged in protected act1v1ty The
Rev1ew Board specrﬁed that “[p]rotected activities under AIR 211nclude prov1d1ng to the |
employer»or (wrth knowledge of the employer) the Federal Government ‘1nformat10n'relating to
any v1olatron or alleged 'violation of any order regulatron or standard of the Federal Avratron _
Admlmstratro_n or any' other, provision of Fede_ral law rela_tmg to air carrier safety...’” m at -
5 citing-to 49 U.S.C.Ai § 42121(5)(1) The Admlnistrative Review l30ard_further s't‘atedl that to -
- quahfy for rellef under AIR 21 a Complamant’ “ allegations under AIR 21 mustat least
| relate to v101atlons of FAA orders, regulatlons, or standards (or any other v101atlons of
vfederal law relatmg to avratlon safety) (empha31s added)” Simpson, at 5. Nowhere in the present .
| complamt has Appellant alleged to have engaged in the deﬁned protected activity that makes AIR
21'an avarlable statutory remedy
“In ruling on a motion to dismissa complaint for failure to state facts
_sufficient to constitute a cause of action, the court must look to the
. allegations set forth in the complaint. A defendant cannot assert
.an_affirmative defense on a Rule 12(b)(6) motion unless the
allegations of the complaint demonstrate the existence of the

affirmative defense” Crocker v. Barr, 295 S.C. 195, 197 (Ct.App.
: v1988) (empha51s added)

. TAppellant’s pled allegations do not invoke any statutory remedies including AIR21,
~leaving his only actiorlable recourse as wrongful discharge under the public policy exception to

‘the doctrine_of at-will employment.

6 Bell v, Atlantic Coast Line Railway Co., 24 S.E2d 177 (1943)
7 Ravﬁeld v. SC Dept. of Corr 374 S.E. 2d 910 (Ct. App. 1988)
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I APPELLANT HAS PROPERLY PLED THE PUBLIC POLICY EXCEPTION TO‘ j
"THE DOCTRINE OF EMPLOYMENT AT WILL

‘South Carohna recognlzed the publlc pollcy exceptlon to the doctrine of employment at

»w1ll in Ludwrck V.. Th1s Mlnute of Carolina, Inc.; 287 S. C 219 (8. C 1985) South Carollna

recogmzes public pol1cy to be that which is “...derived or derrvable by clear 1mpl1cat10n from the
establlshed law of the state as found in its Constltutlon statutes and Jud1c1al decisions” Batchelor
Av V. Amer1can Health Ins Co., 107 S. E 2d 36, 38 (S C. 1959) In the Constltutlon South Carohna :
‘clearly 1mp11cates the “health welfare and safety of the l1ves of the- people of this State” to be a. .
" mandate of pubhc pol1cy |

Appellant falls into the exact class that is meant to be protected by the publlc pohcy

- exception to the doctrme of at-w1ll employment Appellant alleges that Boelng placed him in the

B position that he had to choose between sacr1f1c1ng the safety, welfare and health of the persons of o

- this State to mamtam h15 career and llVGllhOOd from Boemg, or sacrlﬁcmg his career and hvehhood-.- ;

| for the mamtenance of the safety, welfare and health of the persons of this State 10 Appellant |
- b.alleges ‘to have been ‘wrongfully terminated for 'choosmg publlc policy over hls career and
livelihood, whrch isin violation ofa clear mandate of pubhc pohcy | ‘ |
As Respondents March 26 2020 Mot1on to Reconsrder was based upon Rule 12(b)(6)

‘this Court’s review is limited to whether Appellant properly pled a publlc policy exceptlon to the -

doctrine of at-w1ll employment 1 In h1s Amended Complamt (R. pp 70 78), Appellant pled that L
'.hls _]Ob dut1es w1th Boemg 1ncluded “ 1nspect1ng all newly manufactured aircraft for comphance

with Boemg s 1ntemal engmeermg and safety specrﬁcanons ? (R pp- 71 at para 13) ) Appellant ,

8 “Where the retahatory dlscharge of an at-w1ll employee constltutes violation of a clear mandate of publlc pohcy,
cause of action in tort for wrongful discharge arises” Ludwnck at 225.

? “The health, welfare, and safety of the lives and property of the people of this State. and the conservatlon of its
natural resources are matters of public concern” S.C.Const. Art X1 §l.

10 4mended Complaint paragraph 43 : :
1 «A ruling on a motion to dismiss pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) must be based solely on the factual allégations set
) forth in the complaint, and the court must consider all well-pled allegations as true” Fablan v. Lindsay, 410 S.C.
475,481 (8.C. 2014) .
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' pled that he was’ out of work due to a medical rssue and upon hlS return drscovered that Boemg
" had engaged ina systematrc drsregard for Boerng s safety standards regardmg planes belng newly‘
jjmanufactured 2. Appellant pled that, desprte Boemg ] polrcy of dlsregardrng the safety of the
- l manufactured planes, he “. .contmued to do his job of inspecting all newly manufactured aircraft .
to ensure the safety of the public that rehes upon Boe1ng S 1ntemal englneenng and ‘safety
, spec1ﬁcat1ons and documented his findings and non-conformltles” R. p: 73 at: para 26) Appellant . :
| pled that the performance of his _]Ob duties ﬁndmg non—conformmes w1th Boe1ng s safety standards |
resulted in delay of productron whlle addressmg those non-conformrtres and that Boeing -
' .' management engaged in harassment of Appellant in retallatron 13 Appellant pled that he “...was

“wrongfully termmated from Boerng on June 15 2017” (R p 75 at para 41 Appellant pled that .

- - his term1nat1on was in retahatlon for not endangerlng the health welfare and safety of the lives of -

‘, .,_the people of thrs State 14, Appellant_ properly pled the elements of wrongful termmatron in
._:':' vrolatron of pubhc pol1cy - - ) | .
Vrewed in the lrght most favorable to the Appellant and with every doubt resolved in hrsA
’ behalf the Amended Complarnt states a vahd cla1m for rehef for wrongful dlscharge in v1olatron
. .:of pubhc pol1cy | | | |

CONCLIlSION

The A1r 21 Act isnota remedy avarlable to the Appellant because he d1d not assert claims ’
.of FAA v101at10ns by hlS employer to the FAA or to Boeing. Therefore Appellant is- entltled to-
,_'brlng clarms of wrongful termmatron under the pubhc policy exceptron to the doctrlne of at-wrll |

o s employment Appellant respectfully requests that this Honorable Court reverse the Apnl 23, 2020 o

. 2R.p. 72, Amended Complamt paraoraphs 18, 23, and 24 ‘
" 13 R.pps. 71-75, Amended Complaint paragraphs, 14, s, 21 25,27, 28,29,30,37, 38, and 40
¥ R.p. 75, Amended Complaint paragraph 43. '
- 3 R.p. 76, Amended Complaint paragraphs 52-55; “A cause of action for wrongful dlscharge of an at-w111 employee ‘
shall exist only where the alleged retaliatory drscharge constrtutes a clear v1olatron ofa mandate of publrc policy”
o Ludw1ck supra at225.-. .
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Circuit Court Order granting in part Respondents’ 12(b)(6) Motion; and reverse the November 9,
2021 Circuit Court Order Denying Motion to Reconsider the Order Granting Defendant’s Motion

to Dismiss.

Respectfully Submitted By,

W%W

O. Grady Query, Esquite/
Michael W. Sautter, Esquire
McKenna Joyce, Esquire
QUERY SAUTTER & ASSOCIATES, LLC
147 Wappoo Creek Drive, Suite 202
Charleston, South Carolina 29412
Telephone: 843-795-950

Dated: [/ - % - 202 3 Attorneys for Appellant

| Charleston, South Carolina

Other Counsel of Record:

Benjamin Philip Glass

Ogletree Deakins Nash Smoak & Stewart, PC
211 King St Ste 200

Charleston, SC 29401

Counsel for Respondents
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In The Court of Appeals ' JAN 112003
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THE BOEING COMPANY, ANTHONY TIMMS, and MONICA WILLIAMS.. ....Respondents.

" CERTIFICATION OF COUNSEL

The undersigned hereby certifies that the Respondent’s Final Brief complies with Rule

0. Grady Query, Esquire(/
Michael W. Sautter, Esquire

McKenna Joyce, Esquire

QUERY SAUTTER & ASSOCIATES, LLC
147 Wappoo Creek Drive, Suite 202
Charleston, South Carolina 29412
Telephone: 843-795-950

Attorneys for Appellant

© 211(b).

Dated: ‘ ﬁ ZZ |






