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SUMMARY

The Alaska Supreme Court affirmed summary judgment for Iliuliuk Family Health Services and Sonia

Handforth-Kome in an at-will employee’s claims for breach of the implied covenant of good faith and

fair dealing. The court held that the clinic’s investigation and immediate termination did not violate the

covenant because the employee handbook permitted immediate dismissal for serious misconduct, and

it declined to further consider the retaliation claim because Beach waived challenges to independent

grounds supporting summary judgment.
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Employee appealed the superior court's grant of summary judgment to
her former employer and executive director on claims for breach of the
implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing based on an allegedly

unfair termination investigation and retaliatory discharge.

Summary judgment is reviewed de novo to determine whether a
genuine issue of material fact exists and whether the moving party is
entitled to judgment as a matter of law; factual inferences are drawn in
favor of the party opposing summary judgment. Contract

interpretation is also reviewed de novo.
published and precedential

Michele Lyn Beach v. Sonia Handforth-Kome, individually, Iliuliuk

Family Health Services, Inc.



employment at-will ~ implied covenant of good faith  retaliation =~ summary judgment  appellate procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

employment law  contracts  civil procedure  appellate procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing required the clinic to provide Beach with
additional procedural protections, including an interview or pretermination investigation, before

immediately dismissing her for alleged record falsification.

2. Whether Beach's retaliation claim could survive summary judgment based on her complaints about
clinic security procedures, where she failed to challenge on appeal two independently sufficient grounds
supporting rejection of that claim.

HOLDINGS

1. An at-will employee is not entitled under the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing to
additional pretermination procedural protections that conflict with the parties' employment agreement or
employee handbook. Because the clinic conducted a methodical records review and reasonably
concluded that Beach had committed misconduct warranting immediate dismissal, the undisputed facts

presented no genuine issue as to objective fairness.

2. The retaliation claim did not warrant reversal because Beach waived two independently sufficient
grounds supporting summary judgment by failing to challenge them in her opening brief: lack of
evidence connecting her complaints to her termination and lack of evidence that the clinic's stated reason

for termination was pretextual.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The covenant of good faith cannot be interpreted to prohibit what is expressly permitted by [the parties’]

contract.” (opinion at 8)

“Once they had discovered grounds for Beach’s immediate dismissal as described in the handbook, the
implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing did not require them to give her additional procedural

protections.” (opinion at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Michele Beach worked as a medical assistant at Iliuliuk Family and Health Services and had suggested
improvements concerning prescription-drug security and other clinic operations. After a patient reported illegally
obtained Vicodin, clinic officials reviewed drug logs, medical charts, and billing records and found repeated
discrepancies associated with entries initialed by Beach. The executive director concluded that the records had
been systematically falsified and Beach was responsible, and Beach was immediately terminated without being
interviewed. Beach later sued, alleging that the investigation and termination breached the implied covenant of

good faith and fair dealing and that her discharge was retaliatory.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Beach was terminated after clinic officials reviewed prescription-drug records and concluded that she had
falsified dispensary logs. Criminal charges against her were later dismissed. She filed suit in superior court,

which granted defendants summary judgment on both theories. The Alaska Supreme Court affirmed.
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