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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Kansas reviewed Gary Hall’s claims arising from his removal as president of
Kansas Farm Bureau and Kansas Farm Bureau Services, including alleged violations of the Kansas
Cooperative Marketing Act, retaliatory discharge, breach of implied contract, and defamation. The
court held that Hall’s removal as president of Kansas Farm Bureau violated the statutory removal
procedure, but that this did not entitle him to monetary damages. It affirmed summary judgment for

the defendants on the retaliatory discharge, implied-contract, and defamation claims.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Kansas Cooperative Marketing Act's charge-and-petition procedure was the exclusive

method for removing a Farm Bureau officer.

2. Whether Hall's removal as president and paid employee of Farm Bureau Services constituted retaliatory

discharge under Kansas public-policy law.
3. Whether the circumstances created an implied two-year employment contract.

4. Whether the general counsel's inaccurate statement about Hall's unreimbursed expenses supported a

defamation claim.

5. Whether the defendants owed Hall a negligence-based duty to instruct him regarding acceptable conduct
or employment standards.

HOLDINGS

1. The KCMA charge-and-petition procedure is inconsistent with the general corporation code's board-
removal provision, so the general corporation code cannot be used to authorize an alternative board vote
under K.S.A. 17-1628. Farm Bureau therefore wrongfully terminated Hall as its president. Because Hall
received no compensation from Farm Bureau for serving as president or director, that conclusion did not

entitle him to monetary recovery or require reversal of the summary judgment disposition.

2. The district court properly rejected Hall's retaliatory-discharge claim. Kansas recognized public-policy
exceptions for retaliatory discharge involving workers' compensation claims and whistleblowing, but
Hall asserted neither, and his alleged retaliation for legislative and policy actions taken in the defendants'

corporate interests did not implicate a recognized public policy.

3. Hall did not establish an implied two-year employment contract with Farm Bureau Services, and

summary judgment was proper on that claim.

4, Summary judgment was proper on Hall's defamation claim because he presented no evidence that the
inaccurate dollar figure, rather than the accurate core message that he owed thousands of dollars in

unreimbursed expenses, caused harm to his reputation.

5. The defendants had no legally recognized duty to instruct Hall, an established employee, on how to
maintain his employment or on the standards by which he would be judged; summary judgment was

therefore proper on the negligence claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“No policy consideration, however, may trump the procedure plainly prescribed by the legislature in the
KCMA.” (at 271)



“Kansas courts do not recognize an employer's duty to tell an employee, especially an established employee,

how to maintain his employment.” (at 280)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Farm Bureau was organized under the Kansas Cooperative Marketing Act, while Farm Bureau Services was a
for-profit corporation organized under the general corporation code. Hall was elected president of both entities
and was compensated by Farm Bureau Services, where he served as a full-time employee. On August 17, 1999,
the boards removed him based primarily on management and policy-related concerns, including inability to
work with staff and failure to follow board directives. Farm Bureau's general counsel later inaccurately stated
that Hall owed $10,467 in unreimbursed expenses as of the termination date, although the correct amount then

was $5,888 and the larger amount was owed as of a later audit date.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hall sued after the boards of directors removed him as president of Farm Bureau and Farm Bureau Services. The
district court granted summary judgment to both defendants, making factual findings that Hall did not challenge

on appeal. The Supreme Court of Kansas affirmed, although it rejected some of the district court's reasoning.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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