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I. OVERVIEW AND RELIEF REQUESTED 

This case arises from appellant Reynold Quedado's June 1,2006 

demotion from a Level 2 manager position with respondent Boeing 

Company's Commercial Airplane (BCA) Production Engineering Group. 

At the time of his adverse employment action, Mr. Quedado had been 

employed by Boeing for over 25 years and maintained a stellar 

performance record. As a result of his demotion, Mr. Quedado was 

dropped two management levels to a non-management position, and was 

reassigned to another Boeing unit. Mr. Quedado was disciplined by 

Boeing for allegedly influencing the hiring of a second cousin and nephew 

in violation of a conflict of interest policy. The investigation and resulting 

corrective action did not comport with Boeing employment policies and 

the Boeing Company's Code of Conduct. 

As will be explained below, Mr. Quedado's rights under Boeing 

policies were violated by his demotion. The evidence shows that Mr. 

Quedado did not influence the hiring of relatives, and otherwise did not 

violate any Boeing hiring policy. The record indicates the action taken 

against Mr. Quedado was pretextual. Well before any charges of 

misconduct were contemplated, Mr. Quedado's managers, unbeknownst to 

him, tried to reassign appellant out of management. The conflict of 

interest charges were later brought against Mr. Quedado, affording 
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Boeing's managers opportunity to accomplish their original goal of 

reassigning Mr. Quedado through "corrective action." The action taken 

against Mr. Quedado violated his implied contract with Boeing based on 

the Code of Conduct, and the promises of specific treatment made in 

Boeing's corrective action policies. 

This appeal follows the trial court's dismissal of Mr. Quedado's 

claims on Boeing's summary judgment motion. There are material issues 

of fact that precluded summary judgment. The trial court's ruling should 

be reversed and this case remanded. 

II. ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

Because there were material issues of fact established by the 

record, the trial court erred by granting respondent's summary judgment 

motion and dismissing appellant's claims as a matter oflaw. 

III. ISSUES RELATED TO ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

1. Were there issues of material fact as to whether the 

elements of contract formation, i.e. an offer, acceptance, and 

consideration, were satisfied so as to create an implied contract between 

Mr. Quedado and Boeing based on respondent's Code of Conduct? 

2. On Mr. Quedado's implied contract claim based on the 

Boeing Code of Conduct, where the language of the Code of Conduct 

incorporates by reference Boeing's employment policies, under contract 
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law principles were Boeing's disciplinary policies part of the implied 

contract even though Mr. Quedado had not specifically read the actual 

disciplinary policies? 

3. Were Boeing's disclaimers found in BPI-2616 and PRO-

1909 inapplicable to appellant's implied contract claim based on the Code 

of Conduct, where the Code of Conduct itself has no disclaimer, and Mr. 

Quedado had never seen nor read the disclaimers contained in the 

corrective action policies? 

4. Did issues of fact exist precluding summary judgment as to 

the effectiveness of the disclaimers found in BPI-2616 and PRO-1909 

based on Boeing's statements and contradictory employment practices? 

5. Did issues of material fact exist as to whether the terms 

found in the Boeing Code of Conduct, BPI-2616, and PRO-1909 were 

sufficiently specific enough to create an implied contract between Boeing 

and Mr. Quedado, or promises of specific treatment in specific 

circumstances that could be enforced by appellant? 

6. Even though Mr. Quedado had not read word for word 

BPI-2616 and PRO-1909, were there questions of fact as to whether 

appellant could justifiably rely upon the promises contained in those 

corrective action policies based on other evidence establishing his 

awareness and understanding of those policies? This other evidence 
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included management training, interaction with Boeing human resource 

personnel, and actual participation in investigations and corrective action 

taken in accordance with BPI-2616 and PRO-1909. 

7. Were there questions of material fact precluding summary 

judgment as to whether Boeing's investigation of Mr. Quedado's alleged 

misconduct was reasonable and fair, and its determination of corrective 

action had been made in good faith? In determining whether Boeing's 

investigation and corrective action was fair and in good faith, can the trier 

of fact consider the specific investigation procedures and corrective action 

matrix set forth in BPI-2616? 

IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Mr. Quedado began his employment career at the Boeing 

Company in 1980, following his arrival to the United States from the 

Philippines. CP 193-194. He started as an engineer, and received 

subsequent promotions to management positions. Id. He became a senior 

manager in 1997, and continued to hold senior management positions in 

the years that followed. Id. Mr. Quedado remains employed with Boeing 

today. 

This case arises from Mr. Quedado's demotion from a 

management position at Boeing. Mr. Quedado's demotion was 

memorialized by a "Corrective Action Memo" ("CAM"). CP 263-264. 
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The CAM issued to Mr. Quedado is dated June 1,2006 and accuses him of 

allegedly violating a Boeing conflict of interest policy involving the hiring 

of relatives. Id. The CAM was issued based on the Boeing Code of 

Conduct and the application of two Boeing employment policies: the 

Administration of Corrective Action Policy ("PRO-1909") posted online 

at Boeing with an effective date of April 11, 2006, and the. Employee 

Corrective Action Guidelines ("BPI-2616") posted online at Boeing was 

effective as of April 11, 2006. CP 232-246; CP 248-260. BPI -2616 sets 

forth the specific procedures for investigating an employee's alleged 

misconduct, and any discipline (corrective action) to be imposed. CP 232-

246. BPI-2616 includes a "matrix" of corrective action, which can be 

viewed as akin to "sentencing guidelines" imposed upon courts in criminal 

proceedings. CP 240-246; CP 321. 

Under the BPI-2616 matrix relied upon by Boeing when it 

disciplined Mr. Quedado, the most severe corrective action for Mr. 

Quedado's alleged violations was five days' time off work without pay. 

CP 321. As stated in the policy itself, the BPI-2616 matrix must be 

followed to assure that consistent disciplinary action is taken for the type 

of conduct/violation. CP 233-234; see also CP 250 (PRO-1909). Mr. 

Quedado received a harsher punishment not found in the BPI-2616 matrix 

- a demotion out of management. 

5 



A. The Implied Contract And Promises Relied Upon By Mr. 
Ouedado Made By Boeing Found In The Code Of Conduct 
And The Disciplinary Policies It Incorporated. 

1. The Boeing Code Of Conduct. 

During his employment with the Boeing Company, Mr. Quedado 

was required to sign the Boeing "Code of Conduct." CP 194-196; CP 

220-222. Every Boeing employee, regardless of rank or stature, is 

required to read and sign the Code of Conduct annually, including all 

management personnel. Id As affirmed by Boeing's CR 30(b)(6) 

designee and Human Resources Specialist Tom Hansen, an employee's 

signature and compliance with the Code of Conduct every year is a 

condition of continued employment with the Boeing Company. CP 404-

410; CP 313-319. 

The Code of Conduct states: 

The Boeing Code of Conduct outlines expected behaviors 
for all Boeing employees. Boeing will conduct its business 
fairly, impartially, in an ethical and proper manner, and in 
full compliance with all applicable laws and regulations. l 

CP 220. Under the Code of Conduct, every Boeing employee is required 

to comply with "Expected Behaviors." Id; CP 259-260; CP 318; CP 404-

410. The "Expected Behaviors" are detailed in Exhibit B ofPRO-1909, 

and included the following: 

I As defined by Boeing, "laws and regulations" as used in the Code of Conduct included 
all Boeing employee policies and procedures. CP 318. 
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* * * 
4. PROCESS AND REPORT INFORMATION 

ACCURA TEL Y, HONESTLY, AND PROPERLY. 

* * * 
6. ADHERE TO COMPANY AGREEMENTS, 

POLICIES, AND PROCEDURES. 

* * * 
CP 260 (p. 13) (Emphasis in original). The Expected Behaviors 

specifically incorporated BPI-2616 as governing infractions of the Code of 

Conduct. Id. The contractual implications of the Boeing Code of Conduct 

are set forth in Boeing's explanatory communication to employees (CP 

313-319): 

• The Code of Conduct is a "condition of employment." CP 316. 

• An employee found to have violated the Boeing Code of 
Conduct after signing the agreement faced disciplinary action, 
per PRO-1909 and BPI-2616 Employee Corrective Action 
Decision making process. CP 314, 316. 

• The Code of Conduct required "without exception, (all 
employees) will comply with all applicable laws, rules, and 
regulations." Laws, rules and regulations specifically included 
Boeing employee policies and procedures. CP 318. 

Mr. Quedado understood the Code of Conduct to be the equivalent 

of a contract. CP 195. He understood he was obligated to follow Boeing 

policies and procedures. Id. He also understood that all Boeing 
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employment policies were incorporated into and made a part of the Code 

of Conduct. Id 

2. BPI-2606 And PRO-1909 And The Specific Terms 
Addressing Investigation Of And Corrective Action In 
Response To Employee Misconduct. 

Boeing has promulgated a number of policies, procedures, and 

business process instructions addressing employee rights and obligations. 

CP 391-398. The two policies at issue here are BPI-2606 and PRO-1909. 

BPI-2616 was specific as to when, how, and by whom disciplinary 

action was to be taken against a Boeing employee. By its terms, no 

discretion was afforded in enforcing the policy: 

Corrective action shall be taken when an employee 
engages in conduct contrary to the Boeing Code of Conduct 
or reasonable common sense rules of conduct. (Emphasis 
added.) 

CP 233. BPI-2616 did not allow discretion as to how its procedures are 

applied: 

These guidelines must be applied consistently throughout 
the workplace. The corrective action processes described 
in this procedure are intended to correct unacceptable 
conduct and to avoid its repetition .... (Emphasis added.) 

CP 233. BPI-2616 imposed a mandate as to how the disciplinary process 

must be implemented, including the specific process steps in taking 

corrective action: 
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Each incident must be evaluated on the facts after a 
thorough investigation of the circumstances in the specific 
case. 

In order to do this evaluation, the following steps need be 
performed. 

CP 234 (emphasis added). BPI-2616 goes on to describe the four required 

steps in the disciplinary process: Step One: Investigate; Step Two: 

Review Investigation Findings; Step Three: Make ECA (Employee 

Corrective Action) decision; and Step Four: Issue ECA. CP 234-237. In 

each step, BPI-2616 identifies the Boeing personnel required to 

participate: the Human Resources Generalist assigned; the Employee 

Corrective Action Coordinator assigned; and the Manager of the employee 

who is the subject of the disciplinary process. Id. In the "Step 1 

Investigate" process, Boeing required the following action by the 

designated investigators: 

Ensure that a thorough investigation has been conducted 
and all relevant facts and data have been gathered. 
Investigations include: 

• Gathering facts, as opposed to opinions and 
hearsay; 

• Interviewing all material parties involved and 
documenting the information received; 

• Weighing the evidence appropriately and reviewing 
the employee's work and ECA (Employee 
Corrective Action) history. 

CP 234 (Emphasis added). 
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BPI-2616 specifically states that its investigation and disciplinary 

procedures are to be used in conjunction with the procedure found in 

PRO-1909. CP 233-234. PRO-1909 mirrors BPI-2616 in directing that 

corrective action be based on facts and applied uniformly and consistently. 

CP 250-251. 

B. Mr. Ouedado's Knowledge Of And Reliance Upon Boeing 
Employment Policies. 

Before Mr. Quedado's demotion on June 1,2006, Boeing 

employment policies were available solely online, and consisted of the 

equivalent of thousands of pages of information in printed form. CP 195-

196; CP 472-473. Boeing CR 30(b)(6) designee, Steven Miller, a Human 

Resources Specialist with expertise in respondent's employment policies 

and procedures, says there are over 3,000 business process instructions 

and 1,900 procedures. CP 472-473. He has not read everyone. Id. In 

fact, even Mr. Miller has not read through all of the policies specifically 

limited to human resources, the subject area within his own job 

responsibilities. Id. 

As a long time employee, Mr. Quedado originally had access to 

Boeing's employment policies in printed form contained in a binder. CP 

195-196 (Quedado ~ 8). Sometime around 2005, Boeing converted the 

policies into electronic format and made them available online only. Id. 
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Before receiving his CAM on June 1,2006, Mr. Quedado acknowledges 

that he had not specifically read PRO-1909 that had been posted online 

with an effective date of April 11, 2006, nor had he specifically read BPI-

2616 posted online at Boeing with an effective date of April 11, 2006. CP 

196. However, well before the issuance of his CAM on June 1,2006, Mr. 

Quedado was specifically aware of these policies, knew they existed, and 

understood their substance through training; his role and experience as a 

manager responsible for subordinate employees; and close interaction with 

Boeing human resource personnel while serving in a management 

position. CP 196-199. 

Mr. Quedado also understood and was aware of the substance of 

PRO-1909 and BPI-2616 from his own active participation with Boeing 

human resources personnel during investigations involving appellant's 

own employees. CP 197-199. Those investigations were conducted in 

accordance with BPI-2616 and PRO-1909. !d. Two of those 

investigations occurred in 2005 and 2006 near the time of the investigation 

against Mr. Quedado. Both ofthose investigations resulted in the issuance 

of a CAM to the employee in accordance with Boeing policies. CP 198-

199. 

From the guidance and experience received, Mr. Quedado 

understood and expected that these same processes and procedures would 
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be followed ifhe was ever subject to investigation or corrective action. 

CP 199. This expectation was also based on the Boeing Code of Conduct, 

which required any employees who investigated Mr. Quedado or decided 

corrective action would do so only in strict adherence to Boeing policy 

and procedures. Id; CP 220. At no time in his employment did Mr. 

Quedado sign any policy disclaimer. CP 199. Before his demotion, Mr. 

Quedado had neither seen nor read any disclaimer in any Boeing policy, 

including any found in BPI-2616 or PRO-1909. CP 80. 

C. The Hiring Process At Boeing At The Time The Conflict Of 
Interest Accusations Were Made Against Mr. Ouedado. 

Mr. Quedado's demotion followed accusations that he exerted 

influence in the hiring of relatives in violation Boeing conflict of interest 

policy. At the time of the accusation, Boeing had an established process 

for hiring employees. CP 200-202. All hiring was through the Boeing 

Employee Staffing System, or "BESS." Id BESS is an online system that 

contains the posting of available job openings at the Boeing Company. 

CP 200-201. On BESS are posted job descriptions for available positions 

including the educational requirements and experience required for each 

position. All job applications had to be submitted online through BESS. 

CP 201. 
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There is a "check and balance" system to assure the integrity of the 

hiring process and compliance with Boeing policies. CP 399-401. Hiring 

is a joint enterprise involving the Boeing business unit filling the position, 

and Boeing Human Resources. CP 200-202; CP 399-401. Boeing HR 

"owns the process," from job posting on BESS through candidate 

selection, candidate interview, and the making of a job offer. Id. 

Assigned to the business unit's hiring "Skills Team" is a counterpart from 

Human Resources who participates in the entire hiring process. CP 200-

202; CP 399-401; CP 506, 508-520. 

Here is how the hiring process worked: After job application were 

submitted, the Boeing business unit responsible for hiring decision would 

first review the applications received from all applicants. CP 201. This 

review was called "down select", and was a process to narrow down the 

pool of candidates who would participate in the next step of the hiring 

process. Id. The down select process focused upon determining which 

candidate's job application and resume matched the job descriptions' 

stated qualifications. Id. Once the pool of candidates was narrowed 

down through down select process, those candidates went through the 

most important and determinative part of the hiring process: the 

structured interview. CP 201. The structured interview consisted of a 

standard set of questions developed specifically for a particular job 
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description, with each candidate interviewed being asked the same 

standardized question. CP 202. Part of the structured interview process, 

at least two and up to three interviewers participated. Id. Throughout 

each step of the hiring process, Boeing HR personnel were directly 

involved to insure that the candidates met the qualifications described for 

the position, and to confirm that the salary and other benefits for the 

position were consistent with Boeing policy. CP 202. 

D. How The Investigation Of Mr. Ouedado Began, And What It 
Revealed Regarding Boeing's Hiring Of Appellant's Relatives. 

Mr. Quedado's second cousin, Reynold Joven, was hired by 

Boeing in November, 2005. He was hired through BCA Production 

Engineering's Skills Team headed by Pete Masten. Mr. Quedado had no 

involvement in the hiring of Mr. Joven. CP 204-205. He did not assist Mr. 

Joven in his job application or resume. CP 204. He did not screen Mr. 

Joven's application and resume during the down select process. CP 205. 

Mr. Quedado did not participate in any structured interview with Mr. 

Joven or any other candidate for the position he was seeking. CP 204-205. 

Mr. Quedado had no participation in the decision to make Mr. Joven ajob 

offer. Id. 

Mr. Quedado's nephew, Allan Alonzo, was also hired by The 

Boeing Company in November, 2005. CP 206. Mr. Alonzo was hired by 
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an entirely different Boeing group, BCA Payloads and Structures, based in 

Everett, Washington. Id. Mr. Alonzo was hired through the BCA 

Payloads and Structures Skills Team, which was headed by a first level 

manager, Tarun Hazari. Id. Mr. Quedado had no involvement in the 

hiring of Mr. Alonzo. CP 206-210. He did not assist Mr. Alonzo in either 

his job application or resume. CP 206. He did not participate in the down 

select process for Mr. Alonzo's position. Id. Mr. Quedado did not 

participate in any of the structured interviews conducted for the position 

sought by Mr. Alonzo, including the interview of Mr. Alonzo. Id. Mr. 

Quedado did not participate in the decision to hire Mr. Alonzo. Id. 

1. What Initiated The Investigation Of Mr. Ouedado. 

Boeing witnesses have given two different accounts as to how the 

investigation ofMr. Quedado started. One version is the investigation was 

triggered by Don Pennington, a Level I manager who reported to Mr. 

Quedado. On February 13, 2006, Mr. Pennington came to O'Brian 

Woodfolk, who reported that there was an employee failing training 

school, and that this was going to be a problem because he was "a 

neighbor ofRey's (Mr. Quedado)." CP 521. The employee was Reynold 

Joven. Mr. Woodfolk was the HR representative assigned Mr. Masten's 

Skill Team, and he reported this information to Tom Hansen, the HR 

generalist assigned to BCA Production Engineering. Mr. Hansen and Mr. 
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Woodfolk both reported the situation to their boss at Boeing Human 

Resources, Jana Lackie. Mr. Woodfolk affirms that at no time after he 

spoke with Mr. Pennington did he ever learn independently that Mr. 

Quedado had any involvement in the hiring of Reynoldo Joven. CP 522. 

Mr. Pennington, however, tells a different version of events. He 

testified that it was Mr. Woodfolk who triggered the investigation. CP 

477. Accordingly to Mr. Pennington, on February 13,2006, he was 

approached by Mr. W oodfolk, who said that he had heard allegations that 

Mr. Joven was hired by Mr. Quedado because of appellant's management 

position. Id. Mr. Woodfolk asked what Mr. Pennington knew about the 

situation. According to Mr. Pennington, all he knew was a second hand 

report from another Boeing employee that Mr. Quedado had been making 

inquiries about helping Mr. Joven with training school. CP 477-478. 

Mr. Pennington denied hearing that Mr. Quedado had used his 

position to get Reynoldo loven hired. CP 482-483. Mr. Pennington 

affirmed that during the time that he worked with Mr. Quedado at the 

Boeing Company, he did not recall any situation involving the hiring of an 

employee that he (Mr. Pennington) felt resulted from any influence 

exerted by Mr. Quedado. CP 484-485. Mr. Pennington cannot think of 

any time when he worked with Mr. Quedado where Mr. Quedado directed 
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that the hiring process be outside of standard Boeing hiring procedures. 

CP 486-487. 

2. The Information Revealed By Ms. Lackie's 
Investigation Affirmed No Influence By Mr. Ouedado 
In The Hiring Of Mr. Joven. 

Based on Boeing's Motion for Summary Judgment, the only 

evidence of any "influence" exerted by Mr. Quedado in the hiring of Mr. 

Joven was an offhand statement he made to an employee during the initial 

application/resume down select process, using words to the effect "take a 

look at Joven, he is a real good guy." CP 20. 

On April 4, 2006, Ms. Lackie interviewed Geoffrey Fischer. CP 

156-157. Mr. Fischer worked for Pete Masten in the BCA Production 

Engineering Skills Team. CP 156. Mr. Fischer and a co-worker, Bill 

Knutson, performed the down select of applications/resumes for the 

position Mr. Joven had submitted an on-line application. Id. Their down 

select created a total pool of 30 or more candidates. CP 156-157. 

According to Mr. Knutson, during this initial screening process of many, 

many on-line applications, Mr. Quedado "made a suggestion that Joven 

may be a good candidate." CP 156. Mr. Knutson indicated that Mr. Joven 

was included in the down select group in part because of Mr. Quedado's 

input. Id But Ms. Lackie was informed there were other unrelated and 
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important reasons why Mr. loven was included in the down select pool. 

As stated in Ms. Lackie's interview notes ofMr. Fischer: 

(Mr. Fischer) said loven had an aero-structures 
background, he appeared to have mechanical and assembly 
skills, and he listed that he worked on 767 floor beams per 
the Boeing drawings and specifications. Geoff said loven 
was 'the next best thing.' Geoff also said Joven had a 
degree. 

CP 156. 

Ms. Lackie also interviewed Tim Harlan. CP 555. Mr. Harlan and 

another coworker, Kevin Tomer, were the two individuals responsible for 

performing the structured interviews from the down select pool of over 30 

candidates that had been separately assembled by Mr. Knutson and Mr. 

Fischer. CP 555. According to the statement Mr. Harlan gave Ms. 

Lackie, the only person with whom he had any conversations with 

concerning Mr. loven during the hiring process was Kevin Tomer, the 

other interviewer. CP 555. He did not speak with Mr. Quedado. Id. As 

reported to Ms. Lackie, Mr. Harlan said that both he and Mr. Tomer 

determined at the end of the interview that Mr. loven would be acceptable. 

Mr. Harlan made one point clear to Ms. Lackie -" ... there was no 

encouragement from others or outside solicitation on Joven." Id. 

Boeing asserted on summary judgment that Mr. Joven failed his 

training class, and that he was reinstated into that class as a result of Mr. 
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Quedado's inquiries. CP 21. There was nothing in the record to support 

any of these allegations. Ms. Lackie's investigation record actually 

reflected to the contrary, based on her interview of Greg Lusk on April 7, 

2006. CP 367-368. As the person responsible for conducting the training 

class testing, Mr. Lusk contacted Mr. Quedado to ask for his assistance in 

contacting Mr. loven to schedule him for his second module test at a 

different location. CP 368. 

Ms. Lackie also was informed that Mr. loven had passed his 

testing module the second time around with a score of 95%. This 

information was provided to her during the interview with Bill Knutson, 

on April 4, 2006. CP 152-154. Mr. Knutson told Ms. Lackie that Mr. 

Quedado had no influence in hiring Mr. loven; Mr. Quedado had never 

done anything inappropriate in the hiring process; Mr. Quedado was good 

to his people; Mr. loven had a good resume, a good interview, and scored 

well so he (Mr. Knutson) " .. .likes to think the process works." CP 154. 

3. Ms. Lackie's Investigation Revealed Mr. Ouedado Did 
Not Influence Or Participate In The Hiring Of Allan 
Alonzo. 

Boeing Human Resource Generalist Hansen was designated 

Boeing's 30(b)(6) designee most knowledgeable concerning Mr. 

Quedado's CAM. CP 305-311. At his deposition, ~r. Hansen affirnled 

that Mr. Quedado had no influence in Boeing's decision to hire Allan 
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Alonzo. CP 416. Mr. Alonzo was hired by BCA Payloads and Structures, 

located in Everett, Washington. BCA Payloads and Structures was a 

completely separate business unit, and the person responsible for hiring 

Mr. Alonzo into The Boeing Company was Tarun Hazari, the Level I 

Manager that headed that business unit's skills team. CP 206. 

Mr. Quedado's only involvement concerning Mr. Alonzo was to 

help Mr. Hazari out of a jam. After Mr. Alonzo was hired by Mr. Hazari 

in November, 2005, the position he was hired into was no longer 

available. CP 206-207. Mr. Alonzo was now a Boeing employee that Mr. 

Hazari needed to find a new home for. CP 206-210. It is a sizable 

problem for The Boeing Company ifit hires somebody, and then does not 

have a position for them. CP 488-489. 

Ms. Lackie's investigation affirmed there was no evidence 

indicating Mr. Quedado had any involvement whatsoever in the hiring of 

Allan Alonzo. The only evidence obtained by Ms. Lackie was how Mr. 

Alonzo was ''placed'' in a different position following his original hiring 

by BCA Payloads and Structures (Mr. Hazari's unit). The evidence given 

to Ms. Lackie was a string of emails from December 12,2005 and ending 

December 21,2005. CP 283-290. This evidence affirmed no impropriety 

on the part ofMr. Quedado. 
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In the first email initiated by Mr. Hazari dated December 12,2005, 

he solicits Mr. Quedado's aid in finding placement for Mr. Alonzo. CP 

294. As affirmed in his email.Mr. Hazari was initiating contact with Mr. 

Quedado upon the recommendation of his boss, Doug Ackerman at BCA 

Payloads and Structures: 

"Hi Rey. We have tried for the last two weeks to place 
Allan Alonzo, but no manager had a need for his skills. 
Doug Ackerman was suggesting that he be placed 
somewhere in your organization. Thoughts? 

CP 294. 

After receiving Mr. Hazari's email.Mr. Quedado's only 

involvement concerning the placement of Mr. Alonzo was to 

recommended to Mr. Hazari that he contact two Levell Managers to see 

if they could help him place Mr. Alonzo: Pete Masten, who reported to 

Mr. Quedado, and Jeffrey Tribou, another Level 1 Manager in a business 

unit entirely outside of Mr. Quedado's group. CP 294. This is what Mr. 

Quedado said in his reply message to Mr. Hazari: 

Great idea, he would be a good candidate for interiors, 
electrical, or structure. Please coordinate with Pete Masten 
or Jeff Tribou, also forward his resume to Pete and Jeff. 

CP 294. 

The email exchanges following Mr. Hazari's initial December 12, 

2005 email affirmed that Mr. Quedado did not place Mr. Alonzo in any 
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job position, nor did he direct or order anyone to do so. CP 206-210; CP 

283-290. 

As of December 21,2005, Mr. Alonzo had not been successfully 

placed in a position within The Boeing Company. This is reflected in the 

December 21, 2005 email sent by another Boeing employee, Susan Lydon, 

to a multitude of acquisition/redeployment managers outside of Mr. 

Quedado's BCA Production Engineering group. Ms. Lydon informed 

these hiring managers that Mr. Alonzo had been hired by Everett; that he 

needed a new placement; a new placement had yet to be found; and that 

the clock was ticking, because Mr. Alonzo was reporting to work on 

January 9, 2006. CP 292; CP 208. 

The date of Ms. Lydon's email (December 21,2005) is important: 

after December 21, 2005, The Boeing Company effectively shut down for 

its 2005 holiday break, which extended to January 3, 2006. CP 208. Mr. 

Alonzo had not been placed before the holiday shutdown. The Boeing 

Company did not reopen for "business" until Tuesday, January 3, 2006. 

Id. Mr. Alonzo was scheduled to report to work on Monday, January 9, 

2006. This meant Boeing needed to find a placement for Mr. Alonzo 

between Tuesday, January 3 and Friday, January 6, 2006. Id. 

As Ms. Lackie learned during her investigation, Mr. Quedado was 

not involved with or otherwise in contact with anyone regarding Mr. 
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Alonzo's placement after December 21,2005, the date of Ms. Lydon's 

email. FortheremainderofDecember,2005,Mr. Quedado (like Ms. 

Lackie and other Boeing employees) was on vacation for the holiday 

break. CP 208-209; CP 430-433; CP 299-303. After the 2006 Christmas 

holiday, Mr. Quedado started January 2006 out of the office by attending a 

hiring event in Florida. CP 209; 224. Also attending the same hiring 

event were Pete Masten and HR Liason O'Brian Woodfolk from BCA 

Production Engineering. CP 209. Coincidentally, Mr. Hazari from BCA 

Payloads and Structures was also in attendance. Id; CP 420-421. Mr. 

Quedado's attendance at the hiring event in Florida is reflected in his 

calendar for the week of January 2 through 8, 2006. CP 224. 

It was only on his physical return to the Renton office on Monday, 

January 9,2006 did Mr. Quedado discover that Allan Alonzo had been 

placed. CP 209. The person who had placed Mr. Alonzo was a Levell 

Manager in BCA Production Engineering, Donald Pennington, following 

the weekly acquisition and redeployment meeting held on Friday, January 

6,2006. CP 209-210. Mr. Pennington, on his own initiative took in Mr. 

Alonzo, without discussion or communication with Mr. Quedado, Pete 

Masten, or any other BCA Production Engineering manager. Id With 

Mr. Masten attending the hiring event in Florida with Mr. Quedado, 

Donald Pennington had substituted for Mr. Masten at the January 6,2006 
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acquisition and redeployment meeting with the other skills team managers. 

Id. This was something Mr. Pennington routinely did when Mr. Masten 

was unable to attend. CP 490; CP 209-210. 

In its summary judgment motion, the evidence offered by Boeing 

concerning Mr. Quedado's alleged "influence" in the hiring ofMr. Alonzo 

included the Declaration of Pete Masten. CP 164-166. According to his 

declaration, Mr. Masten claims that Mr. Quedado requested that Mr. 

Alonzo be placed in training school in spite of Mr. Masten's opinion that 

he did not meet hiring criteria. CP 165. This statement was later retracted 

by Mr. Masten in his deposition testimony. In his deposition testimony, 

Mr. Masten said Mr. Quedado did not request the placement of Mr. 

Alonzo in training school. CP 441-442. In fact, Mr. Masten testified that 

the placement of Mr. Alonzo in training school was due only to the 

"circumstances" created by Mr. Hazari up in Everett- Boeing needed to 

find a new home for Mr. Alonzo. CP 434-435. 

E. The Disciplinary Action Taken Against Mr. Ouedado Violated 
Boeing Policy; Even If He Had "Influenced" The Hiring Of 
Relatives, Mr. Ouedado's Corrective Action Was Unfairly 
Excessive And Inconsistent With Discipline Imposed In Similar 
Circumstances. 

BPI-2616 provided a matrix for the appropriate level of discipline 

for each type of policy violation. Both PRO-1909 and BPI-2616 provide 

for consistent application of corrective action for like offenses. CP 233-
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234; CP 250. According to Boeing, Ms. Lackie relied upon the matrix in 

BPI-2616 to determine the appropriate corrective action to be taken 

against Mr. Quedado. CP 414-415; CP 321. Ms. Lackie identified two 

policy violations she attributed to Mr. Quedado: conflict of interest, and 

fairness and favoritism. Id. Under the disciplinary matrix, the corrective 

action for violation of the conflict of interest policy was "time off from 

work." CP 321. For violating the policy concerning fairness and 

favoritism, the appropriate disciplinary action was "a written warning." 

Id. 

1. Based On Discovery Provided By Boeing. Mr. Ouedado 
Is The Only Employee Respondent Can Identify As 
Having Been Subject To Demotion As Corrective 
Action. 

Responding to appellant's discovery requests, Boeing has 

identified only three employees who received corrective action for 

violating hiring policy. CP 524; CP 263-264; CP 336; CP 348-365. Mr. 

Quedado is the only employee among the three to receive a demotion. Id. 

Mr. Quedado took the deposition of Boeing 30(b)(6) representative Steven 

Miller to obtain further discovery on this issue. Mr. Miller is an Employee 

Corrective Action Program Manager, a human resources specialists whose 

expertise is in the area ofPRO-1909, BPI-2616, issuances of corrective 

action memos, corrective action, and employee discipline. CP 447-455; 
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CP 370-380. Mr. Miller testified that Boeing's EITS computer system 

has the capacity and capability to generate reports that would identify all 

demotions of Boeing employees during the time period of 2005 through 

2010. CP 456-458. Mr. Quedado is the only employee identified by 

Boeing as receiving a demotion for misconduct in the hiring process. 

2. The Only Other Employees Identified By Boeing As 
Receiving Corrective Action For A Like Offense 
(Improper Conduct In Hiring Process) Received Only 
Time Off Work. 

Other than Mr. Quedado, Boeing has identified only two other 

employees disciplined for similar alleged hiring policy violations: a CAM 

issued to Mr. Quedado's subordinate, (DP) in September, 2006 (CP 336)2; 

and a CAM issued against another Boeing manager (EV) in 2009. CP 

348. Unlike Mr. Quedado, these two other employees received the 

corrective action consistent with the BPI-2616 matrix: time off from work. 

CP321. 

Mr. Miller, identified as a Boeing expert on disciplinary/corrective 

action, testified that he had no memory of any Boeing employee being 

demoted for any improper conduct or violation of Boeing hiring policies. 

CP 459-460. Boeing's other 30(b)(6) designee, Tom Hansen, testified that 

2 For Mr. Pennington, his September 2006 CAM was also the third CAM he had received 
in a period of just ten (10) months. CP 336-340. See also CP 333-334; 342-346. 
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he does not recall any manager being demoted by a CAM even in general, 

and that such discipline is "rare." CP 413. 

3. The Determination Of Corrective Action Against Mr. 
Ouedado Did Not Conform With BPI-2616; Boeing 
Personnel Are In Conflict As To Who Actually Decided 
To Demote Mr. Ouedado. 

Mr. Quedado' s CAM was approved and signed by his immediate 

superior, Garry Totman. CP 263-264. BPI-2616 provides that an 

employee's Manager is to be involved in all steps of the investigation and 

corrective action process. CP 234-237. In Mr. Totman's Declaration he 

claims "minimal" involvement in the investigation leading to Mr. 

Quedado's CAM. CP 38. In Mr. Totman's deposition testimony, he 

asserts that he had no participation in the decision to demote Mr. Quedado. 

Mr. Totman testified the decision was made by "his management" and 

Boeing Human Resources. CP 498-500. According to Mr. Totman's 

deposition testimony, from his experience it is the Human Resources 

personnel who determine appropriate disciplinary action. This is to assure 

consistency in corrective action. CP 494-497. Mr. Totman says he was 

informed by lana Lackie and a representative from Boeing Ethics that a 

demotion for Mr. Quedado was" ... the standard that we would use for this 

type of situation, and therefore, that's the application." CP 501-502. Mr. 

27 



Totman says Steve Miller was the Boeing Ethics representative present 

when this was explained. CP 502. 

In his deposition, Steve Miller tells a completely different story. 

He had limited involvement in the review of Mr. Quedado's investigation, 

and the decision to issue the CAM. Contrary to Mr. Totman's testimony, 

Mr. Miller testified he never met with nor spoke to Mr. Totman at any 

time. CP 470. His limited contact in terms of Mr. Quedado's 

investigation and corrective action was in the form of two telephone 

conversations with Jana Lackie. CP 461-471. The second conversation 

lasted no more than five or ten minutes. CP 468, 470. The second 

telephone call was just before the CAM was issued, and the first and only 

conversation concerning the corrective action proposed for Mr. Quedado. 

CP 468-471. According to Mr. Miller, Ms. Lackie was not proposing the 

corrective action. Rather, it was Mr. Quedado's manager who was 

proposing the corrective action of demotion/downgrade: 

... what I remember of the conversation was that it was 
something her management, the manager, actually, not her 
manager - excuse me, her management customer, the 
manager of Mr. Quedado, and her discussion with those 
folks were something they wanted to consider and wanted 
to know if that was possible. 

CP 468. Mr. Miller's testimony continued: 
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Q: Okay. Did she (Jana Lackie) share any facts, any 
information, any thinking, rationale, behind that considered 
discipline from the people who managed Mr. Quedado? 

A: So, for my part, my - as far as, again, not having the 
clearest distinct memories, it was - again, it was something 
that Mr. Quedado's management had communicated at 
some point to her that they wanted to considering doing 
that, was it acceptable, and she was calling to confirm it 
was. I don't have a specific recollection if she told me 
Why. 

Q: Okay. 

A: It would be - I can only assume that it was based on the 
case facts. 

Q: Okay. So fair to say that the idea of a downgrade was 
actually coming from Mr. Quedado's managers, not Ms. 
Lackie? 

A: That would be my - that was my understanding from 
the conversation. Yes. 

Q: And in terms of the conversation with you, you weren't 
recommending or suggesting that was the appropriate form 
of action; rather, it was commenting in terms of that being 
possible within the language found in PRO-1909? 

A: Yes. 

CP 469-470. 

4. Based On The Evidence, Mr. Ouedado Asserts That 
There Is Reasonable Inference His Managers Used The 
Hiring Allegations As Pretext To Move Him Out Of 
Management. 

The reasonable inference from the evidence indicates that Mr. 

Quedado's managers, Garry Totman and Karsten Overa, used the 
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misconduct investigation as a pretext to remove appellant from his 

management position in BCA Production Engineering. The evidence 

indicates that Mr. Totman and Mr. Overa tried to get Mr. Quedado out of 

management well before the investigation began. 

Boeing produced handwritten notes dated in December 2006 

reflecting an internal Boeing interview of Thomas Hansen concerning Mr. 

Quedado's CAM and demotion. CP 323-326. Mr. Hansen was a 

signatory on the CAM. CP 263-264. This is what Mr. Hansen reported in 

his interview, according to the notes: 

Gary & Karsten made decision to take Rey out of mgmt. 
They were looking to find position for Rey outside of Core 
(BCA Production Engineering) even before investigation 
started. Not successful. 

CP 326. See CP 203-204 (Quedado Decl., ~~ 21-23). Notwithstanding 

appellant's discovery requests, Boeing refused or was unable to identify 

the author of the notes, or the circumstances surrounding the creation of 

the notes. CP 528-547; CP 551-553. 

BPI-2616 and PRO-1909 allowed Mr. Quedado's manager (Mr. 

Totman) to seek review of the proposed corrective action before a review 

board. CP 237; 250. Mr. Totman did not seek review on Mr. Quedado's 

behalf, notwithstanding his representation that he would. CP 211-213. 

This failure to act is further reasonable inference from the summary 
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judgment record that Mr. Totman wanted Mr. Quedado out of 

management, unrelated to any alleged misconduct. 

F. Procedural History - Mr. Ouedado's Complaint In This Action 
And The Trial Court's Entry Of Summary Judgment. 

Mr. Quedado subsequently sued Boeing for damages arising from 

his corrective action. CP 3-8. Appellant asserted that the Boeing 

employment policies modified the at will employment relationship, 

creating either an implied contract and/or making promises of specific 

treatment in the imposition of discipline for alleged employee misconduct. 

Id. Mr. Quedado asserted that Boeing breached these contractual and 

equitable promises, and that the corrective action was not warranted at all 

because he had not engaged in any misconduct. Id. 

Boeing moved for summary judgment, seeking dismissal of Mr. 

Quedado's claims on the following grounds: (I) the disclaimer language 

found in BPI-2616 and PRO-1909 precluded his implied contract and 

promise of specific treatment claims; (2) the disciplinary policies relied 

upon by Mr. Quedado were entirely discretionary and therefore legally 

unenforceable; (3) even if it came to the wrong conclusion, Boeing's 

investigation of Mr. Quedado was fair and supported a good faith belief 

that misconduct had occurred; and (4) since Mr. Quedado had not 

specifically read word for word BPI-2616 and PRO-I 909 before his 
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demotion, he could not rely upon those policies for his equitable claim 

based on promises of specific treatment in specific circumstances. CP 17-

32. Mr. Quedado opposed Boeing's motion, on grounds the issues 

presented raised issues of material fact. CP 168-192. The trial court 

granted Boeing's motion, dismissing Mr. Quedado's complaint. CP 610-

611. This timely appeal ensued. CP 612-615. 

V. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The appellate court reviews an order granting summary judgment 

de novo, and engages in the same inquiry as the trial court. Weden v. San 

Juan County, 135 Wn.2d 678,689,958 P.2d 273 (1998). Summary 

judgment is proper "if the pleadings, depositions, answers to 

interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, 

show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the 

moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter oflaw." CR 56(c); 

Folsom v. Burger King, 135 Wn.2d 658,663,958 P.2d 301 (1998). All 

facts and reasonable inferences from the facts are viewed in the light most 

favorable to the non-moving party, here Mr. Quedado. Mountain Park 

Homeowners Association v. Tydings, 125 Wn.2d 337,341,883 P.2d 1383 

(1994). 

In evaluating the evidence, the Court needs to give particular 

weight to the deposition testimony of two Boeing witnesses: Tom Hansen 
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and Steven Miller. Both witnesses appeared as Boeing's designees in 

response to Mr. Quedado's Civil Rule 30(b)(6) deposition notices. 

Designated as the persons most knowledgeable, the testimony of Mr. 

Hansen and Mr. Miller is deemed to be the complete, knowledgeable, and 

binding answers of Boeing on the subject matter designated in Mr. 

Quedado's 30(b)(6) notices. Flower v. TRA Industries, 127 Wn.App. 13, 

39, 111 P.3d 1192 (2005); Us. v. Taylor, 166 FRD 356, 361 (MDNC 

1996). The testimony of Mr. Hansen and Mr. Miller is deemed not only 

the full extent of the facts known by Boeing on the subject matter, but also 

the subjective beliefs and opinions of Boeing on those subjects, and 

respondent's interpretation of documents and events. Flower, 127 

Wn.App. at 39; Taylor, 166 FRD at 360-361. 

VI. ARGUMENT 

As a general rule, absent a contract for definite duration, an 

employment relationship is terminable at will by either the employee or 

employer. Thompson v. St. Regis Paper Co., 102 Wn.2d 219,223,685 

P.2d 1081 (1984). However, an at will employment relationship may be 

modified by two different means. First, promises in an employee 

handbook or other employment policies promulgated by an employer may 

create an actual or implied contract. Thompson, 102 Wn.2d at 231; Kuest 

v. Regent Assisted Living, Inc., 111 Wn.App. 36,48,43 P.3d 23 (2002). 
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Second, even absent the existence of an implied contract, an equitable 

claim may exist where the employer has made promises of specific 

treatment in specific situations to the employee, thereby precluding the 

enforcement of the at will aspect of the employment agreement. Id. 

In this proceeding, Mr. Quedado asserted that Boeing had made an 

implied contract with him, or alternatively, made promises of specific 

treatment in specific situations, by way ofthe Boeing Code of Conduct 

and two policies governing employee discipline: BPI-2616 and PRO-

1909. Mr. Quedado asserts that Boeing failed to follow its required 

investigation procedures and disciplinary policies that resulted in his 

wrongful and improper demotion. On summary judgment, Boeing sought 

dismissal ofMr. Quedado's claims on four grounds: (1) Mr. Quedado's 

claims were precluded by disclaimers found in the Boeing policies, (2) 

policies were discretionary based on their terms, thereby insufficient to 

create an implied contract or promises of specific treatment on the part of 

Boeing; (3) Mr. Quedado did not justifiably rely upon any promises 

otherwise made in BPI-2616 and PRO-1909 because he had never read 

those policies; and (4) Boeing's investigation was fair and the findings of 

misconduct and demotion were in good faith. 

The trial court's ruling granting Boeing's motion should be 

reversed, and this case remanded for trial. As will be explained below, 

34 



there are material issues of fact as to each of Boeing's contentions made in 

its summary judgment motion. But before addressing respondent's 

contentions, Mr. Quedado will first address his implied contract claim. 

Boeing attempted on summary judgment to merge and treat as one the 

implied contract claim with appellant's promise of specific treatment 

claim. 

A. It Is A Question Of Fact As To Whether The Boeing Code Of 
Conduct Constituted An Implied Contract Between Mr. 
Quedado And Boeing. 

Policy statements made by an employer can create an implied 

contract. Swanson v. Liquid Air Corp., 118 Wn.2d 512,826 P.2d 664 

(1992). To determine whether an implied contract has been created, the 

court looks for the existence of an offer, acceptance, and consideration. 

Thompson, 102 Wn.2d at 228. These elements of contract are satisfied, 

and an employer's policy will form an implied contract, when the 

employer provides a policy and explains its provisions to an employee; the 

employee accepts and agrees to abide by the policy; and the employee 

provides consideration by actually working for the employer. Gaglidari v. 

Denny's Restaurant, Inc., 117 Wn.2d 426, 433,815 P.2d 1362 (1991). 

The Boeing Code of Conduct met all the requirements of an 

implied contract: offer, acceptance, and consideration. Mr. Quedado was 

provided the Code of Conduct annually by Boeing, which Mr. Quedado 
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was required to sign as a term and condition of continued employment; 

Mr. Quedado signed the Code of Conduct annually; and Mr. Quedado 

gave consideration by actually working for Boeing. The signing and 

compliance with the Code of Conduct was an express condition and term 

of employment with Boeing. 

As explained earlier, the contractual implications of the Boeing 

Code of Conduct are set forth in Boeing's explanatory communication to 

employees (CP 313-319): 

• The Code of Conduct is a "condition of employment." 

• An employee found to have violated the Boeing Code of 
Conduct after signing the agreement faced disciplinary action, 
per PRO-1909 and BPI-2616 Employee Corrective Action 
Decision making process. 

• The Code of Conduct required "without exception, (all 
employees) will comply with all applicable laws, rules, and 
regulations." Laws, rules and regulations specifically included 
Boeing employee policies and procedures. 

There remained a question of fact as to whether the Code of 

Conduct created an implied contract, precluding the trial court's entry of 

summary jUdgment in favor of Boeing. Also, among the questions 

properly left for the trier of fact are the terms of the implied contract 

between Boeing and Mr. Quedado. The Code of Conduct specifically 

incorporates Boeing's employment policies. Therefore, the parties' 

implied contract should include the obligations imposed by BPI-2616 and 
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PRO-1909, regardless of whether Mr. Quedado read BPI-2616 or PRO-

1909 "word for word." 

1. Whether The Code of Conduct Created An Implied 
Contract Is A Question Of Fact Precluding Summary 
Judgment. 

Under Washington law, whether an implied contract is created 

between an employer and employee based upon employment policies is a 

question of fact that should not be decided on summary judgment. 

Swanson, 118 Wn.2d at 522-24. In establishing this principle, the 

Swanson court adopted the following rationale: 

The more modem view - and the view in keeping with the 
modem analysis of other types of contracts - is that the 
question whether employee handbook provisions are part of 
the contract is a question of fact. That is, the analysis is the 
same as that generally used to determine whether a contract 
has been formed: would a reasonable person looking at the 
objective manifestation of the parties' intent find that they 
had intended this obligation to be part of the contract? 
(Citing 1 L. Larson, Unjust Dismissal §8.02, at 8-5 (1991)). 

118 Wn.2d at 522-23. The Swanson court also noted that treating the 

issue as a question of fact is consistent with the rule established in Berg v. 

Hudesman, 115 Wn.2d 657,667,801 P.2d 222 (1990), which adopted the 

principle that extrinsic evidence is admissible as to the entire 

circumstances under which a contract is made as an aid in ascertaining the 

parties' intent. As explained by the Swanson court: 

While Berg was specifically concerned with ascertaining 
the parties' intent as to the meaning of their contract, its 
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analysis is consistent with the idea that whether the parties 
intended policies in an employment document to be part of 
their employment contract involved an issue of fact. Also, 
it is consistent with our analysis in Thompson v. St. Regis 
Paper Co., [102 Wn.2d 219,685 P.2d 1081 (1984)] where 
we held that the issue is one for the trier of fact. 

118 Wn.2d at 523. 

Based on Mr. Quedado's testimony, the testimony of Boeing's 

30(b)(6) designees Tom Hansen and Steve Miller, Boeing's explanatory 

statement concerning the Code of Conduct (CP313-319), and the express 

terms of the Code of Conduct itself (CP 220), material issues of fact were 

presented precluding summary judgment on the implied contract claim. 

2. The Implied Contract Between Mr. Ouedado And 
Boeing Included The Promises Made In BPI-2616 And 
PRO-1909, Regardless Of Whether Mr. Ouedado 
Specifically Read Those Policies. 

Under Washington law, a party is bound by any incorporated 

terms, whether they have been read or not. In Lyall v. DeYoung, 42 

Wn.App. 252, 711 P.2d 356 (1986), the Court of Appeals held that an 

express warranty, even in a form provision that was unread and not 

discussed by the parties, was nonetheless binding upon them both. The 

Lyall court confirmed the rule that a voluntary signator to a contract 

cannot claim ignorance of its contents, absent proof of fraud. A party 

signing a contract is deemed to have had ample opportunity to study the 

contract and its provisions, including any notations or terms that are 
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referenced on the backside of a standard form. 42 Wn.App. at 256. See 

also Alexander & Alexander v. Wohlman, 19 Wn.App. 670, 578 P.2d 530 

( 1978) (employee could not avoid enforcement of a noncompetition 

agreement on grounds he had not reviewed nor read the provision before 

signing the agreement); HD. Fowler Co., Inc. v. Warren, 17 Wn.App. 

178,562 P.2d 646 (1977) (a party cannot avoid enforcement of the terms 

on the reverse side of a job order on grounds that he had not read the 

"boilerplate"). 

Accordingly, even ifMr. Quedado may not have read word-for

word BPI-2616 or PRO-1909, he was bound to those policies because the 

Code of Conduct specifically incorporated all Boeing's employment 

policies. Moreover, Boeing's explanatory statement to employees stated 

that the Code of Conduct was subject to compliance and discipline per 

BPI-2616 and PRO-1909. CP 316. IfMr. Quedado was bound to Boeing 

policies under the Code of Conduct, Boeing was equally bound to those 

sanle policies in its dealings with Mr. Quedado. This conclusion is 

consistent with the principles recognized in Thompson: where an 

employer choses to establish policies and practices and publishes them to 

its employees, employers should similarly abide by those policies and not 

treat them as illusory. 102 Wn.2d at 229-230. See also, Drobny v. 

Boeing Company, 80 Wn.App. 97,102,907 P.2d 299 (1995) (" ... by using 
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a manual or handbook, an employer secures promises from the employees 

which create a loyal, orderly and cooperative workforce, such that the 

employer should be equally bound to its promises to the employee which 

are designed to create an atmosphere of job security and fair treatment.") 

B. Whether The Disclaimers In BPI-2616 And PRO-1909 Were 
Effective Is A Question Of Fact. 

As a general rule, an employer may avoid being bound to 

statements in employment manuals through use of a conspicuous 

disclaimer. Payne v. Sunnyside Community Hospital, 78 Wn.App. 34,39, 

894 P .2d 13 79 (1995). Boeing relies upon two disclaimers, each found on 

the first page of BPI-2616 and PRO-1909. The disclaimer in BPI-2616 

states: 

This process instruction does not constitute a contract or 
contractual obligation, and the company reserves the right, 
in its sole discretion, to amend, modify, or discontinue its 
use without prior notice, notwithstanding any person's acts, 
omissions, or statements to the contrary. 

CP 232 (p. 1). Identical language is found in PRO-1909. CP 248. Based 

on the record, there were material issues of fact as to the effectiveness and 

enforceability of these disclaimers as to both Mr. Quedado's implied 

contract and promises of specific treatment claims. For three reasons, the 

trial court was precluded from entering summary judgment in favor of 

respondent based on the disclaimers. 
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First and foremost, the Code of Conduct does not contain a 

disclaimer, nor does it make any reference to disclaimers found in either 

BPI-26 I 6 or PRO-I 909. See CP 220. Accordingly, there was no 

disclaimer applicable to Mr. Quedado's implied contract claim. The facts 

in this case are similar to those in Swanson, where an employee relied 

upon a separate document, a "Memorandum of Working Conditions," that 

did not contain any disclaimer language but did provide promises as to 

how discipline will be imposed. The employer argued that the promises 

made in the Memorandum of Working Conditions were ineffective 

because they were subject to a disclaimer found in a separate 200 page 

benefits manual previously provided to the employee. The employee 

testified that he had only read parts of the benefits manual, and had at no 

time read nor was aware of any disclaimer language within the 

voluminous manual. The Swanson court ruled that the absence of a 

disclaimer in the Memorandum of Working Conditions, and its presence 

in the General Benefits Manual, were among other factors that created an 

issue of fact based on the employer's disclaimer. 118 Wn.2d at 534-35. 

Second, for a disclaimer to be effective, it must be communicated 

to the employee. To be an effective communication, there must be 

reasonable notice to the employee that the employer is disclaiming intent 

to be bound by what otherwise appears to be promises of employment 
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conditions. Swanson, 118 Wn.2d at 529. Whether reasonable and 

effective notice had been given to Mr. Quedado regarding the disclaimer 

language found in either BPI -2616 or PRO-1909 is a question of fact that 

precluded the trial court's entry of summary judgment. Mr. Quedado's 

own testimony was clear - he never saw nor was aware of the disclaimer 

language in BPI-2616, PRO-1909, or any other Boeing policy for that 

matter, before he received his adverse employment action. CP 80 

(Quedado Dep. at 79). Mr. Quedado also affirmed that in his three 

decades of service to Boeing, he had never signed a disclaimer. CP 199 

(Que dado Decl. ~ 14). 

Third, even if the BPI-2616 and PRO-1909 disclaimers had been 

communicated to Mr. Quedado, they could be negated by inconsistent 

representations made by Boeing. Those inconsistent representations could 

be oral or written statements, or by contradictory employment practices. 

Swanson, 118 Wn.2d at 532-33; Kuest, 111 Wn.App. 36, 53 (question of 

fact whether discipline negated by employer's oral representations to 

employee that the disciplinary policy was to be used by employee and 

would be followed by the employer); Payne, 78 Wn.App. at 42-43 (where 

employer instructed employee that she "needed" to follow the progressive 

discipline procedure when disciplining employees in her managerial 
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capacity, question of fact was presented as to whether employer's 

instruction was inconsistent with and thereby nullified the disclaimer). 

Here, Mr. Quedado testified that, in his role as a manager 

responsible for investigating employee misconduct and taking corrective 

action, he was obligated to follow both BPI-2616 and PRO-1909. 

Testimony by Boeing representative Thomas Hansen affirmed that human 

resource and employee corrective action personnel had no discretion in 

terms of deviating from BPI-2616 and PRO-1909 when taking disciplinary 

and corrective action with employees. CP 393-395. He testified that 

Boeing employees are to expect the BPIs to be followed. CP 395. Mr. 

Hansen in fact testified that, based on his own experience as a Human 

Resource Generalist, that he expected BPI -2616 and PRO-1909 to be 

followed in the event he was ever subject to employee discipline. CP 394-

395. Mr. Hansen's testimony also creates an issue of fact as to whether 

Boeing's contradictory employment practices nullified any effective 

disclaimer. 

C. Whether The Promises Made By Boeing In Its Code Of 
Conduct And BPI-2616 And PRO-1909 Were Specific Enough 
Was An Issue That Could Not Be Determined On Summary 
Judgment. 

Independent of his implied contract claim, Mr. Quedado also 

asserted that Boeing policies made enforceable promises that were later 
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breached by respondent. To establish that the terminable at will 

relationship is modified by specific promises made by an employer in its 

policies, the employee must prove that (1) the employer's policies amount 

to a promise of specific treatment in specific situations, (2) the employee 

justifiably relied on the promises made, and (3) the employer breached the 

promise of specific treatment. Thompson, 102 Wn.2d at 233. 

On summary judgment, Boeing contended that the terms contained 

in BPI -2616 and PRO-1909 were too general to (1) promise specific 

treatment in specific circumstances, and (2) create an enforceable implied 

contract. Under Washington law, whether an employer's policies make a 

promise specific enough to create an obligation to employees and justify 

an employee's reliance thereon is a question of fact. Korslund v. DynCorp 

Tri-Cities Services, Inc., 121 Wn.App. 295, 326-27, 88 P.3d 966 (2004); 

Drobny, 80 Wn.App. at 101-102. 

The promises made to Mr. Quedado in the Boeing Code of 

Conduct were specific. They assured Mr. Quedado that any disciplinary 

procedures instituted against him by Boeing "[w]ill (be) conducted fairly, 

impartially, in an ethical and proper manner, and in full compliance with 

all applicable laws and regulations." CP 220. "Laws and regulations" 

included Boeing policies. CP 318. The Code of Conduct specified 

"Expected Behaviors," mandating all employees (including Boeing HR 
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personnel and Mr. Quedado's managers) to conform to the following 

conduct when taking corrective action: 

4. PROCESS AND REPORT INFORMATION 
ACCURATELY, HONESTLY, AND PROPERLY 

* * * 
6. ADHERE TO COMPANY AGREEMENTS, 

POLICIES, AND PROCEDURES 

CP 260. The language in BPI-2616 and PRO-1909 was specific and 

precise in terms of the investigation to be conducted in instances of 

alleged employee misconduct and any corrective action subsequently 

taken. The policies required a four (4) step process and defined the 

necessary elements of a fair investigation. BPI -2616 also makes clear who 

must participate in each of the four steps in the investigation/disciplinary 

process: The Human Resources Specialist, The Employee Corrective 

Action Coordinator, and the employee's Manager. The policy provided a 

corrective action matrix identifying the specific discipline applicable to 

specific policy violations. 

In its Code of Conduct, Expected Behaviors, BPI-2616, and PRO-

1909, Boeing used words such as "will," "will result," "will not," "shall," 

"must," "do not," "need be," "are intended," "are expected to," "adhere 

to," "are expected to adhere to," and "ensure." Even iflanguage in an 

employer's disciplinary policy retains some discretion with the employer 
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by using words like "should" or "may," such reservation does not preclude 

the policy from creating an enforceable promise based on other terms used 

or the overall context of the policy. See, Korslund, 121 Wn.App. at 326-

27. The policy language found in the Code of Conduct, Expected 

Behaviors, BPI-2616, and PRO-1909, coupled with the testimony of Mr. 

Quedado and Boeing witnesses Hansen and Miller, established the 

existence of material fact questions as to whether Boeing's promises were 

sufficiently specific, thereby precluding summary judgment. 

D. There Were Questions Of Fact As To Whether Mr. Quedado 
Could Justifiably Rely On Promises Made In BPI-2616 And 
PRO-1909. 

Boeing asserted that Mr. Quedado could not prove the second 

element of his promise of specific treatment claim, justifiable reliance, 

because he had not read BPI-2616 and PRO-1909 before receiving his 

CAM. Specifically reading word-for-word an employer's policy is not a 

requirement under Washington law to establish justifiable reliance. An 

employee seeking to enforce promises found in an employer's policy must 

only at a minimum present evidence that she or he was aware of them 

prior to the adverse employment action violating the policies. Bulman v. 

Safeway, Inc., 144 Wn. 2d 335,354,27 P.3d 1172 (2001). 

In Korslund, the defendants in that case raised a similar argument 

as Boeing. The defendant employer asserted that the justifiable reliance 
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element for a promise of specific treatment claim could not be established 

where the plaintiff employees admitted they were only "vaguely aware" of 

the policy documents at issue. 121 Wn.App. at 327. The Korslund court 

disagreed, finding evidence that the employees' awareness of the policies 

from various sources, including discussions with other co-workers, e-mail 

communications, and notices in company newsletters, was sufficient to 

create a factual question as to their justifiable reliance precluding 

summary judgment. ld. 

Mr. Quedado conceded he had not read BPI-2616 or PRO-1909 

before receiving his corrective action. But the evidence establishes that 

Mr. Quedado had both substantial awareness and understanding of the 

provisions of Boeing employment policies, including PRO-1909 and BPI-

2616, before he was demoted. His awareness and understanding was 

based upon management training he had received; interaction with human 

resource personnel while in management; and active participation in 

corrective action proceedings with Boeing HR personnel conducted in 

accordance with BPI-2616 and PRO-1909. This evidence precluded 

summary judgment as a matter of law on the issue of justifiable reliance. 
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E. It Remains A Question Of Fact As To The Propriety Of 
Boeing's Investigation Into Mr. Quedado's Alleged 
Misconduct. 

Boeing also argued that even if it was wrong in the disciplinary 

action taken against Mr. Quedado, it is immune from liability so long as it 

can demonstrate it conducted a fair investigation and a good faith belief 

that there was misconduct on the part of Mr. Quedado. CP 27. This is not 

an issue that could be resolved on summary judgment. The propriety of 

Boeing's investigation and resulting disciplinary action involves questions 

of fact. Boeing must prove that it conducted an adequate investigation 

consistent with its policies before imposing discipline upon Mr. Quedado, 

and in good faith concluded that appellant had engaged in misconduct. 

Gaglidari v. Denny's Restaurants, Inc., 117 Wn.2d 426, 815 P .2d 1362 

(1991). 

Based on the record before the Court, there are issues of material 

fact as to whether Boeing even conducted a reasonable investigation into 

the charges against Mr. Quedado; that it had a good faith belief that 

misconduct had actually occurred; or that the corrective action complied 

with the BPI-2616 and PRO-1909 directives that discipline be applied 

uniformly and consistently. Reasonable inferences from the record 

indicate that the disciplinary action was actually pretextual, given the 

attempts of Mr. Quedado's managers to remove him from management 
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well before the investigation by Ms. Lackie even began. The fact that the 

disciplinary action was determined by Mr. Quedado's manager (a fact he 

denies) and not Boeing's Human Resource personnel, strongly indicates 

that the employment action against Mr. Quedado was in bad faith. Based 

on the record, Boeing witnesses are inconsistent as to what was reported 

and not reported to Ms. Lackie during the course of her investigation. 

Their credibility remains an issue, particularly where BPI-2616 itself 

requires investigations to be based on facts, not opinions or hearsay. CP 

234. PRO-1909 is to the same effect. CP 251. 

The credibility of Boeing's witnesses in and of itself also creates 

issues of fact precluding summary judgment. Morinaga v. Vue, 85 Wn. 

App. 822, 935 P.2d 637 (1997); Gingrich v. Unigard Security Ins.-Co., 57 

Wn. App. 424, 788 P.2d 1096 (1990). For example, Boeing filed 

declarations from two key witnesses who were later deposed, Pete Masten 

and Tom Hansen. Both witnesses testified that statements made in their 

declarations were inaccurate, or conflicted with their deposition testimony. 

CP 425-429, 436-443 (Masten Dep. 8:20-9:8, 30:18-32:6; 136:20-143:6); 

CP386-390 (Hansen Dep. 50:25-54:4). Further, Mr. Totman's testimony 

that he had nothing to do with the demotion decision is contradicted by 

Mr. Miller's testimony, in which he testified that it was Mr. Quedado's 

Manager who decided the corrective action would be demotion. 

49 



VII. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the trial court improperly granted 

summary judgment in favor of Boeing. The ruling should be reversed, and 

this case remanded. 

:t.
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED on June df..., 2011. 

CABLE LANGENBACH KINERK & 
BAUER,LLP 

BY~-
Bryan P. Coluccio, WSBA 12609 
Attorneys for Plaintiff! Appellant 

50 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on June ",q 2011, I caused the foregoing 
document to be served on the following counsel of record, via hand 
delivery: 

James Sanders 
Perkins Coie LLP 
1201 Third Avenue, Suite 4800 
Seattle, WA 98101-3099 

Rosanne M. Wanamaker, Legal Secretary 

51 



Boeing Code of Conduct Certification 

Office of Internal Governance 
Ethics and Business Conduct 

Boeing Code of Conduct 

Page lofl 

The 80elng Code of Conduct outlines expected behaviors for all Boeing employees. Boeing will con~uct Its business fairly, 
ImpartIally, In an ethical and proper manner, and In full compliance with all applicable laws and regulations. In conducting Its 
business, Integrity must underlie all company relationships, Including those with customers, suppliers, communIties and 
among employees. The hIghest standards (;)f,ethical business conduct are required of Boeing employees In the performance 
of their company responsibilities. Employees will not engage In conduct or activity that may raise questions as to the 
company's honesty, Impartiality, reputation or otherwise cause embarrassment to the company. 
Employees will ensure that: 

• They do not engage In 'any actlv.lty that might create a conflict of Interest for the company or for themselves 
Individually. 

• They do not take advantage of their Boeing position to seek personal gain through the Inappropriate use of Boeing or 
non-publiC Information or abuse of their position. This Includes not engaging In Insider trading. 

• They will follow all restrictions on use and disclosure of Information. This Includes following all requirements for 
protecting Boeing Information and ensuring that non- Boeing proprietary Information Is used and disclosed only as 
authorized by the owner of the Information or as otherwise permitted by law. 

• They observe that fair dealing Is the foundation for all of our transactions and Interactions. , 
• They will protect all company, customer and supplier assets and use them enly for appropriate company approved 

activities. 
• Without exception, they will comply withal! applicable laws, rules and regulations. 
• They will promptly report any Illegal or unethical conduct to management or other appropriate authorities (I.e., Ethics, 

Law, Security, EEO). 

Every employee has the responsibility to ask questions, seek guidance and report suspected violations of this 'Code of 
Conduct. Retaliation against employees who come forward to raise genuine concerns will not be tolerated. 
I have read the Boeing Code of Conduct and I do certify that: 

• I understand the Boeing Code of Conduct. 
• To the pest of my knowledge, I am In compliance with the Boeing Code of Conduct. 
• I will continue to comply with the 80elng Code of Conduct. 

Reynold J Quedado 
1tliV'ltH\~La (Print r T e) 

96401 

Date Signed 

F10088 Rev A (200S/ElectroniC Variant) 1111111111111111111111·1111111111111 
96401 

http://webappl.web.boeing.com/codeofconduct/sign2.asp?bems=9640 1 
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BUSINESS PROCESS INSTRUCTION BPI-2616 

BPI~2616 

Issue Date 
April 11, 2006 

Employee Corrective Action Guidelines 

Purpose/Summary 

This process Instruction is designed to provide a toot that wHi assist the manager 
and the Human Resources organization in Identifying the severity of various -
Expected Behaviors (reference Exhibit A) violations and determining the 
appropriate Employee Corrective Action (ECA) given the specific facts of 
Incidents. It Is expected that these guidelInes wl11 be used In conjunction wfth 
procedure PRO-1909, "Administration of Employee Corrective Action." 

Corrective action affecting employees represented by a collectivB bargaining 
agreement will be admlntstered tn accordance with the terms of the collective 
bargaining agreement. 

This process fnstructlon dOeS not constitute a contract or contractual ab[igatlon; 
and the company reserves the right, -in its sale discretion, to amend, modify, or 
discontinue its use without prior notice, notwithstanding any person's acts, 
omissions, or statements to the contrary, 

This process Instruction applies to all segments of The BoeIng Company. 

Employees !n countrIes other than the United States wlll be governed by this 
process Instruction, with appropriate adiustments, if necessary, to accommodate 
local legal or contractual requirements. 

Supersedes 

June 8, 2004 

Applies To 

All Boeing 
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BUSINESS PROCESS INSTRUCTION BPI-2616 

Roles Affected 

Human Resources Generalist (HRG), El'Dployee Corrective Action (ECA) 
Coordinator, Manager 

Maintained By 

Boeing Corporate, Human Resources, Global Diversity and Employee Rights 

Authority Reference 

Procedure PRQ-1909, "Administration of Employee Corrective Action" 

Approved By 

Rick Stephens . 
Senior VIce President, Human Resources and AdmInistration 

Summary of Changes to the Title Page 

The Issue Date, Purpose/Summary. Supersedes, MaIntained By, and Approved 
By Information have changed. Othervvise, thIs Is a maJo~ revision. 

A. Scope 

1. 

2. 

Corrective action shall be taken when an employee engages in conduct 
contrary to the Boeing Code of Conduct or reasonable commonsense 
rules of conduct. 

The following gulde[lnes and the attached matrix were prepared to assist 
the user in Identifying the severity of various conduct violations and 
determining the appropriate Emptoyee Corrective Action (ECA) given the 
specIfic facts. It is expected that the.se gUidelines will be used In 
conjunction with procedure PRQ-1909, nAdministration of Employee 
CorrectIve Action." Generally, management should follow a progressive 
ECA path; however, some acts of unacceptable conduct are so serious as 
to warrant severe corrective act/l;m upon the first known offense. These 
guldeltnes are not ali-inclusive with respect to the possible types of 
violatIons that may occur. 

B. Process Steps 

These guidelines must be applied consistently throughout the workplace. The 
corrective action processes described In this procedure are intended to correct 
unacceptable conduct and to avoId its repetition. Emphasis Is placed on holding 
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BUSINESS PROCESS INSTRUCTION BPI-2616 

, the employee accountable for his or her actions In a manner consistent with the 
'company's values and expectations. Each incident must.be evaluat~d on the 
facts after a thorough investigation of the circumstances In the speCific case. 

rn order to do this evaluation, the following steps need to be performed. 

1. Step 1 Investigate 

Role(s): Human Resources Generalist, Employee Corrective Action 
Coordinator, Manager 

Ensure that a thorough Investigation has been conducted and all relevant 
, facts and data have been gathered. Investigations Include: 

• Gathering facts, as opposed to opinions or hearsay. 

• Interviewing all material parties involved and documenting the 
Information received. ' 

• Weighing eVidence appropriately and reviewing the employee's 
work and ECA history. 

Investigations should be concluded as promptly as practicable, since 
critical InformCJtion or relevant data may be lost or forgotten. Some 
investigations may require support from Equal Employment Opportunity 
(EEO). Corporate Investigations. Ethics and Business Conduct, Law, or 
other appropriate entitles. Documentation should be handled In 
accordance with procedure PR0-2227, ~rnformatlon Protection." 

When conducting an investigation, consider such things as (but not limited 
to): 

• Was there a vIolation of the Boeing Code of Conduct In accordance 
with procedure PRO-1909, "Administration of. Employee Corrective 
ActIon?" 

• Who was involved? 

• What was the date and time the Incident occurred? 

• Where did the Incrdent or violation occur? 

• Haw did it occur? What were the circumstances? 

• Were there any wItnesses, and If so, what do they have to say? 

• What is the alleged violator's side of the story? 

• Was there any damage to or effect on property or people? 
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BUSINESS PROCESS INSTRUCTION BPI-2616 

'" What was the impact on company business? . 
(e.g., quality, cost, delivery, safety. morale, reputatIon) 

• Were any other persons involved? 

• Were there aggravating or mitigating factors? 

• Has there been a pattern of Inappropriate behavior? 

• Were drugs or alcohollnvotved? 

• Has the employee been previously trained. coached. and/or 
counseled? 

• Has the employee been involved In similar behaviors, had complaints 
filed or have investtgations baen conducted In the past? 

2. Step 2 Review lnvestigation Findings 

Rohl{S): Human Resources Generalist, Employee Corrective Action 
Coordinator, Manager 

After the investigation Is complete, review the facts and findings of the 
investigation using the Expected Behaviors Guide and Violation Matrix for 
Employee Corrective Action (reference Exhibit A.l. Determine what the 
expected level of ECA should be and proceed to Step 3 of the ECA 
process for final determination. 

2.1 Progressfve Employee Corrective Action 

Progressive corrective action Is Increasingly severe corrective measures 
taken for subsequent offenses of the same or similar type. When an 
employee has an active corrective action on file, and subsequent 
misconduct of a similar type under one of the seven (7) Expected 
Behavfors occurs, then a progressive step of corrective action must be 
Issuad. Misconduct of a simi far type means that an actIve employee 
corrective actfon on file and the subsequent ECA vIolation are both within 
the same Expected Behavior category. 

The following corrective action vIolations are exceptions to the practice of 
progressive corrective action within a specIfic expected conduct standard. 

a. Attendance and Performance Issues Corrective Action Issues 

Attendance Issues are progressIve only within theIr respective violation 
codes. This means that Attendance is progressive only within the 
Attendance violation code and not with any other Expected Behavior 
category 3 violations. 
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BUSINESS PROCESS INSTRUCTION BPI-2616 

Work performance Issues are progressive only within. their respective 
violation codes. This means that Work Performance IS progressive 
only within the Work Performance violation code and not with any other 
Expected Behavior category 3 violations. ' 

b. Generally Unacceptable Corrective Action Issues 

When an employee has three (3) or more active employee corrective 
action memos that are not similar (under more than one (1) of the 
seven (7) Expected Behavior (reference E:xhibit A) categories), the 
violation "Generally Unacceptable. Conduct and/or Behavior" 
(Employee Issue Tracking SyStem (EllS) Code 30) can be initiated. 
However, EITS Code 30 cannot be initiated by violations for 
attendance or for work performance Issues that have not progressed 
beyond written documentation. 

3. Step 3 Make eCA Decision 

RoJe(s); Human Resources Generalist, Employee Corrective Action 
Coordinator, Manager 

RevIew the decision from Step 2 concernIng the misconduct and use the 
following mitigating and aggravating factors that may influence the ECA 
decision: 

• Employee's active ECA history. 

• Employee's length of company service (longer service may mitigate 
the level of corrective actIon). . 

• Employee's job-related training and/or experience. 

• Effect of employee's action or inaction on the company or others. 

• rmpact on the company's business (quality, cost, delivery, safety, 
morale, reputation). 

• Any act deemed Illegal. 

• Any act that Is a violation of a government regulatory compliance 
requirement. 

• Voluntary dIsclosure prior to dIscovery. 

• Concealment or destruction of Information. 

II Passage of time between violation and discovery. 

• Employee's awareness or access regarding company communication 
trafning, coaching, and/or counseling on company expectatfons. ' 
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BUSINESS PROCESS INSTRUCTION BP{·261 ~ 

• Proposed ECA is generally consIstent with similar cases. 

• Management Is held to a higher standard and may receive more 
severe corrective action, depending on the issues. 

3.1 Management R.equest for Rev[ew of ECA DeterminatIon 

A request for review of ECA determinations may be made when an 
employee's management disagrees with the level of corrective action that 
was decided upon by using this process 'guideline, procedure PRO-1909, 
"Administration of Em~loyee Corrective Action" andJor Business Process 
Instruction BPI-3946, 'Employee Corrective Action Review Boards.n This 
request for revIew must detail factual Information that the manager 
believes would either mitigate or aggravate the level of ECA, and should 
not contain oplnlons or personal information not directly related to the 
employee's condItion of employment. Refer to BPI·3946. section D.11 for 
more infonnation on how to initIate this request. 

4. Step 4 Issue ECA 

Role(s): Human Resources Generalist, Employee Corrective Action 
Coordinator, Manager 

Managers must coordinate with the Human Resources organization before 
issuing any ECA . 

Manager issues ECA to employee and monitors compliance. 

Ensure that the record Is properly annotated In EfTS by the end of shift of 
the day the ECA was fssued. 

Send the corrective actron memo and supporting documentation to Human 
Resources Servlces Central Records. The documentation will be will be 
scanned and stored In the ,Personnel Records LInk (PRL), an electronic 
records management application. 

C. Acronyms 

CAM ~ CorrectIve Action Memo 

ECA - Employee Corrective Act/on 

EEO - Equal Employment Opportunity 

EfTS - Employee Issue Tracking System 
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~BDEIND" 
BUSINESS PROCfESS INSTRUCTION BP/~2616 

D. Definitions 

The definitions of the terms used In this process instruction are for purposes of 
this process instruction Qn~y and have 110 effect on the meaning of the same or 
similar terms used in other documents. 

1. Aggravating Factors 

Situation or conditions that may increase the level of employee oorrective 
action. . 

2. Company Premises and/or Workplace 

May be any location, including a virtual or telecommuting location, either 
permanent or temporary, where an employee performs any worK~related 
duty. This Includes, but Is not limited to, travel on company business, 
company bufldrngs and their surrounding perimeters, !ncludlng the parking 
lots, ffeld, or other authorized work locatlons; and company vehicles or . 
vehicles used in the course of business. 

3. megal Drugs 

Any drug that Is not legally obtainable or that is legaUy obtainable but has 
not been legally obtained. The term includes prescribed drugs not legally 
obtained and prescribed drugs not being used for prescribed purposes. 
This includes, but fS not limited to, such drugs asrrtarljuana, opiates, 
cocaine, amphetamines, and phencyclidine (PCP). 

4. Mitigating Factors 

Situati~ns or ~nditlons that may decrease the level of employee 
correctwe actlOTl. 

E. Additional References 

POL-2, "Ethical BUsfness Conduct" 

POl-5, ~Equal Employment Opportunity" 

PRO-3, "Ethics and BusIness Conduct Program". 

PRO-5, "Offering of Business Courtesies" 
PRO-7. "Conflict of rnterest" 

PRO-Sf "Acceptance of Business Courtesies" 

PRO-10 r "Proper USB of Company, Customer! and Supplier Resources" 

,EBO-31 , "Labor Reporting Practices and Employee ResponsIbilities" 

PRO-3? "Business Travel and Business Expense Reimbursement" 
PRO-57, "Boeing Use of Web Technology" 
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PR0-70, "Procuremen1lntegrity and Restrictions on Proposal Team 
Assignments" 

PRO-125, "Work Shifts and Schedules" 

PRO-232, "Purchasing Cards" 

PRO-388, "Drug and Alcohol Free Workplace Program" 

eRO-515, "Learning Together Program-

PRO-1870, "Threat Management" 

PRO-18Z 4, "Leave of Absence" 

P RO-21 O§, "Employee Timekeeping System (ErS)" 

PRO-2227, -Information Protectlon~ 

PRO-2525, ·Safety, Health, and Environmental Action Request (SHEAR) 
Process" 

PRO-2779, ",Employee Identification Badges" 

PRO-,783, "Control of Photographic Oevtces on Company Property" 
PRO-2821, "Security and Fire Protection" 

PRO-3286. "Safety and Health pran - Philadelphia" 

PRO.4017, "Corporate Travel and Business Expense Card" 
PRO-4332, "Workplace Harassmenf 

PR0-4333, "Sexual Harassment" 

PRO-6102, "Firearms and Other Prohibited Weapons" 
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EXHIBIT A 

Expected Behaviors Guide and Violation Matrix 
for Employee Corrective Action 

Use this tool to review the facts and findings of the investigation WIth the relevant 
categories of mIsconduct Identified below. Determine how egregious the 
misconduct was and what the appropriate level of employee corrective actlon 
(ECA) should be. 

Consider multiple violations - once an initial determination has been made, 
return to Step 3 of the ECA process for final determlnatlon. 

The mitigating and aggravating factors included in the matrix below are not aJl
inclusive with respect to the possible types of violatIons that may occur. 

~t,": ;; iR~~:::.OTHERS ~ND EXPECT TO BE TREATED WITH RESPE;~.Tf DIGNITY, ANO' 
I'L ", R _ ... " ... , ,. , .. '~ .. ". . 
r-"~ C' • - '. ';' ' . - .:;" . ,.. , . .' Mitigaling'ilndAggravating 

~' 1 EITS ' F th • ; .' VIOl.ATION 'Ref or.' D fl T d ECA l. I actors il. may Hlcn;asc or 
';'. , Cod,,' ere e e m Ion an elle dcullase initiol ECA 

, ~.,', •••• ' 0' " ' ,:> ,I',: .' a[)tei'lninaHon 

Coercing Others 

EEO Violationll 
Must 813 Invesllga!ed by a 
Cetllfled EEO Investlgator 
or DesIgnee 

1H 

16 

1M 

PR0-43:i2 
~ 

Pre&1lurlng or InfluencIng otheTe agaInst 
Ihelrwll'. 
UsueHy results in a wril!en warning. 

HARASSMENT POUCY 
(EEO - EXCI.UDING SE)(UAL) 

Verbal. written. grl!lphle or visual 
communication or physical conduct that 
,hows tloslllily or IWerslon toward an 
Indlvldual (or group) because of his, her, 
or their protected slatus or otherwise 
unreR8cnably Inferferes with the 
performance of worll. creates a hoslfle 
or Inlimldalfng work enylronment, or 
adverselya"eclS employmenl 
opportunitiee, 
Usulilily results In time off from work 
(For Non-EEO Hareument refet to 1 K) 

HARA.SSMENT POUCV (EEO SEXUAL 
ONLY) 

Sexual haJassment Unwelcome sexual 
advances, requElsts for sSlxual ravors or 
olher VElrPa/ or physlcalscts of $ sexual or 
gender-besed nature when: 

Page 9 of22 

Mlngatfng Factors: none presently 
ldanUflad. 
Aggravallng Factors: rar personal 
benefit or galll. USB of poSition or 
authorlly. 

Mltlgatlng Feelors: single incident 
and not directed at a pIlTson, no 
offensive Intent. minimal Impact. 

AggrevsUng Factors: actlons arB 
persIstent, repeated, or mal/douB, 
stgnlfu:ant Impact, harm or 
disruption, 
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1. Submission to such conduct Is made 
either explicitly or fmplfcl\fy a lenn or Mitlgatln,g Factors: none presently condltiQl\ of an \ndMdu-aI'e emp!\}yment. 

2. Submlll&lon to Of rejection of sUch 
identified 

concluc! by an Indlvldualls used 89 the Aggravating Factol'1l: none 
basis rot' employrt"lIimt decisions presently Identified 
affecting such IndMdual; ar 

UsuallY resulllin dIscharge 

3. SUch conduct heEl the purtloss or elfeet MI~gallng Factors: single Incldenl 
of unrea$Ol1ably interfellng with an and not directetl at a person, no 
individual', WOl1< performance or offensive Intent, minimal impact 
oreaUng an intimidating or hostile Aggravating Factors: actions are 
VlOrlc.illg environment pBlllistent, repeated, or malicious, 

Usually r&sulls In time off frem work Significant IlTIj:Iacl, harm or 

Gender SensltMty TrainIng Required 
dleruption, wslnll poslllon of 
authortly 

Mitigating Factors: single Incident 

4. RepaElteli advances for a social or 
and not directed at a person, 

personal relationship that Is abGef1lof 
minimal Impact. 

overt or rmplied sexual Intent. Aggravating Factors: actionnrl! 
UsuaRy results In I written warning. manelaus, significant Impact. harm 

or dIsruption, using potllron 01 
authority 

TOUCHING (EEOl MltlgaHng Factors: none presently 
Identffied 

Unwanted phyalcal contact of a sexual 
1N fRQ-4333 nature, AggravaHng Factors: Bellona ill'S 

Usually resultsln UItWI oft from work 
persistent, repeated, or malicious, 
&lgnlflcant impact, harm or -

Gender SensItivity rralnlng Required dlsruptfon, intentional toul:hrng In iii 
sexllal manner 

DISCRIMINATIO"l (£:EO) 
Al!veree decisions In any tel'lll$ and 
contJlllol1B of amplQ)'lTlent, Including MlUgaUng Factors: none pres&I1Uy 
recrulUng, hl11ng, transfers, promo!ions, 
tetn1lnatlons, compensatlQll and blilnefits 

Identified 

10 fQ.!& 
based On any or the folloWing factors Is Aggrevalfng Factors: Bellons Bre 
prohlbHed: race. color, religion, national persls.tent. repeated, or mallclou$, 
origin, Gender, !exual orilll1!atkm, age, slgnlncanllmpact, liMn or 
physIcal or mental disebllrty, or valeran disruption, usrng position of 
status. (Applies to applleanl$ as we" as authority 
employees) 

Usulllly results In time off from work 

RETAUATlQN <EEO} MIIIgating Factors: rlon-egregfous 
f.Q!& Retallallon, adverse actions against a or minimal Impact. 

1P EBQ.4allil person who has made an EEO complaint Aggravating Factors: acllons are 

PB043~i! 
participated in an EEO investigallon, or ' egregious, persistent, repeated. or 
given Inronnatlo" regarding ponlblll mar/dous, slgnlficanllmpact, harm 

ERO-mo vIolations ofEEO polk:y. or disruption, usillij pasltion tlf 
Usually re~ults In lime a" from work authority. 

Page 10 of 22 

Policy and Procedure System (;(Jntall'l8 the most current version of this writing. Unconfrol.lad when prInted, 

BOE/QUEDADO 0446 

- XV1- APPENDIX 2 
Page 241 



BUSINESS PROCESS INSTRUCTION BPI-2616 

ACCOMMOOJl.TION 
Faluni to adhere t~ the policy of the Mitigalfng Facters: none presently 
CClmpany to provlr:Je reaaonabla 

ffiQ:1M S1:C(IIllI11cOatloo9to qUl!IlIlIed individuals Identillaa 

EBO-2~j3 with a dJsahlllty whO ete applicants or AggravaUng Factors: actions are 
1Q 

EBQ·~a68 employeos, and who can perform the perslstant. repeated. or maUclolJll, 

PRO=S837 8&aentla( 1unc;llans oflhelr J<rb. wltt\ or slgnHlcant II'I'/j)sct, harm or 
wIthout acccmmodalfon, without direct dlsruptlol'1. 
Ihrea\ or undue hllrdahlp. 
Usually rS$ultroln a written warning 

Mitigating FacIOl'S; ability to retreat 

Aggrasstve physlGSI contact such as or B8cape was not an option. 
scuffllng,allOvlng, or pushing. 

Flghllng 10 eRQ-1aLQ hittlng, biting, 01" puncltlng. 
Usually re,ults In dlsoharge. Aggravating Factors; 1\o(\Q 

presenlly Idenllned. 

I 
Verbal. written, graphic, or visual 

Millgatlng Factors: rIOne presentty communlcallon or physical conduct tl'\at 
,ha.vs hostility or aversion toward an IdenUfied. 

PBO.1B7Q 
IndMdua! (or group). I. disruptIVe, or Aggravatlng Factors: actions are 

Har.l"ment (Non-EEO) 1K oll1et\lliea unreasonably Interferes IIJ!1h the persistent, repeated. or mallc:!ous. 
performance of work or the work depictions Ilf death or violent 
arMTQnment. phyelcaJ Injury, 
Usually mutts In II wrlUen Wllmlng. 

Mitigatlng Factors: language 
(including expletives) that Is used 

\.anguage tnat Is unclvD, Inliulting, \lile. or while not In conversation witt! or 

Inappropriate I.anguage obscene while fn conversation with about another person. 

Discussion 
1E anolher person. Aggravallng Factors: directed 

I 
Usually resuMs In a written warning, name-calUng Bnd l:QnvsrsaUonli 

thllt ara confrontational or 
combative. 

An ac1.lon or behaVior IIlat CBUe8f II MllfgaflRg Factors: none pre&enlly 
person to be fearful for his or hsrwaR- Iden!illed. 

lntlmidatlon of Others 11 EaO-1§ZO baing, personal safety. or condition of Aggravating Factors; misuse of 
elT1ploymanl aulhorlty. bullying. «threatening 
Usually re&ull8 'n a written wBlIlfng. behavior. 

Text, Images, commuI11ca"ont. or . ·Mltlgating Factors: sIngle inddent 
materials that are derogatory or demean with no exposure. 
any group or Individual ttlrOl.lgh humor, Aggravating Factors: repetltllllil 

fBQ:.1Q 
opinion. of Innuendo misuse over a pfolonged period. 

Offensive Non-Work- fG Usuany resull~ In a wrillen warning. repeated or forced e)(pOBlA'e to an 
Ralated Materials ffiQ:§Z llnwilllng pe~on. malerlal 

(Refer to EEO Violations if appUcable) generated by hate groups. ~ 
(For nutllly and pomography. see 10). portray hate airnss or depictIons 

of death or violent physicalln,lmy. 
Irnalles of children. 
Mitigating Factors: none presently 

Unwanted, uMacassaf}'. and non- Identified. 
Physlca! Contact {Non- 1L IIggresslve louchlng of an employee !hat AggraVatIng Factors: spitting 
EEO) has not reached the tl\relihold of a flgIlt dlracted an or towards others. 

Usually results In iii wrllttn warning. attempt to conlror or detain. 
intlmldalion. 

MlUgatfng Factors: nOrIe pre!;anlly 
A non-J:EO related action, behavior or Identlfi6d. 

Prank!> and Hoaxes 1J 
IllrclJmstanclil thai causes disruption In IhB Aggravating Factors: 
workplace. premeditated, oaulles a significant 
Usually results In e written warning. cllsrupUon. re6u~ts in damaga Cf 

Injury. 
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Adverse aCllon(s) against a person wIlo 
has .made or Is perceived to have made a 
to/tiPl1l\n\, panic\p'a~d in ,m \mes\\'QB\ion. 

MItigating Faat0r5; non-egreglous 
fQ!d 

given Information reglllrdlnll posslble 
violations of company policy. or reported or minimal Impact, reru1!lng to work 

~ an sUeged wrongdalnlllhraugh fonnal wltll or discuss company business, 

EQ.b§. clulnnel!. Aggravating Factors: Legal 

Retaliation (NOn-EEO) 1R ~ May Include but Is not Ilmlted to, actual or violation or negatllls Impact on \he 

E.B0-4332 
Ihreatened bypassing for promo1fon, buslnes" actions are egregjoua, 

denial of salary Increase, reduced persle.tent, repS41ted, or malicious, 

PBQ::1~~3 opportunity for overtime, redl.lCilO(1ln algnificanllmpact. harm or 

~ retenllon raUng. res$Slgnmant 10 [/lsser dislupllon, using posilion of 

acb'vlltss, correcuve action, sUipanslon. or aulhorfty. 

harassment. 
Usually results In lima off from work. 

POI.-5 T6)(t, imlilges, communications, or 
~ malertals, In any fon'llat that poWIlY. Mltlgatfng Faclers: single b1cident. 

Sell,lla!1'I Re\a~ Mate~tal 
fBQ:.§Z nudity, pornographY, Images of nude or no exposure to others. 

(In dud In!:! Pornography) 
1C End User partially clothe(! persan. displayed In Ag~ravating Faclars: sexual 

~lly!lD!l 
sexual poses or selmBI acts, or seXUally Imsges of children, engeglng In 

~ 
provocative material. se)tllalacte. 

MflllIml Usually results In lime off from work. 

~I\\h-z,~\$~oty, 

Statementt (to or about demeaning, vlc!ou$. or profane to or about Mlti9allng Factors: nOlle presently 

Bny Employea, iF 
any employee, customer, suppliers, the Idenlilled. . 

Customers, &lppllers, the cort\pany, or product through humor, Aggravllting Facto(S: malicious, 
Company or its Products) oprf'llon. or IMuendo (non-EEO). slgf'lJllcant harm. 

Usually results In ~ written warning. 

Ally communlcatlol'l. inducting body MlHgatl';l faotors; none presently 
language, lhat ir)VoNn II (hleat to harm 
Bnd may cause fear for !he safety, health, 

Idef'tifie 

Threats 1A ffi!2'l~ZQ or wllll-being of others or property. Must Aggravating Factors: posses~!lon 
Involve Corporate Investigations alld sile of a weaponj physlca! contact; 
lnr68l. Managemer1t Team If avall$lble. premeditBtsd, dlre<:ted splicilic 

U'llally rer;ults In 11m8 off from work. threat to harm. 

-. ~ 2·' " PROTECT, THE ASSETS OF BOEING. AND ASSETS ENTRUSTED TO BOEING, AGAINST 
~;t.i. -' .RAIIt1AGE;,_ !-Q~$,--~f~I,JES, AND/OR THEFT. ' ' 
~:: :", ., ::" ";.' Elrs' i~, . ,;.- '" .. '~ _... -,._' ".", C'"·M\ti£iil\i;;,g;;-~d·f\ggr;;~in9"·-

t~t" '" \'IOlATION" li : Rcfurcnco ' Dofinition ~nct ECA level . F3ctors that may iocrease or 
r,;~ .""~:, .',' ., . + Cod~' J;, : " " . ,; decrease Inlfl\ll ECA ' 
.. .,.. : _ , . ".. Jl' . . .. dotermil1ation . 

Creating an Ut\a~U\b\e 
LIability 

Damage, DestrUclion, or 
I..oss to Property 

2F 

20 

AnyaClkln or lack of action that hal thf$ 
potenllalto cause II financial or legal 
\\abl\ll.y 1ClT \he company. Manllgement 
failure to take actloll when action Is 
approprtate. 
Usuolly results In tima off from worlC. 

Any action or fae/( of action thst results in 
tlamlilgEl, defacement, loss, or destruction 
to company, customer, supplier property. 
product. or Information or employee 
prop6~y. 

Usually result$ In lima Qff from wor!<. 
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M\\iija1l119 factors: m1nlmm !\-ablilty, 
Aggravallng Factors: significant 
liabn'ly. 

M\\\ga\lng raclols: minimal Impact, 
accidental. 
Aggravating Factors: willrul, 
premeditation, aabotage, 
concealment. 
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fQk§ Any unapproved use of company 
Mltrgating Factors: none presently computing resources for purposes not 

MisUSQ of Company fBQ:1.Q 
related to the business of the company; IdenUfied. ffi:Q:§I Includ&s Internet and a-mall. Aggrav.ating Faclo1'1l: chain 1&Hera, 

Computing EqlJipment Dr 2G ~ Systems (internet and E-
Co!I!!2!.!tIOQ Usually results In verbal warning. personal protlt, QxcfJssive activlly Mall) (Non-Sexual) 
~ (For SexuaUy Related Malenal see 1C) Qr amount ot-d;ta volume 
M!ill!iIf (For Misuse or Company rime 888 3F) 

Mlltgating Fac!ors:none presenUy 
Iden11l\ed. 

Failure 10 safeGuard or the unapproved AggrsvstJng Faclol'5: parsonal 
profit, excessive actlllity or data PRO·1O usa of "'Ill property, Inforrrra\lon or 
volume, aels involving community Misuse of Proparty. rSf>ources of the Company, Its employees, 

. funds or pSl'Son,,1 belongIngs, Information, or Resources ffiMQ cc,l81o~n;, 5uppliers, or competitors for 
cJaaslfled material or deliberate of Others, Company, 2= 

~ 
purposes not relamd to the business of 

acts that violale e8QurIIy rules that CUslorner, Competitor, or the company. 
would subject classlned Supplier E~ U5ually results In a verbal wamlng. Information (andfor company 

(For MIsuse of Company Time, $ElB 3F) proprtetBlY Information, Boeing 
LImited, or legally PrIVileged) to 
the risk of compfOmlse .. 

Unauthorized possession ot property or 
Mltlgaling Factors: Inadvertent rasourcelil of another emptoyee, c.ompsny, 

customElr, compeIDor, or sUpplieti Includas possessIon. Possession of Property or 
f.BQ:1Q. havIng unauthorized custody of materials, Aggravatlng Factors: llersQIUlI Resources of Olners. 

equipment, and Informalfon belonging to J)rQfIt, repetitive acts Involving Company, Customer, 2A 
fBQ:ZQ Boalng, other aoelng employaea or community funds or personal Competrtor, or Supplier 

Eloeln,g suppliers. competllors, or beronQin~, compelitor-eenslUve 
custome1'1l. Infonnnalfon. 

~ 
MHJgallng Factors: stngle incident ~ with minImal Impact MmluiI. FaMurs to protect property, Information or Aggravating Faclora: acts that Protoction of Property, 

resources of tile company, 1111 employees, vIolate security rules that would Informalloo, or Rosourcea .eBQ:4..1 customers, suppliers, compelltora, or subject company proprietary of OIhets, Company, 2H others, 
Information, Boeing LImited, or Customer, Competitor, or 

ffiQ:ZQ Falfure to report known s6<lurlty violations. Legally PrMleged to lIle rlsle of Supplier 
~ Usually results In a wrfnen warning. compromlae; loss of a laptop 

containing unanctyflled sensitive 
EBQ-2gg7 InfarrneHon. 

Any act of a Uempled or actual sabotag/ll 
Mitigating FactOls: none presendy that damaget r;r di&nlpts company 

2C property, Infbrmation, or resourcea of the Identlfled. Sabotage 
CQmf>any, customers, ar SuppUe(8. AggravaUng Factors: nane 
Results In drscharge. prasently Idennfled. 

Theft Includes the unlluthClrlzed removel 
and pos&s!lslon of property or reaot/rces MltIlIstlng Factol'll; pelty 1flaft. Theft 28 of snothsr employee, company, customer, 

AggraVBting Factors: none cornpeUlor, or supplier. 
presenliy Identlllad. 

Usually relllllt1l in dlscharge. 
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Absence Wllttoul Nollcs, 
BmWg 

Refer tQ site pracUoel. 31.. ~ Controlled by site practicas, 
AWOL Focal 

~ Controlled by slte attendance guidelines. 
Attendaot:a 3M Site ECA Refer to site practiCEls. 

~ (Refer to sectlon 2.1.8 - page 6) 

AcliOIls or bQhaviors that are "CIt 
addressed elsMere In II1ls guIdeline, but MtUgaling Factors: no litllIRct to 
are Incanalslsnt with ordinary, reasonable, property, producf, or ot~era. 

Commonsense Rules of 3N 
commonsan$8 8lIpected ,tanda/da of Aggravating Fsc:tora: harm to 

Conduct conduct. Corrective sction thouk! reflsct persons (emoUonal or physical), 
the Impact rt Md on \tie company or damage to the product or property 
IndJ1lfausls. or to BoeIng's reputatlon, 
Usually results In a wriltml wamll'1g. 

MItigating Factors: isolaled 
Inc/dents that have Ill1le or no 
impact on the company, expre!s 

Conduc~ng B Pen;onaJ 
Personal outside business fTilereslS on or Imp"ed management 
company time or property, or with authortzation. 

Boslness - Running a 31 fBQ:1Q company'r8SQurces. Aggravating Factors: penlonal 
Business 

Ususlly results In lime off (rom work. gaIn, Impact on the business, 
8KC8l1sNe eompany time or 
rasaUTC8S used, any busfnesslhat ' 
creates a conflict: 01 Tnl$rasl 

Specltic fallure to perform or provide a MItigating factors: none pre$enUy 
product I service due to carelsasnsl., identlfied 

Defactlve work product or 3R 
Inattention, Isc/c of Intereal or priOritization 

output - employeela quaKlied and capable Aggravating factors: dellberate 

Usually lesu'lts In II written waml11g, 
disregard for process, procedure, 
or instruction 

Failing to follow Instruclfans, perform 
Mltlgatlng Factors: rIOne prasen8y 
Identffled. 

Failure 10 Comply 3E 
desTgnataci work, or;tCt or CB,sa to act 

Aggravating Faetore: disrupts after being Instructed or reminded. 
Usually resultS in a wrilten warning. 

production. argl.lmenta1lve to 
management (refusal, refar 10 3D}. 

Mitigating Faclors: none presllnUy 
Failure to Observe Unauthorized deviation from established identified. 
EBtablisl10d Work 3H ~ shift, lunch, or break ·lIcOOdufe. Aggravatlng Fat.1ol'll: repelillve 
Scf1edule Ususlly results In iii ver~1 warning. occurrences allar wamlng. 

excessive work Urne lost. 

Mul~ple aeHve corrective actions (nona or Mlflgatlng Faclors: none PTe"ntly 

Genemlly Unacceptable which In end of Itsetf IlIl1ull$!n dist::herge), Identilled. 

Conduct and/or Behavior 30 Usually results in time off from work. Aggravating Factors: sariousness 

(Refer to section 2.1.b - page 6} or acUv& ECA In conJtmcllon with 
current Incldent. 

PhysiCally actIve behavior thai results In 
Mitigating FaClors: nene preuenny disruption 01 nas rhe potanlfallo create an 

unsafe workplace. Identified, 

Horseplay 38 Usually reslllt$ In II written Ivsmfng. AggraVl!ltlng Factors: results In 

(for Injury to employee or others, sae SCl 
damage to praporty, equIpment, 
Information, or resources of Ihe 

(for tlama»e \0 or destrucllon of property, 
see2D) 

company, cllstomers, or suppUers 
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Relfusing or failing to {ollow 8 
management directive 10 act or cease to 
eet. after being ord.ered. to do 110. The MitigaHng ractons: n01'l1l presently 
employee must be gfven tJme to comply Identified. 

InsUbordination (Gross} an !!lit warned that the mOure to comply wlR 
Aggrsll8ling FactM; none result In discharge. Normally, another 

company representatlve should witns15$ klen\lfied. 
thl$ process. 

Results In dh;charga. 

An activity or behavior that detracls trom 
Mttlga~ng FactOl1l: none presently the business of the company or dl.rupla 

IfltQrfer\ng With Ine prodUCllv\ly ot other employees. 0( IdenUnad. 

Production 
3A results In a compliance vlafatlon not Aggravating Factor.: alqnlflcanl 

related to safety and health. businsM 0( oper;iitJonallmpac:t. 
Usually results In a wn1ten wamlng. 

MJdgetrng Factors: none presently 

Unauthorized lime eWIlY from company 
Idenliflad. 

Lesvfng Company Agllravating Factors: repealed 
Premises WHhout 3J premise\! amilor workplace. events, extended or excessive. 
Notification Usually rasuKs In lime off from wotk. period of time, slgtllfteant bl,lSlness 

or apel'lilllonal Impact. 

Mltlgatrllg Factors: nona presenlly 
Unauthortzed time away from work araa identified. 

Out of Work Alea 3P thalia observable or cortfhmed by data. Aggravating Factors: excessive 
Usually resulta 1/\ II written waming. tllM BWa-y.lntoo\lonal 

concealment. 

Mitigating Factors: nomll presently 
COmpany H~ spent on non work relatl'l<l ldllntlftecl. 

Misuse or Company TIme 31' f.BQ:1Q 
aCllvities or any activity that Is not AggravaUng Fectors: relletltive. 

{Stealing TIme} 8UpPOrtJlf8 of the worlc aSllignment. extended or excessIve Incl(!ents. 
Usually n!lllLJIIs In written waming. measurable impact to work 

parformsnce. 

Ongoing, unauc:caGSful .oolel/elniJl\t of 
managemenfs performance axpaGlations 
over a period of Ume. 

Mitigating facrors~ nIIne prelJanlly (refer to 

Perlo~anoelssues 
section Usually results In a written warning and I~Bntllled. 

3Q 2.1.8- performance Improvemenlplan. Falure \0 
palJe 6) succaslIf\1J1y complete performance Aggrawtlng factors: nOlle 

Improvement plan will rl'l9ult In further presBntly Identified 

correctlve scUoo up to and Incluolng 
discharge. 

Millgallng Faelors: tasks ra/eled to 
fllLlll1'I$ cleaning of work area. 

Refer to Can vary tram slmpre clutier to harm of Aggravating FeeIQllI: careless or 
Poor Houael:.eepll'l9 3K applicable product du~ '0 foreign oblect damage or unsafe housekeeping Ihal craslss 

site (/ebr1s (FOD); hYGiene Issues. B risk at. or caUlle~, property or 
procedurea Usuany resurts In a wrlltan Warning. product damage (20), pSTaIJrlIl! 

Injury (5C). rework, production 
disruption, or sllfGty of flight. 

Sleeping on compllny premises. In Ih& Mlllgatlng Factor.: none pre-senlly 

work area or at IVorkstaflon. past break Identlllecl .. 
Sleeping 

3C limes, an company time. Aggravatfng Faolonl: leavIng work 

Usually tl'lsulta In a written warning. area. conCl'laled sleeping, nesting 
(usually results in discharge). 

Page 15 of 22 

Policy and Procedure System conleins (he most current \larslon of this wrillng, Ullcontroaed when primed. 

BOeTQUEDADO 0451 

- xxi- APPENDIX 2 
Page 246 



~D.E'ND· PROCEDURE PRO-1909 

PRO-1909 
Issue Date 
April 11, 2006 

Administration of Employee Corrective Action 

Purpose/Summary 

This procedure describes corrective action measures and outlines the overall 
responsibilities of operating organizations, managers, Human Resources, and 
Corporate lnvestigations in the corrective action process. 

Corrective action affecting employees represented by a collective bargaining 
agreement will be administered In accordance with the terms of the collective 
bargaining agreement. 

For salaried employees, unacceptable work progress and performance, although 
a violation of the Boeing Code of Conduct, may be handled in accordance with 
sepsrate procedures. 

This procedure does not constitute a contract or contractual obligation, and the 
company reserves the right, in its sola discretion, to amend, mOdify, or 
discontinue its use without prior notice, notwithstanding any person's acts, 
omissions, or statements to the contrary. 

This procedure applies to all segments of The Boeing Company. 

Employees In countries other than the United States will be governed by this 
procedure, with appropriate adjustments, jf necessary, to accommodate 10caJ 
legal or contractual requirements. 

Supersedes 

June 8, 2004 

AppUes To 

All Boetng 
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Ma;ntalned By 

Boeing Corporate, Human Resources, Global Diversity and Employee Rights 

Authority Reference 

Policy POL"3, "People" 

Approved By 

Rick Stephens .. . 
Senior Vice President, Human Resources and Administration 

Summary of Changes to the Title Page 

The Issue date, Supersedes, Maintained By, and Approved By information have 
changed. Otherwise thrs is a major revision. 

1. Introduction 

A. The corrective action processes described In this procedure are intended 
to correct unacceptable conduct and to avoid its repetition. 

B. Corrective action shaU be taken when an employee engages in a practice 
that is inconsistent with the published Boeing Code of Conduct (reference 
Exhibit A), U.S. Govemment security requirements, or ordinary, 
reasonable, commonsense rules of conduct. . 

C. Management has the primary responsibility for administering corrective 
action. The Human Resources organIzation will provide guidance, 
consultation, and information in support of the process. 

D. [n matters relating to ethical misconduct, the company Ethics and . 
Business Conduct organization shall be consulted before the closur~ of 
any Investigation or administration of any corrective action. 

E. In matters concerning Individuals in countries outside the United States, 
several issues must be considered before the admInistration of Employee 
Corrective Action (ECA). Rafer to Exhibit c tor guIdance. 

2. Requirements 

A. Some acts of unacceptable conduct are so serious as to warrant severe 
corrective action upon the first known offense. For these, job 
reclassificatIon, reassIgnment, time off from work, or discharge may be 
appropriate even though no prior warning has been given. Other Jess 
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B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

serious situations will normally be handled under the concept of . 
progressive corrective action; that Is, Increasingly severe corrective 
measures will be applied for subsequent violations. 

While some latitude is permitted in determining the level of corrective 
action appropriate to the circumstances, the Intent Is that a relatively 
uniform corrective action process for similar offenses will be applied 
enterprise-wide. Use the matrix in Business Process tnstruction BPI-
2616, "Employee Corrective Action Guidelines," for assIstance in 
Identifying the severi~ of various rule viotatlons and determIning the 
appropriate level of ECA. 

The Boeing Code of Conduct (reference Exhibit A) should be 
conspicuously posted in each business unit facility Including subsidiaries 
and business segment sites that have adoptad it, and it is expected that 
each newly hired employee will be provided a copy during new employee 
processing. 

Suspected crIminal violations shall be reported to Corporate Investigations 
immediately so that a determination of whether the offense warrants the 
notification of appropriate law enforcement agencies can be made, 

A request for review of ECA determlnatlons may be made when an 
employee's management disagrees with the level of corrective action that 
was decided upon by using this process guidelIne and Business Process 
Instruction BPt"2616, "Employee Corrective Action GuideUnes." This 
request for revfew must detan factual Information that the manager 
believes would either mitigate or aggravate the level of ECA, and should 
not contain opinions or personallnfonnation not directly related to the 
employee's condition of employment. Refer to Business Process 
Instruction BPI-3g48, "Employee Corrective Action Review Boards" 
Section D.11 for more information on how to Inltiata this request. ' 

3. Procedures for Administering Corrective ActIon 

A. Overview 

1. Corrective actions taken by management are normally to be 
governed by progressive corrective action (IncreaSingly severe 
corrective measures for subsequent offenses of the same or slmflar 
type). This process can Include the following measures: 

a. Verbal counseUng. 

b. Written documentation. 

c. Time Off From Work. 
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Other corrective actions (e.g., Jab reclassification, 
downgrade, reassignment, Employee Assistance Program 
referral). 

If an employee is downgraded out of a management position 
as part of the corrective action, the employee must walt a 
minimum of one (1) year before he/she may be considered 
for promotion back into a management position. 

e. Discharge. 

The above corrective actions should be taken and documented by 
management according to the following guidelines; 

a. Be consistent -- apply the same documentation guidelines to 
everyone in the group. 

b. Document facts only - personal feelings, reactions, 
opinions, and analysis should be left out of documentation. 

c. Be complete - documentation should be clear and provide 
all the relevant Information. 

d. File the document - send the corrective action memo and 
supporti~ documentation to Human Resources Services 
Central Records, The documentation win be. scanned and 
stored fn the Personnel Records Link (PRL), an electronic 
records management application. 

3. It \s not always necessary for the corrective action process to 
commence with a verbal wamlng or include every step. The 
corrective action process may begin with a written warnIng and 
proceed to more severe measures for subsequent violations. For 
acts warranting severe corrective actJon, partlcularly those that are 
Intentional or serious, such measures as lob reclassification, 
reassignment, time off from work. or discharge may be approprIate 
even though the employee has no previous record of corrective 
action. 

Note': Management employees are held to a higher standard of 
conduct and may be subject to more severe levels of corrective 
action. 

B. Verbal Counseling 

1. For certain minor rule violations a documented discussion wUl serve 
the objective of this pro~edure. 

2. In the verbal counseling step, management has the opportunity to 
discuss the issue wIth the employee In an attempt to correct the 
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unacceptable conduct before it Is repeated, or rises to a level 
requiring more severe corrective action. 

C. Written Documentation 

1. Written documentation Involves preparing and Issuing a CAM. The 
CAM must be created in the Employee Issues Tracking System 
(EITS). 

2. A CAM shall be given to employees when they violate the Expected 
Conduct standards, and when corrective action more severe than 
verbal counseling is warranted. 

3. Management must notify the Human Resources organization for 
assistance before Issuing a CAM. 

D. Time Off From Work 

1. Conditions 

a. An employee shall receive time off from work when: 

(1 ) 

(2) 

The seriousness of the violation warrants more than 
written documentation, but less than dIscharge, or 

It becomes advisable to remove an employee from 
company premises until a final decision Is reached 
regarding appropriate aetton. 

Note: An employee should be removed from work 
Immediately, pending further investigation, when, in 
the opInIon of management, there is concern for, or 
danger to, persons, property. or company Interests. 

b. Time off from work of exempt employees is to be carried out 
in a manner that maintains the employee's exempt status 
under the Fair Labor Standards Act or applicable state labor 
laws. At present, the follow'ng six (6) states either have laws 
that prohIbit employers from suspending exempt empJoyees 
for less than a workweek (:::I five (5) workdays) or have 
regulatory agencies that Interpret those laws rn this manner: 

Alaska 
California 
Connecticut 
Montana 
Oregon 
WashIngton 
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All other states pennlt employers to su~pend exe.mpt 
employees for 'ess than a workweek Without puttIng the 
exempt status at risk. . 

c. Such action may be taken Independent of, or in conjunction 
with, other corrective action measures. 

2. Procedure 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Notify the Human Resources organization for assistance 
prior to an employee receiving time off from work or being 
removed from work pending investigation. 

Initiate a CAM as specified in section 4 of thfS procedure. 

Retrieve the employee's company identlflcatlon badge, 
laptop. and cell phone. 

Escort t/1e employee off company premises. 

E. Other Corrective Action/Job Reclsssfflcatlon or Reassignment 

1, Job reclassIfication (downgrade or reassIgnment) may be 
appropriate when an employee cannot be depended on to properly 
exercise the degree of latitude or independent judgment required 
by the employee's current Job classification. Such action may be 
taken independently of, or in conJunctton with, other corrective 
action measures. 

2. Procedure 

a. Notify the Human Resources organizatIon to obtain 
concurrence before taking any further action. 

b. Initiate a CAM as specified In section 4 of this procedure. 

c. If an employee is removed (through downgrade, 
reclassification, or reassignment) from a management 
positIon as part of the corrective action, the employee must 
wait a mln)mum of one (1) year before he or she may be 
conSidered for promotion back into a management position. 

F. Discharge 

1. 

2. 

Olscharge Is appropriate when other efforts at corrective acUon fall 
or when the seriousness of the violation or problem warrants It. 

Procedure 

a. Notify the Human Resources organization to obtain 
concurrence before taking any further action. 
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b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Initiate a corrective action memo as specified In section 4 of 
this procedure. 

Prepare termination documentation with the assistance of 
the Human Resources organization. 

Ensure that the termination process is completed, including 
retrieval of company Identfflcation badges, accounting for all 
company property assigned to the ~mployee (e.~., keys and 
travel card). and completing a termmatlon checklist. 

Escort the employee off company premises. 

4. Corrective· Action Memo (CAM) 

A. The CAM is used to forma.lly notify an employee of: 

B. 

c. 

1. The nature or level of correcHve actfon. 

2. An area of management concern. 

3. The action(s) requIred by that employee to solve the problem. 

4. lhe consequences of not solving the problem. 

A corrective action' memo must be Issued whenever corrective act/on is 
administerad except for verbal counseling (reference section 3.B. of this 
procedure). 

Follow these steps when preparing and Issuing a CAM: 

1. Clearly state the nature or level of action being taken and the 
unacceptable conduct in detail. 

2. Describe previous corrective actions, if any, taken by management 
to correct the conduct {e.g., verbal counseling or previous CAMs). 

3. Where discharge is not administered, Identify the corrective action 
required by the employee to solve the unacceptable conduct. 

4. Review the memo and obtain concurrence from the Human 
Resources organization before Issuing it to the employee. 

5, Where discharge Is not .administered, advise the employee that 
failure to demonstrate an immediate and sustaIned colTectlon of 
unacceptable conduct wilt result In further corrective action, up to 
and Including dIscharge. 

6. GIve the employee an opportunity to comment on and sign the 
corrective action memo, acknowledglng receipt. 
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If the employee declines to sign the CAM, note this in the 
"Employee Slgnature" section. 

Provide the employee with the original CAM. 

Ensure that the ECA record is properly annotated in EITS by the 
end of shift of the day the corrective action was issued. 

Send the CAM and supportfng documentation to Human Resources 
Services' Central Records. The documentation will be scanned 
and stored in the PRL, an electronic records management 
application. 

D. When a CAM is in active status. it may be used for progressive discipline if 
the employee subsequently engages In behavior that was the same as or 
similar to the behavior that caused the or/glnal memo to be issued. 

The duration of the cAM will be in an active status in accordance with the 
schedule Indicated below, provided the employee is not subsequently 
Issued additional corrective action within the referenced time frame for 
violations listeci Ulider the same Expected Behaviors category (reference 
I:xhiblt B). 

The company also reserves the right to extend the duration of the active 
status of the CAM for certaIn egregious violations, such as safety, 
security, Equal Emp\oyment Opportunity (EEO), or those of a violent 
nature. Leave of absence time dOBS not count towards the completion of 
the pel10ds referenced below. 

1. Written documentation: 12 months 

2. Time off from work: 12 months 

3. Other (such as downgrade, job reclaSSification, or reassignment): 
12 months 

4. Discharge. 

E. CAMs wUl be purged per the Master Records Retention Schedule unless 
additional violations for the same or similar type of offense have occurred, 
or f:1legal hold Is In~p(ace. 

5. ResponslbUltles 

A. Each business unit Is expected to Implement this procedure In such a 
manner as to ensure that managers 

1. Understand their prime role In achieving compliance by their 
employees with the Boeing Code of Conduct (reference exhibit. A 
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and form F7Q085), Expected Behaviors (reference Exhib\t B), and 
other ordinary, reasonable, common sense rules of conduct. 

Obtain guidance from the Human Resources organlzatjo~ for 
unusuaf or difficult sltuations, and to review correctlve action 
memos time off from work, job reclaSSifications, and discharges 
with the Human Resources organizatIon before final action to 
ensure compliance with company policy, state, and federal laws, 
agency regulations, and contractual agreements. 

Notify Corporate lnvestigations immediately when 

a. A crlmlnal act or security InfracHon is suspected. 

b. Conditions or events adversely affect the best interest of the 
company (e.g .• production, costs, reputation in the 
community, or safety of employees and products). 

c. other situations arise when notification is deemed 
appropriate. 

Note: When pos~ible, notify Corporate InvestigatIons before the 
employee fs aware that the violation has been detected In order to 
facilitate the investigation and advise the Human Resources 
organization that you have notified Corporate Investigations. 

4. Initiate oorrective actions consistent with guidelines set forth In this 
procedure and Business Process Instruction BPI~2616, "Employee 
Corrective Action Guidelines." . 

5. Establish a Human Resources organization focal point to serve as 
a coordinator In reViewing unusual or difficult corrective situattons. 

B. Managers 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Ensure that employees have the information necessary to 
understand and comply with their obligation to follow the 80elng 
Code of Conduct (reference ExhIbit A and form F70086.), Expected 
BehaViors (reference Exhibit B). safeguard classified Information, 
and malntaln reasonable, commonsense rules of conduct. 

Initiate corrective actions consistent with 9uidelines set forth In this 
procedure and BUSiness Process InstructIon BPI-2616, "Employee 
Corrective Action Guidelines." 

Review CAMs with the Human Resources organization before 
administering action. 

ObtaIn guidance from the Human Resources organfzation 
regarding unusual or potentially precedent-setttng situat!ons. 
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Obtain guidance from the Human Resources organizatlon In 
instances in which communicating a particular corrective action to a 
worK group may be warranted. 

Participate in Employee Corrective Action Review Boards 
(ECARBs) consistent with the guidelines set forth in this procedure 
and Business Process Instruction BPI-3948, "Employee Corrective 
Action Revlew Boards.Q 

C. Human Resources Organization 

1. Ensure that the Boe~ng Code of Conduct (reference exhibit. A and 
form F7.0086) and. Expected B~havlors (reference. ~xhibit B) is 
posted In a conspIcuous place In each Boeing facJhty. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Through employment offices, furnIsh each new empl0y,ee wIth a 
copy of the Boefng Code of Conduct (reference ExhibIt A and form 
F70086) and Expected Behaviors (referance exhibit B). 

initiate corrective actions consistent with 9uidefines set forth in this 
procedure and Business Process Instruction BPl-2§16."Employee 
Corrective Action Guidelines." 

Before a CAM Is Issued to the em ployee: 

a. Review with the appropriate coordinator any potentially 
precedent-settIng cases and all cases involving time off from 
work, job reclassification. or discharge that are not 
progressive steps of corrective action. . 

Note: This revIew is intended to ensure compliance with 
company policies, state and federal laws. agency 
regulations, and contractual obligations. It Is also 
intended to ensure that actions taken are consistent 
wIth those taken previously for similar infractions. 

b. Review aU CAMs with the manager. 

c. Notify the line organization of any contractual complications, 
potential legal concerns, or Inconsistencies in corrective 
actions. 

5. Ensure managers are familiar with the contents of this procedure 
and the proper handling of cases. 

6. Before taking action on any corrective action case that is unusual or 
potentlafJy precedent setting, consult with the site corrective action 
coordinator or the appropriate Employee/labor Relations 
representative. 
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Coordinate with other organizations to ensure that relatively unlfonn 
action Is taken when a violation involves employees from more than 
one (1) organization. 

Notify Corporate Investigations of actions taken in cases in which a 
security report was issued. . 

Participate in Employee Corrective Action Review Boards 
(ECARBs) consistent with the guidelines set forth in this procedure 
and Business Process Instruction BPI-3946, UEmployee Corrective 
Action Review Boards." 

Extend the expIration date In E ITS for a prior CAM being used for 
progressive corrective action. 

D. Human Resources SeJVices Central Records 

1. Manage the storage and retrieval of CAMs and supporting 
documentation. 

2. Pur:~e CAMs per the Master Records Retention Schedule, unless 
additional violations for the same or similar type of offense have 
occurred. or a legal hold Is In-place. 

E. Boeing Corporate, Human Resources, Global Diversity and Employee 
Rights 

1. Interpret thls procedure as required. 

2. Initrate action necessary to keep this procedure up to date .. 

3. Approve deviations to this procedure. 
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EXHIBIT A 
(Sheet 1 of 1) 

BOE~GCODEOFCbNDUCT 
The Boeing Code of Conduct outlines Expected Behaviors for all Boeing employees. 
Boeing wi" conduct its business fairly, impartially, In an ethical and proper manner, and 
in full compliance with applicable laws and regulations. In conducting Its business, 
integrity must undertie all company relatlonshlps, Including those with customers, 
SlIppliers, commllnities, and among employees. The highest standards of ethical 
business conduct Bre required of Boeing employees In the performance of their 
company responsibilities. Employees wtil not engage in conduct or activity that may 
raise questions as to the company's honesty, Impartiality, reputation, or otherwIse c8~se 
embarrassment to the company. 

Employees will ensure that 

• They do not engage in any activity that might create a conflict of Interest for the 
company or for themselves IndividuaUy. 

• They do not take advantage of thefr Boeing position to seek personal gain 
through the Inappropriate use of Boeing or nonpublic information or abuse of 
their position. This includes not engaging in insider trading. 

• They will follow a/l restrictions on use and disclosure of information. This includes 
followIng all req~irements for protecting Boeing information and ensuring that 
non- Boerng proprietary information is used and disclosed only as authorizad by 
the owner of the information or as othel'Wise permitted by law. 

• They obseIV5 that fair dealing is the foundation for all of our transactions and 
interactions. 

• They will protect all company, customer. and supplCer assets and use them only 
for appropriate company approved activities. 

• Without exception, they will comply with all appficable laws, rules, and 
regulations. 

• They will promptly report any Illegal or unethical conduct to management or other 
appropriate authorities (I.e., EthIcs, Law, Corporate lnvestlgatians, EEO). 

Every employee has the responstbUity to ask questions, seek guidance and 
report suspected vlolat[ons of this Code of Conduct. Retaliation against 
employees who come forward to raise genuine concerns will not be tolerated. 
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EXHIBITS 
(Sheet 1 of 1) 

EXPECTED BEHAVIORS 

All employees are expected to adhere to the BoeIng Code of Conduot. Infractions of the 
Code of Conduct will result inappropriate corrective actlon. up to and Including 
discharge. ' 

To facilitate the process of determining consistent and appropriate corrective action t as 
described in Business Process Instruction BP!-2616, "Employee Corrective Action 
Guidelines rTf the foHowlng general categories of expected behaviors have been 
identified. 

1, TREAT OTHERS AND EXPECT TO BE TREATED WITH RESPECT, DIGNITY, 
AND TRUST. 

2. PROTECT THE ASSETS OF BOEING, AND ASSETS ENTRUSTED TO 
BOEING, AGAINST DAMAGE, LOSS, MISUSE, AND/OR THEFT. 

3. PRODUCE, DESIGN. AND SUPPORT OUR PRODUCTS AND SERVICES IN A 
MANNER THAT PROMOTES THE INTERESTS OF BOEiNG. ITS 
EMPLOYEES, CUSTOMERS, AND SUPPLIERS. 

4. PROCeSS AND REPORT INFORMATION ACCURATELY, HONESTLY, AND 
PROPERLY. 

5, BUlLO AND MAINTAIN A SAFE AND HEALTHY ENVtRONMENT FOR OUR 
EMPLOYEES, CUSTOMERS, SUPPLIERS. AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES. 

6. ADHERE TO COMPANY AGREEMENTS, POLICIES, AND PROCEDURES. 

7. ABIDE BY APPLICABLE LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

A mora detailed nsting, wIth exampfes of infractions for each of the above categories (s 
included in BusIness Process Instruction BPl-2616, "Employee Corrective Action ' 
Guidelines." Corrective action may also be taken for misconduct not specifically 
described in BPI-2618, but which is inconsistent with ordinary, reasonable, 
commonsense rules of conduct. 
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EXHIBITC 
Sheet 1 of 1 

ECA GUIDELINES fOR INTERNATIONAL EMPLOYEES 

The terms and conditions of employment for most of our International Boeing 
employees are contractual in nature, and are set forth either in collective bargaintng 
agreemen't$ (for groups of union-represented employees) or in individual employment 
contracts. The collective bargaining agreements and indlvktual employment contracts 
may address applicable correctJve action (disciplinary) procedure. The legal systems In 
many countries will arso restrict how or what corrective action can be admlnistered. 

Because of these variables In the International context. reviewing of cases will be done 
on a country-by-country and, within a particular country, on a case-by·case basis. The 
general approach for our lntematlonallocations will be as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Are the terms and conditions of employment for this employee governed by. a 
contract, a collective bargaining agreement, or an individual employment 
contract? 

If yes, does the contract contain provisions about employee corrective action? 
This may also require that past pracHce be taken into consideration. 

ff yes, tl1en we will comply with the terms of the contract. 

·If no to the above questions, then there will be a review of the proposed 
corrective adion process to confirm that it is in accordance with applicable law. 
Boeing Corporate, Human Resources. Global Diversity and Employee Rights and 
the law derartment will conduct this review, coordinating with their counterparts 
at the loea site or business unit, as appropriate. 

If applicable lOcal law does not affect Implementation of the corrective action 
proce$s, we will proceed with Implementation. 

If appli~able local law does affect implementation, We will modify the proposed 
corrective action process to comply with applicable loeallaw. 
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Boeing Code of Conduct 

HLI<'l1 l{c:altlJ\1C RCpOlllllg 
\2D(d :.1~\ 7 ')I)f)() 

Frequently Asked Questions 

Signing Process Questions I Content-Related Questions I btternatiQnal and Su.bs:i.~lari~s .Q.qc~.tiQn 

ese Frequently Asked Questions include Q&As about signing the Code online (in English and other 
languages), as welI as Q&As for those who do not have access to TotalAccess and need to use the paper 
fonn. Additional infonnation for .in.t~rnational and subsidiary employees is available on the Ethics W( 
site. 

If you have que,,,tions that are not addressed below about accessing the Code or the manager's tracking 
ools online, contact the Total.Access Help Desk at 866-473-2016 (for TIYffDD service call 800-755-
6363), 

For questions not addressed below. about Code's r;ontent or who needs to sign it, please contact an Ethic! 
dvfso • or call the Ethics Line a.t J -888-970-7171. 

ermlnology Note: The term "employeell ref~rs to all Boeing employees, including Boeing subsidiarie..<; 
oth domestic and international. The term "non-employee" refers to all contingent labor (contract labor a 

, dustry assist individuals) but does not include technical assist, technical services 01' purchased services 
ersonnel. 

:~."I :wzJ 

1.1 

Quest!ou 1: Why do we hnve to sign the Code OrComlllct ~g!li(l in 20101 

A commitment to our Code of Conduct is ml important busincss practice. and evel"yolLt:'~ participation is critical and appreciated, fIi 
companies and parts of the government renew comm itments to integrity anmlally. and this is fl pructicc Boeing deploys cHuh year. ! 
reinforces OUI' pe('sonal commitment to each other to keep promises, hold euch other accountable and to model high ethical standor! 
Annual signing alllO provides ac!lIlnce to talk about Ethics at work . 

. ,. TOP 

Question 2: Who must sign the Code of Conduct and wlly'r 

All Boeing employees, [neruding employees of Boeing subsidiaries, dotnClltic and international, must sig.n the Code of COIl duct bc< 
11 stllndnrd business practice of the company. Additionally, all interns. contract labor Ilnd industry assist individuals will be asked t, 
review. nnd celtify (by signing) that they ulldel'stand and will comply with the Boeing Code of Conduct. For ddinitions of ucl11plo) 
contract labol' Bnd industry assist," please see .~Jtj}'lIdlrfctQry welJ..b.oelng,comillelldusfrfZOapps/sqUReJaJi!!ltshlpl1 
I)Id",d sql relationship.· . 

TOP 

Question 3: I am a plllt-time lloLII'ly emp[oyee, Hm I required to sign the Code or COllduct? 

http://ethics,whq,boeing.Q.O¥JI.X:W~ofconduct/faq.html 11/8/2010 
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Question 4: Do new employees and non-employees (contl'lIct labol'lindustry assist), who start late in 2009 IX" early in 2010, have to 
Code of Conduct? Don'l they ~ign during their Ol'ientlltion? 

New employees ~nd Contract Labor!lndushy Assisl shirting before Dec, 31, 2009, signcd the 2009 Code of Conduct during their 01 

These individuals fire roquil'cd to sign with theil' teHm again in 20 I 0 III ~lItisfy the 20 I 0 certitication requil~'1TIent, Employees and C 
LabnrlJ 11dllstry Assist starting aftel' Jlln, I, 20 I O. will sign the annuu 1 Code of Conduct duting their Olientatioll process. This tulfill~ 
signing requirement tlnd !I second signing is not required, 

TOP 

Question 5: Wh(l is not required to sign the Code of Conduct? Why? 

Individuals who have n:llIlionships with Boeing - including consultants, PUI'ChllSOO ~ervice!i, technical services, Boeing-benefits, sU'· 
tlnd customer:,; - are not required to sign the Code becllU!le they sign through their contractual agreements with Boeing, For definiti, ' 
those not required to sign, please see h.ttp:Jldirecto,l.)':,web_boe!Il!t,comIlOenduserI2QappslsqllRelatjoDshlpl?pld=d,sql,l'clatiollS 

top 

Question 6: When eves the 20 I 0 process begin, and when docs it end? 

The process statts Jan. 11 and ends Feb. 4, 2010. DUling this time, all Boeing employees and othcrpm1icipllnts must sign the 2010 
Conduct 

TOP 

QUestiOIl 7: Whnt happens ifan individu.al is Wlllble to participate by Feb. 4,201m 

The requirement is fOT all to sign by Feb, 4, 2010, except for the circumstances below: 

TOP 

o Abllent from work - If someone is 01\ vnclltion,ltl!Ive of absence or sick leave, their manager should expla.in the pl'OC~ 
ask himl her to ~igll immediately upon l'Ctuming ~ work. Tllis also applies 10 all conb-act labor or industry assist perso' 
who arc "on-call" lIt1d 110t CIII1'CI1t1y on assignment during the signing process. 

Q People whu have additiQllnl questions/concel'ns about slgnlng-Anyol1e who has concerns flhout signing the Code 0 
Conduct should speak immediately with hislhe::t· mat1!lgel'. If the issue is not resolved., then the individual ~hould talk w 
Rthir.s Advlsot', After issues are resolved, ftsk tho person to sign the Code of Conduct and follow the submiunl pi'ocesl 

o Pe()ple who challenge the process and declluc to p1ll'Hcipate - The Code of Conduct is a condition of employment 
referencc PRQ-190911nd n.P-l2616 Employee Cm:r..flStiye Action Dl!'clslon fUnk'"" Proem. for more information 
regarding the progressive discipline a~sociated wilh n<.Jllligning the code., Exhibit A, Section 6, EITS Code, 60, Code 
Conduct, "Failure to Sign Code of Conduct Celtificntion Fonn," which ultimately could lead to suspension and possibl 
discharge. Management should work with Human Resources for dis\cipline !:!ucstions Ilnd guidance. 

QlIestion 8: What if I have employees/nun-employees who don't have access to TotnlAccess - can they submit tllei!" original fonns 
envelope directly to the Code of Con duct Team's nlail code S290-1310? . 

Pleasc have them make two copies of the ~igllcd Code of Conduct, one tor their managel' lind an(}ther fbr the employee, They shou 
the original (IICC mailing nddl:.~un}. MnnageL's need 10 follow-up with evelY individual to ensure that all fonns are submitted by F 
2010. Por employecsltmn-employee; 10000ted at intcmfltitlnnl lIites, please refer to the International gnd Subsldlat"y Business PI'Q 

Top 

http://ethics,wbq,boeing.com/codeofconductJfaq .html 
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m Question 9: 111!1V1.' TotalAccess, but I am not llble to sign the Code online, What do I do? 

II Please contact Total Access for technical assistance lit 866-473-2016. 

TOP 

!aJ Questloll HI: What ifmy signed Code will not print linm TotalAcccss? 

II Please con!1lCt TotalAcccss for technical assistance at 866-473-20 L6. 

'm 
1'1 

fOP 

Question 11: If the Code of Conduct prints on two pages, what do 1 do? 

III 50111e case" the fOlm may Pliot on two pllges because printing capabilities vary greatly al'Oulld the company. Ifyoll encounter pr 
printing to nnolher printer in your ol'en 01' cantlet local computing support faT assi~tance. 

TOP' 

II Question 12: After I electronically sign the C(Jde of Conduct, where can I see my COnfillTllltion online? 

. _..... • You CtlI1 see connnlllltion of your aWll declronically signed 2010 Code of Conduct on TotnlAc:cess, on the My CArt:er ptlge (in the 
_ comer), It will be available throughout the yetlr and you /;8n plint n copy if you wish. (Printinglkeeplng a hard copy of the electroni 

.:h,'. • 
III 

m 
II 

signed Code fOl'ltl is not required.) 

TOP 

Question 13: 1 don't have TotlllAceess, how do ( sign the Code? 

FOl' those employees without ~ccess 10 TotalAcce5S, pLen.se see the MnDlIgrr's Instructions fQI' Pnptr Fomls rOl' those without 
Total Acce;s. Papa' fum)s should be mailed to: 

Inter-ComlH\ny Mall: 

Code of Conduct 
8290-1310 

Mailing ftddreu: 

The Boeing Company 
Code ot' Conduct 
P. O. Box 516, 
MC S290·1310 
St. Louis, MO 
63166·0516 

Street Address: 

The Boeing Company 
Code Of Conduct 
MC 5290-1310 
325 J. S. McDonnell nlvd 
Hazelwood, MO 
63042-2513 

Question 14: r am on international employee and 1 Jwve TotnIAccess ... can I sign the Code of Conduct online in another language? 

Yes. The Code of Con duel will be onlinc ill TotalAccess in the following languages: English, M nndnrln, Dutch, French, Gel111l1n, 1. 
Russian and SpDriislt. If you are located ontside the U,S. amI the ditferent language version do not appep£ in Total Acct..'S8, please c( 
TotalAccess rot" assistance at 866-4'/3-20 I 6, 

. TOP 

jgJ Question 15: I am lin international employee and 1 do Iwl have TomIAc~ess ... can I sign the Code ofCondlict online in another 18n 

iii No. You will need to sign a paper fonn. Your manager will be able to provide a form to you either through TotalAccess or through 
Intel'natio!!"! !In(U;'!l.I)~i.di.3l')' pfOCe!!!!. The pllper.version oflhe Code of Conduct is avuilllbic in the tollowing languages: Eng[i~1I 
Mandarin, Outen, French, GenTIan, Japanese, R.ussian and Spanish. The form must he ~ig[ler[ IIlld given to your managel' nnd mnilc 
crcdit. 

rap 
:n't 
.~ Question 16: [ mamlge!l virtual team with employces/non-employees in multiple locatioll.~. How should I fulfill my Boeing Co(le c 

Conduct ['esponsibilitie.~ fl'Ol11 long distance? 

http://ethics.whq.boeing.com/codeofconductlfaq.html 
- XXXV111 -
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Managers are responsible for ensul'ing the employees they lTIllnagc sign the Code of Conduct during the certificutiun period lind dis' 
the Code's importance, NOle: Managers sholiid lIat mail illformatlon to the homes of cOlltll1gem labo}' p.mplnyees (CQlltlYlci labor (/ 
Industry assist il1dfv/dua/s). 

TOP 

Questioll 17: What if a member of my team is consulting with an F.thk, AdylsDr regarding questions hclshc has with the Code of 
and 11M not ~igTlccl yet? Should I go ahead and ~uhmit cOlllpleted fOlms fl'om othel'team membCl'S and forwnl'd the l'elnaining indivi 
torm Illter7 

Yeli. Piekl8email any paper torms us ~0()11 as they are signed and do not wait until you huve 100% participation, If an individual ill S 
working with an Ethles Ad"iso!', the Ethics AdviSQr wi][ guide the individual's ne1(t steps. 

TOP 

Question 18: What ifan individual has, or thinks he/she has. propl'ietnry docun,cnls fi'om previous employers and is unable to sign 
Boeing ('.ode of Conduct? 

If a person teeLs he 01' she is unable-to sign for this or any otber I'enson, the m;tl1agel' sbould be int'olTned lIod thllt pCl~on ~hould be I 
10 an EtbiC$ Adyi~nJ: or the Etblg LIne at 1-888-970-7171. 

TOP 

'iSJ Question t 9: What if an individual signs the Code and later is found to have violated the Boeing Code of Conduct? 

., An employee who violates the Boeing Code of Conduct faces di~'Ciplinal'Y acUm\, including corrective action and possible dischHrg 
- employment pel' BPI 2616 1!:00playee Corre,c.tfve MUou Decision i\'llIldQ~ Proces~. Non-employees wno violate the Code of Cor 

It 
II 

tt.u 
~-

• 

be handled through appropriate eOIl1~y procedures. 

TOP 

QII~1ion 20: Should 00 individunl print/photocopy and keep 8 eal)Y ofhislhCl' ~igned 20]0 Code of Conduct fonn? What should il 
do with the copies of his/hel' diL'ect reports' Rigned paper fonns? 

For those employees who have signed online, printing a copy of the electroniclIlly signed fOlm (fo\' them to keep for theirrccords) i 
optional, but not necessary. For those who signt:tl fl pllperfotm, the individual should keep a copy ofhis/het· signed 2010 Code of( 
f0l111, hut uny original paper t'onus must be scnt to tne Code of Conduct Team (see maUing addl'esliea).Manngcrs should keep .the 
photocopies of their dh-cct reports' signed 20 I 0 paper fonns until the original al'e I'ecorded. After that, they can either keep or discnl 

. TOP' 

QUestion 2.1: At Boeing, we h!lve other certification requirements related to specific Ol1)"anizUliollS or functions; i.e., Finance, Qu~1 
signing the Boeing Code of Conduct fonn replace the need 10 sign these othelr requirements'? 

No_ Emplayeeslnon-em]lloyee:s are certit)ting compliance to the Boeing Code of COil duct, find thi~ do~s n,)t [-eplnee or supersede nr 
requirement related to ajob fUllction or program atlilinllOll, All certification requirements-whether cl;>ntmctllal, l-egulation-bused ( 
interllally driven-onust be "dhen:d to, . 

- TOI" 

Questton 22: What happens if an individual refuses to sign the Code of Conduct? 

TIle Code afConduct is a condition of employment_ Any employee who l'efuse~ to sign faces corrective aetiOil and possible dischal 
PRO-1909 utili BPI 2616 Employee Corrective Actron DeclslQIl Milking PI'oem," Exhibit A, Section 6, EITS Code, 60, Code ( 
Conduct, "Failure to Sign Code of Conduct Cettificution Fonn." Non-employees who refuse to slgl1 the Code of Conduct will be 111 
iodividually. 

TOP 

~ Question 23: How c~n 1\ manager check if an individual has lIigncx\'/ 

Managers hllw A special section on TOf!\I Accc:ss to track their employees' Code signing status. This mnnagel"s section apperu's in ! 

http://ethjcs.whq.boeing·~~x~e.ofconduct/faq.html 
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of Conduct section on !be Manager HR Services page of Tol9lAeccss. Managers also have the ability to send reminder emAils to el 
ft"Oln their tracking web page. 

TOP 

Question 24: What if a diret..'t report does not nppear 01111 manager's 20 I 0 Code of Conduct ll-acking Sl.'reellS on TotalAccess? 

If an individual does not appeal' on n manager's tt'llcking screens that means helshe har; a different Accounting Department 01' HR 
Department code. TIle manager should talk with a HR representative: if th is occW"s, 

TOP 

Quest[(Jn 25: I signed a paper copy of the Codedul'illg new hire'orientation, Why is TotalAocess showing that I haven'! signed the 

It can toke 10-20 days fOT paper fOI,ns (signed during o\'ientation) to be recorded. [fyou completed ol'ientation more than 20 days I 
please conmct TO!I1IAcces.~ nt 866-473-2016, 

Question 26: Membel's of my team are currently out 011 strike. How should a manager handle this process with them? 

Employees sllould not be requested to sign the Code of Conduct while on strike. Upon their return to work, they will have lO days 
complete the signing process, 

TOP 

Question 27: 111m assigned to II project and worl< under a different organization than my home group. Which managet' is trucking r 
of Conduct COnlpletion? 

If your "llssigned" lUtulagt.'r is different ITorn your "enL"OlIed" manager, yow' assigned manager has the responsibility to ensure yOlll' 
Conduct is signed. 

TOP' 

Question 28: I have an employee who was hil'ed in January 201 0 and who shows up in my managet',trRcking as not signing online. 
employee signed a Codc of Conduct fonn during orientation so should he still sign t~ 2010 Code online? 

No, TIlere is no need to htlVC the new emplQyee sign another Code because this would be II. duplication of effolt. Code of Conduct! 
credit for new hires tnkes appro:dmarely I 0-2Q days after the person's start date so plense nnticipate II deloy. If the employee comp I 
orientation more than 20 doys ago, please contact Tom IAccess at 866-473-2016, 

TOP 

Questton 29: How elm signing the ('.ode online with n couple ll10use clicks be lewllly vl1lid? 

Signing the Code electronically viII a. password-protected TotlllAccess intel'face is considered the equiVtllent of 8 physical signature 
purpose, and is analogous to the way Jnany olher subjects are being handled by Boeing and other f<lllployers, This enables u. "Ienner 
Conduct prncCllo'll bl:c!lUS~ results show immediately, and it is olso "greener" since \yc do not have to gcn'imte, maintain lind dispo~'e 
hordcollY signed paper fonns. 

TOP 

Content-Related Questions 

SI Question JG: rs tbis II new Code ofCol\duct ForThe Boeing Company? 

No, 'Ille 2010 Code of Om duct lext is ClCRCtly the same as last year, The 0111y diffcl'C11CC b; ihut employees who have Totl1lAccess c 

http://ethics,whq.boeing:.c~an!codeofconduct/faq,.html 
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an electronic version of the Code oilline, Those employees who do not hnveTotnlAeeess will still need to sign a paper for1n. 

fOP 

111 Question 31: When did Boeing launch 1\ Code of Condud. signing process? 

II [n 2004, company ex.ecutives decided to esroblish cOlt'lpanywide C()mpliallce witb the Boeing Code of Conduct. 

';'0.1 
~ 

II 

TOP 

Q\le~tiou 32: Does the Code of Conduct apply dW'illg the weekend, ~fter wot'k or on personal time? 

Boeing is asking emp[oyees/l1on-employeeu to follow the Code of Conduct whitt:: Ht work. on company business, on company pL'l:ITI 
while n:prC8cnting Boeing. This includes company u'avel and lempornry assignment outside an employee/non-employee's home lot 
The Code is !lot intended to apply to private activities, 001' does the Code affect an individUlll's ability to e.xercise hislher constitutil 
statutol'Y OJ' othel' protected rights, 

iO~ 

Question 33: Whet is meant in the Code by "Without exceptloJ/, rl/flY will comply 'willi all applicable laws, rules and regulatiolls. "'1 

lrldi"idunl~ will be expected 10 adhere to all of the laws governing behavior at their location, whether in the United St.'\1:e:; or lit an 
international sit~. Individunls can receive guidance 00 laws from their managers or the Law Departmellt. In addition, compnny ml 
regulations relating to the jobs peIfonned must also be understood and followed. Company niles llnd regulations are outlined in OUI 

and Procedures at ~'kyplus,bQelDg,CQm/, Individuals al'e also required. to follow the guidelines outlined in the ~thlcn! BUI 
Cpuct lIct Cjqldelines bQoklet, whicb are mandatm), and incll1sive in the Boeing Code of Conduct, 

TOP 

International and Sub$ldlarles Questions 

rot 
~ 

II 

Q'J 
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B 

Question 34: Ou\' subsidim)' hAS difierent policies and procedures and does not follow Boeing's poJides and procedures. How can 
the Boeing Code of Conduct doesn't conflkt with OUI' ~'Pecific policies and procedures? 

Talk with your local Human R~OIII"l:e representative or Y0l.lr Ethics AdvisQr. They will help you to cl'()ss-reference the applicable 
und procedures relating to the Code of Conduct 

TOP 

Question 35: i sec there is a place thl" II BEMS ID on the Code of Conduct. What is a BEMS ID and what if I don't have one? 

The BEMSID is II uniyue et11ployee identification number. 'T1lfl BEMSID helps track completions in 011 expedient Innnner while ree 
risk ul'en"()!'ll. Please use only the online personalized Code available 011 TotnlAcces.q, Tho.~e who cln not have n BEMSID will usc 
fonn und cnn leave the BFMSID field blank. Legibly pl;nt yOUl' nume on the fOI1l1 And sign and dnte thetonn (see Manogcr's..ll!!t 
(OJ' PUUg!' li'OI'IDS), 

TOP 

Question 36: If I dOll't have a BEMSlD, how will-you know if [have signed the Bochlg Code of COli duct? How can I track In)' 
pal'ticip~tion? 

Signed paper copie.q nre retained by )'OU1' manngel' nnll the o1'iginal is Rent to n central location for nrchiving and Htorage, YOlll' mUIll 
is expected to report 100 percent compliance and will keep track of evcry employee who signs the Boeing Code ofCondllcL 

TOP' 

http://ethics.whq.boeing.t~n/codeofconductlfaq.html 1118/2010 
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liJ Question 37: I do no~ have Boeing Intranet web access. How do I acoess the Code'! 

• Site..q thot do no! hnve Boeing Intranet web acce:!s will be provided II CD-ROM (or an e-mail) CQntaining Code of Conduct intOl"mll1 

TOP' 

laslllplialCd: December J. 2009 

BClI'IN<i i.~ a Imdcl1Im'1c .. 1" l'klCilll Mmlll§CIllt!1l1 ( umpany. 

·upyrighll· 21110 Ilocill~ . .'\11 rigills rescrvl·'1. ---..•. -.-------.---.-.-.. -.---.---------.--~ 
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BUSINESS PROCESS INSTRUCTION BPI-2616 

CRIMINAL ACTIVITY NOT IN THE 
WORKPLACe 

Commission of certain pBI1~1 offenses for 
dcug· or alcohot..,elol8d aclivlty at or away 
from Ihe workplace. 

Consult with C;orporolo ECA 

Ml1igating FOClora: nOOG presently 
IdanUfled. 

Uttaull'lorlzed enlty Inlo restric\ed s,ress. Aggravallng Faclora: clBlI~lfled 
Usually resllll8 In a wrlllen warning. arllas (e/:l) orpEilTSons roslricled 

fro", cBrtnin Oltla~ due to export 
compflance. 

MIUgafing Factors: nona presentlY 
UnslJlh"rlzad entering or 81dll1g olllers ldenJlfllld. 
onto company property without propel AggrsvBdng Factors: asshlting a 
aUlhorl;:allon. non-emplDyee 10 Q aln Itnlry onlo 
Usually results In a Wl'llten warning. company properlv without proper 

aulho,izaUol1. 

CONFLICT 01" 1N1'E!REST 
Engaging In any activity thai might cireata 
a connlet 01 Interest or could Cleala th", 
appearance 01 a conI/leI Dr Interellt. 
A I:<1nOIct of Interest may i)~I.t when an 
@rullISlY.iUI I~ laY.Ql~d In an aelM;: m:: bils 
~ars~=~~~:ghl InterfsjJI 
Vlilh !h • J cUvlty In 
~Q...C£IIIIIlacy duties and 

,[§1l)llWSlblliUes. 

~~~~\l\~t:~~~~:t=~~~lth MUIglltlng Factors: none prasenlly 
lm+rwdlal6-f~n'lry memhsN, rola'h~" tJt Identified. 
nih". rku:~tS"R~1 FeIAlloMhIR:j,. AggravaClng Fectors: negatively Activities Include outSide employment In Impacts the business or lhe . areal! ~lmilllr 10 Ihose rn which The £loelng 

re~uluUon of Tho Boeing Company Islnvolvedi outside work ror jompany. • customers, SUppliers, vendors, or 
camplliitors or Boalng; operellng as II 
supplier 10 Boeing. Holdhlg a RnanctaJ 
Interest in a bualness concern lhal Is a 
suppliar, cus!omaT, parmar. 8t,ut:Ontraclor. 
or rompelilor of the company constitutes a 
connlet or Interest under certaIn 
condltlo,ns. company transactions With 
olher buslnoss entJlle$ mllsl not b$ 
InRusncad by the personal JnterBsts or 
aellvllles ollIs employees. 
UsullHy rooUils In time off (!'Om work. ._-
FAIRNESS AI'lD FAVORITISM 

Ei:lllure 10 QQOQ\jct b!ll!looss fairly, 
Imp8rllaU'L, l\!IUlQIII ~1I11ial To 3Jl.eWcal 
ana "proper manner, and In full ~l>ll1pl1anC9 Mitigating Factor~: nona presently 
Wiffi applicable laws and regul:atlons. IdenUR&d. 

F"lIuro 10 promp~y report any Hlegel or Aggravallng Factors: negau,<,e 
unalhlesl conducllo management Qr olher Impact on the buslness,.!!!lsIrg 
approprIate authorities 0,8., Ethics. LalY. !!9:ta!1.~();lllion [or pee;pnal 
Corpotato Investig!l(IQfls. EEO. HR. and .saln ~r abU5" ailloslUon. 
Corporate Audit). 

~.'l.L£l~!UYd!1~aro~ 
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