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OPINIONMAJORITY

YATES,B.LESLIE Justice.

Tanja Saadat and ShawnAppellants
appeal1 judgmentSaadat the trial court’s

holding individually firingthem liable for
forappellee Natalie Naifeh the sole reason

* Hudson, Therefore,by appeal.Harvey silting pursue their weSenior J. otherwiseJustice
assignment. prosecution.appealtheir for want ofdismiss

Tex.R.App 42.3(b).P.GP, Physio,Physio1. aInc. and Ltd. filed
appealnotice but did not file orof briefs
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further,illegalan act.perform anythat she refused to case onbased lack of re­
Serv., Hauck,See Sabine Pilot Inc. v. 687 sources pay attorney.to their The case
(Tex.1985).733, trial,735 Because we proceededS.W.2d ato bench and the trial

hold that the Sabine Pilot doctrine should court thatfound Naifeh was solelyfired
onimpose liabilitynot be extended to indi- performfor refusing illegalto an act. The

thanemployees plaintiffsvidual rather the court damagestrial assessed attor­and
employer, we reverse and render. ney’s againstfees jointlyall defendants

and andseverally exemplary damages sep­
BACKGROUND Ltd.,arately against Saadat,Physio, Tanja

(collec-GP,Physio Physio,Inc. and Ltd. and Shawn Saadat. The ap­Saadats now
tively an“Physio”) operated occupational peal.

physical therapyand clinic. The Saadats
Physio. began workingown Naifeh for ANALYSIS

Physio in therapist2003 as a and was fired
issue,In their first arguethe Saadatsin 2005. herThe reason for termination is

that the trial court in holdingerred themlitigation.the crux of this Naifeh claims
personally liable for the Sabine Pilot viola-Tanjathat consistently falsify-Saadat was

argues,tion. Naifeh and the trial courting patientNaifeh’s treatment documents
agreed, corporatethat in a setting, individ-to include additional services that were not

canuals be liable forpersonally their ownperformed therebyand obtain higher pay-
torts, including wrongful discharge underments Naifeh repeatedlyfrom insurers.
Sabine Pilot. We areview trial court’ssignrefused to these altered treatment
legal conclusions de novo. BMC Softwareeventuallydocuments and was fired. The
Belgium, Marchand,N.V. v. 83 S.W.3dtheySaadats assert fired her for various
789, (Tex.2002).794infractions,performance unau-including

patientthorized treatment on a and misuse employmentTexas is an at will
time.companyof Naifeh claims these rea- state, meaning employmentthat contracts

were in an attemptsons manufactured to bycan be terminated partyat will either
up terminating refusingcover her for to theyunless have bargained otherwise.

sign off paperwork,on fraudulent which Dutschmann,Fed. v.Express Corp.See
illegalshe claims was unethical and under 282, (Tex.1993);846 283S.W.2d see also

(2006).2§18 U.S.C. 1035 Int’l,Armijo v. Mazda No. 14-03-00365-­
CV,Physio 1175335,Naifeh sued and the al­ (Tex.App.-­Saadats 2004 at *3WL

leging wrongful against 27, 2004,termination all de­ MayHouston pet.[14th Dist.]
denied) (mem.fendants and that op.) (holdingthe Saadats were the em­that an

egos Physio.3alter of The ployment agreementtrial court at will is an enforce­
summarygranted judgment to the bySaadats able contract until terminated either

as to alter theego.4 When case was called oneparty). The common-law toexception
trial, appearedfor the employmentdefendants and stat­ the at iswill doctrine set

theyed that were not going to defend the in employerforth Sabine Pilot: an cannot

2. relating Physio, regardingSection 1035 criminalizes tractbehavior with but issue thatno
to, among things,other false statements re- brought appeal.claim thishas been in
garding health care inmade connection with

paymentthe for health care benefits. challenged appealnot4. Naifeh has on the
summary judgmenttrial altercourt's on heralleged3. Naifeh also that the Saadats tor-

ego allegation.tiously employmentinterfered with her con-
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pro­liabilityther that individualreason of reasonfor the soleemployeefire an
mak­illegal act. 687 and better decisionan motes deterrencerefusing performto

Supreme wrongdoerCourt it theingThe Texas allows activeat 735. becauseS.W.2d
publicto the Bo­promote directly responsible.tort Seecreated this to be held

employee from be­preventing F.Supp.an 694policy Mgmt. Corp.,of E.recki v. Int’l
keeping histo choose betweening 47, (D.N.J.1988); Jasper,forced at764 N.W.2d59

liability. See Win­criminaljob facingand 776.
Co.,Publ’g 795Chronicleters v. Houston

(Tex.1990); Pilot,723, analysis and724 Sabine with thisdisagreeWeS.W.2d
The issue of whether thatholdingat 735. thepersuaded by687 S.W.2d are courts

individual, opposed employer,to theas in suchinappropriateisliabilityan individual
aliable for Sabinepersonallybe heldcan relation­employmentThecircumstances.

appears to be an issue ofviolationPilot wrongfulinship dutysource of theis the
partyinimpression Texas. Neitherfirst as Pilot. Seedischarge torts such Sabine

pointcases that are on toanyidentified Cal., 44Miklosy Regentsv. Univ.of of
issue, orin the trial court ineitherthis 690,876, P.3dCal.Rptr.3d80 188Cal.4th

However, other statescourt.5 severalthis Albertson’s,629, (2008); v.Schram644-45
the of lia­issue individualhave addressed 483,Inc., 415, 934 P.2d 490-91Or.App.146

torttheir of a ofbility under version (1997). ex­relationshipemploymentThe
publicdischarge in violation ofwrongful em­the andonly employerists between

policy. evenemployees,twoployee, not between
supervi­is aemployeeswhen one of thoseliabili­states allow individualSome

Miklosy, 80owner. Seesor or even theare liable forreasoning that individualsty,
644-45;690, at188 P.3dCal.Rptr.3dtorts, acting onagentseventheir own

Maint., Inc., 182v. PlantBuckner Atl.See, e.g.,employers.of their Jas­behalf
565,12, 596, N.E.2dIll.2d 230 Ill.Dec. 694Nizam, Inc., 751,per 764 N.W.2dv. H.

(1998); Schram, at 490-91.569 934 P.2d(Iowa 2009); Ballinger v. Del. Riv­775-76
hireOnly employer powerthe has the to586, 97,Auth., A.2d172 N.J. 800er Port

fire, merelyand exercisesupervisorsand(2002); v. First Nat’l BankHarless110-11
employer’son behalf. See673, powerthat theFairmont, 169 289 S.E.2din W.Va.

690, at188 P.3dMiklosy, Cal.Rptr.3d80(1982).692, According their log­to698-99
Dist.,644-45; ParkWaukeganSmith v.ic, be forcan liable aemployees therefore

111, 446,Ill.Dec. 896 N.E.2d231 Ill.2d 324anythe same asSabine Pilot violation
232, (2008); Schram, 934 P.2d atSee, 235-36e.g., Jasper, 764 N.W.2dother tort.

cannot,110-11; employees in their775-76; Corporate490.Ballinger, 800 A.2d atat
anHarless, They wrongfully dischargepersonal capacity,at 698-700. fur-289 S.E.2d

holding governmentin that offi-argues that cases from the First the court's5. Naifeh two
“suggest capacitythatAppealsof an be in their officialCourt individual cannot suedcials

wrongful in vio­can be liable for termination sovereign immunity. See S.W.3dof 6because
necessityPilot without the oflation of Sabine only Nguyenin wheth-at The issue was777.

showing egowasthe individual the alterthat constructivelyemployee was dis-er whoan
Universitycitingcompany,”the Texasof of bringcharged fired still arather than could

Hohman,v. 6 S.W.3d 767Medical Branch at 900-Pilot claim. See 981 S.W.2dSabine
1999, pet.(Tex.App.-Houston Dist.][1st not01. The court does discuss individual

w.o.j.) Nguyenand v. Technical & Sci­dism’d nothing in ofliability all. We see eitherat
(Tex.­Inc.,Application, 981 S.W.2d 900entific liabilitysuggesting that individualthese cases1998, pet.).no InApp.-Houston Dist.][1st appropriate in Pilot case.a Sabinewould beHohman, only mention of Sabine Pilot isthe
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personal onlyhave no at 919. But anthey employerbecause S.W.3d canemployee
wrongfullySee Miklo­ terminate theauthority employee. employmentto fire an rela­

690, 644;Cal.Rptr.3d 188 P.3d atsy, tionship,80 so the individual’s conduct logical­
Smith, 446,Ill.Dec. 896 N.E.2d at 235-­ ly324 could not be otherwise tortious. See
36; Schram, 690,934 at 490-91. Further­ Miklosy,P.2d 80 Cal.Rptr.3d 188 P.3d at
more, necessary 644-45; Buckner,notliability 596,individual is 230 Ill.Dec. 694

570; Schram,liable em­deterrence becausepromoteto N.E.2d at P.2d at934 490-­
likely Moreover,take their own measuresployers will 91. is anSabine Pilot extreme­

wrong­fromagents employeesto deter or ly specific exceptionand narrow to the
authority. doctrine,fully exercising termination See atemployment will and both the

Buckner, 596, at230 Ill.Dec. 694 N.E.2d SupremeTexas and this courtCourt have
responsibility570. Fear of financial for a consistently rejected attempts to expand

potential discourage supervi­lawsuit could scope.its EdSee Rachal Found. v. D’Un­
330, (Tex.2006);interminating employees legiti­sors from ger, 207 S.W.3d 332-33

Baird,v. Co.,mate situations. Reno 18 Mayfield Eng’gv. Lockheed & Scis.Cf.
640, 499, 185,76 957 P.2dCal.Rptr.2d (Tex.App.-HoustonCal.4th 970 S.W.2d 187-88

(1998)1333, (analyzing supervisor lia­ 1998, denied);1347 pet. see[14th Dist.] also
statute). Buckner, 596,bility under state discrimination 230 Ill.Dec. 694 N.E.2d at

Moreover, it can be difficult to deter­ remedy againstNaifeh a Physio,7568. has
scopemine—or limit in individuals expanding imposeand toSabine Pilot indi­—-the

might be held accountable for a deci­who liability againstvidual the Saadats is more
particularlysion to terminate. This is true appropriately the task of the Texas Su­

corporate involvingin a environment preme Legislature.or the TexasCourt
evaluation of and collec­group employees Rachal, 333;See Ed 207 S.W.3d at Melen­

decisionmakingtive for terminations. See 266,Corp.,dez v. Exxon 998 273S.W.2d
id. at 1346-47. 1999,(Tex.App.-Houston no[14th Dist.]

Mayfield, atpet.); 970 S.W.2d 188.found,argues,Naifeh and the trial court
liability appropriatethat is because indi­ finding ego,Absent a of alter we con-

are liable for their own torts in theviduals findingclude that the trial court erred in
corporate setting. See Walker v. personallythat the Saadats were liable on
Anderson, 899, (Tex.App.-­232 S.W.3d 918 Naifeh’s Sabine Pilot claim. sustainWe

2007, Loiseau,no pet.);Dallas Ennis v. issue. notthe Saadats’ first We need
698, 2005,(Tex.App.-Austin164 707S.W.3d issues,reach the Saadats’ other two which
However,pet.).no these cases involve challenge validitythe of a Sabine Pilot

torts such as fraud that can be committed claim in these circumstances on other
Ennis,by an individual.6 See 164 S.W.3d reverse the trial court’sgrounds. We

purposeat 700-01. The of individual lia­ and renderjudgment against the Saadats
bility corporate setting preventin the is to judgment nothing againstthat Naifeh take

using corporatean individual from the them.
agencystructure or law as a blanket to

HUDSON, Justice,Seniorliabilityinsulate himself from for his other­ J. HARVEY
Walker, dissenting.tortious 232wise conduct. See

liability onlymay pursue their individual6. We note that the Saadats have been chose to
theory.under a Sabine Pilotsubject liabilityto individual under Texas law

legalpursuant to more traditional theories. Indeed, actually judgmenta7. Naifeh hasHowever, unclear,for that are Naifehreasons
against Physio.
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cause,will, cause, or nobadgoodee at forexception to thePilot1the SabineDoes
County Hosp.to an Montgomerydoctrine” extend at all.cause“employment-at-will

(Tex.­Brown, 501,who is not the em- 502965 S.W.2dindividual defendant Dist. v.
words, 1998).In otherplaintiff? definition,theployer employment-at-­of theBy

individual, employernot thewho ismay an employeranrequiredoes notwill doctrine
wrongfulfor dis-be liableplaintiff,of the careful,reasonable, in mak­or evento be

theplaintiffthe under Sabinecharge of Tex. Farming its termination decisions.
majorityThe answersdoctrine?Pilot Sears,v. 84 S.W.3dBureau Mut. Ins. Cos.

withsupports positionitsnegatively and (Tex.2002).604, 609
How-arguments and authorities.cogent

Further, employ-I do not doubt that theever, acknowledges, this ismajoritytheas
decidedlyis benefi-ment-at-will doctrinejurists struggledhaveon whichan issue

efficiency. Nor do I dis-cial to economicmythe states are divided. Unlikeand
unjustifiedthe notion that fear ofputemyself persuaded by acolleagues, I find

corporate productivi-litigation cripplecanauthori-contrary opposingrationale and
However, Supreme Courtty. the Texasties.

to theexceptiona common lawrecognizedthe couldmajority arguesThe Saadats
Pi-doctrine in Sabineemployment-at-willwrongfulfor termi-logicallynot be liable

termination is based on anlot when aauthority tothey had nonation because
an act.employee’s refusal to do unlawfulthatmajorityfire The concludesNaifeh.

publicof that and itsThe wisdom decisionGP,i.e., Physio Inc.only employers,the
are not at issue here.policy ramificationsLtd., power to termi-Physio,and had the

exception,an it is ourHaving found suchemployment. the ra-nate Naifeh’s While
court,appellate toduty, as in intermediateallure, it rests on alogicaltionale has a

give application appropriate.it whereworld,In the real no onelegal fiction.
bythe fact that Naifeh was fireddisputes to believe agoodThere are reasons

Moreover, disputesno oneTanja Saadat. inemployee may be liable his orcorporate
Onlyof that termination.the effectiveness termi-capacity wrongfulher individual for

can it be saidin the most abstract sense First, intensely person-nation. the tort is
Naifeh,fire and it isTanjathat did not negligence,It not based on but onal. is

comfort to her to now learn thatlittle words,malice. In other theintentional
intrinsic, authorityTanja no individualhad notwrongfulof termination isgravamen

employment.to terminate her mistake, but incorporatefound in some
inmajority’s strongest argument,The hatred,uniquely passionthe human of

mind,my specteris that the of individual meanness, revenge. For exam-spite, and
liability discourage corporate super-could in thisthe uncontroverted evidenceple,

interminating employees legit-fromvisors Tanjathat Naifeh tocase shows asked
cases,majorityIn ofimate situations. the in a massive insurance fraudparticipate

by theemployer employ-an is shielded records reflect-by signing patientscheme
The doctrine doesment-at-will doctrine. treatments and services that had nevering

not inherent of therightstem from an refused,administered. Naifeh andbeen
the absence of a con-employer, but from she was fired.

regarding periodtractual the ofagreement
Thus, campaignThe then set out on amay Saadatsemployment. employment be

credibility profes-andemployer employ- destroythe or the to Naifeh’sbyterminated

733, 1985).Serv., Hauck, (Tex.­1. Inc. v. 687 S.W.2d 735Sabine Pilot
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Saadatsreputation. allegedsional The also filed a claim theunder Texas Theft
hadthat Naifeh was fired because she Act.Liability

treatment aperformed unauthorized on The Saadats also created multiple false
untrue,patient’s allegationknee. The was disciplinary records and submitted them to

later at a Texasand the Saadats admitted the Texas Workforce in anCommission
hearing theyWorkforce thatCommission preventtoattempt Naifeh from receiving

thecopy prescription,had a of authorized unemployment benefits. Finally, the Saa-
by patient’s physician,the for treatment of

dats submitted multiple disciplinaryfalse
the knee. to Physicalrecords the TherapyTexas

fired,dayThe after Naifeh was the Saa- anBoard in effort to have profes-Naifeh’s
police falselyreport allegingdats filed a sional license revoked.

Naifeh had stolen documents. The Saa-
The tort committed here is akin to as-dats also a fakemanufactured “Confiden-

sault, battery, imprisonment,false and(withtiality Agreement” Naifeh’s forged
other intentional torts. The conduct wassignature) stating that “all re-information
purposely directed at Naifeh with the de-inPhysio[’s] day-to-day operationlated to
liberate intention inflicting injuryof anregards patient billingto information and
upon veryher. This is the behavior Sa-confidential!,]shall Ikeptbe and shall not
bine Pilot was to prevent,intended andany anyshare this withof information

authority restrictingthere is no Texas lia-patient any Usingor individual.” the fa-
bility solely corporateto the employer.AgreementConfidentialitybricated and

notes,report, majorityAs thepolicefalse the Saadats asserted other states have
considered, results,against misappropriationclaims Naifeh for with mixed whether

of proprietary wrongfulconfidential and information the common law tort dischargeof
conspiracy misappropriate exposeand to can a corporate employee per-confiden- to

tial proprietary Theyand liability.2information. sonal view wrongfulSome dis-

jurisdictions2. approachesOther take varied scopeed within the orcourse and of his her
See,liability wrongfulto employment firingclaims of individual for employee.in another

Inc., 751,Nizam,At spectrum, e.g.,termination. one of the v.Jasperend H. 764 N.W.2d
California, Illinois, (Iowa 2009)recog­ (holdingand Kansas do liabilitynot 777 that for the
nize liability wrongful-discharge wrongful dischargefor claims tort of based toon refusal
against non-employers.individual See Reno ancommit unlawful act can extend to the

Baird, 640, 499,v. Cal.Rptr.2d18 Cal.4th corporate76 officers who authorized or directed
1333, (Cal.1998) (holding discharge);957 BallingerP.2d 1334 that the v. Del. River Port

Auth., 586, 97, (N.J.­supervisors may individuallynot be sued un­ 172 N.J. A.2d800 110
2002) ("[A]nder Employment partic­California's Fair and personallyHous­ whoindividual

Act,ing stating holding ipates wrongful maydischargeand that this "also in the tort of
liable.”);applies wrongful individually Kamenskyto common law actions for be held v.

Maint., Indus., Inc., 497,discharge”); Buckner v. Atl. Plant Roemer 1 Pa. D. & C.4th
Inc., 12, 596, (1988) (president employer corpo­182 Ill.2d 230 Ill.Dec. 694 499-500 of

565, (Ill.1998) (no personal subject personal liabilityN.E.2d 569-70 termi­ration is to for
liability retaliatory discharge natingfor employmentof subor­ a reinstated forworker’s

filing compensationdinate for a unemploymentworkers' failure to withdraw com­an
Elevator,claim); claim);Coop. pensationRebarchek v. v. BankFarmers Harless First Nat’l

546, 892, (Kan.­ Fairmont, 673, 692,272 Kan. 35 P.3d 903-04 in 169 289 S.E.2dW.Va.
2001) (same). 1982)(W.Va.­ ("TheAt opposite dischargethe end of the to fix698 serves

Iowa,spectrum, Jersey, Pennsylvania, responsibility employerNew on the but this does
Virginia recognize personal employeeand West the lia­ not mean that who hasanother

bility wrong­non-employers obtainingprincipal protagonistof individual for been the in
ful employee's dischargetermination even when the individual act- the would not also be
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an “at-will”preciselyIt is becauseimpose indi­ breach.any other tort andcharge as
“badfrom aprotectedfor them own is notliability employees employeeonvidual

termination;have reasoned noOthers because he hastortious conduct.3 cause”
by thecommittedonlycan be pub-that the tort protections; and becausecontractual

theemployedthatentity acts,legalorperson discouragelic seeks to criminalpolicy
courts rea­employee.4 “Theseterminated excep-a narrowthat Sabine Pilot created

employeeorindividual officerson that an the doctrine.employment-at-willtion to
ofcommit the torta cannotcorporationof Further, it rule in Texasgeneralis the

andischarge individualwrongful because personallycorporation’s employeea isthat
authority sepa­noemployee hasofficer or orfor tortious acts which he directsliable

exercised on behalfauthorityrate thefrom duringin hisparticipates employment.
employ­andischargetocorporationtheof 899,Anderson, 918v. 232Walker S.W.3d
H. Ni­Jasper v.corporation.”ee of the 2007, pet.).no(Tex.App.-Dallas

(Iowa751,zam, Inc., 775764 N.W.2d
2009). director,Thus, they that “the exis­ forreason shareholder orcorporateA

... theemployment contract istence of an anwrongfullywho terminatesexample,
to claimprerequisite amost fundamental is for interferenceemployee liable tortious

discharge.” Bourque v. Townwrongfulof con-corporation’s employmentwith the
(D.N.H.1990).398,Bow, 401F.Supp.736 intentional,willful,of if thetracts action is

thatthese courts holdAccordingly, the actoradvances the interest ofand
corporatea tortdischarge is“wrongful corpora-than the interests of therather

ancorporate setting, not individu­within a Skinner, 898Holloway v.tion. See
atJasper,al tort.” 764 N.W.2d 776. (Tex.1995).793, Here, the795-96S.W.2d

inferencesand the reasonableevidenceTexas, however, tortIn the common law
there from would be sufficient to establishnot derived fromwrongful dischargeof is

inten-Tanja’s actions were willful andthatlaw; itneither doesprinciples of contract
tional, Physio’salthoughthat it was not inemployment. Ifa contract ofspring from

refusingNaifeh tointerest to terminate fortermination violates someemployee’sthe
act, Tanja in hercan for its commit a criminal actedprovision, he suecontractual

liable.”). solelyfiringjurisdictions wheth­ die was an intentional act doneOther consider
supervisor, agentprotagonist” coemployee’swithin or own"principaler acted for thethe

scopescope employment ofthe and of his own interest and therefore outside thecourse
wrongfully discharging employ­ employment”).anotherwhen

Mississippiexample, Supremeee. theFor
Stores, Inc.,3. 512 F.3dthat individual is liable See DeCarlo v. BonusCourt has held an not

cases);173, (5th Cir.2007) (collectingwrongfully discharging anactions in 176-77for his
289,Elecs., Inc.,Higginsthe 217 Ariz.employee if the individual acted within v. Assmann

453, (Ariz.Ct.App.2007); Bal­scope employment, but it 173 P.3d 458course and of his
110-11; Harless, 289question linger,of whether an 800 A.2d athas addressed thenot

wrongfulbe for at 698-99.should held liable S.E.2dindividual
employ­hetermination if acted outside his

Carolina,Hooper4. 379v. Northcontrary employer’sthe Seement or toduties
804, (M.D.N.C.2005)Stores, Inc., F.Supp.2d 814-15v. Bonusinterests. See DeCarlo

law);(North351, (en banc); Miklosy(Miss.2008) RegentsCarolina v.989 358-59So.2d of
Cal., 876,44 Cal.­Univ. Cal.4th 80Bourgeous Healthcare thesee v.also Horizon of

690, 629, (Cal.­434, 852, Rptr.3d 188 P.3d 644-45Corp., P.2dN.M. 872 855-56117
Reno, 499,2008);(N.M.1994) Cal.Rptr.2d P.2d at(leaving question 76 957open "the of

1347; Buckner, 596,Ill.Dec. N.E.2ddischarge 230 694retaliatory claim lieswhether a
569-70; Rebarchek, 35 P.3d at 904.against coemployee if atsupervisor, agent, ora
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in doingown interests so.5

view,my publicIn policythe consider-
Pilot, i.e.,ations raised in toSabine relieve

employees pressured“at-will” from being
acts,to eommit criminal would rationally

apply employer agents.to both the and its
pressureThe againstexerted Naifeh to

falsify records was no less intimidating
because it was abyasserted fellow em-
ployee. Tanja the powerhad to terminate
Naifeh and did so because she notwould

partybecome a to a criminal enterprise.
Her veryconduct constitutes the essence
of the common bylaw tort created Sabine
Pilot

Accordingly, respectfullyI dissent.

GONZALEZ-GILANDO,Jose Ever
Appellant,

v.

The STATE of Texas.

No. 07-09-0290-CR.

Texas,AppealsCourt of of
Amarillo.

10,Feb. 2010.

23,Rehearing Overruled March 2010.

Although question Tanja’s5. no of whether delivery paymentin connection with the of or
conduct was itself criminal is at inissue this for health care imprison-services can face

case,civil the Tanja'sdifference between in- up years,ment personfor to five the who
Physio's easilyterests and interests is seen stake,personalmakes such a statement ahas

separatelywhen one considers the risks and corporate employer,distinct from athat of in
arising Tanja'sbenefits to each from conduct avoiding detection. A reasonable factfinder

(a) documents, (b)alteringin the and in ask- askingtherefore could that inconclude Nai-
ing signNaifeh to the altered documents and records,sign patient Tanjafeh to the wasterminating refusingin her for to do Itso. acting in her own interest to conceal the factconceivably Physio'swas in financial interests altered,that the docmnents had been so thatbills, thus,to inflate its and one could make a if it were discovered that were billedinsurersargument by alteringcolorable that records by Physio per-for services that were notsupport billing practices, Tanjaused to its formed, appearit would that Naifeh and notacting Physio'swas in best interests. But

Tanja responsible.waspersonbecause a who makes false statements


