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Google Scholar Instructions: 

1) http://scholar.google.com
2) Click on “Legal opinions and journals”
3) Enter the Case Number
Allmond v. Akal Sec. Inc., 558 F.3d 1312 (11th Cir. 2009), cert. denied, 2010 U.S. LEXIS 742 (U.S., Jan. 19, 2010). 
· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/11th/0715561p.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 07-15561

· Holding: Ban on hearing aids for employees of security company providing personnel to  the federal marshal’s service was a legitimate business necessity. 

Am. Ass’n of People with Disabilities v. Harris, 2010 U.S. App. LEXIS 9615 (11th Cir. 2010).

· Google Scholar Case Number: 07-15004
· Holding: Voting machines were not “facilities” governed by the ADA.
Arizona ex. rel. Goddard v. Harkins Amusement, 603 F.3d 666 (9th Cir. 2010).

· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/9th/0816075p.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 08-16075

· Holding: Movie theater must provide closed captioning and audio descriptions, as they are auxiliary aids and services required by the ADA. 

Barker v. Riverside County Office of Educ., 584 F.3d 821 (9th Cir. 2009).

· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/9th/0756313P.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 07-56313

· Holding: Teacher had standing to bring suit for retaliation under the ADA and Rehab Act when District mistreated her after she filed a complaint with OCR alleging that the District has not been providing a free appropriate public education to students with disabilities. 
Boston v. Mem’l Med. Ctr., 2010 U.S. App. LEXIS 7686 (7th Cir. 2010).
· Holding: an employment case – bathing is of central importance to a person’s daily life, and an inability to bathe oneself therefore must be considered in context of major life activity of caring for oneself.

Christian Legal Society v. Martinez, 2010 WL 255187

· http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/09pdf/08-1371.pdf
· Holding: CLS doctrine believed “unrepentant homosexual conduct” was a sin, and therefore  insisted that those who would rise to leadership in its ranks had to embrace that view.  Court upheld Hastings law school officials’ decision not to give CLS access to the special benefits that go with being an officially recognized student organization, because it did not admit all comers.
Colwell v. Rite Aid Corp., 602 F.3d 495 (3rd Cir. 2010).

· Google Scholar Case Number: 08-4675

· Holding: Factual dispute existed as to the interactive process and as to employer’s failure to provide a reasonable accommodation for partially blind (monocular vision a la Kirkingburg) employee who was required to drive to work at night. 

Concepcion v. Puerto Rico, 682 F. Supp. 2d 164 (D.P.R. 2010). University has sufficient knowledge of student’s disability, even prior to formal diagnosis, to subject the institution to liability.
DeRosa v. Nat’l Envelope Corp., 595 F.3d 99 (2nd Cir. 2009).

· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/2nd/082562p.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 08-2562-cv


· Holding: Plaintiff may be capable of performing essential job functions despite labeling himself disabled for purposes of SSDI; no “judicial estoppel” attached
Di Lella v. Univ. of D.C. David A. Clarke Sch. of Law, 570 F. Supp. 2d 1 (D.D.C. 2008).

· Google Scholar Case Number: No. 07-00747 (HHK).
· Holding: Issue of fact as to whether student with a learning disability was provided with a reasonable and effective accommodation, when the student was given transcriptions of class lectures several months delayed. 
Dillon v. Mountain Coal Co., 569 F.3d 1215 (10th Cir. 2009), cert. denied, 2010 U.S. LEXIS 855 (U.S., Jan. 25, 2010).
· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/10th/081004p.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 08-1004

· Holding: Judgment as a matter of law for employer affirmed since seriously injured mine worker did not provide evidence that the employer considered him substantially limited to perform a class or range of jobs in various classes.

Doe v. Deer Mountain Day Camp, 682 F. Supp. 2d 324 (S.D.N.Y. 2010).

· Holding: Basketball Camp’s denial of admission to an HIV positive child violated the ADA. Direct threat defense was not valid as defendant provided no objectively reasonable medical evidence that boy posed a threat to other campers. 

Ekstrand v. Sch. Dist. of Somerset, 603 F. Supp. 2d 1196 (W.D. Wis. 2009). 

· Google Scholar Case Number: 08-cv-193-bbc
· Holding: Defendant school adequately engaged in the interactive process with employee, who suffered from seasonal depression, by replacing the lighting and locks, making ventilation changes, and installing sound panels and bristle fringe. Also, the conditions were not severe enough to create an abusive environment leading to constructive discharge. Nevertheless, the court found that the District had discriminated against the plaintiff in failing to accommodate appropriately. 
Ekstrand v. Sch. Dist. of Somerset, 583 F.3d 972 (7th Cir. 2009). 

· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/7th/091853p.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 09-1853
· Holding: Material issue of fact as to when plaintiff became unable to return to work and ceased being a qualified individual with a disability under the ADA. It was possible that the teacher was still able to return to work at the time the district became aware that natural light was a necessary treatment for seasonal affective disorder.
Ellenberg, S.E. v. New Mexico Military Institute, 572 F.3d 815 (10th Cir. 2009) 
· http://www.ca10.uscourts.gov/opinions/08/08-2112.pdf
· Google Scholar Case Number: 08-2112
· Holding: Military institute boarding school denied admission to high school student with history of drug abuse and emotional problems.  Despite the student’s having been served under IDEA, even spending a year at a state residential treatment facility, the court held that she was not necessarily protected by 504/ADA simply because of having been served under IDEA. 
Enyart v. Nat’l Conference of Bar Exam’rs, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 19435 (N.D. Cal 2010).

· Holding: Blind student awarded preliminary injunction to incorporate software allowing her to access parts of the Bar Exam. Software was a reasonable accommodation and plaintiff and public interest outweighed defendant’s privacy concerns, which could be easily resolved by using a computer owned by the NCBE. 
Ernest v. Univ. of Phoenix, 2009 LEXIS 110056 (S.D. Cal. 2009). 

· Google Scholar Case Number: 08-CV-2363 H (POR).
Falchenberg v. N.Y. State Dep’t of Educ., 338 Fed. Appx. 11 (2nd Cir. 2009).

· Holding: School district was not required to provide an oral examination for a Liberal Arts and Sciences Test. An oral exam would not test spelling, punctuation, capitalization and paragraphing, and this would be a fundamental alteration of the service. 

Fialka-Feldman v. Oakland Univ. Bd. of Trs., 678 F. Supp. 2d 576 (E.D. Mich. 2009).

· Google Scholar Case Number: 08-14922

· Holding: Refusal to provide on campus housing to a learning disabled student violated the ADA. To receive housing, school required students to be enrolled in a degree-granting program, thereby defining the benefit in a way that excluded intellectually disabled students from the possibility of qualifying. Providing housing was a reasonable accommodation. 

Fleming v. Yuma Reg’l Med. Ctr., 587 F.3d 938 (9th Cir. 2009), petition for cert. filed.
· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/9th/0716427P.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 07-16427

· Holding: Disability discrimination claim brought by an independent contractor was actionable under the Rehabilitation Act. 

Frame v. City of Arlington, 575 F.3d 432 (5th Cir. 2009).

· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/5th/0810630cv0p.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 08-10630

· Holding: Claims against city for construction of curbs and parking lots not compliant with ADA standards were subject two-year statute of limitations, and time started on the date the city completed the construction. But, the city – not the plaintiff – had the burden of proof that claim was brought outside the statute of limitations. 

Herzog v. Loyola College in Maryland, Inc., 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 94454 (D. Md. 2009).

· Google Scholar Case Number: RDB-07-02416
· Holding: Under a pre-ADAAA analysis, Plaintiff’s ADHD was not substantially limiting because he continued to receive excellent grades, mitigated the condition with medication, and plaintiff marked on several forms that he was not disabled. Further, the faculty members who dismissed him from the doctoral program did not consider him disabled. The College had a legitimate non-discriminatory reason for dismissing the plaintiff. 
Horgan v. Simmons, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 36915 (N.D. Ill. 2010). 

· Holding: an employment case – HIV positive status may substantially limit a major life activity because it impairs the functions of the immune system, which are themselves major life activities.

Huezo v. L.A. Cmty. College Dist., 672 F. Supp. 2d 1045 (C.D. Cal. 2008).

· Google Scholar Case Number: CV 04-9772 MMM (JWJx)

Jenkins v. Nat’l Bd. of Med. Exam’rs, 2009 U.S. App. LEXIS 2660 (6th Cir. 2009). 

· Holding: Student with reading disability qualified as disabled under the new amendments to the ADA. 

Lonberg v. City of Riverside, 571 F.3d 846 (9th Cir. 2009), petition for cert. filed, (Apr. 27 2010).

· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/9th/0655781p.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 06-55781

· Holding: Section 12132 required meaningful access but did not require a detailed plan and schedule for accomplishing meaningful access. Nor did it create a private right to such a plan. 
Metcalf-Leggette v. Princeton Univ., (D.C.N.J. 2010) 

· Article regarding settlement: http://www.dailyprincetonian.com/2010/05/14/26174/
Moran v. Premier Educ. Group, 599 F. Supp. 2d 263 (D. Conn. 2009).  

· Google Scholar Case Number: 3:06CV01330(DJS)

· Holding: Substantial dispute of material fact as to whether plaintiff, who suffered from severe adult asthma, was disabled under the ADA (pre-ADAAA analysis). 

Oser v. Capital Univ. Law Sch., 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 86425 (S.D. Oh. 2009). 

· Google Scholar Case Number: 2:09-cv-709.
Pagonakis v. Express LLC, 315 Fed. Appx. 425 (3rd Cir. 2009).

· Holding: employment case – removal of accommodations can be an adverse action.
Rodriguez v. Maricopa County Cmty. Coll. Dist., 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 1483 (D.C. Ariz. 2006).

· Holding: Six employees of the college permitted to certify as a class. 
Rodriguez v. Maricopa County Cmty. Coll. Dist., 2009 U.S. App. LEXIS 29101 (9th Cir. 2009).

· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/9th/0816073p.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 08-16073 
· Holding: Racially discriminatory comments sent over a college list-serve were protected by the First Amendment, and did not constitute workplace harassment. 
Rose v. Springfield-Greene County Health Dep’t, 668 F. Supp. 2d 1206 (W.D. Miss. 2009). 

· Google Scholar Case Number: 6:08-CV-03292-RED

· Holding: Defendant, who suffered from mental disorders, was not substantially limited in life activities. Even if she qualified as disabled, she did not provide evidence that her monkey was a service animal as defined by the ADA, and defendant could not be compelled to violate state law by allowing the monkey in its store. 

Simonelli v. Univ. of Cal. – Berkeley, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 44589 (N.D. Cal. 2008), aff’d, 338 Fed. Appx. 673 (9th Cir. 2009). 

Strahl v. Trs. of Purdue Univ., 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 34231 (N.D. In. 2009). 

· Google Scholar Case Number: 4:07-cv-61-AS

  
 

Thompson v. N. Am. Stainless, LP, 567 F.3d 804 (6th Cir. 2009), petition for cert. filed.
· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/6th/075040pv3.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 07-5040

· Holding: Plaintiff, whose fiancée filed a complaint with the EEOC against the couple’s employer, could not state a retaliation claim under Title VII because he did not personally engage in protected activities.
Tucker v. Tennessee, 539 F.3d 526 (6th Cir. 2008), cert. denied, 2009 U.S. LEXIS 6845 (U.S., Oct. 5, 2009).
· FindLaw PDF: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/6th/066208p.pdf

· Google Scholar Case Number: 06-6208
· Holding: Police station not obligated to provide sign language interpreter and teletypewriter during arrest, since the accommodations they provided (written communication and relay operators) were reasonable and effective. 
Yount v. Regent Univ., Inc., 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 32846 (D. Ariz. 2009). 

· Google Scholar Case Number: CV-08-8011-PCT-DGC
U.S. Department of Justice – Kindle cases

Reed College
http://www.ada.gov/reed_college.htm
Case Western Reserve  http://www.ada.gov/case_western_univ.htm
Pace University  http://www.ada.gov/pace_univ.htm
Arizona State University  http://www.ada.gov/arizona_state_university.htm
Princeton University http://www.ada.gov/princeton.htm
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
Proposed Regulations To Implement the Equal Employment Provisions of the Americans With Disabilities Act, as Amended   http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2009/E9-22840.htm
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