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I
INTRODUCTION

A. The ADA Dilemma

A person with diabetes applies for a position as a police officer.
A firefighter applicant has only one eye.  A corrections officer has a
disability which prevents him from running.  A police officer tests
HIV positive.  A firefighter develops tuberculosis.  What’s a city to
do?
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These are just a few examples of the questions facing law en-
forcement agencies, fire departments, and other public safety employ-
ers after the passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
(the “ADA”).1  Their answers to these questions could drastically
change the structure of police and fire departments and the services
they provide.  What is the future of the response to 911?

The answers to these questions depend upon whether police and
fire departments can continue to use physical hiring criteria which
screen out persons with disabilities for “sworn” or “uniformed” posi-
tions.2  If cities reject persons with diabetes, monocular vision, miss-
ing limbs, or AIDS for positions as police officers or firefighters, do
they violate the ADA?  If they hire such persons, do they endanger the
public?

Commentators from opposite ends of a continuum have offered
their opinions.  On one end, a disability rights advocate argues that the
ADA requires that persons with disabilities be hired as police officers
even if they admittedly cannot perform as full-duty police officers.3

This commentator argues that such persons should be permanently as-
signed to only non-contact, non-hazardous “desk” duties.4  At the
other end, counsel for a police department questions whether law en-
forcement agencies should be subject to the ADA, or granted an ex-
emption, as were the major federal law enforcement agencies.5

[T]he law enforcement community nationally faces the very real
prospect of being forced to hire disabled people and past drug of-
fenders who are in fact not qualified for police employment and
who actually endanger public safety.  While the concept of elimina-

1. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, 42 U.S.C. §§ 12101-12213
(1994).

2. “Sworn” or “uniformed” personnel are distinguished from civilian employees of
police or fire departments.  Most police and fire departments employ civilians in addi-
tion to sworn members.  These civilians are in positions which do not require the
physical ability to affect arrests or to rescue others from danger.  These positions
primarily involve office work.  Nothing prohibits a person with a disability who can-
not physically qualify as a police officer or firefighter from applying for civilian posi-
tions in police or fire departments. See EEOC v. Massachusetts, 864 F.2d 933, 937
(lst Cir. 1988) (noting that state legislature created civilian examiner position to allow
sworn members to go back to patrol assignments).

3. See Ellen M. Saideman, The ADA as a Tool for Advocacy: A Strategy for Fight-
ing Employment Discrimination Against People with Disabilities, 8 J.L. & HEALTH

47, 61-63 (1993-94) (discussing litigation standards and hiring criteria for police of-
ficers with disabilities).

4. Id. at 62-63.
5. See Martin Schiff, The Americans with Disabilities Act, its Antecedents, and its

Impact on Law Enforcement Employment, 58 MO. L. REV. 869 (1993) (arguing that
law enforcement agencies, because of their unique character, should not be subject to
ADA).
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tion of discrimination against the disabled is a laudable goal, the
ADA does not take account of the unique and special concerns of
law enforcement agencies.  Neither the ADA nor the EEOC inter-
pretive regulations [consider the physical strength, mobility, and
vision necessary to perform police work effectively, especially pa-
trol work].6

There will be litigation against police departments across the coun-
try, which will undoubtedly cost the taxpayers millions of dollars.
There will be individuals hired for police departments who will be
more of a danger to themselves and their fellow officers than they
are to criminals. . . .  Clearly, this burden imposed upon law en-
forcement agencies by the ADA is an extensive one, considering
that there was very little attention given to state and local law en-
forcement when the ADA was passed while exemptions were pro-
vided for the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the Drug
Enforcement Administration.7

The answer offered by the disability rights advocate fails to meet
public safety needs.  It would essentially reduce the “officer’s” duties
to those of a civilian clerical worker, while paying this employee the
larger salary of a police officer.  In addition, since this employee
would fill the “slot” of a full-duty officer, the number of full-duty
officers available to protect the public would be decreased.

The solution offered by the police department counsel would al-
low for the unnecessary exclusion of persons with minor disabilities,
or even perceived disabilities, which would not affect performance in
sworn positions.  Although the argument for a law enforcement ex-
emption is compelling in many respects, it would leave the door open
for law enforcement agencies to develop and maintain job criteria that
may be based on antiquated, stereotyped presumptions that could not
be shown to be job-related if challenged.  Furthermore, other employ-
ers could argue similarly for exemptions because the positions in
question require physical abilities for the safe and efficient perform-
ance of a job which affects public safety.  Such positions might in-
clude firefighter, private security guard, airline pilot, flight attendant,
bus driver, taxi driver, truck driver, train engineer, doctor, nurse, hos-

6. Id. at 899-900.
7. Id. at 905-06; see Martin Schiff, The Age Discrimination in Employment Act:

Whither the Bona Fide Occupational Qualification and Law Enforcement Exemp-
tions?, 67 ST. JOHN’S L. REV. 13 (1993), for a similar criticism of the inconsistency
between providing an ADEA exemption for federal law enforcement officers while
extending coverage to state and local law enforcement agencies.  Schiff states that
“[a]lthough there is an absence of logic in justifying an exemption based solely on
whether a law enforcement officer or firefighter is classified as federal as opposed to
state or local, that is the current status of the law.” Id. at 21.
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pital orderly, pre-school teacher or assistant, construction worker, or
electrical worker.  Should they all be exempt?  If so, why not exempt
other positions involving physical tasks?

The language and legislative history of the ADA show that Con-
gress considered the competing interests involved in the passage of the
ADA.  The ADA does not mandate jeopardizing public safety, dis-
mantling the structure of police and fire departments, or putting police
officers and firefighters on the street who cannot be relied upon to
perform their jobs in emergency, life-threatening situations; nor is it
necessary to grant police and fire departments “absolute” discretion to
simply presume that all persons with a particular disability, whether
real or perceived, are unable to perform in those positions.

The ADA was drafted in a manner which, if applied in accord-
ance with equal employment law precedent and a realistic understand-
ing of the job in question, will answer the legitimate interests of both
persons with disabilities and the public.  Title I of the ADA, regulating
employment,8 was intended to reasonably accommodate individuals
with disabilities in positions for which they qualify—that is, such indi-
viduals must be able to perform the essential functions of the job.9

The ADA was not intended to prevent employers from maintaining
physical requirements which are reasonably related to the safe and
efficient performance of the job,10 particularly in public safety posi-
tions, such as those occupied by police officers and firefighters.11  In
those positions, the ability to perform a particular job function may
mean the difference between life and death.

Courts have acknowledged the special needs of public safety po-
sitions under all previously enacted employment discrimination stat-
utes, including Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,12 the Age

8. See Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, 42 U.S.C. §§ 12111-
12117 (1994).

9. See id. § 12111(8).
10. See H.R. REP. NO. 101-485, pt. 3, at 43-45 (1990), reprinted in 1990

U.S.C.C.A.N. 267, 325-27.
11. See id. at 93.
12. Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000(e)(1)-(e)(17) (1994). See, e.g.,

Zamlen v. City of Cleveland, 906 F.2d 209 (6th Cir. 1990) (holding that firefighter
qualifying exam did not discriminate against female applicants because certain physi-
cal abilities are needed to ensure public safety); Levin v. Delta Airlines, Inc., 730 F.2d
994 (5th Cir. 1984) (holding non-pregnancy to be bona fide occupational qualification
for flight attendants because of potential safety risk to passengers in event of acci-
dent); Tye v. City of Cincinnati, 794 F. Supp. 824 (S.D. Ohio 1992) (holding that
City’s hiring process for firefighters did not have discriminatory effect because of
potential public safety risk resulting from hiring incompetent firefighters).
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Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA),13 and Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973.14  Since the ADA was modeled after the
Rehabilitation Act, cases decided under the latter Act should serve as
precedent for ADA cases.15  Congress specifically recognized the spe-
cial needs of public safety employers when enacting the ADA16 and
directed the courts to use the case law decided under the Rehabilita-
tion Act when deciding whether job criteria are job-related and consis-
tent with business necessity.17  Since these concepts were developed
under Title VII case law, guidance for this standard can also be found
in cases brought under Title VII.18

Misapplication of the ADA in public safety cases will not only
endanger the public, but will also create fear of and hostility toward
the ADA.  This hostility may well result in amendments or case law
which will diminish opportunities for people with disabilities.  The
hiring decisions made by police and fire departments, and the legal
analyses used by courts in reviewing those decisions, will affect all
groups of people in one way or another.  Affected persons fall into six

13. Age Discrimination in Employment Act, 29 U.S.C. §§ 621-634 (1994); see,
e.g., Western Airlines, Inc. v. Criswell, 472 U.S. 400 (1985) (holding that age-based
qualification is justified only if qualification is “reasonably necessary” to ensure pub-
lic safety); Stewart v. Smith, 673 F.2d 485 (D.C. Cir. 1982) (holding that age-based
qualifications in correctional facility are bona fide occupational qualifications
(BFOQ) to ensure safety); Usery v. Tamiami Trail Tours, Inc., 531 F.2d 224 (5th Cir.
1976) (holding that bus company’s policy of refusing applicants over forty years old
was BFOQ reasonably necessary to ensure public safety).
14. Rehabilitation Act of 1973 § 504, 29 U.S.C. § 794 (1994).
15. See H.R. REP. NO. 101-485, pt. 3, at 27-33, reprinted in 1978 U.S.C.C.A.N.

267, 308-15; 29 C.F.R. § 1630 (1998); see, e.g., Daugherty v. City of El Paso, 56 F.3d
695, 697 (5th Cir. 1995) (explaining that elements of cause of action under ADA are
“virtually the same” as those under Rehabilitation Act); Smaw v. Virginia Dep’t of
State Police, 862 F. Supp. 1469, 1474 (E.D. Va. 1994) (explaining that ADA incorpo-
rates language and standards of Rehabilitation Act); Dorris v. City of Kentwood, No.
1:94-CV-249, 1994 WL 762219, at *2 (W.D. Mich. Oct. 4, 1994) (explaining that
relevant case law developed under Rehabilitation Act should be used to analyze ADA
claims).  For the EEOC definition of “disability,” see 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(g).
16. See H.R. REP. NO. 101-485, pt. 3 at 42-44, reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N.

267, 324-26.
17. See H.R. REP. NO. 101-485, pt. 2, at 70-73, reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N.

267, 352-56; H.R. REP. NO. 101-485, pt. 3, at 44-45, reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N.
267, 326-27; see also Easley v. Snider, 36 F.3d 297, 305 (3d Cir. 1994); Stillwell v.
Kansas City Bd. of Police Comm’rs, 872 F. Supp. 682, 686-87 (W.D. Mo. 1995);
Conner v. Branstad, 839 F. Supp. 1346, 1357 (S.D. Iowa 1993); Medical Soc’y v.
Jacobs, No. Civ. A. 93-3670, 1993 WL 413016, at *6 (D.N.J. Oct. 5, 1993); EEOC v.
AIC Sec. Investigations, Ltd., 820 F. Supp. 1060, 1064 (N.D. Ill. 1993).
18. See EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION, A TECHNICAL ASSIST-

ANCE MANUAL ON THE EMPLOYMENT PROVISIONS (TITLE I) OF THE AMERICANS WITH

DISABILITIES ACT § 4.3(2), at IV-3 to IV-4 (1992) [hereinafter EEOC TECHNICAL

ASSISTANCE MANUAL].
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basic groups: (1) individual plaintiffs with disabilities seeking to be-
come or remain police officers or firefighters; (2) members of the pub-
lic who depend upon police and fire departments to protect them from
injury—and pay taxes to finance this protection; (3) police and fire
departments, which are obligated to protect those members of the pub-
lic as well as their own personnel; (4) police officers and firefighters
without disabilities; (5) senior police officers and firefighters currently
on “limited duty” status due to temporary or long-term disabilities;
and (6) the disability community at large.  Any policy developed will
have economic, social, political, or practical ramifications for all of
these groups.  Therefore, their interests must be factored into a final
analysis of the problems facing public safety employers in their at-
tempts to meet public safety needs and comply with the ADA.

B. Rehabilitation Act Coverage of Police and Fire Departments

Most police and fire departments have been subject to the Reha-
bilitation Act since 1973,19 and persons with disabilities sued under
this Act to become police officers and firefighters long before the
ADA was enacted.20  Arguably, then, the ADA should not substan-

19. 29 U.S.C. § 794 (1994).
20. See Thomlinson v. Omaha, 63 F.3d 786 (8th Cir. 1995) (concerning female

firefighter with back impairment); Paegle v. Department of Interior, No. 93-5112,
1994 WL 245607 (D.C. Cir. May 26, 1994) (concerning park police officer with back
impairment); Cook v. Rhode Island Dep’t of Mental Health, Retardation and Hosps.,
10 F.3d 17 (lst Cir. 1993) (concerning obese firefighter applicant); Chandler v. City of
Dallas, 2 F.3d 1385 (5th Cir. 1993) (concerning city employees with insulin-depen-
dent diabetes and impaired vision); Little v. FBI, 1 F.3d 255 (4th Cir. 1993) (concern-
ing FBI agent with alcoholism); DiPompo v. West Point Military Academy, 960 F.2d
326 (2d Cir. 1992) (concerning firefighter applicant with dyslexia); Severino v. North
Fort Meyers Fire Control Dist., 935 F.2d 1179 (11th Cir. 1991) (concerning firefighter
with AIDS); Butler v. Thornburgh, 900 F.2d 871 (5th Cir. 1990) (concerning alco-
holic FBI agent); Simon v. St. Louis County, 735 F.2d 1082 (8th Cir. 1984) (concern-
ing paraplegic police officer); Treadwell v. Alexander, 707 F.2d 473 (11th Cir. 1983)
(concerning seasonal park technician with heart condition); Roe v. District of Colum-
bia, 842 F. Supp. 563 (D.D.C. 1993) (concerning firefighter with hepatitis B), vacated
as moot, 25 F.3d 1115 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (unpublished table decision); Doe v. District
of Columbia, 796 F. Supp. 559 (D.D.C. 1992) (concerning HIV-positive firefighter
applicant); Peoples v. City of Salina, No. 88-4280-S, 1990 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 4070 (D.
Kan. Mar 20, 1990) (concerning firefighter with sickle-cell anemia); Salmon Pineiro
v. Lehman, 653 F. Supp. 483 (D.P.R. 1987) (concerning INS agent with epilepsy);
Mahoney v. Ortiz, 645 F. Supp. 22 (S.D.N.Y. 1986) (concerning police officer with
multiple dislocations of the shoulder).  The Rehabilitation Act continues to apply to
police and fire departments even after the passage of the ADA. See Andrews v. Ohio,
104 F.3d 803 (6th Cir. 1997) (holding overweight highway patrol officers were not
persons with disabilities); Huber v. Howard County, No. 94-1651, 1995 WL 325644
(4th Cir. May 24, 1995) (firefighter applicant with asthma); Fedro v. Reno, 21 F.3d
1391 (7th Cir. 1994) (concerning federal marshal with hepatitis B); Santos v. Port
Auth., No. 94 Civ. 8427, 1995 WL 431336 (S.D.N.Y. July 20, 1995) (concerning
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tially change the basic hiring criteria which have been deemed appro-
priate under the Rehabilitation Act; nevertheless, courts have begun to
render decisions under the ADA which require police and fire depart-
ments to ask questions that, arguably, have already been answered
under the Rehabilitation Act.  For example, in Bombrys v. City of To-
ledo, the court held that, under the ADA, the City of Toledo could not
bar insulin-dependent diabetics from becoming police officers.21  This
decision stands in opposition to precedent set under the Rehabilitation
Act in Davis v. Meese, which upheld the blanket exclusion of insulin-
dependent diabetics from positions as FBI agents.22  Some courts have
followed Bombrys,23 while others continue to follow the Rehabilita-
tion Act model in ADA cases by excluding insulin-dependent diabet-
ics as “unqualified” to perform the essential functions of certain
positions involving public safety.24

police officer with permanently injured foot); Lassiter v. Reno, 885 F. Supp. 869
(E.D. Va. 1995) (concerning U.S. Marshal with paranoid personality disorder), aff’d,
86 F.3d 1151 (4th Cir. 1996).
21. See 849 F. Supp. 1210, 1220 (N.D. Ohio 1993); accord Sarsycki v. United

Parcel Service, Inc., 862 F. Supp. 336, 341 (W.D. Okla. 1994) (holding that UPS
discriminated against diabetic driver who was “otherwise qualified” to drive vehicles
weighing 10,000 pounds or less).  The court, however, held that Officer Bombrys
could be terminated pursuant to an individual determination that he was not fit for
duty, based on a hypoglycemic episode which he had while on duty. See Bombrys,
849 F. Supp. at 1220.  He became confused and combative and had to be administered
an intravenous solution and transported to the hospital. See id.; see also Siefken v.
Village of Arlington Heights, 65 F.3d 664, 666 (7th Cir. 1995) (rejecting blanket
exclusion, but holding that plaintiff police officer was properly terminated for failure
to monitor his diabetes, which resulted in severe diabetic reaction while driving his
squad car).
22. See 692 F. Supp. 505, 517 (E.D. Pa. 1988), aff’d, 865 F.2d 592 (3d Cir. 1989);

accord Chandler v. City of Dallas, 2 F.3d 1385, 1393-95 (5th Cir. 1993) (granting
blanket exclusion of insulin-dependent diabetic from position of driver); Serrapica v.
City of New York, 708 F. Supp. 64, 75 (S.D.N.Y. 1989) (holding that sanitation
worker with uncontrolled diabetes could not perform essential functions of the job
because he posed a safety risk), aff’d, 888 F.2d 126 (2d Cir. 1989).
23. See Siefken, 65 F.3d at 666; Stillwell, 872 F. Supp. at 686-87; Sarsycki, 862 F.

Supp. at 341.
24. See Daugherty v. City of El Paso, 56 F.3d 695, 697 (5th Cir. 1995) (holding

insulin-dependent diabetics are not “qualified” individuals for position of bus driver,
pursuant to Department of Transportation regulation); Christopher v. Laidlaw Transit,
899 F. Supp. 1224, 1227-28 (S.D.N.Y. 1995) (holding school bus driver properly
terminated under United States Department of Transportation and New York State
regulations excluding insulin-dependent diabetics from driving such vehicles).



46 LEGISLATION AND PUBLIC POLICY [Vol. 2:37

C. Survey of Police and Fire Department Cases
Involving Disabilities

1. ADA Cases

ADA decisions are extremely fact-specific.  In addition to diabe-
tes cases,25 courts have examined the requirements of police and fire
departments for employment of sworn, or “rescue,” personnel with
disabilities such as heart disease,26 a lung impairment,27 cerebral
palsy,28 hemophilia,29 HIV infection,30 lost use of an arm,31 an im-
paired or missing leg,32  an impaired ankle,33 an impaired foot,34 a

25. See Deckert v. City of Ulysses, No. 93-1295, 1995 WL 580074 (D. Kan. Sept 6,
1995), aff’d, 105 F.3d 669 (10th Cir. 1996) (unpublished table decision); Daugherty,
56 F.3d at 695; Christopher, 899 F. Supp. at 1224; Siefken, 65 F.3d at 664; Bombrys,
849 F. Supp. at 1210.
26. See Aucutt v. Six Flags Over Mid-America, Inc., 85 F.3d 1311, 1318-20 (8th

Cir. 1996) (holding that security guard’s heart condition did not constitute disability
because it did not exclude him from broad range of jobs); Kuntz v. City of New
Haven, No. Civ. N-90-480, 1993 WL 276945 (D. Conn. 1993) (declaring that police
sergeant should not have been denied promotion to lieutenant since he already per-
formed most duties of lieutenant in his current position and there were other lieuten-
ants on force who had heart conditions), aff’d, 29 F.3d 622 (2d Cir. 1994)
(unpublished table decision); Hamlin v. Charter Township of Flint, 942 F. Supp. 1129
(E.D. Mich. 1996) (holding that Assistant Fire Chief’s claim survived motion to dis-
miss to determine whether he could perform essential functions of job); McDonald v.
Department of Corrections, 880 F. Supp. 1416 (D. Kan. 1995) (holding that correc-
tions officer was not “qualified” within meaning of ADA because officer could only
perform “light duty” jobs).
27. See Smith v. City of Des Moines, 99 F.3d 1466, 1472 (8th Cir. 1996) (citing

that firefighter was not person with disability, or “regarded as” such, since firefighter
was not disqualified from, or regarded as disqualified from, broad range of jobs).
28. See Koblosh v. Adelsick, No. 95-C-5209, 1996 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 17254 (N.D.

Ill. November 27, 1996) (denying motion for summary judgment since defendant,
applicant for security guard position who could only walk with braces and on
crutches, might be able to prove at trial that he is qualified for position).
29. See Bridges v. City of Bossier, 92 F.3d 329 (5th Cir. 1996) (stating that

firefighter applicant did not have disability, nor was “regarded as” having disability
merely because firefighter was excluded from police work).
30. See EEOC v. Prevo’s Family Market, Inc., 135 F.3d 1089 (6th Cir. 1998) (re-

versing district court’s holding that HIV-positive produce clerk was qualified individ-
ual with disability and had to be accommodated by allowing clerk to use his own set
of knives and steel protective gloves).
31. See Champ v. Baltimore County, 884 F. Supp. 991 (D. Md. 1995) (holding that

police officer who lost use of his arm was not “otherwise qualified” for the position
because officer could not make forcible arrests), aff’d, 91 F.3d 129 (4th Cir. 1996);
Ethridge v. Alabama, 860 F. Supp. 808 (M.D. Ala. 1994) (holding that police officer
with restricted use of right arm and hand could not perform essential functions of job).
32. See Johnson v. Maryland, 940 F. Supp. 873 (D. Md. 1996) (holding that correc-

tions officer with neuromuscular disorder that caused a limp and hand tremors was not
“otherwise qualified” because officer could not perform the essential function of
safely using firearm to control prison population), aff’d, 113 F.3d 1232 (4th Cir.
1997) (unpublished table decision); Bell v. Retirement Board of the Firemen’s Annu-



1998-99] PUBLIC SAFETY NEEDS AND THE ADA 47

missing or impaired hand,35 degenerative joint disease,36 arthritis,37 a
head injury,38 a back injury,39 a neck injury,40 blindness,41 impaired
vision,42 deafness in one ear,43 abdominal ruptures and vein liga-

ity, No. 92-C-5197, 1993 WL 398612 (N.D. Ill. Oct 6, 1993) (denying motion to
dismiss for lack of factual finding whether medically retired police officer with par-
tially amputated leg could be reasonably accommodated and return to force).
33. See Conklin v. City of Englewood, 98 F.3d 1341 (6th Cir. 1996) (unpublished

table decision) (affirming lower court holding that police officer with injured ankle
could no longer perform essential functions of job; reassignment to dispatcher, at po-
lice officer’s salary, would not be reasonable accommodation since police officer’s
salary was nearly twice that of dispatcher).
34. See Santos v. Port Auth., No. 94 Civ. 8427, 1995 WL 431336 (S.D.N.Y. July

20, 1995) (holding that police officer with permanent foot injury was not “qualified”
as full-duty police officer and could not be accommodated through permanent light-
duty assignment).
35. See Lee v. City of Aurora, 76 F.3d 392 (10th Cir. 1996) (unpublished table

decision) (affirming jury determination that police officer with injured hand could no
longer perform essential functions of job); Pinkerton v. City of Tampa, 981 F. Supp.
1455 (M.D. Fla. 1997) (denying summary judgment because issues of fact remained
about whether policeman with immobile hand was disabled and could be accommo-
dated); Stillwell v. Kansas City Bd. of Police Comm’rs, 872 F. Supp. 682 (W.D. Mo.
1995) (holding applicant for police officer was entitled to individual determination
regarding ability to perform essential functions of job with only one hand).
36. See Dorris v. City of Kentwood, No. 1:94-CV-249, 1994 WL 762219 (W.D.

Mich. Oct. 4, 1994) (denying summary judgment where plaintiff police officer sought
waiver of national policy physical requirements in order to continue as police officer
in officer’s assignment of teaching drug abuse resistance to elementary and junior
high school students).
37. See Martin v. Kansas, 996 F. Supp. 1282 (D. Kan. 1998) (holding that correc-

tions officer with arthritis was not qualified for position since permanent “light duty”
assignment is not reasonable accommodation).
38. See Vazquez v. Bedsole, 888 F. Supp. 727 (E.D.N.C. 1995) (denying motion

for summary judgment to determine whether reassignment would be reasonable
accommodation).
39. See Keever v. City of Middletown, 145 F.3d 809 (6th Cir. 1998) (holding that

police officer with back and neck impairments and mental disabilities refused desk job
and was not entitled to position and schedule of officer’s choice as reasonable accom-
modation); see also Allison v. Department of Corrections, 94 F.3d 494 (8th Cir.
1996), petition for cert. filed, 67 U.S.L.W. 3156 (U.S. Aug. 27, 1998) (No. 98-345)
(holding that corrections officer with back injury was no longer qualified to perform
essential functions of job); Serrano v. City of Arlington, 986 F. Supp. 992 (E.D. Va.
1997) (holding that firefighter with back problem was not person with disability since
firefighter could perform work other than firefighting, nor was firefighter “qualified”
since he could not perform essential functions of job).
40. See Burns v. City of Columbus Dep’t of Public Safety, 91 F.3d 836 (6th Cir.

1996) (holding that police officer who was terminated for other reasons failed to show
that termination was result of neck injury).
41. See Miller v. Illinois Dep’t of Corrections, 107 F.3d 483 (7th Cir. 1997) (hold-

ing that corrections officer who became blind and required a seeing-eye dog was not
qualified within meaning of ADA).
42. See Sicard v. City of Sioux City, 950 F. Supp. 1420 (N.D. Iowa 1996) (denying

defendant’s motion to dismiss because firefighter with myopia raised material issue of
fact as to whether uncorrected vision constituted disability); see also Doane v. City of
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tions,44 mental disabilities,45 depression,46 paraplegia,47 inability to

Omaha, 115 F.3d 624 (8th Cir. 1997) (holding that officer with monocular vision was
entitled to ADA protection), cert. denied, 118 S.Ct. 693 (1998); Holbrook v. City of
Alpharetta, 112 F.3d 1522 (11th Cir. 1997) (holding that police detective who was
visually impaired could not perform essential job functions). But cf. Sutton v. United
Airlines, Inc., No. 96-5-121, 1996 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15106 (D. Colo. Aug. 28, 1996)
(holding that uncorrected vision of less than 20/100 did not constitute disability, be-
cause even though it prevented plaintiffs from becoming airline pilots for at least one
airline, it did not do so at all airlines), aff’d, 130 F.3d 893 (10th Cir. 1997), petition
for cert. filed, 66 U.S.L.W. 3783 (U.S. June 1, 1998) (No. 97-1943); Joyce v. Suffolk
County, 911 F. Supp. 92 (E.D.N.Y. 1996) (dismissing complaint because 20/200 vi-
sion is not a disability within the meaning of the ADA).
43. See Karbusicky v. City of Park Ridge, 950 F. Supp. 878 (N.D. Ill. 1997) (grant-

ing summary judgment against park police officer with congenital total hearing loss in
left ear who could not hear all radio calls over outside noise; officer was not qualified
for such a position, and transfer to community service officer position was reasonable
accommodation).
44. See Kulniszewski v. Swist, No. 94-CV-0806E(F), 1998 WL 135815 (W.D.N.Y.

Mar. 16, 1998) (granting summary judgment to transit authority because abdominal
ruptures and vein ligations are not disabilities within meaning of ADA).
45. See Keever v. City of Middletown, 145 F.3d 809 (6th Cir. 1998), petition for

cert. filed, 67 U.S.L.W. 3156 (U.S. Aug. 27, 1998) (No. 98-345) (holding that police
officer with back and neck impairments and mental disabilities who refused desk job
was not entitled to position and schedule of officer’s choice as a reasonable accommo-
dation); see also Graehling v. Village of Lombard, 58 F.3d 295 (7th Cir. 1995) (hold-
ing that alcoholic police officer with manic depression was not otherwise qualified for
the position); Carrozza v. Howard County, 45 F.3d 425 (4th Cir. 1995) (unpublished
table decision) (affirming district court holding that plaintiff with manic depression
was not “otherwise qualified” because she was frequently insubordinate); Dibenedetto
v. City of Reading, No. Civ. 96-CV-5055, 1998 WL 474145 (E.D. Pa. July 16, 1998)
(holding that former police officer with psychological disorders was entitled to jury
determination of whether officer was qualified for rehire); Metzenbaum v. John Car-
roll Univ., 987 F. Supp. 610 (N.D. Ohio 1997) (mem.) (granting summary judgment
against campus police officer who could not prove he was qualified for position with-
out providing required psychological records); Varnagis v. City of Chicago, No. 96 C
6304, 1997 WL 361150 (N.D. Ill. June 20, 1997) (denying defendant’s motion to
dismiss because fitness could not be adjudicated on motion); Hindman v. GTE Data
Servs., Inc., No. 93-1046-CIV-T-17C 1994 WL 371396 (M.D. Fla. June 24, 1994)
(holding that plaintiff posed direct threat to other employees because plaintiff brought
weapon onto company property).
46. See Leisen v. City of Shelbyville, 153 F.3d 805 (7th Cir. 1998) (holding that

firefighter suffering from depression neither had a disability because she successfully
completed courses other than the one from which she sought exemption, nor was
qualified for the position because the course was related to an essential function of the
job); see also Miller v. City of Springfield, 146 F.3d 612 (8th Cir. 1998) (holding that
police officer suffering from depression was not disabled because she could work at
other positions); Doe v. Seymour, No. 3:95CV1538, 1998 WL 26410 (D. Conn. Jan.
16, 1998) (holding that police officer could not be accommodated by scheduling of-
ficer to work hours which violated the collective bargaining agreement).
47. See Stone v. City of Mt. Vernon, 118 F.3d 92 (2d Cir. 1997), cert. denied, 118

S.Ct. 1044 (1998) (holding that City had not proven that fire suppression was required
part of firefighter duties).
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stand,48 stress,49 chronic fatigue syndrome,50 alcoholism,51 drug ad-
diction,52 obesity,53 sleep disorder,54 various disabilities of police of-
ficers who had temporarily been placed on limited duty positions, then
medically retired,55 and various police officers with disabilities who

48. See Clark v. City of Chicago, No. 97-C-4820, 1998 WL 25760 (N.D. Ill. Jan.
12, 1998) (holding that it is jury question whether police officer confined to wheel-
chair can be reasonably accommodated by assignment to permanent “light duty”).
49. See Dewitt v. Carsten, 941 F. Supp. 1232 (N.D. Ga. 1996), aff’d, 122 F.3d

1079 (11th Cir. 1997) (holding that police officer with job-related stress did not have
disability since officer could work at other jobs that would not trigger her condition).
50. See Gonzales v. Sandoval County, 2 F. Supp.2d 1442, 1444-45 (D.N.M. 1998)

(holding that police department was not required by business necessity to inquire into
chronic fatigue syndrome of police officer).
51. See Brennan v. New York City Police Dep’t, 141 F.3d 1151 (2d Cir. 1998)

(unpublished table decision) (affirming district court holding that alcoholic police of-
ficer was not qualified for position because of carelessness with his weapon, which
was unrelated to officer’s disability of alcoholism).
52. See Montegue v. City of New Orleans, No. Civ.-A-95-2420, 1997 WL 327113

(E.D. La. June 12, 1997) (denying plaintiff’s motion for judgment as matter of law
where jury found that firefighter had not shown by preponderance of evidence that he
was an addict and therefore disabled under ADA); see also Herman v. City of Allen-
town, 985 F. Supp. 569 (E.D. Pa. 1997) (holding that City discriminated against
firefighter it erroneously “perceived as” using illegal drugs); Dauen v. Board of Fire
and Police Comm’rs, 656 N.E.2d 427 (Ill. App. Ct. 1995) (holding that firefighter was
not protected by ADA because he was not rehabilitated at time of termination).
53. See Zarek v. Argonne Nat’l Lab., No. 97 C 6964, 1998 WL 547288 (N.D. Ill.

Aug. 27, 1998) (mem.) (holding that overweight firefighter neither had disability nor
was qualified for position); see also Keel v. City of Hopkinsville, 134 F.3d 371 (6th
Cir. 1997) (unpublished table decision) (holding that overweight firefighter with sleep
disorder could not be accommodated by being excused from twenty-four hour shifts);
Francis v. City of Meriden, 129 F.3d 281 (2d Cir. 1997) (holding that overweight
firefighter does not have disability); Butterfield v. New York, No. 96-Civ.-5144, 1998
WL 401533 (S.D.N.Y. July 15, 1998) (holding that obese corrections officer was not
person with disability because officer was not substantially limited in major life activ-
ity); Andrews v. Ohio, 104 F.3d 803 (6th Cir. 1997) (holding that highway patrol
officers who did not have physiological disorder were not perceived to be disabled by
defendants under ADA simply because they were physically unqualified for these
positions); Smaw v. Virginia Dep’t of State Police, 862 F. Supp. 1469 (E.D. Va.
1994) (holding that obesity, even if physical impairment, did not rise to level of disa-
bility because it did not substantially limit plaintiff’s ability to pursue employment;
therefore upheld plaintiff’s transfer from trooper to dispatcher).
54. See Keel, 134 F.3d 371.
55. See Fasone v. Clinton Township, 142 F.3d 433 (6th Cir. 1998) (holding that

firefighter with disability was not entitled to have light-duty position created for him
as reasonable accommodation); United States v. City and County of Denver, 943 F.
Supp. 1304 (D. Colo. 1996) (holding that, although plaintiffs could not perform essen-
tial functions of police officer, ADA goes beyond Rehabilitation Act and requires
consideration of reassignment to vacant, civilian positions). But see Castellano v.
City of New York, 946 F. Supp. 249 (S.D.N.Y. 1996) (holding that medically retired
police officers were not “qualified” within meaning of ADA, and therefore not pro-
tected by Act); Emrick v. Libby-Owens-Ford Co., 875 F. Supp. 393 (E.D. Tex. 1995)
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were retained on the force, but denied promotions.56  In the Colwell
case, the United States Department of Justice prevailed in arguing that
the police department was obligated to consider reassignment to civil-
ian positions as a “reasonable accommodation.”57  The Department of
Justice is currently litigating United States v. City of Pontiac, brought
against a fire department which rejected an applicant with monocular
vision.58  The position taken by the government in this case may well
indicate its future approach to similar challenges under the ADA.59

2. Rehabilitation Act Cases

Public safety cases decided under the Rehabilitation Act have in-
volved disabilities such as insulin-dependent diabetes (as discussed),60

paraplegia,61 tuberculosis,62 hepatitis B,63 AIDS/HIV infection,64 a
head injury,65 heart disease and a nervous condition,66 epilepsy,67

(holding that ADA is not intended to give persons with disabilities preferential
treatment).
56. See Colwell v. Suffolk County, 967 F. Supp. 1419 (E.D.N.Y. 1997).
57. See id. at 1430.
58. See United States v. City of Pontiac, No. 94-74997 (E.D. Mich. filed Dec. 12,

1994) (involving applicant with vision in only one eye seeking to become firefighter).
For additional explanation of this case, see infra note 498.
59. Although this case was scheduled for trial in July, 1996, it was settled by con-

sent decree. See infra note 498.
60. See supra note 25; Chandler v. City of Dallas, 2 F.3d 1385, 1390-96 (6th Cir.

1993) (declining to hold that any insulin-dependent diabetic has a disability per se).
61. See Simon v. St. Louis County, 735 F.2d 1082, 1084 (8th Cir. 1984) (holding

that paraplegic plaintiff could not satisfy burden of proving he was otherwise qualified
to become police officer).
62. See School Bd. of Nassau County v. Arline, 480 U.S. 273 (1987).
63. See Roe v. District of Columbia, 25 F.3d 1115 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (involving

firefighter with hepatitis B who could not be required to use protective mechanical
device when performing mouth to mouth resuscitation); Fedro v. Reno, 21 F.3d 1391
(7th Cir. 1994) (holding that criminal investigator could not perform essential func-
tions of job because of risk that physical confrontation might occur where investiga-
tor’s blood might mix with that of others).
64. See Severino v. North Fort Meyers Fire Control Dist., 935 F.2d 1179 (11th Cir.

1991) (involving firefighter with AIDS who was temporarily reassigned to “light
duty” rather than rescue duties because he posed threat of contagion; firefighter was
subsequently fired for objecting to performing his light-duty assignment). But see
Doe v. District of Columbia, 796 F. Supp. 559 (D.D.C. 1992) (holding that any threat
to others posed by HIV-positive firefighter applicant was “theoretical” and “remote”).
65. See Beal v. Board of Selectmen, 646 N.E.2d 131 (Mass. 1995) (holding police

officer who suffered fatigue and blackouts could not perform essential function of
protecting public).
66. See Treadwell v. Alexander, 707 F.2d 473 (11th Cir. 1983) (finding that plain-

tiff could not perform duties of seasonal park technician because it required walking
six hours per day and plaintiff could not walk more than one mile at a time).
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sickle-cell anemia,68 a back impairment,69 vision,70 a shoulder in-
jury,71 asthma,72 dyslexia,73 a mental disability,74 alcoholism,75 obes-
ity,76 and various other disabilities.77

3. State Equal Employment Law Cases

Law enforcement and firefighting cases have been addressed
under state laws prohibiting discrimination against persons with disa-
bilities as well.  These cases have involved disabilities such as insulin-

67. See Salmon Pineiro v. Lehman, 653 F. Supp. 483 (D.P.R. 1987) (finding that
INS agent applicant could not perform essential functions of job because applicant
was seizure-free only when taking medication).
68. See Peoples v. City of Salina, No. 88-4280, 1990 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 4070 (D.

Kan. Mar 20, 1990) (upholding termination because conditions of firefighting could
precipitate acute condition in plaintiff).
69. See Thomlison v. City of Omaha, 63 F.3d 786 (8th Cir. 1995) (remanding for

jury determination whether firefighter suffering from back ailment was fit for duty);
Paegle v. Department of Interior, 813 F. Supp. 61 (D.D.C. 1993), aff’d, 24 F.3d 1464
(D.C. Cir. 1994) (holding that park police officer was not qualified for promotion
while officer was on temporary limited duty since he could not perform all essential
functions of job).
70. See Padilla v. City of Topeka, 708 P.2d 543 (Kan. 1985) (holding that myopia

is not handicap simply because it disqualifies person from becoming police officer).
71. See Mahoney v. Ortiz, 645 F. Supp. 22 (S.D.N.Y. 1986) (holding that police

officer with multiple dislocations of same shoulder could not be relied upon to per-
form essential functions of job).
72. See Hubert v. Howard County, 849 F. Supp. 407 (D. Md. 1994), aff’d, 56 F.3d

61 (4th Cir. 1995) (holding that applicant’s need for inhaler on job would both cause
fire hazard and be difficult to reach in emergency situation).
73. See DiPompo v. West Point Military Academy, 770 F. Supp. 887 (S.D.N.Y.

1991), aff’d, 960 F.2d 326 (2d Cir. 1992) (holding that dyslexic applicant could not
establish that he could perform essential functions of position of firefighter, which
required applicant to read signs dealing with safety quickly and accurately).
74. See Barnes v. Cochran, 944 F. Supp. 897 (S.D. Fla. 1996) (involving police

officer’s mental disability that resulted in misconduct and prevented officer from per-
forming essential functions of job); Lassiter v. Reno, 885 F. Supp. 869 (upholding
termination because U.S. Marshal was not qualified to carry gun).
75. See Little v. FBI, 1 F.3d 255 (4th Cir. 1993) (holding that FBI agent was not

otherwise qualified for position since agent was intoxicated on duty during relapse);
Butler v. Thornburgh, 900 F.2d 871 (5th Cir. 1990) (holding that FBI agent who was
drunk on the job three times was not otherwise qualified for position).
76. See Andrews v. Ohio, 104 F.3d 803 (6th Cir. 1997) (holding that overweight

highway patrol officers were not persons with disabilities); Cook v. Rhode Island
Dep’t of Mental Health, 10 F.3d 17 (1st Cir. 1993) (finding that obese plaintiff was
entitled to trial to determine whether obesity is handicap and whether plaintiff was
qualified to be firefighter); Butterfield v. New York, No. 96-Civ-5144, 1998 WL
401533 (S.D.N.Y. 1998) (finding that obese corrections officer was not person with
disability because officer was not substantially limited in major life activity).
77. See Dyer-Neely v. City of Chicago, No. 83 C 5376, 1997 WL 308843 (N.D. Ill.

June 3, 1997).
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dependent diabetes,78 heart disease,79 history of cancer,80 Crohn’s dis-
ease,81 a missing kidney,82 a missing or injured limb,83 spine irregu-
larity,84 impaired vision,85 hearing loss,86 paraplegia,87 quadriplegia,88

78. See Miller v. Sioux Gateway Fire Dep’t, 497 N.W.2d 838 (Iowa 1993) (holding
that diabetic firefighter was not qualified to retain his position).
79. See Shoemaker v. Pennsylvania Human Relations Comm’n, 634 A.2d 772 (Pa.

Commw. Ct. 1993) (holding that police officer was not qualified to work because
officer could not perform all functions of police officer).
80. See Burris v. City of Phoenix, 875 P.2d 1340 (Ariz. Ct. App. 1993) (holding

that applicant with no current disabling condition could not be rejected as firefighter).
81. See Blanchette v. Spokane County Fire Protection Dist. No. 1, 836 P.2d 858

(Wash. Ct. App. 1992) (denying summary judgment because there were genuine is-
sues of material fact as to whether freedom from physical handicaps of Crohn’s dis-
ease was valid bona fide occupational qualification for position of firefighter); see
also Antonsen v. Ward, 571 N.E.2d 636 (N.Y. 1991) (reinstating plaintiff’s action
because dismissal was not based on individual assessment of plaintiff’s ability to per-
form as police officer).
82. See Pennsylvania State Police v. Pennsylvania Human Relations Comm’n, 483

A.2d 1039 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 1984) (holding that rejection from academy admission
was not justified as job-related), rev’d on other grounds, 517 A.2d 1253 (Pa. 1986).
83. See Santos v. Port Auth., No. 94 Civ. 8427, 1995 WL 431336 (S.D.N.Y. July

20, 1995) (holding that police officer with permanently injured foot could not perform
the essential functions of the job); Stratton v. Missouri Dep’t of Corrections and
Human Resources, 897 S.W.2d 1 (Mo. Ct. App. 1995) (holding that applicant for
corrections officer who was missing four fingers could not perform essential job func-
tion of defending himself and others); O’Hare v. New York City Police Dep’t, 555
N.Y.S.2d 753 (N.Y. App. Div. 1990) (reasoning that since persons who could not
perform job were excluded from statutory definition of “an otherwise qualified person
with a disability,” plaintiff was not covered); Colorado Civil Rights Comm’n v. North
Washington Fire Protection Dist., 772 P.2d 70 (Colo. 1989) (en banc) (remanding for
specific inquiry into whether applicant’s rejection for knee injury was justified by
business necessity).
84. See In re Granelle, 510 N.E.2d 799 (N.Y. 1987) (holding that police officer

with asymptomatic spondylosisthesis was person with disability who could perform
essential functions of job, despite prognosis that officer was susceptible to disability at
later time).
85. See Greenwood v. State Police Training Ctr., 606 A.2d 336 (N.J. 1992) (hold-

ing that officer with impaired vision in one eye could not be dismissed for physical
limitations because officer was not impaired in his ability to shoot or perform other
essential functions of job); Brown v. City of Portland, 722 P.2d 1282 (Or. Ct. App.
1986) (reinstating police officer because there was no reasonable probability that of-
ficer could not perform his duties, and because the officer qualified under modified
vision standard); Padilla v. City of Topeka, 708 P.2d 543 (Kan. 1985) (holding that
because “less than perfect is not the definition of handicap,” employer had not dis-
criminated unlawfully by failing to hire applicant who was myopic).
86. See Rice v. Schuyler County Civil Serv. Comm’n, 583 N.Y.S.2d 583 (N.Y.

App. Div. 1992) (requiring that department show that its hearing requirement was not
arbitrarily adopted); Packard v. Gordon, 537 A.2d 140 (Vt. 1987) (remanding case for
determination as to whether police officer trainee was “qualified handicapped individ-
ual” as measured by whether trainee could be reasonably accommodated on firing
range; court did not address the question of whether officer was qualified to be on
patrol).
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stuttering,89 a mental disability,90 alcoholism,91 various disabilities ad-
mittedly preventing full-duty performance,92 and a “perceived,”
though not actual, disability.93

4. How Can the Cases Be Reconciled?

Why are these decisions inconsistent?  What can be done to offer
guidance to police and fire departments, potential plaintiffs with disa-
bilities, disability advocates, and to the public?  It is within this in-
quiry that this article examines the ADA and its ancestral statutes.

Many issues which arise in ADA litigation involving police and
fire departments will test the limits of the statute.  When are physical
requirements valid?  What was the purpose and intent of the ADA
with respect to physical requirements for employment?  Does the
ADA or its legislative history recognize that physical requirements are
legitimate for some positions?  How should a police or fire department
determine whether a person is a “qualified” individual with a disabil-
ity, entitled to coverage under the ADA?  How much latitude is the
employer allowed in setting physical criteria in public safety posi-
tions?  What type of proof must the employer offer to justify those
requirements?  Is it the plaintiff’s burden to prove that her disability
does not prevent her from performing the “essential functions of the

87. See Ensslin v. Township of North Bergen, 646 A.2d 452 (N.J. Super. Ct. App.
Div. 1994) (holding that paraplegic was unable to perform essential functions of job
of police sergeant and, furthermore, paraplegic’s handicap could not be reasonably
accommodated).
88. See Coski v. City and County of Denver, 795 P.2d 1364 (Colo. Ct. App. 1990)

(holding that police officer who became quadriplegic in line of duty could not perform
essential functions of job).
89. See City of Columbus v. Liebhart, 621 N.E.2d 554 (Ohio Ct. App. 1993) (hold-

ing that firefighter was “otherwise qualified” to perform duties because, although
firefighter did stutter in his interview, he did not stutter while firefighting).
90. See Maryland Comm’n on Human Relations v. Mayor of Baltimore, 586 A.2d

37 (Md. Ct. Spec. App. 1991) (holding that police officer with mental disability could
not be reasonably accommodated); John B. v. Village of Rockville Ctr., 495 N.Y.S.2d
674, 677-80 (N.Y. App. Div. 1985) (holding that police officer may not be able to
perform essential functions of job due to mental illness).
91. See In re Cahill, 585 A.2d 977 (N.J. Super. Ct. App. Div. 1991) (holding that,

although substance abuse is handicap, firefighter under influence of alcohol could be
dismissed because continued employment may be hazardous to individual or others).
92. See Matos v. City of Phoenix, 859 P.2d 748 (Ariz. Ct. App. 1993) (holding that

officers could be terminated for failure to perform duties because it was not reason-
able accommodation to offer “light duty” assignment).
93. See LaCrosse Police and Fire Comm’n v. Labor and Indus. Review Comm’n,

407 N.W.2d 510 (Wis. 1987) (holding that qualified applicant was discriminated
against when applicant was not given job due to non job-related back muscle disabil-
ity); Brown v. City of Portland, 722 P.2d 1282 (Or. Ct. App. 1986) (reinstating claim
because knee inflammation was temporary condition and did not constitute disability).
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job,” or is this question only reached as part of a “direct threat” de-
fense and thus, the defendant’s burden?  Should cases brought under
the ADA follow Rehabilitation Act precedent?

Part I of this article will provide an overview of the ADA, dis-
cussing its purposes, history, and coverage.  Part II will examine pub-
lic safety cases decided under the employment discrimination statutes
that preceded the ADA, including the Rehabilitation Act (the “Parent
Act” of the ADA).  Part III will examine public safety cases decided
under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (the “Grandparent
Act” of the ADA), and the Age Discrimination in Employment Act
(the “First Child” of Title VII).  Part IV will examine the essential
functions of the positions of police officer and firefighter against the
precedent set under the ADA cases already decided and the ADA’s
ancestral statutes.  Part V will offer a workable, consistent legal analy-
sis for these cases.  The social and practical implications of ADA liti-
gation in police and fire department cases will be examined, with a
focus on the interests of all affected parties, including the applicants
with disabilities, the public, police and fire departments, senior of-
ficers and firefighters with disabilities, and the disability community
as a whole.  Finally, the conclusion will summarize the problems in-
volved in ADA litigation against police and fire departments and high-
light the reasons for the recommended legal analysis.

II
OVERVIEW OF THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT94

A. Purpose and History

The Americans with Disabilities Act was enacted “to provide a
clear and comprehensive national mandate for the elimination of dis-
crimination against individuals with disabilities.”95  It is hailed as “the
most comprehensive piece of disability civil rights legislation ever en-
acted, and the most important piece of civil rights legislation since the

94. See Dawn V. Martin, Symposium: The Americans with Disabilities Act—Intro-
ductory Comment, 8 J. L. & HEALTH 1, 1-2 (1993).
95. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, 42 U.S.C. § 12101(b)(1)

(1994).  The ADA’s statement of “Findings and Purpose” states that 43 million
“Americans have one or more physical or mental disability, and that this number is
increasing.” Id. § 12101(a)(1).  Historically, persons with disabilities have been iso-
lated, segregated, and otherwise discriminated against in the areas of employment,
housing, education, transportation, communication, recreation, health services, access
to public services, and even in the pursuit of guaranteed constitutional rights, such as
the right to vote. See id. § 12101(a)(2)-(3).



1998-99] PUBLIC SAFETY NEEDS AND THE ADA 55

1964 Civil Rights Act.”96  Title I of the ADA prohibits discrimination
in employment.97  Title II prohibits discrimination by state and local
governments98 and incorporates the requirements of Title I.99  These
employment requirements have widespread implications for the disa-
bility community, the general work force, employers, consumers, and
the economy as a whole.

The employment provisions of the ADA will change the way
workers interact in the workplace.  In some instances, they will alter
job descriptions, duties, and even the way that employers conduct
their businesses.  Nevertheless, the ADA is not the first piece of fed-
eral legislation enacted to protect persons with disabilities.  The Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973 protects “handicapped individuals” from
discrimination by entities which receive federal funding.100  However,
until the implementation of the ADA, entities which existed entirely in
the private sector were free to discriminate against persons with disa-
bilities.101  The ADA remedied this anomaly by prohibiting discrimi-
nation by private employers (as well as state and local governments),
employment agencies, and joint labor-management committees.102

B. Specific Provisions

1. A “Qualified Individual with a Disability”

a. “Disability”

The ADA only protects a “qualified individual” who has a “disa-
bility”103 or who is “regarded as” having a “disability.”104  A disabil-
ity is defined as “a physical or mental impairment that substantially

96. Arlene Mayerson, The Americans with Disabilities Act—An Historic Overview,
7 THE LABOR LAW. 1, 1 (1991).
97. See 42 U.S.C. §§ 12111-12117 (1994).
98. See id. §§ 12131-12165.  Charges against state and local governments are filed

with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC).  The EEOC investi-
gates the charges, gathers evidence, summarizes the facts and makes a recommenda-
tion for or against litigation to the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ).  DOJ will then
determine whether it will follow the EEOC recommendation.  DOJ litigates employ-
ment discrimination cases against state and local governments while the EEOC liti-
gates against private employers. See id. § 12117 (1994) (incorporating procedures in
Title VII, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-5).
99. See 42 U.S.C. § 12132 (1994).
100. See 29 U.S.C. § 794 (1994).
101. See 42 U.S.C. § 12209 (1994).  Until passage of the 1991 Civil Rights Act,

neither Congress nor the executive branch was subject to Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964; each was therefore free to discriminate on the basis of race, national
origin, gender, and religion.
102. See id. § 12111(2), (5).
103. Id. § 12111 (8).
104. Id. § 12102(2)(C).
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limits one or more of the major life activities of such individual.”105

The Act also protects an individual who has a record of a disability106

or is “regarded as” having a disability, irrespective of whether the per-
son has such disability.107

All possible disabilities are not listed.  Courts must define “sub-
stantially limits” and “major life activity” on a case-by-case basis.
The Rehabilitation Act serves as a model108 and  regulations promul-
gated by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC)109

are helpful.  Although some conditions have been specifically ex-
cluded from coverage,110 all disabilities and their effects on an indi-
vidual’s daily life cannot be predicted and incorporated into
legislation, regulations, or case law.  A disability which substantially
limits one person’s major life activities may not do so to another, de-
pending on the degree of disability and particular aspects of the indi-
vidual’s life.111  Temporary disabilities are not covered by the

105. Id. § 12102(2)(A).
106. See id. § 12102(2)(B).
107. See id. § 12102(2)(C).
108. See H.R. REP. No. 101-485, pt. 2, at 57 (1990), reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N.

267, 339-40; S. REP. No. 101-116, at 44-45 (1989).
109. See 29 C.F.R. §§ 1630-1630.16 (1998).
110. See 42 U.S.C. §§ 12110(b)-12214(b) (1994). The ADA exempts from coverage

persons who currently use illegal drugs, whether or not this use is due to an addiction.
However, the Act does protect persons who have undergone or are undergoing drug
rehabilitation and are no longer using illegal drugs.  In addition, the Act specifically
excludes conditions in the following three categories from the definition of disability:
(1) homosexuality, bisexuality, transvestism, transsexualism, pedophilia, exhibition-
ism, voyeurism, gender identity disorders not resulting from physical impairments, or
other sexual behavior disorders; (2) compulsive gambling, kleptomania, or pyroma-
nia; or (3) psychoactive substance use disorders resulting from current illegal use of
drugs.  The Act also provides that an employer may restrict or prohibit smoking in the
workplace. See id. §§ 12201(b)-12211(b).
111. See id. § 12102(2)(A); 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(j); see also Bridges v. City of Boss-

ier, 92 F.3d 329, 334 (5th Cir. 1996), cert. denied, 117 S.Ct. 770 (1997) (holding that
physical disqualification from narrow range of jobs exposing employee to trauma,
such as firefighter, does not constitute disability); Rayha v. United Parcel Service,
Inc., 940 F. Supp. 1066, 1068-69 (S.D. Tex. 1996) (holding that respiratory condition
which disqualified plaintiff clerk from handling hazardous materials did not constitute
disability within the meaning of ADA); Sutton v. United Airlines, Inc., No. 96-5-121,
1996 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15106, at *8 (D. Colo. Aug. 28, 1996), aff’d, 130 F.3d 893
(10th Cir. 1997) (holding that myopia, corrected by glasses, did not constitute disabil-
ity); Murphy v. United Parcel Service, Inc., 946 F. Supp. 872, 881-82 (D. Kan. 1996),
aff’d, 141 F.3d 1185 (10th Cir. 1998) (holding that high blood pressure did not consti-
tute disability since only employment limitation was restriction of lifting to items of
less than two hundred pounds); Dewitt v. Carsten, 941 F. Supp. 1232, 1232-37 (N.D.
Ga. 1996), aff’d, 122 F.3d 1079 (11th Cir. 1997) (holding that stress which disquali-
fied plaintiff from continuing as deputy sheriff was not disability since it was only
triggered by plaintiff’s position, “out of the universe of hundreds of jobs”).
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ADA.112  Even where an impairment lasts as long as two years, it may
not be a disability within the meaning of the ADA.113

b. “Qualified”

The ADA requires that a person with a disability be “qualified”
for the position in question.  The Act places the initial burden on the
applicant to prove that she is a “qualified individual with a disability”
within the meaning of the Act.114  A person with a disability must be
able to perform the “essential functions of the job” with or without a
reasonable accommodation in order to be covered by the ADA.115  If
an individual with a disability is not “qualified” for the position
sought, the individual is not covered by the Act and the analysis pro-
ceeds no further.116

2. “Reasonable Accommodation”

“Reasonable accommodation” can only be defined in a specific
context.  A reasonable accommodation may include providing addi-
tional equipment, changing or reducing work hours, allowing for
work-at-home or additional sick leave, reassigning duties to other em-
ployees, restructuring the job and perhaps the jobs of co-workers, and,
in some instances, hiring additional employees to perform tasks (such

112. See Wilmarth v. City of Santa Rosa, 945 F. Supp. 1271, 1277 (N.D. Cal. 1996).
113. See id. (noting that, although carpal tunnel syndrome disqualified the plaintiff

clerk typist from broad range of jobs in plaintiff’s classification of education and
experience, plaintiff’s condition was corrected by surgery two years after diagnosis
and could have been corrected sooner).
114. See 42 U.S.C. § 12111(8); see, e.g., Smith v. City of Des Moines, 99 F.3d

1466, 1474 (8th Cir. 1996); Conklin v. City of Englewood, No. 95-3786, 1996 U.S.
App. LEXIS 26173, at *7 (6th Cir. Oct. 1, 1996); Champ v. Baltimore County, No.
95-2061, 1996 U.S. App. LEXIS 16417, at *3-*4 (4th Cir. May 9, 1996); Murphy,
946 F. Supp. at 878; Johnson v. Maryland, 940 F. Supp. 873, 877 (D. Md. 1996),
aff’d, 113 F.3d 1232 (4th Cir. 1997); Montegue v. City of New Orleans, No. CIV-A-
95-2420, 1997 WL 327113, at *1 (E.D. La. June 12, 1997); Wilmarth, 945 F. Supp. at
1275; Sutton, 1996 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15106, at *4; Barnes v. Cochran, 944 F. Supp.
897, 901 (S.D. Fla. 1996), aff’d, 130 F.3d 443 (11th Cir. 1997); Hamlin v. Charter
Township of Flint, 942 F. Supp. 1129, 1136 (E.D. Mich. 1996); Rayha, 940 F. Supp.
at 1068; EEOC v. AIC Sec. Investigations, Ltd., 820 F. Supp. 1060, 1064 (N.D. Ill.
1993), aff’d in part, rev’d in part, 55 F.3d 1276 (7th Cir. 1995). But see Hamlin, 942
F. Supp. at 1137 (although plaintiff bears burden of proving that she is “qualified,”
defendant bears burden of proving that challenged job function is essential).
115. See 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(n).
116. See Smith v. City of Des Moines, 99 F.3d at 1474; Murphy, 946 F. Supp. at 878;

Conklin, 1996 U.S. App. LEXIS 26173, at *7; Champ, 1996 U.S. App. LEXIS 16417,
at *4.
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as a reader for a blind person or a “signing” interpreter for a deaf
person) for persons with disabilities.117

3. Direct Threat

The ADA defines “direct threat” as “a significant risk to the
health or safety of others that cannot be eliminated by reasonable ac-
commodation.”118  If a person with a disability poses a “direct threat”
to the health or safety of others, the employer may exclude that person
from the workforce.119  This is particularly relevant for public safety
positions, such as police officer, firefighter, bus driver, and airline
pilot.

4. Undue Hardship

Once the plaintiff has established that she is a qualified individual
with a disability, the burden shifts to the employer to demonstrate that
it would cause undue hardship to accommodate the person with the
disability as an employee.  In determining whether an employer would
experience “undue hardship” in accommodating an individual, several
variables, including cost, the functions of the workforce, the abilities
of other employees, and similar factors are considered.120

III
FOLLOWING THE MODEL: THE REHABILITATION ACT OF

1973—THE “PARENT ACT”

A. Background

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was, in effect, the “Parent Act” of
the ADA.  The Rehabilitation Act prohibited discrimination against an
“otherwise qualified handicapped individual”121 by federal employ-
ers,122 federal contractors,123 and entities receiving federal funds.124

However, until the effective date of the ADA, nearly twenty years
later, private employers that did not receive federal funds could dis-

117. See 42 U.S.C. § 12111(9)(B).
118. 42 U.S.C. § 12111(3); see Johnson, 940 F. Supp. at 878 (identifying potential

correctional officer’s inability to carry firearm as direct threat to public safety).
119. EEOC Regulations include the requirement that the person with a disability not

pose a threat to herself while performing the essential functions of the job. See 29
C.F.R. § 1630.2(r).
120. See 42 U.S.C. § 12111(10).
121. See 29 U.S.C. § 794(a) (1994).
122. See id.
123. See id.
124. See id.
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criminate against persons with disabilities without violating federal
law.

Much of the ADA’s language is taken verbatim from the Reha-
bilitation Act, except that the term “disability” is used in the ADA in
place of “handicap.”125  Additionally, the ADA simply uses the term
“qualified” rather than “otherwise qualified.”126  Courts have recog-
nized the Congressional directive to use case law decided under the
Rehabilitation Act for interpretive guidance in ADA cases.127

The emergence of the ADA does not create a new avenue for
claims in the area of disability discrimination; rather, the ADA incor-
porates the existing language and standards of the Rehabilitation Act
in this area.128

Despite minor differences in language, the ADA covers the same
individuals covered under the Rehabilitation Act, but expands the
scope of the employers covered.129

Courts have had a wealth of experience with the phenomenon of
reasonably accommodating  persons with disabilities in the context of

125. See 42 U.S.C. § 12111(8).  Congress amended the Rehabilitation Act in 1992,
substituting the word “disability” for the word “handicap.” See Rehabilitation Act
Amendments of 1992, Pub. L. 102-569, § 102(p)(1)(A),(B), 106 Stat. 4344, 4356,
cited in Burns v. City of Columbus, 91 F.3d 836, 842 (6th Cir. 1996); see also An-
drews v. Ohio, 104 F.3d 803, 807 (6th Cir. 1997) (holding that “handicap” under
Rehabilitation Act and “disability” under ADA are substantially same and are subject
to same analysis); Allison v. Department of Corrections, 94 F.3d 494, 497 (8th Cir.
1996) (holding that same definitions apply to ADA and Rehabilitation Act; therefore,
case law is interchangeable); accord Castellano v. City of New York, 946 F. Supp.
249, 253 (S.D.N.Y. 1996).  However, the ADA specifically amended the Rehabilita-
tion Act by excluding from coverage: (1) persons who currently use illegal drugs; and
(2) persons whose current use of alcohol interferes with their performance of the es-
sential functions of the job or poses a “direct threat” of harm to others in the work-
place. See 42 U.S.C. § 6008 (1994).
126. See 42 U.S.C. 12131(2) (1994).
127. See H.R. REP. NO. 101-485, pt. 2, at 23-24 (1990), reprinted in 1990

U.S.C.C.A.N. 267, 304-06; H.R. REP. NO. 101-485, pt. 3, 44-45 (1990), reprinted in
1990 U.S.C.C.A.N. 267, 326-27; see, e.g., Easley v. Snider, 36 F.3d 297, 302 (3d Cir.
1994); Stillwell v. Kansas City, Mo. Bd. of Police Comm’rs, 872 F. Supp. 682, 686
(W.D. Mo. 1995); Peoples v. Nix, No. CIV.A. 93-5892, 1994 WL 423856, at *2 (E.D.
Pa. Aug. 11, 1994); Conner v. Branstad, 839 F. Supp. 1346, 1357 (S.D. Iowa 1993);
Medical Soc’y of New Jersey v. Jacobs, No. CIV.A. 93-3670, 1993 WL 413016, at *6
(D.N.J. Oct. 5, 1993); EEOC v. AIC Sec. Investigations, Ltd., 820 F. Supp. 1060,
1064 (N.D. Ill. 1993).
128. See Smaw v. Virginia Dep’t of State Police, 862 F. Supp. 1469, 1474 (E.D. Va.

1994) (citing H.R. REP. NO. 101-485, pt. 2, at 66 (1990); S. REP. NO. 101-116, at 35
(1989)).
129. See Smaw, 862 F. Supp. at 1474.
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Section 504130 of the Rehabilitation Act.131  Case law under the Reha-
bilitation Act has already provided variations on fact patterns that can
serve as a cumulative “blueprint” for determining definitions of “qual-
ified,” “disability,”132 “reasonable accommodations,” and “undue
hardship” under various circumstances.

B. “Otherwise Qualified”

The Supreme Court has defined an “otherwise qualified person”
as “one who is able to meet all of a program’s requirements in spite of

130. Section 503 of the Act prohibits discrimination in employment by federal con-
tractors.  See 29 U.S.C.A. § 793 (West Supp. 1998).  Section 501 of the Rehabilitation
Act regulates public services provided by the federal government. See id. § 791.
131. See 29 U.S.C.A. §§ 701-797 (West Supp. 1998); see e.g., School Bd. of Nassau

County v. Arline, 480 U.S. 273, 275-86 (1987) (stating that persons infected with
contagious diseases are within scope of Rehabilitation Act); Southeastern Community
College v. Davis, 442 U.S. 397, 405-14 (1979) (upholding educational institution’s
right to employ minimum physical standards for admission to its nursing program);
Tuck v. HCA Health Servs., 7 F.3d 465, 469-74 (6th Cir. 1993) (requiring hospital to
make “reasonable accommodations” for disabled nurse who was “otherwise qualified”
to perform her duties); Serrapica v. City of New York, 888 F.2d 126 (2d Cir. 1989),
aff’g 708 F. Supp. 64, 73-75 (S.D.N.Y. 1989) (upholding dismissal of disabled
worker for valid safety concerns); Davis v. Meese, 865 F.2d 592 (3d Cir. 1989), aff’g
692 F. Supp. 505, 579 (E.D. Pa. 1988) (allowing Federal Bureau of Investigation to
reject insulin-dependent applicants for specific job categories for safety reasons);
Stutts v. Freeman, 694 F.2d 666, 668-69 (11th Cir. 1983) (requiring Tennessee Valley
Authority to make reasonable accommodations for dyslexic applicant); Strathie v. De-
partment of Transp., 716 F.2d 227, 228-34 (3d Cir. 1983) (holding that otherwise
qualified school bus driver could not be denied license due to driver’s need for hear-
ing aid); Bentivegna v. United States Dep’t of Labor, 694 F.2d 619, 620-23 (9th Cir.
1982) (approving Los Angeles requirement that diabetic municipal employees demon-
strate ability to control blood sugar levels); Crane v. Dole, 617 F. Supp. 156, 161-63
(D.D.C. 1985) (holding that Federal Aviation Administration had violated Rehabilita-
tion Act by refusing to hire otherwise qualified candidate for position as information
specialist due to hearing loss); Fitzgerald v. Green Valley Area Educ. Agency, 589 F.
Supp. 1130, 1135-38 (S.D. Iowa 1984) (holding that school district should attempt to
accommodate teaching applicant whose handicap prevented him from fulfilling re-
sponsibility of operating school bus).
132. “Disability” is construed to be synonymous with “handicap,” as indicated by the

nearly identical definitions of each in the respective Acts. Compare 42 U.S.C.A.
§ 12102(2) (West 1995) (defining “disability” as meaning, “with respect to individual:
(A) a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life
activities . . . (B) a record of such impairment; or (C) being regarded as having such
impairment”) with 29 U.S.C.A. § 706(7)(B) (West 1995) (defining “handicapped indi-
vidual” as person “who (i) has a physical or mental impairment which substantially
limits one or more of such person’s major life activities, (ii) has a record of such
impairment, or (iii) is regarded as having such an impairment”).  Amendments to the
Rehabilitation Act have replaced “handicapped individual” with the term “individual
with a disability” while maintaining the same definition.  See 29 U.S.C.A. §706(8)(B)
(West Supp. 1998).
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his handicap.”133  The Fifth Circuit has opined that, “[t]aken literally,
‘otherwise qualified’ could be defined to include those persons who
would be able to meet the particular requirements of a particular pro-
gram ‘but for’ the limitations imposed by their handicaps.”134  How-
ever, the Supreme Court has specifically rejected the argument that in
determining whether a plaintiff was “otherwise qualified” for a posi-
tion, the examination is confined to only academic and technical quali-
fications.135  “Under such a literal meaning, a blind person possessing
all the qualifications for driving a bus except sight could be said to be
‘otherwise qualified’ for the job of driving.  Clearly, such a result was
not intended by Congress.”136  Other courts have thus concluded that,
“[i]f a handicap prevents the plaintiff from doing the job in question,
the plaintiff cannot be found to be ‘otherwise qualified.’”137  Despite
the Supreme Court’s interpretation of this language in a manner which
discounts the word “otherwise,” this Rehabilitation Act language has
found its way into ADA cases.138  This phenomenon is ironic since the
phrase “otherwise qualified” does not even appear in the ADA.139

133. Southeastern Community College, 442 U.S. at 406.
134. See Chandler v. City of Dallas, 2 F.3d 1385, 1393 (5th Cir. 1993).
135. Southeastern Community College, 442 U.S. at 407; see also Chandler, 2 F.3d at

1393.
136. Southeastern Community College, 442 U.S. at 407.
137. Florence v. Frank, 774 F. Supp. 1054, 1061 (N.D. Tex. 1991) (citing Carty v.

Carlin, 623 F. Supp. 1181, 1186 (D. Md. 1985) (citing Pushkin v. Regents of Colo-
rado, 658 F.2d 1372, 1387 (10th Cir. 1981))).
138. See, e.g., Keel v. City of Hopkinsville, No. 97-5479, 1997 WL 809916, at *2

(6th Cir. Dec. 16, 1997) (despite being ADA case, Sixth Circuit used term “otherwise
qualified,” rather than “qualified” in its analysis).
139. Although the case law under the Rehabilitation Act indicates that “otherwise

qualified” is synonymous with “qualified,” the EEOC ADA Technical Assistance
Manual states that there are two basic steps in determining whether an individual is
“qualified” within the meaning of the ADA.  First, the EEOC endeavors to “determine
whether the individual meets necessary prerequisites for the job, such as: education,
work experience, training, skills, licenses, certificates, and other job-related require-
ments, such as good judgment or ability to work with other people.” EEOC TECHNI-

CAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL, supra note 18, § 2.3.1, at II-11 to II-12. The EEOC
concludes that if the individual meets those requirements, she is “otherwise qualified”
for the position. Id.  The EEOC departure from the Rehabilitation Act precedent may
be one of semantics since, at the “second step” in the “qualified” analysis, the EEOC
examines whether the disability-based requirement is “job-related and consistent with
business necessity.” Id.  Nevertheless, there is confusion over whether the terms are
synonymous, whether one includes the other (i.e., in order to be “qualified,” one must
first be “otherwise qualified”), or whether the ADA only requires that a person with a
disability be “otherwise qualified,” as defined by the EEOC’s “first step” in the quali-
fied analysis, to be covered by the ADA.
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1. The Ability to “Rescue” as an “Essential Function”and the
Inability to Rescue as a “Direct Threat”

Rehabilitation Act precedent makes clear that “[p]erforming the
essential functions of a job means, among other things, being able to
perform those functions without serious risk of serious physical harm
to oneself or others.”140  Where public safety is involved, courts may
examine the issue in terms of the individual’s ability to perform the
essential functions of the job or whether placing the person in that
position would pose a “direct threat” to the public, co-workers, or the
person with a disability.  Courts have found persons with disabilities
not “otherwise qualified” for positions involving public safety where
the requirements were reasonably calculated to prevent harm to the
prospective employee,141 potential co-workers,142 customers,143 stu-
dents,144 patients,145 or other members of the public.146  Safety issues
arise not only from questions of whether a person can be relied upon

140. Fitzpatrick v. City of Atlanta, 2 F.3d 1112, 1126 (11th Cir. 1993).
141. See Cook v. Rhode Island, 10 F.3d 17, 27 (1st Cir. 1993) (recognizing state’s

claim that appellant’s obesity might pose threat to her personal safety but finding
insufficient showing of fact to support assertion).
142. See Mazzarella v. United States Postal Serv., 849 F. Supp. 89, 96 (D. Mass.

1994) (allowing dismissal of violently unstable postal employee who posed unmitigat-
able threat to co-workers).
143. See Crane v. Dole, 617 F. Supp. 156, 161-63 (D.D.C. 1985) (stating that Fed-

eral Aviation Administration violated Rehabilitation Act by not considering former
employee for position of Aeronautical Information Specialist—a position which, un-
like employee’s former position, posed no safety threat to airline customers).
144. See School Bd. of Nassau County v. Arline, 480 U.S. 273, 287-88 (1987) (leav-

ing open question of whether teacher with tuberculosis was qualified to continue em-
ployment as teacher).
145. See Bradley v. University of Tex. M.D. Anderson Cancer Ctr., 3 F.3d 922, 925

(5th Cir. 1993) (allowing reassignment of HIV-positive surgical technician); Doe v.
New York Univ., 666 F.2d 761, 775 (2d Cir. 1981) (allowing medical school to refuse
reentry to emotionally handicapped student based on threat to patients, students, and
doctors); Doe by Lavery v. Attorney Gen. of United States, 814 F. Supp. 844, 849
(N.D. Cal. 1992) (approving FBI decision to suspend physician from examining
agents due to reports of physician’s HIV infection), rev’d, 62 F.3d 1424 (9th Cir.
1995).
146. See Graehling v. Village of Lombard, 58 F.3d 295, 296 (7th Cir. 1995); Huber

v. Howard County, 56 F.3d 61 (4th Cir. 1995) (unpublished table decision), aff’g 849
F. Supp. 407, 413 (D. Md. 1994); Fedro v. Reno, 21 F.3d 1391, 1395 (7th Cir. 1994);
Paegle v. U.S. Dep’t of Interior, 24 F.3d 61 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (unpublished table deci-
sion); Chandler v. City of Dallas, 2 F.3d 1385, 1393 (5th Cir. 1993); Little v. FBI, 1
F.3d 255, 259 (4th Cir. 1993); DiPompo v. West Point Military Academy, 960 F.2d
326, 327 (2d Cir. 1992); Severino v. North Fort Meyers Fire Control Dist., 935 F.2d
1179, 1183 (11th Cir. 1991); Davis v. Meese, 865 F.2d 592 (3d Cir. 1989), aff’g 692
F. Supp. 505, 516-17 (E.D. Pa. 1988); Serrapica v. City of New York, 888 F.2d 126
(2d Cir. 1989) (unpublished table decision); Simon v. St. Louis County, 735 F.2d
1082, 1085 (8th Cir. 1984); Lassiter v. Reno, 885 F. Supp. 869, 874 (E.D. Va. 1995);
Hogarth v. Thornburgh, 833 F. Supp. 1077, 1086-87 (S.D.N.Y. 1993); Salmon Pineiro
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to perform an essential function of a public safety position, but also in
determining whether a person can physically perform the job without
posing or creating an independent threat, such as contagion.  There-
fore, direct threat may be divided into two types: (1) a threat of serious
harm caused by an employee’s inability to rescue in a situation where
that employee has a duty to rescue; and (2) a threat of serious harm
caused by the mere presence of the person with a disability.

Where an essential function of a job is to protect others from
harm, a disability that necessarily and substantially hinders the per-
formance of that function disqualifies a person with that disability
from the position.  In Southeastern Community College v. Davis, a
hearing-impaired applicant was denied admission to nursing school.147

The Supreme Court determined that patients might be endangered by
her inability to hear them or her co-workers.148  Specifically, the Court
noted that the plaintiff would not be able to hear sounds made by a
patient which might indicate a life-threatening condition, nor would
she be able to hear clearly all instructions in an operating room or in
other emergency situations.149  The Court concluded that it was essen-
tial that she be able to hear these things to save a patient in danger;
therefore, she was not “otherwise qualified” for admission because she
could not perform the essential functions of the job.

In Huber v. Howard County, M.D., the Fourth Circuit found that
a firefighter with asthma was not “otherwise qualified” for the posi-
tion.150  The firefighter could not carry his inhaler to the scene of a
fire because it was flammable.151  If he could not use his inhaler, he
would likely become incapacitated and unable to perform rescue du-
ties in emergency situations.152

The court in American Federation of Government Employees v.
Dole upheld drug testing as reasonable for aviation-related positions,
as well as for firefighters, nurses, railroad safety inspectors, armed law
enforcement officers, and “top secret” security clearance personnel,
despite possible coverage of rehabilitated drug addicts.153  Assuming,

v. Lehman, 653 F. Supp. 483, 493 (D.P.R. 1987); Beal v. Board of Selectmen, 646
N.E.2d 131, 137 (Mass. 1995).
147. 442 U.S. 397, 405-14 (1979).
148. See id. at 407-08.
149. Id. at 407, 408 n.8.
150. No. 94-1651, 1995 U.S. App. LEXIS 12604 (4th Cir. Apr. 5, 1998).
151. See id. at *3.
152. See id. at *19.  Actually, Huber posed a direct threat in both ways: his presence

with an inhaler created a risk of harm independent of a fire (an explosion); however,
without an inhaler, his inability to rescue victims from a fire posed the threat.
153. 670 F. Supp. 445, 446 (D.D.C. 1987), aff’d, 885 F.2d 884 (D.C. Cir. 1989).
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arguendo, that rehabilitated drug addicts were covered by the Rehabil-
itation Act, such persons were reasonably perceived as posing an un-
acceptable risk to public safety because they might become
incapacitated while on the job.154

2. Plaintiff as the Independent Source of the “Direct Threat”

The second question to be asked in the “otherwise qualified”
analysis is whether the plaintiff can safely perform the essential func-
tions of the job.  Again, the Supreme Court has answered, holding that
if the plaintiff poses an independent threat of harm to others while
performing the duties of her job, she is not “otherwise qualified” for
the position.  In School Board of Nassau v. Arline, the Supreme Court
examined whether a teacher with tuberculosis was “otherwise quali-
fied” under the Rehabilitation Act.155  There was no question that the
plaintiff teacher could perform all the tasks necessary to teach chil-
dren.  The Court remanded the case for a determination as to whether
she could perform her duties without posing a threat of contagion to
her students.  If such a threat existed, the Court stated that she would
not be a “qualified” handicapped individual.  The Court recognized
that many interests must be balanced so that persons with disabilities
are integrated as fully as possible into the mainstream of American
life, without endangering other members of society.156

In Chiari v. City of League City, the Fifth Circuit held that a
construction inspector who suffered from Parkinson’s disease could no
longer perform the essential functions of his job because his “unsteady
‘shuffling gait’ and muscle rigidity” caused him to lose his balance
and made him a possible danger to others at the site.157  The plaintiff
was therefore not “otherwise qualified” for the position and was not
protected by the Rehabilitation Act.158  Similarly, in Serrapica v. City
of New York, an applicant was rejected for the position of sanitation
worker on the basis of his uncontrolled diabetes.159  The Second Cir-
cuit held that he was not “otherwise qualified” for the position because
the essential functions of the job included operation of heavy machin-
ery which could create a danger to him, his co-workers, and the pub-

154. See id. at 447.
155. 480 U.S. 273, 275 (1987).
156. See id. at 287, 289.
157. 920 F.2d 311, 313 (5th Cir. 1991).
158. See id. at 319.
159. 708 F. Supp. 64, 75 (S.D.N.Y. 1989), aff’d, 888 F.2d 126 (2d Cir. 1989) (un-

published table decision).
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lic.160  The “direct threat” language of the ADA161 has also been
interpreted to justify exclusion of individuals from employment if they
pose a direct threat to themselves.162

C. Blanket Exclusions

Directly related to police and fire departments, Davis v. Meese
upheld a blanket exclusion of persons with insulin-dependent diabetes
from becoming FBI agents.163  The Davis court held that the physical
requirement was “directly connected with and [designed to] substan-
tially promote legitimate safety and job performance.”164  Based on
expert testimony, the trial court in Davis concluded:

[T]here is an ever present risk that an insulin-dependent diabetic
will have a sudden and unexpected hypoglycemic occurrence.  His-
tory and testing, such as an insulin infusion test, are helpful in pre-
dicting the probability that an individual will suffer a severe
hypoglycemic occurrence, but there is presently no test that can
reliably predict whether, when and under what precise circum-
stances an individual will have a severe hypoglycemic occurrence.
However, the risk increases as the lifestyle becomes irregular as to
work hours, uncertain mealtimes and diets, and unplanned heavy or
extreme physical, mental and emotional stress.165

The court in Davis stressed the FBI’s need for the transferability
of all full-duty officers, such that the essential functions of the job
include the ability to perform “all functions and assignments” in the

160. See id. at 69.  Although Serrapica is still the law in the Second Circuit, it is not
as compelling a case as are police and firefighter cases.  In Serrapica, the plaintiff
may have been able to pull over to the side of the road to take precautions without
presenting a threat to public safety.  In contrast, police officers and firefighters must
act in emergency situations to protect others.  They must respond to dangerous situa-
tions without prior notice.  They may not be able to stop to inject insulin, ingest sugar,
or take other necessary precautions.
161. See 29 C.F.R. § 1630.15 (1998).
162. See, e.g., Bridges v. City of Bossier, 92 F.3d 329, 332-33 (5th Cir. 1996) (up-

holding decision of fire department to reject applicant with mild hemophilia due to
risk of excessive bleeding if exposed to trauma while performing firefighter duties).
Bridges is a departure from the law under Title VII, which rejects such analysis as
paternalistic. But see UAW v. Johnson Controls, Inc., 499 U.S. 187, 206-07 (1991)
(stating that Title VII prohibited exclusion of fertile women from lead manufacturing
positions, despite evidence that lead exposure during pregnancy caused birth defects).
163. 865 F.2d 592 (3d Cir. 1989), aff’g Davis v. Meese, 692 F. Supp. 505 (E.D. Pa.

1988).
164. Davis, 692 F. Supp. at 517; see also Sharon v. Larson, 650 F. Supp. 1396 (E.D.

Pa. 1986) (upholding state regulation which prohibited visually handicapped persons
(who needed bioptic eyeglasses in order to pass the state vision test) from obtaining
driver’s licenses, due to the danger driving would pose to themselves and others).
165. Davis, 692 F. Supp. at 519.
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field of criminal investigations.166  Many of these assignments place
agents in situations involving irregular hours and mealtimes, as well as
severe physical and mental stress.167  The court was not unsympa-
thetic to the plaintiff’s position, nor did it uphold the blanket exclusion
without reservation or concern.168

If a method of testing could be devised which reliably determined
whether certain individual insulin-dependent diabetics presented
no, or very little, risk of a severe hypoglycemic occurrence while
on an assignment in a situation where such an occurrence could
pose a serious risk of damage or harm to co-workers, the public, or
the individual, then the blanket exclusion of all insulin-dependent
diabetics would be invalid.  Unfortunately, such is not the case.169

Though regrettable, the exclusion of the entire class of persons
with insulin-dependant diabetes was necessary in order to avoid the
unacceptable danger that insulin-dependent agents would pose to
themselves or others.

Although blanket exclusions are generally unacceptable, legitimate
physical requirements are proper even though such requirements
may, in effect, exclude an entire class . . . .  If the requirements are
directly connected with and substantially promote legitimate safety
and job performance concerns that are tailored to those concerns,
then such requirements may be held valid notwithstanding that they
affect a group or class rather than a single individual.170

An employer is allowed to consider potential safety risks to appli-
cants, co-workers, and others in making a decision about employ-
ment criteria . . . .171  An employer is not obligated to materially
rewrite its job description, to lower or to effect substantial modifi-
cations of standards, or to overlook the handicap when the impair-
ment relates to reasonable criteria for employability in a particular
position.172

166. See id. at 519.  For a discussion of para-military organizations, see supra, Part
V(A)(2)(c).
167. See id. at 519.
168. See id. at 520-21.
169. Id. at 518.
170. Id. at 519 (internal citation omitted) (citing Southeastern Community College v.

Davis, 442 U.S. 397, 407 (1979)).
171. Serrapica v. City of New York, 708 F. Supp. 64, 73 (S.D.N.Y. 1989) (citing

Doe v. New York Univ., 666 F.2d 761, 777 (2d Cir. 1981); Mahoney v. Ortiz, 645 F.
Supp. 22, 24 (S.D.N.Y. 1986); Bento v. I.T.O. Corp. of R.I., 599 F. Supp. 731, 742-45
(D.R.I. 1984)).
172. Serrapica, 708 F. Supp. at 73 (citing Brookhart v. Illinois State Bd. of Educ.,

697 F.2d 179, 184 (7th Cir. 1983); Cook v. United States Dep’t of Labor, 688 F.2d
669, 670 (9th Cir. 1982)).
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Although blanket exclusions must be scrutinized and are gener-
ally rejected, they have been permitted in limited circumstances.173

These circumstances most frequently include positions involving pub-
lic safety, and in particular law enforcement officers and firefighters.

IV
FOLLOWING THE MODELS OF TITLE VII AND THE ADEA

A. Title VII: The “Grandparent Act” of Equal Employment Law

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964174 can be viewed as the
“Grandparent Act” of the ADA.  Title VII was the first statute to spe-
cifically prohibit discrimination in employment in the United
States.175  Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act was grounded in lan-
guage and concepts taken from Title VII.176  The purpose and findings
of the ADA parallel those that served as the motivation for the enact-
ment of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.177  Both the language and con-
cepts of the ADA are modeled after the 1964 Act.178  In its Statement
of Findings and Purpose, Congress characterized the ADA as the leg-
islation which does for persons with disabilities what the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 did for racial, ethnic, and religious minorities, and
women.179  Therefore, Title VII cases offer a familiar point of refer-
ence for determining when employment practices or job descriptions
can be altered without compromising the employer’s business or oper-
ational needs.

173. The ADA specifically includes at least one blanket exclusion.  Persons with
infectious diseases which may be transmitted through the handling of food may be
excluded from positions involving food handling. See 42 U.S.C. §12113(d)(2)
(1994). But see EEOC v. Prevo’s Family Market, No. 1:95 CV 446, 1997 WL
604984 (W.D. Mich. Aug. 27, 1996), rev’d in part, vacated in part, 135 F.3d 1089
(6th Cir. 1998) (holding that HIV-positive produce clerk was qualified individual with
disability and had to be accommodated with own set of knives and steel protective
gloves).
174. 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000(e), (e-3), (e-5)-(e-15) (1994), and id. §§ 2000(e-1), (e-2), (e-

4) (1994 & 1997 Supp.).
175. The EEOC was established under Title VII. See id. § 2000(e-4)(a).
176. Compare 29 U.S.C. § 794 (1994) (prohibiting discrimination against people

with disability in connection with receipt of benefits under any federal grant or pro-
gram) with 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000(e), (e-3) and 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000(e-1), (e-2) (prohibiting
discrimination against employees or prospective employees on basis of race, sex,
color, religion, or national origin).
177. Compare 42 U.S.C. § 12101(a) (1995 Supp.) with id. § 2000(e-2).
178. Compare id. §§ 12101-12213 with id. §§ 2000(e), (e-3), (e-5)-(e-15), and id.
§§ 2000(e-1), (e-2), (e-4).
179. Id. § 12101(a)(4) (“[U]nlike individuals who have experienced discrimination

on the basis of race, color, sex, national origin, religion or age, individuals who have
experienced discrimination on the basis of disability have often had no legal recourse
. . . .”).
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Under Title VII analysis, the plaintiff has the burden of proving a
prima facie case of discrimination.180  The employer may then rebut
the case by asserting legitimate, non-discriminatory business reasons
for the challenged action.181  The burden then shifts back to the plain-
tiff, either to show that the stated reason is pretextual or that the busi-
ness purpose could be accomplished by a less discriminatory
alternative.182

Since Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act was modeled after
Title VII, there is a “conceptual similarity” between the “reasonable
accommodation” provision of Section 504 and the “alternative prac-
tice” rule of Title VII.183  As discussed, the cases decided under the
Rehabilitation Act mirror case law under Title VII involving public
safety positions where physical requirements were upheld as job-re-
lated and justified as bona-fide occupational qualifications (BFOQs)
or business necessity.184  In addition, burdens of proof and persuasion
in Rehabilitation Act cases are generally modeled after those in Title
VII.185

Title VII provides no statutory exemption or treatment for public
safety positions; yet, in pregnancy cases involving flight attendants,
courts have considered public safety risks, allowing a higher standard
of physical fitness than could be required for other types of posi-
tions.186  In Levin v. Delta Airlines, although the plaintiffs established

180. This may be accomplished under either the disparate treatment or disparate im-
pact theories.  Under the disparate treatment theory, the plaintiff would have to show
that she:  (1) belongs to a protected class; (2) applied for a position for which she was
qualified; (3) was rejected; and (4) after she was rejected, the employer continued to
seek applications from persons having plaintiff’s qualifications. See McDonnell-
Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792, 802-05 (1973); see also St. Mary’s Honor Ctr.
v. Hicks, 509 U.S. 502, 502-03 (1993).  The burden would then shift to the employer
to state a legitimate, non-discriminatory reason for the rejection.  Once the employer
offered such a reason, the burden would shift back to the plaintiff to show that the
stated reason was pretextual and that the true reason for the rejection was illegal dis-
crimination.  Under an adverse impact analysis, a hiring criterion may be eliminated
where it disproportionately eliminates members of protected groups and cannot be
justified by business necessity. See Griggs v. Duke Power Co., 401 U.S. 424, 431-33
(1970); see also Wards Cove Packing Co. v. Atonio, 490 U.S. 642, 645-46 (1989)
(discussing U.S. Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 20002 (k), with respect to
burdens of proof).
181. See St. Mary’s Honor Ctr., 509 U.S. at 502; Wards Cove Packing Co., 490 U.S.

at 645-46; McDonnell-Douglas Corp., 411 U.S. at 802-03; Griggs, 401 U.S. at 431-
33.
182. See supra note 180.
183. See Fitzpatrick v. City of Atlanta, 2 F.3d 1112, 1126-27 (11th Cir. 1993).
184. See supra notes 15-17 and accompanying text.
185. See Guinn v. Bolger, 598 F. Supp. 196, 200 (D.D.C. 1984).
186. See, e.g., Levin v. Delta Airlines, Inc., 730 F.2d 994 (5th Cir. 1984) (allowing

corporate policy of removing pregnant flight attendants from flight duty as soon as
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that the likelihood of a pregnant flight attendant becoming incapaci-
tated at the same time that an emergency evacuation would be re-
quired is “infinitesimally small,” the Fifth Circuit held that because of
the importance of ensuring passenger safety, even this small risk justi-
fied the blanket exclusion of pregnant women from being flight
attendants.187

In Tye v. City of Cincinnati, the court upheld the use of back-
ground investigations which had an adverse impact on Black appli-
cants, finding that they were justified by business necessity.188  The
court specifically refused to require the fire department to hire an in-
dustrial psychologist to perform a formal job analysis in order to jus-
tify the background investigation or each other criterion used in the
hiring process, explaining:

Employers use their knowledge of the skills needed to successfully
fill the position and their common sense to determine which appli-
cant should be hired.  We refuse to hold the City to a higher stan-
dard than we would any other employer.  In fact, a public employer
hiring a firefighter is held to a lighter burden in demonstrating that
its employment criteria is [sic] job-related, because of the potential
risk to public safety of hiring incompetent firefighters.189

Similarly, the Sixth Circuit in Zamlen v. City of Cleveland upheld
a physical test which disproportionately eliminated women.190  The
test included lifting a thirty-three pound barbell, dragging a hose, and
dragging a dummy seventy feet.191  The court, accepting the factual
findings of the district court, held that the test measured the appli-
cant’s ability to perform actual tasks which a firefighter might have to
perform while fighting a fire.192  The court held that the test was there-
fore justified by business necessity.193

pregnancy was discovered despite finding that likelihood of flight attendant becoming
incapacitated during emergency was “infinitesimally small”); see also Burwell v.
Eastern Airlines, Inc., 633 F.2d 361 (4th Cir. 1980) (per curiam) (allowing corporate
policy of mandatory leave following thirteenth week of pregnancy as business neces-
sity); Harris v. Pan American World Airways, Inc., 649 F.2d 670 (9th Cir. 1980)
(declaring policy requiring leave upon commencement of pregnancy as prima facie
sexual discrimination, which is justified as business necessity due to safety considera-
tions of employees and passengers).
187. See Levin, 730 F.2d at 997.
188. See 794 F. Supp. 824, 833 (S.D. Ohio 1992) (including investigations regarding

arrests, convictions, and sexual assault).
189. Id. (citing Zamlen v. City of Cleveland, 906 F.2d 209 (6th Cir. 1990)).
190. 906 F.2d 209 (6th Cir. 1990).
191. See id. at 213.
192. See id. at 218-19.
193. See id. at 220.
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In Levin, Tye, and Zamlen, the plaintiffs could offer no less dis-
criminatory alternative practice which would eliminate the safety risks
associated with their employment in the positions sought.  Therefore,
in the interest of public safety, the plaintiffs were justifiably excluded
from the positions sought.  The public safety concerns expressed by
courts in Title VII cases are no less compelling in ADA cases.  Due to
the similarities in both the purpose and language of Title VII and the
ADA, similar analyses should be applied where similar issues are
presented.194  This is particularly true in public safety cases where
concerns regarding “rescue” personnel in emergency situations are the
same under either statute.

B. The ADEA: The “First Child” of Title VII

The Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967 (ADEA)195

was the second major federal statute specifically prohibiting employ-
ment discrimination.  The ADEA did for persons over the age of forty
what Title VII did for racial, ethnic, religious minorities, and

194. Although Title VII analysis may serve as guidance for ADA cases with respect
to many issues, it does not in all cases.  This is true with respect to affirmative action,
since Congress specifically chose language which differed from Title VII in the
ADA’s definition of prohibited discrimination.  Title VII prohibits discrimination in
employment “because of” or “on the basis of” race, color, sex, national origin, or
religion. See 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000e-2(a)(1)-(2), (b), (d), (e)(1), (h), (k) (1994).  In con-
trast, Title I of the ADA prohibits discrimination against persons with disabilities. See
42 U.S.C.A. §§ 12101(b)(1)-(2), 12112(a) (1995).  In the Title VII context, it is not
only the discrete and insular minority which is protected against discrimination, but
also members of the majority group. See, e.g., Firefighters Local Union No. 1784 v.
Stotts, 467 U.S. 561 (1984) (holding that modified lay-off plan protecting black em-
ployees over white employees with more seniority violates Title VII rights of senior
white employees); McDonald v. Santa Fe Trail Transp., 427 U.S. 273 (1976) (holding
that Title VII applies to discrimination against any racial group, including whites).
However, the ADA protects only persons with disabilities against discrimination.
Therefore, an employer is free to extend preferential treatment to a job applicant with
a disability without fear that an applicant without a disability will bring a “reverse
discrimination” lawsuit.

The ADA also differs from Title VII in that the latter does not impose upon the
employer an affirmative duty to accommodate the employee by altering the job in
question.  Racial and ethnic minorities are entitled to no job modifications to enable
them to perform the duties of their positions; however, there are some instances in
which duties have been modified under Title VII to accommodate differences based
on gender and religious beliefs.  For example, some courts have required prison offi-
cials to alter the duties of female deputies or prison guards in male facilities in order
to protect the privacy rights of inmates. See, e.g., Harden v. Dayton Human Rehabili-
tation Ctr., 530 F. Supp. 769, 779-80 (S.D. Ohio 1981) (ordering that female guards
must not be prevented from being assigned to male prisons, but that they shall not
perform strip searches or monitor showers of male inmates).
195. 29 U.S.C. §§ 621-634 (1994).
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women.196  Therefore, it is not surprising that in ADEA public safety
cases, courts have followed the Title VII model.

When a job requires a small amount of skill and training and the
consequences of hiring an unqualified applicant are insignificant,
courts should examine closely any pre-employment standards or crite-
ria that discriminate against minorities.  In such cases, the employer
should bear a heavy burden to demonstrate to the court’s satisfaction
that employment criteria are job-related.  On the other hand, when the
job clearly requires a high degree of skill and the economic and
human risks involved in hiring an unqualified applicant are great, the
employer ought to bear a correspondingly lighter burden to show that
his employment criteria are job-related.  Courts, therefore, should pro-
ceed with great caution before requiring an employer to lower his pre-
employment standards for such a job.197

Where public safety is an issue, the employer is justified in hold-
ing employees to a higher standard of physical requirements, even
where it screens out all members of the class protected by the stat-
ute.198  The court in Usery v. Tamiami Trail Tours stated that “[t]he
greater the safety factor, measured by the likelihood of harm and the
probable severity of that harm in case of an accident, the more strin-
gent may be the job qualifications.”199  The court held that age was a
BFOQ for bus drivers based on statistical evidence that “all or sub-
stantially all” persons over the age of forty posed a higher risk than
persons under forty of accident-causing impairments.200  There was no
more reliable predictor than age to test a person’s individual suscepti-
bility to heart attacks.  Therefore, age could be used as a “proxy” for
this condition.201

Significantly, when the ADEA was extended to cover federal em-
ployees, the 1974 amendment exempted certain classes of federal em-
ployees, including law enforcement officers and firefighters.202  The
D.C. Circuit upheld such exemptions in Stewart v. Smith, when it al-
lowed the head of an agency to set minimum and maximum ages for

196. The ADA’s Statement of Findings and Purpose refers to similarity in purpose to
that of Title VII and the ADEA. See 42 U.S.C.A. § 12101(a)(4).
197. Spurlock v. United Airlines, Inc., 475 F.2d 216, 219 (10th Cir. 1972).
198. See, e.g., Western Air Lines, Inc. v. Criswell, 472 U.S. 400 (1985) (flight engi-

neers); Stewart v. Smith, 673 F.2d 485 (D.C. Cir. 1982) (corrections officers); Usery
v. Tamiami Trail Tours, Inc., 531 F.2d 224 (5th Cir. 1976) (bus drivers); Spurlock,
475 F.2d at 219 (airline pilots).
199. Usery, 531 F.2d at 236.
200. See id. at 238.
201. See id.
202. See 5 U.S.C. § 8335 (1994).
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law enforcement positions.203  The court reasoned that the statute pro-
vided a valid ADEA exemption designed to secure a “young and vig-
orous” force of law enforcement officers.204

In 1986, Congress expanded the exemption for all law enforce-
ment agencies and fire departments, rather than maintaining the ex-
emption for only federal public safety positions.205  The exemption
took effect in 1987 and expired in 1993.206  As part of the amendment,
Congress required the EEOC and the Department of Labor to conduct
a study investigating the connection between age and the ability to
perform successfully law enforcement and firefighting tasks during
the six year effective period of the amendment.207  The study was
mandated “[t]o determine whether physical and mental fitness tests are
valid measurements of the ability and competency of police officers
and firefighters to perform the requirements of their jobs . . .” and
“[t]o develop recommendations with respect to specific standards that
such tests, and the administration of such tests should satisfy.”208

Under an EEOC contract, the study was conducted by the Center
for Applied Behavioral Sciences, Intercollegiate Research Programs,
at Pennsylvania State University.209  This research resulted in the
1992 report entitled, “Research on the Use of Fitness Tests for Police
and Firefighting Jobs” (“The Penn. State Report”).  The Penn. State
Report examined the specific tasks necessary for safe performance of
police and firefighting duties and determined whether the ability to
perform these tasks could be individually tested, rather than using age
as a proxy.  The Penn. State Report concluded that people could be
individually tested as opposed to being mandatorily retired at a desig-
nated age210 and that the ADEA exemption for law enforcement of-
ficers and firefighters should not be renewed for 1994 or beyond.211

Nevertheless, on March 28, 1995, the House of Representatives
passed an ADEA exemption for law enforcement officers and

203. 673 F.2d at 492 (exempting corrections officers from ADEA under 5 U.S.C.
§ 3307(d)).
204. See id.; accord Patterson v. United States Postal Serv., 901 F.2d 927, 930 (11th

Cir. 1990) (exempting postal inspectors who exercise law enforcement powers from
ADEA under § 3307(d)).
205. See 29 U.S.C.A. § 623(j) (1998).
206. See id.
207. See CENTER FOR APPLIED BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES, PA. STATE UNIV., ALTERNA-

TIVES TO CHRONOLOGICAL AGE IN DETERMINING STANDARD OF SUITABILITY FOR PUB-

LIC SAFETY JOBS, 1, 15, 16 (1992) [hereinafter PENN. STATE STUDY].
208. Id. at 1-1.
209. See id. at 1-1, 1-15, 1-16.
210. See id. at 8-19, 8-20.
211. See id. But see Schiff, supra note 7, at 16-18.
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firefighters, as part of the crime bill.212  Although it was not passed by
the Senate, counsel for the House Education and Labor Subcommittee
on Select Education and Civil Rights, stated that it is “not a dead is-
sue.”213  The House is expected to reintroduce the bill in other
forms.214  This proposed amendment restates Congress’s concern for
ensuring public safety, even at the expense of the individual rights of
older officers and firefighters.

V
APPLICATION OF THE ADA TO POLICE AND

FIRE DEPARTMENTS

A. The Prima Facie Case: A “Qualified” Individual
with a “Disability”

1. “Disability” Defined

As set forth in Part II(B)(1), the ADA only protects a “qualified
individual” who has a “disability,”215 or who is “perceived” as having
a “disability.”216  Determining coverage involves several steps.  Ini-
tially, a court must determine whether the plaintiff’s particular condi-
tion meets the ADA definition of disability.217  Where the plaintiff
does not have a “disability,” as defined by the ADA, the plaintiff is
excluded from coverage and the court need not even reach the issue of
whether the plaintiff is “qualified” for the job.218

The plaintiff must establish a disability by a two-step process,
proving:  (1) that her condition constitutes “a physical or mental im-
pairment” within the meaning of the ADA;219 and (2) if this definition
is met, the plaintiff must then demonstrate that the impairment “sub-
stantially limits” one or more of her “major life activities.”220  The
EEOC defines a physical or mental impairment as follows:

(1) Any physiological disorder, or condition, cosmetic disfigure-
ment, or anatomical loss affecting one or more of the following
body systems: neurological, musculoskeletal, special sense organs,
respiratory (including speech organs), cardiovascular, reproductive,

212. See H.R. 849, 104th Cong. (1995).
213. FEP Summary, August 29, 1994, p. 101.
214. Id.
215. See generally Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, 42 U.S.C. § 12111(8)

(1994) (defining qualified individual with disability).
216. See supra Part II(B)(1). See generally 42 U.S.C. § 12102(2) (1994) (defining

disability).
217. See supra Part II(B)(1). See generally 42 U.S.C. § 12102(2).
218. See supra Part II(B)(1). See generally 42 U.S.C. § 12102(2).
219. See supra Part II(B)(1). See generally 42 U.S.C. § 12102(2).
220. See generally 42 U.S.C. § 12102(2)(A).
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digestive, genito-urinary, hemic and lymphatic, skin, and endo-
crine; or (2) any mental or psychological disorder, such as mental
retardation, organic brain syndrome, emotional or mental illness,
and specific learning disabilities.221

A major life activity is defined as, “functions such as caring for
oneself, performing manual tasks, walking, seeing, hearing, speaking,
breathing, learning, and working.”222  EEOC Regulations state that the
following factors should be considered in determining whether an in-
dividual is substantially limited in major life activities: (1) the nature
and severity of the impairment; (2) its duration or expected duration;
and (3) its actual or expected long-term impact.223

Courts have made inconsistent determinations as to what condi-
tions constitute disabilities.  There is a clear tension between a liberal
construction of the ADA (to protect the rights of persons with disabili-
ties) and a narrow construction of the Act (to protect the rights of
persons with disabilities, as well as the public and employers).  The
ADA, like the Rehabilitation Act:224

assures that truly disabled, but genuinely capable, individuals will
not face discrimination in employment because of stereotypes
about the insurmountable nature of their handicaps.  It would de-
base this high purpose if the statutory protections available to those
truly handicapped could be claimed by anyone whose disability
was minor and whose relative severity of impairment was widely
shared.225

EEOC Regulations state that an impairment should be examined
in its “untreated” state.  The determination of whether an individual is
substantially limited in a major life activity is to be determined with-

221. 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(h) (1998).
222. Id. § 1630.2(i).
223. Id. § 1630.2(j)(2).
224. Congress amended the Rehabilitation Act in 1992, substituting the word “disa-

bility” for the word “handicap.” See Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1992, Pub. L.
No. 102-569, § 102(p)(32)(a), (p)(32)(b), § 506, 106 Stat. 4344, 4360, 4428; see also
Andrews v. Ohio, 104 F.3d 803, 806-07 (6th Cir. 1997) (“handicap” under Rehabilita-
tion Act and “disability” under ADA are substantially same and are determined by
same analysis); Allison v. Department of Correction, 94 F.3d 494, 497 (8th Cir. 1996)
(stating that same definitions apply to ADA and Rehabilitation Act; therefore, case
law is interchangeable); accord Castellano v. City of New York, 946 F. Supp. 249,
252 (S.D.N.Y. 1996) (stating that ADA and Rehabilitation Act provide similar defini-
tions for “disability” and “handicap”), aff’d, 142 F.3d 58 (2d Cir. 1998), cert. denied,
119 S. Ct. 60 (1998).
225. Andrews, 104 F.3d at 810 (citing Forrisi v. Bowen, 794 F.2d 931, 934 (4th Cir.

1986)) (stating that police officers who failed to meet the department’s weight re-
quirements were not covered by the ADA as persons with disabilities).
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out regard to mitigating measures such as medicines, or assistive or
prosthetic devices.226

Until recently, certain impairments had consistently been held to
be disabilities under the ADA.  For example, insulin-dependent diabe-
tes was held to be a disability under the ADA227 and the Rehabilita-
tion Act.228  Interestingly, however, in Deckert v. City of Ulysses, the
court held that despite plaintiff’s diabetes and the EEOC Guidelines
concluding that diabetes is per se a disability under the ADA, the
plaintiff was not a person with a disability within the meaning of the
ADA.229  Similarly, other courts have rejected EEOC regulations,
holding that physical conditions should be considered in their medi-
cated state to determine whether they qualify as disabilities.230  By
defining disability in this manner, courts can exclude particular insu-
lin-dependent diabetics without struggling through the analysis of
whether a blanket exclusion of such diabetics is permissible under the
ADA.

There is also much confusion over whether impaired vision, short
of blindness, is a disability under the ADA.  Impaired vision which
can be corrected by glasses or contact lenses has been held to be a
common condition unprotected by either the ADA or the Rehabilita-
tion Act,231 but not all courts are in agreement on this issue.232

226. See 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(j).
227. See Christopher v. Laidlaw Transit, Inc., 899 F. Supp. 1224, 1226-27 (S.D.N.Y.

1995) (noting that both plaintiff and defendant agreed that insulin dependence is disa-
bility under ADA); see also Daugherty v. City of El Paso, 56 F.3d 695, 698 (5th Cir.
1995) (concluding that insulin-dependent diabetics, although recognized as disabled
by EEOC, are not “qualified” individuals for position of bus driver).
228. See Davis v. Meese, 692 F. Supp. 505, 517 (E.D. Pa. 1988) (stating that insulin-

dependent diabetic is “clearly a ‘handicapped person’ within meaning of Rehabilita-
tion Act”). But see Gilday v. Mecosta County, 920 F. Supp. 792 (W.D. Mich. 1996)
(granting summary judgment for defendant, stating that diabetes is not disability under
ADA since plaintiff did not suffer from impairment that substantially limited one or
more of plaintiff’s major life activities).
229. No. 93-1295, 1995 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 14526, at *16-*17 (D. Kan. Sept. 6,

1995), aff’d, 105 F.3d 669 (10th Cir. 1996).
230. See Murphy v. United Parcel Service, Inc., 946 F. Supp. 872, 880 (D. Kan.

1996) (stating that controlled high blood pressure is not disability); Coghlan v. H.J.
Heinz Co., 851 F. Supp. 808, 812 (N.D. Tex. 1994) (concluding that insulin-depen-
dent diabetes does not per se constitute disability under ADA).
231. See Roth v. Lutheran Gen. Hosp., 57 F.3d 1446, 1454-56 (7th Cir. 1995) (doc-

tor; ADA); Chandler v. City of Dallas, 2 F.3d 1385, 1390 (5th Cir. 1993) (driver;
Rehabilitation Act); Jasany v. United States Postal Serv., 755 F.2d 1244, 1248-50 (6th
Cir. 1985) (mail sorter; Rehabilitation Act); Sutton v. United Airlines, Inc., No.
CIV.A.96-5-121, 1996 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15106, at *9 (D. Colo. Aug. 28, 1996) (air-
line pilots; ADA); Sweet v. Electronic Data Sys., No. 95 CIV.A.3987, 1996 WL
204471, at *4 (S.D.N.Y. Apr. 26, 1996) (plaintiff’s diminished vision in one eye did
not qualify as “disability” because it did not substantially limit any major life activ-
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Courts have also differed on the question of whether an impair-
ment substantially limits an individual in the major life activity of
“working.”  An impairment which excludes a person from a single,
particular job does not constitute a substantial limitation in the major
life activity of working.233  “Indeed, the very concept of an impair-
ment implies a characteristic that is not commonplace and that poses
for the particular individual a more general disadvantage in his or her
search for satisfactory employment.”234 Consequently, numerous
courts have held that a physical impairment does not constitute a disa-
bility within the meaning of the ADA if it only disqualifies the indi-
vidual for one job or a narrow classification of jobs.235  Specifically,
courts have held that an impairment which prevents an individual
from performing the essential functions of the position of police of-
ficer does not “substantially limit” the “major life activity” of “work-
ing.”236  Courts have reached the same conclusion with respect to

ity); Joyce v. Suffolk County, 911 F. Supp. 92, 96 (E.D.N.Y. 1996) (police officer;
ADA and Rehabilitation Act); Venclauskas v. Connecticut Dep’t of Pub. Safety, 921
F. Supp. 78, 80-82 (D. Conn. 1995) (state trooper; ADA and Rehabilitation Act);
Walker v. Aberdeen-Monroe County Hosp., 838 F. Supp. 285, 288 (N.D. Miss. 1993)
(ambulance driver and maintenance employee; Rehabilitation Act).
232. The court in Sutton v. United Airlines, Inc., countered the EEOC Regulations by

citing the legislative history of the ADA, which arguably indicated that the visual
impairments contemplated by Congress as within ADA coverage went beyond those
correctable by glasses. See Sutton, 1996 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15106, at *15.  The court
in Deckert v. City of Ulysses flatly rejected the EEOC Regulations on this issue. See
Deckert v. City of Ulysses, No. 93-1295-PFK, 1995 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 14526, at *15
(D. Kan. Sept. 6, 1995).  Nevertheless, based on the language from the EEOC Regula-
tions rejected by the Deckert and Sutton courts, the recent case of Sicard v. City of
Sioux City held that a firefighter applicant with myopia was entitled to have his uncor-
rected vision evaluated, and therefore, could be a person with a disability. See Sicard
v. City of Sioux City, 950 F. Supp. 1420, 1439 (N.D. Iowa 1996); see also Doane v.
City of Omaha, 115 F.3d 624, 627-28 (8th Cir. 1997) (stating specifically that “disa-
bility” was determined without consideration of mitigating measures).
233. See 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(j)(3)(i) (1998); see also Bridges v. City of Bossier, 92

F.3d 329, 336 (5th Cir. 1996).
234. Andrews v. Ohio, 104 F.3d 803, 810 (6th Cir. 1997) (quoting Forrisi v. Bowen,

794 F.2d 931, 934 (4th Cir. 1986) (citing Jasany, 755 F.2d at 1249)).
235. See id. at 809; Smith v. City of Des Moines, 99 F.3d 1466, 1474 (8th Cir.

1996); Burbank v. City of Idaho, No. 95-35095, 1996 WL 518098, at *2 (9th Cir.
Sept. 11, 1996); Bridges, 92 F.3d at 336; Aucutt v. Six Flags Over Mid-America, Inc.,
85 F.3d 1311, 1319-20 (8th Cir. 1996).
236. Andrews, 104 F.3d at 809; Burbank, 1996 WL 518098, at *1 (finding individual

with partial vision in one eye was not person with disability merely because individual
was unable to qualify as police officer); Aucutt, 85 F.3d at 1319-20 (finding that
angina, high blood pressure and coronary artery disease did not constitute disabilities
since they did not substantially limit overall employment opportunities, although they
disqualified individual from position of seasonal security guard).
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firefighting positions.237  However, other courts have held that similar
physical impairments do constitute disabilities, even though the indi-
vidual may qualify for a broad range of jobs outside of the class
sought.238

Even if the plaintiff does not actually have a disability, she may
still be covered by the ADA as a person “regarded as” having a disa-
bility.239  A person is “regarded as” having a disability if the individ-
ual: (1) has an impairment which is not substantially limiting, but
which the employer perceives as constituting a substantially limiting
impairment; (2) has an impairment which is substantially limiting only
because of the attitudes of others toward such an impairment; or (3)
has no impairment at all, but is regarded by the employer as having a
substantially limiting impairment.240

2. “Qualified:”  Performing the Essential Functions of the Job

Even when certain impairments are held to be disabilities within
the meaning of the ADA, persons with these disabilities are often held
not to be “qualified” for the positions which they seek, and are there-
fore not entitled to ADA protection despite qualifying as “persons
with disabilities.”  “The statutory language and case law indicate that
these provisions do not provide protection for all disabled individuals;
instead, protection is limited to those persons who are able to meet all
of a program’s requirements in spite of their handicap.”241

237. See Smith v. City of Des Moines, 99 F.3d at 1474 (finding that firefighter with
lung impairment did not have disability because “working” did not mean working at
particular job of choice); Bridges, 92 F.3d at 336 (finding that firefighting jobs, in-
cluding emergency medical technicians who serve as back-up firefighters, are too nar-
row a field to qualify as “class of jobs” under the ADA; therefore, applicant with mild
hemophilia was not person with disability); see also Welsh v. Tulsa, 977 F.2d 1415,
1419 (10th Cir. 1992) (finding firefighter applicant with minor sensory deficit in two
fingers not “handicapped” under Rehabilitation Act).
238. See Champ v. Baltimore County, 91 F.3d 129 (4th Cir. 1996) (unpublished

table decision) (affirming holding of district court that police officer who lost use of
upper arm was person with disability under ADA, although not protected by ADA
since not “qualified” for position).
239. See 42 U.S.C. § 12102(2)(C) (1994).
240. 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(g)(1) (1998); see Bridges, 92 F.3d at 332; Dutcher v. Ingalls

Shipbuilding, 53 F.3d 723, 727-28 (5th Cir. 1995).
241. Castellano v. City of New York, 946 F. Supp. 249, 252-53 (S.D.N.Y. 1996)

(emphasis added) (quoting Southeastern Community College v. Davis, 442 U.S. 397,
406 (1979)); accord Milton v. Scrivner, 53 F.3d 1118, 1124 (10th Cir. 1995); see also
Montegue v. City of New Orleans, No. CIV-A-95-2420, 1997 WL 327113, at *1
(E.D. La. June 12, 1997) (stating that addiction to cocaine and marijuana constitutes
disability; however, if plaintiff is not rehabilitated, plaintiff is not “qualified” for posi-
tion of firefighter); Barnes v. Cochran, 944 F. Supp. 897, 902 (S.D. Fla. 1996) (stating
defendant’s dismissal of plaintiff as police officer was based on actual misconduct
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Congress specifically required that the “essential functions” of a
job be defined by first looking to the employer’s definition of the job.
“If an employer has prepared a written description before advertising
or interviewing the applicants for the job, this description should be
considered evidence of the essential functions of the job.”242  The
Code of Federal Regulations explains that, “[T]he inquiry into essen-
tial functions is not intended to second guess an employer’s business
judgment with regard to production standards, whether qualitative or
quantitative, nor to require employers to lower such standards.”243

In addition to the employer’s written description of the job, the
following factors may be considered: (1) whether the position exists to
perform the function; (2) the time spent performing the function; (3)
whether the nature of the job would be changed if that function were
removed; (4) whether other persons are available to perform the func-
tion; and (5) the consequence of not requiring a person in this job to
perform a function.244

The EEOC illustrates the application of these criteria, using three
examples: (1) A firefighter being able to carry a heavy person from a
burning building; (2) an airline pilot being able to land a plane; and (3)
a clerical worker answering a phone when no one else is available to
do it.245  The analysis involved in defining “qualified” under the ADA
is very closely related to determining whether a physical job require-
ment is a “bona-fide occupational qualification” within the meaning of
Title VII and the ADEA.  “This standard is similar to the legal stan-
dard under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act which provides that a
selection procedure which screens out a disproportionate number of
persons of a particular race, sex or national origin must be justified as
a ‘business necessity.’”246

while intoxicated, rather than “archaic attitudes,” “erroneous perceptions,” “specula-
tion,” or “myths” about disability).
242. 42 U.S.C. § 12111(8) (1994).
243. 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(n) (1998).
244. See id.; EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL, supra note 18, § 2.3(a), at II-

17.
245. See 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(n); EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL, supra
note 18, § 2.3(a), at II-17.
246. EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL supra note 18, § 4.3.2, at IV-3; see

also Ellen M. Saideman, The ADA as a Tool for Advocacy: A Strategy for Fighting
Employment Discrimination Against People with Disabilities, 8 CLEV.-MARSHALL

J.L. AND HEALTH 47, 58-60 (1993-94).
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Since public safety cases have been litigated with respect to preg-
nancy,247 sex,248 and age discrimination,249 this area is not unfamiliar
to courts. The question in all instances is whether the physical require-
ment is a valid measure of whether the person can perform the essen-
tial functions of the job.

Under all civil rights legislation enacted prior to the ADA, Con-
gress and the courts have acknowledged that employers hiring for
public safety positions have a legitimate basis for maintaining physical
requirements for these positions where those requirements are reason-
ably related to safety concerns.250  The ADA is the most recently en-
acted heir to this legal legacy.

A 1990 House Labor Committee report discussed circumstances
under which physical requirements would be job-related and consis-
tent with business necessity.251  In discussing the “narrow” exception
to the rule that employment cannot be conditioned upon a physical
examination, the Committee specifically named police officers and
construction workers as examples of those exceptions.252  “This ex-
ception to the general rule meets the employer’s need to discover pos-
sible disabilities that do, in fact, limit the person’s ability to do the job,
i.e. those that are job-related and consistent with business neces-
sity.”253  The Committee further stated:

Certain jobs require periodic physicals in order to determine fitness
for duty.  For example, Federal safety regulations require bus and
truck drivers to have a medical exam at least biennially.  In certain
industries, such as air transportation, physical qualifications for
some employees are critical . . . .  [B]ecause a particular job func-
tion may have a significant impact on public safety, e.g. flight at-
tendants, an employee’s state of health is important in establishing
job qualifications . . . .  The Committee does not intend for this Act
to override any medical standards or requirements established by
Federal, State or local law as a prerequisite for performing a partic-
ular job, if the medical standards are consistent with this Act (or in

247. See Levin v. Delta Airlines, Inc., 730 F.2d 994 (5th Cir. 1984); Burwell v.
Eastern Airlines, Inc., 633 F.2d 361 (4th Cir. 1980); Hariss v. Pan American World
Airways, Inc., 649 F.2d 670 (9th Cir. 1980).
248. See Zamlen v. City of Cleveland, 906 F.2d 209 (6th Cir. 1990).
249. See Western Airlines, Inc. v. Criswell, 472 U.S. 400 (1985); Stewart v. Smith,

673 F.2d 485 (D.C. Cir. 1982); Usery v. Tamiami Trails Tours, 531 F.2d 224 (5th Cir.
1976); Spurlock v. United Airlines, Inc., 475 F.2d 216 (10th Cir. 1972).
250. See infra notes 247-49.
251. See H.R. REP. NO. 101-485, pt. 2, at 74 (1990), reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N.

303, 355.
252. See id. at 73.
253. Id. at 74.
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the case of federal standards, if they are consistent with section
504)—that is, if they are job-related and consistent with business
necessity.254

[R]egarding physical qualifications for drivers of certain classifica-
tions of motor vehicles, it is the Committee’s intent that a person
with a disability applying for or currently holding a job subject to
these standards must be able to satisfy any physical qualification
standard that is job related and consistent with business necessity in
order to be considered a qualified individual with a disability under
Title I of this legislation.255

The legislative history of the ADA demonstrates Congressional
intent to exempt from the definition of discrimination job criteria
which are job-related and consistent with business necessity, even
when they screen out persons with disabilities.256

Police and fire department cases are peculiar in that the most es-
sential function of the job is to ensure public safety.257  The EEOC
states that “specific physical or mental abilities may be needed to per-
form certain types of jobs,” listing “policemen,”258 and “firefight-
ers”259 among examples of such positions.  The EEOC more
specifically addresses a police department example with the following
hypothetical:

A police department that requires all its officers to be able to make
forcible arrests and to perform all job functions in the department
might be able to justify stringent physical requirements for all of-
ficers, if in fact they are all required to be available for any duty in
an emergency.260

254. Id. at 74 (citing Strathie v. Department of Transp., 716 F.2d 227, 231 (3d Cir.
1983)).
255. Id. at 57.
256. See id. at 11; see also Murphy v. United Parcel Service, Inc., 946 F. Supp. 872,

883-84 (D. Kan. 1996) (holding that ADA does not protect truck driver dismissed
because of high blood pressure).
257. Recognizing congressional intent, the EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL,
supra note 18, § 4.4, at IV-5, states that, “[a]n employer may establish physical or
mental qualifications that are necessary to perform specific jobs (for example, jobs in
the transportation and construction industries; police and firefighter jobs; security
guard jobs) or to protect health and safety.” See also Pre-employment Disability-
Related Questions and Medical Examination, EEOC COMPLIANCE MANUAL § 902
(1995).
258. The EEOC generally uses more sex-neutral terms, such as “police officer.”
259. EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL, supra note 18, § 4.4, at IV-7.
260. Id. § 4.4, at IV-8.
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The EEOC also acknowledges that “[s]ometimes a function that
is performed infrequently may be essential because there will be seri-
ous consequences if it is not performed.”261

The consequences of failing to require the employee to perform the
function may be another indicator of whether a particular function
is essential.  For example, although a firefighter may not regularly
have to carry an unconscious adult out of a burning building, the
consequence of failing to require the firefighter to be able to per-
form this function would be serious.262

“The disability is not thrown out when considering if the person
is qualified for the position sought.”263  Although blanket exclusions
are generally unacceptable, legitimate physical requirements are
proper.264  Where the decision to exclude the person with the disabil-
ity was rational, rather than based on “‘archaic attitudes,’ ‘erroneous
perceptions,’ ‘speculation,’ or ‘myths,’” such exclusion is
permissible.265

Both police and fire departments have been resolving questions
regarding the relationship between physical requirements and the abil-
ity to perform the job since their inception.  Such questions are raised
in every involuntary medical retirement case, as well as in cases in-
volving requests for medical retirement, and limited-duty assign-
ment.266  These decisions are internal, administrative personnel
matters, generally heard by retirement/pension boards or chiefs of per-
sonnel.  They may be appealable to state courts, but they are not civil
rights cases, nor could they be brought under federal law.267  Evidence
in these cases typically consists of medical testimony, including that

261. 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(n) (1991); see EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL,
supra note 18 § 2.3.d, at II-17.
262. See 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(n).
263. Knapp v. Northwestern Univ., 101 F.3d 473, 482 (7th Cir. 1996) (quoting

Southeastern Community College v. Davis, 442 U.S. 397, 405-06 (1979)).
264. See Davis, 442 U.S. at 407; Davis v. Meese, 692 F. Supp. 505, 517 (E.D. Pa.

1988) (concluding that such requirements may be held valid notwithstanding that they
affect group or class rather than individual); see also Rayha v. United Parcel Service,
Inc., 940 F. Supp. 1066, 1069 (holding clerk who could not obtain OSHA certification
due to respiratory condition unqualified to perform essential functions of job involv-
ing handling of hazardous material).
265. See Barnes v. Cochran, 944 F. Supp. 897, 902 (S.D. Fla. 1996) (quoting Woo-

ten v. Farmland Foods, 58 F.3d 382, 385 (8th Cir. 1995)).
266. See, e.g., Bell v. Retirement Bd., No. 92 c 5197, 1993 WL 398612, at *2 (N.D.

Ill. Oct. 6, 1993); EEOC v. New Jersey, 631 F. Supp. 1506, 1508 (D.N.J. 1986) (chal-
lenging mandatory retirement age of sixty-five for state police officers); Danko v.
Board of Trustees, 608 N.E.2d 333, 337, 340-41 (Ill. App. Ct. 1992) (reversing ad-
ministrative rejection of officer’s disability retirement petition).
267. See cases cited supra note 266.
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from the department’s doctor, who is familiar with the duties of the
position.268 Other police or fire department officials or officers may
testify as to the job duties.  In addition, national standards have been
established which set out the essential functions of the positions of
police officer269 and firefighter.270

a. Duties of a Police Officer

The law enforcement community has developed a national con-
sensus with respect to the essential functions of a “typical” police of-
ficer.  The following is a list of such essential functions.

1) Make Custodial Arrests
2) Drive, Operate, and Maintain Departmental Vehicles
3) Provide Care and Treatment to Citizens and Prisoners
4) Communicate Orally and in Writing
5) Conduct Investigations and Interviews
6) Use Force
7) Perform Patrol Functions
8) Perform Rescue Operations and Render Citizen Assistance
9) Conduct Searches and Seizures

10) Perform Public Safety Operations271

The ability to affect forcible arrests is a national standard for po-
lice officers and has been held to be a reasonable and necessary re-
quirement for the position.272  Police officers also bear the
responsibility of safely and appropriately carrying and using weap-

268. See EEOC v. New Jersey, 631 F. Supp. at 1510; Danko, 608 N.E.2d at 336.
269. See generally NATIONAL EXECUTIVE INSTITUTE ASSOCIATES AND FEDERAL BU-

REAU OF INVESTIGATION ACADEMY, PHYSICAL FITNESS TESTING IN LAW ENFORCE-

MENT: IMPLICATIONS OF THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT, CIVIL RIGHTS ACT

OF 1991, AND THE AGE DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT ACT, MAJOR CITY CHIEFS

(August 1993) [hereinafter MAJOR CITY CHIEFS].
270. PENN. STATE STUDY, supra note 207, at 3-20, 3-34, 3-67.
271. See MAJOR CITY CHIEFS, supra note 269 at 8-21. The Report also includes an

Appendix, provided by the Florida Sheriffs Association, instructing law enforcement
agencies on how to perform a Job and Task Analysis (“JTA”) and to write job de-
scriptions in an effort to comply with the ADA. See id. app. at 48; FLORIDA SHERIFFS

ASSOC., FSA GUIDE TO JOB AND TASK ANALYSIS AND JOB DESCRIPTIONS FOR ADA
COMPLIANCE (1992).  A Job and Task Analysis lists each task an officer may perform,
based on actual answers to questionnaires given to officers.  The frequency that the
task is performed and the importance of the task are factored in when determining
whether the task is an essential function of the job. See also PENN. STATE STUDY,
supra note 207, at 3-1, 3-4.  A similar job analysis for police officers was discussed in
EEOC v. Pennsylvania, 645 F. Supp. 1545, 1547-49 (M.D. Pa. 1986), vacated on
other grounds, 829 F.2d 392 (3d Cir. 1987) (denying on remand police officer’s chal-
lenge of mandatory retirement age under ADEA).
272. See Champ v. Baltimore County, No. 95-2061, 1996 U.S. App. LEXIS 16417,

at *4 (4th Cir. July 10, 1996); Simon v. Saint Louis County, 735 F.2d 1082, 1083 (8th
Cir. 1984) (questioning if ability to make arrest is appropriate requirement); Davoll v.
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ons.273  Generally, all full-duty police officers are expected to be able
to handle emergency situations and are trained to do so.274

The argument that a plaintiff has proven that she can perform the
duties of the job simply because she has been employed in such a
position should be closely scrutinized.  Past performance in a public
safety position may be only marginally relevant—or completely irrel-
evant—in determining whether a person is “qualified” if such person
has not been faced with an emergency situation.  When the most es-
sential function of the job is to rescue people from emergency situa-
tions, the duties of the job may change from day to day.275  Although
the need to perform a particular job function may arise infrequently
(or not at all), the function is essential if the consequences of non-
performance in that situation would be disastrous.  In public safety
positions, the test of performance does not occur until the employee is
called upon to perform in an emergency situation.276

Police officers are not able to call a “time out” in emergencies
while they look for their glasses or lost contact lenses . . . .  No one
likes to contemplate a police officer trying to determine before he
fires, which of two blurry shapes is the felon and which is the hos-
tage or his fellow officer.277

Webb, 943 F. Supp. 1289, 1299 (D. Colo. 1996); Dorris v. City of Kentwood, No.
1:94-CV-249, 1994 WL 762219, at *3 (W.D. Mich. Oct. 4, 1994).
273. Champ, 1996 U.S. App. LEXIS 16417, at *4; EEOC v. Pennsylvania, 645 F.

Supp. at 1548; EEOC v. New Jersey, 620 F. Supp. at 985.
274. There may be exceptions, particularly in small town police or sheriff’s depart-

ments.  If such a department does not depend upon the transferability of personnel or
require all of its officers to affect arrests, it may be possible for the department to
accommodate a person with a disability.  However, this raises the question of whether
permanent assignments which do not require affecting arrests or carrying guns should
be civilian positions, even in a small department.
275. See Paegle v. Department of Interior, 813 F. Supp. 61, 65 (D.D.C. 1993) (ex-

plaining that National Park Service Police have duty to “prevent, suppress, investi-
gate, or solve” crimes as part of their position).
276. See Allison v. Department of Corrections, 94 F.3d 494, 499 & n.2 (8th Cir.

1996) (arguing that both ADA and Rehabilitation Act permit discharge of correctional
officer who is unable to physically restrain inmates since “[i]t is essential that the
corrections officers be able to adequately perform the defensive tactics in order to
control inmates and suppress disorders as well as to protect themselves and others”)
(quoting Stratton v. Missouri Dep’t of Corrections, 897 S.W.2d 1, 5 (Mo. Ct. App.
1995)); see, e.g., Johnson v. Maryland, 940 F. Supp. 873, 878-79 (D. Md. 1996)
(granting summary judgment for defendant because no reasonable jury could conclude
that plaintiff, with a limp, neuromuscular disorder, and Charcot-Mane Tooth disease,
was “qualified,” since, in emergency situations, all corrections officers must be able to
assume positions requiring the use of firearms), aff’d, 113 F.3d 1232 (4th Cir. 1996).
277. Joyce v. Suffolk County, 911 F. Supp. 92, 97 (E.D.N.Y. 1996) (quoting Padilla

v. City of Topeka, 708 P.2d 543, 547-48 (Kan. 1985)).
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Police officers must be ready for dangerous encounters even if
they never occur, just as soldiers must be trained for war even though
they may never find themselves in combat.  Officers must be ready for
the unexpected emergency.  They may perform the daily demands of
the job for years without ever being tested, in the line of duty, as to
physical agility, ability to shoot, or ability to detect someone in pe-
ripheral vision range who might pose a danger.  Nevertheless, on the
day that the officer is called upon to perform that task in an emergency
situation, she must be able to do it—or someone may die.

b. Duties of a Firefighter

Much like police officers, firefighters are expected to be flexible
and multi-skilled.  They must be knowledgeable of dangers and de-
partment procedures, mentally and emotionally able to make sound
emergency decisions, and physically fit to handle the unexpected
risks.  Also, like police officers and soldiers, they risk physical in-
jury—and even death—to protect the public.  Firefighters must also
be ready and able to continue the “battle” against a fire that has just
taken the life of, or incapacitated, a fellow firefighter.  It is essential
that firefighters meet the physical criteria to perform functions that
may not be part of their daily activities, but that would be crucial in an
emergency situation.

[T]he duties of a firefighter are inherently dangerous.  The Depart-
ment requires its firefighters to meet a high standard of physical
fitness in order for them to respond immediately and effectively to
emergencies.  It is critical that every firefighter be able to perform
his or her duties at a moment’s notice in such emergencies.278

National standards developed for firefighters illustrate the need
for these abilities.  Generally, the duties of a firefighter include the
following:

1) Operate both as a member of a team and independently at inci-
dents of uncertain duration.
2) Spend extensive time outside exposed to the elements.
3) Tolerate extreme fluctuations in temperature while performing

duties.  Must perform physically demanding work in hot (up to 400
degrees), humid (up to 100%) atmosphere while wearing equip-
ment that significantly impairs body-cooling mechanisms.
4) Experience frequent transition from hot to cold and from hu-

mid to dry atmospheres.
5) Work in wet, icy, or muddy areas.

278. Miller v. Sioux Gateway Fire Dep’t, 497 N.W.2d 838, 842 (Iowa 1993).
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6) Perform a variety of tasks on slippery, hazardous surfaces such
as rooftops or from ladders.
7) Work in areas where sustaining traumatic or thermal injuries is

possible.
8) Face exposure to infectious agents such as hepatitis B or HIV.
9) Wear personal protective equipment that weighs approxi-

mately 50 pounds while performing fire fighting tasks.
10) Perform physically demanding work while wearing positive
pressure breathing equipment with 1.5 inches of water column
resistance to exhalation at a flow of 40 liters per minute.
11) Perform complex tasks during life-threatening emergencies.
12) Work for long periods of time, requiring sustained physical ac-
tivity and intense concentration.
13) Face life or death decisions during emergency conditions.
14) Be exposed to grotesque sights and smells associated with ma-
jor trauma and burn victims.
15) Operate in environments of high noise, poor visibility, limited
mobility, at heights, and in enclosed or confined spaces.
16) Use manual and power tools in the performance of duties.
17) Rely on senses of sight, hearing, smell, and touch to help de-
termine the nature of the emergency, maintain personal safety, and
make critical decisions in a confused, chaotic, and potentially life-
threatening environment throughout the duration of the
operation.279

Job Task Analyses of firefighting positions have also determined
that the position’s demands include, inter alia, breaking glass, doors,
or other structures,280 moving or lifting heavy objects,281 stooping or
crawling,282 digging to free victims,283 restraining aggressive vic-
tims,284 and applying first aid, including controlling a victim’s bleed-
ing.285  One court graphically explained that the evidence produced at
trial demonstrated:

that when firefighters enter a structure fire, often they are unable to
see, hear, or smell, and that they crawl along the walls to maintain a
reference point while continuously sweeping their arms and legs in
attempts to locate injured victims . . . .  [F]irefighters must move as
quickly as possible to save lives, and, thus, . . . firefighters trying to
locate victims in an atmosphere of no visibility often must “lead

279. NATIONAL FIRE PROTECTION ASSOC., PUBLICATION 1582, MEDICAL REQUIRE-

MENTS FOR FIREFIGHTERS, app. C (1992).
280. PENN. STATE STUDY, supra note 207, at 3-21, 3-22.
281. Id. at 3-21.
282. Id. at 3-20.
283. Id. at 3-22.
284. Id. at 3-21.
285. Id.



86 LEGISLATION AND PUBLIC POLICY [Vol. 2:37

with [their] head[s].”  There is evidence that the City’s firefighters
have fallen through ceilings and floors and from roofs and ladders,
have been struck by falling televisions, tables, chests of drawers,
bar bells, and ceiling joists, and have been knocked around by an
over-pressurized fire hose.  And, in contrast to when similar inju-
ries are received in other jobs, the City presented evidence that
firefighters do not have the luxury of seeking immediate medical
treatment because every minute counts in saving lives during a fire.
Whether or not the actual trauma encountered by firefighters is
quite so routine or severe, this is sufficient evidence to sustain the
district court’s finding of the City’s good faith, actual perception
that firefighters routinely encounter extreme trauma in their
jobs.286

Courts have recognized that in addition to entering burning build-
ings to put out fires and carry people to safety,287 firefighters must
read quickly and accurately to identify hazardous materials,288 and
prepare accurate, literate written reports.289

Although firefighters are not typically sent into fires facing
knives and guns, they have now become, on a national scale, the or-
ganization of “first response” to emergency situations.  Firefighters
also function as paramedics and may arrive on a violent scene before
the police.  Firefighters do not wear their protective gear while per-
forming these tasks, nor do they carry guns for self-protection.  This
phenomenon makes firefighters perhaps just as likely to be wounded
at an emergency scene as police officers.

Even the traditional duties of a firefighter listed include the ad-
ministration of first aid, including controlling a victim’s bleeding.290

The list also specifically includes the risk of being exposed to hepatitis
B or HIV.291  This description of firefighting anticipates the possible
mingling of a victim’s blood with that of a firefighter.

286. Bridges v. City of Bossier, 92 F.3d 329, 333 n.4 (5th Cir. 1996), cert. denied,
117 S.Ct. 770 (1997) (emphasis in original).
287. See Huber v. Howard County, 849 F. Supp. 407, 409, 413 (D. Md. 1994) (find-

ing that firefighters are subject to demanding physical tasks).
288. See DiPompo v. West Point Military Academy, 770 F. Supp. 887, 889

(S.D.N.Y. 1991).
289. See id. at 890-92.
290. See supra note 279 and accompanying text.
291. See MEDICAL REQUIREMENTS FOR FIREFIGHTERS supra note 279, at 64.
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c. Needs of Para-Military Organizations

Police and fire departments are considered para-military organi-
zations.292  Para-military organizations are characterized by a highly
structured “chain of command”293 and typically employ the use of
uniforms to denote rank.294  They depend upon the transferability of
personnel in order to protect the public safety, requiring sworn person-
nel to be available for any assignment at any time.295  Sworn person-
nel are expected to be able to appropriately handle physically
dangerous situations.296  Even senior officers may be called upon to
perform strenuous physical tasks under certain situations.297  Non-pa-
trol officers assigned to “light duty” may also be “pulled” from these
assignments to assist in emergencies.298  Furthermore, police officers
are typically required to carry weapons at all times while in their juris-

292. Police department cases include: Johnson v. New York, 49 F.3d 75, 82 (2d Cir.
1995); Gately v. Massachusetts, 2 F.3d 1221, 1227 (1st Cir. 1993); EEOC v. Missouri,
748 F.2d 447, 457 (8th Cir. 1984); Mahoney v. Trabucco, 738 F.2d 35, 38 (1st Cir.
1984); EEOC v. Pennsylvania, 645 F. Supp. 1545, 1546-47 (M.D. Pa. 1986), vacated,
829 F.2d 392 (3d Cir. 1987); EEOC v. New Jersey, 620 F. Supp. 977, 984 & n.6
(D.N.J. 1985); Greenwald v. Frank, 40 A.D.2d 717, 721 (N.Y. App. Div. 1972), aff’d,
32 N.Y.2d 862 (1973).

Fire department cases include: Cox v. City of Chicago, 868 F.2d 217, 218 (7th
Cir. 1989); Wilcher v. City of Wilmington, 891 F. Supp. 993, 1001 (D. Del. 1995)
(citing Policeman’s Benevolent Ass’n Local 318 v. Washington Township, 850 F.2d
133 (3d Cir. 1988)), vacated, 139 F.3d 366 (3d Cir. 1998); Harper v. Crocket, 868 F.
Supp. 1557, 1575 (E.D. Ark. 1994); see also Penny v. City of Chattanooga, 915 F.2d
1065, 1070 (6th Cir. 1990) (Wellford, J., concurring) (referring to slip opinion in
concurring opinion).
293. See Cox, 868 F.2d at 218-19; EEOC v. New Jersey, 620 F. Supp. at 996.
294. See EEOC v. New Jersey, 620 F. Supp. at 984-85 (stating high ranking officers

are required to participate in holiday sobriety patrols).
295. See Champ v. Baltimore County, No. 95-2061, 1996 U.S. App. LEXIS 16417,

at *6 (4th Cir. July 10, 1996); Johnson, 49 F.3d at 77; Gately, 2 F.3d at 1226-27
(explaining that age qualification applies to all members of state police due to quasi-
military nature of organization) (citing Mahoney v. Trabucco, 738 F.2d 35, 39 (1st
Cir. 1984)); EEOC v. Missouri, 748 F.2d at 450-51 (describing wide array of duties
highway patrolman is called upon to perform); Mahoney, 738 F.2d at 39; Janusaitis v.
Middlebury Vounteer Fire Dep’t, 607 F.2d 17, 21 (2d. Cir. 1979); EEOC v. Penn-
sylvania, 645 F. Supp. at 1546-47; EEOC v. New Jersey, 620 F. Supp. at 985; cf.
Penny, 915 F.2d at 1070 (Wellford, J., concurring) (describing police officers as on
duty at all times); Johnson v. Maryland, 940 F. Supp. 873, 878 (D. Md. 1996) (stating
correctional officers must be prepared for emergencies).
296. See supra note 2 and accompanying text for distinction between sworn person-

nel and civilian employees.
297. See EEOC v. Missouri, 748 F.2d at 450-51 (noting high ranking officers per-

formed patrol duties on weekends, holidays, and in emergencies); Hamlin v. Charter
Township of Flint, 942 F. Supp. 1129, 1133-34 (E.D. Mich. 1996) (noting Assistant
Fire Chief required to perform all duties of firefighter, as needed).
298. See Champ, 1996 U.S. App. LEXIS 16417, at *6.
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diction, whether on or off duty.299  This provides additional protection
to the public since even off-duty officers are equipped and obligated to
protect the public within the department’s jurisdiction.300

A para-military structure helps to protect the public in numerous
ways.  All sworn members are able to perform the basic rescue func-
tions of the position, so that if one member becomes incapacitated
during an emergency, the next available member can pick up those
duties immediately—as does a soldier during battle.  In other words, if
a member of the rescue mission becomes incapacitated, or is unable to
otherwise protect, rescue, or defend against the confronted danger,
other members of that rescue mission must compensate for that inabil-
ity.  In emergency situations, the additional time or effort needed to
compensate could result in serious injury or death for members of the
public, the person with a disability, or other members of the depart-
ment.301  Therefore, where a department is held to be a para-military
organization, “BFOQ should be considered in the context of the ge-
neric ‘occupation’ of police officers [and firefighters] required to per-
form front-line duties, regardless of the present assignment of any
particular officer.”302

Since para-military organizations are modeled after the military
in many respects, it is worth noting that sworn members of the mili-
tary are not covered by Title VII, the ADEA, the Rehabilitation Act,
or the ADA.303  The United States Army does have its own regula-
tions prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, national origin,
sex, and religion; however, it has no regulations prohibiting discrimi-

299. See EEOC v. Pennsylvania, 645 F. Supp. at 1547; EEOC v. New Jersey, 620 F.
Supp. at 985.
300. The protection which off-duty police officers provide is illustrated by the facts

of EEOC v. Missouri, 748 F.2d 447 (8th Cir. 1984).  In that case, a police lieutenant
who normally worked at a desk chased a speeding motorist on his way home from
work.  The motorist attempted to shoot the lieutenant but the lieutenant shot and killed
him first. See id.  Clearly, fitness for duty, at least with respect to weapons use, was
crucial in this instance.
301. See Miller v. Sioux Gateway Fire Dep’t, 497 N.W.2d 838, 842 (Iowa 1993)

(noting that National Fire Protection Association has determined that diabetics may
not serve as firefighters).
302. EEOC v. New Jersey, 620 F. Supp. at 984 n.6 (citing Mahoney v. Trabucco,

738 F.2d 35, 39 (1st Cir. 1984)); accord EEOC v. Pennsylvania, 645 F. Supp. at 1553
(finding EEOC v. New Jersey inapplicable because Pennsylvania State Patrol did not
have mandatory fitness requirements).
303. Sworn members of the armed forces are not “employees” within the meaning of

these statutes, nor is service in the armed forces employment. See Roper v. Depart-
ment of the Army, 832 F.2d 247, 248 (2d Cir. 1988) (Title VII); Kawitt v. United
States Army, 842 F.2d 951, 953 (7th Cir. 1988) (ADEA).
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nation on the basis of disability.304  To the contrary, the physical re-
quirements for service in the United States Army include blanket
exclusions of persons with certain disabilities, including inter alia, in-
sulin-dependent diabetes,305 hearing impairment,306 lack of visual acu-
ity in both eyes,307 missing or impaired limbs,308 HIV/AIDS,309 and
numerous other physical conditions.310  A soldier who becomes physi-
cally disqualified is given a medical discharge.311  Waivers of these
physical requirements are granted only in exceptional situations in-
volving highly skilled personnel, usually officers, who are deemed
necessary to national security.312

Understanding that police officers and firefighters, like soldiers,
must use their physical abilities to “protect and serve,” it is not sur-
prising that most police and fire departments use physical hiring crite-
ria that mirror military requirements.

3. The Burden of Proving “Direct Threat”

In public safety cases, there is an overlap between “essential
functions of the job” and “direct threat.”  There has been resulting
confusion as to whether it is the plaintiff’s or the defendant’s burden
to prove that the person with the disability in question would cause a
public safety risk.313

If the case is superficially examined and characterized as one in-
volving health and safety, the necessary “qualified” analysis might be
bypassed, moving directly to “direct threat” as a defense.  However,

304. See, e.g., U.S. Army Reg. 600-20, at 6-3 (1988).  Each branch of the military
has its own medical standards regulation, but the physical standards are similar.
305. See U.S. Army Reg. 40-501, at 2-8(c) (1995).
306. See id. at 2-7.
307. See id. at 2-13(a).
308. See id. at 2-9, 2-10, 2-11.
309. See id. at 2-4(f); see also U.S. Army Reg. 600-110, at 1-14(a) (1988); Army

Reg. 40-501, at 4-2, 4-7 (1995) (prohibiting the enlistment or appointment of HIV-
infected persons into the Army); id. at 1-14(e) (mandating that soldiers who become
HIV-infected be confined to assignments within the United States, Guam, the Virgin
Islands, and the American Somoa).
310. See generally U.S. Army Reg. 40-501, Chapter 2.
311. See U.S. Army Reg. 635-40, at 3-1 (1990).
312. See id., at 6-3.
313. In conformity with Arline, numerous courts have held that the plaintiff has the

burden of proving that she does not pose a direct threat as part of the “qualified”
analysis. See Christopher v. Laidlaw Transit Inc., 899 F. Supp. 1224, 1226-27
(S.D.N.Y. 1995); Roe v. District of Columbia, 842 F. Supp. 563, 568-69 (D.D.C.
1993), vacated, 25 F.3d 1115 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (Rehabilitation Act); Doe v. District of
Columbia, 796 F. Supp. 559, 567 (D.D.C. 1992) (Rehabilitation Act).  Other courts
place the burden of proving direct threat on the employer. See, e.g., Sarasycki v.
United Parcel Service, Inc., 862 F. Supp. 336, 341 (W.D. Okla. 1994).
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where the primary purpose of the job is to protect health and safety,
health and safety considerations are paramount—not secondary; there-
fore, they must be discussed in the context of the essential functions of
the job.

Congress intended that the burden of proof with respect to the
essential functions of the job314 and direct threat315 be construed “in
the same manner in which parallel agency provisions are construed
under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act . . . .”316  However, “direct
threat” is addressed in the “qualified” analysis under the Rehabilita-
tion Act, placing the burden of proof on the applicant;317 yet, “direct
threat” appears only under “Defenses” in the ADA.318

The “direct threat” language was not contained in the Rehabilita-
tion Act, but developed through case law, most notably, Arline.  Con-
gress integrated the Arline concept of “direct threat” into the ADA as
a defense, separating it from the question of whether a person with a
disability could actually perform the essential functions of a particular
job.319

In interpreting the direct threat provisions of the ADA, EEOC
Regulations state:

314. See 42 U.S.C. § 12111(8) (1994).
315. See id. § 12113(b).
316. H.R. REP. NO. 101-485 (II), at 72 (1990), reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N. 303,

354.
317. For discussion of Arline and its progeny, see infra Part III.
318. See 42 U.S.C. § 12113(b).  Congress explained in the House Judiciary Commit-

tee’s Report:
A qualification standard may also include a requirement that an individ-
ual not pose a direct threat to the health or safety of other individuals in
the workplace.  During Committee consideration, this “direct threat” stan-
dard was extended to all individuals with disabilities, and not simply to
those with contagious diseases or infections.

This concept is also contained in the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1988
and the Fair Housing Amendments Act.  It is based on the same standard
for “qualified” person with a disability that has existed for years under the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

In order to determine whether an individual poses a direct threat to the
health or safety of other individuals in the workplace, the Committee in-
tends to use the same standard as articulated by the Supreme Court in
School Board of Nassau County v. Arline.  In Arline, the court held that a
“person who poses a significant risk of communicating an infectious dis-
ease to others in the workplace will not be otherwise qualified for his or
her job if reasonable accommodation will not eliminate that risk.”

H.R. REP. NO. 101-485 (III), at 45, reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N. 445, 468 (internal
citations omitted).
319. See H.R. REP. NO. 101-485 (II), at 72-73, reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N. 303,

354-56.
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The determination that an individual applicant or employee with a
disability poses a “direct threat” to health or safety must be based
on objective factual evidence related to that individual’s present
ability to safely perform the essential functions of a job.320

Determining whether an individual poses a significant risk of
harm to others must be made on a case-by-case basis.  For individuals
with mental or emotional disabilities, the employer must identify the
specific behavior on the part of the individuals with physical disabili-
ties; the employer should then consider the four factors listed in part
1630: “(1) The duration of the risk; (2) The nature and severity of the
potential harm; (3) The likelihood that the potential harm will occur;
and (4) The imminence of the potential harm.”321

The EEOC depicts the standard for establishing direct threat as
high.322  However, the ADA itself does not require a “high probability
of harm,” but defines direct threat as “a significant risk to the health or
safety of others that cannot be eliminated by reasonable accommoda-
tion.”323  The following EEOC examples acknowledge that the nature
and the severity of the potential harm is also a significant factor in this
analysis.

An elementary school teacher who has tuberculosis may pose a risk
to the health of children in her classroom.  However, with proper
medication, this person’s disease would be contagious for only a
two-week period.  With an accommodation of two-weeks absence
from the classroom, this teacher would not pose a “direct
threat.”324

A person with epilepsy, who has lost consciousness during seizures
within the past year, might seriously endanger her own life and the
lives of others if employed as a bus driver.  But this person would
not pose a severe threat if employed in a clerical job.325

The EEOC also uses an example of an individual with a psycho-
logical disorder whose behavior is “violent, aggressive, destructive or
threatening” as a person who might pose a direct threat to the health

320. EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL, SUPRA note 18, § 4.5.4, at IV-11 to
IV-12 (1992) (emphasis omitted).
321. 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(r) (1998). “Direct threat” is addressed in Section IV of the

EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL, entitled “Establishing Nondiscriminatory
Qualification Standards and Selection Criteria.” See EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

MANUAL, supra note 18, § 4.5, at IV-1.
322. See EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL, supra note 18, § 4.5.3, at IV-11

(stating that employer must be prepared to show that there is significant risk, that is,
high probability of substantial harm, if person were employed).
323. 42 U.S.C. § 12111(3) (1994).
324. EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL, supra note 18, § 4.5.2, at IV-10.
325. See id.
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and safety of others in the workplace.326  Therefore, as illustrated by
the examples, it appears that the EEOC does not actually hold to the
standard of “a high probability of harm,” or even imply that the
threatened harm must be likely to occur.  It appears sufficient under
“direct threat” analysis that a serious harm need be only a real, rather
than fictional, possibility.

The EEOC discusses police officers, firefighters, and other public
safety positions under the heading “Establishing Job-Related Qualifi-
cation Standards,”327 rather than under the heading of “Standards Nec-
essary for Health and Safety: A ‘Direct Threat.’”328  This indicates
that public safety cases generally present questions of whether a per-
son is qualified to perform the essential functions of the job in order to
protect the public, rather than under a direct-threat defense analysis.329

The EEOC examples of possible direct threat involve a teacher with a
contagious disease (as in Arline), a person with a violent psychologi-
cal disorder, a bus driver with epilepsy, and a narcoleptic who used
power tools.330  None of the examples involve positions which require
acting in emergency situations to protect the public.  Instead, they in-
volve the person with the disability as the source of the danger.331  It
is the presence of the person with the disability at the worksite which
causes the danger to health and safety.

This analysis is easily contrasted with the situations generally
present in the majority of police and fire department cases challenging
physical fitness requirements.  In those cases, the presence of the per-
son with the disability is not the source of the potential harm, but
rather, the potential harm to health and safety is derived from the ap-
plicant’s inability to perform the essential functions of the job (e.g.,
saving others from harm in emergencies).332  These examples further
illustrate that, in at least most police and fire department cases, “direct

326. See id. § 4.5.4, at IV-12.
327. See id. § 4.4, at IV-5.
328. Id. § 4.5, at IV-9.
329. See id. §§ 4.5-4.6, at IV-9 to IV-17.
330. See id.
331. However, of these examples, the bus driver with epilepsy is the closest to the

positions of police officer or firefighter.  Although bus drivers are not rescuers in
emergency situations, a driver experiencing a seizure will not be able to perform the
essential function of the job—driving safely.
332. See, e.g., Johnson v. Maryland, 940 F. Supp. 873, 878 (D. Md. 1996) (holding

inability to control prison population in emergency situation “poses a direct threat to
the safety of other corrections officers and to the public at large”) (citing Champ v.
Baltimore County, 884 F. Supp. 991, 995 (D. Md. 1995), aff’d, 91 F.3d 129 (4th Cir.
1996) (unpublished table decision)), aff’d, 113 F.3d 1232 (4th Cir. 1997) (per curiam)
(unpublished table decision).
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threat” should be determined within the “qualified” analysis as part of
the plaintiff’s prima facie case of proving that she is qualified for the
position.

There are situations within police and fire departments where the
direct threat is posed by the presence of the person with the disability
rather than by an inability to rescue in an emergency.  This situation is
best illustrated by two independent Rehabilitation Act cases brought
against the District of Columbia Fire Department.

The first case, Doe v. District of Columbia, involved a firefighter
applicant who was HIV-positive.333  Following the Arline analysis,
the court placed the burden on the plaintiff to prove that he did not
pose a direct threat to the health or safety of himself or others.334

Nevertheless, the court held that the plaintiff met this burden by
presenting an expert witness who testified that the risk of transmitting
the virus during firefighting duties was “‘like getting struck by a me-
teor while walking down Constitution Avenue.’”335  Illustrating how
difficult it is to transmit HIV, the expert stated that 0.3 - 0.5 percent of
health care workers “become infected with HIV as a result of being
stuck with a needle contaminated with HIV-positive blood.”336  An
expert in infection control further testified that other fire departments
across the nation employ firefighters who are HIV-positive.337  The
court therefore ordered the city to hire “Doe” as a firefighter in the
District of Columbia.338

The second case, Roe v. District of Columbia, involved a District
of Columbia firefighter infected with Hepatitis B.339  The city had set-
tled with Roe, so that the only remaining issue at trial was whether
Roe could be restricted in his duties in one respect: the city sought to
prohibit him from administering mouth to mouth resuscitation without

333. 796 F. Supp. 559 (D.D.C. 1992).
334. See id. at 567-68.
335. Id. at 563 (quoting testimony of Dr. David Parenti).
336. Id. Note that this is a very specific, limited way of contracting the disease,

particularly since health care institutions take tremendous precautions to avoid such
contagion and health care workers do not generally stick themselves with the needles
they use for patients.
337. See id. at 563-64.  The city presented no evidence during this one day trial and

made no opening or closing arguments.  It may be that the court believed that it was
compelled, as a matter of law, to rule in favor of the plaintiff, since his two expert
witnesses appeared to be credible and none of his evidence was contested.
338. See id. at 573.
339. 842 F. Supp. 563, 564 (D.D.C. 1993) (describing hepatitis B as highly conta-

gious virus which attacks liver; although hepatitis B has lower mortality rate than does
HIV (“one-tenth of one percent”), it can cause liver damage, cancer, and death), va-
cated as moot, 25 F.3d 1115 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (per curiam) (unpublished table
decision).
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the use of mechanical equipment, unless no one else was available to
perform the procedure in an emergency situation.340  As in Doe, the
same court held that the plaintiff, “Roe,” had the burden of proving
that he did not pose a direct threat to the health or safety of others.341

This was determined to be part of his prima facie case showing that he
was an “otherwise qualified” individual within the meaning of the Re-
habilitation Act.342  Despite the undisputed presence of the Hepatitis B
virus in saliva, the court similarly held that the plaintiff carried his
burden by showing that the chances of transmission were low and that
other firefighters may be infected with the virus because the depart-
ment does not test for Hepatitis B.343

The statistical data presented in Doe and Roe should be analyzed
against the chances of contracting the HIV virus through sexual con-
tact.  On motion for summary judgment, the court in Doe v. Johnson
held that, if the defendant had reason to suspect that he was infected
with HIV, he had a duty to inform the plaintiff of his condition before
engaging in intercourse with her.344  This was so even though the
chance of transmitting AIDS after one incident of unprotected inter-
course was one in 300 to 500.345  If the woman who had contracted
the virus unknowingly consented to sex, he would be liable for her
injuries for exposing her to a foreseeable risk of infection.346

Although the chances of transmitting HIV during each act of unpro-
tected sexual intercourse are not statistically great, contagion is fore-
seeable.  Few persons would knowingly dismiss the risk of contagion
based on the low statistical chance of becoming infected.  Indeed,
there is a national campaign to discourage taking such chances and the
problem is portrayed as an epidemic in this country.

340. See id.
341. See id. at 568-69.
342. See id.
343. See id. at 569-70.  Note that the Doe and Roe line of cases were decided by the

same court and the same two experts were relied upon in deciding for plaintiffs in
both cases.  In Roe, the city did present an expert witness, but the court was still not
persuaded that the risk of contagion was high enough to preclude “Roe” from per-
forming mouth to mouth resuscitation without protective gear. See id. at 569. But see
EEOC v. Prevo’s Family Market, 135 F.3d 1089, 1096 (6th Cir. 1998) (reversing
district court’s holding that HIV-positive produce clerk posed “negligible” risk of
contagion to customers and was therefore qualified individual with disability who did
not pose direct threat to health or safety of others).
344. 817 F. Supp. 1382, 1393 (W.D. Mich. 1993) (holding that duty to disclose risk

of HIV infection exists when defendant has actual knowledge of HIV infection, has
experienced HIV symptoms, or has knowledge that prior partner has HIV).
345. See id.
346. See id.
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The negligence standard under tort law should be instructive in
assessing whether the department should take precautions against the
infection of members of the public by not sending “rescuers” who
might infect them with fatal diseases.  Under long-established tort law,
a person is civilly liable for conduct which causes reasonably foresee-
able harm.347  Such person is not relieved of liability simply because
the statistical chances of the harm are minimal.  Instead, the law im-
poses upon every individual the duty to use reasonable care to avoid
harm which is foreseeable, even if the harm is not probable.348  Negli-
gence is generally assessed by balancing the gravity and probability of
harm against the burden of avoidance and the utility of the challenged
conduct.349

The consequences of contracting AIDS are obviously at the heav-
iest end of the gravity scale.  The likelihood of contagion is low, but
quite reasonably foreseeable.  The utility of the conduct is that it guar-
antees a person who is HIV-positive the job of his or her choice.  For
each one who is benefited, there is risk to many others.  Furthermore,
balancing in favor of the many does not unduly burden the person
with the disability.  There are certainly many other jobs that an HIV-
infected person could perform without placing such person in a posi-
tion which poses a reasonably foreseeable risk to the public and co-
workers; after all, most jobs in this country do not require employees
to regularly subject themselves to physically threatening situations
which often involve bleeding by one or more persons at a particular
“job site.”

B. Does the Qualification Standard Constitute
Prohibited Discrimination?

Once it is determined that a particular individual is covered by
the ADA, the next step is to determine whether the act committed by
the employer is prohibited by the Act.  In setting out specific illegal
conduct, the ADA prohibits:

using qualification standards, employment tests or other selection
criteria that screen out or tend to screen out an individual with a
disability or a class of individuals with disabilities unless the stan-

347. See W. PAGE KEETON ET AL., PROSSER AND KEETON ON THE LAW OF TORTS §
43, at 280 (5th ed. 1984).
348. See Palsgraf v. Long Island R.R., 162 N.E. 99, 100 (N.Y. 1928) (“The risk

reasonably to be perceived defines the duty to be obeyed”); see also United States v.
Carroll Towing Co., 159 F.2d 169, 173 (2d Cir. 1947) (discussing Judge Learned
Hand’s balancing test in maritime negligence case).
349. See United States Fidelity & Guar. Co. v. Plovidba, 683 F.2d 1022, 1026 (7th

Cir. 1982).
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dard, test or other selection criteria, as used by the covered entity, is
shown to be job-related for the position in question and is consis-
tent with business necessity.350

This provision must be considered in the context of public safety posi-
tions, namely the police and fire departments.

In the context of police department hiring, a group of African-
American applicants in Davis v. City of Dallas challenged college
credit requirements and the consideration of past drug use and convic-
tion records.351  In upholding the use of these criteria by the police
department, the court stated:

The degree of public risk and responsibility which the job of . . .
police officer entails, considered alone, would warrant examination
of the job relatedness of the [hiring criteria] under the lighter stan-
dard imposed under Spurlock . . . .

Moreover, the responsibility and potential for danger and abuse in-
herent in the position make the question of what constitutes a mini-
mally qualified or “adequate” police officer a less appropriate
standard for selecting members of the force than would be the case
in most other job positions . . . .352

The court in Tye v. City of Cincinnati made a similar assessment
in analyzing the hiring criteria used by the fire department.353  In up-
holding the fire department’s background investigation as job related,
the court stated, “[a] public employer hiring a firefighter is held to a
lighter burden in demonstrating that its employment criteria is [sic]
job-related, because of the potential risk to public safety of hiring in-
competent firefighters.”354  The selection criteria for public safety po-
sitions may be higher than those for other positions, provided that they
are related to the candidate’s ability to perform the essential functions
of the job.355  Consequently, the same job analysis which applies to

350. 42 U.S.C. § 12112(b)(6) (1994); cf. 29 C.F.R. § 1630.15 (1997) (discussing
defenses to allegation of discrimination).
351. See Davis v. City of Dallas, 777 F.2d 205, 215 (5th Cir. 1985) (upholding as

job-related college credit requirements and consideration of past drug use and convic-
tion records for positions in police department); see also United States v. Wichita
Falls, 704 F. Supp. 709, 713 (N.D. Tex. 1988) (upholding physical agility test, includ-
ing obstacle course, as representing tasks which police officer must be able to perform
in emergency situations).  In Wichita, the EEOC had challenged the use of a physical
agility test as having a disparate impact on women.
352. Davis, 777 F.2d at 215, 217.
353. See Tye v. City of Cincinnati, 794 F. Supp. 824, 833 (S.D. Ohio 1992); see also

Zamlen v. City of Cleveland, 906 F.2d 209, 218-19 (6th Cir. 1990) (upholding physi-
cal test which disproportionately eliminated women, because test was designed to
measure ability to perform tasks actually used in firefighting).
354. Tye, 794 F. Supp. at 833.
355. See supra Part IV, discussing Title VII and ADEA public safety cases.
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the “qualified” definition applies to a determination as to whether the
selection criteria are job-related and justified by business necessity.
The use of employment qualifications which are job-related and con-
sistent with business necessity does not constitute prohibited discrimi-
nation under the ADA, even if those qualifications screen out
individuals with certain disabilities.356

C. Reasonable Accommodation and “Light” or “Limited” Duty

The ADA requires that an employer provide a reasonable accom-
modation for a person with a disability if this accommodation will
allow the individual to successfully perform the essential functions of
the job.357  Courts have utilized these concepts under both the Reha-
bilitation Act and the ADA.358  Some disability rights advocates rec-
ommend that, where it cannot be persuasively argued that an applicant
with the disability can perform the essential functions of the job de-
scription as written, the position should be “modified” or “restruc-
tured” to a “limited duty” position as a “reasonable

356. See Burns v. City of Columbus, 91 F.3d 836, 842 (6th Cir. 1996) (“The Reha-
bilitation Act forbids discrimination based on stereotypes about a handicap, but it does
not forbid decisions based on the actual attributes of the handicap.”) (quoting Pes-
terfield v. Tennessee Valley Auth., 941 F.2d 437, 443 (6th Cir. 1991)); Monette v.
Electronic Data Sys. Corp., 90 F.3d 1173, 1184 (6th Cir. 1996) (holding employment
qualification essential to position sought). But see Hamlin v. Charter Township of
Flint, 942 F. Supp. 1129, 1137 (E.D. Mich. 1996) (stating that Monette analysis “ef-
fectively turns on its head the burden of proof in an ADA case because rather than the
plaintiff being required to show that he or she is capable of performing all of the
essential functions of a job, all he or she need do is challenge the essentiality of one of
the job functions and, thereby, shift the burden of proof on one of the critical factors
for showing that he or she is qualified for the job.  Such a shift is clearly unwarranted
because it allows a plaintiff to avoid making his or her prima facie case.”).
357. See 42 U.S.C. § 12111(9)(b) (1994).  The Act specifically mentions some

examples:
(A) making existing facilities used by employees readily accessible to
and usable by individuals with disabilities; and
(B) job restructuring, part-time or modified work schedules, reassign-
ment to a vacant position, acquisition or modification of equipment or
devices, appropriate adjustment or modifications of examinations, train-
ing materials or policies, the provision of qualified readers or interpreters,
and other similar accommodations for individuals with disabilities.

42 U.S.C. § 12111(9); see also supra Part II(B)(2).
358. Compare Davis v. Frank, 711 F. Supp. 447 (N.D. Ill. 1989) (decided under

Rehabilitation Act, holding that excusing plaintiff from answering phones, communi-
cating through written notes, providing plaintiff with “TTY” keyboard, and training
some employees to use basic sign language to communicate with plaintiff constituted
reasonable accommodation for deaf post office clerk), with Johnston v. Morrison, 849
F. Supp. 777 (N.D. Ala. 1994) (brought under ADA, upholding dismissal of waitress
who suffered panic attacks in crowded situations because no reasonable accommoda-
tion was possible).
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accommodation.”359  Under this theory of the ADA, a person with a
disability who applies for the position of police officer, but cannot
affect forceful arrests due to a disability, would be “accommodated”
by being placed in a non-contact, administrative, or limited-duty posi-
tion within that department.360

Typically, “light” or “limited duty” assignments are made for
sworn members who suffer temporary disabilities but are expected to
return to full-duty status.361  The percentage of sworn members in lim-
ited-duty positions at any given time is necessarily small. This process
allows an officer who has been injured to maintain her livelihood
while recovering, but does not jeopardize the public safety by signifi-
cantly reducing the number of full-duty officers available.

A police or fire department would face numerous operational
hardships, at a severe cost to the public, if it adopted a policy of creat-
ing permanent limited-duty positions.  Most police departments also
have civilian members who perform non-hazardous duties and are not
required to meet the physical standards applicable to full duty
officers.362

Comparisons of the salaries for police officers and civilians of
the same department reflect that sworn members are compensated for
physical abilities and hazardous duty rather than special incoming
skills.363  The difference between these employees is not education,
experience, or potential for skilled professional work; it can only be
explained by the differences in the physical demands and the hazards
of the position of police officer.  If the physical requirements and du-
ties of the position of police officer were waived, the remaining duties
would appropriately reclassify the position as a civilian “clerical
worker.”  Understanding this problem, the court in Conklin v. City of

359. See Saideman, supra note 3, at 62-63.
360. See id.
361. See, e.g., Lee v. City of Aurora, 76 F.3d 392 (10th Cir. 1996) (accreditation

officer); Davoll v. Webb, 943 F. Supp. 1289 (D. Colo. 1996); Santos v. Port Auth.,
No. 94 Civ. 8427, 1995 WL 431336 (S.D.N.Y. July 20, 1995) (restricted duty posi-
tion); Champ v. Baltimore County, 884 F. Supp. 991 (D. Md. 1995); Matos v. City of
Phoenix, 859 P.2d 748 (Ariz. Ct. App. 1993).
362. See EEOC v. Massachusetts, 864 F.2d 933, 938 (1st Cir. 1988); Danko v. Board

of Trustees, 608 N.E.2d 333, 343 (Ill. App. Ct. 1993); D’Amico v. Willis, 534 A.2d
1248, 1249 (Conn. App. Ct. 1987).
363. For example, the salary for an entry-level police officer for the D.C. Metropoli-

tan Police Department in 1995-96 was $27,945 per year.  The position requires no
special skills or education beyond a high school diploma.  In contrast, the civilian
employee with a high school diploma and no special skills, if hired, would be classi-
fied as a GS-3 clerical worker, at a salary of $15,600. OFFICE OF COMPENSATION AND

BENEFITS, D.C. OFFICE OF PERSONNEL, SALARY SCHEDULE FOR UNIFORMED AND CI-

VILIAN POSITIONS (October 1, 1995).
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Englewood found that the plaintiff police officer with a disability “did
not desire a position as a dispatcher, but rather wanted a new position:
dispatcher with a police officer’s salary.”364  His request that the de-
partment “employ him as a dispatcher and pay him as a police officer”
was an “unreasonable accommodation.”365

How would the placement of limited-duty officers into full-duty
“slots” affect a law enforcement agency’s ability to rely on the trans-
ferability of sworn personnel?  How many persons with disabilities
should a police department be required to permanently assign to cleri-
cal jobs while paying them the wages of uniformed, full-duty officers?
At what point does hiring persons who will never be full-duty police
officers become an “unreasonable accommodation,” or “undue hard-
ship”366 for the department or the public?  Is the new position, in ef-
fect, a civilian position?  If so, should it be paid at a civilian, rather
than a uniformed, salary?  If the department is required to substitute
lower paying civilian positions for uniformed positions to accommo-
date applicants with disabilities, would the payment of lower wages
arguably constitute discrimination against persons with disabilities in
the terms and conditions of employment?

To date, courts have not imposed a duty upon police or fire de-
partments to hire a person with a disability in a sworn position only to
place her in a permanent limited-duty position with no expectation
that she will ever perform the full duties of the sworn position.  Under
the Rehabilitation Act, a federal agency is under no duty to transfer an
employee from an already assigned position to another position which
she could perform.367  The employer is not required to find or create a
new job for the plaintiff.368

364. Conklin v. City of Englewood, No. 95-3786, 1996 U.S. App. Lexis 26173, at *5
(6th Cir. Oct. 1, 1996).
365. Id. at *8-*9.
366. For discussion of the related defense of “undue hardship,” see infra Part

V(D)(2).
367. See Florence v. Frank, 774 F. Supp. 1054, 1062 (N.D. Tex. 1991) (citing Wim-

bley v. Bolger, 642 F. Supp. 481, 486 (W.D. Tenn. 1986)); Carty v. Carlin, 623 F.
Supp. 1181, 1188-89 (D. Md. 1985); see also Florence, 774 F. Supp. at 1062 (citing
Black v. Frank, 730 F. Supp. 1087, 1091 (S.D. Ala. 1990)) (“[T]he duty to reasonably
accommodate only contemplates accommodation of a qualified handicapped em-
ployee’s present position.”).
368. See, e.g., Daugherty v. City of El Paso, 56 F.3d 695, 697 (5th Cir. 1995) (find-

ing insulin-dependent diabetic bus driver not qualified individual with disability);
Christopher v. Laidlaw Transit Co., 899 F. Supp. 1124, 1128 (S.D.N.Y. 1995) (find-
ing employer not required to re-train plaintiff for maintenance work where plaintiff
was no longer qualified as school bus driver, due to Department of Transportation
regulations barring insulin-dependent diabetics from position).
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Where the plaintiff was already on “limited duty” status before
termination, some courts have left as a trial question whether the
“qualified” analysis should surround the original, full-duty position or
the final, limited-duty position.369  These courts are unclear as to the
status of a police officer who is classified as “full-duty,” but is as-
signed to a position which does not require the performance of all of
the essential functions of a full-duty officer.  For example, in Dorris v.
City of Kentwood, the court denied summary judgment where the
plaintiff officer had been assigned to the Drug Abuse Resistance Edu-
cation program (“D.A.R.E.”) for the ten months preceding his termi-
nation.370  The plaintiff argued that the court should examine the
“essential functions” of a D.A.R.E. officer, rather than those of a full-
duty officer, in determining whether he was qualified for the posi-
tion.371  Based on his experience as a D.A.R.E. officer, the officer as-
serted that the primary function of the position was to teach drug
resistance to elementary and junior high school students.372  The of-
ficer requested that the department’s physical requirements, adopted
pursuant to national policy for police officers, be waived for him as a
“reasonable accommodation.”373  The court declined to decide
whether the department was required to permanently assign the plain-
tiff to a “comparable” job,374 but left the question to be decided after
trial.375

The Dorris court did not address the additional benefits of having
full-duty, uniformed officers in the D.A.R.E. program.  If the only
purpose of the program were to teach students drug resistance, this

369. See, e.g., Tuck v. HCA Health Serv., 7 F.3d 465 (6th Cir. 1993) (involving
nurse with back problems who was placed on light duty and then terminated for in-
ability to perform full-duty position which included lifting patients); Taylor v. Garrett,
820 F. Supp. 933 (E.D. Pa. 1993) (involving civilian rigger for Navy who was placed
on light duty after back injury); Dancy v. Kline, 639 F. Supp. 1076 (N.D. Ill. 1986)
(involving federal protection officer suffering from chronic low back syndrome who
was placed on light duty); cf. Malabarba v. Chicago Tribune Co., 149 F.3d 690, 696-
97 (7th Cir. 1998) (upholding granting of employer’s summary judgment motion
where light duty position was clearly temporary, and defendant had no permanent
light-duty positions).
370. No. 1:94-CV-249, 1994 WL 762219, at *5 (W.D. Mich. Oct. 4, 1994).
371. See id. at *3.
372. See id. at *1.  D.A.R.E. officers were required to be full-time, uniformed police

officers. See id. at *4.  As a full-duty officer, the plaintiff was required to affect
forcible arrests, climb, jump, and enter and exit vehicles quickly. See id. at *3.  The
plaintiff officer suffered from degenerative joint disease and was advised by doctors
not to run, jump, or engage in other similar movements. See id. at *1.
373. The court cited plaintiff’s brief as stating that the City may have been able to

obtain a waiver but gave no information to explain that contention. See id. at *4.
374. See id.
375. See id. at *5.



1998-99] PUBLIC SAFETY NEEDS AND THE ADA 101

could well be handled by a health teacher.  The presence of a full-duty
police officer in a school helps to provide protection for students and
teachers in schools, which have become increasingly violent.376  “Uni-
formed” implies carrying a gun and possibly other weapons.  Full-
duty, uniformed officers serve a dual function in such schools.  In ad-
dition to teaching the dangers of drug abuse, they protect students and
teachers, help to maintain order in schools, and expose students to
full-duty officers in a safe, positive context.  Furthermore, granting a
waiver would, in effect, civilianize the position, thereby depriving the
public of the protection of one more officer armed to protect while off-
duty.  At the same time, the public would be required to pay a police
officer’s salary for a civilian position.

To suggest that an employee should be guaranteed a particular
job or type of job throughout her career as a police officer reflects a
basic misunderstanding of police departments as para-military organi-
zations and their need for the transferability of personnel.377  Eliminat-
ing the ability to transfer personnel to meet operational needs,
particularly in emergency situations, would fundamentally alter the
nature of the job as well as thwart the legitimate goals of the
department.

Should an officer who had been assigned to traffic duty for three
months be permanently excused from the full-duty requirement of
weapons qualifications and guaranteed a non-weapon-using position
because she subsequently developed or discovered a disability?  Simi-
larly, if assigned to fingerprinting for two weeks, should an officer be
permanently excused from running and guaranteed a non-running po-
sition until retirement?

In two recent cases, one involving a police officer confined to a
wheelchair,378 and another involving an officer with an injured
hand,379 the courts have allowed the plaintiffs to go to trial to let juries
determine whether the police departments could “reasonably accom-
modate” them by assigning them to “permanent” light-duty positions.
If the courts continue to allow such cases to proceed to trial, their
outcomes will continue to be inconsistent, varying with the jury, the

376. See Pam Riley, School Violence: Getting It Out of Our System, NATIONAL

SCHOOL SAFETY CENTER NEWS JOURNAL, Fall 1995, at 4, 5 (discussing programs to
reduce school violence in North Carolina, including one in which police officer was
placed on campus).
377. See infra Part V(A)(1) discussing the “qualified” analysis with respect to police

and fire departments.
378. See Clark v. City of Chicago, No. 97-C-4820, 1998 WL 25760 (N.D. Ill. Jan. 9,

1998).
379. See Pinkerton v. City of Tampa, 981 F. Supp. 1455 (M.D. Fla. 1997).
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attorneys for each side, and other factors.  The inconsistencies will
result in some police and fire departments having to use full-duty of-
ficer slots to accommodate persons with handicaps in office positions,
while other departments will not have to do so.  This will also leave
police and fire departments in a state of confusion while attempting to
develop policies that meet public safety needs and comply with this
interpretation of the ADA.  They will have no legal framework within
which to develop such policies and will be inundated with litigation by
individuals with disabilities.  Juries will increasingly be asked to de-
termine the duties of police officers and firefighters.  Those determi-
nations, in turn, will depend largely on the department’s ability to
make jurors understand the concepts of, and need for, para-military
organizations in emergency situations.  Additionally, juries may be in-
fluenced by differences in compensation for non-hazardous desk jobs
and often dangerous full-duty law enforcement and firefighting
positions.

The court in Santos v. Port Authority recognized the problems
with putting these issues before a jury.380  A police officer with a per-
manently injured foot performed in a “light duty” status for more than
two years.381  In granting defendant’s motion for summary judgment,
the court stated that “no rational fact-finder could conclude that the
essential functions of the job of a police officer do not include duties
well beyond the limited clerical work that plaintiff is capable of per-
forming.”382  The court unapologetically held, as a matter of law, that
“[a] showing by plaintiff that he can satisfactorily perform light duty
functions is insufficient, for these duties do not encompass all of the
essential duties of a . . . police officer,”383 and that “‘[a]n accommoda-
tion that eliminates an essential function of the job is not
reasonable.’”384

To fully demonstrate the inconsistency in interpretation of the
ADA in the area of law enforcement and firefighting, a subsequent
case has offered an entirely innovative approach to this issue, which
could not have been predicted at the time that the department was
developing its policy with respect to the ADA and the Rehabilitation

380. No. 94 Civ. 8427, 1995 WL 431336 (S.D.N.Y. July 20, 1995).
381. Id. at *1.
382. Id. at *2.
383. Id. at *3; see also Blissitt v. City of Chicago, No. 86-C-9584, 1990 U.S. Dist.

LEXIS 5132, at *21 (N.D. Ill. Apr. 30, 1990) (stating that “it does not follow that an
individual who can perform Clerical duties” can be police officer).
384. Santos, 1995 WL 431336, at *3 (quoting McDonald v. Department of Correc-

tions, 880 F. Supp. 1416, 1423 (D. Kan. 1995)). See supra Part II(B)(2) discussing
the standard for “reasonable accommodation” under the ADA.
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Act.  In United States v. City and County of Denver, the court imposed
upon the City the burden of considering police officers with disabili-
ties for civilian positions both within the police department as well as
within the City’s overall personnel system.385  This approach goes fur-
ther than the approach used in Dorris v. City of Kentwood.386  In Dor-
ris, the court held that the “qualified” analysis could be applied to the
job duties which the plaintiff actually performed in his last assignment
as a police officer, although it was not a full-duty police officer posi-
tion.387 City and County of Denver expanded the reach of the initial
“qualified” analysis to a hypothetically vacant civilian position which
the plaintiff has never held.  This approach is problematic, since if the
plaintiff is not “qualified” in the initial analysis, she is not even cov-
ered by the ADA.388  The court justified its position by stating that the
ADA amended the Rehabilitation Act by imposing upon employers
the new duty of considering reassignment of a person with a disability
to a vacant position for which she qualifies.389

In Davoll v. Webb, a case consolidated with City and County of
Denver, the court applied the “qualified” analysis to civilian positions
based on the ADA’s definition of a qualified individual as one who
“can perform the essential functions of the employment position that
such individual holds or desires.”390  The irony of this analysis is that
the positions desired by plaintiffs in this case were not civilian posi-
tions at civilian salaries, but rather, “non-patrol commissioned posi-
tions within the police department.”391  The plaintiffs had not even
sought these jobs.  Since neither the job title nor the essential func-
tions of these positions were identified, there was no basis for a deter-
mination as to whether any of the plaintiffs were “qualified” for any of
the positions which the court deemed were “desired.”  Therefore, the
element of the plaintiffs’ prima facie case requiring proof that they
were “qualified” appears to have been bypassed.392

385. 943 F. Supp. 1304, 1312 (D. Colo. 1996), motion for injunctive relief rev’d sub
nom, Davoll v. Webb, 955 F. Supp. 110 (D. Colo. 1997).
386. No. 1:94-CV-249, 1994 WL 762219 (W.D. Mich. Oct. 4, 1994).
387. See id. at *4.
388. See supra Part II(B)(1)(b).
389. See Davoll v. Webb, 943 F. Supp. 1289, 1301 (D. Colo. 1996) (citing Leslie v.

Saint Vincent New Hope, Inc., 916 F. Supp. 879, 887 (S.D. Ind. 1996)).
390. Id. at 1300 (quoting 42 U.S.C. § 12111(8) (1994)).
391. Id. at 1299.
392. In fact, even the issue of whether plaintiffs were persons with disabilities ap-

pears to have been bypassed.  Instead, the court held that, in this class action suit, the
government was only required to show evidence of employer discrimination against
“some” of the employees which it sought to represent. See United States v. City and
County of Denver, 943 F. Supp. 1304, 1309 (D. Colo. 1996).  The court held this
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The approach in City and County of Denver does not endanger
the public, nor would it cause the public to pay for services it does not
receive.  The question is, rather, does the ADA require it?  The plain-
tiffs in City and County of Denver sought “special treatment rather
than simply nondiscriminatory treatment,” which several courts have
held is not required by the ADA.393  Furthermore, it remains to be
seen how the court’s mandate will be implemented.  Currently, a re-
tired police officer or firefighter is certainly free to apply for any civil-
ian position for which she is qualified.  How, then, would a person
with the disability be advantaged by being eligible for a transfer to a
position for which she is qualified?  Sworn and civilian positions are
generally represented by separate bargaining units.  The positions
merit different types of benefits, particularly with respect to retirement
eligibility and benefits, health benefits, accumulated leave, terms for
taking sick leave or administrative leave, reassignments, rank, senior-
ity, and disciplinary matters.394  As a practical matter, the sworn mem-
ber with a disability who is “reassigned” to a civilian position would
have to terminate her employment as a sworn member and be “re-
hired” as a civilian—at a new, civilian salary.  There would be numer-
ous questions with respect to whether sick or annual leave would be
transferable from sworn positions to civilian positions.  Seniority may
also be an issue.

burden met by the department’s admission that it has “a policy and practice that pro-
hibits reassignment of officers who develop disabilities to Career Service or non-
sworn (civilian) vacancies.”  Id. at 1309-10.  Although the court compared this analy-
sis to that taken under Title VII, the comparison is inappropriate.  In a sex discrimina-
tion case under Title VII, brought by a class of women, plaintiffs would have to at
least be women to have standing to sue, even if the individual qualifications of each
class member were assessed after liability to the class was established.  Under the
ADA, if the plaintiffs are not both “persons with disabilities” and “qualified” for the
position, they have no standing to bring suit.  In City and County of Denver, the court
has required them to prove neither. See id.
393. See MacGregor v. Louisiana State Univ. Bd. of Supervisors, 3 F.3d 850, 860

(5th Cir. 1993) (“[T]he additional accommodations, if granted, would constitute pref-
erential treatment . . . .”); Castellano v. City of New York, 946 F. Supp. 249, 255
(S.D.N.Y. 1996) (quoting Felde v. City of San Jose, 839 F. Supp. 708, 711 (N.D. Cal.
1994), aff’d, 66 F.3d 335 (9th Cir. 1995)), aff’d in part, vacated in part, 142 F.3d 58
(2d Cir. 1998); Lincoln CERCPAC v. Health and Hosps. Corps., 920 F. Supp. 488,
497 (S.D.N.Y. 1996) (“[T]he disabled are not entitled to more public services than the
abled receive . . . .”).
394. See Castellano, 946 F. Supp. at 255 (holding no ADA violation where retire-

ment benefits differ for full twenty-years service retirees, medical retirees for work-
related disabilities, and medical retirees for non-work related disabilities) (citing Felde
v. City of San Jose, 839 F. Supp. 708, 710 (N.D. Cal. 1994), aff’d, 66 F.3d 335 (9th
Cir. 1995)); EEOC NOTICE, QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT DISABILITY AND RE-

TIREMENT PLANS UNDER THE ADA, No. 915.002, May 11, 1995.
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Under this system, a transferred employee would presumably for-
feit any right to medical retirement as a sworn member.  This may be
undesirable for many sworn members with disabilities.  Typically, in
urban departments, a young officer who is no longer physically quali-
fied for police work could receive a medical disability retirement pen-
sion and then work in the private sector in a less physically demanding
position.  In jurisdictions where “double dipping”395 is prohibited, a
city retiree may have to delay retirement benefits from one city job
while employed in another city job.  Of course, the individual would
be free to make the choice between the pension and the job; however,
the combination of the pension and the civilian salary might well ex-
ceed the sole income she could receive as a civilian civil servant with
no special skills outside of police work.

The court in City and County of Denver did not provide any gui-
dance with respect to these matters.396  The court was not impressed
with the City’s arguments that “[r]equiring the City to alter its Charter,
change its Career Service Authority merit system of filling vacancies,
and transfer disabled police officers into vacant Career Service posi-
tions would require fundamental alteration in the nature of the City’s
personnel program.”397

The court further held that even if the city’s charter barred trans-
fers and reassignments between classified and Career Services, “it
would be preempted by the ADA, which specifically directs employ-
ers to modify existing practices and policies which do not conform
with it.”398  The court based this conclusion on the ADA’s provision
that, among a list of other possibilities,399 a “reasonable accommoda-
tion” may include “reassignment to a vacant position.”400  However,
the court seems to have interpreted the term “may” as “must.”  It is an
employer’s burden to show undue hardship in refusing to provide a

395. The term is used to describe receiving a pension from a municipality as a re-
tiree, while, at the same time, receiving a salary from that municipality as a current
employee.  Many municipalities prohibit “double dipping,” so that a retiree of a mu-
nicipality may only be rehired by it if she gives up her pension while employed by the
municipality.
396. 943 F. Supp. 1304 (D. Colo. 1996).
397. Id. at 1311.
398. Id.
399. Other listed accommodations include job restructuring, part-time or modified

work schedules, acquisition or modification of equipment or devices, appropriate ad-
justment or modifications of examinations, training materials or policies, the provision
of qualified readers or interpreters, and other similar accommodations for individuals
with disabilities. See 42 U.S.C. § 12111(9)(b) (1994).
400. See City and County of Denver, 943 F. Supp. at 1310.
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“reasonable accommodation;”401 however, the ADA did contemplate
the consideration of collective bargaining agreements and other per-
sonnel matters in deciding what accommodations would be “reason-
able” for the employer.402  Must the department transfer a minimally
qualified person with a disability into a civilian, government position
while more qualified candidates named on civil service lists await em-
ployment or experienced civilian employees are “bumped” for promo-
tion?  The ADA does not mandate that persons with disabilities be
guaranteed jobs or that they be “transferred” into vacant positions
where the employer would otherwise choose to hire or promote a more
qualified candidate.403

The City and County of Denver court may have obligated em-
ployers to “accommodate” persons with disabilities well beyond mak-
ing the “reasonable” personnel adjustments intended by Congress;
nevertheless, the City did not convince the court that it could not reas-
sign the police officers with disabilities due to undue hardship.404

D. Defenses

1. “Job-Related and Consistent with Business Necessity,”
Incorporating “Direct Threat”

The “job-related and consistent with business necessity” lan-
guage is used not only to define illegal conduct,405 but is reiterated
under the heading “Defenses.”406  Defenses are appropriately asserted

401. See 42 U.S.C. § 12112(b)(5)(A) (1994).
402. See Milton v. Scrivner, 53 F.3d 1118, 1124 (10th Cir. 1995) (citing 29 C.F.R.

§ 1630, app. § 1630.2(n) (1998)); Murphy v. United Parcel Service, Inc., 946 F. Supp.
872, 883 (D. Kan. 1996) (holding that “reasonable accommodation” under ADA does
not include requiring employer to reassign essential function to other employees).
403. See Castellano v. City of New York, 946 F. Supp. 249, 254 (S.D.N.Y. 1996)

(quoting Pottgen v. Missouri State High Sch. Activities Assoc., 40 F.3d 926, 930 (8th
Cir. 1994)), aff’d in part, vacated in part, 142 F.3d 58 (2d Cir. 1998) (“Reasonable
accommodations are those that do not require an organization ‘to lower or to effect
substantial modifications of standards to accommodate a handicapped person.’”).
404. City and County of Denver, 943 F. Supp. at 1301.  The court noted: “The gov-

ernment asserts Defendants fail to explain how the transfer [of] an average of four
officers a year into a 9,500 employee organization (Career Service) would require the
City to modify completely its personnel system.” Id.
405. See 42 U.S.C. § 12112(b)(6) (1994).
406. The ADA states:

It may be a defense to a charge of discrimination under this chapter that
an alleged application of qualification standards, tests, or selection crite-
ria that screen out or otherwise deny a job or benefit to an individual with
a disability has been shown to be job-related and consistent with business
necessity, and such performance cannot be accomplished by reasonable
accommodation as required under this subchapter.

Id. § 12113(a).
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only after there has been a determination that an individual with a
disability is qualified to perform the essential functions of a job.  Once
a plaintiff has established a prima facie case, the employer may defend
by proving that, despite the plaintiff’s demonstration that she can per-
form the essential functions of the job, a particular physical job crite-
rion is job-related, and therefore, necessary to the safe and efficient
operation of the business.407  This is the defendant’s burden.  It is in
this context that “direct threat” appears once again: “The term ‘qualifi-
cation standards’ may include a requirement that an individual shall
not pose a direct threat to the health or safety of other individuals in
the workplace.”408

The burden of demonstrating whether the plaintiff can safely per-
form the essential functions of the job is placed on the plaintiff as part
of the prima facie case, or more specifically under the Arline409 analy-
sis, where “job-relatedness” and “business necessity” are specifically
discussed in the EEOC Regulations and Manual examining public
safety cases.410  However, where courts do deviate from the Arline
model and address direct threat only as a defense, the issues presented
will be identical to those addressing direct threat as part of the plain-
tiff’s burden to prove that she is a qualified individual with a disabil-
ity.411  The only difference is that the burdens of proof are reversed.
In “close” cases, this could make a difference.

2. “Undue Hardship”

As the direct threat defense is the reciprocal of the qualified anal-
ysis, the undue hardship defense is the reciprocal of the reasonable
accommodation analysis.  The issues and evidence presented are very
much the same; however, the plaintiff bears the burden of proving
reasonable accommodation and the defendant bears the burden of
proving undue hardship.412

As in defining “reasonable accommodation,” the related defense
of “undue hardship” must be examined on a case-by-case basis.  An
accommodation which constitutes an undue hardship for one employer
may be easily accomplished by another.  The cost of the accommoda-

407. See Andrews v. State of Ohio, 104 F.3d 803, 808 (6th Cir. 1997) (dismissing
overweight police officers’ claims of discrimination for failure to show that they were
disabled as a result of their obesity).  This is the defendant’s burden. See id. at 810.
408. See 42 U.S.C. § 12113(b).
409. See School Bd. of Nassau County v. Arline, 481 U.S. 273 (1987) (finding

schoolteacher with tuberculosis disabled).
410. See supra Part V(A)(2).
411. See id.
412. See supra Part II(B)(4).
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tion must be assessed in relation to the budget of the particular em-
ployer, the salary or economic worth of the employee to be
accommodated, and other economic factors.413  Personnel changes and
reassignments are considered in relation to the number, assignment,
and duties of the particular employees involved and the nature of the
employer’s business.414

The same operational problems posed by the analysis of “reason-
able accommodations” are posed in the undue hardship analysis as
well.  The cost of supporting limited-duty officers at full-duty salaries
would unduly burden the departments and the public, both operation-
ally and financially.  The alternative is to lower physical standards to
permit persons with disabilities to function as full-duty officers.  This
option would also cause an undue and unacceptable hardship because
it would put the public and members of the department (including the
person with the disability) at an increased risk of harm.415

E. Individual Evaluations or Blanket Exclusions?

The ADA has been interpreted to prohibit all blanket exclu-
sions.416  However, all blanket exclusions are not prohibited by the
ADA any more than they have been prohibited under the Rehabilita-
tion Act.  When the court in Davis v. Meese upheld the blanket exclu-
sion of persons with insulin-dependent diabetes from the position of
FBI agent, it carefully explained the narrow circumstances under
which such an exclusion would be appropriate.417  The court stressed
that although blanket exclusions are not generally acceptable under the
Rehabilitation Act, they may be valid “if the requirements are directly
connected with and substantially promote legitimate safety and job
performance concerns and are tailored to those concerns, then such
requirements may be held valid notwithstanding that they effect a
group or class rather than a single individual.”418

413. See EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL, supra note 18, § 3.9, at III-12 to
III-16.
414. See id. § 3.9.2 to .5, at III-13 to III-15.
415. See supra Part V(C); see also infra Part VI(A).
416. See Bombrys v. Toledo, 849 F. Supp. 1210, 1219 (N.D. Ohio 1993) (“An indi-

vidualized assessment is absolutely necessary if persons with disabilities are to be
protected from unfair and inaccurate stereotypes and prejudices.”); see also supra Part
III(C) and Part V(A)(2).
417. See Davis v. Meese, 692 F. Supp. 505, 520 (E.D. Pa. 1998).
418. See id. at 517; see also, supra, Part III(C) for full quotation and discussion.
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The definition of “qualified” under the ADA is identical to the
definition of “otherwise qualified” under the Rehabilitation Act.419

The Rehabilitation Act also sought to measure the individual for the
position and to carefully scrutinize any blanket exclusion based on
disability.420  Nevertheless, there were circumstances under which all
persons with a particular disability would have been disqualified from
the position if individually tested; therefore, the courts—including the
Supreme Court—upheld blanket exclusions of persons with certain
disabilities.421  There is no reasonable rationale for interpreting the
ADA inconsistently with the Rehabilitation Act with respect to public
safety cases and hiring criteria.  Several courts have specifically stated
that there is no substantive difference between the two Acts.422

419. See 42 U.S.C. § 12111(8) (1994); Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1992,
Pub. L. No. 102-569, § 102(p)(32)(A), (B), § 506, 106 Stat. 4344, 4360, 4428 (1992)
(cited in Burns v. City of Columbus, 91 F.3d 836, 840 (6th Cir. 1996)). See generally
Andrews v. Ohio, 104 F.3d 803, 807 (6th Cir. 1995) (finding overweight highway
patrol officers do not fit the definition of handicapped under ADA or Rehabilitation
Act); Castellano v. New York, 946 F. Supp. 249, 252 (S.D.N.Y. 1996) (finding police
officers who retired early due to disability were not otherwise qualified for certain
retirement benefits), aff’d, 142 F.3d 58 (2d Cir. 1998).
420. See Chandler v. City of Dallas, 2 F.3d 1385, 1393 (5th Cir. 1993) (stating insu-

lin-dependent workers with vision impairment were not otherwise qualified to drive);
Serrapica v. City of New York, 708 F. Supp. 64, 73 (S.D.N.Y. 1989) (stating insulin-
dependent applicant for sanitation position was not otherwise qualified because of
safety concerns), aff’d, 808 F.2d 156 (2d Cir. 1989); Davis v. Meese, 692 F. Supp.
500, 505 (E.D. Pa. 1988) (stating insulin-dependent applicant for FBI position was not
otherwise qualified for position as law enforcement officer).
421. See Southeastern Community College v. Davis, 442 U.S. 397, 407 n.7 (1979)

(denying prospective nurse admission in training program due to deafness); Ferdo v.
Reno, 21 F.3d 1391, 1396-97 (7th Cir. 1994) (upholding exclusion of hepatitis-B posi-
tive federal marshals due to public safety concerns); DiPompo v. West Point Military
Academy, 960 F.2d 326, 327 (2d Cir. 1992) (upholding blanket exclusion of firefight-
ers with dyslexia); Huber v. Howard County, Md., 56 F.3d 61 (D. Md. 1995) (unpub-
lished table decision) (upholding exclusion of asthmatics); Serrapica v. City of New
York, 708 F. Supp. 64, 73-74 (S.D.N.Y. 1989) (stating sanitation worker with diabetes
not otherwise qualified), aff’d, 808 F.2d 156 (2d Cir. 1989); Davis v. Meese, 692 F.
Supp. 505, 520 (E.D. Pa. 1988) (upholding blanket exclusion against all insulin-de-
pendent diabetics for position of FBI agent); American Fed’n of Gov. Emp. v. Dole,
670 F. Supp. 445, 448-49 (D.D.C. 1987) (stating employees in certain responsible
industries may not be otherwise qualified due to drug use).
422. See Burns v. City of Columbus, 91 F.3d 836, 842 (6th Cir. 1996) (stating police

officer failed to make prima facie case of discrimination since City did not know of
disability); Andrews, 104 F.3d at 807; Chandler, 2 F.3d at 1387 (stating driver with
severe vision problems and insulin-dependent diabetes not otherwise qualified); Cas-
tellano, 946 F. Supp. at 252-53; Joyce v. Suffolk County, 911 F. Supp. 92, 98
(E.D.N.Y. 1996) (finding that candidate for police force failed to show that he was
considered disabled by the potential employer); Champ v. Baltimore County, 884 F.
Supp. 991, 995 (D. Md. 1995) (finding disabled police officer was not otherwise qual-
ified and accommodations requested not reasonable).
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Consistent with the position taken in Davis v. Meese and its prog-
eny, the EEOC ADA Technical Assistance Manual and the legislative
history of the ADA acknowledge that blanket disability-based exclu-
sions may be justified in:

the very limited situation where in all cases [the] physical condi-
tion, by its nature, would prevent the person with a disability from
performing the essential functions of the job, even with reasonable
accommodations.423

In addition, use of uniformly applied qualification standards that
measure a specific physical or mental ability, such as a visual acuity
requirement for airline pilots, is more likely to withstand challenge.424

Congress specifically acknowledged that, particularly for posi-
tions involving public safety, physical qualifications are valid hiring
criteria if they are job-related and consistent with business necessity,
even if they screen out all persons with a particular disability.425  No
court has held that blind persons should not be subject to a blanket
exclusion for the position of airline pilot.  It is not necessary that an
employer individually test each blind applicant when the result will
necessarily be that no blind person can see the control panels, other
aircraft, the area surrounding the plane, or weather conditions.  The
condition itself—blindness—is determinative of whether a person
could see while flying.  This is a blanket exclusion, no matter how it is
characterized.

For similar reasons, how can it be argued that blind applicants
should be accepted as full-duty police officers or firefighters?426  The
question becomes where to draw the line.  This question can be an-
swered as follows: where the condition itself defines the inevitable
results of individual testing, blanket exclusions should be permitted.
Conversely, where a disability varies substantially from person to per-
son, such that individual testing will result in some class members
being able to perform the essential functions of the job, then individ-
ual testing is mandated by the ADA.

423. S. REP. NO. 101-116, at 27 (1989).
424. See EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL, supra note 18, § 4.4, at IV-5 to

IV-9.
425. See H.R. REP. NO. 101-485, pt. II (1990), reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N. 303,

339.  For further discussion of the legislative history of the ADA, see supra Part
V(A)(2).
426. Lawyers and judges may typically have more experience depending on airline

pilots for their physical safety than on police officers or firefighters; this may explain
why the duties of the latter positions and the importance of safe and efficient perform-
ance in these positions have been misunderstood or underestimated by both litigators
and courts.
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Police and fire departments should not have to repeatedly test
individuals with identical conditions, only to arrive at an inevitable,
obvious conclusion (e.g., no blind person can conduct surveillance of
a suspect or see an unconscious victim in a fire, no paraplegic can
chase a suspect over a fence or climb a ladder to pull a child out of a
burning building, and no completely deaf person can hear a cry for
help).  Yet, to eliminate such persons from police and firefighting po-
sitions is to use blanket exclusions.

What is the practical difference between: (a) determining that a
particular individual, because she is dependent upon insulin, is subject
to sudden incapacitation; and (b) determining that all insulin-depen-
dent diabetics are subject to incapacitation?  The court in Bombrys v.
Toledo instructed the department to “evaluate each police officer can-
didate on a case-by-case basis and determine what risks that individual
presents to him/herself and the public.”427  However, the Bombrys
court, like the court in Davis v. Meese, concluded that it is impossible
to predict which officers will have a catastrophic incident while on
duty.428  If it is impossible to predict who will become incapacitated,
how can individual assessments of risks be made?

Does the ADA require a police or fire department to hire a person
who is insulin-dependent and wait for a hypoglycemic or hyperglyce-
mic episode to occur?429  This is exactly what happened in Bombrys.
Plaintiff Bombrys brought suit to be accepted into the police acad-
emy.430  The court issued a restraining order mandating that the City
admit Bombrys into the academy and permit him to complete the
course.431  Bombrys completed the course, but, while still a probation-
ary police officer, suffered a severe, incapacitating hypoglycemic epi-
sode while on duty.432  Fortunately, this incident did not occur during

427. See Bombrys v. Toledo, 849 F. Supp. 1210, 1219 (N.D. Ohio 1993).
428. See id.; see also Davis v. Meese, 692 F. Supp. 505, 513 (E.D. Pa. 1988).
429. “Hypoglycemia is an abnormally low concentration of glucose in the blood

which may lead to tremulousness, cold sweat, headache, hypothermia, irritability,
confusion, hallucinations, bizarre behavior, and ultimately, convulsions and coma.”
Wood v. Omaha School Dist., 25 F.3d 667, 668 (8th Cir. 1994) (quoting DORLAND’S

ILLUSTRATED MEDICAL DICTIONARY, 804 (27th ed. 1988) [hereinafter DORLAND]) .
This condition is remedied by the ingestion of food or glucose. See Bombrys, 849 F.
Supp. at 1214.  “Hyperglycemia is an abnormally increased concentration of glucose
in the blood.” Wood, 25 F.3d at 668 (citing DORLAND, supra, at 793).  This can also
cause blurred vision, loss of consciousness, or death, but can be prevented by the use
of insulin. See Bombrys, 849 F. Supp. at 1214.
430. See Bombrys, 849 F. Supp. at 1212.
431. See id.
432. See id. at 1213.
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an emergency situation and Bombrys was administered an intravenous
solution and taken to the hospital.433

The Bombrys court acknowledged that in an emergency situation,
the plaintiff police officer trainee might not be able to monitor his
blood sugar or ingest food or glucose to correct his condition.434  The
court further conceded that “if Mr. Bombrys were to become incapaci-
tated while involved in an emergency situation, the consequences to
him and to those around him could be tragic.”435

The Bombrys court specifically refused to give “controlling
weight” to the decision in Davis v. Meese.436  The court questioned
whether Davis was still good law after the passage of the ADA and
“suspect[ed]” that the FBI would revise its policy after the passage of
the ADA.437  The policy employed by the Federal Bureau of Investi-

433. See id.
434. See id. at 1218.
435. Id. at 1218-19.
436. See id. at 1220.
437. See id.  The court also stated that the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)

was “revising its policy . . . to allow certain insulin-dependent diabetics to drive over
the road trucks in interstate commerce.” Id; see 49 C.F.R. § 391.41(b)(3) (1997) (in
its physical qualifications for drivers, requiring that a person “has no established med-
ical history or clinical diagnosis of diabetes mellitus currently requiring insulin for
control.”).  The court cited no authority for either prediction concerning future federal
policy.  Nevertheless, pursuant to congressional directive (the legislative history of the
ADA indicates that Congress “expected” DOT to review its regulations and make any
necessary changes to bring them into compliance with the ADA, see H.R. REP. NO.
101-485, at 42 (1990)), on July 29, 1993, DOT implemented a waiver program for a
limited number of carefully chosen experienced drivers of large interstate commercial
vehicles with insulin-dependent diabetes and vision impairments. See 49 U.S.C. §
31136(e) (Supp. 1996); see also Rauenhorst v. United States Dep’t of Transp., 95
F.3d 715 (8th Cir. 1996) (reversing Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) de-
nial of plaintiff’s application for waiver of federal regulation requiring binocular vi-
sion to obtain driver’s license, finding that FHWA acted arbitrarily and capriciously in
its decision). But see Advocates for Highway and Auto Safety v. Federal Highway
Admin., 28 F.3d 1288 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (nullifying FHWA’s waiver program for driv-
ers with impaired vision until evidence was gathered to confirm that waivers would
not endanger public safety).  The FHWA subsequently found that there was enough
additional evidence to justify the safety of the waiver program, and therefore put it
back into effect on November 17, 1994. See Rauenhorst, 95 F.3d at 718.  The pro-
gram was experimental, closely monitored, and designed to study whether all such
drivers with these impairments present a public safety risk. See 49 U.S.C.
§ 31136(e)(2) (describing the waiver program as a “safety pilot program” and outlin-
ing how it was to be “monitored”).  Furthermore, it allowed drivers with these impair-
ments who had been driving safely for at least three years to continue their
employment. See id. § 31136(e)(2)(A)(ii)(III).  However, as of January 8, 1996, DOT
has proposed only that those drivers currently in the waiver program be permitted to
remain driving so that DOT can continue to study the issue. See Proposed Rules,
Department of Transportation, 61 Fed. Reg. 606 (1996).  Consequently, unless specif-
ically granted waivers, new drivers are still subject to the blanket exclusions. But see
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gation would serve as an appropriate model for a police department
since the FBI is the lead federal law enforcement agency in the nation.
In June of 1993, when Bombrys was decided,438 the ADA had been in
effect for nearly a year and had been enacted nearly three years ear-
lier.439  If the ADA invalidated the FBI’s policy, the agency had ample
time to bring its requirements into compliance before Bombrys was
decided.440  This is particularly true since Congress specifically in-
structed DOT to examine its requirements and ensure that its regula-
tions were in compliance with the ADA within two years of its
enactment.441

The Bombrys decision demonstrates that even when courts inval-
idate blanket exclusions, they may simultaneously uphold the rejection
or termination of the plaintiff challenging the exclusion.  Interestingly,
the Bombrys court did not need to set the broad precedent established
in its opinion in order to invalidate the blanket exclusion of insulin-
dependent police officers.  The court could have held the exclusion
violative of the ADA because the City of Toledo discriminated be-
tween different disabilities which could result in similar sudden inca-
pacitation.  The City did not apply a blanket exclusion to persons
suffering from epilepsy or asthma.442  Furthermore, the department did
not relieve police officers from duty once they developed disabling
conditions, including inter alia, insulin-dependent diabetes.443  The
court concluded that these inconsistencies weakened the department’s
argument that it could not retain the plaintiff because he posed an un-

Sarsycki v. United Parcel Service, Inc., 862 F. Supp. 336 (W.D. Okla. 1994) (finding
discrimination based on physical disability where UPS transferred insulin-dependent
diabetic from his position as driver).

Even if DOT eventually waives these requirements, the duties of a truck driver
differ substantially from those of a police officer or firefighter.  A truck driver may
well have time to pull over and take insulin or food, while a police officer or
firefighter cannot “call ‘time out’ to care for his or her own physical needs when
called upon to rescue someone else from imminent harm.” See Joyce v. Suffolk
County, 911 F. Supp. 92, 97 (E.D.N.Y. 1996).
438. Bombrys v. Toledo, 849 F. Supp. 1210 (N.D. Ohio 1993).
439. The ADA took effect on July 26, 1992 and was enacted on July 26, 1990. See

supra note 1.
440. The FBI was the lead author of the August 1993 Major City Chiefs Report. See
MAJOR CITY CHIEFS, supra note 269, Foreword.  In discussing physical requirements
for law enforcement officers, the Report does not indicate that blanket exclusions are
impermissible.  Instead, the Report advises that “any employment qualification, stan-
dard or criteria that screens out or tends to screen out persons with a disability must be
job-related and consistent with business necessity.” Id. at 36.
441. H.R. REP. NO. 101-485, at 57 (1990), reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N. 267, 339-

40, quoted in Rauenhorst, 95 F.3d at 716.
442. See Bombrys, 849 F. Supp. at 1219.
443. See id.



114 LEGISLATION AND PUBLIC POLICY [Vol. 2:37

acceptable risk to safety.444  Some courts purport to use the Bombrys
rationale of prohibiting blanket exclusions in favor of individual as-
sessments of fitness, but their reasoning implies that any person with
the plaintiff’s disability would be disqualified.445 For example, in
Wood v. Omaha, the court stated that its individualized assessment of
two insulin-dependent bus drivers indicated that the plaintiffs would
pose unacceptable safety risks to the riders.446  The court held that
they were not “otherwise qualified”447 for their positions within the
meaning of the ADA because they might lose consciousness or be-
come visually impaired while driving, posing an unacceptable safety
risk to the riders.448  However, the court did not cite any incidents of
hypoglycemic episodes that these individuals had experienced on the
job, nor did it discuss any evidence indicating that these two drivers
were any more prone to sudden incapacitation than were any other
insulin-dependent persons.

The Wood court appears to have based its conclusion on the fact
that the drivers were dependent upon insulin, specifically relying on
the trial court’s finding that the plaintiffs were:

insulin-using diabetic persons, and as such [are] at appreciable
[risk] of developing hypoglycemia, the symptoms of hypoglycemia
and complications from hyperglycemia, the onset of which may oc-
cur without warning and that constitute a danger to the Plaintiffs,
the school children, and any others on the van, and other persons
using the road or highway.449

Similarly, in Siefken v. Village of Arlington Heights, a police of-
ficer was terminated after he drove recklessly, at high speed, during a
hypoglycemic episode.450  Citing Bombrys, the court held that “blan-
ket exclusions provide a potential for abuse based on stereotypical
views.”451  However, based on the hypoglycemic episode which
caused him to endanger the public, himself, and government property,
this plaintiff could not be reasonably accommodated and posed a di-

444. See id. at 1214-15, 1219.
445. See Wood v. Omaha School Dist., 25 F.3d 667, 668 (8th Cir. 1994).
446. See id.
447. The court was apparently using the Rehabilitation Act “otherwise qualified”

language rather than the ADA “qualified” language.  For discussion, see supra Part
III(B).
448. See Wood, 25 F.3d at 669.
449. See id. at 668 (emphasis added) (quoting Wood v. School Dist. of Omaha, 784

F. Supp. 1441, 1445-46 (D. Neb. 1992) (second and third alterations in original)).
450. See Siefken v. Village of Arlington Heights, No. 94 C 2404, 1994 U.S. Dist.

LEXIS 13015 (September 14, 1994), aff’d, 65 F.3d 664 (7th Cir. 1995).
451. See id. at *6.
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rect threat to the safety of others.452  Although the incident was used
to show that this particular plaintiff did not have his diabetes under
control, the court conceded that “the discussion in cases indicates a
hypoglycemic episode cannot entirely be ruled out even for insulin-
dependent diabetics exercising good control . . . .”453  The court con-
tinued to explain that the risks do vary among individuals; however,
this concession raises the question of whether anyone who was insu-
lin-dependent would pose an unacceptable risk of danger to them-
selves or others.

In Miller v. Sioux Gateway Fire Department, under state law
mirroring the ADA, the court upheld the termination of an insulin-
dependent diabetic airport firefighter whose diabetes was uncon-
trolled.454  Although there was specific evidence of the plaintiff’s indi-
vidual condition, the court appeared to rely primarily on generalized
information about insulin-dependent diabetes.455  The court noted that
the National Fire Protection Association determined that diabetes
should be a valid reason for rejection of applicants for the position of
firefighter.456  The court further cited the department’s evidence that a
diabetic could not receive insulin or nourishment while wearing the
clothing and breathing apparatus required in many fire situations.457

The court accepted the department’s argument that if the plaintiff were
to have an “insulin reaction” during an emergency situation, “he
would risk his life, the lives of airplane passengers, and the lives of
other firefighters.”458  The court emphasized that “[t]he window of op-
portunity in controlling aircraft fire is three to five minutes.”459

Although these courts claimed to have made individual inquiries
regarding the ability of a plaintiff with a disability to perform a job,
the conclusion in each case was that the individual was not qualified
because of the risk of sudden incapacitation necessarily due to depen-
dence on insulin.  Based on the reasoning set forth by these courts, can
it truly be said that anyone who was insulin-dependent could be “qual-
ified” for these positions?  The analyses used in such cases often
amounts to a blanket exclusion of all insulin-dependent diabetics  no
matter how it is camouflaged.

452. See id. at *5.
453. Id. at *7.
454. See Miller v. Sioux Gateway, 497 N.W. 2d 838, 839 (Iowa 1993).
455. See id.
456. See id. at 842.
457. See id.
458. See id.
459. See id.
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On the other hand, some courts have clearly held that persons
with specific disabilities would pose a direct threat to public safety if
employed in certain positions.

The issue whether an insulin-dependent diabetic is otherwise quali-
fied for positions involving driving or other high risk activities has
been addressed by several federal courts.  Those courts have uni-
formly held that insulin-dependent diabetics present an unaccept-
able risk, and are thus not otherwise qualified, to be employed as,
inter alia, sanitation truck drivers or special agents within the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation.  We are aware of no cases holding that
insulin-dependent diabetes does not present a significant risk in
connection with the operation of motor vehicles on public
highways.

We hold that, as a matter of law, a driver with insulin dependent
diabetes . . . presents a genuine substantial risk that he could injure
himself or others . . . .  “Woe unto the employer who put such an
employee behind the wheel of a vehicle owned by the employer
which was involved in a vehicular accident.”460

The rationales set forth in such cases create confusing and mis-
leading precedent.  Courts are torn between a belief that blanket exclu-
sions are never permissible under the ADA and the realistic
understanding that there are practical limitations imposed on individu-
als by certain disabilities.  This confusion is unnecessary.  The legisla-
tive intent of the ADA and precedent set under the Rehabilitation Act
provide adequate instruction for analysis of blanket exclusions under
the ADA, at least with respect to public safety positions.

VI
SOCIAL AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF ADA
LITIGATION IN POLICE AND FIREFIGHTER CASES

A. The Interested Parties

How will the solutions that police and fire departments develop
to respond to the dilemmas posed by the ADA impact affected
groups?461  What are the interests of each group?  How can they be
protected?  What is the cost of that protection as weighed against the
interests of the other groups that must be considered?  There must be a
realistic, reasonable, and fair balance of interests.

460. Daugherty v. City of El Paso, 56 F.3d 695, 698 (5th Cir. 1995) (quoting Chan-
dler v. City of Dallas, 2 F.3d. 1385, 1395 (5th Cir. 1993) (citations omitted in
original)).
461. See supra Part V(C)-(D).
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1. The Plaintiffs

It is crucial that the overall purpose of the ADA be fulfilled if
persons with disabilities are to participate fully in society.  The ADA
was intended to create opportunities for, and accommodate individuals
with disabilities in positions for which they qualify, that is, positions
in which such individuals can perform the essential functions of the
job.  The law must ensure that persons with disabilities are no longer
prevented from developing their potential in, and contributing to, the
work force.  Certainly, no one should be barred from a position that
can be competently performed because of a disability.

The obvious, immediate benefit to the plaintiffs who prevail in
ADA cases is that they will be employed in the positions of their
choice, receiving salaries and other benefits.  However, it may be
short-sighted to view this as a victory in all cases.  Individual plaintiffs
with disabilities may not necessarily be the ultimate victors if they
prevail with decisions that place them in public safety positions.  Po-
lice and firefighter positions demand the performance of highly physi-
cal tasks.462  The ability to perform a particular job function in an
emergency situation could mean the difference between life and death.
Where their disabilities do, in fact, prevent them from performing
physical tasks which could have prevented death or injury to a mem-
ber of the public, fellow employees, or themselves, the legal victory is
a practical tragedy.  Even if all persons with certain types of disabili-
ties were subject to blanket exclusion from law enforcement and
firefighting, this would not significantly affect the disability commu-
nity.  An endless list of positions—from cashier to rocket scientist—
would remain open to persons who could not qualify to be police of-
ficers or firefighters.

2. The Public

The public at large clearly needs the best police protection it can
afford.  In emergency situations, the physical capabilities of emer-
gency personnel, such as police officers or firefighters, could deter-
mine life, death, or serious injury to those being rescued.  Police and
fire departments are para-military organizations which depend upon
the transferability of sworn personnel.  Any sworn member may be
called upon to perform the duties of another, particularly when the
other member may be killed or injured.

If threatened with a life or death situation, is it unreasonable to
expect that the persons entrusted with the rescue are the most able

462. See supra Part V(A)(2).
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runners, lifters, climbers, and shooters that the population has to offer?
Is it unreasonable to require those persons to have at least average
vision and hearing ability so that they can detect danger from as many
directions as possible?

Police officers are “on call” at all times.  They are usually obli-
gated to wear their weapons while in their employer’s jurisdiction and
are sworn to protect the public and prevent crime even when off-
duty.463  Limited-duty officers may not carry weapons and cannot pro-
vide this off-duty protection to the public.  Therefore, an increase in
the number of limited-duty officers decreases police protection to the
public.

Taxpayers, as members of the public, would also be affected if
“reasonable accommodations” were interpreted by the courts to re-
quire police and fire departments to hire applicants with disabilities
and assign them to permanent “limited” or “light” duty positions.  The
salaries of full-duty officers include compensation for the physical
risks they are required to take.464  Generally, the tasks performed by
limited-duty members are administrative or clerical, and could be per-
formed by civilians at lower salaries.  The taxpayers would thus be
paying clerical workers police officer or firefighter salaries, with no
expectation that these employees will ever perform the duties of those
positions.

3. The Employers

Police and fire departments, which are sworn to protect and de-
fend the public, must make hiring decisions that further that goal.
They must also protect their own members to the extent reasonably
possible.  They need to hire the most physically and mentally capable
people available to perform this function.  The transferability of per-
sonnel is an operational need in providing the most efficient service to
the public.465  Departments require the flexibility necessary to assess
their operational needs and determine how many limited-duty posi-
tions they can support at a given time.

The ADA was not intended to prevent employers that are in the
business of protecting the public from using physical hiring criteria
that are reasonably related to the ability to protect the public in emer-
gency situations.466  Police and fire departments may even be liable

463. See supra Part V(A)(2)(a).
464. See supra Part V(C).
465. See supra Part V(A)(2).
466. Id.



1998-99] PUBLIC SAFETY NEEDS AND THE ADA 119

for civil suits by members of the public or other employees who suffer
injury based on hiring decisions that may be regarded as negligent.467

Of course, where there is evidence that qualification standards
were written with animus toward a person or persons due to a disabil-
ity, this would aid the plaintiff in proving that a particular requirement
was not job-related and consistent with business necessity.468  While
police and fire departments do have a history of showing animus to-
ward racial and ethnic minorities and women, there is no record of
such a history with respect to persons with disabilities.469  In fact, po-
lice and fire departments routinely provide for medical retirements for
such persons, rather than discharges that provide no benefits.470  They
also often provide limited or light-duty positions for members with
temporary disabilities.471

These protections indicate that police and fire departments are
particularly sensitive to the fact that anyone can acquire a disability,
particularly persons who routinely put themselves in physical danger
to protect others.  This explains why police and firefighter unions spe-
cifically bargain for medical retirements for members who suffer per-

467. Negligence in such instances would include hiring decisions that created an
unreasonable risk to any persons injured. See generally, Bruce D. Platt, Comment,
Negligent Retention And Hiring In Florida: Safety Of Customers Versus Security Of
Employers, 20 FLA. ST. U. L. REV. 697 (1993).
468. See Davis v. Frank, 711 F. Supp. 447, 454 (N.D. Ill. 1989) (using intentional

discrimination by employer to fortify plaintiff’s prima facia case).
469. There is similarly no record of a history of animus based on age.  This may be

because aging is another condition with which most police officers and firefighters
can identify.  Since everyone ages, police officers and firefighters may be concerned
that age eventually will hinder their own ability to continue in their positions.
470. See, e.g., United States v. City and County of Denver, 943 F. Supp. 1304, 1305

(D. Colo. 1996) (regarding disabled police officer who was terminated with direction
to apply for disability retirement); Bell v. Retirement Bd., No. 92-C-5197, 1993 WL
398612, at *1 (N.D. Ill. 1993) (regarding firefighter, who was severely injured on job
and subsequently granted permanent-duty disability benefits and employed on duty
disability status).
471. See, e.g., Lee v. City of Aurora, 76 F.3d 392, 392 (10th Cir. 1996) (regarding

injured police officer who worked for ten months in light-duty assignment, after
which officer was given several retirement options); Davoll v. Webb, 943 F. Supp.
1289, 1294 (D. Colo. 1996) (regarding disabled officers who were injured in line of
duty and were assigned to temporary light-duty positions); Santos v. Port Auth., No.
94 Civ. 8427, 1995 WL 431336, at *1 (S.D.N.Y. 1995) (regarding police officer in-
jured in line of duty who was assigned to light-duty status for a duration of two years,
after which he was notified of his dismissal); Champ v. Baltimore County, 884 F.
Supp. 991, 994 (D. Md. 1995) (examining Baltimore County Police Department regu-
lations that limit injured officer to 251 days of light duty, though plaintiff performed
light-duty assignments for sixteen years); Matos v. City of Phoenix, 859 P.2d 748,
750 (Ariz. Ct. App.  1993) (regarding disabled officers assigned to light-duty posi-
tions; light-duty policy amended to limit such assignment to six months unless the
officer’s injury was work-related).
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manent disabilities, and for limited-duty assignments for members
with temporary disabilities.  Police officers and firefighters are com-
monly injured in the line of duty.  Even those who have never even
had a temporary physical disability likely recognize that it could hap-
pen to them.  Since anyone can unexpectedly become a person with a
disability, people tend to be more compassionate with respect to disa-
bilities than to race, sex, national origin, religion, or other categories
that are often used to alienate people from each other.  In addition,
police departments commonly use a military preference.472  This fact
increases the chances that persons seeking police or firefighting posi-
tions began their careers in superior physical condition, but have since
suffered disabilities as a result of fulfilling their duties.

Absent evidence to the contrary, there is no reason to assume that
police and fire departments have established physical hiring criteria
based on an irrational desire to exclude and demean persons with disa-
bilities based on unfounded stereotypes or myths; rather, it is reason-
able to assume that the criteria are believed to be necessary to protect
the public.

4. Police Officers and Firefighters Without Disabilities

Clearly, police and firefighters who do not have disabilities will
be affected by the physical abilities of their co-workers.  If full-duty
police officer and firefighter positions are filled by persons with disa-
bilities who cannot perform full duties, those who can perform the
duties will have to “pick up the slack” in terms of hours and assign-
ments.  More importantly, they will be subject to additional dangers
since there will be less “back-up” co-workers in emergency situations
to protect them and the public.  Where persons with job-related disa-
bilities are permitted to function as full-duty officers, their inability to
perform in an emergency situation could cost the lives of their co-
workers.

5. Senior Police Officers and Firefighters with Disabilities

Currently, most police departments use limited or light-duty posi-
tions to accommodate sworn members who have temporary disabili-
ties.473  Some departments have been particularly lenient by allowing
a sworn member to remain in such a position long-term, where that

472. See, e.g., Zamlen v. City of Cleveland, 906 F.2d 209, 213 (6th Cir. 1990) (re-
garding applicants to Cleveland Fire Training Academy who were required to perform
heavy lifting as part of physical entrance exam).
473. See supra Part V(C).
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member has a long history of service, but has developed a disability
which prevents full-duty status.474  This member may still be of value
to the department because of knowledge of the work.  Such member’s
guidance, based on practical experience, can be of great value to new
recruits and other less experienced members.  Conversely, this prac-
tice helps more senior police officers or firefighters with disabilities
stay on the department long enough to collect full retirement benefits.

The number of senior members accommodated is comparatively
small475 and is counter-balanced by the constant influx of new recruits
who can perform as full-duty members.  Departments have generally
been unregulated with respect to the number of limited-duty positions
they may establish.  Therefore, they have had the flexibility to assess
their own operational and financial needs and determine the maximum
number of limited-duty positions and the conditions under which such
positions are assigned.

If applicants for these positions can point to the accommodated
senior members as examples proving that all officers need not be full-
duty, then police and fire departments will be motivated to discontinue
such leniency.  Departments would need to discontinue this policy in
order to avoid losing lawsuits brought by applicants who seek to be
paid as police officers and firefighters while essentially performing
clerical work.  This result would fall most harshly on police officers or
firefighters over the age of forty, who have spent most of their lives
learning and performing police work and could qualify for little else.
Since these persons also face age discrimination in employment,476

these members may well have to live solely on the lower rate of disa-
bility retirement benefits rather than full retirement benefits.

However, a department might be able to develop a system
whereby senior members with disabilities are rehired into supervisory
civilian positions that require experience in police work and knowl-
edge of police procedures.  Requirements for these civilian jobs could
include a minimum number of years of full-duty performance.477  This

474. See Champ v. Baltimore County, No. 95-2061, 1996 U.S. App. LEXIS 16417,
at *2 (4th Cir. 1996) (regarding officer with disability who was permitted to remain in
limited-duty positions well beyond the 251 days allocated per the personnel regula-
tions; this officer was only involuntarily retired when budgetary constraints prevented
hiring new, full-duty officers).
475. See supra Part V(C).
476. See preamble to the ADEA, 29 U.S.C. § 621 (1994).
477. The United States Army has a policy of retaining persons with disabilities on

active duty in specialized positions under certain circumstances, including, inter alia,
that the soldier has fifteen, but less than twenty, years of service. See U.S. Army Reg.
635-40, 6-3d(1) (1990).
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policy would prevent the loss of a senior member with a physical disa-
bility whose practical experience could be put to use in an administra-
tive or supervisory position.478

6. The Disability Community

Advocates for the disability community should be mindful that
the misapplication of the ADA to public safety cases could create fear
of and hostility toward the ADA.  Since the ADA is still relatively
new, disability rights advocates should focus on the strongest and
most sympathetic cases for litigation in order to establish solid, consis-
tent case law upon which the disability community can rely and build.
The disability community at large may be disadvantaged by decisions
that appear to increase the risk of serious physical harm to members of
the public in the face of imminent danger.  Such decisions may result
in a serious backlash against the ADA, prompting Congress, or the
courts, to cut back on the coverage or alter their interpretation of the
ADA’s protections.

Cases brought on behalf of applicants who have no vested inter-
est in the positions sought are less sympathetic than those of vested
employees who have developed disabilities while on the job.  Appli-
cants who concede that they cannot perform as full-duty officers, but
request permanent limited-duty status are particularly unsympathetic.
They are seeking to be paid for services which have never been, and
never will be, rendered.  Applicants who honestly want to perform as
full-duty members are sympathetic; however, they may just as hon-
estly present an unacceptable risk of danger to the public, other mem-
bers, and themselves.  Particularly where they have no experience in
the position, they may not realize the importance of employing the
most physically able persons available.479

478. This policy would differ from the one mandated by the court in United States v.
City and County of Denver, 943 F. Supp. 1304 (D. Colo. 1996), in that it would
recognize that the officer or firefighter would have to be terminated from the sworn
position and rehired into a civilian position.  In addition, this system would not obli-
gate the department to hire a minimally-qualified officer or firefighter with a disability
over a more qualified candidate (with or without a disability).
479. One radio personality mocked what he considered to be the abuse or misinter-

pretation of the Massachusetts anti-discrimination laws.  Comments were repeated in
print, under the heading, “Take $2,000 and Call Me in the Morning,” reading, in part:

A guy who’s completely deaf in one ear wanted to be a policeman, but
his city wouldn’t hire him because they believed he wasn’t capable of
performing the essential functions of the job without risk of injury to
himself or others.  Prescription: 25,000 greenbacks and a job as a cop.

Howie Carr, Emotional Distress Fever: Catch it! (It pays well), THE BOSTON HERALD,
March 1, 1995, at 4.
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Some disability rights advocates may have lost sight of the per-
sons whom the ADA was enacted to protect.  If the ADA definition of
“disability” is unduly over-inclusive, it will be abused by people who
cannot truly fulfill the legitimate requirements of a job or an education
program.  As the public becomes aware of people who are paid for
jobs which they do not actually perform, or graduate from educational
programs while other people have performed their work for them; ap-
plication of the ADA will breed resentment instead of understanding,
intolerance instead of accommodation.

Even absent any animus toward persons who benefit from, or
even abuse, the ADA, members of the public will have serious, legiti-
mate concerns about the way the ADA is used with respect to public
safety positions.  As it becomes publicized that police officers and
firefighters are no longer being required to meet basic physical criteria
like “average” hearing and sight, members of the public who were
previously sympathetic toward, or disinterested in, the ADA are likely
to begin to examine the statute.  People are likely to become involved

Although this particular radio personality generally takes conservative positions
and does not present an in-depth analysis of the subject, a major, national television
news show aired a more detailed story conveying the same message.  Broadcast jour-
nalists John Stossel and Barbara Walters presented a story entitled, “How Americans
with Disabilities Law Can Backfire.” ABC 20/20 (ABC television broadcast, Aug. 15,
1997) (Transcript #97081504-j11 on file with the New York University Journal of
Legislation and Public Policy).  Among the examples of ADA plaintiffs ridiculed was
a police officer who refused to work the night shift because of a sleep disorder. Id.

The problem of defining disabilities under the ADA has not been limited to the
employment arena.  The broad definition of “disability” has been mocked in the area
of education as well.  For example, a recent magazine article features a cartoon with a
baby pictured.  The headline reads: “What Does Your Healthy, Normal, Perfect, Little
Darling Need to Get Ahead in Life?  A Small Disability to Qualify for Special Aid!”
In smaller letters, an advertisement reads, “And we can find just the one you are
looking for!  Contact ADA Research Inc. For Complete Details and Prospectus.”
Ruth Shalit, Defining Disability Down, THE NEW REPUBLIC, Aug. 25, 1997, at 19.
The article highlights students diagnosed as having learning disabilities or stress dis-
orders who receive special privileges, such as exemption from the time limits of ex-
ams, provision of class notes, and in one student’s case, arrangements for a professor
to “fill her in” on information “missed” should she “doze off.” Id. at 16.  The author
recognizes that the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the ADA were “inspired by the
most humane of motives, to protect the disabled from prejudices that deprived them of
equal opportunities in the workplace and in the classroom . . . .” Id.  She then criti-
ques the interpretation and application of these laws as follows:

[T]here were some limits written into the disability laws.  For instance,
only “otherwise qualified” individuals are entitled to protection; accom-
modations are only mandated if they do not result in “undue hardship.”
But recently a number of rulings by federal courts and government en-
forcement agencies have revealed how flimsy these limits are.

Id. at 17.
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when they have concerns about the ability of their police and fire de-
partments to protect them.

Congress has twice amended the ADEA to exempt law enforce-
ment agencies and fire departments precisely due to courts’ perceived
inability to interpret the Act in a way which protects public safety.480

In recent years, Congress has revisited the issue of reinstating the
1986 exemption.481  Public concern over the implications of the ADA
for law enforcement and firefighting may well be the impetus for con-
sideration of amendments to both statutes.

The case for a public safety exemption under the ADA is stronger
than for an ADEA exemption.  As the Penn. State Report demon-
strates, individuals can be tested for specific conditions rather than
excluded on the assumption that persons beyond a specified age actu-
ally do or will suffer from those conditions.482  In contrast, persons
with disabilities are directly tested for the disabling condition; no disa-
bility is presumed based on a criterion highly correlated with the
condition.

The “backlash” against the ADEA, in the form of the 1986-1993
exemption for law enforcement and fire departments and proposed
1995 reinstatement of the amendment,483 demonstrates that where
courts go beyond what Congress intended or the public deems appro-
priate, the rights of those protected under the Act are ultimately jeop-
ardized.  If courts construe the ADA in a manner that contradicts the
legislative intent and creates public concern that safety will be com-
promised, a similar “backlash” by Congress or the courts will likely
result.  A recent example of such judicial backlash is Murphy v.
United Parcel Service.484  The court ruled that the plaintiff mechanic
with high blood pressure was not an “individual with a disability,” and
that, in any case, he could not perform one of the essential functions of
the job—driving;485 furthermore, this court took an additional step and
assessed the costs of the litigation against the plaintiff.486  The practi-
cal effect of the court’s ruling was to impose a sanction on the plain-

480. See 5 U.S.C. § 3307 (1994); 29 U.S.C. § 623(i) (1988) (repealed 1993) (1986
amendment to the ADEA); see also supra Part IV(B).
481. See H.R. 849, 104th Cong. (1995); FEP Summary, Aug. 29, 1994, p. 101; see

also supra Part IV(B); 29 U.S.C. § 771 (1988) (repealed 1992).
482. See PENN. STATE STUDY, supra note 207, at 8-19, 8-20.
483. See supra Part IV(B).
484. 946 F. Supp. 872, 881 (D. Kan. 1996).
485. See id. at 882.  For a discussion of recent cases finding that conditions such as

diabetes and hemophilia were not disabilities within the meaning of the ADA, see
supra Part V(A)(1).
486. See Murphy, 946 F. Supp. at 882.
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tiff, similar to that of Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
for bringing a suit which it deemed frivolous.  Clearly, the imposition
on a mechanic, particularly when litigating against a major corpora-
tion such as UPS, sends a chilling message to all potential ADA
litigants.

In addition, persons with disabilities are members of the public
needing protection.  In fact, persons with disabilities may have a
greater need for physically able police officers and firefighters than
would persons without disabilities, since they may be more limited in
their ability to escape danger on their own.

“It is hardly a startling proposition that a law enforcement organi-
zation, and the public it serves, must be able to rely on the physical
abilities of its members to perform their duties.”487 Congress should
not need to specifically legislate such an obvious, common-sense rec-
ognition.  As demonstrated through some of the hypotheticals below, a
complete exemption for law enforcement officers and firefighters is
not necessarily a desirable result—nor is it necessary if the ADA is
analyzed consistently with its legislative intent and its Rehabilitation
Act model.488

B. Balancing the Legal Rights and Practical Needs of All
Interested Parties: Applying the Analysis to Specific Fact Patterns

The following fact patterns are offered in order to illustrate the
appropriate analysis of ADA police and firefighter cases under various
circumstances.

487. EEOC v. New Jersey, 620 F. Supp. 977, 998 (D. N.J. 1985).
488. See infra Part VII.
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1. Insulin-Dependent Diabetes489

a. Police Officer

Hypothetical

An applicant for the position of police officer has diabetes.490

She is insulin-dependent and has taken her medication reliably.  She
reports that she feels the “warning signs” of numbness in her hands
and slight quivering before a hypoglycemic episode occurs.  She has
always been able to avoid an episode by immediately taking insulin or
a sugar cube, which she carries with her at all times.  She has worked
as a computer programmer, a stock clerk, and a messenger.  She
played high school basketball.  Medical experts agree that stress tends
to increase the likelihood of a hypoglycemic attack.

Analysis491

A police officer must be available for any duty in an emergency
situation.  The inquiry, then, is can the applicant perform this essential

489. Cases upholding blanket exclusions of persons with insulin-dependent diabetes
include: Daugherty v. City of El Paso, 56 F.3d 695, 699 (5th Cir. 1995) (holding that
under ADA, insulin-dependent diabetic is not qualified as individual with disability
for position of bus driver); Wood v. Omaha School Dist., 25 F.3d 667, 669 (8th Cir.
1994) (upholding policy excluding insulin-dependent diabetics from driving school
buses under Rehabilitation Act); Chandler v. City of Dallas, 2 F.3d 1385, 1395 (5th
Cir. 1993) (holding that under Rehabilitation Act, a driver with insulin-dependent dia-
betes presents genuine substantial risk to others); Serrapica v. City of New York, 708
F. Supp. 64, 73-75 (S.D.N.Y. 1989), aff’d, 888 F.2d 126 (2d Cir. 1989) (holding
policy against hiring poorly controlled insulin-dependent diabetics as sanitation work-
ers does not violate Rehabilitation Act); Davis v. Meese, 692 F. Supp. 505, 521 (E.D.
Pa. 1988), aff’d, 865 F.2d 592 (3d Cir. 1989) (holding that preclusion of insulin-
dependent diabetics from FBI positions of special agent or investigative specialist
does not violate Rehabilitation Act).

Cases denying relief to individual plaintiffs include: Siefken v. Village of Arling-
ton Heights, 65 F.3d 664, 667 (7th Cir. 1995) (holding that when an employee needs
no accommodation and fails to control controllable disability, he cannot state a cause
of action under ADA); Miller v. Sioux Gateway Fire Dep’t, 497 N.W.2d 838, 842
(Iowa 1993) (holding termination of insulin-dependent diabetic did not constitute dis-
ability-based discrimination under state law).

Cases rejecting blanket exclusions of people with insulin-dependent diabetes in-
clude:  Sarsycki v. United Parcel Service, Inc.,  862 F. Supp. 336, 341 (W.D. Okla.
1994) (citing Bombrys v. City of Toledo, 849 F. Supp. 1210 (N.D. Ohio 1993) in
support of individualized assessment approach); Bombrys, 849 F. Supp. at 1221 (hold-
ing blanket disqualification of insulin-dependent diabetics as candidates for police
officer violates Rehabilitation Act, ADA, Fourteenth Amendment, and state law).
490. This analysis would apply to other disabilities which could cause unpredictable

incapacitation, such as epilepsy or other conditions that cause seizures or
unconsciousness.
491. For a discussion of individual evaluations and blanket exclusions, see supra

Part V(E).
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function of the job?  If an emergency arises at a time when she feels
the effects of her blood sugar becoming too low and must stop to eat,
take further medication or sugar tablets, she would be unavailable to
perform the essential duties of her job.  This interruption could result
in harm to health and safety, which she is employed to protect.  In the
alternative, if she did not stop to care for her own medical needs, she
would go into hypoglycemic shock, which would leave her incapaci-
tated and again, unavailable to protect the public, her fellow officers,
or herself, from harm.

It is irrelevant that the applicant’s diabetes has not interfered with
her previous employment or participation in sports.  Her previous em-
ployment did not require her to respond to emergency situations.  She
could have stopped at any time during the course of her day at her past
employment to take medication without serious consequence.  In addi-
tion, these were not stressful positions which would tend to increase
her predisposition to an attack.  The applicant is not a “qualified” indi-
vidual with a disability under the ADA.  The job requirement that po-
lice officers be physically able to handle emergencies at all times is
justified as job-related and consistent with business necessity.

Although this case is more appropriate in terms of the applicant’s
ability to perform the essential functions of the job, i.e., rescue persons
in danger,492 it may also be viewed as a direct threat to the safety of
others.  The severity of the potential harm in this case would justify
her exclusion from the police force.  If the applicant experienced an
incapacitating hypoglycemic attack while driving at high speed in pur-
suit, in the process of subduing a suspect, or while shooting at a sus-
pect who is shooting back, she would pose a direct threat to the public,
her fellow officers, and herself.493

In public safety cases, the relevant inquiry appears to be whether
an individual with diabetes is subject to a hypoglycemic episode with-
out immediate access to insulin.  If the person with diabetes remained
free of such episodes without insulin, the person would not be “insu-
lin-dependent.”  The term “insulin-dependent diabetic” ensures that all
persons with diabetes are not excluded, but only those who depend on
insulin to avoid an unpredictable hypoglycemic attack.  The term itself
answers the relevant inquiry.494

492. See supra Part V(A)(2).
493. See, e.g., EEOC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MANUAL, supra note 18, § 4.4, at IV-

12 (stating that a bus driver with epilepsy could properly be excluded from the posi-
tion of bus driver due to the direct threat to health and safety which she posed).
494. An inquiry into the applicant’s history of hypoglycemic episodes would depend

primarily on the applicant’s own disclosure of such information.  A police department
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Although Bombrys v. City of Toledo questions whether the Davis
holding is applicable to the ADA,495 there is no authority for distin-
guishing between the statutes on this issue.  To the contrary, Congress
specifically intended that the analysis of the ADA definition of “quali-
fied” be construed in accordance with the definition of “otherwise
qualified” under the Rehabilitation Act.496  Similarly, “direct threat”
was to be construed as it was in Arline, under the Rehabilitation
Act.497  Therefore, the rationale of Davis v. Meese is as valid under
the ADA as it was under the Rehabilitation Act.

b. Firefighter

Hypothetical

The facts are the same as above, except that plaintiff applies for a
firefighter position.

Analysis

Essentially, the arguments above are the same.  Firefighters, like
police officers, must be physically capable of rescuing people in emer-
gency situations.  The requirement that she not be pre-disposed to un-
expected incapacitation is justified by business necessity.  In addition,
as a firefighter, she would have tremendous difficulty reaching and
taking her medication in a smoke-filled environment, wearing protec-
tive gear.

2. Monocular Vision498

a. Police Officer

Hypothetical

An applicant for the position of police officer has only one eye.
He has been employed as a police officer in a smaller, neighboring

might never know of prior hypoglycemic episodes unless they result in injury or a
public incident.  The department should not be required to hire an insulin-dependent
diabetic and wait until he or she has a hypoglycemic episode which may result in
serious injury to persons or property.
495. See Bombrys, 849 F. Supp. at 1219-20.
496. See supra Part III(B).
497. See supra Part V(A)(3).
498. See 1997 DAILY LAB. REP. (BNA) No. 160, at A-6 (Aug. 19, 1997), for a sy-

nopsis of United States v. City of Pontiac, 94-CV-74997-DT (E.D. Mich. Aug. 15,
1997).  A 1994 lawsuit alleging individual employment discrimination against a
firefighter with monocular vision was settled by consent decree, under the terms of
which the City of Pontiac agreed to hire the firefighter immediately and offer retroac-
tive back pay, seniority, and pension benefits. See id.; see also Greenwood v. State
Police Training Ctr., 606 A.2d 336 (1992) (holding that dismissal from police training
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jurisdiction for less than a year.  He offers this as evidence that he is
qualified to become a police officer for a major metropolitan police
department.

Analysis

The first inquiry must be, what essential job functions is the de-
partment trying to assess?  How does the police department test for
vision?  Is every person with one eye eliminated without a vision test?
Is it at all possible that anyone with one eye could pass the vision test?
What is the expert evidence regarding monocular vision?499

A person with monocular vision does not have the field of vision
available to a person with two eyes.500  Peripheral vision is necessarily
limited by the absence of a second eye.501  The question then be-
comes, how important is a police officer’s field of vision, or peripheral
vision?  In Doane v. City of Omaha, the City’s expert testified that
“binocular vision and peripheral vision are very important in a law
enforcement situation and that a person with monocular (one-eyed)
vision would have a lower reaction time, rendering that person a dan-
ger to himself, fellow officers, and the public.”502

Despite this testimony, the court found that a reasonable jury
could find that the plaintiff could perform the essential functions of
the position of police officer.  The court said that Doane had “made
adjustments that compensate for his limited peripheral vision” and
stressed that Doane had been a police officer for nine years with his
disability.503

It may be that the City’s greatest mistake in Doane was leaving
him on the force for nine years after the discovery of his disability.  It
is ironic that the department’s attempt to accommodate Doane for as
long as it did provided Doane with the “ammunition” to argue that he
could perform the essential functions of the job.504  There was no evi-
dence that Doane’s reaction time was tested in those nine years, or that

program of trainee with limited vision in one eye was without good cause, because
there was no substantial evidence that trainee could not complete program, or that
trainee’s condition created serious risk of injury to himself or others).
499. The U.S. Department of Transportation is still studying this question. See gen-

erally supra, Part V.
500. See Doane v. City of Omaha, 115 F.3d 624, 627-28 (8th Cir. 1997), cert. de-

nied, 118 S.Ct. 693 (1998).
501. See id.
502. See id. at 628.
503. See id.
504. As an alternative to resignation, Doane was offered a position with 911 commu-

nications. See id. at 626.
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he performed as well as an officer with vision in two eyes in an emer-
gency situation.  The court simply did not address these concerns.

How can it be argued that acuity of vision, particularly peripheral
vision and depth perception, is not as important for a police officer as
they are for a pilot?  An officer’s ability to visually observe the sur-
rounding area is crucial in aspects of police work ranging from sur-
veillance to a “shoot out.”  An officer’s inability to see danger from
one angle in a split second, while turning to focus on another, might
well mean the difference between life and death in the midst of gun-
shots.  This applicant’s inability to see someone pointing a gun from
his “blind side” may cost the life of the officer himself, a fellow of-
ficer, or a member of the public.  In a less dramatic scenario, a full
range of vision may be crucial in observing suspected criminals to
detect crimes and to prevent escapes.  This is particularly true in a
modern urban setting.

In consideration of these job duties, having a “full” rather than
limited range of vision may well be an essential function of the job.
The best “designed” police officers would probably have additional
eyes in the backs of their heads.  Since it is not possible yet to build
“Robocop,”505 police departments must select officers from the most
capable available persons.

The job duties and training of a police officer should be ex-
amined independently, and in comparison to the duties performed by a
similarly situated officer in a neighboring jurisdiction.  Are the duties
he has actually performed the same as those he would be expected to
perform as an officer in a major metropolitan police department?  Has
the applicant faced any emergency situations related to his ability to
see?  How has he handled them?  The fact that the applicant has been
a police officer in another jurisdiction is not determinative.  The par-
ticular needs of the community must be considered.  A high-crime
metropolitan police department may be permitted to require higher
hiring standards than does a low-crime rural police department.

505. Robocop (Orion Pictures 1987) (motion picture depicting specially-designed
robot police officer).
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b. Firefighter506

Hypothetical

The same applicant has also been a volunteer firefighter for four-
teen years.  He offers this as proof that he is qualified to be a full-time,
paid firefighter for the fire department of this major urban city.

Analysis

The vision testing and expert evidence regarding monocular vi-
sion should be analyzed in accordance with the above hypothetical.
Again, the job duties and training of a department’s firefighters should
be examined, both independently and in comparison to the duties he
performed as a volunteer firefighter.  There may be many differences
between the essential duties of a volunteer firefighter and the essential
duties of a full-time, trained firefighter on the City’s payroll.  It may
be that volunteers are not even permitted to enter burning buildings.
Since volunteers are not city employees, there may be civil liability
questions if either the volunteer or a member of the public is injured
due to the volunteer’s actions.

There are many differences among fire departments and the
needs of the particular jurisdiction with respect to firefighting.  The
structures of a city and its buildings may well determine the degree of
danger involved in firefighting and how well trained and physically fit
firefighters should be in order to meet the demands of the job.  Like
the police department, the fire department is not constrained to accept
the hiring standards of another jurisdiction.

Neither the statutory language of the ADA nor its legislative his-
tory indicate an intent to prevent a metropolitan fire department from
requiring that a firefighter have a full range of vision when he rushes
into smoke-filled, dark, burning buildings, perhaps dodging falling
structures, to find and save people who may be unconscious from
smoke inhalation and unable to cry out for help.  Would he see a
frightened child huddled in a corner, a falling beam in a stairwell, or a
hazard sign indicating that explosive chemicals were present?  How
many of these things would he need to see at once in order to save the
child and himself?

506. See, e.g., Michigan City Hires One-Eyed Firefighter; Changes Hiring Stan-
dards Under ADA Decree, 1997 DAILY LAB. REP. (BNA) No. 160, at A-6 (Aug. 19,
1997) (discussing United States v. City of Pontiac, 94-CV-74997-DT (E.D. Mich.
Aug. 15, 1997)).  The City of Pontiac case involved a firefighter candidate rejected
for employment because of monocular vision.  The case was resolved by consent de-
cree. Id.
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c. Corrections Officer

Hypothetical

A former corrections officer applies for re-instatement after being
medically retired.  The applicant suffered a job-related injury, as a re-
sult of an attack by a juvenile inmate, which caused blindness in one
eye.  His doctors predict that he will lose sight in his other eye if he is
hit in the head or eye area again.  He requests an accommodation of
wearing a protective helmet over his eye in order to protect himself
from attack.  The applicant argues that another corrections officer in
an adult facility wears such a helmet to accommodate his disability.

Although the applicant cannot qualify to use a gun, he is not re-
quired to do so.  In fact, he may not do so in a juvenile facility.  There-
fore, he contends that he is “otherwise qualified” for the position.
However, the department of corrections claims that a protective hel-
met would make the officer an easy target for attack.

Analysis

This is a closer case than the two above.  It is more sympathetic
because the applicant has invested time, training, and effort into this
position.  In fact, he was injured in the line of duty.  The applicant
does not address the fact that the officer in the adult facility could stop
an attack with a gun before an attacker could get close enough to re-
move his helmet, as opposed to an officer in a juvenile facility who
would have to rely on “hand-to-hand” self defense and defense of
others.  Therefore, the department’s claim that the applicant would
pose a direct threat to himself and others might justify the applicant’s
exclusion.  The likelihood and consequences of physical attacks on
corrections officers in this juvenile facility should be examined.  The
experiences of the officer in the adult facility might also be instructive.

Since the applicant’s original injury was the result of an attack by
a juvenile inmate, the department may be correct in asserting that re-
turning him to his previous position would pose a threat to him and
others.  It may be that a protective helmet would serve as a sign for
inmates to see where he is most vulnerable and make him a target for
future attacks.  Excluding the applicant seems a harsh result in this
instance; nevertheless, a blow to his head which leaves him com-
pletely blind, while leaving other juveniles and officers open to dan-
ger, would be an eminently harsher one.  The department specifically
provides for medical retirements to respond to the needs of officers in
this position.  Therefore, such an exclusion should be permitted.
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3. HIV/AIDS507

a. Police Officer

Hypothetical

A police officer cadet tests HIV-positive508 before being assigned
to street duty.  She has graduated from the Academy at the top of her
class.  There is no question that she is capable of performing all of the
specific life-saving tasks which she was trained to perform in an emer-
gency situation.  Rather, the question is whether she can safely per-
form those other duties,509 or whether she will pose a direct threat to
the health and safety of others.510  The threat posed is real only if her
blood enters the blood of another person.  The question then, is how
high do the chances of contagion have to be for the threat to be
“direct?”

Analysis

It cannot be said that every soldier who serves in battle will
“probably” be wounded; nevertheless, United States Army Regula-

507. See, e.g., EEOC v. Prevo’s Family Market, Inc., 135 F.3d 1089, 1090-91 (6th
Cir. 1998) (holding employer did not violate ADA when it required employee to sub-
mit to medical exam as condition of continued employment); Severino v. North Fort
Meyers Fire Control Dist., 935 F.2d 1179, 1182 (11th Cir. 1991) (holding lower
court’s finding that HIV-positive firefighter presented risk to others not clear error);
Doe by Lavery v. Attorney Gen. of the United States, 814 F. Supp. 844, 849 (N.D.
Cal. 1992), aff’d, 95 F.3d 29 (9th Cir. 1996) (holding plaintiff not “otherwise quali-
fied” if he refuses to provide information about medical condition to employer) (cita-
tion omitted); Doe v. District of Columbia, 796 F. Supp. 559, 569 (D.D.C. 1992)
(holding HIV status irrelevant to assessing physical capability to perform duties of
firefighter).
508. The same analysis applies to other serious diseases which are transmitted

through blood, such as hepatitis B. See Fedro v. Reno, 21 F.3d 1391 (7th Cir. 1994)
(involving U.S. Marshal with hepatitis B); Roe v. District of Columbia, 842 F. Supp.
563 (D.D.C. 1993) (involving firefighter with hepatitis B).
509. This would be the cadet’s burden of proof in establishing her prima facie case

that she is “qualified” under Arline.  Like the teacher in Arline, the cadet can perform
the essential functions of the job; the question is whether, in the process of performing
that job, she may infect others with a contagious deadly disease.  If so, she cannot
safely perform the essential functions of the job and is not qualified. See supra Part
V(A)(2).
510. This would be the department’s burden of proof if the court determines that

“direct threat” is addressed only as a defense and not as part of the “qualified” analy-
sis.  The cadet is able to protect the victim from the initial threatened harm at the
scene.  A court could determine that her ability to protect at the scene renders her
“qualified” under the ADA.  It might then address the issue of direct threat as a de-
fense, since it is the cadet’s presence at the scene which causes the threat of conta-
gion.  This interpretation would deviate from Arline and its progeny and violate the
Congressional directive to interpret direct threat consistent with the definition outlined
in Arline.
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tions prohibit a soldier who is HIV-positive or AIDS-infected from
being sent to a war zone.511  The federal government has decided not
to take the chance that this particular soldier will not be wounded and
be in physical contact with another soldier, or civilian, who is
wounded.  Full-duty police officers are, in many ways, like soldiers in
a war zone.  They are required to carry guns and must respond to
scenes of unpredictable weaponry and violence.  Although particular
police officers may never be wounded, they are often sent into situa-
tions which increase the risk of being wounded.  They are specifically
sent as the rescuers of people who have been the victims of violence
or have otherwise been injured.  Even if the chances of blood mixing
are small, the possibility nevertheless exists.

The rate of violent crime in the jurisdiction might also be rele-
vant.  The likelihood of infection could be determined by statistics
indicating how many officers have been shot, cut, or otherwise left
bleeding in a public place.  If another person at the scene is also
wounded, the chances of exchanging blood are increased, but the ca-
det’s blood could enter the body of another person from an open
scratch or the mouth of the other person.  In addition, someone could
become infected from blood left at the scene after the initial crisis is
over.  Nevertheless, if direct threat is to be determined only by the
statistical chance of the recruit’s blood mixing with that of another
person, it is likely that no direct threat will be found.512

Even if the statistics indicate that the chance of infecting some-
one in the line of duty is small, is this a chance worth taking, consider-
ing that AIDS is brutally debilitating and fatal?  Where life and death
are concerned, some courts have refused to accept any chance of

511. See U.S. Army Reg. 600-110, Chapter 1, Section III, 1-14(e) (1994); see also
supra Part V(A); 32 C.F.R. § 58 (1997) (stating Department of Defense policy to
deny eligibility for appointment or enlistment for military service to individuals with
evidence of HIV infection).
512. See, e.g., Doe by Lavery v. Attorney Gen. of the United States, 62 F.3d 1424

(9th Cir. 1995) (holding doctor could not be required to disclose his HIV status to
hospital, but only to explain his infection control procedures), vacated sub nom., Reno
v. Doe by Lavery, 518 U.S. 1014 (1996); EEOC v. Prevo’s Family Market, Inc., No.
1:95 CV 446, 1996 WL 604984, at *3 (W.D. Mich. Aug. 27, 1996), rev’d, 135 F.3d
1089 (6th Cir. 1998) (holding produce clerk did not pose direct threat of contagion to
co-workers or customers since risk of transmission was low and could be further mini-
mized if plaintiff used steel protective gloves and used exclusively his own knives).
But see Bradley v. University of Tex. M.D. Anderson Cancer Ctr., 3 F.3d 922 (5th
Cir. 1993) (finding HIV-positive surgical technician was not “otherwise qualified”
because of risks of contagion).
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harm, even if such chance is “infinitesimally small.”513  Even when
the risks are small, they cannot nullify the “catastrophic consequences
of the transmission of AIDS.”514

If the department hired the applicant and was later sued for negli-
gent hiring by someone who contracted AIDS from her while being
rescued from a crime, would the department be able to successfully
defend by arguing that statistics indicated that HIV transference was
not likely?  The courts should use the negligence standard under well-
established tort law as a guide for assessing the risk of harm to
others.515  The question should not be whether the statistical likeli-
hood of the harm is high, but rather, whether the threatened harm is
foreseeable.

It is reasonably foreseeable, though not statistically probable, that
an officer would be wounded while in contact with a member of the
public or a fellow officer.  Furthermore, the threat is very real for the
person who is in the small statistical percentage who has contracted
AIDS while being “rescued” by an infected police officer.  This risk
must be balanced against the social benefit of employing persons as
police officers and firefighters.

Should the ADA require the department to hire a police officer
who is HIV-positive when that department would probably be held
civilly liable, based on negligence, for hiring such person if she infects
someone in the line of duty?  As the Fifth Circuit has commented,
“Woe unto the employer who put such an employee” in a position to
endanger the public.516

b. Firefighter517

Hypothetical

The facts are the same as above, except that the applicant is a
new firefighter who has just finished her training.

513. See, e.g., Levin v. Delta Airlines, Inc. 730 F.2d 994, 997 (5th Cir. 1984) (noting
that while airline’s policy of removing pregnant flight attendants was prima facie dis-
criminatory, the policy was justified by business necessity of ensuring safety).
514. Bradley, 3 F.3d at 924 (stating that even slight risk that HIV-positive surgical

technician might infect patient was sufficient to make technician unable to perform
duties of technician’s employment).
515. See supra Part V(A)(3).
516. See Chandler v. City of Dallas, 2 F.3d 1385, 1395 (5th Cir. 1993) (quoting

Collier v. City of Dallas, No. 86-1010, slip op. at 3 (5th Cir. Aug. 19, 1986)).
517. See generally Doe v. District of Columbia, 796 F. Supp. 559, 568-69 (D.D.C.

1992) (holding that firefighter who tested HIV-positive posed no measurable risk of
transmission and was qualified for full-duty position with no restrictions).
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Analysis

The analysis is the same with respect to the “direct threat” ele-
ment; however, the essential duties of the job are different in that
firefighters do not carry weapons and are not expected to “attack” any
perpetrators.  Nevertheless, since firefighters now often function as
paramedics, their contact with injured persons poses a ripe opportunity
for the mingling of blood.

Even in their more traditional roles, firefighters are thrust into
situations in which bleeding is a reasonably foreseeable consequence.
Firefighters do wear heavy protective gear to protect against fire, fall-
ing glass, and other debris; nevertheless, firefighters often have to
break glass to release smoke out of windows, hatchet through walls or
doors, and often bleed if they are burned.  Victims who are carried to
safety by firefighters may also be bleeding if burned or injured from
falling glass or debris.

Since firefighters often carry people out of burning buildings,
physical contact between a firefighter and the public may be more
foreseeable than physical contact between a police officer and the pub-
lic.  A bleeding, HIV-positive firefighter may be more of a threat to
victims of a fire than would a similarly bleeding police officer to vic-
tims of a crime.  Furthermore, any blood left at the scene would pose a
health threat to persons arriving thereafter.

4. Missing or Dysfunctional Limbs518

a. Police Officer

Hypothetical

An applicant for police officer has only one hand.  The depart-
ment requires all police officers to have two hands.  It argues that two
hands are necessary to perform arrests and to qualify for weapons use.

518. See generally, Stillwell v. Kansas City Bd. of Police Comm’rs, 872 F. Supp.
682 (W.D. Mo. 1995) (finding applicant for armed security guard license entitled to
an individualized determination of his ability to perform the essential functions of the
job); Champ v. Baltimore County, 884  F. Supp. 991 (D. Md. 1995) (police officer
who lost partial use of arm was not “otherwise qualified” for position because he
could not make forcible arrests), aff’d, 91 F.3d 128 (4th Cir. 1996); Ethridge v. Ala-
bama, 860 F. Supp. 808 (M.D. Ala. 1994) (finding officer with limited use of right
arm and hand who could not fire weapon in two-handed stance unable to perform
essential function of his job); Bell v. Retirement Bd., No. 92-C-5197, 1993 WL
398612 (N.D. Ill. Oct. 6, 1993) (denying motion to dismiss on question of whether
medically retired firefighter with partially amputated leg could be reasonably accom-
modated); Stratton v. Missouri Dep’t of Corrections and Human Resources, 897
S.W.2d 1 (Mo. Ct. App. 1995) (finding applicant for corrections officer position,
missing four fingers, could not perform essential job functions because unable to use
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The applicant says that he can qualify with weapons for both “hands”
and can perform all of the physical restraint moves taught at the Acad-
emy by using a prosthesis.  The department responds by arguing that
the applicant poses a direct threat because the prosthesis might come
off in a struggle, startling people.

Analysis

This is a police department that has taken its requirements for
granted, expecting them to be upheld based on “common sense.”  The
rule was obviously adopted because a person cannot shoot a gun with
a hand which does not exist.  However, this department has not
thought through its legal arguments and is completely unprepared for
possible tools which are now available to people with disabilities.  Al-
lowing the applicant to use his prosthesis might well be a reasonable
accommodation.

This applicant should be given an individual evaluation to deter-
mine whether he can perform the required tasks with the reasonable
accommodation of using his prosthesis.  If the prosthesis is likely to
come off during an altercation, the issue is not whether someone is
startled (this could be an advantage), but rather, that the officer would
then be one-handed.  At that point, he would not be able to shoot with
either “hand” or perform the two-handed physical maneuvers taught at
the Academy.

Requirements regarding missing limbs might be rewritten to fac-
tor in any prosthesis which may substitute for the limb.  For example,
a department might require “two hands or the functional equivalent of
two hands.”  In this manner, the department would not have the bur-
den of individually testing every applicant who was missing a hand
when such test would inevitably be futile.  However, a person with an
appropriate functional equivalent of a hand might qualify.

b. Firefighter

Hypothetical

An application for firefighter has two missing toes on her right
foot.  The department requires that all firefighters have five toes on
each foot, claiming that this is necessary for running, climbing lad-
ders, and balance.  The applicant runs track and has been a gymnast.
She has passed all of the physical performance tests administered by
the department as part of the application process.

most defensive techniques selected by Department to control inmates and suppress
disorder).
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Analysis

The first question is whether the applicant is covered under the
ADA.  She is not properly characterized “an individual with a disabil-
ity” because her condition does not amount to “an impairment519 that
substantially limits one or more of the major life activities of such
individual.”520  Nevertheless, she is arguably covered under the provi-
sion protecting persons who are “regarded as having such an impair-
ment.”521  The department “regards her” as being impaired in her
ability to run, climb, and maintain her balance.  These functions may
qualify as major life activities, particularly if they can be closely
linked to “walking,” which is listed in the EEOC Regulations.522

The second question is whether she is “qualified.”  Since she can
perform the essential functions of the job even without an accommo-
dation, she has clearly met this burden.  The burden would then shift
to the department to show that she posed a direct threat to herself or
others or that accommodating her would cause undue hardship.
Clearly, the department would endure no hardship by hiring this appli-
cant and she would pose no threat of harm to anyone.  The applicant
must be hired and the department must discontinue its blanket exclu-
sion of persons with less than five toes on each foot.

5. Heart Disease523

a. Police Officer

Hypothetical

A police officer has been on the force for fifteen years.  He has
developed a heart condition which prevents him from running or lift-

519. According to the EEOC regulations, the applicant’s condition does meet the
definition of an “impairment,” which specifically includes any “anatomical loss” af-
fecting the “musculoskeletal” system. See 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(h)(1) (1998).
520. 42 U.S.C. § 12102(2)(A) (1994); cf. supra Part (V)(A)(1).
521. 42 U.S.C. § 12102(2)(C) (1994).
522. The EEOC regulations include “walking” and “performing manual tasks” as

examples of major life activities. See 29 C.F.R. § 1630.2(h)(2)(i) (1998). But see
Welsh v. City of Tulsa, 977 F.2d 1415 (10th Cir. 1992) (finding firefighter applicant
with minor sensory deficit in two fingers not “handicapped” within the meaning of
Rehabilitation Act because impairment did not substantially limit major life activity).
523. See, e.g., Treadwell v. Alexander, 707 F.2d 473 (11th Cir. 1983) (regarding

park technician with heart condition who was denied job because work was “too ardu-
ous” and would impose an undue hardship on defendant if accommodated); McDon-
ald v. Kansas Dep’t of Corrections, 880 F. Supp. 1416 (D. Kan. 1995) (regarding
plaintiff corrections officer who was not “otherwise qualified” within the meaning of
ADA because officer could only perform “light duty” jobs since he weighed over 400
pounds and was suffering from congestive heart failure); Kuntz v. City of New Haven,
No. Civ. N-90-480, 1993 WL 276945, at *2, *5 (D. Conn. Mar. 3, 1993) (holding
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ing heavy objects without pain and fatigue.  His doctor has advised
him to avoid physical conflicts and stress.  His condition is diagnosed
as permanent.

Analysis

The officer is not qualified as a police officer if the department is
in conformity with the national police standards, requiring all full-duty
officers to be able to perform arrests.

Ironically, without the ADA or Rehabilitation Act, the depart-
ment would be free to accommodate this officer by assigning him to
desk jobs where he could still use his knowledge of police work to
benefit the department.  The only restriction on the department would
be its own operational needs.  As long as the department could absorb
such officers in limited-duty positions, it could keep them on the
force.  Only when the number of officers with permanent or long-term
disabilities hindered its ability to provide the public with enough full-
duty officers to meet its needs would the department be forced to ter-
minate such persons.  As long as the number of officers with disabili-
ties was small and new full-duty officers were plentiful, this officer
could have been accommodated under the pre-ADA/Rehabilitation
Act system.

However, the recent interpretations some courts have given the
ADA has provoked a new inquiry and a new standard.  The depart-
ment cannot keep this officer in a permanent limited-duty position
even if operational needs and personnel regulations allow it.  If it
does, new applicants with disabilities will use him as an example of a
police officer who does not perform arrests; this will strengthen those
applicants’ claim that performing arrests is not an essential function of
the job.  The department would leave itself open to endless litigation
brought by applicants with disabilities seeking to be “accommodated”
by being hired as police officers, but being assigned to desks.524

Courts would then decide when the department is saturated with lim-

police sergeant should not have been denied promotion to lieutenant since he already
performed most duties of lieutenant in current position and other lieutenants on force
had heart conditions); Shoemaker v. Pennsylvania Human Relations Comm’n, 634
A.2d 772 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 1993) (regarding police officer suffering from symptoms
of angina who was not qualified because officer could not perform arrests).
524. The position of such applicants specifically ignores the fact that most “desk

jobs” are supervisory and administrative, requiring years of patrol experience for com-
petent performance. See EEOC v. Missouri State Highway Patrol, 748 F.2d 447, 456
(8th Cir. 1984).  The court also makes an excellent case for maintaining radio dis-
patcher positions as full-duty positions, noting that patrol experience prepares the dis-
patcher to make judgments in emergency situations and to properly advise the caller
and police units. See id. at 457.
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ited-duty officers.  Therefore, the department must terminate the of-
ficer.  He may also be medically retired pursuant to department
procedure.525

b. Firefighter

The same analysis would apply to a firefighter.  Although the job
duties differ from those of a police officer, a firefighter with the condi-
tion described above would not be fit to run through fires, climb lad-
ders, carry people, or break down doors.

VII
CONCLUSION

Civil Rights statutes are generally to be construed liberally for
the benefit of the protected group and to further the goals of the legis-
lation for the benefit of society at large.526  However, the compelling
state interests in preserving life and preventing injury override the
need to liberally construe the ADA in police and fire department
litigation.

Who would truly benefit by the liberal construction in such
cases?  Individual plaintiffs might benefit financially and be employed
in the positions they desire, but it would be at the cost of public safety.
The practical long-term benefits of such a construction to members of
the protected group would be outweighed by the consequences.  Per-
sons with disabilities would be put in positions in which they were
particularly susceptible to physical danger and in which their own
physical disabilities may cause serious harm to others.

525. See, e.g., Lee v. City of Aurora, 76 F.3d 392 (10th Cir. 1996) (finding police
department properly “retired immediately with a medical disability” patrol officer
who could not perform his job functions due to decline in hand strength). See also
supra Part VI(A)(5) for suggestions regarding possible civilian positions for such
officers.
526. See, e.g., Alexander v. Gardner-Denver Co., 415 U.S. 36, 44-45 (1974) (stating

that private right of action is an essential means of Title VII enforcement because it
not only redresses private litigant’s own injury but also “vindicates the important con-
gressional policy against discriminatory employment practices”); Trafficante v. Met-
ropolitan Life Ins. Co., 409 U.S. 205, 209 (1972) (finding Civil Rights Act of 1969
showed “a congressional intention to define standing as broadly as is permitted by
Article III of the Constitution” by allowing suit to be started “by a person claiming to
be aggrieved.”); Green v. Connally, 330 F. Supp. 1150, 1164 (D.D.C. 1971) (stating
Internal Revenue Code provisions on charitable exemptions and deductions must be
construed to avoid frustrations of federal policy against federal support for private
schools that practice racial discrimination), aff’d sub nom., Coit v. Green, 404 U.S.
997 (1971).
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If courts respond to the ADA by placing persons with disabilities
in public safety positions from which they were excluded under the
Rehabilitation Act, there may well be a backlash of court decisions or
legislation cutting back on the rights of persons with disabilities.  Con-
gress could simply respond with an exemption for law enforcement
officers and firefighters, as it did twice with the ADEA.527  This
would allow police and fire departments to set their own criteria.528

With a complete exemption for law enforcement and firefighters, there
would be no legal basis for challenging hiring criteria that exclude
persons with real or only “perceived” disabilities, but that are not job-
related.

If Congress is to amend the ADA, law enforcement and firefight-
ing positions should not be made exempt from the Act; rather, Con-
gress should: (1) clarify the standard and burdens of proof with respect
to direct threat; and (2) name, and direct the courts to follow, specific
ADA decisions that are consistent with legislative intent and, again by
name, repudiate incorrect ADA decisions.529  This would preserve the
integrity of the ADA and thus the benefits to the disability commu-
nity, without diminishing protection to the public.

The ADA should be liberally construed where safety is not at
issue.  In most cases, if it is questionable whether a person’s disability
will prevent her from performing a job, that person should be permit-
ted the opportunity to perform it.  Stereotypical thinking has excluded
such persons from performing jobs for which they are truly qualified.
However, society cannot afford the luxury of a liberal construction of
the ADA in cases involving police and firefighters.  The ADA was
enacted to give individuals with disabilities a “chance” in life; how-
ever, giving one person “a chance in life” should not mean taking a
chance with someone else’s life.

911 . . . How should the courts respond?

527. See supra Part IV(B).
528. See id.
529. Congress might also indicate whether analyses are correct or incorrect, particu-

larly the EEOC Guidelines, articles, commentaries, or other authoritative sources.


