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Dicies not need ta render working conditions steletly egnal to those of other

ernplayees—effective removal of barriers is sufficient

= Dioes not require crealing a new position or giving o prometion

Droes not require providing piid leave not available to other employees

Dines nol kequire eliminating essential functions from a job or Ipwering production

standards

= Diges 1ot require excusing or refraining from disciplining misconduct related to a
:bsablllt}'

= [es not usnally require making exceptions to establ isfh"eﬂ 3¢

mantv rules

In Keitlr v. County of Oakland, the court considers whether thl'-‘, employer failed to hire a
deafl petson who could have been reasonably ﬂct.nmmnd'\ted as a lifeguard.

Keith v. County of Oakiand
2013 U.5. App. LEXIS 635 (6th Cir.)

GPINION BY CIRCUIT JUDGE
GRIFFIN:
Plaintiff Nicholas Keith, a deaf i%di%ir"'deiﬂ,j
j'nstant m:tian ai]_liz_ging that defenn:iﬁmt Oraldan

when it fﬂled 1o hire lum 16 ¢
murt gmnied DakLmd L m:mt. -ib“fl for summary

HE follow, we hold that
st regarding whether

; m'_be alifeguard & Ozkland

Eﬂmﬂ}rc i
m::uiatlm AL

Tes béen deal since his birth in 1980, When
-an externdl sound transmitter, he can detect
rough his cochledr implant, such 45 alai
and peap[ﬂ calling for im. Because he isil
wd*Epeak verbally, he comnunleates uzmg
Aign Language [“ASL".

In 2006, Keith enrolled in Oakland (_.:'mut} & junior
lifeguard eraining course. Caldand
ASL interpreter o reliy verbal instiictitns to him. The
interpreer did ot assist Kebth NijEkecating lifesaving
tasks Keith su;cessrullv.. 1 the course, In 2007,
Keith enrolled in Ualdmd sunty's lifeguied training
pragram. Candidates miéf pass & basic swiny t8st to

are taught how Laenter the svater, scan the watér for
distressed swinimers, execute basic saves, respond 16
gpinial injuries, and perform CPR. With the assistance.of

RS interpreter to communicate verbal
Keith successfully completed the trainin;

. ‘of empIc}rmenr. conditiened upon a pre- EmpID}'ment

participate in-the irpining. Durlng trainiog, candidates

Having received his htequard ce tiom, Keith
applied for a lifegnard position af Kiénd County’s
wove pool The Jﬂb annpuncemanifrequired applicants
to be at least stxteen vears. 0 o pass Oakland Coun-
by's waler safety test and fifejuard training program.
The appficartan also en d the following conditicn
of employment: * rstifis hired by Oakland County
must tale an merlic.il examination from a
CounEy-4 -ﬂppom }'su.mn ,1E oo cost to the applicant”

contacted her supervisors o 4sk if she
th the pnsﬂlon l\he exjlained that kﬂth

uugs J.F!d further classroom instraclion. Havmg
cetved B objection, Stavale extended Keith an oftér

physical. In an email, Stavale told Keith, "you passed
training and you did a goed job, se we would like'to
nffer you a part-time position as a lifeguard” * >
Shortly thereafier, Keith was' examined by
Dr, Paul Work, B0 When [ Work entered the exami-
nation room, he looked a1 Keitls medical History and
stated, "He's deafs e cant be a Iifeguaf& * Keith’s mother
asked Iin. Work, “Are you lefling me you're going to fail
him becanse hi's deaf?” Dr. Work responded, “Well, I
have to. T Bave n house and three sons to think about, If
something happens, they're not going to sue you, they're
not gmng 1o sue the COournty; the}fle g{)mg to come after
e’ [t s veport, Dr. Work describad Keith as “physically
sound except for his deafness” Dy, Work did not baliave
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that Keith cotld functien independently as a lifeginard,
bt he thought thet hie could bé 2 valuable member of
a team if properly Integrated and monitored. Dy Work
approved Keith's drployment as a lifeguard if his deaf-
ness was “catistantly accommedated” However, he did
nol say whether Keith could, in fact; be safely accom-
modated, and he expressed doubt thit accommodation
would alwaysbe sdequate.
Having learred the results of the physical, Stavale
plan.ed Keiths employment on hofd and contactéd
Wayne Crokus, the clisnt mapager at Ellis & Associates.
Ellis is 2 group of aquatic safety and risk maragement
consultants that provides guidance to Oakland County.
regarding its water ]:-ark facifitizs and lifeguard training
progrant. = = ¥
Crokus expressed concern about whether a deaf
individual cauld perform effectively as 2 lifeguard. He
-suggested 1o Stavale that a job-task analysis be done
determine whether Keith could pertorin the job with
or-without accommodation. Crokus has a background
irraquatic safety and lifeguard teaining, but he has no
education ar experience vegarding the ability of deal.
people to worle as lifeguards, end he did not conduct any-.

e

regearch into the issue upon Iearnmg abnut Keith. He

used and pesess his ability ta fie:"
mer. HE sungestﬂﬁ hat Stavale

etepmtine, nnder the
ldates. wher.hm Keith could

At the tinik of his fespansep Carrofl had vimted (_‘;.ai.ln

(_ltiunty's waye pﬂni ance du:mg The i;nff %easoﬁ.

Hio Cr;}iu.ls far Fee_dbdd,\.. Stsnm]e f}.?}ﬂl

1. Keith will carry laminated note gands in the pocket
of his swim trunks to commatiicate with ghests in
non-grmergency situations.

. Feith does not reed to hear to recognize and rescue
a distressed swinimer: experience reveals that dis-
troised swinmmers do not cry ont for help.

[ 3

‘dsed on his pl

“gdditional Hifeguard as‘an interpreier is ail unreasonable
Faccommadation,

3, Keith will use his whistle ard shake his head "no” to
enforce pedl rmiles.

4. Keith will briefly lock at other feguirds on duty
when scanning bis zone to see if they enter the poal
for a save.

5, Because Keith cannot use the'fzegaphene or radio,
another lifeguard will kave th]s fesponsibifity when
Reith is wodrking. '

8. Keith will not worl the: lide mta’tifﬁ‘z,h which shionld
nat be 2 problern B ithis 13 oif# of the Rvarite
Tofdtions and maﬁj. !1femzan_a liké to workimore than
ane glide ratation,

7. The Eme
fied, regardless o
initiate the EAR ]
with a fseiy

2

r Action Blan [(“EAR"Y will be modi-

vhether Keith is scheduled. To
maards will be required 1o signal
v opening and dlosing &t like a

ssiren. Fhis willac ccommndate Keith and § improve the

-el’Eectw&apss of the EAP for the entire team.

Cro g questioned Sfavale on séveral of these acca 1
madations and rematned concerned about Keith;
1o function effectively as a lifegumd, He staged, "w,
» 100 percent pertainty that {the proposed
tmn;z] would always be effective, §dor
safely have {Keith] on the stand b
Stavale and her sopervisors deti

iy
17 Ulidraaztely,
voke the ofer

of employment.
In 2008, Keith applisd foranatlser lifeguasd opemng,
.. Hé was not hired. ing to Oakland Connty;
Feith was disqualified frpiFensideration as s lifegeant

laymen physical in 2007. .. Keith
district court. ..., Oakland Cuunry

filed 2 comiplgé ;
pry judgment, arguing Ut Keith is not

toved for

Keith regponided tha he is "otherwise qualiffed” for
the position and Oakland County revoked the offer of
erplpyment based on unfounded fearand specplation™ * ¥
Ax evidence of hiz qualifications for the posilion.
Keith providad the festimony of several experts. Anita
Marchiteli has worked with deal people in thearea of
ijgguardmg and aquatics for more than whirty year
She is a certifled lifeguard training instructor with the
American Red Crass in the areas of hfeguardmg water
safery, and CPR. $he is also an associete professor in
the physical education and recreation depariment
Gullandet University, the enly libezal arts university in
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the world dedicated to serving thé needs of deaf indi-

viduals, Shie hds certified more than 1,600 deaf 1ifeguards

through the American Red Crisss progrims. According
ta Marchitelli, there have been no reportéd incidents
uf ‘drowning or near drowning of any individuals over
whom a deaf lifeguard was responsible. It is her profes-
sional opinion that the shility to hear is unnecessary io
cnable a person fo perform the essential functions of
a Mfegoard. In her affidavit, Marchiteili notes that the
world record for mest 1ives saved is bield by a deaf man,
Levay Colombp, who saved over 900 fives in his Tife-
guarding career,

Sheri Garnand Is & deaf lifeguard certified by the
American Red Cross, 1 s her professional opinion that
the abilly to hear s unnacessary to enable a pevson to
perform the essenzial functions of a lifeguard. Accord-
ing to Garnand, distressed swimmers exhibir visual

~signs of distress, which 2 desf persen scanning hiv.or
hor assigned area can detect. She believes that deaf life-
guards do not require accomnodation to perform the
essential functions of a lifegaard; in her epinion, an ASL
interpreter is unmnecessary.
Br, Collzen Noble fsa physician specializing fn-ped:-
atrie neumdevelnpmenial dl‘i.l Lies’ and has worked

a puiént!a] prablem
d, Further, she said
deaf befare: age three have

is a[most cnmpiete.ly kY
that lndividuals who b#

: _“ CThi ADA makes 3§ unldeul for an employer
to "dizg nmnair_ -.agm.nst 2 qua.lihed mdmdual on tht=

an the emplo}'er 3 busmess To n:stabilc is
case, 4 plalatiff must show that he is dizdbled and oth-
eewise qualified for the position euiher with or with-
oui ressonable accommoda nee the plaintifl
establishes a prima facke case, the burden shifts to the
dlefendant to show that ge ammadatmg the p!:unt:ff
would impese an undue Hardship on the operation of
its business.

The parties do not dispute that Keith is disabled
within the meaning of the ADA or thar Caldand
County rescinded the offer of employment becaiise of

hils disahility, The isswes in dispute are whether Oak-
land County made an individualized inquiry, whether
Keith is otherwise qualified for the position in qués.
tion with of without reasonable sccommodation, and
whether Oalkland County engaged in the interactive
process, o

A. individualized Inquiry

Asa threshald mairer, “[1]11& #Ad1A mandates an indlvid.
ualized inquiryin determining"ivhether an {applicant’s)
disability atpther Lnndﬂmn disqualifies him froma
pa.l’ticujlar poilfion” A proper evaluation involves con-

ave on his ai‘nz]i{v 1o perform the jobin
litm s irnm the ADAS underl}rmh abjec-

bras af their Jbllules. l:hey &hoald not be ;udL\ed nor dis

- etjiinated against based on unfounded fear, prejudice,
“ignorance, or mythalogies; people ought toba judged

on the relevant medical evidence and theﬂhﬁ]tm they
haye” ¥ * * :

The digtrict court properly dftermmed Lhaz D, Work
Failed s make an individoalized i mqmr}f Afrer Dr Work
entered the examination r and brisfly reviewed
Keiths file, he declared, Heaf; he ean' be a life-
guard” Dir. Work made ffori to determine whether,
despite his deafriess; Keith'conid monetheless perform

1

the essentinl fuhctions of the position, either with ar

G

l& Secommedation. Indeed. Dy, Work
has no ed én, training, or experience in assessing
the shilitj.of deafl individuals 1o work as lifeguards.
Dr Wm!az’s cursory medieat examination is precisely the
tYp that the ADA wiis designed to prohibit.

- In addition, although not addressed by the district

withot reash

irourt, we question whether Bijis, thr rugh ifs represerita-

tives, made an individualized inguiry regarding Keith's
ability in perform the job. Elliss representalives never
spoke with D Wﬁrln they never niet Keidi, and they
never allowed Kgith an ppportunity to demonstrate 1115
abiligies. Although knowledgeable in aquatic safety, they
have no edus:-anun, Lraining, or experience regarding
the abifity of deaf individuals 10 work as lifeguards. * * *
1t is alsn corcerning that, when corresponding with
Stavale about ways o incorporate Kelth into the lleguard
tear, an Ellis representalive asked whether Keith would
be able to perform perfeetly "140 percent of the time!"
As Stavale scknowledged, that iz an impossible staivdard
to expect of any lifegnard. Individuals with disabilities
cannot be held toa higher standord of performance than
non-disabled mdividuals,
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Nonethieless, the district conri concluded that
Oiakland County, the nltiméare decisionmaker, made
an individuakized inguiry. We do not-disagree with
this conclusion. Keithis abilitios were observed during
lifepuard training, accomnodations were proposed o
integrace Keith into the lifeguard team, and both staff
-and management were on board with the plan to hive
Keith. That heing the case, we question what chaged?
Did Cakland County alrer its assessment baged on
Dr. Work's report and the advice of Elliss representa-
tivest [£so0, did Cakland Counky’s individualized inguiry
satisfy the ADAT mandate? Because it sirtlkes us as
incongruent with the underlying objective of the ADA
for an employer to make an individualized inguiry onty
to defer to the opinions and advice of those whe have
not, we direct the district court o consider these gues.
tions Do Tesand, “

B. “Otherwise Qualified”
* = * 45 defined i the statute, an individual is “otherivise
qualified” if he or-she can parform the “essemtialfiinc-

dation. * = = In this case; Stavale festified regarding the
need for lifeguards to effectively commuiicate while on
the job. As Oakland Couniys represeritative, be
nzent is entitled to deférence. Purihgﬂ thejob sopditnce-
ment indicares tliat summer !ifegt‘m‘;}g drereqhired 1o
suparvise water sctivities, snforce safety rles, maintain
water areas, and teach swim lewsans, Fa'the. extent that
thesé job duties necessarily reqhire communtcation,
the descuptmn provides evidence'that commwumicating
is pn esseniial ium.tlu: being a lifeguard atr Oakland
County'’s wave pool. Foe the purposes of our analysis,
this much canbapres .
With g tecsupervising water activities and
tifesaving, Keith has presented eyidence froni which
“a jury ¢ould régsoriably find tat he can communicate
effectii=ly despite his dealricss. Liké other lifegnasds,
Kafth ca ete 10 the *18/20 smndard of zone pi

in which they must scan thelr entire zone ev;
seconds and be able o reach any part of Lhei
within ewenty seconds, This method ts pu.rely msual
Further, by passing Oaldand Counrys 13
ing program and earning his hieguard certification,
Keith demonstrated his ability to detect Jistressed
swimmers, which several experfd ‘testified is almast
campletély visually based.

In addition to communicating with distréssed
swinmers, there 15 evidence that Keith can effectively

tions" of the job with or withoot reasonable sccommin- .

taction,” a scanning technigue ranght ta szeg‘u.mzs :

communicate with other lifegnards during lifesaving,
Because he camisot hear snother lifegards whistle blow
before going in forasave, asa rrodest madification, he
contld Briefly lonkat the other lifeguards whee ; sCanmning
lsis zone, Likewise, Keith has pretented evidence that he
can enforce safety rulés, Verhal endnecament i usaally
impractical i a noisy water parkiind most lifeguards
te}}f on th;.ir whistlr: am:l 1mrim_ Fh}"siCﬂl ‘desiures,

fm' a patmn to gei beiund thetred lme, and esgnalmg the
number ona wmh 1hen= finjrer For “one person per wbe”

E.e'iP for ever}rﬁne, I'iﬂl jost Keith, It wc:ujd ‘
her llfenum ds and staff to see the EAF visually.:
if they are not in a position to hear it. Once aciivatdd,

-other lifeguards who are required to maintain their
. position would put their fist in the alr and take the

same signal S
Fusther, Keith has presented evidence that be can
respond to patrons who approsch hing, at least at a level
that nyay be constdered essésiigh for a lifegnard. He
would carry & few laminated otecards in the pocket
of his swin wunks with bafic'phrases such as, I am
dead’ | will get someone o 281st yor, Wait here” He can
also provide first aid in'situations i which be can ses
the ailment requitin attention. Althongh there may be
situations in Which verbal conmnunication is necessary,
aitend:mts ard posked thronghout the water parl to assist
ith basic needs and | inguiries, suggesting that
is'ot an e.ssent__lal fanctics of ]ffeguard.s.j or at least
. able minds could differ on this point. In addi-
fion, staft members are required 16 respond whenever
3 whistle is biown ta signal & save,
Petlwaps the minst Lampa!lmg evidence that Keith is
“niherwisé qualified” conses from his experts whi have

knowledge, education, and experience rﬁnafd.mﬂ the

abﬂn], of deaf individuals to serve as Bfeguards. They all
apine that the ability 1o hear iz unnecessary to énable a
person to perform the essentiaf functipns of a lifeguard
* * * One also cannol ignore that the American Red
Cross dertifies dea.thfegumds, and Callavdet Univérsity,
the 011*]5’ Tilieral arts university in the world dedicared
te' sefving the needs of deaf individuals, has a liféguard
certificatien progiam.
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In light of this evidence, we hold thai reasenable
minds coutd differ reparding whether Keith Is "othier.
wise qualified” because he can perform the essential
communication fonctons of a Bféguard. The district
court erfed when it décided thai Keith’s deainiess dis-
gualified him from the position as a matter of law.

C. “With or Without Reasonable
Accommadation”

When accommodatién s nécessary to enable a plain-
tifi to ‘perform the essenitial Tanctions of Ihe.paéiﬁcpn
in guestion, it is the plaintifis burden to propose an
accommindation that is “objectively reasonablel * ¥ *
| T1he reasonable accommadation inguiry asks whether
an accommadation “is reasonable in the run of cases,
whereas the undue hardship inguiry focuses.on the
hardships impmed by the plaintiff’s preferred accans-
maodation in the context of the pamculm IEDL?lD‘L"E'I”;]
cperations,” * * *

Kefth argues the modifications to Oaklind Connt} s

paoticies, as putlined above, ave objectively reasonable:
I'here is evidence that such moditications wnuld allow
Keith to effectively communicate while on duty £.2,
the accommodation is-efficacivus) avlittle or no cost
to Oaldand County {i.e., the pccommofigtion is pro-
portional fo costs). Gaklﬂnd County ridses the valid
concern that oiher emp]oyes wyhave 1o shoulder
extea duties becange isability, such as fol-
lowiig throngh with.ce ron inguiries or first
aid needs, But this doeg-not, standing alone, entitle
Gnldand Euunt}r to a.ummzu'}f Judgment, The ADA
includes jnh ['uu_turmg ﬂmaug its e:‘:umeratmn

Z3 ”reqmre[s] an Emplc:nyer o restruc-

"iui

< -mp[enun of D'akl.md LDU.!'J.[} & jun
ifegrard training courses demoansts
ing an ASL interpreter is afficacion
instruction and similar settings

duiring classtooms
nsidering that he
would reguire an inerpreiéy :
function independently wlily on duly, the benefit of the
interpreter would sppear 0 he propirtional to costs.
Moreover, the ADA provides that* regsonahle accom-
modation” may incude "the provision of qualified read-
ers o interpretérs” The inclusion of interpreters among

marginal fupciions of 2 job a5 reas:mahia.j ]

the list of ennmerated ressonable accommodations
siyggests to us that the provision of an interpreter will
often be reasonable, particularly when the interpreter
is needed only on occasion, in this ihstance, ﬁ!is’i for
staff meetings and training. In fact, there are AEMLTOus
cases in which couris have found that the provi isian ofan
interpreter doring staff megtings and tradning sessions
presented i guestion if, f*ct for the} sy en tTie issse of
reasonableness, =

Viewing the evidence in the light most favorable
to Keith, a namniible jury could find that previding
an ASL mterpreter during staft meetings and further
classroonidgstriction is objectively reasonable. And
beranse Oalt 1d Conngy has notargued, much fess
mm]uswel}f‘ v, that prcmdmﬂ thé accommadation
& an undue hardshxp i the operztion of its.
busmesst summary judgment was mapprnprmte

taractive Process

inally, we furn fo the ADAs requirement that an
employer engage in the interactive pracess: The duty
te engage in the interactive process, with & disabled
erployee is mandatory and "requiresjcommunication
and good-faith exploration of pas;,lble accommodas
tions? “The purpase of this pracess is to ‘identify the
precise limitations resultingfrom the disabitity and
poteatial reasomabie.accoamodations that conid ever:
come those limitati
Keith argues-thatQ
oF otherwisg dnteradt mth ]nm bEfOI‘E levnkmg Ihe
affer of & 7

L it wonld h:m? !e:trned ﬂml Ksith can datect

I oud poises through his cochlear implant ifhe wearsan
_vexternal sound transmitier while on duty, which may
* liave alleviated soune of its concerrs. I addition, had

Cakland County communicaed with Keith, he could
have referred Oakland Gnum'; ia varlous individuals
with expertise regarding the abilily of deaf individe-
als to work as lifeguards, which may have dispelled
unfounded fesrs and resulted in 2 more informed
decisisn. Finally, Keith could have clarifi ad his
limited meed far an ASL interpréter during staff ineet-
ings and further classroont instruction. Esst'ntla!l",
Keith camplaivs that Qaktaind C ounty failed to give
himy a fair opportunify ta respond ta the concerns sur-
rounding his employment.

The disirict court did not réach the meriis of this
argument because *ft]he Sixth-Clrcuit follows the view
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that an failure to engage in the interactive processisnot  CASE QUESTIONS

-an independent violation of the ADA *** According 1, What aré the leial issues i this case? What did the’
to the districe court, becouse Keith failed, as a matier appeals conrt décide? '

of faw, to propose an accommodation that was objecs 3, Dipes it appear that the type of “individualized
tively réasonable, any failure by Oskland Couonty io inquiry” 1'et{u§i'é.d"i_:ny the ATIA aeerrrid i this case?
“engage in the Interactive process did not constitute 2 mngj};ﬁ wh}}_ﬁ},;? o

violation of the ADA. This corclision is erroncons 3 Was the plaintiff “stherwise qualified” for this life-
because it rests on an ncorreet premise. Bocanse we ’ ‘guard pi}silimr’ Why or whiv B

conclude that Xeith has met his burden 1o show that 1 Wy accommadations was the phifntiff requesting?
‘a reasonable accommodation was possible, at least Are they reasomahlz? W v or why ot Wanld they
sufficient 1o survive summary judgment, we ask the fikely impuose an undye ".dship?“v\’h}' or why not?
district court to address the meris of this argumient 5 Wha did the colingdo well in this case? What
on remand, * ¥ * things shisuld it hae doste differemiy?

Employers are under no obligation to create new positions for, promote, or displace
{“bump”) other employees to accoinimodate digabled employees. However, reassigment fe
a vacant position can be a reasonabléabepmifodation and st be considered in situdtiofs -
where a disalled exployur cannut be accomimdated b her presént job, REESSIgHH'lEIit 15

“plan B" if it préves to ot be possible to provide accommodations that will énable lolvees
to perform the essential funetig s of their carrent fobs. There is some ambi wity ST
ing the meaning af “giant” bkt least one ot} hds held that a positio ! t'racarrt ifit
is cuerently staffed by leporary workers. Un]v f the status of the ppsitipnyis such that “it
would be avarlab[e for asimilarly situated nandlsa!:ilﬁd emplayee ta_ appl ¥ for and obtain”
will the position be.de ed “vacant™

Conrts hav drit’ere& in their views of how far employers. mLst 3 when using reassign-
meifas anacegmmodation. Must employers award vacant pnsatmns to disabled employees
- who néed them, provided that those employess have at lepst the minimum qualifications?

.Or, éao Empll:wers meet their legal cbligntions simphr by unsrderlng disabled cmployees for

: ¥pcant positions while adhering to established policies ofhiring the most qualified candidate?

The EEOC believes thak the ADA requires reassrs{nment——am:l not merely consideration—in
i{ch situations, and somie dppeals courts have agreed *® Other appeals courts, however, have
uled to the contary:® The Supreme Courtha' not vet squarely addressed this question, but
it his ruled on whether éxceptions mu ,be rnade to policies basing job agsignments on
seniority. ! A disabled aifline empluyee asked 1o retain his position in the fice of bids from
more séritr employees for his job, Giling its sendority policy, the airline refused to make on
exception to accommeodate the dlsaﬁied employée. Displaced from the one job that be could
perforni, the disabled Empin}ra! vas terminated. The Supreme Court ruled that the advan-
tages of 2 seniority system’are sufficiently important that, in the usual case, requiring
emiployers to make exgeptions for disabled employees wauld not be reasonable. However, a
plaingiff might stillshe able to shaw the sxistence of ° “special circumstances"—zsuch as a
senjority systermthat already provides for numerous exceptions or whose rules are frequently
changed'--thats swould overcome the presumption that requiring the emplayer to bend

=l N
3
senioriy rulea 10 accommodate a disabled person is not reasonable.

* Mrealf v, Grargto-Pacific Copswmer Profucis, 607 £3d 1255, 1262 {X0oth Cir. 20100

32RO 1 United Airliies, 623 F33 760 (Fih Gin 2012, vort-dunicd, 133 5. Ce 3738 8300 3% Smith 1. Midirad Brake,
150 E3d 1154 (10th Cir, 1999,

HEEOE s S poseplis Hogpiral, 812 F.3d 1333 (11 th Cir. 2016): Hrifeer . Wal-Afart Stares, 486 F, 34 £90 {#1h Ciz 2007,
LS Adreays i Harssil, G35 LS. 308 (002).




