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Hypothetical Case 1

The Tiger Company is a widgett manufaczurer, located
over, Massachusetts, znd employing between 100 and

_n Ana
130 people a2 any given time. The Tiger Company nired John
Doe in July 1570. ©On May 1, 1877, he was promoted To
Manager ¢f the seccnd shifrt, supervising betwesn 13 zec ZC
people John Doe wcrkecd for the Tiger Comparny for thlrty
vears, until his industrial accident Zn 2Z0CO During that
Tnirty year period, nils evaluaticns were good or betzer
~han good. ©Cn February 2, 2000, a Mississipri conglomerate
Tiger Company, On Marzch 8, 2000, John Doe

purchased th
sustained a

n M
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infury o a de was cut of werk from March &, 2000
un- Xl July 1l&, 200L. When he sougnt —o return to work with
the new company in contrcl, hes was zeld that there wers no
gupervisory poesitions avallable. When he lesarned thaz

ners were in Zact twe openings Ior superviscry posizions,
iecd for the positions, was interviewed, and was
d. Johnr Doe was 56 y=ars o_d.
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Instead of recalling Mr. Dce To a supervisory

icn, the new ownership nired two young {under the age
tairty}, non-handicapped persons for supervisory
ositions that Mr. Doe could have filled. These two young,
non-handicapped persons had never befors workad for This
comeany.
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The new company had a pclicy that if an emplovee 1is
out ¢t werk for any reason for mors zhan = vear, the

oyee is considered Tc have volunterily resigred. John
&s sent this notice that nhe had peen separates from
The company due te their unifsrmly enforced policy.

reason given by the companry for rsjecting John Doe
WS ThaT the twe younger, nan-handicapped pe
] r gualified trhan John Doe.



sohn Doe has come fo your for your advice and wanis you Lo
—eil him what claims 17 any, he may have, and what course
cf zetion you would raconmmend, and whv. Wnhnat remedlies ars
availacle to John Doe?

Hypothetical Case 2

Same facts as ‘7 Hypcthetical Case 2. JJcin Doe has
brought z lawsult against the Tiger Company Zor age and
handicap discrimination.

The Tiger Company has come Lo you Zor advice. Whez

deferses will vyou ralise and why? What advice would you
give zZne Company and why?

Hypothetical Case 3

Jane Doe began ner employment o June 28, 15889, zs
gcratary for the 5. Lime Company. Almost from the
peginning of her emplovment, Ms. Dce was repeatedly
harassed by her immedizze superviscr, Steve Handy

tHdandy” Trna offensive conducts by Handy consisted of
rouLlnely rubking up against Ms. Coe’s breasts, treathing
heavy when near her, as 1f faking an orgssm, pcinting
pna-lic symbols at her.
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By July of 2001, Ms. Doe was 50 emction

distraught, that she complained to the V

Human Rescurzes, Frank Look (“Took”‘ Following —ni
comelaint, Handy kegan tc criticize her worxk perfcrmance,
and he evertually wrote her up for insubcrdinat;on. On

Octcher 21, 2001, Ms. Doe resigned.

r advice and wants you IO
Y & ave, and what advice

why., What claims deoes she have?
?  What advice would vou

Jane Doe has ¢
cal = t
would vou rec
What remedies are aval
recommend and

Hypothetical Case 4

SJerry Klutz kegan his employment with the Town ci Qark
‘n November 1998 as an inspector and always performsd his
werk in a fully competent and professional manner




Klutz has ezi
=zve ol absence Ir
0CC. The Town did not xnow apout Klutz’s epl.iep
“hey hired him znd only learned abcur this when he =co
edz

Lcal Leave.

Alzhcugn Klutz was ready, willing, and abkle tc rsturn
btz work on December 4, 2000, z—he Town refused tTo zllcow
Klutz to return to work.

By letzer dated March 1€, 20CL, the Town held a
hezring to consider Klutz’s emplcyment status In relatl
t assau’lt witn a dangerous wearon pencing

baefare the Cark District Court.”

Wa
Ther-in-law. Kluzz

wnen his father-in
gocd feor nething weirco.”
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Zlzhough the crimin

a2l charges were resolved, the Town
refused to 2llow Klutz to re

tTirn to work.

AT i as conducted on July 29, 2001.
By letter dated August &, 2001, the Town terminazsd Klutz’s
employment asserting a&s grounds: () “a nhiszory of
emoticnal outbursts wnich are unpredictable and scmetimes
violent and/or dangerous;” {2} “unprofessionzl behavior,
ircluding emctional cutbursts;” (3) “a continuing croblem
with your emczlonal behavioxr.”

ught a suit in —he state superior court
zlleging claims under state Zaw, G.Z. c. 13IE, and under

g come to you for advice and to cefend
rse of acztion would vou recommend, and
iou_d youd ralse, and why?
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