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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

TRISH JOHNSON, )
) Case No. CV-09-61-N-BLW
Plaintiff, )
) MEMORANDUM DECISION
VS. ) AND ORDER
)
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF )
BOUNDARY COUNTY SCHOOL )
DISTRICT NO. 101 and )
DON BARTLING, )
)
Defendants. )

)

INTRODUCTION

Pending before the Court are the parties’ cross-motions for summary
judgment (Docket Nos. 14 and 15). The Court held oral argument on the motions
on January 14, 2010 and now issues the following decision.

BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Trish Johnson filed a complaint against the Board of Trustees of
Boundary County Dist. No. 101 (“the Board”) and Don Bartling, in his capacity as
Superintendent of the Boundary Couighool District No. 101 (collectively

“Defendants”). Plaintiff asserts clairfar violation of her due process rights under
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Idaho Code 88 33-513(5) and 33-515(6¢ United States Constitution, and the
Idaho Constitution, as well as claims for breach of contract, and unlawful
discrimination in violation of the Idaho Human Rights Act (“IHRA”"), the
Rehabilitation Act, and the Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”).

For ten years prior to the 2007-2008 school year, Johnson was a special
education teacher for Boundary County Dist. No. 101 (“the District”). Johnson
suffers from bouts of depression arising from bipolar disorder. During the summer
of 2007, she experienced a major depresspisode. This episode prevented her
from completing the continuing education required for renewal of her teaching
certificate prior to the 2007-2008 school yéakccordingly, Johnson’s teaching
certificate expired on September2D07. On September 6, 2007, Johnson
petitioned the Board to request a promsl one-year certificate from the Idaho
State Board of Education. The Boalektlined her request, and Superintendent
Bartling informed Johnson that she would no longer be eligible to continue

employment as a teacher in the District.

! Elementary and secondary school teachers in Idaho must have a valid teaching
certificate. ldaho teaching certificates are valid for five years. IDAPA 08.02.02.060. To
obtain recertification, teachers must obtain at least six professional development semester
credit hours within that five year period, at least three of which must be for college credit.
Id.
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On September 18, 2007, Johnsonotigh the Idaho Education Association,
informed the Board that it had terminated her employment unlawfully and without
the process required byldaho Code388513(5) and 33-515(6). In response,
Superintendent Bartling then recommended that the Board send Johnson a Notice
of Possible Non-renewal of her contra@n October 1, 2007, the Board met and
voted to send the Possible Non-renewalitdo A hearing was held on October
16, 2007 wherein Johnson was represented by counsel and given the opportunity to
testify and present evidence regardingrhental health issues. Johnson renewed
her request that the Board seek a wiowial certification. At the hearing’s
conclusion, the Board Chair announced thafas the consensus of the Board to,
“stand on its previous decision, ” ending Johnson’s employment with the District
“due to lack of certification.”

Johnson claims that the Board’s September 6 decision not to seek a
provisional one-year certificate on hehbd effectively terminated her
employment without providing notice and a hearing in violation of I.C. 8§ 33-
313(5) and 33-515(6) and both the United States and Idaho State Constitutions.
Furthermore, it is Johnson’s position that the October 16 hearing failed to provide
her with the procedural due procelsscause the decision reached was pre-

determined by the Board’s prior decision. Johnson further asserts that because her
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termination violated the foregoing statutory and constitutional provisions,
Defendants breached the parties’ employment contract. Finally, Johnson claims
that the Board’s refusal to seek provisional certification on her behalf amounts to
discrimination against Johnson in violation of the IHRA, the Rehabilitation Act,
and the ADA.

Defendants counter that because Johnson’s teaching certificate had lapsed,
she was entitled to neither the statutory protections of I.C. 8§ 33-513(6) and 33-
515(5) nor those afforded by IHRA, the Rehabilitation Act, and the ADA.
Furthermore, Defendants maintain tbatause the certificate had lapsed, Johnson
had no reasonable expectation of continued employment and thus no
constitutionally protected property intere®efendants also argue that, in any
event, Johnson received all due process protection to which she was entitled.

Both parties have moved for summauggment. After reviewing the
briefing and hearing oral argument, the Court will deny Plaintiff's Motion for
Summary Judgment and grant Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment.

ANALYSIS

l. Summary Judgment Standard of Review

One of the principal purposes of themmary judgment “is to isolate and

dispose of factually unsupported claims . . Célotex Corp. v. Catretd77 U.S.
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317, 323-24 (1986). It is “not a disfavonewcedural shortcut,” but is instead the
“principal tool[ ] by which factually isufficient claims or defenses [can] be
isolated and prevented from goingttal with the attendant unwarranted
consumption of public and private resourcelsl’ at 327. “[T]he mere existence of
some alleged factual dispute between the parties will not defeat an otherwise
properly supported motion for summary judgment; the requirement is that there be
no genuine issue of material fact®nderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inet77 U.S. 242,
247-48 (1986).

The evidence must be viewed in tight most favorable to the non-moving
party,id. at 255, and the Court must not make credibility findinigs. Direct
testimony of the non-movant must be believed, however implaudibkie v.
Grupo ICA 198 F.3d 1152, 1159{ir. 1999). On the other hand, the Court is
not required to adopt unreasonable iafeces from circumstantial evidence.
McLaughlin v. Liy 849 F.2d 1205, 1208{ir. 1988).

The moving party bears the initial burden of demonstrating the absence of a
genuine issue of material fadbevereaux v. Abbep63 F.3d 1070, 1076 {ir.
2001) (en banc). To carry this burden, the moving party need not introduce any

affirmative evidence (such as affidavits or deposition excerpts) but may simply

Memorandum Decision and Order - 5



point out the absence of evidence to support the nonmoving party’skageank
v. Wunderman Cato Johnsdt,2 F.3d 528, 532 (9th Cir.2000).

This shifts the burden to the non-moving party to produce evidence
sufficient to support a jury verdict in her favdd. at 256-57. The non-moving
party must go beyond the pleadings and show “by her affidavits, or by the
depositions, answers to interrogatories, or admissions on file” that a genuine issue
of material fact existsCelotex477 U.S. at 324.

When parties submit cross-motions for summary judgment on the same
claim or issue, each motion must lmmsidered on its own merits and analyzed
under Rule 56.See Fair Housing Council of Riverside County, Inc. v. Riverside
Two, 249 F.3d 1132, 1136 (9th Cir. 2001). The Court must consider the
appropriate evidentiary material idéred and submitted in support of both
motions, and in opposition to both motions, before ruling on the motldnsThat
both parties assert that no genuine isstfi@saterial fact exist does not eliminate
the court's responsibility to determine whettsputed issues of material fact are
present.ld. at 1132 (quotingnited States v. Fred A. Arnold, In&73 F.2d 605,

606 (9th Cir. 1978)).
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[I.  Statutory Due Process Claims

Johnson argues that the Board violated her rights by failing to comply with
the notice and hearing requirements of Idaho Code 88 33-313(5) and 33-515(6).
These statutes require the Board to ptewiertain pre-termination due process
procedures to “certificated professional personnel.” Defendants respond that those
statutes applgnlyto “certificated” personnel, which — as of September 2, 2007 —
Johnson was not. Accordingly, the Court must decide whether a teacher whose
teaching certificate has expired durihg course of employment is still
“certificated” personnel within the meaning of the statutes.

Defendants argue that the repeated use of the word “certificated” in I.C. 88
33-513 and 33-515 clearly limits the application of those statutes to currently-
certificated individuals. In support of this contention, Defendants direct the
Court’s attention to IDAPA 08.02.02.075.014dyhich defines the term as “[a]n
individual who holds an Idaho education certificate and is employed in a

certificated position in adical education agency].”

2 Johnson asserts that the definitions found in this IDAPA rule are irrelevant and
relate “solely” to Fingerprinting and Criminal History checks. The Court disagrees. The
rule expressly refers back to I.C. 8 33-130 which expressly applies to all individuals
including, but not limited to, “certificated and noncertificated employees, all applicants
for certificates pursuant to chapter 12, title 33, Idaho Code.”
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At first blush, this definition would seem dispositive. Closer examination,
however, reveals that subsecti@APA 08.02.02.075.01(k) defines a “Non-
Certificated” employee as “an indddal employed in a non-certificatpdsition”
(Emphasis added). This emphasis on the position itself lends some credence to
Johnson’s argument that the proper focus of the Court’s inquiry should be on the
category of the position held and not the actual certification status of the individual
holding it. Clearly, it would be irrelevant that a food service or custodial employee
might hold a valid Idaho teaching certifiedtecause it is doubtful that the Idaho
Legislature intended for food service amdéustodial staff included within the
penumbra of “certificated” persons affordextensive pre-termination safeguards.

By the same logic, Johnson argues thatltbgislature must have meant for all
persons employed as teachers be entitleddse safeguards regardless of their
actual certification status.

However, when dealing with a matterstétutory interpretation, the Court
must “look first to the plain language of the statute, construing the provisions of
the entire law, including its object and polity,ascertain the intent of Congress.”
United States v. Mohrbachet82 F.3d 1041, 1048 (9th Cir. 1999) (quothhg.

Forest Res. Council v. Glickma®2 F.3d 825, 830 (9th Cir. 1996)). “Itis well

established that when the statute’s langusgéain, the sole function of the courts
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— at least where the disposition required kg/téxt is not absurd — is to enforce it
according to its terms.Lamie v. U.S. Truste®40 U.S. 526, 534 (2004).

Idaho Code § 33-513(1) is entitleBrbfessional personnel” and grants to
the board of trustees of each school district the power and duty “[tjo employ
professional personnebn written contract in form approved by the state
superintendent of public instructioegnditioned upon a valid certificate being held
by such professional personnel at the time of entering upon the duties thereunder.”
(Emphasis added). From this provision, it seems clear that an individual may be
hired into a “professional personnel” positiom,, as a teacher, without yet
possessing a teaching certificate.

The statute goes to provide that “[tlhe board of trustees shall withhold the
salary of any teacher who does not holdaching certificate valid in this state.”

Id. This indicates that the teacher neithmmediately lose employment nor her
teaching position should the certificate notoguired. Clearly, a teacher is still a
teacher even in the absence of a certificate.

That is not to say, however, thatemcher who does not hold a valid teaching
certificate is entitled to the same protenos as one who does. Rather, construed
with the remaining provisions of I.@8 33-513 and 33-515, the plain language of

section 33-513(1) suggests the contrary. While section 33-513(1) ascribes to
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teachers the status of “professional personnel,” section 33-513(5) clearly requires
that such professional personnel be “cexdiied” in order to be protected by the
notice and hearing procedures thereunder:

[The Board has the duty to] suspegdant leave of absence, place on

probation or dischargeertificatedprofessional personnel for a

material violation of any lawful rules or regulations of the board of

trustees or of the state board of education, or for any conduct which

could constitute grounds for revocation of a teaching certificate. Any

certificatedprofessional employee, except the superintendent, may be
discharged during a contract term under the following procedures . . . .

I.C. 8 33-513(5) (Emphasis added).

The Court finds it significant that the Legislature began using the term
“certificatedprofessional personnel” onbfter providing for the process by which
mere “professional personnel” can be hirddoreover, the Legislature did not use
the two phrases interchangeably.

The language of I.C. § 33-515(@&nhds additional support to this
interpretation:

If the board of trustees takes action to immediately discharge or

discharge upon termination of the current contrameréficated

person whose contract would othes®/be automatically renewed, or

to renew the contract of any such person at a reduced salary, the

action of the board shall be constvith the procedures specified in
section 33-513(5), Idaho Code, . . ..
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(Emphasis added). As Defendants suggdkestl_egislature’s repeated and specific
reference to “certificated” persons@gposed to “teacher,” or “person holding a
certificate-required position,” or any nunthed other phrases which would have
conveyed alternate meaning, evidencekar intent that only employees in
teaching positions who actually hold a certificate will be afforded the pre-
termination safeguards providbg I.C. 88 33-513(5) and 33-515(6).

Johnson argues that this interpretation of I.C. § 33-513(5) would yield the
“absurd” result of creating a new, undefined, category of employees in Idaho’s
public schools: those performing the duties of certificated employees but with no
job protection whatsoever. The Cousatjrees. Such employees may no longer
“perform the duties of certificated enoglees” because without a certificate they
are precluded by law from doing so. Furthermore, while those in Johnson’s
position are afforded npretermination protection,C. § 33-517 clearly lays out
the posttermination job protection extended by the Legislature to non-certificated
employees. Accordingly, the Court will grant Defendant’s Motion for Summary

Judgment as to Johnson’s violation of statutory due process claims.

Memorandum Decision and Order - 11



[11. Procedural Due Process Claim Under the Fourteenth Amendment and
42 U.S.C. 81983

The appropriate statutory vehicle for remedying violations of the due
process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment is 42 U.S.C. § Caiihs v. City
of Parker Heights, Texas03 U.S. 115, 199-200 (1992). To establish a due
process claim under § 1983, a plaintiff must show that a person acting under the
color of state law deprived her of a right, privilege, or immunity protected by the
U.S. Constitution or federal lawnGomez v. Toledat46 U.S. 635, 640 (198%ee
also Lopez v. Dept. of Health Servic839 F.2d 881, 883 (9th Cir. 1991). A due
process claim involves a two-step analy${igntucky Dept. of Corrections v.
Thompson490 U.S. 454, 460 (1989). First, the plaintiff must demonstrate that she
had a legitimate claim to a liberty property interest of which she has been
deprived by the StateBoard of Regents of State Colleges v. R&O8 U.S. 564,
571 (1972). A legitimate claim of entitlement is created by state laws, rules or
understandings that give rise to an expectation of a beifitf the first step is
answered in the affirmative, the Courtshthen determine whether the procedures
attendant upon that deprivation ngeconstitutionally sufficientThompson490

U.S. at 460.
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Johnson argues that Defendants deprhedof her property interest in
continued employment without due presef law by terminating her employment
without a hearing on September 6, 2007, and by holding a hearing before decision-
makers who had already decided ifgie against her on October 16, 2007.
Defendants counter that the teachoogtract became void when Johnson’s
teaching certificate expired. Defendaittierefore contend that Johnson had no
legitimate claim of entitlement to contimiemployment. In the alternative, the
Defendants argue that Johnson was gledidue process in any event.

A. Did Johnson have a property interest in continued employment
after her certificate expired?

A legitimate expectation of continued employment giving rise to a property
interest is created by state la@leveland Bd. of Educ. v. Louderm#i70 U.S.
532, 538, (1985). Tenure provides a teacher with such a property inteeest.
Cain v. McQueen580 F.2d 1001 (9th Cir. 1978) (citifpth supra 408 U.S. at
571). Itis uncontested that Johnson was a tenured employee under Idaho Code 8
33-515(1). Nevertheless, Defendanigua that because Johnson’s teaching
certificate had expired, she no longer had a legitimate claim of entitlement to

continued employment. In support of this contention, Defendants direct the
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Court’s attention tddayes v. Independent School Dist. No. 9, Twin Falls County
260 P. 1031 (Idaho 1927).
In Hayes the parties entered into a contrmtthe plaintiff to teach in the
district for nine months, beginning September 5, 1982at 1032. Later that
month, the plaintiff was fired becauseestid not possess a State of Idaho teacher’s
certificate. Id. Plaintiff sued for compensation for the time she worked for the
district. The Idaho Supreme Court found that she was not entitled to relief because
the employment contract was void fack of a valid teaching certificatéd.
DespiteHayes factual similarity to the case at bar, Defendants’ reliance
uponHayesis misplaced. Defendants misagpend the Idaho Supreme Court’s
ruling in Hayesinsofar as they suggest it stands for the proposition that the
expiration of a teaching certificate will serieevoid an already valid contract. The
plaintiff in Hayesdid not possess a teaching certificate at the time she entered into
the contract with the district. Rather, tHayescourt simply held that the contract
never came into existence becausephaintiff did not possess a teaching
certificate at the time the contract waagered into, as was required by the laws

then in effect,

% Ch. 215, Sec. 76 of the 1921 Idaho Session Laws governed the disposition of
Hayesand were substantially similar to the statutes currently in effect.

Memorandum Decision and Order - 14



Conversely, it is undisputed that Johnson possessed a valid certificate at the
time the parties entered into the employtr@ntract, and, more importantly, when
she began teaching in the District. Idaho Code § 33-513(1) specifically conditions
the validity of a teaching contract on a valid teaching certificate being held by such
teacher “at the time of entering upon the duties thereunder.” Presumably in
contemplation of the possibility that a certificate may later expire, I.C. § 33-513(1)
merely provides that the Board “shall withhold the salary of any teacher who does
not hold a teaching certificate valid indfstate.” Nothing within the plain
language of the statute states that expiration of a teaching certificate renders an
operating and valid contract void.

Accordingly, the Court finds that Johnson had a legitimate property interest
in her contract of employment with the school district. The remaining question is
whether the procedures used to tieiate the interest were constitutionally
sufficient. See Thompsed90 U.S. at 460.

B. Did Johnson receive all the processthat was due?

Although the expiration of Johnson’s teaching certificate precluded her from
taking advantage of state law statutprg-termination protections under Idaho
Code § 33-513(5), she was nonetheless entil¢lde procedures afforded to her

by federal law.See Voigt v. Savell0 F.3d 1552, 1563 (9th. Cir. 1995) (What
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procedures are required if the state sdekdeprive a defendant of a protected
property interest is datained by federal law)ee also Loudermjld70 U.S. at

541 (“The answer to the question [of what process is due] is not to be found in
[state law].”) Under fedal law, Johnson was entitled to notice of the reasons for
termination, an explanation of the public employer’s evidence, and an opportunity
to be heard,.oudermill 470 U.S. at 546, which she received by way of the
October 16, 2007 hearirig.

However, Johnson argues that theagber 16 hearing was constitutionally
insufficient because the Board had prejudged the outcome. To conduct a hearing
where there is even a ‘fvability” that the decision-maker will unfairly decide any
issue presented violates due process requirem8ets Withrow v. Larkim21
U.S. 35, 47 (1975). To that end, @k a board of representatives has
predetermined the outcome of a due pssdeearing, there may be a denial of due
process.Johnson v. Bonner County Sch. Dist. No. 82 v. Bd. of 88%.P.2d 35,

39 (Idaho 1994). However, mere familiarity with the facts of a case does not

* Both the Supreme Court and Ninth Circuit have held that, where required, a pre-
deprivation hearing need only take place before an individual is “finally” deprived of a
property interestBrewster 149 F.3d at 985-86 (citingarratt, 451 U.S. at 539-40;

Mathews 424 U.S. at 3335earhart v. Thorng768 F.2d 1072, 1073 (9th Cir. 1985)).
Accordingly, October 16, 2007, the date of the formal evidentiary hearing, is the relevant
date for evaluating the constitutional sufficiency of Johnson’s pre-deprivation process.
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disqualify a decision-makeiortonville Joint Sch. Dist. No. 1 v. Hortonville

Educ. Ass’n426 U.S. 482, 493. Nor is a decision-maker disqualified simply
because it has taken a position, evepuhlic, on a policy issue related to the
dispute, in the absence of a showingttiine decision-maker is not “capable of
judging a particular controversy fairly ¢ine basis of its own circumstancesd.

For that reason, simply recommending stenewal of a teacher’s contract and
holding a due process hearing is not a violation. In fact, it is standard procedure.
Sedl.C. § 33-513(5).

Johnson has presented nothing to suggest that the individual Board members
were incapable of judging the October Eahng fairly or that there was any bias
against her. Instead, Johnson argues that the Board’s September 6 decision not to
seek provisional certification resulted in impermissible pre-judgment of the

October 16 hearing. The Court disagrees.

®> “The contention that the combination of investigative and adjudicative functions
necessarily creates an unconstitutional risk of bias in administrative adjudication has a
much more difficult burden of persuasion to carry. It must overcome a presumption of
honesty and integrity in those serving as adjudicators; and it must convince that, under a
realistic appraisal of psychological tendencies and human weakness, conferring
investigative and adjudicative powers on the same individuals poses such a risk of actual
bias or prejudgment that the practice must be forbidden if the guarantee of due process is
to be adequately implementedWithrow, 421 U.S. at 47.
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Despite strong evidence that the Board members understood the probable
effect of their September 6 decision noseek provisional certification, the Court
cannot equate that decision to a constitally impermissible pre-determination
of the issue. The Board’s decision not to seek provisional certification cannot
preclude it from fairly weighing Johnson'’s lack of certification at a later
termination hearing.

Furthermore, Johnson’s position is simply impractical. Should the Court
accept it, then any time a currently-eoy®d teacher approaches a school board
seeking provisional certification from ISB#he board would be required to serve
notice of possible termination and convert the hearing into a full due process
procedure or be precluded from denyingrbguest. Accordingly, the Court will
grant Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment on Johnson’s Fourteenth
Amendment and 42. U.S.C. § 1983 claim.

IV. Procedural Due Process Claim Under the Idaho Constitution

Idaho applies federalatdards to due process claims brought under the
Idaho Constitution.Jones v. State Board of Medicjrib5 P.2d 399, 406 (ldaho
1976). Accordingly, for the reasons stated above, the Court will grant Defendant’s

Motion for Summary Judgment as to Johnson’s state due process claim.
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V. Breach of Contract Claim

Johnson predicates her claim for breach of contract on her claims that
Defendants violated statutory and Ciasional due process protections. Because
the Court finds that Defendants violated neither, the Court will grant Defendant’s
Motion for Summary Judgment as to Johnson’s breach of contract claim.

VI. IHRA, the Rehabilitation Act, and ADA Claims

Johnson admits that her ADA claim is barred because she did not file a
Charge of Discrimination with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(“EEOC”) within 300 days as required by 42 U.S.C. § 12117(a) and 42 U.S.C. §
2000e-5. However, Johnson’s IHRA aRdhabilitation Act claims are not barred
and both parties suggest that the same ADA analysis applies to both. The Court
agrees and will consider these remaining claims together under the analytical
framework provided by the ADA.

The ADA prohibits employers from discriminating against a “qualified”
employee with a disability, and requires employers to provide “reasonable
accommodations” to the known physical or mental limitations of such an
individual. Rohr v. Salt River Project Agricultural Imp. and Power DiS&5 F.3d
850, 858 (9th Cir. 2009) (quoting 42 U.S.C. 88 12112(a), 12112(b)(5)(A)).

Johnson asserts that approval of her reqoestek provisional certification would
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have been a reasonable accommodatior tistrefore contends that by refusing

her request or otherwise failing to engage in an interactive process with Johnson to
identify other reasonable accommodatiaghg Defendants violated the ADA,

IHRA, and the Rehabilitation AcEee29 C.F.R. 1630.2(0)(3kee also Barnett v.

U.S. Air, Inc, 228 F.3d 1105, 1113-14 (9th Cir. 2000) (overruled on other grounds
in U.S. Airways, Inc. v. Barneth35 U.S. 391 (2002)).

However, to survive summary judgment, an ADA plaintiff must first
establishinter alia, that she was a “qualified individualBates v. United Parcel
Service, InG.511 F.3d 974 (9th Cir. 2007) (quotihgines v. Wal-Mart Stores,

Inc., 164 F.3d 1243, 1246 (9th Cir.1999)). Johnson’s claims fail because at the
time she requested accommodation,whe no longer “qualified” to hold a
teaching position in the State of Idaho.

Quialification for a position is a two-step inquirBates 511 F.3d at 990.

The Court must first determine whether Johnson satisfies the “requisite skill,
experience, education and other jolated requirements” of the position of
secondary education teacher in the st The Court must then determine
whether Johnson, with or without reasonable accommodation, “can perform the

essential functions of the jobld.
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With respect to the first step ofdlinquiry, the “Interpretive Guidance on
Title | of the Americans with Disabilities Act,” promulgated by the EEOC,
provides that, among the factors to consider in determining whether the individual
satisfies the prerequisites for the position, is whether the position requires the
individual to possess any necessargtises. 29 CFR Part 1630, App. 8§
1630.2(m)’

Johnson argues that the EEOC’s interpretation places an additional obstacle
in the way of employees seeking Ap#otection not contemplated by the
language of the statute. Johnson bases her argument on the Ninth Circuit’s
decision inBates v. United Parcel Service, suprihere, the Ninth Circuit
addressed a UPS requirement that atliqage drivers be DOT certified to operate
commercial vehiclesld., 511 F.3d 974. In emphasizing the “crucial” distinction
between an employer’s “qualification stiards” and “qualifications” within the

meaning of the ADA, the Ninth Circuit hetbat the plain language of 42 U.S.C. §

® The EEOC has been delegated responsibility by Congress with regard to Title |
of the ADA. See42 U.S.C. § 12116.

’ By way of example, 29 CFR Part 1630, App. 8§ 1630.2(m) illustrates that the first
step in determining whether an accountant who is paraplegic is qualified for a certified
public accountant (CPA) position is to examine the individual’s credentials to determine
whether he or she is a licensed CPA.
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12111(8) “does not require that a person meet each of an employer’s established
‘qualification standards’ . . . tshow that he is ‘qualified.”ld. at 990.

Johnson’s reliance dBatesis misplaced. In thisase, the qualification
standard at issue was not established bgmhgloyer Rather, it is a statutorily-
mandated certification requirement imposed by the Idaho Legisfaflines, in
this case, the first and second parts of the ADA qualification inquiry dovetail.
Section 12111(8) defines a “qualified indlual” as “an individual who, with or
without reasonable accommodatican perform the essential functions of the
employment positiothat such individual holds or desires.” (Emphasis added). As
noted above, every elementary and secondary school teachers in Idaho must
possess a valid teaching certificate:

Every person who is employed to serve in any elementary or

secondary school in the capacitytefcher, supervisor, administrator,

education specialist, school nurse or school librarian shall be required

to have and to hold a certificate issued under authority of the state

board of education, valid foréhservice being rendered. . . .

I.C § 33-1201. Accordingly, when Johnson’s teaching certificate expired she

could no longer perform the “essentiahttions” of the position because she was

8 |t is of note that 29 C.F.R. § 1630.15(e) states that “It may be a defense to a
charge of discrimination under this part that a challenged action is required or
necessitated by another Federal law or regulation, or that another Federal law or
regulation prohibits an action (including the provision of a particular reasonable
accommodation) that would otherwise be required by this part.”
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precluded by State law from doing sBeel_evinger v. Mercy Medical Center,
Nampa 75 P.3d 1202, 1208 (Idaho 2003).

Johnson nevertheless argues that she could have performed the essential
functions of the position had the Boashsonably accommodated her disability by
approving her request to seek provisia&tification. However, reasonable
accommodation is only due to qualified individuals. Whether or not an individual
is a qualified under the ADA is determined at the time the adverse employment
decision was madeSee Weyer v. Twentie@entury Fox Film Corp.198 F.3d
1104, 1112 (9th Cir. 2000) (“Thus, one mhstable to perform the essential
functions of employment at the time that one is discriminated against in order to
bring suit under Title I"); 29 C.F.R. Pat630, App. 8 1630.2(m). It is undisputed
that Johnson’s teaching certificate expired on or before September 1, 2007, five
days prior to the September 6 provisiboertification hearing and 45 days before
the October 16 due process hearing. Thus, at the time of any adverse employment
decision, Johnson was unable to performehlsential functions of the position and
was not a qualified individual within the meaning of the ADA, the IHRA, or the
Rehabilitation Act. Accordingly, the Bod was not obligated to reasonably

accommodate her disability.
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Although, the above analysis resolves Johnson’s ADA, IHRA and
Rehabilitation Act claims, the Courthbriefly address the Defendant’s
alternative argument that the reqeesaccommodation was unreasonable because
ISBE requires a supporting statement outlining the Board’s “good faith efforts” to
hire a certificated teacher. AccordingRefendants, this requirement precluded
them from requesting Johnson’s provisional certification, since there were two
certificated employees in the district who could have filled Johnson’s position.
The Court disagrees. The form merely required information regarding the Board’s
process. ISBE did not require, as it could have, that the Board certify that there
were no certificated persons avaiablefore it could request provisional
certification. Rather, it only required that the Board certify what “good faith
efforts” it had undertaken to hire a ceddied teacher. The ISBE requirement did
not foreclose the Board from identifyingetiother certificated employees in the
District, but requesting provisional certification for Johnson as a way of
accommodating her disability and discharging the Board’s duty under the the
ADA, the IHRA and the Rehabilitation Act.

Furthermore, whether ISBE was likely to grant the request is largely
irrelevant. An ADA plaintiff is not required to show that a requested

accommodation is certain or even likelyt® successful to prove that it is a
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reasonable accommodatioHumphreys v. Mem. Hosp. Ass289 F.3d 1128,

1136 (9th Cir. 2001). “As long as a reasonable accommodation available to the
employer could have plausibly enatble handicapped employee to adequately
perform his job, an employer is lialdtar failing to attempt that accommodation.”
Kimbro v. Atlantic Richfield Co889 F.2d 869, 879 (9th Cir. 1989). For the
purpose of summary judgment, the Court must construe all facts in favor of the
party opposing summary judgmertasho v. U.$.39 F.3d 1420, 1428 (9th Cir.
1994). Accordingly, the Court presumes thiatight of the circumstances and the
non-absolute language of the provisional request formplaissiblethat ISBE

may have granted the provisional certification.

Nevertheless, because Johnson’s certditaid, in fact, lapsed, she was not
“qualified” within the meaning of th ADA and the reasonableness of Johnson’s
request is irrelevant. Accordingly gtCourt will grant Defendants’ Motion for
Summary Judgment on Johnson’s ADA, IHRA, and Rehabilitation Act claims.

ORDER

NOW THEREFORE IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendants’ Motion

for Summary Judgment (Docket No. Bhall be, and the same is hereby

GRANTED.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment
(Docket No. 15) shall be, artde same is hereby DENIED.

The Court will enter a separate Judgras required by Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 58.

STATES DATED: February 9, 2010

YIRS NI

Howarable B. Lynn Winmill
Chief U. S. District Judge
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