
1December 2019 WWW.BDLFIRM.COM

Labor & Employment Newsletter
December 2019

Perception that Obesity 
Could Lead to Future Physical 
Impairment Not Protected 
Under ADA
Reaffirming its position that obesity is not considered a 
disability or impairment under the ADA (see our blog post 
on the 7th Circuit’s earlier decision), the 7th Circuit held that 
an employer’s decision not to hire an obese individual was 
not actionable under the ADA. The employer stated it was 
concerned the obese applicant was at risk of developing 
sleep apnea, heart disease and diabetes in Shell v. Burlington 
Northern Santa Railway Company, No. 19-1030 (7th Cir. 
October 29, 2019). 

An employer’s refusal to hire an employee because of fear 
that one day that individual might develop an impairment 
does not support a conclusion that the employer regarded 
him/her as having a current disability.

DOL Finalizes Overtime Rule
On September 24, the U.S. Department of Labor finally 
released its final rule on the overtime “white collar” 
exemptions.  As we discussed in our Spring 2019 L&E 
Newsletter, the salary level determining eligibility for the 
overtime exemption has not been changed since 2004. The 
new rule was under review by public comment for quite 
some time before it was finalized. 

Prior to the new final rule, 
employees with a salary below 
$455 per week ($23,660 annually) 
were to be paid overtime if they 
worked more than 40 hours per 
week. Workers making at least 
this salary level were eligible 
for overtime based on their job 
duties. 

The final rule increases the minimum salary level for 
exemption to $684 per week ($35,568 annually). Employers 
will be able to satisfy up to 10% of the $35,308 minimum 
salary requirement by using non-discretionary bonuses, 
incentives and commissions paid annually or more 
frequently. 

The final rule also increases the “highly-compensated 
employee” exception threshold from $100,000 to $107,432. 
Highly compensated employees must receive at least 
$684 per week, but the remaining compensation may 
be in the form of commissions, bonuses or other type of 
compensation.

The final rule will take effect on January 1, 2020.

Practice Tip:
When a company chooses not to hire a prospective employee 
or terminates an existing employee who is obese, that 
employer must make sure it has no knowledge of any existing, 
recognized physical or mental impairment/disability protected 
under the ADA. The employer must also confirm that it has 
no knowledge that the individual’s obesity caused such an 
impairment or disability.

http://www.bdlfirm.com
http://www.bdlfirm.com
https://www.bdlfirm.com/alcoholism-but-not-obesity-considered-impairment-under-ada/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/alcoholism-but-not-obesity-considered-impairment-under-ada/
https://www.dol.gov/whd/overtime2019/overtime_FR.pdf
http://www.bdlfirm.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/L-E-Newsletter-March-2019-02123357xCE0C6.pdf
http://www.bdlfirm.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/L-E-Newsletter-March-2019-02123357xCE0C6.pdf
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/appellate-law/
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Defeating Age Discrimination 
Claims
Employers may be successful in defending discrimination 
claims by providing evidence that similarly situated 
employees were not treated more favorably than the 
plaintiff.

In McDaniel v. Progress Rail Locomotive, Inc., No. 18-3565 (7th 
Cir. October 9, 2019), plaintiff was a 55 year-old material 
specialist for a diesel-electric locomotive and diesel-
powered engine manufacturer. He was terminated in March 
2017 for violating a company policy prohibiting employees 
from lifting over 35 lbs. without a mechanical lift device.

Plaintiff filed a claim with the EEOC alleging he was fired 
because of his age and subsequently retaliated against for 
complaining that he was treated unfairly because of his age. 
He later filed suit in federal district court.

The plaintiff failed to present evidence that fellow material 
handlers who were under 40 years old were treated more 
favorably than him.

On this basis alone, the district court found plaintiff failed to 
establish a viable claim for age discrimination or retaliation; 
on appeal, the 7th Circuit agreed.

Inflexible Leave Policies Can 
Be Costly  
A large international industrial company recently agreed to 
pay $140,000 to settle a federal court disability suit brought 
by the EEOC. An employee with cancer was reportedly fired 
for poor attendance. 

The employee requested unpaid leave to attend medical 
appointments and treatment for her serious health 
condition. The company allegedly declined to provide such 
leave on the basis that their policy did not provide the same 
for inside sales representatives. The EEOC sternly argued this 
policy was in violation of the ADA and was not a reasonable 
accommodation policy and practice.

In contrast, our employment attorneys successfully argued 
and won a somewhat similar case before the Illinois 
Department of Human Rights (IDHR). An employee with 
cancer requested medical leave, which the employer 
consistently accommodated. The IDHR determined that 
the employer properly explored potential alternative dates 
off work with the employee, in line with the interactive 
accommodation process. 

Don’t Golf During Intermittent 
FMLA Leave 
Employee abuse of intermittent FMLA leave is a continual 
problem for many employers. When an employee seeks 
intermittent FMLA leave for his/her own health condition, the 
U.S. Department of Labor’s (DOL) Certification of Health Care 
Provider form requires the provider to specify the need and 
schedule for follow-up treatments, as well as the reason, 
frequency and duration of “episodic flare-ups” which will 
require the employee to be absent from work.

But, how closely do employers look into whether an 
employee is taking intermittent FMLA leave for the specific 
reasons stated in the certification? How many employers, 
wary of being hit with an FMLA retaliation claim, are simply 
afraid to challenge an employee’s absence because the 
employee only told their supervisor that they wouldn’t be at 
work because they were “taking FMLA”?

One brave employer was the subject of a recent 6th Circuit U.S. 
Court of Appeals decision. LaBelle v. Cleveland Cliffs, Inc., Case 
No. 18-2444, (September 13, 2019). 

Practice Tip:
The final rule will impact all employers covered under 
the FLSA. It is imperative that employers review their 
compensation structures in advance of January 1 to ensure 
compliance with the final rule. Because there are serious 
penalties associated with misclassifying employees as 
exempt, employers should audit their pay practices now. 

If you have any questions about the final rule, please 
contact Storrs Downey or Jessica Jackler.

Practice Tip:
Employers can potentially avoid viable discrimination 
claims (whether based on age, race, disability or some 
other protected class), by treating employees in a 
consistent and similar manner. Providing your defense 
counsel with evidence that plaintiff(s) were not treated less 
favorably than their fellow employees is important.

Practice Tip:
It is important that employers have flexible leave policies and 
engage in a meaningful interactive accommodation process 
with any employees with medical conditions requiring leaves 
of absence.

http://www.bdlfirm.com
mailto:sdowney%40bdlfirm.com?subject=
mailto:jjackler%40bdlfirm.com?subject=
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LaBelle, a quality-control lab technician at Cliffs, a Michigan 
mining operation, suffered from avascular necrosis, which 
led to episodes of severe shoulder pain. LaBelle applied for 
intermittent FMLA leave. His doctor’s certification stated that 
LaBelle would “intermittently have exacerbations that limit 
work” and that it was medically necessary for LaBelle to miss 
work during “flare-ups,” which would occur about once a 
month for three-day periods.

Cliffs approved LaBelle’s FMLA request, giving him a letter 
which also noted that his FMLA leave was “limited to the 
condition specified in [his] certification” and that “[i]mproper 
use or abuse of intermittent leave is grounds for termination.”

Over the next year, Cliffs detected a suspicious pattern in 
LaBelle’s use of FMLA leave. He 
repeatedly combined his FMLA 
days with scheduled days off and 
vacation days. Cliffs eventually 
hired a private investigator to 
surveil LaBelle on two Tuesdays 
when his golf league played. Both 
times, the investigator recorded 
LaBelle playing golf. After reviewing 
the video, Cliffs noted that LaBelle’s 

golf swing was “smooth and powerful” and he golfed 
“without any sign of discomfort.”

Cliffs notified LaBelle that it suspected he was engaged 
in fraud and FMLA abuse, and placed him on paid leave. 
At an internal investigatory hearing, LaBelle explained his 
“shoulders hurt every day.” He also stated that he thought his 
FMLA days were available to use at a time of his choosing, 
that he often attached his FMLA leave to weekends and 
vacations, to receive “the most time for relief”—from the 
repetitious work at Cliffs, which created pain—and that the 
repetitive motion at work “creates way more pain than just a 
quick [golf] swing.”

After the hearing, Cliffs concluded that if LaBelle had a 
shoulder flare-up preventing him from working, he would 
not be able to play golf, and that “if he could golf, he could 
work.” Cliffs terminated LaBelle for “fraud and FMLA leave 
abuse,” noting in the termination letter that the absences in 
question were not medically necessary because there was 
no evidence that LaBelle was suffering from a flare-up on 
either of the surveilled golf days.

LaBelle sued Cliffs for FMLA retaliation and discrimination. 
The district court granted summary judgment for Cliffs and 
the Sixth Circuit affirmed the decision. The court of appeals 
focused on the FMLA certification form and LaBelle’s doctor 
reasoning as to why and how often LaBelle would need 
intermittent FMLA leave. Those reasons included:

 � attending medical appointments; and 

 � taking three days off per month for a “flare-up.” 

The court took into account LaBelle’s explanations that he 
took FMLA leave due to constant pain and leave around 
vacations or weekends to give himself as much rest possible. 

However, the court ultimately held that “occasional rest to 
alleviate low-level background pain is not what his FMLA 
leave was for…and that if LaBelle had constant pain that 
required occasional long weekends to mitigate, he should 
have requested FMLA leave for that purpose.”

The DOL’s FMLA regulations state, “[a]n employee who 
fraudulently obtains FMLA leave from an employer is not 
protected by FMLA’s job restoration or maintenance of health 
benefits provisions.”

While an employer cannot require employees using 
intermittent FMLA leave to produce a doctor’s note whenever 
they take leave for “flare-ups” or to prove their whereabouts, 
an employer that has a legitimate suspicion that an 
employee is misusing intermittent FMLA leave is free to 
investigate and challenge the legitimacy of the leave.

As the court’s decision shows, there is nothing wrong 
with focusing on the specific reasons stated in the FMLA 
certification form and asking if that is why the employee 
was absent. However, retaliating against an employee 
simply because they miss work to take FMLA leave is always 
unlawful.

Hiring Freeze Fails to Thaw 
Discrimination Claim
In Stepp v. Covance, Inc., 18-3292 (7th Cir. 7/26/19), the 7th 
Circuit court overturned the dismissal of a temporary 
employee’s retaliation lawsuit. The suit was filed against his 
former employer who refused to hire him on a permanent 
basis after he raised race discrimination complaints.

Damon Stepp, an African American male, worked as 
a temporary assistant in the medical kit production 
department of Covance. He received positive performance 
reviews his first nine months of employment. 

Practice Tip:
Cliffs was very wise to include both a statement that the 
leave was limited to the condition specified in the employee’s 
FMLA certification form, and that improper use or abuse of 
intermittent leave would be grounds for discharge in the 
employee’s FMLA approval materials.

Employers should include similar language in their intermittent 
FMLA request approvals. If a claimant argues that they missed 
work for a reason somehow related to their medical condition, 
but not for the specific reason stated in their FMLA certification 
form, employers may refer back to the language specified in 
the employee’s FMLA approval materials as a defense.

http://www.bdlfirm.com
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Two other temporary co-workers (both white) who were 
hired three weeks before Stepp, were made permanent 
employees around their nine month anniversary. Rather than 
being made a permanent employee, Stepp was let go at the 
completion of his one-year term. 

During his period of employment, he claimed that both white 
and female employees were treated better than African 
Americans and male employees. A manager investigated 
Stepp’s claim but found no support for same. Plaintiff then 
filed two formal charges of discrimination with the EEOC.

After he was terminated, Stepp filed an action in federal 
district court. The court dismissed both his discrimination 
and retaliation claims, but Plaintiff only appealed the  
retaliation claim dismissal.

In overturning the trial court’s dismissal, the 7th Circuit noted 
that the only material difference between Stepp and the 
two other temporary workers who were hired permanently, 
was that Plaintiff filed a charge of discrimination and was 
reportedly told he would not be hired permanently because 
a white team leader complained about how Plaintiff had 
stared at him once.

The court focused on the short period of time between 
Plaintiff’s race discrimination complaints and the subsequent 
adverse action taken against the Plaintiff (non-promotion). 
It found that a jury could reasonably conclude that Plaintiff 
was not promoted to permanent employment in retaliation 
for his complaints. The court further noted there was 
evidence that Plaintiff’s white coworkers were treated better 
than him. Finally, the employer’s proffered basis for not 
promoting him was the need to install a hiring freeze, but 
that freeze was not imposed until two months after Plaintiff 
had reached nine months of temporary employment.

A Court’s Excellent “TIPS” 
Primer
Lawyers who conduct union-avoidance training for 
management always include “TIPS” — the acronym for the 
four things an employer can’t do to employees when there is 
pro-union activity going on in the company:

 � THREATEN

 � INTERROGATE (including soliciting grievances from 
employees)

 � PROMISE (including impliedly promising to fix what so-
licited grievances pertain to) and

 � SURVEIL

 � PUNISH as an additional “P”

The 6th Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals recently addressed all 
these missteps in Charter Communications, Inc. v. National 
Labor Relations Board, Case Nos. 18-18-1778/1895, (September 
25, 2019). The case is an excellent primer on basic union 
activity labor law and demonstrates how an employer can 
go very wrong.

The court upheld a National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) 
order that a Michigan employer, Charter Communications 
(Charter), repeatedly violated the National Labor Relations 
Act (NLRA) during a three-month period of pro-union activity. 
The NLRB’s evidence included the following:

SURVEIL: Employee ‘French’ had a union organizer distribute 
pro-union flyers (handbilling) at his Charter workplace. The 
regional director told French’s manager “to pay attention 
to who’s taking the flyers” and “to take notes if possible.” 
French’s manager reiterated those instructions to supervisors 
on site. French’s supervisor asked one employee if he had 
taken a flyer.

INTERROGATE: Within a day of the distribution, during a 
management conference call, a regional vice president 
directed French’s manager to meet with French “because 
his name had come up as being a possible instigator for the 
union activity.” Notes from the call said French “is trouble” 
and showed that the manager was directed to talk to 
French.

THREATEN: The manager soon thereafter went to the 
worksite, inviting French into the manager’s car where he 
“tried to figure out if [French] was involved with the union.” 
French’s manager told him that he was being looked at 
closely by upper management and if he was involved with 
union, it would bring a lot of unwanted attention onto himself 
and the team.

INTERROGATE/SURVEIL: In the car, French’s manager urged 
him that if there was anything he needed to discuss, he 
should bring it to the manager’s attention. French felt his 
manager was asking if French knew of anyone involved 
in the union activity or could give such employees’ 
names. French’s regional director then took French on an 
unscheduled ride-along, a first for French. The regional 
director steered the conversation to the topic of employee 
complaints. French refused to give names but was willing 
to discuss an employee concern which did not pertain to 
French about how certain employees were being evaluated.

Practice Tip:
The timing of an employer’s adverse employment actions, 
including the failure to promote or terminate an employee in 
a protected class can be critical to whether a court finds that 
a jury could conclude such action taken against an employee 
was discrimination-based, rather than based on a legitimate 
business interest.

http://www.bdlfirm.com
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PUNISH: The regional director then emailed senior 
management that French “talked about things he had no 
reason to be involved with.” French’s manager was then 
instructed to isolate French and some others on his team. 
Accordingly, the manager reassigned the employees to rural 
areas, making their work harder, more isolated and more 
distant from their homes.

SURVEIL: The supervisor that oversaw the reassigned 
employees reported allegations to Human Resources that 
one of French’s coworkers had laid sod at another coworker’s 
house on company time, that two of French’s coworkers did 
work at his supervisor’s rental house during work hours, and 
that one coworker worked on a haunted house during work 
time.

THREATEN: Human Resources investigated with the 
participation of the regional director who was permitted 
to sit in on employee interviews.  French’s new supervisor 
told French that he should get on this supervisor’s side 
because French had been “outed as the union mastermind,” 
“people were going to get fired,” and that the supervisor had 
obtained his position by previously “squashing a union drive.” 
The supervisor may also have said he sometimes brought a 
gun to work.

PUNISH: Human Resources wrote an investigation report. 
The regional director was one of the decision makers 
who reviewed the report. Three months after the union 
handbilling, Charter fired French and his two coworkers. 
Their termination notices stated they were discharged 
for “violation of Charter’s code of conduct” and “violation 
of Charter’s employee handbook.” One of their notices 
added “violation of Charter’s timekeeping policy.”  The three 
employees asked HR why they were being fired and received 
no answer.

Case Result: The court of appeals affirmed the NLRB’s 
decision that all the above employer conduct violated the 
NLRA.

Handbook Services
As a reminder to our clients and prospective clients, we prepare 
comprehensive employee handbooks tailored to your business 
needs, in addition to reviewing and revising existing handbooks 
to ensure up-to-date compliance with applicable law. 

We strongly recommend that you consider a yearly audit 
of your current policies as there are constant changes and 
additions to the law. 

If you are interested in these services, please contact one of 
our Labor and Employment attorneys, Storrs Downey or Jessica 
Jackler.

View more information on our  
Labor & Employment practice.

Our other practices Include: 

• Appellate Law
• Business Law
• Condominium Law
• Construction Law
• Entertainment Law
• General Liability
• Healthcare Law
• Insurance Law
• Intellectual Property
• Products Liability
• Professional Liability
• Real Estate
• Transportation Law
• Workers’ Compensation

Newsletter Contributors 
Storrs Downey, Jessica Jackler and Cary Schwimmer 
contributed to this newsletter.

Practice Tip:
A non-union employer that wants to remain non-union must 
fully train all managers and supervisors on the do’s and don’ts 
of reacting and responding to pro-union activity. These trainings 
are a regular function of outside employment counsel. 

There are many things management can do when confronted 
with union activity, such as explaining to employees why 
the company believes employees don’t need a union and 
presenting accurate facts regarding life with a union that the 
union may not have told them. 

Even before any union activity, it is perfectly legal for 
management to educate employees as to why the company 
prefers not to have a union and why it feels union representation 
often has undesirable consequences for employees. But 
management members must know where the lines are 
between what they can and cannot say or do.

http://www.bdlfirm.com
mailto:sdowney%40bdlfirm.com?subject=
mailto:jjackler%40bdlfirm.com?subject=
mailto:jjackler%40bdlfirm.com?subject=
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https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/appellate-law/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/business-law/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/condominium-law
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/construction-law
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/entertainment-law/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/general-liability/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/healthcare/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/insurance-law/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/intellectual-property/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/products-liability/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/professional-liability/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/professional-liability/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/real-estate/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/transportation/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/workers-compensation/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/practices/workers-compensation/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/attorneys/storrs-w-downey/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/attorneys/jessica-b-jackler/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/attorneys/cary-schwimmer/
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Meet the Team
 

Storrs Downey 
 
Capital member and head of the firm’s 
Labor & Employment group, Storrs 
Downey, joins us and discusses his 
relationship with co-founding member, 
Geoff Bryce, and how to stay ahead of the 
curve in employment litigation. 

 
EDITOR: You and Geoff Bryce founded the firm 2001. How did 
you two meet? 

SD: Geoff started a year ahead of me at a defense firm called 
Rooks Pitts and Poust, which has since merged with a larger 
Michigan-based firm. One of my lasting memories of working 
with Geoff at that firm was a three week personal injury/
property damage trial we conducted involving an explosion at 
Arlington Park racetrack.

EDITOR: What made you want to start your own firm?

SD: Geoff and I had intermittently talked over the years about 
starting our own shop implementing our vision of how to run 
and manage a firm where everyone has the opportunity for 
upward mobility.

EDITOR: What do you think the biggest challenge facing 
employers is?

SD: Certainly staying abreast of constantly changing local, 
state and federal employment laws; particularly developments 
in wages, company leave policies and workplace privacy.

EDITOR: What’s one piece of advice you have for your clients?

SD: Document, document, document! Further, always treat all 
of your employees fairly and with respect.

EDITOR: What do you like to do outside of work?

SD: Spend time with my kids, hike in national parks and follow 
my Chicago sports teams (ouch!).

EDITOR: Where would you most like to go in the world?

SD: Any place warm in the winter.

Firm News

Storrs Downey Presents at NBI 
Indiana Human Resource Law 
Seminar
Capital member Storrs Downey presented at National 
Business Institute’s (NBI) “Indiana Human Resource Law: What 
You Need to Know Now” seminar on November 6. 

Storrs discussed recent development in employment law 
and fundamentals such as hiring/recruiting and employee 
handbooks. Select topics included the interview process, 
employment contracts, sample policies and the latest 
legislative changes impacting human resource practices.

See full agenda. 

Rich Lenkov Joins 
ClaimsXchange Board of 
Directors  
Rich Lenkov recently joined the ClaimsXchange Board 
of Directors. ClaimsXchange is a non-profit association 
dedicated to connecting, motivating and educating claims 
and litigation management professionals. 

Sydney Posner—previously CLM Chief Relationship Officer—
leads ClaimsXchange as Executive Director, overseeing 
developing and programming for the association.

View more information on ClaimsXchange.

http://www.bdlfirm.com
https://www.bdlfirm.com/attorneys/storrs-w-downey/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/attorneys/storrs-w-downey/
http://www.bdlfirm.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/C0441796.pdf
https://www.bdlfirm.com/attorneys/richard-w-lenkov/
https://theclaimsx.org/about/
http://www.bdlfirm.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/ClaimsXchange-PR.pdf
http://www.bdlfirm.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/ClaimsXchange-PR.pdf
https://theclaimsx.org/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/attorneys/storrs-w-downey/
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Geoff Bryce Names Vice 
President of SOICA
Capital member Geoff Bryce has been named Vice President 
of the Society of Illinois Construction Attorneys (SOICA). 

SOICA recognizes Illinois lawyers who are distinguished for 
their skill, experience and professional conduct in practicing 
construction law.

Attorneys must be nominated to join, and have practiced 
construction law for at least 10 years. Geoff has previously 
served as treasurer and secretary.

Read the full press release.

Kirsten Kaiser Kus Named to 
Best Lawyers
Income member Kirsten Kaiser Kus was recently recognized 
in the 26th Edition of Best Lawyers in America. Kirsten was 
recognized by her peers for her high caliber of work in 
workers’ compensation. Kirsten is ranked among the top 5% 
of private practice attorneys nationwide, based upon peer 
review. 

Best Lawyers is based on a peer-review survey compromising 
more than 8.2 million confidential evaluations by top attorneys.

BDL Shares a Meal with The 
Boulevard
Bryce Downey & Lenkov recently had the opportunity to spend 
time with members of The Boulevard, a local homeless shelter.  
Attorneys and staff participated in The Boulevard’s “Share-A-
Meal” program, prepping and serving hot food to the shelter’s 
64 residents, conversing with residents over dinner and touring 
the facility. 

The Boulevard provides medical respite care—including 
physical and behavioral health—housing services and 
employment assistance to homeless adults. It is currently 
the only organization in Chicago that provides a full range of 
resources for homeless adults with medical injuries.

Learn more about The Boulevard. 

http://www.bdlfirm.com
https://www.bdlfirm.com/attorneys/geoffrey-a-bryce/
http://www.soica.org/
http://www.bdlfirm.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/02349037.pdf
https://sochicago.org/chicago-polar-plunge/
https://www.bdlfirm.com/attorneys/kirsten-l-kaiser-kus/
http://www.blvd.org/
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Cutting Edge Continuing 
Legal Education
If you would like us to come to you for a free seminar,   
Click here or email Storrs Downey. 

Our attorneys regularly provide free seminars on a wide range 
of labor and employment topics. We speak to companies of 
all sizes and national organizations. Among the regional and 
national conferences at which we’ve presented:

• American Conference Institute (ACI)
• Claims and Litigation Management Alliance Annual 

Conference
• CLM Retail, Restaurant & Hospitality Committee Mini-

Conference
• Employment Practices Liability Insurance ExecuSummit
• National Association of Security Companies (NASCO)
• National Business Institute (NBI)
• National Workers’ Compensation and Disability 

Conference 
• RIMS Annual Conference
• SEAK Annual National Workers’ Compensation and 

Occupational Medicine Conference

Previous Webinars
• 10 Tricky Employment Termination Questions Answered
• Approaching LGBT Issues in Today’s Workplace
• Employment Law Issues Every Workers’ Compensation 

Professional Needs to Know About
• Hiring Do’s and Don’ts
• Is Your Independent Contractor Actually an Employee?
• Recent DOL & NLRB Developments
• Religious and Disability Discrimination & 

Accommodations
• Risky Business: Drugs, Sexual Orientation & Guns in the 

Illinois Workplace

If you would like a copy of our other prior webinars, please
email us at mkt@bdlfirm.com.

©2019 Bryce Downey & Lenkov LLC. All rights reserved. The content of 
this document has been prepared by Bryce Downey & Lenkov LLC for 
informational purposes. The information is not intended to create, and receipt 
of it does not constitute, a lawyer-client relationship. You should not act upon 
the information contained in this document without seeking advice from a 
lawyer licensed in your own state. Please do not send or disclose to our firm 
confidential information or sensitive materials without our consent.
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