


Q Did you tell M. Mitthews that you needed hel p?

A .1 don’t know that | did. | don't know that | didn't.

Q Did you suggest --

A | felt that’'s what | was asking himfor, whether | verbally

Q Well, did you verbally tell himthat you were -- did you tel
A No. . .

Q ...M specific question is, for whatever reason, okay, didy
A No, sir.

The next day, Taylor sent Matthews an electronic mail (“E-Mail”) nessa
| THOUGHT AND WORRI ED ABOUT OUR CONVERSATI ON ALL THE WAY HOVE LAS

BRUCE, | HAVE BEEN UNCHARACTERI STI CALLY NEGATI VE; | GUESS THAT
AND | MJUST ADM T THAT WHAT | GAVE YOU WERE LOW AND WHEN THE MASK

BRUCE, | BELI EVE THAT WE (THE EL PASO AGENCY AND ME) CAN HAVE A PX(
WOULD RECRUI T 7 PEOPLE TH S YEAR BEFORE JUNE 30

YOU GAVE ME UNTIL JUNE 30TH TO PROVE TO YOU SOVE THI NGS THAT | AN
On June 24-25, 1993, Matthews net wth Taylor in El Paso. Matthews of
termnated. |In a subsequent tel ephone conversation, Taylor notified Mtthe
On July 1, 1993, Taylor received fromMatthews a | etter of understandi ng

the letter stated the foll ow ng:

| wish to share with you the standards whi ch nust be net by year en
in the agency for the 1993 are unsatisfactory.

These key performance results nust be net by Decenber 31, 1993 fo

* Personally recruit at least three additional 01 agents, for
* One of the 01 agents nust end the year at Agency Cub | evel
* Two of the 01 agents nust end the year at Level | and have b
* Total production fromthe 01 class nmust exceed $43, 000 | CGCs.

* Total agency production nust exceed 4290, 000 | CCs.
* Unit cost nust be at or |lower than 72 (Excludes agency manag
W will ook at the progress you are making at the end of the thi

You have the talent to not only neet these requirenents, but exce



42 U.S. C. 8§ 12112. “Unl ess expressly stated otherw se, the standards appli e
8 504, as anended, 29 U S.C. § 794).

In Diagle v. Liberty Life Insurance Co., we set forth the el enents of,

A plaintiff may establish a claimof disability discrimnation by
93 S. . 1817, 1824, 36 L.Ed.2d 668 (1973), may al so be utili zed.
or she is qualified for the job; (3) he or she was subject to an

Diagle v. Liberty Life Insurance Co., 70 F.3d 394, 396 (5th Cr. 1995) (int

Tayl or argues that summary judgnent was i nappropri ate because genui ne i
words to invoke the enployer’s duty to provide reasonabl e accommbdati on. T

bi pol ar di sorder:

1. “l asked M. Matthews, specifically, for help.”

2. “What |’ d ask you to dois totalk to the doctors in the Principal,
about it.”

3. “l asked for a reduction in ny objectives.”

4. “l asked for a lessening of the pressure.”

Tayl or argues that his statenents to Matthews raise a genuine fact issue as
Tayl or additionally argues that once he reveal ed his disability to Matt he

that a reasonabl e accommodation i s not possible in a particular situation. T

Princi pal Mutual argues that Taylor’s statenents to Matthews did not p
fact, “all right.” Principal Mitual argues that the clained physical or nen
t he enpl oyer nust accommobdate, but rather any limtations or restrictions c
that it gave Taylor an accommodation in the formof additional tine to neet
Princi pal Mutual asserts that, “having reasonably acconmmopdated Taylor, Prin

The ultimate issue presented to this Court is whether Tayl or presented
42 U.S.C. § 12101, et seq, by not making reasonabl e accomodations to a phy

prima facie case of ADA discrimnation. For the follow ng reasons, we affi

Failure to Identify Limtation
Under the ADA, an actionable disability neans, in relevant part, a phys

show t hat the enpl oyer knew, or should have known, of such enpl oyee’ s substa



an enpl oyee’s disabilities, limtations, and possi ble accommpdations.® Int

that Taylor failed to adduce sunmary judgnent evi dence which would allow a r

For the foregoing reasons, the judgnent entered by the district court



