COMPLIANCE THROUGH CASE STUDY  ·  SESSION 1
Quick Guide — The Three Cases
Read this if you are short on time
A quick orientation to the three Session 1 cases so you can walk in familiar with the facts. Each entry lays out what happened — the people, the timeline, and the situation that landed in court. It stops there on purpose: the legal questions, the reasoning, and how each case came out are what we will work through together. The full case for each is linked below — read it if you can; if you are short on time, this is enough to follow along and take part.
CASE A
FMLA Notice and Care for a Parent
1. The employee was a probationary worker with a documented run of attendance and scheduling problems — several tardies, a couple of absences, repeated late schedule-change requests, and one disputed call-off. Her supervisor had considered letting her go after that call-off but did not.
1. Early one morning, the employee’s mother was rushed to the emergency room by ambulance. The employee called the company’s nursing supervisor, said she was at the hospital, that her mother had come in by ambulance, and that she could not work that day. Her mother stayed hospitalized for over a week.
1. When her supervisor returned from vacation a few days later, she pulled the employee’s call-off records. That same morning, the employee emailed asking for a leave of absence to care for her mother. She was fired the next day.
1. The company’s stated reason was her attendance history, including an earlier incident it called the final straw. The employee believed her protected absence was tied to the firing. She brought FMLA interference and retaliation claims.
Read the full case →

CASE B
Intermittent Leave, Call-Ins, and Confusing Instructions
1. The employee had been fired once for attendance, then reinstated on a strict one-year probation: one unexcused absence or two unexcused tardies could end his employment. He was later approved for intermittent FMLA leave — three to four days a month — to manage flare-ups of depression and anxiety.
1. The instructions for how to call in were contradictory. The approval letter told him to contact the leave administrator “at the number listed below,” but listed no such number; the only call-in number given was the company’s main line. Even the company’s HR representative could not say which number belonged to whom.
1. On the days he used leave, the employee called the main line and said he was “having a flare-up” — the exact phrase from his medical certification — and on at least one call said he was using “an FMLA day.” His absences were coded as miscellaneous unexcused.
1. HR could have recoded the absences as FMLA but did not, and terminated him for violating his reinstatement terms. He brought FMLA interference and retaliation claims.
Read the full case →

CASE C
Eligibility, “Comp” Time, and Being Fired Before Leave Begins
1. Brenda Erdman worked at Nationwide Insurance for over two decades. She moved to part-time, and later a four-day week, to care for her daughter Amber, who has Down syndrome. For years she regularly worked extra hours from home; her supervisor at the time, Patty Sarno, either paid her for those hours or let her bank them as “comp” time.
1. After Erdman’s schedule change made her a non-exempt employee, Sarno told her to put in only her scheduled hours. Erdman emailed her new supervisor, Stella Getgen, asking whether she could still work extra hours for “comp” time — there was no record of a reply. Getgen later admonished her by email over unapproved overtime and fieldwork, and in February 2003 told her she could no longer use extra hours for “comp” time.
1. Erdman’s part-time position was eliminated and she moved to full-time. She asked Nationwide to honor her usual August vacation — time she took each year to get Amber ready for school — and was told it was unlikely. She said that if she could not take the vacation, she would request FMLA leave instead, and submitted paperwork requesting leave from July 7 to August 29.
1. On May 9, 2003 — before the leave was set to begin — Nationwide fired her, citing behavioral problems. Erdman maintained those reasons were pretextual and that she was really fired for requesting FMLA leave. She brought claims under the FMLA and the ADA, the latter based on her association with her disabled daughter.
Read the full case →
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