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The court also rejected the notion that more leave was required. Williams 

had already been off work for many months.  Additional leave was not a 

reasonable accommodation, the court held, because her doctor still could 

only venture an estimate of when she might be able to return to work.  AT&T 

was not required to keep her on leave indefinitely. 

Lessons learned? AT&T did a lot right in this case, but most importantly, it 

was flexible and patient.  AT&T won in large measure because it 

communicated regularly with Williams, applied its attendance policy flexibly 

and granted generous leave before taking the final termination step. 
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The material appearing in this website is for informational purposes only and is not legal advice. 
Transmission of this information is not intended to create, and receipt does not constitute, an 
attorney-client relationship. The information provided herein is intended only as general information 
which may or may not reflect the most current developments. Although these materials may be 
prepared by professionals, they should not be used as a substitute for professional services. If legal or 
other professional advice is required, the services of a professional should be sought. 

The opinions or viewpoints expressed herein do not necessarily reflect those of Lorman Education 
Services. All materials and content were prepared by persons and/or entities other than Lorman 
Education Services, and said other persons and/or entities are solely responsible for their content. 

Any links to other websites are not intended to be referrals or endorsements of these sites. The links 
provided are maintained by the respective organizations, and they are solely responsible for the 
content of their own sites. 


