UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT

Angela Kendall v. Zoltek Corporation

Kendall v. Zoltek Corp., No. 25-1411 (8th Cir. May 18, 2026) - No. 25-1411 - Decided May 18, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit affirmed summary judgment for Zoltek

Corporation in Angela Kendall’s claims under the Americans with Disabilities Act and Title VII. The

court held that standing, lifting, bending, turning, and reaching were essential functions of Kendall’s

production-operator position, and that she was not qualified to perform those functions with or without

reasonable accommodation. The court also concluded that Kendall failed to establish the qualification

element of her Title VII sex-discrimination claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the physical requirements of Zoltek's production-operator position, including standing for
extended periods, lifting, bending, turning, reaching, and walking, were essential job functions under the
ADA.

2. Whether Kendall was a qualified individual who could perform the essential functions of the production-

operator position with or without reasonable accommodation.

3. Whether Kendall's alleged direct evidence of discriminatory motive precluded summary judgment on

her ADA failure-to-accommodate claim.

4. Whether Kendall was qualified for purposes of establishing a prima facie case of Title VII sex

discrimination.

HOLDINGS

1. The physical requirements identified in Zoltek's written job description, including standing for extended
periods or up to a 12-hour shift, lifting, bending, turning, reaching, and walking, were essential functions

of the production-operator position.

2. Kendall was not a qualified individual under the ADA because, when Zoltek terminated her, she could
not perform essential functions of the position, including standing for the duration of a 12-hour shift,
bending, reaching, and lifting more than 10 pounds overhead, with or without reasonable

accommodation.

3. Evidence of an employer's discriminatory intent or motive does not establish an ADA failure-to-
accommodate claim or preclude summary judgment when the employee cannot show that she was

qualified to perform the essential job functions with or without accommodation.

4. Kendall failed to establish a prima facie case of Title VII sex discrimination because she was not
objectively qualified for the production-operator position under either the basic-skills or legitimate-
expectations formulation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An employer does not concede that a job function is ‘non-essential’ simply by voluntarily assuming the

limited burden associated with a temporary accommodation.” (7)

“The failure to make reasonable accommodations in the employment of a disabled employee is a separate

form of prohibited discrimination, which does not turn on the employers intent or actual motive.” (10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Zoltek employed Kendall as a production operator at its St. Peters facility, a physically demanding position
requiring standing for extended periods, including up to 12 hours, as well as lifting, bending, turning, reaching,
and related tasks. After Kendall developed back pain and sciatica, Zoltek temporarily allowed her to sit

occasionally, but later received medical restrictions stating that she could not stand for extended periods, bend,



crawl, reach underneath tables, or lift more than 10 pounds overhead. Zoltek placed Kendall on medical leave
and terminated her employment in January 2022 after she had exhausted available leave and had no foreseeable

unrestricted return-to-work date.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Kendall sued her former employer in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri,
alleging ADA failure to accommodate and retaliation, as well as Title VII sex discrimination. The district court
granted Zoltek summary judgment on all claims. Kendall appealed the rulings on her ADA failure-to-

accommodate and Title VII claims, but did not appeal the ADA retaliation ruling.
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