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PER CURI AM

This is an action under the Anericans Wth Disabilities Act,
42 U S.C. 8§ 12101 et seq. The plaintiff, Janmes C Budd, clains
that the defendant, his fornmer enployer, ADT Security Systens,
Inc., has violated the Act by refusing to allowplaintiff to return
to his forner job as a systemservice technician installing alarm
syst ens. The District Court! held, on defendant's notion for
summary judgnent, that plaintiff was estopped to claim that he

*The Hon. Ronald E. Longstaff, United States District Judge
for the Southern District of lowa, sitting by designation.
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could perform the job in question, with or wthout reasonable
accommodation, and that, in any case, plaintiff's evidence did not
create a genuine issue of material fact with respect to his being
qualified to performthe job. W agree and affirm

The abl e opi nion of the District Court thoroughly | ays out the
facts and discusses the |aw W have little to add. It is
sufficient to say that the plaintiff, in applying for social-
security and disability-insurance benefits, both of which were
granted, and both of which he is still, apparently, draw ng, nmade
representations about his own physical abilities that are
conpletely at odds with the theory of his lawsuit. He clearly
represented that he was not able to return to his forner job, and
he is, in effect, making this representation continuously, because
he is drawing the benefits that were granted in reliance upon it.
Mor eover, even apart from any estoppel theory, it is clear as a
matter of lawon this record that plaintiff is not able to perform
the essential functions of his former job, which was very
strenuous, with or without any reasonabl e accommodati on. The fact
that the defendant has offered plaintiff other jobs, which he has
turned down, does nothing but strengthen the defendant's case.

The present appeal does not present any question sufficiently
novel to justify nore extended treatnment. See Beauford v. Father
Fl anagan's Boys' Honme, 831 F.2d 768 (8th Cir. 1987), cert. deni ed,
485 U. S. 938 (1988).

Af firnmed.
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