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Wnen who adhere to the Muslimfaith are required to
wear head-coverings outside the home. In its recent decision in

Webb v. Cty of Philadel phia, No. 07-3081 (3d Cir. Apr. 7, 2009),

our Court of Appeals held that, notw thstanding this religious
requi renent, the Gty of Philadelphia could |lawfully discharge a
femal e Muslim police officer for not adhering to Police
Departnent regul ati ons concerning unifornms to be worn by police
of ficers (which did not include head coverings of the type
required by the Muslimfaith). |In the present case, the issue is
whet her a conpany which operates prison facilities pursuant to a
contract with the appropriate governnental entity can simlarly
enforce a no-head-coverings policy against its enployees within
the prison.

The parties here have filed cross-notions for summary
j udgnent, but the case was stayed pending the Court of Appeals
decision in Wbb. In view of the Court of Appeals decision in

that case, | conclude that it is permssible for the enpl oyer of



personnel working within a prison to refuse to permt a Miuslim
enpl oyee to wear a head covering while on duty. There is, in ny
view, no neani ngful distinction between prison guards and sim |l ar
personnel, on the one hand, and police officers. The sane
consi derations advanced to justify the regulation in question
apply equally to prison guards and enpl oyees working in the
medi cal departnent.

| therefore conclude that the defendant’s notion for
summary judgnment nust be granted.

An Order foll ows.

BY THE COURT:

[s/ John P. Fullam
John P. Fullam Sr. J.
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ORDER

AND NOW this 18'" day of May 2009, upon consideration
of the cross-notions for sunmary judgnent, | T IS ORDERED

1. Plaintiff’s notion for summary judgnent is DEN ED

2. Defendant’s notion for sumrary judgnent is
CGRANTED.

3. This action is DISM SSED w th prejudice.

BY THE COURT:

[s/ John P. Fullam
John P. Fullam Sr. J.




