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Defendant hereby acknowledges that the Settlement Payment represents full and final

ru1e 1 2 (b) (6) the Releasees, including all claims of any kind or nature, known or unknown, suspected or to Plaintiff's counsel, [Law Firm Name], to be reported on IRS Form 1099.
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WHEREAS, Plaintiff alleges that Defendants are responsible for her unlawful termination, in
complaint seeking to recover damages sustained as the result of being discriminated and [Effective Date], by and between [PLAINTIFF NAME] ("Plaintiff") and [DEFENDANT NAME]
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Payment Amount: Defendant agrees to pay Plaintiff the total sum of [Settiement Amount
under FRC P of their agents, servants, employees, parents, subsidiaries, affiliates, successors, assigns, or to be reported on IRS Form W-2. b. A payment of ${Amount] allocated to alleged
“completeness”—metrics that are not typically strategies arguments - . S
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E ’ This Settlement Agreement and Release (the Agreement) is entered into by and between Plaintiff
1 k. W t : 1 t t : bl < th [p alntl ] Or emp O ment lscrlmlnatlon a‘n (Plaintiff), Defendant Hospital, and Defendant Staffing Agency (each, a Defendant and together, the
dCKINg. vve articuiate two main prooiems wi . .
Wro nngI te rmlnatlon ° WHEREAS, on or about July 2024, Plaintiff filed a complaint (the Complaint) in the [Court] of the
State of New York, County of New York, index number [Number] (the Pending Action). l l M Ou tpu t
: o 7 1 < < violation of Title VIl of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §§2000e, the NY State Human Rights
. mp ra Ctl Ca aS S ° e I l l a] Orlt y O e x lstl I l g Law (“NYSHRL”) and the New York City Human Rights Law (“NYCHRL”), on false and pre-textual SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE
grounds, setting forth that the termination was motivated solely by her pregnancy. Plaintiff filed a This Settlement Agreement and Release ("Agreement") is made and entered into as of
[ ] [ ]
b e nChmarkS S e e k tO m e a S ure hal lu C 1 natl O n retaliated against, culminating in termination on the basis of her pregnancy. Plaintiff suffered and ("Defendant"). Plaintiff and Defendant are collectively referred to as the "Parties."
In tern al In ternal continues to suffer severe emotional damages and lost wages.
Ou tpu t 2 ® WHEREAS, Plaintiff filed a lawsuit against Defendant in the United States District Court for the
F - ° WHEREAS, the Parties desire to settle fully and finally any and all differences between them, [l District of [], Case No. [ ] (the "Action”), alleging claims of pregnancy
° aClng ° including, but not limited to, the claims made in the Pending Action. discrimination, retaliation, and violations under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, the Pregnancy
1 aw S tat | I te S I‘athe I‘ than e ‘ 7 al l I atl n Whe the I‘ Le gal D raft Of Cllen t Discrimination Act, the Pregnant Workers Fairness Act, the Family and Medical Leave Act, and
Ou tpu t 1 . NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows: applicable state anti-discrimination laws.
[ ] L] [ ]
: : o O p Ote ntl al FaClng Recitals. The Parties hereby incorporate the foregoing recitals into this Agreement. The Parties WHEREAS, Defendant denies all allegations of wrongdoing and liability asserted in the Action.
S C a I l re 1 C ate e I l u1 I l e e a_ WO r OWS Inltlal draft agree that the recitals are true and correct to the best of the Parties' knowledge, information,
° and belief. WHEREAS, The Parties desire to settle fully and finally all claims and disputes between them
[ ] [ ] [ [} [ ] , . > 3 5
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de fe ns e re S p O nS e tO Inltl al draft T O o T e D SIonCEts NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants contained herein,
hethe I. p e rfo rmance O n b e nChmark ta SkS i S o payment for any and all damages claimed in the Pending Action, including attorney's fees and the Parties agree as follows:
ts. :
W attorney .. motion for of
Settl tP t.
. dlsmlssal Of . . Costs. Each Party shall bear its own fees and costs, including attorney's fees. i b
Correlated tO USEfUI I l eSS for law ers aS Succe S S perspeCtlve . dlsmlssal to Settlement . . . . in Words] Dollars ($[Settlement Amount in Numbers]) ("Settlement Amount").
, laWSUIt Release. In consideration for the Settlement Payment, Plaintiff hereby irrevocably and
° unconditionally releases and forever discharges Defendants, their agents, servants, Payment Terms: The Settlement Amount shall be paid as follows: a. A payment of
i S t i C all m e a S ure d b (49 a C Cura C » O r Of p Ote ntl al p re p are agre e I I I e nt employees, parents, subsidiaries, affiliates, successors, assigns, or related entities, and any ${Amount] allocated to alleged lost wages, less applicable withholdings and deductions,
5 p S 5 5 l l b tt 1 related entities (each, separately, a Releasee, and collectively, the Releasees) from any and emotional distress and other non-wage damages, to be reported on IRS Form 1099. c. A
e ga re u a all claims, demands, rights, actions, causes of action, or liabilities Plaintiff may have against payment of ${Amount] allocated to Plaintiff's attorneys' fees and costs, to be paid directly
counsel within [Number] days after the later of: a. The Court's dismissal of the Action
u S e tO e \/ a_ u ate a Ctu a_ e ga_ WO r p rO u Ct ° with prejudice; and b. Receipt of a signed IRS Form W-9 from Plaintiff and Plaintiff's
counsel.

elease of Claims
Plaintiff's Release: In exchange for the consideration provided in this Agreement, Plainti
hereby irrevocably and unconditionally releases, waives, and forever discharges
Defendant and its past, present, and future parents, subsidiaries, affiliates, divisions,
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