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This case involves a claim of discrimination made by a former Arkansas Department of 

Health (ADH) employee.  

The plaintiff, Dr. Michelle Smith, was employed by the ADH as the Director of the 

Office of Health Equity (OHE).  She had held that position for approximately ten years. 

Dr. Smith’s claims include, but are not limited to, the claim that she (a minority) was paid 

less than similarly situated white employees. Dr. Smith also had claims of discrimination and 

retaliation. 

Dr. Smith alleges that the ADH moved her from OHE to the Office of the Chief Financial 

Officer, removing her supervisory authority and removing her from the ADH’s Senior Executive 

Team.  Dr. Smith also alleges that ADH then conducted an audit of the Office of Health Equity.  

Dr. Smith contends that this audit was conducted in retaliation for her efforts to alert her 

superiors to ADH’s alleged discriminatory conduct. 

 

ADH, of course, disputes all these allegations.  The Department had legitimate, non-

discriminatory reasons for all its decisions and all of its actions with respect to Dr. Smith. 

A trial of this case was going to be exceptionally costly.  The number of witnesses was expected 

to be large (perhaps as many as thirty in all).  Many of those witnesses are no longer employed 

by ADH, and several of them have relocated out of state.  The potential fees and travel expenses 

in this case were expected to be significantly larger than the norm. 

While the Department believes that it should prevail at trial, there is always a risk of an 

adverse judgment in any jury trial.  If the jury were to make an award of damages to the Plaintiff, 

it would likely be large, given the compensation and qualifications of this plaintiff.  A damage 

award in this case would likely be significantly more than the amount of the settlement here.  
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And even a small award of damages would entitle the plaintiff to an award of attorney’s fees. Dr. 

Smith is represented by very experienced and skilled counsel, with a track record of success.  

The likely fee award in the event of a plaintiff’s verdict in this case would itself likely be 

significantly more than the amount of the settlement.  The decision to settle the case represents a 

significant reduction in the potential exposure should the case go to trial and result in a judgment 

for the Plaintiff. 
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