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FINAL ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMEN T AND DISMISSING COMPLA INT

This proceedingarisesfrom a complaint of discriminationfiled underSection806 of the
Corporateand Criminal Fraud AccountabilityAct of 2002,Title VIII of TheSarbanes-Oxley Act
of 2002, 18 U.S.C.A. § 1514A (West 2004) (the “Sarbanes-Oxley Act”) and the procedural
regulationsfoundat 29 C.F.R.Part 1980(2004). By letter datedJanuary 17, 2007,theRegional
Administratorfor theU.S.Departmentof Labor, OccupationalSafetyandHealth Administration
(“OSHA”), actingasagent for theSecretaryof Labor (“Secretary”), notified theComplainantof
the Secretary’spreliminary finding that there was no reasonablecauseto believe that the
Respondentviolated the Sarbanes-Oxley Act. By letter datedFebruary 13, 2007, which was
received by the Office of Administrative Law Judges(“OALJ”) on February16, 2007, the
Complainant filed a notice of appeal of the Regional Administrator’s determinationand
requested a de novohearing before an Administrative Law Judge(“ALJ”) pursuantto 29 C.F.R.
§ 1980.106.

Prior to the openingof the hearing,the partiesfiled a Joint Motion For Approval Of
SettlementAgreementAnd To DismissComplaint With Prejudiceon July 2, 2007. Attached to
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the parties’ motion is an Agreement and General Releasewhich the parties have designatedas
confidential. The partieshaveredacted from the considerationparagraphof their settlement the
specificamountsof the consideration to be paid by the Respondent,andthey request that their
settlementbereviewed with this informationredacted.

I have carefully reviewed the terms of the Settlement Agreement. Both parties are
representedby counsel, and the redaction of the considerationamountsdoes not preclude
effective review. Theparties’ agreement appearsto be in compliance with the law and doesnot
containanyprovisionsthat are contraryto the purposesand policiesof the Sarbanes-Oxley Act.
The Settlement Agreement also appearsto be fair, adequate and reasonable. A settlement
approvedby anadministrativelaw judgeshall constitutethefinal orderof theSecretaryandmay
beenforcedin a United Statesdistrict court pursuantto 29 C.F.R.§§ 1980.111(e)and1980.113.
Accordingly, it is ORDERED that:

(1) TheSettlementAgreementis APPROVED.

(2) The parties’ Agreement and General Release is designated as CONFIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL INFORMATION under 29 C.F.R. § 70.26, and shall be afforded the
protectionsthereunder.

(3) Thecomplaintis DISMISSED with prejudice.

(4) Thehearingcurrently set to conveneon September17,2007is CANCELE D.

SO ORDERED.

A
DANIEL F. SUTTON
AdministrativeLaw Judge

Boston,Massachusetts


