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Scholarly Response
A–G: Brown & Brown Insurance Pregnancy Discrimination Case
	“Brown & Brown Insurance Brokerage Firm Settles Pregnancy Discrimination Lawsuit for $100000” is an Equal Employment Opportunity Commission press release of March 5th, 2017. The release is about a job offer that was revoked after the organization learned the applicant was pregnant. Brown & Brown Insurance brokerage firm hired an employee for the post of personal lines technical assistant (Lopoo & Raissian, 2018). The firm sent the applicant a letter of offer and employment agreement upon which she affirmed her interest in the position via email. The further sought to inquire more about the employment to which she disclosed she was pregnant.
Subsequently, the firm revoked the job offer stating that it wanted someone who could be continuously available (Bisserbe, 2018). The applicant filed a charge with the United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), who, in turn, filed a lawsuit against Brown & Brown Brokerage Firm after they failed to reach an agreement outside court. The two parties reached a settlement in which the firm was supposed to enforce the Pregnancy Discrimination Act, train its managers, human resources personnel, and supervisors on sex discrimination. The firm was also required to provide information to the commission on how they handle pregnancy discrimination cases in the organization.
	Brown & Brown Insurance Brokerage made a mistake when they assumed the applicant could not adequately perform her duties due to pregnancy. This is clear when they stated that they wanted somebody in the position long term, assuming she required an extended leave. The firm’s assumption affected its position. Had the firm handled the issue differently, they could have been able to rescind the applicant's job offer. For example, if the position’s specification was working for long hours without leave, then they could have been legally able to revoke her job offer and argue that she could not meet the job specifications. The firm could have also helped its case had it shown that the applicant required certain accommodations that they did not provide to other non-pregnant employees (Fleischer, 2018). However, they could not make this argument as they revoked the applicant's offer before she could ask for that accommodation.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Brown & Brown could have avoided the legal issues had they inquired more from the applicant on the accommodations she would request. Instead, they assumed due to her pregnancy and, as a result violating the Pregnancy Discrimination Act. The pregnancy discrimination act calls for fair and equal treatment of pregnant and non-pregnant employees based on their ability and inability to work.
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