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I. Introduction 
 
I have been an employee for the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (“EEOC”) for 
eight years, and I have been the EEOC Director of Information Governance and Strategy since 
February 2025.  I have previously served the EEOC as Senior Advisor to the Chief Information 
Officer (CIO), Special Assistant to the CIO, and Lead Litigation Support Specialist for Office of 
General Counsel (OGC).   
 
I am a queer transgender man and have faced discrimination and harassment based on sex, 
specifically gender identity and sexual orientation, harassment, and a hostile work environment 
since January 22, 2025.  I reported the harassment, discrimination, and hostile work environment 
on March 4, 2025 through the EEOC’s internal reporting process.  On March 18, 2025, I 
submitted an EEO Complaint describing the harassment and discrimination; I now submit a 
Formal Complaint. 
 
Since about January 22, 2025, the Acting Chair of the EEOC, Andrea Lucas has engaged in a 
sustained pattern of actions and statements that unlawfully target employees based on sex, 
including gender identity and sexual orientation, in violation of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act. 
Since the announcement of Acting Chair Lucas’s interim assignment, the EEOC’s course of 
conduct, Acting Chair Lucas’s statements directed at employees on agency systems and social 
media, and administrative actions based on animus against LGBTQ employees have together 
created a hostile work environment.  Acting Chair Lucas’s actions to ratify and implement 
Executive Order 14168, “Defending Women From Gender Ideology Extremism and Restoring 
Biological Truth to the Federal Government,” (“E.O. 14168”) have, undermined critical 
workplace protections for transgender and non-binary employees, threatened the EEOC’s 
mission, and created a hostile work environment.  These actions have impacted LGBTQ+ 
employees broadly, whether or not they identify as transgender or nonbinary, both because they 
are tied to an interpretation of “sex” in Title VII that would exclude many forms of sexual 
orientation-based discrimination from the statute’s protection, and because we are a united 
community with a common history of being discriminated against for gender nonconformity, 
whether in terms of sexuality, gender identity, gender expression, or a combination. 
 
Since Andrea Lucas’ appointment as Acting Chair, I have personally been increasingly 
marginalized in the workplace because of my queer and transgender identity such that the terms 
and conditions of my employment have changed for the worse.  These actions have harmed me 
personally, causing severe distress, anxiety, depression, sleeplessness, anger, and sadness.  
 
 
 



  Complaint Number 2025-0023 
 

2 
 

 
II. Executive Order 14168 

 
On January 20, 2025, President Trump issued Executive Order 14168, “Defending Women from 
Gender Ideology Extremism and Restoring Biological Truth to the Federal Government” 
(“E.O. 14168” or “the Order”).  The Order directs federal agencies to redefine “sex” in a manner 
that excludes transgender individuals from legal recognition and access to gender-affirming 
spaces.  Section 1 broadly seeks to eliminate federal recognition of transgender people, and 
Section 2 imposes a rigid biological definition of sex that undermines established anti-
discrimination protections.  These provisions in the Order direct federal agencies, including the 
EEOC, to reinterpret civil rights laws through a framework that erases transgender identity from 
federal policy and enforcement.   
 
Section 3 of the Order mandates that all federal agencies apply these restrictive definitions when 
interpreting statutes, regulations, and guidance-directly affecting workplace policies, official 
documents, and communications.  Notably, Sections 3(d) and 3(e) require that all federal 
documentation reflect the newly imposed definitions of sex such that transgender employees and 
applicants would be misgendered.  Section 4(d) goes further, directing agencies to enforce a 
federal bathroom policy that prohibits transgender individuals from using restrooms aligned with 
their gender identity in federal workplaces and facilities nationwide.  This mandate has the 
practical effect of leaving transgender and non-binary employees without access to bathrooms 
that match their gender identity.  Every time a transgender employee is required to use a 
bathroom that is not aligned with their gender identity, it is an experience that invalidates and 
demeans their identity, thereby creating a physically unhealthy, unsafe, and hostile work 
environment that is imposed by the employer.   
 
Of critical concern, the Order explicitly references the EEOC, signaling a directive to reshape its 
enforcement stance on workplace protections for transgender employees.  The final section calls 
for the rescission of Title VII guidance protecting transgender individuals and thereby effectively 
instructs the EEOC to stop enforcing Bostock v. Clayton County, 590 U.S. 644 (2020), the 
Supreme Court decision affirming that discrimination based on gender identity or sexual 
orientation constitutes sex discrimination under Title VII.  Indeed, the EEOC has since dismissed 
six of its own cases defending workers alleging gender identity discrimination, abdicating its 
duties to enforce the country’s employment discrimination laws and at odds with Supreme Court 
precedent.1  By undermining these protections, E.O. 14168 creates an immediate and pervasive 
hostile work environment for transgender federal employees, including me. 
 
This Executive Order is a direct assault on the rights and dignity of transgender and nonbinary 
employees within the federal workforce.  Its sweeping implications, coupled with its explicit 
targeting of the EEOC’s mission, have already fostered fear, distress, and uncertainty, and 
fundamentally altered the agency's workplace climate.   
 
 

 
1 EEOC’s Decision to Drop LGBTQI+ Employment Discrimination Claims Targets Transgender 

Workers, Equal Rights Advocates (Feb. 18, 2025), https://www.equalrights.org/news/eeocs-decision-to-
drop-lgbtqi-employment-discrimination-claims-targets-transgender-workers/.  
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III. My Forced Participation in Systematic Erasure of Transgender and Nonbinary 
Identities (January 22, 2025) 

 
On or about January 22, 2025, Thomas Colclough, Director of the Office of Field Programs, sent 
an email to all EEOC District Directors and Outreach and Education Coordinators with the 
subject line “Materials and Website Reviews.”  The email outlined urgent directives from Acting 
Chair Lucas mandating that all outreach and training materials were to be reviewed and revised 
to align with the administration’s new E.O.  This mandate applied to every public-facing 
document, website, survey, and educational resource. 
 
The email made clear that effective immediately, EEOC materials must: 

- Scrub all references to gender identity, gender transition, and sexual orientation; 
- Remove any mention of pronouns and inclusive etiquette; 
- Restrict discussions on workplace harassment protections beyond binary men and 

women; and 
- Ensure all training and external presentations adhered to these erasures. 

 
The email instructed that any recognition of transgender and non-binary people must be 
systematically erased from EEOC’s public materials, outreach efforts, and workplace 
protections.  This alone is an attack on the agency’s mission and the protections afforded to 
transgender and nonbinary workers under Title VII.  However, what made it more disturbing to 
me was my forced involvement in making it happen. 
 
In my role as Director of Information Governance and Strategy, Keesela Reis, Director of 
National Engagement and Field Management Programs (“FMP”) required me to develop a 
technology-supported business process that allowed the Office of Field Programs (“OFP”) to 
rapidly review and censor all EEOC presentation materials to erase any mention of transgender, 
non-binary, or sexual orientation.  OFP managers later informed me that this tool I created was 
expanded for use throughout the entire agency.  While the creation of this tool falls within the 
scope of my job duties, being forced to create the information technology that would 
systematically erase all EEOC references to transgender, non-binary, or other LGBTQ+ people, 
given that I am a queer transgender man, was personally devastating and contributed to a hostile 
work environment. 
 
Until the last few months, I was well-known in the EEOC for creating business support processes 
and tools that allow our agency to optimize carrying out our mission to eradicate employment 
discrimination.  Suddenly, I was asked to create business processes and technical tools that were 
being weaponized to facilitate discrimination against transgender employees like me.  The work I 
had to do directly contradicted the principles of fairness and inclusion that had guided my career.  
The emotional toll of being forced into complicity in the erasure of transgender employees was 
immediate and profound.  My mental health suffered under the weight of knowing I was being 
used as an instrument in an administration's deliberate attack on LGBTQ+ people.  Policies that 
once protected me and my colleagues were reduced to ghost data, vanishing entirely from 
training slides, documents, and web pages, as though transgender workers had never existed at 
all.  
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The EEOC censorship is an effort to rewrite reality itself, to tell transgender and non-binary 
employees that we were not, and had never been, part of the workforce.  In my role, I was forced 
to build the apparatus that carried out that erasure, which exacerbated my deep sense of personal 
loss, anxiety, stress, depression and feelings of hopelessness.  This contributed to a hostile work 
environment for me.  Further, the censorship of references to transgender status, gender identity, 
and sexual orientation contributed to a hostile work environment for LGBTQ+ employees. 
 

IV. Removal of the Pronoun App (January 23, 2025) 
 
On or about January 23, 2025, my supervisor in the Office of the Chief Information Officer 
(“OCIO”), Pierrette McIntire, informed me that Acting Chair Andrea Lucas directed my team to 
disable the EEOC’s Self-Service User Profile App (“the App”).  The App allowed employees to 
elect to display their pronouns in Outlook emails and Microsoft Teams, providing a simple but 
effective safeguard against misgendering transgender and nonbinary employees. 
 
I had led the research, development, and implementation of the App in 2022 at the direction of 
the Office of the Chair and in coordination with the Office of Civil Rights.  My understanding 
was that the impetus for the App was in substantial part actual misgendering that was regularly 
occurring.  The App was designed to improve workplace interactions, not only by allowing 
employees to elect to display their pronouns, but also by making cross-division collaboration 
more efficient through the self-identification of supervisors in the agency’s electronic 
organizational chart.  The App was widely used and well-received, not just by transgender and 
non-binary employees who relied on it to reduce and prevent misgendering, but also by 
cisgender colleagues who adopted it to normalize pronoun-sharing and improve workplace 
communication.  EEO professionals at multiple federal agencies, including the Department of 
Justice Office of Civil Rights and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, reached out to the 
EEOC to understand how they could implement a similar best in class solution using our 
thoughtful and efficient software. 
 
Despite the App’s clear benefits, Acting Chair Lucas ordered the removal of the App without 
study, consultation, or concern for the impact on employees who depended on it.  With the 
removal of the App, daily interactions through email, chat, or video calls became more fraught 
with misidentifications, placing an undue emotional burden on those most affected: transgender 
and non-binary employees.  Acting Chair Lucas’s order to remove the App clearly targeted 
transgender and non-binary individuals, given that the election to display pronouns is explicitly 
intended to correct others from misperceiving or misidentifying the gender of the person 
displaying their pronouns.  Cisgender people might not feel it necessary to display their pronouns 
in their email or Microsoft Teams because they feel confident, in a way that transgender and 
nonbinary people might not, that others are unlikely to misgender them.   
 
The removal of the App, together with the Executive Order, communicates the message that 
employees are not required to use the pronouns that transgender and nonbinary individuals 
indicate are consistent with their identities, even though misgendering has been recognized by 
courts and by the EEOC as a form of sex-based harassment under Title VII.  The removal of the 
App directly enables and even encourages this harassment and fosters a workplace culture where 
transgender and nonbinary employees are erased and invalidated.  Acting Chair Lucas’s decision 
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to remove the App, because it necessarily targets transgender and nonbinary people, is 
discriminatory on its face and has subjected me and others to continuous anxiety and distress. 
  
For me personally, the impact of the removal of the App and the conversations with impacted 
transgender and nonbinary employees that followed remain actively distressing.  After the App 
was removed, at least one transgender worker at the EEOC disclosed to me they felt forced to 
detransition at work, presenting as one sex during work hours to protect their job and safety, 
while only living as their true self in their private life.  When I began my career at the EEOC in 
2017, I was frequently misgendered by my colleagues.  Over time, I was able to slowly reduce 
the frequency of misgendering by confronting colleagues who misgendered me.  The App was a 
relief because it enabled me to correct employees who misgendered me by addressing the issue 
without a direct confrontation.  When the App was removed, I feared a return to uncomfortable 
interactions with my colleagues in which I would be forced to confront misgendering, a 
recognized form of harassment.  
 
The ability to state my pronouns in professional settings is critical to my identity and dignity.  
Stripping it away had an immediate negative impact on my mental health and contributed to a 
hostile work environment for me and for LGBTQ+ employees. 
 

V. Acting Chair Lucas Publicly Declared Her Hostility Towards Transgender and 
Nonbinary Individuals (January 28, 2025) 

 
On January 28, 2025, the EEOC issued a press release directed by Andrea R. Lucas, announcing 
herself as the Acting Chair of the EEOC.2  She stated: 
 

[M]y priorities will include…defending the biological and binary reality of sex and 
related rights, including women's rights to single-sex spaces at work….3 
 

When a high-ranking government official charged with eradicating employment discrimination 
turns her full attention to erasing your existence, the consequences are immediate and terrifying. 
My employer injected real fear and danger into the lives of transgender and non-binary 
Americans with her remarks demonstrating her animus directed at transgender people.  As a 
transgender man, I feared whether I would be safe at work, whether I would be able to work 
without fear, whether I would be able to use the restroom without harassment, and whether I 
would even be permitted to exist as a transgender man at work, given my employer’s public 
statements of animosity towards transgender people like me. 
 
In the press release, Acting Chair Lucas stated: 

 
2 President Trump named Andrea Lucas as the Acting Chair on January 20, but the EEOC Press 

Release announced her appointment a week later.  Andrea R. Lucas, Acting Chair, U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, https://www.eeoc.gov/andrea-r-lucas-acting-chair.  
 

3 Press Release, Removing Gender Ideology and Restoring the EEOC’s Role of Protecting 
Women in the Workplace, U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (Jan. 28, 2025),  
https://www.eeoc.gov/newsroom/removing-gender-ideology-and-restoring-eeocs-role-protecting-women-
workplace.  
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Biology is not bigotry. Biological sex is real, and it matters.  
 
Sex is binary (male and female) and immutable. It is not harassment to 
acknowledge these truths-or to use language like pronouns that flow from these 
realities, even repeatedly. 

 
By declaring that sex is both binary and immutable, Acting Chair Lucas communicated her view 
that I, as a transgender man, am a fraud.  Although she lacks a quorum to repeal the EEOC’s 
Harassment Guidance, her statement indicates a shift in EEOC policy to view repeated 
misgendering not as harassment, but as a form of truth-telling about the supposedly fraudulent 
identities of myself and other transgender and nonbinary people.  These statements demonstrate 
deep-seated animus toward transgender and nonbinary people, and make clear that the EEOC’s 
enforcement activities and forthcoming repeal of its Harassment Guidance are motivated by that 
animus.   
 
The Acting Chair’s public remarks and policy stance send a clear message that transgender 
EEOC employees do not have the same right to dignity and respect in the workplace as their 
cisgender colleagues.  For me personally, misgendering by way of incorrect pronouns erases my 
identity, causes me significant emotional distress, and negatively impacts my mental health.  The 
Acting Chair’s assertion that misgendering does not constitute harassment is a harmful falsehood 
that directly conflicts with federal anti-discrimination protections.  By encouraging and 
legitimizing this behavior, her public statements increase the risk of workplace hostility, 
embolden discriminatory conduct, and undermine the EEOC’s fundamental mission.   
 
Even more disturbing, Acting Chair Lucas’s directive that enables and encourages discrimination 
against transgender federal workers signals that my concerns (and any EEO complaint I file 
based on gender identity discrimination) will no longer be taken seriously by my employer.  This 
has left me, and others, feeling that there is no possible recourse, given Acting Chair Lucas’s 
unprecedented hostile statements admitting her animus towards transgender people while in a 
position of power over the agency tasked with investigating discrimination against transgender 
people.  Acting Chair Lucas’s statements contributed to a hostile work environment for me and 
for LGBTQ+ employees, and particularly for transgender and non-binary employees. 
 

VI. Targeted Disbandment of EEOC Pride (January 29, 2025) 
 
I have been a member or employee-elected board leader of EEOC Pride, the EEOC’s LGBTQ+ 
employee resource group known as a voluntary employee organization (“VEO”), since 2017.  On 
January 23, 2025, the EEOC’s Office for Civil Rights (“OCR”), acting under direct orders from 
Acting Chair Lucas, notified all OCR liaisons that all VEOs must cease operations immediately.  
At the direction of Glory Gervacio, Director of the Office for Civil Rights, Molly Powell, 
Director of Workforce Engagement and Accommodation Services, formally communicated this 
directive in an all-hands meeting on January 24, 2025, after which EEOC Pride leaders informed 
our members via email on January 28, 2025.   
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On January 29, 2025, the U.S. Office of Personnel Management (OPM) published a 
Memorandum titled “Initial Guidance Regarding President Trump’s Executive Order Defending 
Women” (“OPM Memo”), issued by Acting Director Charles Ezell.4  This guidance outlined 
sweeping anti-transgender and anti-LGBTQ+ policies for federal departments and agencies. 
Among the most alarming directives, section (h) of the OPM Memo explicitly states: “Disband 
or cancel any employee resource groups or special emphasis programs that inculcate or promote 
gender ideology or have done so in the past.”  OPM has ordered only LGBTQ+ employee 
resource groups—specifically EEOC Pride and other Pride/LGBTQ+ organizations at federal 
agencies—to disband.  This is a targeted and deliberate act of discrimination that directly 
violates Title VII of the Civil Rights Act.5   
 
As a leader of EEOC Pride, I immediately began receiving messages from EEOC employees 
across the agency, from both LGBTQ+ and allied colleagues, expressing stress, dismay, and 
emotional distress over the loss of this critical support network.  Many viewed EEOC Pride as a 
necessary space for professional development, workplace safety, and community support, 
especially given the EEOC’s role in enforcing employment protections for LGBTQ+ workers. 
 
The forced disbandment of EEOC Pride sent a clear, threatening message that my employer is 
actively targeting LGBTQ+ employees and contributed to a hostile work environment for me and 
for LGBTQ+ employees.  Employees shared with me their fears about what this meant for their 
job security, their safety in the workplace, and their ability to seek recourse against 
discrimination.  I listened as numerous employees described feelings of alienation, despair, and 
mental anguish at being erased within the agency tasked with enforcing anti-discrimination laws.  
 
For me personally, the experience of being labeled a “gender inculcator” by OPM and watching 
the organization I helped lead be systematically dismantled, while being inundated with 
distressing messages from colleagues, was profoundly demoralizing and traumatizing.  My role 
as a leader of EEOC Pride once centered around building a more inclusive workplace.  I have 
now witnessed its destruction at the hands of an administration intent on eliminating LGBTQ+ 
visibility in the federal workforce and creating a climate of fear.  I have since feared for my own 
job.  This forced dissolution created a culture of fear and isolation and contributed to a hostile 
work environment for me and among LGBTQ+ employees. 
 

VII. Systematic Removal of Information About Title VII and Other Federal 
Workplace Protections from the EEOC Website (January 28, 2025) 

 
Since January 28, 2025, EEOC leadership has removed critical information regarding workplace 
protections for gender identity and sexual orientation from the agency’s public website.  This 

 
4 Charles Ezell, Initial Guidance Regarding President Trump’s Executive Order Defending 

Women, Memorandum, U.S. Office of Personnel Management (Jan. 29, 2025), 
https://www.opm.gov/media/yvlh1r3i/opm-memo-initial-guidance-regarding-trump-executive-order-
defending-women-1-29-2025-final.pdf.   

 
5 This action, as well as the ratification and implementation of E.O. 14168 as described herein, 

violated the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and the First Amendment. 
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erasure has had an immediate and chilling effect on EEOC employees, as well as workers across 
the nation, who rely on the agency’s guidance to understand their rights.  
 
The disappearance of key legal resources such as guidance documents, fact sheets, and technical 
assistance materials has left transgender and LGBTQ+ employees with little to no access to 
information about their rights under federal law.  These materials were essential tools that helped 
both employees facing discrimination and employers seeking to comply with Title VII 
protections.  Now, when I or my colleagues attempt to access these once-available resources, we 
are met with a blank page and the message: “The requested page could not be found.” 
 
This systematic removal of the EEOC’s own guidance is not an oversight but an intentional 
suppression of information that directly impacts LGBTQ+ workers’ ability to recognize, report, 
and challenge discrimination.  This animus is only directed at LGBTQ+ workers.  The 
disappearance of this information serves as a deterrent to LGBTQ+ employees and complainants, 
sending a clear message that their cases, concerns, and rights are no longer recognized by the 
agency instituted to protect them. 
 
For me, and for my transgender and non-binary colleagues, this purge has deepened the sense of 
vulnerability and exclusion within the agency leaving me unsure if this very complaint will 
receive fair and impartial consideration.  The erasure of information regarding LGBTQ+ 
workplace rights left me and other LGBTQ+ employees without access to essential resources 
about our rights and contributed to a hostile work environment for me and for other LGBTQ+ 
employees. 
 

VIII. Directive to Halt EEOC Processing of Claims Alleging Sexual Orientation and 
Gender Identity 

 
Between January 27 and January 31, 2025, Mr. Colclough, acting on orders from Acting Chair 
Lucas, ordered employees from across multiple EEOC offices to stop processing discrimination 
charges from people alleging discrimination on the basis of being transgender.  He instructed 
them to receive such charges but hold them and not permit them to proceed through the EEO 
process.  Mr. Colclough subsequently clarified that the office should process charges for sexual 
orientation discrimination, but not transgender discrimination.   EEOC Office of Field Programs 
leadership, from district directors to administrative judges to operational officials the highest 
levels of the agency, were thrown into confusion and uncertainty about the proper processing of 
Title VII complaints alleging discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity. 
 
Mr. Colclough, Lisa Morelli, Director of Field Management Programs, and Suzanne Kotrosa, 
National CRTIU (“Charge Receipt / Technical Information Unit”) Intake Coordinator, 
communicated these instructions informally and inconsistently, despite numerous employees 
requesting that the instruction be issued in writing.  The situation created a chaotic enforcement 
limbo for employees handling discrimination charges from the public.  Many EEOC employees 
in senior leadership openly questioned whether Acting Chair Lucas understood her statutory 
obligations under federal law.  Initially, many senior officials believed the agency would no 
longer accept charges for sexual orientation or gender identity at all, despite the Supreme Court's 
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holding in Bostock v. Clayton County affirming that Title VII protects LGBTQ+ workers from 
discrimination. 
 
Only later did leadership begin to acknowledge that the EEOC must receive charges of gender 
identity and sexual orientation discrimination under Title VII.  However, a deeper, more 
troubling question remained unanswered: Would these claims be properly processed, assigned 
for investigation, and issued Notices of Right to Sue (“NRTS”), or would they instead be left in 
legal purgatory, effectively blocking complainants from pursuing justice in federal court? This 
unprecedented breakdown in agency operations has jeopardized the rights of LGBTQ+ workers 
nationwide and has direct implications for my own complaint.  If the EEOC fails to issue the 
necessary NRTS notices to complainants, complainants would be deprived of the ability to 
preserve their claims and seek legal recourse in civil litigation. 
 
As a result, the EEOC is presently in disarray, and its employees and the general public are 
fearful the agency will not uphold its core statutory obligations.  Workers across the country are 
in limbo, their legal rights hanging in the balance.  This directive to halt the processing of claims 
relating to sexual orientation and gender identity communicated the message that the EEOC will 
not enforce Title VII protections for transgender employees, despite the Supreme Court’s 
decision in Bostock v. Clayton County holding that discrimination based on sexual orientation or 
transgender status are forms of sex discrimination that Title VII prohibits, and thereby 
contributed to a hostile work environment for LGBTQ+ employees and particularly for 
transgender and nonbinary employees. 
 

IX. Rescinding Internal EEO Protections for LGBTQ+ Employees (January 31, 
2025) 

 
On January 31, 2025, Acting Chair Lucas rescinded the EEOC’s internal Non-Discrimination 
and Inclusion Policy Regarding Gender Identity and Sexual Orientation (Policy Number 560.008 
(Change 2) - March 30, 2023).  This policy had been in place since at least 2009 and had 
undergone several updates to strengthen workplace protections for LGBTQ+ employees, until 
the Acting Chair unilaterally declared it obsolete and ordered its discontinuation. 
 
By rescinding this policy, the Acting Chair has deliberately stripped me and other LGBTQ+ 
employees of explicit workplace protections that align with Title VII’s prohibition against sex-
based discrimination.  While federal law still mandates these protections, the removal of this 
internal policy signals to EEOC employees that their rights are no longer recognized or enforced 
within their own agency. 
 
This departure from the norm erodes the EEOC’s ability to uphold its mission and obligations to 
enforce anti-discrimination laws nationwide.  If the agency responsible for protecting workers 
from discrimination refuses to uphold its own policies for its employees, it sends a dangerous 
message that LGBTQ+ protections are optional, rather than legally required.  
 
This action stripped me and other LGBTQ+ employees of explicit protections, signaling that our 
rights were no longer recognized, and by doing so implicitly approved of discrimination against 
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LGBTQ+ employees, contributing to a hostile work environment for me and other LGBTQ+ 
employees. 
 

X. Partial Resumption of Case Processing (February 2–6, 2025) 
 
Between February 2–6, 2025, the Office of Field Programs informed district directors that 
enforcement employees could resume processing cases alleging discrimination based on sexual 
orientation but that claims based on gender identity would remain on hold.  This explicit 
targeting of claims based on gender identity sent a clear message of animus to transgender and 
nonbinary workers.  This directive was not formally documented but instead communicated 
informally within individual offices and shared verbally among staff.  I was made aware of these 
distressing orders through senior leaders and managers, colleagues whose identities I will not 
disclose because, like me, they fear reprisal.  
 
These actions constitute a blatant violation of Title VII and create an unlawful and arbitrary 
distinction between sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination, both of which were 
explicitly recognized as sex-based discrimination under Bostock v. Clayton County.  By 
selectively resuming sexual orientation claims while continuing to stall the claims of transgender 
and nonbinary workers, the EEOC is directly interfering with the rights of potential plaintiffs but 
also sending a message to agency employees that the rule of law does not apply to transgender 
people.  This uneven application of coverage under Title VII has unnecessarily subjected me and 
other similarly situated employees to fear, anxiety, hostilities, and increased scrutiny. 
 
This selective processing demonstrated a clear animus toward transgender and nonbinary people 
which contributed to a hostile work environment for me and other LGBTQ+ employees, and 
particularly for transgender and nonbinary employees. 
 

XI. Personal Leave (February 3–26, 2025) 
 
The cumulative harm inflicted by my employer, including the systemic erasure of transgender 
employees from EEOC policies, the removal of safeguards against misgendering, Acting Chair 
Lucas’s public declaration that such discrimination was not actionable, the dismantling of 
LGBTQ+ VEOs including EEOC Pride, the systematic removal of information about federal 
protections for LGBTQ+ people from the EEOC’s website, and the uncertainty about whether 
the EEOC would process claims for discrimination based on gender identity or sexual 
orientation, had a severe and immediate impact on my mental health.  As a result, I sought 
permission from my supervisor, Ms. McIntire, to take immediate, extended personal leave due to 
mental anguish caused by the hostile work environment.  I took personal leave from February 3 
to February 26, 2025. 
 

XII. Improper Terminology Change from “Gender Identity” to “Transgender 
Status” (February 11, 2025) 

 
On February 11, 2025, under the direction of Acting Chair Lucas, the term “transgender status” 
began replacing references to “gender identity” across the agency, including within EEOC’s 
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software systems and official records.6  Acting Chair Lucas ordered his change, steamrolling 
experienced employees of the agency who have long relied on established safeguards and 
controls to ensure EEOC policies remain compliant with federal law and the agency’s own 
directives.  
 
Historically, any significant change to EEOC data collection and classification has undergone 
rigorous review, including interagency coordination, input from legal and policy experts, and 
oversight by the agency’s Chief Data Officer (“CDO”).  However, Acting Chair Lucas 
disregarded these standard processes: she failed to engage the CDO and neglected to conduct a 
mandatory privacy impact assessment.  These omissions may constitute serious violations of 
federal recordkeeping requirements and raise concerns about EEOC’s compliance with the 
Privacy Act of 1974. 
 
The employees tasked with ensuring that EEOC policies and data collection align with the law, 
including me, were deliberately sidelined by this change in terminology.  This reckless directive, 
motivated by Acting Chair Lucas’ publicly-declared anti-transgender animus, places the agency 
at risk of compliance failures, improper recordkeeping, and potential Privacy Act violations 
while showing clear and directed animus toward transgender workers like me. 
 
Acting Chair Lucas’s failure to follow processes utilized previously for changes to terminology 
or classification in EEOC records was motivated by animus toward transgender and nonbinary 
people and contributed to a hostile work environment for LGBTQ+ employees, and particularly 
for transgender and nonbinary employees.  This course of conduct also particularly contributed 
to my hostile work environment, because I was sidelined from a decision-making process I 
should have played an important role in because of Acting Chair Lucas’s anti-transgender 
animus. 
 

XIII. Removal of “Mx.” Salutation and Erasure of Non-Binary Employees and 
Complainants (February 20, 2025) 

 
On February 20, 2025, the Agency Records Center (“ARC”) issued a notification announcing the 
removal of the gender-inclusive salutation “Mx.” from EEOC records, correspondence, and 
official communications.7 
 
This change eliminates the only honorific available to individuals who do not identify strictly as 
male or female, denying them the same formal recognition afforded to men (Mr.) and women 
(Mrs., Miss, Ms.).  By stripping away “Mx.”, my employer has made a deliberate and 
exclusionary decision that devalues non-binary, gender-nonconforming, and transgender 
individuals, signaling that their identities are inferior, unworthy of recognition, and outside the 
agency’s formal structure. 
 

 
6 See Exhibit A (ARC updates shared agency-wide on February 11, 2025). 
 
7 See Exhibit B (ARC updates shared agency-wide on February 20, 2025). 
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This decision caused harm and thus constitutes discrimination against nonbinary people.  
Moreover, the removal of the “Mx.” honorific contributes to a hostile work environment for me 
and other LGBTQ+ employees by devaluing nonbinary identity and impeding impeded EEOC 
employees from treating nonbinary colleagues and members of the public in an appropriately 
respectful way. 
 

XIV. Erasure of Transgender Identity from EO Case Processing Form 
 
When I prepared to file a claim on March 3, 2025, I found that due to the EEOC’s censure of 
EEO filing instructions and incoherent forms, my employer did not appear to allow complainants 
to determine if they are eligible to file a complaint because the instructions were modified to 
remove gender identity.   
 
For example, OCR’s EEO filing instruction reads as follows:8 
 

An EEOC employee or an applicant for federal employment may file an EEO 
complaint to the OCR Investigations and Compliance Division if that employee or 
applicant believes that they have been discriminated against based on one or more 
of these protected bases or denied reasonable accommodation of a disability, 
religious beliefs or practices, or known limitations related to pregnancy, childbirth, 
or related medical conditions: 

- race, 
- color, 
- sex, 
- sexual harassment, 
- pregnancy, 
- religion, 
- national origin, 
- age (40 or older), 
- disability, 
- genetic information, or 
- reprisal. 

 
At the time I made an initial inquiry about submitting an EEO complaint, there was no option on 
the form to allow me to select any gender identity other than “Male” or “Female.”9  The form 
was replaced in March after my inquiry, and after I submitted my form indicating my intent to 
file a complaint with OCR.10 
 

 
8 See Exhibit C (EEOC OCR InSite Page Filing Instructions, preserved March 4, 2025). 
 
9 See Exhibit D (EEOC OCR form, preserved March 4, 2025). 

 
10 See Exhibit E (EEOC OCR form, updated March 18, 2025).  
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XV. Chilling Impact of Case Processing and Litigation Decisions 
 
I understand from my EEOC colleagues that EEOC case processing for gender identity 
discrimination claims has ground to a halt.  Administrative judges and investigators have been 
ordered to pause their review of gender identity-based complaints, leaving many cases in limbo..  
The EEOC has even withdrawn from active litigation involving the rights of transgender and 
nonbinary employees. 
 
The EEOC’s policy shift and resulting withdrawals from active litigation have made transgender 
and nonbinary employees feel uncertain about whether their complaints of discrimination based 
on gender identity or sexual orientation will be handled fairly.  Many EEOC employees who had 
trusted the agency to receive and investigate our employees’ claims of workplace discrimination 
and harassment have been silenced and are unwilling to file their own claims due to fear of 
reprisal or uncertainty about their legal standing. 
 
The EEOC is violating its statutory duty to process all Title VII complaints and the Supreme 
Court’s holding in Bostock by taking the above-described actions.  The agency cannot 
unilaterally override the Supreme Court’s Bostock ruling by refusing to process and investigate 
complaints of gender identity discrimination.  The agency’s repeated demonstrations of animus 
have exacerbated my own mental anguish, personal pain, and workplace stress.  I fear retaliation, 
dismissal, or other reprisal for speaking out because the agency has created a workplace where 
LGBTQ+ employees, including me, do not feel safe to file internal complaints.  This internal 
suppression has far-reaching consequences, as federal workers across the government take their 
cues from the EEOC’s handling of its own workforce.  The EEOC’s refusal to process gender 
identity discrimination complaints and the agency’s withdrawals from active litigation to enforce 
the rights of transgender and nonbinary employees have had a chilling effect on LBGTQ+ 
employees who otherwise may have filed internal complaints, and have contributed to the hostile 
work environment for me and other LGBTQ+ employees. 
 

XVI. Marginalization of My Role and Exclusion From Meetings 
 
In addition to the above actions the administration and EEOC leadership have taken to create a 
hostile work environment and to discriminate against me and other LGBTQ+ employees, EEOC 
leadership has taken increasingly frequent actions to marginalize me and my role with the EEOC 
and to excluding me from participating in decision-making processes in which I would ordinarily 
be a participant, in addition to the change in terminology from “gender identity” to “transgender 
status” described above. 
 
On January 28, 2025, during my first meeting with the Office of the Chair involving an EEOC 
initiative known as “EEOC Scheduler,” all of the participants introduced themselves: Mary Kate 
Littlejohn, Senior Council, Office of the Chair; Lisa Morelli, Director of Field Management 
Programs; Pierrette McIntire, Chief Information Officer (my supervisor); Sivaram Ghorakavi, 
Deputy Chief Information Officer; Alexandra Arbogast, Program Analyst; Suzanne Kotroso, 
Charge Receipt Technical Intake Unit Coordinator; and Andrew Kingsley, General Attorney.  
But Ms. Morelli cut me off while I was introducing myself.  I stopped her and introduced myself 
with my name and title.  This meeting was my first opportunity to meet the Office of the Chair 
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(“OCH”) staff and given that acting as a liaison to the OCH for special projects has been part of 
my job responsibilities since 2020, Ms. Morelli’s intentional interruption was a diminishment of 
my role and responsibilities. 
 
A few weeks later, between March 18 and 20, 2025, Keesela Reis, Director of National 
Engagement and Field Management Programs (“FMP”), told me that I “have fallen out of favor 
with OFP [Office of Field Programs].”  I asked Tom Colclough, Director of OFP, about this.  
Mr. Colclough minimized my concerns. 
 
On several occasions between March and May 2025, I was subjected to various forms of 
marginalization and unreasonable and unprecedented oversight over my work, including: 

- On March 6, 2025, I became aware I had suddenly and without explanation lost my 
elevated network permissions, which made it impossible for me to conduct my work 
because I could no longer access any of the necessary locations on the network.  I had 
retained elevated network permissions since I began to work for the EEOC in 2017.  
My network permissions were only restored after I had asked my supervisors several 
times to restore my preexisting access; 

- On May 15, 2025, I was excluded from a Zendesk Debrief meeting despite being the 
EEOC lead on the Zendesk initiative (a training and outreach engagement initiative).  
The vendor notified me about an hour before the meeting when they realized I had 
not been invited.  I later learned that Mr. Ghorakavi, Deputy Chief Information 
Officer, had requested the meeting, which indicates that he attempted to exclude me 
from the meeting despite my lead role on the initiative; 

- On May 19, 2025, Yofi Weinberg, Operations and Policy Specialist, Office of Field 
Programs, told me to remove an episode of the Strategic Enforcement Plan (“SEP”) 
Podcast from the EEOC inSite (intranet), without providing me any reason why.  The 
podcast episode was my work product, in which then-Chair Charlotte Burrows 
explained that the Supreme Court agreed with the EEOC’s longstanding position that 
discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender identity is unlawful sex 
discrimination under Title VII; and 

- On May 22, 2025, Glory Gervacio, Director, Office for Civil Rights, escalated a basic 
task (procurement of software licenses) to my supervisors after my team had already 
addressed the request by providing the information needed.  I emailed the email chain 
to confirm that my team had addressed her team’s concerns and followed up with a 
phone call with Ms. Gervacio; on that call, Ms. Gervacio said she did not know what 
my role was at the EEOC because of “transition activities,” indicating that she did not 
believe I possessed the authority to handle basic tasks such as procuring software 
licenses.  Given her leadership role in the Office of Civil Rights, I remain uncertain 
whether this indicates that she had inside, confidential knowledge about the future of 
my career or role with the EEOC. 

 
The conditions of my employment have continued to deteriorate and I expect they will become 
worse as Acting Chair Lucas takes further steps to discriminate against transgender employees.  
On May 19, 2025, I met with Kevin Richardson, Chief Human Capital Officer, and Brett 
Brenner, Deputy Chief Operating Officer, regarding my questions about which bathroom I am 
permitted to use given the E.O. and recent changes in EEOC policies relating to transgender 
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people.11  Mr. Richardson and Mr. Brenner claimed that, despite the policy changes, the EEOC’s 
preexisting policy allowing transgender employees to use the restroom aligned with their gender 
identity had not changed; however, they refused to put that in writing.12  Their assurances rang 
hollow, and I believe it is only a matter of time until the EEOC issues a new internal policy 
which would prohibit me from using the men’s restroom, consistent with subsection 4(B) of 
Executive Order 14168, which establishes a requirement for federal agencies that “intimate 
spaces designed for women, girls, or females (or for men, boys, or males) are designated by sex 
and not identity.”  “Sex” is defined in the Executive Order as “an individual’s immutable 
biological classification as either male or female.” 
 
On a call with Jamie Williamson, District Director, Philadelphia District Office, on June 11, 
2025, I let her know that I did not feel comfortable working at the EEOC given that I am 
transgender and the workplace is hostile to transgender people; Ms. Williamson agreed, saying 
“it is very hostile.  There is no doubt about it.” 
 

XVII. Conclusion 
 
Since approximately January 20, 2025, my employer has willfully engaged in the systematic 
dismantling of workplace protections with clear animus toward transgender and non-binary 
employees.  The resulting hostile workplace environment violates federal law.  These 
discriminatory actions have cultivated a culture of fear, distress, and fear of reprisal for me and 
numerous similarly situated colleagues. 
 
Acting Chair Lucas’s approach to the implementation of E.O. 14168 has been the central 
mechanism for the rapid transformation of the EEOC work environment to one that is explicitly 
hostile to me and other LGBTQ+ employees.  This executive order mandates a rigid binary 
definition of sex and directs federal agencies, including the EEOC, to redefine anti-
discrimination protections in a way that explicitly excludes transgender and non-binary 
individuals.  As a result, the EEOC has revised workplace policies to erase references to gender 
identity and sexual orientation; has obstructed enforcement of Title VII; and has scrubbed 
essential resources from the EEOC’s website and employee information pages (InSite), making it 
harder for employees and complainants to understand their legal rights under Title VII.  
Additionally, the EEOC has deliberately stalled the processing of gender identity discrimination 
claims and withdrawn from active litigation to enforce the workplace rights of transgender and 
nonbinary employees.   
 
The actions described above created, under the totality of the circumstances analysis, a hostile 
work environment because of sex for me and other LGBTQ+ employees in violation of Title VII. 
 

 
11 See Ex. F (email exchange with Mr. Richardson). 
 
12 I asked if Mr. Brenner or Mr. Richardson could email me a written summary of our meeting, and Mr. 
Brenner refused but asked me to email the two of them my own summary of the meeting.  Mr. Brenner 
said he would respond if there was anything he needed to correct; Mr. Richardson agreed.  See Ex. G 
(Email exchange with Mr. Richardson and Mr. Brenner). 
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Moreover, actions which treat transgender, nonbinary, or all LGBTQ+ employees differently 
than cisgender heterosexual employees in a manner that causes harm, including but not limited to 
the repeal of internal workplace antidiscrimination protections, the removal of the pronoun App, 
and the disbandment of EEOC Pride constitute actionable discrimination.  In addition, the 
marginalization of my role because of my gender identity and protected activity to oppose 
discrimination and harassment has altered the terms and conditions of my employment in 
violation of Title VII. 
 
The cumulative impact of these actions on me as a queer and transgender man has been immense 
and deeply distressing.  The hostile work environment had such a severe impact on my mental 
health that I was forced to take extended leave from February 3 to February 26, 2025.  The 
constant erosion of workplace protections, the fear and distress expressed by my colleagues, and 
the knowledge that the agency responsible for enforcing civil rights has now turned against us 
has created an unbearable situation. 
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Marc Seawright 
Proposed Remedies  
Complaint No. 2025-0023 
 
 
 

1. Cease Discriminatory Practices and Restore Agency Order 
 

a. Immediate Cessation of Discrimination 
 

(1) Acting Chair Andrea R. Lucas must immediately cease all discriminatory 
actions, policies, and communications that target, exclude, treat disparately, 
subject to a hostile work environment, or otherwise harm employees who are 
transgender, intersex, non-binary, or gender non-conforming, as well as all 
other LGBTQIA+ individuals. 

 
b. Retraction of Discriminatory Public Statements 

 
(1) The press releases issued on January 21, 2025, and January 28, 2025, 

containing discriminatory language and priorities, must be immediately 
removed from all public platforms and internal agency records. If retained, 
they must be amended to eliminate discriminatory language, policies, and 
rhetoric that undermine the rights, identities, and humanity of LGBTQIA+ 
employees. 

(2) Any other public statements, press releases, internal communications to 
EEOC personnel (e.g., those from April 29, 2024, and January 22, January 27, 
and January 31, 2025), or other materials that reflect similarly unlawful or 
hostile positions regarding LGBTQIA+ individuals, must be similarly 
rescinded or revised within 30 days. 

 
c. Reinstate EEOC’s Internal Nondiscrimination Policies and Federal Sector 

Interpretations 
 

(1) The agency’s Nondiscrimination and Inclusion Policy Regarding Gender 
Identity and Sexual Orientation must be fully reinstated and communicated 
agency-wide via an official memorandum, including by stating that all 
employees may use the bathroom aligned with their gender identity. 

(2) The Acting Chair must publicly affirm the EEOC’s duty to uphold Title VII of 
the Civil Rights Act and the Supreme Court’s decision in Bostock v. Clayton 
County, 590 U.S. 644 (2020) regardless of conflicting Executive Orders, in a 
formal communication issued within 30 days. 

(3) The Acting Chair must further publicly affirm the EEOC’s commitment to 
upholding its federal sector legal decisions and other interpretations regarding 
sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination under Title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act (e.g., Macy v. Holder, Appeal No. 0120120821, Agency No. 
ATF-2011-00751 (E.E.O.C. Apr. 20, 2012), and Lusardi v. Department of the 
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Army, Appeal No. 0120133395, Agency No. ARREDSTON11SEPT05574 
(E.E.O.C. Apr. 1, 2015)) regardless of conflicting Executive Orders or OPM 
memoranda, in a formal communication issued within 30 days. 

 
d. Restore Voluntary Employee Organizations (VEOs), Including EEOC Pride 

 
(1) EEOC Pride must be reinstated immediately with full operational capacity, 

including access to resources, meeting spaces, and internal communications. 
(2) A formal letter of apology must be issued by Acting Chair Andrea R. Lucas to 

EEOC Pride members and its Board, acknowledging the discriminatory 
actions that led to its forced dissolution and affirming its right to continue 
serving LGBTQIA+ employees. 

 
2. Restore Employee Training, Public Education, and Workplace Policies 

 
a. Reversal of Content Removal and Training Censorship 

 
(1) Within 30 days, the following training and outreach materials, guidance, and 

policies that were revised or removed in or after January 2025 to censor any 
mention of sexual orientation, gender identity, gender expression, or transition 
must be fully restored across all EEOC platforms, including:  

A. EEOC Enforcement Guidance on Harassment in the Workplace 
(April 29, 2024); 

B. Training and outreach materials on gender identity and sexual 
orientation protections under Title VII;  

C. Guidance on workplace pronoun use and etiquette; and 
D. All external and internal references to gender identity and sexual 

orientation protections, including website resources, district social 
media accounts, and GovDelivery communications. 

(2) The Office of Field Programs (OFP), the Office of Federal Operations (OFO), 
and the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) must be instructed to reinstate these 
materials, including: 

A. EEOC outreach and education materials; 
B. Local training guides and presentations; and 
C. District office websites and Contact Us pages. 

(3) Such materials must be permitted to be used freely in EEOC training and 
outreach programs, including but not limited to programs organized by the 
Office of Legal Counsel, Outreach and Education Coordinators, and 
instructors in EEOC’s TAPS program. 

 
b. Reinstatement of Technology and Self-Identification Protections for EEOC 

Employees and Members of the Public 
 

(1) The Self-Service User Profile App that allowed employees to optionally 
display pronouns in Outlook and Microsoft Teams must be reinstalled for 
agency-wide use within 30 days. 
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(2) The Agency Records Center (ARC) and Chief Data Officer (CDO) must 
conduct a privacy impact assessment and reverse any and all modifications to 
internal data systems and forms that removed or altered, in or after January 
2025: 

A. Gender identity classifications;  
B. Pronoun fields; and  
C. Non-binary salutations (e.g., “Mx.”). 

 
c. Restoration of the Gender Identity and Inclusion Coordinator Role 

 
(1) The Office for Civil Rights (OCR) must reinstate the Gender Identity and 

Inclusion Coordinator within its Disability Program Management team to 
ensure continuous compliance with EEOC’s Nondiscrimination and Inclusion 
Policy, effective immediately. 

 
 

3. Reinstate Protections for LGBTQIA+ Complainants and Investigations 
 

a. Case Processing and Investigation Fairness 
 

(1) EEOC supervisors and managers responsible for assigning EEO cases must 
immediately reinstate regular processing for all gender identity and sexual 
orientation discrimination cases that were unlawfully halted, deprioritized, or 
reassigned. 

(2) Investigators, attorneys, administrative judges, and related personnel handling 
LGBTQIA+ discrimination cases must be trained on identifying and 
addressing gender-based stereotyping and discrimination. 

 
b. Reinstatement of, and Reversal of Public Opposition to, EEOC Harassment 

Guidance 
 

(1) All public statements, publications, and press releases issued by Acting Chair 
Andrea R. Lucas condemning the EEOC’s April 2024 Harassment Guidance 
must be officially retracted, including: 

A. “Commissioner Andrea R. Lucas’s Statement on EEOC Enforcement 
Guidance on Harassment in the Workplace” 

(2) The EEOC must publicly reaffirm its commitment to enforcing workplace 
protections against misgendering, harassment, and discrimination based on 
gender identity and sexual orientation. 

(3) The EEOC must immediately resume application of the April 2024 
Harassment Guidance to its complaint and charge processing and its federal 
sector decisions, regardless of conflicting Executive Orders or OPM 
memoranda. 
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4. Compensatory Damages and Fees 
 
 

a. Compensatory Damages 
 

(1) Compensation for out-of-pocket expenses incurred because of the 
discrimination, including but not limited to: 

A. Mental health counseling costs directly tied to the hostile work 
environment; 

B. Compensation for emotional distress; and 
C. Reinstatement of leave taken due to workplace-induced mental 

distress. 
 

5. Attorney’s Fees and Costs 
 
Attorney’s fees and costs shall be reimbursed per 29 C.F.R. 1614.501(e) unless a court 
determines that special circumstances render such an award unjust. 
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Exhibit F 



From: MARC SEAWRIGHT
To: KEVIN RICHARDSON
Subject: RE: clarification regarding the use of restroom facilities, gender pronouns, and honorifics
Date: Thursday, May 15, 2025 9:29:00 AM

Thank you, Kevin. I am glad to meet with you to discuss these matters but if there are any written
policies that apply to me, I would like the opportunity to review them in advance of the meeting.
 
From: KEVIN RICHARDSON <KEVIN.RICHARDSON@EEOC.GOV> 
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2025 8:33 AM
To: MARC SEAWRIGHT <MARC.SEAWRIGHT@EEOC.GOV>
Subject: RE: clarification regarding the use of restroom facilities, gender pronouns, and honorifics

 
Hi Marc,
 
I will schedule a meeting. Stay tuned.
 
Kevin
 

From: MARC SEAWRIGHT <MARC.SEAWRIGHT@EEOC.GOV> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 13, 2025 5:13 PM
To: KEVIN RICHARDSON <KEVIN.RICHARDSON@EEOC.GOV>
Subject: clarification regarding the use of restroom facilities, gender pronouns, and honorifics

 
Dear Mr. Richardson,

I am writing to seek clarification regarding the use of restroom facilities in our federal building
offices, gender pronouns, and honorifics.  I am a transgender man and I currently use the men’s
restroom, which aligns with my gender identity.  Acting Chair Lucas has stated that one of her
priorities is “defending the biological and binary reality of sex and related rights, including women’s
rights to single-sex spaces at work” and that she is taking actions to comply with Executive Order
14168.  Subsection 4(b) of that Executive Order states that agencies are to effectuate the policy by
ensuring that “intimate spaces designed for women, girls, or females (or for men, boys, or males) are
designated by sex and not identity.”  “Sex” is defined in the Executive Order as “an individual’s
immutable biological classification as either male or female.” 
 
I have always understood the EEOC’s internal policy to be that I can use a restroom that is aligned
with my gender identity, but since I was assigned female at birth, I am not sure whether I am still
allowed to use the men’s restroom.  What is the EEOC’s policy at this point regarding EEOC
employees’ restroom use in our buildings for EEOC employees who are transgender or nonbinary?
  My building only has men’s and women’s restrooms. 
 
I am also not sure whether I am still allowed to refer to myself as Mr. and use he/him pronouns,
since Executive Order 14168 also defines men and boys as “adult and juvenile males, respectively”
and states that sex is immutable.  I would like to confirm if there is any existing internal policy that



governs how employees are to be addressed with respect to their gender identity, including the use
of preferred honorifics and pronouns.  Am I permitted to directly inform colleagues and supervisors
of how I wish to be addressed?  Are other EEOC employees required to address me with Mr. and
he/him pronouns if that is what I state I prefer and use to refer to myself?
 
The answers to these questions are, as you may imagine, tremendously important for me.  Thank
you for your time and I look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Marc Seawright
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit G 



From: MARC SEAWRIGHT
To: KEVIN RICHARDSON
Cc: BRETT BRENNER
Subject: RE: clarification regarding the use of restroom facilities, gender pronouns, and honorifics
Date: Monday, May 19, 2025 11:59:00 AM

Kevin & Brett,
 
I appreciate the time both of you took to help me understand the agency’s current management
posture regarding Executive Order 14168 and DOJ’s April 29, 2025, memo: “Implementation of
Executive Order 14168...” (Marc Seawright, Kevin Richardson, Brett Brenner met this morning 5-19-
2025 at 10AM Pacific time.) 
  
Kevin confirmed the meeting was to address which bathroom I could use and whether I could
continue stating my pronouns or specifying honorifics after the EO was issued. It was indicated that
there has been no change in policy regarding pronouns, only the removal of the pronoun app - and
that there has been no guidance or policy issued on use of pronouns in emails, email signature, etc.  
  
Even without issuance of new EEOC policies or guidelines, public actions by acting chair Andrea
Lucas & DOJ’s Pam Bondi, OPM etc. have the practical effect such as issuing memos that press
releases, social media posts, and internal emails that public entities like EEOC will be held
accountable by DOJ for creating an intolerable change to the terms and conditions of another
employee's employment if, in this case, I use the men’s bathroom. These public statements create
the notion that I could be (or am being) insubordinate to the administration by continuing to use the
men's restroom, and that notion is extremely troubling to me. I fear the public sentiment spurred on
by these pre-policy communications may suggest to my co-workers or members of the public that I
am insubordinate. I worry that if I report harassment using the restroom I could be interpreted as
making a false claim. This is all very confusing and troubling as these pre-policy communications and
ongoing deliberations are related to the intrinsic properties of my being human such as being
perceived by others and bodily functions.  
  
To the specific question as to what I could do if I was to face harassment, as I have in the past, when
using the men's room: I am directed to report using the chain of command such as OCR, the
OCHCO's Harassment Coordinator, or potentially RESOLVE.  
  
To the questions to what to do when other individuals with marginalized identities request help in
understanding or reporting harassment they have experienced or witnessed, as they often do
because as I am identified as an elected board member of the now banned employee resource group
EEOC Pride: I should refer them to those same resources.   
  
I have shared the concern that it seems unsafe to identify any individual (or suggest they identify
themselves) to the EEOC or generally to the government as LGBTQ+. I have shared that I fear
retribution for discussing these issues with you because of the overwhelming negative public
sentiment created by the acting chair since issuance of the EO and the acting chair’s role in



promulgating those negative thoughts about transgender people within our workplace. I have
indicated I do not have confidence in OCR or incoming acting deputy COO Edmond Sims’ willingness
or ability to maintain an ethical wall as it relates to these issues. I have expressed the personal
knowledge after 5+ years, across two administrations working directly with OCH on sensitive
informational issues, that I have personal knowledge the standards for information sharing with OCH
is modified at the convenience of the government. I believe that you both non-verbally confirmed your
understanding of that fact by nodding your head during this meeting.  
 
I have shared that I feel extremely uncomfortable that individuals unsuitable for public service
(example, Connor Clegg, Shannon Royce) are positioned in proximity to my reporting these concerns.
I find it to be extremely abnormal for government that an individual with the personal public credo to
“Bring Back Bullying” be positioned anywhere with the EEOC but especially in proximity to reporting
issues of workplace harassment at EEOC, in proximity to Title VII charge data, in advisement of the
chair, indeed anywhere within the agency whatsoever. I have shared that an individual calling for
policy for abusive forced conversion therapy for transgender individuals (a human rights violation) is
inappropriate for federal service, or to hold the role of Chief of Staff, or indeed to be located anywhere
within the agency whatsoever. Nevertheless, you have indicated I should feel safe reporting issues at
relates to the harassment of LGBTQ+ individuals within the COO (Brett Brenner, Edmond Sims) and
OCHO (via Kevin Richardson & Harassment Coordinator). 
 
I remain incredibly disturbed by our agency’s decision to reverse course on the best practices for
preventing the harassment of our transgender and non-binary workers in the private sector and here
in our own workplace at our country’s most preeminent workplace civil rights law enforcement
agency. As noted in our meeting I have dedicated my career to public service and despite a portfolio
of Chair’s Honor Awards, 100% Outstanding performance evaluations, and countless business
problems solved, I find my sphere of influence diminished greatly with the agency’s public and
widespread internal communications relating falsehoods, misinformation, and lies about transgender
workers. As I stated to you directly, before the acting chair began taking administrative actions
against transgender workers, I had felt supported, developed, and held in esteem in my coworkers
because the agency repeatedly found that my ability to lead and accomplish our mission merited
esteem. These changes, whether put into official policy, guidance, or ultimately enforced have
impacted my employment to the degree that the situation has become an unbearably hostile work
environment for me as a transgender and queer person, and that my mental and physical health are
suffering.  
 
Marc 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------
Marc Byron Seawright
Director, Information Governance & Strategy Division
U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
marc.seawright@eeoc.gov



 
 
 
From: KEVIN RICHARDSON <KEVIN.RICHARDSON@EEOC.GOV> 
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2025 8:33 AM
To: MARC SEAWRIGHT <MARC.SEAWRIGHT@EEOC.GOV>
Subject: RE: clarification regarding the use of restroom facilities, gender pronouns, and honorifics

 
Hi Marc,
 
I will schedule a meeting. Stay tuned.
 
Kevin
 

From: MARC SEAWRIGHT <MARC.SEAWRIGHT@EEOC.GOV> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 13, 2025 5:13 PM
To: KEVIN RICHARDSON <KEVIN.RICHARDSON@EEOC.GOV>
Subject: clarification regarding the use of restroom facilities, gender pronouns, and honorifics

 
Dear Mr. Richardson,

I am writing to seek clarification regarding the use of restroom facilities in our federal building
offices, gender pronouns, and honorifics.  I am a transgender man and I currently use the men’s
restroom, which aligns with my gender identity.  Acting Chair Lucas has stated that one of her
priorities is “defending the biological and binary reality of sex and related rights, including women’s
rights to single-sex spaces at work” and that she is taking actions to comply with Executive Order
14168.  Subsection 4(b) of that Executive Order states that agencies are to effectuate the policy by
ensuring that “intimate spaces designed for women, girls, or females (or for men, boys, or males) are
designated by sex and not identity.”  “Sex” is defined in the Executive Order as “an individual’s
immutable biological classification as either male or female.” 
 
I have always understood the EEOC’s internal policy to be that I can use a restroom that is aligned
with my gender identity, but since I was assigned female at birth, I am not sure whether I am still
allowed to use the men’s restroom.  What is the EEOC’s policy at this point regarding EEOC
employees’ restroom use in our buildings for EEOC employees who are transgender or nonbinary?
  My building only has men’s and women’s restrooms. 
 
I am also not sure whether I am still allowed to refer to myself as Mr. and use he/him pronouns,
since Executive Order 14168 also defines men and boys as “adult and juvenile males, respectively”
and states that sex is immutable.  I would like to confirm if there is any existing internal policy that
governs how employees are to be addressed with respect to their gender identity, including the use
of preferred honorifics and pronouns.  Am I permitted to directly inform colleagues and supervisors
of how I wish to be addressed?  Are other EEOC employees required to address me with Mr. and
he/him pronouns if that is what I state I prefer and use to refer to myself?



 
The answers to these questions are, as you may imagine, tremendously important for me.  Thank
you for your time and I look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Marc Seawright
 




