September 19, 1977

+ Mr. Kevin D. Rooney :
Director of Equal Employment Opportunity
U.S. Department of Justice
10th and Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20530

Dear Mr. Rooney:

Attached hereto is a formal complaint of discrimina-
tion against the Federal Bureau of Investigation, on my own
behalf and on behalf of the class of all women who have ever
made application to the Federal Bureau of Investigation for
the Special Agent position.

I am presently a Special Agent of the F.B.I., having
been hired in November 1972 and am officially assigned to
the Phoenix Division, but am on special assignment to F.B.I.
Headquarters in Washington, D. C.

My representative in this matter is:

Mr. Alexander C. Ross

U.S. Department of Justice -

Room 7724

10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20530

Sincerely,

Ll A 5/.[, o

e

Christine A. Hansen
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

This is a class complaint, alleging discrimination in employ-

ment on the basis of sex, brought on behalf of myself, Christine A.

Hansen, and the class of all women who have ever made application
to the Federal Bur?au of Investigation for the Special Agent

position. |

The first section of this complaint contains allegations
ofédiscrimination which have affected me personally, and the second
section alleges discriminatory practices against the class as a
whole at all levels, including specific examples .(incidents affect-
ing me and other women in the class).

The women included in the class complaint include:

(a) All women who are presently Special Agents
of the FBI;
(b) Allkwomen who have been but are not now

Special Agenfs of the FBI;

(c) All women who are rejected applicants

for the position of Special Agent of the FBI,

including those now or ever employed by Ehe FBI

in other capaéities; and |

(d) All women forced to resign from Special

Agent training school, including those now or

ever employéd by the FBI in other capacities.

Prior to 1972, the FBI refused to accept applications from
women for the Special Agent position. Until 1955, the Bureau had
“a 5'7" height requirement which likewise.served to discriminate
against women. From 1972 until the present the FBI has perpetuated-:
its prior discrimination on the basis of sex through the use of

intentionally discriminatory as well as arbitrary and irrational .

employment practices which make it more difficult for women than



men to become special agents or to remain as special agents and
advance through cafeers in the FBI. In addition, discriminatory-
practices which haie excluded women as special agents adversely
affect incumbent female agenfs in that the low number of female
agents (approximately 70 of 8,500) in itself. fosters a climate
in which discrimingtion against women flourishes.

, :
Acts of discrimination against women engaged in by the

FBI have included,ibut are not limited to:

Applicant recruitment

(a) Women have been and continue to be
rejected for reasons of discrimination at the
personal inéerview stage of the application
process;

(b) Under the new applicant recruitmeﬂt,

" a primary selection tool will be an agents test
designed to hife agents whose personalities are -
most like those of present agents.

(c) None of the applicant testing or means
of;selection or rejection through personal'inter—
view has been validated for job-relatedness under
approved validation guidelines.

(d) Background investigations under both old
and new recruitment methods have been subjective'
and Without.measurabie standards for acceptance
or rejection. | |

Training

(a) Physical testing requires a higher standard
of women and has never been correctly validated.

(b) Firearms testing requireg a higher standard
of wbmen and has never been correctly validated.

Work situations

(a) Women are assigned to offices on the basis of

sex, and transferred between offices on the basis of sex.



(b) Women have been systematically kept from
assignméntslwithin,bffices which have higher prestige
and generaliy assigned within an office on the basis

of sex.

. (c) Women have been denied promotional opportunities
on the basi$ of sex.

MATTER GIVING RISE TO INSTANT ALLEGATION
AND DESCRIPTION OF RELEVANT PERSONNEL ACTION

o I entered on duty with the FBI as a special agent on 11/20/72:
I had an undergraduate and law degree froﬁkDfake University, Des Moines,
Iowa and had been admitted on examination to the Iowa Bar. Upon
successfully compléting agent training at Quantico, Virginia, I
was assigned to the Los Angeles office for two years, then to the
Washington, D. C. office for nearly two years and‘then to the
Phoenix, Arizona office since December ¥976.

On June 29, 1977, I received a copy of my FBI headquarters
personnel file upon proper request under the Freedom of Infogmation
Act. One page of my personnel file reflects that my transfer from
the Washington, D. C. Field Office to the Phoenix.Field Office
was for the reason that I am a wéman. Specifically, a transfer
memo in my personnel file dated October 13, 1976, contains the
following penciled note: "Per SAC N.F. Stames, WFO:. He has 3
female Agts but feels only 2 are needed for office. SA'Hansen»has
earliest EOD, has been in WFO longer than other 2, was in LA first
office, changed OP to Alegandria, camé'to WFO but ﬁow carries LA
as OP."

This transfer resulted in considerable unreimbursed'expense
(approximately $1,200 in travel subsistence and upkeep of two
" residences since I could not lease my ho?se in the District of
Columbia), totally disrupted my life for no reason of government
necessity (there was no particular need for one of my experience

and background in Phoenix as my work assignment consisted of things
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any agént with above average intelligence could handle), and ter-
minated my schooling when I was cne semester away from an LL.M.
at Georgetown Law Center. Therefore, this personnel action
adversely affected me in vérious ways.

GENERAL PATTERN OF DISCRIMINATION AGAINST WOMEN AS
A CLASS BY THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

This discriminatory transfer policy is an explicit admission
that women are treated separately and is indicative of a pattern
and practice of discrimination against women agents and agent
appliéants which so completel? permeates the Bureau that it is
accepted and condoned froﬁ the highest level to the lowest level,
from recruitment té advancement. The discrimination extends from
overt discrimination such as my transfer to Phoenix and the forced
resignation from training school of a disparate number of female
agents, to the "more subtle, pervasive and institutionalized forms
of bias" which the chairman of the Civil Service Commission gpoke
of eliminating from.Federal_employment in 1969. [SQ Tex. L.Rev.
901, 924 (1972)].

While I believe that every woman who has applied to be an
agent has suffered some form of disc;imination‘based upon sex
from the application time forward, there follow some specific
instanceé of discrimination which are representative of the
pervasive nature of this unequal treatment.

(1) Statistical Evidence of Disparate Treatment of Women )

There are approximately 8,500 FBI special agents, of which
70 (or less than 1%) are women (all numbers are estimates éased
_on my knowledg? as the.Bureau specifically refused to provide me
with any of th%se figures. In telling me this, EEO specialist
Ike Willis admittéd such figures would be available to an agent who
was not involvéd in a discrimination complaint, and, in fact, would
be available to a citizen requestor -- in particular a Senator or

~

Congressman). Approximately six women have resigned after having



succeséfully completed the agent training at Quantico. Apprbximately
25 -- one quarter of the total number of women ever hired by the
Bureau -- have been '"fired" during training at Quantico (all but
one of these are formally recorded as '"resignations" but all were
told they were going to be fired and were given the "opportunity
to resign" insteéd). While I was unable to obtain exact numbers
for the men fired during training, it is my personal knowledge
that it is not nearly a quarter of them, énd is very likely not
as‘aigh as even 10 percent.
These statistiés reveal two easily discernible avenues of
sex discrimination .-- at the hiring stage and at the "training
school” stage.
—(2) Hiring Discrimination
E Sex discrimination at the hiring stage is, from my personal
f/ibut limited knowledge, of significant proportion. There are not,
however, any statistics available as the Bureau does not monfzzr
agent employment applications and has no idea how many womén apply.
The Bureau is currently undergoing a revision'of its hiring
policy, but the new program has as much latitude for sex discrimina-
tion as the program employed for the instant gréup of discriminatees.
The former recruitment method involved four basic stages,
with an applicant potentially rejected at any of the stages. First,
an appliéant was interviewed by an agent "applicant recruiter."
If an applicant failed to ﬁake a good subjective impression on‘
this agenf, no further action was taken on the application, I
know that the applicant recruiter for many years in the Los Angeles
‘office téld other agents he would never approve a woman. To my
knowledge, no Qoman has ever been recruited from that office --
the second 1aréest in the Bureau though I.know excellent candidates

| .
applied. I do not know whether or not this claim was carried out;

there were other persons who aéted as applicant recruiter in the
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Los Angeles office. I know that the applicant recruiter in the
Washington, D. C. office turned : woman down because she was married.
Because there are no reviewable standards, women can be eliminated
at this initial stage without accountability.

The second applicant stage.was testing -- a spelling test
and a general infelligence test for abplicants with a college
degree -- or a law test for lawyer appligants. These were graded
by the applicant recruiter and the results forwarded to the Bureau.
Thg;administration of these tests presented the opportunity for
arbitrary and subjective selection of applicants; I have been
told by various agents that they were "helped" with the spelling
test by the applicant recruiter leaving the testing room during
the test and leaving the spelling list within easy sight, or
_gilving "hints" on difficult words.

The third stage of the applicant procedure was the iﬁterview
with the Special Agent in Charge (SAC) of the office throughfakich
the applicant applied. An applicant could be rejected at this
point if the SAC did not have a favorable impression. I know
that SAC Startzell in the Los Angeles Office r%jected a woman
because she was married and that no more than_oﬁe woman has survived
this stage at the Los Angeles office. ' \

.Thé fourth stage (now the third) was the background investiga-
tion whiéh can be as subjective as any of the other phases. For
instance, my background inQestigation reveals that while all o%
my references recommended me highly, the three references jnter-
viewed by one particular agent are all recorded as having made the
‘comment that I am "very feminine" and might have difficulty handling

an extremely pﬂysical situation. Of course, it is obvious this
interviewing aéent dwelt upon this point with my references though

l. .
it turns out that having the appearance of being able to handle a

physdical situation and actuall& handling such a situation are quite



different things -- and not at all related to the job of special
agent. An applicant in a southera office (I believe it was Knoxville)
was rejected on the basis of a background investigation interview
with her doctor. The results were written to indicate that she
had undiagnosed fainting spells in college, when her doctor had
told the intervie&ing agents there waé no specific cause for the
fainting.spells except fatigue and poor eating habits related to
her having been on choir tour for several months.
»
If the background investigation is favorable, the applicant
is cleared for a govefnment physical. If this goes well, the
applicant is placed on a waiting list for training school.
Under the new applicant procedure, to be instituted this
'/féii, the steps are basically the same, but some of the subjec-
tiveness is now codified in a new test which has not‘been vali-

"'dated.

~

"

The applicant is first given three tests -- an ”agent;'test,
a spelling test and an "achievement test" (or a law ‘test for
lawyers). The applicant's college grade point average is also
taken into consideration to arrive at a total Roint'value. The
"agents test" carries half the weight in this overall score.
This -test is similar to the Minnesota Multiphasic Test. It was ;
developed by the Bureau testing 1,000 present agents in selected
small fiéld officeé (most women agents are assigned to large
offices). An applicant gets a higher score on this test if th;
applicant'answers in the same way as the majority of these,
present agents. |

The effect of this test will be that the applicants scor-
ing well will be those most like present agents, more than 99%

|
of whom are maye.

\



'If the score from tﬁese tests is high enough, the applicant
will be granted an interview witli a three-agent applicant screen-
ing board. The team rates the individual and these results are
forwarded to the Bureau. There is no SAC interview.

The applicant screening board consists of present applicant
recruiters and agents specially trained in the recruitment inter-
view technique. At the first training session for these agents
in June 1977, the agent in charge of all training, M. A. McNerney,

-
cautioned these agents that in selecting the best qualified appli-
cants they must partiéularly screen out such persons as short women.

In the September 1977 issue of "Cosmopolitan'" magazine a
story about women' agents notes that there is no longer a height
’/Eéiﬁirement but concludes "physical stature is still taken into

account." The writer quotes an unnamed '‘agent in charge of recruit-

'”ing" as stating: "If the applicant is a woman and she's short,

a
L 4

she'd better be plenty feisty. And willing to wait." :

The background investigation and physical exémination are
done if the Bureau finds the applicant to rate highly as compared
to other applicants.

{3) Training Discrimination

A second level of discrimination is shown by the disparatg
number of women who ére fired during the training program at the
Quantico; Virginia'FBI Academy.

The training has three basic parts and a failure in any’one
will result in firing. The standards are facially neutral.,but in
the areas of physical training and firearms have a discriminatory
result. The academic phase of training (consistiné of law and
Bureau procedure) -can be quite subjective buf I have no knowledge
that it has beén used to discriminate. The tests have in the past

not been seen by the trainees after grading and I know that men in

my training class were permitted to re-take tests as many as two
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times to bring up their scores (the women in my class did not need
assistance, so it is unknown whether aid would be provided'to women) .
The physical test ﬁas instituted when the Bureau began
to hire women in 1972. Prior to that time agents were required to
be in generally good physical condition, but were not rejected from
training school for failure to meet some specific goal. 1I:have
been informed by many male agents that they could not have made it
through training school if the post—l972fphysical testing standards
hagvbeen applied to them. These standards have changed slightly
since 1972 in that points are now alloted to the various physical
tasks and an agent,must‘achieve a certain number of points, with
a minimum acceptable performance for each ‘task. (When I went
through we were required to do the "maximum" in all items.) The
tasks are: a 2-mile run, a shuttle ruﬂ,'50 situps, 35 men's push-
ﬁps and 5 men's pull-ups (for pull-ups only, women are allowed to
use a separate method and 15 women's pull-ups are required).7§&here
are physical differences between men and women which result in men

having a different hip structure and body build. The center of

‘gravity for women is much lower in the body, making men's push-

ups ektremely difficult for women. (Men's push-ups were termed
dangerous for women by the physician of one woman agent due to the
stress placed on a woman's sternum in doing this exercise.)

The difference in hip structure also accounts for a
different running.ability for women. There is simple source

material for these statements. For instance, in Aerobics for

Women (Mildred & Kenneth Cooper, M.D., pub. M. Evans & Co., Inc.,
and J. B. Lippincott Co., Philadelphia and New York, 1972, Library
of Congress #77-164548) on page 28 states: 'Another noticeable
structural difference between women and men is, generally, our
wider hips and the slightly different angle in the way the head

of the femur (thigh bone) is set into the hip socket, giving our



walk a circular motion compared to the more straightforward action
of a man's stride. Obviously, this affects our manner of running
and our capacity for it." .This text, a physical fitness program

" most women's

for both men and women, states oa page 35:
total aerobic capacity is smaller than most men's in keeping with
our generally sméller size." The author therefore concludes that
women need only earn 24 points pér week under this program to be
as physically fit as the man who must earn 30 points per week to
-
be physically fit. The result of the Bureau physical requirement
is that women need to.be in relatively better physical condition
than men to become-:agents. As an example, one woman (who passed
every other aspect of training) was forced to resign because she
~took 18 and one-half minutes for the two-mile run (30 seconds over
the allotted 18-minute minimum). |
7/ In firearms training, women have also been subjected to

-

'S

-

different standards with a facially neutral test.
The firearms requirements have also undergéne change:
In 1972, when I went through training school, women did not train
(nor weré they-tested) on the lighter weapon w@ich was later issued
to them for use in the field. We trained with the .38 with a four-
inch barrel -- the weapon issued to all male agents. After train-
ing we were issued a 1-1/2 inch barrel, light weight weapon.
Beginning in eérly,1973 women were trained with the lightef weapon
and were fequired to achieve the same standard as males who us;d
the heavier and thus easier weapon. It is more difficult to shoot
accurately with a smaller weapon and the "kick'" is much harder.
Firearms instructors at Quantico say there is a 12 to 14 point dis-
advantage in aE100 point score if one is using the lighter weapon.
Another weaponihas since been issued to women which is relatively
heavier, but sgill 1igh£er and shorter than the revolver issued to

&

males.



"To my kndwledge, all but one of the women fired from train-
ing school were fired for failure to achieve some part of the
physical or firearms testing. To my knowledge these tests have
never been validated. Based on my observations and experience as
an agent for five years I do not believe these tests to be
sufficiently job-related to justify their continued use to:exclude
otherwise qualified agents.

(4) Field Office Discrimination
i In the day;to—day work of the Bureau, women suffer from a
broad range of discrimination including: advancement, work assign-
ment, and petty harassmént from sﬁperiors.~
Of the approximately 800 agents assigned as headquarters
supervisors and above, only one is a.woman. Few women are relief
supervisors (the first step in Bureau advancement) and no women
have been to the Bureau's Management Aptitude Program which is
required for advancement te supervisor according to presenttéfandards.
My own case illustrates the difficulties women face in this
area. Though I was interested in'advancement and had expressed
"this interest to my supervisors, I was never considered for such.
Until~my last supervisor in Washington, all ofxmy supervisors (after
finishing my year pfobationary period) gave me excellent performance
ratings and recommended me for administrative advancement. In
December 1976 my WFO supervisor (Tony Eooth) declined to recommend
me for.administrative advancement on‘the evaluation which is required
just prior to a transfer. When asked the reason for this, Booth
said I did not "get along' well enough with the men on the squad
as I often worked alone (my work did not require a partner most
of the time and my efficiency is higher when I work alone; in fact,
most agent assignments do not require a partner) and did not appear

to be friendly with many men on the squad (many spent hours each

day sitting around talking about sports and women which topies I
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found uninteresting and they also excluded me from their Iunch
meetings and private joking sessions -- after a while I got tired
of always making the effort to ask to be .included). Booth stated
he had no complaint with my work and, in fact, found it to be quite

good. But, he concluded no woman (he used the term "girl") could
sit in his seat and supervise a squad of men -- and there will never
be a squad of women so I'm not qualified to be a supervisor.

In terms of assignments within offices, there éxists a
paé%ern of discrimination exemplified by the Los Angeles office.
Here, a comparison of assignments for first-office women agents
and first-office men agents between 1973 (when I was assigned
as the first woman in that office) and August 1977 shows that only
one of the seven women had ever been.assigned to a major criminal
squad while 45 out of 63 men have worked major crimes. In response
to the statistics gathered and presented by women agents, changes
in assignments were made. The significance of this is that ﬁhé
prestige in the Los Angeles office (i.e., recognition, advancement,
reward) comes from being a '"case égent”'on major criminal cases --
‘and if an agent is not assigned to a squad handling such matters,
she cannot become a’case agent. )

In the Washiﬁgton Field Office (WFO) the prime work is in
the national security area. No woman has ever been assigned to
any security squad. Both I and SA Claudia Rauch have been
reqﬁested by security supervisors and demonstrated a desire for
such assignment.

Both women presently assigned to WFO are serving on the
-applicant squad (widely considered to be the worst assignment in
any office).

Whi}e I do not have statistics or assignments by sex for

any other office, I believe examination of other offices would

display similar patterns.



'In addition to discrimination iﬁ advancement and assignment,
women agents are subjected to petty harassments from officials
because of sex. I will set forth some examples of which I have
knowledge.

From my own experience, during the 1974 inspection of the
Los Angeles office, my supervisor later told me, all of my.cases
for. the year (usually only pending cases are examined for defects,
not closed cases) were pulled for inspection. My supervisor (Harry
Kef&ey) advised me they had found nothing wrong with any cases which
could not be said if the same were done with other members of his
squad. (During this yeér I was on special assignment on the Hearst
case for about 3 months and still had one of the highest rates of
conviction and arrest on the squad.) .

After applying to be a Bureau legal instructor in 1974 and
also indicating an interest in the Bureau language progfam (but
not formally applying for it) SAC Startzell in Los.Angeles téih
me (and then wrote a memo that is a permanent part of my personnel
-file) that he would never permit me to have specialized Bureau
training as being a woman was my "specialty" and it would not serve
the inferests of thé Bureau to have further speéialty. (In 1776,

I was trained as a.ﬁureau legal instructor from WFO.)

It is my experience that much of our work can be most
efficiently handled by one agenﬁ, but in some offices women have
not Been permitted to work alone. Yet, the pool of agents willing
to work with women agents is small. The following example illustrates
the hardship this situation works on female agents: During this
- year's inspection of the Kansas City office, SA Judy Brown was
cited but not censured for missing an investigation deadline, despite
her explanation that the delay was caused by her not being allowed

to work by herself and being unable to locate another agent to

assist.
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.Before SA Kay Kramer first arrived in the Cleveland office
(1973), SAC Fehl had made it known he wanted no women in his office.
She suffered a number of discriminations -as a result of this,
including her first supervisor telling the men on the squad not
to take her along on arrests and SAC Fehl saying at an all-agent
conference that if Kay could get three informants all of the rest
of the agents should be able to get six. S -

) A woman in one field office was gﬁven an official letter
of censure from Director Kelléy for having an abortion (the fact
of which she had not attempted to hide).

(5) Public Statements by Bureau Officials Dowﬁ—Gradiﬁg the
Role of Women in Law Enforcement Foster Discriminatory
Conduct Toward Women within the Organization

In August 1976 FBI Spokesman Edward Tulley told a group
of southern sheriffs (according to the N.Y. Times, a copy of the
'érticle is attached) that they should refuse Federal LEAA fun%s
since acceptance means '"you have just tied your agency to fegeral
(employment) standards" which require them to "haul in anybody"

" including women and minorities. |

Tﬁis speech, according to official Bureau statements had
not been "approved”fby headquarters. However, Tulley remains in
his former position (instructor at the Quantico training academy),
was not condemned by the Bureau, and continues to make the same
kind of public statements. It Qas reported in the September 27,
1976 issue of the '"Washington Post" that Tulley told a group of
police chiefs: '"One of the most destructive things in police
work is male-female partners as far as.breakups of families go."
The fact that Tulley remains in this position impiies that the

Bureau has sanctioned his statements and this is a continued insult

to women. .
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(6) Discrimination Against Women as a Class by the Bureau is
Compounded by the Bureau's Inadequate and Non-responsive
Equal Employment Opportunity Counselling Procedures

.My own experience shows the failings of these procedures.

On July 15, 1977, I contacted and made my complaint known in detail
to the posted EEO counselor for. my division -- Mrs. Jeanette Hite.
She provided some initial counselling and said she would determine
class action procedure in order to counsel in that area. (The
Bureau had no posted class action counseior.) On July 20, 1977,

I S;s called to the Bureau EEO office to meet with the head of
that office, Wayne Davis, and Mrs. Hite. I again explained the
basis of my complaint, and was told by Davis that Mrs. Hite could
not be my counselor and the Bureau would select someone. I con-
tacted the Bureau EEO office on July-22, 25, August 2, 3, 4 and 5
to inquire as to a counselor. On Augusf 9, 1977, 1 was telephoned
by Ray Burns of the personnel office that my counselor would be
Wayne Davis and he would return from leave on August 15, 197;.
and thereafter contact me. On August 10, 1977, Mr. Burns again
telephoned me and advised that ﬁebuty Assistant Director Pietsch
would counsel me. ‘

.On Auvgust 11; 1977, Mr. Pietsch called mé and we met for
three hours that afternoon. It was my impression from that meeting
that Mr. Pietsch had no real understanding of the counselling function
and had as his entire aim the céuntéfing of my allégations.

I told him my problems, and the problems of the class of women
who have applied for the special agent position, basically as I
'héve laid them out in this complaint.

He countered various of my statements, though he had no
knowledge of the facts. For instance, when I related SAC Fehl's
comment to the Cleveland office ébout the man being able to have

twice as many informants as the woman agent, Mr. Pietsch said Fehl

was obviously saying new agents were not expected to have as many
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informants aé older agents (no mention of time in the Bureaﬁ was
made by Fehl).

.When the recent comment about screening out short women was
mentioned, Mr. Pietsch said, "Well, no short women have made it
through training." (The fact that the training discriminates against
womeﬁ was being used by him as justification to screen out: short
women. )

ﬁhen the censure for the abortion was mentionea, Mr:. Pietsch
said that of course a man would be censured for "immoral" behavior
also. However, he admitted this behavior was more easily detected
in a woman. \

When I discussed my old supervisor's unfavorable evaluation,
Mr. Pietsch entered into a long discussion about how my refusal to
sign the evaluation did not mean I disapproved of the evaluation
and ébout how I had a remedy in this area by submitting a grievance
concerning the evaluation.. o

When I mentioned the SAC who said I was already specialized
as a ﬁoman and therefore could not be piovided the opportunity to
‘become a’legal instructor, Mr. Pietsch said, "But you are a legal
instructor now" thus dismissing the fact that I was not recommended
to become a legal instructor while in the Los Angeles office.

In summary,.my counselling experience provided no opportunity
to resolve any of the problems I had réised on behalf of myself
and other women; the procedure appears to hold no promise of obtain-
ing equal employment opportunities for women within the Bureau.

REMEDY REQUESTED

1. Request for myself:

A. All travel expenses incurred in this discriminatory
transfer; and

B. Expenses of mortgage and upkeep on my house in Washington, .

D. C. which I had been trying for some time prior to leaving to



rent and which stood vacant for two months before I was able to

get a tenant.

II. Request for the class:

A. An effective affirmative action program for women
~including hiring, job assignment and promotion goals;

B. TImmediate discontinued use of all non—vaiidated or
incorrectiy Validaéed tests unless no sexually disparate impact
is *found to exist;

C. TImmediate discontinued use of all non-validated
selection procedures involving personal interviews unless it
can be demonstrated that these proceaures do not have an adverse
impact on women as a class;

D. 1In the alternative, if validation of the new "agents
test" or any objective test is obtained, the selection or rejec-
tion of applicants thfough personal interviews should be dis?*
carded or held in abeyance until either (a) it is determined
that the personal interview procedure does not have an adverse
impact on women or (b) the personal interview has been separately
validated as an instrument of selection; N

E. The development and implementation of non-discrimina-
tory objecfive and reviewabie hiring, training, assignment and
promotion standards; |

F. Hiring (or re—inétatement), retroactive seniority and’
back pay for all‘members_pf the class who are qualified under the
sfandards described in C. and who were denied employment oppor-
;tunities for discriminatory reasons;

G. Restructuring of the Bureau EEO office (perhaps
" necessitating a transfer of the EEO office to the Department

of Justice) so that there is no chilling effect on those desiring

to file an EEO complaint. This restructuring must include a
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record-keeping system to reflect the number of women applying
for the special agent position and their progress through the

applicant procedure, training, career advancement and work

assignments.

Date: 9742/27 : ,
//;(——— "—//\/ 7/‘ Z/n«—cz-\ .

CHRISTINE A. HANSEN
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