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The Basics



Federal Law: The Equal Pay Act of 1963
• Equal Pay for Equal Work:  prohibits employers from paying different wages to men and women 

who work in jobs that are require substantially equal skill, effort, and responsibility and be 
performed under similar working conditions within the same establishment.

o “Equal" work does not mean identical jobs; rather, the jobs must be "substantially equal" in 
overall job content, even if the position titles are different.

o Establishment is a distinct physical place of business rather than an entire business or 
enterprise consisting of several places of business.

• Four affirmative defenses:  (1) seniority system, (2) merit system, (3) a system that measures 
earnings by quantity or by quality of production, or (4) any factor other than sex.

• No exhaustion of administrative remedies.



• Since passing the EPA, Congress has expanded federal protection against compensation discrimination 
through a variety of additional laws:

o Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

o Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967

o Section 501 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973

o Lily Ledbetter Fair Pay Act of 2009:

o Each paycheck that contains discriminatory compensation is a separate violation regardless of 
when the discrimination began.

o Overturned the Supreme Court's decision in Ledbetter v. Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., Inc., 550 
U.S. 618 (2007), which severely restricted the time period for filing complaints of employment 
discrimination concerning compensation.

Other Federal Laws



• Prohibitions on prohibiting employees from discussing compensation

• Recent State Statutes:  Pay Transparency

o Disclosure of pay scale to applicants if requested

o California, Connecticut, Maryland, Rhode Island, Washington

o Affirmative disclosure of pay scale to applicants 

o Colorado, Nevada

o Mandatory disclosure of pay scale in certain circumstances

o Colorado, Connecticut, Nevada, Rhode Island, Washington

• Issue for employer: no uniformity, lots of change – be aware

State Law: Pay Transparency
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State and Local Laws



New York



New York: Pay Equity
• New York has long prohibited unequal pay for unequal work based on sex. In June 2019, the 

state legislature amended the New York Labor Law to prohibit employers from paying 
employees who are a member of one or more protected classes (no longer limited to sex) at a 
lesser rate than employees outside the protected class or classes in the same establishment for 
equal or substantially similar work. 

(N.Y. Lab. Law §§ 194, 197.)

• This includes age, race, creed, color, national origin, sexual orientation, gender identity or 
expression, military status, sex, disability, predisposing genetic characteristics, familial status, 
marital status, domestic violence victim status, etc.



New York: Pay Equity 
• The law explains that equal pay applies for equal work,

o (defined as “equal skill, effort and responsibility, and which is performed under similar 
working conditions”) 

• or for substantially similar work

o (defined as “a composite of skill, effort, and responsibility, and performed under similar 
working conditions; except where payment is made pursuant to a differential based on 
seniority, merit system, quantity or quality of production system, or a bona fide factor such 
as education, training, or experience”).

A workplace is considered the same establishment if they are located in the same geographical 
region, no larger than a county, taking into account population, distribution, economic activity, 
and/or the presence of municipalities. 



New York: Salary History
• New York is one of many jurisdictions that has enacted a statewide salary history ban (N.Y. Lab. 

Law § 194-a). 
• The law prohibits employers from:

o Requesting, requiring, or seeking a job applicant's or current employee's salary or wage 
history as a condition of employment, receiving an interview, continued employment, or 
promotion (though an individual may voluntarily disclose the information).

o Relying on salary or wage history in determining:
o whether to offer employment; or
o what compensation to offer an applicant.
o Retaliating against any individual for refusing to provide salary history or complaining about 

a violation of the law.



NYC: Salary Range
• On December 15, 2021, the New York City Council passed a bill that requires employers (and 

their agents) to state “the minimum and maximum salary” in each “advertisement” for a “job, 
promotion or transfer opportunity.” On January 15, 2022, that bill, which amended the New 
York City Human Rights Law (“NYCHRL”) to create Section 8-107(32) (the “Local Law”), became 
law when Mayor Eric Adams did not veto it. On March 22, 2022, the New York City 
Commission on Human Rights issued Guidance concerning the Amendment.

• Requirements of the New Law

• The Local Law, which is scheduled to go into effect on November 1, 2022, will require New York 
City employers with 4 or more employees (or one or more domestic workers), to include the 
minimum and maximum starting salary for any “advertised job, promotion or transfer 
opportunity.”



NYC’s Salary Disclosure Law
• Employers with four or more employees or one or more domestic workers (at least one of whom 

must work in New York City) are required to disclose minimum and maximum salary ranges in job 
postings. 

• Employers or employment agencies advertising jobs (including for independent contractors) in New 
York City must include a “good faith salary range” for every job, promotion, and transfer opportunity 
advertised. This can include posting the minimum and maximum annual salary or hourly wage.

• Does not extend to "[p]ositions that cannot or will not be performed, at least in part, in the city of 
New York.”

• Salary disclosure requirements apply to both hourly and salaried employees, though other forms of 
compensation, such as bonuses, tips, and paid time do not have to be included.

• No person shall have a cause of action pursuant to section 8-502 for an alleged violation of this 
subdivision, except that an employee may bring such an action against their current employer for 
an alleged violation of this subdivision in relation to an advertisement by their employer for a job, 
promotion or transfer opportunity with such employer.



NYC’s Salary Disclosure Law (cont’d)
NYC Commission on Human Rights Issued a Factsheet



NYC’s Salary Disclosure Law (cont’d)
NYC Commission on Human Rights Issued a Factsheet



NYC’s Salary Disclosure Law (cont’d)
NYC Commission on Human Rights Issued a Factsheet



NYC’s Salary Disclosure Law (cont’d)
NYC Commission on Human Rights Issued a Factsheet



NYC’s Salary Disclosure Law (cont’d)
NYC Commission on Human Rights Issued a Factsheet



Other localities have followed suit
• Ithaca, New York – Effective September 1, 2022

• On May 4, 2022, Ithaca enacted its wage transparency law as an amendment to the city’s 
human rights ordinance. Ithaca’s law, which takes effect September 1, 2022, makes it an 
unlawful discriminatory practice for an employment agency, employer, employee or agent 
thereof to advertise an opportunity for employment as an employee, including a job, 
promotion or transfer opportunity[,] without stating the minimum and maximum hourly or 
salary compensation for such position in such advertisement. In stating the minimum and 
maximum hourly or salary compensation for a position, the range may extend from the lowest 
to the highest hourly or salary compensation the employer in good faith believes at the time 
of the posting it would pay for the advertised job, promotion or transfer opportunity.

• Unlike the New York City and Westchester County laws, both of which provide that a pay range 
must be disclosed for any position that will be performed, at least in part, within the 
jurisdiction, Ithaca’s law does not provide any guidance as to the geographic or jurisdictional 
scope of the law.



Other localities have followed suit (cont’d)
• Westchester County, New York – Effective November 6, 2022 

• On May 10, 2022, Westchester County became the third jurisdiction in New York to enact legislation requiring 
that employers provide a pay range in job postings. Westchester County’s new law, which takes effect 
November 6, 2022, amends the Westchester County Human Rights Law by making it unlawful for employers 
“to advertise a job, promotion, or transfer opportunity without also including the minimum or maximum 
salary for the job, promotion to transfer in the job posting or advertisement.” The Westchester County law is 
similar to New York City’s law, in that it defines a wage range as “the lowest to highest salary the employer in 
good faith believes at the time of the posting it would pay” for the position. Under Westchester County’s law, a 
job posting is “any written or printed communication, whether electronic or hard copy, that the employer is 
recruiting and accepting applications” for a particular position. 

• Like New York City’s law, the Westchester County law applies to a posting for positions that are required to be 
performed, in whole or in part, in Westchester County, whether in an office, in the field, or remotely. 

• Violations of the law are subject to the remedies and penalties provided in the Westchester Human Rights Law, 
and include back pay, front pay, punitive damages, costs, and civil penalties up to and including $250,000 for 
willful violations.



Colorado



Colorado: At the Forefront of Pay 
Transparency and Pay Equity Legislation

• The rise of the Democrat Party in Colorado has vaulted the state into the forefront of 
progressive workplace legislation

• Emblematic of this is the Colorado Equal Pay for Equal Work (EPEW) Act, passed in 2021

• The law bans gender-based discrimination in pay, which was already illegal in Colorado, but 
also adds novel requirements intended to enhance pay equity and transparency

• Some employers’ initial outrage over some of the EPEW Act’s requirements led to media 
attention:



Colorado EPEW Act – What Does It 
Require?

Colorado’s Equal Pay for Equal Work (EPEW)  Act bans gender discrimination in pay, and 
has some standard exceptions, plus exceptions for travel requirements (can pay “road 
warriors” more), relevant education, training or experience and even intrastate geography 
(small town versus big city).  Colorado does not have the “factor other than gender” catch-
all.
The EPEW Act also has other novel features:

Covered Employers must include salary ranges or wage rates, and describe 
benefits in job postings
Covered Employers must inform all current employees of promotional 
opportunities on the same calendar day, and must include salary range
Who is a Covered Employer? 

 All employers, public or private, that employ at least one person in 
Colorado (remote employees included)



Colorado EPEW Act – Job Posting 
Requirements

• Postings for any job opening must include salary, hourly rate or a pay range and 
general description of benefits 

• Recordkeeping requirements:
oDuration of employment + 2 years after employment
o Job descriptions and pay history for all employees

• Recent guidance from Colorado Dept. of Labor & Employment (CDLE) reiterates 
that employers can hire without a job posting, but if an employer chooses to 
use postings, they must be compliant

• Employers, and not third-party sites like LinkedIn or Indeed, are liable for 
compliance



Colorado EPEW Act – Job Posting 
Requirements (Continued)

• Postings Subject to EPEW Act Requirements

o Work tied to a Colorado site at a covered employer

o Work capable of being performed in Colorado, including remote work

• Postings NOT Subject to EPEW Act Requirements:

o Work that can be performed only outside Colorado (for example, a server position at a 
restaurant in another state)

o A help wanted sign (or similar communication) just stating that employer is hiring, without 
listing specific positions



Colorado EPEW Act – Promotions
• Opportunities for promotion must be posted before making a promotion 

decision and must be made available to all current employees on same day

• What is a Promotional Opportunity?

o Employer has or anticipates a vacancy in an existing or new position that could be 
considered a promotion for one or more employees in terms of compensation, 
benefits, status, duties, or access to further advancement

o “Could be considered?”

o “Status”

o “Access to further advancement”

Note the subjectivity in these factors



Colorado EPEW Act – Promotions 
(Continued)

• Notices of promotional opportunities are considered job postings, so the job 
posting requirements apply to promotional opportunity notices

• Questions and Ambiguity:

• What about “inline promotions” such as Sales Representative 1 > Sales 
Representative 2 where there is no actual vacancy?

• Per CDLE, an individual’s advancement from a “1” to a “2” is a promotional 
opportunity because the employer is creating a new “2” position every time it 
advances a “1”

• However, an employer may identify the “heir apparent” (“J. Doe is recommended for 
promotion to sales representative 2. Salary $75,000-$95,000; health insurance and 
401k with match. Employees interested in this or similar opportunity, should email 
HR@ourcompany.com”)



Colorado EPEW Act – Other Aspects
• EPEW prohibits employers from seeking a job candidate’s pay history and from 

considering pay history when determining starting pay (in this regard, Colorado 
joins a number of state and local governments which have passed salary 
history bans).

• What if a candidate voluntarily discloses pay history and uses it as leverage to 
negotiate a higher salary? May an employer engage in such negotiation?

• Enforcement and Penalties

• Complaint process (one year time limit to file complaint)

• $500 to $10,000 fine for each violation (but amnesty is possible for first-ever 
violation)



Colorado EPEW Act – Have A Compliance 
Plan

If you have one or more employees in Colorado, including remote employees, you are required to 
follow the EPEW Act

Steps to Take:

1. Make sure job postings include salary range and general description of benefits

2. Make sure promotional opportunity announcements go out to all employees at the same 
time, and that the announcements comply with the posting requirements

3. If your hiring process includes questions about salary history, remove those questions; 
brainstorm other data points you can use to set fair and competitive starting pay for new 
hires

4. Consider a proactive pay equity audit to assess risk

5. Examine your employee handbook and rescind rules which prohibit employees from 
discussing pay



California



State Law: California
• California’s Equal Pay Act

o Became law in 1949

o Required employers to pay men and women equally for doing the same job

“No employer shall pay any individual in the employer’s employ at wage rates 
less than the rates paid to employees of the opposite sex in the same 

establishment for equal work on jobs the performance of which requires equal 
skill, effort, and responsibility, and which are performed under similar working 

conditions . . . .”



State Law: California
• California Fair Pay Act (Cal Labor Code 1197.5) 

• In October 2015 (effective January 1, 2016) Governor Brown signed the Fair Pay Act, which changed the law 
and strengthened the California equal pay law in a number of ways:

o Prohibiting unequal rates of pay for employees of the opposite sex who perform 
“substantially similar work,” instead of “equal work;”

o Eliminating the requirement that employees’ wage rates only be compared to those of other 
employees working in the same physical location or office (the “same establishment”);

o Making it more difficult for employers to justify paying an employee of one sex less than 
another when they do substantially similar work by narrowing the defenses available;

o Requiring that whatever factors an employer relies on to justify a difference in pay be job-
related, used reasonably, and account for the entire pay difference; 

o Specifically making it illegal to retaliate or discriminate against employees who discuss or ask 
about pay, or take some step to enforce their own or a co-worker’s equal pay rights; and

o Extending the number of years that employers must maintain records related from two to 
three years.



State Law: California
• California Fair Pay Act (Cal Labor Code 1197.5) con’t: 

• Exemptions/Defenses

• Burden has shifted to the employer

• Any wage differential must be based upon one or more of the following:
o A seniority system 
o A merit system
o A system that measures earnings by quantity or quality of production 
o A bona fide factor other than sex, such as education, training, or experience – must be 

job related and consistent with business necessity, and does not apply where employee 
demonstrates that an alternative business practice exists that would serve the same 
business purpose without producing the wage differential

• Factors must account for the entire differential!



State Law: California
• California Fair Pay Act (Cal Labor Code 1197.5) con’t: 

• Pay Transparency 

• Employees cannot be retaliated against for:

o Disclosing their own wages

o Discussing the wages of others

o Inquiring about another employee’s wages

• Employers are prohibited from forbidding employees from discussing or 
disclosing wages 

• Civil cause of action for retaliation with one year statute of limitations.



State Law: California
• California Fair Pay Act (Cal Labor Code 1197.5) con’t: 

• Further Amendments

o Effective January 1, 2017 – prohibits unequal pay for employees of different race or 
ethnicities. 

o Effective January 1, 2018 – the Act applies to public and private employers.

o Effective January 1, 2018 – § 432.3 added to the Labor Code –

o Prohibits employers from relying on salary history of an applicant as a factor in determining whether to 
offer employment to an applicant or what salary to offer an applicant.

o Prohibits employer from seeking salary history from applicants

o Requires employer, upon reasonable request, to provide the pay scale for a position to an applicant

o Effective January 1, 2019 – employer cannot justify pay differences between employees of 
the opposite sex, or different races or ethnicities, based on previous salaries.



State Law: California
• California Pay Equity Reporting 

• Effective January 1, 2021 – private employers (with 100 employees) 
who are required to file EE0-1 reports must file a report with the 
DFEH that includes the number of employees and the hours they 
worked 
o By race, ethnicity, and sex

o In each of the job categories in the federal EEO-1 report

o Whose annual earnings fall within each of the pay bands used by the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics in the Occupational Employment Statistics Survey

o https://calcivilrights.ca.gov/paydatareporting/faqs/



State Law: California
• California’s New Pay Transparency Law: SB 1162, effective January 1, 2023

• Changes to Pay Data Reporting: 

o Revises reporting deadline to the second Wednesday of May 2023, and annually thereafter

o Requires a separate pay data report from private employers employing 100 or more employees hired through labor 
contractors, and requires employers to disclose on the pay data report the ownership names of all labor contractors used 
to supply employees. 

o Within each job category, requires employers to report the median and mean hourly rate by each combination of race, 
ethnicity and sex.  

• Changes to the “Salary History Ban” law: Labor Code § 432.3

o Employers with more than 15 employees must include a pay scale in all job postings (and must provide that information 
to third parties who post those jobs)

o All employers, regardless of size, must provide a pay scale for a current employee’s position at the employee’s request. 

o Employers must maintain records of a job title and wage rate history for each employee for the duration of employment 
plus three years. 



Litigation



Pay Equity Class Actions
• Morgan, et al. v. United States Soccer Federation, Inc., 445 F. Supp. 3d 635 (C.D. Cal. 

2020) 
o EPA claim dismissed on summary judgment, largely due to CBA.  Title VII claims of sex 

discrimination allowed to go forward.  Case ultimately settled for $24 million.

• Moussouris v. Microsoft Corp.,  799 F. App.x 459 (9th Cir. 2019)
o Motion for class certification of nationwide class (8,600 women) denied.  Title VII pay and 

promotion claims.

• Chen-Oster v. Goldman, Sachs & Co.,  __ F. Supp. 3d __, 2020 WL 1467182 (S.D. NY 
2020)
o Class certification granted in 2018.  Motion for decertification unsuccessful. Motion for 

reconsideration of certification filed in March 2022 granted in August and class further 
defined to exclude certain groups that could not establish/recover damages.  Trial set for 
June 2023. 



Pay Equity Class Actions
• Cahill, et. al. v. Nike, Inc. (U.S. District Court for the District of Oregon)  

oGender discrimination in pay and promotions. Pre-certification.  Ruling of Note:  internal pay 
equity analysis privileged.

• Jewett, et. Al. v. Oracle America, Inc. (San Mateo Superior Court)
o California EPA - class initially certified.  Request to decertify granted as Judge finds a class of 

more than 3,000 employees in 125 different job categories would be unmanageable. Case on 
hold during appeal. 

• Rasmussen v. The Walt Disney Company, et. al. (Los Angeles Superior Court)
o California EPA - pay and promotion, pay secrecy claim added in March 2021. Pre-certification.

• Ellis, et. al., v. Google, LLC (San Francisco Superior Court)
o California EPA  - pay and promotion.  Case settled in June 2022, Google agreed to pay $118 

million to  class of approximately 15,500 women.



EEOC Charge Data

Source: The Continuing Impact of Pay Discrimination in the United States. Office of Enterprise Data and Analytics (OEDA) Data Highlight No. 1. U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), Washington, DC, March 2022.



EEOC Charge Data (cont’d)

Source: The Continuing Impact of Pay Discrimination in the United States. Office of Enterprise Data and Analytics (OEDA) Data Highlight No. 1. U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), Washington, DC, March 2022.



EEOC Litigation Statistics



Recent EEOC Litigation Involving Pay 
Discrimination

• EEOC v. Jackson National Life Insurance Company, Jackson National Life Distributors, LLC, and Jackson 
National Life Insurance Company of New York, No. 16-cv-02472 (D. Colo. Jan. 7, 2020) (Insurance companies 
discriminated against female and African American employees in pay and promotions, tolerated harassment, 
and retaliated against employees who complained). The EEOC sued Jackson National Life Insurance Company 
alleging that the company subjected black, female, and African employees to race, color, sex, and national origin 
discrimination in promotions, compensation, terms and conditions of employment, discipline, and discharge, 
and that the company retaliated against employees who opposed the discriminatory conduct or filed charges 
with EEOC. The case was resolved through a four-year consent decree providing $20.5 million to 21 individuals 
and requiring the company to retain an outside consultant to review its EEO policies, promotion and 
compensation practices and data, and future complaints of discrimination, harassment, and retaliation.

• EEOC v. AH 2007 Management, LP d/b/a Courtyard Monroe Airport, and Aimbridge Hospitality, LLC d/b/a 
Aimbridge Hospitality, LLC, No. 19-cv-914 (W.D. La. Feb. 3, 2021) (Hotel management firms paid male worker 
38% more than his female supervisor and at least 60% more than his female coworkers). The EEOC sued AH 
2007 Management alleging that the former operators of a Marriott Courtyard hotel paid a female front desk 
supervisor and female guest services representatives (GSRs) less than a male GSR performing equal work. After 
employees complained about the wage disparity, the company unlawfully reduced the wages of the male GSR. 
The suit was resolved through a three-year consent decree providing $400,000 to 25 claimants in backpay and 
other damages and enjoins Title VII and EPA discrimination. The decree also requires AH 2007 Management to 
retain a labor economist to conduct periodic pay equity studies and to provide reports on the findings to the 
EEOC.



Recent EEOC Litigation Involving Pay 
Discrimination (cont’d)

• EEOC v. Enoch Pratt Free Library, No. 8:17-cv-02860 (D. Md. Dec. 23, 2020) (Public library paid female library 
branch managers lower wages than a male coworker). The EEOC sued Enoch Pratt Free Library alleging that the 
Baltimore, Maryland public library system paid five female branch managers less than a male branch manager 
for performing substantially equal work. The library paid the male branch manager an annual salary $1,100 to 
$6,000 higher than the female branch managers, despite their longer years of service and experience. Following 
a five-day trial, the court ruled in favor of the EEOC, finding that the library had failed to produce any evidence 
to explain the male’s higher salary. The court awarded the five women backpay and equal amounts in liquidated 
damages. The court also required the library to adjust the individuals’ retirement accounts consistent with the 
backpay awards.

• EEOC v. First Metropolitan Financial Services, Inc., 1:18-cv-177 (N.D. Miss. March 18, 2021) (Female bank 
manager paid less than males in same position). EEOC sued First Metropolitan Financial Services alleging that 
the consumer loan provider paid female branch managers less than men in that position. A woman hired in 
2010 as branch manager of the bank’s Tupelo, Mississippi location was paid a salary of $36,000, and in 2016, 
was earning $41,691 at the much larger Fulton, Mississippi branch. In December 2016, she learned the bank 
hired a man as manager of the Tupelo branch at a salary of $48,014. She asked the bank about the pay 
discrepancy, and the bank refused to discuss it. The female branch manager resigned in February 2017. The two-
year consent decree provides for a total of $100,000 in monetary relief to the former female branch manager 
and another affected employee. The decree also requires the bank to create an equal pay policy and prohibits 
the bank from inquiring about applicants’ prior earnings history during the hiring process.



Earlier This Year –
A Message From EEOC Chair

• A Message from EEOC Chair Charlotte A. Burrows on Equal Pay Day – March 15, 2022 

• Today is Equal Pay Day, which symbolizes how far into the year women must work to earn what men earned the year before. Women
who work full time in the United States make just 83 cents for every dollar paid to men. The pay gap is even wider for women of color, 
mothers of young children, and women with disabilities. Due to pay inequality, women stand to lose approximately $407,760 over the 
course of a 40-year career. In the words of equal pay activist Lilly Ledbetter, “those pennies add up to real money.” …

• Unfortunately, the COVID-19 pandemic has deepened existing inequalities and has only made the problem of unequal pay more urgent. 
The pandemic’s adverse economic effects have exposed both the importance and vulnerability of many U.S. workers. These effects had 
a disproportionate impact on women and people of color who tend to be concentrated in the lowest-paying jobs, and who are more 
likely to shoulder unpaid family caregiving responsibilities.

• From February to April 2020, women lost 11.9 million jobs, and 4.4 million women left the labor force completely – many due to 
caregiving responsibilities. Among women who remained employed during the pandemic, mothers of young children worked fewer 
hours – an estimated 3.5 hours fewer a week between February and April 2020 – than fathers who scaled back work hours by about 2.5 
hours. Also, employed mothers spent 6.1 hours on average working and devoted 8 hours to primary childcare during weekdays in 
comparison to employed fathers who spent an average of 7.7 hours working and 5.2 hours on childcare. Factors such as reduced work 
hours or irregular employment tend to negatively affect long-term earning potential. Thus, women’s greater involvement in caregiving 
could lead to significant setbacks in career advancement, lifetime earnings, and financial independence.

• At the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), combating and remedying pay discrimination is a top national priority. 
In the past five years alone, through our administrative process, we have recovered $65.3 million for individuals filing EPA charges and 
$159 million for individuals filing Title VII pay discrimination. The EEOC recovered an additional $4.6 million for sex-based wage claims 
and $12.2 million for Title VII wage claims on any basis in litigation during the same time period. For more information about wage 
discrimination charges received by the EEOC, see our Data Highlight.



Earlier This Year –
A Message From EEOC Chair (cont’d)

• In fiscal year 2021, the EEOC advanced pay equity by
o Resolving significant compensation discrimination cases during the administrative process, including:

o Resolving a systemic investigation alleging African Americans were discriminated against in wages based on 
race for over $200,000, which included monetary relief for the charging party and a class, and targeted 
equitable relief designed to change the discriminatory wage practices and prevent future discrimination;

o Successfully resolving 10 pay discrimination lawsuits for approximately $1 million, benefiting 51 individuals 
(view more cases on our website);

o Filing five lawsuits involving compensation discrimination, four of which were based on sex and one based 
on race; and

o Conducting 124 outreach sessions with 24,248 individuals involving issues related to equal pay. . . . 

• The EEOC is committed to protecting the civil rights of women, workers of color, and other 
underserved employees so that, as our nation recovers from the pandemic, workers can acquire 
good jobs that best fit their interests and skills. Our agency will continue to use every tool in our 
toolbox – including outreach and education, enforcement, and litigation – to promote pay equity 
and to close gender and racial pay gaps.




