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COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY, INJUNCTIVE
AND MONETARY RELIEF AND JURY DEMAND

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT AND INTRODUCTION

1. This is a civil action for declaratory, injunctive and monetary relief for

injuries Plaintiff Margo Fitzpatrick, Ph.D., sustained as a result of her discriminatory and

retaliatory termination from Booz Allen Hamilton, Inc. (“Booz Allen” or “the Firm”) on

the basis of her gender, sexual orientation, and protected activity in violation of the D.C.

Human Rights Act (“DCHRA”), D.C. Code § 2-1402.11 et seq. Booz Allen, one of the

nation’s premier consulting firms, and the individual Defendants, all of whom are male

senior executives of the Firm, have maintained a “glass-ceiling” that intentionally

excludes highly-qualified women, like Dr. Fitzpatrick, from the top echelons of the Firm.

Despite being placed on notice for over two decades by external consultants and by

reports presented by executive women at the Firm, Booz Allen has, with impunity,

continued its practice of: excluding females from leadership roles at the Firm; taking

away business from successful female executives and giving their thriving businesses to

male executives; denying female executives the type of career-enhancing opportunities

that are routinely provided to male executives; manipulating the Firm’s promotion and

assessment practices to the detriment of female executives; and allowing the Firm’s

assessment process to be riddled with sex stereotyping and discriminatory assessments of

female employees. Dr. Fitzpatrick, like other female executives before her, fell victim to

these sexually discriminatory practices in September 2010, when the Firm terminated her

for reasons that were patently pretextual and demonstrably false.

2. Prior to August 2009, Dr. Fitzpatrick was highly rated by the Firm and

was assessed as “On Track” for promotion from the position of Entry Partner to Lead
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Partner. The Firm stated in her 2008 annual assessment that she “is one of the firm’s

strongest market developers,” is “respected for her deep knowledge of Civil Finance

market trends, client needs and buying patterns,” is a “true expert in the Civil Finance

market,” and is “in a league of her own” in the development of high quality products for

clients. In 2009, the Firm once again assessed her as “On Track” for promotion to the

position of Lead Partner and provided her with an even more laudatory evaluation. In

this assessment, the Firm stated that “she’s on a great vector” at the Firm and that

partners and Principals alike described her as a “great Partner,” and as “universally

regarded as one of our best partners for identifying, shaping and capturing new business

in the financial marketplace.” The Firm further highlighted that Dr. Fitzpatrick is

recognized as an “expert in financial reform by senior clients as well as Booz Allen

colleagues” and is “unmatched in the firm at establishing and growing senior

relationships in the financial market and capturing new business as a result of her ability

to identify and clearly articulate solutions to her clients.” Among Dr. Fitzpatrick’s

unparalleled successes, during the period of FY 2008 through FY 2010, was her winning

over $588,500,000 in new business for Booz Allen, an extraordinary accomplishment that

far exceeded the revenues that were brought in by any of the male partners in the

Financial Services market or other similarly situated male partners.

3. Despite Dr. Fitzpatrick’s successes, her prospects at the Firm plummeted

once Defendant Lloyd Howell became the leader of the Financial Services team and her

direct supervisor. Defendant Howell informed Dr. Fitzpatrick that the Financial Services

industry was a “good ole boys club” in which only men could succeed and thereafter

demonstrated his animosity towards female executives, including Dr. Fitzpatrick, and
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engaged in extraordinary measures to eliminate female executives from his team and to

subvert their careers. When Dr. Fitzpatrick objected to this discriminatory treatment and

reported it to officials of the Firm, Defendants manipulated the annual assessment

process and rated her as “Off Track” for promotion to Lead Partner. This evaluation was

then used to justify her termination.

4. During this same assessment period, the Firm terminated Molly Finn, the

most senior female partner in the Firm, who had earlier been warned by Defendant

Howell to stop saying “feminist” or “pro-women things” (referring to the concerns she

had stated about the lack of gender equaity among Booz Allen’s leadership) because it

upset Ralph Shrader, the Chief Executive Officer and Chairman of the Firm. By firing

Ms. Finn, who by all accounts was a star performer, Defendants eliminated the possibility

that any female partner would be in any senior leadership position at the Firm for at least

the next four years. Currently, the Firm has no female partners in the pipeline for Senior

Partner, notwithstanding the fact that Booz Allen is one of the largest consulting Firms in

the United States with over 25,000 employees. With the termination of Dr. Fitzpatrick

and Ms. Finn, the number of females in the partnership has dwindled to 21 — or only 18%

of the partnership as a whole. With the termination of Dr. Fitzpatrick, the Firm has no

openly lesbian partners.

5. In sharp contrast, during the 2010 assessment cycle, Booz Allen promoted

five male partners to the Lead Partner level and appointed one to the Firm’s Leadership

Team, a body previously comprised exclusively of male Partners at the Senior Partner
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level and above.’ In 2010, the Firm failed to promote any female partner to the L-4

level, even though there were several highly-qualified female partners who were eligible

for such promotion and who had long records of outstanding service, sales, and

leadership with the Firm. They were bypassed in favor of male partners, even though

several women had stronger records in revenue generation and institutional leadership.

The Firm terminated no male partners in 2010 — even those who had exhibited ongoing,

serious performance issues.

Jurisdiction

6. This lawsuit arises under the District of Columbia Human Rights Act

(“DCHRA”), D.C. Code § 2-1402.11 et seq., to remedy Defendants’ unlawful

discrimination against Plaintiff Fitzpatrick based on her gender and sexual orientation

and in retaliation for her opposition to Defendants’ discriminatory treatment of female

and lesbian employees. This Court has jurisdiction under D.C. Code § 2-1403.16, and

D.C. Code § 11-921(a) because the discriminatory decision to terminate Plaintiff’s

employment was made in the District of Columbia. See Monteilh v. AFSCME, 982 A.2d

301, 304-05 (D.C. 2009) (holding that jurisdiction under the DCHRA is proper where

“the employer has made a discriminatory decision in the District of Columbia, although

the effects have been felt elsewhere.”). Jurisdiction is also proper in the District of

Columbia because Plaintiff Fitzpatrick would have been assigned to work in Booz

The Booz Allen Partnership is divided into six ascending levels: Entry Partner
1 (“E-1”); Entry Partner 2 (“E-2”); Lead Partner 3 (“L-3”); Lead Partner 4 (“L-4”);
Senior Partner 5 (“S-5”); and Senior Partner 6 (“S-6”). The pre-Partner, executive-level
positions are as follow (in ascending order of hierarchy): Senior Associate, Principal,
and Vice President.
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Allen’s office located in the District of Columbia had she not been subjected to an

unlawful termination.

Parties

7. Plaintiff Margo Fitzpatrick, Ph.D., was a partner at Booz Allen through

July 31, 2011, and is a resident of the State of Maryland. Dr. Fitzpatrick is lesbian.

8. Defendant Booz Allen Hamilton, Inc., is a for-profit corporation that

conducts business in the District of Columbia, and maintains offices in the District of

Columbia. Defendant Booz Allen is an employer within the definition of D.C. Code § 2-

1401.02(10). Prior to November 17, 2008, Booz Allen was a private corporation. On

November 27, 2010, the Firm became a publicly held company. For purposes of this

Complaint, senior executives at the Firm are hereafter referred to as “partners.”

9. Lloyd Howell is an Executive Vice President of Booz Allen, is a member

of the Firm’s Leadership Team, and is the Financial Services Client Service Officer for

civil market clients. Defendant Howell is a resident of the District of Columbia. His

principal office is located in the District of Columbia. Defendant Howell was a key

figure in the decision to rate Plaintiff “Off Track” and to terminate Plaintiff’s

employment, decisions that were made in the District of Columbia. He is an employer

within the definition of D.C. Code § 2-1401.02(10) and he aided and abetted the

discrimination against Plaintiff, in violation of the District of Columbia Human Rights

Act, D.C. Code § 1-2526.

10. Patrick Peck is an Executive Vice President of Booz Allen, is a member of

the Firm’s Leadership Team, and leads the Company’s Financial Services Commercial

business. Defendant Peck is a resident of the State of Virginia. His principal office is
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located in the State of Virginia. Defendant Peck was also a key figure in the decision to

rate Plaintiff “Off Track” and to terminate Plaintiff’s employment, decisions that were

made in the District of Columbia. Defendant Peck is an employer within the definition of

D.C. Code § 2-1401.02(10) and he aided and abetted the discrimination against Plaintiff,

in violation of the District of Columbia Human Rights Act, D.C. Code § 1-2526.

11. Samuel Porgess is a Senior Vice President of Booz Allen and leads the

Firms’ Systems Engineering and Integration capability area. Defendant Porgess is a

resident of the State of California. His principal office is located in the State of

California. Defendant Porgess was a key figure in the decision to rate Plaintiff “Off

Track,” a decision that was made in the District of Columbia, and in the decision to

terminate Plaintiff’s employment, a decision that was also made in the District of

Columbia. Defendant Porgess is an employer within the definition of D.C. Code § 2-

1401.02(10) and he aided and abetted the discrimination against Plaintiff, in violation of

the District of Columbia Human Rights Act, D.C. Code § 1-2526.

12. Horacio Rozanski is the Chief Operating Officer, Executive Vice

President of Booz Allen, and is a member of the Firm’s Leadership Team. Prior to 2011,

he was the Chief Strategy and Talent Officer. Defendant Rozanski is a resident of the

State of Maryland. His principal office is located in the State of Maryland. Defendant

Rozanski was a key figure in the decision to terminate Plaintiff’s employment, a decision

that was made in the District of Columbia. Defendant Rozanski is an employer within

the definition of D.C. Code § 2-1401.02(10), which permits individuals to be held liable

for conduct which violates the Act, and he aided and abetted the discrimination against
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Plaintiff, in violation of the District of Columbia Human Rights Act, D.C. Code § 1-

2526.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

Booz Allen Systemically Marginalizes and Discriminates Against Women

17. Booz Allen is one of the nation’s leading strategy and technology

consulting firms with annual revenue of more than five billion dollars and approximately

25,000 employees worldwide. Booz Allen publicly prides itself on being a diverse

workforce and its Women’s Agenda specifically states that the Firm seeks to: “Increase

the representation of women at all levels in the Firm” and to “Empower Booz Allen

women to seek the highest levels of leadership and career attainment.”

18. Despite Booz Allen’s self-claimed commitment to diversity and to

promoting the careers of “women at all levels of the Firm,” all of the most senior female

partners have left the Firm during Dr. Shrader’ s twelve-year tenure as Chairman and

CEO of the Firm, and most, if not all, were pushed out by Dr. Shrader. Booz Allen has

had only four female partners at the L-4 level or higher on the government side of the

Firm, which after the Firm split is the only business that remains. Since Dr. Shrader

assumed the Chairmanship of the Firm, all of these female Senior Partners have left the

Firm or retired, with one being terminated in 2010 and two of the other three leaving the

Firm after being repeatedly excluded from leadership positions by Dr. Shrader. At the

time of Dr. Fitzpatrick’s termination to the present, of the top 45 leadership positions at

the Firm — including Members of the Board, members of the Firm Leadership Team,

leaders of the market sectors and capability areas, and Executive Vice Presidents — none

are women.
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19. Upon becoming Chairman, Shrader created an exclusive all-male group of

partners with whom he socializes and conducts the business of the Firm. He expressly

refuses to include female partners in this group, which defacto has excluded them from

leadership positions. The message that partners must follow Dr. Shrader’s lead was

repeatedly communicated by the leaders of the Firm. For example, during February 2009

partners’ retreat, the Firm’s General Counsel at the time, C.G. Appleby, told the partners

in attendance that “Booz Allen is a kingdom and Ralph is our king. To live in the

kingdom, we need to do what the king wants us to do or we would be thrown out.” Since

Dr. Shrader refused to include women in the leadership ranks and openly criticized male

Senior Partners who advocated for women, female partners had less support, fewer

developmental opportunities, and less protection from termination than male partners,

including those with fewer accomplishments and poorer performance.

Because of its Discrimination Against Women,
Booz Allen Leadership Positions Are Now Exclusively Held By Men

20. Booz Allen is overseen by a Board of Directors comprised of eight

members. None of the Firm’s eight members of the Board of Directors are women.

21. Major strategic, administrative, and executive decisions of Booz Allen are

made by the Firm’s all-male thirteen member Firm Leadership Team, chaired by Dr.

Shrader. The Leadership Team is responsible for reviewing all officer assessments and

identifying and nominating Senior and Executive Vice President candidates. The

Leadership Team makes final decisions regarding partner slotting (promotions or

demotions), pay, and terminations. In this case, the Leadership Team acted to terminate

Plaintiff’s employment.
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22. Since Dr. Shrader has been CEO, he has regularly organized and attended

at least one extravagant annual golfing trip to Scotland and other locations for Leadership

Team members and those men who he has identified as serious future candidates for the

Leadership Team. Invited participants traveled on Dr. Shrader’ s private jet, which he

apparently leased to the Firm. Although several women partners are capable golfers,

including Plaintiff Fitzpatrick, no woman has ever been invited on these trips. Firm

business is regularly discussed on these outings and relationships are solidified, leading

to career enhancing opportunities for the all-male participants. These outings presented

significant opportunities for men — but not women — to network toward firm leadership

positions.

23. Below the Leadership Team, Booz Allen is organized through a matrixed

reporting structure comprised of three major market sectors (Civil, Defense, and National

Security) and four capability areas that cut across market sectors (Technology, Strategy

and Organization, Operations, and Business Analytics). Each of these major market

sectors, and each of these cross cutting capability areas, is headed by a man. During Dr.

Shrader’ s tenure as CEO (or its functional equivalent predecessor positions), only one

woman, who was subsequently forced out of the Firm, has ever led a major market sector

or capability area.

24. None of the Firm’s 17 Senior Partners (also known as Executive Vice

Presidents) are women and only two women have ever held that position. Currently,

there are no female partners in the pipeline that will be considered for promotion to

Senior Partner within the next four years.
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Dr. Fitzpatrick’s Employment with Booz Allen

25. Dr. Fitzpatrick has over 25 years of experience as a professional services

and business executive. She holds both a bachelor’s degree in Computer Science and a

master’s degree in Computer Systems Management from the University of Maryland.

She also holds a doctorate degree in Information Systems from Nova Southeastern

University. Prior to joining Booz Allen, Dr. Fitzpatrick served in managerial positions at

Fannie Mae, Cable and Wireless, Advanced Technology, and Dialcom.

26. In 1999, Booz Allen hired Dr. Fitzpatrick as a Senior Associate to work on

the Internal Revenue Service Transformation, one of Booz Allen’s largest initiatives at

the time. In recognition of her superior performance, in 2001, the Firm promoted Dr.

Fitzpatrick to Principal. As a Principal, Dr. Fitzpatrick successfully developed and built

Booz Allen’s Civil Finance business by formulating a vision and strategy to sell

professional advisory and technology services to both federal financial agencies and

subsequently to commercial financial services companies. She also led the effort to bring

the Firm to Capability Maturity Model (CMM) Level 2 and eventually Level 3, for which

the Firm again awarded her (and her team) the Performance Excellence Award for

superior achievement in 2008. Having a CMM rating of Level 2 then Level 3 was a

critical requirement, which allowed the Firm to bid and win large contracts, such as the

Treasury Department’s Total Information Processing Support Services indefinite

delivery/indefinite quantity contract (“IDIQ”), worth over $330 million.

27. In 2005, in recognition of Dr. Fitzpatrick’s superior performance, Booz

Allen promoted her to partner. Her partner business case was based on the $45 million

dollar a year Finance & Entitlements business she built and led, which included $30
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million a year in technology services for the Internal Revenue Service that she built from

the ground up. By all objective measures, she excelled in that position and continued to

receive excellent assessments that rated her as “On Track” for promotion to higher

partner levels and progressing. During her five years as partner, she served as a leader in

the development of the Financial Services market sector, and successfully captured new

markets and business at the Internal Revenue Service, Treasury Department, Federal

Deposit Insurance Corporation, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Federal

Reserve, Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation, and Financial Management Services.

She served as a “One-Firm” leader in the development of commercial design services

within the U.S. financial services market, and successfully sold services to several of the

largest financial services institutions in the United States.

28. After the U.S. financial crisis, in November 2008, Defendant Peck asked

Dr. Fitzpatrick to create and co-lead the Financial Reform Campaign, the goal of which

was the development of the key capabilities needed to compete in new market areas in

the financial sector. Dr. Fitzpatrick was the only partner fully dedicated to the campaign

and was responsible for managing the Firm’s multi-million investment, setting the vision

for the campaign, hiring new talent, and driving the production of intellectual capital

white papers and system demonstrations) in a manner that allowed Booz Allen to

realize the most impact and return on its investment. The efforts of the Campaign paid

off and, and under Dr. Fitzpatrick’s leadership of the Campaign, the Firm sold

approximately $24 million of new business to new federal agencies or departments where

it had not previously had business.
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29. On October 5, 2009, Booz Allen provided Dr. Fitzpatrick with a laudatory

performance assessment rating her “On Track” for promotion to Lead Partner and

summarizing her performance as follows: “Margo is a good partner in every dimension”;

“Margo is universally regarded as one of our best partners for identifying, shaping and

capturing new business in the financial marketplace”; “This has been a very successful

year for Margo and one during which she has matured significantly as a partner”; and

“Partners and Principals alike described Margo as a great partner. She is described as

‘...bright, insightful, and bold in moving out on initiatives’, ‘lots of vision’, ‘understands

the market and what clients are looking for’, ‘able to contribute to proposals’, ‘able to

delegate work and empower qualified staff to execute and deliver’, ‘an excellent

communicator’, etc.” The Summary of Performance ended by stating: “She’s on a great

vector.”

Defendant Howell’s Discrimination Against Dr. Fitzpatrick

30. In May 2009, Francis Henry, the lead for the Civil market sector, split the

Finance and Citizen Services team into two separate teams — the Financial Services team

and the Business of Government market team. He assigned Defendant Howell to serve as

the leader of the newly created Financial Services team. Although Defendant Howell

was an Executive Vice President, he had never led a market team and was moved into the

position in order to demonstrate that he could lead a market and develop senior client

relationships. Defendant Howell had little familiarity with the Financial Services market,

its clients, or an understanding of the key financial reform issues the clients were facing.

In his new capacity as market leader, Defendant Howell became Dr. Fitzpatrick’s team

leader. The Firm also assigned him to be one of her two primary mentors tasked with
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guiding her through the critical year where she would either be promoted to a Lead

Partner or lose her position as a partner.

31. In July 2009, Plaintiff Fitzpatrick proposed to Defendant Howell a new

operating model for the Financial Services team that was well received by him and the

rest of the partners on the Financial Services team. Following her recommendation,

Defendant Howell divided the new Financial Services team into three market sectors:

Treasury, Commercial, and Regulatory, Housing and Insurance (“Rh”). Initially,

Defendant Howell assigned Dr. Fitzpatrick to the Treasury team, Defendant Peck to the

Commercial team, and Herbert MacArthur, Senior Vice President and Lead Partner, to

the Rh team. Mr. MacArthur, however, had just transferred from the Transportation

market sector and had no familiarity with the Financial Services industry or the clients in

that industry. Recognizing that Mr. MacArthur would have difficulty successfully

creating and leading a new business in an area market sector in which he lacked

connections and knowledge, Dr. Fitzpatrick proposed, for the good of the Firm, that Mr.

MacArthur lead the Treasury team and she assume the challenge of standing up the Rh

business.

32. By switching positions with Mr. MacArthur, Dr. Fitzpatrick gave up the

leadership of an established and substantial business, which she had built with others over

the years that had accounts totaling almost $90 million of revenue a year, for a new area

in the Financial Services market sector with only a single existing client. She agreed to

assume this challenge based on Defendant Howell’s assurance that Booz Allen would

base her partner assessment that year on the performance of the whole Financial Services
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team, not just the RHI business. Booz Allen subsequently characterized her decision to

do so as “courageous.”

33. On August 3, 2009, Dr. Fitzpatrick met with Defendant Howell to brief

him about the history of the Financial Services team’s accomplishments and the current

opportunities in an effort to ease his transition to the team and help him effectively lead

it. Dr. Fitzpatrick explained that the Financial Services team’s business had grown

substantially in the last few years with the capture of large deals at the Federal Deposit

Insurance Corporation, Treasury Department’s Office of D.C. Pensions, Financial

Management Services, Securities and Exchange Commission, Consumer Financial

Protection Bureau, Federal Reserve, and Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation, which

totaled $143 million in new revenue for Booz Allen and $904 million in new IDIQs and

Blanket Purchase Agreements.

34. Instead of asking any follow-up questions about the team’s work,

Defendant Howell responded to this very positive market briefing by informing Dr.

Fitzpatrick that the finance industry was “a good ole boys club” in which only men could

succeed. He emphasized that if Booz Allen was to be successful in the Financial Services

industry, the Firm needed to be part of “the club.” Defendant Howell’s meaning was

clear: despite Dr. Fitzpatrick’s tremendous success in this business sector, he did not

believe a woman could be successful in the Financial Services market sector and,

therefore, he did not intend to provide her with the type of visibility or opportunities that

he believed were the province of men.

35. Dr. Fitzpatrick was shocked by these overtly sexist statements, especially

since her experience in the Financial Services market sector clearly disproved his
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discriminatory view that a woman could not make the necessary contacts or relationships

to succeed in the Financial Services market sector. In fact, the Firm expressly noted that

Dr. Fitzpatrick had extensive and fruitful contacts in the financial services industry that

drove her business in her 2009 evaluation stating: “Margo has a well known reputation

for developing and maintaining very senior client relationships in the financial

sector. . . Margo has leveraged these relationships effectively, both in helping shape client

opportunities and, when the situation is right, recruiting excellent SMEs into the Firm.”

36. Dr. Fitzpatrick informed Defendant Howell that the financial services

industry had significantly changed over the last decade since his brief employment at

Goldman Sachs earlier in his career (in the early 1990s) and that there were a number of

talented women in strong and influential leadership positions. She also informed him that

as a woman she had no problems scheduling meetings with influential clients or being

invited to key meetings, and that to the contrary, she had flourished as a market builder in

the Financial Services market sector, as the Firm expressly acknowledged in her 2009

partner assessment. In that assessment, the Firm stated that: “Margo contributed

significantly to the 09 growth in our financial markets and is now realizing impact as a

result of the [Financial Reform Campaign] activities.” At no time did Defendant Howell

seek to dispute or correct Dr. Fitzpatrick’s interpretation that his use of the term “good

old boys club” indicated that he believed that her sex prohibited her success in the

Financial Services market sector. To the contrary, refusing to revise his sexist view,

Defendant Howell’s only response was to shrug his shoulders in a smug manner that

communicated that he felt his view was right and that he was not open to listening to

other views.
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37. Near the end of the meeting, Defendant Howell informed Dr. Fitzpatrick

that the Firm (and by this he was referring to Dr. Shrader) had tasked him in the past with

firing a number of partners at a time when the Firm was purposefully reducing the

number of commercial partners. This statement, combined with his earlier sexist

comment that indicated he believed only men could be successful in her position, made

Dr. Fitzpatrick extremely concerned that her position was in jeopardy because of her sex.

38. Shortly thereafter, however, another incident shook Dr. Fitzpatrick’s faith

in the Firm’s commitment to providing equal treatment to female employees. At the

August 27, 2009, assessment review group (“ARG”) meeting for Defendant Peck, who

had been one of Dr. Fitzpatrick’s strongest supporters and advocates, the Leadership

Team chastised Defendant Peck for “playing favorites” with Dr. Fitzpatrick and another

female Vice President. At the time, Defendant Peck told Dr. Fitzpatrick that he was very

angry about the criticism since his support of her was extremely warranted by virtue of

the work she performed and, moreover, other Senior Partners were not penalized for

working closely with and advocating for male junior partners. As a result of this

criticism, Defendant Peck limited his work with Dr. Fitzpatrick since he no longer felt

comfortable advocating for her as he had prior to this criticism and as Senior Partners

regularly do for male junior partners.

39. During August 2009, Dr. Fitzpatrick met regularly with Defendant Howell

to help orient him to the Financial Services market sector and to help him understand the

strengths of the Financial Services team members. Defendant Howell repeatedly made

unjustifiably negative statements about female team members, often describing them in

strongly sex-stereotyped ways. During these meetings, Defendant Howell repeatedly
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stated that a female Principal on the RHI team, and another female Principal on the

Treasury team, must have been involved in sororities in college, since they caused so

much “drama” around them, and then counseled Dr. Fitzpatrick to maintain a distance

from them. Defendant Howell did not use sex-stereotyped analogies to frame his

criticisms of male colleagues and instead had overly generous appraisals of the

contributions and work of the male team members, even when such appraisals were not

warranted. During one such meeting, Defendant Howell explicitly criticized Dr.

Fitzpatrick for being a “know it all” because she shared her market and client relationship

expertise at Financial Services team meetings, which he apparently believed placed him

in a bad light.

40. In or around the end of March 2010, Defendant Howell terminated two

female Principals from his team of twenty Principals, even though he lacked any business

justification for doing so. One female Principal had worked for Booz Allen for over 15

years and had received an “Exceeds” (the highest rating) on her 2008 and 2009

performance appraisals. Even though this Principal had worked on Dr. Fitzpatrick’s team

and Dr. Fitzpatrick had been her official mentor, in a clear deviation from the Firm’s

practice, no one consulted Dr. Fitzpatrick before terminating her. Instead, Defendant

Howell, in consultation with Defendant Peck, terminated her and Dr. Fitzpatrick only

learned of this decision later through conversations with other partners. Immediately

upon the female Principal’s termination, her book of business was transferred to a male

Principal.

41. During the same time period, Defendant Howell fired another female

Principal on the Financial Services team, even though the female Principal had received
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the same rating as a male Principal on the Financial Services team who was not

terminated. Despite their equal assessments, Defendant Howell terminated the woman

and transferred her portfolio to the male counterpart who had the same rating.

42. As a result of the terminations referenced in paragraph 40 and 41, only

four female Principals remained on the Financial Services market team, whereas there

were 14 male Principals.

43. On April 7, 2010, shortly after Defendant Howell terminated two female

Principals, Dr. Fitzpatrick attended a Financial Services Leadership Team meeting in

Washington, D.C., to discuss the state of the finance business and whether they had

aligned the right Principals to each of the vertical market teams. As the dinner

progressed, however, Defendant Howell raised the topic of the two female Principals that

he had previously criticized in sexist terms (different ones than the two he had just fired).

Defendant Howell once again disparaged them in sex-stereotyped ways, asserting that

they gossiped so much that they should be on the shows “90210” and “High School

Musical.” At this point, Defendant Peck and Mr. MacArthur joined in the mocking of

their female colleagues. Defendant Howell then continued by again stating that these two

women must have been in a sorority, since they caused so much “drama” and gossiped so

much, once again eliciting laughter from his male colleagues Defendant Peck and Mr.

MacArthur. (Defendant Peck’s complicity with this sexism was disturbing but not

surprising to Dr. Fitzpatrick because he had previously made a derogatory and sexist

remarks about a highly successful female partner accusing her using an inappropriate

sexual demeanor to succeed at the Firm.)
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44. Defendant Howell then turned to Dr. Fitzpatrick, who had remained silent

during this portion of the conversation making her displeasure about his sexist humor and

unprofessionalism clear, and asked if she had been in a sorority. She responded that she

had not been in a sorority. Dr. Fitzpatrick felt demeaned by his question, given the

negative context in which he had brought up the subject.

45. Indeed, by the time of the conversation referenced in paragraphs 43 and

44, above, Dr. Fitzpatrick had won the following significant contracts for Booz Allen

while working under Defendant Howell’s supervision: the award of the design of the

new Consumer Financial Protection Agency; the analysis of the new Troubled Assets

Relief Program at the Federal Reserve Board; and the new financial reform management

consulting work at the Commodity Futures Trading Commission. With these contracts,

in little more than six months, Dr. Fitzpatrick had not only sold $4 million in new

business, but more significantly had successfully opened up new market space by

establishing single or dual award Blanket Purchase Agreements (“BPAs”) contract

vehicles with clients that Booz Allen had never served before. Despite her significant

success, Defendant Howell continued to treat her as unwelcome in his department.

46. During this same time period, Dr. Fitzpatrick also learned that Defendant

Howell’s biased view of women was influencing other male partners on the Financial

Services team. On May 11, 2010, Defendant Peck complained to her about the same two

female Principals that Defendant Howell had repeatedly criticized in sex-stereotyped

terms. Defendant Peck asserted that these two women were damaging the functioning of

the Financial Services team by focusing on their own personal agendas to get promoted at
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the expense of the team. Male members of the Financial Services team were not

criticized for focusing on their personal goals or career advancement.

47. After making this derogatory comment about women on the team,

Defendant Peck asked Dr. Fitzpatrick if he could transfer a newly hired female Principal

to Dr. Fitzpatrick’s team who had previously been assigned to the Commercial team. Dr.

Fitzpatrick was concerned that his request was another indication that female team

members were being treated in an unfavorable manner, and that Defendants Howell and

Peck were deliberately isolating female Principals on her team and not allowing them to

succeed in commercial ventures. This fear was supported by the fact that with the newly

hired female Principal’s transfer to Dr. Fitzpatrick’s team, Defendant Peck’s Commercial

team was all male. This request also seemed similiar to the maimer in which Defendants

Howell and Peck had treated the female Principal who they had fired after transferring

her to Dr. Fitzpatrick’s team, as detailed in paragraph 40, above.

48. On May 13, 2010, Dr. Fitzpatrick met with the newly hired female

Principal to begin transitioning her to the RH! team. During this meeting, the new

Principal inquired about why she was being transferred to a team that could not leverage

her contacts and work experience. Later Dr. Fitzpatrick learned that while the new

Principal was on the Commercial team, Defendant Peck did not provide this female

Prinicipal with the same career enhancing opportunities that he provided to her male

counterpart and instead assigned her to perform administrative tasks. Defendant Peck, on

the other hand, assigned the male Principal the marketing tasks, which placed him in

contact with clients and better positioned the male Prinicipal for success at the Firm.

This information reinforced Dr. Fitzpatrick’s belief that the transfer was discriminatory
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and her own observations that the Senior Partners on the team subjected women to

disparate treatment.

49. On May 26, 2010, during a one-on-one meeting with Defendant Howell

scheduled to discuss developments in the Financial Services market, he again

inappropriately asked Dr. Fitzpatrick about whether she had been in a sorority. Dr.

Fitzpatrick once again responded that she had not been in a sorority and steered the

discussion back to business. By Defendant Howell’s response and demeanor, he made

clear to Dr. Fitzpatrick that he did not have an interest in her career even though he was

her official mentor.

Dr. Fitzpatrick Reported Defendant Howell’s Unlawful Conduct
and Immediately Suffered Retaliation

50. Dr. Fitzpatrick became increasingly convinced that she would not be able

to succeed under Defendant Howell’s leadership or receive fair consideration for her

upcoming partnership assessment because he held a biased view that women could not

perform well in the Financial Services market sector and instead reduced them to college-

aged sex stereotypes. However, she had received repeated warnings from female and

male executives alike that she would face retaliation if she raised concerns about

Defendant Howell’s discriminatory treatment of women because Defendant Howell was

“one of Ralph’s guys.” One Lead Partner warned her that, if she raised concerns about

Defendant Howell’s discriminatory treatment of her, the Firm would likely “push her

out.” For a time Dr. Fitzpatrick tried to follow that advice and to win Defendant Howell

over with her dedication and outstanding performance. But his interference with her

ability to do her job and his discriminatory actions (including his termination of
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subordinate female employees for whom Dr. Fitzpatrick felt a responsibility) left her no

choice but to try to seek help.

51. On May 27, 2011, Dr. Fitzpatrick complained to Defendant Peck, the

other Senior Partner on the team, about the discrimination she and the other female

Financial Services team members were facing. Dr. Fitzpatrick told him about the

meeting she had with Defendant Howell the previous day, in which he made sexist

comments about female executives on the Financial Services team, and expressly told

Defendant Peck that she felt that her career was in jeopardy given Defendant Howell’s

clear bias against women. She told Defendant Peck that Defendant Howell needed to

“stop the gender stereotyping” because it was hurting her and other female team

members.

52. Defendant Peck did not dispute Dr. Fitzpatrick’s perceptions about

Defendant Howell’s discriminatory views of women. He offered to talk to Defendant

Howell about his conduct, to which Dr. Fitzpatrick expressed fear that Defendant Howell

would retaliate against her if he knew she had complained. Defendant Peck did not

dispute that Defendant Howell would likely retaliate against Dr. Fitzpatrick, and indeed,

he had earlier warned her when she raised general concerns about gender inequity at the

Firm after Dr. Shrader initially presented the all-male Leadership Team: “Don’t go

there” if she wanted to keep her job. Defendant Peck ended the meeting assuring Dr.

Fitzpatrick that he would not talk to Defendant Howell about the issues she had raised

and agreeing to help her transfer from Defendant Howell’s team after her partner

assessment in August.
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53. As a senior officer of Booz Allen, Defendant Peck had a fiduciary duty to

inform the Firm about the concerns of discrimination that Dr. Fitzpatrick had raised with

him. Furthermore, Booz Allen’s Equal Employment Opportunity policy specifically

states that reports of discrimination can be made to partners and also states that a partner

who receives such a complaint must report it to the Firm’s Law Department for

investigation. Upon information and belief, Defendant Peck informed Defendant Howell

about Dr. Fitzpatrick’s complaints.

54. Even before Dr. Fitzpatrick complained to Defendant Peck about

Defendant Howell’s discriminatory comments and conduct, Defendant Howell rarely

made time to meet with Dr. Fitzpatrick to discuss her progress and to prepare Dr.

Fitzpatrick for her upcoming partner assessment even though, as one of her primary

mentors, he had a duty to do so. Once Dr. Fitzpatrick reported Defendant Howell’s

sexually discriminatory conduct to Defendant Peck, Defendant Howell became more

unresponsive. Defendant Howell even ignored Defendant Peck’s attempts to schedule a

meeting for the three of them to discuss Dr. Fitzpatrick’s appraisal process and how she

would advance to Lead Partner. Dr. Fitzpatrick sent Defendant Howell multiple emails,

left several voicemails, and contacted his Executive Assistant to communicate that it was

critical she meet with him.

55. Defendant Howell finally met with Dr. Fitzpatrick on June 23, 2010, to

discuss her self-assessment and prospects for promotion — a critical step in the promotion

process. The primary feedback he provided Dr. Fitzpatrick was to encourage her to focus

on continuing to build the market rather than enhancing her relationships with others at

the Firm — advice that she followed but which was later used against her at the time of her
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partnership assessment. Defendant Howell did not raise any performance concerns with

Dr. Fitzpatrick or any potential hurdles to her being promoted to Lead Partner in August.

56. Dr. Fitzpatrick provided a copy of her self-assessment to Gary Labovich, a

Lead Partner who worked with the Financial Services team, and Defendant Peck, who

were also designated her mentors for purposes of the upcoming partner assessment. By

email dated June 23, 2010, Defendant Peck told her “[s]elf assessment looks very good.

Let me know what Lloyd thinks.” By email dated June 24, 2010, Mr. Labovich informed

Dr. Fitzpatrick “[y]our assessment is extremely well written. ... It is complete, it

provides excellent evidence to back up the claims and it is quite compelling.” He went

on to state, “I look forward to speaking to Sam [Porgess] on your behalf. Congratulations

on another outstanding year and I look forward to working with you in RH! to exploit all

of the opportunities you have created.”

57. On June 30, 2010, Defendant Howell escalated his retaliation against Dr.

Fitzpatrick by deliberately excluding her from a meeting with the President of the Federal

Reserve Bank of Chicago. Dr. Fitzpatrick and two male Principals had several client

meetings in Chicago scheduled with clients, including one with the President of the

Federal Home Loan Bank (“FHLB”) and another with the Chief Information Officer of

the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago. Knowing that Defendant Howell still needed to

make contacts and build relationships with many of the Financial Services clients, Dr.

Fitzpatrick invited Defendant Howell to accompany her to the meetings.

58. On June 30, 2010, the day of the meeting, Dr. Fitzpatrick met one of the

male Principals in the lobby of the Federal Reserve as originally planned. Upon her

arrival, however, the male Principal informed her that Defendant Howell and the other
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male Principal were then attending a meeting with the President of the Federal Reserve

Bank, just prior to the planned meeting with the Federal Reserve Chief Information

Officer.

59. Defendant Howell not only failed to invite Dr. Fitzpatrick to the meeting

with the President of the Federal Reserve Bank, but also failed to notify her that it was to

take place. Not including or notifying another partner involved with the same client in

the customary fashion is a serious breach of Firm etiquette and core values (respect and

teamwork). By excluding Dr. Fitzpatrick in this manner, Defendant Howell also

undermined her reputation both externally with the client and internally with her team.

The male Principal who attended the meeting with Defendant Howell later told Dr.

Fitzpatrick that he felt uncomfortable without her in attendance since she had set up the

trip to meet with these clients and she was the only other partner beyond Defendant

Howell on the client trip. Defendant Howell also brought a male Principal, who did not

know the account and had never worked on the account, instead of the female Principal

who served as the lead for Federal Reserve Bank.

60. Following the Chicago trip, Defendant Howell’s exclusion of Dr.

Fitzpatrick from client meetings continued. On July 12, 2010, Dr. Fitzpatrick learned

from a male Principal that Defendant Howell was bypassing Dr. Fitzpatrick by

scheduling meetings with her clients without her knowledge, sending emails directly to

her clients without copying her, and working directly with the male Principals on her

team without informing her. None of this conduct was in accordance with Booz Allen’s

core values, adherence to which is required for partners. The male Principal told Dr.

Fitzpatrick that he thought Defendant Howell’s behavior towards Dr. Fitzpatrick was
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strange and “undermining” and that it was beginning to affect the functioning of the

Financial Services team. He also advised her that other Principals and Vice Presidents

had noticed Defendant Howell’s disrespectful treatment of Dr. Fitzpatrick.

61. During July 2010, when Dr. Fitzpatrick interacted directly with Defendant

Howell, he was very aloof and icy, and on one occasion, deliberately sat at a different

table than Dr. Fitzpatrick during a meeting with the RHI team at which Defendant

Howell and Mr. Henry were speaking. Normally, at such presentations, the partners sit

together and present a united front. While such a small slight might normally go

unnoticed by team members, the Principals and Vice Presidents were already aware that

Defendant Howell was marginalizing Dr. Fitzpatrick and his public slight of her

reinforced the impression that he did not value her or think well of her.

62. On or around July 14, 2010, Dr. Fitzpatrick met with Defendant Peck once

again to discuss her ongoing concerns about Defendant Howell’s discriminatory

treatment of her. She informed him that Defendant Howell refused to meet with her,

despite her repeated efforts to schedule meetings at his convenience, and that Defendant

Howell was deliberately excluding her from client meetings. Dr. Fitzpatrick also

objected to the fact that Defendant Howell was inappropriately contacting her clients

without notifying her. Defendant Peck did not dispute that Defendant Howell was in fact

mistreating her. Instead, he assured her that he would try to help her with Defendant

Howell.

63. During that same meeting, Dr. Fitzpatrick complained to Defendant Peck

that he was treating a male team member more favorably than he was treating female

team members and that four members of the Financial Services team had expressed
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discontent to her about that favored male team member’s treatment of them. She told

Defendant Peck that he and Defendant Howell would not have accepted the same

interpersonal problems, or “drama,” that the favored male team member was causing on

the Financial Services team if these problems had come from a female team member.

Defendant Peck responded by laughing and agreeing with her statement, candidly

acknowledging that men were treated more favorably than women on the team.

64. Unbeknownst to Dr. Fitzpatrick, Defendant Peck was also subverting Dr.

Fitzpatrick’s relationships with her clients during this same period. On July 22, 2010, Dr.

Fitzpatrick learned that he too had been having other team members work with her clients

without first notifying her. That day, a male Senior Associate asked Dr. Fitzpatrick about

a potential cyber-security deal with the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (“FDIC”).

Even though FDIC was her client, no one had informed Dr. Fitzpatrick about the

potential cyber-security deal.

65. On July 26, 2010, Defendant Peck, along with Defendant Howell,

excluded her from a charity golf tournament in which they were playing with her clients,

Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Dr. Fitzpatrick learned of this golf tournament from a

male Executive Advisor, who informed her that Defendant Howell had sponsored a “big

finance golf tournament with Fannie Mae” with the rest of the Financial Services

leadership team. Dr. Fitzpatrick, who is a social golfer, had to admit to the Executive

Advisor that she was unaware of any golf tournament. The Executive Advisor

immediately commented that it was “odd” that she was not invited since Fannie Mae was

her client.
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66. Dr. Fitzpatrick later learned that the favored male team member had

worked with Defendant Howell on funding and organizing the golf tournament and that

none of the female Financial Services team members had been invited or were aware of

it, even though the male partner and three male non-partner level team members had been

invited.

67. Defendant Howell’s actions in sponsoring a major golf event that included

male Financial Services leaders — but no women — interfered with Dr. Fitzpatrick’s ability

to perform her job. On July 26, 2010, as the golf tournament was taking place, Dr.

Fitzpatrick was conducting a very important oral presentation with Fannie Mae that, if

successful, could have resulted in a very large multi-million contract and possible other

follow-on services opportunities providing managed services. She had invited both

Defendant Peck and Mr. Labovich, who had been invited to the golf tournament, to join

the presentation because she needed a senior technology leader from the Firm to

demonstrate to Fannie Mae that Booz Allen was committed to the project. Both

Defendant Peck and Mr. Labovich had responded to the invitation by simply telling her

that they were not available and could not change the conflicting commitment. Neither

disclosed that they were playing in a golf tournament with her client.

68. On July 27, 2010, the day after the tournament, Dr. Fitzpatrick confronted

Defendant Peck, who was listed as the senior Officer in Charge (“OIC”) on the contract

proposal, about the fact that she and other female Financial Services executive were

deliberately excluded from the golf outing. Defendant Peck’s only response was to laugh

nervously. As senior OIC, his failure to attend an all-day oral presentation to Fannie Mae
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constituted a deviation from Firm protocol and was a visible slight to Dr. Fitzpatrick and

the client whose work the Firm was trying to procure.

69. On July 30, 2010, Dr. Fitzpatrick learned from a male Principal that

Defendant Howell had pursued a new FDIC contract and that Defendant Peck and Dave

Mader, another Financial Services partner, were also working on the deal. Defendant

Howell had deliberately excluded Dr. Fitzpatrick from this opportunity, thus further

marginalizing her from Financial Services members and clients. Moreover, to Dr.

Fitzpatrick’s clear detriment, Defendant Howell deliberately gave her clients to male

partners.

Booz Allen Issued Dr. Fitzpatrick a Baselessly Negative Partner Assessment,
Refused to Promote her, and Terminated her.

70. Under Booz Allen’s published policies, the Firm conducts assessment

processes to provide a balanced assessment of partner performance. When a partner

enters an assessment period, the Chief Personnel Officer assigns an assessor to gather

data independently. An assessment review group (“ARG”) then meets to provide what is

supposed to be a balanced assessment of partner performance, which includes evaluating

the partner’s potential to perform at the next level. The ARG, however, does not discuss

upward “slot” or promotion recommendations. The ARG’s results are reviewed by the

Leadership Team, which includes approving a “counsel on” recommendation and all

promotions to E-2, L-3, and L-4 slots.

71. For Entry level partners, Booz Allen published policies require a

mandatory progression to the Lead level within 5.5 years of election into the partnership.

The minimum tenure as an Entry Partner is 4.5 years. Thus, an E-2 partner has two

opportunities for promotion to a Lead Partner, at Year Four and at Year Five. According
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to these policies, if the Entry Partner is not promoted to Lead Partner, the Entry Partner

can no longer be a member of the partnership. The Firm can either terminate the partner

or, alternatively, down-slot the partner to a non-partner position. The Leadership Team

makes the final decision to promote a partner from Entry to Lead level.

72. Pursuant to Booz Allen’s policies, the Leadership Team, chaired by Dr.

Shrader, makes the termination and promotion determinations at a meeting which occurs

a few days after the ARG meetings have concluded. These same policies state that the

Chairman effectuates partner terminations.

73. In the summer of 2010, as Defendant Howell was excluding and

marginalizing Dr. Fitzpatrick and diminishing her role on the team, she entered the final

stages of her 2010 partner assessment. This assessment cycle was her fifth year as an

Entry Partner, which, in accordance with the Firm’s policy, meant that if she was not

promoted she would no longer be a partner.

74. On June 24, 2010, Dr. Fitzpatrick met with Defendant Porgess, a Senior

Vice President and Lead Partner, who Defendant Rozanski assigned to conduct her

partner assessment. Defendant Porgess informed Dr. Fitzpatrick that she was viewed as a

strong partner and was well respected by the partnership. He noted, however, that Dr.

Fitzpatrick presented herself as very confident and prepared, which he believed some

partners found intimidating, including him. Dr. Fitzpatrick was surprised that Defendant

Porgess had criticized her for, in essence, performing her job too well. She had never

heard the Firm make this type of criticism to male employees, though it mimicked

Defendant Howell’s criticism that Dr. Fitzpatrick was a “know-it-all.” Despite this
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criticism, Defendant Porgess made clear that her promotion prospects were excellent and

that he anticipated no problems with her upcoming promotion.

75. In seeking input from designated reviewers about Dr. Fitzpatrick’s

performance, Defendant Porgess invited negative assessments about Dr. Fitzpatrick,

disproportionally focusing his inquiry on Dr. Fitzpatrick’s negative relationship with

Defendant Howell and soliciting information about what her “blind spot” would be if she

had one.

76. On July 22, 2010, Defendant Porgess and Dr. Fitzpatrick spoke again by

telephone about her upcoming partner assessment. Defendant Porgess reported that after

speaking with several partners he was detecting a “general feeling that you have not made

the effort to create sustained relationships in the Firm.” He then stated that “the

unanimous working hypothesis is you are so market focused — off the charts great — that

you are not spending the time building relationships with partners.” Dr. Fitzpatrick was

disturbed by this statement for several reasons. First, Defendant Howell’s only

substantive comments on Dr. Fitzpatrick’s self-assessment were that she should dedicate

her focus to market building, not relationship development. Second, she had enjoyed

close working relationships with many partners over her lengthy tenure with the Firm and

her last two appraisals had included extremely positive comments about her relationship

with other partners.

77. Perplexed by Defendant Porgess’s feedback, Dr. Fitzpatrick asked him to

provide examples so that she could understand the feedback he had given her. Defendant

Porgess explained that Dr. Fitzpatrick had not attended partner events such as the animal

week-long golfing event at Pinehurst and monthly partner meetings. Dr. Fitzpatrick

32



explained that she had in fact attended Pinehurst all five years that she had been partner

and that she attended nearly all of the monthly partner meetings. Defendant Porgess

responded by changing his example. Next he stated that Mr. Henry, a close colleague of

Defendant Howell’s who had appointed him as the leader of Financial Services team, had

falsely reported that he reached out to Dr. Fitzpatrick three times to help her, but had

never received a response. To the contrary, Dr. Fitzpatrick had sent Mr. Henry several

emails in the past to which he never responded. When Dr. Fitzpatrick contested this

allegation, Defendant Porgess was unable to provide any specific details and instead

stated: “I don’t want to get into a he-said, she-said situation.” Dr. Fitzpatrick’s

Executive Assistant later confirmed through a thorough review of Dr. Fitzpatrick’s email

and phone records that Mr. Henry had never contacted Dr. Fitzpatrick.

78. Defendant Porgess ended the July 22, 2010, call by asking Dr. Fitzpatrick

to provide him with a list of partners with whom she socialized. Dr. Fitzpatrick sought

clarification as to whether he meant partners with whom she socialized professionally or

personally and carefully memorialized the conversation because she wanted to ensure

that she followed his directions. In response, Defendant Porgess specifically stated that

he wanted to know who she socialized with and requested that she give examples of

partners with whom she had social dinners or with whom she socialized on weekends.

He then assured her that he did not think the relationship issue was a big one, but could

just be a development item for the upcoming year.

79. Dr. Fitzpatrick was very disturbed by Defendant Porgess’ request for

information about her social life. Dr. Fitzpatrick is openly gay and is in a long-term

relationship with a woman. Because of her sexual orientation, some partners chose not to
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socialize with her. The next day, July 23, 2010, Dr. Fitzpatrick contacted a retired Senior

Partner about Defendant Porgess’ request. Dr. Fitzpatrick asked her if she had ever heard

of the details of a partner’s personal life becoming relevant for the partner’s assessment.

The retired Senior Partner responded “absolutely not” and warned Dr. Fitzpatrick not to

share the requested information. However, after giving it additional consideration, the

Senior Partner counseled Dr. Fitzpatrick to comply with the request so as not to harm her

chances for promotion.

80. Dr. Fitzpatrick then sought advice from several female senior Vice

Presidents and reported to them the recent experiences she was having with Defendants

Howell and Peck treating her and other female team members in a discriminatory

manner. One female Lead Partner warned her to be careful about raising discrimination

or diversity issues because the Firm did not welcome those complaints, especially

complaints against Defendant Howell because he was “one of Ralph’s guys” and, as

such, was “protected.” That partner warned her that, if she raised such concerns, the

Firm would likely push her out. Dr. Fitzpatrick responded that she had already

complained to Defendant Peck about Defendant Howell’s sex stereotyping, but was now

concerned because Defendant Peck was also making sex-stereotyping statements, treating

female team members adversely, and had excluded her from a golf tournament with her

client. Dr. Fitzpatrick expressed her fear that with the two Senior Partners in her team

behaving in a discriminatory manner, her position with the Firm was in jeopardy. Upon

hearing of her complaint, that partner became very concerned and told her that her

situation was “very bad” because she did not have “any cover,” while Defendant Howell

was “protected.” All of the female partners with whom Dr. Fitzpatrick consulted agreed

34



that the situation was a difficult one but not atypical and that there was little that she

could do to protect herself.

81. Fearful of facing repercussions for not complying with Defendant

Porgess’ request, Dr. Fitzpatrick sent him an email detailing her personal relationships

with partners at the Firm. In the email, Dr. Fitzpatrick explained that she was not

included in many of the traditional “husband/wife” social events because many partners

were uncomfortable inviting a same-sex couple to such events. This exclusion had

required Dr. Fitzpatrick to work hard to create an alternative social network within the

Firm with partners who were accepting of her sexual orientation. Dr. Fitzpatrick further

explained that this history made his criticism that she had not made an effort to sustain

relationships in the Firm particularly problematic for her. She then detailed her personal

relationships with seven current partners and two retired partners.

82. In response to this email, on July 26, 2010, Defendant Porgess replied that

“[s]omething tells me we’re talking past each other,” even though he had expressly asked

her to detail her personal, not business, relationships with partners. This email exchange

was followed with a conversation on July 27, 2010, in which Defendant Porgess

reiterated that Dr. Fitzpatrick had misunderstood his request and reassured her that he did

not attend all partner meetings himself and did not play golf. He explained that he did

not mean to imply in the earlier conversation that her “relationship” was an issue. Then,

in an effort to demonstrate that he supported gay employees at the Firm, he told her that

he had gone “out of his way” to support a very talent lesbian executive who worked with

him, but that she had quit anyway. To the contrary, however, the lesbian executive that

Defendant Porgess cited was excluded from Firm social events and dinners because of
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her sexual orientation and because she had raised gender discrimination issues when

credit for her work was given to a male colleague. When she reported the gender

discrimination to Defendant Porgess, he took no action to address her complaint and,

instead, retaliated against her. The female executive left the Firm because of this

discrimination and retaliation.

83. Defendant Porgess finished the July 27 telephone call by stating that the

real point was that some partners complained that after working with her they did not

“feel good,” but he could give no examples though he had earlier informed her that her

confident and prepared approach was intimidating to partners.

84. On July 29, 2010, Dr. Fitzpatrick met with her other primary mentor, Art

Fritzson, a Senior Vice President and Lead Partner, for a mentoring session. Dr.

Fitzpatrick reported to him the criticism Defendant Porgess had conveyed to her and

explained Defendant Porgess’ request. Mr. Fritzson reassured her that he had provided

Defendant Porgess with an exemplary assessment for her and that he had no doubt that

she would be promoted to Lead Partner because her performance was so strong. To

emphasize his confidence in her performance, he stated: “if you are not promoted, I will

quit.” Dr. Fitzpatrick then reported the sexist comments that Defendant Howell made to

her and about other female team members and the manner that Defendant Howell

marginalized her. Mr. Fritzson assured her that he would help her and said he would

speak with Mark Gerencser, an Executive Vice President and the Senior Partner leading

her ARG, about her concerns.

85. Mr. Fritzson never followed up with Dr. Fitzpatrick about the concerns

she had conveyed to him about Defendants’ discriminatory treatment of her, and when
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Ms. Fitzpatrick later saw him at a meeting, his only interaction with her was to inquire

about how she was doing and shake his head in a sad and resigned manner. Upon

information and belief, Mr. Fritzson reported Dr. Fitzpatrick’s gender discrimination

complaint to Defendants. As a senior officer of Booz Allen, Mr. Fritzson had a fiduciary

duty to inform the Firm about the concerns of discrimination that Dr. Fitzpatrick had

raised with him and Booz Allen’s Equal Employment Opportunity policy expressly

required him to report such a complaint to the Law Department for investigation.

86. By email dated August 4, 2010, Defendant Porgess gave Dr. Fitzpatrick a

status report about her upcoming assessment and sought to allay Dr. Fitzpatrick’s

concerns that Defendant Howell would be able to sabotage her promotion. He stated:

BTW, your assessment is going well. I’ve spoken with quite a few
people since we talked last and I think we’re in good shape. The issue I
mentioned appears localized ... you probably can figure that out. I’ll
let you know if anything else comes up but I’m pretty much done. I’ve
learned a lot about financial services.

(Emphasis added).

87. On August 9, 2010, all partner assessments were due to their respective

ARG chairs. Once Dr. Fitzpatrick’s assessment was submitted, the final step of the

assessment process was for her assessment to be presented to her ARG in Washington,

D.C., on August 26, 2010. The proper procedure for determining if an Entry Partner will

be promoted to a Lead Partner is for the assessment to be presented to the ARG, which

makes a determination on whether the partner is “On Track,” “On Track (with issues),”

“Maintaining,” or “Off Track.” Then, at the Leadership Team meeting, which took place

on August 30 and 31, 2010, also in Washington, D.C., the determination is made about

whether to promote the partner.
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88. The Firm failed to follow the procedure outlined in paragraph 87, above,

in Dr. Fitzpatrick’s case. On the morning that her ARG met, Dr. Fitzpatrick received a

call from her Executive Assistant who reported that the day before, on August 25, 2010,

she had received a telephone call from the former Executive Assistant for a Principal on

the Financial Services team who reported directly to Dr. Fitzpatrick. The former assistant

told Dr. Fitzpatrick’s assistant that she had heard that the Firm was going to terminate Dr.

Fitzpatrick and she wanted to check in on how she was doing with the news, since her

[Dr. Fitzpatrick’s assistant’s] position would also be eliminated. After her assistant

detailed this conversation to Dr. Fitzpatrick, Dr. Fitzpatrick questioned her about how the

former assistant could have learned this information, since her assessment was literally

taking place as they spoke and no decision on her promotion or termination was supposed

to be made until the Leadership Team meeting that was scheduled for August 30, 2010.

89. Dr. Fitzpatrick’s assistant called the former assistant back and asked her

the same questions per Dr. Fitzpatrick’s inquiry. The former assistant explained that she

had heard the news from several Financial Services Principals, mentioning a specific

male Principal as one of the many who already knew.

90. Upon information and belief, Defendants Rozanski, Howell, Peck, and

Porgress, along with Dr. Shrader, were the persons who decided to terminate Dr.

Fitzpatrick, which took place prior to Dr. Fitzpatrick’s ARG. This decision took place in

Washington, D.C.

91. Dr. Fitzpatrick later learned that Defendant Porgess, who was presenting

Dr. Fitzpatrick’s assessment, began the presentation by stating: “Margo has a blind

spot.” The Firm’s general practice is to start an assessment with positive comments
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about the partner and then later move to any negative comments knowing that an unfairly

negative portrait of the partner would likely result if the conversation immediately

focused mainly on the negative comments. Dr. Fitzpatrick also later learned that when

Defendant Porgess contacted team members for contributions to her assessment, he

started off the conversation with leading statements such as: “If Margo had a problem,

what would it be?” He asked questions designed to elicit criticisms before allowing the

team member to give his or her overall impression first, which inevitably colored the

results of the assessment. Given that the Firm had already determined that Dr. Fitzpatrick

would be terminated, this change in procedure was a deliberate effort to ensure that her

assessment was rated as negative as possible.

92. When Dr. Fitzpatrick eventually received a copy of her partner

assessment, it acknowledged that she had performed excellently that year in developing a

solid foundation for the Rh business. Specifically, it stated:

Margo took on the challenge of building a new business in Finance, called
Regulatory, Housing, and Insurance (RHI) which represented mostly
white space. . .Margo performed well in her RHI leadership role. She
developed the vision and strategy, built a team through internal
repositioning and external hires, developed sales channels by winning
contract vehicles, and is filling the vehicles as task orders are competed
[sic]. The foundation and momentum are good.

(Emphasis added). The assessment, however, then rated her as “Off Track” because

allegedly some partners viewed her as being unable to lead through other partners. The

assessment acknowledged that this view was not universal but then went on to state that

because of this view, it would be “difficult for Margo to lead partners in her market,”

clearly implying that this negative view was espoused by the partners in her market,

namely Defendants Howell and Peck and the other male Financial Services partners,
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Herbert MacArthur and Dave Mader, who reported to and were beholden to Defendant

Howell.

93. Details in Dr. Fitzpatrick’s assessment expressly contradicted the

conclusion that she was not able to lead through partners, including those in her market.

The assessment noted that she: “effectively organized and led partners against key

initiatives of Financial Reform campaign, including reaching out to partners across the

Firm to bring discriminating capabilities to clients”; “worked effectively with partners

through a year of substantive change in Finance account — including senior role changes

& integration”; “effective in working with her partners to manage 650 staff in the IT

Civil 3 HT, achieving planned utilization”; “held in high regard for ability to develop

strategy and vision; evidenced this year as she developed a strategic vision for Finance

that was accepted and implemented by her Finance partners.”

94. Defendants rated Dr. Fitzpatrick as “Off Track,” instead of “On Track

(with issues).” As the description in the assessment made clear, even if the issues

detailed in the assessment were true, Dr. Fitzpatrick was otherwise doing an excellent job

and would have simply needed to work on certain partner relationships. Traditionally,

this type of critique at worst resulted in an E-2 partner in his or her fifth year being

promoted, but counseled to work on those issues. Upon information and belief, male

partners Michael Jones, David Karp, Chris Kelly, Herbert MacArthur, Fred Knops,

Defendant Peck, William Thoet, and others, all had issues for several years equally or

more serious than those listed as the reasons for Dr. Fitzpatrick being assessed as “Off

Track,” yet they were all promoted from the E-2 to L-3 level.
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95. On September 1, 2010, Defendants Howell and Peck requested that Dr.

Fitzpatrick meet them at the Washington, D.C., office. At the meeting, they informed Dr.

Fitzpatrick that her review had “gone poorly,” that she had received an “Off Track”

rating, and that consequently, the Firm was terminating her effective July 31, 2011.

Defendant Howell explained that the decision was based on two factors: that Dr.

Fitzpatrick did not have a “sustainable business”; and that Dr. Fitzpatrick did not “lead

through other partners” enough to be promoted to the position of Lead Partner. However,

he admitted that the feedback was not consistent across the partners. Defendant Howell

then stated that, contrary to normal procedure, Dr. Fitzpatrick would not receive a copy

of or a debrief on her assessment since he was giving her the news and explained that

they did not want to put Defendant Porgess through that uncomfortable process.

96. The two factors that Defendant Howell cited as the basis for Dr.

Fitzpatrick’s termination were pretextual and demonstrably false. In fact, Dr.

Fitzpatrick’s 2010 assessment contained multiple references to what an outstanding job

she did leading through partners. Dr. Fitzpatrick also was the Technology People Partner

(a role typically held by an L-3 partner) and led significant change through a five-partner

team to transition the more than 7,000 professionals on the technology team to the Firm’s

new operating model. However, this was omitted in her assessment and the partners she

led were not contacted for input in her assessment. Dr. Fitzpatrick’s assessment also

ignored the fact that she was the lead partner for the Civil 3 IT home team, which

required her to lead through two other partners and Defendant Porgess failed to contact

those two partners during the assessment process.
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97. As for the sustainability of her business, Dr. Fitzpatrick had not only met

her approved goals for the RH! market, she had exceeded them. In fiscal year 2008

alone, she made over $200 million in sales. Then in fiscal years 2009 and 2010, she had

sold more than any of the other partners who led one of the Financial Services teams (i.e.,

Treasury, Commercial, and RHI). The male Financial Services partners had significantly

lower sales in fiscal years 2009 and 2010, with Dr. Fitzpatrick selling three times as

much as Defendant Peck and over two times as much as Mr. Mader, while Defendant

Howell and Mr. MacArthur failed to make any sales. She also sold more in the two years

prior to the Firm’s consideration of her promotion to L-3 than similarly situated male

partners who the Firm had promoted from E-2 to L3. For example, in fiscal year 2009,

William Thoet, who was promoted at the end of that fiscal year, sold less than two

percent of what Dr. Fitzpatrick sold in fiscal year 2010, the fiscal year prior to the year

the Firm denied her promotion.

98. Although Dr. Fitzpatrick had been forewarned about her termination

through informal office channels, she was still shocked by the blatantly discriminatory

assessment she received and by Defendants’ abject failure to follow Booz Allen policy.

Eleven months earlier, she had been rated as “On Track” and was told that she was a

“great partner” and on a “great vector.” In the past year, none of her mentors or the other

partners with whom she worked had raised concerns that her business was not sustainable

or that she had issues leading through other partners. She met repeatedly with Defendant

Howell, who was both her primary mentor and her team leader, but he never once stated

that she was having any problems, let alone problems serious enough to warrant an “Off

42



Track” rating and termination. Nor had other senior leaders and mentors — Defendant

Peck, Mr. Labovich, or Mr. Fritzson — spoken to her about any alleged problems.

99. Starkly contrasting the Firm’s treatment of Dr. Fitzpatrick was its

favorable treatment of other male partners with performance issues. Mr. MacArthur

throughout the year had serious interpersonal issues with team members that were

adversely affecting the Financial Services team. For example, Mr. Labovich had spoken

to Dr. Fitzpatrick about Mr. MacArthur’ s interpersonal issues that he, Mr. Mader, and a

female Vice President were struggling with, and Mr. Fritzson, the partner conducting Mr.

MacArthur’ s assessment, confirmed to Dr. Fitzpatrick that these and other relationship

and business building problems had been reported to him. As of the end of July 2010,

according to Mr. Fritzson, Mr. MacArthur’s assessment showed he had serious issues and

“was going very poorly.” Other partners also acknowledged to Dr. Fitzpatrick that Mr.

MacArthur was having serious problems and they expected him to be asked to leave the

Firm since the same issues existed for the past few years. Moreover, despite being placed

as the client service leader of the Treasury market, nearly a $90 million market, Mr.

MacArthur had made no sales in either 2009 or 2010. Thus, he was failing as both a

people leader and a market leader. Despite these glaring problems, the Firm rated him

“On Track (with issues)” and provided him with an executive coach.

100. Another example of the Firm’s willingness to protect male partners despite

performance issues was its treatment of William Thoet. In 2009, Mr. Thoet was in the

same position as Dr. Fitzpatrick — he was an E-2 partner in his final year for promotion to

the L-3 level. Not only did Mr. Thoet have a long history of problematic interpersonal

skills, in 2008, he renegotiated a time and materials contract to a fixed-price contract
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between the Firm and the FDIC, allegedly to capture more profit. However, his

mismanagement of the contract and his aggressive behavior towards the FDIC resulted in

the FDIC cancelling not only his contract but also the entire FDIC account valued at $24

million a year, which was a major financial loss for the Finn. During Mr. Thoet’s ARG,

when the FDIC issue arose, several male Senior Partners with whom he socialized

advocated for Mr. Thoet and the Firm promoted him to an L-3 partner, despite his serious

performance and client relationship problems.

101. When the Firm chooses not to promote an E-2 partner to the L-3 level,

Firm policy does not require the termination of the partner. The Firm can offer the

terminated partner the non-partnership position of Senior Executive Advisor or a down-

slot to Vice President. The Firm did not offer Dr. Fitzpatrick the opportunity to serve as

a Senior Executive Advisor or the option to serve as Vice Presdient. Upon information

and belief, all the men who were terminated or asked to retire in the past were offered

these opportunities.

102. Dr. Fitzpatrick contacted Defendant Rozanski in an effort to have the Firm

reverse its clearly discriminatory termination decision. Defendant Rozanski declined to

take any action on her behalf and instead condoned and ratifed the discriminatory

termination.

103. By email dated September 27, 2010, to Defendant Rozanski, Dr.

Fitzpatrick reiterated her belief that she had been subjected to discrimination by the Firm

and specifically noted that she had been subjected to adverse treatment as a result of

having raised the issue of gender and sexual orientation discrimination at the Firm. She

complained that the “entire assessment process is a sham,” and that in her “25 years of
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working experience, I’ve never experienced such blatant sexual discrimination and such a

flawed and predetermined assessment process as I have been subjected to this past year.”

Defendant Rozanski failed to respond to the assertions of discrimination in Dr.

Fitzpatrick’s email. Accordingly, by email dated September 30, 2010, sent to both

Defendant Rozanski and Elizabeth Fisher, Director of Human Resources, Dr. Fitzpatrick

provided a detailed refutation of the false statements contained in her 2010 assessment

and described the discriminatory treatment to which she had been subjected while

working under Defendant Howell’s supervision.

104. By email to Dr. Fitzpatrick dated October 1, 2010, Defendant Rozanski

told her that “I don’t think it would be productive to respond point-by-point to your

note.” Despite being placed on notice of discrimination and retaliation to which Dr.

Fitzpatrick was subjected by the Firm, the Firm did not investigate her allegations and did

not take any type of corrective action.

105. Had Dr. Fitzpatrick not been terminated, she would have worked in

Washington, D.C., pursuant to the Firm’s “work where you live” program that resulted in

most of the partners in the Washington, D.C., region relocating to a different office.

Defendants’ Discrimination Against Dr. Fitzpatrick is Consistent with
its Discrimination Against Other Senior Women at Booz Allen

106. In prior years, Booz Allen has had only four female partners at the L-4

level or higher on the government side of the Firm, which, after the Firm split, is the only

business that remains. Since Dr. Shrader assumed the Chairmanship of the Firm, all of

these female Senior Partners have since either left the Firm or retired, with one being

terminated in 2010 and two of the other three leaving the Firm after being repeatedly

excluded from leadership positions by Dr. Shrader.
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107. Joyce Doria was the first female partner promoted to Senior Partner at

Booz Allen. Ms. Doria retired early in 2006 after enduring harassment and retaliation by

Dr. Shrader and his loyalists. In 2004, the partners were in the process of nominating and

voting Ms. Doria to be President of the Worldwide Technology Business, which at the

time was the government side of the Firm. Ms. Doria had been vocal in opposing gender

discrimination and sexual harassment throughout her time at Booz Allen, making Dr.

Shrader very hostile towards her. When it became evident during the partnership meeting

that the partnership was going to elect Ms. Doria to be President of the Worldwide

Technology Business, Dr. Shrader stopped the voting process. A year later, he appointed

Dennis Doughty to the position. In 2005, during a meeting of the Firm’s partnership, Dr.

Shrader announced that no women had been appointed to the firm Leadership Team

(despite their being two senior female partners) because there were no female partners

who were competent enough to serve in that role. Two years later, in 2006, while Ms.

Doria was on a two week vacation, the Firm, at Dr. Shrader’ s direction, transferred her

position as leader of the Organizational Strategy capability area to Defendant Howell

without any prior warning or discussion with Ms. Doria. Having been denied a

presidency in the Firm and with no business, Ms. Doria was forced to retire early.

108. In 2007, Booz Allen forced another female Senior Partner into an early

retirement after repeatedly denying her an appointment to the Leadership Team.

109. In 2007, Booz Allen demoted DeAnne Aguine, who had previously held

the position of Senior Partner, to a Lead Partner after Dr. Shrader publicly reprimanded

her for raising concerns about the lack of women in leadership positions at the Firm

during a meeting of the Personnel Committee of the Board of Directors. After the Firm’s
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government and commercial businesses split, the commercial business, called Booz &

Company, which was no longer lead by Dr. Shrader, promoted Ms. Aguirre back to a

Senior Partner position.

110. In 2010, the only partner other than Dr. Fitzpatrick that the Firm

terminated was Ms. Finn, an L-4 partner, who had worked for Booz Allen since 1996 and

was widely viewed by the partnership as a strong partner. In 2007, Ms. Finn was initially

eligible for consideration for promotion to the L-4 level, but was denied the promotion.

Defendant Howell, who conducted her assessment, informed Ms. Finn that she was not

promoted because “the most senior members of the Firm” had voiced criticism about her

style. He then explained that actually it was just Dr. Shrader and Samuel Strickland,

Executive Vice President and Chief Financial Officer who had voiced these criticisms.

Defendant Howell informed Ms. Finn that Mr. Strickland had complained about her

supposed tendency to “think out loud,” and with respect to Dr. Shrader, Defendant

Howell said: “You have to stop saying feminist things to Ralph.”

111. During fiscal year 2008, however, Ms. Finn was instrumental in helping

Booz Allen win a contract that would bring $243 million to the Firm. Because of this

significant win, Ms. Finn was promoted to L-4 partner in 2008. Despite this promotion,

Ms. Finn was not elevated to a formal leadership position at the Firm, whereas the two

men who were also promoted to L-4 partners were give such positions immediately.

Instead, in November 2009, the Leadership Team transferred all her existing portfolio of

business to male partners. In spite of this obstacle, Ms. Finn continued to perform well

and over the next year developed new federal government clients in the areas of Justice,

Health, and Homeland Security.
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112. In summer of 2010, Ms. Finn had her first partner assessment as an L-4

partner. After her ARG meeting, a colleague who was present informed her that she and

the two male L-4 partners assessed were being rated the same: “On Track (with issues).”

This is a fairly common rating, especially for partners in their first review cycle in a

senior position (as all three partners were). On September 7, 2010, Mr. Henry and Mr.

Gerencser, another member of the Leadership Team, met with Ms. Finn and informed her

that the Firm had decided to terminate her. Mr. Henry explained that the Leadership

Team had decided to “call the question as to whether you would ever make Senior

Partner” and they had decided that “she did not have the stature internally or externally to

ever become a Senior Partner.” The Leadership Team also changed her assessment rating

from “On Track (with issues)” to “Off Track.”

113. The Leadership Team did not change the assessment ratings of either of

the male L-4 partners who the ARG had rated also as “On Track (with issues),” nor did it

terminate either of those male partners. It then gave Ms. Finn’s new book of business to

Chris Kelly, a male partner who had struggled as an L-4 partner for four years, so that he

could demonstrate his credentials for promotion to Senior Partner during the next

promotion cycle.

114. With the termination of Ms. Finn, the highest ranking female partner in the

Firm is now at the L-3 level, far removed from any formal leadership position.

Damages Suffered by Plaintiff Fitzpatrick
Because of Defendants’ Unlawful Conduct

115. The unlawful conduct of the Defendants has derailed Dr. Fitzpatrick’s

career and harmed her professional reputation. Prior to her termination, Dr. Fitzpatrick

earned significant compensation for her services and had a strong presence in the

48



management consulting industry. Now, she is forced to rebuild her career at the age of

49 while bound by extremely restrictive “non-compete” agreements which interfere with

her ability to work in any related field until at least 2015, and possibly longer. Given her

age and these restrictive covenants, Dr. Fitzpatrick has not been able to secure

comparable employment and is not likely to obtain another position that offers

comparable compensation and responsibilities.

116. Defendants’ termination of Dr. Fitzpatrick has caused her further financial

harm by precluding her from vesting in substantial awards of stock in a company which

has just “gone public” and is about to enter a period of tremendous growth in the value of

its shares.

117. Defendants’ conduct has also caused Dr. Fitzpatrick pain and suffering,

damage to her career, and reputation, humiliation, and loss of enjoyment of life.

CAUSES OF ACTION

COUNT ONE: DISCRIMINATION ON THE BASIS OF SEX IN
VIOLATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HUMAN
RIGHTS ACT, D.C. CODE § 2-1401.1 ET SEO., AGAINST
DEFENDANT BOOZ ALLEN AND AGAINST THE
DEFENDANTS HOWELL, PECK, PORGESS AND
ROZANSKI.

118. Paragraph 1 through 117 above are hereby incorporated as though each of

the factual allegations was restated.

119. The District of Columbia Human Rights Act prohibits an employer from

discriminating against an employee on the basis of sex in the enjoyment of all benefits,

privileges, terms, and conditions of employment.

120. At all times relevant to this Complaint, Defendant Booz Allen was an

employer within the meaning of the District of Columbia Human Rights Act.
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121. At all times relevant to this Complaint, Defendants Howell, Peck, Porgess,

and Rozanski were employers within the meaning of the District of Columbia Human

Rights Act. Furthermore, they aided, abetted, invited, compelled, and coerced the

discriminatory conduct complained of herein in violation of the District of Columbia

Human Rights Act.

122. At all times relevant to this Complaint, Plaintiff Fitzpatrick was an

employee within the meaning of the District of Columbia Human Rights Act.

123. Defendants discriminated against Plaintiff Fitzpatrick by, inter alia,

subjecting her to harassment, issuing her a baselessly lowered partner assessment,

refusing to promote her to Lead Partner, refusing to offer her a Senior Executive Advisor

position, and terminating her employment because of her sex. Defendants’ actions

described above constitute discrimination in violation of the District of Columbia Human

Rights Act, D.C. Code § 2-1401.01 et seq.

124. Defendants’ actions described above directly and proximately have

caused, and continue to cause, Plaintiff Fitzpatrick to suffer loss of income and other

financial benefits, a loss of future professional opportunities and future income, pain and

suffering, humiliation, indignity, personal embarrassment, and damage to her

professional reputation.

125. Defendants engaged in their discriminatory actions described above with

malice, or with reckless indifference to Plaintiff Fitzpatrick’s legal rights.
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COUNT TWO: DISCRIMINATION ON THE BASIS OF SEXUAL
ORIENTATION IN VIOLATION OF THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA HUMAN RIGHTS ACT, D.C. CODE § 2-1401.1
ET SEO., AGAINST DEFENDANT BOOZ ALLEN AND
AGAINST DEFENDANTS HOWELL, PECK, PORGESS
AND ROZANSKI.

126. Paragraph 1 through 125 above are hereby incorporated as though each of

the factual allegations was restated

127. The District of Columbia Human Rights Act prohibits an employer from

discriminating against an employee on the basis of sexual orientation in the enjoyment of

all benefits, privileges, terms, and conditions of employment.

128. At all times relevant to this Complaint, Defendant Booz Allen was an

employer within the meaning of the District of Columbia Human Rights Act.

129. At all times relevant to this Complaint, Defendants Howell, Peck, Porgess,

and Rozanski were employers within the meaning of the District of Columbia Human

Rights Act. Furthermore, they aided, abetted, invited, compelled, and coerced the

discriminatory conduct complained of herein in violation of the District of Columbia

Human Rights Act.

130. At all times relevant to this Complaint, Plaintiff Fitzpatrick was an

employee within the meaning of the District of Columbia Human Rights Act.

131. Defendants discriminated against Plaintiff Fitzpatrick by, inter alia,

subjecting her to harassment, issuing her a baselessly lowered partner assessment,

refusing to promote her to Lead Partner, refusing to offer her a Senior Executive Advisor

position, and terminating her employment because of her sexual orientation. Defendants’

actions described above constitute discrimination in violation of the District of Columbia

Human Rights Act, D.C. Code § 2-1401.01 et seq.
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132. Defendants’ actions described above directly and proximately have

caused, and continue to cause, Plaintiff Fitzpatrick to suffer loss of income and other

financial benefits, a loss of future professional opportunities and future income, pain and

suffering, humiliation, indignity, personal embarrassment, and damage to her

professional reputation.

133. Defendants engaged in their discriminatory actions described above with

malice, or with reckless indifference to Plaintiff Fitzpatrick’s legal rights.

COUNT THREE: RETALIATION IN VIOLATION OF THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA HUMAN RIGHTS ACT, D.C. CODE § 2-1401.1
ET SEO., AGAINST DEFENDANT BOOZ ALLEN AND
AGAINST DEFENDANTS HOWELL, PECK, PORGESS,
AND ROZANSKI.

134. Paragraph 1 through 133 above are hereby incorporated as though each of

the factual allegations was restated.

135. The District of Columbia Human Rights Act prohibits retaliation against

any employee for engaging in opposition to what she reasonably in good-faith believes

constitutes unlawful discrimination under the District of Columbia Human Rights Act.

136. At all times relevant to this Complaint, Defendant Booz Allen was an

employer within the meaning of the District of Columbia Human Rights Act.

137. At all times relevant to this Complaint, Defendants Howell, Peck, Porgess,

and Rozanski were employers within the meaning of the District of Columbia Human

Rights Act. Furthermore, they aided, abetted, invited, compelled, and coerced the

discriminatory conduct complained of herein in violation of the District of Columbia

Human Rights Act.
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138. Plaintiff Fitzpatrick engaged in protected activity by opposing treatment

that she reasonably believed constituted unlawful discrimination, including repeatedly

reporting and opposing Defendant Howell’s sexist comments and discriminatory

treatment of her and other female members of the Financial Services team, reporting and

opposing Defendants Howell’s and Peck’s preferential treatment of male team members

over female team members, objecting to Defendant Porgess’ criticisms that she had a

limited social network at the Firm, which was caused by the exclusion from social events

because of her sexual orientation, and reporting Defendant Porgess ‘ s discriminatory

criticisms and Defendants Howell’s and Peck’s discriminatory conduct to Mr. Fritzson.

139. Defendants took adverse action against Plaintiff Fitzpatrick, including,

inter alia, subjecting her to harassment, issuing her a baselessly lowered partner

assessment, refusing to promote her to Lead Partner, refusing to offer her a Senior

Executive Advisor position, and terminating her employment. Defendants’ retaliatory

actions were so adverse that they would have dissuaded a reasonable employee from

making or supporting a charge of discrimination.

140. Defendants’ retaliatory actions were causally connected to Plaintiff

Fitzpatrick’s protected activity.

141. Defendants’ actions described above directly and proximately have

caused, and continue to cause, Plaintiff Fitzpatrick to suffer loss of income and other

financial benefits, a loss of future professional opportunities and future income, pain and

suffering, humiliation, indignity, personal embarrassment, and damage to her

professional reputation.
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142. Defendants engaged in their discriminatory actions described above with

malice, or with reckless indifference to Plaintiff Fitzpatrick’s legal rights.

REOUESTED RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Fitzpatrick prays this Court for the following relief:

1. Enter a judgment in Plaintiff Fitzpatrick’s favor and against Defendants

Booz Allen, Howell, Peck, Porgess, and Rozanski for discrimination on the basis of sex

in violation of the District of Columbia Human Rights Act, D.C. Code § 2-1401.01 et

seq.;

2. Enter a judgment in Plaintiff Fitzpatrick’s favor and against Defendants

Booz Allen, Howell, Peck, Porgess, and Rozanski for discrimination on the basis of

sexual orientation in violation of the District of Columbia Human Rights Act, D.C. Code

§ 2-1401.01 et seq.;

3. Enter a judgment in Plaintiff Fitzpatrick’s favor and against Defendants

Booz Allen, Howell, Peck, Porgess, and Rozanski for retaliation in violation of the

District of Columbia Human Rights Act, D.C. Code § 2-1401.01 et seq.;

4. Award Plaintiff Fitzpatrick compensatory damages in an amount to be

proven at trial, but no less than $10 million, for the pain and suffering, damage to career

and loss of enjoyment of life, that she has experienced as a result of Defendants’ unlawful

conduct;

5. Award Plaintiff Fitzpatrick punitive damages in an amount to be proven

at trial, but no less than $30 million;

6. Reinstate Plaintiff Fitzpatrick to the L-3 partner level with full benefits

and compensation;
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7. Award Plaintiff Fitzpatrick back pay, front pay, and other amounts

necessary to make her whole for the unlawful actions taken against her;

8. Award reasonable attorneys’ fees, litigation expenses, and costs; and

9. Grant such other and further relief as the Court may deem appropriate.

_s/
Debra S. Katz (BarNo. 4118l)
Lisa J. Banks (Bar No. 470948)
Alexis H. Ronickher (Bar No. 984351)
Katz, Marshall & Banks, LLP
1718 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Sixth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20009
(202) 299-1140
(202) 299-1148
katz@kmblegal.com
banks@kmblegal.com
ronickherkbmblegal .com

Attorneys for Plaintiff Fitzpatrick

Dated: August 19, 2011
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JURY DEMAND

Plaintiffs requests trial by jury as to all issues in this case.

£D/
Debra S. Katz (Bar No. 411861)
Lisa J. Banks (Bar No. 470948)
Alexis H. Ronickher (Bar No. 984351)
Katz, Marshall & Banks, LLP
1718 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Sixth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20009
(202) 299-1140
(202) 299-1148
katzkmblegal.com
bankskmblegal.com
ronickherkbmblegal.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff Fitzpatrick

Dated: August 19, 2011
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