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I. 

II. 

STATEMENT OF INTEREST 

 Amici’s statements of interest are attached to this brief at 

Appendix 29. 

SUMMARY ARGUMENT 

 When female employees are denied jobs, placed in less responsible 

positions, or terminated from employment because of their biological role 

in procreation, employers perpetuate the historical discrimination that 

assigned women to second-class status in the labor force simply because 

of their sex.  That discrimination against pregnant employees is sex 

discrimination has been recognized under Washington law since the early 

1970’s, when RCW 49.60.180 first prohibited sex discrimination in 

employment.  See WAC 162-30-020(2) (“Discrimination because of 

pregnancy or childbirth lessens the employment opportunities of 

women”); see also Roberts v. Dudley, 140 Wn.2d 58, 62 n.2, 993 P.2d 901 

(2000) (allowing employee terminated due to pregnancy to proceed on 

claim of wrongful termination in violation of public policy on basis that 

RCW 49.60, among other statutes, embodies public policy against sex 

discrimination).   

 To ensure equal opportunity for female employees, Washington 

law requires employers to provide on-the-job accommodations for the 
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temporary inability to work1 caused by pregnancy or pregnancy related 

conditions, and leaves of absence if on the job accommodation is not 

possible.  This requirement is a matter of preventing sex discrimination, 

completely separate from the prohibition of disability discrimination, and 

not subject to the proviso found in RCW 49.60.180 limiting the duty to 

accommodate disabled employees to those who can, with accommodation, 

perform their particular job.  (App.2 at 1-3)  

 This conclusion is required by the purpose of the Washington Law 

Against Discrimination’s (WLAD) prohibition of sex discrimination, 

which is “to equalize employment opportunities between men and 

women.”  Johnson v. Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., 790 F.Supp. 1516, 

1521 (E.D.Wash. 1992) (quoting WAC 162-30-020).  The law’s mandate, 

 

1 Amici will use the term “disability” to refer to the temporary inability to work without 
accommodation or leave needed due to pregnancy, conditions related to pregnancy and 
childbirth.  However, pregnancy and childbirth are not “disabilities” under state or federal 
disability discrimination law; nor are many conditions related to pregnancy that may 
cause temporary inability to work considered disabilities.  See e.g., EEOC Enforcement 
Guidance on Disability-Related Inquiries and Medical Examinations of Employees Under 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): “Pregnancy is not a disability for purposes 
of the ADA. 29 C.F.R. pt. 1630, app. §1630.2(h)(1998).  However, discrimination on that 
basis may violate the Pregnancy Discrimination Act amendments to Title VII.” Available 
at http://eeoc.gov/policy/docs/guidance-inquiries.html#N_7_.  See also McClarty v. 
Totem Elec., 157 Wn.2d 214, 137 P.3d 844 (2006) (adopting ADA definition of disability 
for the WLAD).   

2 For the Court’s convenience, text of statutes, regulations and other materials are 
included in the Appendix and referenced by “App.” and page number. 

http://eeoc.gov/policy/docs/guidance-inquiries.html#N_7_
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as interpreted by the Washington Human Right Commission in its 

regulations, has been repeatedly approved by the Washington Legislature. 

See, e.g., RCW 49.78.390 (providing that family leave is in addition to 

leave required by RCW 49.60).   

 Washington’s early commitment to women’s equality in 

employment progressed as our society’s understanding of equality 

evolved.  From its 1890 declaration that any work open to men must also 

be open to women, to the 1971 explicit requirement that employers not 

discriminate on the basis of sex, to the even later statutory provisions of 

leave from work for family obligations, the Washington Legislature has 

consistently maintained that a woman’s place in employment must depend 

solely on her individual merit, and, at least since 1972, never on her 

temporary need for accommodation for her procreative function.  This 

vigilance has been necessary because, unfortunately, women’s second 

class status in the workplace remains a present-day reality.  Without on-

the-job accommodations for temporary inability to perform work which is 

caused by pregnancy or pregnancy-related conditions, or leaves of absence 

where accommodation is not possible, women are denied the equality 

promised to them by RCW 49.60. 
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III. 

A. 

1. 

                                           

ARGUMENT 

The WLAD’s requirement that employers 
accommodate disability related to pregnancy and childbirth 
reflects Washington’s commitment to women’s equality in light 
of their unique procreative role.  

 
For more than 30 years, the WLAD has 

prohibited adverse treatment of a woman because of 
pregnancy or childbirth, regardless of the treatment of 
employees. 

 The WLAD prohibits sex discrimination, including discrimination 

based on pregnancy.3  See Dudley, at 62 n.2.  To effectuate this mandate, 

the Washington State Human Rights Commission promulgated WAC 162-

30-020 which provides, in relevant part,  

(3)(a) It is an unfair practice for an employer, because of pregnancy or 
childbirth, to: 
 
(i) Refuse to hire or promote, terminate, or demote, a woman;  

 
Pregnancy “includes, but is not limited to, pregnancy, the potential to 

become pregnant, and pregnancy related conditions.”  WAC 162-30-

020(2)(a).4  In addition, WAC 162-30-020(4)(a) requires that an employer 

 

3 Discrimination on the basis of sex was added to the WLAD in 1971.  See J. S. K. 
Enterprises, Inc. v. City of Lacey, 6 Wn.App. 43, 53-54, 492 P.2d 600 (Wn. App. 1971) 
(discussing the amendment made by Chapter 81, Laws of 1971). 

4  See also, Kuest v. Regent Assisted Living, Inc., 111 Wn. App. 36, 43 P.3d 23 (2002) 
(holding that WAC 162-30-020(2)(a) correctly interpreted the WLAD as prohibiting 
discrimination on the basis of the potential to become pregnant). 
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“provide a woman a leave of absence for the period of time that she is sick 

or temporarily disabled because of pregnancy or childbirth.”   

 These requirements are part of the regulation of “employment 

practices that disadvantage women because of pregnancy or childbirth” in 

violation of RCW 49.60.180, which prohibits discrimination on the basis 

of sex, including discrimination in hiring.  While there have been several 

amendments to WAC 162-30-020 since these pregnancy provisions were 

first promulgated in the early 1970’s,5 the prohibition of adverse action on 

the basis of pregnancy or childbirth and the requirement to provide leave 

for childbirth have remained.6   

 Thus, Washington law has long treated pregnancy discrimination 

as a sui generis component of sex discrimination, and forbids it without 

regard to the comparative treatment of other employees.  Because only 

 

5 See note 3, supra. 

6  The prohibition of adverse action and the leave requirement appeared in WAC 162-30-
020(2)&(4), WAC 162-30-020(5) (1972) (App. at 12-14). In 1973, although there were 
amendments, the provisions remained.  See WAC 162-30-020(4)&(5) (1973) (App. at 15-
16).  Subsequent amendments in 1999 provided the current version of the regulation and 
provided the definition of “pregnancy” at WAC 162-30-020(2)(a), carried the leave 
provision forward at WAC 162-30-020(5)(a)&(b), and replaced the former adverse 
treatment provision with the current list of unfair practices found at WAC 162-30-020(3), 
which includes discrimination in hiring practices. During the 1990’s the WHRC revised 
its regulations to describe prohibited practices as “unfair practices.” See e.g., WSR 99-15-
025 (App. at 4-9). 
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2. 

                                           

women experience pregnancy and child birth, the failure to provide 

accommodation for that unique circumstance would harm female 

employees.  WAC 162-30-020(4)(b) (App at 12-14).7

The Washington Legislature, through other 
enactments, has endorsed the Washington State Human 
Rights Commission’s regulation. 

 When the Washington Legislature regulated employment to allow 

parents time from work for family matters, including birth of children, it 

recognized the unique discriminatory effect of failure to accommodate 

temporary disability related to pregnancy and childbirth, by providing that 

parental leave under that legislation could not be reduced by leave taken 

under RCW 49.60 and WAC 162-30-020.   

 The Family Leave Act (FLA) was first enacted in 1989.  This law 

required employers to allow employees to take leave for up to twelve 

weeks for care of newborn, and specifically provided that this leave “is in 

addition to any leave for sickness or temporary disability because of 

pregnancy or childbirth.”  1989 1st ex.s. c 11 s 3, codified at RCW 
 

7  The 1973 WAC also provided that: “Pregnancy is an expectable incident in the life of a 
woman. …  Practices such as terminating pregnant women, refusing to grant leave or 
accrued sick pay for disabilities relating to pregnancy, or refusing to hire women for 
responsible jobs because they may become pregnant, impair the opportunity of women to 
obtain employment and to advance in employment on the same basis as men.”  WAC 
162-30-020(1) (1973) (App. at 15-16). 
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49.78.030(4) (1989).  The final bill report specifically referenced the 

WRHC’s regulation as the source of the additionally required disability 

leave. See Rpt. 1581 at p. 2, available at  

http://search.leg.wa.gov/advanced /3.0/main.asp .8 (App. at 17-21) 

 In 1997, the Legislature amended the FLA to suspend its 

enforcement after enactment of the 1993 federal Family and Medical 

Leave Act (FMLA), except those provisions that granted employees 

greater protection than that provided by the FMLA.9  Specifically, the 

Legislature required continued enforcement of the provisions ensuring that 

the leave required by RCW 49.60 for temporary disability related to 

pregnancy and childbirth be in addition to leave under the FMLA.10  The 

report on the final bill again referenced the WLAD as requiring this 

additional leave: 

                                            

8  This internet address is the advanced search function of the Washington Legislature’s, 
detailed legislative report page.  Hereinafter this address will be referenced by “DLR”. 
Citations herein to internet sources include the internet address for the document, and all 
such citations were last viewed on April 10, 2007, unless otherwise noted. 

9  See Ch. 16, Laws of 1997, available at DLR (App. at 25-27) (emphasis added).  

10 Id. A new section, codified at RCW 49.78.005 (1997), carried over the language from 
the 1989 statute, stating, in relevant part, “The family leave required by [the FMLA]  
shall be in addition to any leave for sickness or temporary disability because of 
pregnancy or childbirth.” 

http://search.leg.wa.gov/advanced/3.0/
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3. 

                                           

This leave is in addition to leave for sickness or temporary disability 
related to pregnancy or childbirth.  Under Washington's Law Against 
Discrimination, the Human Rights Commission has adopted a rule 
requiring employers to grant a woman a leave of absence for the 
actual period of time that she is sick or temporarily disabled because 
of pregnancy or childbirth, with some exceptions related to business 
necessity. 
 

See Rpt. EHB 2093 at p. 1, available at DLR. (App. at 22-24)  

 In 2006, the legislature again amended RCW 49.78, see 2006 c 59 

§§ 1-25, bringing the FLA into general conformity with the FMLA, and 

again retaining the provision requiring additional leave for pregnancy and 

childbirth disability under RCW 49.60.  RCW 49.78.390(1).11  The 

legislature thus reiterated its intention that pregnant employees receive 

unique accommodation.  

Other states have also enacted similar statutes 
and promulgated regulations prohibiting pregnancy 
discrimination and requiring accommodation. 

 Washington law requires accommodation for pregnancy-related 

disability regardless of what accommodation was generally available for 

 

11 That section provides: “Leave under this chapter and leave under the federal family and 
medical leave act of 1993 … is in addition to any leave for sickness or temporary 
disability because of pregnancy or childbirth.”  In addition, RCW 49.78.360 reinforced 
the requirement of providing that leave, by stating, in relevant part, that, “Nothing in this 
chapter shall be construed: (1) To modify or affect any state or local law prohibiting 
discrimination on the basis of race, religion, color, national origin, sex, age, or 
disability… .”  (App. at 28). 
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other disabled employees.  Washington was not alone in taking its view 

concerning pregnancy as sex discrimination.  During the 1970’s and 1980s 

other states enacted similar statutory requirements.  See, e.g., 

Conn.Gen.Stat. § 31-126(g) (1977) and Mont.Rev.Codes § 41-2602 

(Smith Supp.1977) (upheld in Miller-Wohl Co., Inc. v. Commissioner of 

Labor, 214 Mont. 238, 692 P.2d 1243 (1984), vacated, 479 U.S. 1050 

(1987), reinstated 228 Mont. 505, 744 P.2d 871 (1987) (following the 

decision in California Federal Sav. and Loan Ass'n v. Guerra, 479 U.S. 

272 (1987)).   

Still other states enacted regulations similar to WAC 162-30-020. 

Hawai’i, Ohio and Kansas have similar regulatory requirements.  See, e.g., 

Sam Teague Ltd. v. Hawai’i Civil Rights Commission, 89 Hawai'i 269, 

278, 971 P.2d 1104, 1113 (1999) (agreeing with the Montana Supreme 

Court that the mandate of leave for pregnancy addressed the “disparate 

effect on women ….”); McConaughy v. Boswell Oil Co., 126 Ohio App.3d 

820, 711 N.E.2d 719 (1998) (denying summary judgment on claim that 

reasonable leave not provided under Ohio Admin. Code § 4112-5-

05(g)(5)&(6); Kansas Gas and Elec. Co. v. Kansas Com'n on Civil Rights, 

242 Kan. 763, 750 P.2d 1055 (1988) (regulation requiring employer to 
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4. 

                                           

consider pregnancy related disability justification for leave otherwise 

unavailable did not constitute discrimination against male employee). 

RCW 49.60 requires on-the-job accommodation, 
when that is possible, rather than forced leave or 
termination.  

 The requirement to provide on-the-job accommodations must go 

hand-in-hand with the requirement that employers provide leaves for 

pregnant employees regardless of whether such leaves are generally 

available to temporarily disabled workers.  The WLAD does not allow an 

employer to refuse to provide an on-the-job accommodation, with the 

result that a woman who is capable of working is forced to take a leave 

(often unpaid).12  Such a reading of the statute is nonsensical; it allows 

adverse treatment on the basis of pregnancy, regardless of her ability to 

work, and without an overriding business necessity.13

 A workplace that is structured around the “ideal” of a employee 

who has no childbearing function, and is able to work without on-the-job 

 

12 Even under the Pregnancy Discrimination Act, employers are required to provide on-
the-job accommodations to pregnant employees on an equal basis with other temporarily 
disabled workers, if possible, before placing an employee on leave.  See e.g., Carney v 
Martin Luther Home, Inc., 824 F.2d 643 (8th Cir. 1987). 

13 Amici agree with Amicus Washington Employment Lawyers’ Association that the 
employer should have the burden of proving business necessity. 
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accommodation or leave because of that function, is a workplace 

structured on the “ideal” male employee.14  The WLAD does not permit 

such a gendered vision of Washington’s workplaces.  As the Washington 

Supreme Court explained in discussing the requirement to accommodate 

disabled employees, 

RCW 49.60 contains a strong statement of legislative policy.  See 
RCW 49.60.010 and .030.  When, in 1973, the legislature chose to 
make this policy applicable to discrimination against the handicapped, 
we believe it is clear it mandated positive steps to be taken.  An 
interpretation to the contrary would not work to eliminate 
discrimination.  It would maintain the status quo wherein work 
environments and job functions are constructed in such a way that 
handicaps are often intensified because some employees are not 
physically identical to the ideal employee. 
 

Holland v. Boeing, 90 Wn.2d 384, 388-89, 583 P.2d 621 (1978) (emphasis 

added).  The Legislature, consistent with the WLAD’s strong statements 

of public policy, has also chosen to mandate that positive steps be taken to 

accommodate pregnancy related disabilities and childbirth.15  Failure to 

 

14 See Kaminer, Debbie N., The Work-Family Conflict: Developing a Model of Parental 
Accommodation in the Workplace, 54 Am. U. L. Rev. 305, 310 (2004) (discussing this 
issue in the context of providing gender neutral attendance and leave policies, that are not 
male-centric and centered on an outdated version of the nuclear family).  

15  Amici do not contend, or mean to imply, that the WLAD’s disability accommodation 
analysis is appropriate for pregnancy accommodation.  The nature of the temporary 
disabilities, the need for leave for childbirth, if not for pregnancy related disabilities, and 
the requirements of business necessity in order to justify failure to accommodate, all 
counsel against unreasoned application of disability discrimination doctrine.  However, 
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B. 

                                                                                                            

require on-the-job accommodations to pregnant workers when necessary 

and possible, would “not work to eliminate discrimination,” Id.; rather, it 

would prevent women who are qualified and able to work from being 

hired and from continuing to work while pregnant, with all that that means 

for career advancement and economic security. 

Because of sex discrimination, women have historically 
been precluded from professions, not hired in professions open 
to them if they were or might become pregnant, and were 
terminated or forced to take leave from their jobs because of 
pregnancy. 

  
 There are many examples of this.  Women were precluded from 

working as lawyers because their “‘paramount destiny and mission” [was] 

to fulfill the noble and benign offices of wife and mother,” which made 

them “unfit[ ] for many of the occupations of civil life.”  Bradwell v. 

Illinois, 83 U.S. 130, 141-142 (1872) 16 Wall. (1873).  Women’s hours of 

work were also limited under the theory that “woman's physical structure 

and the performance of maternal functions place her at a disadvantage in 

the struggle for subsistence is obvious.  This is especially true when the 

 

accommodation under disability laws has provided employees with equal opportunity and 
employers with clear guidelines, and accommodation of pregnant employees should not 
be more complex. 
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burdens of motherhood are upon her….”  Muller v. Oregon, 208 U.S. 412, 

421 (1908). 

These stereotypes that were applied to all women, regardless of 

their individual desire and ability to work, were applied over many years 

in many contexts.  See, e.g., Goesaert v. Cleary, 335 U.S. 464 (1948) 

(upholding restriction preventing women from bartending).  It was not 

until 1961 that a woman’s individual decision was recognized legislatively 

as overriding her ascribed domestic function.  See, e.g., Hoyt v. Florida, 

368 U.S. 57, 62 (1961) (sustaining the legislative option granted to women 

as "the center of home and family" to refuse jury duty "unless she herself 

determines that such service is consistent with her own special 

responsibilities").  It was 1971 before the Supreme Court completely 

abandoned this separate spheres analysis, if it can be called that, to hold 

that the Fourteenth Amendment’s Equal Protection Clause prohibited sex 

discrimination against women who sought to be active in the public 

sphere.  Reed v. Reed, 404 U.S. 71 (1971) (invalidating a state law giving 

a mandatory preference to males over equally qualified females as 

potential estate administrators).  See also, B. Brown, A. Freedman, H. 

Katz, & A. Price, Women's Rights and the Law, at 209-210 (1977). 
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Further, rules requiring that female applicants or employees not be 

married or become pregnant were commonplace and for a long time 

judicially enforced.  See, e.g., Phillips v. Martin-Marietta Corp., 400 U.S. 

542 (1971) (per curiam); Sprogis v. United Air Lines, Inc., 444 F.2d 1194 

(7th Cir.), cert. denied, 404 U.S. 991 (1971); Lansdale v. Air Line Pilots 

Ass'n, 437 F.2d 454 (5th Cir. 1971).  Pregnant women were fired or placed 

on mandatory maternity leave, Cleveland Board of Education v. LaFleur, 

414 U.S. 632 (1974), and were denied accrued seniority and other 

benefits. Cf. Nashville Gas Co. v. Satty, 434 U.S. 136 (1977).  This sad 

history of the social and legal sanction of sex discrimination was not 

related in any way to the actual ability or inability of women to work, and 

modern sex discrimination jurisprudence rejects this approach.  

Washington law has long recognized these principles.  For 

example, in J. S. K. Enterprises, 6 Wn. App. 43, 55, 492 P.2d 600 (Wn. 

App. 1971), the court in construing the new addition of sex as a basis of 

prohibited discrimination in the WLAD stated that “the principle of 

nondiscrimination requires that individuals be considered on the basis of 

individual capacities and not on the basis of a stereotyped characterization 
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C. 

                                           

attributed to women as a group.”16  As applied here, that principle means 

that each woman’s ability to work while pregnant should be accepted as a 

matter of course.  If she indicates that her pregnancy is affecting her 

ability to work and that she needs an accommodation that would allow her 

to continue to work, or if she needs a leave of absence because of 

pregnancy, then she should be accommodated according to her 

individualized needs, in a manner that most protects her equal opportunity 

in employment. 

There is a continuing need for the prohibition against 
adverse action based in stereotypical assumptions about 
women and childbirth. 

 
 The WLAD thus prohibits failure to hire or termination of 

employees because of pregnancy.  It requires that pregnant employees17, 

 

16 See also, State v. Brown, 7 Wash. 10, 34 P. 132 (1893) (quoting 1 Gen. St. & Codes, §  
2961, the predecessor to RCW 49.12.200) (sustaining demurrer to information seeking to 
close saloon as a nuisance, on the ground that women worked there, because Washington 
law allowed women to work in any profession and state had failed to prove that the 
particular women involved “tended to draw together crowds of disorderly persons, or to 
debauch the morals of those resorting to the place.”) 

17  Whether Ms. Hegwine is considered an applicant or an employee does not matter 
because the purpose of the WLAD is to ensure equal opportunity for women in 
employment, which would not be possible if an offer of employment could be denied 
because of a temporary pregnancy related disability without proof of business necessity.  
Amici join WELA’s analysis on this point.   
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like Stacey Hegwine, with related disability18 be accommodated on-the-

job if possible, and if that is not possible, they should be placed on leave.  

As Justice O’Connor explained, “sometimes to treat men and women 

exactly the same is to treat them differently, at least with respect to 

pregnancy.  Women do have the gift of bearing children, a gift that needs 

to be accommodated in the working world.” Portia's Progress, 66 N.Y.U. 

L. Rev. 1546, 1557 (1991). 

 Although the law no longer incorporates stereotypes that assigned 

incompetence to women in the working world, that world remains one 

filled with unexamined biases against women, and especially against 

pregnant women, or women that may become pregnant.  Significantly, 

research shows that women who become pregnant are viewed by their 

supervisors as less competent in the workplace.  Halpert, Jane, et al., 

Pregnancy as a Source of Bias in Performance Appraisals, 14 J. Org. 

Behav. 649, 650-55 (1993).  This study found that "performance reviews 

by managers plummeted after pregnancy."  Id. at 650.  

 

18 Whether or not any of the asserted lifting requirements were an “essential function” of 
Ms. Hegwine’s job, she did experience a lifting restriction because of her pregnancy that 
must be accommodated. 
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 Pregnant women are often seen as overly emotional, irrational, and 

less committed to their jobs.  Id. at 655.  Some co-workers avoid the 

pregnant woman, while others expect her to conform rigorously to the 

mandates of traditional femininity by being understanding, empathetic, 

nonauthoritarian, easy to negotiate with, gentle, and neither intimidating 

nor aggressive.  Id.  See also, Bistline, S.M. (1985). ‘Make room for 

baby.’ Association Management, 37(5), 96-98, 100 (with similar 

conclusions).  These biases also negatively affect pregnant supervisors, 

causing impressions of incompetence and poor performance.  See e.g., 

Corse, S.J., ‘Pregnant managers and their subordinates: The effects of 

gender expectations on hierarchical relationships.’ Journal of Applied 

Behavioral Science, 26: 25-47 (1990). 

 Of particular relevance to the accommodation issue here is the fact 

that as recently as 10 years ago, a significant study found that “pregnant 

women are [frequently] regarded as invalids, not physically or emotionally 

capable of fulfilling the demands of their employment,” without regard to 

their actual abilities.  Pattison, H.M., Gross, H., Cast, C., Pregnancy and 

employment: The perceptions and beliefs of fellow workers.  Journal of 

Reproductive and Infant Psychology, Aug/Nov 1997. Vol. 15, issue 3/4, p. 
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IV. 

                                           

303-314.  No wonder that despite a 9% drop in birth rates, pregnancy 

discrimination charges are on the rise.19   

CONCLUSION 

With more than sixty-eight million women in the workforce, 

including 72.9 percent of women with children under age eighteen,20 and 

with 78% of women between 18 and 64 working in the State of 

Washington,21 it is imperative that the law simultaneously provide, as the 

WLAD does, equal opportunity by requiring temporary accommodation to 

their procreative function and the prohibition of adverse action based in 

stereotypical assumptions that WAC 162-30-020(3)(c) prohibits.   

DATED this 10th day of April 2007. 
 

 

19  See one third increase reported by the U.S. Equal Opportunity Employment Comm'n,, 
at  Pregnancy Discrimination Charges: EEOC & FEPAs Combined: 1997 to 2006, 
available at http://www.eeoc.gov/stats/pregnanc.html, and the WHRC’s report that the 
topic subject to the most hits on  its website is pregnancy discrimination.  WHRC 
Strategic Plan 2006-2011 Att. 1 at 2,  Available at 
http://ofm.wa.gov/budget/manage/strategic/120strategicplan.pdf. 

20 Nat'l P'ship for Women & Families, Women at Work: Looking Behind the Numbers: 
40 Years After the Civil Rights Act of 1964, at 12-13 (2004) (“Women at Work”), 
http://paidsickdays.nationalpartnership.org/site/DocServer/portals_p3_library_CivilRight
sAffAction_WomenAtWorkCRA40.pdf?docID=590. 

21 Washington Office of Financial Management, Research Brief 27A, available at 
http://www.ofm.wa.gov/researchbriefs/brief027/brief027A.pdf. 

 

http://www.eeoc.gov/stats/pregnanc.html
http://ofm.wa.gov/budget/manage/strategic/120strategicplan.pdf
http://paidsickdays.nationalpartnership.org/site/DocServer/portals_p3_library_CivilRightsAffAction_WomenAtWorkCRA40.pdf?docID=590
http://paidsickdays.nationalpartnership.org/site/DocServer/portals_p3_library_CivilRightsAffAction_WomenAtWorkCRA40.pdf?docID=590
http://www.ofm.wa.gov/researchbriefs/brief027/brief027A.pdf
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