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1. BCFP Hiring Data Analyses: FY2011 
- FY2017 

1.1 Summary of Hiring Data Set 
This l'eport is the second analysis of BCFP hiring data. lnitia1ly, BCFP provided the PDRI team 

witll. hiring data for 3J)p1i:cants from FY 2011 Lhn,ugla FY 2015. These data were obtained 
through BCFP's talent acquisition system (Monster AnaJytfos), which only contains data for 
applicants who applied to vacancy announcements posted on USA.Jobs.gov. This system does 
not include applicant data for BCFP e.xecutive positions, non~competitive hiring situations, or 

for certain hiring authorities out,;idc. the. public posting proces.5 (e.g., Schcdul~ A hiring for 
persons with (lisabilities). Fo.r the cvrrcnt report, BCFP provided th(~ PO Rt tcnm with hiring 

data for applkants from FY 2015 through FY 2017. These data ,,·ere obtained in the same 
manner as outlined above.1-bese tv.·o data sets were combined to create one comprehensive 

dataset. When the timeframes. in the datasets overlapped. the most rt.---cent data provided were 
used. TI\iS only occurred in data with Anoounceme11t close dates between October 2.ot4 and 

Febniary 2015. 

The ii1itial data pull fro in Monster Analytics i ncluded 214-,416 application records, will\ posting 

open dates ti:om FY 20, , through the beginning of FY 2015. The,ecoud d(lta pu.ll included 

121,081 application records from fY 2015 through fY20Li, 

Table 1 prov:ide.s a summary ofthe cleaned data set. TI1i.s table also i;ummurizes the 
announcement open (posted) dates and number of recx.mls by fiscal year. 

TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF HIRING DATA SET, AU. JOSS lNCLUOEO 

Min Close Max Closo Number of 

Date in Date in A,pplic:.ant 

Fiscal Year Dataset Dataset Fiscal Year Range Records 

FY 2011· 3131/11 9128/12 1011/10 to 9/30/12 74,588 

• 



2012 

FY 2013 10/2/12 9/30/13 10/1/12 to9/30/13 47,906 

FY 2014 10/2/ 13 9/30/14 10/1/13 lo 9/30/14 60,990 

FY 2015 10/1/14 9/30/15 10/1/ 14 to 9/30/15 48,357 

FY 2016 10/3115 9/28/16 10/1/1510 9130/16 45,708 

FY 2017 10/1/16 9/29/17 10/1/16 to 9/30/17 25,452 

Total 303,001 

hl lhe previous Analysis, iL was identified that 91% or the Genernl Auo-meys hired were done so 
outside of Monster Aunlytics. we considered the extent to which Utis data set might not 
adequately repre-sent applicants who applied outside of Monster Analytics, and thus were absent 

from these data. Furthennore, General Attorneys represented almost 19% of BCFP's total 
workforce and almost 16% of the applicant r<:oords ill the hiring data set. Bcc-ause General 
Attorneys are so vastly underrepreseote<l in the hiri.ng dat-a set, we decided to exclude this 
occupation from further analyses. 

TahJe 2 provides a summary of the cleaned data set, alter screening 0 \1t duplicate records And 

remo"in& the 43,519 records involving General Attorney applicants. 

TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF HIRING DATA SET, GENERAL ATTORNEY APPLICANTS SCREENED OUT 

Min Close Max Close 

Date in Date in Fiscal Year Number of 

Fiscal Year Dataset Dataset Range Applicant Records 

FY 2011 -2012 3131/11 9128112 1011/ 10 10 63,329 

9/30/12 

FY 2013 10/2/12 9/30/13 1011/12 IO 41 ,375 

9/30i13 

FY 2014 10/2/13 9/30/14 1011/13 lo 52.460 

9130/14 

FY 2015 10/1/14 9/30/15 1011/14 to 39,064 

9130/15 

FY2016 10/3115 9/28/16 I0/1115to 9/30/16 40,188 

FY 201 7 10/1/16 9/29/17 1011/16 10 21 .979 



I Total 

9/30/17 

258,395 

1.2 Race/Ethnicity Data 
During the application process, indh~duals were asked to voluntarily disclose demographic data. 

If an individual chose not to disclose demographic data1 he or she was categorized as 
.. Undefined.,. For the purposes of this report. .. Undefined" is a sepArtlt"e category indicnting 
mce/ethnicity were not self-reported and are, therefore, unknown. We gro\lped the following 
race/ethnicity categories as "Other,. due to the relatively small numbers of indi\liduals typicaJly 
found in each of these categories: (1) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (Not Hispanic or 

Latino). (2) American Indian Ot Alaska Native (Not Hispanic or l.atino). and (3) 1\'lo or Mon! 

Races (Not Hispunfo or Latino}. Jn a(ldition to "Undefined,. and "'Other," re::;\llts are rep9rted for 
the following categories: (l) Hispanic or Latino, {2) Black or African American (Not Hispanic or 
Latino), (3) Asian (Not Hispanic or l..1tiuo), and (4) White (Not Hispanic or Latino). Figure 1 

o'utlines the number of applications received from eilcb race/ethnic group since 2013. Note the 
rono-.ing l'e$Uhs: 

M>J 
• 

• 

• 



FIGURE 1: APPLICANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE AND NON-ATTORNEY POSITIONS FY 2013 THROUGH FY 
2017 
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2. Hiring by Race/Ethnicity and Hiring 
Phase 

·we: analyzed BC.FP's hiring data ror FY 201.1 Lhrough FY 2017 based on Llw racc/ cllmicity of 

applicants for non-executive aod non-geue.ral-attorney positions only. For the seven-year hiring 
period under review·, we identified the latest bi ring phase reached for each applicant. These four 

hiring phases are the same as those ust>d iu similar prior analyses and reflect application 
pi'Ocessing and assessment-related activities in what L~ often described as the hiring ..:f'unneJ." 

Evcryol)e who submil ted at least one a1mlicalion to a parti.cular posting was includc:d in Lhe 
.. Applied"phase. Those-applicants ""hose qualifications were evaluated and found to meet 
minimum quaUfic-.itions were considered "Eligible." Applicants whose assessment results were 

sufficiently strong based on tl1e relc"-ant evaluation criteria were considered in tl1e '"Best 
Qualified"' ph~. F'inalJy, all applicants offcrcd ,a1l employment opportunity we.re in the 
•Selected" pbase. 4,077 applicant records did not bave sufficient data to identify the hiring 
phase, typically due to tbe proximity of the end of the fisc.al year, and those were marked as 
unknown. This left a total of :2,54,318 re<..-ords to be used in the analysis. 

l'he four hiring phases were defined and had total sample sizes.as follows: 

• AppUcd: 69.454 appHcants, declared ineligible (i.e., faiJed to meet minimum 
qualifications) and did not progress beyoad applicant stahts. 254,318 grand total 

Applied. 

• Eligible: u5,374 applicauts, declared e1igible (i.e., mer minimum qualifications) but did 
oot prog.res.~ 10 well <:1ualified or best <1u:1Jified s-t.ah1s. l84.864 grand total Eligible. 

• Best Qualified: 67,364 applicants, declared among the pool of well qualified• or best 

qualified candidates, but were not selected. 69,490 in total Best Qualified. 

• Selected: 2,126 applicants who were selected and offered a position, including those 
who were se)ccte.d nod declined, i1nd Ll1ose who wcresclcctOO and then hired. 

'1'be kwcll quolificd~ designation is used relalivcly infrequenlly. and onl)' in cases \'>-hr re lhe .. best qualiffocr applic-anl 
p(>()I i$ 100 smill. 'f1ierefo•~. in _pr.1eti~, "wcll 1.1unMOed'" a;)() "best qu.111fle,c1" -'1>Pli~a1, ts an: 1,~aled tl,e w,~ in 
terms of hiting process and decision•roaking. 

a 



Results for 254,318 applicants for fY 2011 through FY 2017 are summarized in Figure 2, Size 
limits prohibit all data labels from displaying in the figure. Appendc, A contains ,~.I of the 

numbers in table fonn. Note the following results: 

'1>)(5) 

• 



FIGURE 2: APPLtCAl'fTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE ANO NON~ATTORNEY POSm ONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY 
ANO HIRING PHASE. FY 2011 - FY 2017 Cc»i181NEO 

5741 

380 
55039 17902 

.,., 

""' 
so_s~ 35.~0 14,ll.!I 31.! 

.... 
Best 

RacefEthnicity Applied Ellglble ()uaflfled Selected 
■ 0th., 2.2% 22% 2.2% LO% 
■ Asian 7.5% 76'16 8.3% ll.0% 
■ Hlspamc/l.atlno 75% 74% 73% 6.3% 
■ Bl~clf/Afric~n Ame<iein 30l% 30 2"o 25.8% 17.9% 
■ While 329% 332% 36 .2% 46.1% 

Undefined 19.9% 19 4'16 20.3% 17.6% 

2.1 Hiring by Job Group 
Ne.xt, we investigated the extent to whiCh the race/ ethnicity profiles by hhin_g phase were 

consistent across job groups, defined by occupation series. We wanted to know, for example, r I ~ ,~N2 
shows race/ethnicity profiles by hiring phase for eight of the occupations ¼i th the largest 

applicant pools: Economists (occupation series -0 110 ), Examiners (0570), Administrative 
A~sis ta nts (0303), Information Tcc;lmology (IT) Specialists (2210), CFP Analysts (1101), 
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faralegals (0950) and MisceDaneous Administration and Program Series (0301). Several of 
these occupations are also defined as the BCFP's mission critica1 occupations (Economist. 

Examiners, and Miscellaneous Administration and Program Series). Attorneys (0905) are also 
considered a mission critical occu1>ati<)'n bvl were nol included due. to 1he reasons mentioned 
earlier i.n the report. Therefore~ further exploration of hiring in these groups was particular)y 
important. Notable results in Figure 2 include the following (see AppendL, A for tabulated data)' : 

~1rhroughout the report. missing mbular d.nt.1 is ~quivalm l 10 01¥1 

,, 
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FIGURE 3: APPLICANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE POSITIONS BY JOB GROUp.S. RA.CE/ETHNICITY. AND 
HIRING PHASE, FY 2011- FY 2017COM81NEO 

!I .. Q1l1er" l1\d\1<k-$. :di flQ1\-t~eic11th'e Jot,.s tocoept :.1torO<:)$. ei:onc:,mists. e,c111mfoerS. miseeJta,)eous ;1d111i1)ii;:1r.,1fo1) :ind 
prognun !i~rle.s, .and paralegals. 
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2.2 Hiring by Fiscal Year 
Ne:\1, we investigated the e:\tent to which the race/ethnicity profiles by hiring phase were 
t.'()nsistent from one fL-.cal year to the next. rxw 
b)(S) 

0)(5) 

Figure 4 sho\ot'S tJ1e average percentage. point difference between percent of FJigible Applicants 
and the percent of Selected applicants by race/ethnicity. Figures shows race/cthoicity profiles 
by hiring phMe by fiscal year, including results for F'Y 2011-20J2 (<:.orubined because 201 t was 
not • full year), through FY 2017. Notable results for both included the following: 

" 

I 



FIGURE 4: APPLICANTS FOR NON,.EXECUTIVE AND NON-ATTORNEY POSITIONS BY FlSCAL YEAR. 
RACEIETHNICllY, AND HIRING PHASE. FY 201 1 - FY 2017 

Difference Between Difference Between 

"EAslbl<I one!" -% EAslble ond % 
Elhnfciru Fiscal Year Selected Ethniditu Fiscal Vear Selected 

Asian 2011-2012 3 .3 Other 2011-2012 -1.4 

2013 1.8 2013 -0 .7 

2014 S.l 2014 -1.6 

201S 2.7 2015 -1.2 

2016 4.6 2016 ·1.3 

2017 1.1 2017 -0.2 

Asian AYR. Distance 3.1 Other AYR, Distance -1.1 
&lack/African 2011-2012 -11.5 Undefined 2011-2012 0.7 
American 2013 -15.8 2013 •1 .2 

2014 -17.9 2014 0 .7 

201S -11.0 2015 4.8 

2016 -7.4 2016 -2.6 

2017 -9.3 2017 -6.7 

81ack/Afritan Aw. Distance -12.2 Undefined Aw. Distance -0 .7 
Hispanic/ 2011-201l -1.S White 2011-2012 10.S 
latino 2013 0.1 2013 15.9 

2014 -1.4 2014 15.0 
201S 4 3.4 201S 8 .1 

2016 0 .3 2016 6 .3 

2017 -2.S 2017 17.6 

Hisoanic/Latino AvR~ Oistanc_e -1.4 White Av2. Distance 12.2 

18 



FIGURES: APPLICANTS FOR NON,.EXECUTIVE AND NON-ATTORNEY POSITIONS BY FlSCAL YEAR. 
RACEIETHNICllY, AND HIRING PHASE. FY 2011 - FY 2017 
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2.3 Likelihood of Selection by Fiscal Year 
Similarly, we \Y'anted to see this data in a different manner to better underst:and sele<.tion rates 

over time. Figure 6 shO\\'S the likelihood of being sck-ctcd based upon race/ethnicity from FY 

2.013 to FY 2017. In other words, what percentage of total a.pp Ii cunts from each nu.-e/ethnicity 
were selected each year. Notable results in Figure 6 include the follo,.,ing (see Appendix A for 
tabulated dara): 

u)(S"J 

FIGURE 6, SELECTION RATES ~OR NON-EXECUTIVE ANO NON,ATTORNEY POSmONS 8Y FISCAL \'EAR, 
RACE/ETHNICfTY, AND HIRING PHASE. FY 2013- FY 2017 
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3. Other Explanations: Underlying 
Factors 

3.1 Applicant Self-Selection 
Of the 148,874 applicant records after FY 2013'. 11.7% self-selected out at some point during the 
hiring process, compared to 85% who did not self-select out, 3% that were canceled 
announcements. and 0.3% unknown. The remainder of this section ,,;ill not include. those tlrnt 

were canceled or unkoown. For this smalysis. ''selr-selected out" included applicants who 
removed themselves from considerutioo for any reasoo, including fa.Hore to complete all 

application requirements (e.g., no resume, no transcript, not completing required assessments) 

and declining interview or job offers for any reason. 111e majority of those who self-selected out 

-" Non-K'ietlllh~ i1Jkl n'-'n-:\lll)rll(=f l)O$iti(II)$. tlCthid:hi~ ;i.1m◊1.1u~1H:tilS 1h31 wer(: ~n<:elled; $<:lf-$ele..:rio1, (ls\t~ was 
not avai111b1c unul F\' l!UJ4 
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did so in not completing and/or submitting application materials. Ponnal declinations were a 
much smaller group of applicants who self-selected out. 

Figure 7 shows the self-select ottt breakdown of aO fY 2014 - FY 2017 applicants by 
race/ethnicity. Note the following: 

1))(5) 

o Undefined: 13.7% self-selected out 

o Hispanic/Latino: 12-4% self-selected out 
o Black/African American: 12.2% self-selected out 

o Asian: 11.3% self~sctec1ed out 

c Other: 11.1% self-selected out 
o White: 10.5% seJf-selected out 

FIGURE 7! RACE/ETHNICITY REPRESENTATION, AMONG ALL APPLICANTS!t AND AMONG APPLICANTS 
WHO SEI.F-SeLECTEO OUT OF THe HIRING PROCess. FY 2014•2017 
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J ,lii9 -

9.661 

5,@4 

1.371 -

,, 

9,270 

1,17$ -

Self--Se..t«tl'd Outi' 

■ No 
■ Vu 

2,919 - 361 

FY 2or4 - FY 2017 patterns for representation by ethnicity and hiring phase remain the same 

after excluding those applicants who self-selected out of the hiring process. Figure 8 shows the 
results ,'lithin job gi·oups. Tabulated data cortespooding Lo Lhe.~ figures appears in AppeHdi.-x A. 

a-Kon-F.xreuth-e and non-Attorney positions..1 cxcluding11nnounoomc:nts that were canorUc<l 
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FIGURE 8: APPLICANTS FOR NON--EXECUTIVE POSITIONS SY JOO GROUP, RACc/ETHNICfTY, ANO 
HIRING PHASE, EXCLUDING THOSE WHO SELF·SELECTED OUT. FY 2014 - FY 201 7 - - - --- ...,. ..... ,.,~ ..... - - ..,.. ..... ..,,. .... 
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3.2 Hiring Manager Interviews 

The main hiring activities that take place between Best Qualified and Selected are inviting 

applicants to interview, conducting and making decisions based 011 intervie\"s, and condutting 
reference checks for applicants io consideration for selection. 

Starting in FY 20141 structured inter,,iew procedures were r~ommended but not required. The 

next qucstiOll we exami1tcd was whcLher there were race/ethnicity disparities in terms of who 
was im'iled lo iohm~ew from FY 2014 - Ff 2017. Applfoant status codes were used to determine. 
which applicants were and were not invited to interview. This approach was imperfect because 
inte1view status could not always be detem1ined and manage.rs have the option to direct hire 

froin a resume, forgoing th~ interview. However. in Lhese instances, the individual \o/aS slilJ 

maxked as invited to interview. PY 2014 - FY 2017 applicants included the following ootmts in 
each interview status ca.tego1y: 

• 75,756 applicants refem::d bol not invited 1.0 intervie\,i0 

• 16,581 applicants referred and invited to interviev,1 

• ~2.051 applicants not referred and not lnvited11 

• 4,591 applicants on announcements that were cancelled 

• n.778 applicants \,1ho self-selected otit prior to the interview st.age9 

• 17,380 applicants with intervie•N status unknown'" 

6 Applicant status rodes: BQ-t-.'N, P.ligibk>~NRNA, or Eligibk"-NRNR 

7 ~\pplicant status codes: Declined~ Hired, or Selected 

3 Appticantsllttus <:ode: lneUgi.ble•lNEL lneligibk-fl.QEE, Jncligihle•NQSE 

Q Applicant status rodes: lnPJi,g:iblc {FR, INC. LNR, rant ISP5, rrRA, NQSS); or DeclinccUVITII 
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Figure 9 shows race/ethnicity representation among all applicants and by interview status for 

f'-Y 2014 - FY 2017. excluding applicants on canceUed announcements, those who self-selected 
out prior to the interview stage, and those with interview status unknown. Key findlngs: 

)(>) 

FIGURE 9: PERCENTAGE OF EACH RACEtETHNICITY REPRESENTATION" SY INTERVIEW STATUS, FY 
20 14 - rY 2017 

Und111imttl \Vht10 
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3.3 Appl icant Referral 
Up to this point, results have focused on four hiring phases: Applied, Eligible, Best Qualified 
(includes Well Qualified), and Scloctcd (includes Hired}. ·mere is another hiring pha..~ in 

between Best Qualified aad Selected, and we examined this next. 

Among applicants classified as Best Qualified, one of two things tao happen. They am eit1)er (1) 

referred and placed on • hiring manager's certificate of eligible, or (2) they are not referre<l and 
thus not placed on a certificate. App1icants must appear on a hiring manager's certificate in 
order to be considered for an interview and have the chance to be Selected. Hiring: managers do 

oot see applicants who are not placed on to a hiring manage.r's c:crtific:atc. This determination -
referred or not referred - is outside Lhe discretion of h iring managers· ability 10 iof111<-!.0Ce 

decision making. 

Federal hiring roles defined under Category Rating specilic the conditions under which an 
appLicant may be placed oa a biriag mnoager certificate (aka referral). Referrnl for hiring under 
delegated examining rules is often influenced by eligibility for veterans• preference•:>, Under 

Category Rating ruJes, an applicant m.a:y not be referred if an equally qualified veteran or a 
vetc.ra.n with a scrvicc-cotmec1 disability has been a<;.sesscd aJld placed into the same: quality 
Ci\tego1y~ ln a smaller number of other circumstances govern the refe1Tal of appllcaot~ on a 
certificate of e1igibJe for selection consideration. 

To u11derstat1d better Lhe inOue.nce un,ter the d irect control of 13CFP hiring managers. we added 
a "Refened" hiring phase for the sake of analyses described in this section. Data for these 
analyses were puUed for FY 2014 - I--Y2017, including certificate-level data. ·rt1e same steps 

discussed earlier were used to prepaJ'e the data (e.g., coding new va1iables such as race/ethnicity 
and job group). For this anaLvsis. we we.re intel.'estOO in dlscovering the rt1ative innuence of 
Category .Rating proced\lres on tbe observed changes ln the <lemograph.ic p11otiJe of applicants 
between the Best Qualified and Selected phases. Applicants who were classified Best Qualified 

u Non--E.1-e(.'Utive and notH\ttomcy positions; all counts excJude nppUtants wbo selr-t.eleeted out prior to the 
ln«:rviow l'>hase 

i.: l,;J.iS,il:>Jllty n1lts for \'ele)'J'l rlS' pre(i;-rem'..le:: 1n ln~ing :)tedditt1:d fot :)j.)Pli~11L$ wh <> e,Jn dernootUr.ne for:ruer (l1iUl1I.I)' 
service in specific milibuy campaigns or time periods, and/or who suffered a service connected disability. 
I.M<>mu1ti,)11 :il,c)ul -.•,Uv,ibilily for ,~tr.11111' 1mitr\'!k;e is p-r(lvide for \nkl<ir'rllle V qfthe U.S. Ccxk. Addhtonal 
infonn.ition about CalegoJ)· Rating procedure,; is a,·nilable under OP)-1 Odega.tcd F.iwmining guidance. 
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and assig.ned to a hiring manager's certificate were coded as "Refen·ed" for latest hiring phase 
reached. Otherwise, they remained coded as ".Best Qualified."' 

We aJJ:tlywd BCFP's certificate-level hiring data for FY 2014 - FY 2017 based on the 
race/ethnicity of applicants for non-executive and non-genera)-attomey positions only. The five 
hiring phases \v·crc defined and bad total sample sizes as ·follows: 

• Applied: 4J,107 applicants, declared ineligible {l.e .• failed to meet minimum 
qualifications) and did not progress beyond applicant status. 149,874 grand total 
Applied. 

• EIJgible: 69,628 applicants, deela.red eligible (i.e., met minimum <1ualifications) but did 
not progress to well qualified or best qualified status. 108,767 grand total Eligible. 

• Best Qualified: 25,892 applicants, declared among the pool of well qualified or best 
qualified canclidates~ hut were nQL rcfcrrc.-d. 39,139 gl'anl total Best Qualified. 

• Referred: 12,171 applicants. placed on i:t hiring manager·s cer1ificate and thus available 
to be considered for interview, but were not selected. 13,247 grand tota1 Referred. 

• Selected: 1,076 applicants who were selected and offered a position, including those 
who were selected and declined, and tho.'ioe who were selected and then hired. 

Results for 149.874 applicants for f'Y 2014 - FY 2017 are summarized in _Figure 10. \Ve. noted 
the fo llowing: 

,bJ(:;,) 



1>)(5) 

FIGURE 10: APPLICANTS FOR NOflt.EXECUTIVE ANO NON-ATTORNEY POSITIONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY 
ANO 5 HIRING P11ASES, f Y 2014 - FY 2017 
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3.4 Hiring by Job Group, Race/Ethnicity, and 
Hiring Phase (Referred Phase Added) 

Finally, we. further examined hiring results across five phases, within job groups. Notable results 

in Figure 11 incJudc tht~ following: 
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FIGURE 11; APPLICANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE POSITIONS BY JOB GROUP'$, RACE/ETHNICITY, ANOS 
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4. Adverse Impact Analyses 
The result:s J>n?:;E.mted thos far describe the.consistency of applicnot flow within demographic 
groups across each phase of the selection process. Another approach is to examine differences 
between traditional majority (i.e., White) and traditional minority (in this case} Black, Hispanic, 

A~ian, ;ln<l Otlu~r or Undefined) racial/ethnic subgrouJ)$ using st.atistical tests and ~tand;1rds. 

The Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selec.tion Procedures (EEOC, l978) reoommend using the 

4/5 standard and statu,-tical significance to examine differences. The 4/5 standard is based on 
Adver~ lmpact Ratios (AlRs). AlRs are ratios between the proportion of people in a target 

group (e.g., Black employees) and the proportion of people in another group (e.g., Vvl1ite 
employees) who are hired or successfully advance from one pht1sc to ano'lher. An AJR <.So is 

considered a violation of tlie 4/5 standurd, indicating that the pass rate is notably lower for the 
target group. 'For e..xample, if 70% of Black applic-ants .and 90% of White applicants were hired. 

the resulting AIR would be .77 (i.e., 70%/90%), which falls below tl1e 4/5 standard. 

TheAJR is conshml regar<lless of group size; in the previous example, the AlR would be .77 if 
there were 7 Black and 9 \\?bite applicants, but also if there ,..,·ere 700 J31ack and 900 White 
appl icants. Statist.ica] signifioance, on the other hand, takes group size into account. As group 
size grows, we have more confidence in tl1e ability to detect small differences. ·nle Guidelines 

state lha1 small d iffereOCl~S may be evidence of Adverse: impaci when .. large numbers of 
seJectioos are made ... and provide an example of a small but statistically significant difference in 
hiring rates based on national-level data. However. they do not provideguidelin~ regarding 

thresholds for numbers being considered large; judgment is necessary when evaluating 

statistical significance results. n,e pres(mt analy~es ut.ili1,e chi-square (r.:2-) t.estS14 to determine 
statistical significance. Chi-square tests compare the number of observed and expected 

applicants who were hired or passed a phase between racial/ethnic groups. If a chi-square test 
produces a p-value of less than .05. the result is -0vide1\ce of adverse impact. Both the 4/5 
standard and statistic..\l significance should be used to eva]uate the extent to which differences 
between groups are meaningful 

•~ Chi-squar~ lests are used in oU instances exttpl where sample s..izes ar,e sinnJI. Jn inst!u-.ce-s whcree:\l)octed <:eU 
vaJ\ats are le.$$ cha" s. l~ her's t-:~Ml Tesl (f'Kt'; 1-i.sher, 1922) tlJ uSt;(I. r-i,sher•s &xael -re-s1 doos not 1>1'00uc..-e :i 1~ 
statilitiC. but Uke the Chi-square tl'St, produces ap-valuc, 
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As the Guidelines explain, "Adverse impact is determined first for the overall selection process 
for each job. If the overall selection process has an adverse impact, the adverse impact of the 

individual selection procedure should be analyzed" (EEOC, 1980). Accordingly, for the presen1 

ana.lyses. we first examine whether sti:1tistic;:s indicate adverse impaci for the. total selection 
process; if e.ither statistic indicates adverse impact, we then calculate adverse impact statistics 
for each phase. 

Statisti~ alone do not' indicate the netMI to modify hiril\g practices. Where statistical evidence 
indicat.es Adverse impact. validity evidence is typically used to justify the use of a selectjon 
procedures (EEOC, 1980), Use of a selection procedure that produces adverse impact may be 

justified if job·relatedness is established. Thus. the results in this section may be considered a 
starting poil\L for cxamit1i11g pt·oce.,;,.~ and procedures at phases where adverse ilnpact is 
indiC(ltt?d. 

As previously noted, the number of Undefined applicallls rose drastically from FY2014 to 

FY2015, a shift that coincided with an OPM change in tl1e demographic collection process from 
opL~in Lo opt-oul. Tl is ,'10rU)while to kee~-. tJxis io mind when examif1ing results prior to a.od af1er 

this change. 

Adverse impact results ai·e presented in a similar order to the J'esUlts previously presented in 
th is report. First, we present ovc. .. aU resuhs, 00th across Lhe entire analysis timespan (i.e., 201 t • 

2017), aod also sp.litting re:,'Ults based 0111he years of data ui;ed in the two app1icant now reports 
(i.e., 2011·2014 and 2015-2017). Second, we examine individual occupational categories. 'J1lird, 
we e.xamine results excluding applicants who self-selected out of the proces.,; and canceled 

opening..,;. Lastly, we examine result~ adding in th~ Refcl'rcd phase helwc.cn the Best Qualified 
and Selected phases. 

4.1 Overall Results 
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TABLE 3: RESULTS INTERPRETATION KEY 

b)(5) 

TABLE 4: OVERAil 201 1-2017 RESULTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY 

Total Total Applied- Applied Eligible SQ-
Process Process Selected - Eligible - BQ Selected 

Aonlied Eli•ible SQ Selected AIR a-value 
llrn!'ll'I 18,961 14,117 5,748 234 LOS 0.48 OJ(:)) 

lill'!l_ .. 76,569 SS,839 17,902 380 0.42 0.00 

cl,'" 18,957 13,693 5,068 13S 0.61 0.00 
r.J!II 56,177 39,837 15,646 396 0.60 0.00 

~ 83,654 61378 25,126 981 . . 

TABLE 5: OVERA1l201 1-2014 RESULTS BY RACE/ETHNICJ1Y 

Total Total Applied - Applied Eligible SQ -
Process Process Selected - Eligible -BQ Sefected 

Annlied Eliitibte BQ Selected AIR n-value 

fl! 12,514 9,305 3 762 153 1.06 0.48 •X5J 

54,219 39.813 12,633 268 0.43 0.00 

@§ r. 11,712 8,477 3,037 88 0.65 0.00 
r, 'I 14,971 10,712 4,083 109 0.63 0.00 

~ 63,388 46,137 18,358 728 . . 
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TABLE G: OVERAU. 2015•2017 R.ESUL TS BY RACE/ETHNICHY 

Total Total Applied· Applied Eligible BQ• 
Process Process Selected · Eligible - BQ Setected 

Eli ible BQ Selecte<I AIR 
4,812 1,986 81 1.01 

16,026 5,269 112 0.40 0.00 

7,245 5,216 2,031 47 0.52 0.00 

41,206 29,125 11,563 287 0.56 0.00 

20,266 15,241 6,768 253 

1>)(5) 
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1>)(5) 

4.2 Results by Occupation 
l>)f5) 

,. 



5' .. ' 
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TABLE 7: RESULTS FOR AS\AN CANOlOATES BY OCCUPATION 

Total Total 
Applie<i • I Applied I Eligible I SQ • 

Process P(ocess Selected . Eligible - SQ Selected 
Applied Eligible SQ Select!Xl AIR p•value 

X 
• 

S,111 3,836 1,038 52 1.10 0.53 

4,438 3,221 1,541 79 1.43 0.01 

2,911 1,842 816 43 0.87 0.39 

1,014 782 137 8 1.41 0.40 

2,772 2,274 1,302 2S 0.43 0.00 
1,408 1,053 312 17 1.40 0.21 

773 721 401 s 2.14 0.18 
534 388 201 5 0.81 0.67 

TABLE 8: RESULTS FOR BLACK CANDIDATES BY OCCUPATlON 

Total 
Total l A:plied. I Applied I Eligible I SQ-

Process Process Selected . Eligible • BQ Selected 
SQ Selected AIR -value 

1))(::,) 
• 

25,3S6 18 584 5,124 116 0.49 0.00 

20,996 l.S,454 S,416 81 0.31 0.00 

9,806 S,742 2,105 89 0.53 0.00 

8,624 6,885 1,294 47 0.97 0.91 

3,634 2,91S 1,937 18 0.24 0.00 

4,461 3,19S 982 21 o.ss 0.02 

3,066 _ 2,6_77_ 899 6 0.6S 0.38 
----
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hfrliMui0 ... 626 I 387 1 145 I 21 o.2s I 0.06 r )(Sl ii 
TA8l£9: RESULTS FOR HISPANIC CANOIDATES SY OCCUPATION 

Total Total Applied • 1 Applied -1 Eligible • I BQ • 
Process Process Selected Eligible BO Selected 

~__plied L Eligible BQ Sel~cted AIR p,-Vcllue 
I~ J 

' 5,893 4,213 1,297 30 0.55 0.00 

4,588 3,349 1,350 28 0.49 0.00 

3,169 1,968 789 39 o.n 0.06 

1,577 1,186 219 8 0.91 0 .81 

11274 1.030 676 9 0,34 0 ,00 

1,346 982 310 14 1.21 0.52 

866 790 333 2 0.76 0.00 
244 175 94 5 1.77 0.22 

TABLE 10: RESULTS FOR OTHER OR UNDEFINED CANDIDATES BY OCCUPATION 

Total Total Applied• 1 Applied • 1 Eligible• I BQ • 
Proces.s Proces..s Selected Eligible BQ Selected 

BO Selected AIR value 
:b)(5) 

19,446 13 694 4,648 121 0,67 0,00 • 
15,629 10,884 4,867 104 0.53 0.001 

6,878 4,404 1,677 86 0.74 O.Olj 

3,644 2,786 596 17 0.83 0.561 

5,312 4,083 2,336 41 0.37 o.ool 
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4.3 Results Excluding Self-Selection and 
Canceled Openings 
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TABLE t 1: OVERAU. RESULTS EXctUOING SELF-SELECTION ANO CANCELED OPE.NINGS 

Total Total Applied· Applied Eligible · BQ-
Ptocess Ptocess Sele<ted · Eligible BQ Selected 

Applied Eligible BQ Selected AIR p•vatue 
t.'$1 9,215 3,455 2,983 120 1.11 0.31 itlXS} 

l1li:!i' 36,124 30,546 8_,981 171 0.40 0.00 
:Ul?'!!1JJl'l!l 9,547 7,942 2,852 64 0.57 0.00 
r.m 39,917 32,959 12,779 314 0.67 o.oo 
~ 34,721 29,422 ll,544 407 . . 

TABLE 12> RESutTS SY OCCUPATION FOR ASIAN CANDIDATES, EXCLUDING SELF-SELECTION AND CANCELED OPENINGS 

Tot.al Total Applied • 1 Applied I Eligible • I BQ • 
Process Process Selectoo • Ellglble BQ Selected 

Applied Eligible BQ Selected AIR p-value 
b)(5) 

' 2,577 2,157 577 22 1.04 0.85 
2,264 1,957 972 S4 1.78 0.00 

1~ 998 331 21 0.98 0.94 

489 424 59 3 6.37 0.05 
1,965 1,710 824 13 0.38 0.00 

470 379 65 4 1.12 0.77 
127 114 29 1 2.38 0.44 

180 159 126 2 0.70 1.00 
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TABLE 13: RES UL TS BY OCCUPATION FOR BLACK CANDIDA TES. EXCLUDING SEl.F~ELECTION ANO CANCELED OPENINGS 

Total Total I ,Applied -1 Applied I Eligible - 1 BQ · 
Process Process Selected - Eligible BQ Selected 

BQ Selected AIR n--value 

11018 8 956 2 577 39 0.43 0.00 
10,510 9,046 2,749 53 0.38 0.00 
4,322 3,705 1,163 43 0.53 0.00 

5,298 4,695 823 19 3.72 0.06 

2,330 1,994 1,163 10 0.25 0.00 

1,628 1,263 204 3 0.24 0.01 

863 752 196 3 1.05 1.00 

155 135 106 1 0.40 0.70 
------------- ----------- ---------

TABLE 14; RESULTS BY OCCUPATION FOR MISPANIC CANDIDATES, EXCLUDING SELF-SELECTION AND CANCELED OPENINGS 

Total Total 
.,6X: 

Proces.s Process 
SQ Selected AIR p-value 

2,898 2,288 759 12 0.51 0.02 

2,581 2,191 869 15 0 .43 0.00 
1,413 1,225 427 16 0.61 0.06 

892 742 139 2 2.33 0.59 

939 814 484 7 0.43 0.03 

501 384 67 7 1.84 0.18 

228 211 35 2 2.65 0.00 

95 87 72 3 1.98 0.40 

., 



TABLE 'JS; RESULTS SY OCCUPATION FOR OTHER OR UNDE.FlNEO CANDIDATES. EXCLUDING SELF•SELECTION AND CANCELED 
OPENINGS 

Total ToU!il Applie<I • I Applied I Eligible • I BQ • 
Process Process Selecte<I • Eligible BQ S.le<ted 

Ap_l)l ie<i__l__Eligible SQ Selected AIR p-value 
,D-)(5) 
• 14,238 11,250 3,958 89 0.76 0.07 

11,186 9,351 4,145 88 0.59 0.00 

4,165 3,586 l ,237 73 0.94 0.67 

2,794 2,394 492 13 4.83 0.02 

4.356 3,747 2.048 34 0.45 0.00 

1,629 1,227 296 9 0.73 0.44 

1,066 979 212 4 1.14 1.00 

483 425 391 4 0.52 0.26 

45 



., 



4.4 Results Including Referred Phase 
In the analyses that follow, the Referred phase is added between the lkst Qu•lified and Selected 
phases. Tables 16-20 present· rest1Jts including this phase. Because previous result summaries 
bave explored the total selection process. Applied-EUgible, Eligib le-SQ. and SQ-Selected phases 
in several ways, the present results summary is focused on the BQ· Referred and Refen·ed .. 

Selected phases:. The available data allo,ved us to examine these rc-suhs from FY2014 - FY2017. 
Tables 384 42 in the Adverse Impact Results Tables appendix J)reseot AIRs, Chi-square values 
(or an indicator that Fisher's Exact Test was used), and p-va]ues for the total selection process 
and each phase. 
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TABLE 16: OVERALL RESULTS INCLUDING THE REFERRED PHASE 

Total Total Applie<I. Appl;e(i Eligible· SQ • Referred • 
Ptoc:ess Process• Selected · Eligible SQ Referred Selected 

Applied Eligible BQ Refe«ed SClocted AIR p,value 
10,556 7,898 2,983 637 120 1.11 0.31 b)(-5) 

; 4t,95S 30,546 8,981 2,952 171 0.40 0.00 

' 11,109 7,942 2,852 963 64 0.56 0.00 
. 

• 46,453 32,959 12,779 5,785 314 0.66 o.oo 
. 

.. 39,801 29,422 11544 2,910 407 . . 

TABLE 17: RESULTS BY OCCUPATION FOR ASIAN CANDIDATES. INCLUDING THE REFERRED PHASE 

Total Total 
Applied • 1 Applied I Eligible . I SQ. I Referred . 

Process Process Selected • Eligible SQ Referred Selected 
Eligible J_!lQ Referred Selected AIR value 

(b)(S) . 
2 889 2,157 577 199 22 1.03 0.90 
2,594 1,957 972 178 54 1.74 0.00 
l_,491 998 331 111 21 1.00 0.99 

583 424 59 16 3 6.64 0.05 

2,137 1,710 824 63 13 0.38 0.00 

510 379 65 29 4 1.10 0.78 

136 114 29 15 1 2.34 0.44 

216 1S9 126 6 2. 0.68 1.00 
··--· 
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TABLE 18: RESULTS BY OCCUPATION FOR BLACK CANDIDATES. INCLUDING THE REFERRED PHASE 

Total Total Applied • 1 Applied I Eligible . I SQ. I Referred . 
Process Process Selected • Eligible 8Q Referred Selected 

BQ Referred Selected AIR •vatue 
DXSJ 
' 12 475 8,956 2,577 997 39 0.42 0.00 

12,037 9,046 2,749 953 53 0.37 0.00 
5,878 3,705 1,163 500 43 0.52 0.00 

6,108 4,695 823 297 19 4.01 0.04 

2,555 1,994 1,163 41 10 0 .2d 0.00 

1,760 1,263 204 63 3 0.24 0.01 

930 7S2 196 97 3 1.03 1.00 

212 135 106 4 I 0.35 0.47 
--- --·------ ------·- ---------

TABLE 19: RESULTS SY OCCUPATION FOR HISPANIC CANDIDATES. IN.ClUOING THE REFERRED PI-IASE 

Total Total Applled • 1 Applied I EUglble • I BQ . I Referted • 
Process Process Selected • £11gible 8Q Reforred Selected 

Ap lied Eligible SQ Referred Select ed AIR p-vatue 
•XSJ 

0.49 I ' 3,284 2,288 759 334 ll 0.02 

2,958 2,191 869 288 IS 0.42 0.00 

1,859 1,225 427 213 16 0.61 0.07 

1.088 742 139 so 2 2.37 0.59 

1,028 814 484 25 7 0.42 0.02 

533 384 67 24 7 1.83 0.00 
241 211 35 23 2 2.64 0.30 

118 87 I 72 6 3 1.86 o.oo 
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TABLE 20: RESULTS BY OCCUPATION FOR OTHER OR UNDEFINED CANDIDATES, INCLUDING THE REFERRED PHASE 

Total Toti l Applied .. Applled I Eligibl• • 1 BQ - I Refe"ed • 
Process Process solected 4 Eligible SQ Refer(ed Se.feet~ 

Applied I Eligible I BQ I Referred I Selected I AIR p•v~lue 
1))(5) 

' 16,093 11,250 3,958 2,190 89 0.75 o.os 
13,354 9,3S1 4,14S 1,938 88 o.ss o.oo 

S,3S8 3.S86 l.237 82S 73 0.97 0.85 

3,174 2,394 492 330 13 5.28 0.01 
4,909 3,747 2,048 200 34 0.43 0.00 
1,786 1,227 296 161 9 0.70 0.39 

1,158 979 21,. 129 4 1.10 1.00 

621 425 391 12 4 0.47 0.19 
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5. Summary and Conclusions 
(b)tSJ 

l.S Tbe one ext.'Epl:ion ,,ras PV ~O 17 where While appliclUlts -were more I ikcly to Ix- se.Jec1ed lhan Asiun applicanls 
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DATA TABLES 

TABLE 21: APPLICANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE ANO NO~A TT ORN EV POSITIONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY 
ANO HIRINGPUASE, FY201~ - FY2017 

All .APP.lica}lt_s Percentage by Hiring Phase Appfic:ant Count 
Best ~Jecte Best 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie d Applied Eligible Qualifie 
d d 

Other 2 .. 3% 2.2% 2.2% 1.0o/o :;639 4017 1532 
Asian 7.5% 7.6% 8.3% 11.0% 18961 14117 5748 
Hispanic/la lino 7.5% 7.4% 7.3% 6.3% 18957 13.693 5066 
Black/ African 

30.1% 30.2% 25.8% 17.9% 76:;69 55839 17902 American 
White 32.9% 33.2% 36.2% 46.1% 83654 61378 25126 
Unde-fined 19.9% 19.4% 20.3% 17.6% 50538 35820 14114 
Tot:al 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 254318 184864 69490 
Misc. Admln. & 

Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count Pr.ogram Sen.,&: 
ll<!st 

Selecte 
Best 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible QuaJifie d Applied EJigible Qualifie 
d d 

Other 2.2% 2.3% 2.4% 1.1% 1827 1347 433 
Asian 6.3% 6.4% 5.8% 9.3% 511 1 3836 1038 
Hispanicf'Lalino 7.2% 7.0% 7.3% 5.4% 5893 4213 1297 
Black/African 31.0% 31.0% 28.7% 20.8% 25356 18584 5124 American 
Whi1e 31.7% 32.6% 32.2% 42.9% 25938 19528 5752 
Undefined 21.6°k 20.6% 23.6% 20.6% 17619 12347 4215 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 81744 59855 17859 
OthetJobs Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

BHt Sclecte Bo.st 
Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifle 

d 
Applied Eliglblo Quallfie 

d d 
Other 2.2% 2.1% 2.10/,,, 0.7% 1454 1013 409 
Asian 6.8% 6.8% 7.8% 14,7% 4438 3221 1541 
Hispanic/Latino 7.0% 7.0% 6.80/,,, 5 .2% 4588 3349 1350 
Black/African 

32.1 % 32.4% 27.3% 15.1% 20996 15454 5416 Ameriean 
White 30.2% 31.0% 33.7% 45.7% 19735 14753 6693 
Undefined 21.7% 20.7% 22A%, 18.6% 14175 9871 4458 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 65386 47661 19~ 7 

1
_Exapllners Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

Bost Solecto Best 
Ethnicity Applied Eligible Quallflc 

d 
Applied Eligible Oualifie 

d d 
Other 2.2% 2.1% 2.3% 1.3% 852 495 222 
Asian 7.6% 7.9% 8.3% 8.2% 2911 1842 816 
Hisp;mic/Latino 8.2% 8.4% 8.0% 7.4% 3169 1968 789 
Black/African 25.4% 24.6% 21.5% 17.0% 9806 5742 2105 American 

,. 

Selecte 
d 

22 
234 
135 

380 

981 
374 
2126 

Selecte 
d 

6 
52 
30 

116 

240 
115 
559 

Solecte 
d 

4 
79 
28 

81 

246 
100 
538 

Sclocto 
d 

7 
43 
39 

89 



Whfl8 40.9% 40.2% 45.1% 51 .0% 15769 9374 4417 268 
Undefined 15.6% 16.8% 14.8% 15.0% 6026 3909 1455 79 
Toi.al 100.0% 100.0% 100 .0% 100.0% 38533 23330 980d 525 
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Admlnistrativ• 
Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count Ante·tants 

Best 
Selecte 

Best 
Selecte 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie 
d 

Applied Eligible Qualifie d d d 
Other 2.5% 2.5% 2.3% 2 .9% 474 371 70 3 
Asian 5.3% 5.3% 4.6% 7.7% 1014 782 137 8 
Hls.panicJlatlno 8 .2% 8.0% 7.3% 7.7% 1577 1186 219 8 
Black/African 

45.1% 46.3% 43.2% 45.2% 8624 6885 1294 47 
American 
White 22A% 21.8% 25.1% 23.1% 4282 3242 751 24 
Undefined 16.6% 16.2% 17.6% 13.5% 3170 2415 526 14 
Tot.al 100.0% 100.0 % 100.011/o 100.0% 19141 14881 2997 104 
IT Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

Best 
Selecte 

Best 
Selecte 

Ethnicity Applied EJigible Qualifie 
d 

Applied Eligible Qualifie d d d 
Other 2..3% 2.2% 2.3% 0 .0% 417 322 216 0 
Asian 15.1% 15.4% 14,1% 12 .2% 2772 2274 1302 25 
Hispanicf'Lalino 6.9% 7.0% 7.3% 4.4% 1274 1030 676 9 
8'ack1Africao 19.8% 19.8% 21.0% 8~8% 3634 2915 1937 18 American 
White 29.3% 30.1% 32.3% 54.6% 5385 4432 2981 112 
Undefined 26.6% 25.5% 23.0% 20.0% 4895 3761 2120 41 
Tola! 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 18377 14734 9232 205 
CFPAna~t• Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

Best 
Selecte 

Bnt 
Setecte 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie d Applied Eligible Qualifie d d d 
Other 2.2% 2 .1% 2.2% 0 .8% 360 250 87 1 
Asian 8.4% 8 .7% 7.9% 13.3% 1408 1053 312 17 
Hispanic/la lino 8.1% 8.1% 7.9% 10.9% 1346 982 310 14 
8'ack/Afrtcan 

26.7% 26.3% 25.0% 16.4% 4461 3195 982 21 American 
White 41.1% 41.8% 45.1% 46.1% 6853 5073 1772 59 
Undefined 13 .6% 13.1% 12.0% 12 .5% 2266 1589 470 16 
Total I 100.0% 100.0 % 100.0% 100.0% 16694 12142 3933 128 
Paralegals.. Porcentage by Hiring Phaso Appllcant Count 

Bost Seloctc Best Sefccte Ethnicity Applied Ellglblo Oualifio 
d 

Appllod Ellglblo QuaUfio 
d d d 

Other 1.9% 1.8% 1.7% 3 .3% 198 174 73 1 
Asian 7.4% 7.6% 9.5% 16 .7% 773 721 401 5 
Hispanic/ta lino 8 .2% 8.3% 7.9% 6 .7% 866 790 333 2 
8'ack/African 29.2%, 28.2% 21.3% 20.0% 3066 2677 899 6 Amt'uican 
White 37.7% 38.9% 48.6% 40.0% 3964 3688 2047 12 
Undafinod 15.6% 15.1 % 11.0% 13.3% 1635 1428 463 4 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 10502 9478 4216 30 
Economist& Percentago by Hlrlng Pha&e Applicant Count 
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Bost Selcetc Best Selcc.tc Ethnicity Applied Ellglbki Quallflo 
d 

Applkid Ellglblo QuaUfie 
d d d 

Other 1.4% 1.6% 1.4% 0 .0% 57 45 22 0 
A$ian 13 .5% 13.9% 12.7% 13.5% 534 368 201 5 
Hisp<Jnie/l.etino 6.2% 6.3% 5.9% 13.5% 244 175 94 5 
Black/African 15.9% 13.9% 9.2% 5 .4% 626 367 145 2 
American 
White 43.8% 46.3% 45.1% 5<1 .1% 1728 1288 713 20 
Unektt'ined 19.1% 18.0% 25.7% 13.5% 752 500 407 5 
Total 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 3941 2783 1582 37 



FY2011-FY2012 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 
Best Selecte Best Selecte 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie d Applied Eligible Qualifie d d d 
Other 2.2% 2.1% 2.1% 0.7% \ 398 968 387 4 
Asian 7.4% 7.5% 8.5% 10.8% 4707 3455 \581 65 
Hispanic/la lino 7.3% 7.3% 7.1% 5.8% 4588 3357 1313 35 
Black/Afrtcan 33.0% 33.1% 28.4% 21.6% 20833 15200 5265 ·130 American 
White 43.3% 43.3% 46.6% 53.7% 27341 ·19899 8660 324 
Undefined 6.9% 6.8% 7.3% 7.5% 4339 3110 1361 45 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0°A; 100.0% 63206 45989 18567 603 
FY2013 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

Best Selecte Best 
Seteete 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie d Applied Eligible Qualifie d d d 
Other 2.3% 2.2% 2.4% 1.6% 938 675 280 7 
Asian 9.0% 9.2% 10.0% 11 .0% 3698 2764 1184 49 
His.panic/Latino 7.9% 8.0% 7.7% 8.1% 3260 2394 903 36 
6'ack/African 

33.4% 33.5% 31 .0% 17.7% 13781 10093 3656 79 American 
White 40.0% 40.0% 41.8% 55.9% 16512 12057 4922 250 
Undefined 7.4% 7.1% 7.1% 5,8% 3049 2125 839 26 
Tola! 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 41238 30108 11784 447 
FY2014 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

Best 
Selecte 

Best Seki.eta Ethnic ity Applied Eligible Quallfie d 
Applied Eligible Quallfla d 

d d 
Other 2.5% 2.6% 2.6% 1.0% 1321 992 295 3 
Asian 7.8% 8,0% 8.7% 13.2% 4109 3086 997 39 
Hi$panic/Latino 7.4% 7.1% 7.1% 5.7% 3864 2726 821 17 
Black/African 37.4% 37.9% 32.2% 19,9% 19605 14520 371 2 59 American 
Whi1e 37.3% 37.0% 41.5% 52.0% 19535 14181 4776 154 
Undefined 7.5% 7.4% 8.0% 8.1°/11 392fl 2842 921 24 
Tolal 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 52360 38347 11522 296 
FY2015 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

Best 
Selecte 

Best 
Selecte 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie d Applied Eligible Qualffie d d d 
Other 1.8% 1.7% 1.7% 0.5% 706 476 175 1 
Asian 5.0% 5.1% 5.1% 7.8% 1944 1418 524 17 
Hispanicllalino 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 3.7% 2738 1969 709 8 
Black/ Afrfcan 

20.2% 20.2% 17.3% 9.2% 7849 5653 1762 20 American 
White 16.7% 17.1% 19.7% 25,2% 6479 4782 2001 55 
Undefined 49.3% 48.9% 49.2% 53.7% 19192 13668 5010 117 
TOI.al 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 38908 27966 10181 218 
FY2016 Percentage by Hiring Phase Appllc.ant Count 

Best Selecte 
Best 

Seiecte Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie d Applie<I Eligible Qualifie d d d 



Other 2. 1% 2 ,1% 2,3% 0.8% 855 589 255 3 
Asian 7.0% 7,2% 7,6% 11 ,9% 2601 201 1 834 42 
Hispaniclla:tino 7.2% 7.0% 6.9% 7.3% 2872 1958 754 26 
Black/ Ar rica n 24A% 24.0% 19.8% 16.7% 9763 6678 2173 59 American 
White 22.2% 23. 1% 25.211/o 29.4% 8900 6417 2772 104 
Undefined 37.1% 36.5% 38.3% 33.9% 1483 1 10 138 4212 120 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 40022 27791 11000 354 

..fY2017 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applleant Count 
Best Selccto Best Selecte Ethnicity Applled Eligible Quallfie 

d 
Applied Eligible Quallfic 

d d d 
Olher 2.3%, 2.2% 2.2% 1.9% 421 317 140 4 
Asian 9 .. 2% 9.4% 9.8 % 10.6% 1702 1383 628 22 
HispanicJtatino 8.8%1 8 .8% 8.8% 6.3% 1635 1289 568 13 
Black/Afrfca.n 25 .5% 25.2% 20.7% 15 .9% 4738 3695 1334 33 An'terican 
White 26.3% 27.6% 31.0% 45.2% 4887 4042 1995 94 
Und-efined 28.0% 26.8% 27.5% 20.2% 5201 3937 1771 42 
Total ·100.0% 100,0% 100,0% 100.0% 18584 14663 6436 208 
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TABLE 22: DATA TABLES: APPLICANTS FOR NON•EXECUTIVE POSffiONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND 
HIRING PHASE, EXCLUDING THOSE WHO SELF-SELECTED OUT ANO CANCELED OPENINGS, 
FY201.t - FY201 7 

AU Applicants Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 
Best Seleete Best Selecte Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie 

d 
Appli&d Eligible Qualifie 

d 
d d 

Other 2.2% 2,2% 2.2% 1.0% 2879 2374 865 11 
Asian 7.1% 7.3% 7.6% 11 .2% 9215 78~ 2983 120 
Hispanic/Latino 7.4% 7.3% 7.3% 5.9% 9547 7942 2852 64 
Slack/African 27.9% 28.1% 22.9% 15.9% 36124 30546 8981 171 American 
White 26.8 % 27.1%, 29.5% 37.8% 34721 29422 11544 407 
Undefined 28.6% 28.1% 30.4% 28.2% 37038 30585 11914 303 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 129524 108767 39139 1076 
Misc. Admln. & Porcentago by HMng Phue Appllcant Count 
e(ggram Serl!& 

Best Setocte Bost Selecte Ethnicity Applied Eligible Quallfle 
d 

Applied Eligi ble Ouallfle 
d d d 

Other 2.2% 2.2% 2.3% 0.4% 926 739 253 1 
Asian 6.2% 6.4% 5.3% 8.8% 2577 2157 577 22 
Hispanic/La Imo 7.0% 6 .8% 7.0% 4.8% 2898 2288 759 12 
Blaclu'African 26.5% 26.6% 23.8% 15.5% 11018 8956 2577 39 American 
White 26.2% 26.7% 27.3% 35.5% 10887 8994 2960 89 
Undefined 32.0% 31.2%, 34.2% 35.1% 13312 10511 3705 88 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 41618 33645 10831 251 
Other Job~ Percentage by Hfr(ng Phase Applicant Count 

Best Selecte Best Solecte Ethnicity Appliod Eligible Quatlfie 
d 

Applied Eligible Quallfie 
d d d 

Other 2.1% 2.0% 1.8% 0.3% 755 621 225 1 
Asian 6.3% 6 .4% 7.8% 16 .0% 2264 1957 972 54 
Hisparuc/Launo 7.2% 7.1% 7.0% 4.5% 2581 2191 869 15 
Bladt/African 29.2% 29.4% 22.0% 15.7% 10510 9046 2749 53 Am&rican 
Whit& 26.3% 26.7% 30.1% 37.7% 9492 8229 3753 127 
Undefined 28.9% 28.4% 31.4% 25.8% 10431 8730 3920 87 
Toial 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 36033 30774 12488 337 
Examiners Percentage by Hiring Phase0 Applicant Count 

Best Selecte Best Selecte Ethnicity Appliod Eligible Qualifie 
d 

Applied Eligible Qualifie d 
d d 

Oth&r 2.4% 2.4% 2.7% 2.0% 399 335 132 5 
Asian 7.0% 7.1% 6.7% 8.3% 1143 998 331 21 
Hlspanlc/Latioo 8.7% 8.8% 8.7% 6.3% 1413 1225 427 16 
Slade/African 

26.5% 26 .5% 23.6% 17.1% 4322 3705 1163 43 Amesfcan 
White 32.4% 31.9% 35.8% 39.3% S292 4465 1764 99 
Undefinod 23.1% 23.3% 22.5% 27.0% 3766 3251 1105 68 
Tolal 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 16335 13979 4922 252 

62 





Adminlstra'tive 
Percentage by Hiring Pha,e Applicant Count 

AS$itta.nts 
Best 

Selecte 
Best 

Selecte 
Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie d Applied Eligible Qualifie 

d d d 
Olher 2.6% 2.6% 2 .5% 7.7% 303 263 46 3 
Aslatl 4.2% 4.2% 32% 7.7% 489 424 59 3 
Hispanic/Latino 7.7% 7.4% 7.5% 5.1% 892 742 139 2 
Blacl</Afrlcan 45.9% 48.9% 44.7% 48.7% 5298 4695 823 19 Amerlcan 
White 18.0% 17.6% 17.9% 5.1% 2075 1763 330 2 
Undefined 21.6% 21 .3% 24.2% 25.6% 2491 2131 446 10 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 11548 10018 1843 39 
IT Percentag.e by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

Best 
Selecte 

Best 
Selecte 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible auaiifie d 
Applied Eligible QualHie d 

d d 
Other 2.1% 2.2% 2 .3% 280 244 148 0 
Asiari 15.0% 15 ,1% 13.0% 10.4% 1965 1710 824 13 
Hispanic/Latino 7.2% 7.2% 7.6% 5.6% 939 814 484 7 
Blaci(JAfrican 17,8% 17.6% 18.4% 8.0% 2330 1994 1163 10 American 
White 26.7% 27,1% 28.6% 48.8% 3502 3076 1811 61 
Undefined 31.1% 30.9% 30.0% 27.2% 4076 3503 1900 34 
To<al 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 13092 11341 6330 125 
CFP Anllyst1 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

Bes! 
Selecte 

Be$t 
Selecte 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie d Applied Eligible Qualifl.e 
d 

d d 
Other 2 .1 % 2.0% 2 .8% 2.5% 136 102 27 1 
Asian 7.3% 7.5% 6.7% 10.0% 4 70 379 65 4 
HlspanJCILataoo 7.7% 7.6% 6.9% 17.S% 501 384 67 1 
Blacl</Afrlcan 

25.2% 25.1% 21.1% 7.5% 1628 1263 204 3 American 
White 34.6% 35.3% 34.6% 42.5% 2241 1778 335 17 
Undefined 23.1% 22.4% 27.8% 20.0% 1493 1125 269 8 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 6469 5031 967 40 
Paratega.ls Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

BHt Sclocto Bost 
Selocte Ethnicity Applied Ellglblo Quallflo 

d 
Applled Ellglble Quallflo 

d d d 
Other 1.9% 1.9% 2.8% 56 48 16 0 
Asl.an 4.4% 4.4% 5.1% 8.3% 127 114 29 1 
Hispanic/Latino 7.9% 8.1% 6.1 % 16.7% 228 211 35 2 
Black/Afr.ican 29.9% 29.0% 34.1 % 25.Qll/o 863 752 196 3 
American 
White 20.9% 20.6% 17.8% 16.7% 605 535 102 2 
Undefined 35.0% 35.9% 34.1 % 33.3% 1010 931 196 4 
To1al 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 2889 2591 574 12 
Econom1St& Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

.. 



s ... , 
Sclectc 8&St Setcetc Ethnicity Applied Ellglblo Ouallfle 
d 

Applied Ellglblo Quallflo 
d d d 

Other 1.6% 1.6% 1.5% 24 22 18 0 
Aalan 11 ,7% 11.5% 10.6% 10,0% 180 159 126 2 
Hispanic/Latino 6.2% 6 .3% 6.1% 15.0% 95 87 72 3 
Black/African 10. 1% 9.7% 9.0% 5.0% 155 135 106 1 Am&rioan 
White 40.7% 41.9% 41.3% 50.0% 627 582 489 10 
Undefin&d 29.8% 29.0% 31.5% 20.0% 459 403 373 4 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1540 138a 1184 20 

TABLE 23: DATA TABLES: APPLICANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE ANO NON-ATTORNEY POSITlONS BY 
RACE/ETHNICITY AND SHIRING PHASES, FY 2014- 2-0~7 

All Appl~ants Per<:entage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 
Ethnici'-• A ...... lied Elinible BQ Referred Selected A-.. lied Elinible BQ Referred Selecte 
01hor 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 1.0% 3303 2374 865 287 11 
AslaJ1 7.0% 7.3% 7.6% 4.8% 11.2% 10556 7898 2983 637 120 
Hlspanicll.atino 7.6% 7.3% 7.3% 7.3% 5.9% 11109 7942 2852 963 64 
Slack/Afr. 

28.0% 28.1% 22.9 22.3% 15.9% 41955 30546 8981 2952 171 Am8rtcan % 
Whito 

26.6% 27.1% 29.5 22.0% 37.8% 39801 29422 11544 2910 407 % 
Undefined 28.8% 28.1% 30.4 41.5% 28.2% 43150 30585 11914 5498 303 % 
Tola! 

100% 100% 100 
10011/o 100% 14987 10876 

% • 7 39139 13247 1076 
Misc. Admin. & 
Program Series Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 
Ethnicitv A"'"'lied Elinible BQ Referred Sele<:ted A--.. lied Elinible BQ Referred Selecte 
01her 2.2% 2.2% 2.3% 2.2% 0 .4% 1022 739 253 103 1 
Asian 6.2% 6.4% 5.3% 4.2% 8.8% 2$89 2157 577 199 22 
Hispanic/latioo 7.0% 6.8% 7.0% 7.1% 4.8% 3284 2288 759 334 12 
Black/Afr. 26.7% 26.6% 23.8 21.1% 15.5% 12475 8956 2577 997 39 American % 
Wt,ite 

25.7% 26.7% 
27.3 

21.3% 35.5% 12030 8994 2960 1005 89 % 
Undefined 32.2% 31 .2% 34.2 44.2% 35.1% 15071 10511 3705 2087 88 % 
Total 100% 100% 100 10011/o 100% 46771 33645 10831 4725 251 

% 
Other Jo~ Percentage by Hiring Pha$e Applicant Count 
Ethnlcitv & ..... lied Ellnible BQ Referted Selected A"" .. lied Elinlble BQ Referred Selecte 
01her 2.1% 2.0% 1.8% 1.6% 0 .3% 870 621 225 68 1 
Asian 6.2% 6.4% 7.8% 4.2% 16.0% 2594 1957 972 178 54 
Hispanic/Latino 7; 1% 7.1% 7.0% 6.8% 4.5% 2958 2191 869 288 15 
Black/Afr. 29.0% 29.4% 22.0 22.6% 15.7% 12037 9046 2749 953 53 American % 
White 25.5% 26.7% 30.1 20.5% 37.7% 10610 8229 3753 865 127 

% 

•• 



Undefino.d 30.0% 28.4% 31.4 44.3% 25.8% 12484 8730 3920 1870 87 
% 

TOtal 
100% 100% 100 100% 100% 41553 30774 12488 4222 337 % 

E;<.,,.,1,.. Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 
Ethnicitv .6 nnlied Eliaible BQ Referred Selec:ted Annlied Eliaible SQ Referred Selecte 
Other 2.4% 2.4% 2.7% 3.0% 2.0% 524 335 132 70 5 
Aslan 6.9% 7.1% 6.7% 5.6% 8.3% 1491 998 331 131 21 
Hispanic/Latino 8.6% 8.8% 8.7% 9.1% 6.3% 1859 1225 427 213 16 
Black/Afr. 27.2% 26.5% 23.6 21.4% 17.1% 5878 3705 1163 500 43 American % 
While 

32.6% 31 .9% 35.8 28.6% 39.3% 7057 4465 1764 670 99 % 
Ulldefined 

22.3% 23.3% 22.5 32,3% 27.0% 4334 3251 1105 755 68 % 
Total 

100% 100% 100 
100% 100% 21643 13979 4922 2339 252 % 

Administrative 
A_§sistants Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 
Ethnlc1tv .6.nnfied Ellcaible BQ Referred Selected Annlled Etia ible BQ Rererted Selecte 
Olher 2,5% 2.6% 2 .5% 2.9% 7.7% 343 263 46 23 3 
Asian 4,3% 4 .2% 3.2% 2.0% 7.7% 583 424 59 16 3 
Hispanic/Latino 8 .0% 7.4% 7.5% 6.4% 5.1% 1088 742 139 50 2 
Black/Afr. 

45.1% 46.9% 44.7 37.8% 48.7% 6108 4695 823 297 19 American % 
White 19.1% 17.6% 

17.9 11,7% 5.1% 2579 1763 330 92 2 
% 

Undefined 20.9% 21.3% 24.2 39.1% 25.6% 263 1 2131 446 307 10 
% 

Total 
100% 100% 100 100% 100% 13532 10018 1843 785 39 % 

.. 



IT Percentage by Hiring Pha$e Applicant Count 
Ethnicitv A .. "'lied Eliaible BQ Referred Selected A ..... lied Elinible BQ Referred Selecte 
Olhor 22% 2.2% 2.3% 1.1% 314 244 148 5 0 
AslaJ1 14.8% 15.1% 13.0 

13.9% 10.4% 2137 1710 824 63 13 
% 

HlspanJcil.allno 7.1% 7.2% 7.6% 5.5% 5.6% 1028 814 484 25 7 
Black/Afr. 17.7% 17.6% 18.4 9.0% 8.0% 2555 1994 1163 41 10 American % 
While 

262% 27.1% 28.6 27.5% 48.8% 378 1 3076 1811 125 61 
% 

Undefined 31.9% 30.9% 30.0 43.0% 27.2% 4595 3503 1900 195 34 % 
Total 100°10 100% 100 100°11) 100% 14410 11341 6330 454 125 % 
CFPAna~ts Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 
Ethnjcih• a ...... lied Elinible BQ Referred Selected A--.. lied Elinible BQ Referred Selecte 
Oilier 2 .1% 2.0% 2 .8% 1.9% 2.5% 145 102 27 7 1 
Asian 7.3% 7.5% 6.7% 7.9% 10 .0% 510 379 65 29 4 
Hispanic/Latino 7.7% 7.6% 6.9% 6.5% 17.5% 533 364 67 24 7 
Slack/Afr. 

25.3% 25.1% 
21.1 17.2% 7.5% 1760 1263 204 63 3 American % 

White 34.1% 35.3% 34.6 24.5% A2.5% 2375 1778 335 90 17 
% 

Undefined 23.6% 22.4% 
27.8 42.0% 20.0% 1641 1125 269 154 8 % 

Tomi 100% 100% 100 100% 100% 6964 5031 967 367 40 % 
Pa~ Jegals Percontago by Hiring Pha.se Applicant Count 
Ethnlcltv A ...... 11.d Ellalble BQ Roforted Selected A"""II0d Etinlblo BQ Rorerred Selocto 
Oilier 1.9% 1.9% 2 .8% 3 .2% 59 48 16 10 0 
Asian 4 .4% 4 .4% 5.1% 4.9% 8.3% 136 114 29 15 1 
Hispanic/Latino 7.8% 8.1% 6.1% 7.4% 16.7% 241 21 1 35 23 2 
Black/Afr. 30.0% 29.0% 34.1 31.4% 25.0% 930 752 196 97 3 American % 
While 20.5% 20.6% 17.8 

14.6% 16.7% 636 535 102 45 2 
% 

Undefined 
35.4 % 35.9% 34.1 38.5% 33.3% 1099 931 196 119 4 % 

Tomi 100% 100% 100 100% 100% 3101 2591 574 309 12 % 
Ec;_onoml~.• Percentage by Hiring Phaso Appllcant Count 
Elhnlcltv A""lied Ellalblc BQ Referred Selected A""lied Ellalble BQ Referred Scloctc 
Oilier 1.4% 1.6% 1.5% 2.2% 26 22 18 1 0 
Asian 

11.4% 11.5% 10.6 13.0 % 10 .0% 216 159 126 6 2 % 
Hispanic;lt.alioo 62% 6.3% 6.1% 13.0 % 15.0% 118 87 72 6 3 
Black/Afr. 11.2% 9.7% 9.0% 8.7% 5.0% 212 135 106 4 1 American 
White 38.6% 41.9% 41.3 39.1% 50.0% 733 582 489 18 10 % 
Undefined 31.3% 29.0% 31.5 23.9% 20.0% 595 403 373 11 4 % 

., 



Total 100% 100% 100 
% 

100% 100% 1900 13811 1184 46 20 



SYS TEM VALID APPLICANT CUSTOM STATUS CODES 

Status Code 

8Q 

BQCP 

BQCS 
llQSP 

BQTP 

BQXP 

CAN 
CATH 

CATC 
DA 

DG 
1)1. 

DZ 
FR 
INC 
lNl\l, 

INR 
lOTl-1 
ISF5 

ITRA 
NCBQ 
NN 
NQEF. 
NQSE 

NQSS 

NRMP 
NRNA 

NRNR 
NS 
REV 
$EL 

Stah is Description 

B<st Qualified 
lk>st Qualified - CP16 

B<st Qualified - CPS 

tk-st Qualified -Sole Smvi\'Ot: 

B<st Qualified - Tl' 
U.St Qualified - XP 

Announcement cancelled 
SME Review, Categr,,1; 1 B 

SME Review, CategoryC 

Dec1ined Ag.en<.:)' 
))(!dined grade 

Declined location 

Dec.lined for other reasous 
Failed to Reply 

Not c-Jjgible .. lnoomptete appJjcation 

Not eligible for considerotioo 
fooom pJ(..1e • No rcsutne 

fooomplete • Tncomplete a.pplic--tttion 

lnoomplc-tc • No SF5O 
lnoomplete • No Transc::.ript 
Non-Compc-titivc ~1 Qualified 

Not Selected-Not C-0nt~<.:ted 
Not Qualifiec.l • Edu<:0tiou/Expcricn<:c 
Not Qual.ified - Speciollied Experience 

Not QuaUfied-Self Screen-out 

Not Referred Merit Promotion 

Not- Refurred to Ne.xi A~essment 

Nbt Reviewed Not Referred 
Not Selected 

Re\1iewing Application 

Appli~ nt Selected 

•b Cl\ CPS, •rp il(1d XJ" i1.fC:l fonn;lll)' ddfr,ed -s1:·1h1$<;(1(l('-S fordlfferei,l l.\'1>(:S: ()f \"tt,ef;ll'IS:' pr:e(crtute. 'l'ht ddollion i ,,d 
meaning behind such codes c1m be found ln Title V regulalion, 

.. 



Status Code Status Description 
SME Stlbject Maner Expert~Re\licW 
\<VJTH With drew Considerntion 

70 



ADVERSE IMPACT RESULTS TABLES 

TABLE 241: OVERALL 2011-2017 RESULTS SY RACEJETHNICIIY_ 
•;b)(S) 

TABLE 25: OVERALL 2011-2014 RESULTS SY RACE/ETHNICITY 

6j(5f 

" 



TABLE 26: OVERAU 2015-2017 RESULTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY 

X>) 

TABLE 27: RESUt. TS f ~ A$tAN CAN0lOAT£S av OCCUPATION 

~ 

n 



TABLE 28: RESULTS FOR SLACK CANDIDATES BY OCCUPATION 
MS) 

TABLE 29: RESULTS FOR H ISPANIC CANDIDATES SY OCCUPATION 
1>1(5) 

73 



TABLE 30: RE SUL TS FOR OTHER OR UNDEFINED CANDIDATES BY OCCUPATION 

:oJ(.:i) 

TABLE 31; OVERAU RESULTS EXCLUDING SELF-SELECTION AND CANCELED OPENINGS 

1)(5) 

74 



TABLE 32: RESULTS BY OCCUPATION FOR ASlAN CANDIDATES, EXCLUDfNG SELF-SEl.E-CTION ANO CANCELED OPENINGS 
XS) 

YABLE 33, ReSuLTS BY OCCUPATIO>I FOR BLACK CANDIDATES, EXCLUOING SEl.F.SELECTION Al<D CANCELED OPENING$ 
:•)(5) 

75 



TABLE 34: RE SUL TS SY OCCUPATION FOR HISPANIC CANDIDATES, EXCLUDING SELF-SELECTION ANO CANCELED OPENINGS 

1))(5) 

TABLE 35: RESULTS'SY OCCUPATION FOR OTHER OR UNOEFlNED CANDIDATES, EXCLUDING SELf~SELECTiON ANO CANCELED 
OPENINGS 

•) 

76 



\bJ(.:i) 

TABLE 36: OVERALL R:ESULTS INCLUDING THE REFERRED PliASE 

1>)(5) 

TABLE 37: RESULTS BY OCCUPATION FOR AStAN CANDIDATES. INCLUDING THE REFERRED PHASE 

bl(S) 

" 





TABLE 38: RES UL TS BY OCCUPATION FOR BLACK CANDIDA TES. INCLUDING THE REFERRED PHASE 

\bJ(.:i) 

TABLE 39: RESULTS BY OCCUPATION FOR HJSPANIC CANOlDATES, INClUDlNG THE REFERRED PHASE 
1:tiXSl 

19 
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1. CFPB Hiring Data Analyses: FY2011 -
FY2014 

1.1 Summary of Hiring Data Set 
CFPB pro,;ded the PDRI team with hiring data for applicants from FY 2011 through part of FY 2015. 

11wse data were. ohtaincd Lhrough Cf'PB's talent ricquisition S)'Stern {Career Conrlector), which only 
contains data for applicants who applied to vacam .. ·y announcements posted on USA.Jobs.gov. This 

system does not include applicant data for CFP'B executive positions. for aon-oompetitive hiring 

situations. or for certain hieing autl,orities outside the public posting process (e,g,, Schedule A hiring. for 

persons with targeted disabilities). 

Depending on the question of interest and available data, cutoff dates were set to constrain each 

analysis as appropriate. For example, if the question of imere~,;t involved how far applican ts progressed 

in the hiring 1,roc...-ess. we excluded FY 20.lS da,a hcc-ause only a few months or data were available for FY 
2015. More specifically, tbe hieing datn set was pulled from the system in early February 2015. 

Announcement close dates for PY 2015 data ranged from 1 October 2014 to 5 Febmary 2015. Some FY 
2015 announcements were still open when the data,\fere puUed. 

The initial data pull from Career Connector incJuded 214,416 application records, v.ith posting open 

dates from FY 2011 through the beginning of FY 2015. We executed a number of steps to identify 

duplicate rec-ords and exclude these fl'01n-fut1.her analyses. Unique demographic 10 numbers allowed us 

to id4;:ntiry individua.ls witl1 more thau one record. We designed dot a sc.r~ning steps to re.ta in duplicates 

involving the same person appi),ing for more than one annoWlcement, or applying at more than one 

point in time: and to screen out duplic.."'ltes involving records that were updated in some way (e.g., vet 

status changed, applicant status updated) but involved the same person and announcement. For 

c:itample, records wel't) retained if they had a unique demogra.1>hic IO, or a unique combination of 
demographic ID i1n<l announcement number, and so on. AS auother example1 i( two records were 
identical in eve I)' ,,.-ay except for vet status code, then one of those records was retained for analyses and 

the other was screened out. Because vet status was not a variable of interest in these analyses, the 

select'ion of which record to retain wa.~arhitrary. FinaUy, irrcoor<l~ w<:re identical c.xecpt for 

questionnaire st'Ore or applicant status, the record with the highest score or most fina.1 ~tatm, result was 
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retained and the others were screened out. {}Ii red status was more final than Selected. which was more 

finaJ than Best Qualified1 and so on.) Thus, we screened out about 5.5% of the. records, leaving 2021579 
remaining. 

Table 1 provides a summary of the cleaned data set1 after screening out duplicate records as 
summatized above. This table also swumarizes the announcement open (posted) dates and number of 

records by fiscal year. 

TA8LE 1: SUMMARY OF HIRING OATA. SET, ALL JOSS INCLUDED 

Numb&r of Applicant 

Fiscal Yoar Min Open Date Max Open Date Fiscal Year Range Records 

FY 2011-2012 313111 1 9128112 10/1110 to 9/30/12 74,SM 

FY 2013 1012112 9130/13 10/1/12 10 9130/13 47.906 

FY 2014 10/2/13 9130/14 10/1/13 lo 9130/14 60,9!l0 

FY2015 10/1114 2/5115 10/1/14 to 9/30/15 19.095 

Total 202,579 

Next. we t.-onsidered the extent to wbfoh this data set might not adequately represent applicants who 
appl.ied outside of Career Connector, and thus were absent from these data. To examine this issue, we 
compared numbers of employees on rolls who were hired through Career Connector to those who were 

bired outs'ide otC.arccr Connector, for u CFPB O(..'Cupations that \Vero ntissioil~critical and/ or h.1rg·e.-
iucumbeot occupations. 

Tahtc 2 sho"'S the l'C!>11lts o(tl1is comparison, l)ascd on the CFPB workforce numbers flt the end of 2014 . . .,, 
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TABLE 2; EMPLOYEES 00 ROLLS IN 2014. MlSSfOt,f.CRfTICAL OR LARGE~INCUMBENT OCCUPATIONS, HIRED 
TI-I ROUGH CAREER COtJNECTOR {CC) VERSUS· NOT 

On 
0cc Rolls On Rolls Total Occupation's % in 
Cod from Not from on % of Total Occupation, 

• Occupational Series cc cc Rolls Population Not from CC 

0905 GENERAL ATTORNEY 25 243 267 18.5% 91.1)% 

1101 GENERAL BUSINESS 28 20 48 3.3% 41,7% 
ANO INDUSTRY 

1102 CONTRACTING 7 4 11 0.8% 36.4% 

0110 ECONOMIST 22 12 34 2.4% 35.3% 

0570 FINANCIAL INSTITUTION 258 140 397 27.5% 35.3% 
EXAMINING 

0201 PERSONNEL 22 10 32 2.2% 31.3% 
MANAGEMENT 

0343 MANAGEMENT & 19 8 27 1.9% 29.6% 
PROGRAM ANALYSIS 

0301 MISCELLANEOUS 229 88 314 21,8% 28.0% 
AOMINISTRA TION & 
PROGRAM 

0303 MISCELLANEOUS CLERK 31 12 43 3.0% 27.9% 
&ASSISTANT 

2210 INFORMATION 85 26 111 7.7% 23.4% 
TECHNOLOGY 
MANAGEMENT 

0501 FINANCIAL 38 3 40 2.8% 7.5% 
AOMINISTRA TION & 
PROGRAM 

All Olhefs 84 36 119 8.2% 30.3% 

Tota 848 602 1,443 100% 41,7'/4 
I 

Table 3 provides a summal)• .of the cleaned data set, after screening out duplicate records and removing 

the 32,027 records involving General Attorney applicants. 

TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF HIRING DAT A SET, GENERAL A TT OR NEV APPLICAtlT$ SCREENED OUT 

Number of Applicant 

Flscal Year Min Open Date Max Open Oate Flscal Yea, Range Records 

FY 2011-2012 3/3111 1 9128112 10/1110 to 9130/12 63,329 

FY201 3 101211 2 9130/13 10/1112 to 9130/13 41,375 
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FY 2014 1012/13 9130/14 1011113 to 9130/14 52.460 

FY 201S 1011114 215/15 10/1/14 to 9130/15 13.388 

Total 170,552 

1.2 Race/Ethnicity Data 
During lhe applicntio1\ process, individunls were asked to \'0luntarily disclose demographic dab,. If an 
individual chose not to disclose demographic data~ be or she was categorize<l as "Uadefioed." For the 
purposes of this report, we kept "Undefined" as a separate category indicating race/ethnicity was not 
se)[ .. reporte-d and is, tltereforet unknown. We gt·ouped the following race/ethnicity categories as ··otJ1er'" 

due to t..h-c relatively small numbers of individuals typically found in cnch or these categories: (1) Na live 
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (Not Hispanic or Latino), (2) American Indian or Alaska Native (Not 
Hispanic or Latino), and (3) 'l\-.·o or More Races. ln addition to "Undefined" and "'Other," results are 
reported for the following categories: (1) Hispanic or Latino, (2) Black or African American (Not 

His panic or L,1.t ino), (3) A~ian (Not Hispanic or Latll'10J, a nd (4) Wl1ite (Not Hispanic or l.atino). 
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2. Hiring by Race/Ethnicity and Hiring 
Phase 

We.an;)ly,..cd CFPB's hiring data for FY 2011 through FY 2014 based on tl\c racc/ctJ,nicity of applicants 
for noa-ex.ecufrve and non-general-attorney positions onJy. For th-e four-year hiring period under 
re"iew, we identified the latest hiring phase reached for each applicant. These four hiring phases are the 
same :1s those used in similar prior analyses and reflect application processing and assessment-related 

activities in what is often described as tJ1e hiring "'funnel." Everyone who submitted at least one 
appliCAtion to a particular posting was incl oded in th-e .. Applied" phase. TI\OSe applicants whose 
qualifications were evaJuated and found to meet minimum qualifications were considered "Eligible." 
Applicants whose assessment resu1ts were sufficien·Uy strong were considered ia the "Best Qualified• 
pl1ase. Finally, all applicants offered an employment opportunity were in the "Selected" phase. 

As described earlier, applicant processing for vac-ancies posted in r\'2015 was not complete at the time 

of data e.xtraction. These data are not included in the analyses to follow. As a result, 13)748 applications 
,;vere dropped from the run data set in analyses presented b~low, leaving a grand total of 156,804. 

The four hiring phases were defined.and had total sample sizes as follows: 

• Applied : 42,36-0 applicants, declared ineligible (i.e., failed to meet minimum qualifications) 

and did not progress beyond applicant sta tus: 156,804 grand total Applied. 

• Eligible: 72t571 applicants. declared eligible (i.e., met minimum qualifications) but did not 
progress t() wen qualified or l>es1 qualified status; 114,444 g,n)n<l total Eligible. 

• Best Qualified: 40,527 applicants, declared among the pool of well qualified' or best qualified 

candidates. but were not selected: 41,873 grand total Best Qualified. 

• Selected: 1,346 applicants who were selected and offered a _position. inc.Juding tl1ose who were 

sc.lccted and dccl[nc<l, and Lhosc who were selected and thc:n hired; 1,346 grand total Selected. 

' The "wdl quaJificd" designation is u.,;ed r-elat~ly in(rcquently. and only tn casl'1- when: the ·Oest qu.allficd~ applicant pool is 
too !llllllll. ' l'herefore. In pmctioe. "'well qualified~ and "bestqualjfjed" applicants are treated lhe S.'lntt! in t.o.--:rms of hiring 
pl"OCl'5:S ,ind dl-<:ision•maldng. 
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Results for 156,804 applicants11 for FY 20U through FY 2014 are summarized in figure 1, Size limits 
prohibit all data labels from displaying in the figure. Appendix A contains all of the numbers in table 

form. Note the followiug results: 

b)(5) 

The pattern shown in Figure L replicates eurlie.r patterns found by CFPB staff ru; well as by the Office of 
Inspector General (OIG, 2015), Jn order to better understand these res tilts and further enhance CFPB's 
efforts to promote workforce diversity, we ne.x1 examined the e:dent to which this results pattern held 

under different oonditioos - such AS v.'ithin particular job groups, year•over~ycar, and after excluding 

applicants who self-~lect".ed Ot•t of the hirin_g proces.s. These result$ are presented ne.xt. 

ii JfoSngst:i.ge wa..-. eoded a.ti unknown if the arniounce:ment d ~ cl.nte was m/1/201.4 or later. bearn91! t.lw.se announcements 
could ha,'\' still been opc.n wMn the data wrrc pulled (n • 360}, 
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FIGURE 1: APPLICANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE AND NON-ATTORNEY POSITIONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY ANO 
HIRING PHASE. FY 201 t - FY 2014 COMBINED 

100°A1 
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~ 60% 
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i 50% < -0 ... 40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 
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Best 
Ethnicity Appllod Ellglblo Ouallflod Selected 
Undefined 7.2% 71% 7,5% 71% 

• Omer 23% 2.3% 2.3% 1.0% 

• Asian 8.0% 8.1% 9.0% 11.4% 

• Hl&panlc/LaUno 7.5% 7.4% 7.3% 6.5% 

• BJack/Afrfc.an Amerl .. 34.6% 34.8% 30.2% 19.9% 

• White 404% 40.3% 43.8% 54. 1% 

2.1 Hiring by Job Group 
Next. we investigated the extent to which the race/ethnicity profiles by hiring phase. were consistent 
across job groups. defined by occupation series. We wanted to know1 for example .. whether the decline 

iu represeutation for Black/ African America.a applicants in the last two phases of the hiring process was 
occurring to a greAt.er extent in sorr1c jobs than others. Figure 2 shows racc/ elhnicity prolilcs by hiri11g 
phase for three of the occupations 'A'lth the largest applicant pools: Economists (occupation series 
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ouo). Examiners (occupation series 0570). and Miscellaneous Administration and Program Series 
( 0301 ). These ocx:upations are a)so defined as the CFPB's mission critical occupations. ·t11erefore, 

further exploration of hiring in these groups \o/8S pa..11.kularly im1>0rtai1L 

From f-Y 2ou through FY 2014 there were 2,572> 25,461: and 48,341 applicant records for these job 
groups, respectively. ,ve considtred looking separntely at Paralegal applicants as well, but there were 

comparatively fewer rcoord.$ in this groop (2,396) a11d all applica,ns progl·es$ed at least to the Eligible 
phase. TI1e "'Other" category (n-= 78,034) includes (tll non-executive positions apart from Attorneys, 
Eoonomists, Examiners, Miscellaneous Administration and Program Series (0301), and_Para)egals. 

Notable results in Figure 2 include the following (see Appendix A for tabulated data): 
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FIGU~E 2: APPLICANTS FOR NQN,EXECUTIVE POSITIONS SY JOB GROU?3, AACEIETHNICITY, ANO Ht RING 
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2.2 Hiring by Fiscal Year 
Next, we investigated the extent to which the race/ethnicity profiles by biting phase ,,.:ere consistent 
from one fiscal year to the next. J > 

"igure 3 .shows race/ethnicity 
pro }'eat\ me u ng res ts or fY 2011-2012 (combined because 2011 was 

not a full year}, 2013, and 2 0 14. Notable results in Figul'e 3 include the :following (see Appendix A fo l' 
tabulflled dnta): 

1>)(5) 
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FIGURE 3: APPLICANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE AND NON-ATTORNEY POSITIONS BY FISCAL YEAR, 
RACE/ETiiNICfTY, ANO HIRING PHASE, FY 2011 - FY 201-1 
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3. Other Explanations: Underlying Factors 
bX5J 

b)(S) ~Ve posed the follo"iag questions: 

• Are the;:re race/ethnicity dispa1ities in h~111,s of who sclf-se.lects out of the hiriog proOO$S? 

• Does this finding persist if we exclude from analyses those applicants who self-selected out of 
the hiring process'? 

• Are there race/ethnicity di~pa1itics in terms of who is invited to interview, a step which occurs 
between 1ho Bcsl Qualified or>d Selected phase,;? 

The available data allowed us to address these questions only for FY 2014, because. this was the first 

year tlrnt detailed applicant stan1s codes were consistently and 1·eHabJy captured in tl1e data. Results are 
preseoted next. 

3.1 Applicant Self-Selection 
Of the 49,498 applic.:nnt rccor~ls from FY 20144, 8.7% selr-selectOO out a1 some 1>0iot during the hi.rirtg 

proooss, compared to 90.7% who did not self-select out and o.6% uaknown. For this analysis, "self
selected out" included applicants who removed themselves from consideration for any reason. including 

failure to complete all .application requirements (e.g., no resume, no n·anscript, not coml,leting required 
assessments) and <h~ining interviC\\' or job off~rs for any reason. The majority of 1l1ose who self
selected out did so in completing and submitting ~pplication materials. Declinations were a much 
smaller group of applicants who self-selected out. 

Forms such as the standard form 50 (SF50) Notification ofPersonnel Action documenting foTmer 

federal competitive service are needed to determine a person's eligibility for federal employment. 

Trausc1ipts are required for any position that requires positive education or the specific demonstration 

4 Non-E.x<.'('Utive and non~J\ltome>' positfom, c.."cluding aonouncc:1n1.'1ltli thal were <.'<UlteUcd 
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of holding a professional degree. Et-ooomists. Statisticians, and Attorneys are the most common such 

positions at Cf PB. 

Figure 4 shows the breakdown of all FY :io14 apJ)licants by race/ethnicity, compared to the breakdown 

of PY 2014 applicants who self-selected out of the hiring process. Note the following: 

FIGURE 4: RAOEJEll-tNICITV REPRESENT ATiON, AMONG ALL APPLICANTS~ ANO AMONG APPLICANTS WHO 010 
NOT ScLF-SeLECT OUT OF THE HIRlNG PROCESS, FY 2014 

l>)(5) 

""'· 

5% 
0% 
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18,338 
1.49!t 

81ecl<fAtrlc&n 
Amorican His.panlcJLa1ino Othor 

Llilgo11d 
■ All a~it:tM~ 

■ S$1!4elBC100 out 

3,9t 7 344 

1.2S3 102 --

i> Non~f.."((l(;Ulfrc and non~Atlomey po:sitions, excluding 11.nnoum.'t.'ffl~nts th11i wtrc c-~itK.-elkd 
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Figures 5 and 6 show that the FY 20 t4 patterns for representation by ethnicity and hiring ph:.,se remain 
the same after e.~duding those applicants who self-se1ected out of the hiring process. Figure 5 shows the 

results across occupations and Figure 6 show·s results within occupatio11s. Figure 6 omits the 

F..oonomists, because. the sam1>le sizes were relatively srnall (267 1-e<:Otds total, 4 Rired) a.nd th\1S the 
patterns could be unreliable. Tabulated data corresponding to these figures appears in Appendix A. 

FlGURE 5! APPI.ICANT$ FOR. NON,EXECUTIVE ANO NON,ATTORNEY POSITIONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY A.NO 
HIRING PHASE, EXCLUDING THOSE WHO SELF-SELECTED Ol/1', FY 2014 

100% 

90% 

80% 

10% 

~ 60% 
B 
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50% a. 
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0% 

Best 
Ethnicity Applied Ellgibte. Qualified Selected 

Undoflnod 76% 74% 81% 8,1% 

• Other 2.6% 26% 25% 1,0% 

• AslM 79% 81% 87% 13.2% 

• Hfspantc/LatJno 7,3% 71% 6 5'% 5,7% 

• Btnck/Arrlean Amorl .. 374% 37.8% 32.2% 19.9% 

• White 373% 37.0% 42.0% 52,0% 

After excluding applicants who self-selected out of the hiring process, notable results for FY 2014 
included the following: 
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FIGURE 6: APPLICANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE POSITIONS BY JOB GROUP, RACE/ETHNICITY. ANO HIRING 
PHASE, EXCLUDING THOSE WHO SELF•SElECTEO OUT, FY 2014 
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3.2 Hiring Manager Interviews 
D)(S) 
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b)(S) 

The main hiring acthities thattake. place between Best Qualified and Selected are iu,iting applicants to 
interview, conducting and making decisions based on interviews, and conducting reference checks for 
applicants in cousideration for selection. 

b){S) 

• 25,789 Applicants referred buL no1 in\fited to interview'• 

• 331 applicants referred and invited to interview1 

• 6,718 applicants not referred and not invited8 

• 2,962 applicants on announcements tl1atwc:re cancelled 

• 4,24.1 AppUcauts who se.lf-scJeet.ed out prior to the inLerv:iew stage~ 

• 11,863 applicants ,.,~th interview status uaknown•0 

Figure 7 shows race/ethnicity representation among al1 applicants and by interview status for fY 2014, 
i~xduding applicants on ca nee.lied announcement$, those who self-selected out prior 10 the inten•iew 
stage. and those with interview status unknov.-11. Key findings: 

b)(!i) 

6 Applk:un Sl:l (US t'Ode.ii: BQ-t.."N, EligiOle-1\tru:'A, or Eligible-NllNR 

1 Applirtml •!lt3tUS codes: Declined. Hired, or Sel«!.eted 

ii Applicamstatuseode~ lnelig1Dh ... lNEL. lncligjble-NQF.£., lncligible-N'QSF.. 

g A.p1llic:mt s:1atosoode..'-: Ineligible (FR. TN'C, fNR, 10TH, ISFs, lTRA. NQSS): orOeclin~-WJTH 

•• Applicant statu.< ood,,,, SQ·BQ. BQ-BQCP, BQ-BQCS, BQ-BQ'fP, BQ-SQXP. BQ-NCBQ. BQ-NS. SQ•SMF., F.ligibl .. NEW. 
Eligiblc•REV, lnd.igible--NEW. Jncligiblt'•NTIG. WQ,C\TB, WQ•NI:.,,V 
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'1>)(5) 

Unfortunately, applicant processing in FY:2014 combined applicants who wcl'e invited to in1crviC\\I ai1d 
not selected wilb those who \'fflre not invitee.I to interview (and not selected). The ooJy grot1p of 
applicants that can reliably be determined to have been interviewed were those made an offer of 

e.mployrnenL Upon discovering this p rocessing rule in July of 2015. processing l'UJes were changed to 
clearly disti11goish aod reliably code applicanls invited to interview with the applicant status code ··Ns -
Not SeJeete<l. ·· Going fonva rd, applicaots who a,n~ not invited to interview will be coded with lhe 
applicant status code: "NN - Not Contacted/Not Selected." 

FlGURE 7: RACEJETHNICl'TY RE.PRESENTATION'-' BY INTERVIEW STATUS, FY 2014 
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3.3 Custom Applicant Status 
The FY 2014 data inc1uded custom applicant status codes. whiclt provided additional detail about 
applicant disposition \\'lthin each biling phase. A lis1ing of the. system valid applicanl custom status 
code is provide in Appendix C. Figure 8 shows the breakdown of the number of applicants coded into 
these custom status codes within each hiring phase and rat."e/etbaicgroup. 

Arnong those wbo did nol progress heyor1d Applied, t.he most oommou reasons foi:- AJI groups we.re not 
qualifit.-d due to specialized experience requirements (NQSE) and self-screening out. Federal hiring 
provides agencies the authority to define the type and degree of specialized expe.rience required to meet 

minimum quali fications for a specific job. More infonnation about specialized expe1ience 
detemtination$ may be: found through the- Oflioo of Personnel Management., Applicants who self screen 
as not qoalified (;'lQSS) resp<>nd to a seucas,;essment question tbat they do not meet the specialized 
expeJience. requirements. 

X>J 

u Non•Exeeuti\'e and non-All<>~)' posit'ions; all ~fnmts exclude applicants who se-lf-sde<:led ou1 prior t:<> the interview pha...;e 

~ (htl])s:/h'f'-'"·ol'm.go"/poli,;x-data•oversii.htJclassificati<.>n•qualiticati<Jn,;/l_l.•neral••thodule
q~Jl]ific<1li911:~\and~r/l~/) 
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3.4 Applicant Referral 
Up to this point. results have focused on four hiring phases: Applied. Eligible, Best Qualified 
(includes Well Qualrned), and Selected (includes Ii ired). There is another hiring phas,, in 
between Be,t Qualified andSele<.-ted, and wee.xamioed !his next. 

Alnong applicants classified as Best Qualified, one or two Lhings cnn happen. They are citln:r ( t) 

referred and placed on a hiring manager's certificate of eligibles. or {z) they are not referr~<l and 
thus not placed on a certificate. Applicants must appear on a hiring manager's cet1ificate in 
order to be considered for an interview and have the chance to be Selected. Hiring managers do 

not see applicants who are not placed on to a hitiugmaoagel"s certificate. Thi~ determination -

referred or not refcrn::d - is outside the discreU011 of hjring rru1nagers' abili1y to ioflnence 
decision making:. 

Federal hiring ruJes dcfioc.d u1tdt r Category Rating specific Lhe eondiLions under which an 
applicant may be placed on a hiri.ng manager certificate (aka reforral). Referral for bi ring under 
delegated examining rules is often influenced by eligibility for veterans• preference 13, Under 
Catego1y Rating rules, an applicant may not be referred if an equally qualified veteran or a 

veteran with a ~e.rvicc~connect di$llbility ha$ bcc.n assessed and phlccd into the same quality 
c:Hego1y. In a smaller number of other cifcmn.stam:es govern the referral of applicant5 on a 
certificate of eligible.5 for selection consideration. 

To understand better Lhe inOuence under the d irect control of CFPU hiring managers, we added 
a "Referred' hiring phase for the sake of analyses described in this section. Data for these 

analyses were pulled for FY 2014, incJuding certific.nte·1evel data. The same steps discus~ 
earlier were used to prepare the darn (e.g., screening out duplicate records, coding new variables 
such as racc/cthnidty andjobgroop}. For this analysis. we were interested in disoovering 1hc 
relative influence of Category Rating procedures on lhe observed changes in the demographic 
profile of applicants between the Best Qualified and Selected phases. Applicants who were 

1.J J::liS,ibSllty ,,1lts for v¢1er.)il$' prefe-re1.1~ h1 hiring art-delitH.-d for ~,>PIJ~11L$ wh() t ;)n derno1.1s.tr:ne fc:,.noer t111ti1;111• 
service in specific milibuy campaigns or time periods. and/or who suffered a service connected disability. 
I.M<>mu1ti,)11 :il,c)ul 1.•,Uv,ibilily for ,~tr;1ns' 1mitr\'!k;e is p-t(lvide for ,nkl<ir'rllle V qf the U.S. Ccxk. Addhtonal 
infonn.ition about Calego,y Rating procedures is a,·nilable under OP)-1 Odega.tcd F.iwmining guidance. 
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classified Best Qualified and assigned to a hiring manager's (.'ertlficate were coded as .. Referred" 
for latest hiti ng phase reached. Othen,i.se, they remained coded a.s "licst Qualified." 

Some applicant custom status codes remained in the status of "S~IE," indicating that the 
applicant was assigned for SME review and was not later placed onto a certificate of eligibles. 

Final status and close out of certificate processing was not captured by tJ1e applicant tracking 
S)fSt~o, if 1 he applicanL was no1 ph\ced OJJIO a hiring rnanag4;?r cedifieate. Under such 
cirC\UJJ.Stances. while-the S.M'..E re"iew mny have assessed the cand.idnte for placement into a 
different quality category, these records remained coded as ' Best Qualified.•,, 

We amdyzed CFPB's oertificate-level biri111\ <lat• for FY 2014 based 011 the race/ethnicity of 
applicants for non-executive and non-general-attorney positions only, The five hiring phases 
were defined and bad total sample sizes as folJows: 

• Applied: 13,970 applicants, declared ineligible (i.e., failed to meet minimum 

qualifications) and did not progress beyond applicant status. 52,329 grand total Applied. 

• Eligible: 26,834 applicants. declared eligible (i.e .• met minimum qualifications) but djd 
no1 progi.-tss to weH qualified or best quAlified status. 38,359 grand t·ota l Etig.ibJe. 

• Best Qualified: 3,199 applicants, declared among the pool of well qualified or best 

qualified candidates, but were not refen-ed. 11~525 grand total Best Qualified. 

• Reforred: 7,990 applicants, p1aced on a hiring manager's certificate and thus available 
to be considered for interview, bot were. not selected. 8,326 gnu1d total Referred. 

• Sclech .• :od: 336 npplicants who were.selected and offered a positiou, including those who 
were selected and declined, and those who were selected and tlieu hired. 336 grand total 

Selected. 

Results for 52,329 applicants for 'FY 2014 are summarized in fjgure 9. fb)CS) 

However, we noted the following: 

, ... )(5) 

,,. 1,950 0£1ht- 11.189 appliaanti; with Ucsl Qualified u.ppficantstntushM1 a Otttificale number containiog MSM E.." 
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FIGURE 9: APPllCANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE AND NON-ATTORNEY POSITIONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY 
ANO 5 HIRING PHASES. FY 20t4 
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Finally, we further examined hiring results across five phases. within job groups. Notable resu1ts 
in f"igu:re 10 include the foUoVt.ing: 

b}(5) 
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FIGURE 10: APPLICANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE POSITIONS BY JOB GROUP'S, RACE/ETHNICnY, ANO 5 
HIRING PHASES, FY 2014 
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4. Summary and Conclusions 
1>)(5) 
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When interpreting and developing action plans based on these analyses, the foUowiug caveats 
associated v.iith data limitations should be kept in mind: 
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APPENDIX A: DATA TABLES 

TABLE 4; APPLICANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE ANO NO~A TT ORN EV POSITIONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY 
ANO HIRING PHASE, FY2011 - FY2014 

All Applic:oint• FY11-
Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

14 
Best Selecte Best 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie d Applied Eligible Qualifie 
d d 

Undefined 7.2% 7.1% 7.5% 7. 1% 11.314 8.077 3 .121 
Other 2.3% 2.3% 2.3% 1.0% 3 .657 2,635 962 
Asian 8.0% 8.1% 9.0% 11,4% 12,514 9,305 3,762 
Hispanic/tatino 7.5% 7.4% 7,3% 6.5% 11,712 8.477 3 .037 
Black/African 34.6% 34.8% 30.2% 19.9% 54,219 39,813 12.633 American 
White 40.4% 40.3% 43,8°/o 54.1% 63 388 46.1 37 18 .358 
Tolal 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%, 100.0% 66.804 114,444 41.873 
Economists FY11 •14 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

B<!st Selecte Best 
Ethnicity Applied EJigible Qualifie d Applied Eligible Qualifie 

d d 
Undefined 8.0% 7.4% 8.6% 3.8% 206 129 53 
Other 1.8% 1.8 % 1.5% 0.0% 46 31 9 
A"Sian 15.7% 16.6% 17,8% 19.2% 404 290 109 
Hispanic/Latino 6.1% 6.1% 5.1% 7.7% 156 107 31 
S'8ck/African 18 .9% 16.6% 9 .5% 3.8% 487 291 58 American 
Whf1e 49.5% 51.6% 57.6°/o 65.4% 1 273 904 353 
Tola! 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 2 .572 1.752 613 
E.x.amlnors FY11•14 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

BGSt S<llecte B&St 
Ethnicity Appll&d Eligible QuaUfle 

d 
Applied Eligibk) Quallfie 

d d 
Undefined 7,0% 6.9% 7.2% 4.5% 1,773 942 480 
Other 2.0% 1.9% 2.0% 1.0% 514 257 134 
Asian 8.3% 8.9% 9.6% 8.0% 2,108 1,225 642 
Hlsp,anicll.alino 7.9% 8.1% 7.3%, 8.0% 2,005 1,108 468 
Black/African 25.2% 23.6% 20.6% 16.9% 6,425 3,234 1,383 American 
Whi1e 49.6% 50.7% 53.0% 61.6% 2,636 6 960 3 533 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 25.461 13,726 6.660 
Misc. Admln. & 
Program Serie• Percentage by Hlrtng Phase Applicant Count 
FYl 1•14 

Best Selecte Best 
Ethnicity Applied Eligible Quallfle 

d 
Applied Eligible Quallfle 

d d 
Unde(ined 7.5% 7.3% 7.6% 8.8% 3,646 2,685 743 
Olher 2.4C'.l/o 2.5% 2 .6% 1.4% 1. 167 897 258 
Asian 6.5% 6.7% 6.6% 10.1% 3,162 2,440 651 
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Hispanic/Latino 7.2% 7.0% 7.2% 5.8% 3.473 2,567 709 21 
Black/AfrtCM 

36.8% 36.6% 35.8% 24.9% 7,602 13.405 3,509 91 American 
White 39.5% 39.9% 40.0% 49.0% 9.091 14,583 3,921 179 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 8 341 36,577 9.791 365 
other Jobs F Y 11-14 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

Best 
Selecte 

Best 
Selecte 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie 
d 

Applied Eligible Qualifie 
d 

d d 
Undefined 7.1% 6.9% 1 .4% 7,5% 5.502 4,134 1,658 48 
Otller 2A% 2.4% 2.4% 0.9% 1,907 1.427 538 6 
Asian SA% 8.5% 9 .3% 13.4% 6 ,569 5,079 2 ,090 86 
Hispanic/Latino 7.6% 7.5% 7.3% 6.2% 5.909 4,526 1,640 40 
Black/African -37.4% 37.6% 32.9% 19.2% 29.202 22,580 7.360 123 American 
White 37.1% 37,1% 40.6% 52.7% 28 945 22247 9 110 338 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 78.034 59,993 22,4 16 641 
FY?011-l'Y~12 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

Best 
Selecte 

Best 
Selecte Ethnicity Applied Eligible Quallfie 

d 
Applied Eligible Quallfie d d d 

Undefined 6 ,9% 6.8% 7.3% 7.5% 4,339 3,110 1.361 45 
Other 2,2% 2.1% 2 .1% 0,7% 1,3~ 968 387 4 
Asian 7.4% 7,5% 8.5% 10.8% 4.707 3.455 1.581 65 
His.panic/Latino 7.3% 7.3% 7.1% 5.8% 4.588 3,357 1.313 35 
Black/African 33.0% 33.1% 28,4% 21.6% 20.833 15,200 5 ,265 130 American 
White 43.3% 43.3 % 46.6% 53.7% 27 341 19899 8660 324 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 63,206 45,989 18 ,567 603 
FY2013 Porcentago by Hiring Pha$0 Applicant Count 

Best 
5':tlocte 

Bost Selecto 
Ethnicity Applied Eligible Ouallfkt d 

Applied Eligible Quallflo 
d d d 

Undefined 7,4% 7.1% 7 .1% 5.8% 3 ,049 2,125 839 26 
Other 2 .3% 2.2% 2 .4% 1.6% 938 675 280 7 
A$ian 9 .0% 9.2% 10 .0% 11.0% 3,698 2,764 1,184 49 
Hispanic/l.a:tino 7.9% 8.0% 7.7% 8.1% 3,260 2,394 903 36 
BJacklAfrican 33.4% 33.5% 31.0% 17.7% 13,78 1 10,093 3,656 79 
Americ9n 
Whi1e 40.0°/o 40.0% 41.8% 55.9% 16 ,512 12057 4,922' 250 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 41.238 30.108 11 .784 447 
FY201J; Pcrctmtago by Hiring Phas,e Applicant Count 

Best 
Sclocto 

Best 
Selccto Ethnicity Applied Eligible Oualifle 

d 
Applied Eligible Quallflo 

d d d 
Undo.fined 7.5% 7.4% 8 .0% 8.1% 3,926 2,842 921 24 
OIJlar 2 .5% 2.6% 2 .6% 1.0% 1,321 992 295 3 
Asian 7.8% 8.0 % 8.7% 13.2% 4,109 3,086 997 39 
Hisptmicllatino 7.4% 7.1% 7.1% 5.7% 3,864 2,726 821 17 
BlacklAfriea.n 37.4% 37.9% 32.2%, 19.9% 19,605 14,520 3 ,712 59 
American 
Whito 37.3% 37.0% 41.5% 52.0% 19.535 14.181 4 .776 154 
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I Total I 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% I 52.360 38.347 11 .522 296 I 
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TABLES: DATA TABLES: APPLICANTS FOR NON•EXECUTIVE POSffiONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND 
HIRING PHASE, EXCLUDING THOSE WHO SELF-SELECTED OUT, FY2014 

All Applic:oint• FY11-
Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

14 
Best 

Selecte 
Best 

Ethnicity Applied Eligible Qualifie d Applied Eligible Qualifie 
d d 

Undefined 7.6% 7.4% 8.1% 8.1% 3 .399 2,820 450 
Other 2.6% 2.6% 2.5% 1.0% 1,147 988 138 
Asian 7.9% 8,1% 8.7% 132% 3.554 3,067 482 
Hispanic/tatino 7.3% 7.1% 6 .5% 5.7% 3.258 2,705 361 
Black/African 37.4% 37.8% 32.2% 19.9% 16,792 14,391 1,783 
American 
White 37.3% 37.0% 42.0% 52.0% 16 745 14088 2.330 
Tolal 100.0% 100.0 % 100.0%, 100.0% 44.895 38,059 5 ,544 
Examiners FY11-14 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

B<!st 
Selecte 

Best 
Ethnicity Applied EJigible Qualifie d Applied Eligfble Qualifie 

d d 
Undefined 6.7% 6.5% 7.6% 7.3% 381 284 105 
Other 2.1% 2.2% 2 .9% 2.4% 118 97 40 
A"Sian 8 .3% 8.7% 8.8% 7.3% 471 381 121 
HispanicA.atino 8.3% 8.4% 7.0% 4.9% 470 365 96 
Black/African 27.7% 27.3% 24.7% 17,1% 1,566 1,192 341 
American 
White 46.8% 46.9% 49.1% 61.0% 2 644 2051 678 
Tola! 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 5 .650 4,370 1,381 
Mi&c. Admin. & 
Program Serle.s Porcentago by Hiring Pha&8 Applicant Count 
FY11•14 

Bost 
S<llecte 

S&St 
Ethnicity Appll&d Eligible QuaUfle 

d 
Applied Eligibk) Quallfie 

d d 
Undefined 8,3% 8.2% 7,8% 8.8% 1,003 836 98 
Other 2 .8% 2.8 % 3.1% 0.0% 337 287 39 
Asian 6 .9% 7.3% 6.8% 12.3% 844 751 86 
His;p,anicll.alino 6 .3% 6.2% 5.9% 5.3% 769 635 74 
Black/African 36.6% 36.4% 34.0% 24.6% 4-442 3,723 428 
American 
Whi1e 39.1% 39.1% 42.4% 49.1% 4 ,754 4 002 534 
Tola! 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 12,149 10,234 1,259 
O!Mt Jobs.£'1'11•14 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 

Best Selecte Best 
Ethnicity Applied Eligible Quallfle 

d 
Applied Eligible Quallfle 

d d 
Unde(ined 7.4% 7.2% 8.4% 8.2% 1~990 1,675 240 
Olher 2.BC'.1/o 2.6% 2.1% 1.0% 688 600 59 
Asian 8.2% 8.2% 9 .5% 14.4% 2,203 1,900 273 
Hispanic/Latino 7.5<1/o 7.3% 6.6% 6.2% 2 .004 1,690 1B9 
Black/Arrteafl 40.1% 40.7% 35.4°/o 19.6% 10,760 9.452 1,012 
Arnerican 
Whfte 34.3% 34.0% 38.0% 50.5% 9 .210 7,905 1.088 
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I Total I 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% I 2s .ass 23.222 2 ,861 194 I 
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TABLE 6: DATA TABLES: APPUCANTS FOR NON-EXECUTIVE AND NON-ATTORNEY POSITIONS SY 
RACE/ETHNICITY ANO 5 t-llRtNG PHASES, FY 2014 

All Appli.,.,nto 
FY14 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count tj 
Ethnici ... A"'"'lied Elioible BQ Refened Selected A----lied ElioibJe BQ Referred Select 
Unde~ned 7.5% 7.4% 8.0% 8.1% 7.7% 3.923 2.845 920 678 26 
Other 3.8% 4.0% 4.0% 3.9% 5.7% 1.991 1.519 460 322 19 
Asian 7.3% 7 .4% 7.8% 7.6% 8.9% 3.827 2.856 901 631 30 
Hlspanlc/tatlno 7.4% 7.1% 7 .1% 7.3% 6.3% 3.862 2.726 821 610 21 
Black/AJ. 36.7% 37.1% 31.6 

32.3% 20.2% 19,20a 14.23 3,638 2,689 68 American % 0 
White 37.3% 37.0% 41.5 40.8% 51.2% 19,518 14,18 4,785 3,396 172 

% 3 
Tola! 100% 100% 100 100% 100% 38,35 11,52 

8.326 336 % 52.329 9 5 
Economists 
FYJ4 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 
Ethnici..._, A"' .. lied Elioible BQ Referred Selected A----tied EJioible BQ Referrad Sele-cte 
Undefined 

9.9% 10.7% 13.2 14.7% 0.0% 26 25 12 10 0 % 
Other 3.8% 3 .9% 1.1% t .5% 0.0% 10 9 1 1 0 
A"Sian 14.1% 12.9% 8.8% 10.3% 25.0% 37 30 8 7 1 
HispanicA.atino 6 .1% 6.4% 5.5% 5.9% 0.0% 16 15 5 4 0 
Black/A[, 10,7% 10.3% 4,4% 2.9% 0.0% 28 24 4 2 0 American 
White SS.3% 55.8% 67.0 64.7% 75.0% 145 130 61 44 3 % 
Total 

100% 100% 100 100% 100% 282 233 91 68 4 % 
EJUlmlMts FY14 Percentago by Hiring Phaso Applicant Count 
EthnlcJN A----nod Etiolblo BQ Reforrocl Seloctod A••llod Ellolblo BQ Referred SolectA#• 
Undefined 6.8% 6 .5% 7.3% 7.2% 8 .1% 580 283 129 69 6 
Other 3.2% 3 .6% 3.7% 2.5% 6.8% ;271 157 66 24 5 
Asian 7.6% 8.0% 7.9% 9.2% 5.4% 652 351 140 88 4 
Hlsp,anic/Lalino 8 .1% 8.3% 7.0% 7.1% 8.1% 694 364 125 68 6 
Black/Af. 

28.6% 26.7% 24.5 26.5% 21.6% 2 ,447 1,166 435 254 16 American % 
Whi1e 

45.8% 46.9% 49.5 47.5% ·50.0% 3 ,922 2~049 879 456 37 
% 

Total 
100% 100% 100 

100% 100% 8 .566 4,370 1,774 959 74 % 
Misc. Admln. & 
Program Serles 
FY14 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 
Ethnic!..., A""lied Ella lble BQ Referred Selected A--llod Ellalblo BQ Referred Selecte 
Unde(ined 8.2% 8.2% 8 .5% 8.9% 8.6% 1,098 852 237 160 5 
Olher 3.8% 3.8% 3.7% 3.9 % 3.4% 502 396 103 70 2 
Asian 6 .6% 6.9% 6.4% 4.5% 8.6% 880 714 179 81 5 
Hispanic/Latino 6 .5% 6.2% 6 .2% 6.2% 5.2% 864 643 172 111 3 
Btack/Af. 36.2% 35.9% 34.4 33.8 % 24.1% 4.837 3,722 959 606 14 
American % 
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While 38.8% 39.0% 
40.8 42.7% 50.0% 5,177 4 .051 1.137 765 29 % 

Total 100% 100% 100 100% 100% 13,358 10,37 2,787 1,793 58 
% 8 

Other Jobs 
FY14 Percentage by Hiring Phase Applicant Count 
Ethnicitu Annlied Eliaible BQ Referred Selected Annlied Eliaible BQ Referred Select..., 
Undefined 7.4% 7.2% 7.9% 8.0% 7.5% 2 .219 1.685 542 439 15 
Other 4.0% 4.1 % 4,2% 4.1% 6.0% 1,208 957 290 227 12 
Asian 7.5% 7.5% 8.4% 8.3% 10.0% 2 .258 1.761 574 455 20 
Hispanic/Latino 7.6% 7.3% 7.6% 7.8 % 6.0% 2,288 1.704 519 427 12 
Bla<:klAf. 

39.5% 39.9% 32.6 33.2% 19.0% 11.896 9 .318 2,240 1,827 38 American % 
White 34.1% 34.0% 39.4 38.7% 51,5% 10,274 7,953 2,708 2.131 103 

% 
Tol:al 100% 100% 100 100% 100% 30 .143 23.37 6,873 5,506 200 % 8 
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APPENDIX B: SYSTEM VALID APPLICANT CUSTOM STATUS 
CODES 

Status Code 

BQ 
BQCP 

BQCS 
BQSP 

BQTP 
BQXP 

CAN 
CATB 

CATC 
DA 

DG 
DL 
DZ 
FR 
INC 
INEL 

INR 

10TH 

ISV5 

11'I\A 
NCJlQ 

NN 

NQEB 

NQSE 
NQSS 
NRMP 

NRNA 

NRNR 
NS 

REV 

Status Description 
Besl Qualified 

Best Qunlified - CPll 

Best Qualified - CPS 

Best Qmtlified- Sole Survivor 

Best Qualified - TP 
Best Q1,mlified - XP 

Aunounccment CaL\telk•d 

SM-t Review, Cntegocy B 
S1'.ffi Review, Calegory C 

O~c;lined Agency 
Declined grade 

Oecli.ned .location 
Occlincd for other rc;tsons 

Failed to Reply 
Not eligible • lncomplctc a pplication 

Not-eligible for consideration 
fn<:omplcte - No resume 

1.ncomplete - Incomplete appJicntion 
lncompletu - No SF50 

locomplete • No Transcript 
Non-Competitive Best Qualified 

Not Selected-Not Contacted 

Not Qu.atified • Education/F .. '.:perience 

Not Qualified • Specia1i2:e:d E.,-perience 

Not Qualified-Self Screen-out 
Not Referred Merit Ptomotion 

Not RE"lerred to Next Asse.-;.,;ment 

Not .Review·ed Not Referred 

Nol Selected 
Reviewing Applkation 

'7 CP, Cl'S~ TP :ind X P ~re fornuillyi,leflnod $UltUS C()(k;s for lllffeixnl type.$ of \lt:hor.\Jl$' ~-.refen•nce. 11,e deflnllH)n ~md 
menning behind such codes c1Ln be found ln Title V regulation. 
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Status Code 

SEL 
SME 
wm1 

Status Description 
App1iC3tll Se]ettl:Xl 

Subject Matter Expert Review 

Wilhdrew Ccmslderatiou 

Al CFPBMIRJNG OATAANAI.VSES: FY2011 - FY2014 



Barrier Analysis 
Bt1reat1 of Consumer Financial 
Protection 

October 29, 2018 



1010 N, GL-CBE AO , SUITE 510. ARLINGTON VA 22201 I { 571 ) 858·3800 I FORSMARSHGR'OUP COM 



TABLE Of CONTEr.'TS 
Executive Su(ULt'lal')' ............................................... ....... ......................................... ...... .......... ....... ... \1 

I. lntroduc.tion .............................................................................................................. .................... 1 

I.A. Background ........................................................................................................................... 1 

1.8. Foci of lhc Prescn1 Rest1lrch ....................................................... .............. ........ .................... l 

J.B. I. Bureau-wide participation rates in E.xecuth1e positio.tlS for (a) Al'rican American/Black 
males. (b) African American/Black females, and (c) Hispanic/Latina females ....................... 1 

I.B."2. Bureau-wide prnmotion ratc..-s/blockcdpipelinc.s from CN-52 lo Ex.1..-culivc for (u) 
African American/Black Males. (b) African Ame.rican/Black Females, {c) Hispanic/Latino 
males. and (d) Hispanic/Lat·ina .Females .................................................................................. 3 

1.13.J. Participation rates in 1he Exam,i,'ler {0570) series for (a) A fric.an A1nerica11/Black 
Females and (b) Hispanic/Latina Females ... ............................................................................ 6 

LC. Gcm:rnl Overview of Employment-Related l.ssm."S Facing the Target Populations .............. R 

l.C. l. lSSUl.'S fac.ing. African American/Black applicao1s a.od e1t'lployces ............. .................. l O 

J.C.2. Issues facing Hispanic/Latino(a) applicants and employees .............. .......................... .1 1 

I.C.3. Jssucs facing female applican1s and employees .......................................................... .1 2 

1.0 . EEO Best Praclices and Rccommcnda1ions .............................. . , .............. ........ .................. l4 

I.D. I. Recruitrne;nt .......... ........................................................................................................ 15 

I.D.2. Hlring/selection. .......... ................................. ....................... .......................................... 15 

1.0.3. Advan.cemcnt/pron1otion ...................................................................... ...... .................. 16 

I.D.4. Re1cn1 ion ......................... ,,,, ... ,, .... , .. ,,, ..... ,,, .. , ............... ,.,,, ....... ,,, ................... ,.,, .......... 17 

1.0.5. Diver:;:ity. inclusion, and discrimination ...................................................................... 18 

U. Method ...................................................................................................................................... 19 

n .A. Oocumcnl Review ....... ,,,, ................ .................................... ,,., ............................ ,,,, .. ,. ,,,, .. 19 

U.B. 1D1s and Focus Groups ...................................................................................................... 21 

IJ..8.1. Outreach. sampling, and recruitment ......... ....................... .......................................... 21 

11.8.2. Procedure .................................................................................................. .................. 23 

n1. Findings and Rcoo1nmendations .................................................... .......................................... 25 

111.A. Re-cruit1neot .................... .................................................................................................. 25 

I.I I.A. I. Docun1ent revie\V ...................................................... ................................................. 25 

II I.A.2. lnte1Yiews and focus groups .................................................................... .................. 27 

111.AJ. Discussion and recommendations ............................... ,,,,, .•. ,,,, .... ,, .. , ......................... 29 

BCFP Barrier Analysis Repon, October 2018 



m.B. H.iring ....... ......................................................................................................................... 33 

IJ 1.8 . J Document review ,,.,., .... ,,,,,,,.,,,, .. ,, .. ,, ........ ,.,, ... , .. ,,,,,,,.,,,,,,., .. ,,,,, ... ,,,,,.,, .. ,, .. ,.,,,, .. ,,.,, ... 33 

111.B.2. Interviews a1\d lOCus groups .............•...................................................... .........•........ 34 

lfl .8 .3. Discussion and recommendat.ions .............................................................................. 37 

LI(.C. \Vork Oclails ....... , .. , .. ,.,,,, .... ,.,, .. , .......... ,,, .... ,,,, .. ,.,,,,,.,. , .. , ........................ , .... ,,, .. ,, .,., .... ,,,, .. 40 

ll l.C,l . Docuntetll review ...... .......... ...................... ................................. ............... ......... ........ 40 

ITLC.2. interviews and focus groups .............................................................. ....................... .40 

11 1.C.3. Discussion and rccommendations ............................................................................. .43 

UI .D. Pro1uotion ......................................... ...... .................................. ...................... .................. 44 

111.D.I . Document revie,v ..................................................................................... .................. 44 

lfl.D.2. Interviews and focus groups ...................................................................................... 52 

ll l.D.3. Discussion and recommendations ............................................................................. 6 I 

[rl.E. Scparut.ion/Rctcntion ........................................................................................................ 70 

111.6.1. 0()C:n1neru revie\,• .............. ......................................................................................... 70 

Uf.E.2. (merviews and focus ,grou~)S ..................... ................................................................. 72 

111.E.3. Discussion and recommcndations .............................................................................. 74 

LU.F. Complaints1 Griev{111ecs. and Disciplioary Action ............................................................ 74 

111.r:.1. O0CUOlC0l revie,v •·••··························••,-······································································74 
JH.f .2. Interviews and focus groups ....... ................................................................................ 75 

IJ I.F.3. Discussion and recommcndations ............................................................ .................. 76 

UI.G. Divt1'8ity, Inclusion, nnd Workplace Environmcn1 and Climale ..................................... 77 

111 .(i.l . Docun,ent re,1ie,v ...................................... ................................................................. 77 

fJ LG..2. Interviews and foe.us groups ............................................ .......................................... 79 

ll l.G.3. Discussion and recommendations ............................................. ................................ 84 

IV. Summary nnd Conclusions ...................................................................................................... 86 

V. References ............................... .................. ................................................................................ 87 

Appendix A ........... ........................................................................................................................... I 

Appendix B .................... .................................................................................................................. 2 

Appendix C ................................... ................................ ........................ ......................... ............... ... 3 

Appendix D .................................................... ...................................... .......................................... 19 

Appendix E .................................................. .................................................. ................................ 21 

BCFP Barrier Analysis Repon, October 2018 ii 



Appendix F .................................................................................................................................... 25 

Appendix G ........................................... ......... ...... .................................. ........................................ 41 

Appendix H ................................................................................................................................... .43 

Appendix I ..................................................................................................................................... 56 

A ppend.ix .1 ,,, .. ,,,,,,, ... ,,,, .. ,., .. , .. ,.,,,, .... ,.,, .. , .......... ,,, .... ,,,, .. ,.,,,,,.,., .. , .... ,, ......... , ........ , .... ,,, .. ,,.,., .... ,,,, .. 66 

·rable I. African American/Black Participation at the Executive Leve.I ............. ........ .................... 2 

Tobie 2. Hispanic/Lalino(a) Participa1ion ut the Execu~i\•c Lc,(cl ................................................... 3 
Table 3. African American/Black Bureauwwide Participation. CN-52 to Executive Level.. ........... 3 

Table 4. CN-53 to Executive African American/Black lnlemal Selec1ion Applicant Flow (FY 
2016) .... ........................................................................................................................ ................... .4 

Table 5. Hispanlc/La1ino(a) Burcau~wide Participation. CN-.S2 to Executive Levcl.. .. ., ................ 5 
T11ble 6. CN-53 10 Executive Hispnoic/Lotino(a) ln1e.m»I Scloction Applicant Flow (FY 2016) .. .5 
·rable 7. African American/Black Participation in 1..he Examiner Occu1,ation .... ........ .................... 6 
Table 8. African American/Black Applicant Flow in the Examiner Occupation (FY 2015-2016).6 

Table 9. l-lispanic::/l.atino(a) Pa11icipation in che E.xa1niner Occupation .......................................... () 

Table I 0. Hispanicllatino(a) Ap1,licanl Flow in the l:xaminer Occupation (FY 2015-2016) ........ 7 
Table 11. Summary Table of Triggers by Target Population .......................................................... 7 
Table 12. lDl and Focus G.1·-0up Participant Co1J'lposition ............................. - ............ ...... ,, .......... 23 
Table 13. Summary of Recrnitmcnt•Related Recommendations ................................ .................. 31 

T:1ble 14. Summary of Hiring-Related Recommendations ............................................................ 39 
Table 15. Summary of Detail-Related Recommendations .................. ........................ .................. 44 
Table 16. Summary of Promolion-Related Recommendations ..... ................................................ 68 
Table 17. Cited Bases of Discrimination in Fonnal Complaints(FY 2016 nnd FY 2017) ........... 75 
Table 18. Summary o f Recommendations Regarding Complaints. Grievances. and Disdplinary 
Ac1ior1 .. .......................................................................................................... - .................. ,, .......... 76 

Table 19. Summal)' ofRecommendarions Regarding Di\'ersity and Inclusion ............................ 85 

BCFP Barrier Analysis Repon, October 2018 iii 



Executi\lC Summnrv • 
TI1e focas of this barrier analysis was to uncover any J)Otential bwiers to equal OJ>J)Qnunhy for 
African Amcrictm/Blsck and Hispanic/Latino(a) employees a1 the Bureau of Consumer Financial 
Pl'otection (BCFP). ln pa11icular, the focus was on the following three. Lopics: 

I. Bureau.wide pa11icipation rates in Executive positions for African American/Black 
males. African American/B-Jac'k fomulcs, aa<l Hispanic/Lstina fomnlcs; 

2. Bureau.wide promotion rates/blocked piJ>elines from CN.52 to Executive for African 
American/Black males. African American/Black females.. Hispaoic/Lalino males, and 
Hispanici l adna female!;; 

3. Participation ra1es ln the Examiner series for African American/Black females and 
I lispanic/1.,atina fon,ales. 

The study involved a document review of BCFP~s exisdng policies related Lo recruim1ent, hiring, 
advanccmcn1, and separations nnd u series of qualitative i11l'ervicws und focus groups to captmc 
employees· perccp1ioos and e·xperiences. The qualiraiivc iruerviews nnd focus groups also 
provided the oppo1tunity to gauge t.he current environment and climate at the Bureau. which are 
hnpo1ia111 co111ribul0rs l0 and indic.a1ors of equal opponunity. ll should also be noted lhat there. 
have been significant' changes in the Bureau over the past year (2017•2018) due to the leadership 
1raosi1ion. which may have impacred the tiudings. 

In tmal, 139 documen1s dc1.ailing BCFP's policies. practices, and pr<K>ures were reviewed aod 
compared to best practices in the areas of recruitment, hiring, promotion, and retention. 111 
addition. tbe qu.alitatlve daui collcclion involved conducting twelve In.depth interviews (1O1.s} 
and nine focus groups with African American/Black and Hispaoic/Lallno(a) employce-s widt -3 
Lo1al of 6.3 par1ic.ipants. Employees were drawn Ii-om various occupations and grade levels. 
Recordings from the IDls and locus groups were transcribed and those transcriptions were then 
coded. The findings of I.he document review and insighls from tbc qualitative data collcc1ion 
were synthesized. 

1>)(5) 
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We have. developed 53 recommendatious for addressing the above barriers and enhancing 
diversi1y and inclusion at 1be Bureau, more ge,.1e11"1l1y. These are preseuted 1h.roughOl1l 1his report 
and also aggregated in Appendix J. Th.-- ... ,. !-. ................... . ...... ;,., !'Ir ".... 1,,.., 

therr1es arnoog our suggestfons includcf "x~, I 
D}(5) 
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I. Introduction 

I.A. Background 
In 2016, the, Equal Employment Oppottunity Commission (EEOC) recommended that the 
Bureau of Consumer Fimmci~I Protection (BCFP or Bureau)1 conduc1 a barrier analysis 
regarding its African Amcrican/Blac.k employee population (EEOC, 2016). ln pan:icular, the 
EEOC recommended o focus on lhe representation of African American/Black cmploye1.-s in 
l:'.xec.utive pos:.itions. f'unhe.rmore. in '2017, the EEOC and Office of Personnel Management 
(OPM) recommended thal all federal ugcncics with st least 1,000 full-t ime equivalent employees 
(J-"TE) conduc,t a barrier analysis on Hispanic/Latino(a) em~)loyment. with a foctL~ on employees 
at the GS-12 through Senior Exocu,ivc Service (SES) levels (equivalent to the CN-52 through 
Executive. levels at BCFP; EEOC, 2017). 

Subsequently~ BCFP contracted rn•o external c.onsulting organizations. Personnel Decisions 
Resc•rch Institute (l'ORI) •nd Fors Marsh Group (FMG). to perfo1TI1 various b;trricr analysis 
activities e.xamining the selection. pardci1>ation, promotion. and separation of African 
Ametican/Black and Hispanic/latino(a) individuals. A preliminary report of FY 2015 and FY 
201 6 BCFP work(0rce dam by PDRJ identified a nuinber of lriggers amoug African 
American/Black and Hispanic/Larino(a) applicants and employees that potentially warranted 
further iovcstigatlon (CFP0. 2017; see r\ppendix. A). Eac-h 1rigger was categorized under four 
stages of the cmploymcm Ufecycle: recruitment, hiring, promotion, and scpannion. 

1.8. Foci of the Present Resenrch 
After extcnsh•c discussion. lhe Bureau's Barrier AmLlysi.s Working Group (BAWG). leade~hip 
o r 1he Bureau's Ollice or Equal Oppotruoity aud Faimess. aod FMG selocted a subset of issues. 
selected based on resource availability and largest programmatic impact. on which to focus the 
barrier unalysi.s teponed here. Most issuei;: selec.Lcd for liU1het i1wes1iga1ion ,vere triggers that 
were jdenrific.d in the aforementioned PDRJ report. However, a few additional issues were 
selected bocausc, although 1101 identified as triggers, 1hcy wetC. $uggested to FMG as ateas 10 
monitor. The EEOC guidance provided (EEOC, 2016; EEOC, 2017) was also followed. The 
selected issues fire sunm1fltized below. 

1.6.1. 6ureau-widc parltclpatiou ra1cs in Executive positions for (n) Afr ican 
American/Black males, (b) Af,;can American/Black females, and (c) Hispanic/ Latina 

females 
The fi rst issue area concerns Executive participation by African Amc1ican/Black males and 
fema.tes aod I lispanic/Lati.na females. 11lc EEOC specifically n.~orntncnded exarniniog 1he 
tepresenration of these groups in Executive positions. Multiple trigger.~ were identified (see 
Tables I and 2) based on the four-fiAhs stnndard. The four-fit1hs (4/5) st•nd•rd is• Standard set 

1 Fonner1y lhe Consumer IZinandal Protection Burc..au (CFPB). 1'he agency was r<:n.tlll\.~ in carty 201 It 
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fonh by the Un/form Guide/i11cs for Employ,•e Se/eclio11 Procedures (EEOC. 1978). The standard 
is typicalJy applied to selection rates to iden1ify adverse impact. Adverse i11lpact is detected when 
the selection rate for -any race, ethnic. or sex group is less than four.-fi fths (eighty percent) of the 
rate for 1hc group ,~ilh 1bc highes1 rate (EEOC, 1978). Although the EEOC does 001 require 
using the 4/5 standard for the present analyses, it can be usefill for identifying triggers that 
warrant additional analysis. Urttploying 1hil) sta:ndatd helped U$ LO prioritize issues and more 
usefully target the barrier analysis. 

T a.bl<' I. African American/Black Pa1ikipation at the Executive Level 

FY 2016 FY 2015 
Males Females Males Femal,... 

Executive Participation ••s.56% 0 5.56% **4.55o/o **4.55% 
(11=3) (11=3) (11=2) (11=2) 

Profcssion~ls & ©ther Bcncbm:ark2 8.48% 12.24% S...18% 11.10% 

Upward Mobility Benchmark3 9.72% 11.38% I0.01% I 1.70% 

Officio.ls & Managers Benchmark' 3.70% 5, LO% 3.70% 5.10'/4 

Note. Daw from cr:po (JOI 7): • -= /allll' below -4/S :@11danl f"r o,1e bendtmm•I.: .,.. = ftll/s f,e/ow 415 .vtamlw'll fm· 
t'IVQ bem;fl111t11•k.s; .... -= JO!lr bek.1,w 4/5 sw11dWYl/or 1/tree be11e/11narl:s. 

2 Th~ Profcssumals & Othet benchmark is an intcnuiJ benchmark comprised of non+supcr.,.i.soty employees who 11:n: 
included in Lhc two oc.::upa1ional c111cgorics or Professionals and Other. 
3 The Upward Mobiluy is. also an internal bc:.nchmart compri~ d of target population pan1cipalion in all for Misston 
Critical Occupadons. l·-0mbincd. 
"The Oflkials and Managers brnchm..,rk is Wl cxtell'Ull bc:nchm.,rk ofindh·iduals in 1lK' Ci.,.ilinn Labor f'ottt 
consid«OO a, supe.f'•isM or man:igcment oflkiaL 
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Tobie 2. Hispanic/L:Uim>(a) P1lrticipation at 1he Executive u,,el 

PY 2016 F'Y 2015 
Males Females M•lcs Female~ 

Executive Participation 5.56% n,l .85% 6.82% ""2.27% 
(11=3) (n= I) (11=3) (n= I) 

Profosslo.,:1ls & Other IJenctm,ar~ 3.15% 2.~97% 3.29% 2.92% 

Upward Mobility Benchmark 3.541¼ 2.87% 3.69% 2.85% 

Offic.ials & t,,fanager.5 Dench,n6rk 3.70"(, 3.40% 3.70% 3.4()% 

NOie. /)(tu, Ji·om CFP8 (2/JJ 7): • - falls /w/Qw 4/$ srcm,ltfrd for o,1e J,(md,mark: .. - fall,\· below 4/$ Jta,1dord fi,r 
1wo liem:hnmrh; ,.,,_. - fi1Jls f,efow 41$ .r1«11d(1rd/Qr lirrtc lxmdmmrf<:,, 

1>}(5) 

we 
examined policies. pro.cedurcs. prnctices, und perceptions thai may imp~1ct Executive 
1>cuticipation for (a) African American/Blac,k males, (b) African American/Black remaJes and (c) 
Hi$panic/Latinu fomal~:s, 

1.8.2. Bureau-wide promotion rates/blocked piJ>el.in~ from CN-52 to Ett.~utivc for (a) 
African American/ Black Males, (h) African American/Black females, (c) Hispanic/Latino 

males, and (d) Hi.spank/Lat.iml ·f emales 
The second issue area concen)S Bureau-wide promotion rates/blocked pipe-Ones from 1he CN-52 
to Executive levels for African American/Black and Hispanic/Latino(a) males and females. 
Triggers were ide0tilied io 1be par1icipa1ion (Tables 3 and S) a,nd applican1 flow (Tables 4 a1HI 6) 

rates at the CN•53 grade and above. 

Table 3. African Americ:rn/Black Bureau-wide Participation. CN--52 to Executive Level 

FY 2016 FY 2015 
Males females Males Females 

CN-52 9.05% 16.67% 8.76% 15.46% 
(n • l9) (11=35) (n: I 7) (11c 3Q} 
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FY 2016 FY 2015 
Mares females Males Females 

CN-53 
9.18,% 12.79% 8.81% 11.49% 
(,1=2$) (11=39) (11=23) (11=30) 

CN-60 5.05% 9.57% 5.36% 8.04% 
0 =19) {11=36) ('1= 18) (!1=27) 

CN-71 4.40% 6.40% 4.15% 6.64% 
(n= I I) (11=(6) (11=10) (11=J6) 

E:u.-cutive 5.56% 5.56% 4.55% 4.55% 
J:!=3) (11=3) (11=2) (11=2) 

CLF 5.49% 6.53% 5.49% 6.53% 

Table 4. CN-·53 to Execut.ive African AJnerkan/Bl:h:k Internal Seltction Applic:ml Flow 
(FY 2016) 

b}(S) 

Black Males Black f, ... emales 
Total 22.40% 15.10'/4 
Applic~tions (11=43) (11=29) 

Qualified 
418.33% 25.00% 
(11=3) (n=9) 

Sclocted 10.34% 24,14% 
(n=J) (n=1) 

Perl'nanenl 7.76% 13.05% Workforce 

Applied UR 2.89 1.16 

Qualified UR 0.37 1.66 

Sclocted UR 1.24 0.97 
.Vl)te. Dma wi,Jeji-QJtt BCFP (2017): • =.fall.,· l>elt>W '1/5 $1uridaJ'tl 
(;'1ili:a1io11 RaHns (URs) represent Jhe ratin betnwm a target 

JX)f)Jdatinn rate (IJJtf he.ndmwrk rate (UR < .80 are idemifled 
witlt on f.,s,erisk) 

BCFP Barrier Analysis Repon, October 2018 4 



) 

Table S. fO.spanic/Latino(a) Bureau.wide Participation, CN-52 to Executive Le\'el 

FY 2016 FY 2015 
Males fe1t1ales. Males Fernales 

CN-52 0.95% 5.24'.¼ J.61% 3.61% 
(1t=2) (n=II) (11=7) (,r=7) 

CN-SJ 3.93% 2.30% 3.M% 1.92% 
(11=12) (11=7) (n=8) (n=~) 

CN-60 2.39"/4 2.66% 2.38% 2.38% 
(11=9) (11=10) (11=8) (n=S) 

CN-71 2.40% 2.00% 2.07% 2.07% 
(n=6) (11=5) (,,~5) (n=S) 

Execulivc 5.56% 1.85% 6.82% 2.27% 
(11=3) (n= 1) (11 =3) (11= I) 

CLF S.11% 4,79% 5.17% 4.79% 

Table 6. CN-53 to En..:uth•e. Rispanic/Lati no(a) Internal Selection Applicant Flow (fY 
2016) 

Hispanic Hispanic 
Males Females 

Total 6.25% 3.65% 
Applicalionii {,1=12) (n=7J 

Qualified I I.I 1% •2.78% 
(r,=4) (11~ 1) 

S.lcctod 
10.34% 3.45% 
(11=J) (11 =1) 

Pem,anenl 
3.15% 2.74% Workforce 

Applied UR 1.98 1.33 

Qualified UR 1.78 0.76 

S. lcctod UR 0.93 J.24 

BCFP Barrier Analysis Repon, October 2018 5 



,b](5) 

X>J 

(b)ISJ ~.,.e examined policies, procedures, practices, and perceptions that 
may unpacl promouon ao<I a(h1ancement of'(a) A.frica.u Arnericon/Olack 10:des. (l:'t) African 
American/Black females, (c) Hispanic/Latino males, and (d) Hispanic/Latina females. 

1.8.3. Participation rates in the Examiner (0570) S('ries for (a) African American/Black 

Fcm•lcs a11d (b) Hls1,aolc/Latlna Females 
The third topic focuses on minority individual's in the Examiner occupation. The Examiner 
occupation is a Mission Ci:itical Occupation (MCO) m RCFP nod the-re \,rere se,1eral triggers 
related to the participation (Tables 7 and 9) and applicant flow (Tables 8 and 10) of African 
American/Black and Hispanic/Latina females.. 

Table 7.Afrkan Aincricnn/81,ack Participation hi the Eiamhicr OccuJ)atiou 

FY 2016 FY 201 5 
Males Fcmal"" Mal~ Femoles 

Pennancat Workforce Panjcipation 14.25% 8.41% 13.33% 8.33% 
(n=61) (11=36) (56) (11=35) 

OCLF Availability Bcnchmatk 3.60% 8.70% '3.60% 8.70% 

Table 8. African American/Black Applic3nt Flow in the Examiner Occupation (FY 2015-
2016) 

Vohllu~rlly Identified (Ne,v 
Hire) 

Qualified (New Mire) 

Se,lccted (New liire) 

.Males Femafo:S 
16.23% 20.82% 

(n=160) (11=975) 
15.48% 20.87% 

(110 494) (11=666) 
16.85% *7.87% 
(n=IS) (11=7) ~ 

Note. Dmo tab/I! Ji-om IJCFP (1fJ77).~ • = /alls belt1w 415 s1andurd 
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u)(S"J 

'fable 9. Hispanic/ Latiuo(a) Participation in the Examiner Occupation 

FY 2016 l'Y 2015 
Mal_e,; Females Males Fel)Jales 

Penna.1\e111 Workforce Participa1 ion 4.44¾ •2.10% 4.52% "'2.62¾ 
(n=19) (11=9/ (11= 19) (n=II) 

OCLr- A vaih1bility Bcnchm-,k 3.10% 3.70% 3.10% 3.70% 

Table JO. Bispanic/Latino(a) Applicant Flow in the Examiner Occupation (FY 2015-2016) 

Hispanl 
Hispani 

Ei arni.ncrs C 
C l\,lalcs Femuh,'S 

Voluntarily ldentificxl (t-lcw 7.92% 4.82% 
Hire) (11=371) (n=226) 

Qualified (New Hire) 7.33% 5.17% 
(11=234) (11=165) 

Selected (New Hire) 13.48% •1. 12% 
(n - 12) (11: I) 

Nott>~ Dt11a MhleJiVJJtl BCFP (1017); • = fi1ll.f below .//5 .flluu/an.l 

b)(S) 
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I 
Afric:ui 
A mc.rican/ 
Black Male$ 

Table I J. Summary Table orTriggers by Target Population 

Executive 
Participation 

X X 

Blooked 
Pipeline 

FY l_d FY16 

X X 

Internal 
Selection Examiner 
Applicant Partkipadon 

Flow 

FYl 6 16 

X 

Examine 
r 

Applfoan 
I Fl.ow 

FY 5-16 

---------------------------------~ Afticon 
American/ 
Black Fcm•lcs 

Hispanic/ 
Latino Males 

Hispanic/ 
Latin,i Fernates 

X X X 

X 

X X X 

X X 

X 

X X X X X 

(D<1t<1ji'om CFPB /2017): X's i1ulicale !hat tire pmparlioufell IN/ow 1/w 4/5 slllndard com1x1red to lll 
least m1e benchmm·kfor E.w,~r,tiw Panicipa,inn, l111t'nrt1/ Selectfrm Applica,1/ F{()w, ,md F..mminer 

,P11rtic1juttfr:m. ➔The X's.for Blocked Pi~lhre irulica1e 1Ju111h~pl'Qporti(mj(.>JI below ,he CLJ+ .. pmporlio11 
hr a11y mnmmtfor at letut one grade. Th<! 4/5 .tt,mdard u-uJ'. not u.w!d In bfod(•,f pipe/Jm: tma/yse:s. 

I.C. General Overview of Employmenr--Related lssues Facing the Target 

Populations 
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rxs, I T11csc challenges occur across the employment lifccycle. including 
obstacle.s related to: recruitOJC.OL aud scltx:tion. career advanc.etnenr, c-0mpeosatioo. and 
organizational policies. Tn this section. we describe the unique challenges facing each of these 
populatioos i.t1 bo1b OJc: general U.S. workforce nod the fedetal sec1or {,\/here inJOrrnation was 
available). 

First. however, we prmride working definitions for five key tem1s to help guide and fac.ilitate 
understandiog of these foldings. 

• Bias- Evaluation:. or perceptions that (dis)fovor members of a ce11ain group compared to 
members of others. Bias can be either unconsClous (impJicit) or conscious (explicit). 

• Disparate treatment- The intentional treatmem ofan individual cit.at is less favorable 
ihan othc~ based on membership in a pro1ectcd class. 

• Di:...--·1wn1te impact- When employment practices negatively impact a protected group 
(i .e .. there is a subs1antial diflCrcncc in employmcn1 ou1comcs) and is 1101 job•rclnicd and 
justified by business necessity. 

• Employme.nt OiJ·criminatio11- Whcn ::in applicunt or ..:mployce is 1.ri:atcd unfavorably 
because of his or her membership in a pl'tltected class. Discrimination can relate. to any 
nspcc( of employment. including hiring, pay, job assignments. promot.i6ns. firing. layoffs. 
training. fringe benefits. and any other tem1 or condition of employment (EEOC. n.d.•a). 
Employment discrimination include~ both disparate treatment and disparate impact. 

• Stett!Ot}1>t.•. Beliefs about the characteristks that are associated with a particular group 
(such as women) and can be-conscious or unconscious (Juc.Jd & Park, 1993), Unconscious 
srereo1y1-,es may persist e\fen among 1-,cople who explic.idy rejecl stereotypes. 

African American/Black. Hispanic/Latino(a), and female individuaJs face multiple obstacles to 
equal opp<>rtunity in 1hc workplace. One major challenge is disc.rimination based on race or 
ethuidty. Around one.ihird of all charges of employmem discrimination fi led with dle EEOC in 
FY 2017 (33.9%) were based on race (EEOC, 2018). Furthcnnore, in a survey o f African 
A1nerican/Black tedern.1 employees. 56% reported experiencing "great" or "1l'lodcra1e" 
discrimination on the job, and were most Hkely lO believe that supervisors practiced fa\'oritism 
and nepotism (UOS. Merit Systems Protection Board [MSPB J. 2009). 

Research also suggests that I lispa1\icll a1inota) employees foce discritninati0ll io the wol'k.pJace 
based on their ethnicity. A Pew Research survey conducted in 2016 found that 16% of Hispanics 
1·eport bei.og lre.ated ut\Jair ly by tbei.r employer with re·specL to pay. b.iring. or pro.notion. 
f urthem1ore, discrimination based on national origin accowltcd for approximately 9.8% (8.299) 
of the chnrges Jiled with the EEOC in FY 2017 (EEOC. 2018). 

African American/Black and Hispan.ic(Latino(a) applica1.us may also face t"Jcial bias dud.ug 
selection or promotion processes. lntcracting with an individual of a cenuin race/ethnicity (or 
gender) can activate an iruerviewet~s stereotype$. which can then evoke associaled emotiOllS, 
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attitudes, or expectations of competence/incompetence and impact how he or she evaluates 
appljcants (sec Dcvrous, Ouijs(Ogge. Roulin & 0 1.1yc.k, 20l6). Rese.arch has sho,vo thnt t:lcfal 
bias can impact the resume review process. Snidies have found tha1 applicants with ..-White .. 
sounding,•· oames listed on their resumes are 36% more likely to be invited for ao interview lbao 
applicants with '"Black'"50unding" names. This finding has been shown to be persistent over the 
past 25 yea!'$ (Quiliat1, Pager, I lex el, & Midtocn. 20J 7). Racial bias can impact 01her steps of the 
hiring process. as well. Racial stereotypes and similarity bias {when 1:1 person evaluates people. 
who are similar 10 himself/herself more favorably than those whom he/she pe-rcei\1es 10 be less 
similar) can impact evaluarions of candidate.~ during interviews or 01her hiring assessments (e.g .• 
Lin, Dobbins, & Farr, 1992). 

Similarly, gender stereotypes cnn lead 10 negative outcomes like prejudice and discrimina1ion in 
the employmem process. In pait icular,. women are often stereotyped to have communal qualities 
(e.g .. helpful. aurluring. nnd ,gentle) whereas men arc o fien stcn.-otypcd to have agentic qualit ies 
(e.g., a.ssenive, confident) (Eagly. 1987). These expectations can lead to a perceived •' Jack of fit•· 
bclwcca womea and roles that involve agcntic <1u~ditics (e.g.~ leadership positions), which can 
have negative implic-.• uions for women who apply to or wol'k in jobs or roles viewed as requiring 
agentic qualities (Heilman. 1983; Lyness & Heilman. 2006). Gender stereotypes m/1y impact nil 
slages of lhe employment process (recruitment hiring, 1,rnmotion.,. and retention) as well as the 
work environment. In addition . .s1ereo1ypcs can impacl in1crpcrsonal treatment ut work. Minority 
women in par1icular report e·xperiencing more harassmeo1 (ethnic al\d sexual hitrnssment) and 
incivilfty compared to ethnic minority men and White women and men (Berdahl & Moore. 2006: 
Cor1ina • .KnbaL-Farr. Leskinen. I lue.rta.. & MagJey~ 2013). Uxperie,1cc-s of harassmem and 
incivility arc linked to negative outcomes such as stress, low job satisfaction, and withdrawal 
(Bucbanao & Fir,gerald, 2008: o,rci.oa e, al., 200 1). 

J.C. I. Jss-ucs racing Afrksan A mcriun/Black npplic11.nts :.lnd ernployt.-es 
In addition to discrimination. Afric-.m American/Black individual.s face additional challenges to 
ac.hieviug equal opporwoi1y i11 the workplace. In particular. there a.re obs,ac.lcs to the recroiu11e1H 
and rc-presc.ntation of African American/Blacks in both the workforce, broadly. and in the fedc.ral 
govenunem, specificaJly. Although African American/Blacl,"S are well represeoted in 1he federal 
governmcm as a whole, they a.re not equally rep!'cscntcd in managerial, professional, and related 
occupations {U.S. MSPB. 2009: EEOC. 2015). The U.S. MSPB suggests 1ba, educational 
requirements for thcs..:- profes .. ~ional ~,o·sifions create obstacles tbr African Americans as fewer 
possess the bachclor·s degree or higlu:r level of education n.:quired, as compared to other groups 
(2009). In addition. recniitment melhods in some federal agencies ha\'e been found to be limited 
1.0 non-di verso sources (EEOC. 2013b). For example. in a barrier analysis conducted by tbe 
Intelligence Community Equal Employment O~,po11unity and Diversity Office (2017). members 
of the in1clligencc community indicuted tho1 recruiting sources Rre focused on pn:-dominantly 
White recruiting re~~ urces (e.g.,. universities or organizarions with primarily White population$) 
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with less focus on historicalJy Black colleges and universities (H BCUs). It is not clear how 
widespread Lhis targeted recrui1meot disparity is acn:,ss tederal agencies. 

As previoll$ly discussed, Afr1ca11 American/Blacks are underrcpresenled i1\ lead~rship posiLions 
in 1he federal govemme111 (EEOC, 2014; EEOC. 2015). Research offc1sscveral o.xplana1ions for 
lower represeo1111ion of African Anlerican/Olacks i11 leadership positions. First, African 
American/Blacks may have more limited professional networks and fewer mentoring 
opponuniti.es (Johnson & Eby. 201 1; Parks-Yancy, 2010), bo1h of whicl1 have been recognized 
by human capita.I industry giants (e.g., Deloitte, 2017) as having profound impac1 on career 
1>rog:ression nnd ;idvancemcnL Second. 11oderrepresema1ion of African A1nerica1VBlacks in 
leadership positions may be impacted by bias stemming from a commonly held prototype of 
leaders as White (Rosette, L<:omirdelLi. & Phillips. 2008). Studies hove shown 1h»1 nol only do 
individuals assume that le.adel's te.nd to be White., but that chis inference occurs l'egardless of their 
organization's mci(II composition (Rosene, Lconardclli. & Phillips. 2008). Third. Afric1m 
American/Black employees have expre:.~sed that they perceive limitatioM in their opportunities to 
ad,<11ncc and doub1 tbey would be selected for ccr1uio positions (U.S. MSPB. 2009); lhis 
negatively impacL~ employee engagement, morale, and motiva[ion lo see.k addition.al 
advanccmcn1. 

Finally, insufficient opportunities for trnining and dcvclopmcnl can contribute to ine<.1ualities in 
skill develOflment among African A..1nerican/Black federal employees (EEOC. 2013a). 1"mining 
cim build nc.-cc.ssat)' competencies for advancement Y.1hilc dcvclo1>mcntal opportuoiLics expose 
employees to duties and experiences that can prepare them for promotion. However, one study 
found 1ha1 smaller 1,roportions of Alricun American/Blacks ( 13.9%) had !he devclopmcnu,J 
opporruoity 10 serve as an ac-ting su1,ervisor compared 10 \Vhite employees (22.3%; U.S. MSP8, 
2009). Rt~duced opporttmities l'O act in a supervisory capacity can limit promotion potential. In 
ad(li1ion, the EEOC Af,-ican Amerie(.m Workgroup Repcrt (2013b) suggesis 1h:1t agencies need 10 
establish objec,tive criteria lbr making decisions about training and devefopmental assignments, 
and provide employees wi1h traioing opportunhies related to leadership develop1.neo1 (EEOC. 
2013a). 

r.C.2. Issues f:tcing Hispanic/Latino(a) applicants and employees 
I lispaoic or Latino(a) employees (defined as !I person of Cuban, Mexic~1n, Poerr.o Rk an, Sou1h or 
Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin rcgardll'Ss of race; United States Census 
Bureau, 2011 ), represe,u a large and quickly growing s.egrnenL of Lhe U.S. p0p11lation (Pew 
Research Center, 2017). Despile this. Hispanic/Latino(a) individuals are not adequately 
rcprescnli:d in the tedcrnl workforce. Although they make up 16.9% of the of the overall U.S. 
workfo1•ce (not taking in10 account citizenship stmus; Bure.au of Labor Statistics, 2017). they 
only rcpres<:nl 8.5% of1hc li.-dcral workforce (OPM. 2016b). There are several challcng,-s th111 
Hispaoic/Lathw(a) individuals foce in am., ining equal employment opportuni1y. 
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First. there arc challenges to recntiting Hispanlc/Latino(u) individuals. For example. educationaJ 
requirements tbr protessiooal jobs in the re,i,-tcral seccor cau limit the number of 
Hispanic/Latjno(a) individuals in the applicant pool. Hispanic/Latino(a) employees are less 
I il:cly 10 have a (3acbelor's degree or higher level of education wbeo compan."'(110 other 
racial/ethnic groups {i.e., White or Asian/Pacific Islanders), making them less likely to secure a 
professional position in 1he federal governn1<:Jll (U.S. MSPR, 2009). 

As llisponic/Lntino(a) popu'liuions are concen1rated in the Soulhwest poc1ion of1he U.S .• 1;."<leral 
agencies in other areas of the country may find it difficult to recruit Hispanic employees (OPM, 
2014). Hlspaoic/t,uit\o(a) iodivlduols 1e1,d 10 place more ernphasis on familial roles and 
relationships than othc.rpopuJa1ions (Landale & Oropesa. 2007), which may make recruim1cnt 
awuy from familinl are.as more ditlicuh~ Thus. the importance of stuying close to fumily could 
make hiring Hispanic/L;1tin.o(a) individuals from difTerem areas of' tl1e c,ountry more difficult. 
Ri.-scarch also sugg,¢S(S chat Hispanic/Latino(a) millennia ls are more likely than millcnnfals. in 
general, to have large extended familie!. co which they provide fin;1nc.ial sup1,on (Society for 
Human Rt-sources MtmagcmcnL [SHRMJ, 2016). Therefore. Hispanic/Lalino{a) individuals may 
J)lace more value on certain fumily•centered benefits when evaJunting organi1.ations for potemfal 
fir (SHRM. 2016), 

In ~iddi~ion 10 the ubovcmcnt-ioned recruiting chullengc."S.1 Hispaoic/LaCino(u) cmployc~ can fucc 

barriers to career oppm1unities and advancement. l.n pan:icular, the Hispanic Council on Federal 
Employment (2017) suggested that some Hispanic/Latino(") indi,•iduals face cholkngcs 
associated with being a first generation professional. Hispanic/Larino(a) individuals from 
working cl.ass families may not have had much cxpcricucc wi1h or understanding of 1bc 
unwrincn rules of1he work.'"Place, how to tap into and leverage networks. how to manage self• 
efficacy, and how to build professldnal confidence. Jn addition. the Hispanic Working Group 
reoQmrneods that agencies iocrease a~cess to mentoring programs. detail assignments., and 
management training for Hisp:mic.JLatino(a) employees to suppon their career advancement 
(OPM, 2016b). 

Another challenge. that I lispanic/Latii1o(a) employees face in advan-cetne11t include feeliogs of 
exclusion. A survey by the Center for To lent Innovation (2016) found that the majority (63%) of 
llispaoic/Laii.no(a) employees in 1b~ sn..idy repor1cd Lha1 they do 001 feel Ji'ec-to share their ideas 
and opinions. arc not confident that their ideas are being heard and valued, and feel unwelcomcd 
and not included. These percep1ions not only diminish the unique insights lhat 
Hlspanic/Latino(a) employees bring with them to the workplace, but can also hinder their ability 
lo ~dvance. 

f.C.3. Issues facing female ap,)licnnrs and cm1>Toyces 
The challenges tJ1a1 women face in the wor.kplace relate broadly to career adv:.utcement: 
comp<::nS{lt ion, and workplace p0licies and bcncfi1s. Despite htudable progres..'t in recent decades. 
women ln the workforce still face barriers to career advancement. 
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Women arc only slightly underrepresented in the U.S. workforce (46.8%; Department of Labor. 
201 6) 011<1 lodoral workforce (43.3%: OPM, 2014) but 1hey are more signi(icantly 
underrepresented in leadership positions (Catalys(, 2018). ln general. \\'Omen arc promoted at 
tower tares chaJ) men and 1b.is pro11101ion gap is hH·ge.r for \\'Omen of color (McK.i.nse.y & 
Company, 2017). For example. in &~P 500 companies. women make up .36490/4 of firs t line 
managers. 26.5% of . ..eoior-level managers., 21.2% of board seats. and 5% or Chief Exec.uti\~e 
Officers (Catalys~ 2018). In the federal workforce, 35.3% of Senior Executive Sen•ice (SES) 
positions were held by ,vo,nen in FY20 16 (OPM, 2018). 

African American/Black and l·Uspaoic/Lacioa \I/Omen arc patticuJarly UJHle-rrepreseoced in 
leadership positions. ln S&.P 500 companies, African American/Black women represent 3.8% of 
fin-t line m:magcrs and 1.3% of senior managers while HispanieJ.Uuina women reprcscm 3.1% of 
first line manage.r.s and 1.2% of-senior managers (White women re1)resent 26.4% of first line 
mam•g~rs and 21.8% of senior level managers: C.ahdyst. 2017). 

There a.re several possible C,'<phmaLions IOr women's underreprcscnrntion in leadership positions. 
first, studies. have shown that women are evaluated differemJy than men for tl1e same 
p..:rfonmmec (especially at masculine-typed lasks such ~,s leaden.hip; Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs. 
& Tamkins, 2004). Being held to more stringent standards 10 advance c.an impact women·s rates 
of promotion (Lyness & Heilman. 2006). Other studies sugges1 thut women in general receive 
less memorship and other interacdons from those in leadership positions, which can negatively 
a ff eel their ability to leverage personal networks to udvancc (American College of Healthcare 
Executives, 2006: McKinsey & Company. 2017). Research has shown that individuals te.nd to 
mcn1or cmployc.:es with whom 1hey share demographic chantcteristics (drawing upon lhc 
aforcmenlioned sin, ilarity bias). l11is shrUlarlty bias in uecworking and me.nLOriog means lhnt 
those in leadership positions {predominantly White men) will choose: protegCs who are 
dernQg:raph.icalty similar 10 1hemselves. leaving women. who lend 10 have a nan'ower. more
female professional network, at a disadvantage (Catalyst, 2003; McKinscy & Company, 2017). 
In additiOJ), woll'len may not be targeted in recrui11neut efforts for seo.ior level manageme,u 
positions and selection panelsofteo do nol have representation of both meo and women (EEOC, 
201 3b). 

Raaiallcth.nic 01.i.nority women face. addition.al challenges 10 a.dvar1cemen1. Tcnlls such as 
"'concrete ceilings·• or 1'sticky floors'' have been used lo describe the challenges that raciaVethnic 
inino.ricy wo,nen experie.flce due to the combi,,ation of racis,n a11d se:xism tJ,at can impede their 
advancement (Beucrs-Reed & Moore, I 995; Edmonson Bell & Nkomo, 200 I). The term --glass 
ceiling" is usc:d lo describe the invisible barriers to advnncemcnl 1ha1 women in general face, 
whereas ··concrete. ceilings·· represent impenetrable barriers to advancement for raeial/et110ic 
minority women. Women faced with a glass ceiling can sec through to Lhe ncx.t level of 
advancement and may potentially be able to ''break through'' the glass, where.as concrete ceilings 
are impossible to S¢e or break through. The concrete ceiling can sometimes be so low thal 
racial/ethnic minority women are stuck on a .. sticky floor" where tl1ey cannot adva11ce at all. 
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On.e barrier to racial/ethnic minority women ·s advancement is that rac.ial/crhuic minority women 
ate even more likely than White woincn to be cxd uded from social networks (Combs. 2003; 
Rudem1an. Ohlott, Panzer, & King, 2002). In fact, African Amcrica11/Black women are the most 
I il:cly 10 repon 1ha1 they do noL i.oteract WiOJ sc1).ior-lcvel leadership at all whc-o compared to 
otJ1er populations (McKinsey & Company. 2017) and Hisp:micJLatina women tend to lack access 
LO mentors. tole model!)., and sponsors (Cmalyst, 2003). Also. once in 1e£idership positions. 
racial/ethnic minority women have reported higher levels of pressure to establish their cn.->dibility 
and make l'ewer rnjs1akes (Turnert 2002). 

Woineo also face challenges related 10 equal coinpenso1ioo. Women receive IO\\'er pay compared 
to men in lhe same positions (EEOC, 2013b). On average, women in the U.S. earn around 80 
CCJ1ts for every dollar paid to a man (Nation.al Women's Law Center. 2018), although this amoun1 
varies de.pending on the other variables taken imo account (e.g .. education., ex~,erience, labor 
market participation). African American/Black and H.ispanicilutina women arc a1 an even 
greater disadvantage. receiving only 61 cents and 53 cents. respectively. for each dollar eamed 
by Wbjtc non-Hispanic males (National Women's Lsw Center, 20L8). However. wilhin the 
federal sec,tor, the gender pay gap has been nat'rowing over rime. A 2007 Governmenl 
Account»bility Oflice (GAO) study found litat women in the federal workforce were paid 91 
cents for every dollar that men rece.ived (GAO, 2009). ro better track trends in the federaJ 
sec1or, the EEOC has recently in.::ilituted rcqulremcnls for ageocies to compile and pL1>vidc 
ad(li1ional pay dma as p.at1 of 1he MD-715 repot1ing process. 

Inflexible workplace policies can create unique challenges for women in the. workforce, as 
women are more likely to be responsible for a disproportionate .share of can:giving: and 
household obliga1ions 1han 1heir male counterparts (EEOCt 2013b: McKjnscy & Company, 
2017). Moreover. such unsupportivc policies may be especially difficult for populations thal 
emphasize e~rended-fllin ily rela1ionships nod associated obli£ations, such as Hispanic wo01e11 
(Catalyst. 2004). furthermore, women in senior level positions arc significantly more likely lo be 

in dw;1l-career reJatfonships than me11 oL the sn.me le,1eJ. meanin_,g lhfll they are not as li_kely to 
benefi t from lite support of a panner who slays at home (McKJnsey & Company, 2017). 
Organiza1ional policie~ :lJ'1d resourc-es· such as nextime, tele\vork. a11d paremal leave can ease 
difficulties associated with. bal:'mcing work and family dem~nds. Howeve1:. organiz.ations mus1 
also sustain a supportive cullurc in which such policies are unifonnly enacted and made twailablc 
{including for senior staff and Executives) and their use is not 1>enali2ed (e.g., Butler & Skattebo. 
2004: EEOC. 2013b). 

I.D. EEO Best Pructices and Recom mendations 
The EBOC. agencies followiog EUOC gujdance, ood organl:w1iom1I and legal scholars have 
proposed a number of best practices for organizations to follow in order to combat many of the 
challcogcs presented abo,1e. F.MG rc,1iewed best prac1ices fochsed on pro.i;nori.n.,g equal 
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opportunity in recmiting, hiring. advancement/promotion. separation/retention~ and diversity and 
inclus.ion. ReconuneodaticnlS for each employment lifo cycle srag_e a,·c summarized below. 

1.0,1. Recruitment 
Recruitment best practices involve employing a variety of recruitment strategies and hiring 
nu1hori1ies in ordc, 10 anract diverse 1J1len1 (U.S. MSPB, 2009). 17,e EEOC sugges1s 1ha1 job 
vac.ancies should be announced v ia broad and diverse recmi1ment channels l'O increase their 
visibil.i1y 10 diverse audie,.1ees (l)epar101eo1 or VeterW'.ls A O'airs, 201 O). OPM suggests that 
agencies "prescribe 011 open period of at least five business days" (OPM. 2007. p. 65) for job 
al\nouncemeuts. Although there is no speci fic guidance or regulation regarding how loog a 
vacancy mu.s.t re.main open, industry best practke suggest tha1 two weeks is tbe standard 
minimum amoun1 of limo (MSPB.2015, p. 12). MSPB reoommends 1h01 agencies should be 

cautious abouL opening job announcement.~ for shol'l periods of time because I) individuals 
$h0uld .. be afforded a ressonable amount of1ime lo learn of the job opportunity. and lo prepare 
and subnut their applicmion materials'' (MSl'B. 20 15, p. J 2), and 2) job announcements: with a 
"shorl open period may create au impression tba1 the po:.-ition bas been earmarked for someone 
or that tJ1e age.ncy seeks: applications 011ly from individuals who have been e:xpressly recruited>" 
(MSPB, 2015, p. 12). Fun her. in 1heir case sludi(.-S on federal agencie.. MSPB noled 1ha1 
agencies witJt "lower perceptions of pre-selection, more frequent use of broad hiring authorities, 
and lo.nger rccniitment windows. coincided" with a workforce that was more representative of 
"society a1 large" (MSPB, 2015, p. JO). 

In addilion, the selection of schools from which to recruil should include HBCUs, His-panic~ 
serving institutions, women ·s colleges, and schools with in1ematlonal programs (Govcmmcnl 
Accountability Office L GAO], 2005). In addition~ org,aoi.zarioos should partner wi1h a1\d develop 
long~tenn relationships with other organii.,uions or in.slitutions to supporl rcciuitmcnt (e.g._, 
multicuhurol profCssfonal instiuuions: OPM. 20J 6b). Fur1her, i1 can be beneficial to employ 
diverse recruiters or recruiters who are trained on diversity issues (Kravitz. 2008; Rynes & 
Barber. 1990). loternship and scholan,hjp progttio.'1.S specifically 1nrgeliog o'linority applicanLS cao 
also increase diversity in applicant pools (EEOC, n.d.•b). Fim1Hy. all recruiting materials should 
clearly communicate tha1 diver.shy is a valued by 1he organization. 1ha1 the organjzatioo is 
committed to diversity, and why the organization considers diversity to be impo11ant (EEOC, 
201Ja; Lindsey. King, McCausland. Jones. & Duol¢avy. 2013). 

1.0.2. Hlrlng/sclcct1on 
Successfully hiring or selecting employees from diverse backgrounds requires that an 
orgaaizalion conduct job analyses for its positions; use these tmalyses to creale {)bjectiv~ job· 
related quaLiticmion standards that are aUgned with business necessity; and apply these s.1andards. 
consiSlcndy acrosscandid"1es (EEOC, n.d. -c; Deponmcn1 ofVclcnms AJ1'air,;, 2010). 
Educational requirement~ should not exceed what is necessary to 1>erfom1 tlle job and 
organiwtioos should allow for 1.hc subs1itulion of profos.sionul experience for educmionul 
requirements when appropriate (EEOC, 2006; U.S. MSl'B, 2009). 
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Hiring managers and other employees making hiring decisions should be trained on the best 
practices and 1ne1hods for the-hfring process {e.g .. c.ompli.anc,e training, io.creasit1g awareness o r 
potential biases and methods to reduce biases; Lindsey ct al .. 201 3 ). This should include 
reducing subjectivity UI tbe selection process by f0cusi.ng oo ooly job-related information 
throughout. Specific methods that can be used during the hiring process to improve equal 
oppormnity include: using asse$smerlts with small .liubgroup differences (e.g., wot'k samples)~ 
assessing a range of knowledge. skills. abilities and other characteristics (KSAOs); considering 
how 10 use-assessment scores (c-.g .• how to sci cul SC-01'\."'S, dc-1errniniog whc1hc-r banding 
assc-ssment score~~ is appropriate): and placing greater emphasis on predictors- shown 10 h;:.we the 
least adverse impact' (Lindsey et •I., 2013). The EEOC (2013b) sires.cs rhat bias based on 
ge.nder. race/elhnieity, c.aregiver responsibilities, and other protecled class.es should be addressed 
10 ensure they are nol influencing employment decisions. One wuy to do this is by conducting 
unconscious bia.s training and presentations with all employees, including tl1ose making hiring 
decisions. 

Methods Like structured interviews and mix.cd-roce interview panels have been found to reduce 
the influence of interviewer biases (Huff curt & Roth, J 998; Lin, Dobbins, & Fath, 1992: 
McCarthy, lddokingc, & C;impion. 20 I 0). If selection or interview panels are used 10 select 
candidates, panels should include both men and wmnen. and individuals of different 
races/ethnicities (EEOC, 2013b). Furthermore, including EEO practitioners on panels for higher 
levd positions c.a11 help 10 pronh)te. equal opportunity in hi1'i.ng (OPM. 201 6b). 

t :0.3. Ad,•anc-ement/promotion 

To combat obstucles 10 ndvanccment. 1bc:- EEOC advises Lhat ori1erfa for promotion anti inl'C:ma.1 
job openings be transpareot and communicated 10 all eligible er'llployees by establishing clear 
paths to advancement (B.EOC. n.d.--c). Jo addition, developing current employees in order to 
widen the inter.oal recmiting_ pool can be achievt,.'<I by implernenti11g le;ldets.hip d'cvelopmenL, 
mentorship, and internship programs (GAO, 2005). Moreover, through succession planning. 
organizatiOJ)S can identify aod deveJop a. diverse p0ol of future leader.ship taleut (OAO. 2005). 

Federal gt1idnnce, includiog: fi-010 the EEOC nnd OPM, suggests tbat organizations crearc 
mentoring programs for minority and female employees that pair lower-level employees with 
ltigher-levcl e.,,pJoyees (EEOC, 201 3b; OPM, 2016b). IL s1resses 1hn1 employees from all 
backgrounds should have equal access to developmental opportunities like mentoring programs. 
workplace netwol'k.s, training, and coos1ruc.tive feedback (EEOC. 2006). \.Vorkplace networking 
can be supported by collaborating with or organizing Special Emphasis Program Managers. 
affini ty groups. 3nd employee n.-source &roups (ER Gs) to provide venues for such networking to 
occur(OPM, 2016b). f urthenuore. agencies shouJd focus on ensuring that minority and femaJe 

j As Lind-.cy e1 aL {201 J) exp Jain, 1his suutcgy invoh-cs assigning great« wdghL 10 prcdictorslcrhcrion measures 
1.hat ha'lc bl-e-n demonslnucd to huve tbc Jeas.t ndvcn;c impac:1 and l<:$$.wdgtu to those lb.it have shown to buvc mlu·c 
ndvcrsc 1mpae1). Howe"er. while this strategy may reduce subgroups dlftC'fmces. il can also tower che predictiVt' 
validity ol' the assessments. 

BCFP Barrier Analysis Repon, October 2018 16 



cmp'loy~s a.re chosen for developmental assignments and trainings that foster leadership and 
lnnuageo.teol skjlls. J\ gencies shonld conduct 1rcod analyses 10 assess parlicipatioo rares by 
race/ethnicity and gender. Promotion potential for employees should be evaluated at regular 
intervals as part of succession pl!uming. In addition, orgaoiz,fr1g networking or cart'-t!r 
development opportunities during the \vork day can alJow employees to attend at times when 
they do ncn have caregiver or other family respo1lsibilities. Finally, org,ani?.ations should 
continuously monitor promotion, mentoring1 and developmental oppommities lbr employees 
from protected groups (EEOC, n.d.-b: EEOC. 11.d.-c) 

f.0.4. Rctcnrioo 
In order to retain a strong, diverse workforce, agencies must demonstrnte co both internal and 
external stakeholders that they highly value EEO ond diversity. As the EEOC states: 
·"(f:.1mployee satisfaction and loyalty begins nt the top, with senior officials who: (:1) cle.arly 
communicate chat EEO is an inte-grnl part of the .ag_ency's mission; (b) ensure that employees 
from all backgrounds feel acce~>fed, respected, and fairly treated; (c) provide on a fai r and equal 
basis tbe support and oppOrtunities. its employees need to reach maximum polenth:Hs; and (d) 
hold managers accountable when employees le,.ave tJtc agency due to lack of EEO compliance or 
the luck of effective EEO munagement .. (EEOC. n.d.-d). 

Other recommcnd~•tions for strong employee retention include: ensuring 1ha1 supervisors und 
managers ha:ve adequate. knowledge and skills to develop an inclusive workplace; establishing 
Spccio1 Emphasis Programs and colluborating with affinity groups; including 1bc .EEO director in 
strategic planning~ 1-e\Tiewing age.ncy EEO and personne.l data; improving advancement 
opportuni1ic.s by creating and fi.mcJing Individual Dcvclopmeo1 Plans (TDPs) and Corcer 
Development Programs (CDP)~ and, conducth\g er'llployee opinion (clin1are) sul'veys and 360 
degree evaluations (EEOC. n.d.-d). 

Rc1cntion is often impuctcd by inc-lusion-relatcd policies and practices that impact the climate 
and cuhure within the organization (li.ndsey et nl., 201 3). 11}ese policies c.a11 ensure 1hnt nll 
cmployocs have equal access to trnining and development opportuni1ies (OPM. 2012). equal pay 
(Griffeth. Morn, & Gacnoer, 2000: OPM, 2012). clearly-commuuica1e<l performance 
management processes and expectations that include diversity assessments (Kalcv et al.. 2006: 
Goldstei,u & Lundquist, 201 0), a,ul equal aocess 10 career develop11Jent opp,or11.11J.ities (Goldscein 
& Lundquist. 20 I 0). Conducting and continuously monitoring the results of surveys (e.g .• 
employee attitudes and exit surveys) 10 del'ennine reasons for separation provide insigbc as 10 lhe 
effectiveness of these programs (OPM. 2016b). These surve.ys can help to dctem1ine whether 
Lhcrc are nny rncc/cthnici1y- or gendcr-b~scd dif'li::n:nces in experiences or attitudes tb;:1l may 
contribute to employee mrnover. 

In addition, benefits and fle:dble policies that sup1>0rt minority and female employees improve 
rc1cnlion r.ues. Rcseurch hns :;hown thnl HispanicJl...atino(a) millennials are more likely to be 
responsible for a large extended family compared to other millennia ls (SHR.!vt.2016). lnce11tives 
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and benefits that suppon these family rcsponsfbilirics (e.g., flexible leave, job•prolectcd family 
le.ave) may be particularly impol'loot 10 1 Hspanic/L.a1ino(a) employl!es. Furthennore. policies that 
supporl flexibility (e.g .. flexible stan and end timcs.job,.sharing, tdework. paid leave. and 
benefils) should be implemented to a.llo," bo1b women and meo with caregiver obligations the 
ability to balance their ,,,.ork and personal responsibilities (McKinsey & Company, 2017: EEOC, 
20 I Jb). h is irnportant tha1 the tise of these benelic$ not be s1ig.inati1.ed or penalized and that 
leadership is trained on these policies to faci li1ate successful implementation {EEOC. 2013b). 

Finally, dissatisfaction with pay is often a key fac.tor that drives employees to leave organizations 
(Griffeth. J lo,·r,, & Gaeririer, 2000). Salacy/cornpensatloo packages should be de1e11nincd in a 
way thm does not differ based on gender or race/ethnicity. ln addition, agencies should 
frcquc11'1y uudil employee compcnsution lo ensure th;.ll there is 110 dilTercntial based on gender or 
race/ethnicity (BEOC. 201 3b). Ftuther. OPM (2016) suggests tiiar agencies should oiler 
additional piw incentives for positions that require Spanish (Or other mission-critical) langu~1ge 
skills. 

LD.S. Diversity, inclusion, and discrimination 
There exist a number of strategics 10 enhance diversi1y and inclusion and decrease discrimiualion 
again.st minority group$ (EEOC. 2013a: OPM, 2016b). Al a basic level, agencies s.hould require 
lhut a ll employees strictly adhere to, and be rewarded for, commitling to equul opponun.ity. 
Agency le-.adership should openly commit to addn.~ing workplace inequality by supponlng 
policies and programs dull strengthen <Uversity and C-Ombtll workplace discrimination an<l bias. 
f unhermore. the U.$. 1'.1tSPB (2009) also recommends that agencies recognize the imr>ortance of 
fair trcatmcm of employees and incorp0ra1c supporting practices in order to CrL-ate ~m 
cn,1ironmcn1 that allows employees 10 speak openly wi1hou1 fear of negative consequenoe.s. 
Finally, agencies should regularly collect and analyze workforce data to monitor effectiveness of 
workforce m.-iriagcment prac1jccs and drive improvements (U.S. MSPB. 2009). In addition, 
organizations should frequently review imemal policies and standards (OPM.2016b), fund eEO 
1>rog:rams adequately to li1ni1 discrimirrntio11. and show tha1 they :,re con11n.i1ted 10 followi1,g 
regulations (e.g., by penalizing ihose commiuing discriminatory behavior: EEOC, 2013b). 

Diversity and inclusion tminiug can be an effective method of enhancing in-clusion and reducing 
discriJoina1ion. Research indicates that carefully designed divetSily a.nd i1~clusioo trait1.ing_ 
programs can change employees' lhoughts. atritudes. and behaviors about diversity (Kalinoksi et 
a l.. 2013). Diver$iiy training is l'UOSI e.fft."Ctive when: it empJoys bo1h ac.tive and passive 
techniques (Kalinoski el al .. 2013), is instructor-lcd, (Kalinoski ct al., 2013), is paired with other 
diversity initiatives (Bczrukova, Spell, Perry, & Jehn. 2016), and is administc~d o,•cr a span of 
time with multiple opportunities for pract'ice and skill development (Bezrukova et a1.~ 2016). 
Researchers have found 1ha1 while voluntary training may produce more positive rcuctions for 
trainees, mandatory training i.s more effective m changing behavior (Bezrukova et al., 2016). 
Finally, diversity training is more effective when it is paired with other org:mizational policies 
and practices that support diversity {e.g.~ visible support from leadership, inclusive culture: 
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Bezmkova. Spell. Perry. & Jchn.2016). Along these lines, organizations should develop 
diversity s1ra1egies/policies thiU arc vocally supported by opper n1aonge01en1 aod u11de-rs1ood and 
enforced by leaders within the organization. 

II. Melhod 
We inv(.-stigatcd lhc existence ofpolcntjal barriers at BCFP via lwo main research activities: ( I) 
a document .revie.w that examined the existence and contents of employmem and personnel 
policie.-; and p111cticc:.- at BCFP and (2) u combioa1ion of in-depth interviews (IDls) and focus 
groups. The document review involved a detailed review of the current policies rela1ed to 
rccruitmtnl. hiring. promotion. and separatfon and informed the bulk of our BCFP policy audit 
findings and recon1me1.1datioos. The IOls at.Hi f0<:us groups involved asking a series of EEO
related questions to personnel involved in selection at BCFP as well as African American/Black 
and _I Uspa.nic/latino(n) male aod female e,nployees and rrxccutivl!s across a variety or 
occupations, grades. and regions. 

The documem review focused on idemifying any 1>0tentially problematic or inadequate 
1,rocesses. p0licies, or documeotation while the IOls and focus groups we(e primarily conducled 
to capnirc employees' perceptions and experiences related to their experiences with the 
recnJitrncnt.. hiring, proino1io1l, and separation processes, and diversity or,d inclusio1l :ll the 
Bureau, more gene-rally. The 1D1s conducted with BCFP selection personnel were designed to 
supplenie-ni the findings of'thedocume111 review with respect co the policy audit. These re$earch 
activities provide complementary infonnatio11 regarding areas for improvement of equal 
opportuni1y ~•I the Bureau and infonn our recommendations ror changing pQlicics. prncCices, and 
procedures to eliminate any potemiaJ barriers. 

II.A. Document Review 
The document review comprised a review of the current policies. procedures. practices. and 
conditions rela1e(I to recruitment, hi ri.ng, pt011101ioo1 and sc.paration policies at 13CFP. 1.t, addirioo 
to reviewing policies relating directly to these areas, FMG also coUected documentation on 
rd:ited topics (e.g .. bcncfils. professional developmeo1 and training, disciplinary actions, 
employee attitudes) from a variety l)f sources- including EEO complaints or grievances. surveys 
o f ¢mployce ;.lltHudcs related 10 1bc workplace, cxi1 survey resulls. available government repor1s~ 
and other documents related 10 benefits, training opp<unmities, and diversity-re.lated policies. 
This approach was cmployc.:d to more fully iufonn our understanding. of pOlential barriers 
associated with the previously identified triggers. 

We requested the following documc.\n.ts and lnfommtion from BCfJ'>: 

I. Text ofaJI Hmnan Resources J)Olides currently in effect. 
2. Lisi of and access 10 all professional developmco111."Sourccs fhroughoui BCPP (including 

IDP processes, training and development, etc.). 
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3, List of and access to all HR-refatcd training (including training given to recruiters, hiring 
maoagers~ selection ofl'i.cial.s. e1c,). 

4. All BCFP external job announc,:mcnts from 201S. 2016. and 2017. 
5. Applicant tlow data using all (lf the stages (applied, eligible, bcs1 qualified, referred., and 

selected). 
6. Ttencl clam from the Federal f.1ttployee Viewpoint Sui·vey (FE.VS). 
7. Annual Employee Survey (AES), New Employee Sur"•Y (NES). and Exit surveys with 

dar~ breakouts by race and gcodcr. 
8. Training evaluation summaries (from Diversity & Jnch..1sion trainings and Examiner 

Commissioning Progrnm, if available), 
9. 1'he number ofIDPs curremly fom1alizOO and on file. 
10. A ll int·cmul hiring nonounccmcnls. 
11. Acces.~ to recruim1em plan/schedule. (if one exists). 
12. OQcumcntation of promotion processes cum:ntly in cff¢c1, 

13. Documentation of involuntary separation processes currently in effect. 

In total, f?\.1G reviewed 139 documents. which we!'e categorized as follows: rec111i1me11t. hiring. 
benefits. 1r.1ining. development, mentoring, detail assig.nmenls) performance m:magcment, 
managemem, employee attitude.s:, diversi1y, dL..;putes/complaims/disciplinary action, separation, 
and 01her/misccllancous, A complete list of1hc documents obtainc.-d and examined is provided in 
Appendi• C. 

Prom this review. FMG identified: 

I . Number and type of policies and procedures related to recruinnent. hiring, selection, 
promotion. und sepHrntion. 

2. [>mcess accoumabllity at all stages (recmltmem. hiring. tr.iining and development, 
promotion, and $Cparatiou). 

3. Trfli.ning and deveJopm-e1n opponunltics (and ef(icacy thereof based on 1roining 
evaluations) offered to employees throughout the employee lifecyclc (including diversity 
and awareness ttaining and 1 J.R-specific ,raining,. sucb as hitfog manager trai.ni.ng). 

4. Employee attin,des (data tables from the AES, NES. and Exit Survey). 
5. Procedure-s telated lO employee complai_tHS. grievances. a.11d disciplinary actions. 
6. Perfom1an.cc management processes. 

We then compared the policies and practices described in lhese documents to EEO best practices 
and tl!comrnenda1ions. These aclivi1ies comprised 1he-butk of1he policy audiL 

11.B. IU!s and Focus Groups 
Fl\fG con.ducted twelviff1 in-depth interviews (lDls) and nine focus grou1>s with African 
.American/Black and Hispanic/Latino(a) BCFP employees drawn from various occupa.Lions and 

~ A 13~ IDI was co1Klucu:d. Due to the timing oflbe interview. we w..:re not able-to moorpornte the res.ults ioto our 
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grade levels, IDls were conducted with African Americai1/Black and Hispanic/Latino(a) 
Executives as well as per$01\tlCI specHknlly involved with recrui1ing. seJec1ioo, orprornoLion 
decisions. The primal)' purpose of the (Dis and focus groups was to identify employee 
perceptious a.nd experiences wilb recn,itiog_, hi ring. r>t011101ion. aJ)d separation. Em·ployces witb 
first•han.d knowledge of these prooesses were also imervicwed. The lDls and focus groups also 
covered related 1opics such as t1-aining and development, mentoring,, work details. and employee 
morale. 

U.B.l. Outreach, sampling, and re.cruitment 
F,u:u:~ groups. FMG. in C0t\S0lta1io11 \Vith DCFP, developed a focus group sampJiog plan 
detailing the proposed sampling proccdurc-s. A key objective was to maximize the range of 
experiences and backgrounds of imHviduals in the focus groupS. We considered employ'---e 
characteristics such as race/ethnicity, gender. occ.upation, gr3de. region. and supervisory status. 
Only permanent employees were invited 10 p:lrticipate and care was tnken to avoid placing an 
en1ployee in a Jbcus group with his or her supervisor. 

Several e.fforts were made to inform employees of the upcoming focus groups and encourage 
parlicipalion. Representatives from two Employee Resource Groups (ERGs)-RISE and 
Adelaml!>--were.contacted and asked to share infonnation about the Study wilh their members. In 
addi1ion. rcpre~entatives from the Diversity and Inclusion Council of Employees (DlCE) and the 
National Treasury Employees Union (NT.EU) were asked to share info11nation about the study 
with 1heir members employed al BCFP. 

Next, BCFP shared relevant employee characteristics (e.g., race/ethnicity, series., grndc) and 
contact information with F.1\<1G recruiting staff. No personally identiftable infonnation (PII) was 
shared with the FMG research t·eam. Employees who me« the c-ritcria (i.e., based on 
rnce/e-thnicity, occu1>ationaJ series, and grade) to parlicipate in a focus group were identified. 
FMG m:mit:ing .srnff contacted potential pllrticipants using the c;muil template provided in 
Appendix D. with Lhe par1icipam ioforma1ion sheet provided iu Appendix E attached. 
Participants who responded tJiat they arc interested in participating were invited to particip;.Hc in 
a focus group. 

Nine focus groups were conducted \\1ilh African American/Black and I fispanic/Latino(a) BCFP 
employees. Of these nine groups, three consisted of Examiners and sb: consisted of employees 
from 01bct series (i.e .• non-E):amjners). One-third oftl\e foc:us groups were corlducted wi1h 
African American/Black and Hispanic/Latino(a) employees in the Examiner occupation. One 
gr(lllp incfoded supervisory Examiners (CN-'60-CN-71) and the othec hVO gtoups i1tcluded non
.supe1visory Examiners., with employees from grades CN-40-CN .. 51 in one group and employees 
from grades CN-52- CN-<>0 in ano1hcr. FMO recn,i1ers aimed 10 fonn groups 1ha1 we.re roughly 
50% African American/Black examiners and 50% Hispanic/Latino(a) B.xamincrs (to the extent 

syst1:ni.atw: quantitntive anaJyscs. However➔ insights glroned were i.ntcgrnted into 1he narrative .i,11mmury. 
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possible.). FMG recruiters also ~1rivcd to create groups \Vitb ao equal gender distribution that 
included EJ<.ami1ters located in all four rcgioo.s (?vtidwes1. Nortbt!ast, Southeast, West). Oecause 
of the geogrnphfoal dispersion of Examiners. all three focus groups were conducted virtually. 

Three additional focus groups w<:irc conductt~d with African American/Black employees (non• 
Uxan1iners). One group iocluded ~upervisory African A1nerica1\/Black employees (CN·60-CN-
7 I), the sec,ond included non-supervisory Arric311 American/Block employees (CN-33-CN-43), 
and the third include4 non-supervisory African American/Brack (CN-51- CN-60), FMO 
recruiters aimed for an equal gender distribution and representation across the MCOs as welJ as 
otJler occupations. All three. African A01erical\l1Jlack employee groups \\1ere cond11c1ed in petSon 
at BCFP hcadquaners. 

Three focus groups were also conducted with Hispanic/Latino(a) employees (non~Examiners). 
One group included supervisory Hispani</Lotino(a) employees (CN-60-CN-7 I). 1he second 
included non-supervisory Hispanicll.a1ino(a) employees (CN·30-CN-51),and the third included 
non-supervisory Hispanic/Lalino(a) employees (CN-52-CN-60), Two Jijspanic/La(ino(a) 
employee focus groups were conducted in~person at BCFP headquaners. One gr01.11, consisted of 
employees who were not located at he3dquarters and was conducted virt11ally. 

In total. SJ employees (20 Examiners. 31 non-Examiners) pariicipatcd in the focus groups. 
Although FMG recruiters s1rived for equal representation of males and females. due to diftCring 
response rates, the groups included approximc1tc:ly 65¾ women (11 = 33) ~md 35% men (11 = 18). 
In addition, due to low response rme.s among Hispanic/Latino(a) em1,loyees at the CN30-CN5 I 
and CN60-CN7 J levels, thcovcr::ilJ representation ofHispanic/Latino(a) employees was lower 
than amicipate.d (ti = l 8, or 35%) while African Americao/Blac,k employees represemed 
approximately 65% (n = 33) of lhc sample. In the Bureau as~, whole, Africtm American/Black 
employees milke up 22.0% of the population while Hispanic/Latino(a) e,uployees comprise 6.3% 
of 1hc populu~ion. The mensurt: of u sufficic-nl sample in t.1uulitative rest:arch usually is based on 
the "-snnirmioo~• ot· c-Oding categories (Glaser & Strauss. J967). SnrumtiOl\ refers 10 when 
researchers reach a point in which no ne\\t theoretical insight,; or themes are emerging from the 
data. Although i i was not possible given the qunlicarive re-search design to gather insights from 
all employees in the populations of interest. we reached a point at which we perceived that the 
coIorttei:us iJom employees were repeating 1.be same 1be01es. aod we. had therefore achieved 
snturation. 

[Dis. BCFP provided contact infom1~1io11 for male and female African AmericaL1/Black and 
Uispanic/Latino(a) 6x.eeu1ives. A 11 6xeco1ives who satisfied the criteria of the study were invited 
to participate. BCFP also provided -contact infonnarion for three employees involved with 
rccruihnent, selection. or pro1no1ion; 1hese par1icipams \\1ere no1 JUtli1ed 10 specific radaJ or 
ethnic groups. A BCFP representative from the Office of Civil Rights comactcd all potential IOI 
participants in udvancc (o notiry I.hem oflhe upcoming study and ask. whether lhcy would be: 
willing to participate. An FMG rec.ruiler subsequently contacted each individual 10 schedule one-
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hour interviews. Of the J 2 l"Dls conducted, 11 were conducted face- to-face at BCF.P 
headquarters aud one was conduc.ted via phone. 

Table 12. IOI and Focus Crou.p Partkipan1 Compositioo 

Focus Groups 
Exam;,wrs 

Block;& Hisp,nic Non-Supervisors (CN-40-CN-51) 
Black & Hispanic Non-Supervisor (CN-52-CN-60) 
Black & Hispaaic Supc[;'isors (CN-60-CN-7 I) 

.Bllu·k Ntm-E'.\'ttmi1ter~· 
Black Noo-Supewisors (CN-30.-CN-43) 
mack Non-Supervisors (CN-51- CN-60) 
mack Slip0tviS()rs (CN-60-CN-7 I_} 

Hb;punfr: Non-Exambters 
Hlspaaic Non-Supen·lsors (CN'30.:.cN-5 I} 
Hispanic Non-Supervisors (CN-52-CN-60) 
Hispanic Supervisors (CN-60-CN-7 I) 

In-Depth interviews 
81ad: and HiSpanic E:xecutives 
Selection J)ersonnel 

O.B.2. Proc.edure 

Numbtrof 
P:trtici ants 

1))(5) 

Number or 
Grou s 

Experieoced. RIVA-trained1 moderators con<h1cted tlle roJs and focus groups using semj
structured moderator guides. The moderator guides were tailored to each population (as 
appropriate given its sped fie role. responsibili1ies. nod e~periences) as well as session 1ype (101, 
focus group}. A copy or each guide is provided in Appendix F. All focus groups and IDls were 
audio recorded f0r transcriptjon purposes. only. In addiLiou. a note 1aker was present during all 
data collection sessions to observe and document participant responses and reactions tha1 would 
not have bceu captured by the audio recordings and subsequcn1 transc-ripts (¢,g,, non-verbal cues, 
facial expressions). All panicipants were informed that tJleir panfoipation was voluntary; thc.y 
were .free 10 lcuvc the session at any time rind had the righ1 10 refuse to answer any qu<:st:ioas. 
Panicipants wel'e also told ihat tJleir res1>0nscs were coufide.ntiaJ and would only be reported in 
aggn:.gatc: form. Fim-&ll_y. tbcy were informed 1hm neitbcr the uudio recordings nor ,he transcripls 
wouJd be shared with BCf P and chat these would be destroyed onc.e the finaJ repon was 
compk.--ic. OCR and FMG officials consulted subject mnuer experts on records retention cmd 

1 RIVA 'framing lnstilu1c provides qu.aJitntivc research trammg. including moderating. tltcditauon and rd-nic-d skills 
such as bnunstonning and ideation. Ovcr the yc.irs. RIVA ba-s grown to become the "g.old standllf'd" in the 
qu11li1at1ve rc:sc{Ucb industry. 

BCFP Barrier Analysis Repon, October 2018 23 



lhese individuals confi rmed that not retaining these mater:ials was consistent with federal 
requirements and the. ten:ns of the oontract. 

Following each IOl and focus group, participants we.re given 1he 01,porwnity to complete nn 
optional questionnaire that consisted of two open~cnded questions (see Appendix G). Participants 
were given the option ofcornplcting a pa1,er copy of the question.1lai.re -immedia1ely fb llowing the 
session> or onlinc using an anonymous link. All participants (u = 63) were invited to complete 
the questionnaire. A 10ml ol' 17 panicipanis completed the post-session questionnaire (tb.ree 
participants completed a paper version of the survey and 14 completed lhe questionnaire on line). 

Con1e111 co1li11g. All 101 and focus group audio recordings wero transcribed by a third .. pmiy 
ttansc:ription service and s1rip1>cd of any PU beibre bei.ng provided 10 FMG research analysts l()r 
coding. A c-Odcbook was developed in a manner consistent with Glaser and Strnuss·s (1 967) 
gl'Outldcd theory approach to qualitat.h:1e dala analysis. whicJ1 facili1ated the identificatiOti of 
emergent themes. 

Once the codebook was finalized (see Appendix H). the 1wo independent coders coded the 
traoscrip1s usiog the NVivo qualitative data aoalysis sofiwl'l.f'e . T,vo analysts independently 
coded each transcript using the codebook. The codebook contained categories for recruitment, 
hiring/selection. work details. training and development, ruture career palhs/advam.:ement. 
mentoring, executive coaching, perce1)rions of diversiry and inclusion, work environment, 
separations, and thc; Examiner Commissioning Program (ECP). Within each of these topic arc11s1 

s.tatement.; were coded as one or more of the following: positive. negative, infOn.uational, or 
other. In additio11. each statement could be fluggtd as reh11ed to diversity and/or related to the 
,,anicipants' personaJ experie-Jtce-~c;. AnalysLc; aJso identified notewo11hy quote.~ and emergent 
lht:mcs a.s they coded the trnnsc1ipts. 

Cohen's Kappa is a s1atistic lhut measures agreement between two co<lcn. that is ust.-d when 
coders areclass1fying items into categories (i.e .. categorical data; Cohen, J960t. We computed 
Cohen's Koppa to measure inu: r-coder agreenicot and the final Kappa based uo all 21 tr.mscripts 
was .63. This provided us with rea.c;onable oonfidence in the level of agreement among our 
analysts. Arter 1wo analysts complct1;.'0 their 1.:oding of a paniculnr transcript, a third experienced 
rese.archer evaluated and reconciled disagreernents berwecn the analysts. Any substantive 
disagreements in coding that the th ird researcher could not easily resolve were discus-sed at a 
mee1iog of all 1ht"ee individuals until consensus was reached. 

* Cohcn·s Kappa is a wkld y ac.ccpted mt'asurc ofintcr-mter agrccmcnl aod ls thought lo be a robust measure 
because il takes inlo accounl lbc. relative obsen1ed ngnxmt'ot .among raters as well as 1hc prob11bili1y that agrcemenl 
would occur by chance. 
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Ill. Finding~ and Recommendations 
In what follows we present the, combined findings and accompanying recommendations of the 
documcn1 review and [Dis/locus groups, broke.a down by employment stage (e.g .. recruitment.. 
hiring, 1>romotion). Due to the hiring free1.e cnrremly in place at BCfP, the Bureau is not 
currently engaging in rccruitmcn1~ hiring. or promolion :1ctivitics. However. the data were 
analy1.ed and recomme.ndations are o ffered in a manner intended 10 infonn future activities in 
lhesc area$ once the hiring freeze is lifLc<l. Table:; summarizing the rcsuhs of the Coding of Lhe 
1O1s aod focus groups, by tai:get popuJatioo, are provided in Appct1dix I. 

Ill.A. Recruilmenl 

tn.A.1. Ootumfnt re,,iew 
111e five. recruinnem~related documents re.viewed indicate tha.t 11-11J{:i) I 

Specifically. per it~ 2015- 2016 list of recruiting event~, BCf P is re1)resented at a number of 
dcmogrnphically divef8e recruit-ing events organized by historic~1lly black colJeges and 
uojversities (HBCUs, such as Howard Univer,;:;ity) and coordinates witJ1 multiple minority 
professional associations (e.g., lhe National Ass(lcintion of Black Ac-countants. the Natiom1I 
Black MBA Association, and the Association for Latin Pro te5Sionals in Finance and Accounting) 
in order to disseminate infonnation <lbou1 BCFP employme-nL opponunities. In N<ldition. BCFP's 
2017 Fedeml Equal Opportunity Re.:niitment l'lan (FEORP) states that the Offic.e of Minoril)' 
and Women Inclusion (OJ\f\Vr) and the Office of Human Capital (OHC) have worked to 
csmblish and maintain relationships wich m.inority professional org:aniz.arioos-including the::. 
Hispanic Nalional Bar Association, the Associalion for Latin Pro fessionals in Finance and 
Accounting. the National l)lae,k MRA As..1,ociati'o11, and the National Association o fBlnck 
.AC(.."Ountants-and also thal BCF'P has executed a digital outreac-h strategy to attrac, diverse 
applicantS.9 

Funhenttore. 1he Bureau ha.s enlisted senior leaders ar,d empl.oyees 1.0 protnote 1he Bureau's 
identity at outreach events and has provided current employees with recruitment tools and 
resources (e.g., instructions on how ro develop an ou1rench accion plal\. templates IOr e,xpn."SSlon 
of interest me-rs. lists of recruit:ing events to reach out to their professional netv.·orks). ln 
addition, the 2017 FEORP report oores chat the Btireau cooduc1s a11 ongoing review ot' l'M.)lic.ies, 
progr,ams. and initiatives to ensure that they arc in-elusive (e.g .. telc\vork program. A \VS 

schedule, abiJHy lo carry over annu..'11 leave, lactation rooms). 

FMO also reviewed BCFP"s New Employee Survey (N ES) data tables for 1he period o( 
September 201 1 September 2017. Responses were summarized by gender, race, ethnicity, grade, 

~ This involves using DlrcclEmploycrs to promote BCFP and publi;sb j ob opportuoitks to di\'«se aud.ienct"S. 
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s.upc1visory starus, and expected tenure, To protect employee privacy, re.suhs were only shared 
for subgro1.1ps with more dlan JO C-lnpl.oyees. Because ol'this. we were. unable 10 review data for 
the following sub•groups: African Amcrican/Blac.k and Hispanic/Latino(a) male and fcma1c team 
leaders, supervisors. or ,nanagers. 

The NES 1isks respondents how they le.amed -about the job opeoiog that they applied LO .. The 
NES data tables from 201 1-2017 indicate the most common avenues for learning about BCFP 
job opeuings were ex1emal websites. BCFP employee referrals, USA.fobs, and CFPO.gov/jobs. 
The leJ..o;t common methods were being contacted by a recniiter. a recruitment/outreach event. or 
Lhrough a university job boarcVcareer cen1e-r/foculcy ou1re-acb. In addi1lon to pco,1iding generaJ 
information about recruitment strategies, respondents' answers to this item can provide specific 
insight into how individuals of different roccs/ethnici1ics arc being recruited by BCFP (sc..-e 
A1>pendix B). 

Examinin~ the NES data -snlil bv race. Pender and surv-rvisorv status vields a few observations. 
b)(5Y 

Due to small subgroup sizes. data tables were not provided al the supcrviso1y le\'el for any 
.-nfoority subgroups (i.e .• 81acknuilcs and females, Hispaojc/La1iuo(a) males a.nd females). Tbi.s 
left us unable to explore differences by rnce/cthnicity among supervisors. Another limitation of 
the da1ase1 was thaL it was col lapsed across years (2011-2017), which did not allow for the. 
examination of temporal patterns (i.e., changes over time). 

[I I.A.2. Interviews and focus groups 

lll.11.2.i /Dis. 
1>1(5) 
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The content of the infom1atfonal statements spanned se\•cral themes. including: descriptions. of 
1he me1hods for auool1ncingjob openings (e-.g.1 p0sting on websites with diverse Audien.ces), 
descriptions of in•person outreach efforts (e.g .• auending diverse career expos and events), and 
the fact that some managers are more ac1.ively involved in recrui1fr1g 1han others. In addition, 
participa.nts stated that they sometimes find it lo be particularly difficult to recruit minority 
i(ldi\1iduals for positions 1ha1 require-specialjzed skills. given 1ha1 there is a limited pool or 
applicants with these skills (e.g .. Economist and Examiner positions). Participants also shared 
that recruiting sc.nior te1:1dcrs from the private sector oticn n •. -suh.s in an applicanL p00l that lacks 
diversity due 10 1he concentration of White males in private sector leadership positions. A 

suggestion offered for ~nhancing diversity through recru.iUncnt pracLiccs was to focus on 
recruiting from programs that value diversity, such a.:. the Presidential t-.<fanagemem fellows. the 
Honors Attorney program, or Technology and lnnovution Fellows. 

I 
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lll.A.2.;;. Focus Groups 

African Ame.rican/Black employees. p>XS) 

b)(S) 

Mispanic/La1in<>(a) employees+•~•> I 
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1>)(5) 

E:rnrniners. b)(-5) 

rn.A.3. Oiscussio,, a11d rc-c:oinmfndatl,ons 
In summary, the documents reviewed were in accordance with EEO rccruiunent best practices in 
that they: 

I. Focus on recmiling from a diver$e range of1miversi1ies ood professiooal associations. 
2. Outline a digital outreach strategy to announce job opportunities to a diverse audience. 
3. Emphasi7..c developing and maintuining purtnerships with <liversi.: prore$$ionaJ 

associations. 

Each of these types of targeted recruitment ,1ctlvities have been shown to enhance diversity of 
the !ipplicunt pool (K..lev, Dobbin, & Kelly, 2006: see p11gc 14 for limhcr discussion of 
enhancing diversity in the a~)plicant pool). However, the res~)onses of [Dis and focus group 
participants suggcs1 lhat BCFP could bencfi1 from bolstering its aciivitii:s fo all of these areas. 
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)(>) 

T11e FY 2017 f'EORP Repon stated that BCf'P conducts an ongoing review of policies and 
initia1ivcs to ensure Lhat they arc inclusive and provide necessary support to employees. 
However. it was not clear from the documents: we. reviewed how or if the.~ inclusive policies and 
initiatives arc marketed to potential employees. 

We did review the cuffcnl BCFP websi1e careers page. which briefly n:.fen:nces BCFP's 
commitment ro diversity and equal op1,ortunity as welJ as its com1)etitive com~,e-nsation and 
benefits. Research suggests that explicitly communicating an organization ·s commitment to 
diversity can enhance npplicams· perceptions of diversity (e-.g .. I lig.hhouse. Sti.etwaJL. Oachiocbi. 
Elder. & Fisher. 1999; Rau & Hyland. 2003). 

bJ(5) 

b,-,.,1 

1>)(5) Such programs can enhance di\'ersity in rccniitmcnt to supplement 
compet1t1vc nm.og tcr:.1 C, n.d.-b; Jayne & Dipboye, 2004). 

The I Dis and focus groups also yielded sugg,-stioru;, of specific programs 1hat could be turgctcd 
by diversity~tocused hiring initiatives-, and also areas whe.re less emphasis mighl be wamuued. 

r•XS) 
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IIJ .8. lliring 

J.JJ.8.1 Document review 
We reviewed 25 documents rcl:-1lc<l to hiring, prOCC."-$CS at BCFP. BCFP's Hiling, Promotion. and 
lmemr,/ Personnel MOvement.t Policy and Hiring 1Wauager.r; Guide outline the Bureau's hiring 
procedures. The documents stale lhat hiring managers initially di$cU.SS the position with OHC. A 
job descri~,tfon is eilher identified or developed based on a job analysis. The hiring ma..n.ager the.n 
works with OHC to determine the appropriate asscssmenl approach. For example, this mny 
involve a self-repo11 quesrionnaire base.d on the duties of the position. or a more specialized 
assessment The vacancy announcement is postt,d for a minimum of five days and then a Bureau 
of1be Fiscal Service Human Reoource Specialist (BFSHRS) reviews •II applicarions for basic 
eligibility and minimum qualifications: the resuJts of this ass~mcm are used to place applicants 
into categories (e.g., qualifie<I. well-qualified. best qualified). Applicants ate evaluated on job-
related criteria (e.g.1 job--related e,xpc.riencc, training, education, and self-development). The 
0FSI IRS then submits a list of candidllles 10 tbe hiring manager, wbo is i:esponslbte for 
interviewing the candidates, checking rcforenccs1 and making a final selection. 
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Next, because the interview process often introduces the greatest oppo11uni1y for subjectivity and 
bias to impact decision m::iki1l_g (e.g .• Seg.res1 Puckiss et al., 2006). we consjde-red how BCFP has 
worked to mi1igate this possibility. 

The use of highly structured interviews bas. been shown to reduce the impact of applicants' 
demographic characteristics on selection decisfoos (e.g., McCarthy, lddekjJlge, & Campion, 
20 I 0). The documents we reviewed indicated that BCFP strongly e.ncourages structured 
io1erviewer trainjng fot lead interviewers and panel interviewers. The structured jJ)terview Wiki 
page indicates that during strucnll'ed interviews~ a panel of iiuerviewers takes detafled notes and 
then all of1he opplicaots• responses are evah1ated uslo,,g a m 1i1'1.g scale al)d st..1n<L1rds for 
acceptable answers. The lead interviewer is roquircd to have attended the structured interviewer 
training und to develop interview qu(."Stions based on requirctl competencies for the position. 
BCFP1s: \Viki page also includes descriptions of .. lntcrviewer 8 iases"' and the ·•Jmpncl of 
Unconscious Bit1s on lnlervicwing." 

Another positive step that BCFP has taken is to provide prospcclivc applicants with access LO a 
document called '"fi1,s: on navigating job announc,eme.nts on USAJobs." This document is a 
guide designed to help applicants who arc unfomiliar with the fodcral hiring prOC¢SS, la addition, 
during FY 2016~2017. BCFP 1,iloted a re~~ume blinding process as part of the minfrnum 
qualification..s review proc(.-SS, The pilot program involves sixteen vacancy announcements, for 
the 2210 (lnfonnation. Technology ManagemenL), 030 I (Miscellane.ous Administration and 
Program). and 01 10 (Economist} series. with grades ranging from CN-52 to CN-71. Resumes 
were blinded such Lhal all J)l t was redacted and reviewers c;mly viewe.d job-related information. 
We arc not aware of the-r¢su11~ of 1hi!(, triaL fb)C5> I 

fbxs·1 I as rcs.e.arch 
has showo i.Juu names and other infom1arion that can indicate race/ethnicity c.an bias interview 
requests (e.g., Nunley. Pugh. Romero, & Seals. 2015; Quilian, Pager. Hexel. & Midl<l<n, 2017) 
and resume blinding can reduce subjectivity and bias in the resume reviewing process (Krause, 
Rinne., & Zill'l1t1CrQJan, 201 2). 

IU.ll.2. tnrervlews and fO<'US grOUJ>S 

ffl.8.1.i ID/;. 

l'ersonnel involved with selection. fbl(5) 
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b)(5) 

I 

111.8.1.ii Fm·usgroups. 

African Amcricall/Black employees. f1>)(5> I 
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'Dl(S) 

Hisponic/Latino{a) employocs. l•X'l I 
bJ(~) 
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,b](5) 

Examiners. r vJl',I) I 
b}{5) 

J.JJ.8.3. Discussion and recommendations 
1>)(5) 
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There arc muhiplc entities involved in managing or contributing to diversity in hiring at BCFP-
11amely, OMWI, OMC, OCR, and DICE- fbJC0> 

Table 14. Summ:u-y of .Hiring•Rel.tted Recommendations 

Reconuuend.ation Source l'riorlty 
Level 

I 
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b)(S) 

111.C. \Vork Details 
\Ve have devoted special ane111io11 ro the issue of work d'ct.ails a~. due to the currcJ'.IL hiring freeze, 
more BCFP employees are applying for deiails. 

tll.C.1. Docu ment nwiew 
According to 1be 1t11emal Dewit F(,cus Group Repor1. intcmal details aJJow employe~ to: (a) 
determine if a job/unit is a good fil. (b) gain exposure to macro,.level work. (c) gain experience. 
aod (d) pursue grow1h, prol'essional development., aod rh!tworkiog opp,ol'tu1J.ities. I 1t1porta1u ly. per 
the .. Hiring, Promotion. and Internal Personnel Movcnmnts Policy," an applicum for intemaJ 
de-t.ails '"is 11ot required to meet qu:1li!ica1ion .~tandards tor the positions 10 which he or she i.:S 

detaHcd unless the position has a minimum educational or liceosure requirement (e.g., Attorney 
or Economist)." 

Detail opporruoities are posted on 1he intel'Jlal ,vebsite for all employees to view, in accordaoce 
with the requirements of the C-01/ec:tive Bargai,,ing Agre<>nlent (CBA), The Hiring. Promotion, 
and Jn1e.nm/ Personnel Afoveme111s Polltystmes 1.hac "supervisors have Lhe di.scre1ion to fill 
positions fro1n any source.'" The CBA concurs. as long as selection from among interested 
employees is mode in a --rair and equitable manner consis1cnt with the factors idcntific.."tl in 
Section 3 of [the.CBA)"' (p. 153). 
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It is the responsibility of the hiring office to review applicams and select the final candidate. 
Individuals selecring_ detailecs are s1ron.gly encouraged 10 conduct su·uc.tured i11tervicws io order 
to make selections. however, this is not required. Suucturcd interviewer training is also 
encouraged but not required. Tbe i 111 rnal r us ..... u r 11 al~ main 1. 1-\1 ,:, sti ns 1 

improve the int em al work dctai ls. Dl(S) 

rn.C.2. lotcn'icws aod focus groups 

111.c:1.; rnrs. 

PcrSt)ftnel involved wi,h selcc1ionJ:tl>:SJ 

Exr:culrvcs. IID)(5l 
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b}(5) 

111. C.l. l. f'"oc11s Gro"ps. 

African A1nerkan/ 1:31.ack employees. ~bl\5) I 
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b)(S) 

l"l isnnnic/t,.a1inO(a) t::molc.WL'C~. J!_b}(S) I 
bl(5) 

I 
bJ(5) 
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111.C.3. Discussion ;rnd no:commcndations 

Table: 15. Smnmary of De.taiJ-Relaled Rtcomn1e:nd:l1ions 

Re-commendatio11 I Source I PriorUv Le,•el 

111.0. Promotion 

llJ.D.J. Oocumcnt review 
We reviewed 52 documents related to several arc.as that may impact promotion. namely: 

I. Pcrfonnancc managemenl 
2. Ernployee recognition a11d aw·ards 
3. Tr:aining, development. management 
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4. .Mentoiing 

Promotfon-spedjic policie,'{ and prar.ticeJ·. We. first reviewed BCFP~s Hiring, Promorkm, a,,d 
/,rtemal Per:,\·o,me/ Movements P,:,Jic.y, which describes the procedures associated wi1h meri1 
promotions .. The policy st.Hes lhat OHC works with hiring manage.rs to identify or develop a 
position description. job anaJysis. and assessmem process prior 10 posting the \l.tca.ncy 
announcements. OHC requires 1hal each of these sleps be completed before opening a vacancy 
announcement. 

Anoou11-cements ate advertised a1 least Bureau-wide and if desired, managers cao expand 10 
external sources like the BCFP Jobs Website and USAJobs. The postin,gs must be open for a 
sufficient period or1i;ne to atirac1 a sul1jcien1 candidate pool (typically five busioess days). 
Applications are collected via an automated staffing tool. AppJicants are then evaluated on joO
related criteria a..; listed in the vacancy announcen1ent (e.g., cx1,erience, performance appraisals, 
incentive awards. training. education or scJf .. development) determined by the hiring manager or 
anolher subj1,,.-ct matter expert. These criteria arc then used to determine lhc best qualifit--d 
candidates. ·me relative weight of the. criteria and the way in which they were used iuiol' m the 
hiring freeze is documcn1cd in the mcri1 promotion fi le. Methods for evaluoting candidates 
include: oc,cupational questionnaire, review and rating by a panel of subject matter experts, and 
.slructtu·cd interview rntings. Based on its evnlua1ions1 OHC develops a list of eligible cundidtllcs 
("referral lists'' or .. cenificates of eligibility") from whic.b tl1e hiring manager may select. The 
hiring mnongcr can decide to sekcl or 001 select. 

The document also d¢Seribcs the po.licy regarding career h1ddcr promolions. The policy states 
that employees who compete for designated career ladder positions may be selected at 3ny band 
within the ladder for which they qu.alify. Tl is empho~ized thnt c--arcc:r Judder promotions are nol 
automatic or guaranteed but, rather, to advance there must be sufficiem work at the next higher 
band und tht: employee must meel scvt:rul n:quircments (e.g .• must meet <.1ut1lifications of next 
ba.nd. dernoostra1e ability 10 perforrn 1he work required at the uext level. nud be rated as a "solid 
performer .. or higher on any critical element). Managers decide whether employees meet these 
requirements. 

Finally, IJCFP ',t Ht ring. Pro11mth)n. und /11terut1/ Personnel Move11umts Polley states that the 
Chier Human Capital Officer periodically reviews BCFP•s merit promotion policies. 

Employee 11ttitmles. The AES 2017 rcpon and F'( 2012-2017 data tables, summarize employees' 
level of agreement with the siatemerit "promotions in my wock unil are based on 1netit." ln the 
2017 AES Report. BCFP adopted o more stringc,n criterion for nagging items (those with 25% 
or more respondiog unfavorably) 1han the guidance set forth by OPM (to Jlng icems witl.l 35% or 
more responding unfavorably). 

The "'promotions in my work unit are based dn merif' was idenriffod as a ·'cballengc/i.ssue to 
,,,a1ch," as 29.1% of employees disagreed or su·o11g:Jy djsagrced with 1hjs item. 11,is pen':cntage 
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was roughly comparable among White (2 7.6%). African American/Black (21.4%). and 
llispaoic/Lmfoo(a) (26. l %) ClllployeC$, although the auitudes of African Anierlcan/Bhtc.k 
employees appear to be s lightly less negative tha11 those ofthe other two groups. \ Ve also looked 
n, data tnbles from tbe FY 2012-2017 AES sur\'eys, wh.icb suuu:narized results by bo1b 
rnce/cthnicitv and eender. '"f~)(:>i I 
'Dl(S) 

T11e AES also asked_ ''I-low satisfied are. you with your op1>ortunity to get a bener job in your 
organization?" The results show relatively similur levels o f satisfaction umong White ( 43.4%). 
African American/Black (41.5%). and His1>anic/Latino(a) employees (49.5%). although 
satisfaction levels or Hispanics do appear to be somewhat higher I.ban the other 1wo groups. 
When examining the results by race/edrnicity and gender. p)!5, 

l'er.forma11te ma11ag1:ment. , .... )(SJ I 
b)lS) 

It 'lltc data were provided btokco down by Et.hnicily (Hispank/Non-Jfopnnic), by Gender. nnd by Race b>• Gender. 
1'hc race by gender datu Wen" not exelus.ivcly non-Hispanic indhiduals. so there. could be some individuals. included 
in these culcgorles (White. Black) who arc also Hispanic. 
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We ulso rtvir:wed ilcms rela1ed 10 rforrnaocc munuccmcnt from the 2017 AES re ort. Several 
) 

b)(S) 

Ret·og11irio11 u11d 011-v,n/s. According to the documents reviewed, OHC launched a fom1al 
Awards and Recog:uition prog111in in FY 2016. \Ve nwjewed the data provided in BCFP's FY 
2017 MD-715 A 13 table: Employee Re.cognition and Awards- Distribution by Race/Ethnicity 
and Sc'1t. l11is table provides a breakdow11 oftbe race/ethnicity and gender oft.he iodividuals who 
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received time-off awards (1-9 hours. 9T hours) and cash awards ($100-SS00 and SS0o+). It 
should be no1ed 1hat lbe MD-7 J 5 (l,ita does not reflect the e-01ire1v of 1he results for 1he li,.i cvclc . . , . 
of the program. The MD-715 data is limited to FY20 l6 but the Awards and Recognition program 
rul)S oo a different pl'Ogr,un year cycle. Dam rroi:n 1be full tlrst cycle may show di(ferem results. 

In 2017. nine e1nployee$ were given tinle off awards between 1-9 bours. Of' 1h.ese. 66.7% \ve.1-e 
White (two males and four females) and 33.3% were African American (no males, three 
females). No I lispa1\ic or Latioo (¢.itb.er male or l'emate) received timl.!-off awards. Among 
employees who received 3\\1ards of 1·9 hours, White employees (males and females combined) 
received a 101al of 48 ho\1rs off; African Amerlcan em.ptoyee-s a wtal of 24. llle amount ot"hours 
awarded averaged out to eight for each recipient. 

During 20J7, ten employees received lime•off awards of greater than nine hours, White 
employees represen1 7(l.0% oftoial recipients, as opposed LO African American e.mployees, who 
constitute 20.0% of award recipients, and Hispanics, who did not receive any ljme-off 3\\'nrds. 
The i1Vcruge amount of ho:urs awarded was 20.6 for While cmployc.-es (males und females 
combined) and 20 for African American employees (males and females t:ombined). The 

b){S) 

As with time-off awards. b}(S) 

1> > White emplo)1ees represem 57.5% 
of tot,tl rcc-ipic-nts (lower than their overall rcprescnwt.ion in the Bureau), while A fricun 
Americans represeni 24.9% (higher than their overall representation in the Bureau), and 
Hisp:mics rcpr~ol 7.7% of lotul r""-cipicnts {higher than 1heirovcrall representation in the 
Bureau). The avcrac.e amount of 111,vard, however~ shows thalf.-1))15) 

,uJ(.)) 

1>)(5) 

For cash awards greater than S50 I, White employees (males and females combined) re.present 
69.3% of 1he 322 to1a.l recipjcms, wi1h African American and I J1spantC/L.atiooL aJ employees 
(males and females combined) representing 13.7% and 5.:3¾1 of total recipients, respectively. 
African American 1m1les represent 5.3% oftoutl recipii:nlS while African American females 
represent 8.4%~ both figure.s are below their representalion races in the overall BCFP workforce 
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(males: 8.0%, females: 13.9%). Similarly. Hispanic males represent 3.1% oftorol recipients and 
I lispaoic females repre.sen1 2.2%. which are also both below their OCFP workforce 
representation rates (males: 3.3%, females: 3J)%). All examined demographic groups received 
sirn.ilar avernge a,"·ard r11nouots (White: SI, I 06; African An\eric-an: $1,090; Hispanic-: SI, 189), 
although. as above, African American fomales received. on average. the lowest amount ($1.035). 

We also reviewed results for an item in the AES regarding awards. OveraJI, 55.4% of employees 
agreed or s1ro11gly agreed 1h~1 awards in 1hcir uoit depend on how well employees petfon11 their 
job. although African American/Black employees were somewhat less likely to agree as 
compa(ed to Wlti1e aod Mispanic/Latino(a) employees (White: 59.9%, Hispnoic/Latino: 61.7%~ 
African American/Black: 5 J .5%), We also revic,vcd the results of this.Question in the 20J 2~2017 
AES tables. These wbles su11~est that ~b~>J I 

,b)ISl 

Tr«ini11,:. We reviewed documents related 10 traioiug to identify any art'8s for improvement as 
they may refale to promotion. Overall, the documems review~"DMS) 

1>X5) We nlso'",-•-• -ic-,_-,e-dr,-m-e-,~,-.n-s~-i-vc~li-.sl~o~f~ - --' 

SkillSoft oourses that are available to employees. ·n le £x1cn,al Trai11i11g Pollc.:~t states that 
employees can spend up to 80 hours and $4.000 pc-r y~i.r on external training, contingent on 
supe,visor approval. 

BCFr> has also introduced "Crucial Conversations" training to help employees navigate high 
slakes convcn-mlions al nil levels of the organization. This resource, provided by Cx.lcnu1I vendors 
and instruc.1ors,f•X5t I 
~ 1~~ 

reviewed 1raining evaluaiions from the Crucif!I ConversatiollS tr.:ti!'ling. The rcvic-\VS were 
generally very posirivc-Jcsponde11tS reported that the trainers were engaging. related the 
mnrerial 10 their wo,·k environment. and hl some cases :1crua lly CXJ)ressed a desire for rbc traiiling 
to be even longer. There \\'Cre. however, a few suggestions to increase the reprt.-sentation of 
fema.tes aod racial/e1h.uic 1t\i.norities i.t1 tbe 1rainiog videos. 

\Ve also reviewed responses to ,he AES i1et0 ''How snrisfied are you with the training you 
receive for your presenljob?" In the 2017 AES repon, f"X>t 

bJ(5) 
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We also reviewed several documc111s related to the Examiner Commissioning Progmm (ECP). 
Othet federal lioancial regulatory agencies also have established prog,ams to train examination 
staff; these usually involve the apprenticeship program of around 3-5 years and BCFP aimed to 
develop a program 1hm wns similar 10 tbesc progrnms (SUFL Stan· rvtemorandum, 2014). The 
ECP involves a series oftraining,s and experiences designed to prepare employees in the 
Examiner series t0 become commissioned farnrniners. The Supervision Learni.t1g and 
Development (SL&D) schedule describes n variety of courses offered-such as Wriri11gfor 
Examlmtr:,· / & II. A,fra11ced Co,,m11111ica1lon,\·, EiC Team lead Sld/J,5- a1,d related coursework 
and online resources. In addition. Examine.rs are required to sen1e as lhe Examiner in Charge 
(ElC) 1wicc prior to bc:ing commissioned. At lhe c:nd of the ECP, Exmuioc:r.s mmil pass a multiple 
choice test and a case study assessment in order to be commissioned (SEFL StafY Memorandum, 
20 14). E.xmnincrs are provided u study guide for the I SO•item mul1ip.le ehoice test lhat includes u 
description of the conten.t areas and sample questions. 

A c.ut•off of 700/i, has been established for the multiple choice test. such that a score below 70% 
n,..--sults in -a foilmc. A score of70•75% is a ·\..-onditionnl pass" in which ihc individual mu.st 
comple.te. additional study in the :lfeas tJlat he or she scored _pool'ly on in the exam. A score of 
75% or above is • '•full pass" and no further study is required. although l'c<:dback is still provid<-d 
on performance. Examiners are provided with a general schedule and outline of what will occur 
during 1be case study. A panel of three ratcrs cvalu;des the Examiner during their case. study, und 
1hey n1us1 come to a eons.:msus 011 their ratings. During our informa1ional interviews wi1h 
stakeholders. ·we learned that raters undergo a two-day training during which they arc trained on 
rating firnda1ue.nt..1ls and rating the case sllldy iu particular. The three r0ters must come to a 
consensus on their r.1tings. (n addition. a fourth person (an independent external consuhant) 
aucnds the case study 10 mon.itor tbe raters' performance for quality con1rol purposes. It is 
important to note. however. that specific infomtation on the rnter training curriculum was not 
provided 10 our learn for analysis. 

Dt!1•e/11pme111. Other federal ag_encie.s have recogni?.ed the i111ri.nsic be1Jcfi1 of utili1Jng Individual 
Development Plans (!DPs). understanding tha1 all ngencics benefit from "having n competent 
and rnotJva1ed \VOrkforce, capable. or•re.1ooling' l1self10 mecc 1he demands placed on it by 
constant organizational and tcdmological changes" (U.S. Department of Commerce, n.d.). The 
IDP process emphasizes collabornth(e decision-making by the employee and the supc:rvisor 
regarding developmemal and training experienC<."$ that will suppon both the employee•~ career 
dc\fe)opmcnl and organizational necd.s (U.S. Dept1rtmcntofCommcrce, n.d.). I DPs arc crucial 
tools for employee. develOJ)ment, a.~ they se.rve. as evidence of managerial commitment to their 
employees' developmen1 as well as a roadmap for individual advancement and progression. As 

an EEOC working group repo11s, tors not only create: :l general roadmap for advancement, but 
1hey provide a strnclured opportunity for supervisors to "specifically inquire into whether 
employees arc interested in mailagement and higher level J)Ositions'"' (EEOC, 20 I 3b.). Requiring 
these oonversntions between supervisors and em1>loyees (c~pccially those groups identified in the 
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trigger rc1>ort) through the medium ofan [OP allows for clarity. transparency. and higher levels 
of support tbr career advancen,ent 

. . . 1•x•1 11,e documencs reviewed 1nd1cate tha11 

~ JnO\VCVCf1 It IS 

explici1ly siaced 1h01 I DPs are no1 mandatory, 1101 rel.ued 10 perfomiance pJannio&, a11d no1 an 
official ag1:cement: rather. they are designed to encourage meaningful review and reflection and 
create a plan oractiou. Because I.DPs are 001 required 10 be kept on tile. (bil5) I 

Internal resources ovailable 10 employees inclltdc web-based t.rainit\g. team rneml)er training 
courses. and leadership training courses. There arc also supports in place to assist managers in 
having successful developmental conversations and develop chsllc-ngin,g ru;signmcnts. In 
addition., several documents 11oted that customized develo1,ment tools have been created fol' 
E,aminers. f•J(>I ! 

r•x~ I 
J11tmagement. We reviewed several policie~~ and re~~urces related to management and manager 
training. h is importanl lo note Chat li.l>J(S) I 

l)J(-5) 

ib)ISl 11n aa<uuon, 
the New Manager On boarding Suppon Tool includes descriptions of rc.:sponsibilitics related to 
diversi1y and incluslon, EEO, employee development and career plaonlog. Thjs tool highlights 
leaders' role in embracing and promoting a diverse and inclusive workforce. 

New supervisors are also required to attend n BCFP Supervisor Dcv¢)Opment Seminal' (SDS). 
Other genel'fll resources for both new and seasoned supervisors include a New Ernployee Portal, 
an EEO Supervisor Handbook, entries in the Manager Minute (published via e-mail), and 
Manager and Employee nil-hands conferetice calls . .A.II new supervisors must also auend a 
mandatory two-day EEOC~led training on EEO, as well as a separate mandatory two-day 
Diversity and fnclusiou 1rai.oing. 

ft1e11tl)r i1,g. OMWI launched a memoring bank in June 2017 tbat was made available 10 
employees from two divisions. Although mentecs were drawn from only two divisions. mentors 
frou, across 1he. 13ureau were allowed 10 participa1e. 11Jc goal of1he pr◊gn)m was "to actively 
support the diversity and inclusion goals of the BCFP by identifying and implementing 
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professional development and networking oppommities to ensure the continued lcaming and 
ad\laoceme-nt of all employet:s at the Bureau.·' J 

Several documents outline the training mude available fo mentors and mentee-s, including 
su11emems regarding 1he impor1ance of 1r1eotor'1ng aod best prdc1ices ror rnen1ors/men1ees. There 
was also a mentorino- evaluation fom1. li0Jl.i) I 

lll.D.2-. Jnter,·iews :rod focus R•·oups 
Information was gathered through IDls and focus group$ in a number of topical areas related to 
promo1ion, namely: 

I. Career pa1hs and odvanccmcnl 
2. Mentoring 
3. Executive co~chi.ng. 
4. Trfli.ning and de\leJopmenL 

111.D.Z.i. f',uu" eureer J>ath.,;/adl'Uneemeltl. 
Personnel involved with seh:clion. r6··":;;Jx"1s,--------------------il 

I ~)(5J 
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b}{5) 

Executives. ~b)(5) I 
bXSJ 

b)(S) 
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1>)(5) 

African Amcm:.an/81:.lck employr..-e rocus group:-. ~b)l5) 
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tl)(S} 

Hisn:1nk/La1ino(a) emoloyees. t'"\"' I 
bl(5) 
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b)(S) 

lll.D.2.ii. 1~lc111ori11# 
Ptrsonnel involv~ wilh .sclee1ion.")~1r-----------------, 
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b}(S) 

e.xecutive:,:q1b)(S) I .. ,, 

African Amcrica11/ IJlack employee focus g.roups.rD)(S) I 
1>)(5) 
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.,,,, 

Hispanic/latino{a) employee focu.s groups.f-U)i5J I 
u)(Sl 

1>1(5) 

Examiner focus groupsJ:tiX5J I 
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1>)(5) 

1/J.D.1.iH. Trt1l1ti11g mu/ devel(1pm,mt. 

Personnel involved with.s.elcction.10 I 

.,,,, 

.,.,, 

Executives. il>XSI 
> , 
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African American/Black employee focus groups.p>J£5> 
1))(5) 

I li~p.anic/l,.atino(a) cmph.\yee fbcns groups.f!~R5; 
1)1{5) 
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. .,, 

examiner focus groups.• .... ""' 
,.,)(5) 

bX5J 

111.0.3. Discussion :md recom nu.mdations 
We reviewed document~ penaiuing to perfonnance mnnagemem. recognition and awards. 
1raining., development. munagemcnt. and mentoring and found general prnclices that 1"1•~Jl>~l-~I 
bl(5) 

I X» !The BCFP promolion policy 

) 

sh1tcs th:'lt evaluacion processes 1nny include a review aod rating by a panel ofSMEs. We did 001 
review any infomu1tion about how members of these panels are selected or trained. 

b)(S) 

We reviewed employee atthudes regarding promotion from t.he AES resulLlj. ,~he 2017 AES 
resu I ts ..... >15) 

1>)(5) 
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Asomt e I A h 20 7 ES fifth s (41 , approxunate y two~ 1 '¾ f o) o emp o •ccs renorted mesaus 1 be ' fied or 
ve,y satisiie<l with 1hcit oppor1uni1y 10 get a ben-er job at BCFP.1 'tl)!~J I 

I t>}(5) I 
,.,)(5) 

bl(5) I 110Jding employee$ aod leaders acc-0uornble for S\lppo1·1i.ng diversity a.od 
lnclu.~ion shows the organization's commimlcnt to inclusion and is aJi<med with best oractices 
(Kalcv. Dobbin, & Kelly. 2006: Lindsey et al., 2013).f•XS> I 

• X->l 

bl(>) 

, i n1.c 2017 AES dutawcre coU«·tcd pnor to the hiring fh.'t"zc. 
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b}{5) 

1>)(5) 

In response to Bureau employees· desire for professional developmc.:nl guidanoc. OMWI 
responded by developing a mentoring bank. We unde.rsrand that the. mentoring bank is currently 
inactive nod tbcrc arc no current plans as 10 when lhc program will be available again, fDkSJ 

b){S) 

~X•J 
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0)(5) 

Cun'ently there is no Senior Executive Service Candidate Oe,•elopment Program (SESCOP) at 
BCFP, us aU Executive pOSilioas arc regular competitive promotion opportuni1ies. SESCDPs 
develop the. Executive credentials of high-performing leaders m qualify them fOI' an initial careel' 
appointment to the SES. 

1>)(5) 

Although each agency's CDP may be tailored 10 mci:I ils organi;,..altonnl mission and succt.°!'iSion 

1>Janning needs. each program must include the following elemenl'i in order to be approved by 
OPM: 

iD)ISl 

I. A development plan that addresses tbe Executive Core Qunli focarions (ECQs), a 
candidate's individual needs, and is approved by the agency's Executive Review· Board 
(ERB). 

2. At least 80 hours of fonual interagency training that addresses the ECQs-and includes 
senior employees outside 1bc candidate's agency. 

3. A developmental assignment with Exec,utive-level responsibility ofat lea~I 120 days, 
including at lcas1 one assignmcn1 of90 l-ontlnuous day$ in~, position subst:.unially 
dUlbrent from the c.andldate1s posit ion o f record. 

4, A 111c11t'Or who is a member o f the SES. 
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b)(5) 

As no1cd by McKinsey and Company (2016), however, CDPs arc mosl effee1ive in :,gencies 1ha1 
have established a strong succc.s:sion management process. \Vhen not paired with succession 
phmning, "agencies risk acccp1in.g and gradmuing individuals wi1hou1 the skills that correspond 
to the. agency's fuwre needs-that is, building a bench. but building the wrong bench'. 
(Mc Kinsey & Company, 2016, p, 13), Further, 3S Gr<..:r and Virick (2008) nole, linking diversity 
man~1gement with succession planning res-uJts in "more robust succession plans .. . and thus 
provide a strategic focus for the developmenl of a diverse workforce" (p. 352). Currently. we are 
una\vare thill aoy forro.al succession pion or planoii'l.g exists at BCFP. Career maps c.an help 
employees think strmegically about their career paths within the organization and help 
organiimions developaod re1ain talemed employees (SMRM , 201 5). Fe<leral agencies such as 
Veterans Affairs (VA) and United States Depanment of Agriculture (USDA), have implemented 
career maps for 1he-ir em1>loyees. 

1>)(5) 

,.,)(5) 

nCFP deems lDPs optional and doe$ not require thaL they a.re kept on file. As discusi.ed above, 
IDPs provide a structure with.in which employee and supen~sor can have collaborative 
discussions about 1>rofessional development and eareel' advancemet1L. eosuriog lhat both na1·ties 
not onlv understand exnectatlons but are also nrovided with a clear n..th forward. pvJ(:i) I 

,.,)(5) 

b)(S) 
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'Dl(S) 

r:ti,wl I Researchers have found lhnt individuals who arc motlvarcd nol to appear racist 
tend 10 w ithhold critical feedback 10 minority individuals ( terrned 1he ''fcedb;1ck withholdiltg 
bias''; Crofl& Schmader, 2012). Limited laboratory research suggests that accountability may be 

I d I 'd h r, lb k ' d' ' I I (R h one-me, ·,o· to cocourngc peop e to nrovi e onest ee< ac to mmon1v in 1v1< ua s use er, 
Wallace, Walke~, & Bell, 2010)J>X>J 
bl(5) 

l>l(S' 

With respect to Examiner commissioning. spccificallyr1t5> 

1>)(5) 

BCFP Barrier Analysis Repon, October 2018 65 

I 



)(>) 

In addilion, it is important to demonstrate that the asse.ssmem predicrn job perfom1ance above. 
and beyond employee performance in the ECP. Th:.:il is. it is possibJc that the assessments possess 
criterionwrelatcd validity. yet fail to provide meaningltll additional infom1ation above and beyond 
what is a lready gained from examining employee pcrfonuance in chc program. This might 
hap~)en if the aspects of job perfonuance predicted by assessmenl scores completely overlap witJ1 
lhose aspects of job performanc~ predic,ted by past c:mpJoyce performance in the program. Under 
1his scem1rio, assess,ne:nt scores would 1101 provide any nddi1ional pteelicrive. value. However, i ( 
there is little overlap between aspects o f job performance predicted by the Examiner assessments 
and employee pertOm,ance io the Examiner Cominissio.ner Program. then 1be a.ssessmems could 
provide incremenwl predic1Ne validity. This means that the assessments provide unique 
prediclive iofonxiation about job perfonttaoce that is 01bcrwise unaccouutcd f()r. Statistical 
methods can be used to estimate the incremental predictive validity of assessment scores if they 
are examioed atoogside pe.rfom1at1ce in the program 10 predict Examiner job perfonnauce. 

/('I 
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Table 16, Summary of Promotion .. Relatcd Recommendations 

Recommendation I Source I Priorirv Leve-J 
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Rccomn1cndatlon I Source I PrlorllV Level 
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Rccomn1cndatlon I Source I PrlorllV Level 

111. E. Separation/Retention 

lll.E.1. Document review 
We reviewed six documcnls in order bcuer undcrsumd BCF'P's policies and processes rcta1ed to 
separation ... These were: 1he _Ex.it Survey instn imeot., the Exi1 Survey data rnbks fro1n 2012-2017, 
the off-boarding policy, Table A-14 from the BCFP FY 2017 MD-71 5 Tables, and documents 
rel.:ued 1.0 handlillg of employee complaintS, di5pures. and c1isciplioaty actions. Table A-l 4 from 
the BCFP FY 2017 MD-71 S Tables provides details regarding the nwnber of separations 
(invohnuaty and voJuot.ruy) by race/etlmicity and geodet. 

According 10 Table. .A.-1 4. Lbere were no iovoluotary sepatarions aod 112 voluntary separation~ in 
FY 2017 in the pcm1anent workforce. Of those who separated from BCFP in FY 2017, 4.46% 
were Hispanic mates. This percentage wr1s slightly ltigber thnn the. percentage of Hispanic/Lari no 
males in the overall Bureau workforce (3.34%). The percentages of Hispanic/Latim1 females, 
AJrican American/131ac.l~ males. and Africa11 American/Black females who separa1ed were belo\v 
the percentages of their representation in the overall workforce at BCFP (representation in the 
Bureau: 2.95%, 8.03%. and 13.94%, rcspccti\'ely). 

nie f;xi t Survey darn tables (June 2012-Seprernber 2017) prQvide responses by gender, rnce, 
ethoicity1 supervisory stams.~ grade, and tenure. Data were only reported for groups that had JO or 
more respondents. Given this restric1ion, we were only able to view responses for one group of 
iruerest: Africao Amerkan/Black females (non-supervi:--ors and those with tenure of l -3 years). 
In addition, then: were low n.-SpOnse nucs for some questions. We did nol review any ilcms in 
which the base II was less than 10. We also acknowledge that not all empJoyees se.parating from 
BCFP cho:-c to complclc the cxil survey and the indh,idual.s who chose to complete; lhc survey 
may have had ditTerem experiences than those who chose not to compktc. the survey. ln 
addii-ion. we note 1hs1 the data were combined from June 2012-Scptcmber 2017 so it possible 
that the.re were changes over time tllal we are not able to idenlify based on the data we have. 
Based 011 lhe people who responded to each question, we attempted to identify patterns in 
respo11ses from the followiog groups: AfricM American/Olack fernale non-supe.rvisors. \Vhitc 
male non ... supcrvisors. and White female non-supervisors. Data were also available for White 
male and retnalc team leaders a.11d "all other race" non-supervisors. 
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1>)(5) 

,b](5) 

'Dl(S) 

IU.E.2. tnrervlews and foe us grOUJ>S 

ffl.E.1.i. ID/;. 
Personnel iavolwd with selection. 1>1(s) 

) 
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JC» 

Executives, 1n){S) 
b)(S) 

l>)(S) 

Jll.£.2.ii. Foc.·,u groups. 
A l"rli::an A1neric1-rn/Blnck ern1,toyee!)Jt1X5l I 

bl(5) 
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b){S) 

Hisnanic/Latino(a) cmplovecs. t•X5l I 
•xSJ 

E . xammcrs. ,~1>)(5) 

..,,.,, 

1>)(5) 
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lll.£.3. Discussion and recommendations 
Due LO small sub-sample sizes and the voluntary uature of t.he exit imerview survey, it is dillic-ult 
to drnw firm conclusions from the exit survey data. JbX5) I 

D)(5) 

rll..F. Complaints. Grievances. nnd Disciplinary Action 

111.F.J. Document review 
8CFP provides training and information co supervisors regarding disciplinary actions. aheroati,1e 
dispute re-solution, retaliation. and the complaint processJl>XS) I 
I""'' 

Table 17. Cited R•ses oro1scrimlnallon In Formal Complaints (FY 2016 and l'V 20.17) 

Basis of Comoh1int FY 2016 rv 2011 
Reprisal 13 ' , 
Sex 10 2 
Race 8 i 
Cqfor 6 I 
equal f>u_y Act 5 0 

u llterc can be more 1hnn one b;1s.i$ of discrimlna11on per complaint 
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Oisabilitv 4 0 
Aue 4 4 
Preunancy 2 0 
Nutimwl Ori1.d11 0 I 

,.,,, 

In tenns of how disciplinary nc1ions are detennined. the Disdplimiry tmd A,foerseAcffou P(}Jicy 
(\Viki page) states that although there is no table of penalties (o use when determining. 
disciplinary acLion, consis1ency will be ensured when imposing penalties~ however, 1here is no 
funl1er guidance provided as to how to ensure this c.onsistency. TI1e policy states that ~)enalty 
sclc<:lion may differ according to v~•riou.s f~ctors (e.g., nature and seriousness of Lhe offense. pasl 
disciplinary record). 

n LF.2. Interviews and focus groups 
Complaints, grievnnces, and disciplinary actions were cxnmi.ncd primarily through the document 
re,•iew and not specifically targeted for exploration in the lDls and focus groups.fb)(S) I 

IU.F.3. Discussion and r«ommendations 
BCFP demonstrates multiple strengths in 1hi.s area. The Bureau provides comprehensive 
infonnation and training for su1>ervisors regarding dispules~ com1>lain1s, and disciplinary actions. 
It nlso offers ongoing wcbinars and pn:senta1ions related lo EEO be.st prac1iccs. has implemcntOO 
a 1\1ore efficient complain1 proccssi.ng 1>rogram, and has seen u reduction in the uurnber of 
discrimination claims between FY 2016 and FY 2017. Participants did not describe any specific 
areas 1ha1 OCR or OcOS could improve upon. 

1))(5) 

I 
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BCFP policy states that consistency wiU be ensured when imposing pcnalties;f1>X5
) 

b)(5) ~------

1>)(5) 

Table 18. Summary or Recommendations Regardin~ Complaiol.s, Gri,wances. and 
Oisclplin11.ry Action 

111.G. Oi\'ersit)1, lodusion. 1111d \\lorkplace Environment and Clinrnt~ 

111 .G.t. Oocu11.1c.n1 review 
We reviewed 27 documents related to diversity.and inc lusion trainin 1 • olicies. benefits. and 

n s ti ns i div ts it and irtclusi n at 1h"' Bureau. b}(:i) 
lt ) 

L•-x..,•>,..,....,....,.---,..,.--,,-,..,,,...--.--,---,--..,,.-..,..,~ FP offers (1 wide range of <liversity 
and inclusion training including required two-l1our iliversity training for all employees and two
day training for all supervisors. We reviewed lntinlng c vah1a1ionS from 1he two-day EEOC 
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• • , • 1•J(S) 
trammg 1or supcrv,sors.1 I 

In addition to the 1wo required diversi1y and inclusion re.lated trainings> BCFP recognizes the 
irnpact unconsciOU$ bias can in1pllcl hiring, pton101ion, at1d re1e11tioo, aod offers trainiJlft ou 1his 
topic. It also appears that BCFP oiTcred -Jistcning sessions" in 201 4. 

As of the rime of the rcst'.arch conducted for this rcpon. there were three Employee Rcsomce 
Groups (RJSF,, Adelnnte, and Pride). RISE is a Africn,1 Ameticao/mnck employee-tocused group 
and Adelante is a Hispanic/Latino(a) employee focused group. There appears to be suppon and 
tools for c.:: reming ERGs (including an appliearion aod Cbarter 13ylaw tc.mplaic). lo addition, 
OMWl assists with securing an Executive Sponsor for the ERG. BCFP also has a Diversity and 
lnclusioo Employee Courie.ii {DICE), and their objectives are focused on initiatives and activities 
that support OM\Vl's priorities, such as supporting n.--cruitmcnt and retention efforts of 
underrcprtsen1cd groups. increasing awareness of men1orsbip opportunities. and engaging 
employees to generate ideas on bow to address inclusion-related c.haUenges.P,X5> 

BCFP also offors !.everal benefits to 
,__ _______________ _. 

support woJk-lifc balance. including emergency back-up c~irc, lacwtion rooms, altcrm1tivc work 
schedules, flexible schedules, and telework. 

f:.'11111/0)',e artitmle.,. We reviewed die data tables for the A£S (2012-2017) and the 2017 A£S 
Rcp(>n to ga1hcr insight into ctnployocs• perceptions of diversity and inclusion a l the Bun..,m. 
(l)X5J 

1>)(5) ve.ra 1n OJ , e me us,on quouent (oompostte o t items re.gar mg 
inclusion) was higher (72.5%) lhan the government-wide average (59.9%), In addition. lhe .. Bes I 
places 10 work index•· was higher(77-.6%) than 1hc govemme1u-wideaveragc (64.7%). The 2017 
repon also provided scores on tbe inclusion quotient by race/ethnicity and gender. The inclusion 
quotient was 4.7% lower among Arrican Americ;u)/Black employees than Wllitc employees. 11 
was fairly similar among Hispanic/Latino(a) and White employees (1 .5% lower among 
I lispa;.1.ic/Laiino(a) eu~ployces co,npart.---d lO White ctuployees).f.#>iSI 

The 2012 .. 2017 data tables provided average inclusion quotients by race/cthnkity1~ and gender, 
as well as their associa1cd swndnrd deviations and sample sizes. We conductc:d signifrcance lt.'StS 
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u)(51 

A variety of items in 1his survey asked abouL diversity and inclusion in 1he wotkplacc. Results .. ,, 

final ly, an item asking abouL em1,toye'--s' agreement with the fol lowing s1atement ("ProhibiLOO 
Personnel Practices (for example, illcgNlly <liscrimin::1ting for or against any employcclapplican1. 
obsuucting a f)ers<>n's right ro compete for employment, knowingly violatin~ veterans' preference 
rcqu.ircmcnt$) nrc not tolerated" showed differcnc:e6 p>X5) 

X>J 

Workplace environment and c:limutc are important contributors to and indicators of equal 
oppornmity but are difficult to assess through the review of documentation. Indicators of climate 
have been discussed throug,houl t-bi$ report where relevant.. Some of lhc most direct measures 
available (e.g., the AES results reported aboveH•X5> 

'1))(5) 

J1>)(5) I However, the COis and focus groups provided the opportunity to gauge-the 
current e.nviron1uenl and cHma1e as perceived by the pr111icipa,us. The results of these discussio,~s 
arc presented in the ncxc section. 

Ul.G.2. Interviews and focus groups 

fll.G.1.i. Perceptiom· oftlfrersity and indusiolf 
Personnel involved wlLh selec.1lo,1. K~i.~,c=•>------------------~, 

bJ(:I) 

11 The data \\'Cre presented a.s Gthnicity (His·panic/Non-Hisp.info) by Gmdc:r and Race by Gc-01.k:r. l'bc race by 
grodef d.iia were no1 C-ll'.dusivc.ly non-Hispanic individunls. so <here could he some individuals included in 1hcsc 
catcgorks (Wbilc, Ulac-k) who are nJso Hispimic. 
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PXSJ 

executives. rvJl',I) I 
~ .. , 

b}(5) 

African American/Black emplovcc lbcus @roups.r,.,)C5> 
,, .. )(0-J 
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1>)(5) 

I 

Examiners. ,. ... I(~> I 
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Ill. (J.1.ii. WorJ.plaL·,: em·irQ11me111 um/ di mute 
Personnel involved with.s.elcction.rcm"'"'"""·>--------------------,1 

I 
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African Amcncan/Black employee focus groups. fl>J(S) 

1>)(5) 

b)(Sl 

I llsim111cfl.a1inO(aJ employee foe-us groups. El:i) I 
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Exami11""•'S t1>X5) 

lfJ.G.3. Discussion and recommendations 
BCFP offers a variety of diversity and inclusion•rclated training. In panicular. BCFP has 
rec-0g.nized the role of unconscious bias in areas such as hiring and promotion and has sought 1-0 

reduce unconscious bias through training. Howe\•er, we were unable to determine how many 
i1ldividuals pa:rtic.ipaled in the uoconscious bias ttain.iogand the exoc1 content of1hjs rtaio.ing. 
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Based 0 11 the description reviewed, b){S) 

Moroovcr. research shows 1ha1 il is often lhc employees who already care about diversity 1hut arc 
mo..c;t Jikely to participate in voluntary dive.rsity-relaced o·aining (e.g., Kulik, Pe.pper. Roberson, & 
Parker. 2007). 

vJ(>) 

owever. 
re.seurcn oas snown mat amnu11Sh!-rmg uwersuy 11<1u\mg over a span 01 ume 1s more c1iec.1ive, as 
it pro\tides multiple opportunities for skill development (Bezmkova ct al.. 2016). 

)(>) 

Diversity training is most effective when paired wid1 other inclusive l)l)licies or 1>ractices, such a.~ 
an inclusive culnire. or visible stipporl from ll"Jdership (Bczrnkova et al,. 2016)JDJ(5) I 

X51 

Table l9. Summary or Recommendations Regarding Di"ersUy and lneluslon 

Recommendation Sourcl'. ·rnorit\• Le.,•el 
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Rec om nurn d ft ti<.m I Source I Pl1orlrv Lc,•cl 

IV. SumnrnrY nnd Conclusions 
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l>)(S) 

We have developed 53 recommendations to address the above barriers and further enhance 
diversity a11d inclusion a1 the 1)111·eau. more generally. These are presemed throughout 1his report 
and also aggregated in Appendix J. 
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lbr internal selections at the CN-53 10 Executive levels· 

13. Executive participation 

14. Permanent workforce purti cipution in the Economist 
OC-CUDil tion 

15. Applicant flow between the Applied and Qualified and 
Qualified and Sekcted sra~e.s in the P..oonomist occuoation 

16. Applicant flow be,ween tl1e Applied and Qualified stages 
in the Examiner occun11ti"on 

17. P,o,notio,1s fro,n 1be CN-60 10 CN-71 level and CN-71 10 
Executive level Bun.'au wide 

18. Promotions from the CN .. 71 to Executive level within the 
Miscellaneous Administration and Protm1m occunatfon 

19. Promotions from the CN~52 to CN-53 level in t..he 
1;xa1niner occunation 

20. Anomey hirinst with comotc1e data 
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Pooulatton 
Hispanic/lnlino(a) m:1ks 
@d females 
Hi$panic/Latina(a) mute~ 
:ind ft.males 
Hispanic/Lalino(a) males 
.nnd fem.ales 

( lisp~mic/Latirw mat~s 

Hisp<101c/Lati1111 rcmnJc:s 

His.pamc!L.-i1inn f'emales 

f-.lis.pnnic/l aliaa females 

His.panic/Latino(r,) 
appJjcants/ employl.!es 
African American/ Blac.k 
males 

African Americ.an/ Black 
males 

Afric.t.n Amerie3.n/ Bklck 
males 
African American/ Bl~ck 
males 
African American/ Black 
nlale-$ und rema.les 
Ali'ican American/ Black 
fom:1lc..o; 

African Ame.rican/ Blac.k 
females 
Afric,m American/ Black 
females 
African American /Black 
females 
African American/ Blac.k 
females 

Africa n A merica n/ Black 
females. 
African American/Blac.k 

A- 1 
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Append!\ B 
Responses from Ql on the. New Employee Survey based on data from 20 11 -2017 (How did you find out about this Job?) 

on Ne," Employee Survey 

University 
job 

BCtP board/ca.reer Recruitment/ Contacted 
External BCFP.go employee center/ facult Outreach bra 

sites ,•/jobs re.ferral USA .lobs y outreac.h e.ven·t recruiter Other 

\Vhite Male NS 34.4% 16.7% 15.1% 9.4% 0.5% 2. 1% 0.0% 21.9% 
Whit, Female NS 32.0% 6.1% 21.1% 15.6% 0.7% 3.4% 0.7% 20.4% 
Black Male NS 52.2% 13.0% 8.7% 13.0% 0.()% 0.0% 0.0% 13.o<Yii 
Black Female NS 42.6% 4.4% 16.2% 22.1% 0.()% 1.5% 0.0% 13.2% 
Hispanic Male NS 27.3% 1:l6% 22.7% 9.1% 0.00/4 4.5% 0.0% 22.7% 
Hispanic Female NS 47.8% 4.3% 17.4% 2 1.7% 0.()% 4.3% 0.0% 4.3% 

White MaleS 15.4% 0.0% 30.8% 15.4% 0.00/o 0.0% 0.0%, 38.5% 
\Vhite Male TL 25.0% 8.3% 25.00/4 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% OJ)'/, 33.3% 
\VhheMale 

7.7% 0.00/4 30.8% 7.7% 0.00/4 0.0% 0.0% 53.8% 
Manager 
\Vhito Female. TL 25.0% 0.0% 37.5% 25.0% 0.00/4 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 
\ Vhite Femtlle S 27.3% 0.0% 45.5% 0.0% 0.00/, 0.0% 0.0% 27.3% 

Note. S= Supervisor. TL= Team Leader. NS = Non~Superv1sor 
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Appeodb C 
T11.ble of Documents Reviewed 

N~me Tonic. Arl".il Oescrlotion 

I. Descrip1ion of Benefits Benefits: Dc$C,ribci; employee bencfil.S t.uc.h as hcahh in$1.1rance, life insur.tnee, 
disabili1V insurance and other bcncfilS (e,v:. f·SA. transit subsidv\ 

1. lelewmk article Benefits DeM.:ript.ion of tdtwork., requirements uftclework. amt employete 
rcsegnsibilitics 

J. Tclework program Bcnelirs Descriptfon of1ypes oftelework program. policy. and pl'ocedures. 
rVloJicv 

Tdcwork agreement form th1u inc1udt~!i areas to specify the. type tJf 

4. Tc.lework Agreement llcndits tclcwork request, reason, and nature oCwork performed m nltcrnativc 
sire. 
Description of tkx1bfc work scbcdules, holiday/ovcruroc/othcr 

5. Work Life Programs Bt'nefits 
premium 1>ny, leave op1ions, nursing mother resources, work/life 
services program. cmerg_el)cy back-up c.,re. and employee assist;;:ince 
l)fOe:1'3.ll'I. 

De:sc.riprfon of WorkLifc 4 You bcncfi, whfo.h is dcsignod 10 help 

6. Worklifc 4 You Benefits 
employees manage work and life responsibilities including_ 
personalized refet(als. coufideiuial counseling, tools to get healthier. 
and cduc:~1iunnl materials and interactive tools. 

7. Prernium Service• Description of back up care comlection beL\efit that i11dudes 

Backup Care Benefits assistance. with schoduli.ng back up c.~re for care of chjldrcn or older 
adu1L<:. 

8. How to Request an 
Det3.ils 

\Viki page that de~o;cribes Jio,,• ro re,quesl an e.x1cma.l detail Contaius 
External DetaH link!) to necessary forms. 

9. How 10 Request an 
Details 

\Viki page thKt de~cn"bc!i how to rcquc)it an internal detail based on 
Internal Derail whether tho deta)I lasts JO or J l •120 <l!iys. 

1 O. lmeroal DemiJ Focus 
Details 

Repot1 on a series of focus groups that WtMe condue:100 regarding the 
Groun Rcnort detail eX1>Crie11ce. 

11. Dc1ail aud Temporary 
O,1erview of the detail process i1icluding how to post a detail. how 10 Promotion Details 

O"nnnunitics 
apply, how 10 find opp,ortunitic~, and other FAQs. 

12. Detail QnnoJrunities Details Frenuendy Asked Questions about lhc detail ptooess fol' de--tailees and 
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Name Toni!: Area Oe"'""rintic,n 
Process FA/'\, lllilnfu:l:CrS, 

13. Rotution 
Ptovides infonnacio11 aMut row1ional opeortunities on 1.he Nt1tiooal Opportunilies: 

National Consumer Details Coru.umer Reporting Team ( 18 month rotalions). Open lOall 

Reno11ine: Team 
F...xnmincrs UI CN s1.CN60 levels. 

14. Lnternal Details 
Dc1ails 

SOP outlining how intc.maJ details shouh.l be posted for detai1$ lasting 
Pos1inu. Proc-ess 3 1-120 days. 

15. ln<lividual 
Work.shop explaining what indjvidual de,,d opmcnt (llan is and the 
steps involved in the plan. It discusses reflecting on how m, 

Development Planning Development Individual has perfonned in relation 10 prtvious goals. refining by 
Workshop identii)•ing areas 1bat could use funhcr de,•cloprnelll. a11d realizing by 

ini1.i.uine: in 1hese ttainirie. ac.tiVities. 

16. Career Planning lntroduc1ion 10 th-e steps involved in 1he career planning framework. 
Developme.nt 1>roviding resources lO assiit individuals along lhis path. 111e pa1h 

Awateness Workshop consists of four s,e~ • .self-asses. e.xolore. orioriliZc. and ac1. 
I?. Individual 

Development 
Ptovides infonna1ion about l1idividual 01.welopme1u Plan.'11 including, 

Develonment Plans lio.ks to maml!?:cr resources. 
Guide for both employees and supervisors to he.Ip analyze care.er 

18. Guidebook: Individual goaJs and objt.,cti.,·es. learn how 10 develop an Individual 

Development Planning 
Development Oevdopmc.-nt Plan, a.$$CSS the organiw1icm's nec.-d in relation to thr; 

ll>P. 1m.:par:c for 1bc cmptoyec-supcrvisor IDP discussion. and 
de1erminc the bcs1 resources- for individual dcvelo1m1em ol:.mnine:. 

19. Oevetoponeotal 
f\ctivities: Preparing 

Oevdopmcm 
Guide fot em11loyees as they ai-e-pr~pa1'ing their individuaJ 

lndividuaJ dcwlopmenl plun~. Deserihes potential developmental ac:1ivitid. 
Pevetoornent Plaos 

Employee chccklis.1 for preparing. lbcir iodi.vidunl development plans 
20. I.DP Employee 

Deve.lopmcnl 
including n list of cousidcrntions for c~ch s1cp: prc~ctJsc-ussion 

Checklist (ide.nlification of ~ -rsonal/organizational goals. objectives, and 
deveJoninental activities). discussion. and 1,ost-discussion. 
Supervisor cbecklisi for prep~ring individual development plans 

2 1. [DP Supervi,or 
Ocvclopmcnt 

including a lis.1 or considetalions fo1· each s1e1> of the process: analysis 
Checklist of orgrufrzmio11al needs, reviewing the lDP. pre-discussion. 

discu.1;sion, and nost-dis,cussion. 
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Name Toni!: Area Oe"'""rintic,n 
22. Manager 'r ips for 

Provides lips for managerS to have productive developmenrnJ Successful 
Developmental 

Development c:onvcr.salic,ms. (c: .. g.~ idc:ntif)'ing individual needs. making dc:cisioni. 
ab<>ut development, encouraging sclf-e;,c.pcetali-ons). 

Conversations 
Sample coaehingldevelopment worksl,ee1 for Examine.TS. lnclude.s 

23. Examiner space for Examiner to assess thi:msd vCl) in each of lhc Exuminalion 

Oev~lopmen1 Development Tasks and Modules (lcch.o.ienl knowledge. analyt.ing information, 
0(31 comnmnicatfoo, imerperson3I manner. scrvmg as" 

CoNcbing Tool meotodassisting 01hets, and ol1,er du1ies as assi,g,ocd) and as.pace for 
""'Sitive.·andlor conSltuc1ive feedback frol'n coach. 

24. Examiner Dcscripdon of steps an Examiner should follow to develop fOP 
Development Toolkit Development Including self'-assessmen1, d.raning lOP. linalizc IDP. executing plan. 
lns1ructlons revise plan. 

Custnmi7.ed TOP temp hue for Examine~. Section on development 
25. Examiner IDP Development goals l1u;ludc sp~ces to c1ucr dimcnsion,'compctcncy, 13rgctcd 

~ "mplc know1edgdskill, learning activity descriplion. !\.>sources needed. 
rimeframe. aud refle<;tion .. 

26. Self-assessl\letu Tool 
seu:assessrne11.1 1001 for Exa,niners to contpal'e tJlemselves· against 

Pay Band 40 Development 
Examiner Samnle 

E.'<amiuer di,oensions. co1t1p...~enc.ie..:;, 1asks. and knowledge areas. 

27. No FEAR Act Annual Dispu1es/comp1aints.'disciplinary Document 0ulfininr::; whal lhc No FEA R act is, gives analysis for' lhc 

Repo1i actiou 
previous )'C~1r'.s EEO comt)laints, and discusses the extend of the No 
FEAR ac1 trainin2 in the liscaJ vcnr. 

28. o,,e,view of the 
DisputesicompJaintsldiscipliruuy Training providing an overview of the steps when an EEO coinpl;i.in1 

F<'<icral EEO 
Comnlaint Process 

action Is tiled. 

29. List ofGriev,mce.~ Dtsputcs/compluiuts/disciplinnry 
Ust of all of 1be grievant".eS fiJed fro1n 2014-pl'eseni iodudi.ng lhe 

Fil<'<I action 
<late or i;rie.,,a.,c,\ eurre.nl EBO ac.tivity, type of grie,;fmce, and ony 
notes. 

30. Disciplinmy and Disputeslt.'Ompfain1s/discipliniuy 
PoLicy discussing how adverse action i.<i handled withio CFBP (Office 
of Human Copical Lccgal Division, Supervisors. tmd Employees) 

Adverse Action 1>01icy ac.tion along with an ou1line of steps Laken in accordance with the i'>cvcrity of 
the advcnc action.. 

31. ADR Particination Disnutesloomn1ainlS/disd1)li1taJ'I.' Rmes of individual.s ~oini? throui?h Altem:uive Disome Resolution 
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Name Toni!: Area Oe"'""rintic,n 
Settlement Rates ae-tion and the rate of sm:c.ess of ADR 

32. Ahernative Dispute Disputcs/compJainL...!disciplinary Presentation cxplainins whal ADR is, why iL is bcne fi i::ia1, amt Lhe 
ResoluLion action steps involved. 

33. Alternative Dispute Dtsputcs/complnims/disciplinnl)' Prcsentotion cxplnining whal AOR is. why it is beneficial, and lhe 
RcsoJution action steps involved, 

DisputesA-0111pfain1sfdisciplin.ary Prescnmdon discussing wMl workpfacc harassment is, wha1 legal 
34. Workplace Harassme.nt 1>ro1ec1ions exist for workplace b.1rnssmen1. how ii affects I.he 

action worknlace. and ,~reve,rnuive actions diat can be iaken. 

JS. Ptevei:ning Rcrnlimion 
Disp\llcslcompkiints!disciplinmy Prescnmdon discussing wtuit can cnusc rc1ahotion, how i1 shQ1.1ld be 
action addressed, and wha{ ac1ions are oroiected under law. 

36. Anauo.I Federal EEO E.EO discrimination compJaints d.<tt.u omliJ1iog pre-complaint 

Statistical Report of ,a,ctivities, fom1al complain1 ~ctivities. ~nd ag1.1ncy resources. h alt-o 

DiscriminaLion 
Diversity shows base issues in relntlo1l 10 bases of discrimimuion. issues 

alleged in.complain1s fi led. issues alleged in senlernent:i, and i.ss\1cs 
Complaints found in fad's and linuJ on.lers. 

rolicy cxJ)lnining how EEO rights arc protected. infonnation (In how 
37. EEO Policy Wiki Page Diversity c-0111plain1S are handled. ai1d what activiiies are c.xpect~d of certain 

individuals within CFBP. 
38. Office of Minority and 

Women Inclus ion Divei-sity Provides current s1ntis1ics about diversity in the currcnl workforce, 
Annual Reporl to oew b1res. separ.;uions. ;,.nd prommions.. 
Coneress 

39. Office of Minority and 
Desc.ripi.ion of diversity ond ind u.sion a1 BCFP. initiative and 

Women Inclusion Diversity 
/OM\Vll Wik.i oagc 

progmms. nnd upcoming cvc11ts. 

40. funployee Resource 
Ove1•view of pw-posc, policy. tUld procedures associared wilb 

Group Policy and Diversity 
Ouerntional Procedure 

Employee Resource Groups . 

. 1-\pplic.ution 1.0 Slarl an Employee R~oun::e Group. Includes 1>pace lo 
4 1. ERG Ai,plica1ion Diversity d<:$ribc purp<:1sc. mission. and provide signn1urcs of 10 members 

who will ioin. 

42. ERG IViki.J'age Diversity Employee Resource Group Wi.ki page with information and FAQs 45 
well as links lo other nnn c;:s with more information. 
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Name Toni!: Area Oe"'""rintic,n 
43. Sample l:mployee 

Association Chatter Diversity Sample of a churtct iu)d bylaws for an employee association at BCFP. 
and Bvlaws 

44. Employee Resource 
Dlvcrsny 

0C$Cl'iptioo of how steps to forn1 an ERG. set missior\S and goaJs. 
Groun Toolkit develop "budget and funding plan. be~in i1nple1ttcnt.·uion. etc. 

4$. Diversity and 
Inclusion Council of Diversity (>e:scriprioo of Dh'CTSity ltt\d lt1clusion Counsel of Employees' 
Employees· Wiki initiarivcs and acti~•ities \lll a Wikj page. 
Pat?e 

Oi.,.·ersity and Inclusion Counti1 of Employets charlCrS that indudes 
46. DICE Cburtcr Diversity ubjcc:1iv<.~ and st-.opc, roles and responsibilities,, govcmanc:c and 

structure. nanncrs and stakeholders. 

47. Rehabilitati,on Act aod 
Presen1a1iun disc.ussing reasonable aceonunodarion;.i. for iudividmds 

Amendmenls 
Di,,crsity with di.$abilities an.d how to best cQmmunicute and integrate these 

indi\'idll!lls into the worknlscc. 
48. Ot-..1'\VI Listening 

Diversity Dei-criplinn nf li~tcning sessions that OMWI conducted regarding 
Sessions c.oocems about divcrshy Md equality, 

49. African Ainericao 
rrese1muioo including information rekned 10 Black life) history. :.lnd Hislory Month Diversity 

Presentation 
c-.ul1ure. 

50. The Business Oise for A description of l.h·e be-11e61s of divcrsi1y and inclusion for BCFr 
Diversity and Oi,iersity including greater c.,rea1h1i1y. problem solving. aud poLen1iaJly 
(nclus.ion a1 the BCFP increa.-;ed pr<>ductivily. 

51. FEORP Rcporl 10 
Diversity kcpo.li on rcp(l..."Sen1.adon of minority groups within tbc;: workforce. Con•m.•ss !FY 20 I 6 l 

52. EEO program status 
lnC'ludes infonnation about EBO policies and procedures aud repolt for FY20 I 7 Oi,iersity di\1tn.ity statistics in the c.unent workforoe. new hires. separationS, 

(MD-17 Annu!II .und prQmotioJ1.$. 
Reoo1tl 

53. Subtle behaviors: 
Description of a course to increase awttreness of unconscious bia~. 

Unconscious Oias Diversity 
<course descriotion) 

bow 1hcy mtmifost in the workpl:lcc-, and how to mo"c beyond them. 
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Name Toni!: Area l>esnintic,n 

54. OvetView or the EEO Training breaking d0\\'11 lhe diffm:n1 EEO laws (Title VU, ADEA, 

Laws Diversity Rehabilitation Act. GfNA, Equnl Pay Act). Also provides ~cenarios 
in whc-rc-these laws arc enacted or broken. 

55. Diversity rtJld Description of Diversity a.Lld Inclusion Council of"E,mployccs • 
tnclusion Council or 

Diven.ity 
Champion uaining th111 covers how to act as:, change :1gem and 

Employees Champion model inclusive behaviors. h1c1udes a supp011iv~ forum to discl1ss 
TralninQ Description diversity :u~d inclusion cballcnge$ and oppOrtunitics. 

56. Diversity and [}e:,tc.ription of Di,•c.ffiity and lncllL.:;ion Awartnc:ss trainins workshop 

lnclusion Awareness Diversity that focuses on awnrencs.,; of lhe significance of diversity and 
iuclusion to 1hc Bureau's mission and i.ocrc~siag undcrsttlndiug of 

Training Description how to interacc ellec,ivclv in a diverse and ioclusi\'C workolace. 
57. Overcomiog 

Unconscious 8.ias in 
l)ivcr~hy 

Desctibes potcnti.a] ways th1u unconscious bias cau i,upac.t 1.he way 
Awards and th~tt managers distribu1e-awards and recognition. 
Recot?nition 

58. FEORP Pros= Diversity 
Survey h) sec whtu jniti:uivcs BC'f P .has taken w·i1h spcd1ic acrions 

Tracker outlined in I.he FEORP 

59. HR Tccfo1ical 
Supervisor 1ralning thM discusses MSP and PPP, aJoog whh 
expJo.ining the supervisory role when it comes to EEO. ide-ntif)•ing 

Knowledge Power Dive-rSity key personnel iii recruitment and hiring.processes, and breaking 
Point down sc-heduling when it comes tO k"avc. overtime, und diffcrtnt 

1vncs of ,,,ork schedules. 
60. Overview BCFP Overvie,,v of 1hc semiJ\ar that includes inlonnation !Ot supervisors on 

Supervisor Dive.rsity J.IR tedmical knowledge. pcrforrnancc monagc-meuL and add.rcssin:; 
Oevcloomeo1 Seminar c-0nduct issues. 

61. BCFP Employment Two d::iy training infonn.1tion for Employment Ch··il Rights Training, 

Civil Rig.his Training 
Discusses history and ove,vicw of EEO Laws. ovet'view of EEO 

for Managers ~od 
Diversity w mp1ai1u ptoce.r.;s. ,md ADR. J-\ lso discusses management'~ 

responsil)ilitle,-. regarding EEO, preventing rcmliation, rchabilitlllion 
Supervisors acl :md worknlucc barnssmcnL 

62. EEO & Effective OiVCl'Sily Pre:;c.-n1niion outlining EEO prac:tice-5 and toQls-, ulong with training 
Leadership discussing what manager:; can do to prevent El;O complaints. 

63.2017 BCFP AJJJJUal Employee AttillldeS Rcsul~ from 1hc Annual EmpJoymcri1 Survey. ·rhls i-1,1rvcy looks a1 
leadcrshio and knowlcdu:c nu)mt2cmcnt., rt$UILS oriented nctfo.rmzincc 
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Employee Sunrey - cuhun:\ tule:nt mam1gcment, and job satisfaction. Results are broken 
Oureau-wide Survey uut by demographic, coding of open ended que:;tiqns, lxmchmark 
Renort e-mail comparisoo!l-, engagement., diversity, a.od Best Place:$ to Work indc).I. 

64. 2017 Annual Email discussing how many people took the Annu,11 Employee 
Employee Survey Employee Anitudes Survey and 1heir r.\nking wi1hjn mid-size agencies. along with a 
(AESl Results docume,u discussiug the survey further. 

65. ~ 1ui r.;bles fOr Annua l Data tabJes for selected questions from the Annual Employee Survey 
Employee Survey ~pl6yee Attitudes by gender. race, ethnicity, :;upcrviwry suitus., grade. and expech:d 
(2012-2017) 1cnun: (data from 2012-2017). 

Ptesenuniun disc.ussing the i.$Sue. of African American applicants 
follins out of the federal hiring proccslt. Focus<.~ on when: in th~ 

66. Applicanl Flow pn;>ccss fnll out is roost prc\'alcnt, whe,lbcr 1hat be by selection or 
Hiring npplkta.ots who sctr-scle<:1 out. AJso discusses rccommcndations 10 

Analysis help improve re1en1ion rates of African American :1ppli<:ams. the 
rationale behind these tecoir1.mcudatioos. aod the ti111efr.·une/le\1el of 
occonational in1 ... ••c1 011 the. owaniz.ation. 
Darn outlining hiring dma from 20 I J-20)4, specifically focusing on 

67. Analysts of BCFP 
Hiring 

the differences between racesfethnieirics through tJ~e hiring process. 
Hiring Data This data is broken down inlo job group. year, si:lf-.selecting. out. 

hirinc: mano11?er interview nroces:\. and aoolka nl rcforral. 
68. BCFP FY20 I 7 1'1D· H irl11g/P1·omotlOOl'Separa1fon Tables from FY20 17 showing hiring-. promotion, and !>tp."lr.ition by 

715 Table; gc:-ndcra.nd rncc/cthruc:it)'. 

69. Hiring Manager Pre!)entntion introducing hiring: manager.:- to di•,cr!;ity nnd inclU$ion,. 

Diversity Training 
Hiring discusslog why di\fcrsity is import.nnt. establishiog lhat um:on~ious 

biases exist. and how to navieatc chose biases in the hirina orocess. 
70. The Impact of 

Unconscious Bias 011 
Hiring 

Oe:,;criptiou of l1le impact of unconscious bias on iruer\•iewing 
Interviewing • \Viki induding s1t .reotyping. ''like roe" bias. aod "halo tffeet'" bia.'l. 
Pa~e 

Pro\'ides information about interview l)iascs including 

7 1. Interviewer Bii"!ses l-l i.riui;. 
lcnicncy/scvcd1y. h::ilolhorns. stereotyping. ccn1nat 1cndcncy. 
contrast, similarity, tirs1 i.mpression . . nega1ive en1ph.:isis. :md 
lnconsistencv in staodards. 

72. Hirin~ Mana~er's 1-lirln~ Document that pn.wides n.-S(lurtes to hirini:t nmna)tcrs reg1mling the 
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Guide hiring proces.~ (I lirin~ Con\'erSaLiOn, De\'elOp u Posilion Description. 

Define lhc. Ao;ses~menl Method, Pcvdc)p n Vucancy Announcement. 
Qualific:a1ioo l)ctcrroi.nari.on :t1\d Referral, ln1e,-,,·icw & Selection, Job 
Offer. :md En1er on Duly), along wilh legal policy and meri1 
l)rincioles hirintt manae:ers are exoec,ed 10 ul)hold. 
A g.1.1ide identifying and expanding on 1,hc five Exe<:utivc rorc 
qualifica tions for SES. The guide also discusses We differen1 

73. Executive Coro Hiring selection me,hods lb.al can be used to select ap1>licants. focusing on 
Qualifications n.-sun-i.e and r-i.'lrroti\re writing 1ha1 addresses soine of the core 

qualifications. TI1c. guide gives examples of gou<l narr.llives and 
resumes aod discusses whv 1hcv arc c.,-ood. 

74. Final 
Outlines four identified is.tiucs within t11c hiring process; arid give 

Recommendations for 
Hiring Analyses and 

Hirin,s .short tcnn and long 11:rm rc«unmcndatfrm Qn how to n:mcdy the.:-.1: 

Next Stens 
issues. 

75. Follow-Up Hiring 
Presentation oulliniog. dat~ previously found in 20 11 •2014 regarding Aoalyses aod Ne'.let (-)iring. 
diversity issues in the hiring 1>rocess, 

Stens 

76. Human Resource 
Resource providing comac:1s and additional infonnation for different 
human resoun::e areas (personnel p.1'actie:es, EEO. divetsity and 

Management Sraff (-1iting inclusion, s1afli11g, recruitment> pc.rfonnance managemen1 and 
Resources ret.-ogniti()n, le~trning and dcvelopmcn1, benefits, labor and cmph,lyCC 

rclatinns. and human resource snccialist~\. 
77. New Employee. Survey Darn rnbfos for all of the items on 1.he New Em1>loyee St1rVey (201 1 • 

Dam Tables (201 1- Hfring 20 1.7) by ge.nder. race. e1bnic.i1y. pay grade. superviSO:fY status, and 
2017\ tenure. 

78. SME Review of 
Guide fot hiring man.agers and SMEs 1011se-when reviewing job 
app1icaim, This proc~s beings ,vith OHC HR prepa1fog documems 

Miniinuin Hiring uf e1igjbJt: applicants for a blind review by SM Es, tind the SMEs 
Qualifications review upp1ican1.s to sec if they mee.1 lhc minimum quulificatfon:. for 

the iob. 

79. S1ructured J11.terview 
Template of a struc~un:d interview booklet that includeli jn:;,.lructions 

Booklet Template 
Hiring for the individuals-wnducling the interview and nn c,ven1iew of the 

1lll\.--c nans of' thc s1ruc1urcd interricw (oJV>nin2 stat.:mcnt. stm<:turcd 
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t•Ui:S.Liuns. addiLionuJ lluestion!i \. 
Guide 10 discussing how inte.rviewefS; conduct S1ruc1ured interviews, 

80. Struclured [ntervicw 
HfriJ1g 

focusiug spccilically on the pre-J)aration of competeocies., questions 
'training G uide Llull are pcnni~ihlc and not pc.nnissiblc to a:-k. h()w to e\1aluatc lhe 

interview, and o:r:v•surc: to interviewins.! biases. 
Presenuniun disc.ussing ho,v interviewers conduct .structured 

81. Structured Interview 
Hiring 

interviews. focusing: spet.ifically on tJ1c preparnlion of cbmpdc:ncies, 
Tfaining Slides qucstioni- thut arc pcnni,5siblc and nm permissible 10 usl:. how 10 

evaluate 1bc Lnccrv.icw. and cxoos\lrc ,o intcrvicwimz biases. 

82. Structured Jntcrvitws - Prnvidcs informntic,n nbQut oonducting strm,:turcd interviews 

Wiki Page Hiring_ incluciing how tQ suppon diversity and inclu.,'iion while conducting 
the imcrvicw N'OCCSS. 

83. HR Technical 
Suf)Cl",·iwr training 1lrn1 discusses MSP and PPP, along with 
explaining the supcrvi,wiy role wh-en it comes to P.EO, identifying 

Knowledge Hiring key personnel in recmitmenl and hiring_ processes. and breaking 
Participatjon Guide down scheduling when il comes to l~ve. ovenime. and diffe.J\.·•m 

t.,ncs of work scheduJes. 

84. BCFP New Employee Survey asking em1>loyecs qu-:s1ions about their hi.ring experience, 
Hiring experience and sarisfactioo le\•els em~ting BCFP. aod demographic 

Survey illfomucion. 
85. Tips oa navigating lnfcmnatiun regarding the job applicbtion prUc<.';SS on USAJobs for 

CFPOjob Airing BCfP, induding information on the job descriptjon, r« 1uircd 
anno1.inceme.n1s on documents, and application s1alUs. This infon:nation is for anyone 
USAJobs npplying to BCFP 

86. Examiner Vacancy 
Hiring_ 

Ust of all of the vacancies posted ro,· Exa.ini.ncrs ftoin 2014 to 
AnnouncemenL~ nresent. lndudei: date ~ led. level, and den:orlmcnt number. 

87. Hiring, Promotion, and 
Polky discussing. hjring JH»Cliccs along with p.romotto1,s :md various lnrernal Personnel Hiring intcrnnl movcnlCnls . 

Movcmcms Pol icv 

88. Attorney Hiring and r olicy covers pre-recruitmen1 plnnning.. recruitmen1. candid.1te 

Promotion Policy 
Hiring evaluation. selectiotl and appointment (including minimum 

1.1uaJific.a1ions and subsiitutiou for tx.ncrie.nce). 
89. Outreach Toolkil for Hiring 

Docume.n ou1lining best pt.lei ices fo1• biriog ,ri.anagers on how 10 
Hirine: Man.a2ers recrui1 onnlitants. Foct1scs on ho,v 10 reach a more diverse audie.nce 
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Name Toni!: Area Or-,.rintic,n 
and how to advertise a \"'tlCam:y while, keeping compliant wilh BCFP 
rules und rceulations. 

90. Resume blinding HfriJ1g 
De:;c:riptio1, of whfoh 16 vac,rncy atwou1te.tolt!nts lhat used bl.iuding 
n.-sume.s w; nan of the minjmum llUUlification review nnx,css. 

9 1. Final Leader 
Manngemcm Li.st of oompeiendes pertaining to le~ders in the organization. 

Com•'-"-tcncies 

92. New Manager Reso\lrcc to assist with the oriboarding of tLew leaders in BCFP 

Onboarding Suppon Manage.me-tt1 including information nOOut fodcral and BCFP practices nn.d policies.. 
1imelinc for onboarding. anrl lcader.-hip pcrfc;,nmmce standnrdi; (first 

Tool line. manae:er orm~nasrcrs. senior leader}, 
93. Comr>e-1en,cy indicators 

Management 
Breakdown of lhe compcfcncy iodicutors for complexi1y, 

bv Pov bond independence, and impact in e.1ch of the !XIY band.s, 
Job competencies ('or non• Executive employees (conummie:eition, 

94. Co.r.upe-1enc.ies for collabora1ion, problem solving,. adaptabiliry), non•E-:itec:u1ive non• 

Leaders and Team M.inngcmem 
supe,·visory employe._>s {su~jtt.t mane, expe,'lise., Slt'alegic Lhin.khlg. 

:Members 
leading managing and developing oth,:rs. munug:ing rl!SOurces), and 
Executive employees (leading cl:mnge, lcadin,g people, results driven, 
husiness acumen buildinsr coolhion.st 

95. Com~,e-tency Families 
Document that distinguishes leader to1:opcu:ndcs from eompc1cncics 

for Leaders and Team Man.og.cmcnt for olber team members. 
Members 

96. Lc::tder Perfonmmcc Defining cJ1e le.1d~r perfonnance standards for fi.rst Hne supervisors. 
Standards • First Line Managemem Standards are djvlded fnto Wo1·king Through Peop1e-. hwesting in 
Sunervisor People, and Leveragfog Expcttise. 

97. l,eader Perfonnaoce Defining. the lcadeq,crfonnnnce~tandard!S for mnnagc-rs of manage~. 
Standard'i - Manager Mnnngcn:ient Standards arc divided lnlo Wor.k.i.og Th.rougb P~Jc, Investing i.ll 
ofManaoers Pcv1>lc, nod Lcvcrnging Expertise. 

98. Leader Perfonnance Defining the Icade, performance srnndards for senior leaders. 
Staodar<ls - Seujor Managcmein Standards are. divided into Worki1~g Throug:h People., ln\'esting in 
Lc--.tder People, and Leveraging Experti~c. 

99. Leadership Welco111c 
Mnm1gcmcm 

Email introducing new leaders 1.0 1.he l~ dets.hip 1eam and O\lllin.i11g 
Email mandatory trainings und resou1-C<."S at their di"snn.-.al. 

IOO. Mcntorin~ Bank Mcn1orine Provides a descrin1ioo of the Mco1orint~ Bank Pro"""::'m 2.0 (OMWI) 
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Name Toni!: Area Oe"'""rintic,n 
Program: Guide for including goals, \':'.llue ond benefi1s to mentorSln\entees, value tu 
Men1ors BCFP. me.ntc.>ring principles, and program rcquiremenl~. 

t O I . Oest Prac1ices for 
Mentoring 

Describes best prnc:11ccs for mc1\lors wbo arc cxpcricoccd and tnistcd 
Mentors /2.0) advisors. 

I 02. Mentoring Bank Provides a dcscriptioo of 1he Men.to.ring 8nn.J.: Prograro 2.0 (OMWI) 
Program: Guide for Mentoring im:luding goals. value llnd bcncCils to mcntorslmcot<..-cs. V3luc to 
Mentecs BCFP. desired characteri~tics of mea1ees., tlJ\d program requirerncl\ts. 

103. Meniee. Evaluation 
Men1oring 

fom1 for mCT11ccs to c,•ulualc 1hcir mentors (mcasuriog thi:ngs like 
Form frequency of moeting.s. helpful fcedoock, social networks). 

104. Meo1oring flar,k Wi.ld page 1h.1t describes OMWl's Mentoring .l:fauk .Program 2.0 and 

Progralli 2.0 Wiki Mentoring 
Includes links 10 01her rehlted pages (overview. men1or guide. mentee 
guide. best prac1ices for memots. bes:l practices lbr rne.niee, meinor 

Page evaluation) 
I 05. Best Prncliccs for 

Mcn1oring 
Describes besl prac1ices for memees entering a mc.moring 

Mentees (2.0\ relation .. -.hio such as bcinl! committed anti a,;kin • 1•uestions. 
106. Mentoring Bank Desc.ribes 1he mentoring progrom including background and purpose. 

Program 2.0 Menwring applic;a1ion c.ri1eria . ., pajcing c.riteria, roles/resp0nsibili1ies/guidcJines, 
Prcscuh1tion and cxpec.tations. 

107. Colleclive 
Dcscrip1ion of lhc collcc1ive bargaining ~greement for BCFP and Barga i.ning 

Agreeme1.11 for 
Other/Miscellaneous NTEU. Jnch1des a v;:irie,y of topics Including employe~ righ1s, heahh 

aud safety, workscheduJes, training., travel. and others. 
NTEU and BCFP 

I 08. BCFP Stralegic Plan 
Otbcr/rvlisccll:mcous (>cscrip110n of BCPP's s1rntcgic plan for 20 I 3-2017. (2013-2017) 

109. BCFP Strategic Plan 
0 1hertrv1isce.llaoeous Ocsc.ription of BCFP's scrategic plan for 20 (8 .. 2022. 

/2018-2022) 
110. Update IO PM Training 10 discuss Lbe. changes.to the perfon1\anoe u't.i.nag_cmcnt 

System - All Perfonnanc:c mam1gcment .system for all employees, fr>eu."i ing 0 1i why it is <:-httnging., what is 
Emnlovces staying lhc same. and what changes wiJI be made clown ihc roa<t. 

Training 10 discuss the c.haJlges 10 the perfonnanee man;:igernent 
111. Update to PM Perfonnanoe manngcmcm system ror all nmnag~, focusing on why ii is changing, what is 

Systen.1 • Mi.lnagtrs staying the same. and wha1 changes will be made down the n)tt(i. 
There is nn cmnh.asis on how CO..'lchfou should be conducted bv 
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1110-..na1,cn . 

112. Performance Oocumem outlining the process (or perlbrm.anoo mrulagement. both 

Managemeni 
Petfonnaoce maoagement in id.year and year.end. along with What· 1>lans are i.11 pface for poor 

"".rfo1111in" cmnlovees. 
113. Role Profiles: 

Examinations, 
Pcrfonnancc management Provide~ informntion nbout F.:XnmiJ1cr and w mpliancc jobs such 115 

Investigations, and job descriptions, levels. skills. ~md development. 
Comnlianco 

Talking: points l'or uainers 10 discuss a new performance managemem 
progrrul:1 wilh e,illployl~S.. The cun'Cnt aim is 10 intrvase coaching. 

I 14. Meeting Kil for between mam:1gcrs and employees and provide more ;1<.-<:.urntc. 

Employee Briefings 
Pcrfonn:mce mimngCJTient pcrfoi:mancc ratings. Co:tching in th.is program is s1nicturcd as to how 

u1:in{tgcrs {l t"C 10 give feedback to keep the message clear. 1'his 
docmnen1 talks .lbo\11 lhe specific changes 1luu are being made, 1he 
ratiooale bt'llind them. and how thcv will bt"uelit the bureao. 
Talking points for tN,tincrs to discuss .l otw performance ma.ongcmcnt 
program with nK1nagets. CutTent aim i,s to increase coaching between 

11 S. Mcc1ing Ki1 for n,aoagets and tn1ployees and provide more accur.ue perli:>nnancc 
Pcrfonnanoe manil,£.l'ffit'2lt ratings. Coaching in this proi;rum is struolu1'td as to how munage-..s 

Manag¢r Briefings are to give fc."Cdb::ic.'\: 10 k<."Cp the mel;$age dear. This d(lcument taU,s 
nbout the specific changes that a.re being ma.de. the ra1ionale behind 
them. and how lhev wilJ benefit tl1e bUl\.<>ai.l. 

116. Skills and l111orcs1s Conven-arioo g.uidc to help managers navigate n c-00versation with a 

L·iste.ning Guide Pcrfonnt1.occ lllltnagcmcm team member who wants 10 discuss 1hc results of 1hc.ir Skills and 
Jnterests Reflection Tool. 

117. Skills and l111ercs1s 
Guide designed for tca.n1 members to h.cl1> lhc-m to pa:cp..1rc for nnd Conversation St::1rtcr 

(iuide - for r eam P.crforma.ncc manngcment mwigatc eonvcrs:uioo.s with si.1pcrvisors nbout the-Skills nnd tntcrt"Sts 

Membecs 
Reneetion Toot 

11 R. Recruitins.t Event.~ Rt'ctuitment L~• of recruit in~ evenL:. and informiuion about recn1i1inl!_ outreach. 

1 I 9. Federal Equal Outline of 2017 FEORP plo.n f'()C.:U$in1> on divc:.r.,;ity, im:lusi()n, and 

Opportunity Rccruitml'nt 
sustnin~bilily, Also mcludcs plan for 20 IS (ocusi11g oo divc:rsi1y. 
i.nclusion, and sus,lainabilhy, lndudes a<:1ivities related to Hispanic 

Rec.ruitment Plan e1111>lovmcm and emntovmem of 1:,...,onle with dis..-1.bili1ies. 
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120. LES 5: Navigming 

Leadership 1rn.ining discussing MSP and PPP and 1heir relalion to Fedenll Human 
Resource Rccruitmcnl 

rccruiunentand hiring-wi1h a foco_s on ne1)01ism and discrimination, 

Responsibilities -
favoritism. and retaliaiion. Also discusses h-0w 10 navig;ue a 
unionized envimnme-nl and information on the grievance proc·c .. ;s. 

PowcrPoinl 
121, tES S; N1.wfgatiog 

Instructor's guide for leadership U'aining discussing MSP and PPP federal Ruman 
Resource and 1heir relation to recruitmcm and hiring with a focus on nepotism 

Management Recruitmenl a11d discrimjnation. fa,1oritism, a11d retaliation. Also discusses how 10 

navigate a unioniu-d cnviru:nment and inform.alion <>n thegricvunct 
Responsibilities • process. 
Guide 

122. Vacancy Proposed cha11ges 10 vacancy announcements focusing on suuunary, 
Announcemcnt!i Ri:cruitment additionaJ infommtiun, how y(1u wiJI evaluated, bcm:-fiHi, rc.x1uircd 
Enhancemems docu1ncnts. and nssc:ssmem language. 

OJ]:boardiog J')Olicy that includes in£1rocLiOl'1s fOr the six areas of 

123. Off-Boarding Policy SetXlnllion 
pcnronncl off.boardjng (ini1iation, no1ific.i1ion 10 ~rfonnccs., 
wunsdiog. certification and rcponing, non•compliancc:. and debt 
idcntificatioa/~ntract dosc-oui for contractorsj. 

124. BCFP Exi\ Surv~y Survey asking employees c:1uestiuns reg.ardins why they have decided 
Scpar.11ion to le.ave CFBP, thcir-fecling!i n::garding BCFP a..o; a whole., and 

Instrument dcmoi--n1nhic information. 
I 2.5. Exit Survey Data Separation Data tables from 1he E.xil Sur\'e.y (2012-201 ?J by gender, race:., 

Tables 12012-2017) ethnicity, supervisory sum,s. tenure. and grnde.. 
126. Ex1enu'II Trainiog 

Traiuin~ 
SOP oullining the Sleps 10 request external training nnd document 

Procedures that external training was comple1ed. 
127. Exu:maJ Trnining Training Policy explaining ·what consrirutes e.,1erna.l traini'ng aod how 10 go 

Policv about c.enint!: exlema.1 trall'lin!? annroved. 

128. Skillsof\ Courses l "rnining 
List of all SkillSoft co\1tseS. along \\rith coutSe infoO'l'latiOJl and a 
de.scrintion of ciWh (:()Urse .. 
Overview of 1he ltaining aild development 1>rograms that are offered 

129. Trniniog Catalog Trniujng ind udjug the. Examjner Commissioner Program. On Lbe Job Trajnjug, 
and Contlnuint!. Education. 

130. Suocrvision Trainfo'1: S.;hcdulc for -Su•-ivisiou Lc~min" & lx:\•clonmcn1 traininn"' otlbred 
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Leaming & in 2018. 
Development 
Training Schedule • 
Wiki Pa11e 

13 I . Crucial Description of Crucial Conversations ltaining which is roe used on I.he 

Conversations Training skills for creating alignment and agreement by fi'>stcring open 
dialou:uc in hiizh stokes or emotional conversations. 

132. Crucial 
Scanned cv:.l1uations from scvcrol diftCrcnt-s-.--ssions of the Ovcfol Conversations Training COR\'C.fS3lions 

Trainin~ Evaluations: 
133. EEOC-led supervi,;or 

Trainingf0 ivcn;i1y Coursefoainin~ evaluations for lhe EEOC-led manda1ory 2-da1 
trainine evaluations sunervi!i-Or lrnininSt. 

I 34. Examiner 
Comm.issfoning 

Training 
Provides descrip1ioo of 1he commissfoning pwgrom as well as 

Prognam description Frequently Asked Questions abo\n the program. 
and FAn's 

135. Sn,dy Guide for 
Coni.ains inronnation nbou1 the ·written exa.111 for the Examiner Cxan,iner 

Training Com.mis.5ioning. Prot,rn1m including lips, Snmpfc tc::.t questions. and a 
Commissioning Hsi of'1opie;s th$t arc coveted 
Proeram 

136. Definition of Tr..1ining Definition of lhe E:iuuniner ill O 1arge d'evelopmenta1 assigm\it.ms. 
Examiner in Cha~e 

137. C•ndidate 
lnstru(.'liQns for c:omplcting the Examiner ca$c i.iudy including the lnstruCtion.s for 

Completing the Case 
Tr.;iinjng C3SC s1udy documenr. Exccuth•c summary. ex.ii meeting, and 

schedule. 
Studv E,e.1"'ise 

138. Supt.rv}sion, 
[>escribcs t.he Examiner Commissjoniog P'rogrm.u i1)eh1ding 1ho Enforcement. and 

fair Lending (S£FL) 
1·mining rcquircmcms and policies for 1cs, retakes, trnining waiver.;, and 

Staff Memorandum 
rotations. 

139. DCFP Assesso, 
Training 

Higb.-lcvel out1ioc of Assessor Tntining ror tbc Assessors 0(1hc 
Trainini! Summaru Examillet Case Smdy. 
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A1,pendi, D 
E-mail template for c.ontacting participants 

Executive loteniews 

Dea'.r _____ , 

My name is [name] and I am contacting you on behalf of Fors Motsh Group (FMG), an 
iodependeot research finn 1ha1 has been coJUrncted by CFP01s Office of Civil Rights 10 conducL 
an assessment regarding employ1.nen1 opportunities for African American/Black and 
Hispunic/Larino(a) employ«'>•• CFPB. 

As parL of this ert011~ FMG wilJ be conduc1iog a series of hour-long i_n1crvlews with African 
American.!Black and Hispaoic/lalino(a) CFPB E.xecutives. A participant infonuation sheet that 
provides additional deuiil about lhesc interviews is auach(.-<l, l am contacting you to see whether 
vou would be willing to pan.icipale in a one-hour interview with a representlltive from FMG. We 
are hoping to schedule. these in1er;icws bclwcen (date] - [date]. If you are wil.ling l0 panicipatc, 
what days or thnes (Monday-Friday, 8:00am-6:00pm ET) would work. best for you over the next 
few weeks? 

Please lei me know if you huvc any questions or concerns. We would very much appreciate your 
p.uticlpation in this projec1! 

Personnel invoh·ed with selection 

Dear ___ ~ 

My name is (name] and I am conrac.ting you on behalf of Fors Marsh Group ( l'MG), an 
independent research finl'11ha1 has been co111rocted by CFPU 's Oflice of Civil RightS to conduct 
an assessment regarding employment opportunities for African American/Black and 
Hispaoic/Latino(a) employees •• CFPB. 

AJ pal'I of11tis effort., FMG will be.conducLing n ser ies of hour-long intc-rvlews with Cf.PB 
person.nc.l involved with recruitment, hiring. and promotion. A participant infommtion sheet that 
provides additional detnil about these interviews is auaclu:<l. I um contacting you to sec whclhcr 
vou wouJd be willing to panicipale in a one~hour interview with a represelltative from FMG. We 
are hoping to schedule these interviews bclwcca (date] aad [dtite]. Jfyou are \viUing to 
~')anfoipate, what days or times (Monday.friday, 8:00am.6:001>m E1') would work best for you 
over the ncx1 few weeks? 

Please: lcl me know if you have ;.my questions or concerns. We would very much uppn..-ciatc your 
particit)ation in this project! 

F"ocus groups with Examiners 
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Dear ----~ 
My n•mc is [nome] and I am contacLing you on behalf of Fors Marsh Group (FMG). an 
indt!pendern research finn 1hflt ha$ been co,umcted by CFPl3's Office of Civil RightS 10 conduc1 
an assessment regarding cmploy1mmt opportunities for African Americ:an/Black and 
Hispanic/Latioo(a) e,nployees ai CFPB. 

As pa.1'1 of' Lhis effor~ FMG wHI be.conduc111'1g a scri<.-s of 90-minurc focus groups with African 
American/Black and Hispanic/Larino(a) CFPB emplo)•ee.s in the Examiner .series. A participant 
information sheeL that provides additional <leiail abolU 1he-se focus groups is auached. 1 nm 
contacting you to see whether you would be willing to participate in a 90 .. minute focus e.roup. 
We a.re hoping to schedule these focus groups betweeo (dmeJ aod [datcj. We will schedule focus 
groups at t:imes that work best for the majority of invited panicipams. If you are willing to 
pat1icip:1te, whtll dnys or times (Monday-Friday. 8:00am-6:00pin ET) would wotk bes1 for you 
over the nex1 few weeks? Given that most Examiners are not located at CFPB Headquaners, the 

focus grouos will be co.nduclcd rcmQlclv, 

Please lei me know if"you have n.ny questions or concerns. We would very rnuch apprecia~e your 
participation in this project! 

Focus groups \'i'itb non .. Examlners 

Dear ___ ~ 

My name is (name] and I am oonrac.ting you on behalf of Fors Marsb Group ( l'MG), an 
independent research finl'11ha1 has been co111mcted by CFPU 's Oflice of Civil RightS to conduct 
an assessment regarding employment opportunities for African American/Black and 
I lispanic/L"tino(n) employees al CFPB. 

AJ pal'I of11tis effort., FMG will be.conducLing a strlcs of 90-minutc focus groups with Afric-an 
American/Black and Hispanic/Latino(.a) CFPB employees. A prut icipant iofonnat-ion sheet that 
provides addi1iooal detail about these focus gl'Oups is aaacbed. I am coumc-ting you to see 
whether vou would be willing to participate in a 90,.minute focus group. We arc hoping to 
schedule 1bese focus groups hcrwcen I.date] aod (dale]. We will schedule focus groups at 1irnes 
that ,.,.,ork best for the majority of invited participants. If you arc willing to paliicipate. what days 
or times (Monday-Friday, 8:00mn-6:00pm ET) would work b<.'S1 for you over the.; nexl few 
weeks? These foctL5 groups will take place. in-person for all non-remote CfPB e.mployees so 
please make sure w provide us with duys that you will he physic-aHy at the CFPB building. 

Please lei me know if you h:tve any questions or concerns. We would \!Cry much apprc:ciate your 
p,uticipation in lhis project! 
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Focus Groups 

Appendix E 
Participant Information Sheet 
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l.nterviews 

cf-' r 
ABOUT THIS PROJECT 

0 
FORS MARSH 

YOJ :ire lldr.girn-tlocl IQ p.'lfllr.p:111; In (I ~ne ~Dj«I VIM Cfl:B lms; f'>Mlr;Krnd 11,11h Fllf$ M:lrsh Q~ (fMG) m 
Cl)l'(luei lhli 'OIIYI cttnlbo&. tho l).lff)Of,O', ill'll1 ri,ocr,x!Ot06 ~ 11"$ l)fflJOl;t. !~ benllli!S ;,nd ~ 10 Pi'Jitltlp.vmj;, 
Ptlflldp,:tn~· r11,m;, ;r,d ptOOill;(IOnaf)' m(l:J~lfe& fflill •'O Wifl ifn(ll()mm IO pm1r,ct the pt1v,1cy 111'(1 «mt.dOIIQ,~11:)' er 
p,11tittp,)n1s.. .\,ncni)(Jr ct 11",Q rMCi ,,.~ is ;w;ill;)bkl-, runQ lt'IOI.JUI ltlQ rorm YAth )'011 IWld 911$"*'1:t 11nyq~lr)ns )'(1\1 
rn&i,· h;,~-e (OOOt.3Cf 1nrofl'N.lt<Wl 1)1'0>i(i00 :11100 tl0~<1in ~ 11$ flii'118l, 

Whf!f. 19 the l)UrpO&e ()f tlli9 pt(!~ 
f\~• rocwa1 ae,if'(')' l!I roQulrod 10 8896£'8 on 3"'I ooaoirc ~& l'.l-.11!« Ila fU'l'll)IO)mtin1 pol.:loa. praecb:a. and 
OIOC:c6JI($ may p(')lle ur.intllndl:d ot$111c:li1, 10 cqaa! en,plo)ITICIII <IIIPo~•111til:9 bMo:I °" nice. rit11h1nrtl ~lJl'r,.,SUII. lll"d 
ClbODUy. lo l'l'!llet l'll!lM! to:IUII 1«111il1!RlCl'lla. ftP'l!l con51,IQ'II "'"" l,Uidl:l:)00 t,om tile Olfce ti Pei'ilOnrlel Mon&ce~M 
and 11;e £Gld [IT'd<rJlf'ICl'!I ~pr.11un"y CaT!ni,,m. the CFPB", Cff10e c( O..tl Rl19'!'!i k o:ndm:t:r,g ?Ill lll!5i'IC!i'SmCr.t 
n:i;.,,dlng Clfl!b)ff'IO!ll !lpll0!11.r1kie:, tm Nrillllr>-J..1tak::llt/1Jd :trcl fbpmic/Llltho/a) eln4)loyccs * lhe fJUNIIIU. o.· 
hnlclini:. dl~iol'd "'"" Cf"P8 ell"V<rfl!t:!I l!l•.c }w. v.e: tmpe kl p-; belles ll'ffl4ltl lr.io po"blc ba1tiers 10 t(fJII! 
c,r,ipl¥1ffll ewoitul'ity w.iltlin the! Bureau er,d, if~ identify rtin11:dle11 u, &ddl'i!!!S 8111'1)' 1)8,(,e~ idenl&d, 

DQ 111(1\IO 10 po,tqiote fl tl'a$ p,oJoct? 
NCI, Yaur p.,11!clp.,ttn 15, cr.111(dy \'lllunt.Yy. 'fhcf'e :itr. no pi:nllllrC$ lV:t.Ol!l'IICd W.fll ml\MJJ 10 Jl,'.lf1lop.,l e, ti >W do 
~11ld~O. }'Oil ¢11nno1 llO 11en'1ff1)0(1 Cf re,all;,tetl ;,e;ilnst lfl <lily ""1.1)' (Ot p,"lftlCip.'V!!r.e In ll'i& l7{)jOOC, 

Yo1J nw.-9 ttlr; llpj:)(!11J)~T)· 10 011(..() .. fft)fl' bcni l'l\<tfld 10 p.µ1li:lp(i"' 111 Inn ltwll\Atdu;,t IMCMCW!!;, II y,(IU t;Sci 1'11:\ -.rnrc 10 rk! 

C(i(llooecJ t,, fMG. ()1$i194) send~ ~I Q!lm& 1ni& IO f.l■ \,\\V~on t1:hf111JM1Hprr,m!kJ(lgtpJp.:CQml tM;IOtG-M;\'"Gfl 30, 
:,OJ& 

f I decide U1 petl!elpea. -ret v.91 I be eHICI 10 do? 
Y~• .. m be a!!l:>ed tn 1M111ic,~te in e cll('fiour ~lbNIMr to <li9cti1'18 you, ~ ano othen ~c~ 'Mthin 1:ne 
CJ'~I./Oc'I ti •1tet1 e91QOI' ~ne,l!I p(liOCpoo,{19 t111d im~'fleSIOnS at».ll '*'°.- polt.~ l)r«t<llll1\'-and~. 
1heie lmcwie\ffl w,i 1111<e phsee during Allral -,r,d Mir). Scssiora wil be CO!lcu:ted e11t:c, In flC'!Kl!I 111 Cf1!8 
l'IClldqui,rlcn 01 vl1tul!lly (I llf\ Cll"~P)'Ot: is nttl l0c.1tlled !n the D.C. welt).. 

'Mlac 11,e the pCQ!ll!ol risks d part!clpeti,g III tl'TS pn::ii«t? 
there \'ll'Q fflllllmd r&;k!i IIMoQcil'lll)Cl Ybll pc,,tjclp,.'ltion tn lho,. pmjt.O flaq~(p.1tllll v.ltl tlr. ..v;~d lO dlf;Q.1$1; I~ 
the:Uahll;, ~!tlll!Cl, llncl e,ipepr.r.cc:; ... ,1t11n their (llflCl'lt tcicf()(lCUpllllori ;111.d CfP8 ;,s. ;o, Ml()!o, P;wt!d!llll'U do l'il01 

ti.11,,c to ismwcr .,.,,-q11C1.1lor.s w:y clo net w!wl Ir. and 11m trr.c tn r.lOp p1111ic~111rag a , 111tf mnr.. 

WII S: C06t fl'!it at!)Clln& U1 tie !n !hit pfq(l(:f;1 
No. l.t'lflro &re no <»SI$ ~(ld •itrl pa,t1ci;'lo11Jrc in 1~ p,QJool. Yo.i m.tt ,af wetk limo 10 pe11kil)810. 

Wit« Slepl\MII bebl~toet'i51.n08~hl p!Mqiend ~r,Udy? 
[~1hil'C)IOU M)' durlni; ltll! 1.-mcwYjlll be he.:.rd ~ lhc ifll.clv.JC:9.Cf lll-.d rt:oordncl by a note. 11111.tt, Tl-ct ~,iii- 'MIi 
aho be audo r«crded blld t11,n:1cdl1'.'<1 IO -"' •!Iii dlilb IIIWI~ Hc,,,e...e,. l'll!llher tllf: eucllo nics f'(r I nt! lr11~, 
'Mi be prm,idcd 10 CfP8. l!lnd-cn1111iu1:nr wtn the opcr.:tt!Ye contmm, fod1:R1! Acclh!licn Rt:glllllt'a,,.. :r,d forli:ml 
reootdkccping ,cq,)if<rl!cnts-FMG 111111 n01 rel:lil'I c'°" of t~ m:,tcriss. In lldcliliOI:\ M$ pe~l!y h!cnti(ymg 
!rlOlfflcUOII VIiii be_ rcdacio:I from lhe ltM!lcdi,cs priOI 10 d!I~ li~)isi!I 10 further ~ , ~1:1,d p;vl!ciPl!ffl pi~ uncl 
~l!ICl'ltiil!:I)'. Tnill I!!;. you1 fl8!X'le aml cl:nll1 petflr.rdl INOrm.'lll«I Wil l'f0t be •n.1tttc1 10 )OJI It!~~- Flnsty. 
lndMdwl ICl0Q!l!lfll: •Ill be ••r:a In 1hc l!Ml f1;1(111 (e~ no ¢rett ~cs VIII! be u,cd) to llclp t:ni;ure 
p:iitbinnis' ldt:r«itir.=i lllld !hell' fC$pOA!l(:S l'#C prc,to:u,d. We hm-c ¥1:,Y tobm•I 1/f.Ul:lffl. In pt..,,::c to pfOlleci !he 
lriraTMtllln )'(l!I "11111f: 'lli1111!$, but In 1M ...:,y 11,..liidy «",'ml f!llll lhcm: ii II b~ ••• ri confll!cnt!nllty, lll)pfcpri.ilCI s.(flll5 
wa be mica, '° ncnt(y p1111fcl;mrcs.. 

00. pefticlpt!Q In WS Pl'Ofttl ~ m11Wllt! • ny btr.tm 
Y~r oonlr:l~iOfl l'I Jr!iS l)(OJ0011'oe.JI01 prO\C<kl $ dlfl)(:! l>E:l'ldll 10 )'Oli ,., tho fOfl'll d ml'll'IE!t CW" a,iu. Hewffi'OI', JO<:, 
11'(1(!1 I& IITl;OclnN'I! !Ir.cl wtl 00 e,lf'<Ctll 111 ~)' )d(;flliflj!flf j)arlit)t8, Ot 8(00 10 OQ\.li.ll llffllltl)TIIOm oppo!!\INI!)' 911(1 
10ffl'l:UIGOn1 .and lrn()IG11'18nt1nz ~· ootur.ona 10 ouir,s~0; bi.11Tl8t6 or an)'J 1c111d OOICtY,t8Cl l"lllefl".(r'lllne p-,6111~11 
et,eni:,.ui -..ll!'ln CFP8, 

Who l'I\Sy I ~ I I !18Ye Qi.lW.iOtls &eoul lllfl pQjeet? 
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If )Ou 1'19'f't 8tJt q 1,1e,e(I~ ¢1 COl'ICel'f\8 &boul O"le 1)10,e(t Of )tu' •1&h1S a6 8 petUC!l,'lel'#- p!89&& COIV.&Cl 01 Bll WaltM 
($71-858•379<1 P:91',m@lqryNfVl@tM 000)} Yo,., ,nr,y eieo contaet <:ff'6 or,~ O' cw, p~ S81\f(t COuM&I 
Da11iel V,il l202~3S-10&l Qf;tn"' d!l&::fm tir) 

P!-HM hoe>p ~ ~ d U\e at,t;,et fo, >'°l>T ~~C'l!Q.". 
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Appendix F 
Moderator Guides 

8Cffl e;iffllr A.n11t,,sis. Mochtt".1tor Csuklt 11 

MIIV 2018 
Popllbtion: Ql,ck/)m~ oic Cxecutives 

lri ltoduction 
RKhlltrnent and Hi ring 
f,;rinlng,1nd Development 
fu ture C1ucec P11 tm/Adv1mdtnenl 
Details 
Sep.ttat lons 
w,.ap Up 
TOTAL 

lntroductJon-'/ mlmlt 1'1i 

7nins 
10 ffilM 
10 rntM 

lSmlm ...... 
Smins 
3 min$ 
SSmh'ls 

l 

Th,iinl you so much fo, joining us today. My n11me k _______ and this is-

_______ . w. WQfk for r.o,, M;Jf$h G1oup, ii priv.ate F(l$.fil"h fiml b,ii$e,d in the 
Washlngton, D.C. 1'11et10 are4, We a,e WOtklng wld1 1.he Bu,eau to bene, unch.•ttt.&rld the 

banlers to equal opl)Ortunttv that l'IW'f elOst fO¥ Blad and ttispa1llt employees and applkants. 
We .ire inter~t('d In vnco!/$rins ,1ny birrit?n th.at m.iv ~!Ci~t buroiu-w;de. Potenti.al b;m iers 
ma'( be related to re«uilmMt, llldl'I&, p1ornot100, sep1t1aUoo, at othc, 1ueas. We are wo,Jtlng 
with Ule Bureau to unco,•ef' any related pollcles1 p1act1ces, Of 1H0<edure$ tha1 , ould be 
addre»ed in ordt1 to e llmin;iite b.inler$, Vovr h"!Pl•t. m1tte rs -1nd wil be cr'itlr.al to suc;ce.ssf1Jlly 
lmp te111enti1,c d 1ctl'lg"" to pOlki~ 1uwl p,oet-du,es. l he info,milllon we gatbet todav '"-11 S\(Ou n 
a ,eport th.al \IJII be tued with the EEOC n(.>)(t year, 

I' ll be- asking vou a SNle$ of que:s.uons aboul your views and eyP"tl'if!flCts rel11 kod to I.he killowif\11 
Wpitt: r~ ruit,i,ent 11nd hiring. V<li!W'lg •nd d~l6prne-11t, a rel!f patli,s/11dv11n«o1nenl, dffilifs, and 
~nil ion'-. ____ will be t4king notes to mnkc ,.u,e tflot we lully captu,e your vi- and 
opinions. Ye.Ma ca ndid thOIJC,hb IIJ!t ve,y 1111lu:1tlk. Our dls.cus.sbn wdl t ak.e df)ptOX\111.ately 0 1lt. 

hour. 
• lo assist with our note-tak~ and later anal'(SiS, we .ire audio recording toctav'$ se-sslon. 

However, wha t we t~lk abovt here wil be kept !n the strictest o f <:onfld~e. The 
1l"'C'Otdirig will not be ~h,ued with .,nyon l!! in the &uuu, 411')d .snv ,e~pons6 we ma,; 
iotlude in our final ,eport will not be I nked to ','OU WI anv way, ·10 protect the.ideotitles. 
of others, please use names sparltwy when referring to other people and, if you feet 
you need tom~ na,ne,, Ooly use, Iii st names. 

• 'vou, p;irtitlpa(lon 1n this d1S<iusslon tS entlfety ~ t;ny, You are free to st op 
p.:irtic;ip;tting .at .iny pQ(nt in rim" , ~nd YQU m:.y choo~~ nQl l.o a t'l$wcr any ~n,tiQ,n Vol.I 
do not wish 10 answer, 
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l 

8efo1e we be11n, do v«• hall't' anv questions Of co!'lcerm,J Ohy. then, I will sutt the tKOrdlne 
and Wl"Qrl get ~l4, l ed. 

R~«ultifl,mt and Hitln,:- 10 min:, 

Fiut, k!6 talk .about your e)J)"eriffl(.(>'; witb ar.d PNteptiOllS of ,eoultmer,t .ind hirin& at lhe 

Buresu. 

1. Can you t.t,11 rrtl"you• thougflu about tht 1«:1uittr1ent and hitll\gp,ocesses at the Bui tau? 

• 066 vou personally fa·ce ;mv challent;M durl~ the hi1ina process? 
q lfYES:Un you tell me mme aboutltl;,t? 

2. Ne there &ft'V procl"d~~. polci~, o, pfll«kts 1hat vou thin\ May e,e,ate bartie11, to 

r"niitm!fflt ilnd hiring of Otack/Hlsp;rnic <lppli(.slnts fot: both eKCK'1l:i'--e and non•'1!'ecu~ 

p~lbOM? 
• How coo Id theie -p,olic.les orpractkes be imprO"Yed? 

Okay, now f d lilu! to heas nbnut y<>Ul c,,;pe,ienc:es with and peu:"'Jl tionl o r training a.nd 

development opport11Nties -Mthln botb-your ~rle-s and In tlw 8ureauas a wholE>, 

3, What deveklpmerHa1 opportunWes are available to e-mpl<>yees whoa,e t1ylng to advantt' to 
the bocutive level? 

• Whkh of 1hc-so qiporcuni1ies r01,:1,n, on tho ~potentiflt. Of ellpo11ence1. rcql!aed f0t 

adv.incemem1 

4, How a,e emptovees tdentified and selected for- t1alniog 1111d develOpfl~t'ltal "1)1)00unities2 

• Does selectioo lc>f u aifling and dt'llelo$)menl O()portunilies appea, 10 dlfrt!f by 

111.:c/elhnidty or gende(t 

., If YES: Qn you tell me more aboln 01.)t'I 

I'd 11ho like to spend :.omc time di\c.uning t1t-1ccr pnllu ""d oppottunitiM fnt 11dv11ntement al 
the 8ureau, 

S. Oo VQ1J think the1e " ny l•niqoo b,;miers o r olJst;Jtles to ~dll'.)nc:emt>nt f.xed by 81.i~ tind 

H1$pal\ic en,.ibV!'e-:s a1 the Bu,eau? \I/hat abou1 at lhe Exewti~ level, in l)iHt'IC:uia,? 

• If Y£S: What are these ban-'iets? 
• tfYES: Oo you feel these bar,te,s diffN for women? 
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• It tny: can you t~II me fOO,(t- about that? (Probe tot ie...et ar,ct stage In W proettu.t 
whfch the c.h.allenec _, encount.end) 

7. Hi,ve you r~ri..cd 11ny mento1ing 01 w.1ching durin.g yom time 1tl thti &!rNu ? 

• lfYES: Con you~cr-ibev.tiat th11tlooked (or looh) like? Wfwit folc h<fl thii; played in 

you, Qreer PfOgTts$lon? 
• Do yov b(llie,.., th.l Bla<l .ind Hlsp.init emploven h-,ve the $,,i me opportc.a,-itjn, w 

sect;~ 1'1\fffltO(il'lg: al"ld <:Oa(hing ss.oth-er erl)l)ioyee,,s at U)e Bui-e;cuJ? 

8, What role doperfotrnance evaluatloM pl ilV In promotions? 

J 

9, Ctn voo th.-,k of any C'.hilractt'ris.tttt o f the perfOJmante ;ippr~1$;,I 1.)'$\em tNt n'llgh'I 

neg4uvely tnpkt Black« Hbpanlt employe~l 

10. What i1. the 11ppfic11:tion and s-e(ec:1i011 proces~ Hke fo. interoolarid eldernal d~ails? 

11. tlow has the h!Mg freeleaffected thk proces~, if at all? 

Fln.:illy, Yd &a to d'kc~.IM• reil.sons wtiy rome amplovc:cc may,hoo$e iofco1\IO, 

U . A1e I.here .iny Qotlors 1ha1 vou belie"" m~y d!Sptopo,~l~ly lmp..-c-t 81~k -1nd Hisp~nl(; 

l!«.,l:Oyee~ 01 Blad: a-l'ld Hi~nk hKu1i~' like!ihood of teaW'lg the 6uieau? 

13. A1e there itnp1ovemen b to Bi.weau potieles, p(occdu1~s. 0t ptOt:'essll'S lh11t vou bdi~ 

would prtwent di.sprwottiONte ~epar.-uons by 81.ltk ;Jnct Hkpanic. empfoyees or Slack o1nd 

Hlspi..nk c.ecuuves? 

Well, that w,ap~ up our disrussioo f« today. I'd like to tha:Mvooasa1n fot tak.!rtgthe ttlY!e O\lt 

of yo;.ir day to be her,. Your in~i~ 'Will be inVo1""1ble too1,1t Ji,sC!il,ch cffQru· artd will help to 

Inform poUcy and p1oe:edur.il improvements at the 6u-feau. 1$ ttiere a(lydt.ln.g. ebe you' d llt.e 10 

mmrion that ';'(lU foel w.ut(t ad~uatcly a.d1hes..1t!d by our dl$cunion ? 

G,eat, thdnk you again for you, tinle. 
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8CFPS..rrlt, An.alys.k Modtfftor Qll<Se 

UM.y20:18 

lntrodocmn 
fle<:iuitmem and Hiring 
fr.'inlng-ind Development 
ttlb•c C:itf:Cf P;itt»/Ad11;1ncltfflcnt 
w rap Up 
1'0TAL 

lnt:roducuon-7 mtnut~ 

7minJ 
20mlM 
10 llU:M 

?Omil'(; 

3""" 
GO min, 

1 

Th.:inks vou $0 m1>th fo, joining us today. Mv n:im" iJ _______ and thb Is 
-----~-• We work for R>1s Marsh G1oup, a private re:\ea,ch firm based in lhe 
Wa$hlngton. O.C. metro ~rea. We ;are wocking whh the BurNu to better understand the 
b;mltfi to ~q1,1al o pponunity lhilt m.iy tt~1 fo, l\1ad1 .ind Hispa.nlc ,e:mp~c~ and 4ippbn1$. 
we at~ Wuetested In unco\'et.lng anv bairlff':S thc1l m-av e11lst bureau-wide as well as within lhto 
fMmlnf!'• 0(.(.-Upatlon, Potential b-;mle•s may be 1elated to recnitment, hiring, promotion, 
MJp,m1ti0f'I, Clf Qth¢r .irt.n. We ;m: warking with th!: 81-••~•r to u~c:,~r .llny lf'l.ltt,d pQl~ io-,.. 
pr&cticc\, or ,Hotcd1Me~ th.at c.()dd be 4'dd1gs.ed in oidN to c limi11otc h,11r1icm .. You, inpu1 
matters .incJ will be u ilKa l to soc.c.eufutv impkmentlng ch,mees to polldes ~d proc~,es. 
~ info rm.11-.0n wo g;at hw tod.iywiU inform ii ri,port th;it will be filed with the UOCneld. ye.ir . 

I' ll be- a_sking v~ ;, $0'itt of qoC'ltions ;1bo1,1t yc,11r vi4!Ws ~nd 1tJ1P'!nenc;~ rela~ 10 the- follow!~ 
topic!.'. reauitmmt .and hirirlg. tr.1.ining ¥1d dCYelopmC'Jlt, ind ca,ee, p;i lfnJad.-♦11<:Nnent. 

_______ will be ta1dnp, n.otes to make -w ,e that we fully c.a:ptore '{but vlev.'S ;mo 
opiruons. Yow (.ll)(fid thooghb a,e v.erv 11.liu-1btt. Our diK u~ 'MIi 1.iict ~pproxim,;itcly 0 1,c1 
hou1. 

• To ,1s~st with our note-t.iki:n£ a nd t.ner ;1nal.,-sis, we .ire il\1dlo 1etordW\g tod.:iv's Sffiion, 
However, wh:tt we t.1lk 11bool here wil be kcipt in the 1tfictc,st o f CQnfid¢1M;e-, lho 
,e-cordiris wil not be ~h11red with 41l)'OOe in Ule &J,eau, tWIO "nY' 1er,porue!'t we m11 )' 

i nc,lode in°"' fi~I 1epon will not be linked to )'Ou Of your te.Jm i n ,1ny way. To protec.1 
thti idcn1i lill$ of othe1J, pl~a1e ur.c n .a~r. r.p,uinglywhol)n rafonina to Dlhcr pl!Oflll! and. 
lt V(II.J feel '(QI ne-ed to u~ name-s, Onlyv:f~ fifs.t nllmM .. 

• Your p .,mcip.ltian in th i\ dl"'1.inion i$ cntirllfy ~nt.a ry. Vau ,110 hee to 1top 
partleipa tiug a t any point in tfr11-e, and you nl8'( choose n·ot to 1u"~' any questiOf\ you 
do oot wish to answer, 

Befo,c we begin. do you h .,ve ""V q1,1cs.tlan, Of a,ncern.f? Ok.,y, th~n. I wilt "a,t the 1cc.:01ding 
ind "'~a m gcl ~l.llrl ed.. 
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fleoault~nt .md Hl1lrie:-lOmln, 

1. Gm you desa ibe yow procen fcx 1ec1uilmen t,:md hiring~t lhe Bu,eau? (P,ompts: Howaur 

vocaflcy a11no,u11~m,nts od1Jrrti1fld? Whc> scr~f/ns r~ applicationr,? \!/hut fYM of uoining 

do ifliefViet<le/'s receNe? Whot Is tbe <11iet(J(/e {e1'19rl1 of time f,o,;>n uppfkoUOl'I to bt'te?) 

2, 8efore-1he Nfln,;; freeze, how did the 8ure.iu re,uult ucblly/etttnk.;iflydf'Yerse app1kanis? 

3. hfore the hiring freettt, did vou fir,cl It l7l0f~ c;hallensina to identify and att~ 8!11<.t (I( 

Hispanic applicants to, certain oocupatiom1 

• If YES: Which c,ccupatlOtls/g,o up;.? \Vhy do you thiril this was t.1-..: case? 

4, Are there anv p,,oc.edures, potl<:les, 0t pra(tlces that )'OIi think may c:reite banle1s to the 
, tcr ultment and h hin.g of 61.a,ck o, Hispa11h: applka.ots? 

S. k th• scl~ion pttXtl$\. , e.,,;lt'Mld p~dic:o1lly tn 11m4,r~ ~qu;if tr♦itmll'fll rq;i,dle» l]f 

rate/ethnkityo1 se>1? 

r>, Are iefectlon pa nets used for newhTr~ a'ld promotions? 
• If VES: How Is It determined who wl.O ser,re on the panels? fS me Offlc.e of 0'41 fllgtlu 

COMutti.'d- v.t,en thtse 1.1ee1s101~ a,e made? 

'I, How Is saJa,v determined for ~tern.ti and external hires? 

• can you lhi'lk of .wiy •NiJ~ that these p,ocesses could be lmprO'lled? 

Tr;1!11tl\,£ arid D~v .. ,opn,i:,nl-10 mlm 

Nut,. we wwld lik,e to ;:isk >Qme queu ion\ o1bout tr.alning il.nd devclopmfflt oppottunitit:1 

8. How are empk,ve~ fdemlf1ed and selected fortralnlrig and developmemal oe,pottunldes? 
• l><>tt$ $election for ir.ilninp, and <ltw~m,nt oppom1nrtle1 o1pp11;iir to dlffc1 by 

, ace/c1h0idty Of gendet? 
~ lfYES: C.n Yoll 1~11 me more al>ou\ th.,_a 

9. C.Jn you tel me a bout the .applionion and selection prou-u far intl'm DI a~d extern.11 detaU 

~ sienments? 

10. Can you tell mt ;ibo\Jt how diversity ilnd intl,1slon ttillnlna is rvc:-eived by @mployees ~t the 
Buteau? 

• Oo ~u <.onduct an t'\<iluatlon of these 9-1og<ams? If not. wtwt ts yoor- se.v..e of the 
effcctivenen of 1he prog,11mi? 

• Cbn you thitlk of My w11r,, this trainil\g c.O\lld be lmptoved? 
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Rnally, t'd like to spend som(> Ume discusslng (.iltttt -s,atM and oppottunitil'$ for .idv.in,ement. 

J 1. ec,...td yc,u ttill m t1 .;bnut • nyl, -1d1:m;hip dci-Rlopm~nt Qr form;il mentoring Jl'Ogr•mt th;,t 

are ,tv.,Ilab1e to employe~ who are looking to .Jdv.J.nte Into senior le.idershlp positions? 

12. Do you pen:eive 11ny unique b.it1, ier-.10 promotion 101 6111d. or Hhp<11nic crnploytts? 

• lfYES: \Vhnt nre thee? (Pfobe r01 ,.toge ofttieproten) 

• II ytt: 00 you feet these ba,rll'f'S dlffe1 fo1 v,'OMen? 

• Ii there a s:J)edf,c lffll o.- octupatiM to, wtlieh th~ tia,fi~s: cxcul'? 

• 1-lowwuld '(Ol.l think th~e ba,ril"f'i eOUld be 11dd1e:o.1>ed? 

13 .. Whot p10CC'du1es doe-. the Bu1C!;m u-.e to de t1mTline if promotion quolificotion 

,eq.,.emenu. are ~-telated and conslsteot with b~ess nE'C'esslt\'? 

1S. Can you lhink o f anychan1c.tefl$.tiu of thct p4!rlormar,cn 11pprahol 5\"14!m that might 

negatiVelv ln'lp~t 81ack « Hispanic ernpkryees? 

16, ('an you tell me .iboot wc~~n ptannlne al the 9m e.iu1 

11. C;an you think Qf -.my imp,ow.mcmh 1·0 8urci;av policit'$, pl0(.4duri,~. o, prOC.fflC!f. t:rui, c:;o~d 
be made to Jneve•'lt disproportionate sep-.a,atbns l>y r.atlal/ettmlt; minorities? 

WtJip•Up- 3 minutes 

Well. th1tt wra ps. up our dkcuulon !Of tod11y. I'd like to lhd you again lo, taking the tlme ot1t 

ofyoo1 day to be here, Yoo, hulgl'lts will be lrwa\t.abletoour •esearch effOfts a-rMtw/11 ~Ip 10 
info(m policy a,nd p1oced1.1rol irnprownwmts at the &ueau. b. tt,e,eanyttling eb.e you'd li~e to 

mention that voo fl!C'I w.»l)'l .idequatel)' ~dressed bv ovr discussion? 
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8CFPS..rrlt, An.alys.k Modtfftor Qll<Se 

11 M..y 201& 
i'Qpul;1t1on: ~\i-nd HJ$p.)nl, (it;imlncrt, 13 y()l1ps, total) 

lnuod~ 
Ice-breaker 
RQCruhmont ;and l-llrlng 
rrmlngand De'lt'loprnertt 
E.Gmlner CommlsOOnln, Protns 
Fut\lJe Cia,cl!f Paths/Ad'V;ln'-l!ment, 
Dct.,lh 
WOfk Envi(onmeflt/Oimolte 
S..p:11:1tioni. 
Wrtip•Up 
TOTAL 

JO mlJ'6 
Smln, 

Smins 
Smlns 
10.l ~ mlns 
lO mim. 
5 miln 
15 mH\'S 
S mi.M 

Smim 
-mlns 

In trod i:ctio"-10 minutes 

1 

Th.anb. t!v~one, tor joining u~ tod:ay. My n11me & _______ and this b. -------J We worJt for l=ors Marstt Group, a l)rMl te re«0arch firl'!I based In the 
W»t,h1ngton, O..C. m11t1Q ,110;1. Wo 1m : v,vrking •.,;ilh thio 8t.ift:-lu to botto1 undttst.tnd th• 
b1urlms to equ.tl o ppo1Wnily that may exbt to, Blad 6 nd Hi:.panlt empbyee!. and applcimb . 
We ,lie inteses.ted In lit,co'>'erlne: any barrl,ec-s that may e11ist bure..u-""'de ,n well as within the 
fx.:,mini:r O(.(.Upadon, Potcoti;d b,11~f m-1,y bir re la ted 10 r~ rui1nu1nt, h!rins, pl'Qffloti,on, Of 

~aration. We a rc working with the Bu1"1!11 u to uncover 1my f'tola-ted polici~. pf&c:ticc•,, oc 
p,ocedures 1hat could be addtffled In 01de1 to eflrnlnatl." b;urie,s, Your iin.JHll matte,s and will 
bo r.1itic;,l 10 1,ue:e:41nfuOy impl11m~nt:ing <;h11ng~ to politit!$ and prQt.eck,lrC$- The inform:ition wo 
&,(Ith er today will inrotm a lt'1)0ll that. will b1! filed with the EEOC nrt11 ye111. 

I'll be a~king you 1oe-vc1;,I qu t')otlons • bout your vi- and ~cr-lcnces ,datt'd to rccrultmient 
and hith\g,. mli11Jng aM development, e-xamine-r cC11wn;ss1001t1g p<ocels, fututt" ta,N!C 
p;i tll-;/;,cf~nc11mf'nt, d('t;ilh, wo,k 1)1Wir()l'lmtn\/di~tl', ~nd $Cp;,r;irion\.. ______ _ 
\\'ill be taking ®tc1, to n1,:11ke i.u11! th,1t we lu lly e:l!lplu1 e everyone', vle•M und opinioiu.. We're 

w-,y il'l te-tested to h~r what eve.yont< has to la'( so, plea,e. speak up- tspecia llv If what you 
havo to $ltV 1$ diffeNml ftom what som('one e ls,e hH $11id, Y0t11 u~d th<l'JghlJ. ;u• vtry 
valuoble. You don' t h;ive to ens:'t11<c1 evcr'(question that I •i.-k, but ldo want to ht<111 from c11e:h of 
you, so I may call on you 111 some poinL Ou, dlse:ussloo wlll take app,oJfm&tely 90 minutes, Do 

vov N w. • nv <l'11tt-1i(l(ls $0 rn, ? 

BCFP Barrier Analysis Repon, October 2018 A .. 3Q 



l 

• 1 havt> a disC:U$SIOn guide in front of roe that outllnts the quesuoos t i,eed to au and Wil.l 
ttelp me keep our ~iswsslon Ofl tradf, Because It is lmporun111\ilt we towr ill o f the 
tC.>pit\, I mily h;ive tQ intormi>t our dis(;~ion at $OITIO point to m~ ui. on to;, diffe,r('nt

topic. 

• To ,n$ii$1 wi\h 01.n noti:•t.ikin, a nd l,1urr ;in,1l','$i$, v.-e ;ir, -.audio tf.ltording t<>i.lay's. ,es,ion. 
liowevcr, whal we talk aboul he1te wil be kept in the .$l1ictdt o l conride1w:c. The 
rec.o1dlng ~II not be sh<1red with ;mvone In the Bureau and ilf\Y t~t$ we may 
il'l(;ludc in QUJ final repon will nQt bo link•<.1 10 vou o,your 1c;1m In .anyWIV, 

• In ou, e)Jler"1eoce, m~t pa1tk.ipan11 reel mo,e comfooable <.0nt11b-U1.lng to the 
c.ollc,ctivc di:itoguc, knowing lhc i, re~rb will flOl bo .$h.:ued outside th~ confin -», of lhi\ 
it!.sion. lhu1, to mainl.ain the confidentiali ty ot dis.t:U'l,~ioru. to eDCOu111ge 4 .l.pir11 ol 

Of)ef'lness and shared leaming W1t as1. a each of 't-Ou Is wtllng to commit to noc sha-11ng 
o the,- pii.rticip;in1$' -stO(ie\, exiimpler., ot ~9mm(lnt5, Howev,c:r, nothing in lhi\ 
"ag1eeme,n ~ b intNWl-ed to dikou,agt! o, p1t!~nt patlidpanu 1,om el!t!fehlng theif 
t l~t o, obliptlon u, repol't &etuat 01 SIJSf)-ectNI dlsc:tlninatlOn, harass«1ent, Of 

t etatiauon (e,g,, to the 8uriNU'$ Office of Human Clphal or Office of Ovll Rlet\ts) arrd/o,, 
LO t!ng8ge in proltdt!d whis tlcblowinS actilmy (e.g., by c.<>ntacUng the Wie:pMtOf GenNlll 
or the U.S. Offke of SJ)edal Counsel). 

• PlNSc ~pe1'k ot,e 61 • lln>t .arid lfy not 10 ~\gage In lid.Ii" t"o,wC"JU!tioM cfuling lhc 
dlscussloo, We want t o be able. to hea:1 what everyone has to $i1y-eitbe.- toclciy or whe.n 
we go b;ltk to listen to the .iuclloHKordln,: 10 ;mafyze our d;11ta- .ind write our repotl, 

• Your pa-ttfopatkln In this discussion Ji entirely YOl!mta,v, You a1e f, ee 10 leave 1he ,oom 
.iny p~t in time • .i,ncl voo m.i,y (.hoos~ not to ;,~w(!t anv qves.tion vou do not \Mish to 
• nswN. 

• If vou h-1vt ;, (;811 phon, with )'01), pfc,.)J~ , ... n It off~ sv,it,h it to UIMl modq ,;it thli 
l'lme. 

Before I begjn, does anyone have questions or concerns? O\ay. then, I wlU 1t.1n t he fKOtdint: 
and we,Qn set swrted, 

Ask p~lpants to lntrodoor themselves by n,st name onty, sute the~ posldon/ocnJpation, 
and state how lone Chey heve bfffl work!nc <lt the Buruu. Modtr.ltor lntrodttee:f h&m-~• 
Miff.in. 

I'd J!ke to do a quid, ttetueaker 10 get to k.n.ow e;1ch otMf • bi'I better. Can we to ;irot1nd the 
100m ;ind h11vie.e-vr,ryQnC1 toU IA thei1 fflvorile thing i\ lQ do i11 1he ir bee time? 

Re-c:1ull1n11nl ,rnd m,1ng - S m!m> 

Now, let'.s ullk -,bout vou1 f!l<pe!Jttl(t$ whh .and pef't(>puons of 1ec:11.11 tment and hlrine <lt tlie 

Bureau. 
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J, ('an vou tell me your thoushtt ab0t1t the rec:rulunentand hlnns processes ill the 8vre.tu? 
• Oid vou persomalty f.i.;:~ ,mvch.illM~ d uring th1111 hirins pr(KA)~s? 

u HYES;C-ar'l youtell me moteaboutttiat? 

J 

Ok~y. n,:,w fd liko to hei, ab<M. YQl)I (!X()l?fleru;,n wi1J1 ~nd p,erceptions. Qf va~lng ;md 

developfl\eflt o,ppo,t1.mities within the ham1,,w occupaUoo a~ weU as at the Buieav, mo,e 
gcinor.illy. 

1, How do voo fe,I vwr p;irUQp,llion (o.- liltk theroot) in tr~1ning .tt1d d evt!lopmer,u1 
(lp~Ot'h.al'iities hM atf~ted '(OUI ta,Ht d~t-lOpmeol and ad1ra1'1Cemet1l v.l thhl tfi.e &J1e<1u? 

3. IMode:retor note: A~k U time aUowi.) Are dler"e auw skills or oompete1'1Ci~ foi which you 

f8el you nNd tral'nlnabut tr.1inlne or de-velQpment opf!~munitiei o1re not .ivallable'f 

• If YES: W!'lat ;)re 1he skilb/competen<:ies you'd Uh tl'ollni'n11 in? Why do YoU belteve the 

nece»:s1yopl)01-tunith,•..s -a, e n01. 11vaiiabl!"? 

Exa.m!n~r Cornmiuionl11g Proi:e,s-10-15 mrns 

Next,. I'd 1/ke to fOC\6 speciflcal)y oo me comods.1i00.ingp1ocess. 
4. Jf.orCN-51 .and below, onlyJ U n ynu d<iM:ribO vour i:,,cpctirmtc H ;in £1t.:1min~1 whn hDli nm 

vet been commissioned? Wlm Is die ptogresslOfl towards commissioning like? Do vou thiflll 

it ~ fat. &nd equl1able? 

5. C.an you destrlb9 the &.miner (°.Qmmisslion•ne. Proe,.im7 
• What Is the wtture of1h"ts ptof,Tim like? for ex;imple, ls. It tompethi¥e? Sl411)()nive1 
• l)<)you foel i k<, Vo'' h;t1f/'h;,lll' ~II nf thn tl!!li,DUI<:~ ;tnd s-uppnn thltl '(OIi nor.d to :mr.ccrd 

ifn hiS program? 

• I I NO: What additional resources and suppoo do y0u need2 

6, [ieo, ComMlssloned Elcamfnert-<:N-52 and •bove-onlyJ C'o1n you describe vour 

experience wlttl the as1es.sml'!:nts at lhe end of the Examine, commlniOMf Program tthe 

multipf1tc:hQic:e te~t and use , tudvl? 

• Oo YQII 1hink· th~o -,ssonmen11, ;tic, fllh ;md c,qu~bltJ? Whv Of "''hynQt? 

• II NO: tlowdoyou lhink thtiv wutd be imp10ved? 

1, IFor Comml,sfoned E.u,rnlnen-Ol•.52 •~ •bove-only) M v nei11 qubtlon is fo, ttieie ol 

VOi> who h;ive been ,in EMninei-in,0,;11rge Coin '(00 tc:11 me ;, little bi1 ..ibwt wha.t th;11 
e11pt>rience was like, inc.luding the proc:enot becoming an bamioef•ln-Oiarge? 
• ts th«e anything vou dll"I~ coofd be /M-PfOvt>d1Wha.t1 

8. Ate 1.hee an'( unjqi.te challenge:. that Bla<;t o , Hispanic etnployeei; l~c~ in llJ@ hamini:, 
Commissioning Progrim? 
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• u VE~ OO'tl'le\e<-h11tnlgM s·eem to a~l)fy to boll, 1Y1e,i and women? 

9. Wl,y might someone decide flOt to pmo;ue thc i1 Commis.UOn 11f the llurMu? 

Fu1Ure c.n,ecr Piithli a.nd Ad\lanccment-15 ml n~ 

I'd 11bo like to spend sorne timi: d i~sing career pa ths and q:ipoitunities lo, advlwccment at 

the 81.1r,.1u, 

JO. Arc th e , cquiremenb for ad~ n4;.emm-.t <,le.i r to Vo"? 

• I f NO: Wht1 t 11rc:-.aj need m<He cl:iriiy7 

• UYES: Do 'fO'J think lhcy'rcf•lr Jind equitztblc? Why (nol)7 

11. What tole doperlotmance evoluatioos play in pt011'10tlOn$? 

• Do V(Xl thinkpefto,mance evalua tiOM a-rt- t11k' aiod t,quitll"le? Why (not)? 

• Do ),'Ol.t ha"e.inv expe,leoc-.es 0t opinions you'd •ke to sha1e about the 8ureau's 
handling of complaints. or <Mciplimuv .,i:tio:IM? 

12. Ace ycx, aw111e ol 1uiy m«1to1ing 01 ro.,chirls.opporlunilie$ Ill th e &ue.su ? (Note: Prim■rllv 
ll'ltcrested In ~#no responsf-:l,) 

' 

13, Do you pe ,eeivt> &IY\' unwiue bartlef~ o, otisUtdes to adwu'lte-ment f~ced bv Blael 01 HiSpanic 

"l'l'(lloVOC$ In the (x;imin er <XWp11t i(.)n, &p ecific.111y? 

• If YES; W'hat e ,e .thcl>e? Do you feel these be,ricr.s diffN be tween men and wom~n? 

J4, Can you tell me voor m<Kltl,hts aboo1 the apptlcatlon and se,IE'(tlon proc.e~s for internal itfld 
ext<:111,11 detail~? 

• How easy fX diftlcult iS i1 to 1e-,11n about detall oppo,t~ tie~? (Note-: \Ye would tlk:c to 

a<1t a pul~ on p<1rccprlon J but do not -nt to spend~ lot of dme here.J 

Work (rw!ronmen1/Cl llt\llte--10 m tns 

Nf!ltt, Wt''d llkt! to discu~, whll l il'l> like to wo1k a11he &neau. Thb l'nlgtH i.nwl\'e, f(lr CXdl'lipk. 

your interoction& IMlth othc1 ems,IQv,te:s. tke 8ure..11.1's gene,.il wlt1.111:? or t lln1,)tf', your f" lings 

about .,.o..,r WOl'k fflVii(l(U'l\«IL 

15. How would you d~ ibe etnplo~e moule llf'l'l(Wtg Examln..-u. at the Bu,e&u, ove,all? Wh111 

.tbo,n withst vour $p.cifi~ offtte OJ diY1S1on7 {Not• : wo ~n, to &fv• 1Mm 1ho ch;in~ to 

db<.un btl~fty but-do not Wllnt to spend e lot of time here.I 

• [II ft'IOUlt. tfportf'd lO be l)OOf /lowJ Wh','do '(OU think~ ts? 
• I hrs mornlech1mged ICC<':lllly? 
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1$, Do yc,u be.lie'lt' that morale Yr,'1thln 1he ~rninet" senes differs among r;l(lcll e,oupsl 
• If YES: How $01 Wh,1i de) you 1hin't cont,ibut~ to th.:.1 diffcrcnti:7 Mow mtght i1 bo 

mitigated or elln,loated? 00 ','OU bel;,e,.., that employee morale wlthln the E,ratnine, 

•~i~ differ$ bygcndvc:? 

• II YES: How so? What do vou tJlink cot111ibu te:. to thllt diffesl"flcc? How mJsht it be 

miti~ated or elirninate-d7 
• Are then• any rw.llor t,ender dlsparltle"$ in o~e, 11speos of you-r work as bamlners? 

17. Are you av.-are of any specific, issues or challenges that negatively imp.ac.1 the wor1t 
en,,;tonment for Buick .ind lfop.tnic fxamineo at lhc 8u1t!11u? 

18. Ho'N h )'()Ill wort-rift.' b11Unce at ttie 61.#eau? 

We'd l!k11 lo end ow dls,cussion tOO<lV bv fM?,1rlnf. V'O'# 1hovf,hu ;a,bout whv some employees 
choose tc> teaw the &11eau. 

19. Wliv do you believe some Ell.sninenchoo~e to leave lhc Bureau? 

lO. Atq thetit riiciort- th.it yw bqliow ~v disp1oportion;1:t('fv imp.au 81;x,k or Hi,p;:inc. 

Ex&.mlrlt!l'S' llhl.JI\OOd or le11vlng thto &lte.tu? 

Wr11p-Up - 5 ,ninut.-s 

Wei~ thal wraps up ou1 dlm,ssloo fot today. I' d !Ike to thanlc you-again for 1aklttg the lime 001 
or you, dny to be he, e. V0411 in, ight.\ wdl be invakl.llbhi toom reie.:i rc:h efforb 11-mt v,ill help to 

!nfo,m potty emf 1)1ocedura1 imp101rem.enu at the &.11e.au. k. ttlere-anvthirli else vou'd lllie to 
n1e<1 UOn lhal ';(II.I fN!I w.tif{t ade-qu11tely &ddleissett bvou1 d~tuSi.lOn? Wto also wanted to give

vou -the opportunity tc> sh,n~ ,1ny <1dditioual U-.Ol,lglu in wfitine, Anything you writtt DQ'Wnwill 

bto kept coofi6em.i,ii1. (Hand out quHtionn• !re) 

Great, O\anli: you again for vour time. 
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BCFPS..rrlt, A11.a1v,ts Modtfftor Qll<Se 

UM.y20:18 

lntrodu,bon 
lte-b,eake, 
Rec.1ultmef'lt and Hlrine; 
Training-1nd ~"'lo9mon1 
F"utu,e Cilletf PaU\1/Adva,icem~,u 
Details 
WOfk Envitonmtnt/Oim.ite 
sei:,a1at10M 
Wrap Up/Qµ~JOnnat'.re 
TOTAL 

10 mires 
S mins 
S ni ns 
1S-
20r11t.ns 
S rNns 
1$ ~ 
s ,w:,u 
s,_ 
SSmlns 

l nlroductfon-10 m!nut~ 

1 

niann, eve,vone, to, ~ Ing us today. My l\clmc Is _______ a,)d this Is 
-------~• We work for Fo,s Mars!) Group, a prt,;,,te ,es.ea,ch firm based In tl'te 
W.11-hington, Q.C. m t tto .ar~.:1. Wt: .11~ v."Clt king with thfl Bureau to btttitt unct11Noi..nd lht:i 

banieirs,01 obstade1, to equisl OflpOJtuni ty thltt may e.1thl fo1 Bloc.I. 1md ttbpank.employee,5 :rnd 
appflc.ants. Potentiat barriers m;)y be telated ;o recrtitment. hlrtna, promotJOn, st:p.aratlon, Of 

othe1 ;ue;is. We ;11re "-'<>•king with the 8vrt.Ju to vnoover any t~lated PQ!icies, pr;i,;ricn. c,c
p10ct!dure5 tha t could be oddiesscd in o,dcr to .eliminate any pOtenlbl blm ien. Your Input 
rn.lt\ffi .ind w#II be « inc.al to suc.cesifuly ~pkmentlne; than,ges to policies ,md proc.etfu.res. 
Thit info,ma1ion ~ g;i thet today will inform ;a report 1hat will b-e filed "'•ith th4: HOC nr.X1 yo;ir. 

111 be ;a$kll't£ vou j•vc:rnl qul.'t)tiOn$ .1bouf your IMIW$ ;ind .-..,p,nent•$ 1c:olatcd to thq rotlowing 
topic,-:- 1e truilnw!n1 ond hifing, t111iliing .1nd dt!,•clopmemt, i:1ueer pnlhs/nd11,1nc1!'fm•nt, d1!1.1til1,~ 
~ k envlrooment/cllmilte, and sepafiltlons. _______ W\II be taklne note$ to make 
w 1e that w• fully uipt,..-e everVQne's vfews, and opinions. \V@'u: vwv i:ntor0$1•d 10 fM:tar wh;a1 
C'\leryooe hit$ 10 HY \O, please, ~ea:k up- espcd"ly if wfutt you have to uy is different from 
"''hat someone el$e 11,n said. Your candid lhoughts are veJV value~e. You don't l\ave to answe, 
itV'-'fV querlion th:11 I ,:11,~. but I do want to h,:.ir fro m ~,h o r vov, \O I m;ay Cilll on YQY .at 1Qfne 
point. our discussiOfl "'i ll t.tke appf0llknatel.,.90mh1utes. OOyou have a!'ly questions so far? 

G1eat. Before we ge-i ~tarted \\'ltll oo, di~cuSii<)r), t d )ust like co g,o (N~ a ft-w t1t0re Ui~. 

• I have a discussion guide rn hont of me tb.t ou,llnes the ques~loos I ne~ to~ and wit.I 
help m• k~~P our disw,$ion on trnc.k, Bnc.11.1~-o it i$ impo11.in1 11\at w e ~over iill of the 
topics, I m11.,. h1111e to interrupt ou, diKw.slOfl 11l !,()me point to mo...e u~ on to II difl l!fec\1 
t opic, 
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• To as.s.ist with oui note•tak!ng and later anal .,.slS, we ace audio tecordin.g tOO..(s se-ssion. 
Howeve1, what we talk, about here wll be kept In the strictest o f <.on:f!deoce. l he 
JC(.()td!fla \MIi not be $1wr<td with anyone, in th¢ 8111e a u a nd any ,e~ \\'e m,;iy 
include in ~ fina l 1cp01t ~i ll no1 be linked to you in 11ny W4'f. 

• In 01.11 i!1Jjp4:r'ien«I, m0$t p;ntir;ipant$ fetl mo10 ~on1frx-ti,bt9 «mtlibut:ing 10 lhtJ 

col!ectiw~ dhdoguc ~now1~ thc i1 1enu11b will not be ~tuued CK11.ude the confine-I of lh i~ 
session, Th1tt., to rn.ain~in the! confldentl:alhy of drseussloos to encou,age a spirit of 
opctnnef.s and s.h;iri:d Seaming we ;1$~ if ~M;h o f YQU 1, wiling to w mmlt to nQC , h:uins 
o th« p111tic:ip11nb' ~tffl i~, c1mmplei!!., o, comn,enu. Howe'IC!s, r,01hing 1ft lhi~ 
.. .tgreeroent" b ltltffldHI to discourage 01 pcewnt pa,tie,panb from ex.er<iSlng tMIJ 
f ight or oblig.,tion 10 tc-pQ<rt actual 01 su;pC<,t,:d dl\uimin.:i1iQn, h~,~~mi:,nt, <:w 
1ctllli11tion (e.g., to the fll.ltNu'j Office a, u ... mm Ulpiu.l o , o frece ot Civil Rlghu.) 11nd/Of 
to er~ge in pro tecte-d ~ liStleblow!ng ck';tl~ (e.g., bv cootactlng the WpeclOf' Gertl"!'al 
or thf! U.S. Office of Spr.cill CoumelJ. 

• llfease ~ak one at a tli'l'le and ttv not to ef'\gage in side ('00111.'t'kltiom during the 
dhcusslon We want to be able to h ea, wflat t'Vervone ~ s to SilY-t:ithef" t<>d.ly or when 
we go b&d! to lis-te,n to the audio 1e«>rding to an11lyzcou.1 data,an dwriteour r~p01t. 

• Your partfdp;iuoo In this d,swsslon is e l'lt!rely \'Oluntaty, You .tJ(> frtt to leilive U111 100m 
.any point in timq, and you fflllY choo$C not to ;w~wcr .1ny qut':\tlon you do not woh 10 
answe,, 

• If you have a ce-11 phr_ine with you, Pk--"f.a· turn it o ff oc ~Yntch ii lo lilt'!:nt mode at lhi\ 
tJme. 

8efo1e I be,;n, does .Jnyone have qvestloos or com;.ems? OkilY, W n, I will start the ll'(Ofdin« 
and we a n get underw:iy 

kl: pa.ttklpanu to ~ ttodllCt' ehemsthlff b'I Dm .n•rnt onty. state their ~IUon/ow.,pation, 
aha 1,t11tt tlow lone th.-y h11v• be.ft wo1klnc 111 th• 8uf•.11u. Mod.,ator lntroductS hlm--/ht<• 
seUl.aSL 

lc~bt~i!lo:t>r - S mftul~ 

I'd like to do II quid: kd11eak,, to giet te) know each ochn a bit betlf:1. can we go 11tound the 
room a.nd have e\<efyone tell us lhet1 fa11ont.e thing Is to do In their ffee time? 

R«rtJltmcnl .ind H/fl11e - S mlns 

Now, lot'i. movo to1lk_ abou'I vour ir.qii:r-lll'nCn with .ind PO'ft~ptioni; o f rotniitrncnt a nd hiring a1 

the 8ureau, 

1, Ca n vou ttfl rn.e you, U\ou.ghts about the 1ecrultrnent a nd h.1rlng 1>uxedures, polkles, and 
i,roce,sses at the aureao1 
• o;d VOi.i persona Uy face llol\'(Challenges durillg tht- hi1i11g pfocess? 

◊ lfVES: Cm YQU t~II me mQr6? about that? 
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T ro!nl~ .ind Dovr.lopm,:,nt- 1!'. min~ 

Oby, nQW t'd iikt to hci.:ir iilx>u't Vo"' c,rpinit:ntOc\ with and pert~tiQn~ of 1uS1Jng .ind 

development opporruniotie:s 'M\hln bothvour .«irles ;and the 91.seau .ti a vdloie, 

2. Wll<lt do '((M.I think about the devebptnental opportunities provided to you bv tt.e Bu1~11u? 

• Which of these 09portunl ties h.a\/E' focu~ed on competencies ot expe,lenc~ ,equlr<'d fOf 
adv,:mccmrmt? 

• Have you hued ;my challengr.. getting approval fo, 1r11inil'\g or dcvelopmem 

Ol)t)«tunlties? 

3, How do VCkJ fe-et voor pantd1><1doo (OI IKk lhereof} In 1ra.1n1ng a:nd developmentat 

opportuniffl h~ .offcctcd your C:UC'ff dC'Vclopment :ind advanccmf!nt \\i1hin 111-e &.1rc,u1? 

4. lf4ote: Ask if time a llows.) Ar~ there ;any dt111$ or r;ompcttmci~ th.:it you f~I yoc, nc,ctd 

ttainingtn but ttall'ling °' t~-es of development oppOftunltles are not a'lallabl@? 

• 1f YES, WN-t \111~ tht?S.t skill1, 0 1 comp~teriti~\? Why ~Q '/Oll beli~v~ tti. de~lopmcntal 
opp,orwnitles vou'd like to see ate not availabte? 

fu1ure Career Paths ,md Advancemcnt-20 mm~ 

I'd llko like to ~nd ,or~ ti tne diicui:sing ea1ctt j>lllh,atld oppo1tunrlies fot adv1mcement Ill 

lhc Bureau , 

5 . .,. gene,111, what ou i yow thoughh oboul lhe Bu ,e.au't proinotion llnd.ad\lun<:ernent 

Plot91-Ses? 

6. A1e the t~ulicment5 for ,1dvanc;t'm.i:nl dc~r W ~? 

• If HO: Wh411t ;111C't;J:\ nNtd ITIQ14' c:l.iirit)'1 

• 11 YES: Do you think they're lair ,md equit11bk? Why (not)? 

1, What tole doperfotm,1n<:e evaluilliOM play in p,on,o llo,,s? 

• Do you tJink perro,ma,'ICe evah.llltiol'lS at'e fai, and equitable? Why fno1)? 

• Oo vou nave a.nv e>tperlenc:es o, opNons you'd Uke 10.Share about lhe Bureau's 

hllndfsng of d"ndplini11y .1;.:tlans? 

8. Ale you IIWbrf! o( iu,v nh!1,16ttn.g ot coll<bing oppo1tuniti~ Jilt lhe Bu,cau1 
• If YES: How t'HVOI di~ i!' It to U1k o ;11d'IM'ltasc of thO$t' oppottunili~ 7 Has ,1Mv<,)f1-I 

persooally ta.li:en a!Jv.antage of th~ OJ19ortunlties? 
o II YES: What wlls V()i.. cxpe,ience? 

If NO; Why nof? 

9. Oo you pcrt"ive any uniq..,_c Nuieu or 0051,1tlc~ to .adv.mc;emC'tnt r.,~od by {8bct/Ui$pa nic) 

enll)loyees? 
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' 
• If YES: What are- these? Do you feel lhe1.e 1>artle1s dlffe, fot men a,1d womM? 

Oetallt - '; t ll!m11H 

10. Cm you tc:U me )'out thoughts about the recruitment and selection proccs..\ fm lf\temnf and 

extemal details? 
• How easy o, d!ffkuh b. h to IISlrfl about deta,I oppom.wlHles? (Note: \Ye would l lke t0 

gel a pulff on peruptlons but do not w.ant to spend a Sot of time he re.I 

Work l!nvironmcnt/Clim:ite-15 mlns 

NtJCt. we'd like to dlscuu \\fut It's like toworkat the Bureau. fhes.e mlght l,wolw, fo1 e11ampSe, 
vour inte1iM:tiom \\; th othe r einplo'{el!5, lhe Bure1u.1'1 genetal w:ltu,e o, tltma.1~ 'f<)Ut (~ lihti

ilboot voi,,,r WOfk. environment. 

11. How WOUid vou ~cf'rbe eml)lo'{ee mor'al e at the 8ureau, ow,all? What about within you, 
.$,p(ll,ifil; offk o 0 1 diviJ.ion? INot•: w, want to clve ttle-m t he dloancc to dlscuss brtltfly but 

do not want to $p4tnd a lot of tlm• h•r•.J 

• [I f mot ale reported to b• poor/low] Why 00 you thjnk Ut& ~? 
• H~1, mq.ralc ch11ngc4 ICIC('nlly? 

ll, Oo ','OU belleve that ervciloyee motaJe dlffM amo1'4 ,ac.'-11 aroos,s at di-e Sure.au? 

• If VE$! How so? \Vl\it do vw Ulink wntnOOt n to tha:1 diff('1ence7 How m!!ht fl be 

Olilig.ated 01 eliminated ? 

13. Oo you brlia'ffl th;,t cmj>k>vc-c moukl <liff""5 by 8ff!d-r.r? 

• IIYES: How.10? \Vb.It do you think cOl'll libutes to thilt d ilte,m.c~? t.iow migh t il be 

mitigated or ellmlnate.d? 

14. Aft: you a v.-a1e of a,w specific im,es o, d~ilUef'IS~ that oegatively lmf)act the wort 
cn,,;,onment 101 BLetk.01 Hi~panlt cmpk,yccs at lhe Burc 11u? 

~ex:t., WO would likCI to htllr abQitl re,~, v.-hy 5Qffllt omp:lvy~s th<>0$41 10 lc;ivc th(! 

&.11eau. 

16. \Vhy do you be lieve some emplayee1, choose ta lc11vc the Bureau?? 

17. Afe I.here bctars 1h;n you bclie.ve may dis;proportionat efy 1m~c;1 IBl•ck/Hi1p11nic} 

errctklvee.s' llk~lhC!od of leavfng the au, eau? 

Wrap-Up - S mlm,ti!l 
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Well. tfl;,t wraps up our thsw:sslon fOf today, I'd tik.e to th.tnk VQ\I: again for ~khl,S the ume 001 
of you, day to be flere. YO(W lnslgh" wlll be invaluable to our , eseat~h effons af'Ht wm help to 
inform pol~y ;'Ind prac-r.dural irnp10Vf!ment1o ltt the &.m:,.au . Is tfl-r.te a ny,tiing ,r.l~,r. you'd like to 

mentoon that vou feel wasn'tad~uately OOdressed by our thscusslon? Weak<> wamed to give 

you theopportunily to .\h.1mi ;w.ny additional lhou.ghts in writing. Anylbing you write down wDI 

be kept conff6enUal ltttnd ovt quesdonnalN!) 

G1e.at, tl\ankyou apln for your time. 
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Appendix G 
Post--Session Questionnaire 

Non ... [x.iminer employees, [xecuth•es, and personnel in\'olved with selection 

Equal Employment Oppom,nity 

~-fottaGfOUI) O,uttl!Onl'laitt' 

L Whit do vou 1hlnl the top p1lo1ltfes ot the &.1,e.-\i $1lould be In lffll'S of e,,su,lng et;.~I 

<>9Po1w nitv for 81;)(k .ind Hisp;.nlc: ern~es? 

• 

2. 00 you hilvt an'(U'louarits.. (OO(~fn$,C/IJ ell'f)e,1e,1ces 1'l,1t you would IJke tosNHe v,ttl\w. 

!n~ddlUon to tb0$8 dl¾11$$1!d to<Uy7 
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Examiners 

Equal Employment Opportunity 

Post,f.oc.u, (.iroup Questionn.aire 

• 

I. What do .,.ou 1hink lht' top priol'itie-s o l the- Bu,eau Should be in tettns oi en$uriog ~quaf 

OPfl()ft1.1nlty for Bl;id; ;ullf Hir,p;init rmplO'J'"1 in th$ Examln~r O(Q,P.ltlon? 

2, Do you h.ive ;iny thooehts, ,on«rns., or e)(Jlffier,,t,@J th.Jr yo,u would lite to shil-fe with us 
in 116ditit,n lO lho~e di$CUSSt'd today? 
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Appcndu 11 
I.DI and Pocus Group Content Codebook 

Text seltttion guidelines 

• Do not code participant introductions. clarification questions, and irrelevant tangents. 
• Do not code 1he moderator questions. 
• Only code an intcrjcc1lon if it is nol ,·aplured somewhere else, 

• Code starting from the beginning of the sentence where dtc participant fi rst talks about 
the code uni ii the end of the puragruph when they finish speaking. If a parngrnph 
references two (or more) categories., then you can code it into multiple categories. 

Coding Guideliue-s 

• Paragraphs c,an be categorized into codes and nags. All paragraphs should be categorized 
into om: or more code.<i within !he upproprialc/rclcvanl category (e.g., rccrni1ing. Examiner 
Commissioning r rogram). f lags should only be assigned with a regular code. never alone. 
Paragraphs can be double coded ,lnd double flagged unless otherwise indicated. 

• To distinguish recruitmeni from hiring/selection, we will define recmitment as anything 
occurring before an application is submitted. Anything afler an individual has submitted 
their app!ic-.ation will be c.onsidered related to hiring/selection. 

• Anything coded as a sugges1ion should be actJooable or a speci fic change, 1101 just poiiulog 
out something the pa.rrki1xu11 is dissatisfied with (would be coded as negative). 

• .Personal experience codes should be used if 1he p.anicipant de-scribes n specific story. 
anecdote. or experience. lfthey de.scribe the procedure or process that occurs (e.g .. in their 
office) then this would not be coded as personal experience. 

BCFP Barrier Analysis Repon, October 2018 A -42 



Codes 

Pos.iltvc comment about 1h,: rec.n1iting process. 

Negative comment about the recrujLing proct":SS. 

Su~estion ur improvc:mcnt to the .rtcruiting prO<.·CSs. 

lnfoouation about the .recruiting process. 

Other 
Fla~ (Should only be double coded wl1h one of 1hl' 
codes ::abo\·c. Do 1101 code alone.; 

01vcrsi1y-spcctfic comments !IOOu1 1hc r« mitiJJg process.. 

Comment about the participam's personal CXJ)\.."'Tience with 
r«1•uiting. 

Critical incident related to rccrui1n)cnL 

BCFI' Barrier Analysis Repofl, October 2018 

Described a poSitive a~i,t-ct Uflhe n.--cruilin.g pnxcss within the Bureau. 

Exttmple~ llle Bwx-au is bener at recrniting now than it used to be: The bureau makes 
an errort LC> recruit rroin dlve,se sources. 
Described a negmive aspect of the recruiting 1>rocess wi1hin 1he Bure;.1u. 

E:wmple. Pcr;;()n.al relati<,nships with individual$ already employed by the Bureau hdp 
pc,ople get referred over others wi1hom counection_s; (kcniitfog 1?.x.ecutivcs from 
-certain sources (c,11;., industry, ~cJoc.ting. non,.protits) limits diversity of 1hc applic1mt 
xiol for Executivc,po~•i~ti~o~"'~' ----------------------
Suggested so111cthin_g about the rccrui1ing process 1h1,u could be improved. 

Example.. The Bll~\1 should widco their pool or applicams 1.h:it they recruil from. 
Oescriplion of the Bureau·srccruitiug process. Sh.ould NOT be double coded w11h any 
of the other eodes. 

J»:m_npl~,_ H _QY{___t_b~ flu_re:a_u __ ~~-~ -i-~_~lfill_ i~ n.1.~~ 
Auyihiog tbal doesn •1 fi t i.n10 the. olher oodes about rec:ruhlog that• ~hould still be 
captured. Should NOT be double <.:oded with one of the 01hcr ccxles-, 

Describes an aspect of recruiting lhat is specifically related to lhe recruitment of 
divers.e eandidaie-s. 

Exmnple. The Bu1'C1m docs/docs 001. rccmi1 from dh•ersc C\'t.fits. univcrsi1ics. or <llbcr 
organiza1ions ,md needs to expand to lbcus on more div~ schools and org.anizatio11s 
·e4~xpand scl>ools visited bevood the_biy_League}. 
Pa"icipMt described ,heir Qwtt l\."Cruiuncnt experience. 

£:,:ample. f.lt1w lhe>' f(,und l)Ut aboul lhc posilion. 
Any1hing pa11lcularly in1erestlng or ::iJanning related to diversity & inclusion during 
lhC.l'«'-nlibll0111 proceS.'c ~•-~--------------------

Hiring/$e1Clcfion 
- -----------
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Codes 

Pos.ifive commen, about the hiring/selection proce~s. 

Negative corm11tnt aboul the hiri1ig/sekction process. 

Suggestion or improwmern to the hiri,lg/selec,ion process. 

Jnfi.mnari()n about 1he hiring/selection proccs.<t. 

Other 

Flags (ShouJd only be double roded with one of the 
cod(•S abovt. Do 1101 code- alone.' 

Oivcrs.i1y-six""Cific comnh!nts aboul the biring/setectioo 
PIVCCS.$. 

Comment aboO\ the pa.nicipanf s pcrsontd experience whh 
hiring/selection. 

Critical incident related to hiring/s:el~ction. 

BCFI' Barrier Analysis Report, October 201 8 

Described a p!r.>itivc a~pcct or the hiring/selcctlcm p1Vccs..~ within lhc Bun.-aLL 

£-xttmple. Hiring/s¢lection js done well at the Bw-e-au: Thece are steps taken to 
minimize bias during the interview proct.ss. 
Oesciibcd a negmive aspec1 of 1be hiring/sele<:tion psooess within lhe Bureau. 

Example. Salary negotiation$ nre challenging/not cquitabk: Issues being a$$igne<l a 
de _refl,£c_ling_ c:xpcri_c_ncc: l~v~I_. 

Sugg.c.stcd .s<>methin!;, about the hiring'sdoction process thaL could he impro,•cd. 

~ample. l11e hiring ~rocesssiN_uJd be made mor~_!g_uil;tl,le._ 
Oescription of 1he 8umiu · s hiringlscl« 1ion process. Should NOT be doubf_c coded 
.wiab any of 1.hc other codes. 

Example. The Bureau's. ptoeess for interviewing. re\•iewing applicaiions, classify iJ\g 
·obs. dctennining snln~-------------
Anything that doesn't fi1 into the other codes about hiring/selection that should stiU be 
captured. Should NOT be double coded with one of the 01hcr cot.k s. 

Describes an aspect ofrecruning th ti.t is specifically related to the hiring/selection of 
diverse ca11dida1es. 

/!xim1pJe. Miooritieslfcm~k-s fcccivc lower :mJnrles thao lb.cir JlOl1•1lJi.oonty/malc 
counte!Q;trt~ White appHcants arc being hired over mioo!!!)'..Q1Wlic:.1nts. - - - ------ - =~---
Panjcipant described 1heir ow,1 hiring/sd ection expcrici1cc. 

£xm11ple. 11leit irnetview experience. 
Anything p:uttcularly interesting or alnnni.og related to divcrshy & ioclusion during 
the hiring/selection 1>ro~""~'"'~·-~· ___________________ _ 

Ot t9i:ib 

P_.;$t:ribcd ~ cct ofdet:.uling_._ 
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Ncg:uivc commcn1 :ibou1 d~tailing, 

Sog.g,t~tion of improvement to der.ailing. 

Information .about d~tailing. 

Other 

F'l~_gs (Should only he double coded u•·ilh one M the 
codes aboYe. Do not code alonr .. 1_ 

Ojversi1y•~1>e<:ific comments abom detailing, 

Commen1 ::1bou1 the panicipant" s personal experience with 
de.1ailiog. 

Crilical incident re.lated lO dc.iailing. 

Cod{'f 
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Ex1m11,le. l\llany detailing opportunities.: Detailing is .a helpful developmcmal 
, onu1~i1 ·. 

Described t, Mg..itive aspee, of detailing. 

Exanr1>le. D~tail'> are only p0s l1:d for higher pay-band.'i, making them diffi<:uh to attain 
for lower levels~ ()ctails arc created without allowing for compc1j1ion and/or created 
whh somcotlc spccilic in mind; Increased details arc burdening IC.:IJUS,. 

Sus.s<:;5ted sc.nncthing nboul detailing dull could be improved. 

£:,:ample. _lmproviJlg the de.tail ~election prQCe.ss. 
Description of dcwiling within the Hurenu. Should NOT be doublc -c«lcd wilh any of 
the oiber codes, 

Example. Jfow empJoyecs a.re !)dcctc-<l ror. details~ 
Anything that d0t$n' t fi t into 1he other codes about detailing 1ha1 should stm be 
captured. Should NOT be. double coded with one of the 01hcrcodes. 

Describes an .aspect of dernillng 1h31 is specificall)' relmed h) diversity/minomy 
employees. 

Exmnple. TIJcrc are some loopholes used to create details for White employees btil not 
minori1ies. 
Panicip:mt described tlwir mf'II detnlling experience. 

Ex"mple. Mow Lh~ywere sefcC(ed for a. detail~ Wh:i1 the~•_gm ou1 of the ii' demit. 
Any,.hing p.·u1icularly interesting or .alanning related 10 diw:.rsily &. inclusion du1ing 
de1ailin . 

Training and Dte.,'clopment 
-------- -----

Described a positive aspect oftrainmg and dcvclopmenl within the Bureau. 
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Negative commeni aboui muning and development. 

Sug,g.estion or imprth'emcnl 10 training ~md development. 

Jnlormntio11 obou1· training aod dcvclopmcn1. 

Other 

flags (Should onlr be double coded with one of thi.> 
codes abo,·e. Oo not c.odc :done.: 

Ojversi1y•~1>e<:ific (omments abom tt3ining ,md 
development. 

Comment about the patticipant's personal experience with 
training and developmeoL 

Critical incidem 1-elated 10 trainiog and develop,oem. 

Exmnple. Salisiied with the touoiJlg onCriogs; Tbc rrajning Ibey have received bas 
~ n hcJph!!; f\fan.:~~ has a~voc:ncd for their ~rnll'_l_!!!E and dc-.•cJopmcn1. 
Described a neg.:itive aspect of training and dc:velopmcnl within the Bureau. 

Ex1m11,le. Lack of funds to receive training: Issues getting manager signoff for training-: 
Limited trainini:?. offerinl!S. 
Suggested something about training and development 1.h.1t could be im1>roved. 

Example. Suggestions for additionnl training offerings~ More-trainings :,pcGiiically for 
min0Ji1y cmplo~•ccs._ 
Description of the. Bure·au's training and development Should NOT be double coded 
wlth any of the other code.s. 

f;,:ample. Trainings that-~~ oHet~: rrocedure for p.."1.1'1icipating in miinJn_g;_ 
Anythiog that docso·t Cit into the other oodes nbou1 training and do,·cJopmen1 1hn1 
should s1ill be_capiured. ShOltld NOT_bedouble coded wi1h one ofthe_other eodes. 

Ocscrihcs an ac;pcctoftmining nnd development !hat is spccifknlly rcluted to diverse 
empJoyccs. 

Example. Unfair dislribulion of training~ betwl'tn minority arid no1Mninority 
tm~1yec£_ Thc:re is a nOOd for minority centered Lruinin_g_s. ______ _ 
Panki1>ruu descl'ibed 1/n•ir 01w1 1rai11ing and developmcn1 expel'ieoce. 

example. How 1hcy were selected for n trnioing opportunity; Barriers they faced to 
taking pan in Lrainin, 
lmylhing particularly inte~ting or alarming rdated to diversity & inclu~ion during 
the 1rnining ·anct dcvd.QP.:lllt'nl process. 

Future Carttr Paths/Advant'emtnt 

Code5" 

Positive commcm abou1 (ururc car« r pa1bs/ndwmccmcnt. 
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Described o positi\•C as-pcc,1 or fu1urc. career paths/atlvantement within the Bureau. 

Exumph-. Pcomodon processes are structur«I and fair; r ed'onnance sumdards are 
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Negative co1nJ11ent nbou1 fuh.m: career pnths/advanccmcnt. 

Suggestion ot'improvcmem to future career 
p..,ihs/adv:mcemcnt. 

Jnfornutllc,m about foturc career paths/advance-men!. 

Othe.t 

Flags (Should only bt doublt cod\.-d ,,.ith one tlf the 
~.<tdes _ ab_oy_e. _ O_o_ no_t __ c_odc:_ a lonC:-: 

Diversity-spc:ci.fic «1rt1nJco.1s about. fu1urc career 
ixitJ1s/advancemelll, 

Comment about d)e participant's pel'So1\lll expei'ience with 
furun:- career pa1hsfadvau(.~0·1e-n1. 

Critical incident re-lalcd lo future cfm:cr pathsfadvun<:ement. 

Cod .. --

Positive comment abou1 mentoring,. 
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objective nnd non-discriminatory_._ 
Desc.ribcd a ne~tive asptct of future C'-itret-r paths/advancement wilhin t11e Bureau. 

£xamph~. Variety of'b;miers m 1>romotion (e,g .. promo1ion freeze. lack of positions to 
~ pro11101ed _imoJ)..!!!__Qrg_aoi?mionaJ ~jerarchv) 
$ugg.;.-s1cd .something nboul future career paths/advancc.11,cnt 1hat could Ix improved. 

Example. Sum:;estion about pe-rfo11:nance evoJuations, salary ne-gotiation during 
,romotion. 

Oes(-.rip1io1l of tJlc Bu1'e'.lll's future catoot patlls/advanceme1lL Should NOT be double 
roded with any or lhe other codes. 

t):ample~ How employees arc promotOO; The stmcture of pcrlOrmance evaluations. 
Anything th:tt doesn' t fit into the other C(ldC$ ubout future career paths/advant.-c-ment 
1hal should still be captured. Should NO'f be double coded wi1h one ot"'tbc 01bcr codes. 

Oes(:;ribcs au aspt.X-l of foture c..-i1"Cer pnthii/advanccment lhat is Sl)('ICifi(:a1Jy related to 
the dive~ cm,plc~yecs. 

£x11mpl<'~ The o1d 1:ierformance C\•aluation system was discr.iminatory; Managers make 
,rom()lion decisions lliffertnt!}'_ between minorities imd non~minorities.c. _____ _ 

Panicipam described 1/reir 01m future c;1recr pa1h/:tdvancemen1 experience. 

Example. How the_y_wcre prom_pJ(.-d; B'arricrs to their pI9motion. 
AnythiJ1g pa,·ticulady inte.res:1jng or alanning related 10 diversity&. inclusion and 
fu1ure Care~r path/advanccmcnl should be included as an example or n<>lCd in the 
r~pg~ ---------------------------

M<'ntorin~ 

Des.cribcd a pOSitive as~ct of mcntMing within the Buteau. 

£:rample. Positive impact of mentoring, 
De~_rihcd a negative aspect of mentorin~ wilhin __ tj~~-8~~,l_l_l!:,_ 
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Suggestion ot'improvcmem to mentoring. 

Jnfor111aliou aboul mentoring. 

Omer 

Flags (Should only b<• double .:-oded ,~•11h 011e of cbe 
l:'odci abm·r. Do 1101 codt alone~ 

Oivershy-.specitic comments ubou1 mcntoriug. 

£x111111,l<'. N~ga~ impact of memori1 
Sugg<,.-stcd something nbo~•t men1oring lhnJ could be im.provcd. 

Example. Suw;estion to improving the mentoring prop.mm. offerings r-.)r m~torin1t. 
Description of the Bu1-enu's mcmoring program (fonnal or infonnaJ). Should NOT be 
double coded ,;,,fiLh ai,y of u,e olher codes. 

~an_,ple._How mcnioring_ within the Bureau is s.trucmrcd, 
Anything that doe$n' t fi t into the other c.·.odcs alxmt 1nentoring 1ha1 should still be 
~ptut~ _Shoul4 NOT be d<~)llc_sodcd with one-or !he other coc_l~. 

Describes an aspecl of me1\l'Otiug 1ha1 is specifically rela1ed to diverse candidates. 

:-~·111_1111/e. How mcn1oring differs between mccsfc1hnid1ics. _______ _ 
Parfaip.'lnl des<.1ribed 1hcir own mentoring expt'rientc (m<mtoring someone else or 

Conimem abour the panicipaur's persooal e:<pcrieoce with I being mentored). 
mentoring. 

Cri1ical incident related Le., mentoring. 

Codt.-s 

Positive c.omment about Executjyc c~aching,. 

Ncgali\'c commc1:i.l nbout Exe<:utivc coachjng. 

Sugs~tion o t~impr9w mcnt to Bxecuti\•c coaching. 
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£.i:(m1pl<'. l11eir mcmol'ing experience with :a. fonnal or informal mentor. 
Anything pru1tcularly Uut rcsting or aJruming rclal'cd 1.0 divcrsi1y & inclusion in 
men1oring, 

EXtcutivt Coaching 

Described :'t poshjvc :ispcct ot'l;"'.xccutiVc cosching within the Bureau, 

Ettmrph•. Posi1ive impact of E.'<tcl1tive coachiru;_,_ 
Described a negative aspect of Execu1i\•e co,lching wi1bm 1he Bu.re-;iu, 

E.:i:4!!JPk N~ativc impac.1 uf Executive coachin, 
Suggested somelhing abo\11 Execotivll- coaching 1har could be improved. 

€.w1111ple. Suggestion to improving the B,,:cc~tive coaching propm. offerings t'or 
Executive coaching, 
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Jnfonnatiou .ibout Exec-uth'e coaching, 

Other 

. Flags (Sh ould only be d ou.ble codt d wit.h one of the 
codes above. Do nm code alone.' 

Oivets.ity.specific comments about Executi\1e roaching. 

Comment about the participant's personal experience wilh 
Executive coaching. 

Cri1ical incident related 10 E:<ecutive-c.oaching. 

Codes 

Posjl[ve comment 3bout separntions. 

Negative co1rt1ue11t abou1 separations. 

Sugg<.-stfon of1mprovemcnr 10 lhc separation process, 
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Description of !he Bur<."au·s Executive co1.1ch1os program (formal or i.n.fornml), Should 
NOT be double coded wi1h ~my of the oihcr oodcs. 

£:wmf.!./e. ffow Excc.utivc coachin~ within the Bureau is strum:m:d. 
Aoy1hing !Mt doesn't fi t into che other oodes about Exe(;utive ooac-hing thri t sho\1Jd still 
_be ca~ 1urcd. Should NOT t?e do!_.!blc cod<."<! with ·one 9flhe other oo<lcs . 

Describes :in aspc.-cl of E..xeeurivc coo.ching 1hn1 js spccifi~ lly ~ fa ted ICI diverse 
can<Hdates. 

Exampl~ How Executive: coachin_g_differs between races/ethnicities. 
Part.icipam described 1/a•ir uu·,, Executive coaching e ... xpetience (Executive coaching 
\;omtonc c-1.sc or being mentored). 

t):ample~ Their E~ecuove coacl_ili!,g ex1:,,erience whh n fom1al or info11nal men1or. 
Anything p:111icularly imercsting or ak1nning related 10 diversity & iJ)cJusion in 
Exccmivc coachin· 
---

S eparation 

Described a positive 8$JJC:Cl nf scparn1ions within the Bureitu, 

E.tample. Employees stay with the Bureau because 1hey identity with 1he inissfon. 
enjoy ,,,orkiti.{?. wilh the.ir collcal!uc~ 
Described a negative 35pec1 of scpar-Jrions within 1he Bureau. 

E.w,mple. Reasons why an employee may separate (e .g., Jow salary. luck of opportunity 
lQ_~ ~~_c_._ discriminatory cnvironm_cnt). 
Su£.b_'C:$tCd something ubout separations 1hat Muld be improved. 

exurnph-. Seemg exi1 interview drita wo\dd be helpful for nuu1agcrs 10 understand why 

_emplc.~_~ecss~.oora.~•~•------------------------
Ocscription of the Bureau· s scp.1rutiou process. Should NOT be double coded wilh any 
_or_,h_e '-?!~_er_oo_ d~~•~· _____________________ _ 
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Othet 

Flag.'> (Should only he double C.(>dcd with one of the 
cc>des abo,·e. Oo not code alone.: 

Oivctsity-specific coinments about separ.nions.. 

Comment about the p:u1icipanf s personal experience with 
separation. 

Critical incident related to separations. 

Cod('s 

Posi1ive. cominent abou1 th(:. wo1k eu\•iroo1ne.nt/clima1e .• 

Negative comm<"nl .ibout the work cnvironmeoi/clii:rmlc, 

Suggesdon ofimprovemen1 to the work 
en\'fronrnent-'elimnte. 

lnforn1a1ion about the work 1:n\liromnenlfcJimn1e. 

01ber 

Fla: (Sbou.ld only be double coded wi1h one of the 
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£x111111,l<'. t-iowexil survey_data i~_used, 
AnX1hiog that doe5n'1 fi t inlo the other separations cocks that should still be captur~'CI. 
Should NOT he double coded with one of 1he orher codes. 

Dcs.cribcs lln a.'>pect of separations thut is spocifically related to diverse employees. 

t-.·x1111,ph-. Whv minorities specitk--.tlf'Ls~arate (e.g_ .• Rada] bfos. feelin_g_undervalUQ__d/! 
Participant dese-rihed their ow,1 sep:m1tic,n experience. 

Exa1J__1ple. Reasons wJ1y lhev_ha~e co_~ _i_4~~d s~::sratjng._ 
Anythi.ng p.u1iculacly interesting (Ir almmiog rt latcd to.•scparation -and diversity & 
in<:lusion. 

" 'ork E-nvtrOnmenUClimite 

Described a posllivc ~specl of'thc work cnvi.ronmcnt/clinmtc wi1hin the Uurc.iu. 

£xwn1>le. Bureau promotctl work-life balanc-c; Employees e-njoy their jobs and/or 
_i_!l_entify with the mis:sion. 
Described a neg.-•uive aspc-ct of lhe wotk environu1cn1/cljma1e within the BurealL 

J!:x(1111plc. Mornlc i,s low in gcocrnl (c .. g., impact orthc current adminis.1rn1ion. lack of 
-~•abiJity, reeling snick at a certain level wilhin the organizatioo). 
Suggested something about the wort envi.ronmcotlclimate 1bn1 could be improved. 

6:tmrph•. Decreasi.~lg 1hc_pc-rcep1io1i of discrimination. 
Oescriplion of the Bu~ u·s work environmeul/dim:;11e-. Should NOT be double coded 
wi1h al)y of the otJ,~r codes. 

_µa,.~1pl1?,_W_b~_(Jhe~\'Ork ClWlrQIJJUCDI of tbc Bureau is like without emotion_._ 
Anythi11g that doeso' L fi t into the 6lh1:r codes about work en¥ironm-:nt/clim.ate th.at 
should still he capJurcd. Should NOT be double coded with one oftheo1.her codes. 
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.c:W_e$ abon. Do nol ~Q_{te_a_J~!l-~:<a 

Dlvcrsity-spc'Clfic commc-nts 11bou1 the work 
~o\·ironment/climme. 

Comrnem about the parlicipaul's pct'sonal expe.ri~-oce wi1h 
the wt)rk envirunmenlfclim.ite. 

Cri1ical incident related to work em•i.ronmenl/clima1c, 

Oese.ribcs an aspect of th~ work en.viromnent/dimate, th:.n i$ specifienUy related 10 
diven.c cmrloyees. 

Ex1m11,le. Discl'imina1.ory behavior leading 10 cf.ecreased morale among 
miooritiesf\i.iomen. 
Participmu described 1/teir o ,ot experience with work environment/climate,. 

Example. Personal rx~ric-ncc_with work cnvironmc-nl or clinuttc in general 
Anything p:u1iculatly interesting or a lanning t'elared 10 djversit)' & i.nch1sion and wotk 
Cn\1ironment/dimate thaL 

EJ:11,miper Cornmjssioning Program 

Codes 
--

Positive comment abou1 1hc ·e.1'amincr Commissio1\ing 
Progrnm. 

Negative cmnmcnt .ihout the Examiner Commissioning 
Program. 

Suggestion ofimprovemem lo the Examiner 
Commissioning Progra1n, 

Information about the 6xaminer Comruissioning Program. 

Other 

Pia~ (Should ouh· he dc,ubh: coded with one. of thl• 
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Oe~ribed a posith•e aspect 0C1he Examiner Commissioning rrogram within lhe 
Bureau. 

Bxample. The ECP has improved since i1 first bcgnn. 
Described a neg:s1ive aspect o f lhc Examiner CQmmissioning Ptv~ram within lhe 
Bureau. 

£xm11p/e. 11lc coinruissioning process is unfofr in generoJ because lhe 
requin-mcnts.-'eva lu.uion on: perceived 10 be s:ut?ji:ttive (not based on nit~dcthnicity}, 
asscssm<:nl outcome depends on p~rsonal connec,tions./rdarions.hips. 
Sug.s.es1cd sornethiug about the. Examiner Commis.~iouiug Progra1n that could be 
improved. 

£x1J111ple. l_1_nprO\'_~l)~ _ms to the evaJuations. 
Ocscription of 1hc a·urcau's Examiner Commi_ssfonins Program, Should N'OTbc 
double coded wi1h ;:my of ihc olher codes.. 

Example. How thecommis..i.ionin.s.,psoccss works. 
Anything tliat doos:n'l fit into the Olhel' codes that should f>lill be captured. Should NOT 
be double coded with one o f the other codes. 
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.c:W_e$ abon. Do nol ~Q_{te_a_J~!l-~:<a 

Oiversity-:,,1","'(.ific comments aboui the Ex:un.incr 
Conunis:~ioning Program. 

Comment abou11be parrkip_anl's personal experience wiLh 
the Examinet Commissioning r rogtam. 

Critical incidenr 1-elated 10 Examiner Commissioning 

Pr~~-·----------------

Oese.ribcs an aspect of1he Examiner Commissi<>ning Pro¥,ram Lhttt is specifically 
related to di"~ empl<>yees. 

ExamJ!k. 11le group of employoos who are commissioned ~@~~iverse_ 
Panicip~n1 described dudr own Examiner Commissioning Program ~xpcricncc. 

Exampfe. TI1cir process or g,en.inseommiss_ioned. 
Anything pal'ticularly inte.restfog or aJa.nning l'elated to djve1'Sity & i11clusion and the 
~~J1it1el' Comuli~_s_ioniJ!g__r_~~il~'~· ________________ _ 

Pen:t>:pticm c,fl>ivt•rsity and lndusi()n (and J.>ivu, ity'rr-ilining) 
. - - ------- -- - - -------- -- . -- - ---------- -------------- - - ----- - -- ----------- -- -

Codes 

P<>sjtivc comment about diversity aJld lndus1on. 

Negative comment about diversiiy and inclusion, 

Suggestion or improvemem to <li\'ersity a nd inclusion. 

ln.tOrmation about diversity and inc1usion. 

Other 

Flags (Sho1.1Id only be double coded wi1h one of the 
codes- abon•. Do not co~l" 1done~'. 

Comment about cbe· pa11icipant' s pcrsorull experience with 
diversity aod inclusion. 

Critical incidem 1-eJ~£d to divel'sity •!!!d inclusion. 
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Described a positi\'C a5}X--ct of diversi1y and inclusion wilhin the Bureau. 

Exam_p/e. Positive reaction to dive~ityjraini.!!P,; OivcrSit_r_and inclu:,ion arc valued. 
Described a negative aspec, of djversity and inclusion within the Bureau. 

Example. Negative rcac.tion to divcrsi1y troining; Leadership is n9t dh•crsc. 
Suggc~ted something about di"vcrsity and indusion tWJl could be imprtwcd. 

Example. How diversi• 
Description of lhe Bim.-nu's diversity aod indu.sfon. Should NOT be double coded with 
any <>f lhc 01hcr cod~. 

Exa1!9,Je. Description of divec:sil}'tfajttin__g,_ 
Anything lhat doesn'1 fi l imo the other about diversity and inclusion codes that s.hould 
still be <.':3.ptured. Should NOT be dotible coded. with one of the other codes. 

ParticipM1 described their Q 1w1 experience w)tb diversity and i.o<:lusion, 

Exam_11l_e. Dist.rimimuion lhcv hl'IVI!, expe-Jjeru:ed; Lheir 1x:a<:.1ion to diversitt_!rainin~ 
An~hing ~1icularly iriteres6ng or alarming relaled to diversity&. i1t(;lusion. 

A -52 



Appendix I 
IDI and Focus Group Rcsulls Tables 

Took Area 
Recruitment 15% X•J 

Hirino/Selec1ion 13% 
Details 8% ).., 

Trainins!: and Dc,.,clonment 12% 11))(61 

Future Career Puths/ 
J9%E!) Ad vancement 

Mcntorin~ S% b)(6 

Executj\•c Cuacbinll' 4% 
Se ... "ra lion 6% 
Work Environment/Climate 3% 
Examiner Commissiouin_g 

0% Prn°ram 
r erception of Oivetsiry ood 

12%fbX61 Inclusion 
Total l 00o/. cimCI'; I 



Topic Ar.ea Negative Suggestion Jnformation 

Personnel Involved with Recruitment, Selection, or Promotion 

Topic Ar·e"a 
Rccruitmcnl 
Hiring/Selection 
Details 
Tm.inine: and 1A?:veloomcn1 
Future Career Pa1h1'/ 
Advancemeol 
Mcntorin2 
E.xccu1ivc Co.1chit1 '1: 
Scnnr-:uioo 
Work Environment/Climate 
Examiner Co.mmis.siooing 
Prnorari1 
Perception of Diversity and 
Inclusion 
Total 

.Personal 
Ex rienoe 

9% b}lO) 

34u 

5% 
101 

J'91> 

4% 
0% 
6% 
3% 

0% 

!/"/, 

JO 

0% 0% 

Other 

0% 
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-- . . ,. 
Divemtv-s ccific 
Pe.rsonttl O¾ 
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Posith'e Negati,·c Sugg~ti<m lnf•·•rmatlon Other 
Toral In 

To k Ate-a 
Personal 0%1EJ 0%tE) o%L~){ I O¾f"X6ll i 1•1(6, I 
Ex rienoe 
Total 12% ~x 62'% 100%~ 

Focu.s Groups: Black cmployt-cs (noo-F....xa,.oi.ncrs) 

Tonk Arell 
Rccruilmenl 6o/.llt> 
Hlrinof$dec1ion 13' 
Details 7o/. 
Tminini! and Dcvc:lonmcnl So/. 
Future. CareL•r Paths/ 24 Advanccmc:·nt 
Mcntorin<i s~ 
Bxcculi\'t: C.o.:ichint• I)'/, 

Se .. · ration 9o/, 
Work Environmcnt/Climolt: 24 
Bxaminer Commissior1ing ~. Prn•rram 
rerccp1ion of Dive!'sity ruid 

4o/, 
Inclusion 
Total I 00% Jb)\°6) I 

' '• ·,~·" .. ·,: ' \· . . 
.::,:., .. -~:-.•·-~~1•·1, ',:,' 
' . ' - . 

33' 
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Tota·) 10¾ 
Focus Groups: ffjspank 

Topic Area 
Rccn1itmcn1 
Hirini!/Selcc,1ion 
Details 
Tminin~ and Develonmem 
Future Career Padls/ 
Ad\•anccmeru 
Mentorin2 
Executive Cooc:himz: 

71% 5% 12% 1% 100% 
mployet-s norr-[xaminers 

2% ~ )16} 

13 
5% 
II 

19 

6% 
0% 
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Topic-Area 
SeNil'ation 
Wotk E1wltonment/Climate 
Examiner Commissioning 
r"'""tam 
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CFPB Workforce: 

Ethnicity Diversity Analysis 



Workforce Composition 
Distribution hv E1h11icitr & A1inoritr Group 
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Workforce Composition 
Cf'PB co111pared to !lie Cil'ilia11 Lahar Force (CLF) 
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Workforce Composition 
Trends in Average Salao· Distribulion br £th11ici1v & Pal' Band 
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Recruitment & Hiring Analysis 
Trend~ in Hiring hi' Age & Etl1111citr 

FY2011 Ethnicity Hiring Trend 
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Recruitment & Hiring Analysis 
Trend~ in Hiring hi' Age & Etl1111citr 

FY2012 Ethnicity Hiring Trend 
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Recruitment & Hiring Analysis 
Trend~ in Hiring hi' Age & Etl1111citr 

FY2013 YTD Ethnicity Hiring Trend 
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Recruitment & Hiring Analysis 
Applica11t Floll' hr Ethnicitr 

FY2013 YTO Applicant Flow by Ethnicity 
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Recruitment & Hiring Analysis 
Trend~ in Minoritv Hiring & Hiring hr Et7111icitv 
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Attrition Analysis 
Trend~ in Mi11oritv At(rition 
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Attrition Analysis 
FYJO I I Attrition hr E1h11ici1v 
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Attrition Analvsis 
FY'J() 12 Attrition br T::thnicitv 
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Attrition Analysis 
FYJO/ 3 YTD Attrition bl' Ethnicitv 

FY2013 YTD Attrition by Ethnicity & Pay Band 
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CFPB Workforce: 

Gender Diversity Analysis 



Workforce Composition 
Distribution hv Gender 

FY2011•FY2013 YTD Workforce Gender Distribution 
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Workforce Composition 
Age & Pav Band Distributio11 bl' Gender 

FY2013 YTD Pay Band Distribution by Gender 
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Recruitment & Hirina Analysis 
Trend~ in Hiring bl' Age & Genaer 
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Workforce Composition 
Co111parison nf (iender Average Salaries 
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Recruitment & Hiring Analysis 
Trend~ in Hiring hi' Gender 

FY2013 YTD Hiring by Gender 
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Recruitment & Hiring Analysis 
Applica11t Floll' hi' Gender 
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Attrition Analysis 
Trend~ in Altririo11 hl' Ciender 
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Attrition Analysis 
Trend~ in Altririo11 hl' Ciender 
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Overview 
Denzographic Group Arerages 
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Overall 
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FY2012 Rating Distribution by Gender 
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Workforce Composition 
Operations: Distrihution br Et/111icirr & 1\1i11oritv Group 
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Workforce Comoosition 
Operations: Age & Pal' Band Distrib11tion hv Gender 
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Recruitment & Hirina Analysis 
Operations: Trends in /i1fi11oritv"1-liri11g & Hiring bv Ethnicity 
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Recruitment & Hiring Analysis 
Operations: Trend~ in Hiring h1· Gender 
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Promotion Analysis 
Pron1olions b1• Gender and Pav Band 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender 
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Promotion Analysis 
Operations: Pro111orio11s by Gender and Par Ba11d 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 
30s 40s sos 60s 70s 80-90s 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender and 51 -53 Series Pay Band 

20% 
52 (26) 

11% 
53 (15) 

30% Series 18,~.•;, Series 
(39) (24) 

• F&ma1e ■ Ma)e • Female • M.aJe-

11 1 



Promotion Analysis 
C'ons1r,11er Ed11catio11: Pro111otions br Gender and Par Band 

100% 
90% 
80% 70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 10% 

FY2011 Promotions by Gender 

0% +-------------------------------------~ 
30s 40s 50s 60s 70s 80·90s 

• Female • Male 

FY2011 Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• • • 
• • • 

'" 



Promotion Analysis 
C'ons1r,11er Ed11catio11: Pro111otions br Gender and Par Band 

120% 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 
30s 40s 

FY2012 Promotions by Gender 

50s 

• Female • Male 

100% 
(1) 

60s 

100% 
(1) 

70s 

FY2012 Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• • 
• • 

113 

80·90s 

• 
• 



Promotion Analysis 
C'on.H1111er Ed11c:a1io11: Pron1otions br Gender and Pal' Band 

120% 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% +-------~ 
30s 

100% 
(3) 

40s 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender 

50s 60s 

• Female • Male 

70s 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• Female • MalO • Female • Ma)o 

'14 

100% 
(1) 

80·90s 

•Female ■ Mal& 



Promotion Analysis 
Superl'ision: Pron1otinns br C,er1de1· and Par Band 

100% 
90% 
80% 
70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 
10% 

FY2011 Promotions by Gender 

0% +-------------------------------------~ 
30s 40s 50s 60s 70s 80·90s 

• Female • Male 

FY2011 Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• • • 
• • • 

11S 



Promotion Analysis 
Supe1Tision: Pron1otio11s br (;ender and Par Band 

FY2012 Promotions by Gender 

120% 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 
30s 40s 50s 60s 70s 

• Female • Malo 

FY2012 Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• Female • Ma}e 

116 

100% 
(1) 

80·90s 

•Fema10 ■ MaJ& 



Promotion Analysis 
Supervision: Pron1otio11s br (;ender and Par Band 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender 

120% 100% 

100% 
(1) 

60% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 
30s 40s sos 60s 70s 

■ Female • Male 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gonder and 51 -53 Series Pay Band 

20% 
51 (20) 

31% Serles 
(31 I 

• Female • Ma)e 

117 

100% 
(4) 

80·90s 

• Femalo • Mate 



Promotion Analysis 
Research: flro111otio11s b1' Gender and Pav Band 

100% 
90% 
80% 70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 10% 

FY2011 Promotions by Gender 

0% +-------------------------------------~ 
30s 40s 50s 60s 70s 80·90s 

• Female • Male 

FY2011 Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• • • 
• • • 

,,. 



Promotion Analysis 
Research: flro111otio11s b1' Gender and Pav Band 

120% 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% ./-------~ 
30s 

100% 
(1) 

40s 

FY2012 Promotions by Gender 

50s 60s 

• Female • Male 

50% 50% 
(1) (1) 

70s 

FY2012 Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• • 
• Fe.male • Mak) 

119 

100% 
\1) 

80·90s 

• 
•Fema10 ■ MaJo 



Promotion Analysis 
Research: Promo/ions b1• Gender and Pav Band 

80% 
70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 
10% 

0% -1------~-
30s 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• Female • Ma)O 

120 

75% 

• Fema10 • M.aJ& 



Promotion Analysis 
E,\1ernal Affairs: Pron1otio11s br Gender and Pav Band 

100% 
90% 
80% 70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 10% 

FY2011 Promotions by Gender 

0% +-----------------------------------~ 
30s 40s 50s 60s 70s 80·90s 

• Female • Male 

FY2011 Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• • • 
• • • 

121 



Promotion Analysis 
E,\1ernal Affairs: Pron1otio11s br Gender and Pav Band 

120% 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% ./-------~ 
30s 

100% 
(1) 

40s 

FY2012 Promotions by Gender 

50s 

100% 
(1) 

60s 

• Female • Male 

70s 

FY2012 Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• • 
• • 

122 

80·90s 

• 
• 



Promotion Analysis 
External A/fairs: Pron1otions br (,ender and Pav Band 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender 

120% 

100% 

SO% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 
30s 40s 50s 60s 

• Female • Malo 

100% 
(1) 

70s 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• Foma10 • MalO • Female • Ma)e 

123 

60% 
(3) 

80·90s 



Promotion Analysis 
Legal: Pro111otio11s hv Gender and Par Band 

100% 
90% 
80% 70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 10% 

FY2011 Promotions by Gender 

0% +-------------------------------------~ 
30s 40s 50S 60S 70s 80·90s 

• Female • Male 

FY2011 Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• • • 
• • • 

124 



Promotion Analysis 
Legal: Pro111otio11s hv Gender and Par Band 

120% 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% ./-------~ 
30s 

100% 
(1) 

40s 

FY2012 Promotions by Gender 

50s 

• Female • Male 

100% 
(1) 

60s 70s 

FY2012 Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

• • 
• • 

12S 

80·90s 

• 
• 



Promotion Analysis 
Legal: Pro111ntions h1' Gender and Par Band 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% -!--------------
30s 50s 60s 

• Female • Male 

70s 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender and 51-53 Series Pay Band 

17~1;t 

(l 1 51 

Serles 
33

% 

(2) 

■ Female ■ MalO • Female • MalO 

126 

80-90s 

•Female ■ MaJ& 



Deloitte. 



Consumer Financial Protection Bureau 
Qfjice o_f N/i11orityand Wo111e11 Inclusion (OMW!) 

Diversity and Inclusion Assessment 
Final Version 

Deloitte. 

workforce " rac1· al I • · 1 private-sector• C 1111 ' 

exper1encesopinio.ns 

,~RGi~~di v·i!r.si t y ion 
1 
~pportµn1t1eS~d~cation 
gender net tJ(>nal-<>r1g1 n 

varielypeopleageinclusive 
C'UltW"e licries 

de111ogr,1phlcs vaJue l.Jlt.'nl po 

Confidential - Not For Circulation 



Contents 
Diversity and Inclusion Assessment 

Executi ve Sunmary 3 

Methodology & Approach 4 

• OMWI Timeline 5 

. Data Collection and Analysis 6 

• Diversity and Inclusion Scorecard 9 

. Diversity and Inclusion Maturity Curve 10 

. Report Structure 11 

Findings and Recommendations 12 

. CFPB Employee Life Cycle 12 

• CFPB Leadership 44 

• OMWI Organization 53 

Conclusion 72 

Appendix 74 



Executive Summary 
Assessment Objectives and Key Findings 

Assessment Objectives 

• The Office of Minority and Women Inclusion (OMWI) at lhe Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB) has engaged Deloitte to 
establish a data-based approech to understanding the current state ~r diversity and inclusion (D&I) at lhe Bureau. Deloitte conducted a 
diversity audit to assess lhe CFPB's D&I environment, policies, andpraclices. To achieve this, Deloitte reviewed various data sources, 
Including quantitative and qualitative data. 
The results of this report ,-..11 help OMWI leadership gauge the current state of 0&1 internal to the CFPB, as v,ell as shape future stfategic 
decisions. 

Key Findings 





OMWI Timeline 
Background Information and Major Milestones 

Background Information 

• 

• 

The CFPB's O ffice of Mnorlty and Women Inclusion (0MWI) was established through the Dodd-Frank Act, 
Section 342. 
The legislation ouUlned OMWfs mandate In the following ways: 

• Help the Bureau achieve diversity within the CFPBworkforce. 
• Facilitate increased participation of women and minority owned businesses In Bureau contracting. 
• Develop standards for assessing the diversity policies and practices of regulated entities. 

January 2012: Cf"PB 
OMWIOflice 

July 2010: Dode/-
M1ablish~ 

!'rank Wall Street 

- Refotm and Consumer Aptl2012:CFPB 
ProtocliOn Ac1 passed OMWI Olr9ttorhired 

I I 
I 

lZ.2 _z; I 

2010 2011 2012 2013 

July 2_011: Tte Mar<:h 2013: Cf"PB 
consumer Financial - OMWI Annual Report - Protection Burea• svbmllled to Congress 
CFPB established ( ) J 



Data Collection and Analysis 
Quantitative and Qualitative Sources 

• To conduct the D&I assessment, the quantitative and qualitative soufces lis ted below wefe used to develop key findings 
and recommendations. 

• Deloitte used these data sources to evaJuate specific criteria (from the Dive<sity and Inclusion Scorecard) to detennine 
the CFPB's position on the D&I Maturity Curve. 

OMWI Recommendations 

1.~s wcreidcnlfl'Jd b)• OMNI lo~ship and inc-.id<t 1M 0roc.1or, Oopul)' Cir«1or, Orvi$ion Di'otl0r$, A.ssislont Oiroct()fs, and As.soc~;e Oicctor:s. 
6 ··o:,n1c,enc~ inte,val$ wer-♦not use<! 10 OOl\l)Vl.e san~ site, howeve,-fOC\1$ 9'¢W pol'\iC~aflts wereseiecte<S IJl(oogh ra,-1dom s;:ui1)tng 
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Data Collection and Analysis 
Qualitauve Data Sources 

Leadership Interviews 

Discussion Topics 
• CFPB business case fO( D&I 
• D&I as part of culture 
• Talent management 
• Leader success pro@e 
• Leadership learning and development 
• Mentorship and sponsorship 
• OMWI objectives and strategy 
• D&I communications 
• D&I management reporting 
• Recommendations and suggestions for Improvement 

Leadership Participants 
Stephen AgosHnl, Chief Financial Officer (OPS) 

• Steven. Antonakes, Deputy Direct°' (Office of the 
Director) 

• Stacey Bach, Aeling DireCtO( (EEO) 
• Marla Blow, Assistant Director (RMR) 
• Camille Susette, Assistant Director (GEE) 
• James Carley, Southeast Regional Director (SEFL) 
• Edwin Chow, Western Regional Director 

Kelly Cochran, Assistant Director (RMR) 
• Richard Cordray. Director (Offtee of the Direct°') 
• Patrice Ficklin, Assistant Director (SEFL) 
• Meredith Fuchs, Associate Directot (Legal) 
• Anthony Gibbs, Mdwestem Regional Director (SELF) 
• Roberto Gonzalez. Assistant Director (Legal) 
• David Gragan. Chief Procurement Office, (OPS) 
• Gail 1-illebrand, Associate Directot (GEE) 

• Jenny Howard, Assistant Directot (EA) 
• Steve Kaplan, Northeastern Regional Direct°' (SELF) 
• Lisa Konwlnskl, Deputy Associate Director (EA) 
• Richard Lepley, Assistant Director (Legal) 
• Kent Mar1<us. Assistant Director (SEFL) 

Zixta Martinez, Associate Director (EA) 
• Julia M::Clung, Talent Management Lead (HC) 

Holly Petraeus , Assistant Director (GEE) 
Scott Pluta, Assistant Director (OPS) 

• Paul Sanford, Assistant Director (SEFL) 
• David Silbermann, Associate Director (RMR) 
• Dennis Slagter. Chief Human Capital Officer (OPS) 
• Liza Strong, Employee & labor Relations Lead (OPS) 

Suzanne Tosinl, Assistant Direct°' (OPS) 
• To-Quyen Truong, Assistant Director (Legat) 

Peggy Twohig, Assistant Director (SEFL) 
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Data Collection and Analysis 
Qualitauve Data Sources 

Employee Focus Groups 

Discussion Topics 
• CFPB business case fO( D&I 
• D&I as part of culture 
• Talent management 
• Role of D&I In day-to-day employee experience 
• W°'k-lile balance 
• Training 
• Leadership development 
• Mentorshlp and sponsorship 
• OMNI objectives and strategy 
• O&I communications 
• Recommendations and suggestions for improvement 

Focus Group Sessions 
• Random sampling ol 30 employees 

• One focus group for non-supenlis°'Y employees 
from the Supervision division (Washinglon, DC) 

• Two focus groups for all o ther non-supervis°'Y 
employees at HQ (Washington, DC) 



Diversity and Inclusion Scorecard 
Evaluation Criteria and Scores 

• The Divetsity and Inclusion Scorecard outlines the focus areas aligned to the four phases of the Maturtty Curve. 
• Deloitte evaluated each Focus area and assigned a score based on the findings. 
• Specific key findings and recommendations are detailed for each focus area that was evaluated. 

Tactical Focus Strategic Focus 

Mono-cultural 



Diversity and Inclusion Maturity Curve 
Four Phases of Maturity 

• To achieve the business value of Diversity and Inclusion, 
organizations typically move through four phases of maturity. 

• Each leader and focus group participant was asked to plot 
where they believed the CFPB is positioned on the Maturity 
Curve. The results are indicated by the colored stars below. 

• Oeloitte's assessment of where the CFPB falls on the Maturtty 
Curve is based on our evaluation of the CFPB's scores in the 
key programmatic areas defined in the O&I Scorecard. 

~ 
• Mono-cultural 

• Compliant 
The compliant 
organization prioritizes 
workforce dl\ersity and is 
a numbers-based 
organization. 
This organization needs 
to focus on m0<e than 
demographic 
composition gaps. 

The mon(>-(:oltura1 
organlzatloo is ono that 
may ha\e a di\efSe 
wo,1<foree, but It primaril/ 
values the majority 
culture. 

* 
Multicultural 
The muttlcuttural 
organization includes a 
diverse mix of 
emptoyeeswi1h 
differences in ethnicity, 
gender, age. etc. 
This organizattOO still 
struggles to optimize Its 
dlvenlty. 

Inclusive 
The inch:sive 
organization belie\eS 
dt..ersity a~ inclusion 
Improves business 
performance. The 
successfully 
organization applies 
the capabilities that 
e\9iyone In the 
organization brings with 
(hem. 

* 
Leade<Shlp 
Perspectiw 

* 
Employee 
Perspe(;liw 

* 
Deloitte 
Assessment 

Tactical Focus ,. Time --------------➔ Strategic Focus 
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Report Structure 
Categories of Analysis 

For the purposes of this report and to facilitate the implementation of the recommendations. the findings around the key 
focus areas from the D&I Scorecard are integrated into the folbwing three categories: Employee Lifecycle, Leadership, and 
Organization.· 

-- - -------------------- :b)! J 

CFPB 
Employee Life 

Cycle 

OMWI 
Organization 





Demographic Composition 
Ethnicity, Minority Status, and Gender 
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Demographic Composition 
Ethnicity, Minority Status, and Gender 

FY2013 YTD Workforce Gender Breakdown 
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Demographic Composition 
Generational Groups 

Millennials/ 
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Demographic Composition 
Findin s 

Overall Findings 
b)(5) 



Demographic Composition 
Derivation of Current CFPB Workforce 

,, 

Overall Findings (continued) 

Data Limitations 
• The Deloitte team intended to analyze total hires by ethnicit'/ for FY2011 to FY2013 YTD, total attrition by ethnicity for 

FY2011 to 2013 YTO, and current worl<force by ethnicity. 
The goal was to illustrate whether CFPB is net +/- for each ethnicity category YTO. 

• The allalysis was hampered by the following data challenges: 
• Reconciliation between aggregate hiring by ethnicity and aggregate attrition data by ethnicity across the 

three years did not match the current workforce population. The Deloitte team recognized that the aggregate 
hiring by ethnicity data for the past three years minus the aggregate attrition by ethnicity data for the past three 
years should equal the current workforce population, but this was not the case. 

Hispanics that identify with a secondary ethnicity are coded differently across the three years. From 
FY2011 to FY2012. Hispanics that identified with multiple ethnicities were coded to "Two or More Races." 
However. in FY2013, Hispanics that identified with multiple ethnicities were coded to Hispanic - -insert 
Ethnicity.' The Deloitte team consulted with OMNI and they confirmed that this change occurred in FY2013. 

• Employees that did not self-report ethnicity during the hiring process were defaulted to " White" 
within the data system. In consultation with OM-IV and HC, we discovered that employees did not have to 
seij-report their ethnicity and as a result, were given a 'White" ethnicity designation within the data system. 
The Deloitte team met with OHC staff to determine when this process started and ended. but was unable to 
verify the actual dates. 



Demographic Composition 
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·Overall Recommendations ~-~· 
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Hiring 
Minority Applicant Flow 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

3Q% 

20% 

. 

10% 

0%J....---
.Applio~ 

BPD 
Screening 

I • 

FY2011-FY2013 Minority Applicant Flow 

Eligible 

BPD 
Screening 

CFPB 
Receives 

Applicant Info 

I . . 

Best Qualified 

CPFB 
Interview 

Hired CFPB (FY2Q13 YTO) 

■.Aroerican Indian: ) Alaska Native • Asian • Black ■Hispanic ■ Native Hawaiian / Pacific lsloocler •Two°' More Races •White 

• 18.005 from e,pp!lcat\)t'I poelteported '8C8 undefhed 
• ·Alll)llea,-. it'lfOr1M!i00 doesf'loc account (Of lran!ll'tNeet 

Overall Findings 
. 

• FY2013 dala ISlhlOOgb Slt/2013 
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Hiring 
Minority Applicant Flow Ratio Analysis 

' 

' 

' 

' 

l'Jnerican Indian / 
Alaska Na11ve 

Asian 

Black 

Hispanic 

Native Hawaiian / 
Pacific Islander 

Two or Wore 
Races 

Whiie 

Overall Findings 

FY2011-FY2013 Minority Applicant Flow Ratio Analysis 

Ehg1ble/Appl1ed Best Qualified/Applied 

590:1,000 120:1,000 

560:1,000 210:1,000 

630:1,000 110:1 ,000 

600:1,000 160:1,000 

620:1,000 130:1.000 

620:1,000 150:1,000 

570:1,000 2·10:1.000 

Hired/Applied 

1:1,000 

5:1,000 

3:1,000 

3:1.000 

1:1,000 

2;1,000 

5:1.000 

• The table above displays the ralio of applicants per ethnic category across lhe three major phases of the application 
orocess: Eliaible. Best Qualified and Hired. 



Hiring 
Gender Applicant Flow 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60°/o 53.68% 
46.32~102,859) 

50% (88,762 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

FY2011-FY2013 GenderApplicant Flow 

56.9% 
(19,032) 53.19'/o 

46.81% (417) 
(367) 

Applied Eligible Se;t Qualified 

•Femae ■ Mate 

Hired 

"9,712 (n,>m Appfic;;;itw;n Pool n:: portl'.ld Gondc;r Uicletfincid 
··A licanl inform allQn <toes nol iJCOOUnl for tr.insfefffs 

Overall Findings 

• FV2013 data lsthroog~ 811/2013 

53% 

CFP8 (FY2013 YTO) 



22 

Hiring 
Gender Applicant Flow Ratio Analysis 

FY2011-FY2013 Gender Applicant Flow Ratio Analysis 

Eligible/Applied Best Qualified/Applied Hired'Apphed 

Female 610:1 ,000 160:1,000 4:1,000 

560:1 ,000 190:1,000 4.:1,000 

• All n1,1mbt.'fS<llre rounded lo wt'tolo numoo,(5. 

Overall Findings 

• The table above displays the ratio of applicants per gender category across lhe three major phases of lhe appllcalion 
nrocess: Elinible Best nualined and Hired. 

- fY20 13 dt1l;i i$1h,ovgti 811/2013 



Hiring 
Findin s 

Overall Findings 
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Hiring 
Recom,nendations 



Promotion Parity 
Promotions by Minority/Non-Minority and Pay Band 

Key Findings 

• In the chart befow, promotions are calculated examining chariges in pay grades from FY2012 to FY2013. This method 
was used due to lack of clarity around promotion data in the BPO system (additiooal detail on slide 27). 

1>1(5) 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Minority/Non-Minority and Pay Band 
120% 

100% 

80% 

60% 

20% 

1CIO.% 
(1) 

51.85% 
48.15% (28) 

(26) 

0% .._ ___ ..._ __ 

30s 40s 

25 • FY2013 data l&ttirough61112.0t.J 

68.31% 
(97) 

50s 

75.56% 
(34) 

-- ~4440 -
(1 1) 

60s 

■ Minority a Non-Minority 

78.13% 
(25) 

65.92% 

-- - -- - - - - - - - - - - _(~ 

70s 

50.%50,% 
(2) (2) 

80-90s 

34.08 
(44 1) 

CFPS 



Promotion Parity 
Promotions by Gender and Pay Band 

Key Findings 

In the chart befow, promotions are calculated examining cha119es in pay grades from FY2012 to FY2013. This method 
I 

FY2013 YTD Promotions by Gender and Pay Band 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 
53 33% 56.25% 

50% 
7% __ _ 

- - - -
40% 

30% -

20% 

10% 

0% 
30s 40s 50s 60s 70s 80-905 CFPS 

• Fema!e ■ Male 

• FV2013dalc fsthrough DJ112013 



Promotions Parity 
Findin s 

Overall Findings 

From the Quantitative Data 
• The Deloitte team embarked on the promotion analysis with the intention of analyzing competitive promotions since non

competitive overstate CFPB's overall minority and women promotion rate. 
• The goal was to assess promotions fot fiscal years 2011, 2012, and 2013 year to date. 

,,~---------------------------------------~ 



Promotions Parity 
Recom,nendations 

Overall Recommendations 
~----------
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Attrition and Retention 
Attrition by Ethnicity and Division 

FY2011-FY2013 YTDAltrltion Rate by Minority/Non Minority 

16% 

14% 

12% 

10% 

8% 

6"/4 

4% 
3.3% 
(15) 

7.89% 
(28) 

13.6711/o 
(101) 

2% ~ 0.87% (2) 
0% , ___ ...._ ____ _ 

FY2011 FY2012 

• MOO<lty • Non-Moorlly 

7.26"/4 
(32) 6.68% 

(57) 

FY2013 YlD 

• The graph above shows the attrition rate or both minorities and non-minorities within each respective fiscal year from 
Y20 to FY201 YTD 

• FY2013 di!ol:i islhroug?i 811fl013 



Attrition and Retention 
Attrition by Gender 

FY2011-FY2013 YTDAllrition Rate by Gender 

20% 1 
18% 

16% 

14% 

12% 

10% 

8% 

6% 

4% 

2% 2.8% 221'•·, 
(9) 181 

FY2011 

Overall Findings 
b)(5) 

3o · FV2013da1a 1sth.rough 61112013 

FY2012 

• Female • Male 

FY2013YTD 
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Attrition and Retention 
Findin s 

· Overall Findings 
liJ(5) 
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Attrition and Retention 
Recom,nendations 

f1o _verall Recommendations 
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Performance Management 
FY2012 Performance Ratings by Ethnicity 

CFPB 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

0% 

7.71% 
66 

.78% 
21 

10% 

FY2012 Performance Ratings by Ethnicity 

ll❖MM ,.,a,m 
17. 17%, 7,36% 66.12% 
P47)'. (63) (566) 

11 33%: 2,67'% 73 33% 
(17) (,1) (110) 

50 ooc1.1 50 00% 
m ~ 

20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 

•American Indian J • A$ian • Black • Hispanic • Native HawaJian / • Two or "-'1oce Races ■White 
.AJaska Native Pacific Islander 
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Performance Management 
FY2012 Performance Ratings Representation compared to Overall CFPB 

FY2012 Performance Ratings Representation by Ethnicity compared to Overall Co~sition 

1 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 
Native 

Overall Findings 
' 

- ·~ _-
Asian 

"O 
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"' Cl 

j 

Native 

Black Hispanic Hawaiian / Two or 
Pacific More Races 

Islander 

Positive Neutral Negative 

White 



Performance Management 
FY2012 Performance Ratings by Gender 

FY2012 Performance Ratings by Gender 

,ocm 

9.,,. 

80% 

70~ 

60% 

50% 
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0% 
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Overall Findings 
b)(S) 



Performance Management 
FY2012 Performance Ratings Representation compared to Overall CFPB 

FY2012 Performance Ratings Representation by Ethnicity compared to Overall Composition 

Positive Neutral Negative 

;_overall Findings 
bX5J 
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Performance Management 
Findin s 

Overall Findings . 
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Performance Management 
Recom,nendations 

Overall Recommendations 
. ·-. 
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OPM Inclusion Index 
CFPB Results 

OPM Inclusion 
Index Dimensions 

The OPM Inclusion Index is a corminalion of 20 
questions from the Federal Employee 
Viewpoint survey. The questions are separated 
into 5 distinct inclusion dimensions. 

. ) 
CFPB Inclusion 

Index Dimensions 

'F'Y201.3AES S4Jr19ylndud8d &1120 O&iq<1esJona. 
'"Sca!eo·11nd!Jf()I) ln,C,e,, tie0te 1&beood on ttie ral)ge from Oto 10. 



CFPB Inclusion Index 
Overall CFPB Division Scores 

10 Diversity and Inclusion Score by Division 

9 
8.2 

• 7.9 
8 • 7.4 

71 • 7.2 
6.9 

7 • • 6.7 
Avg. 7.3 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

0 
Cons. Ed, EA Gen. Couns-. Oir. OffCe OPS RMR Supv. 

Overall Findings 

• This graph maps the results from the 7 of the 20 inclusion index questions the CFPB workforce responded to by Division 
and shows where each division falls relative to the Bureau's averaoe. 



CFPB Inclusion Index 
Breakdown of Dimension Scoresby Division 

Fair 01menston score by 01v1s1on open Dimension score by Division 

10 10 
8 ,4 8,3 

8 74 8 • 76 7.5 74 12 69 6.8 •_g, • • 1>2 - • $8 Sa Avg. 7.6 
6 • • 5'3 • 6 AYO,. 6 .~ 

• • 
2 2 

0 0 
Cons Ed EA Oen Dir OPS RMR Supv Cons Ed EA Cen D<r OPS AMA Suov 

Couns. 0- C<>uos Office 

Supportive Dimension Score by Oivlslon Empowered Dimeoalon SCc>r'• by Division 

10 
68 

10 • 

• 8.3 83 8 1 i'-4 • 7.8 76 7.6 • 8 • • 1< 7.1 • .. , - G8 6 .8 
Avo. 8. 1 -

Avg.. 7.3 • - • 6 • 
• 4 

2 2 

0 • 0 
Cons Ed EA Gen Qo, OPS RMR Supv cons Ed EA Gen. D<r OPS RMR Supv 

COuos Ollie» C<>uns Office 

Overall Findings 

• These araphs show the Division scores across the 4 out of the 5 O&I dimensions measured by the survey. 
1>)(5) 
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CFPB Inclusion Index 
Findin s 

flOverall Findings ,, 
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CFPB Inclusion Index 
Recom,nendations 





CFPB Leadership 
Leadership Perspective on Diversity and Inclusion 

• The following word cloud highlights the words used by the leaders interviewed to describe what dive<sity and inclusion 
means to them pe<sonally. 

• Leadership primarily focused on the cognitive aspects of di\'ersity and inclusion. 



CFPB Workforce 
Workforce Perspective on Diversity and Inclusion 

• The following word cloud highlights the words used by locus group participants to describe what diversity and inclusion 
means to them. 

• The respondents primarily focused on the physical aspects of diversity and inclusion. 



Leadership Awareness 
Findin s 

Overall Findings 
--------



Leadership Awareness 
Recom,nendations 

Overall Recommendations 



Leadership Support 
Findin s 

Overall Findings 

b}(5) 
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Leadership Support 
Recom,nendations 

Overall Recommendations 
1>)(5) 



Leadership Learning and Development 
Findin s 

Overall Findings 
1>}(5) 



Leadership Learning and Development 
Recom,nendations 

Overall Recommendations 
b)(SJ 
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OMWI Communications and Awareness 
Findin s 

--

OveraU l:indings .. ,... .. - -----
•) 

External Conmunications 
• Thus far. OMNI has delivered one Annual Report to Cong,Ess in 2012. 

:b)(S) 

li)(5) 
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OMWI Communications and Awareness 
Recom,nendations 
Overall Recommendations 



OMWI Organizational Capability and Capacity 
Current Organization Structure and Functional Areas 

Current 
Functional Areas: 

>X" CFPB D&I Advisory 
Support 

CFPB D&I Analytics 
and Reporting 

CFPB D&I 
Communications TBD 

Senior Program Andly~l 

56 • OMrNrs ablity to rmtute h•ictlona1 areas requi°ed to achieve !heir rrisslon Is dependen1 t4)0l'l addhlonai resources 

Mena Banh 
D&I Procur~ment /\naly$t 

! ■ I >1yeor 

I ■ I < 6months 

I[] j TBO 



OMWI Organizational Capability and Capacity 
Findin s 

Overall Findings 
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OMWI Organizational Capability and Capacity 
Recom,nendations 

·Overall Recommendalions i . 
!>!,•-, •.d'L,',r" ,.._ •• -.,•,;;r>,. =...,,H,F --•Jr-.,_ 

,l>J(S) 
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OMWI Organizational Capability and Capacity 
Recom,nendations 
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OMWI Organizational Capability and Capacity 
Recom,nended Future Organization Strudure and Functions 

Future Functional 
Areas: 

I • CFPB D&I Advisory 
Support 

CFPB D&I Analytics 
and Reporting 

CFPB D&I 
Communicatioos 

Supplier Diversity 

Regulated Entities 

TBD 
~$itv (Rea Ent1$S) 

SenlOf Proctarn ANlv.st 

TIO --
TIO 

D&J $pO<IIIIR 

Overall Recommendations (continued) 

TIO -~ 
TIID 

Communlcltlons
S,IC ..... 

'" CMNrs aaftty to muure funcbonal area-s required to acNave their rris.slon i6 dependent upon addibonal resources 
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j ~ [ New Position 
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D&I Data Analytics, Reporting, and Technology 
Findin s 

· Overall Findings 



62 

D&I Data Analytics, Reporting, and Technology 
Findin s 

~9verall Findings (continued) 



D&I Data Analytics, Reporting, and Technology 
Recom,nendations 

Overall Recommendations 
>)(5) 
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D&I Data Analytics, Reporting, and Technology 
Recom,nendations 

Overall Recommendations (continued) :_ .. ~--- _,, _ ... _·,_· _ .. _. _· _ · _ ... _,. _ . _ ,_ -_ · _ .. _ . _. _. _ 

' J( ) 
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D&I Data Analytics, Reporting, and Technology 
Recom,nended CONOPS 

The hub and spoke model leverages shared efficiencies with local support:. 

• OMWI Workforce.AA<)!ytics team could provide Bureau-wide, full spectrum of 0&1 analytics . 

• Deloitte team supporting topic and mission specific analysis and reporting. 

Training Office 

• Training Malytics 

• Learning Survey & ROI 

Human Capital Office 

HR Process Matytics 

• Customer Surveys 

CFPB Workforce Analytics 

Directorates/Divisions 

• Mssion-specific Analytics 

• Mssion-specific Surveys 

Equal Opportunity Office 

• Diversity Malytics 

• EEO Survey MalysiS 

Recruiting Division 

• Recruiting Malytics 

• Hiring Survey Analysis 
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Learning and Development Opportunities 
Findin s 

Overall Findings 
b)(5) 



Learning and Development Opportunities 
Recom,nendations 

·Overall Recommendalions i . 
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Learning and Development Opportunities 
Recom,nendations 

Overall Recommendations (continued) 



D&I Governance and Structure 
Findin s 

Overall Findings 

69 ,L--___________________________ ___., 
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D&I Governance and Structure 
Recom,nendations 
Overall Recommendations 
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D&I Governance and Structure 
Recom,nendations 

c;>verall Recommendations (continued) 
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Report Structure 
Categories of Analysis 

Summary 

• This report summarizes the quantitative and qualitatille findings From lhe diversity and Inclusion audit performed by 
Deloitte between June 3, 2013 and August 30, 2013. 

• The next steps are to identify and prioritize short term , mid-term, and long term operational plans that include owners and 
measures of success for OMWI. 

CFPB 
Employee Life 

Cycle 

b)(5 
Demographic Co1T4>osition 

Hiring 

Promotion Parity 

Leadership Awareness 

Leadership Support 

OMWI Communications and 
Awareness 

OMWI Organizational 
Capability and Capacity 

Attrition and Retention 

Performance Management 

Inclusion 

Leadership Learning and Development 

D&I Analytics, Reporting, and Technology 

Learning & Development Opporunitles 

D&I Governance and Structure 





Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

Demographic Composition 
' 
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Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

Hiring (continued) 
' 
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Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

Promotions Parity 



Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

Attrition and Retention 
X) 
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Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

Performance Management 
J( ) 



80 

Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

Inclusion Index 
l>l(S) 



Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

leadership Awareness 
1>)(5) 

leadership Support 
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Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

Leadership Learning and Development 

OMWl Communications and Awareness 
b}(S) 
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Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

OMWI Organizational Capability and Capacity (continued) 
b)(5) 



Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

OMWI Communications and Awareness (continued) 
I.\J(5) 



Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 
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Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

D&I Data Analytics, Reporting.and Technology 
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Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 

D&I Data Analytics, Reporting, and Technology (continued) 
. )( ) 

Learning and Development Opportunities 
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Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 
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Summary of Recommendations 
D&I Assessment 



Summary of Data Limitations 
D&I Assessment 

Overall Data limitations 

Demographic Composition 
• The small N size of gender populations within each pay group limited the application of tests of statistical significance. 

Notwithstanding, the pay/gender frequency distributions do reveal a difference that should be monitored over time. 
• Derivation of current CFPB Workforce 

Hiring 

• The Deloitte team intended to analyze total hires by ethnicity for FY2011 to FY2013 YTD, total attrition by ethnicity 
for FY2011 to 2013 YTD, and current workforce by ethnicity. 

• The goal was to illustrate whether CFPB is net+/- for each ethnicity categoty YTD. 
• The analysis was hampered by the following data chillenges: 

• Reconc/1/al/on between aggregate hiring by ethnicity and aggregate attrition data by ethnicity 
across the three years did not match the current workforce population. The Deloitte team recognized 
that the aggregate hiring by ethnicity data for ft1e past thtee years minus the aggregate attrition by ethnicity 
data for the past three years should equal the current workforce population but this was not the case. 

• Hispanics that identify with a secondary ethnicity are coded differently across the three 
years. From FY2011 to FY2012, Hispanics that identified with multiple ethnicities were coded to Two 
°' M'.>re Races. However, In FY2013, Hspanics that identified with multiple ethnicities were coded to 
Hispanic - "Insert Ethnicity." Consulted with OMNI and they confirmed that this change occurred In 
FY2013. 

• Employees that did not seff-report ethnicity during the hiring process were defaulted to 
" White" within the data system. In consultation with OMN and HC, we discovered that employees 
dld not have to seff-repor1 their ethnicity and as a result, were gi\len a "White" ethnicity designation 
within the data system. The Deloitte team spoke lo HC employees to determine when this process 
started and ended but were unable to verify the actual dates. 

• Demographic analysis did not consldet fill rates. As a resul~ a fill rate analysis could not be performed due to unavailable 
data how billets were issued (authorized positions versus assigned positions). This may be considered for future analysis 
as fill rates can be a leading indicat°' for Inclusion challenges. 

Promotions Parity 
• Lack of clarity about the Bureau of Pub/le Debt ("BPD ") promotion data fields. A BPD data dictionary was not 

available to the Deloitte D&I assessment team so our data analysis was limited. 
&•~------------------------------------------~ 



Summary of Data Limitations 
D&I Assessment 

Overall Data limitations 

• A BPD technical representative Informed the Deloitte team that a data dictlooary does not exist and It is currently in 
development. Efforts to engage other CFPB offices (::JMWI, HC) about a data d ictionary retumed the same 
sentiments that the BPD technical representative shared with us. 

• No shared viewpoint on how a promo!lon is captured in BPD. In coosuttation with OMWI and HC, we analyzed the 
BPD data fields in lhe promotion query extract. There is not an agreed upon definition of how promotions are captured in 
the BPD system. 

• Uncertainty about whether compe!ltive and non,competl!lve promotions are captured by BPD. Promotion analysis 
from the perspective of inclusion focuses primarily on competitive promotions and it is not clear how or if the competitive 
nature of a promotion is captured by the BPO system. 

Leadership Awareness and Support 
• Given the newness of the OMWI otnce, there is no quantitative information or findings related to the organizational 

capability and capacity. All o/ the findings above came from either the three focus groups conducted with the worl<force 
and/or the 31 interviews cooducted with leadership. 

OMWI Organizational Capability and Capacity 
• No prior organization assessment of OMW I had been conducted to date. All of the findings above are based oo interviews 

conducted with leadership and focus groups wah the workfcrce. 

OMWI Communications and Awareness 
• No prior communicatioos assessment(e.g. stakeholder analysis) of OMWI had been conducted to date. 

Learning and Development Opportunities 
• Given the newness of the OMWI office there is no quantitati,e information or findings related to learning and 

development. All of the findings above came from either the 3 focus groups conducted with the wori<force and/or the 31 
inte<Views conducted with leadership . 

D&t Governance and Structure 
No prio< organization assessment of OMW I or review of the organization structures/governance has been conducted. All of 
the findings above are based on interviews conducted wijh leadership and focus groups with the wooforce . . , '----------------------------------------------' 



Deloitte. 




