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SUBJECT:

An ordinance adopting the 2008-12 King County Affirmative Action Plan. 

COMMITTEE ACTION:

On July 10, 2007, the General Government and Labor Relations Committee gave a “do-pass” recommendation to Proposed Substitute Ordinance 2007-0344. The vote was two ayes, no nos and one excused. The substitute ordinance included an amendment to the 2008-12 Affirmative Action Plan added 17 pages to the 2008-12 Plan that are required by code, but were not transmitted to Council along with the Plan. 
SUMMARY: 
Proposed Ordinance 2007-0344 would adopt the 2008-12 King County Affirmative Action Plan. 

BACKGROUND:

The county is required to develop and implement an affirmative action plan pursuant to (K.C.C. 3.12.180) and pursuant to federal funding requirements. As described by the United States Department of Labor, an affirmative action program is a management tool designed to ensure that qualified applicants and employees are receiving an equal opportunity for recruitment, selection, and advancement. A central premise underlying affirmation action is that, absent discrimination, over time an employer’s workforce, generally, will reflect the gender, racial, and ethnic profile of the labor pool from which the employer recruits.

Ordinance 15777 adopted in May 2007 revised the requirements for the submittal dates and contents of the county’s affirmative action plan. Affirmative action plans are now required to be completed every five years on June 1st, rather than every two years. The revised code requires the plan include detailed data on county workforce statistics, placement goals for the plan period, implementation plans for the executive departments, and a summary of the results of prior plans. 

ANALYSIS:

The proposed 2008-12 affirmative action plan generally meets the requirements of code section 3.12.180. There are several requirements in the code that were not met in the transmitted plan. Those items have since been provided and are included in the amendment. 

All of the executive departments, including the King County Sheriff’s Office and the County Assessor participate in the King County Affirmative Action Plan. The plan covers 87 percent of the county’s workforce. 

This staff report summarizes the information required by the K.C. C 3.12. 180. All of the data included in this staff report was provided by the Human Resources Division (HRD) as part of the 2008-12 Affirmative Action Plan. The staff report includes the following tables summarizing data required as part of an affirmative action plan. 
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Historical Data 
The code requires the plan to include historical data in order to evaluate the diversity the county over time. As shown below, the county workforce has become more diverse across all areas. 

King County Workforce Profile Comparisons 1979 and 2006

Table 1

Executive Department Workforce 1979 and 2006 

	 
	Executive Department Workforce – 1979
	Executive Department Workforce - 2006
	Change

	Female
	32%
	38%
	18.8%

	Male
	68%
	62%
	-8.8%

	White
	86.3%
	69%
	-19%

	Minority
	13.7%
	31%
	+121%

	Black
	7.0%
	14%
	+100%

	Asian
	4.0%
	12%
	+200%

	Native American
	1.0%
	1.0%
	0%

	Hispanic
	1.0%
	4%
	+300%

	PWD
	2.1%
	4.2%
	+100%


As shown in Table 2 below, the percentage of women in job groups has increased significantly in almost all job groups from 1979 to 2006. 

Table 2

Women as a Percentage of Each Job Group 1979 and 2006 

	Women as a percentage of each job group
	1979
	2006

	Officials and Administrators
	19.8%
	40.2%

	Professionals
	32.3%
	50.8%

	Technicians
	22.1%
	58.2%

	Protective Service Workers
	8.5%
	19.1%

	Para-Professionals
	53.6%
	Job group discontinued 

	Administrative Support
	82.9%
	76.1%

	Skilled Crafts
	0.00%
	11%

	Service Maintenance
	6.4%
	29.1%

	Transit Operators
	Not Known
	22.8%


As shown in Table 3 below, the percentage of minorities in job groups has increased significantly in all job groups from 1979 to 2006. 

Table 3

Minorities as a Percentage of Each Job Group 1979 and 2006 

	Minorities as a percentage of 
each job group
	1979
	2006

	Officials and Administrators
	12.4%
	17.0%

	Professionals
	12.9%
	25.1%

	Technicians
	10.4%
	22.7%

	Protective Service Workers
	11.7%
	30.1%

	Para-Professionals
	32.1%
	Job group discontinued

	Administrative Support
	16.0%
	40.1%

	Skilled Crafts
	9.0%
	26.0%

	Service Maintenance
	17.5%
	42.3%

	Transit Operators
	Not Known
	36.9%


Comparing Labor Market Availability with Executive Department Workforce

A key component of an affirmative action plan is to evaluate whether women and persons of color are being employed at a rate to be expected given their availability in the labor force. 

Of the goal setting areas, 241 out 300 meet or exceed the labor force availability rate. This analysis is done by race and gender and by job group. The availability of women and persons of color with the requisite job skills is estimated using data on King County available from the United States Census Bureau.

Those goal setting areas that do not meet labor force availability are listed below. As shown in below in Table 4, of the 50 goal setting areas, 16 are Native American, 11 are Hispanic, 10 are women, five are black, and eight are Asian. 

According to federal requirements, in instances where women and persons of color are not being employed at the rate to be expected, placement goals must be established. Placement goals are equal to the labor force availability rate. Placement goals are not quotas. The purpose of a placement goal is to establish a benchmark against which the demographic composition of the employer’s workforce can be compared in order to determine whether barriers to equal employment opportunity exist within particular job groups. They are often viewed as a tool for measuring progress towards achieving diversity. 

Table 4

Areas Where Current Labor Force Availability Does Not Meet Current Utilization 

2008-12 Placement Goals 

	Department
	Job Group
	Minority Group
	Labor Force Availability/Placement Goals (%)
	Current Utilization (%)

	Executive 
	Skilled Craft
	Black
	11.4%
	0.0%

	
	Skilled Craft
	Asian 
	9.3%
	5.5%

	
	Skilled Craft
	Hispanic
	4.2%
	0.0%

	
	Professionals
	Native American
	1.2%
	0.71%

	
	Admin Support
	Women
	81.3%
	45.0%

	DAJD
	Professionals 
	Native Americans
	2.2%
	0.0%

	
	Service Maintenance
	Native Americans
	3.3%
	0.0%

	
	Admin Support
	Women
	77.4%
	75.7%

	
	Service Maintenance
	Women
	43.0%
	25.6%

	
	Protective Services
	Women
	29.5%
	22.8%

	DOA 
	Professionals
	Hispanic
	3.3%
	2.0%

	
	Admin Support
	Hispanic
	3.4%
	1.9%

	
	Professionals
	Women
	47.6%
	39.6%

	DCHS
	Professionals
	Native Americans
	3.0%
	1.4%

	DDES
	Officials and Administrators
	Women
	37.9%
	0.0%

	DES 
	Admin Support 
	Black
	17.3%
	16.3%

	
	Officials and Administrators
	Hispanic
	4.1%
	0.0%

	
	Professionals
	Native Americans
	1.6%
	0.6%

	
	Admin Support
	Native Americans
	2.4%
	1.9%

	
	Protective Services
	Native Americans
	3.9%
	1.0%

	DJA  
	Admin Support 
	Native Americans
	1.4%
	0.6%

	
	Professionals
	Women
	41.4%
	41.4%

	
	Admin Support
	Women
	82.2%
	72.5%

	DNRP 
	Service Maintenance
	Asian
	5.8%
	5.8%

	
	Officials and Administrators
	Hispanic
	2.1%
	0.0%

	
	Service Maintenance
	Hispanic
	3.4%
	3.4%

	
	Professionals
	Native Americans
	1.6%
	0.9%

	
	Service Maintenance
	Native Americans
	1.9%
	1.9%

	
	Officials and Administrators
	Women
	43.9%
	 12.5%

	DPH
	Technicians
	Black
	4.7%
	2.6%

	
	Officials and Administrators
	Asian
	4.7%
	0.0%

	
	Professionals
	Native Americans
	2.2%
	0.93%

	
	Service Maintenance
	Native Americans
	2.5%
	0.81%

	
	Professionals
	Women
	69.7%
	69.6%

	KCSO
	Professionals
	Black
	6.3%
	4.1%

	
	Protective Services
	Black
	6.9%
	7.8%

	
	Officials and Administrators
	Asian
	7.8%
	3.3%

	
	Admin Support
	Asian
	9.3%
	8.4%

	
	Protective Services
	Native Americans
	2.0%
	1.6%

	DOT
	Officials and Administrators
	Asian
	6.3%
	0.0%

	
	Technicians
	Asian
	7.6%
	4.0%

	
	Professionals
	Hispanic
	1.9%
	1.8%

	
	Technicians
	Hispanic
	2.7%
	0.0%

	
	Admin Support
	Hispanic
	2.7%
	2.1%

	
	Skilled Craft
	Hispanic
	3.0%
	1.9%

	
	Service Maintenance
	Hispanic
	6.4%
	 6.2%

	
	Admin Support
	Native Americans
	1.7%
	1.4%

	
	Transit Operators
	Native Americans
	2.2%
	1.0%

	
	Service Maintenance
	Native Americans
	2.7%
	1.9%

	
	Transit Operators
	Women
	49.8%
	22.8%


Persons with Disabilities 

Ordinance 15777 amended the affirmative action plan requirements to require the plan include data on persons with disabilities. The table below shows by job group, the number and percentage of employees in the workforce who have voluntarily self-identified themselves as disabled for affirmative action reporting statistics. The United States Census Census Bureau does not report data on persons with disabilities by job group. Therefore, it is not possible to determine a placement goal for persons with disabilities by job group. 
Table 5

Voluntarily Self-Identified Persons with Disabilities

	Job Group
	Year End 2006
	% of Job Group 

	Officials &
Administrators
	4
	4.8%

	Professionals
	156
	4.2%

	Technicians
	37
	5.5%

	Admin Support
	122
	8.4%

	Skilled Craft
	48
	4.2%

	Transit Operators
	15
	0.6%

	Service/
Maintenance
	69
	8.6%

	Protective Services
	58
	3.6%

	Executive Department Totals
	509
	4.2%


Salary and Race and Gender 
Ordinance 15777 revised the requirements for the affirmative action plan to include a requirement that data be included on salary ranges and race and gender. When compared to data from the U.S. Census Bureau on income by race and gender, the Executive Department workforce is more diverse at the higher salary ranges. This is the first time this information has been available to county policymakers.
Table 6
Percentage of Employees by Salary Range and by Race 
	Salary
	Asian
	Black
	Hispanic
	Native American
	White
	Other or Not Specified
	Total

	$1 to $14,999
	8%
	21%
	3%
	1%
	66%
	1.8%
	6.4%

	$15,000 to $24,999
	11%
	12%
	7%
	0%
	69%
	1.0%
	1.3%

	$25,000 to $34,999
	17%
	12%
	6%
	1%
	62%
	2.4%
	2.1%

	$35,000 to $49,999
	16%
	15%
	6%
	2%
	59%
	0.4%
	22.7%

	$50,000 to $74,999
	11%
	14%
	4%
	1%
	70%
	0.5%
	49.4%

	$75,000 to $124,999
	10%
	7%
	2%
	1%
	80%
	0.9
	17.2%

	$125,000 or more
	9%
	9%
	2%
	1%
	79%
	1.0%
	0.9%

	Total
	12%
	13%
	4%
	1%
	69%
	0.6%
	100.0%


Table 7
Percentage of Employees by Salary Range and Gender
	Salary Ranges
	Women Percentage of Salary Range
	Men Percentage of Salary Range
	Salary Range as a Percentage of the Workforce

	$1 to $14,999
	29.8%
	70.2%
	6.4%

	$15,000 to $24,999
	51.2%
	48.8%
	1.3%

	$25,000 to $34,999
	69.4%
	30.6%
	2.1%

	$35,000 to $49,999
	58.7%
	41.3%
	22.7%

	$50,000 to $74,999
	34.2%
	65.8%
	49.4%

	$75,000 to $124,999
	38.4%
	61.6%
	17.2%

	$125,000 or more
	40.3%
	59.7%
	0.9%

	Totals
	41.2%
	58.8%
	100.0%


Promotions

Table 8 shows the number and percentage of promotions by race and gender during the prior plan period.
Table 8
Promotions by Race and Gender

	Group
	Number of Promotions
	Percentage of Promotions

	White
	358
	73%

	Black
	68
	14%

	Asian
	42
	9%

	Hispanic
	11
	2%

	Native American
	11
	2%

	Total Promotions
	490
	-

	Women
	182
	37%

	Men
	308
	63%


Executive Branch Discrimination Complaints 

The table below shows a summary by year on executive branch discrimination complaints. With a workforce of over 13,500 employees, in a typical year, the Executive departments receive about one compliant for every 574 employees.  

DOT reports the largest number of complaints, but this is because it employs the largest number of employees. According to HRD, DOT’s number of complaints per employee is lower than average for the executive branch.
Table 9
Number of Discrimination Complaints by Executive Department 2003-2006
	Department
	Total
	Percentage of Total

	DAJD
	11
	12%

	DCHS
	2
	2%

	DDES
	1
	1%

	DES
	14
	15%

	DJA
	1
	1%

	DNRP
	7
	7%

	DOA
	3
	3%

	DOT
	40
	43%

	DPH
	9
	10%

	DPH/DAJD
	1
	1%

	KCSO
	3
	3%

	Not in KC Jurisdiction
	2
	2%

	Total
	94
	


Table 10 shows the number of complaints by type of complaint. As shown below, the basis of complaint most often cited is race (27%) followed by retaliation (22%), disability (16 %), gender (13%), and age (10%). 
	Basis of Complaint
	Total
	Percentage of Total

	Age
	16
	10%

	Ancestry
	0
	0%

	Color
	3
	2%

	Disability
	26
	16%

	Gender
	21
	13%

	Job Accommodation
	2
	1%

	Marital Status
	1
	1%

	National Origin
	12
	7%

	Race
	45
	27%

	Religion
	3
	2%

	Retaliation
	37
	22%

	Sexual Orientation
	1
	1%

	Veteran
	0
	-

	Total
	167
	-



Implementation Plans for Executive Departments

County code now requires the affirmative action plan include an implementation plan for each department. The implementation plan are to include a listing of activities that will be done to meet affirmative action goals and to promote opportunities for persons with disabilities. The 2008-12 Affirmative Action Plan includes implementation plans for each executive department. 

The implementation plans generally appear to meet the requirements of the code. However, it is clear that some departments provided more analysis and planning than others. For example, DOT’s implementation plan included important details on its plan.

Summary of the Results of the Prior Affirmative Action Plan 

King County Codes (3.12.180) requires an affirmative action plan to include a summary of the results of the prior affirmative action plan. Such a summary is required to include a description of the department’s progress in completing implementation activities, an evaluation of the effectiveness of each department’s implementation activities, and an actual hiring rate for those areas where placement goals had been established. The code also requires the plan to provide an analysis on why any placement goals from the plan period were not achieved. 

The plan provides a very general description on departmental activities during the last plan period. The lack of specificity could be because detailed implementation plans were not required in code during the prior plan period. The plan also provides a very general discussion of why placement goals were not achieved. It is expected that future plans will provide more detail in these areas. 
The tables below compare the actual placement rate during the time period of June 30, 2005 until December 31, 2006 with the labor force availability rate for those areas which were identified at the beginning of the prior plan period as having a workforce where current utilization does not meet labor force availability. As seen in the tables below, of the 61 placement goal areas, 18 were achieved and 19 were not achieved. An additional 24 goals were not achieved because there were not a sufficient number of hires. 

Below, Table 11 shows areas where placement goals for hiring have been met. Achieving placement goals for hiring is an important step toward achieving a workforce that over time reflects the labor force availability. 

Table 11
Areas Where Placement Goals Have Been Met

	Department 
	Job Group
	Protected Group
	Labor Force Availability as a Percentage (%)
	Placement Rate (%)

	Executive 
	Administrative Support 
	Black
	4.1%
	20.0%

	DAJD
	Administrative Support 
	Female 
	82.3%
	83.3%

	
	Administrative Support 
	Hispanic
	3.0%
	4.8%

	DDES
	Professionals 
	Female 
	29.3%
	43.8%

	DES 
	Professionals 
	Native American
	1.6%
	1.8%

	
	Technicians 
	Hispanic
	3.4%
	20.0%

	DJA  
	Admin Support 
	Hispanic 
	3.0%
	4.8%

	
	Admin Support
	Women
	82.2%
	83.3%

	DNRP 
	Professionals 
	Native American
	1.6%
	1.6%

	
	Technicians 
	Female 
	51.6%
	100.0%

	DPH
	Technicians
	Female 
	42.2%
	58.0%

	
	Service Maintenance 
	Female 
	25.6%
	80.0%

	KCSO
	Professionals
	Black
	6.3%
	12.5%

	
	Professionals
	Native American
	1.7%
	12.5%

	
	Technicians
	Female
	54.7%
	72.7%

	DOT
	Professionals
	Native Americans
	1.1%
	3.1%

	
	Professionals
	Hispanic
	1.9%
	3.1%

	
	Administrative Support 
	Female 
	75.0%
	94.1%


As shown below, 19 placement goals were not achieved. Placement goals are not quotas or hiring directives so departments can not be held accountable for achieving particular placement rates. However, the code does require the affirmative action plan to report on why the placement goals were not achieved in order to ensure that the fact that the placement rates are not below the labor force availability due to discriminatory hiring practices. 
Table 12
Areas Where Placement Goals Have Not Been Met

	Department
	Job Group
	Protected Group
	Labor Force Availability (%)
	Placement Rate (%)

	DOA 
	Professionals
	Women
	47.6%
	44.4%

	DCHS
	Professionals 
	Native American
	3.0%
	0.0%

	DES 
	Protective Service Workers
	Female
	53.7%
	47.8%

	
	Administrative Support 
	Black
	17.3%
	11.6%

	
	Administrative Support
	Hispanic
	3.7%
	2.3%

	
	Service Maintenance 
	Female 
	27.6%
	12.5%

	DNRP 
	Professionals 
	Hispanic 
	2.1%
	0.0%

	
	Service Maintenance
	Asian
	6.9%
	0.0%

	
	Service Maintenance
	Hispanic 
	9.7%
	0.0%

	DPH
	Professionals 
	Native Americans
	2.2%
	0.5%

	KCSO
	Protective Service Workers
	Black
	6.9%
	5.0%

	
	Protective Service Workers
	Native American
	2.0%
	1.0%

	DOT
	Technicians 
	Female 
	30.7%
	16.7%

	
	Skilled Craft 
	Female 
	8.7%
	3.9%

	
	Skilled Craft 
	Native American
	2.2%
	0.0%

	
	Skilled Craft 
	Hispanic 
	3.0%
	2.0%

	
	Service Maintenance 
	Hispanic 
	6.4%
	0.0%

	
	Transit Operators
	Female
	49.8%
	34.0%

	
	Transit Operator 
	Native American
	2.2%
	Unknown


Table 13
Areas Where Placements Goals Were Not Met Due to
 Insufficient Number of Hiring Opportunities
	Department
	Job Group
	Protected Group

	Executive 
	Professionals
	Native Americans

	DAJD
	Professionals
	Native American

	
	Administrative Support
	Native American

	DOA 
	Professionals
	Hispanic

	
	Technicians
	Female

	
	Technicians 
	Hispanic 

	DCHS
	Technicians 
	Female 

	DDES
	Officials and Administrators
	Female

	
	Technicians
	Female

	DES 
	Protective Service Workers
	Native Americans

	
	Protective Service Workers
	Hispanics

	DJA  
	Professionals 
	Native American

	
	Administrative Support 
	Native American

	DNRP 
	Officials and Administrators 
	Female 

	
	Technicians
	Hispanic 

	DPH
	Technicians 
	Native American

	
	Protective Service Workers
	Female

	
	Para-Professional
	Female

	
	Para-Professional
	Asian

	
	Para-Professional
	Native American

	DOT
	Technicians 
	Native Americans

	
	Technicians 
	Hispanics

	
	Protective Workers 
	Female 

	
	Service Maintenance
	Native Americans


King County Civil Rights Commission 

The King County Civil Rights Commission, in accordance with KCC Section 3:10:030 reviewed the 2008-12 Affirmative Action Plan. In a letter dated, July 9, 2007 the Commission noted it is in support of the proposed plan. The Commission noted the plan is clear, technically proficient and quite a considerable improvement over previous plans. The inclusion of the implementation plans was also considered to be a significant improvement. 

The Commission remains concerned about the lack of consequences for the department’s hiring authorities if they fail to meet placement goals and believes that the Plan’s success rests on the willingness of the Human Resources Division to closely monitor the efforts of the departments in achieving those goals. 

In response to the Commission’s concerns about accountability, it should be noted that placement goals are not quotas or hiring directives so departments can not be held accountable for achieving particular placement rates. However, departments should be held accountable for developing and using  their implementation plans to promote equal opportunities in hiring and increasing diversity. The Council has taken steps to increase accountability by requiring implementation plans be submitted with the affirmative action plan and by requiring annual progress reports that include updates on implementation plans. 
Table 10�Complaints by Basis
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