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	Text2: 2005
	Text4:        This is Washington Headquarters Services’ (WHS) Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) Management Directive (MD) 715 Update for Fiscal Year (FY) 2006.  The EEOC comments for FY 2004 and 2005 reports were incorporated in this year’s report.  The WHS provides administrative and operational services to the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and its 17 serviced-components that support the Secretary of Defense mission.            Of significance during this reporting cycle was the realignment of WHS, Human Resources Directorate (HRD), Equal Employment Opportunity Programs (EEOP) Division under the Planning and Evaluation Directorate (P&ED).  This decision by the Director, WHS ensures the Agency is in administrative compliance with the EEOC’s mandatory directives.  Under the new structure, the Agency head will continue to serve as the Director of Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO).  The Assistant Director, EEOP, under P&ED, will continue to administer and manage the Agency’s EEO programs and maintain responsibility for the office’s daily operation.  The mission of P&ED includes strategic planning, management control, program analysis and integration, performance measurement and assessment and process improvement.         The Agency’s first Collaborative Resolution Program (CRP) Administrative Instruction (AI) 106 was signed by the Director, WHS on October 30, 2006.  It formally established a corporate alternative dispute resolution (ADR) mechanism to resolve human resource issues and EEO disputes at its earliest point and lowest organizational level.  During this reporting period, mediation was offered to 43 individuals at the EEO pre-complaint phase.  Of the 43, two were accepted into mediation, following agreement by all parties; mediation was rejected on the remaining cases by either the individuals (39) or management officials (2).  With regard to non-EEO related issues, mediation was offered in four separate instances.  In summary, six cases were mediated; four (67 percent) achieved a mutually acceptable settlement.  The average processing time was 23 days from initial contact to closure.        In addition to CRP activity, the CRP Advisor facilitated five organizational climate assessments.  These assessments offered an opportunity for senior leadership to evaluate organizational effectiveness from a human capital perspective.  Surveys were administered and private interviews were conducted to collect both quantitative and qualitative information about the workplace.  The surveys consisted of a broad set of questions addressing internal motivation, job satisfaction, support from co-workers, leadership effectiveness, diversity and EEO (to include harassment), equality and fairness.  The interviews were designed to identify underlying issues and ideas for resolution, with an emphasis on “moving forward.”  
	Text3: 2006
	Text1: Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) / Washington Headquarters Services (WHS) and WHS serviced components
	Text5:        Further, WHS, EEOP partnered with George Mason University’s Institute for Conflict Analysis and Resolution, to further enhance the ADR tool such as marketing, assessing internal and/or external barriers, and evaluating participant feedback.  This relationship also provides two advanced graduate students the opportunity to complete their practicum requirements.       The EEOP implemented an aggressive training initiative for non-supervisory and supervisory (including senior executive service (SES) officials) personnel.  Training topics included EEO program responsibilities, diversity management, anti-harassment, ADR, communication and conflict resolution skills.  The number of trained personnel increased from 153 in FY 2005 to 1,212 in FY 2006 (700 percent).       The WHS, HRD deployed new automation systems.  One system collects applicant flow data, and the second (“MyBiz”) allows employees to input/update changes to their profile.  Both systems capture new EEOC race and national origin (RNO) categories—“Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islands” and “Two or more races” as well as disability data.  The applicant flow data collected indicated that 35,022 applications were received.  Of those, 13,125 (38 percent) identified their RNO; 6.4 percent Hispanic or Latino, 48 percent White, 38 percent Black or African American, 4 percent Asian, 0.2 percent Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 1.6 percent American Indian or Alaskan Native and 1.9 percent Two or more races.   Of this number, 4,008 (30 percent) were qualified for the positions for which they applied.         Since deployment and marketing of “MyBiz,” a large number of employees have accessed the system.  This report now depicts 23 employees as “Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander” or “Two or more races.”   However, this new “self-identification” by employees has resulted in a decrease in the “Hispanic or Latino” category.  Specifically, 11 of the 18 “Two or more races” were previously coded as “Hispanic or Latino.”            Another item of significance during this reporting cycle was the purchase and deployment of “iComplaints.”  This automated software system will facilitate the tracking of informal and formal complaints, complete the EEOC’s Annual Federal EEO Statistical Report of Discrimination Complaints, compile “No FEAR Act” data on complaint activity, and produce ad-hoc reports.  Additionally, this system will allow WHS, EEOP to better monitor efficiency and timeliness of actions.       Tables A3-1 and A3-2—Occupational Groups (permanent):  This Table reflects that 2,528 (42.7 percent) of the workforce are categorized as “Officials and Managers.”  This category increased by 222 permanent employees from last reporting year (2,306).  Two groups in this category suffered losses—Hispanic or Latino and American Indian females.  The Hispanic population had significant losses; males went from 45 (2.0 percent) to 36 (1.4 percent); females went from 37 (1.6 percent) to 29 (1.1 percent).  This group is again considerably below their respective national CLF indicators.   American Indian or Alaskan Native females slightly decreased from 7 (0.3 percent) to 6 (0.2 percent).  All other groups had increases.  Although White female participation numbers increased from 704 (30.5 percent) to 747 (29.5 percent), they remain below their national CLF indicator.   Black or African American (male and female) went from 497 to 547 (10 percent growth).  This group remains above their respective national CLF indicator.  American Indian or Alaskan Native males remain unchanged, and below their respective national CLF indicator.
	Text6:        The overall senior level numbers in this category increased from 216 to 283.  The Hispanic or Latino (male and female) participation remained unchanged—4 males, 0 females.  White females increased from 59 (27.3 percent) to 62 (21.9 percent).  Black or African American males went from 5 (2.3 percent) to 6 (2.1 percent); females remained unchanged at 8 (2.8 percent).  Asian males and females both enjoyed significant increases; males went from 2 (0.9 percent) to 6 (2.1 percent) and females went from 1 (0.5 percent) to 3 (1.1 percent).  American Indian or Alaskan Native remains unchanged—1 male (0.4 percent) and 0 females.   With the exception of American Indian or Alaskan Native males, all other groups remain below their respective national CLF indicators.       Tables A4-1 and A4-2—Participation Rates Across General Schedule (GS) Grades (permanent and temporary).  This Table reveals that at the SES levels, White females and minorities (male and female) continue to remain below their respective national CLF participation indicators.  The challenge to increase the diversity of this group, as well as the General Officer (GO) and Flag Officer (FO) Corp was delegated by the Secretary of Defense to the Defense Human Resources Board.  As a result, the Defense Working Group (DWG) was formed to develop specific strategies towards improving the “way forward.”  The DWG has been meeting on a regular basis on this initiative.  Of particular significance is a “Diversity Summit” scheduled for February 2007 at the Rand Corporation, Arlington, Virginia.  Department of Defense (DoD) representatives from the SES, GO and FO Corp will be participating at this Summit to develop a strategic plan of action for building diverse leadership.          The WHS, EEOP developed a draft “Diversity Outreach, Recruitment and Development Plan.”   It was sent to WHS, HRD for concurrence and feedback; final action is pending.       Table A11—Internal Selections for Senior Level Positions (GS-13 through SES) (permanent).   This was the first reporting period that applicant flow data was collected for all grade levels except SES.  Of the 23,165 applications for received for GS13 through GS-15, --8260 (36 percent) identified their RNO and gender; 2,459 (10.6 percent) were determined to be qualified.  There were 291 selections made—62 (21 percent) were minorities (male and female):  4 (1 percent) were Hispanic or Latino; 42 (14 percent) were Black or African American; 7 (2 percent) were Asian; 3 (0.1 percent) were Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander; and 5 (2 percent) were American Indian or Alaskan Native; and 1 (0.3 percent) identified as Two or more races.  Ninety-six (33 percent) of the selections made were female; 70 (73 percent) were White females.        Table A12—Participation in Career Development (permanent).  During this reporting period fewer employees participated in training due to budgetary constraints.  Nonetheless, of the 106 trained, 54 (51 percent) were either minority group members or White females.       Tables B1 – B14—Disability Employment Data (permanent and temporary).  A review and analysis of these Tables highlight the need for senior leadership attention and more aggressive recruitment in the hiring, training and retention of people with disabilities, specifically targeted disabilities (as defined by the EEOC).  The Federal employment goal for people with targeted disability is 2.23%; WHS at 0.6 percent fails to meet this goal.


