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Michele King

From: Melissa Stone on behalf of Clerk of the Board
Sent: Monday, March 07, 2016 11:53 AM
To: Michele King
Subject: FW: updated input item 8.1 AND PDFS
Attachments: DO_55650.pdf; DO_55681.pdf; DiversityAudit2012.pdf

 
 

From: paul goeltz [mailto:pgoeltz@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 07, 2016 11:45 AM 
To: Clerk of the Board; Cobagenda 
Cc: josh@metronews.com 
Subject: updated input item 8.1 AND PDFS 
 
CAN THIS BE PASSED OUT TO THE BOARD AND COUPLE COPIES FOR THE PUBLIC,  I ADDED A FEW LINES AFTER REREADING THERES, 
I'M SURE IT/STAFF WILL ALREADY BE READY WITH INPUT,  HOPE TO SAY HELLO TUESDAY 
I ALSO ATTACHED FEW OTHER RELEVANT PDFS. 
 

Board of Directors 3/8/2016 
 

4:30 PM District Headquarters Board Room 
Regular Meeting and Closed Session 

Meet

 
Dear SCVWD  honorable board chair, members and staff. 
Boardroom Audio Visual Modernization PROJECT. 

 
 This is your old av Sr tech, if you have ever been hooded winked it's now, why do you think ray and i have been submitting papers on what 
kamenjati/fung/ravi.and ashu have done( stopped maintenance so the room will fail, paid contracts that have not been done just like rmc.) 
has anyone from IT staff told you about speaking into a microphone ( have they let me explain it or ray, have you seen members of Congress 
speak on c span? they speak directly into the mic, if others are not speaking directly into the mic, that also means YOU will not be able to 
hear them)   not saying your wrong but staff has not instructed you on use, nor have they let ray fix problems.  I was told when i was there 
not to talk to you about equipment. 
 
HAVE YOU LOOKED AT RGD NOT ONE BOARD ROOM????? WHY WOULD 
YOU CHOOSE THEM VS A COMPANY WITH EXPERIENCE?   THIS ONE WAS 
INSTRUCTED AND TOLD WHAT TO SAY. 
SORRY THEY HAVE ONE VERY MINOR ROOM, WHICH IS NOTHING LIKE THIS 
ROOM. 
 
THIS ROOM IS UNIQUE, ANYONE CAN BUILD A ROOM 
 
BUT THEY HAVE NOT ONE BOARDROOM UNDER THERE BELT. 
  
http://rgdacoustics.com/index.php/projects/commercial/   
 
A. WHERE IS the  new ENGINEER'S  REPORT,  or are we working off of the 10 28 2014 one. THE ONE SUBMITTED IS A MEMO TO ASHU. 
AND WHAT ARE YOU DOING CHANGING CONNECTORS? LOTS OF MAYBES, SALES TALK, WHAT ARE WE NOT SEEING ?  
WHERE IS the 3 new DESIGN'S, (where is the 3 designs that staff was directed to come back with)  MEETING 10 28 2014 
WHERE IS THE COST WITH STAFF TIME?   ALL I SEE, SORRY HERE IS HDMI CONNECTORS, THREATS OF SUNSHINE ACT(SALES TACTIC) 
? 
AND LOTS OF ENGINEERING MISTAKES BY A COMPANY WITH NO BOARDROOM EXPERIENCE.   
WHY IS THIS STILL NOT ON THE MASTER PLAN?   
THESE ISSUES WERE RAISED IN THE ONLY IT AD HOC MEETING LISTEN TO TAPES 
 https://scvwd.egnyte.com/fl/bpxZ1qv1v9#folder-link/rstewart/06-22-15%20IT%20Ad%20Hoc 
 
AND WHERE IS THE NEWER MATRIX? FROM 4-1-15? 
 
WHY AT THE ONLY IT AD HOC MEETING AND IT'S ON TAPE, WERE AT THE END YOU ALL ASK FOR 
ANOTHER MEETING?, AND LAUGH WHEN WILL IT BE DONE? WHAT WILL BE DONE ?LET'S SEE A DESIGN, 
SO THE PUBLIC CAN SEE THE WASTE? WHAT HAPPENED TO THAT? AND SHOULD THIS NOT BE PUBLIC 
NOTICE/HEARING, SO THEY KNOW YOU ARE ABOUT TO SPEND ANOTHER 2-3 MILLION DOLLARS? 
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http://scvwd.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=3&clip
_id=1182  at 39.16 dug says i can see of no presentation 
thats needs hd! 
 
After Jesus talks Linda asks for what is mandatory to make sure does not crash against additional bells and 
whistles (HD) and he still brings back HD! 

HAS ONE BLUE RAY DISK BEEN BROUGHT IN? NO  ON DESIGN POINT 
MOST CONTENT  COMES VIA INTERNET, DRIVES OR DUAL LAYER DVD/CD, 
 JUST LOOK TO THE REAR OF THE ROOM AND ASK THE TECH HOW CONTENT 
IS USED. 
 
The Stakeholders Matrix that is submitted for Item 8.1 for Board Meeting 3-8-2016 is from 12-6-2013. Where is the 
Stakeholders matrix mentioned in the Handout from the IT Ad Hoc Committee meeting June 22, 2015 item 5.2 (page 79) 
which is dated 4-1-15? Why is the updated version not submitted presently for the agenda item for the Board Members and 
Publics information?  
Agenda 
 

http://valleywater.org/About/ITAdHocAgendaMinutes.aspx 
  
I WILL COME TO ANY MEETING AND SHOW YOU THE EQUIPMENT, THE PURCHASE PAPERS, AND SUPPLY  CONTRACTORS 
THAT WILL TELL YOU WE CAN SUPPORT THIS SYSTEM, OR WE INSTALLED THAT EQUIPMENT. 
1. Has staff explained that the amx system can do voting, and request to speak as it does now. and that there is an open po with the 
programmer to have joystick control of ea camera,(( but not done as GK stopped work/SEE EMAIL 10 28 2014)  Ask about the 10k of 
amx processing equipment gk had me buy before i retired/forced out, but never installed) 
2.  HD is not the answer as most people do not have fast internet connections and its bells  and whistles,  flat panels, you have flat 
panels. 

PER DIRECTOR  LISTEN TO MEETING 10 28 2014  

http://scvwd.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=3&clip
_id=1182  at 39.16 dug says i can see of no presentation 
thats needs hd! 
3.  Has staff explained if you want to Skype you can do it now as the room is full of computers hooked to the system.  all you need is a staff 
person to handle it, that's free, just download app, but you don't need Skype, you have a video conferencing system(tandberg now Cisco)( 
can handle ip, isdn and phone calls  COST 77k$ per Larry wilson). 
 
4.  Has staff told you that people can already call in as we installed a state of the art digital video conferencing system,  this 
equipment is still up to date. 
5.  Has staff been truthful in say the system is 100 % analog no i replaced 75% of the audio and video processing so it is digital, as is the 
recording of the meetings  both video and audio.  This system can also record committee meetings, just turn cameras, and start recording. 
this is also digital video record, and audio is also captured on sd cards.  Also digital. 
6.  HAS staff explained to you that we can do split screens, we can enlarge images, we can send, hook up and piece of equipment 
that comes into that board room, from digital to analog. 
7. Has staff explained what the district cost will be, you cannot get that room to be rebuilt on 700k plus add the engineer's cost, staff time 
already, and by the time the punch list is worked out it will be like the first board room where you sit costing over 2 million, you will want 
your own person running it not some temp/CONTRACTOR as is going to happen, but the sad thing is, yes its a nice room, but its not a room 
made for those types of meetings. 
8.  This is my tax money just as much as yours, as Gary told ngoc why has nobody been fired, well why did George stop work in the board 
room, and not get fired? see the email in attachments. 
Why was George allowed to discuss with ray my marriage and medical problems, why  is George allowed to take av techs around 
the lake to tell them how things will be? 
why has George been allowed to manipulate the techs, contractors and his staff, they are afraid of him. 
9.  Has any of the staff told you that of 2 years ago the wireless microphone (frequencies) were sold by the FCC, which means that 
you could be fined, i told George of this before i left, as they did it with the original frequencies, so cell phones can have more 
bandwidth. 
10.  I enjoyed working here but when the av MANAGEMENT cannot do there job, this is what happens. 
11.  WHO IS PAYING FOR ELECTRICAL, WOODWORK, DRYWALL, PAINTING, BE SURE TO ADD THAT COST. 
12.  IF PHIL IS A CTS WHY DID HE NOT SEE THE WIRELESS MICS WERE NOT SOLD OFF 2 YRS AGO MY THE FCC, ADD ANOTHER 
20K, FOR  JUST 4 WIRELESS HANDHELDS AND LAVS?   
13.  Staff Training: Clear Presentations & Mic Technique x OK Training/procedural Issue, MAYBE STAFF TRAINING AND A COUPLE 
OF UPGRADES IS ALL YOU NEED. Also what wrong with the beyer goosenecks, its what the board wanted, and if told how to use 
them they work fine. TAKE OFF THE EXTENDER, THESE ARE TOP QUALITY MICS. 
14.  Simplify Rear Round Table  MOUNT CEILING THIS EQUIPMENT WAS BOUGHT IN 2011. 
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15..Provide Better Lighting From Front, Side and Back of Subjects x OK New cameras will operate better in low light conditions, 

 THE CAMERAS ARE FINE IS THE LIGHTING AS WAS TOLD TO TOM SPADA WHEN I WAS THERE.   IT'S THE 
COLOR TEMPERATURE OF THE LIGHTS! AND WOOD BACKGROUND! CAMERAS ARE 
TOP OF LINE. 
16.  I WILL NOT EVEN BOTHER GOING OVER THE MATRIX AS MOST IF NOT ALL OF THAT CAN HAPPEN NOW.   IF YOU WOULD HAVE 
LISTEN TO THE AV TECH INPUTS (SEE HANDOUT), THEN MAYBE YOU MIGHT BE CLOSE.   I WISH YOU LUCK.   MOST IF NOT ALL OF THIS 
CAN HAPPEN NOW,  HOWEVER YOU HAVE NOT GOT THE RIGHT COSTS, NOR THE RIGHT ENGINEERS, NOR HAVE YOU THOUGHT OF THE 
USER's, WHO STILL DON'T USE THE EQUIPMENT RIGHT. NOR HAVE YOU ASKED STAFF WHAT CAN THIS EQUIPMENT DO? 
HURRY YOU STILL HAVE TIME TO ADD TO THE COST, FIGURE THE ACOUSTICS OUT, AND ASK HOW DID WE GET ENGINEERS 
WITH NO BOARDROOM EXPERIENCE.  Remember if you cannot grasp simple equipment, how will you manage higher tech? 
Does staff and board  read employee reports, or any of the tapes, PR's, expense reports etc.  we have provided links rebuttals but 
the board, managers just disregard the info, and keep wasting tax money. 
BTW YOU STREAM ALREADY   

 View Board meetings (streaming video) 

 
AS DUG MUIRHEAD SAID YES I SAW THE SYSTEM break, SO IT SHOULD BE REPLACED, WELL WHAT WAS THE CAUSE OF THAT, 
GEORGE KAMENJATI STOPPED ALL WORK IN THE ROOM SO THINGS WILL FAIL, HE WOULD NOT EVEN LET RAY GO PICK UP THE TECH 
DRAWINGS FROM ME AT HOME, NOR GET ALL THE KEYS. 
BTW WHERE IS THE CHECK FOR MY THROWN AWAY PERSONAL ITEMS THAT GEORGE K TOLD TECHS TO TOSS OUT? 
Paul: 
Thanks for the email.  I spoke with several people in the IT unit, and it looks like they might have inadvertently 
thrown some of your things away.  That was the basis of the $1,300 offer.  In my discussions, it became clear to 
me that nothing was intentional, and that they were just trying to clear and clean.  As for the other issues, I can’t 
find any evidence of your manager breaching any confidentiality or intentionally telling someone about your 
medical condition.  
The $1,300 offer still stands.  If you would like to accept the offer, please let me know. 
David Cahen 
Risk Manager 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
 
I DID ACCEPT HIS OFFER, BUT THEN HE ADDED A NO TALK CLAUSE? 
 
HAVE YOU LOOKED AT RGD NOT ONE BOARD ROOM 
 
THIS ROOM IS UNIQUE, ANYONE CAN BUILD A ROOM 
BUT THEY HAVE NOT ONE BOARDROOM UNDER THERE BELT. 
  
http://rgdacoustics.com/index.php/projects/commercial/   
THEY MIGHT BE ACOUSTICAL ENGINEERS, BUT SO WAS  MUZAK  AND SLATER AND ASSOCIATES, AND LOOK WHAT YOU GOT IN 1999.  
THEY THEN SUB IT OUT TO A ONE MAN FIRM, THEN YOU HIRED GOELTZ TO FIX AND REPLACE MOST IF NOT ALL OF THE AUDIO AND 
VIDEO GEAR. 
AS TO THE ENGINEER SAYING YOU WILL NEED 37 CONVERTERS IS JUST NOT TRUE, A TOP OF THE LINE CONVERTER CAN BE PLACED 
WITH THE TECH WHO WOULD HANDLE INPUTS OF VARIOUS DEVICES. AND A GOOD UNIT IN THE RACK TO HANDLE OTHER INPUTS IS 
ALL THAT IS REQUIRED. 
THIS FIRM HAS BEEN PAID LIKE THE FIRST FIRM TO TELL THE IT DEPT AND YOU WANT YOU WANT, WHEN THIS IS INSTALLED IT WILL 
BE 5-10 YEARS OLD.  and there is no guarantee that hdmi,sd or whatever will be in favor.  Worry about the draught, add a couple of pieces 
and find out who stopped adding pieces so you can do a few of the things it cannot. 
AND HAS THE ENGINEERS TOLD YOU HOW THEY PLAN TO USE THERE ACOUSTICAL EXPERIENCE, AND HOW THEY PLAN TO TRAIN THE 
END USER TO TALK INTO THE MICROPHONE, HAVE THEY ACCOUNTED FOR IMPROPER USE AND A BAD ROOM DESIGN?    
And them pushing you on this hdmi/sunshine act, is 100% wrong, you still have very old legacy computer systems, that are contracted out.  
Again ask any local av company if this cannot be maintained and or repaired, it can, you do not need this level of upgrades, nor is 
4k required, for the 100 people that watch. 
 
AGAIN THIS COMPANY HAS BEEN PAID TO TELL YOU THIS BY NON OTHER THAN THE MANIPULATOR IN THE IT DEPT, AND UPPER 
STAFF. 
 

If if you do upgrade, just as before there will be 20 different formats coming 
in from the public, staff and older equipment, all will require adapters.  IF 
WORK HAD PROGRESSED, AND YOU INSTALLED THE EQUIPMENT I 
RECOMENDED YEARS AGO YOU WOULD BE BETTER OFF.   WHY NOT 
QUESTION THE MANAGERS THAT HALTED WORK IN THE BOARDROOM, 
ASK ABOUT UNINSTALLED EQUIPMENT, AND OPEN PO's NOT USED..... 
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you will never stop the cassette, vga laptop, and different formats, i guess you 
will just tell the public sorry go home, fire the manager who stopped work, fix 
what needs to be fixed, let's not waste another 2million.  AGAIN NO BLU 
RAY DISC HAS EVER BEEN BROUGHT IN, AND THERE IS 
NO GUARANTEES, THAT ANY FORMAT WILL STAY, GO AWAY ETC, THIS 
IS BELLS WHISTLES, AGAIN ASK THE TECH WHAT THE SYSTEM CAN DO 
NOW. 
ALSO IF WORK ON THE SYSTEM WOULD HAVE NOT BEEN STOPPED, 
THERE WOULD BE HDMI SWITCHER SCALER IF NEEDED!  AGAIN MOST 
PRESENTATIONS ARE DRAG AND DROPPED INTO THE PC, NOT BLU RAY 
THIS IS FOR MOVIES. 
 
again thank you 
paul goeltz 
 
attachments 
 
Attachment 2 Stakeholder Matrix  MOST IF NOT ALL CAN HAPPEN NOW. and not the current one. 
 
Handouts-Agenda Item 5.2 READ WERE THE AV TECH WAS INVOLVED, BUT DISMISSED 
scvwd ray 10 28 2014 EMAILS 
 
062215 IT Ad Hoc Comm Mins  THE ONLY MEETING HELD and the asked for a 2nd meeting?? with rays input 
 
scvwd ray RAYS REBUTTAL 10 28 14 
 
SCVWD PGOELTZ 10 28 2014  SR AV TECH 10 28 14 
 
AUDIT 2012 
http://scvwd.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=3&clip_id=962&meta_id=105367 

  paul addressing the board 12 2012 and hand out below 
title joe handout  
 

http://cf.valleywater.org/About_Us/Board_of_directors/Board_meetings/_20
12_Published_Meetings//MG47843/AS47844/AS47848/AI49234/DO49236/
1.PDF 

 
--  
@pgoeltz 
my only phone is 408 899 9692  
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FC 1025 (09-20-13) 

Meeting Date: 10-14-14 
Agenda Item:  
Unclassified Manager: S. Tikekar 
Extension: 2424 
Director(s): All 

BOARD AGENDA MEMO 

 
SUBJECT: Resolution Providing for the Notice of Time and Place of the Public Hearing on the 

Engineer’s Report for the Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization Project, Project No. 
60101011 (San Jose) 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   

Adopt the Resolution (Attachment 3) Providing for the Notice of Time and Place of the Public 
Hearing on the Engineer’s Report (Attachment 1) for the Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization 
Project for 6:00 p.m. on October 28, 2014, at the Santa Clara Valley Water District, Boardroom, 
at 5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, California 95118. 

 
The Board’s approval of the recommendation to adopt the Resolution and set the time and 
place for the public hearing will allow the Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization Project to 
proceed.  If the Board does not approve this recommendation, staff requests Board direction 
regarding further action for the Project. 
 
 
SUMMARY: 

The objectives of the Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization Project are to implement a new 
audiovisual system for the boardroom, its conference rooms and integrate an electronic voting 
(e-voting) system.  
 
This Project will: 

 
a. Improve the Board-meeting viewer’s experience by incorporating state-of-the art AV 

equipment in the delivery of broadcast services. 
 

b. Create a reliable, media-friendly boardroom that will facilitate AV presentations for 
various meetings including the District’s board meetings, and those of civic groups. 

 
c. Create high quality and high definition state-of-the-art digital AV system to facilitate and 

document District meetings, voting records, and presentations, and which can be made 
available via cablecast, broadcast, or the internet, either in simulcast or for subsequent 
distribution. 

 
d. Create a high quality, user-friendly AV system with enhanced capabilities for person(s) 

with disabilities. 
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SUBJECT: Resolution Providing for the Notice of Time and Place of the Public Hearing on 
the Engineer’s Report for the Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization Project, 
Project No. 60101011 (San Jose) 

 10-14-2014 
 

 Page 2 of 3 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The Boardroom’s audiovisual system was designed in 1997 and built in 2000. In addition to the 
board’s own public meetings, the existing system is used for the District’s many internal 
divisional, unit, and group meetings, and frequently for other general district and community 
events of a business, educational, outreach, or celebratory nature. 
 
The existing legacy analog-based audiovisual system, uses technology designed over 17 years 
ago and does not provide for enhanced features of an e-voting and high resolution multi-screen 
viewing, archiving, editing, casting and streaming of digital audio and video signals.  
 
This system is not capable of integrating a sophisticated digital e-voting system and related 
features, nor does it have enough capacity or compatibility to provide for additional multi-signal 
switching of wired and wireless digital devices that can accommodate multi-scenario featured 
meetings. 

 
The existing system requires dedicated staff resources to insure basic operation during board 
meetings. The reliability of this aged system is unpredictable and on many occasions has 
experienced audiovisual devices and power-related deficiencies and failures. 

 
Because of the new features requirements, technology limitations and exiting issues, the Project 
scope will completely overhaul the AV system and provide for a modern electronic voting 
system. 
 
 
ENGINEER’S REPORT 
 
Section 12 of the District Act requires the Board to conduct a public hearing to hear testimony 
on a project when: 1) the project is new construction and 2) the project is funded by a single or 
joint zone of benefit. As the proposed Project meets both conditions, staff prepared an  
Engineer’s Report titled “Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization Project Engineer’s Report” 
dated June 2, 2014, (Attachment 1) for the purpose of public disclosure.  The Notice of Public 
Hearing for the Engineer’s report is provided in Attachment 2. 
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

The estimated total planning, design, construction and District labor costs for the Project are 
approximately $750,000 to $940,000 (FY 2015 dollars). A budget adjustment will be 
recommended to the Board later this fiscal year to provide the funds needed for planned Project 
construction work.  
 
 
CEQA:   

Recommendation: The recommended action does not constitute a project under CEQA because 
it does not have a potential for resulting in direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 
change in the environment.  
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ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization Project Engineer’s Report. 
 

2. Notice of Public Hearing 
 

3. Resolution to Set a Public Hearing 
 

4. Project Delivery Process Schematic 
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Boardroom Audiovisual System  
 

Modernization Project 
 

   
 

Information Technology Unit 
 

  (ITU) 

Engineering Report 
 

June 2nd, 2014 
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Boardroom Audiovisual System Modernization Project 
 

PROJECT NO. 60101011 
 

 
ENGINEERING REPORT  

 
Prepared by: 

 
George Kamenjati, Office Automation Administrator 

 
 

The information presented in the Engineering Report is consistent with the design plans that 
have been prepared under the direct supervision of the undersigned, who hereby certifies that 

he (she) is a Licensed Electrical Engineer in the State of California. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Information Technology Services Division 
 
 

 
Frank Fung      Sudhanshu Tikekar 
Information Technology Unit Manager                      Deputy Administrative Officer 
 
 
 
 
 
Jesus Nava                            Beau Goldie 
Chief Administrative Officer    Chief Executive Officer  
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1. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION 

The Boardroom’s audiovisual system was designed in 1997 and built in 2000 to provide that 
era’s state of the art technology platform for the district’s board to communicate with the 
community it serves. In addition to the board’s own public meetings, the existing system is used 
for the District’s internal divisional, unit, and group meetings and for other general district and 
community events of a business, educational, outreach, or celebratory nature. 
 
The existing analog-based boardroom audiovisual system, uses technology designed over 17 
years ago and does not provide for enhanced features of an E-Voting and high resolution multi-
screen viewing, archiving, editing, broadcasting, and streaming of digital audio and video 
signals.  
 
Although the catalyst for this upgrade Project is to provide an integrated E-Voting system and 
Hi-Def audio and video signals, the system itself has been exhibiting technical and reliability 
issues not easily supported by the industry as many of its components including its 
programming are no longer provided for by the mainstream-market’s new standards. 
 
The existing system is not capable of integrating a sophisticated digital E-Voting system and its 
related features, nor does it have enough capacity or compatibility to provide for additional multi-
signal switching of wired and wireless digital devices that can accommodate multi-scenario 
featured meetings. 
 
The existing system requires dedicated staff resources to insure basic operation during board 
meetings. The reliability of this aged system is unpredictable and on many occasions has 
experienced audiovisual devices and power-related deficiencies and failures. 
 
Because of the new features which can’t be integrated in the existing system and due to the 
previously presented issues of reliability, supportability and limitations, it was decided to provide 
the needed technology by planning a comprehensive system upgrade. 
 
The upgrade Project objectives were established by staff, and used to design a new audiovisual 
system for the boardroom and conference rooms. 
This Project will: 
 

a. Improve the Board-meeting viewer’s experience by incorporating state-of-the art AV 
equipment in the delivery of broadcast services. 
 

b. Create a reliable media-friendly boardroom that will facilitate AV presentations for 
various meetings including the District’s board meetings, and civic groups. 

 
c. Create high quality and high definition state-of-the-art digital AV system to facilitate and 

document District meetings, voting records, and presentations, and which can be made 
available via cablecast, broadcast, or the internet either in simulcast or for later 
distribution. 

 
d. Create a high quality, user-friendly AV system with enhanced capabilities for person(s) 

with disabilities. 
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2. EXECUTIVE LIMITATIONS COMPLIANCE 

 
Implementation of the Boardroom audiovisual system upgrade project supports Board 
Policy EL-6 “The BAOs shall protect and adequately maintain corporate assets.” 
 

3. ZONE BENEFITS 

The proposed Project would be funded from the district’s general fund.  It would provide 
a modern audiovisual system that includes an electronic voting system and would 
benefit both Zones W2 (North County) and W-5 (South County). 
 
 

4. PROJECT RIGHT-OF-WAY 

The District’s Boardroom audiovisual system is located on a District-owned facility. All 
work will be performed within this area. No additional right of way or land will be 
acquired. 
 
 
 

5. PROJECT COST 

 
The cost of the Project is estimated to be $750,000 to $940,000 (FY 2015 dollars); and 
the proposed Project would be funded by the district’s general fund. 
 
 

 
6. PICTURES & MAP 

Pictures and a Map respectively of existing audiovisual equipment and Project 
location can be found in the next pages of this Report. 
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Picture 1- Board Dais audience view 

 

 
Picture 2- Board Dais side view 

 

 
Picture 3- Main Camera mounting. 
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       Picture 4- Audiovisual Rack Cabling  Picture 5- Audiovisual Rack Devices  

 

 
Picture 6- Audiovisual System operation desk 
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LOCATION MAP

 

Project Site at 
5700 Almaden Expressway  
San Jose, Ca 95118 

HANDOUT 8.1-B 
MAR 8 2016



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

HANDOUT 8.1-B 
MAR 8 2016



Attachment 2 
Page 1 of 1 

 

 

           Public hearing notice 
 
 

Topic: Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization Project 

Who: Santa Clara Valley Water District 

What: Public  hearing on the Engineer’s Report 

When: October 28, 2014; 
Item is time certain at 6:00 P.M. 

Place: Santa Clara Valley Water District; Boardroom 
5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, Ca 95118 
 

Why: The proposed work of improvement is described in the Boardroom 

Audiovisual Modernization Project Engineer’s Report.  The Report is on 
file at the Clerk of the Board of Directors, 5700 Almaden Expressway, 
San Jose, California and on Valley Water’s website:  
http://www.valleywater.org/PublicReviewDocuments.aspx  
 

The objective of the Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization Project is 
to upgrade the existing audiovisual system to allow for an electronic 
voting system that integrates with a reliable, modern, and digitally- 
based new framework. 
  
At the time and place fixed for the public hearing, the Board of 
Directors will receive comments on the Engineer’s Report for the 
Project.  After considering the comments, the Board will decide 
whether or not to proceed with the Project. 
 
For more information about this hearing or this Project, contact 
Project Manager, George Kamenjati at (408) 265-2607, ext. 2493. 

  
Reasonable efforts will be made to accommodate persons with 
disabilities wishing to attend this public hearing. For additional 
information on attending this hearing including requesting 
accommodations for disabilities or interpreter assistance, please 
contact the Office of the Clerk of the Board at (408) 265-2607, 
ext. 2277, at least three business days prior to the hearing. 
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

RESOLUTION NO. 14- 

PROVIDING FOR THE NOTICE OF TIME AND PLACE OF THE  
PUBLIC HEARING ON THE ENGINEER’S REPORT FOR THE  
BOARDROOM AUDIOVISUAL MODERNIZATION PROJECT 

WHEREAS, the Santa Clara Valley Water District has been duly and regularly established and 

exists pursuant to the provisions of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Act; and 

WHEREAS, the District has proceeded with feasibility and alternatives analysis for the Project 

objectives to be attained, and has documented the alternatives analysis and decision criteria 

and comparisons in a Planning Study Report prepared by the District’s Information Technology  

Staff and dated June 2, 2014; and 

WHEREAS, on the 14th day of October 2014, the Engineer’s Report for the Proposed Project 

prepared by the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s Information Technology  Staff, titled 

“Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization” and dated June 2, 2014 , was made available to the 

Board of Directors, showing: 

1. A general description of the proposed Project; 

2. A general description and maps showing the location of the proposed Project; and 

3. An estimate of the cost of the proposed Project and means of financing these costs. 

WHEREAS, Section 12 of the District Act requires the Board to conduct a public hearing to hear 

testimony on a project when: (1) the project is new construction and (2) the project is funded by 

single or joint zones of benefits. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 

District as follows: 

SECTION 1 

a. That the 28th day of October 2014 at 6:00 p.m. in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 

Boardroom, be fixed as the time and place for a public hearing on the Engineer’s Report 

and this Board of Directors will consider all written and oral comments to the proposed 

Project; and 

b. That the Engineer’s Report for the proposed Project, titled “Boardroom Audiovisual 

Modernization Project Engineer’s Report” and dated June 2, 2014, is available for public 

inspection by any interested person at Santa Clara Valley Water District’s office, 

5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, CA 95118, and on the District’s website 

http://www.valleywater.org/PublicReviewDocuments.aspx. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District by the 

following vote on October 14, 2014: 

AYES: Directors 

NOES: Directors 

ABSENT: Directors 

ABSTAIN: Directors 

 SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
 
 
 
 By: _______________________________ 
  TONY ESTREMERA  
  Chair/Board of Directors 
 
 
ATTEST:  MICHELE L. KING, CMC 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Clerk/Board of Directors 
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FC 1025 (09-20-13) 

Meeting Date: 10/28/2014 
Agenda Item:  
Unclassified Manager: S. Tikekar 
Extension: 2424 
Director(s): All 

BOARD AGENDA MEMO 

 
SUBJECT: Public Hearing on the Engineer’s Report for Boardroom Audiovisual 

Modernization Project;  Resolution to Approve the Engineer’s Report and Project; 
Adopt Plans and Specifications and Authorize Advertisement for Bids, Project No. 
60204016 (San Jose CA) 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   

A.  Conduct Public Hearing on the Engineer’s Report; 
 

B.  Adopt the Resolution (Attachment 3) approving the Engineer’s Report; 
  

C.  Approve the Boardroom Audiovisual System Modernization Project; 
 

D.  Find that a certain “Electronic Voting System” manufactured by “Granicus” should be 
designated by specific brand name and catalog item as a sole source product to match 
other products already in use in the Boardroom; 
 

E.  Adopt the Plans and Specifications and authorize advertisement for bids for construction 
of the Boardroom Audiovisual System Modernization Project per Notice to Bidders 
(Attachment 5); and 
 

F.  Authorize the Designated Engineer to issue addenda, as necessary, during bidding. 
 

The Board’s approval of the recommendation will allow the Project to proceed.  If the Board 
does not approve this recommendation, staff requests Board direction regarding further action 
for the Project. 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
The ob jectives of  t he Boardroom A udiovisual M odernization P roject ar e t o i mplement a n 
electronic voting ( e-voting) and a new  audi ovisual s ystem f or t he boa rdroom and c onference 
rooms. This project will: 
 
1) Improve the Board-meeting viewer’s experience by incorporating state-of-the art AV 

equipment in the delivery of broadcast services. 
 
2) Create a reliable, media-friendly boardroom that will facilitate AV presentations for meetings 

including the District’s board meetings, and those of civic groups. 
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3) Create high quality and hi gh de finition s tate-of-the-art d igital A V s ystem t o facilitate a nd 

document D istrict m eetings, v oting r ecords, an d pr esentations, and which c an be m ade 
available v ia c ablecast, br oadcast, or  t he i nternet ei ther i n s imulcast or for subsequent 
distribution. 

 
4) Create a high quality, user-friendly AV system with enhanced capabilities for person(s) with 

disabilities.  
 
5)  Outfit the Chief’s conference room A-173 with high quality audiovisual equipment. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The Boardroom’s audiovisual system was designed in 1997 and built in 2000. In addition to the 
Board’s own public meetings, the existing system is used for the District’s many division, unit, 
and group meetings, and frequently for other general District and community events of a 
business, educational, outreach or celebratory nature. 
 
The existing legacy analog-based audiovisual system in the boardroom uses technology 
designed over 17 years ago and does not provide for enhanced features of an e-voting and high 
resolution multi-screen viewing, archiving, editing, broadcasting and streaming of digital audio 
and video signals.  
 
This system is not capable of integrating a sophisticated digital e-voting system and related 
features nor does it have enough capacity or compatibility to provide for additional multi-signal 
switching of  wired and wireless digital dev ices t hat can accommodate multi-scenario featured 
meetings. 
 
The existing system requires dedicated staff resources to ensure basic operation during board 
meetings. The r eliability o f t his a ged s ystem i s unpr edictable and on many oc casions has 
experienced audiovisual devices and power-related deficiencies and failures. 
 
Finding professional support for the existing system by mainstream vendors and manufacturers 
is challenging.  
 
A Planning Study was prepared for the Project in June, 2014.  A copy of the Report was 
provided to the Board as a Non-Agenda item on Sept 26, 2014 and included in the Chief 
Executive Officer’s Bulletin on Sept 25, 2014. 
 
Attachment 4 (Project Delivery Process Schematic) highlights the current project phase and 
staff recommendations currently before the Board. 
 
Engineer’s Report: 
 
Section 12 of the District Act requires the Board to conduct a public hearing to listen to 
testimony on a project when: 1) the project is new construction: and 2) the project is funded by 
zone funding.  This project is in the General Fund which receives approximately 60% of its 
funding from the Water Utility Enterprise Fund for the benefit of zone W-2 and zone W-5. 
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As the proposed Project meets both conditions, staff prepared an Engineer’s Report 
(Attachment 1) for the purpose of public disclosure. The Notice of Public Hearing for the 
Engineer’s Report (Attachment 2) was published October 7, 2014 on the San Jose Post. 
 
Sole Source Justification 
   
For a sole source product to be used, one of four criteria must be met as stated in Public 
Contract Code Section 3400(c).  For this project, PCC Section 3400(c)(2) allows the awarding 
authority to make a finding that such a designation is justified to obtain a necessary item to 
match other products in use on a particular public improvement, either completed or in the 
course of completion. 
 
To comply with PCC in regards to use of sole source product for project construction, staff 
recommends the Board find that the “Electronic Voting System” manufactured by “Granicus” is 
necessary to match and ensure working compatibility with the existing “Granicus” online 
broadcasting services of board-meetings for public and staff viewing. 
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

The estimated total project cost, including design, construction, staff labor and contingency is 
$940,000 (2015 dollars).  The proposed Project would be financed by the District’s General 
Fund.  The Water Utility Enterprise Fund provides approximately 60% of the funding for the 
General Fund for the benefit of zone W-2 and zone W-5. 
 
CEQA:   

The recommended action does not constitute a project under CEQA because it does not have a 
potential for resulting in direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1.       Boardroom Audiovisual System Modernization Project Engineer’s Report. 

2. Notice of Public Hearing 
 

3. Resolution Approving the Engineer’s Report for the Boardroom Audiovisual System 
Modernization Project 

4. Project Delivery Process Schematic 
 

5.       Notice to Bidders  
 

6. Power Point Presentation 
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Boardroom Audiovisual System Modernization Project 
 

PROJECT NO. 60204016 
 

 
ENGINEERING REPORT  

 
Prepared by: 

 
George Kamenjati, Office Automation Administrator 

 
 

The information presented in the Engineering Report is consistent with the design plans that 
have been prepared under the direct supervision of the undersigned, who hereby certifies that 

he (she) is a Licensed Electrical Engineer in the State of California. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Information Technology Services Division 
 
 

 
Frank Fung      Sudhanshu Tikekar 
Information Technology Unit Manager                      Deputy Administrative Officer 
 
 
 
 
 
Jesus Nava                            Beau Goldie 
Chief Administrative Officer    Chief Executive Officer  
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1. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION 

The Boardroom’s audiovisual s ystem was des igned i n 1997 and  built in  2000 to pr ovide that 
era’s state of the art technology platform for the district’s board to communicate with the 
community it serves. In addition to the board’s own public meetings, the existing system is used 
for the District’s internal divisional, unit, and group meetings and for other general district and 
community events of a business, educational, outreach, or celebratory nature. 
 
The existing analog-based boardroom audiovisual system, uses technology des igned over 17 
years ago and does not provide for enhanced features of an E-Voting and high resolution multi-
screen v iewing, ar chiving, edi ting, broadcasting, and s treaming o f di gital audi o and video 
signals.  
 
Although the catalyst for this upgrade Project is to provide an integrated E-Voting system and 
Hi-Def audi o and v ideo s ignals, t he system itself has been  ex hibiting t echnical and r eliability 
issues not easily s upported by  t he i ndustry as m any o f i ts c omponents i ncluding i ts 
programming are no longer provided for by the mainstream-market’s new standards. 
 
The existing system is not capable of integrating a sophisticated digital E-Voting system and its 
related features, nor does it have enough capacity or compatibility to provide for additional multi-
signal s witching o f w ired and w ireless digital devices t hat c an ac commodate multi-scenario 
featured meetings. 
 
The existing system requires dedicated staff resources to insure basic operation during board 
meetings. T he reliability of t his ag ed s ystem is unpr edictable and on many oc casions has 
experienced audiovisual devices and power-related deficiencies and failures. 
 
Because of t he new features which can’t be i ntegrated in t he ex isting system and due to the 
previously presented issues of reliability, supportability and limitations, it was decided to provide 
the needed technology by planning a comprehensive system upgrade. 
 
The upgrade Project objectives were established by staff, and used to design a new audiovisual 
system for the boardroom and conference rooms. 
This Project will: 
 

a. Improve t he B oard-meeting v iewer’s e xperience by  incorporating state-of-the a rt A V 
equipment in the delivery of broadcast services. 
 

b. Create a reliable media-friendly boardroom that w ill f acilitate A V pr esentations for 
various meetings including the District’s board meetings, and civic groups. 

 
c. Create high quality and high definition state-of-the-art digital AV system to facilitate and 

document District meetings, voting records, and presentations, and which can be made 
available v ia c ablecast, br oadcast, or  the internet ei ther i n simulcast o r for l ater 
distribution. 

 
d. Create a high quality, user-friendly AV system with enhanced capabilities for person(s) 

with disabilities. 
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2. EXECUTIVE LIMITATIONS COMPLIANCE 

 
Implementation of the Boardroom audiovisual system upgrade project supports Board 
Policy EL-6 “The BAOs shall protect and adequately maintain corporate assets.” 
 

3. ZONE BENEFITS 

The proposed Project would be funded from the district’s general fund.  It would provide 
a m odern audiovisual system that includes an el ectronic voting s ystem and would 
benefit both Zones W2 (North County) and W-5 (South County). 
 
 

4. PROJECT RIGHT-OF-WAY 

The District’s Boardroom audiovisual system is located on a District-owned facility. All 
work will be performed within this area. No additional right of way or land will be 
acquired. 
 
 
 

5. PROJECT COST 

 
The cost of the Project is estimated to be $750,000 to $940,000 (FY 2015 dollars); and 
the proposed Project would be funded by the district’s general fund. 
 
 

 
6. PICTURES & MAP 

Pictures and a Map respectively of existing audiovisual equipment and Project 
location can be found in the next pages of this Report. 
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Picture 1- Board Dais audience view 

 

 
Picture 2- Board Dais side view 

 

 
Picture 3- Main Camera mounting. 
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       Picture 4- Audiovisual Rack Cabling  Picture 5- Audiovisual Rack Devices  

 

 
Picture 6- Audiovisual System operation desk 

 
 
 

HANDOUT 8.1-B 
MAR 8 2016



Boardroom Audiovisual System Modernization Project Attachment 1 
Engineering Report Page 7 of 7 

LOCATION MAP

 

Project Site at 
5700 Almaden Expressway  
San Jose, Ca 95118 
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           Public hearing notice 
 
 

Topic: Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization Project 

Who: Santa Clara Valley Water District 

What: Public  hearing on the Engineer’s Report 

When: October 28, 2014; 
Item is time certain at 6:00 P.M. 

Place: Santa Clara Valley Water District; Boardroom 
5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, Ca 95118 
 

Why: The proposed work of improvement is described in the Boardroom 
Audiovisual Modernization Project Engineer’s Report.  The Report is on 
file at the Clerk of the Board of Directors, 5700 Almaden Expressway, 
San Jose, California and on Valley Water’s website:  
http://www.valleywater.org/PublicReviewDocuments.aspx  
 
The objective of the Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization Project is 
to upgrade the existing audiovisual system to allow for an electronic 
voting system that integrates with a reliable, modern, and digitally- 
based new framework. 
  
At the time and place fixed for the public hearing, the Board of 
Directors will receive comments on the Engineer’s Report for the 
Project.  After considering the comments, the Board will decide 
whether or not to proceed with the Project. 
 
For more information about this hearing or this Project, contact 
Project Manager, George Kamenjati at (408) 265-2607, ext. 2493. 

  
Reasonable efforts will be made to accommodate persons with 
disabilities wishing to attend this public hearing. For additional 
information on attending this hearing including requesting 
accommodations for disabilities or interpreter assistance, please 
contact the Office of the Clerk of the Board at (408) 265-2607, 
ext. 2277, at least three business days prior to the hearing. 
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

RESOLUTION NO. 14- 

APPROVING THE ENGINEER’S REPORT FOR BOARDROOM AUDIOVISUAL 
SYSTEM MODERNIZATION PROJECT 

WHEREAS, the Santa Clara Valley Water District has been duly and regularly established and 
exists pursuant to the provisions of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Act; and 

WHEREAS, the District has proceeded with feasibility and alternatives analysis for the Project 
objectives to be attained, and has documented the alternatives analysis and decision criteria 
and comparisons in a Planning Study Report prepared by the District’s Information Technology  
Staff and dated June 2, 2014; and 

WHEREAS, notice of the time and place of said public hearing was duly given and published 
pursuant to law; and 

WHEREAS, on the 14th day of October 2014, the Engineer’s Report for the Proposed Project 
prepared by the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s Information Technology  Staff, titled 
“Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization” and dated June 2, 2014 , was made available to the 
Board of Directors, showing: 

1. A general description of the proposed Project; 

2. A general description and maps showing the location of the proposed Project; and 

3. An estimate of the cost of the proposed Project and means of financing these costs. 

WHEREAS, Section 12 of the District Act requires the Board to conduct a public hearing to hear 
testimony on a project when: (1) the project is new construction and (2) the project is funded by 
single or joint zones of benefits. 

WHEREAS, on said 28th day of October 2014, at the time and place as set by the Board of 
Directors a public hearing was duly held 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District as follows: 

SECTION 1 

That all comments including all written and oral objections to the proposed Project have been 
heard and considered; 

SECTION 2 

That this Board hereby approves said Engineer’s Report for a work of improvement for the 
Boardroom Audiovisual System Modernization Project—Project No. 60204016; 
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SECTION 3 

That the Engineer of this District has estimated the cost of the Project is $750,000 to $940,000 
(2015 Dollars) and that this Board hereby determines that said Project is for the benefit of North 
County (W-2) and South County (W-5) zones and further determines that the cost thereof shall 
be borne by General Fund. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District by the 
following vote on October 28, 2014: 

AYES: Directors 

NOES: Directors 

ABSENT: Directors 

ABSTAIN: Directors 

 SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
 
 
 
 By: _______________________________ 
  TONY ESTREMERA  
  Chair/Board of Directors 
 
 
ATTEST:  MICHELE L. KING, CMC 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Clerk/Board of Directors 
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Boardroom Audiovisual System Modernization Project 

Project No. 60204016 

Contract No. C0600 

1. Notice.  Notice is hereby given that sealed Proposals will be accepted by the 
Construction Program of the Santa Clara Valley Water District, Room B108, of the 
District’s Administration Building, 5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, CA 95118 up to 
2 p.m. on December 10, 2014, for furnishing all material and performing all work 
necessary for construction of the Boardroom Audiovisual System Modernization Project, 
San Jose, CA. 

2. Summary of Work 

A. Project Description.  The project scope includes the following: 

The work includes, but is not limited to the following: 

1. Removal and storage of existing audiovisual devices. 

2. Furnishing and installation of new audiovisual equipment. 

3. Removal and disposal of existing audiovisual related cabling. 

4. Furnishing and installation of new audiovisual related cabling. 

5. Construction and finishing of wall mounted housing and framing to include 
drywall and painting work. 

6. Furnish and install control equipment, panel boards, conduits and 
grounding as required. 

B. Sole Source Products.  The Bid Documents require the Contractor to provide 
the following sole source products in compliance with Public Contract 
Code §3400. 

 1 Granicus Electronic Voting System. 

3. Contract Time.  Time limit for the completion of the work is 90 calendar days. 
 

A. Milestone #1:  Project Completion 
 

4. Liquidated Damages.  See Special Provisions Article 11.07 of the contract documents 
for requirements regarding Liquidated Damages. 

5. Estimated Cost.  The estimated cost of the project is between $650,000 to $750,000.  
This estimate is intended to serve merely as an indication of the magnitude of the work.  
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Neither the Bidder(s) nor the Contractor will be entitled to pursue a claim or be 
compensated due to variance in the stated estimated cost range. 

A. Additive/Deductive Bid Items.  Not Used 

B. Supplemental Bid Items.  Not Used 

6. Contractor’s License Requirement.  The Bidder must possess a B Contractor’s 
license when the Bid is submitted. 

7. Pre-Bid Conference and Site Showing.  A pre-bid conference/site visit will be 
conducted by the District on November 18, 2014.  The conference will convene at 
9:00 a.m. in the District Headquarters Board Room at 5700 Almaden Expressway, 
San Jose CA 95118.  The pre-bid conference will begin with a District presentation on 
the Small Business Outreach Program.  A Bid submitted by any Bidder not represented 
at a mandatory pre-bid conference/site visit will be considered non-responsive.  
Attendance at the pre-bid by subcontractors is not required but highly recommended. 

Attendance by the Bidder at the pre-bid conference/site visit is:  

  Mandatory 

  Optional 

The objective of the site visit is to familiarize prospective Bidders with the site; no 
additional site visits will be allowed.  Please confirm your intent to attend the pre-bid 
meeting and site visit 24 hours in advance by sending e-mail to 
scvwdplanroom@valleywater.org. Reasonable efforts will be made to accommodate 
persons with disabilities wishing to attend the pre-bid meeting/site visit.  Please request 
accommodations when confirming attendance.  

8. Availability of Bid Documents.  Contract Documents, including Drawings and 
Specifications, are available in both paper and electronic (pdf) formats.  Paper copies 
may be purchased for the nonrefundable price of $40.  Provide FedEx account number 
or add $10.00 per set for packaging and postage.  Electronic version is free, transferred 
via file transfer protocol (FTP) site. 

To order Contract 
documents: 

Request Form and information available online. 
Website:  http://www.valleywater.org/Programs/Construction.aspx 
Email:  scvwdplanroom@valleywater.org  
FAX:  (408) 979-5631 
Phone:  (408) 630-3088  

To pick up Contract 
documents in 
person: 

Santa Clara Valley Water District 
5700 Almaden Expressway 
San Jose, CA  95118 
Business Hours:  8 a.m. – 5 p.m. 
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9. Inquiries.  The Bidder must submit all requests for clarification, or interpretation of the 
Bid Documents in accordance with the requirements stated in Article 3.04 of the 
Standard Provisions.  Written questions must be directed to the Project Manager and 
submitted at least ten (10) calendar days before the deadline for receipt of Bids. 

The District may issue written Addenda as appropriate for clarification or other purposes 
during the bidding period.  Addendum notification(s) will be sent to each planholder at 
the email address provided by the contractor for the planholders list and addenda will be 
posted on the District’s website at www.valleywater.org/Programs/Construction.aspx. 

A. Project Manager.  The District’s Project Manager for this project is Mr. George 
Kamenjati and can be reached via e-mail at gkamenjati@valleywater.org or at 
(408) 630-2493. 

B. Process Questions.  For questions regarding the advertisement process, 
contact the District Plan Room at (408) 630-3088, or 
scvwdplanroom@valleywater.org. 

10. Prevailing Wage Requirements.  Workers employed on this project must be paid at 
rates at least equal to the prevailing wage rates as determined by the State of California 
Department of Industrial Relations pursuant to §1770 of the Labor Code.  Said wage 
rates are incorporated herein by reference and may be inspected upon request.  The 
rates are also available on the State of California Department of Industrial Relations 
website at http://www.dir.ca.gov/

11. Bid Proposal Submittal.  All Proposals must be submitted in sealed envelopes 
addressed to Construction Program of the Santa Clara Valley Water District, and state 
the project name and project number on the outside of the sealed envelope.  Each Bid 
must be submitted on the prescribed Bid Forms.  All information on Bid Forms must be 
completed in ink. 

.  See Standard Provisions — Articles 6.04 through 6.06 
for related requirements. 

A. Alternate Delivery for Bid Submittal.  Bidders electing to submit a Proposal by 
FEDEX, UPS, DHL, CA Overnight, Golden State Overnight, etc., must address 
the submittal in accordance with instructions stated in Paragraph 11 above.  Any 
Proposal received after 2 p.m. will be considered non-responsive. 

Address the outside delivery envelope as follows: 

Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Attention:  Construction Program – BID 
5905 Winfield Boulevard 
San Jose, CA  95123-2428 

Note:  USPS (US Mail) does not deliver to 5905 Winfield Boulevard. 

12. Bid Opening.  The Construction Program staff will open Proposals at the time and place 
stated in Paragraph 1 above. 
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13. Errors or Discrepancies in the Bids.  The District Board of Directors reserves the right 
to reject any and all Bid Proposals and to waive minor defects or irregularities in any 
submitted Bid Form(s). 

14. Bidders Security.  Each Proposal must be accompanied by cash, a certified or 
cashier’s check, or a Bidder’s bond in the sum of not less than 10 percent of the total 
aggregate of the Proposal including all additive Bid items.  Said checks or bonds must 
be made payable to the Santa Clara Valley Water District. 

15. Contract Retention.   

 The Contract Retention for this Project is established at five percent of the 
Contract Price.  

 The Contract Retention for this Project is established at ten percent of the 
Contract Price. The Board of Directors has made a finding that the Project is 
substantially complex and therefore requires retention higher than five percent.” 

16. Substitution of Securities.  The Contractor may, at the Contractor’s request and 
expense substitute securities equivalent to the amount withheld by District to ensure the 
performance of the contract in accordance with §22300 of the Public Contract Code. 

17. Small Business Preference.  The District has elected to implement the small business 
preference provisions of Public Contract Code §2002(a)(1).  For purposes of the 
District’s program, a small or micro business is as defined in Government Code §14837.  
Please refer to the small business compliance requirements stated in the Small 
Business Instructions included with these Bid documents. 

The District is an equal opportunity employer and all contractors of District projects are to have 
and follow a policy of equal opportunity including adherence to all state and federal laws and 
regulations, including the Federal Equal Opportunity Clause. 

By order of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District, San Jose, California, 
on October 28, 2014. 

ATTEST:  MICHELE L. KING, CMC 
 
 
 
  
Clerk/Board of Directors 
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Boardroom Audiovisual Modernization Project 

 

 

Board Action on Oct 14, 2014 

Set a Public Hearing on the Engineer’s Report pursuant to District Act 
Section 12.  

 

Today’s Meeting (October 28, 2014) 

Public Hearing on the Engineer’s Report 

1) Project Location and Map; 2) Project Description; 3) Project Right-of-

way;  4) Project Costs; and 5) Staff Proposed Project Funding Sources. 

 

Adopt Resolution approving the Engineer’s Report. 

Approve Project. 

 

 

 
Attachment 6  
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Project Background 
 
 

 The Boardroom’s audiovisual system was designed in 1997 and 
built in 2000 to provide that era’s state of the art technology platform 
for the district’s board to communicate with the community it serves. 
In addition to the board’s own public meetings, the existing system is 
used for the District’s internal divisional, unit, and group meetings 
and for other general district and community events of a business, 
educational, outreach, or celebratory nature. 
  
 The existing analog-based boardroom audiovisual system, uses 
technology designed over 17 years ago and does not provide for 
enhanced features of an E-Voting and high resolution multi-screen 
viewing, archiving, editing, broadcasting, and streaming of digital 
audio and video signals.  

 
 Although the catalyst for this upgrade Project is to provide an 
integrated E-Voting system and Hi-Def audio and video signals, the 
system itself has been exhibiting technical and reliability issues not 
easily supported by the industry as many of its components including 
its programming are no longer provided for by the mainstream-
market’s new standards. Attachment 6  

Page 3 of  8 
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• The existing system is not capable of integrating a 
sophisticated digital E-Voting system and its related features, 
nor does it have enough capacity or compatibility to provide for 
additional multi-signal switching of wired and wireless digital 
devices that can accommodate multi-scenario featured 
meetings. 

 

• The existing system requires dedicated staff resources to 
insure basic operation during board meetings. The reliability of 
this aged system is unpredictable and on many occasions has 
experienced audiovisual devices and power-related 
deficiencies and failures. 

 

• Because of the new features which can’t be integrated in the 
existing system and due to the previously presented issues of 
reliability, supportability and limitations, it was decided to 
provide the needed technology by planning a comprehensive 
system upgrade. 

 Attachment 6  
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• The upgrade Project objectives were established by staff, and 
used to design a new audiovisual system for the boardroom and 
conference rooms. 

 

• This Project will: 

– Improve the Board-meeting viewer’s experience by 
incorporating state-of-the art AV equipment in the delivery of 
broadcast services. 

– Create a reliable media-friendly boardroom that will facilitate 
AV presentations for various meetings including the District’s 
board meetings, and civic groups. 

– Create high quality and high definition state-of-the-art digital 
AV system to facilitate and document District meetings, 
voting records, and presentations, and which can be made 
available via cablecast, broadcast, or the internet either in 
simulcast or for later distribution. 

– Create a high quality, user-friendly AV system with enhanced 
capabilities for person(s) with disabilities. 

 Attachment 6  
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Engineer’s Report  
Project Location 

RWTP 

Attachment 6  
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Engineer’s Report 

Project Description: 

 
 Replacing the Existing Audiovisual system 
 
 Installing an Electronic Voting system 
 
 Outfitting the Chiefs Conference-room with Hi-End Audiovisual   
equipment and features.  
 
 

Project Right-of-Way: 

District’s Boardroom Audiovisual System is in a District owned 
facility.  All work will be performed within the Almaden Campus.  
No additional right of way or lands will be acquired.   

Attachment 6  

Page 7 of 8 

HANDOUT 8.1-B 
MAR 8 2016



Engineer’s Report 

Project Costs: 

Total project cost (estimated design, construction, Staff 
Labor and Contingency): 

$750,000 to $940,000  (2015 Dollars) 
 

 

Staff Proposed Project Funding Sources:  

The proposed project would be financed by the District’s 
General Fund. 
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DIVERSITY & INCLUSION
 COMPREHENSIVE AUDIT

1

Diversity is
about who we
are.
Inclusion is
how we work
together.

Introduction

The purpose of  this study was to conduct a comprehensive diversity and inclusion audit
at the District including an evaluation of the Diversity & Inclusion program itself as well
as the degree to which supporting departments in Human Resources including the
Ethics and Equal Opportunity Program (EEOP), the recruitment,
hiring, and promotions policies and practices were fair and without
obstacles and finally to assess the District's Classified Evaluation
Performance Process.  The goals of the project were to

(1) identify diversity and inclusion best practices which was
concluded in the first report in this series;

(2) analyze previous studies conducted for and by the
District regarding Diversity and Inclusion issues and conduct
original research to evaluate the corporate culture;

(3) analyze the District's hiring and promotion policies and processes for
evidence of obstacles or unfairness, and naturally, where there was a finding or
variance, to make recommendations to align the District;

(4) evaluate the Classified Employee Evaluation program;
(5) evaluate the effectiveness of the Diversity & Inclusion Program and

supporting policies and practices including the Ethics and Equal Opportunity Program
policies and to make recommendations for alignment with Best Practice as well as
structure and function.

CORPORATE CULTURE:
STAFF PERCEPTIONS & UNDERSTANDINGS OF

DIVERSITY & INCLUSION

The District has wrestled with  work climate and  diversity and inclusion issues for
decades. Many staff say it is struggling with a corporate culture that has survived from
its earlier history when the staff was smaller and more homogeneous.  Over the years,
as the numbers of staff have grown, sometimes in rapid spurts, the ability of the
organization to absorb newcomers of all kinds has resulted in tension. The increased
size of the staff plus the simultaneously increased heterogeneity has stressed previously
existing understandings about how things are done at the District, what is or is not
acceptable behavior, communication patterns, and most importantly, the informal power
structure.

In this report, a description of the environment and analysis of possible root causes will
be discussed using data from all known past studies which focused on staff perceptions.
followed by a synthesis and recommendations.
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RESULTS OF PAST STUDIES

The fact that the management has taken diversity and inclusion themes seriously can be
seen in the numerous District wide studies which have been conducted over the years
beginning with the 1996 study, Organizational Culture Survey  and the 2009 Diversity
and Inclusion Cultural Assessment.  There have been special studies of specific areas in
addition including one on women's issues.  Staff satisfaction surveys have been
regularly conducted with the latest one just completed in the fall of 2011.

In this report, a description of the environment and analysis of root causes will be
discussed and synthesized using all known past studies analyzing the climate and staff
perceptions will be summarized followed by a synthesis and recommendations.
Description of the environment and analysis of root causes through a review and
synthesis of previous work

1996 ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE SURVEY

The first formal analysis of diversity issues was undertaken from February to December
of 1996.  The analysis collected information from staff via a paper survey, staff
interviews, and analysis of other District documents including policies, Board minutes,
Affirmative Action plans and confidential EEO reports.

The survey asked questions in these general areas of organizational performance:
communications, cultural diversity, job performance, supervisory leadership and
organizational climate.   Of these areas, cultural diversity was one of the most positively
rated except for supervisor's abilities to handle racial or sexual harassment problems.
Communications, job performance were lowest. Communications regarding job
performance issues presented the most important of the problems by most employees.
Selected survey results were as follows:

About two thirds of employees either disagreed or were unsure about job performance
questions areas including receiving job performance standards information, feedback
about how well they were meeting job expectations, and lack of recognition when they
perform well.

A majority, 55%, of staff believed supervisors are able to deal with people from diverse
backgrounds and treat people fair and equitably.  However, this was in sharp contrast to
being able to handle issues if problems arose when the confidence level in supervisors
fell to 18%.

"A study of employee's write-in comments provides poignant examples of
the experiences, anger, disappointment and chagrin at some of the
practices which are prevalent in the District.  The high levels of feelings ...
is readily apparent. The statements are generally well organized,
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thoughtful, incisive and required extensive time to present in written form."
source: 1996 Employee Organization Climate Survey p 11. .

Analysis of write in comments and interviews resulted in the findings listed below:

 There is a perception that favoritism and power politics were the pathway for
upward mobility.

 Membership in a minority group or low status job results in distinctly different
experiences from white professional males. "These out groups are not restricted
nor defined by color but may be any subset of persons who are not in favor with
the group in power. "

 There are perceived issues of status and hierarchy inequities in terms of training,
access to travel.

 There are integrity issues in terms of not reporting sick time, stealing, lack of
confidentiality.

 Affirmative Action Office - was perceived not to be objective and to have total
control for all job actions.

 There were overt acts of racial or sexual discrimination.

The report concludes with the admonishment that there were 'glaring issues which,
unless addressed by the leadership may become the Achilles heel for a well situated
and financially solvent organization.  These issues are not likely to disappear over time
or through attrition. .. The issues come with strong feelings. The report concludes with
recommendations to develop an action plan with top management ownership, to analyze
the data on staff in terms of composition, grievances, complaints, to develop
accountability systems for managers in terms of employee productivity, communications.

1997 BOARD OF DIRECTORS EEO AUDIT RESPONSE

After Dr. Young's report, the Board of Directors held public, open meetings with all
District staff invited which has now entered the District's often retold legends as 'the tent'
meeting. Subsequently, there were also investigations of at least one overtly racist
incident that was included in the report as occurring that was later investigated but could
not be supported as valid upon closer examination.

2006-07 WOMEN'S INITIATIVE FOCUS GROUP

In 2006 the District hired an independent firm to conduct focus groups and develop a
report and recommendations to understand and improve the situation of women at the

HANDOUT 8.1-B 
MAR 8 2016



DIVERSITY & INCLUSION
 COMPREHENSIVE AUDIT

4

District.  Both men and women participated together and separately in focus group
discussions.  The key findings are summarized below.

Staffing and Recruitment.  There are increasing numbers of women at the District and
the environment has improved.  Men were feeling more comfortable due to support from
District leadership, training and apprentice programs.

Personal Communication Styles.  Men were viewed as exhibiting more
condescending and demeaning behaviors including poor communication and listening
skills, holding stereotypical views of women as support staff, and resentment of women
in the field and technical areas.  Some characterized communications and behaviors as
rude.

Differential Access to Career Opportunities & Development. Some of the women felt
that men had better access to career development and training opportunities. Women
felt excluded from after hours networking opportunities that are important at the District.

Lack of Mentors.  Some women are viewed as personifying the good old boy network
by creating a good old girl network replacement.

The study recommendations reflect the unique issues that women face, but are also
consistent with the findings and perceptions in the all-staff studies.  These include:

 Conduct a promotional process review to determine if promotions have been
made on fair basis.

 Increase discrimination and communications training
 Development of affinity networks
 Strengthen succession planning and career path development
 Conduct a study of access to training opportunities
 The hiring and promotion process should have external, strategic oversight.
 Good faith efforts in recruitment and promotions should be developed and

published.
 A confidential and independent inquiry process for EEO issues should be

established.

2009 DIVERSITY & INCLUSION CULTURAL ASSESSMENT

The 2009-10 Cultural Assessment was the most comprehensive analysis and view of the
issues surrounding diversity and inclusion in the District's history.  It was conducted by
an intensive data collection effort which included interviewing ERG leadership, the
Diversity and Inclusion Council, plus intensive face to face interviews with a random
stratified sample of 52 staff members  and culminating with an online survey of all staff.
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The Leadership strata consisted of all chiefs, deputies, and 7 unit managers so that all
major units were included.  The Employee Representation Leadership  group consisted
of all union leadership as well as the presidents or vice presidents of the Employee
Resource Groups (ERGs). The Employee Occupational Group strata was viewed as the
one which would provide the most representative view of employees across the District.
The purpose of this group was to ensure that voices of all staff were heard regardless of
their participation in D&I programs.

Summary of Interview Findings & Insights

The District is a great place to work.  For many of those interviewed, they went so far as
to volunteer it was the best place they have ever worked.  Noticeably absent from
interview discussions were references to issues regarding salary, benefits, workload,
stress, and burnout.

The recent rapid changes in leadership have been unsettling.  Staff regretfully, almost
wistfully, acknowledged the abrupt, recent changes in times at the District including
attention on budgets, community awareness of the District and media attention.
Newcomers frequently mention this shift as serving as a reality check for the longer term
employees who are still thinking about ‘back-in-the-day’.

In terms of Diversity & Inclusion, employees feel the District has made significant
progress in recent years.  Due to the large influx of staff, new staff and to some degree,
a new generation of staff has made its impact. Staff feels the District environment in
terms of diversity is reflective of its community, and a microcosm of society issues – no
better and no worse.  The zero tolerance policy and communications from leadership
have been supportive of promoting this progress.  A District sponsored diversity
workshop done in the past was also viewed as excellent in setting a new tone for
appropriate behavior in the workplace.

A consistent and recurrent theme, and perhaps our most important
finding, is how perceived difficulties in the management of
employee/supervisor relationships and perceived weaknesses in HR
policies, procedures, and practices have impacted and continue to
confound the District’s Diversity & Inclusion landscape.  This has been
exacerbated by multiple outside influences impacting
supervisor/employee communications and relationships leading to
mistrust and a perceived lack of accountability on both sides of the table.
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Employee Perceptions of
Diversity & Inclusion Climate at the District

As might be expected, the range of opinions regarding diversity and inclusion at the
District ranges the full gamut from lip service to gone too far.

Succinctly, and not too surprising, perceptions about the climate fall into fairly distinct but
often overlapping and ambivalent camps. These are presented in order of their incidence
expressed during the interviews.

We’re there. Let’s Move on – The Transition to Inclusion.  The majority of staff
accept diversity as a fact of life. They view it as a natural part of the work environment
and life in the Bay Area.

This group views diversity as a largely moot issue at the District.  They understand the
rules and accept them. They have little or no activity or involvement in D&I activities and
feel there has been enough or too much talk about it.  Their philosophy can be
characterized by the feeling that D&I issues are resolved, or as resolved as they can be,
since they are reflective of the society at large, so let’s move on.

“We have come a long way since the tent meeting.  Management
practices have changed. …. {but} We need to examine whether the same
{hiring} goals we had back then are still serving our needs in today’s
environment.”

“I have a big question about the diversity events, should we really be
doing these things at work with all the attention we get now? And the
other is, if we have people who have problems, they should fix that, but
most people don’t need all this.”

An observation made by interviewers and an undercurrent in employees’ commentary, is
that Diversity & Inclusion concepts held at the District have been galvanized in a 1980s
EEO/legalistic and power based mentality.  Raising the issue of D&I has brought up the
old images of ‘the tent meeting’ when there seemed to have been an emotional
outpouring of feelings that have not been forgotten by staff who experienced it, and is
still referred to by newer staff as the touchstone reference.

Recently hired staff feel it is now time to move beyond the compliance mentality and to
address the more abstract issues of embracing full inclusion, equal access to career
opportunities based on accountability and merit for all people at the District.  These
people welcome inclusion but do not necessarily support the current perceived approach
to Diversity & Inclusion at the District.

Diversity to these younger staff is a way of working and way of life, not a department at
the District and they don’t appreciate the obstacles that may exist.
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Political Correctness Gone Too Far.  Another relatively common staff perspective
questions whether the pendulum has reactively swung too far. They question if it is now
the diverse groups who are in favor and advantaged in terms of hiring and promotion
preferences, access to power, and access to decision makers.  There are expressions
that reverse discrimination exists.

“In my twenty years here, there’s not a lot of change in terms of the
climate….. {But now} we go out of our way to hire diverse, qualified
candidates, maybe over a white candidate that is more qualified.  We’re
not selecting the best candidates anymore.”

“The diversity hiring is putting a strain on us… {we do it} to a fault.  Our
department is a poster child for diversity.  But what we need now is to
quantify what the District finds of value and put it in a context or
benchmark rather than being out of control.”

The expressions of discomfort with tokenism were not limited to traditionally majority
employees, but also extended to employees belonging to historically disadvantaged
groups.

In addition, women and African Americans wondered out loud if they were ‘EEO’ hires or
if they were indeed hired due to their accomplishments and merits. If the staff
themselves have these questions, naturally their colleagues wonder along with them.

“We have all these celebrations for other cultures.  And now we have
become so culturally sensitive that we {Christians} can’t have a Christmas
tree?”

“There is a perception that race plays a part in hiring and in protection {of
your job}.”

Final Barriers – Not Gone Far Enough.  Based on content analysis of interviewee
responses to open ended questions, remnants of bias against some diverse groups is
still perceived to exist.

No strong themes were identified in these interviews. However, African-American staff
still perceive race to be a factor at the District.

There was also some suggestion that women are still not fully integrated into some units.

“Gender is still an issue we need to get started {on}.  Women in the
maintenance field are an issue still facing us.”

“They still just don’t get women’s issues here.”
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Assessment of LGBT staff was not possible given the sample, but it may be that the
comfort level with discussing gay/lesbian issues at the District may be an issue, and may
vary across units.

Managing Change

The District has experienced rapid change over the last few years.  Leadership changes,
increased attention from the community and media, financial difficulties, silo operations
within the District to mention a few.  All the while, the District is trying to absorb a large
and rapid influx of new, and diverse, staff into a well established, existing team.  How
this influx was managed is likely still influencing the current climate.

Transitioning ERGs -- from Social to Business Function

A consistent theme across all groups interviewed emerged with regard to questioning
the current and future role of the ERGs.  There was a perception that ERGs, while
acknowledged as beneficial in the past, have lost some of their energy and direction.

“The ERGs now are negatively perceived and are very powerful in the
District.”

Their former social function in organizing cultural events has declined as their business
case and justification has been strengthen. During this transition, there has been
questioning as to whether the ERGs have outlived their usefulness and are now a
divisive rather than inclusive force.

“The ERGS were good, but they are past their useful life now.  My
question is, What about the rest of us?  How do I share my cultural
heritage and experiences if I don’t belong to one of the ERGs? They sit at
their tables at lunch and speak their own languages, I don’t know how to
approach them or if I’m welcome.”

Interviewees cite conflicts and competitiveness among the ERGs and what is viewed as
unfair access to decision makers for exclusionary or personal agendas.

“We need to look at the effectiveness of the ERGs, are they are on the
right track?

“ERGs have gotten to be more ‘them-versus-us’ lately”.

“the ERG fire is dwindling, there are fewer resources and idea
generation….They argue because they are not being heard.”

“…the groups are digging in…and {there are} uneven benefits of
inclusion.”
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The Evolution to Inclusion

The District can be proud that there was a general consensus that diversity goals have
been accomplished. The judgment of just how successful depends on where one sits,
but generally that the District reflects its communities, in composition and attitudes
toward diversity.

While incidences of intolerance can not be, and should not be forgotten, there have been
embarrassing, unforgivably racist events which have remained in workplace lore and
legend for a long time and continue to be cited as examples of current day problems.
Some reflection should probably be given to why these images have lingered so long in
the District’s psyche, why there has been the tendency to look backward rather than
forward.

Key Issues
Impacting Diversity & Inclusion Perceptions

A number of recurrent themes arose from the interviews, but please note these are
summarized here as perceptions gleaned from the interviews.

Circling the Wagons: Supervisor/Employee Relations. The possibility of multiple
outside, powerful influences interfering with the supervisor/employee relationships in
terms of career ladders and advancement is perceived to have had a detrimental impact
on supervisors’ willingness and ability to manage.

While line staff often complain that mid-managers are not up to the job, there was a
perception that the line of authority does not seem to be well respected at the District.
Mid-managers do not appear to feel supported as evidenced by limited communications,
lack of feedback to employees, the reported indiscriminant performance review system,
and juggling non-performing employees from one department to another.

There is a perception that the District is not addressing low performers.  This includes
the highest levels, to mid-managers as well as staff.

The challenge is how to facilitate development of supervisors and staff, communications
and relations between them and not penalize anyone in the process.

External Candidates Bias & Candidate Debriefing.   There is a feeling that hiring is
biased toward external, historically under-represented candidates over internal staff.
There is not a uniform practice of debriefing employees who are not promoted, leaving
them to wonder if the reasons for their failures were inappropriately based on personal
characteristics, rather than work related skills.
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Career Ladders & Sponsoring Inside Talent. There was a strong felt need for
development of career ladders, increased access to professional development
opportunities, and increased opportunities among young staff, including engineering
staff, to take on meaningful and progressively more responsible work assignments.

“Managers are not encouraged to develop a talent base internally.”

“Internal candidates are not valued.”

“People aren’t told why they don’t get a promotion. They need to hear that
and then they can trust the system.  Otherwise, people think his {race}
must be the reason that explains it {not getting the promotion}.”

Generational Shifts. Asked about the issues facing the District, naturally leadership
shifts, finances and media image were at the top of the list.  Closely following is a deep
anxiety that the District is not facing its next big challenge:  the transmission of
knowledge to the next generation of District employees.   Their anxieties include lack of
career ladders, mechanisms to coach young staff, particularly engineering staff, lack of
knowledge on how to develop talent, and absence of a mentoring philosophy at the
District.

2011 Listening Sessions & Interviews

The 2011 audit consisted of intensive collection of statistical data and interviews with the
process owners of those areas included in the assessment, group listening sessions and
then targeted individual interviews.

Group listening sessions were held with the Diversity & Inclusion Council as a whole,
without management staff present.   As a result of what was heard at this meeting, the
large group meeting was supplemented with two separate listening sessions with ERG
leaders and then with the Council members who were not associated with an ERG but
chosen based on their job classifications. There was a breach of confidentiality in the
discussion by members of the Council who were present and as a result, there will be a
strong recommendation about Council member's role in preserving confidentiality.

Individual interviews were also conducted and included union leadership to inform them
of the goals of the study and to listen to any issues they may feel needed to be explored
in the audit.

By design a limited number of targeted interviews were conducted with staff identified in
previous work as an area of concern or a demographic of concern. The emotional tenor
as well as the context of the conversations were unchanged from the 2009 interviews.
Findings are summarized below.
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Perceptions of District Climate and Processes

Managers do not have appropriate mechanisms at their disposal to get best
performance from staff. The EEO and grievance process is used as a way to control
managers, especially the anonymous process.  The evaluation process is restrictive and
not used to reward staff. There is zero reward for trying new things but lots of risk. They
feel exhausted by meetings and directives, unappreciated, and unsupported.

Unclassified managers want to be the good guys and liked.  They intervene in situations
and interfere with goals of mid-managers, as a result, and without the facts.

The District uses a military command model of control.  It is a strongly risk adverse
culture,  and as a result, very resistant to change. There is a lack of trust across chief
sectors and as a result, change resistant silos exist that impede progress.

Retaliation is experienced at all levels of management and staff.   Retaliation can come
from areas where they are least expected because the social circles are stronger than
the official lines of authority.

Many staff state there is an enormous sense of entitlement among their colleagues.

Hiring and promotions are unfair. People are promoted based on personal
characteristics and relationships rather than work ethic or quality.

Access to training and professional development opportunities are uneven through the
organization and where it is available, the opportunities are bestowed on favorites rather
than in an equitable manner.

There is sparse praise or recognition for good work at the District. There is no
meaningful evaluation system at the District. Few take it seriously.  Comments, if
present, are often vague and not helpful in terms of guiding future improvement in work
habits or products.  Dead wood and departments specializing in harboring dead wood
are identified with regularity.

Supervisors expressed worries their staff would want raises if they received good
reviews.  The staff are well aware of this fear and expressed it in exactly that language:

"There is a fear that if you are praised you'll want a promotion...  That is
not a good way to treat employees."

Hiring and promotion processes are characterized as flawed and often unfair and easily
manipulated, even among those who have benefited from the system.

Diversity Council Summary of Findings

The Council is not viewed as effective and has not progressed the way they wished.
They feel there are not enough opportunities for discussion of important issues.
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There is a feeling that the group is ERG dominated. The people who are not ERG
associated do not understand their role or why they are on the Council.

The ERG leadership do not uniformly or inclusively support the idea of the non-ERG
members in the Council.

ERGs

From the ERG leadership, it was noted that their members have dwindled.  They
struggle to generate involvement and support for the program.  Some described their
organizations as 'on life support'.  A round the table check in on the status of each of the
ERGs gave these verbal responses:

ABE "almost dead";
Asian - declining numbers;
Boomers, very small, only 4-5 come to a meeting;
Vets - on life support
OLA - struggling to keep the enthusiasm up

In summary,  leaders were burning out and want to be compensated for their time. They
see the Diversity and Inclusion program as lacking focus and missing that, unable to
demonstrate results.

There is a sentiment that membership in ERGs is stigmatizing.   This perception could
be linked to the fact that ERGs are not liked or respected and that they have gone too far
and are now a divisive force.   It is felt that they are a thinly veiled way to get the ear of
leadership, to act as advocates in law suits, as a way to compete with other groups, and
to push individual, not group, agendas.

There are no individual goals and roles for the ERGs and they are not guided
appropriately.

Perceptions of the Diversity & Inclusion Program

Leadership express concern that there are no metrics for the D/I program and no
evidence of the program's goals or progress made. Staff perceptions are that the
program's goals and activities are unknown and ineffective.  There are feelings that the
program should be closed down.

Another reaction is puzzlement over its existence or suspicion that it is being used for
personal gain or to placate certain segments of the staff.

"I have never worked at a place that is as focused and obsessed with
diversity and inclusion as the District. "
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"It baffles me to this day, why do we need this when it's what we do
everyday."

"The program should be empowered to do what it needs to or killed."

"{As it is now}... the program is set up to fail."

There was a feeling from a variety of sources that the name of the program needs to
change, that it cannot overcome the current associations of the past.

Race at the District

While some interviewed thought the program was irrelevant, for others, it is a topic of
engendering emotion among whites, Latinos, and blacks. According to African-
Americans, there is a substantial racial subtext at the District  Others believe the race
card is relied on too often and heavily and that there is favoritism among the blacks and
high ranking blacks at the District.

2009 & 2011 Cultural Assessment & Workforce Satisfaction Surveys

The 2009 cultural assessment conducted by The Leading Edge included building and
administering a survey of all District staff to evaluate the equity, diversity and inclusion
climate.  At the conclusion of the project,  benchmark metrics were derived from the
survey based on several factors:  (1) fairness issues of concern to staff based on the in-
person interviews, and (2)  statistical analysis which identified predictive items using
factor analysis of the overall results as well as sub-group analysis which showed
differentiation among various District groups and (3) issues which linked to Board
policies and (4) the goals of the Diversity & Inclusion program.  These items were
proposed to the District program staff, the Diversity Council and the Workforce Survey
Implementation Committee and were adopted.

Unfortunately, of the 17 benchmarks chosen, only four were included in the 2011 survey.
Of the four which were worded identically or nearly so, an additional complication is that
the response categories were also altered.

The response rate of 65% dropped significantly, by 17%, from the last administration to
48%.  There were about 224 questions, with many opportunities for narrative responses.

The ethnic representativeness of the survey can not be evaluated clearly since these
categories were also modified and do not align to the way the District classifies staff for
reporting purposes.  Nevertheless, the numbers suggest African-Americans were over-
represented and whites had a substantially lower participation rate than expected.
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Therefore, due to these many changes, comparison of 2009 to 2011 should be made
with reservation.

Findings

Comparison of the 2009 and 2011 results suggests a general decline in morale.
Perceptions of teamwork ,for example,  dropped by 13%.  This finding is consistent with
the 2011 interviews where staff volunteered there are silos and leadership issues which
can make teamwork and projects more challenging than it should be.  This trend could
have an impact on the results regarding diversity and inclusion.

The comfort level of staff with the diversity and inclusion climate dropped from 57% to
47% and the value of the Diversity and Inclusion Program likewise dropped about 10% --
from 56% to 47%.

In 2011, only 51% of staff indicate their co-workers and supervisors model and practice
inclusive behavior on the job.  This is a alarming  21% drop from the 2009 levels (if the
questions can be considered comparable) when 72% indicated they felt their colleagues
modeled inclusive behavior.

 Unfortunately, the fairness in hiring question was not included in the 2011 survey.

One of the issues that raised concern in the 2009 survey was that 11% of staff indicated
humor was used to make fun of staff due to gender, race, religion or sexual orientation.
The 2011 rate declined to 9%.  Unfortunately, this may not be a significant difference
since the confidence intervals for the survey are unknown, but surely greater than 2%
difference we see here.

The issue regarding use of
humor was higher among
blacks and Latinos in
2009.  In 2009, 33% of
African-American staff
reported issues and in
2011, the number was
zero.  The issue was
unchanged among
Latinos, however, with a
25% report rate in 2009
and 2011.

Fear of retaliation remains
high at the District.  From discussions with managers, these fears are not only for
subordinates, but may also include fears of retaliation for poor performance appraisals
by managers.
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Table 1. Benchmark Indicators 2009 & 2011

Benchmark/Strategic Indicator
Overall*
Results

2009

Overall*
Results

2011

Sub-Group*
Results 2009

I am treated with respect by....
    Coworkers 82% N/A
    Unit Managers 74% N/A
    Senior Leadership 53% N/A
Coworkers & Supervisors model inclusive behavior
on the job. 72% N/A

63% Skilled Crafts;
64% Latinos

I am comfortable with the District’s current status
in terms of Diversity and Inclusion.

57% 47% 42% Black; 47% Admin
Unit

I am able to contribute to the maximum of my
abilities 47% n/a

40% of 0-6 Years
Service; 38% Technical

staff & 37% Males

I am encouraged to develop my job skills so I can
advance my career. 47% n/a

33% Skilled Crafts;
35% Males; 39% Staff

of Color

I can reach my full potential at the District. 42% N/A
32% of 18-35 Year
Olds; 24% Asians

Humor is used to make fun of staff due to their
gender, race, religion or sexual orientation.

11% 9% 33% Blacks; 26%
Latinos

I belong to at least one ERG 29% N/A
Quality of ERG Activities Overall 41% N/A
Quality of Trainings & Workshops 34% N/A
Belief in Value of the Office Diversity & Inclusion
Program

56% 47%

I would recommend the District as a good place to
work for someone of my background. 74% N/A 63% Admin Unit

Teams work together despite differences of opinion. 73% 60%

Promotions reflect giving everyone a fair chance 24% N/A

62% Unclassified;
Managers 39%;

Engineers 30%; 14%
Watershed; Blacks 8%

The District recognizes all employees who excel at
their jobs. 17% N/A

9% Admin & 4.5% of
Skilled Crafts; 0%

Black; 14% Employees
Union

PERCEPTIONS OF FAIRNESS & RECOGNITION

DIVERSITY & INCLUSION

ERG ACTIVITIES
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SUMMARY

The studies that have been had performed over the last 15 years have been solid.  They
have identified many common findings and made many common recommendations.
The 2009 and 2010 findings have showed that there has been improvement in the overt
behavior at the District with regard to ethnic groups and women.  In other areas, there
has been little or no perceived change in the culture and methods of operating, always
the most stubborn to change.

A dominant part of the culture of the District is the very influential, informal power
structure that was born, matured and gained its power likely during the days of a smaller,
more homogenous group of male and white dominated engineers in 1950s and 1960s.
The culture of this sub-rosa power structure has continued to operate under the same
informal rules and assumptions.

While every organization has its informal routes to expedite getting things done, this
power structure seems to be especially tenacious due to the very low turnover rate
which has resulted in an inordinate number of people who have literally grown up and
grown old together.

This culture has blurred the formal lines of authority as well as communications.  There
may be remnants of ignoring what are viewed as the official, irrelevant administrative
rules to the informal seemingly more expedient ways of getting things done.  It has
blurred the line between professional and personal relationships on the job.

So in these other areas, remarkably little has changed to impact the role of this
influential, informal power structure at the District as evidenced by these continued
perceptions of District staff:

 Perception of unfair hiring and promotions
 Abuse of influence and power
 Lack of respect for the hierarchy resulting in unfair access to powerful figures,

including the Chiefs and the Board
 Lack of confidentiality and gossip as a form of control and power
 Difficulties with supervisor/subordinate communications
 Lack of professional development and mentoring for staff and mid-managers
 Problems working across Chief areas and management silos
 Public and symbolic alignments along racial lines

Organizations such as the District are notoriously resistant to change, often likened to a
frozen iceberg and, like the iceberg, the official culture is clearly visible from the top, yet
most of the action is below the surface.  An important event is typically required to
unfreeze these existing cultures. During these unfreezing times, the power vacuum is
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quickly filled, often with different people, but with differing alliances.  The new power
structures, however, often use the same cultural models as templates for their own
operations.

The now famous  'tent meeting' of 1997 seems to have been such a culture unfreezing
shift.  It has all the hallmarks: strong emotions, re-telling of the events so stories are now
relayed by 2nd and 3rd generation staff, using it as a reference point to when things
were recognized and changed.  This unfreezing time typically means a time when
existing structures relinquish power. Often a new guard with new alliances and a new set
of in-the-know players form. The new power structure forms using existing role models
only with a new in-group membership,  their own informal sub-rosa way of getting things
done, of personal interactions, of exclusion, of communication, and of patronage.

HANDOUT 8.1-B 
MAR 8 2016



DIVERSITY & INCLUSION
 COMPREHENSIVE AUDIT

18

Hiring & Promotion Processes

While progress has been made in some areas of the diversity and inclusion landscape at
the District, there is one problem that has remained consistent. Each of the previous
studies of staff perceptions and attitudes have concluded that there is a long standing
and deep mistrust of the fairness and integrity of the hiring and promotion processes at
the District. For example, 71% of District staff felt the hiring procedures were unfair in
the 2009 cultural assessment survey.

In addition to the surveys, comments in the surveys and analyses of interviews are
replete with examples about unjust treatment of colleagues and less often, examples
from personal experiences. These examples come from people who have been
successful as well as those who have been disappointed. What has been badly needed
is to examine to what degree these perceptions can be validated by the numbers, both in
terms of the process and the outcomes.

The scope of this section of the audit report is to review the hiring and promotion policies
and to statistically evaluate the impact of those policies on the composition of the District
in terms of gender and ethnic diversity overall and then for the people who have been
hired, promoted, dismissed or resigned.  The standard or benchmark against which our
analysis will be based is the workforce availability in the County as identified in Board's
Policy No. EL-10 EEO, Discrimination/Harassment, Prevention and Diversity
adopted in 1999 and revised in December 2009. Specifically item 10.4 indicates:

"A BOA shall not.....Consistent with legal requirements, fail to assure that
the District's work force fairly represents the composition of individuals in
the available labor market who possess the requisite job skills."

The charge of this analysis is not a complete audit of HR hiring or promotion policies and
procedures, nor of the department and its staff, or a review of individual case files, but
rather a sensitivity review of the extent to which there are or are not institutionalized
obstacles which would prevent all staff and potential applicants to have a fair and
equitable opportunity for a job or a promotion.

Each analysis is organized by presenting first a summary of the sensitivity review
followed by descriptive information and then analysis by gender and ethnic identification.
Wherever data was available, appropriate statistical analyses are used if the numbers
justify their use.

It should be noted that the District does not maintain information on a number of
protected class characteristics and therefore, analysis is not possible.  These include
disability status, medical status, veteran status, sexual
orientation, gender identity or religious preferences.
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The first section of this analysis will begin with a demographic profile of the District,
followed by analysis of internal job actions including promotions, upgrades, and
terminations.  Next, perceptions of the 2011 interviews are presented.  The policy
analysis and gap analysis and recommendations conclude the report.

DEMOGRAPHICS
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF DISTRICT STAFF - 2007-2011

While the written policies of the District appear to be sensitive to issues of fair
representation and thus Best Practice, the real test of the effectiveness of these policies
is how well they work and what is their impact on fairness.  The questions that have long
been at issue appear simple:  Are the policies being implemented in a fair manner?  Do
they result in a representative workforce at the District?   First, let's look at the current
status, the demographic profile of the District.  More detailed information can be found in
Appendix 1 which contains detailed statistical tables of District staff by gender and ethnic
identification.

The data in this section was provided by the District's IT department which included
information on each full time staff member (without identifying names) for each of the
last five years, 2007 to 2011.  In addition, a job actions file for the same time period was
requested and received which was used to analyze the promotions, transfers,
resignations, dismissals.

The first and most basic analysis is first to establish basic demographics of the District in
terms of job categories as well as personal characteristics of gender and ethnic
identification.  In 2011, the District employed 709 full time, permanent staff, 38% female
and 62% male. The tables below show the ethnic breakdown overall and by Federal
EEO job categories.

The District has experienced a 7% decline in full time permanent staff from 764 in 2007
to 709 in 2011.  Table 2 also shows there was substantial growth in Latino, black and
Asian staff between 2000 and 2007 and women increased about 3% during this time.
However, from 2007 to 2011, the ethnic  and gender proportions have remained steady.
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Table 2. Trends in District Staff by Ethnicity & Gender 2007-2011

EEO Classification
2000

SCVWD
2007

SCVWD
2008

SCVWD
2009

SCVWD
2010

SCVWD
2011

SCVWD
Total Employees at the District 575 764 746 746 735 709
     Race
White 71.1% 52.5% 52.8% 52.8% 52.2% 51.8%
Hispanic or Latino 11.9% 17.9% 17.8% 17.8% 17.7% 17.8%
Black or African American 4.0% 7.1% 6.8% 6.8% 6.9% 7.2%
Am Indian or Alaska Native 1.8% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 1.2% 1.4%
Asian 11.2% 21.3% 21.2% 21.2% 21.9% 21.9%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
   Gender
Female 35.33% 37.83% 37.80% 37.80% 38.50% 37.94%
Male 64.70% 62.17% 62.20% 62.20% 61.50% 62.06%
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Table 3 shows the District staff categorized along EEO occupational lines. The percent
in each of these groups has shown no substantial shifts over the time period.

Table 3. Trends in District Staff by Job Classification 2007-2011

EEO Classification
2007

SCVWD
2008

SCVWD
2009

SCVWD
2010

SCVWD
2011

SCVWD

Total Employees at the District 764 746 746 735 709
Administration Professionals 21.6% 21.9% 21.9% 21.9% 21.2%
Sr Clerical 8.6% 8.6% 8.6% 8.6% 8.5%
Clerical 2.0% 1.7% 1.7% 1.5% 1.6%
Officials & Managers 11.1% 10.7% 10.7% 10.3% 10.4%
Supervisors 8.6% 8.9% 8.9% 9.1% 9.2%
Eng & Technical Professionals 17.3% 17.0% 17.0% 17.0% 16.5%
Scientific Professionals 4.5% 4.6% 4.6% 4.9% 4.9%
Senior Technicians 4.2% 4.8% 4.8% 4.6% 4.9%
Technicians 7.7% 7.5% 7.5% 7.4% 7.2%
Service & Maintenance 6.2% 5.6% 5.6% 6.3% 6.4%
Skilled Craftworkers 8.2% 8.7% 8.7% 8.4% 9.3%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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District Demographic Profile Compared to the Santa Clara Work Force

Organizations who report to the Federal government on their EEO plan use a standard
methodology of comparing the available workforce in each ethnic/gender group to the
demographics of the workforce who work at an agency of interest. The concepts of
interest which are used as a way of gauging if there is discrimination are called over-
utilization and under-utilization.

The difference between available work force and the District work force is called the
utilization.  A group would be called over-utilized (a positive number) if the District has a
higher percentage employed than are available in the local labor force.  Under-utilization
(a negative number) conversely means that the group is not being employed at a rate
that than one would expect given their availability in the local population.

In this section of the analysis, Santa Clara County workforce availability is compared to
the proportions at the District by ethnicity and gender and then by job classifications,
often called EEO classifications. Table 4 below provides the proportion of the Santa
Clara County Labor Force, the composition of the District staff, and the difference
between the two proportions overall.

Table 4. Gender and Ethnic Composition
Compared to Labor Force Availability 2011 -- All Occupations

Gender/Ethnic
Identification

SCC
Available

Labor Force

2011
SCVWD

Employees

2011
SCVWD

Laborforce
Utilization

Male
White 27.20% 33.15% 5.94%
Hispanic 11.77% 11.14% -0.63%
Black 1.50% 4.51% 3.01%
Asian 14.24% 12.69% -1.55%
Am Indian 0.17% 0.56% 0.40%
Other 1.79%
Female
White 21.23% 18.62% -2.61%
Hispanic 8.50% 6.63% -1.87%
Black 1.20% 2.68% 1.48%
Asian 10.80% 9.17% -1.63%
Am Indian 0.16% 0.85% 0.69%
Other 1.42%

100.00% 100.00%
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The figures in Table 4 are gross numbers because they include all occupational classes.
However, an overall look indicates that the District is over-represented by white and
black males, and black females.  Under-utilization shows up in Asian males and females
and Latino females.  Because of the highly technical nature of many jobs at the District,
a more refined analyses is required and is provided in Table 5.  Appendix 1 shows the
detail for each of the categories presented in this table along with trend information.

Table 5.  Gender and Ethnic Composition
Compared to Labor Force Availability 2011 -- By Job Classification

Officials and Managers.  The leadership of the District are found in this category and
therefore are key to setting the tone of the diversity and inclusion landscape.

White males and females were underutilized by 7% and 8% respectively.  Black males
and females showed over utilization rates of 8.5% and 3%.   While Latino males were
about on target, Latino females were over-utilized by 4.5%.  Asian females under by 3%.

Clerical, Maintenance Crafts workers.  These traditional female and male occupations
are reflected in the District workforce with females dominating the clerical areas and
males in the maintenance areas.  Latino and Asian males were substantially under-
represented in the crafts worker occupation, while black and white males were over-
represented.

White Latino Black
Native
Amer Asian White Latino Black

Native
Amer Asian

Overall - All Employees
2007 SCVWD 33.77% 11.91% 4.32% 0.52% 12.30% 17.93% 6.81% 2.75% 0.65% 9.03%
2011 SCVWD 33.15% 11.14% 4.51% 0.56% 12.69% 18.62% 6.63% 2.68% 0.85% 9.17%

SCC Available Labor Force 27.20% 11.77% 1.50% 0.17% 14.24% 21.23% 8.50% 1.20% 0.16% 10.80%
Overall District Utilization 5.94% -0.63% 3.01% 0.40% -1.55% -2.61% -1.87% 1.48% 0.69% -1.63%

By Job Classification
1.  Administration Professionals -6.67% 4.00% 1.67% 0.67% -14.33% 2.33% 6.00% 3.67% 1.33% 2.33%
2.  Sr Clerical & 9.  Clerical -13.77% -6.59% -2.00% 0.00% -6.59% 12.07% 7.54% 6.45% 1.41% 3.49%
3.  Engineering & Tech Professionals -1.23% 3.69% 3.27% 0.00% 10.62% -15.31% -2.29% 0.71% 0.00% 1.53%
4.  Officials & Managers -7.22% -0.59% 8.46% 0.00% 3.22% -7.78% 4.46% 3.05% 1.35% -2.95%
5.  Scientific Professionals 8.00% 1.71% -1.00% 0.00% -12.43% 11.29% -4.00% -1.00% 0.00% -1.57%
6.  Senior Technicians & 11.  Technicians 17.37% 3.47% 2.65% 1.16% -9.88% -7.21% 2.14% 0.16% 1.16% -9.02%
7.  Service and Maintenance 11.67% 18.67% 9.11% 2.22% -5.33% -7.56% -16.00% -1.00% 2.22% -11.00%
8.  Skilled Craftsworkers 27.64% -10.82% 5.58% 0.00% -10.45% 3.06% -4.00% 0.00% 0.00% -9.00%
10. Supervisors 8.23% 7.85% 2.08% 1.54% -0.69% -5.54% -5.00% -1.00% 0.00% -5.46%

Male Female
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Supervisors. This class was over-weighted with white, Latino and black males.
Females were underutilized whether they were white, Latino or Asian at a rate of 5-6%.

Scientific and Senior Technicians.  Staff in these areas showed a pattern for over-
representation of white males and under-utilization among Asian males and females in
the technician areas.

Administration Professionals.  White and Asian males were underutilized in this
group.

Engineering & Technical. In the engineering and technical professional areas, white
females at the District were substantially under-represented with a 15% lower inclusion
rate than availability in the County.  White male engineers were on target with county
rates.  Latino, Black male engineers were overrepresented, Asians were over-
represented with a District utilization rate 11% higher than reside in the County.

One of the issues facing staffing in the technical and engineering areas is simply pipeline
issues -- the availability of qualified people.  With the US universities increasingly
struggling to enroll a representative proportion of students in its technical and
engineering, the issue is not only a local issue, but also a growing national policy
interest. In 2010-11 academic year, San Jose State University produced a total of 1,164
undergraduates in all types of engineering degrees.  Of these, 70 were undergraduate
civil engineers. The gender and ethnicities of these graduates are found in Table 6.

Table 6. Santa Clara State University
Undergraduate Engineering Degrees 2011

Ethnic
Identification

No. %

African American 0 0
Asian 21 30.0
Latino 13 18.6
White 9 12.9
International 4 5.7
Other & Unknown 23 32.9
Total 70 100.0

Gender No. %

Male 58 82.9
Female 12 17.1
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Disparate Impact Analysis Reports: 2007-2010

With an understanding of the District's demographic profile to put the reports into
perspective,  a summary of the findings of the existing disparate impact analysis reports
is summarized below.  These analyses were performed by the same independent
consultant over the years so that the methodology is likely to have remained constant.

Documents that this audit was charged to consider in its analysis were the disparate
analysis reports.  The District contracts out its disparate impact analysis to determine if
its handling of new hires, promotions and dismissals has an illegal disparate impact.
Employee compensation by gender and by EEO class is also performed.

The reports for the disparate impact analysis for the fiscal years of 2007, 2008, 2009,
and 2010 were explored along with the methodology used for generating the District
data and the reports provided back to the District. No validation of the results or findings
could be performed since the raw data was not available, the reports do not describe
their methodology in sufficient detail, and their findings are reduced to a few sentences
or tables in the transmittal letter. The report claims to use Federal OFCCP standards
and the protocol of the U.S. Department of Labor.  The service also seems to use the
Peopleclick service to generate some of the numbers.

Each report includes voluminous statistical tables of new hires, promotions, and
terminations as well as a salary equity analysis for the fiscal year just concluded.  The
summary results provided varies over the years and all results are not sufficiently
explained.

In some cases, statistical tests are inappropriately used.  For example, excessive
numbers of T-tests are performed nearly ensuring false positives. The analysis by
ethnicity was performed using T-tests lumping whites versus all other groups.  The tests
are performed on such small numbers they render the results meaningless.

In several cases, statistical terms are misused in the summary cover letter.  For
example, the October 2010 letter states,  "standard deviations in excess of 1.96 should
be considered red flags".  Of course, 1.96 is not a standard deviation, it is a standardized
score which indicates areas under the normal curve or a  Z score.  The table on page 2
of this same narrative has one column labeled  'number of standard deviations' for
salaries with numbers in those tables ranging from 2.04 to 9.00. Standard deviations
would be in terms of hundreds or thousands of dollars if this were a salary analysis.  Z
scores range from 0 to about 3.  Regardless of the terminology issues, different
methodologies need to be put in place for this analysis due to the salary compression
issues at the District including the salary caps and regulated salary steps.

The t-Test (sic) is referred to as a cohort analysis and it is not. It is a general use
parametric test with many accompanying assumptions that must be met if the results are
to be stable and meaningful, not the least of which is that size is important to achieve
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statistical significance.  If the number of cases tested is small, almost no amount of
difference will be found significant.  Statistical significance does not equate to a
difference which is meaningful or important in the real world.

Some of the 'standard deviations' which were reported to be of concern in the report
were calculated on job titles with as few as 2 people. These unstable estimates are a
result of violation of the statistical test assumptions.

 In sum, it is a confusing presentation that is not a useful tool for decision making in HR
and would not likely stand up to close scrutiny if challenged.

There are also a few issues that deserves mention regarding the data provided by the
District that do not allow the best use of the extensive amount of printouts that are
returned.  For example, applicant pools for hiring provided for the disparate impact
analysis is grouped by EEO classification and is not provided by position. The entire
period has not always been covered, but this glitch has been identified and remedied.

The salary data does not include information on a person's tenure with the District.
Therefore, when a salary inequity was flagged by the disparate analysis, as it was in
2010, additional work was contracted to conduct a more in-depth analysis only to
discover that the differentials were the result of tenure on the job.

As a result of these and other issues, no findings will be summarized here except to
indicate that for each of the last four years,  the conclusion of the disparate impact
analysis reports was that the hiring, promotion and termination processes were not
legally biased.
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Analysis of Salaries By Ethnic Identification & Gender

In addition to establishing if the face of SCVWD staff are reflective of the county, a brief
overview analysis of equity in salaries was conducted. Table 7 first gives the mean
salaries by EEO classification.

Table 7. Mean Salary by Job Classification

EEO Job
Category

No. Mean Low High

Officials & Managers 74 $157,601 $109,949 $231,545
Supervisors 65 129,911 99,652 174,928
Engineering & Technical 117 124,846 92,352 159,016
Administrative Professionals 150 110,468 81,785 132,017
Scientific Professionals 35 112,479 90,292 149,385
Senior Technicians 35 100,095 81,785 118,061
Technicians 51 86,435 70,554 99,652
Service & Maintenance 45 86,071 102,138 47,028
Skilled Crafts workers 66 91,915 62,337 119,891
Senior Clerical 60 75,283 62,337 99,652
Clerical 11 64,783 62,338 65,220

Total 709 $110,524 $55,099 $231.545

Next, a statistical analysis of the data (Table 8) reveals no statistical evidence of salary
differential within the Federal EEO categories by gender or by ethnic identification.  The
basis for these conclusions are provided in the tables below.

Analysis of covariance was conducted for each of the job categories and then an
analysis of all possible permutations of comparisons (t-tests) by ethnic groups were
calculated and tested at the .05 level of significance.  These results are shown in Table 8
below:
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Table 8.
Analysis of Salary by Ethnic Identification

Analysis of Covariance

Job Category
No. Model

F
Values

Probability*

Significant
Difference Found

Between
Ethnic Groups?

Officials and Managers 74 1.13 .3495 NS**

Administrative Professionals 150 .78 .5387 NS

Engineering & Tech.
Professionals

117 3.2 .0261
White & Latino
White & Black
Asian & Black

Supervisors 65 2.50 .0520
Asian with White, Black,
Latino

Technicians 51 .85 .5039 NS

Scientific Professionals 35 .31 .8155 NS

Senior Technicians 35 .90 .4160 NS

Skilled Crafts workers 66 .59 .6261 NS

Senior Clericals 60 1.04 .3940 NS

Service & Maintenance 45 .46 .7645 NS
*=Probability can be interpreted as follows: the closer the number is to 0, the less likely the results are from
chance; the higher the number, or closer to 1, the more likely there is no relationship.
**NS= not statistically significant

Given the finding that there were differences higher than would be expected among the
engineering technical professionals as well as the supervisor categories, further analysis
was undertaken to examine the nature and reasons for this result.

Because these categories are made up of different jobs and by people with varying
years of experience at the District,   an analysis which controlled for  job title and by hire
year was conducted.  The numbers were naturally quite small, however, this analysis
showed that the differences in pay was a result of years in the job, not ethnicity.
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Table 9.  Analysis of Salary Differentials by Job Classification and Gender

Job Category No.
T

Values Probability

Significant
Difference

By
Gender?

Officials and Managers 74 1.03 .3069 NS

Administrative Professionals 150 2.31 .0223 NS

Engineering & Tech. Professionals 117 1.01 .3137 NS

Supervisors (F=13) 65 -3.81 .0003 ***

Technicians 51 1.76 .0850 NS

Scientific Professionals 35 1.90 .0669 NS

Senior Technicians 35 .28 .7809 NS

Skilled Crafts workers (F=4)** 66 .53 .5951 NS

Clericals (M=5)** 71 -1.23 .2200 NS

Service & Maintenance (F=3)** 45 .55 .5840 NS
*=Probability can be interpreted as follows: the closer the number is to 0, the less likely the
results are from chance; the higher the number, or closer to 1, the more likely there is no
relationship.
**NS= not statistically significant
**= the number of females or males are disproportionate and thus results are suspect. .

In summary, the results of these various analyses do not mean because there are no
statistically significant differences, there is equity.  The data is difficult to analyze
statistically due to the many job titles, the varying length of times a person is in the job,
the salary step progressions, the compression issues at the District, the salary caps
along with other statistical issues such as the uneven distribution by ethnicity and gender
in some categories.  One would not expect these analyses to show differences for these
reasons.  A more sensitive review on an individual case level would be required to be
able to come a valid conclusion.

With an understanding of the demographic profile of the District, and salary pay levels by
demographics, attention now turns to staff perceptions of the hiring and promotions
policy and process followed by analysis of the data on staff hiring and promotions over
the last five years.
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Staff Perceptions of Hiring & Promotions

The 2009 cultural climate survey revealed that staff have a strong distrust of the hiring
and promotion procedures at the District.   Below is a summary of the findings from that
survey which shows staff attitudes. The numbers represent those who agree or strongly
agree overall, and then where there are differences by gender or ethnicity those
breakdowns appear below.

30% of District staff overall believe hiring procedures are fair
but only 22% of women and 33% of men agree

24% of staff overall believe promotions reflect giving all a fair chance
18% of those with no promotions agreed
 33% of those with 3 or more promotions

62% of unclassified staff agree
8% of other ethnicities (black and native American)

Other findings from the analysis of survey comments and from personal interviews
explains some of the reasons for their attitudes as outlined below:

External Candidates Bias.   There is a feeling that hiring is biased toward external,
historically under-represented candidates over internal staff.   There does not appear to
be uniform, post-interview coaching of employees who are not promoted, leaving them
to wonder if the reasons for their failures were inappropriately based on personal
characteristics, rather than work related skills.

Another source of bias District staff felt was unfair is that external candidates, unlike staff
at the District, had the advantage of more opportunities to obtain professional
development and on the job experiences that increased marketability.

Career Ladders & Sponsoring Inside Talent. There was a strong felt need for
development of career ladders, increased access to professional development
opportunities, and increased opportunities among young staff, including engineering
staff, to take on meaningful and progressively more responsible work assignments.

“Managers are not encouraged to develop a talent base internally.”

“Internal candidates are not valued.”

“People aren’t told why they don’t get a promotion. They need to hear that
and then they can trust the system.  Otherwise, people think their {race}
must be the reason that explains it {not getting the promotion}.”
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Generational Shifts. Asked about the issues facing the District, leadership shifts,
finances and media image were at the top of the list. However, closely following is a
deep anxiety that the District is not facing its next big challenge --   the transmission of
knowledge to the next generation of District employees.   Their anxieties include lack of
career ladders, mechanisms to coach young staff, particularly engineering staff, lack of
knowledge on how to develop talent, and absence of a District mentoring philosophy.

Temporary assignments into jobs are viewed as another inequity in the system.
Because of the glitch in the current policy that only one MQ has to be met for a
temporary assignment, people feel that managers' discretion is used and not always
objective but favors their friends.  The experience obtained through these assignments
can later be leveraged to a promotion.  As a result, these non-competitive temporary
assignments are viewed as a giving an unfair leg up for future promotions.

Staff & Manager interviews were also performed as part of the 2009 and 2011 audits.
Summary points and quotes from interviews regarding HR and the promotion practices
range from negative to harsh.  The quotes show that staff frustration is palpable:

 "HR staff are not trusted as people or as employees"
 "HR staff are paper pushers" and yield to the whims of management and un-

classifieds
 "HR is a dumping ground" made up of people who have no technical/professional

background for the jobs
 Interview panels are manipulated to ensure the 'right' people receive high scores.
 The screening process, including the choice of Subject Matter Experts is biased.
 "Questions and criteria for judging the responses are geared toward a manager's

'pet''"
 "Having internal people do the interviews is inherently biased.  There are too

many people who know each other and give advantages to one person over
another for characteristics that are not relevant."

HR staff and other process owners show they also feel beleaguered, defensive and
that changes are needed.

 District staff feel entitled to positions if they meet MQs and generally have
unrealistic expectations about their chances.  There were eligibility lists before
and the feeling seems to persist that meeting MQs is really an equivalent of this
old eligibility list.

 Training for how the recruitment process work should be required
 Succession planning will help develop a sense of responsibility for each staff to

get the training and experience they need.
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 Internal staff often do not present themselves well in the interview process.  They
feel like they don't need to prepare or discuss what their accomplishments and
experiences are.

 Managers don't step up to their responsibilities in the process, they don't talk to
staff who did not get the promotion, but rely on HR to do that.

Mid-Managers have multiple concerns and, as in all organizations, are caught in the
middle. Because of the practice of ignoring lines of authority at the District, and
characterizations as inept, they often feel second guessed and at least partially
marginalized. Mid-managers don't truly feel part of the leadership group and feel they
would not be supported in difficult decisions. Staff on the
other hand, perceive they relinquish their authority and the
unpleasant parts of their jobs to their supervisors.

Their feelings of not being supported, being unable to hold
their staff accountable for poor performance due to the weak evaluation system, inability
to deal with the District's dead wood, easy vulnerability to serious, anonymous charges
of unfair treatment, sexual harassment or racial discrimination, together with the long
tenure at the District, makes management difficult and the hiring decision a formidable
one. The hiring manager is not making a hire for a few years, but facing the possibility
they are hiring someone who will be with them the rest of their careers at the District.

Perceived Board Interference

Staff often cite the Board as one of the problems that management seems to be reacting
to in terms of diversity and inclusion in hiring decisions. The complaint is that the Board
is interested only in the 'numbers game' -- to count heads for ethnicity and gender but
not understanding inclusion.  The belief is that the Board uses their roles to award jobs
at the District patronage style. These are staff perceptions, not validated facts, but are
often repeated, well known and contain persuasive details.  It is not the realm of this
study to explore this, but the fact is that these are consistently perceived intrusions are
viewed as real and naturally unfair by District staff.

Data Analysis: New Hires & Promotions

As evidenced by the staff perceptions discussed in the previous section, one of the
primary, almost bitterly argued, complaints about the District has been the unfairness of
hiring and promotions. In this section, the data of on new hires and staff promotions,
both competitive and non-competitive (position upgrades) for the last 5 fiscal years is
analyzed and discussed.

The data that was provided included the electronic files obtained from the IT department
for each job action.  The EEO Office committed on 8/29/11 to providing for the last three
years minimum, if they could be found, these job action logs but unfortunately, none was

"We {managers} just
feel exhausted..."
--District manager
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provided: New Hire Log, Termination Log, Transfer and Promotion Log, Applicant Flow
Log, Workforce Count Log.   Because of this lack of information on the numbers of
people who applied for a promotion or upgrade was not available, rates of success for
each person applying is not possible.  Therefore, the methodology of evaluating possible
differentials will be to compare percentages of promotions, hires, reclassifications to the
proportion in the population or District.  This assumes that members of all groups are
applying for raises, etc., at approximately the same rates.

New Hires Rates vs. Availability

There were a total of 84 new hires during the 2007-2011 period.  Of these 60% were
men and 40% female. Table 10 breaks out the hires and promotions by gender and
ethnic identification and shows the differential from the labor force availability.

Table 10. New Hires by Gender & Ethnicity 2007-2011

These numbers are based on the overall availability in the labor force regardless of
occupational level.  This data was compiled as only a suggestive rough gauge.  These
percentage variations cannot meaningfully be judged as evidence of existence of an
issue due to the small numbers involved.   In the absence of the availability of complete

Gender/Ethnic
Identification

SCC
Employed

Labor Force

2007 -
2011
Hires No.

Hire
Differential

with SCC
Labor Force

Male
White 27.20% 33% 28 6.13%
Hispanic 11.77% 11% 9 -1.06%
Black 1.50% 5% 4 3.26%
Asian 14.24% 11% 9 -3.53%
Am Indian 0.17% 0% 0 -0.17%
Other 1.79%
Female
White 21.23% 21% 18 0.20%
Hispanic 8.50% 4% 3 -4.93%
Black 1.20% 4% 3 2.37%
Asian 10.80% 11% 9 -0.09%
Am Indian 0.16% 1% 1 1.03%
Other 1.42%

100.00% 100.00% 84
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data which would provide the numbers of applicants, those who met the minimum
qualifications, those who were interviewed, etc., in other words, data at each stage of the
recruitment process, a file by file analysis would be the only way to ferret out definitive
answers in a thorough manner.

Nevertheless, the data shows there is a higher than would be expected success rate in
hiring for males and for blacks in the last 5 years and lower rates for Asian men and
Latino women.  The groups that had higher hire rates compared to the available labor
force overall were as follows:  white males, black males and black females.

Competitive Promotion Success Rates

During the 2007 to 2011 period, there were 95 competitive promotions at the District.  A
total of 63% of the promotions went to men and 37% to women.  Given that the District is
made up of 62% males and 38% female, the percentages of promotions appear to be
what would be expected overall.

Table 11. Promotions & Reclassifications
By Gender & Ethnicity 2007-2011

Gender/Ethnic
Identification

2011
SCVWD

Employees No.

2007 -  2011
Competitive
Promotions No.

Promotion
Differential
compared
to District

2007 - 2011
Reclass

Promotions No.

Reclass
Differential
compared
to District

Male
White 33.15% 235 32% 30 -1.57 23% 17 -9.86
Hispanic 11.14% 79 13% 12 1.49 11% 8 -0.18
Black 4.51% 32 6% 6 1.80 8% 6 3.71
Asian 12.69% 90 12% 11 -1.11 14% 10 1.00
Am Indian 0.56% 4 1% 1 0.49 1% 1 0.81
Other
Female
White 18.62% 132 20% 19 1.38 18% 13 -0.81
Hispanic 6.63% 47 6% 6 -0.31 5% 4 -1.15
Black 2.68% 19 6% 6 3.64 4% 3 1.43
Asian 9.17% 65 3% 3 -6.01 12% 9 3.16
Am Indian 0.85% 6 1% 1 0.21 3% 2 1.89
Other

100.00% 709 100% 95 100% 73

HANDOUT 8.1-B 
MAR 8 2016



DIVERSITY & INCLUSION
 COMPREHENSIVE AUDIT

35

For this analysis, the comparison benchmark numbers are not the labor force, but
naturally the internal composition of the District.  Using this method, most groups were
on target with their representation at the District with two exceptions: black females were
more likely to be promoted and Asian women less likely.

Black Females = higher rates - 6% of promotions vs. 3% at the District
Asian Females = lower rates - 3% of promotions vs. 9% at the District

Reclassification Success Rates

During the 2007 to 2011 period, there were 73 position reclassifications or position
upgrades.   A total of 58% of these non-competitive promotions or reclassifications went
to men and 42% to women.

Again, the comparison benchmark numbers for this analysis are the internal composition
of the District.  Using this methodology, fewer groups were on target with their
representation at the District.  White men were less likely to be among those receiving a
reclassification given their numbers. Black males and Asian women were more likely to
be upgraded.

Underrepresented -
White Males: 23% of reclassifications vs. 33% at the District

Overrepresented -
Black Men: 8% of reclassifications vs. 5% at the District

 Women: 12 % of promotions vs. 9% at the District

Summary of Internal Job Action Success Rates

When both promotions and upgrades are considered, women appear to be advantaged
using percentages, but the numbers are small and the impact of the black women in this
group raises the rate. Blacks were consistently more likely to receive a promotion or
upgrade than any other group in the last five years.
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Table 12.  Success Ratios of Promotions & Upgrades
By Gender & Ethnic Identification

Group

% Chance of
Promotion

 or Upgrade
in 5 Year Period

MALES 23%
White 20%
Latino 22%
Black 38%
Asian 23%
FEMALES 34%
White 24%
Latino 21%
Black 47%
Asian 18%

Hiring & Promotions Analysis of Recruitment & Hiring Pools
January 2010 to September 2011

In previous section, the analysis focused on the current staff and the rates of internal
promotions.  In this section, data from all recruitments during the period January 2010 to
September 2011 was pulled to explore how successful the District is in getting a
representative pool of applicants to apply and then the success rates of individuals in
landing the job. This was done in the absence of an electronically generated report.

There were 52 recruitments during this period.  They involve internal promotions as well
as external recruitments. While specific counts were unavailable, the HR recruitment
analysts indicate that when an external recruitment is undertaken, the internal applicants
are typically very low, from one to a few. There were at least three recruitments in this
group which were for maintenance, mechanic and legal positions which had a high
interest and for the maintenance and mechanic areas, traditionally low numbers of
women applicants.

Data in Table 12 gives the numbers of applications received for the 52 recruitments
during this period along with the Santa Clara Valley Labor Force statistics and the
District's profile.  The data indicate that Latino and black men apply at rates that are far
greater than are in the labor force overall.  Women of all ethnicities, except black, are
under-represented in the candidate pool.  This is especially the case for white women.
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The first two lines of Table 12 show the percentages of males and females in Santa
Clara County and then the 2011 District labor force percentages.  These two rows can
be used to compare applicants through the recruitment process.  For example, 40.1% of
the applicants were white men, and they represent 41% of the Santa Clara working
population and 33.1% of District staff.  Latino females were 2.3% of the applicants but
5% of the labor force and 6.6% of District staff.

Applicant Representativeness.    White, Latino and black men applied at higher rates
than would be expected given their presence in the labor force; women of all ethnicities
except black were quite substantially less likely to apply.

Minimum Qualifications. Of all applicants who applied, 87% overall met the minimum
qualifications for the job they were seeking.  White, black and Asian women were as a
group less likely to be judged as meeting the minimum qualifications than men.

Decision Makers. The attention now turns to an analysis of the ethnic and gender
composition of the decision makers in the hiring process: the assessment panels,
interviewing/hiring panels, and the hiring managers.  The numbers were calculated of
necessity based on the total numbers of people in the process. Therefore, if someone
was in an interview panel for two recruitments, they will be counted twice.  In summary,
the data show who were the staff who judged candidates on qualifications, and who
interviewed and hired the successful candidate.
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Table 13. Applicants & Recruitment Decision Makers
by Gender and Ethnic Identification - 2010-2011

Notes: U/K= Unknown; Numbers in red highlight high negative differences; numbers in bold
highlight high positive differences. These numbers represent the distribution of participants in 52
recruitments.

Assessment & Hiring Panels. Assessment panels varied widely in terms of gender and
ethnic representation.  This is also one of the areas which is viewed by District staff as
susceptible to inappropriate influence or bias.

White Hispanic Black Asian
Am.

Indian U/K White Hispanic Black Asian
Am.

Indian U/K

SCC Labor Force 41.0% 6.0% 1.0% 13.0% 0.0% 1.0% 24.0% 5.0% 1.0% 7.0% 0.0% 1.0%
SCVWD Labor Force 33.1% 11.1% 4.5% 13.0% 0.6% 18.6% 6.6% 2.7% 9.2% 0.8%

Applicants (n=1,357)
    No. 544 358 79 150 14 30 88 31 18 34 4 7
    Percent 40.1% 26.4% 5.8% 11.1% 1.0% 2.2% 6.5% 2.3% 1.3% 2.5% 0.3% 0.5%

Met MQs (87.4%) 35.8% 22.9% 5.2% 10.0% 1.0% 2.1% 4.9% 2.0% 0.9% 1.9% 0.3% 0.4%
Did Not Meet(12.6%) 4.3% 3.5% 0.6% 1.0% 0.1% 0.1% 1.6% 0.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.0% 0.1%

           %  Met MQs 89.3% 86.9% 89.9% 90.7% 92.9% 93.3% 75.0% 87.1% 66.7% 76.5% 100% 85.7%
Assessment Panel
Composition (n=59 )
    No. 23 10 2 8 1 10 1 0 4 0
    Percent 39.0% 16.9% 3.4% 13.6% 1.7% 16.9% 1.7% 0.0% 6.8% 0.0%
Hiring Panel
Composition (n=161)
   No. 47 18 3 38 1 20 18 3 12 1
   Percent 29.2% 11.2% 1.9% 23.6% 0.6% 12.4% 11.2% 1.9% 7.5% 0.6%
Hiring Manager
Composition (n=51)
   No. 19 2 1 9 1 7 4 2 6 0
   Percent 37.3% 3.9% 2.0% 17.6% 2.0% 13.7% 7.8% 3.9% 11.8% 0.0%
Hired\Promotion Rates
   No. (n=52) 20 9 4 8 1 5 1 2 2 0
   Percent 38.5% 17.3% 7.7% 15.4% 1.9% 9.6% 1.9% 3.8% 3.8% 0.0%
Ratio of Hires to MQs 4.1% 2.9% 5.6% 5.9% 7.6% 5.6% 3.7% 16.7% 7.7% 0.0%

Male Female
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The hiring/interviewing panels showed an over-representation of Asian males and Latino
females. Interview panels were slightly under-represented by white women and blacks.
A side note finding was that during the data entry process, a Latino woman and two
Asians made up an unexpectedly high percentage of the hiring panels across the
recruitments.

Success Rates by Gender and Ethnicity.  The last line of Table 13 shows the success
rate of hires among those who met minimum qualifications. With the average success
rate of being hired 4% overall, the rates by group can be explored for variation from this
average.  Success ratios were calculated by using the number of people hired by the
number who were judged to have met the minimum qualifications.

Those numbers indicate the most likely group to be hired are black females given
applicants in the pool followed by Asian and white women.  Black and Asian men had
higher success rates than did white men.  Latinos, both men and women, had slightly
lower rates than the average rate during this time period.

Attrition of District Staff:  Resignations & Dismissals

While there has not been in recent years concern about retention at the District, there
have recently been concern that people of color were differentially impacted due to
working conditions and firings. Table 14 examines this issue by providing rates by
gender and ethnic identification.

Table 14. Resignations & Dismissals by
Gender & Ethnicity 2007-2011

2011
SCVWD

Staff No.

2007 -
2011

Dismissals No.

2007 -
2011

Resign-
ations No.

2007 -
2011

Retirements
& Deaths No.

Male
White 33.15% 235 42% 5 28% 10 40% 37
Hispanic 11.14% 79 25% 3 3% 1 12% 11
Black 4.51% 32 0% 0 3% 1 4% 4
Asian 12.69% 90 8% 1 11% 4 9% 8
Am Indian 0.56% 4 0% 0 3% 1 0% 0
Female
White 18.62% 132 8% 1 25% 9 18% 17
Hispanic 6.63% 47 0% 0 6% 2 6% 6
Black 2.68% 19 17% 2 3% 1 0% 0
Asian 9.17% 65 0% 0 19% 7 1% 1
Am Indian 0.85% 6 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0

100.00% 709 12 36 92
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Leaving the District: Resignation, Retirement & Dismissal Ratios

There were 36 resignations at the District in the last five years. White and Asian
females were more likely to leave than were other groups.  Latino and black males were
substantially less likely to quit.

Resignation Ratio Disparities

Hispanic & Black Males: 3% Less likely to leave

 White Females: 6% higher
 Asian Females: 9% higher

Given that the rates for a promotion or upgrade shows that white and Asian females are
disadvantaged when it comes to promotions, it may be that these women are leaving for
what they likely perceive to be better opportunities for success elsewhere.

Among those who retired or died while at the District, 40% were white males or 37 of
the total 92 employees. The remaining groups were about what would be expected,
taking into account the small numbers in some of the demographic categories.

Dismissals, or releases as they are referred to at the District, are rare.  There were 12
in the last 5 years. Because of the very small numbers involved, it is difficult to draw
conclusions confidently regarding any ethnic or gender disparities. However, the
numbers are from official sources and they cover a five year period which should
eliminate annual anomalies.

A total of five white males (41%) were among those fired, while they represent 33% of
the District Staff, so higher than their representation at the District.   Three Latinos and
two blacks were also released, also at higher percentages that would be expected. On
the other hand, Asian men and white women were substantially lower.

With these sizes of differences, perhaps a way to evaluate further the question of bias is
by examining whether these decisions were challenged.

Summary

While there may be solid business reasons for the differences found in these analyses,
and it may be that the small numbers have influenced the numbers, it does appear that
some groups are advantaged in the promotion and upgrade process.  Asian and Latino
women may also be an issue in terms of under-representation and they appear to be
leaving the District at higher rates as a result.  Finally, while there may be good reasons
that the white male upgrades are low, it deserves to be looked into to determine the
reasons for the anomaly.
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CLASSIFIED EMPLOYEE EVALUATION PROGRAM (CEPP)

"Unit Managers and Supervisors – Unit Managers and Supervisors have the
responsibility to exercise appropriate authority over staff to ensure that District
work is complete and that employees comply with the District’s standards of
behavior. Unit Managers and Supervisors must ensure that acts of discrimination
and/or sexual harassment are not tolerated and that performance ratings are fair,
consistent, and intended to assist employees in improving their abilities."
Source: District HR Management System Framework Document no. Q621D01

The District's evaluation system and format were introduced in 1992.  It is currently being
performed midyear and annually.  In the past, there were issues with compliance of
managers to complete and submit the forms.  In 2011, District management started to
enforce the policy and states there is now near 100% compliance.

The form is made up of four sections, the first and most substantial section is devoted to
work plan and job priorities, and the second to training and development opportunities,
the third consists of evaluation of professional attributes including work effort,
knowledge, judgment, teamwork/ leadership and customer service.  The fourth section
provides an overall judgment for the mid-year and annual administrations.

The performance rating system uses three classifications: Needs Improvement, Meets,
and Exceeds.  These 3 point systems are viewed in the HR field as being the least
subjective. However, they are also less able to provide differentiation for high
performers.

The charge of this analysis was to review the policies and other data provided for
evidence of obstacles that would impede fair treatment of employees in terms of
diversity and inclusion. Review of the AD 2.7.1201 CEPP program and the Classified
Employee Performance Program collaborative document dated February 2010 were the
guiding documents included in the analysis along with forms and a memo of instruction
to managers.   In addition, data from staff surveys, interviews with managers and other
staff obtained information on the utility and use of the evaluations. In addition, since not
all evaluations are entered into a computer system, statistical analysis was not possible.
Therefore, although the charge of this study was not to review individual cases, a
manual 15% review sample of the evaluations for FY 2011 was conducted.   Analysis
based on each of these data sources is discussed below.

Manager & Staff Perceptions

Staff perceptions as measured in the 2009 staff survey were positive toward the annual
review process with 72% indicating it was helpful.  Staff with longer years of service felt
as though they were less likely to benefit.  The majority, 71%, also believed the
evaluation of their job evaluation was fair and accurate.

HANDOUT 8.1-B 
MAR 8 2016



DIVERSITY & INCLUSION
 COMPREHENSIVE AUDIT

41

Information on the attitude toward the evaluation system was also collected in the 2011
audit interviews.  During these interviews, staff and supervisors alike felt the process
itself was not an issue, but at the same time, that it was not used or taken seriously.

Findings from the 2011 staff survey indicated that 20% of the comments concerned
performance problems that were ignored.  This is consistent with the findings from the
2009 cultural assessment.  The major themes in 2011 in order of number of comments
received were as follows:

Accountability – Work Quality
Management Performance
Disparity of workload assignments
Absences and/or Tardiness
Non-Performing Staff Shuffled Around The District
Accountability – Work Deliverables
Productive Staff Given Extra Work To Make Up For Non-Productive Staff

Staff Who Agree to these Statements in the 2011 Survey ...

 My job responsibilities are clear to me:  86% Management and 78% Staff
agree

 I receive praise or recognition for doing good work at least semi annually:
84% Management and 79% Staff agree

 My manager has checked in with me on my work assignments, goals and
professional development in the last six months:  83% Management and 71%
Staff agree

 People feel safe to express a difference of opinion w\o fear of retaliation: 44%
staff agree

 There are reasonable and timely consequences for poor performance: 39%
of staff agree

 I am able to contribute to the maximum of my skills and abilities:  69% Mgmt
and  57% Staff

 I am consulted as a valued member of the team:  74% Management and 73%
Staff

HANDOUT 8.1-B 
MAR 8 2016



DIVERSITY & INCLUSION
 COMPREHENSIVE AUDIT

42

Recognition of Quality at The District

There are few ways the District recognizes excellence and strong employee
performance.  Comments from the surveys, interviews and the surveys themselves
indicate there is lack of recognition for good work and a frustration that hard work and
skill are not recognized.  One of the key feelings of inequity is this lack of recognition and
its accompanying lack of accountability for the low performers -- including the
supervisors who tolerate them.

Source: District 2011 Survey
NB: 2011 monthly percent is inaccurate; should be 18%

These frustrations with low performers will likely become more strident as the workforce
is reduced. The District culture is often characterized as being short term focused and
tactical.  Staff to managers indicate it is check-box culture, not concerned with quality but
focused on getting a task done and the immediate task at hand rather than looking at the
long term implications.  Below are a few representative comments about the culture of
quality, the evaluation system, feelings of fairness, and accountability.

"{staff at the District} will perform work which they KNOW will fail, they
KNOW we will have to come back a year later and fix it again.  That
doesn't matter.  They just need to say, it's done, not that it's done right.

"I don't feel the organization in general is very comfortable discussing
difficult issues or being confrontational.  This makes accountability
challenging.  I have a person of color as a staff member and I often feel
that I won't be supported in holding this person accountable because it is
felt he will play the "race" card.  This makes effective management
difficult."
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"I have been told not to write anything negative {in the review} because it
would just cause me trouble and impact my career at the District.. They
can complain anonymously and then your hands are tied..." - Manager

"There are a lot of us working out of class with no recognition. Not even a
thank you and we will get you promoted."

"I still report to a ..{person}... who knows nothing about {their} job.  I work
with staff who does {his/her} job for {him/her} and {they} get no
recognition.  I still get stellar reviews with no pay increase and no
promotional opportunities.  I observe that there are other employees with
my same job classification who do about half the work I do with less skill.
I find no opportunities that support my advanced degrees or allow me to
apply my education.  I am running out of opportunities to learn."

"One of the performance measures of "managers" should be meeting
diversity and inclusion goals."

MLT Evaluation of CEPP Forms

A survey done by the MLT in 2011 of District supervisors and managers also explored
their assessment of the process.  Table 15 gives a summary of findings:

Table 15. Manager Perceptions of the CEPP

Question %
Yes

Does the CEPP form meet your needs
as a supervisor/manager 39%
Do.. we need to have more choices on the ratings? 59%
Is the current form too time consuming? 25%
Does the current form help in providing
feedback to the employee? 78%

Analysis of 2011 Sample Evaluations

Summary findings of the analysis of the 15% review by two raters of actual evaluations
submitted in FY 2011 are provided below by each section:

Section 1.  Work Plan Job Priorities on the whole are fairly well defined and detailed.
These appear to come from the staff's job duties.
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Section 2.  Work Plan Training and Development opportunities revolve around safety
and office efficiency.  About a third of the evaluation sample had job related external
training. Professional development and abilities improvement, seemed limited to 'Needs
Improvement' ratings, because it is required, rather than a more positive focus on the
employee's future career growth.

Section 3.  Professional Attributes exhibited the most
inconsistency of any of the sections. Over half had no comments
and none identified future professional development needs.

Section 4.  Overall Performance Rating had inconsistencies in
terms of what was  written to justify a rating of 'Exceeds' versus
'Meets'.  Lacking were discernible patterns or relationship between
all parts of the evaluation. For example, there did not seem to be a
systematic standard to link a rating from Section 3 to a rating of
'Exceeds' in the overall rating, although all had written justifications
now.

Support for the 'Exceeds' rating for most candidates were vague
and without justification or reference to a standard criteria, instead there were examples
such as  "dollars saved" or "improved efficiency".  There is often no clear link to the
District's mission or how the person made an exceptional contribution. There were,
likewise, no comments on how one could improve their ability in the future or managerial
direction for next year's development.

Reviews are highly impersonal. Only about a third of the reviews had a positive
comment about the employee or working with the employee.

Some managers seemed to have a higher performance rating standards than others.  In
a significant number of reviews, there was not sufficient information presented that
would allow or encourage an honest and open conversation about performance. This
lack of clarity breeds suspicion and makes it difficult to assist the employee to now how
to improve abilities.

"We still tend to
associate good
leadership with those
male qualities of being
tough and strong
where, in fact, being
nurturing and inclusive
and collaborative is
just as effective, if not
more." -- Rev. Ruth
Garwood, National
Religious Leadership
Roundtable
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DIVERSITY & INCLUSION PROGRAM AUDIT

Overview & History of Diversity & Inclusion at the District

Over the past fifteen years, the District has supported a number of programs to foster
and integrate diversity into its daily business practices.  In 1995, the District began
preparation of the annual Equal Opportunity/Non-Discrimination Plans (EO/NDP).   In
1996, the CEO sanctioned the affinity group called FORUM (Fairness Opportunity
Recognition Understanding Multicultural) and a Hispanic organization.  In 1996, a
cultural audit was conducted and its results were released to the Board.

In terms of equal opportunity, passage of Proposition 209 in November of 1996, marked
a turning point for public agencies.  It prohibited public institutions from considering race,
gender, and ethnicity in hiring, contracting, or other programs, essentially ending the
District's affirmative action plan.   In May 1997, the District revised its employment and
other policies and shifted focus to implementation of multiple diversity projects focused
on EO training, Discrimination Complaint procedures, contract compliance and diversity
awareness and outreach programs.

Shortly after these changes in 1997-98, the Santa Clara County Civil Grand Jury
disclosed that it had commenced an investigation into allegations of racial bias and
harassment.  The 1999-2000 Grand Jury issued its report in 2000 and in response; the
District developed and implemented a 2000 EO/NDP.  Key elements of the plan
included:

 Quarterly and annual progress reports
 Supervisor/management leadership academy
 Development of a database to record, track, and report data on all

EEO/harassment complaints
 An EO Advisory Committee
 An EO/NDP that included compliance and diversity training for all staff

In 1999, the Board of Directors adopted a new governance model which included
statements in the policies regarding the value of Diversity and Inclusion of all people.

 Resources: Staffing & Budget

In 2004, the Office of Ethics, Diversity, and Inclusion was formed with an Assistant
Administrative Officer as lead along with four full time staff members. The Equal
Opportunity Program function has been administered through Human Resources which
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included the Equal Opportunity/Non-Discrimination Plan. This structure remained until
2007 when the ethics function was re-assigned to HR.

In 2010, the office was again restructured and personnel assigned to the program were
reduced from four to one full time staff person.  Two staff from the department were
reassigned to other offices within the District and one was released.  In support of the full
time staff remaining,  750 hours are assigned to the program and distributed among 3
staff members in the CEOs support office.  These hours are structured to provide
accounting assistance, staff support and assistance with ERG activities.

The early FY budgets of the Diversity & Inclusion Office (excluding EEO and Ethics)
while it was under the Office of the CAO were as follows.

FY 2006 - $1,665,860
FY 2007 - $1,949,508
FY 2008 - $1,286,222
FY 2009 - $ 847,480
FY 2010 - $ 396,666
FY 2011 - $697,027
FY 2012 - $516,630

The expenditures starting from the transitional FY 2008 to FY 2012 budget are shown in
Table 15. The fiscal year budget in 2010-11 was $697,027 while expenditures were
$456,083.  The 2011-12 budget going forward is currently $516,630.

In addition to staff officially assigned to the unit, 2,400 hours have been allocated to
ERG officers to attend D/I Council meetings and to support the work of the program.
These hours are thus spread out across the District.  Each of the four officers of the 9
ERGs (and Associated Women Employees) is allocated 60 hours per year for a total of
2,400 hours.  Of the 2,400 hours budgeted for ERG participation, only about 770 were
used, or about 32% of available funds. The budget for ERG activities showed little
activity: $11,000 was budgeted while only $832 was expended.
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Table 15. D/I Office Expenditures & Budget - FY 2008-2012

The District is to be commended for the commitment it has shown and the resources
that have been allocated to the Diversity & Inclusion Program, its support for the
employee affinity groups, and involvement of its top managers, including the CEO to the
program.  No comparison agency in the state has a program of this scope.  The priority
at the District has placed the program and its structure with the Top 50 Diversity Inc.
benchmarks.

The FY 2010-11 was a time of great transition including the restructuring of the
office, loss of its full time team and limitations on use of funds for heritage events by

the ERGs.  Nevertheless, it appears that the budget warrants re-structuring to make
more efficient use of the funds available to ensure efforts are sharply focused on the
goals set out in the 2012-14 Master Plan.

Hours $ Hours $ Hours $ Hours $ Hours $
D&I Staff(including benefits and
taxes 1,685 $115,657 5,181 $561,349 2,307 $214,897 2,312 $196,890 1,947 $171,461
D&I Staff Assistance
   Accounting Budget Support 900 $83,835 90 $7,664 400 $35,226
   ERG Assistance 830 $70,683 400 $35,226
D&I Council Meetings  Labor
Costs 60 hrs x 4 officers x 10
ERGs 324 $22,239 239 $25,895 482 $44,891 545 $46,413 2,288 $201,490
D&I Regular Labor Cost (incl
benefits) 2,009 $137,896 5,420 $587,244 3,689 $343,623 3,777 $321,650 5,035 $443,403
Travel for Professional
Conferences $0 $11 $2,359 $11,667 $10,000
Sponsorship of Community
Events $14,790 $19,630 $10,970 $23,590 $9,300
ERG Activities - Direct
Expenditures $0 $3,244 $0 $5,404
Expenditures Other $30,320 $3,301 $2,375 $3,855 $20,700
Agency, Assns & Prof Memb. $150 $0 $0 $2,235
Misc. Services and Supplies $8,507 $741 $437 $67,441
Other Admin Supplies $2,729 $3,308 $525 $93
Total S&S $56,496 $30,235 $16,666 $114,285 $40,000
Internal Services $13,192 $29,252 $18,809 $20,148 $33,227
GRAND TOTAL $207,584 $646,731 $379,098 $456,083 $516,630

Budget Item
FY12

7/1/11 - 6/30/12

Expended BudgetedExpended Expended Expended

FY11
7/1/10 - 6/30/11

FY10
7/30/09 - 6/30/10

FY09
7/1/08 - 6/30/09

FY08
7/1/07 - 6/30/08
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Diversity & Inclusion Master Plans & Accomplishments - FY 2007-2012

The program has a long history of developing master plans to guide its activities. In this
section, a summary of the goals and accomplishments will be provided. After
establishment of the office in 2004, the first master plan appears to have been
completed for FY 2007.  The most recent Master Plan includes tactics, strategies, as
well as a project implementation plan with timelines and responsibilities assigned.
Accomplishments for the program were found in a variety of documents including the
Master Plans as well as in separate memos and reports.  The complete text of the plans
are provided as Appendix 2.  Documents summarizing accomplishments in other formats
are provided as Appendix 3.

In the narrative below, each of the plans is summarized and encompasses goals,
activities, and accomplishments included in the planning documents.

Master Plan of 2006-7

This plan was prepared under the direction of the Assistant Administrative Office and
Ethics, Diversity & Inclusion.  The report includes an informal assessment of the
status of various activities that were done since 2004 when the office was first
established.   Noted among the 2005-6 accomplishments which survived to the present
day include:

 Developing ERGs & guidelines
 Conducting diversity training
 Planning cultural events and Diversity Day
 Planning women's focus group as part of the Women's Initiative Task Force
 Establishing a Diversity & Inclusion website
 Community sponsorships

At that time, the plan noted that in 2004, there was a feeling among staff that heritage
day events had become too extravagant, that there were not enough African American
women in leadership roles, and that the District needed to move beyond counting heads
and toward inclusion.

The business case goals at this time were developed and included:

 Enhancing cultural competence of all District employees
 Working to removed perceived reverse discrimination
 Addressing communication issues
 Achieving buy-in from all employees
 Encouraging people to come out of their comfort zone
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Activities for the following years were to focus on education and training, a woman's
initiative, developing another five year plan, and developing ways to hold managers
accountable.  Three overarching formal goals were also listed:

1. Encourage and maintain a highly skilled and high performing workforce
through employee development and diversity education.
2. Integrate diversity and inclusion into District policies and procedures.
3. Demonstrate effective and internal communications to a diverse audience.
(Internal, external and a website presence)

The goals included in this plan were to begin to institutionalize D/I practices into the
business systems and by 2009-10, be an "Employer of Choice" in the area.  Other
metrics which were evaluated at the time include the percentages of women and
minorities in the workforce.

Accomplishments FY 2008

The Diversity & Inclusion Summit was held whose goal was to re-ignite momentum in
diversity by updating the diversity master plan for the next five years.

Master Plan 2020 - 2006-2008

There was another plan published in 2007 reiterated the goals and structure set out in
the earlier 2006-8 report. It also includes a good history of the diversity and inclusion
efforts at the District.

Master Plan Status Report for FY 2008-2009

The goals of the plan were identical to those listed in the 2009-11 plan. This document
listed the program accomplishments:

 Development a D&I Communications Plan
 Began management leadership training at an MLT

meeting
 Hosted 7 community events
 Sponsored 6 diverse community outreach

organizations

A brief summary of ERG activities was also included:

 12 noon hour events were scheduled to celebrate
diversity and other cultures

"When you have
experienced being invisible,
not heard, and passed over,
you develop a burning
passion for being inclusive
because you know the costs
of missed opportunities." ---
Floyd Keith, Executive
Director, Black Coaches
Association.
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 ERGs were allocated $23,000 for events and $3,244 was used.  ERGs which
had no expenditures include: ABE, Indo-American Association, Parents' Advisory
Network.

2009-2011 & 2009-2010 Master Plans

A major focus for the 2009-11 plan was workforce planning including succession
planning, and leadership development.  The goal was to integrate diversity and inclusion
into these plans. Other goals included in both plans included:

 Communicate and engage diverse communities to ensure a common
understanding

 Managers will understand and model positive  D/I behavior
 Build and sustain a diverse workforce that embraces and implements D/I

concepts
 Assess impact of D/I program
 Ensure policies and procedures are fair, inclusive and respectful of gender

differences
 Leverage efforts of ERGs to build inclusive workforce

Accomplishments FY 2010.  The FY 2009-2010 Master Plan listed the 2010
accomplishments of the program consistent with the goals of the plan:

 Continued monthly training of management
 Develop tools to assistant managers to talk with staff about diversity and

inclusion including a poster, video, and brochure.
 Webinars were held
 ERG events were held and 6 other events were hosted
 The 2005 Women's Initiative recommendations were developed into an action

plan by the D&I Council in 2009.

A July 19, 2010 Board Agenda Memo also summarized the program for the 2009-10
fiscal year beginning with an overview of the number of recruitments and promotions.
Accomplishments listed were the cultural assessment survey.  Areas of strength and
areas needed improvement were identified.  An action plan was development and
distributed to employees in April 2010.   Other initiatives during this time included:

 D/I Communication Plan - to educate staff on goals
 Multi-Lingual Program - to identify staff with various language abilities
 Diverse Professional Organization Outreach - with a goal of developing a diverse

talent pool and enhancing the District's image, including a video and poster.
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 Complete a cultural assessment study via a survey and interviews with staff
 Developed an action plan in response to the cultural assessment completed
 Hosted 7 community events
 6 internal events by ERGs were held ranging in size from 9 (Parents Advisory

Network to 74 (Veterans Awareness)
 Black and Indo-American History Month were cancelled. (Source: 2009-10

Master Plan, p 19)

Key metrics to measure future success include:
Complete the D/I Master Plan objectives

Complete the action plan from the 2009 cultural assessment
Conduct a new survey to measure trends and program successes

A meeting with the ERGs and Director Santos was held in April of 2010.  During this
meeting a number of concerns were identified and an action plan developed.  The status
of the actions from this meeting was updated on 9/29/2010. (Appendix 3)

Accomplishments FY 2011.  Activities during this period included a variety of webinars,
meetings regarding the program with external audiences and internal groups.   The
Council was restructured to include 11 EEO job classes. Other accomplishments
included:

 Developed a new D/I Master Plan for 2012-14
 Updated the Communication Plan
 Developed a D/I brochure
 17 community sponsorships
 Participated in 6 diverse professional organization conferences

Diversity & Inclusion 2012-2014 Master Plan

The current 2012-14 plan was designed under the purview of a new Diversity & Inclusion
Council and with the oversight of the CEO and acting program manager.  It is the most
concrete and measurable plan that has been developed thus far.  It contains goals as
well as strategies and tactics for accomplishing these goals:

A. Recognize and understand the community we serve
B. Enhance outreach to the community
C. Attract, promote, and retain the best talent
D. Apply creative and innovative {technological} solutions
E. Educate our workforce
F. Sustain an inclusive work environment
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For the first time, each of these abstract goals is explicated by specific strategies which
are action oriented and thus geared to move the District along a path toward
accomplishment.  In addition, specific tactics or actions are delineated.  The plan is
further enhanced and given strength by an implementation or
action plan in matrix format that indicates timelines for each
tactic and responsible parties. (See Appendix 4. Master Plan
Implementation Resources Projections 2012-2014.)

The successful implementation of the plan is greatly enhanced
by fleshing out these goals. As the District begins
implementation, the next enhancement would be to develop
specific metrics for the goals in terms of impacts and
outcomes, not process, to track progress toward
accomplishment.  These metrics will be meaningful District-
wide, but should also be developed for each of the Chief's
areas of responsibility.

2012 Project Action Plan

According to the FY 2012 Project Plan the program objectives of the Diversity &
Inclusion Program are to:

1. Implement the 2012-14 D/I Master Plan that includes long term objectives, strategies,
and tactics to create, promote, and sustain diversity and inclusion.
2. Develop and implement communication strategies for informing and engaging
employees in diversity and inclusion.
3. Develop the Employee Resource Groups (ERGs) to assist with implementation of the
tactics of the D/I Master Plan.
4. Leverage external organizations to enhance recruitment and to communicate the
District's messages through sponsorships.
5. Develop performance and monitoring mechanisms to measure effectiveness of
Diversity & Inclusion Master Plan.

The key milestones were to:

(1) Conduct a single survey incorporating diversity and inclusion, workforce satisfaction,
and ethics by June 2012.

(2) Present an annual progress report on Diversity & Inclusion to the Board of Directors
by May 2012.

"You can build a ramp to
get anyone into a building,
but it truly is the attitude
that facilitates real
inclusion. If the people
inside the building don't
see the value of the
individual and don't want
them there, then true
inclusion does not
happen. Christina Smith,
The Arc of the Mid-Ohio
Valley
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Employee Affinity Groups: ERGs & AWE

A key component of the District's D&I program is its heavy reliance on the affinity groups
which have been organized over the years. Currently, the District recognizes and has
chartered 9 employee affinity groups, called Employee Resource Groups (ERGs) plus
the Association of Women Employees which is a 503(c)5 formed in the 1980’s. The
ERG charter applications and by laws where available are provided in Appendix 5.
Appendix 6 shows the individual web site fact sheets for each ERG/AWE. These are
listed below along with the reported membership and documentation provided.
According to the self-reports of membership, 40% of staff belong to ERGs.  The 2009
survey indicated that 29% were members.

Table 17.  Affinity Group Membership, Activities and Expenses 2010-2011

Affinity Group
(ERGs & AWE)

No. of
Members*

Charter
or
By

Laws?

Fact
Sheet
from
Web?

Annual
Report

FY 2010
Expenses+
($1k max)

FY 2011
Expenses+

Asian Pacific
(APRG)

27 yes yes No $950

Association of Black
Employees (ABE) 25 No yes No 0
Association of
Women Employees
(AWE)*

86 n/a yes No $210

Baby Boomers 13 yes no No --
Disability
Awareness

N/A No no No $325

Indo-American
Association IAA 25 yes yes No 0
Lesbian, Gay, Bi,
Trans/Straight 34 yes yes No $850
OLA - Organization
for Latino Affairs 64 yes yes No $977
Parents Network No yes No $300
Veterans
Awareness

37 yes No $184

Total Membership 284 -- -- No $3,797 $836
*Self-reported numbers with the exception of AWE which provided a membership list.

+ Expenses are only those funded by the District.
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ERG Structure, Policies and Procedures

There is an extensive and well developed 13 page policy last revised February 2011
along with multiple forms and process descriptions to guide the ERG groups along with
requirements to be chartered as an ERG by the District.  There is also a 24 page
publication entitled ERG Guidelines which is a well organized introduction to the ERGs
and requirements to become recognized by the District.  Topics for these documents
include forms specially designed for ERGs to make budget requests, use of facilities,
request for food vendors, reprographics and A/V services, etc.  There is a detailed
records retention schedule for these forms and documents.

Criteria for ERG status is clearly outlined indicating that a group must:
1) Represent major components of the way people identify or define themselves
2) Explain why the group wants to be an ERG
3) Serve as a resource to the District
4) Serve as an extension to the community
5) Promote the District as a good place to work
6) Welcome employees not of the same affinity
7) Abide by all District Policies and procedures and values
8) Not take responsibility or advocacy for any individual employee concerns
9) Assist the District in recruitment and retention efforts
10) Not represent District employees regarding terms and conditions of their

employment

Each ERG is required to have an executive manager to guide the group.  These
sponsors may be unclassified (executive managers) or mid-managers (manager
sponsors).  The roles of these sponsors are extensively identified in the documents
described above.

Internal Events. There are multiple, specific requirements for each ERG event to be
evaluated including one day after the event, and a final report to the D/I Council within
45 days of the event. These reports, where available, are included as Appendix 7 and
Appendix 8 includes evaluation of some of those events. Compliance with this
requirement is unclear.

External Activities.  ERG members are encouraged to participate in external activities
with a nexus to the D/I program business case as described in the Master Plan.
Compensation for this participation is required to be approved by the D/I program
manager and the staff's unit manager.

Required Reports. In addition to the summary evaluation and report of each event to
the D/I Council, these events are also to be summarized in a fiscal year end report. An
annual fundraising report is due at the end of the fiscal year 4th quarter. These reports
are not being done at the present time.
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The D/I Program Manager is to review and publish an Annual Report which is submitted
by all ERGs at the end of the 4th Quarter every fiscal year.  The report is to document
the ERG activities for the year, with impacts, problems/issues, lessons learned as well
as the ERGs expenditures. (Source: p. 6 ERG Guidelines, item A6)

ERG Activities

Annual Reports & Activities. Annual reports for the ERGs, even though required by
District policy, are not being collected at this time.  As a result, there is no information on
activities.  The expenditures --  which will be used as a proxy indicator for activities --
shows that in 2009-10, there were $3,797 of expenditures by ERGs.  Some ERGs had
no expenditures and others had expenditures but did not report event attendance.

The FY 2010 expenditures by ERG are shown in Table 18 below along with the
attendance reported at events.  The attendance for 2009-10 totaled 228, a decline of
28% from FY 2009 when the attendance was 315.

Table 18. Affinity Group Expenses & Event Attendance 2010-2011

Affinity Group
FY 2010

Expenses
($1k max)

FY 2010
Reported

Attendance at
Events

FY 2011
Expenses
($1k max)

Asian Pacific
(APRG)

$950 0

Association of Black
Employees (ABE) 0 0
Association of
Women Employees
(AWE)*

$210 26

Baby Boomers --
Disability
Awareness $325 0
Indo-American
Association IAA 0 0
Lesbian, Gay, Bi,
Trans/Straight $850 34
OLA - Organization
for Latino Affairs $977 57
Parents Network $300 37
Veterans
Awareness

$184
26

Total $3,797 228 $836
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Source:  2009-10 D/I Master Plan, pp. 19-21

Maturity Matrix Survey. A member of the Diversity & Inclusion Council conducted a
survey in fall of 2011 of ERG leaders and members to evaluate the 'maturity' of their
ERG.  The idea was to assess how well established the ERGs were based on a number
of dimensions: governance and structure, talent acquisition and retention, professional
development, community participation, leadership commitment, governance and
structure, funding, and internal influences.

The survey was modified to suit a non-profit entity. Six of the 9 ERGs & AWE responded
and rated the overall level of growth of the ERGs as one level above foundational on a
4.0 rating scale.  The commitment of leadership was ranked as higher, but in terms of
impact and organization, the ratings were lower.  (Appendix 9)

Perceptions of ERGs

As discussed in the first section of this report, District staff perceptions of the ERGs have
been and continue to be in this round of data collection, poorly thought of and often seen
as social clubs or vehicles to promote individual agendas.

The 2009 cultural assessment gathered information on perceptions of the ERGs, as
discussed in the first section of this report. The Association for Black Employees (ABE)
is most often cited for perpetuating the idea the organization is racist and for
promulgating a personal agenda. Succinctly, District staff feel the ERGs were positive at
first, but have outlived their purpose; that they are divisive and have not made the
transition to support the work of the District.
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 Diversity & Inclusion Council

During the period 2007 to 2010, there were three groups which provided leadership for
the D/I Program:  (1) The Executive Diversity & Inclusion Council; (2) The Diversity
Council, and (3) the ERG Leadership Group, and AWE, the Association of Women
Employees which is a 503(c)5.

In 2010-11 these groups were merged into one inclusive group, the Diversity & Inclusion
Council which now encompasses the CEO, Chiefs, ERG leadership, members from the
unions as well as staff from 11 job groups (referred to as non-ERG members in this
report).

Three focus groups or listening sessions were held with this body, one with ERG and job
group members combined and then two with just ERG leaders and the non-ERG
members of the Council.  The ERGs are not comfortable with the non-ERG members.
The non-ERG members are likewise not comfortable attending the meetings, did not
understand their role, indicated their role was frowned upon with their colleagues and
generally feel out of place since they don't represent a larger group.  Neither group felt
the Council was an effective way to get the work of the program accomplished.   A lack
of confidentiality among members, lack of all Chiefs attending render discussion of
difficult issues impossible.

Some members of the Diversity Council who do not represent an ERG expressed
confusion about their role and feel marginalized in part due to the presence of ERG
leadership in the Diversity & Inclusion Council.

Attendance at the D/I Council is based on who can attend which leads to different
individuals being present.  While the motives for this practice are totally understandable,
to ensure representation, this practice may not lend itself to building a predictable
membership at the meeting or one where one can expect confidentiality.  It seems
important to develop the Council into a trustful, confidential group of individuals who are
held accountable for assignments and what they are expected to do, just as any
committee or work team at the District.  The current composition and procedures do not
seem to lend itself to strong expectations of accountability or productivity.

In FY 2011, about 2,288 hours or approximately $200k were allocated for ERG officer's
work with the Council, however only about 32% were utilized. This under utilization is
evidently a pattern over the years.  Therefore, it appears these funds can be reallocated
and more productively utilized to pay for time of process owners and other individuals
who can be held accountable for accomplishment of goals of the program and
organization.
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Diversity Council Best Practice

Diversity Councils typically operate in the realm of a semi-informal structure
characterized by short term planning and limited accountability.  They are usually activity
based and may also fulfill an advisory role.  Membership of these types of councils vary
widely and usually represent many parts of the organization and job functions. The
metrics for these Councils usually focus on activities such as trainings.  There is no
accountability and this model can prove to be risky if it is the primary hallmark of the
program.

Types of Diversity Councils

A survey of diversity council Best Practices among large corporations show a variety of
structures for diversity councils, not all of which are relevant to a non-profit organization
such as country specific and regional councils for multi-site organizations.  Following is a
description of those which may be applicable to the District's situation.

Executive Diversity Councils.  Membership consists of executive leadership with CEO
and chief diversity officer leading it.  Members have responsibility for all functions in the
organization and as such can be held accountable for developing strategy and
implementing it.

Business Unit Diversity Councils.  Membership draws from a large spectrum of
people in the organization including different job groups, affinity groups, abilities and
thinking styles.  These councils can be strictly advisory or part of the business operation.
Metrics apply to individual business units and may include such activities as program
development, heritage events, newsletters, mentoring, etc.

Supplier Diversity Councils.  Membership in this type of council includes partnering
with employees, vendors and government agencies. The group helps to determine ways
to communicate with and encourage bids from small and disadvantaged businesses.

External Diversity Councils. Members of these groups may be used as an advisory
board and are often recruited from business, government, academia, citizen groups,
etc., to offer a broader perspective on issues and accountability for diversity.

A Diversity Council who seeks to make a difference needs to reflect all levels, divisions
and functions within an organization.  Representatives with these characteristics should
be sought out for membership:

Clout, Respect and Credibility.   Council members should not only be
advocates but also critical thinkers and planners and thought leaders in
the organization.
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Strategic Perspective & No Personal Ax to Grind - Members who
volunteer for D/I Councils sometimes are there to solve an issue of
personal interest. But Council leaders must have the ability to represent
all viewpoints - an objective citizen of the organization.  The Council
needs people who understand the big picture as well as the operational
details.  Controlled passion, including people who care to make positive
change and who can be sensitive to all constituencies in the District are
needed.

Flexibility, Adaptability & Desire to Grow - There are many contentious
issues brought to the table, they must be able to work well with others,
remain open to different solutions and be introspective enough to
recognize own biases.

Managing Bias - A key success factor in a strong council member is
whether the person is introspective enough to manage their biases and
stay open to other points of view, and change if needed.

Many successful Diversity Councils are assembled based not on one's office or
role in an ERG but rather as a diagonal slice of the organization. The CEO has in the
past two years moved the Diversity and Inclusion Council  partially down this path by
including executives, some process owners, and members of all District occupational
groups.
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Evaluation of Diversity & Inclusion
Policies and Procedures

The Diversity & Inclusion Program does not have a
specifically named policy guiding its procedures and
goals.  Neither  does the program have under its purview
the Ethics and Equal Opportunity function.  As a result,
the attention of this report now turns to those policies and processes at the District which
are charged with Ethics and Equal Opportunity.  The role of these policies is to ensure a
representative work force, fair promotions and respectful treatment at the District. The
Office of Ethics and Equal Opportunity housed in HR, reports to the Deputy
Administrative and Ethics Officer who reports to the Chief Administrative Officer.

The Deputy Administrative & Ethics Officer who has oversight of Human Resources also
serves as the EEO Officer.  The chief ethics officer is the Chief Administrative Officer.

Ethics & Equal Opportunity Policy & Program

The District has several major policies and administrative procedures which outline the
role of the Ethics and Equal Opportunity Office's role in the recruitment and selection
process for hiring and promotions, for investigating complaints of unfair hiring and
providing resolution of discrimination issues, including Reasonable Accommodation. The
office also completes EEO report submissions to the Federal government.  The policies
are available to staff on the District's public website. (Appendix 11)

"The District's Ethics and Equal Opportunity Office develops best
practices, administers programs and develops policies that ensure the
District is in compliance with state and federal laws to ensure prevention
and reduction of instances of discrimination, harassment, retaliation, and
disparate treatment of District employees and applicants for employment."
SOP Recruitment Process Revision 7, June 23, 2010, p. 1.

The office is also responsible for providing guidance to District staff in EO and RA
matters, secures subject matter experts as trainers and develops District specific
handbooks and resource materials.  The EEOP also ensures the District is following best
practices in training its workforce to ensure it is free of discrimination, harassment, and
retaliation.

While the policy dated February 2011 indicates there is an Equal Opportunity/Non-
Discrimination Plan, the staff indicates that is no longer true.

Persistence of unfairness
can exist for two main
reasons:  (1)  An
organization's policies are
unfair and (2) People treat
each other unfairly.
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Ethics & Equal Opportunity Program  Role in Recruitment & Hiring Process

During recruitment and hiring, the office is involved in a hands-on manner a number of
times from beginning to the end of the process.  The EEO office representative sits in on
all meetings.  This was structured in this manner to ensure that EEO considerations
were part of the process, not an afterthought and is certainly a Best Practice that the
practice is so integrally involved.  These EO functions in the hiring/promotion are listed
below:

Attend Recruitment Meetings.  EEOP attends meetings which set the supplemental
questions, assessment and interview criteria, panels, interview questions, advertisement
plans, scoring rubrics, responsibilities and the qualified list. (Source: SOP Recruitment
Process p. 3)  The questions to be used in the interview, the pool, etc. are all reviewed
for gender and ethnic bias.  In addition, a worksheet is provided to the recruitment
analyst which shows the demographic labor force availability in the county of Santa
Clara for the position title that is being recruited.  (Appendix 12)   This check is to ensure
that the hiring panel is representative of the Santa Clara County labor force for that
occupation.  This is done along with the recruitment analyst and hiring manager.

There had been a practice if there were over 8 applications, a disparate analysis was
performed, but this is no longer done.  Disparate analysis is conducted at the end of
each fiscal year and does not include information at the level of each hire/promotion.

Applicant Pool Approval.  The recruitment folder is provided to EEOP which reviews
documents including the advertising plan, recruitment profile, and job announcement.

Intermediate Review.  After review of the data, EEOP signs the recruitment  documents
and returns to the recruitment analyst.

Application Assessments are performed.  EEOP reviews the pool.

Assessment Results/Interview List Reviewed by EEOP for signs of disparate impact.
The 'EEO Blue Folder Results of Interview Checklist' (Appendix 13) is completed at the
end of the process by the EEO office.  This debrief is performed with the recruitment
analyst only after the interviews are completed and the hiring decision is made.  If issues
are noted at that time, either the EEO officer or the Recruitment Supervisor is notified
depending on the issue.

Ethics & Equal Opportunity Resources

The structure, and therefore the budget, of the office has varied in recent years,  making
trend comparisons difficult in terms of activities as well as budgets.  However, the table
below shows the budget or expenditures of the office over the last 4 years.
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Table 18. EEO Budget FY 2008 to FY 2011

Budget Description 2008 2009 2010 2011
EEOP Mandatory Training $29,087 $118,623 $51,483
EEOP Program $290,101 70,675 103,000 85,805
EEOP Management 373,151 333,567 234,486 346,819
Reasonable Accommodation 31,638 63,669 54,922
Ethics 69,800 55,717 90,701 72,127

External consultants used to investigate EEO or fairness complaints have been
budgeted at $57,883 in 2008, $116,394 in 2009, and $87,501 in 2010.   The 2011
expenses as of April were $22,644.

Ethics & Equal Opportunity Program: Role in Treatment of Staff Complaints

Because of the long standing perceptions regarding equity issues as well as fairness in
hiring and promotions, an examination of the complaints regarding equity and fairness
issues was attempted to understand and quantify the scope of the problem and the
degree to which these complaints were sustained upon official investigation.  First, a few
qualifications and historical notes to the findings and quality of the data are in order.

An independent analysis of the climate at the District in 1996 gave this recommendation:

"Analyze the grievances submitted, settled, and withdrawn. Identification
of complaints and problems should be analyzed more than the particular
individual's situation but symptomatic of larger issues."  1996
Organizational Culture Survey.

The 2000 Santa Clara Grand Jury report noted:

"The District has no database for complaint processing and prepares
reports by manual tabulation.  A database is reportedly planned." Source:
p. 3 June 26 2000 Grand Jury Report.

The 2009 Ethics Survey report and action plan indicated:

"..that quarterly reports will be presented to BAOs/Chiefs and posted on
the website regarding issues and resolutions."  (source: Ethics Survey
2009 Action Plan recommendation III.A.2.)

According to the EEO Office, the database for EEO complaints has not been maintained
for approximately the last year.  Historical information on cases are apparently in two
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systems, and according to the EEO Office, neither are complete.  Therefore, the
information in this section of the report should be considered as suggestive and not
conclusive.  Nevertheless, given the importance of the issue, it was determined that
flawed data was better than none.

The data in Table 21 below gives numbers provided in the Grand Jury's report for the
years 1996-2000, and the FY 2010 and 2011 were provided and subsequently verified
by the Office of EEOP. Appendix 14 contains two reports of EEO and Labor Relations
complaints of complaints during FY 2011 part of FY 2010 as well as a presentation on
the status of the program.

Since the periods and definitions of the cases appear to vary widely, it is not possible to
make firm conclusions on incidence of issues at the District with confidence.  According
to the EEOP office, beginning with the FY 2010, a triage process was instituted to
identify those issues that warranted further investigation and those which could be
handled via a more informal intervention.  In the past, complaints as well as inquiries
were counted.  An intervention typically involves discussion of the issues with the parties
involved.  It is typically conducted internally.  Investigations are likewise handled
internally unless there may be a conflict of interest and then an external investigator is
brought in to handle the case.

The graph below shows the process for considering EEO complaints from initial intake to
resolution.
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Table  21.  Trends in EEO  & Ethics Complaints - 1996-2011**

Type of Complaint 1996-
2000

2007-2011
Complaints

&
Investigations

FY
2009-2010

Investigations

FY
2010-2011

Investigations

Sexual Harassment
No. 16 23 5 2

  No. Sustained 9 15 5 1
% Sustained 56% 65% 100% 50%

Racial Discrimination/
Preferential Treatment
   No. 9 24* 5 3
   No. Sustained 1 9 2 0
  % Sustained 11% 38% 40% 0%

Unfair Promotions
  No. 35 3 2
  No. Sustained 17 1 0
   % Sustained 49% 33% 0%

No. of Ethics
Consultations &
Complaints

110

No. of EO Complaints 135
Sources: 1996-200 figures from 2000 Santa Clara County Grand Jury Report;

2007-11 Treatment of Staff Reports, Internal Issues & Ethics
FY 2010-2011- EEOP/Labor Relations Report from EEO & Ethics Office and may in some cases duplicate

those in FY 2010 and 2011.
*Includes racial preferential treatment & inappropriate behavior.

**These numbers are accurate, but are not complete for the periods 2007-11 and 2010-11; it is noted the
numbers for FY 2010 and FY 2011 investigations do not mesh precisely with written reports in the appendix.

Reasonable Accommodation

According to the EEOP presentation dated 2009-2010, there were 40 new cases of
reasonable accommodation during FY 2009-2010.
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Perceptions of the Ethics Program

According to the fall 2011 survey, 47% believe the Ethics Program is not effective.  A
third has no
opinion and 20%
believe it is
ineffective.

At the same time,
complaints
reported to the
Ethics Office, as
near as could be
surmised given the
paucity of
systematic data, seem to be declining.  However, the qualification here is that there were
differences in the method of recording of these complaints from previous years.  For
example, in the past, all issues may have been included in earlier reports. At the
present time, administration has instituted a new procedure to triage complaints that
come in.  This seems to have had the effect of reducing the number of investigations
with more informal interventions and attempts to resolve issues undertaken instead.

An interesting trend is that the EEOP staff indicated there is now an increase in external
complaints made directly to EEO and the Department of Fair Employment and Housing,
- 7 in the last month.

Another interesting trend shown in the District's 2011 survey shows a sharp spike in the
percentage of people who believe it is unsafe to express a difference of opinion without
retaliation.  In both 2007 and 2009,  33% indicated they felt safe but this dropped sharply
in 2011 to only 23%.
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Ethics and Equal Opportunity Gap Analysis and Recommendations

The establishment of the office devoted to ethics and equity, the budget and use of
anonymous complaint lines were all serious attempts on the part of the District
management to prevent unfair treatment of staff and to provide a work environment that
is free of discrimination, including sexual harassment, unfair treatment or retaliation
against staff members for expressions of dissent consistent with EL-3 and EL-10,
Treatment of Staff and Equal Employment Opportunity.

Community Engagement

Community Sponsorships

In Fiscal Year 2010-2011, the D/I Program sponsored 17 community events totaling
$22,690.  The range of organizations include Latino, Black and Asian civic groups.  San
Jose State University Engineering program activities were also supported through the
program.  Appendix 10 provides a complete listing of these activities.

Professional Conference attendances are provided from FY 2009 to FY 2012.  Seven
conferences have been attended over the years by various District staff. Government
relations provided a list of 16 community sponsorships the District has supported in
2010-11.  Plans for 2012  were also listed. The events were regional and ethnic
oriented.  Two were related to the District's mission: Guadalupe River Park and Gardens
and the Palo Alto Emergency Preparedness Committee Fair.  (Appendix 10)
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EVALUATION OF D/I PROGRAM
EFFECTIVENESS & EFFICIENCIES  & GAP ANALYSIS

In this section, an assessment of the program's strengths and weaknesses and
comparisons to Best Practices is outlined.  Next, the gap analysis with Best Practice
and recommendations for action are provided for the Diversity & Inclusion Program.

Strengths

As outlined in the Benchmark Report, the Diversity & Inclusion Program is Best Practice
in terms of its structure: CEO support, it has its own resources and departmental
organization, and ERGs have been developed.  In addition, policies for equity in hiring
include diversity considerations at each step.

The CEO strongly supports the program, even to the extent of taking over management
of the program and the Diversity Council.  He meets with the group regularly and has
taken personal responsibility for formulating the latest Master Plan.

The program has a small group of dedicated staff who care deeply and feel passionately
about the goals of the diversity and inclusion at the District.

The ERGs represent the spectrum of interests that exist nationally.  They are supported
with funds for their activities and planning time.

Development of a Master Plan as extensive as the District's is rare and only seen in
large corporations with significant staffs.

The associated policies and guidelines surrounding the ERGs are well developed and
thought through.

The program is moving toward a business case to fully integrate the program and spirit
into its everyday operations.

Weaknesses

It appears the role of the Diversity & Inclusion program is unknown, misunderstood, or
confused at the District.  The Diversity and Inclusion climate is sometimes attributed
unconsciously to processes over which it has no control or oversight such as equity in
hiring.

The integrity of the hiring and promotion processes is long standing issues and
extremely critical issues which influence staff's feelings of fairness and equity at the
District.  This is the backdrop against which the Diversity & Inclusion Program must
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operate yet they have no influence upon the process or role in understanding or
evaluating the complaints as they relate to diversity and inclusion.

Ties to departments and people who would be responsible and accountable for carrying
out these goals are not those around the table in the Diversity & Inclusion Council.  The
Council is large and lacks confidentiality and, most importantly, is not clearly linked to
the organizational structure of the District.  Managers accountable for the processes
critical to diversity and inclusion should have their own forum for these issues and have
the outcomes identified by the District as key incorporated into their work plans.

There are no formal ties or expectations for coordinating with Diversity & Inclusion
between Ethics and Equal Opportunity, Recruitment, Workforce Development, or District
projects with the community including EIRs, community hearings, etc.

Negative District Image.  The District staff do not understand the role of the program or
believe it has a function in these times and in the Bay Area whose tolerance for diversity
is well known and celebrated.

The program is associated with ERGs who are viewed as divisive and the social
functions including heritage days that were given in the past.

Measures of progress have not been forthcoming.  Reports of accomplishments have
not been made. There have not in the past been quantitative outcomes metrics reported
from its efforts.  As a result, accomplishments are not clear and many staff do not
understand the program, why it is funded, or what it does.

Diversity & Inclusion Training & Activities

There have not been on campus training for diversity and inclusion for years.  The
harassment and equal opportunity training requirements are done via the internet.  The
staff survey shows that their priorities for training are to develop succession plans for
their positions, career ladders and their own professional development and given the
climate, that should probably take priority over inclusion training at this time.  Once the
goals of the program are more clearly laid out and accountability measures are
incorporated into management work plans, then training needs and programs that fit
these goals could be more effectively identified.

HANDOUT 8.1-B 
MAR 8 2016



DIVERSITY & INCLUSION
 COMPREHENSIVE AUDIT

70

Alignment of Diversity & Inclusion to District Needs

Background & Observations
Diversity and inclusion issues are among the most complex management problems an
organization faces. This seems to be complicated by a number of historical and
organizational characteristics at the District.

The history of semi-autonomous operations of the four chief areas followed by three
CEOs in relatively short time frame and administrative efforts to integrate the areas from
the top down has resulted in a history of at least partially successful passive resistance.

The proliferation of bureaucracy and excessive administrative rules, as is always the
case, results in increased reliance on informal networks, and thus growing strength,  to
actually get the work done.

The informal power structures and networks at the District are extremely powerful.  They
control by rumor, by the 'gotcha' mentality of catching someone in a mistake and
manipulating the many bureaucratic rules at the District.   As with any power structure,
the membership is, or appears to be, based on race and gender.  These stubbornly
resistant-to-change structures are reinforced by another relatively unique factor at the
District: the extremely low attrition rates.  People literally grow up and old together at the
District.

"You never know when you might {get into a fix} because if you turn this
person down, you may be {annoying} someone way over in another
department, because they used to work together and you don't know it."

In terms of diversity, the District, while far from perfect, has made strides along
the lines of equal representation.

However, the real issue at the District is inclusion -- in power sharing, in
collaboration, in communicating openly, in working as team members across the
silos, in including staff in decisions where they could productively contribute.

Issues with D/I are long standing and have been resistant to
fairly substantial efforts to change. In order to make changes, it
will be important to improve dramatically communications
among managers and their staffs and to provide more data on
issues of interest and concern to a very intelligent, interested,
educated, and watchful, District staff.  Changes in approaches
to projects and teamwork, meeting styles, in honest evaluations
and accountability, etc. will need to change to reflect more
participatory decision making and power sharing. In short, diversity and inclusion can
no longer be viewed as just a program or a department, but now a change process
within the organization that touches all corners.

 Equality is about treating
all people the same.  Equity
is about treating people
fairly, acknowledging their
differences in skills,
qualities and career goals.
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The department as it was staffed and charged in the past had no District wide mandate
or scope. The perception of what diversity and inclusion mean is confused at the District
and needs to be clarified as evidenced by the disparate policies in separate units.  The
department as it is currently staffed and resourced will continue to struggle to succeed.

Diversity & Inclusion Programs Best Practices

The first report in this series was a survey of Best Practices of the District's benchmarks
along with nationally recognized high mark, aspirational benchmarks.  It was found that
the District has all the structural elements of a Best Practice program.  The reader is
referred to that report for details.  In this section, the elements or activities in the
development of what are accepted to be Best Practices in diversity and inclusion
programs are outlined.  This will be followed with a set of recommendations for the
District.

Typical stages in the development of a Best Practice, robust diversity and inclusion
program involve these key milestones:

1. Set the Vision. Executive leadership must set the tone and vision for the plan.  Best
Practice organizations have shifted from a total reliance on equality to one of equity
and fairness.

2. Assess Current Status.  Establish a scorecard based on employee perceptions;
identification of the business case, the diversity census.- level of representation within
the organization in terms of job levels, salary levels, assessment of existence of 'job
ghettos' that prevent upward mobility.

3. Establish Expectations for Core Competencies of Equitable Leadership and
Staff. Assessment of leadership, board members, and staff for core competencies of
leadership is often a good way to start the conversation and to set expectations to be
built into performance systems.

4. Setting Specific Goals through Metrics -

An effective, transformational plan will require reliable, consistent data, reporting and
monitoring efforts to adjust to what is working and what is not.

Metrics should robustly track an organization's progress to achieving their vision.  In the
area of diversity and inclusion, it is best to maintain as broad a view of the issues as
possible.  Therefore it is recommended that metrics include some of each of these listed
below with possible examples.

Quantitative - the diversity census against labor force information, including applicants,
and hires.  Promotion rates against current profile of the District workforce.
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Internal - Employee Engagement surveys, cultural assessments, etc.

Personal/Behavioral - Treatment of staff complaints filed, participation in training, how
the organization learns from unfortunate, apocryphal incidents, how are staff meetings
organized, how well does the organization communicate its work plans and projects
versus the strength of rumor mill.  Numbers of supervisors and managers mentoring for
next generation succession.  Shadowing time built into complex District projects to build
skills and experiences of beginning engineers.

External -- how the District perceived by its customers, community and community
leadership, diverse communities within the service area

5. Transforming the Future - Attack Big Issues and Nibble at the Organizational
Processes

The most successful plans will identify and act quickly to remedy those areas that are
most troublesome or easiest to fix -- the low hanging fruit.  The more public and symbolic
the change, the better.  But a solid plan needs to be behind it, or the program is headed
for another failure, and one from which it likely will not be able to recover.

But in addition to these big ideas, organizational wide strategies, the concept of
addressing the long term, stubborn to change issues in a more targeted way, often
called nibbling at diversity or organizational termites is also an essential part of a
successful plan.

District Best Practices

The District is, in terms of CEO commitment and involvement, reporting structure,
moral and material support by its chiefs, ERG development, allocation of resources, its
master D/I plan, communications plans, and activities, a Best Practice model of Diversity
and Inclusion programs.

The District compares favorably with nationally ranked, top 50 Diversity, Inc award
winners for its D/I program in terms of its organization, management support,
development of its Master Plan, and other District sponsored activities.  It is currently a
relatively mature model for diversity & inclusion programs.  It has accomplished its
foundational tasks such as assessment of the climate through staff surveys, undertaking
self-examination through rigorous assessment and program audits.

Supporting programs such as the EEO function, ethics reporting, and workforce
development planning result in a comprehensive approach to diversity and inclusion. In
terms of these structural aspects of D/I programming, the District is Best Practice.

The recruitment policies and structures, not actual operational practices, are very
strong, close to Best Practice in terms of diversity, equity, and process.  However, there
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is strong evidence based on selected case studies as well as statistical information that
the process is not universally carried out in a manner consistent with the values and
ideals of the District of respect and taking care to consider a person's lifetime
commitment and career with the District.

This conclusion has ample support from the recent employee engagement surveys as
well as decades old surveys of staff who believe the process is not fair, and not fair to
those who work hardest. Interviews with managers,
union leadership, and random staff at the District in 2011
confirm these findings.  Finally, statistical analysis of the
hires completed in the last year show there are
systematic issues in selection of the hiring panel, the
elevation of desirable experience to the level of
requirements, (MQ creep), the inability of recruitment
analysts to own the process, interference from hiring
managers, etc., that influence the outcome of the
decisions in ways that may not place internal candidates at the advantage they feel they
deserve.

All individuals are unique
and important, and will be
treated with fairness,
dignity, and respect.

Source:  District Mission &
Values Statement

Highly Inclusive Organizations Have Achieved these Objectives

1. Meaningful goals for diversity program are set and a vision of equity
embraced.
2. Senior executives will buy in and publicly recognize the importance of
diversity
3. Demographically, the organization represents its community and
executive team will be representative as well
4. Employee needs and an alternative work and benefit programs will take
into account different needs based on gender, cultural, family and
religious needs.
5. Development of a system of measuring success
6. High performance culture
7. Organization has identified its best talent and matched them to the
appropriate jobs
8. High level of employee engagement and employees who go beyond
what they are paid to do.
9. Teamwork and communication will be excellent. Morale will be high.
10. Recognition as an employer of choice.
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