amiesonW Gitiere:
Diversity Audit Team




Prepared Yor:
Mayor and City
City of Temp

31 E. Fifth Stre
Tempe, Arizona 85




| Parameters of the Workforce Survey |

The workforce survey sample consists-of 413 employees of the
City of Tempe surveyed from 11/13/2004 to 12/11/2004.

The City supplied our audit team its official workforce
database as of October 1, 2004, including a total of1584
employees. It was used as the source for employee contact
Information and workforce demographics.

Telephone interviewing was conducted by professional survey
research staff and supervisors from multiple data collection
locations (Phoenix call center and City of Tempe facility) and
Including bilingual staff (English/Spanish).

The interview protocol consists of extensive systems and
diversity content and extensive demographics questions.

All analyses are based on a 95 percent level of confidence with
a margin of error of +/- 4.9 percentage points.



| Work_force and Sample Demographics |

e The following 3 charts display workforce and sample
demographics to show how the sample.compares to the City
workforce.

e Overall, the charts indicate little, if any, statistically
significant variation in the demographic profiles of the
workforce and the sample.

e In sum, this sample is of extremely high quality and It IS
representative of the workforce of the City within the stated
margin of error of the data.
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Workforce, Sample by Gender, Ethnicity
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The Direction the City Is Headed \

11%

M Right Direction Wrong Track  H Not Sure




City Direction by Department \
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City Direction by Demographics
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Trend: Direction the City is Headed
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Overall Work Satisfaction \
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Work Satisfaction by Department \
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Work Satisfaction by Demographics
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Trend: Overall Work Satisfaction
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Work Satisfaction in Past Year\

22%

54%

M Increased M Stayed the Same [ Decreased M Not Sure




Past Year Satisfaction by Department
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Past Year Satisfaction by Demographics
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Trend: Past Year Work Satisfaction
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Key Entities’, Organizations’ Images \
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Key Favorables by Department
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Key Favorables by Demographics
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Trend: Key Favorables
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Inappropriate Treatment in Past Year \
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Inappropriate Treatment by Department\
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Inappropriate Treatment by Demographics
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Trend: Recent Inappropriate Treatment
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Frequency of Inappropriate Treatment

As % of those having knowledge of instances
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Treatment Frequency by Department

(As % of those haviﬁ\knowledge of instances)
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Treatment Freqguency by Demographics

As % of those having-knowledge of instances)
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Trend: Treatment Frequency
(As % of those having knowledge of instances)
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Discrimination Types by Department \

30
A
20- 10
14

11 1

1041 — B
8

0_ {H

S . e . - cQ -<Q - S (%
(\(30‘(’ QN\G ‘»@S»\‘\ Qo\\c’ A\ (\‘5%‘ e(q\oe _ \No(\(“ 0,0\\“

NO ) % (\KO ((\\) J CD \\G

Gender-based M Ethnicity-based




Discrimination Types by Department \
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Trend: Discrimination Types
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Formal Diversity Definition Knowledge
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M Yes, City has one No, City does not M Not Sure




Diversity Definition by Department \
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Diversity Definition by Demographics
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City Overall Diversity Rating \
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City Diversity Rating by Department \
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City Diversity Rating by Demographics \
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Trend: City Overall Diversity Rating
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Departme {)verall Diversity Rating
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Department Diversity Rating by Dept. \
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Dept. Diversity Rating by Demographics \
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Trend: Dept. Overall Diversity Rating
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Trend: 2001-2004 Diversity Performance
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Trend: 2001-2004 Diversity Performance
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Trend: 2001-2004 Diversity Performance
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Workplace Culture Ratings by Dept.
As % of positive ratings
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Workplace Culture Ratings by Dept.
As % of positive ratings
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Workplace Culture Ratings by Demographics
As % of positive ratings)
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Workplace Culture Ratings by Demographics
As % of positive ratings
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Workplace Culture Issues, Part 1




Workplace Culture Issues, Part 2
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Workplace Culture Issues, Part 3
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Trend: Workplace Culture Ratings
(As % of positive ratings)
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Workplace Structure Ratings by Dept.
As % of positive ratings
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Workplace Structure Ratings by Demography
As % of positive ratings)
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Workplace Structure Issues, Part 1
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Workplace Structure Issues, Part 2
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Workplace Structure Issues, Part 3
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Trend: Workplace Structure Ratings
(As % of positive ratings)
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Awareness of City’s Diversity Action Plan
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Action Plan Awareness by Department
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Action Plan Awareness by Demographics
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Partnership Awareness b Department
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Partnership Awareness by Demography \
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Mandatory Skills Training Participation \
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MST Participation by Department
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MST Participation by Demography \

100+

@\(\0{\“ P‘(\Q)\o

M Yes, participated H No, have not Not Sure




23%

1%

4% 18%o

5%

M Excellent © Good M Fair W Poor = VeryPoor HNot Sure




aluation by Department
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MST Evaluation by Demography
(As %\of“participants)

100+ \\\\\\\\\\\
80 \\\\\\\\

60

40

201

0 1
9 6 9

O_

® e
£of 29
¢ e
WN° W

O o A A o Q°
o 3 W e « pe
¥ : e€§0 7 W

\/\

M Total Positive M Fair Total Negative




Structural Issues, Part 1 by Department
As % of those who agree with each statement
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Structural Issues, Part 1 by Demography
(As % of those who agree with each statement)
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Structural Issues, Part 2 by Department
As % of those who agree with each statement
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Structural Issues, Part 2 by Demography

(As % of those who agree with each statement)
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Structural Issues, Part 3 by Department
As % of those who agree with each statement
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Structural Issues, Part 3 by Demography

(As % of those who agree with each statement)
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Cultural Issues, Part 1 by Department
As % of those who agree with each statement
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Cultural Issues, Part 1 by Demography
(As % of those whhgree with each statement)
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Cultural Issues, Part 2 by Department
As % of those mree with each statement
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Cultural Issues, Part 2 by Demography
(As % of those whﬁgree with each statement)
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Cultural Issues, Part 3 by Department

As % of those who agree with each statement
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Cultural Issues, Part 3 by Demography

(As % of those whhgree with each statement)
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Trend: Structural Issues
(As % of those who agree with each statement)
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Trend: Cultural Issues
(As % of those who agree with each statement)
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Posttest City Diversity Rating
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Posttest City Diversity Rating by Department
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Posttest City Diversity Rating by Demography
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Trend: Posttest City Diversity Rating
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Posttest Department Diversity Rating
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Posttest Dept. Diversity Rating by Department\
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Posttest Dept. Diversity Rating by Demography
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Trend: Posttest Dept. Diversity Rating
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Importance of Workplace Diversity \
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Importance of Diversity by Department
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Importance of Diversity by Demography
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Trend: Importance of Diversity
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