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Executive Summary

In 2019, women made up 32% of the City of San Diego’s! workforce and, on average, their total pay was
17.6% less than men’s. People of color? made up 55% of the City’s workforce and, on average, their total
pay was 20.8% less than Whites’. These findings do not provide direct evidence of deliberate gender or
racial bias in the City. Instead, our analysis concludes that the pay gaps are primarily a result of disparities
between the groups caused by underlying societal factors. In 2019, almost 90% of the City’s gender and
racial-and-ethnic pay gaps can be explained by group disparities in: occupation, the effect of children,
overtime, and demographics?®.

2019 Citywide Total Pay Gap - Source Breakdown Estimates

Gender Pay Gap Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap
67 w2
Children :I 10% Children :l 5%
Overtime DS% Overtime I: -2%*
Demographics [I 5% Demographics :|3%
Unexplained :I 12% Unexplained | 12%

*On average, people of color took more overtime than whites, reducing the overall pay gap.

The societal factors that lead to these observed group disparities are largely not in the City’s control;
however, by conducting this study, the City of San Diego is taking an important step towards identifying
what perpetuates the disparities, and thus, the pay gap among their employees. To our knowledge, this is
the most scientifically robust and thorough internal pay equity study any municipality in the United States
has conducted to date. The City of San Diego is setting the standard for what it means for a municipality to
do one’s part in addressing this worldwide issue.

This report seeks to identify the issues behind the gender and racial-and-ethnic pay gaps among City of
San Diego employees and provide actionable recommendations to mitigate these issues. At first glance,
the solutions to the issues we identify seem obvious (e.g., hire more women and people of color, increase
their pay, provide daycare, etc.); however, we believe that these generalized solutions can make the
problem feel unsolvable and result in no progress (especially when facing budgetary constraints resulting
from the COVID-19 pandemic). Therefore, we attempted to make our recommendations targeted, cost-
efficient, and simple in order to facilitate taking action towards solving this complex issue.

Finding #1 - Occupational Sorting Accounts for Most of the Citywide Pay Gap

Occupational sorting refers to divergent career paths between groups due to personal choices, societal
forces, differing barriers to entry, or a combination of these. Within the City, men and Whites are over-
represented in higher paying career paths, while women and people of color are over-represented in lower

1 Al future mentions of “the City” refer to the City of San Diego

2 Within the City, this group is comprised of the following races/ethnicities: Hispanic or Latino (52%), Black or African American (21.9%), Asian
(13.6%), Filipino (7.4%), Other/Two or more races (3.5%), American Indian or Alaska Native (1%), and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
(0.5%).

3 This was determined utilizing a statistical technique known as Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition (Oaxaca 1973; Blinder 1973). See appendix for
details.
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paying career paths. This sorting accounts for approximately 67%* of the gender pay gap and 82% of the
racial-and-ethnic pay gap (total pay®).

To study this effect within the City, we created groupings of jobs that required similar skills, required
similar education, or were on similar career paths within the City (see appendix for details). There are
three elements that significantly increase the impact a given job type has on the overall pay gap.

1. Gender/Racial Imbalance - job types that had a high proportion of one gender/race.

2. High or Low Average Total Pay - total pay significantly different from the City’s average.
3. Proportion of City’s Workforce - number of employees in the job type as a proportion of all City
employees.

Out of the 75 job types identified, three emerged as having the biggest impact on each pay gap due to
their occupational sorting: Police Officers, Fire Fighters, and Administrative Support.

City Job Types with Largest Contributions to Pay Gaps Due to Occupational Sorting
Average Pay

% People .

a 0,

Employees® % Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Citywide 9344 32.3% 55% $79,202 $9,828 $89,030
Police Officer ~ 1823 (19.5%) 16.5% 40.6% $109,853 $14,301 $124,154
Fire Fighter 749 (8%) 4% 33.4% $78,576 $50,703 $129,280
gaministrative 1061 (11.4%) 83% 74.9% $55,583 $1,135  $56,718

22019 full-time, 3/4 time, or 1/2 time employees who were employed for at least half the year and met our
other study criteria (see appendix). All pay was prorated for employees working less than full-time and/or all
year.

These three roles account for almost 40% of the City’s employees. This large proportion of the City’s
employees, when combined with these job types’ gender and racial imbalances and their above/below
average pay, explain their strong effect on the citywide® pay gap. The magnitude of this effect is such that
if the gender and race imbalances in these three roles were eliminated, the City’s gender pay gap
would disappear, and the racial-and-ethnic pay gap would be almost cut in half; therefore, we took a
detailed look at each job type to identify specific issues that could be reasonably addressed.

Police Officers

Analyzing police recruit applicants from January 2016 to January 2019, we found that men were 2.3 times
more likely to be considered qualified than women, despite those same women being 1.2 times more likely
to have a college degree. Police recruits directly feed into the Police Officer 1 and Police Officer 2 roles,
so anything that disproportionately filters women from potentially becoming police officers at this early
stage will undoubtedly reduce diversity in the department and increase the citywide pay gap.

Firefighters

All fire stations in the city must be constantly staffed, so fewer firefighters results in more overtime.
Consequently, the average City firefighter had over 1000 overtime hours in 2019. We estimate that if the

4 All numerical findings presented in the executive summary are statistically significant at p<0.05. Detailed results can be found in the body of the
report and the appendix.

5 Total pay is all pay an employee receives, including overtime and add-on pay.

8 Unless otherwise stated, any references to ‘citywide’ are referring to the City of San Diego’s municipal employees, resources, etc.
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City had somehow eliminated overtime for firefighters, the gender pay gap would have decreased by over
25%.

Completely removing overtime for firefighters is unrealistic; however, one remedy that can reduce the
department’s overtime usage is to recruit additional firefighters. The Assistant Fire Chiefs with whom we
met expressed two main barriers to recruitment: 1) the San Diego Fire Department pays significantly less
than other departments in the area, and 2) only one staff member in the department is dedicated to
recruitment. While we did not independently verify that they only have one staff member for recruiting, a
few internet searches made it clear that the pay for City of San Diego firefighters is not on par with nearby
metropolitan areas.

Firefighter’s Starting Salary - San Diego and Nearby Municipalities

City of San Orange County

Role Diego Fire Authority Los Angeles
Fire Recruit $32,947 $63,107 $71,284
Fire Fighter 1 $41,787 $71,402 $71,284

Administrative Support

Administrative Support roles are one of the lower paying job types in the City, with a total pay 36% below
the City’s average. In 2019, 83% of these positions were held by women. We examined application data
for two of the larger roles within this job type: Clerical Assistant 2 and Administrative Aide 1. This data
revealed three factors that are contributing to the occupational sorting of women into these roles:

1. Women were more likely to apply than men — 80% of Clerical Assistant 2 and 71% of
Administrative Aide 1 applicants were women.

2.  Women had more experience than men — Women in the Clerical Assistant 2 role were 1.3 times
more likely than men to have at least five years of experience. That likelihood was 1.5 times for
women in the Administrative Aide 1 role.

3.  Women were more likely to have heard about the job opening from an employee referral — Women
in the Clerical Assistant 2 role were 1.4 times more likely to have heard about the open position
from a City of San Diego employee. That likelihood was 1.3 times for women in the Administrative
Aide 1 role.

Recommended Actions

1. Police Officers — Systematically track pass/fail rates and reasons for failure at each stage of the
police recruiting process (including the academy) by gender, race, and ethnicity; make that data
available to the City.

2. Fire Fighters — Enable the fire department to be less reliant on overtime:
a. Reduce the difference between City firefighter pay and that of other fire departments.

b. Ensure the fire department has the resources it needs for recruitment.

3. Citywide — Evaluate whether changes to things like job names (e.g., “Office Specialist” instead of
“Administrative Aide”), job descriptions, job posting locations, or recruiting locations could reduce
the likelihood of women and people of color self-selecting lower paying positions to apply for, and
men and Whites self-selecting higher paying positions to apply for.

Analytica
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Finding #2 - There is a “Parenthood Penalty” for Women and People of Color

Whether or not an employee had children impacted the pay of each group differently. We refer to this
effect as the “Parenthood Penalty.” When analyzing regular, non-overtime pay in 2019, we found that
White men experienced no fatherhood penalty; however, men of color experienced a 3% fatherhood
penalty. When looking at mothers in the City, we found that both white women and women of color had a
motherhood penalty that was larger than the fatherhood penalty for men of color; however, the
motherhood penalty was much larger for women of color (7.4% compared with 4.7% for White women).

Parenthood Effect on Expected Non-Overtime Pay - Citywide

"Parenthood Penalty"

INo Children | $84,200
Women of Color : (-$6,200 (-7.4%) |
[1+ Children |:$78,000
, INo Children |$87,000
White Women , (-$4,100 (-4.7%) |
1+ Children 1-$82,900
[No Children | $86,200
Men of Color _ -$2,600 (-3%)
[1+ Children ] $83,600
_ INo Children 1-$88,000 Statisically
White Men . Insignificant
|1 + Children | $88,100 Difference

*Expected pay is adjusted to control for
differences in age, gender, tenure, and job type

It is important to note that the differences in pay reported above do not account for differences
between the groups in overtime utilization. As shown in our third finding, women generally work less
overtime than men, and the differences in overtime are even larger when comparing mothers and fathers.

Recommended Actions

While anything the City does to diminish the parenthood penalty for mothers and parents of color will
decrease the gender and racial-and-ethnic pay gaps, we recommend that the City start this process with
the following action:

1. Evaluate options and costs for employee benefits that would directly target the work-life balance needs
of mothers and parents of color.
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Finding #3 - Men Work More Overtime Than Women

Independent of differences in job, tenure, and parenthood status, the average female employee in 2019
worked 48 fewer overtime hours’ than the average male employee, contributing approximately 5% of the
2019 gender pay gap. Conversely, the average employee of color in 2019 worked 22 more overtime hours
than the average White employee (after controlling, for job, tenure, gender, and parenthood status), which
reduced the racial-and-ethnic pay gap by approximately 2%.

As one might expect, the observed differences in overtime between men and women were more
prominent in jobs that utilized more overtime. For example, the average female firefighter worked
approximately 272 fewer overtime hours in 2019 than the average male firefighter.

The citywide gender difference in overtime hours exists between non-parents and is even higher between
mothers and fathers. After controlling for tenure and job, the average female employee without children in
2019 worked about 21 fewer hours of overtime compared to the average male employee without children.
For families of one or two children, mothers worked about 61 fewer hours of overtime than fathers.
Mothers and fathers of three or more children saw a difference of about 154 overtime hours between

them.
Parenthood Effect on Expected Yearly Overtime Hours

M 209
No Children‘ el
'Women 187
M 249
1-2 Children‘ 2l
|Women 188
M 317
3+ Children‘ ik
\Women 163

*Expected overtime hours is adjusted to
control for differences in tenure and job type

Recommended Actions

Fire Department

1. Systematically track and monitor department overtime by gender, race, and ethnicity, and source
(i.e., voluntary, mandatory, or wildland fire).

2. Use that data to investigate if female firefighters are volunteering for overtime at lower rates than
men and, if so, why.

All City Departments

1. Conduct further evaluation of reasons why women work less overtime than men:
a. Ensure that methods for distributing overtime within jobs and departments across the City
are not unintentionally biased.
b. Evaluate why women might be volunteering for less overtime than men.

2. Evaluate if and how overtime is valued when promoting employees.

7 Overtime hours were estimated for each employee based on their overtime pay and their base pay. See appendix for details.
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Finding #4 - Twelve Percent of Each Pay Gap Remains Unexplained

Twelve percent of both the gender total pay gap and racial-and-ethnic total pay gap remains unexplained.
The unexplained part of the pay gap represents differences in pay between groups resulting from
something that is either unmeasured or unmeasurable. Typically, in the research community, this part of
the pay gap is attributed to discrimination; however, the City of San Diego does not systematically collect
data on things like employees’ level of education or performance review results. We know these things are
measurable and have an impact on pay, yet we do not know how much of the pay gap can be attributed to
them. This makes it harder to identify solutions to most effectively close the pay gap.

Recommended Actions

1. Systematically collect data on all employees’ level of education.

2. Systematically collect other data on all employees that can help describe differences in pay (e.g.,
performance reviews, bilingual pay bonuses, other lump sum pay sources, etc.).
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Introduction

The issue of pay equity across genders and across racial and ethnic groups is well-documented
nationwide. As representation of women and people of color continues to grow in the workforce, it is vital
to analyze trends within the City’s own personnel and ensure that the City’s practices reflect fairness and
equality between representative groups and across job titles. The national pay gap that persists between
both men and women and Whites and people of color perpetuates difficulties for minority groups to break
down societal barriers to success. Based on the current national gender wage gap, women will earn over
$400,000 less than men over a 40-year career (“The Wage Gap: The Who, How, Why, and What to Do”
2020). This results in key differences in ability to participate in the economy, such as less spending power,
lower ability to invest, and reduced ability to pay back loans which could impact other decisions such as
higher-level education and/or home purchasing.

According to the U.S. Department of Labor’s 2019 data (“US Census Bureau Personal Income: PINC-05"
2020), women’s average earnings was 23.1% less than their male counterparts across the country. In
2019, the City of San Diego’s unadjusted® average pay gap was lower than the national gap. Women
employed by the City earned 17.6% less than men and people of color earned 20.8% less than their White
counterparts in regular pay. The existence of a pay gap does not provide direct evidence of a deliberate
gender or racial bias. The pay gap is highly attributable to underlying social structures that give rise to
different occupational barriers between groups, resulting in different pay. While these underlying social
factors are not entirely within the City’s control, there are steps the City can take to identify and mitigate
some of the barriers that perpetuate the pay gap. By conducting this study, the City of San Diego is on the
forefront of addressing pay inequity across the nation. To our knowledge, this is the most scientifically
robust and thorough pay equity study any municipality in the United States has conducted to date. The
City of San Diego is setting the standard for what it means to do one’s part in addressing this worldwide
issue.

How the City of San Diego Compares

There are a number of ways other municipalities and reports calculate the pay gap®. The most common
method is an unadjusted comparison of median (mid-point) salaries for men and women. Using this
metric, Table 1 below'® shows the 2018 gender wage gap of 10 of the largest metropolitan areas across
the country (“The Pay Gap in 25 Major US Cities” 2020). The gender pay gap compares the median
annual earnings of men and women working full time, year-round in the metropolitan areas, but not
specifically as city employees.

Table 1: Comparison of Top Metropolitan Area Pay Gaps

2018 Gender Pay

City Gap
Chicago, IL 22%
Houston, TX 18%
Philadelphia, PA 17%
San Francisco, CA 17%

8 Unadjusted - comparison of the difference in men and women'’s salary overall, not accounting for any differences in job type, years of
experience, industry, etc.

9 In later sections of our report, we will focus on the adjusted comparison of mean (average) salaries. However, for this section we rely on
unadjusted median comparisons to be able to compare equivalent calculations.

10 All data was from (“The Pay Gap in 25 Major US Cities” 2020) except the City of San Diego Employees (calculated in this study) and the data
for San Diego, CA (calculated from US ACS Data(“American Community Survey 2018 5-Year Estimates - Table Dpo3” 2020) for San Diego.gi
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SD)

City

2018 Gender Pay

Gap
Phoenix, AZ 16%
City of San Diego Employees 15.7%
New York City, NY 15%
Dallas-Fort Worth, TX 14%
Washington DC 14%

San Diego, CA
Los Angeles, CA

12%
9%

Although there are not many reports that detail the pay gap within local government employees, Table 2
compares reportst! that use a similar methodology to the analysis in this report. The Comparison Method
column denotes whether the report is using average or median values and total or regular pay.

Table 2: Municipality Report Comparison

Comparison

Gender City of San Diego

Method Municipality Report Year Pay Gap Comparable Value
Average, State of Minnesota 2014 11% 8.4%
regular pay U.S. Federal Employees 2018 7%
Average, Los Angeles 2019 24% 17.8%
total pay

State of Oregon 2015 17%
Median, City of Spokane 2014 15% 7.9%
regular pay

City of Cambridge 2015 5.7%
Median, . . o o
total pay State of California 2019 20.5% 15.7%

Simple, unadjusted pay comparisons are valuable. However, including controls for key differences such as
job type, years of experience, number of children, etc. can lead to a more precise comparison for the pay
gap across genders and across racial and ethnic groups. This study breaks down the pay gap using the
Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition method (Oaxaca 1973; Blinder 1973)*2. By doing so, we found that almost
90% of the City’s gender and racial-and-ethnic pay gaps can be explained by group disparities in:
occupation, the effect of children, overtime, and demographics. With a targeted analysis of each effect, the
City is empowered to more effectively direct efforts to minimize the pay gap.

11 All references for reports in this table can be found in the References section of the Appendix

12 For further details, refer to the Methodology appendix
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The Gender Pay Gap

In this study we differentiate between total pay, regular pay, and base pay, as defined below.

Total pay: All pay an employee received including overtime. This is the Box 5 pay on the employees W-2.
Regular pay: All pay an employee received including add-on pay, but excluding overtime.

Base pay: Pay before adding any lump sum, overtime, or other pay.

2011-2019 Citywide Gender Pay Gap By Year

Regular Pay (i.e. Non-Overtime Pay) Total Pay
Average
;$94’400 Male Pay
: 17.6% «—Pay Gap (%)
Average : : 4
$81,400 il g 3 17.5% -
] 18.5% g 50, ;
8.4% —Pay Gap (%) $78,700 : $77.800 Average
: Average Female Pay
974,500+ Female Pa G
Y 19%187% -
18.8 .
$63,900
2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019

Figure 1: 2011-2019 Citywide Gender Pay Gap by Year

The pay gap attributed to regular pay is significantly smaller than the total pay gap, and has steadily
declined since 2011. The total pay gap is much larger because a higher proportion of the City’s total
overtime compensation ($64M total in 2019) goes to men as opposed to women. Police and Fire are two
of the largest job types in the City, accounting for 28% of City employees and 70% of the total overtime the
City paid in 2019. These two departments also have a very large gender imbalance (just 16.5% and 4%
women, respectively), which means the increased average total pay due to overtime had a substantial
impact on the pay gap.

An analysis of the decrease in the pay gap over time is outside of the scope of this study. However, it is
highly recommended as an area of future research to understand iffhow past policies have impacted the

pay gap.

The gender pay gap was broken down into five categories to isolate the most impactful differences that
drive the pay gap between men and women. Figure 2 shows the magnitude of impact for each category.
This breakdown allowed us to thoroughly analyze causes of the pay gap and identify ways for the City to
begin addressing these issues. Each category will be discussed in detail in the following sections.
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Gender Pay Gap Source Breakdown

Occupational
Sorting

Children :I 10%

Overtime :I 5%

67%

Demographics :|5°/o
Unexplained 12%

Figure 2: 2019 Citywide Gender Total Pay Gap Source Estimates

Pay Gap Cause #1 - Occupational Sorting

Occupational sorting refers to differences between career paths for men and women most often based on
personal choice, societal forces, differing barriers to entry, or a combination of these. There are three
elements that significantly increase the impact a given job type has on the overall pay gap.

1. Gender imbalance: job types that had a high proportion of one gender.
2. Average total pay: total pay significantly different from the city’s average.

3. Proportion of City’s workforce: Number of employees in the job type as a proportion of all City
employees.

Two careers that had a particularly high impact on the pay gap in the City are Police Officers and
Firefighters. Police Officers were 83.5% male, had an average total pay 39% higher than the City average,
and 19.5% of City employees are in this job type. Firefighters were 96% male, had average total pay 45%
higher than the City average, and 8% of City employees are in this job type. The City of San Diego’s level
of diversity in these roles is similar to that of the national average. However, concerted efforts in improving
diversity at these positions and/or adjusting pay structures (e.g., high usage of overtime) has the greatest
potential for reducing the pay gap.

For the purposes of this study, all City jobs were placed into groups of job types. The jobs in each job type
grouping all required similar skills/education and/or were along a similar career paths within the City*3.

In Figure 3, roles with many employees (larger circles) near the bottom-left and top-right corners have the
largest effect on increasing the citywide pay gap. Roles in the top-right quadrant are high paying and have
disproportionately high numbers of men. Roles in the bottom-left quadrant are low paying and have
disproportionately high numbers of women.

13 See appendix for details on each job type and the methodology by which they were created.
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Gender Occupational Sorting - Avg Pay vs Gender Proportion by Job Type
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Figure 3: Pay vs Gender Proportions by Job Type
Table 3: Gender Diversity by Occupation - City of San Diego vs Nationwide
US Nationwide (2019 Bureau of Labor Statistics) City of San Diego (2019)
Occupation % Women City Job Type % Women
Police and sheriff's patrol officers 17.6% Police Officer 16.5%
Office and administrative support occupations 70.9% Administrative Support 83%
Firefighters 3.3% Fire Fighter 4%
Civil engineers 13.9% Engineer - Civil 29.2%
Grounds maintenance workers 6.3% Parks Grounds Maintenance 13.4%
Librarians 79.9% Librarian 69.7%
Lawyers 36.4% City Attorney 60%
Construction and extraction occupations 3.5% Building Trades and Facilities Maint 4.6%
Biological scientists, chemists, and materials scientists 45.2% Chemist/Biologist 51.7%
Refuse and recyclable material collectors 7.6% Refuse Collection 4.1%
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Top Job Types

Table 4: Job Types With The Most Employees

Job Type ﬁsEthgf/ Womg/; O/oofP%%rl)clﬁ Totallé\ég/ Top 2 Depts Top 2 Jobs

Police Officer 1,823  16.5% 40.6%  $124,154 Police (100%) Police ggfriagggt(als"o/;o))
MESETe  nost s 7asw  sse7is BRSPS (SR Acham a0,
e Fighr o e wav swsao SHRRENSERNGMY  FRRERSIAED
engineer-Cwil 660 29%  sais 593,555 FISCaal Erol (34 s Enr i )
GRSt a0 134%  s09% 347,703 Barks S ReE MNP 0u) Srotnds Maint Wikr e
Librarian 333 69.7% 57.1%  $62,025 Library (100%) HBFS% Qgg}ggggg%ggﬁ%

See the appendix for full details on all the job types.

Police Officers

In 2019, there were 1823 standard-hour** police officers: 1522 (83.5%) were men and 301 (16.5%) were
women. The occupational sorting of maostly men into the police officer role had a strong effect on
increasing the pay gap because the role pays $35,125 above the citywide average (total pay). We
estimate that if the ratio of men to women among City police officers equaled the citywide average, the
total pay gap would have decreased by 30.8% ($5,114).

The extent of police officers’ contribution to the citywide pay gap was due to the role’s reliance on
overtime. The average City police officer had approximately 222 overtime hours in 2019. We estimate that
if the police force had somehow eliminated overtime (while maintaining its existing ratio of men to women)
the citywide total pay gap would have decreased by 6.7% ($1,106)*°.

Table 5: Police Officer Role vs Citywide

Average Pay

Employees % Women Regular Overtime Total

Police Officer 1823 16.5%  $109,853 $14,301 $124,154
Citywide 9344 32.3% $79,202 $9,828  $89,030
19.5% -15.8%  +$30,651 +$4,473  +$35,125

Table 6: Jobs in Study’s ‘Police Officer’ Role
Average Pay

Job Employees % Women Regular Overtime Total
Police Officer 2 931 14%  $107,068 $16,558 $123,626
Police Sergeant 270 12.2%  $138,813 $17,010 $155,824

14 Our study sample for this and all subsequent analysis included employees who: 1) had compensation data, 2) worked at least half of the year,
3) worked standard hours (full-time, 3/4 time, or 1/2 time), 4) worked the same schedule all year, 5) worked in the same job type all year, 6) had
regular pay (prorated for time worked) that was at least 80% of the stated minimum salary for the position or were on long term disability (LTD)
during the year (protects against including erroneous pay values, removes likely workman’s comp employees, and still allows for likely underfilled
positions and those on LTD), and 7) were not on long term disability the entire year. All pay was prorated for employees who worked less than the
entire year and/or worked 3/4 or 1/2 time.

15 This and other similar occupational sorting estimates are based on pay gap calculations using the average log of total pay. When calculated this
way, the pay gap is slightly different than the unadjusted pay gap(s) reported elsewhere in the report (e.g., 18.5% vs 17.6% for 2019 gender pay
gap). This does not affect the overall findings of the report.
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Average Pay

Job Employees 9% Women Regular Overtime Total
Police Detective 237 28.3%  $115,352 $15,230 $130,581
Police Officer 1 217 20.3% $72,657 $9,445  $82,102
Police Recruit 82 17.1% $62,326 $783  $63,109
Police Lieutenant 51 15.7%  $169,399 $212 $169,610
Police Captain 18 16.7%  $197,411 $0 $197,411
Police Officer 3 11 9.1%  $123,330 $29,933 $153,263
Asst Police Chief 5 20% $217,016 $0 $217,016
Police Chief 1 0% $252,026 $0 $252,026

Police Officer Job Type - Career Progression

Ol

Police
» Chief
Police Asst

Pwam golice‘cmef
Lieutenant

Police
Officer 3

Figure 4: Police Officer Job Progression

Recruitment

We examined recruitment data'® to understand if women want to take Police Officer and Firefighter
positions (i.e., are applying) but are being filtered out at any specific points in the recruitment process. For
both Police Officers and Firefighters the physical demands of the job are often stated as a strong reason
for the lack of women in these careers. Ability to meet job requirements and maintain public and personal
safety are of the utmost importance in these roles. Further analysis of the physical abilities and written
tests may reveal certain aspects that can be altered to maintain rigor and screen for physical ability but
allow women to improve their performance.

Police Recruit

Men were 2.3 times more likely than women to be considered qualified for this position (M: 19.1%, W:
8.3%; p<0.001). However, once they were considered qualified, women were 2 times more likely to be
hired (W: 25.8%, M: 12.9%; p=0.002). The net effect was no significant difference between the gender
proportions in the applicants compared to the hired candidates, however it is important to understand why

16 \We examined recruitment data from January 2016 - January 2019 across 12 roles that showed significant imbalance in their gender and/or
racial-and-ethnic makeup. See appendix for additional details.
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women are much less likely to apply to this position and why women who do apply are being filtered out of
the qualified applicant pool.

P Men Women

pplie

7224 People 80% I 20% |
!

Qualified

1225 People 90.2% IQ‘S%I
!
Hired

174 People 82.2% | 17.8% |

Figure 5: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police Recruit

The application process for Police Officers includes an application, a written test, and a physical test; at
this time, we were only able to examine the application to analyze differences between men and women'’s
responses. Further analysis on the pass rates and performance on the physical abilities test would provide
additional context and information about the differences we are seeing in the likelihood of women to be
qualified.

Education Requirement

Applicants must meet the education requirement using one of the following: graduation from high school,
passing the General Education Development (G.E.D.) test/California High School Proficiency Examination,
or possession of a two-year, four-year or advanced degree from an accredited college or university. Figure
6 shows the proportion of applicants who met this requirement with a college degree.

Applied [Men (1699/5777) |29%
7224 People [Women (497/1447) |34%
Qualified [Men (#61/1105) 42% i
1225 People |women (66/120) |55%
Hired |Men (63/143) I 44%, _
174 People |women (19/31) |61%

Figure 6: Applicants with College Education - Police Recruit

Overall, women were 1.2 times more likely to meet the education requirement with a college degree (W:
33.7%, M: 28.9%; p<0.001). This difference is amplified in the qualified applicant pool, where women were
1.3 times more likely to have a college education than men (W: 55%, M: 41.8%; p=0.006). This may
contribute to the increased likelihood of women being hired once they were considered qualified, i.e., while
it was harder for women to make it to the qualified stage, once they did, their higher levels of education
compared to men increased their chances of being hired.

Police Officer 1

Men were 1.3 times more likely than women to be considered qualified (M: 21.7%, W: 16.6%; p=0.045).
The difference in rates of qualified men and women being hired was not statistically significant.
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P Men Women

pplie

2558 Paople | 80.9% | 19.1% |
i

551 Poo)o 84.7% [ 15.3% |
l Statistically Insignificant Difference

=0.051

Hired

371 People 79.5% | 205% |

Figure 7: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police Officer 1

Education Requirement

Applicants must meet the education requirement using one of the following: graduation from high school,
passing the General Education Development (G.E.D.) test/California High School Proficiency Examination,
or possession of a two-year, four-year or advanced degree from an accredited college or university. Figure
8 shows the proportion of applicants who met this requirement with a college degree.

Applied |Men (620/2070) [30%
2558 People |women (197/488) |40%
Qualified [Men (168/450) [37%
531 People Women (50/81) |62°/o
Hired |Men (117/295) 40%
371 People Women (49/76) |64°/o

Figure 8: Applicants with College Education - Police Officer 1

Similar to the Police Recruits, in the total applicant pool for Police Officer 1, women were 1.4 times more
likely than men to meet the education requirement with a college degree (W: 40.7%, M: 29.5%; p<0.001).
The differences in education level between gender grow even more in the qualified applicant pool, with
women being 1.7 times more likely to have had a college education (W: 62.7%, M: 37.2%; p<0.001). This
could be a contributing factor to women being more likely to be hired once they were qualified. Further
analysis of complete application data and hiring qualifications could reveal additional confounding
variables.

Police Officer 2

Men were 2.8 times more likely than women to be considered qualified (M: 14.7%, W: 5.3%; p=0.042).

pre— Men Women
pplie
558 Feoplo 83.2% [ 16.8% |
!
Qualified
93.2% [6.8%]
73 P |
eolp € Statistically Insignificant Difference
p>0.999
Hired
11 People 90.9% [9.1%

Figure 9: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police Officer 2

There were significant differences in the responses between men and women for two questions we were
able to analyze: 1) how they met the minimum college level education requirement and 2) did they have
previous experience as a sworn peace officer.
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Education Requirement

Applicants were asked to separately indicate how they met the high school graduation requirement and
how they met the minimum college level education requirement. There were no significant differences in
the high school graduation requirement. The options for the college level education requirement were
completion of a minimum of 30 semester/45 quarter college-level units, possession of a two or four-year
degree, substitution of additional qualifying experience, or none of the above.

Men (76/464) |16%

Qualifying experience (p=0.018)
yid &p 94| 7%
[ Men (1341464 [29%
Minimum Required Units p=0.167
3 Women (19/94)  |20%
Men (185/464) [40%
College degree (p=0.003)
9¢ 9e9™°® Nlomen (54/94) [57%

Figure 10: Applicants Meeting the Minimum College Level Education Requirement - Police Officer 2

Overall, women were 1.4 times more likely than men to meet the college education requirement with a
college degree (W: 57%, M: 40.8%; p=0.003), while men were 2.3 times more likely than women to meet
the college education requirement with qualifying experience (M: 16.1%, W: 7%; p=0.018). Years spent
gaining experience as an officer instead of going to college may contribute to the differences in
gualification rates between women and men; further analysis of the qualification criteria and additional
data from the application questions should be analyzed to support this hypothesis.

Previous Experience

Applicants were asked if they had full-time paid experience as a sworn peace officer within the last year
and if so, how many years of experience did they have. In the total applicant pool, men were 1.4 times
more likely than women to have had previous experience as a peace officer (M: 60.2%, W: 44%; p=0.003).
All qualified and hired applicants (men and women) had previous experience and there were no significant
differences in the years of experience between genders at any recruiting stage.

As noted by Personnel, previous experience is a firm requirement for the Police Officer 2 position and the
majority of applicants come from the internal hiring pool stemming from the Police Recruits who were
promoted to Police Officer 1. However, the proportion of men and women who applied for this position and
answered “No” to this question was unexpectedly high (40% of men and 56% of women). So, there is a
possibility that this question is being misinterpreted by some applicants and causing the automated
system to filter them out of the qualified pool. Additional analysis is recommended to understand the
impact of this question and whether many applicants are applying without experience or if the question
would benefit from being rewritten.

Men (270/464) [58%
Women (40/94) [43%

p=0.003

Figure 11: Applicants with Previous Experience - Police Officer 2

Administrative Support

In 2019, there were 1061 standard-hour employees in the Administrative Support role: 180 (17%) were
men and 881 (83%) were women. The occupational sorting of mostly women into the Administrative
Support role had a strong effect on increasing the pay gap because the role pays $32,312 below the
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citywide average (total pay). We estimate that if the Administrative Support role’s pay or ratio of men to
women equaled the citywide average(s), the total pay gap would have decreased by 55.1% ($9,162).

Table 7: Administrative Support Role vs Citywide

Average Pay

Employees % Women Regular Overtime Total

Administrative Support 1061 83% $55,583 $1,135 $56,718
Citywide 9344 32.3% $79,202 $9,828  $89,030
11.4% +50.7% -$23,618 -$8,693 -$32,312

Table 8: Top 10 Jobs in Study’s ‘Administrative Support’ Role

Average Pay

Job Employees % Women Regular Overtime Total
Asoc Mgmt Anlyst 107 79.4% $68,990 $799 $69,789
Administrative Aide 2 100 89% $56,729 $1,527 $58,256
Clerical Asst 2 91 81.3% $41,360 $517 $41,877
Word Processing Oper 81 92.6% $43,848 $893 $44,741
Sr Mgmt Anlyst 70 65.7% $77,206 $650 $77,856
Public Info Clerk 60 85% $43,659 $1,412 $45,071
Account Clerk 53 84.9% $42,887 $739 $43,626
Administrative Aide 1 47 85.1% $47,854 $620 $48,474
Supv Mgmt Anlyst 45 66.7% $88,618 $0 $88,618
Payroll Spec 2 43 95.3% $49,624 $941 $50,565
Other (57 Jobs) 364 83.8% $54,769 $1,669 $56,437

Due to the high number of roles included in this job type, see appendix for detailed Administrative Support
career progression graph.

Recruitment

Clerical Assistant 2

The Clerical Assistant 2 position is predominantly occupied by women at all stages of recruitment.
Applicants are more likely to be women and these women were 1.4 times more likely to be qualified for
this position than the men who applied (W: 40%, M: 29.5%; p=0.027).

— Men Women
1461 Poople L20:4% | 79.6% |
!
555 reonre 84.1% |
| Statistically Insignificant Difference
\ p=0.411
170 Pensro ISR 87.1% |

Figure 12: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Clerical Asst 2

From the application data, we can see that women generally apply to the Clerical Assistant 2 position with
more experience. Women were 1.3 times more likely to have more than 5 years of experience compared
to men (W: 58.8%, M: 45%; p<0.001). This could contribute to women being better qualified and explain
the difference we see in men and women reaching the qualified stage.
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Men (150/333) |45%

Women (756/1286) [59%

Figure 13: Percent of All Clerical Assistant 2 Applicants with 5+ Years of Experience - By Gender

Additionally, qualified women were 1.8 times more likely to hear about this role from a City of San Diego

Facility/Employee (W: 24.4%, M: 13.2%; p=0.012). Employee networks are a great source for recruitment,
but it is very likely that the employees are referring other qualified women. To support the diversification of
qualified candidates, the City should increase the number of qualified men who hear about the opportunity.

Administrative Aide 1

The Administrative Aide 1 position is predominately occupied by women. In the hiring process, men and
women applied at similar rates and were considered qualified at similar rates. However, women were 1.7
times more likely to be hired (W: 6%, M: 3.3%; p=0.032). This position falls in the Administrative Support
job type, which contributed significantly to the pay gap due to the high proportion of women combined with
an average pay that is well below the citywide average. The significant increase in the proportion of
women hired compared to the qualified applicant pool further increases the impact of this position on the

pay gap.
P Men Women
pplie
2031 Paople 292% | 70.8% |
! Statistically Insignificant Difference
p=0.321
Qualified
1704 People 30.7% | 69.3% |
!
Hired
88 People L_19:3% | 80.7% |
Figure 14: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Administrative Aide 1
Fire Fighter

In 2019, there were 749 standard-hour firefighters: 719 (96%) were men and 30 (4%) were women.
Recruitment of women to firefighting is a difficult task. Representation of women in firefighting is low
across the country, and the City of San Diego is taking steps to encourage women to consider firefighting
as a career. The Girls Empowerment Camp (“Girls Empowerment Camp” 2020) provided by the San
Diego Fire Rescue Foundation is a great example of programs to encourage more female participation in
firefighting. The City also has a Fire Cadet program to help youths learn about firefighting as a career; this
is another place the department can continue to encourage female participation to take steps towards
increasing diversity in the earliest stages of career development.

. Men Women
5410 Pople e [Ee]
! Statistically Insignificant Difference
p=0.806
Qualified
93.2% [6.8%|
2501 People
lp Statistically Insignificant Difference
p=0.468
Hired o
190 People 91.6% l8.4%)|

Figure 15: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Fire Recruit

The occupational sorting of mostly men into the Firefighter role has a strong effect on increasing the pay
gap because the role pays $40,250 above the citywide average (total pay). The role’s non-overtime g
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was actually $626 below the citywide average, so firefighters’ above average pay was entirely due to their
heavy overtime utilization.

The average City firefighter had approximately 1018 overtime hours in 2019. We estimate that if the City
had somehow eliminated overtime for firefighters (while maintaining its ratio of men to women) the
citywide total pay gap would have decreased by 26.7% ($4,437). Additionally, this same decrease in the
citywide pay gap would be expected if the ratio of men to women among firefighters equaled the citywide
average.

Table 9: Fire Fighter Role vs Citywide
Average Pay

Employees % Women Regular Overtime Total

Fire Fighter 749 4% $78,576 $50,703 $129,280
Citywide 9344 32.3% $79,202 $9,828 $89,030
8% -28.3% -$626 +$40,875 +$40,250

Table 10: Jobs in Study’s ‘Fire Fighter’ Role

Average Pay

Job Employees % Women Regular Overtime Total
Fire Fighter 2 275 4% $67,562 $36,039 $103,600
Fire Captain 193 4.1% $88,097 $67,010 $155,107
Fire Engineer 192 4.7% $75,465 $56,430 $131,895
Fire Fighter 3 38 2.6% $74,395 $58,636 $133,032
Fire Battalion Chief 32 3.1% $116,886 $62,497 $179,383
Fire Fighter 1 9 0% $51,989 $7,863  $59,853
Deputy Fire Chief 7 0% $167,748 $0 $167,748
Asst Fire Chief 2 0% $173,024 $0 $173,024
Fire Chief 1 0%  $226,463 $0 $226,463

Fire Fighter Job Type - Career Progression
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Figure 16: Fire Fighter Job Progression

All fire stations in the city must be constantly staffed, so completely removing overtime for firefighters is
unrealistic; however, there may be options for the City to reduce the department’s need for overtime. O
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remedy that can clearly address the fire department’s necessary over-reliance on overtime is to recruit
additional firefighters. The Assistant Fire Chiefs with whom we met expressed two main barriers to
recruitment: 1) City of San Diego fire department pays significantly less than other departments in the
area, and 2) only one staff member in the department is dedicated to recruitment. While we did not
independently verify that they only have one staff member for recruiting, a few internet search queries
made it clear that the pay for City of San Diego firefighters is not on par with nearby metropolitan areas.
Table 11 shows the minimum salary for firefighters at neighboring departments.

Table 11: Fire Fighter’s Starting Salary - San Diego vs Nearby Municipalities

City of San Orange County

Role Diego Fire Authority Los Angeles
Fire Recruit $32,947 $63,107 $71,284
Fire Fighter 1 $41,787 $71,402 $71,284

In addition to the taxpayer costs and impact on the citywide gender pay gap that result from the fire
department’s necessary over-reliance on overtime, there is a toll on the firefighters themselves. The
Assistant Fire Chiefs with whom we met, expressed a great deal of concern about the personal strain that
is placed on the City’s firefighters due to overtime demands (approximately 1018 hours per firefighter in
2019). While this issue is outside the scope of this report, we feel that this particular concern of the
Assistant Fire Chiefs will also be addressed if our recommendations are followed.

Jobs with Above-Average Pay and Disproportionately Low Numbers of Women

These jobs increased the citywide pay gap because they had above-average pay and above-average
proportions of men.

Table 12: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Increased Citywide Gender Pay Gap
Contribution to Citywide Pay Gap

Average Pay Regular Pay Gap Total Pay Gap
Job Type # Emps % Women Regular Total Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
Police Officer 1,823 16.5% $109,853 $124,154 $4,007 58.3% $5,114 30.8%
Fire Fighter 749 4% $78,576 $129,280 $-491 -7.1% $3,946 23.7%
Lifeguard 100 10% $84,634 $105,298 $134 0.8%

Jobs with Below-Average Pay and Disproportionately Low Numbers of Women

These jobs decreased the citywide pay gap because they had below-average pay and above-average
proportions of men.

Table 13: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Decreased Citywide Gender Pay Gap
Contribution to Citywide Pay Gap
Average Pay Regular Pay Gap Total Pay Gap

Job Type # Emps % Women Regular Total Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
Parks Grounds
Maintenance 440 13.4% $46,447 $47,703 $-2,018 -29.3% $-2,206 -13.3%
Transportation - Labor 276 8.3% $50,621 $56,561 $-1,446 -21% $-1,354 -8.1%
Water System Tech 219 8.2% $54,650 $67,052 $-881 -12.8% $-603 -3.6%
Building Trades and
Paciities Mas it 153 4.6% $57,997 $60,885 $-532 -7.7% $-584 -3.5%
Refuse Collection 147 4.1% $59,928 $67,275 $-644 -9.4% $-568 -3.4%
Water Utility Worker 97 8.2% $51,201 $64,937 $-583 -8.5% $-449 -2.7%
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Contribution to Citywide Pay Gap
Average Pay Regular Pay Gap Total Pay Gap

Job Type # Emps % Women Regular Total Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
Stock Clerk and Store
Bperations 38 13.2% $45,619 $49,547 $-137 2% $-136 -0.8%

Jobs with Above-Average Pay and Disproportionately High Numbers of Women

These jobs decreased the citywide pay gap because they had above-average pay and above-average
proportions of women.

Table 14: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Decreased Citywide Gender Pay Gap
Contribution to Citywide Pay Gap

Average Pay Regular Pay Gap Total Pay Gap
Job Type # Emps % Women Regular Total Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
City Attorney 165 60% $130,510 $130,510 $-1,073 -15.6% $-1,026 -6.2%
Director 100 46%  $149,573 $149,573 $-421 -6.1% $-403 -2.4%
Program Manager 116 47.4%  $124,138 $124,138 $-319 -4.6% $-294 -1.8%
Accounting and Finance 101 52.5% $98,433 $98,719 $-242 -3.5% $-205 -1.2%
Crime Lab 37 70.3% $101,320 $103,840 $-169 -2.5% $-165 -1%

Jobs with Below-Average Pay and Disproportionately High Numbers of Women

These jobs increased the citywide pay gap because they had below-average pay and above-average
proportions of women.

Table 15: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Increased Citywide Gender Pay Gap
Contribution to Citywide Pay Gap
Average Pay Regular Pay Gap Total Pay Gap

Job Type # Emps % Women Regular Total Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
Administrative Support 1,061 83% $55,583 $56,718 $8,052 117.1% $9,162 55.1%
Librarian 333 69.7% $59,443 $62,025 $1,561 22.7% $1,688 10.2%
Rec Center Leadership 129 50.4% $55,744 $55,921 $413 6% $489 2.9%
Chemist/Biologist 149 51.7% $75,173 $76,461 $93 1.4% $146 0.9%
Plan Review Spec 30 66.7% $64,894 $66,917 $81 1.2% $95 0.6%

Recommended Actions

1. Police Officers — Systematically track pass/fail rates and reasons for failure at each stage of the
police recruiting process (including the academy) by gender, race, and ethnicity; make that data
available to the City.

2. Fire Fighters — Enable the fire department to be less reliant on overtime:
c. Reduce the difference between City firefighter pay and that of other fire departments.
d. Ensure the fire department has the resources it needs for recruitment.

3. Citywide — Evaluate whether changes to things like job names (e.qg., “Office Specialist” instead of
“‘Administrative Aide”), job descriptions, job posting locations, or recruiting locations could reduce
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the likelihood of women and people of color self-selecting lower paying positions to apply for, and
men and Whites self-selecting higher paying positions to apply for.

Pay Gap Cause #2 - Motherhood Effect

About 10% of the citywide gender pay gap was explained by the negative effect that children had on
women’s pay compared with men’s pay?’. In our society, women are more likely to be primary caretakers
for children, which one could safely assume is a contributing factor to this observed disparity. If women
must take on the bulk of the childcare responsibilities in the home, they are much less likely to take on
additional work hours. They also may be forced to take unplanned time off or sick days if their children get
sick and must stay home. These unplanned days may be negatively perceived during reviews and
promotional decisions. Any benefits or policies that address the specific obstacles that mothers face when
balancing work and family caretaking responsibilities will minimize the pay gap due to motherhood.

Parenthood Effect on Expected Citywide Regular Pay

. Men 1 $87,000
No Children
|Women ~| $85,000
1-2 Children |Men ”I $85,000
|Women —| $80,000
3+ Children Men | $85,000
'Women - $78,000

*Expected pay is adjusted to control for
differences in age, tenure, and job type

Figure 17: Parenthood Effect on Expected Citywide Regular Pay - By Gender

Recommended Actions

While anything the City does to diminish the parenthood penalty for mothers and parents of color will
decrease the gender and racial-and-ethnic pay gaps, we recommend that the City start this process with
the following action:

1. Evaluate options and costs for employee benefits that would directly target the work-life balance
needs of mothers and parents of color.
Pay Gap Cause #3 - Different Overtime Utilization between Men and Women

Citywide, men work about 48 hours more overtime per year than women (after controlling for tenure, job,
and parenthood status, p<0.001).

17 Number of children was determined from the dependents an employee declared for any utilized benefits. For any analysis involving number of
children, the employee must have utilized City benefits before age 50. This was done to reduce the likelihood of declaring an employee has no
children, when they actually have grown children who are no longer dependents.
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Expected Overtime Hours By Gender - Citywide

'Men 236
\ Women 187}

*Expected overtime hours is adjusted to
control for differences in tenure and job type

Figure 18: Expected Overtime Hours By Gender - Citywide

Jobs types with significant differences in yearly overtime utilization between men and women (controlling
for specific job, and parenthood status).

Table 16: Job Types with Significant Differences in Overtime Between Genders

Gender Ovtm Hours Diff

Job Type (Yearly)

Fire Fighter 272 (95% CI: 48-496, p=0.018)
Fire Dispatch 259 (95% CI: 33-485, p=0.026)
Water Utility Worker 247 (95% CI: 2-492, p=0.048)
Water System Tech 199 (95% CI: 6-392, p=0.044)
Police Officer 55 (95% CI: 22-88, p=0.001)
Engineer - Civil 37 (95% CI: 15-59, p<0.001)
Chemist/Biologist 34 (95% CI: 10-58, p=0.005)

The differences in overtime are greatly influenced by the Fire Department in particular. The firefighter role
makes up 8% of City employees, is 96% men, and uses five times the citywide average overtime value.
We were able to speak at length with two Assistant Fire Chiefs to further understand the utilization of
overtime within the department. Within the San Diego Fire Department, overtime for firefighters comes in
three different forms: 1) Voluntary, 2) Mandatory, and 3) Wildland fire strike teams. All stations in the City
must be constantly staffed, so the fewer the number of firefighters the City has, the more overtime is
required to staff all the fire stations. Firefighters can volunteer for overtime and priority is given to
firefighters with the least amount of volunteer overtime hours within a 90-day period. Any remaining
scheduling vacancies are filled with mandatory overtime, which is assigned via a separate automated
system, in which the firefighters who have had the most time since their last mandatory assignment will be
assigned first, regardless of their voluntary overtime hours.

Across the San Diego Fire Department and departments in surrounding municipalities, there are always
one or more engine companies on stand-by to become a wildland fire strike team. The engine company or
companies on stand-by rotates throughout the year, and should a fire break out, these teams can be gone
up to two weeks (and possibly more) and are on-the-clock that entire duration. As a result, the strike
teams will earn overtime pay for all hours beyond what they were originally scheduled (e.g., 24 hours/day
x 14 days = 336 - 80 scheduled hours = 256 overtime hours). Since all stations in the city must be
constantly staffed, the resulting vacancies from the strike team’s absence must also be filled, resulting in
more department-wide overtime.

Based on this understanding, we feel comfortable saying that the observed difference in overtime hours
between male and female firefighters is most likely attributed to: 1) the wildland fire strike teams on-call
when fires broke out in 2019 were, by random chance, mostly (if not all) men and/or 2) women
volunteering for less overtime.
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Parenthood Effect on Overtime Utilization

The difference in overtime utilization is starker when you compare employees with children to employees
without children. After controlling for tenure and job, men without children work about 21 more hours of
overtime per year compared to women without children (p=0.045). Men with children work about 84 more
hours of overtime per year compared to women with children (p<0.001).

Parenthood Effect on Expected Yearly Overtime Hours

M 209
No Children‘ _

| Women 187

M 249
1-2 Children M

Women 188

| 317

3+ Children T
| Women 163

*Expected overtime hours is adjusted to
control for differences in tenure and job type

Figure 19: Parenthood Effect on Expected Overtime Hours - By Gender

Recommended Actions

Fire Department

1. Systematically track and monitor department overtime by gender, race, and ethnicity, and source
(i.e., voluntary, mandatory, or wildland fire).

2. Use that data to investigate if female firefighters appear to be volunteering for overtime at lower
rates than men and, if so, why.

All City Departments

1. Conduct further evaluation on reasons why women work less overtime than men:

a) Ensure that methods for distributing overtime within jobs and departments across the City
aren’t unintentionally biased.

b) Evaluate why women might be volunteering for less overtime than men.

2. Evaluate if and how overtime is valued when promoting employees.

Analytica

7ivi CONSULTING




SDJ 2020 Pay Equity Study | The Gender Pay Gap

Pay Gap Cause #4 - Different Demographics of Men and Women

Our statistical models utilized four variables that we refer to as ‘demographics’: age at first child*8,
tenure®®, percent of the year spent on long-term disability?°, and age?..

»  Age at first child - Citywide, people who have children at a younger age and people with no
children have lower average pay; women who work at the City were more likely than men to be in
both of these categories.

Table 17: Age At First Child Differences in Gender Proportions

Average Pay

Age at First Child Regular Total

; Women were 1.47 times more likely not to have children than men
No Children $76,080 $83,213 (p<0.001)
Under 22 $72,213 $82,392 Women were 1.51 times more likely to have their first child before

age 22 than men (p<0.001)

_ Men were 1.26 times more likely to have their first child at 23-28
23-28 $77,751 $90,233 years old than women (p<0.001)

_ Men were 1.46 times more likely to have their first child at 29-35
29-35 $86,564 $100,613 years old than women (p<0.001)

Men were 1.46 times more likely to have their first child at Over 35
Over 35 $86,393 $99,042 years old than women (p<0.001)

*  Tenure - There was no statistically significant difference in average tenure between men and
women (p=0.702). On average, both genders have just over 14 years of tenure.

. Long-Term Disability (LTD) - Citywide, women were 5 times more likely to take long-term disability
than men (p<0.001). This is to be expected since most women will utilize LTD while pregnant
and/or after giving birth. However, women were still 2.5 times more likely to take over 3 months of
LTD than men (p<0.001). While employees are on LTD they don’t normally receive their full regular
pay and are unable to take advantage of overtime opportunities, so their pay is less. Since women
utilize LTD at higher rates than men, this increases the citywide pay gap.

*  Age - Men are more likely to be in age groups (35-39, 40-49) that attain higher pay.

Table 18: Age Groups With Significant Differences in Gender Proportions

Average Pay

Age at First Child Regular Total

Insignificant difference between proportions of men and women
Under 30 $62,691 $68,713 (p=0.964)
_ Insignificant difference between proportions of men and women
30-34 $70,881 $79,497 (p=0.887)
_ Men were 1.21 times more likely to be 35-39 years old than
35-39 $78,829 $89,779 women (p=0.025)
40-49 $83,180 $95,379 Men were 1.18 times more likely to be 40-49 years old than

women (p<0.001)

18 For modeling purpose an employees age when they had their first child was put into one of six groups: No Children, Under 22, 23-28, 29-35,
and Over 35.

19 Determined based on the employee’s hire date.

20 For modeling purpose the percent of the year spent on long-term disability (LTD) was put into one of three groups: No LTD, 0-3 Months, over 3
Months.

2 Age is approximate to within a 3 year window. This is because the authors were provided three-year age groups as part of the city’s efforts to
de-identify the research data set. For modeling purpose an employees age was put into one of six groups: Under 30, 30-34, 35-39, 40-49, 50-59,
and Over 60.
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Average Pay

Age at First Child Regular Total

50-59 $84,581 $95,571 %Biigon;fi%a)nt difference between proportions of men and women
Over 60 $74,159 $79,423 mgnmﬂe\rf‘v?;i%:ggflmes more likely to be Over 60 years old

Recommended Actions

None at this time. This is almost entirely out of the City’s control. However, we do suggest deeper analysis
on these findings in future pay equity studies.

Remaining Unexplained Portion of Gender Pay Gap

The unexplained part of the pay gap accounts for differences in pay between men and women resulting
from something that is either unmeasured or unmeasurable. Typically, in the research community, this is
the “gender bias” part of the pay gap; however, the City of San Diego does not systematically collect data
on things like an employee’s level of education or performance review results. We know that these things
are measurable and have an impact on pay, yet we don’t know how much of the pay gap can be attributed
to them. This makes it harder to identify the solution(s) to most effectively close the pay gap. Therefore,
we recommend that the City:

1. Systematically collect data on all employees’ level of education.

2. Systematically collect other data on all employees that can help describe differences in pay (e.qg.,
performance reviews, bilingual pay bonuses, other lump sum pay sources, etc.).
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The Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap
2011-2019 Citywide Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap By Year

Regular Pay (i.e. Non-Overtime Pay) Total Pay
Average
;$1 00,500 wriite Pay
Average 20.8% «—Pay Gap (%)
;$88’800'_ White Pay 1

; . 202% -
D 197%202%

Average

$79,600 o white P

- 19.6%«Pay Gap (%)

D an., o 185% -
L 195%g0, 0

$74,200 . Average
S T Y $71,400< o White Pay
16.8%16,99,17-2%18.6%
$61,7006
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Figure 20: 2011-2019 Citywide Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap by Year

The racial-and-ethnic pay gap was broken down into five categories to isolate the most impactful
differences that drive the pay gap between Whites and people of color. Figure 21 shows the magnitude of
impact for each category. Occupational sorting has an even bigger impact on the racial-and-ethnic pay
gap than the gender pay gap. Another noteworthy difference is the impact of overtime. As discussed in
later sections, people of color utilize overtime at higher proportions than Whites, which increases their pay;
therefore, this category actually has a negative impact on the pay gap (i.e., reduces the pay gap between
Whites and people of color). Each category will be discussed in detail in the following sections.

Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap Source Breakdown

Occupational
Sorting |82°/ £

Children DS%

Overtime |:-2%*
Demographics DS%

Unexplained 12%

*On average, people of color took more overtime than whites, reducing the overall pay gap.

Figure 21: 2019 Citywide Racial-and-Ethnic Total Pay Gap Source Estimates

Pay Gap Cause #1 - Occupational Sorting

In Figure 22, roles with many employees (larger circles) near the bottom-left and top-right corners have
the largest effect on increasing the citywide pay gap. Roles in the top-right quadrant are high paying and
have disproportionately high numbers of Whites. Roles in the bottom-left quadrant are low paying and
have disproportionately high numbers of people of color.
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Ethnicity Occupational Sorting - Avg Pay vs Ethnicity Proportion by Job Type

0% 45% 100%

White  Above Average % People of Color White Above Average % Whites White
$149.8001 Citywide O

Director
Average

> x : .

&S POl ICe OffICeI’ CltéAttorney

= \e FigHf

9l Fi Fl%h r

g Fire Prevegon rogram Manager

>

<C

(0]

>

'8 P Coordinat

rogram Coordinator O
= ) ) . @ Lifeguard
Accounting and Finance Crime Lab
Engineer - Civil
T ) Wastewater Plant Operations Develo%"em Project Manager
$89,000 --[Average Citywide Pay } = Langsurveylng

© ) Police DispatchO

Water lemg»rades and Fa@e@imaﬁwite‘ Operaﬁogs/ Chde Compliance Officer

Communications Tech ctrician and Plant Proc Cntrl
% Utility Plant T H © O\ Pannos O
S ility Plan Oec Iforalion Systefns %ity Council Support  Development Inspector
Executive Assistant . " .
0] . %Qﬁg(r_)an d Eng Aide Chemist/Biologist
O Refuse Collection o _ &)
© e eet Technician —) @ Plan Review Spec Property Agent
(0] Zoninngestlgatov . .
> Wa%r System TRadfrg Enforcement Librarian Park Ranger
< . O © o
=
ke
O
m

Stock Clerk and Store Operations ——Q

Transportation - LaRymjnjstrative p;iort
R

. Center Leadership
Parks Grounds Maintenance

$39,700 ] Custodian o)

# Employees © 500 () 1000 () 1500

Figure 22: Pay vs Ethnic-and-Racial Proportions by Job Type

Table 19: Racial-and-Ethnic Diversity by Occupation - City of San Diego vs Nationwide

US Nationwide (2019 Bureau of Labor Statistics) City of San Diego (2019)
Occupation P%OOpl(l)eraOf City Job Type Peggllsrof
Police and sheriff's patrol officers 41.1% Police Officer 40.6%
Office and administrative support occupations 51.5% Administrative Support 74.9%
Firefighters 30.6% Fire Fighter 33.4%
Civil engineers 38.1% Engineer - Civil 54.1%
Grounds maintenance workers 58.5% Parks Grounds Maintenance 80.9%
Librarians 27.4% Librarian 57.1%
Lawyers 26% City Attorney 27.9%
Construction and extraction occupations 50.7% Building Trades and Facilities Maint 73.9%
Biological scientists, chemists, and materials scientists 41% Chemist/Biologist 51%
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US Nationwide (2019 Bureau of Labor Statistics) City of San Diego (2019)

. People of . People of
Occupation Color® City Job Type Color
Refuse and recyclable material collectors 65.8% Refuse Collection 93.9%

aSince the US nationwide percent people of color (36.3%) is significantly
less than the percent people of color in the City of San Diego (57.2%),
this number was scaled proportionally to represent the expected value
for the occupation in San Diego (Source: 2010 US Census)

Police Officers

In 2019, there were 1823 standard-hour police officers: 1082 (59.4%) were White and 741 (40.6%) were
people of color. The occupational sorting of mostly Whites into the police officer role had a strong effect on
increasing the pay gap because the role pays $35,125 above the citywide average (total pay). We
estimate that if the ratio of Whites to people of color among City police officers equaled the citywide
average, the total pay gap would have decreased by 20.9% ($4,378).

The extent of police officers’ contribution to the citywide pay gap was partly due to the role’s reliance on
overtime. The average City police officer had approximately 222 overtime hours in 2019. We estimate that
if the police force had somehow eliminated overtime (while maintaining its ratio of Whites to people of
color) the citywide total pay gap would have decreased by 4.6% ($954).

Table 20: Police Officer Role vs Citywide
Average Pay

Employees %01?%%%? Regular Overtime Total

Police Officer 1823 40.6% $109,853 $14,301 $124,154
Citywide 9344 55% $79,202 $9,828 $89,030
19.5% -14.4%  +$30,651 +$4,473  +$35,125

Table 21: Jobs in Study’s ‘Police Officer’ Role

Average Pay

Job Employees %OE%%?(L?, Regular Overtime Total
Police Officer 2 931 41.1% $107,068 $16,558 $123,626
Police Sergeant 270 33.7%  $138,813 $17,010 $155,824
Police Detective 237 37.1%  $115,352 $15,230 $130,581
Police Officer 1 217 46.5% $72,657 $9,445  $82,102
Police Recruit 82 54.9% $62,326 $783 $63,109
Police Lieutenant 51 31.4%  $169,399 $212 $169,610
Police Captain 18 44.4%  $197,411 $0 $197,411
Police Officer 3 11 54.5% $123,330 $29,933 $153,263
Asst Police Chief 5 60% $217,016 $0 $217,016
Police Chief 1 0% $252,026 $0 $252,026
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Recruitment

Police Recruit

White applicants were 1.5 times more likely to be considered qualified than non-white applicants (Wh:
21.4%, POC: 14.7%; p<0.001). There was not a significant difference in hiring rates between Whites and
people of color.

ABslisd Whites People of Color
pplie
7154 People 34.7% | 65.3% |
! 8.9%
1250 Pasela 43.7% [ 56.3% |
! Statistically Insignificant Difference
p=0.137
Hired
174 People 50% | 50% |

Figure 23: Race/Ethnicity Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police Recruit

Education Requirement

For Police Recruit applicants, we only found significant differences between the answers of men and
women for the education requirement. Applicants must meet the education requirement using one of the
following: graduation from high school, passing the General Education Development (G.E.D.)
test/California High School Proficiency Examination, or possession of a two-year, four-year or advanced
degree from an accredited college or university. Figure 24 shows the proportion of applicants that met the
requirement with a college degree.

Applied [Whies ©202486) |37%
p<0.001
7154 People |Pplof Color(1250/4668127°/0
Qualified [wnites (244/533) |46%
1220 People |People of Color (279/687) [41%
Hired | Wnites (41/87) 47%
p=0.937
174 People |People of Color (41/87) 47%

Figure 24: Applicants with College Education by Race/Ethnicity - Police Recruit

Among total applicants, Whites were 1.4 times more likely than people of color to meet the education
requirement with a college degree (Wh: 36.4%, POC: 26.4%; p<0.001). In the qualified stage, there are no
significant differences between the two applicant groups (Wh: 46%, POC: 40.6%; p=0.061). This indicates
that education level could be an important factor in selecting qualified applicants.

Police Officer 1

White applicants were 1.6 times more likely to be qualified (Wh: 27.2%, POC: 17.4%; p<0.001).

Pa— Whites People of Color
pplie
2530 Paople | 36.9% | 63.1% |
!
531 Poa)s 47.8% [ 52.2% |
! Statistically Insignificant Difference
=0.276
Hired
371 People 51.8% | 48.2% |
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Figure 25: Race/Ethnicity Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police Officer 1

Education Requirement

Applicants must meet the education requirement using one of the following: graduation from high school,
passing the General Education Development (G.E.D.) test/California High School Proficiency Examination,
or possession of a two-year, four-year or advanced degree from an accredited college or university.

Applied Whites (362/934) |39%
p<0.001
2530 People |Ppl of Color (446/15%) |28%
Qualified | Whites (118/254) |46%
p=0.014
531 People [People of Color (100277)  [36%
Hired [Whites (92/192) | 48%
p=0.182
371 People People of Color (74/179) |410/°

Figure 26: Applicants with College Degree by Race/Ethnicity - Police Officer 1

In the total applicant pool, Whites were 1.4 times more likely than people of color to meet the education
requirement with a college degree (Wh: 38.6%, POC: 27.6%; p<0.001). In the qualified pool, Whites were
1.3 times more likely than people of color to meet the education requirement with a college degree (Wh:
46.5%, POC: 36.1%; p=0.014). Additional analysis should be done to support the hypothesis that
education level is a key criteria for being considered qualified.

Police Sergeant

White applicants were 1.7 times more likely to be qualified (Wh: 56.9%, POC: 32.9%; p=0.005).

Abolisd Whites People of Color
pplie
409 Paople 58.4% | 41.6% |
!
185 Baroto 70.8% [ 292% |
! Statistically Insignificant Difference
=0.675
Hired
107 People 73.8% [ 262% |

Figure 27: Race/Ethnicity Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police Sergeant

We were able to analyze seven questions from the application and found no significant differences
between applications of Whites and people of color.

Administrative Support

In 2019, there were 1061 standard-hour employees in the Administrative Support role: 266 (25.1%) were
White and 795 (74.9%) were people of color. The occupational sorting of mostly people of color into the
Administrative Support role had a strong effect on increasing the pay gap because the role pays $32,312
below the citywide average (total pay). We estimate that if the Administrative Support role’s pay or ratio of
Whites to people of color equaled the citywide average(s), the total pay gap would have decreased by
12.4% ($2,589).
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Table 22: Administrative Support Role vs Citywide
Average Pay

% People .
Employees of Color Regular Overtime Total
Administrative Support 1061 74.9% $55,583 $1,135  $56,718
Citywide 9344 55% $79,202 $9,828  $89,030
11.4% +19.9% -$23,618 -$8,693 -$32,312

Table 23: Top 10 Jobs in Study’s ‘Administrative Support’ Role

Average Pay

Job Employees W%F’%%‘l)clﬁ Regular Overtime Total
Asoc Mgmt Anlyst 107 70.1% $68,990 $799 $69,789
Administrative Aide 2 100 71% $56,729 $1,527 $58,256
Clerical Asst 2 91 78% $41,360 $517 $41,877
Word Processing Oper 81 80.2% $43,848 $893 $44,741
Sr Mgmt Anlyst 70 68.6% $77,206 $650 $77,856
Public Info Clerk 60 86.7% $43,659 $1,412 $45,071
Account Clerk 53 90.6% $42,887 $739 $43,626
Administrative Aide 1 47 76.6% $47,854 $620 $48,474
Supv Mgmt Anlyst 45 71.1% $88,618 $0 $88,618
Payroll Spec 2 43 81.4% $49,624 $941 $50,565
Other (57 Jobs) 364 72% $54,769 $1,669 $56,437

Firefighter

In 2019, there were 749 standard-hour firefighters: 499 (66.6%) were White and 250 (33.4%) were people
of color. The occupational sorting of mostly Whites into the Fire Fighter role had a strong effect on
increasing the pay gap because the role pays $40,250 above the citywide average (total pay). The role’s
non-overtime pay was actually $626 below the citywide average, so firefighter's above average pay was
entirely due to their heavy overtime utilization.

The average City firefighter had approximately 1018 overtime hours in 2019. We estimate that if the City
had somehow eliminated overtime for firefighters (while maintaining its ratio of Whites to people of color)
the citywide total pay gap would have decreased by 13.1% ($2,735). Additionally, this same decrease in
the citywide pay gap would be expected if the ratio of Whites to people of color among firefighters equaled
the citywide average.

Table 24: Fire Fighter Role vs Citywide
Average Pay

% People .
Employees of Color Regular Overtime Total
Fire Fighter 749 33.4% $78,576 $50,703  $129,280
Citywide 9344 55% $79,202 $9,828  $89,030
8% -21.7% -$626  +$40,875 +$40,250

Table 25: Jobs in Study’s ‘Fire Fighter’ Role

Average Pay

% People
of Color

Fire Fighter 2 275 35.6% $67,562 $36,039 $103,600

Job Employees Regular Overtime Total
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Average Pay

Job Employees %OF%%IID!)?* Regular Overtime Total
“Fire Captain 193 32.6%  $88,097 $67,010 $155,107
Fire Engineer 192 27.1% $75,465 $56,430 $131,895
Fire Fighter 3 38 42.1% $74,395 $58,636 $133,032
Fire Battalion Chief 32 43.8% $116,886 $62,497 $179,383
Fire Fighter 1 9 33.3% $51,989 $7,863  $59,853
Deputy Fire Chief 7 42.9% $167,748 $0 $167,748
Asst Fire Chief 2 50% $173,024 $0 $173,024
Fire Chief 1 0% $226,463 $0 $226,463

Recruitment

Fire Recruit

There were no significant differences in race-and-ethnicity at any stage of recruitment for Fire Recruits.

sl Whites People of Color
5349 Poople 50.5% | 49.5% |
l Statistically Insignificant Difference
U =0.655
A e 51.1% [ 48.9% ]
l Statistically Insignificant Difference
=0.298
Hired
190 People 55.3% | 44.7% |

Figure 28: Race/Ethnicity Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Fire Recruit

Parks Grounds Maintenance

In 2019, there were 440 standard-hour employees in the Parks Grounds Maintenance role: 84 (19.1%)
were White and 356 (80.9%) were people of color. The occupational sorting of mostly people of color into
the Parks Grounds Maintenance role has a strong effect on increasing the pay gap because the role pays
$41,326 below the citywide average (total pay). We estimate that if the Parks Grounds Maintenance role’s
pay or ratio of Whites to people of color equaled the citywide average(s), the total pay gap would have
decreased by 9.3% ($1,944).

Table 26: Parks Grounds Maintenance Role vs Citywide

Average Pay

Employees %OE%%?CI)? Regular Overtime Total

Parks Grounds Maintenance 440 80.9% $46,447 $1,257 $47,703
Citywide 9344 55% $79,202 $9,828 $89,030
4.7% +25.9%  -$32,755 -$8,571 -$41,326

Table 27: Top 10 Jobs in Study’s ‘Parks Grounds Maintenance’ Role
Average Pay

% People .
Job Employees of Color Regular Overtime Total
Grounds Maint Wrkr 2 245 84.1% $42,527 $887 $43,414
Grounds Maint Mgr 26 61.5% $68,385 $1,011 $69,396
Greenskeeper 21 81% $43,814 $1,730 $45,544
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Average Pay

Job Employees %OF%%'?CI)?, Regular Overtime Total
Grounds Maint Wrkr 1 15 100% $38,485 $1,438 $39,923
Light Equipment Operator 15 80% $44,906 $416 $45,322
Equip Operator 1 14 92.9% $49,787 $748 $50,535
Seven-Gang Mower Operator 12 83.3% $50,824 $520 $51,344
Grounds Maint Supv 10 80% $50,062 $1,374 $51,436
Equip Operator 2 9 88.9% $55,013 $5,841 $60,854
Equip Tech 1 9 100% $47,747 $1,300 $49,047
Other (18 Jobs) 64 65.6% $52,129 $2,351 $54,479

Parks Grounds Maintenance Job Type - Career Progression
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Figure 29: Parks Ground Maintenance Job Progression

Transportation - Labor

In 2019, there were 276 standard-hour employees in the Transportation - Labor role: 35 (12.7%) were
White and 241 (87.3%) were people of color. The occupational sorting of mostly people of color into the
Transportation - Labor role has a strong effect on increasing the pay gap because the role pays $32,469
below the citywide average (total pay). We estimate that if the Transportation - Labor role’s pay or ratio of
Whites to people of color equaled the citywide average(s), the total pay gap would have decreased by
5.5% ($1,155).

Table 28: Transportation - Labor Role vs Citywide
Average Pay

% People

Employees of Color Regular Overtime Total

Transportation - Labor 276 87.3% $50,621 $5,940 $56,561
Citywide 9344 55% $79,202 $9,828  $89,030
3% +32.3% -$28,580 -$3,888 -$32,469
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Table 29: Top 10 Jobs in Study’s ‘Transportation - Labor’ Role

Average Pay

Job Employees W%?%%%? Regular Overtime Total
Utility Worker 2 54 94.4% $47,089 $5,920 $53,009
Utility Worker 1 40 92.5% $41,065 $3,080 $44,145
Heavy Truck Drvr 2 38 84.2% $47,889 $4,980 $52,869
Public Works Supv 22 63.6% $69,438 $13,010 $82,448
Cement Finisher 21 85.7% $55,760 $6,038 $61,798
Equip Operator 2 21 81% $52,689 $3,033 $55,722
Laborer 19 94.7% $36,679 $4,087 $40,766
Motor Sweeper Oper 16 100% $55,424 $11,930 $67,354
Heavy Truck Drvr 1 9 88.9% $48,959 $419 $49,378
Equip Operator 1 8 100% $55,174 $12,141 $67,315
Other (9 Jobs) 28 78.6% $60,554 $5,753 $66,307

Due to the high number of roles included in this job type, see appendix for detailed Transportation Public
Works career progression graph.

Other Job Types Whose Above/Below Average Pay and Racial-and-Ethnic Ratios Contribute to
the Pay Gap

Jobs with Above Average Pay and Disproportionately High Numbers of Whites

Table 30: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Increased Citywide Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap
Contribution to Citywide Pay Gap
Average Pay Regular Pay Gap Total Pay Gap

Job Type # Emps W";%%?é?_ Regular Total Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
Police Officer 1,823 40.6%  $109,853 $124,154  $3,425 19.7% $4,378 20.9%
Fire Fighter 749 33.4% $78,576 $129,280 $2,681 12.8%
City Attorney 165 27.9% $130,510 $130,510 $727 4.2% $706 3.4%
Director 100 29%  $149,573 $149,573 $504 2.9% $492 2.4%
Lifeguard 100 10% $84,634 $105,298 $265 1.3%
Program Manager 116 36.2%  $124,138 $124,138 $256 1.5% $242 1.2%
Crime Lab 37 29.7%  $101,320 $103,840 $89 0.5% $88 0.4%

Jobs with Below Average Pay and Disproportionately High Numbers of Whites

These jobs decreased the citywide pay gap because they had below-average pay and above-average
proportions of Whites.

Table 31: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Decreased Citywide Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap
Contribution to Citywide Pay Gap
Average Pay Regular Pay Gap Total Pay Gap

% People
Job Type # Emps of Color Regular  Total Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
Golf Operations 23 13% $54,435 $58,402 $-95 -0.5% $-97 -0.5%
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Jobs with Below Average Pay and Disproportionately High Numbers of People of Color

These jobs increased the citywide pay gap because they had below-average pay and above-average
proportions of people of color.

Table 32: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Increased Citywide Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap
Contribution to Citywide Pay Gap
Average Pay Regular Pay Gap Total Pay Gap

Job % People

ob Type # Emps of Color Regular  Total Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
Administrative Support 1,061 74.9% $55,583 $56,718  $2,161 12.4% $2,589 12.4%
Parks Grounds

Maintenance 440 80.9% $46,447 $47,703  $1,732 10% $1,944 9.3%
Transportation - Labor 276 87.3% $50,621 $56,561  $1,233 7.1% $1,155 5.5%
Refuse Collection 147 93.9% $59,928 $67,275 $520 3% $443 2.1%
Water Utility Worker 97 92.8% $51,201 $64,937 $578 3.3% $431 2.1%
Water System Tech 219 83.1% $54,650 $67,052 $652 3.7% $406 1.9%
Building Trades and

o A 153 73.9% $57,997 $60,885 $244 1.4% $277 1.3%
Librarian 333 57.1% $59,443 $62,025 $235 1.4% $264 1.3%
S o and Store 38 78.9%  $45,619 $49,547  $156 0.9% $156 0.7%
Fleet Technician 126 68.3% $62,781 $67,261 $149 0.9% $151 0.7%
Collections 22 81.8% $54,867 $54,867 $78 0.4%
Utility Plant Tech 79 74.7% $63,792 $74,962 $131 0.8% $76 0.4%

Pay Gap Cause #2 - Different Parenthood Effects between Whites and People
of Color

As seen in the analysis on the motherhood effect in the gender pay gap, having children has a much
stronger negative effect on women’s pay as opposed to men’s. When breaking down this analysis by race
and ethnicity, some interesting findings emerge. Within men, the fatherhood penalty only exists for men of
color (-3%). Both white women and women of color have a motherhood penalty that is larger than the
fatherhood penalty for men of color; however, the motherhood penalty is much larger for women of color (-
7.4% vs -4.7% for white women).
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Parenthood Effect on Expected Citywide Non-Overtime Pay

"Parenthood Penalty”

No Children $84,200 $6.200 (-7.4%
Women of Color , ’ (0<0 éoi) )
1+ Children $78,000 p<>.
No Children $87,000 -$4.100 (-4.7%
White Women : ? (p<0 E)oi) )
1+ Children $82,900 =
NO Ch?l(fi'@ﬂ $86.200 -$2 600 (-3%
Men of Color $( ’_0 0(10) !
1+ Children $83,600 =
No Children $88,000 Statistically
White Men Insignificant
1+ Children $88,100 (p=0.927)

*Expected pay is adjusted to control for
differences in age, gender, tenure, and job type

Figure 30: Parenthood Effect on Expected Citywide Regular Pay

Pay Gap Cause #3 - Different Overtime Utilization between Whites and People

of Color

Citywide, people of color work about 24 hours more overtime per year than Whites (after controlling for
tenure, gender, job, and children, p<0.001). This difference is most predominantly seen within the City’s
firefighters, where people of color work about 176 hours more overtime per year than Whites (after
controlling for specific job, gender, and if they have children, p<0.001).

Pay Gap Cause #4 - Different Demographics of Whites and People of Color

*  Age at first child - People who have children at a younger age have lower average pay; people of
color who work at the City were more likely than Whites to have children at younger ages (under

28).

Table 33: Age At First Child Differences in Racial/Ethnic Proportions

Average Pay

Age at First Child Regular Total

No Children $76,080 $83,213 ‘.92'35?3 c‘#ec?loll:%géi(??ggiTore likely not to have children than
Under 22 $72,213  $82,392 BSQRISSEcolor wers 3.7 times morg likely to have their first
2328 $77,751 $90,233 EROR L LH8 ST N R ISRy e thetr rst
29-35 $86,564 $100,613 égls(i)%n(ilf;ig%ﬁ%f)ference between proportions of Whites and people of
over 35 385,393 $99,042 Qe e P ofor TSl et chil ot
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*  Tenure - There was no statistically significant difference in average tenure between Whites and
people of color (p=0.319). On average, both groups have just over 14 years of tenure.

. Long-Term Disability - Citywide, there is not a statistically significant difference in the rates at which
Whites and people of color utilize long-term disability (p=0.376).

*  Age - People of color were more likely to be in younger age groups (under 30, 30-34), which tend
to make less money. Whites were more likely to be in age groups that had higher average salaries
(35-39, 40-49).

Table 34: Age Groups With Significant Differences in Racial/Ethnic Proportions
Average Pay

Age Regular Total

Under 30 $62,691 $68,713 yngPsl%lcaf ﬁ?il‘cr)‘rv\&vﬁili%s:l.(%iig.nagg)more likely to be Under 30
30-34 $70,881 $79,497 gﬁfﬁlug.?fvfl:ﬁilgers“fg'fo?dig)ﬁmes more likely to be 30-34 years
35-39 $78,829 $89,779 ‘.:'.‘235?3 ‘\;\%eclzﬁg.l:?z;%t.agonil?re likely to be 35-39 years old than
40-49 $83,180 $95,379 \;\Iergsleg c\;\#ecl;)elgFI(;%?g?‘ng?re likely to be 40-49 years old than
50-59 $84,581 $95,571 gledoprllgrt‘)fv\cl:gilgé'sv%gr:eo}éldg)times more likely to be 50-59 years
Over 60 $74,159  $79,423 Insignificant difference between proportions of Whites and people of

color (p=0.065)

Remaining Unexplained Portion of Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap

The unexplained part of the pay gap accounts for differences in pay between Whites and people of color
resulting from something that is either unmeasured or unmeasurable. Typically, in the research
community, this is the ‘bias’ part of the pay gap; however, the City of San Diego does not systematically
collect data on things like an employee’s level of education or performance review results. We know that
these things are measurable and have an impact on pay, yet we don’t know how much of the pay gap can
be attributed to them. This makes it harder to identify the solution(s) to most effectively close the pay gap.
Therefore, we recommend that the City:

1. Systematically collect data on all employees’ level of education.

2. Systematically collect other data on all employees that can help describe differences in pay (e.qg.,
performance reviews, bilingual pay bonuses, other lump sum pay sources, etc.).
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Appendix

Suggested Areas of Research for Future Pay Equity Studies

Much of the time on this initial pay equity study was spent collecting and aggregating data and forming the
job type groups for occupational sorting analysis. The amount of effort needed to do this work, forced us to
limit the scope of this study. Fortunately, this preliminary work should not need to be repeated in future
studies since the analysis code developed for this work has been provided to the City. We recommend the
City ensure that procedures for collecting the data for this study are easily repeatable for future pay equity
studies by documenting the processes performed and automating as much of the process as possible.
Additionally, we believe that the scope of future pay equity studies should also include research to better
understand:

1. What are the sources of the pay gap that remain unexplained?

2. How has the gender pay gap changed since this study was conducted? How have the underlying
sources of the pay gap identified in this report (i.e., occupational sorting, the parenthood penalty,
overtime, and demographics) changed?

3.  What is driving the changes in the gender and racial-and-ethnic pay gap over time?

4. How do men/women and Whites/people of color differ in how they progress through their career in
the City? How does the effect of children play into the differences in outcomes we observed?

5. Does utilization of the current dependent care FSA have an effect on the parenthood pay penalty?

6. Do those employees who work more overtime and/or take fewer sick/PTO days have higher
likelihoods of being promoted?

7. Break down sources of racial-pay-inequity into specific races/ethnicities instead of just white/non-
white.

8. Reuvisit the job types:

a) Integrate new job titles and departments that have been established since the writing of this
report.

b) Share the detailed job type analysis in this report with the relevant department heads within the
city to determine if further modifications might be fruitful.

c) Explore the occupational groups that Personnel uses for its annual Equal Employment
Opportunity report to the Civil Service Commission.

d) Look into possible ways to re-organize the Administrative Support job type into smaller, more
meaningful groups that would enable better study of occupational sorting.

9. Look at specific add-on pays by gender and race/ethnicity.
10. Explore the utilization and benefits of part-time employment by gender and race/ethnicity.

11. Study pay and advancement for women'’s careers before and after having a child.
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Other Recommendations

Job Types

In order to understand the effect that occupational sorting had on the pay gap within the City of San Diego,
we first needed to group the City’s jobs into occupations (i.e., job types). Our goal in creating these job
types was to create groupings of jobs that all required similar skills/education and/or were along a similar
career paths within the City. To do that, we analyzed the position changes that employees made within the
City from 2015-2019. The more employees that moved between two positions, the more likely those two
positions were similar enough to be grouped together as a single job type. Draft versions of the job type
visualizations seen in this section were reviewed with various department heads before finalizing the job
types utilized in the study and seen in Table 35.

Table 35: Summary of All Job Types

b Type f ETEE o "SR o Bl Top 2 Depts Top 2 o0

Police Officer 1,823  16.5%  40.6% $124,154 Police (100%) Police Qfficer 2. (35
AdBBnlstratlve 1,061 83% 74.9% $56,718 gglti)éig %Jltgo;oﬁdmin Svcs (16%) ﬁg?ﬁlMgtr:‘wattﬁ/gl\ﬂgélz()‘z/&/o
Fire Fighter 749 4% 33.4%  $129,280 2BER I RyRRLSsSion (A%e) Fire Elolter 25245
Engineer - Civil 660 29.2%  54.1%  $93,555 Fad & Capital Frol (34%e) R e ATV
Mstenance ~ 440 134%  80.9%  $47,703 BETKE & REE T ESHmunTty Pe (18%) Grounds Maint Mar (6%3 )
Librarian 333 69.7% 57.1%  $62,025 Library (100%) Library Assistant 2 (33923
TP s swe  wae  ssesol TSRO SR UMY Weter T 690
o e am e s PRSI et
Other 205 40.4%  avat  $e8905 PUDICULL Wi SysOps (%) Public Works Dispatcher (5%)
City Attorney 165 60% 27.9%  $130,510 City Attorney (100%) Beputy Elty Aty (Vmedo (a%)
Police Dispatch 157 82.2% 51.6%  $83,717 Police (100%) Deshateher 2 Gaa 600

s Fadities 153 46%  73.9%  $60,885 REAPFacilities Sves (85%) Blda, Servige Tech (13%)
BN s s sk s MESPUCABISSORY,  (OemONO. .
Refuse 147 41% 93.9%  $67,275 Environ Svcs - Collection (100%) — 23nitation Briver 2 (682%)
RN me aeaw esaw sraes FEEGPAIRAGRMLa  BOSRADEIRAS
Rec eenter 120 s0.4%  636%  sss,e21 harks & ReCT COMAMARY RIS pset e G oip 280

Fleet Technician 126 0.8% 68.3%  $67,261 Fleet Ops (100%) R s n AN (A8 20y
Moara 116 47.4% 36.2%  $124,138 {fiormation Technology, (19%) Program Manager (100%)
Planner 110 57.3%  38.2%  $82,556 BaracR§3hsves (36%) 3 Yamannen (3ore)
Fiance nd and 101 52.5%  634%  $98,719 ROAFASILST (19865¢ (77 Finance Anaivet 3 {189
Systems " 101 267%  6L4%  $77,500 fRiSaton fetnotosy (13%) ihfo 872 Anlyat 3 (36%)
orecor 00 ase 2w 10573 PRYORTST RS Y RER BRI B o
Lifeguard 100 10% 10%  $105,298 SDFD - Lifeguard (100%) Lifeguard 2 (3198)

Lifeguard 3
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# Emps

%

% People

Avg

Job Type in Study Women  of Color Total Pay Top 2 Depts Top 2 Jobs
Water Utility Public Util - Wstwtr Collection (97%) EQuip Qper 1(Sewer Maint
Worker %7 8.2% 92.8%  $64,937 BUBE UHl - WRP T eoE Mamt 1596) B Ao (8o
Development Combination Inspctr 2 (30%
peropT 80 2.5% 35%  $78,165 Development Svcs (100%) Compination fnshetr 2 5150/3
Public Util - Wstwtr Treat & Disposal  pjant Tech 2 (24%
Utility Plant Tech 79 2.5% 74.7% 74,962 (97%) ant “&ec o
y ’ o ¢ EbUtil - Admin Sves (3%) Plant Tech 3 218%3
City Council City Council (79%) Council Rep 1 (68%
Support 77 53.2% 49.4% $79,987 Eolincil Administration (19%) Council Assistant (f())%)
; ; ; Wstwtr Plant Operator (52%)
Wastewater Public Util - Wstwtr Treat & Disposal f
Plant Operations 67 16.4% 61.2% $93,637 (100%) \(/\ésit%t)r Operations Supv
Disposal Site Environ Svcs - Refuse (52%) Utility Worker 2 (26%
Operations 65 6.2% 63.1% $62,114 ET\)lllsrl%r;] %é/g%/o)Waste Igeduczlon Landfill Equip Oper (2"%%)
. READ Facilities Svcs (31% Electrician (48%)
Electrician and, 64 1.6% 57.8%  $79,218 Public Util - Wstwtr Treat & Disposal  Plant Procs Cntrl Electrician
(27%) (34%)
Program Information Technology (27%) ;
Coordinator 63 55.6% 46%  $108,665 Performance & Analyt?cs (11070) Program Coordinator (100%)
; Eng & Capital Proj (85% Land Survyng Assist (47%
Land Surveying 60 6.7% 30%  $86,131 FR3 & Capital Brol (8%) R A K A AT
Parkin Police (83% Parking Enfrc Ofcr 1 (62%
Enforcgment 58 34.5% 70.7% $65,174 Transp(ortafjiz)n - Storm Wtr (17%) Parking Enfrc Ofcr 2 2260/23
; ; ; Instrumentation & Control
ik Public Util - Admin Svcs (35%) 0,
Utilities Tech i : g Tech (22%
Other 54 5.6% 72.2% $73,468 Fij(t))‘l}c)um - Wstwtr Treat & Disposal Sr Ba(ckﬁlo(\)/\) & Cross
° Connection Spec (19%)
; ; Traffic Signal Technician 2
Other Equip 47 2.1% 55.3% 80,085 T[‘ans ortation - Streets (380/0) 289
Tech ° ° $80, City 'I?easurer (19%) arkiong Meter Tech (17%)
) . ) . . o
Fire Dispatch 45  51.1% 53.3%  $85,157 SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) Fire B;gggggﬂegggj (/‘i)e%)
Parks & Rec - Open Space (60% Park Ranger (74%
Park Ranger 42 35.7% 35.7%  $60,669 BTk & RS- QBN FRACHy) B e Bdon)
Code Environ Svcs - Waste Reduction ; o
Compliance 39 33.3% 59% 56,441 Division (49% Code Compliance Qfcr (79%
Officgr ’ ’ ¥ Transpor atio%) - Storm Wtr (15%) Code Compliance Supv (100%)
Stock Clerk and Purchasing & Caontracting (37%) Storekeeper 1 (29%)
Store Operations 38 13.2% 78.9% $49,547 Fleet Ops (26%) ° Stock Clerk (18%) °
. . iminali o
Crime Lab 37 70.3% 29.7%  $103,840 Police (100%) Enminalist 3(Pfua),32%)
b | ¢ b | S (84%) g?z%lgp)ment Project Manager
evelopmen evelopment Svcs
ProjectpManager 37 43.2% 48.6% $89,705 Plannin% (14%) ° gta(\éeslg%ment Project Manager
0
Communications Information Technolo 97% Commctn Tech (47%
Tech 36 0% 61.1% $78,642 Communications (3%c);y (97%) Asoc Commctns(Eng()Ell%)
; Police Property & Evid Spec
Police (45%
Property Agent 33 51.5% 51.5% 69,020 36%
perty Ag ° ° $ Real Estate Assets (42%) Erongty Agent (27%)
F(iirfo/Prevention Inspctr 2
Fire Prevention 32 21.9% 43.8% $122,763 SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) ire Brevention Inspctr 2/Civ
(19%)
Plan Review Plan Review Spec 3 (37%
Spec 30 66.7% 66.7% $66,917 Development Svcs (100%) Supv Plan Rev'i)ew Sp(>ec (%)0%)
; READ Facilities Svcs (52% Custodian 2 (76%
Custodian 29 37.9% 93.1% $39,685 parks & Rec - Metro éks (48%) Custodian 3 521"/3
Executive City Attorney (10%) Executive Assistant (72%)
Assistant 29 100% 69% $69,617 Department og Finance (7%) Asst to the Director ((7%3)
Zonin Development Svcs (97% Zoning Investigator 2 (62%
Investglgator 29 37.9% 65.5% $64,827 Parks 8?Rec - Open(Spa(():)e (3%) Zoning Investigator 1 5210/8
Cmnty Dev Spec 28 64.3% 50%  $80,461 Economic Development (100%) Emnty Bev ghec 7 (3292
Water Plant Operator (79%)
gggsartrgangt 28 7.1% 53.6%  $96,341 Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) of Water Operations Sipv
0
City Att ; City Atty Invstgtr (74%
oAy 27 40.7% 22.2%  $81,163 City Attorney (100%) kA Tt £ oy
Risk Mgmt . Workers' Compensation Claims
Claims 27 55.6% 59.3% $75,721 Risk Management (100%) Rep 2 (41%3 o
Claims Rep 2(Liability) (26%)
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# Emps % % People Avg

Job Type in Study Women of Color Total Pay Top 2 Depts Top 2 Jobs
City Attorney (92% Paralegal (69%
Paralegal 26 84.6% 38.5% $70,284 Clt¥ Retlremyer(1t (80)) Sr Pargleg(al (1(8%)
Public Utilities i Uti ; Field Rep (85%
PRl Ren 26 0% 76.9%  $45,357 Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) B e (8 %)
icati Communications (88%) Sr Public Info Ofcr (33%
Communications 24 54.2% 41.7% $65,942 Birchasing & Con ractlng (8%) Supv Public Info OI‘( cr (201)%
Crime Scene
i Latent Print Examiner 2 (42%
Spec and rint 24 66.7%  37.5%  $79,061 Police (100%) et I Fxaminer 253505
Reservoir Mgmt 24 37.5%  41.7%  $51,897 Public Util - Wir Sys Ops (100%) R e 2330 295
Golf Operations 23 4.3% 13%  $58,402 Parks & Rec - Golf Courses (100%)  [on Starter (7470},
Collections 22 545%  81.8%  $54,867 City Treasurer (100%) ESlIecHions Invetar 1 (33923
Police Invstgtv Serv Ofcr 2
Service Officer 22 45.5% 50%  $58,928 Police (100%) i) ery Qfer 2(Indochinese
Srv Of 2) (18%)
it i Public Util - Wstwtr Collection (50%) 0
Utilities Equi Equip Operator 2 (64%
Oper P 22 0% 86.4%  §71,454 Py gg/o)um - Wir Constrct Maint Fau SRt o S 1355
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sDY

Accounting and Finance

Accounting and Finance Job Type - Career Progression
De'::;nmc‘algi?];ce

Accountant Trainee
Finance
Ac

Departm inance

Accountant 4
Public Utilities - inistrative Services

Accountant 3
Public Utilities - Aoﬂnistrative Services

Asoc Bu ev Anlyst
Departmi Finance @e

‘ t2
inance

mance

Sr Bud

Deparl

v Anlyst De
Finance

Financial Operations Manager
Departm Finance
Principal Accountant
City Refirement

Chief Accountant
Departmen? of Finance

Ac t 4
D :
Princip:
Depart Fnancg gan
Departr Flnance

Finance

Acc
City

Accc&nt 4
City urer

y
Account i
City surer

Prin?pa;&«;ountam
City urer

>
Financial Operations Manager

City urer

Table 36: Accounting and Finance Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

%

% People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Finance Analyst 3 Department of Finance (100%) 29 48.3% 62.1% $89,546 $587 $90,133
Finance Analyst 2 Department of Finance (100%) 18 44.4% 66.7% $81,068 $448 $81,516
Principal Accountant  2gPaftment of Finance (71%), 17 76.5% 52.9%  $127,415 $0  $127,415
Finance Analyst 4 Department of Finance (100%) 10 50% 70%  $110,644 $5 $110,649
Accountant 4 E:Eg {;_gﬁgunqeerng%"s/%}é) 8 50% 75%  $102,244 $0  $102,244
Mnancial Operations  pepartment of Finance (100%) 5 40% 40%  $134,952 $0  $134,952
Accountant 3 i LreRsuren (7o) (25%) 4 25% 50%  $77,335 $709  $78,044
Accountant 1 City Treasurer (100%) 3 66.7% 66.7% $59,374 $0 $59,374
Accountant 2 City Treasurer (100%) 2 $74,830 $0 $74,830
Finance Analyst 1 Department of Finance (100%) 2 $70,223 $242 $70,465
Accountant Trainee S'é‘éa-rr{en?"esr‘:]'{%"f 5|r?;/nce (50%) 2 $58,027 $227 $58,254
Chief Accountant Department of Finance (100%) 1 $226,788 $0  $226,788
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Average Pay

0, o]
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wome/lg /°0?%%‘|)(|)?_ Regular Overtime Total
101 52.5% 63.4%  $98,433 $286  $98,719

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Finance Analyst 2 (3

excluded)
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Administrative Support

Administrative Support Job Type - Career Progression

Sr
Departmenﬂ-lR Analyst
Sr Sr
3 Clerigffset Pre& Operator Mgmt Anlyst(iat Fncl Spec 3)
Public  Asst 1(Pol Cirk)
Info Spec \ Asoc 1

| Asoc
Mgmt Anlyst(l%t Fncl Sy
Police

\ Records Daﬂ Sé'ec Supv i\
\ \ Z | Pers‘Anlyst

peé\dgmt AnIyst(Re&qs Mgmt Anlyst)

r
Legal ireta

S

Sr
Police Réeords Clerk

Clerical
~ Asst2(Temp Pool)

Legi
Legislative
Recorder 2

Supv
Cal-

Workers'
Compensali” Claiﬁm

\i_" Asst  Payroll
Mgmt Anlyst(Sr Vittm SéwdiGaapd)

Emﬁyee
efits Specialist 2

\
Pr'incipal
Test Admﬁstrn Spec

" Rép2

Account Clrk .
¥
\
Payroll \ f
& e,
Audit Spec 2
v
Employee

Benefits Specialist 1

Sr
Account Audit Clrk
Mgmt Anlyst(L| ut/Lrng Coord)
Test Admin Spec

r
Mgmt Anlysl(Hid Secur Coord)

Table 37: Administrative Support Job Type - Study Population (2019)
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Average Pay

. % % People .

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Asoc Mgmt Anlyst Egg"g gg'pi-t;}dpnpg? (51"2%50§21°/°)' 107 79.4% 70.1%  $68,990 $799  $69,789
Administrative Aide 2 BURUIC Ptfl; Admin Sves (15%), 100 89% 71%  $56,729  $1,527  $58,256
Clerical Asst 2 &by Attorne égg:{é’)(u%) 91  81.3% 78%  $41,360 $517  $41,877
Word Processing Oper  ROCe (38%): o 150 81  92.6% 80.2%  $43,848 $893  $44,741
Sr Mgmt Anlyst Egg"g gg'pi-t;}dpnpg? (51"3%50§26°/°)r 70 65.7% 68.6%  $77,206 $650  $77,856
Public Info Clerk Gy oment S 550k 70" 60 85% 86.7%  $43,659  $1,412  $45,071
Account Clerk giutt;'i%rggigu-rg\sr(qi?o,ﬁ)vcs (25%), 53 84.9% 90.6%  $42,887 $739  $43,626
Administrative Aide 1 §Ng,& Gapital Proi (53\%0290/0) 47  85.1% 76.6%  $47,854 $620  $48,474
Supv Mgmt Anlyst Publie LUl s Bran s (22%). 45 66.7% 71.1%  $88,618 $0  $88,618
Payroll Spec 2 PoPLS (bgdmin Sves (16%), 43 95.3% 81.4%  $49,624 $941  $50,565
Cust Servs Rep Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 36 83.3% 91.7% $46,780 $4,961 $51,741
Sr Clerk/Typist B R tatneY (26%) 35 88.6% 74.3%  $48,138  $1,451  $49,589
Legal Secretary 2 City Attorney (100%) 31 100% 61.3% $62,268 $19 $62,287
Police Records Clerk  Police (100%) 30 56.7% 56.7%  $48,301 $4,827  $53,129
Court Support Clrk 2 City Attorney (100%) 18 83.3% 72.2%  $43,484 $285  $43,769
Court Support Clrk 1 City Attorney (100%) 14 100% 71.4% $43,997 $0 $43,997
Payroll Audit Spec 2 personnel (50%6) . e (36%) 14 100% 71.4%  $55,520 $35  $55,555
Asoc Pers Anlyst Personnel (100%) 13 76.9% 69.2% $77,815 $0 $77,815
Deputy City Clerk 1 City Clerk (100%) 13 92.3% 76.9%  $44,921 $1  $44,922
Asst Mgmt Anlyst PaPLS Pllly,gidmin Sves (31%), 13 69.2% 76.9%  $58,819 $279  $59,098
Claims Clerk Risk Management (100%) 9  77.8% 88.9%  $40,658 $1,207  $41,865
Sr Pers Anlyst Personnel (100%) 8  37.5% 75%  $86,288 $0  $86,288

City Treasurer (38%
Sr Account Clrk iy e a0 8  87.5% 87.5%  $47,589 $640  $48,229
Asoc Department HR Human Resources (57%),
Analyst P Public Util - Admin(Svcso)(29%) 7 71.4% 71.4% $69,646 $0 $69,646
Retirement Assistant  City Retirement (100%) 6 100% 100%  $46,857 $0  $46,857
Sr Customer Srvs Rep  Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 6 83.3% 100% $45,040 $4,433 $49,473
Cust Servs Supv Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 5 100% 80% $77,908 $10,328 $88,236
Employee penefits Risk Management (100%) 5 80% 40%  $66,030 $0  $66,030
Sr Legal Secretary City Attorney (100%) 5 100% 40% $72,713 $329 $73,042
2L lnarpt Anjyst(Hland  offc of Homela Security (100%) 5 80% 0%  $77,511 $513  $78,024
lrolice Records Police (100%) 5 100% 100%  $54,115  $3,132  $57,248
Cashier P oot Tves 2365.)20%)- 5 100% 40%  $41,988 $564  $42,551

Public Util - Admin Svcs (40%),
Payroll Supv Perolopment vea (20%3 0) 5 100% 80%  $57,507 $2,920  $60,427
Account Audit Clerk Department of Finance (100%) 4 100% 75% $44,934 $8 $44,942
Deputy City Clerk 2 City Clerk (100%) 4 100% 100%  $50,240 $0  $50,240
Legislative Recorder 2  City Clerk (100%) 4 75% 50% $56,240 $27 $56,268
Asoc Mgmt Offc of Boards & Commissions
Anlyst(Arts Mgmt {,75%), 4 75% 50% $69,524 $0 $69,524
AsoC) ibrary (25%)
Asoc Mﬂmt .
AnIystS ecords Mgmt  Police (100%) 3 33.3% 100%  $76,601  $12,834  $89,435

Anlyst
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Average Pay

. % % People .
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Cal-Id Technician Police (100%) 3 100% 66.7% $47,681 $744 $48,425
Supv Cal-Id Tech Police (100%) 3 100% 100% $56,789 $7,841 $64,630
Workers'
%%mpensation Claims  Risk Management (100%) 3 66.7% 100% $52,772 $613 $53,385
ae
Clerical Asst 1 AT 3 66.7% 66.7%  $40,892  $2,543  $43,436
; Personnel (67%), o o
Payroll Audit Supv Pepariment of Bihance (33%) 3 100% 100%  $72,117 $2,122  $74,239
Asst Mgmt .
AnIyst(%trcy Tut/Lrng Library (100%) 2 $64,170 $0 $64,170
Coord)
Claims Aide Risk Management (100%) 2 $51,324 $0 $51,324
&pntracts Processing  gng & Capital Proj (100%) 2 $44,626 $392  $45,018
Legal Secretary 1 City Attorney (100%) 2 $59,260 $0 $59,260
Payroll Audit Spec 1 Personnel (100%) 2 $56,074 $62 $56,136
Phatamt AystRet ity Retirement (100%) 2 $79,838 $0  $79,838
Dhorteet Press Purchasing & Contracting (100%) 2 $53,016 $0  $53,016
au A Department HR  pyp|ic Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 2 $92,669 $0  $92,669
Lest Administration  personnel (100%) 2 $36,846 $881  $37,728
Payroll Spec 1 RIS e )t (50%) 2 $51,326  $1,026  $52,353
psocdiams Anlvst(Ret  city Retirement (100%) 1 $77,634 $0  $77,634
Afﬁf, Department HR  pgjice (100%) 1 $67,772 $0  $67,772
Asst Mgmt Anlyst(Sr ;
Uraiaame AUYSKS™  city Attorney (100%) 1 $62,708 $0  $62,708
Asst Pers Anlyst Personnel (100%) 1 $67,275 $0 $67,275
Benefits Rep 2 City Retirement (100%) 1 $52,499 $0  $52,499
Legislative Recorder 1 Development Svcs (100%) 1 $56,129 $0 $56,129
Principal Clerk City Attorney (100%) 1 $57,674 $586 $58,260
gl Tt Personnel (100%) 1 $67,800  $3,809  $71,609
Public Info Spec City Clerk (100%) 1 $53,441 $0 $53,441
Sr Account Audit CIrk  Department of Finance (100%) 1 $48,697 $0 $48,697
Sr Cashier Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $41,064 $32 $41,096
Anarchartment HR Police (100%) 1 $89,005 $0  $89,005
Sr Test Admin Spec Personnel (100%) 1 $57,145 $2,220 $59,365
Test Monitor 2 Personnel (100%) 1 $35,244 $255 $35,499
1,061 83% 74.9% $55,583 $1,135 $56,718

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Clerical Asst
2(Temp Pool) (7 employees), Employee Benefits Specialist 1 (1), Police Records Data Spec (1),
Police Records Data Spec Supv (1), Supv Mgmt Anlyst(Supv Lndscp Cnsv Dsnr) (1), and Test

Monitor 1 (1)

Analvtlca
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Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color

Regular Overtime Total

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Asst Mgmt Anlyst(Litrcy
Tut/Lrng Coord) (48 excluded), Clerical Asst 2 (35), Cust Servs Rep (15), Administrative Aide 1
(12), Sr Mgmt Anlyst (12), Asoc Mgmt Anlyst (11), Administrative Aide 2 (8), Payroll Spec 2
(8), Police Records Clerk (7), Supv Mgmt Anlyst (7), Account Clerk (6), Asst Mgmt Anlyst (6),
Clerical Asst 1 (6), Legal Secretary 2 (6), Word Processing Oper (5), Court Support Cirk 2 (4),
Public Info Clerk (4), Sr Clerk/Typist (3), Deputy City Clerk 2 (2), Sr Mgmt Anlyst(Hland Secur
Coord) (2), Sr Mgmt Anlyst(Ret Fncl Spec 3) (2), Sr Pers Anlyst (2), Workers' Compensation
Claims Aide (2)

Auditor

Note: due to the low sample size of at least one group in this job type, is was placed in the ‘Other’ job type
for analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 38: Auditor Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Performance Auditor Offc of the City Auditor (100%) 15 46.7% 46.7%  $103,474 $0 $103,474
City Auditor Offc of the City Auditor (100%) 1 $196,281 $0  $196,281
k’,,%ﬁﬁgg”g?”ce Audit Offc of the City Auditor (100%) 1 $128,630 $0  $128,630

17 471% 47.1% $110,413 $0 $110,413

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Performance Auditor (4
excluded)

Building Trades and Facilities Maint

Table 39: Building Trades and Facilities Maint Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total

Bldg Service Tech READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 20 10% 75% $43,936 $1,656 $45,592

Painter READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 20 5% 75% $53,945 $2,455 $56,400
READ Facilities Svcs (94%), .

Carpenter (Pgeoll)c Util - Wtr Constrct Maint 16 0% 81.2% $57,316 $1,015 $58,331

Bldg Maint Supv READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 11 18.2% 72.7% $79,922 $2,221 $82,143
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Average Pay

. % % People .
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Fleet Ops (64%),
Welder Public Util - Wstwtr Treat & 11 0% 72.7% $60,663 $8,354 $69,017
Disposal (18%)
Plumber READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 10 0% 60% $65,138 $5,730 $70,868
Roofer READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 8 0% 87.5% $49,906 $24 $49,930
HVACR Technician READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 7 14.3% 57.1% $64,708 $1,005 $65,714
Sr HVACR Technician READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 7 0% 42.9% $71,105 $1,435 $72,540
Bldg Supv BErke bokec s Matrs FRe (J6o%) 5 20% 80%  $56,246  $3,486  $59,732
Grounds Maint Wrkr 2 READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 4 0% 100% $39,490 $3,906 $43,396
gtadium Maintenance  ReAD Facilities Sves (100%) 4 0% 100%  $49,319 $3,526  $52,844
. . Fleet Ops (50%),
Equip Painter Public Util - Wstwtr Treat & 4 0% 75% $55,233 $10,964 $66,197
Disposal (50%)
Plasterer READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 3 0% 66.7% $55,019 $377 $55,396
Apprentice 2-HVACR  READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 2 $62,501 $470  $62,970
Bldg Service Supv READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 2 $58,086 $1,141 $59,226
Carpenter Supv READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 2 $56,028 $238 $56,267
et YLy Ar READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 2 $74,606  $1,513  $76,208
Locksmith READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 2 $54,672 $86 $54,758
Painter Supervisor READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 2 $61,402 $894 $62,296
Stadium Groundskpr READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 2 $60,379 $9,525 $69,904
. Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (50%),
Cement Finisher E’ggol}c)utn - Wstwtr Collection 2 $58,807 $16,008 $74,815
(o]
ppprentice 1-HVACR  READ Facilities Sves (100%) 1 $39,577 $0  $39,577
Apprentice 2-Plumber  READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 1 $47,874 $223 $48,097
gpstruction READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 1 $75,491 $0  $75,491
Plumber Supv READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 1 $77,841 $106 $77,947
Roofing Supervisor READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 1 $60,989 $0 $60,989
af, pyiilding Maint READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 1 $92,390 $242  $92,632
Sr Locksmith READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 1 $61,393 $0 $61,393
153 4.6% 73.9%  $57,997 $2,888  $60,885

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Stadium Turf

Mgr (1 employee)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Welder (6 excluded),
Bldg Service Tech (4), HVACR Technician (4), Carpenter (2), and Plumber (2)
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Chemist/Biologist

Chemist Biologist Job Type - Career Progression

ine
Marine :ht
Biolast 5%
arine

Biologist 1

Storm

Vater Environm%ntal Specialist 3

cham
i *
Chemist

Bic“;if/' :

&

Sr
Biologist

Table 40: Chemist/Biologist Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Asst
Laboratary Tech

Average Pay

. % % People .
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Asst Chemist Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 45 57.8% 64.4% $74,046 $428 $74,474
Laboratory Technician  Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 27 40.7% 59.3% $59,373 $1,848 $61,221
Asoc Chemist Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 17 47.1% 47.1% $90,660 $594 $91,255
; ; Public Util - Admin Svcs (71%
Biologist 2 Transportation - Storm Witr (gg%) 17 29.4% 35.3% $75,315 $1,484 $76,800
Marine Biologist 2 Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 11 54.5% 36.4% $75,006 $420 $75,426
Environmental Parks & Rec - Open Space (40%),
Erloons B R BRI 2655 (40%) 10 80% 50%  $85,787 $4,043  $89,830
Biologist 3 Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 5 100% 40% $80,401 $2,192 $82,593
Biologist 1 Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 4 50% 50% $65,318 $1,746 $67,064
Marine Biologist 3 Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 4 75% 25% $77,586 $1,820 $79,405
Sr Chemist Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 4 50% 50% $100,010 $1,405 $101,414
Jr Chemist Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 3 33.3% 33.3% $67,958 $3,830 $71,788
Ei”o‘{ggig{”f”ta' Parks & Rec - Open Space (100%) 1 $73,142 $0  $73,142
Sr Biologist Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $110,449 $0 $110,449
149 51.7% 51% $75,173 $1,288 $76,461

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Marine

Biologist 1 (3 employees), Sr Marine Biologist (2), Storm Water Environmental Specialist 3 (2),
and Asst Laboratory Tech (1)
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Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color

Regular Overtime Total

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Laboratory Technician
(6 excluded), Asst Chemist (2), and Marine Biologist 3 (2)

City Attorney

City Attorney Job Type - Career Progression
Deputy

City

sst
ity Aftorney

Table 41: City Attorney Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) #EMPS  \women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Deputy City Atty City Attorney (100%) 154 61% 28.6%  $127,479 $0  $127,479
ngggy City Atty - City Attorney (100%) 6 50% 16.7%  $148,645 $0  $148,645
Asst City Attorney City Attorney (100%) 5 40% 20%  $202,100 $0  $202,100

165 60% 27.9% $130,510 $0 $130,510

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Deputy City Atty (26
excluded)
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City Atty Invstgtr

City Atty Invstgtr Job Type - Career Progression
Sr
CitywAtty Invstgtr

At r
Table 42: City Atty Invstgtr Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

. % % People .
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
City Atty Invstgtr City Attorney (100%) 20 45% 20% $78,983 $81 $79,064
Sr City Atty Invstgtr City Attorney (100%) 5 40% 40% $84,311 $422 $84,733
Fringipal City Atty City Attorney (100%) 1 $92,964 $809  $93,773
Sr City Atty .
InvstgtrgEnv Prot City Attorney (100%) 1 $92,677 $0 $92,677
Invstgtr

27  40.7% 22.2%  $80,995 $168  $81,163

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: City Atty Invstgtr (22
excluded)
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City Council Support Job Type - Career Progression
Council

Rep'2 A
Student A

Intern-Mayor/Council

il Council
Assgtant

Mana

Intern-M ouncil *ouncil
Committee Consultant

City Council Support

Table 43: City Council Support Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total

; City Council (90%),
Council Rep 1 Y (2 ion (10%) 52 51.9% 55.8%  $69,606 $0  $69,606
Council Assistant City Council (100%) 8 50% 25%  $126,246 $0  $126,246
&oundil Committee  council Administration (100%) 8 50% 37.5%  $89,041 $0  $89,041

; City Council (75%),
Council Rep 2 A Y RS2t on (129%) 8  62.5% 50%  $85,822 $0  $85,822
Council Rep 2 B Council Administration (100%) 1 $130,641 $0 $130,641
77 53.2% 49.4% $79,987 $0 $79,987

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Student
Intern-Mayor/Council (21 employees), Management Intern-Mayor/Council (9)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Council Rep 1 (20
excluded), and Council Rep 2 A (2)

Analytica

il ULTING




SD) 2020 Pay Equity Study | Appendix

Cmnty Dev Spec

Cmnty Dev Spec Job Type - Career Progression
Cmnty
Dev

Cmnty
De ord

De(‘c 2

Table 44: Cmnty Dev Spec Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Cmnty Dev Spec 2 Economic Development (100%) 11 72.7% 54.5% $66,595 $153 $66,748
Cmnty Dev Spec 4 Economic Development (100%) 7 42.9% 71.4% $85,500 $0 $85,500
Cmnty Dev Coord Economic Development (100%) 6 50% 0% $99,211 $0 $99,211
Cmnty Dev Spec 3 Economic Development (100%) 4 100% 75% $81,230 $0 $81,230

28 64.3% 50% $80,401 $60 $80,461

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Cmnty Dev Spec 4 (2
excluded)
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Code Compliance Officer

Code Compliance Officer Job Type - Career Progression
Sr
Code Compliance Supv

Table 45: Code Compliance Officer Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color

Regular Overtime Total

Environ Svcs - Waste Reduction
Code Compliance Ofcr Division (55%), 31 41.9% 64.5% $50,029 $3,694 $53,723
Transportation - Storm Wtr (16%)

Balice Code Compl Police (100%) 4 0% 25%  $58,816  $17,407  $76,223
: Environ Svcs - Waste Reduction
gode Compliance Division (50%, _ 4 0% 50%  $56,653 $1,072  $57,725
P Public Util - Admin Svcs (25%)
39  33.3% 59%  $51,609 $4,832  $56,441

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Sr Code
Compliance Supv (1 employee)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Code Compliance Ofcr
(8 excluded)
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Collections
Table 46: Collections Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
. % % People .

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Collections Invstgtr 1  City Treasurer (100%) 12 58.3% 75%  $49,134 $0  $49,134
Collections Invstgtr 3 City Treasurer (100%) 4 25% 100% $66,699 $0 $66,699
Collections Invstgtr 2 City Treasurer (100%) 3 66.7% 66.7%  $55,977 $0  $55,977
Follections InVStatr ity Treasurer (100%) 1 $59,197 $0  $59,197
Collections InVstatr ity Treasurer (100%) 1 $38,742 $0  $38,742
Collections Manager City Treasurer (100%) 1 $84,799 $0 $84,799

22 54.5% 81.8%  $54,867 $0  $54,867

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population:

(2 excluded)

Communications

Table 47: Communications Job Type - Study Population

(2019)

Collections Invstgtr 1

Average Pay

. % % People .

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
; Communications (88%

Sr Public Info Ofcr B et (&8ss 8 50% 37.5%  $69,992  $1,138  $71,130

Supv Public Info Ofcr  Communications (100%) 5 40% 60% $71,001 $1,635 $72,636
; ; Communications (50%)

Graphic Designer Purchasing & Con ractlng (50%) 4 50% 75% $57,560 $154 $57,713

Hultimedia Prod Communications (100%) 3 333%  333%  $68,195 $717  $68,912

Public Info Ofcr Communications (100%) 3 100% 0% $51,860 $0 $51,860

Multimedia Prod Spec  Communications (100%) $57,223 $0 $57,223

24 54.2% 41.7% $65,107 $835 $65,942

Jobs in this job type with an employee

excluded)

excluded from study population: Sr Public Info Ofcr (3
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Communications Tech

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Communications Tech Job Type - Career Progression
Commctn Tech

Commctn Tech Supv

Informatiorﬂ' echnology

Sr Commctns Tech Supv

Information Technology.

Sr Comritnﬁe,c_h:
Information“Technology

Information‘l'echnology

Communications

Apprentice 2-Commctns Tech

Equip Tech 1
Informatio

hnology

ommunctns)

mmctns Te

Equip‘Teeh 2(Commctns)

Informatio

Table 48: Communications Tech Job Type - Study Population (2019)

echnology

Average Pay

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Womg/r‘: 0/%?%%%? Regular Overtime Total
Commctn Tech oo echinglagy (94%), 17 0% 76.5%  $76,923  $1,439  $78,362
Asoc Commctns Eng Information Technology (100%) 4 0% 0%  $103,306 $44  $103,350
o eth ctns) Information Technology (100%) 4 0% 75%  $48,598 $440  $49,038
Sr Commctns Tech Information Technology (100%) 4 0% 50% $79,216 $2,328 $81,544
Commctn Tech Supv Information Technology (100%) 2 $80,800 $1,964 $82,764
Apprentice 1. 1 Information Technology (100%) 1 $56,877 $323  $57,200
Apprentice 2- Information Technology (100%) 1 $74,583  $5,349  $79,932
S e s) Information Technology (100%) 1 $48,502  $1,995  $50,497
Egéiiger}’lerpctns Information Technology (100%) 1 $106,839 $0  $106,839
2 gommetns Tech  nformation Technology (100%) 1 $102,459 $758  $103,217

36 0%  61.1%  $77,307  $1,335  $78,642

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Equip Tech
1(Communctns) (2 excluded)
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Crime Lab
Crime Lab Job Type - Career Progression

Crir'“alist C;'ist
)

Cri ist m
Cri list

Cri .Crime
ri

Laborator)°/ Manager

Table 49: Crime Lab Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
. % % People .

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Criminalist 2(DNA) Police (100%) 12 66.7% 33.3%  $106,950 $4,494  $111,444
Criminalist 2 Police (100%) 11 72.7% 45.5% $95,225 $1,567 $96,793
Criminalist 3 Police (100%) 5 40% 0%  $102,182 $3,590 $105,772
Supv Criminalist Police (100%) 5 100% 0%  $111,739 $791  $112,530
Laboratory Technician Police (100%) 3 66.7% 66.7% $61,633 $47 $61,681
fame Laboratory Police (100%) 1 $163,477 $0  $163,477

37 70.3% 29.7% $101,320 $2,519 $103,840

Crime Scene Spec and Print Examiners

Table 50: Crime Scene Spec and Print Examiners Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wom;/g %O'E’%%?clf_ Regular Overtime Total
Latent Print Examiner  pojice (100%) 10 50% 40%  $79,976 $418  $80,394
Shome pgene Police (100%) 8  87.5% 50%  $75,824  $6,280  $82,104
Ratent Print Examiner  pojice (100%) 3 100% 33.3%  $50,953 $249  $51,202
Latent Print Examiner  pojice (100%) 1 $97,543 $0  $97,543
2uBY Sildme Scene Police (100%) 1 $86,214  $8,046  $94,260
gupv Latent Print Police (100%) 1 $89,469  $1,814  $91,283

24 66.7% 37.5%  $76,351 $2,710  $79,061
Analvytic
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Custodian

Note: due to the high racial imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other job type for the racial-
and-ethnic pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Custodian Job Type - Career Progression
Custodian 3
READ-Facilities Services

-

Custodian 2

JMetro Parksystodian 1 Custodian 2
I - Metro Parks

Services

- Metro Parks

Services

Table 51: Custodian Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Womg/rc: o/‘::)?%%?gi Regular Overtime Total
Custodian 2 BEAS Bagiities 2SS SR8 h1on) 22 31.8% 90.9%  $36,804 $865  $37,669
Custodian 3 REAS B RSGica et PR g83%), 6  66.7% 100%  $47,833 $448  $48,280
Custodian 1 READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 1 $30,847  $1,616  $32,463

29 37.9%  93.1%  $38,880 $804  $39,685

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Custodian 2 (4
excluded)

Analytica




SDJ 2020 Pay Equity Study | Appendix

Development Inspector
Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Development Inspector Job Type - Career Progression

Eleiical
Inspector 1

Sr
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Co ion
|
[
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1-Bldg Inspetr 1
Table 52: Development Inspector Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
. % % People :
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Combination Inspctr 2 Development Svcs (100%) 24 4.2% 37.5% $72,313 $784 $73,097
Combination Inspctr 1 Development Svcs (100%) 12 0% 50% $71,695 $400 $72,095
Structural Inspector 2 Development Svcs (100%) 11 0% 9.1% $74,587 $4,636 $79,223
Frsampination Development Svcs (100%) 8 0% 25%  $83,177 $271  $83,448
Electrical Inspector 2 Development Svcs (100%) 7 0% 42.9% $78,323 $6,298 $84,621
Mechanical Inspector  peyelopment Sves (100%) 7 14.3% 42.9%  $75,762 $6,882  $82,644
Electrical Inspector 1 Development Svcs (100%) 3 0% 0% $71,400 $10,120 $81,520
Trspaciowral Development Svcs (100%) 3 0% 0%  $80,371  $4,072  $84,443
Fraechanical Development Svcs (100%) 2 $83,438  $11,232  $94,670
Mechanical Inspector  peyelopment Sves (100%) 1 $70,046 $2,616  $72,662
Sr Electrical Inspector Development Svcs (100%) 1 $73,828 $12,052 $85,880
Structural Inspector 1  Development Svcs (100%) 1 $73,161 $4,885 $78,046
80 2.5% 35% $74,994 $3,170 $78,165

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Life Safety
Inspector 1 (2 employees)

Analytica
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Average Pay

Job

Primary Dept(s)

% % People

# Emps Women of Color

Regular Overtime Total

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Combination Inspctr 1
(6 excluded), and Combination Inspctr 2 (6)

Development Project Manager

Note: due to the high racial imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other job type for the racial-
and-ethnic pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Development Project Manager Job Type - Career Progression
Development Project Manager 3

Planhing
R

Development ject Manag
Develop! Services

Development rhe‘Manager 3

Develop

Services

Table 53: Development Project Manager Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Pereopment Project  pevelopment Sves (100%) 17 23.5% 70.6%  $84,528 $778  $85,306
Development Project Development Svcs (57%),

Managers i Panamg (5655 (57%) 14 78.6% 21.4%  $101,038 $1,800 $102,838
Development Project  peyelopment Sves (100%) 6  16.7% 50%  $71,370 $153  $71,523

Manager 1

37 43.2% 48.6% $88,641 $1,064 $89,705
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Average Pay

Job

Primary Dept(s)

# Emps

Women

% % People

of Color Regular

Overtime

Total

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Development Project
Manager 2 (3 excluded), and Development Project Manager 3 (3)

Director
Table 54: Director Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
0, 0,

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wome/r(: /"c)fp%%?cl)? Regular Overtime Total
Deputy Director Bag & ocapial Erol (13%e) 52 42.3% 26.9%  $141,167 $0  $141,167
Asst Deputy Director Eﬁg%‘? g}ﬁ{‘aﬁ Sp‘r’gjs 33185’/{3))' 13 53.8% 30.8%  $130,666 $0  $130,666
Department Director RSPt Management (10%63 .y 10 60% 40%  $183,675 $0  $183,675
Asst Department Department of Finance (22%
Director Putp))lic Util - Admin 5vcs((22305 9 55.6% 33.3%  $154,416 $0  $154,416
Deputy Pers Director Personnel (100%) 2 $134,658 $0 $134,658
Asst Development Development Svcs (100%) 1 $154,318 $0  $154,318
Asst Environmental Environ Svcs - Resource Mgmt
Services Dir Refuse (100%) g 1 $149,638 $0  $149,638
Asst Metro Wstwtr Dir  Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $150,169 $0 $150,169
Asst Pers Director Personnel (100%) 1 $154,131 $0  $154,131
Asst Planning Director Planning (100%) 1 $139,872 $0 $139,872
Beputy Planning Planning (100%) 1 $130,715 $0  $130,715
Bevelopment Services  peyelopment Sves (100%) 1 $187,838 $0 $187,838
Environmental Environ Svcs - Resource Mgmt
Services Dir Refuse (100%) g 1 $259,756 $0  $259,756
Governmental Rel Dir  NA (100%) 1 $188,434 $0 $188,434
Rark & Recreation Parks & Rec - Other (100%) 1 $150,013 $0  $150,013
Personnel Director Personnel (100%) 1 $180,016 $0 $180,016
Planning Director Planning (100%) 1 $192,391 $0  $192,391
Real Estate Assets Dir Real Estate Assets (100%) 1 $195,096 $0  $195,096
Risk Management Risk Management (100%) 1 $189,720 $0  $189,720

100 46% 29% $149,573 $0 $149,573

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Public Utilities
Director (2 employees)

Analytic
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Average Pay

Job

Primary Dept(s)

# Emps

%
Women

% People
of Color

Regular

Overtime

Total

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Deputy Director (16
excluded), Asst Deputy Director (4), Department Director (3), and Asst Department Director

(2)

Disposal Site Operations

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 55: Disposal Site Operations Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

%

% People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
. Environ Svcs - Collection (47%),
Utility Worker 2 Environ Svcs - Waste Reduction 17 0% 82.4% $43,217 $5,818 $49,035
Division (41%)
Landfill Equip Oper Environ Svcs - Refuse (100%) 16 0% 56.2% $60,029 $18,821 $78,851
Environ Svcs - Refuse 88%%
Laborer Environ Svcs - Waste Reduction 8 0% 37.5% $40,416 $9,779 $50,195
Division (12%)
Equip Operator 2 Environ Svcs - Refuse (100%) 7 14.3% 57.1% $54,818 $17,406 $72,223
Heavy Truck Drvr2 VTGN 2Y68 5 Waste Reduction 5 0% 80%  $46,282  $2,557  $48,839
Utility Worker 1 BN Y589, aste Reduction 4 25% 75%  $41,405 $503  $41,908
Public Works Supv BN Y589, aste Reduction 3 66.7% 66.7%  $63,704  $16,147  $79,851
. Environ Svcs - Refuse 67%%
General Util Supv Environ Svcs - Waste Reduction 3 0% 33.3% $74,066 $20,676 $94,742
Division (33%)
Heavy Truck Drvr 1 FQIron SvGe . Waste Reduction 2 $48,852 $881  $49,733
65 6.2% 63.1% $50,927 $11,187 $62,114

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Laborer (5 excluded),
and Utility Worker 2 (2)

Elected Official

Note: due to the low sample size of at least one group in this job type, is was placed in the ‘Other’ job type
for analysis. See methods appendix for more details.
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Table 56: Elected Official Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Council Member City Council (100%) 9 55.6% 44.4% $88,894 $0 $88,894
City Atty City Attorney (100%) 1 $197,287 $0  $197,287
Mayor NA (100%) 1 $99,147 $0 $99,147

11 54.5% 45.5% $99,680 $0 $99,680

Electrician and Plant Proc Cntrl

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Electrician and Plant Proc Cntrl Job Type - Career Progression

El
Plant
Procs C I (ﬂtrl Supv
Electrician
Supv
Table 57: Electrician and Plant Proc Cntrl Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
0, o]

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wome/lg bo?%%?cl)?' Regular Overtime Total

. READ Facilities Svcs (48%
Electrician B e S "800 31 0% 61.3%  $65950  $2,441  $68,391
Plant P Cntrl Bublic Ultils-s\l/)\//s)twtr Treat &

an rocs Cntr ISposa ,
Plant Proc (Pf‘?i}c L3 detr Collection 22 4.5% 50%  $77,225  $10,121  $87,346
(o]
PDl_Jb|iC Ultils-o\éys)twtr Treat &
ISpPOSa "
Plant Procs Cntrl Supv Pubqic Utiﬁ s Ostwtr Collection 6 0% 50% $86,183 $24,678 $110,861
(17%)

i Transportation - Streets (67%),
Electrician SUpV READpFaC|||t|eS Svecs (33050) 0) 3 0% 100% $75,386 $9,518 $84,904
éeggsggi(cseﬁ-) READ Facilities Svcs (100%) 2 $51,182 $2,992  $54,174

64 1.6% 57.8% $71,704 $7,514 $79,218
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Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color

Regular Overtime Total

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Plant Procs Cntrl
Electrician (6 excluded), and Electrician (2)

Engineer - Civil

Engineer Civil Job Type - Career Progression

En Civil
Structural = ﬁ; .
Engrng Asst e ffic
¥
Asoc
Eng ic
Structural
Asoc
Sr
Traffic &gineer
Structu
Engﬂg Sr
Civil iineer
Table 58: Engineer - Civil Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
. % % People :
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Asst Eng-Civil Bog GapIal ol L2%0)s os 229 26.6% 58.1%  $78,942  $2,396  $81,338
Asoc Eng-Civil Boa GaPal drol ©5ce Y1 300) 197  32.5%  48.7%  $97,397  $2,844 $100,241
iy ; Eng & Capital Proj (56%),
Sr Civil Engineer Boa Gapal frol ©&2 Y1 200) 57 26.3% 45.6%  $124,339 $3,292  $127,632
Jr Engineer-Civil Bag & capial Erol (3%%) 57 33.3% 59.6%  $64,212 $995  $65,208
) Transportation - Traffic Eng
Asst Eng-Traffic 573%?, 30 16.7% 86.7% $75,425 $2,635 $78,060
evelopment Svcs (10%)
. Transportation - Traffic Eng
Asoc Eng-Traffic 48%?, 27 37% 51.9% $99,455 $3,072  $102,527
evelopment Svcs (26%)
Fuructural Engrng Development Svcs (100%) 20 35% 55%  $100,182  $21,982  $122,164
) . Transportation - Traffic Eng
Sr Traffic Engineer %5) 12 8.3% 25%  $119,089 $4,814  $123,903

50%),
Bevelopment Svcs (17%)

Analvytic
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Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Structural Engrng Sr Development Svcs (100%) 9 0% 22.2%  $123,328 $31,485 $154,814
AscERTCST  Ena 8 Gapital prot sE), O 667  Sse%  s85E9  §19 85678
’s*gsétc)E”q'C‘V”(C”trCt Eng & Capital Proj (100%) 7 42.9% 85.7%  $73,397 $0  $73,397
ErocEogpCiviltasec pevelopment Sves (100%) 3 0% 33.3% $110,433  $16,484  $126,917
ShLapeertrine E18 Capts ol GO v z sosar e s
Fiructural Engrng Development Svcs (100%) 1 $70,635 $0  $70,635

660  29.2% 54.1%  $90,000 $3,555  $93,555

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Asst Eng-Civil (36
excluded), Jr Engineer-Civil (28), Asoc Eng-Civil (12), Sr Civil Engineer (8), Asst Eng-
Civil(Cntrct Spec) (2)

Engineer - Electrical

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 59: Engineer - Electrical Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Womg/r: %0?%%%?, Regular Overtime Total
Asoc Eng-Electrical 519 & Capital Erol (3670), 11 9.1% 27.3%  $96,793  $11,919  $108,712
Asst Eng-Electrical Bad ocaraal Evol (83e) 6 0% 50%  $81,348  $8,480  $89,828
Sr Electrical Engineer  PSYGIORMENT 3ves (5070): 2 $115268  $16,260  $131,528
Eﬁgﬁ)‘ﬁé@?&?ﬁ Cotrl Sys  Public Ut - Wstwtr Treat & 1 $121,376 50 $121,376

20 5% 30%  $95,236  $10,726 $105,962

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Jr Engineer-
Electrical (1 employee)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Asst Eng-Electrical (3
excluded), Asoc Eng-Electrical (2)
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Engineer - Other

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other job type for the gender

pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 60: Engineer - Other Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

0,

>

% People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
_ ; Development Svcs (80% o o

Asoc Eng-Mechanical 50 < "Admin Svee (20%) 5 40% 100%  $89,230  $16,464  $105,693

Sr Mechanical Development Svcs (67%),

Engineer EnvironpSvcs - Refu(se (30%0/0) 3 0% 33.3%  $122,299 $22,116  $144,415

Asoc Eng-Corrosion Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 2 $114,922 $7,012  $121,934

Asst Eng-Corrosion Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 1 $99,833 $4,864 $104,697

Asst Eng-Mechanical Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $75,500 $0 $75,500

Asst Eng- . i

Mechanical(Motve Environ Svcs - Collection (100%) 1 $90,152 $953 $91,106

Equip Eng)

Bl Engineer-Fire Development Svcs (100%) 1 $130,084  $11,738  $141,822

eidngering Development Svcs (100%) 1 $139,983  $2,564  $142,547
15 20% 46.7% $105,230 $12,187 $117,417

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Asoc Eng-Mechanical (3

excluded)

Env Haz Mat Inspctr

Note: due to the low sample size of at least one group in this job type, is was placed in the ‘Other’ job type
for analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 61: Env Haz Mat Inspctr Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) #EMPS  \vomen  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Haz Mat Inspctr 2 Environ Svcs - Refuse (100%) 6 0% 0% $72,663 $1,316 $73,980
Haz Mat Inspctr 3 Environ Svcs - Refuse (100%) 2 $89,461 $894 $90,355
Haz Mat Inspctr 1 Environ Svcs - Refuse (100%) 1 $54,066 $1,265 $55,331
Supv Haz Mat Inspctr  Environ Svcs - Refuse (100%) 1 $89,949 $2,373 $92,322

10 0% 0% $75,892 $1,333 $77,224

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Haz Mat Prgrm
Mgr (1 employee)
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Executive

Note: due to the low sample size of at least one group in this job type, is was placed in the ‘Other’ job type
for analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 62: Executive Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

0,

>

% People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color

Regular Overtime Total

Offc of Boards & Commissions
&43%),
ity Attorney (14%)

Deputy Chief Oper Neighborhood Svcs (20%),
ofer ° SN AL AR 5 20% 200  $217,722 50 $217,722

Executive Director 7 71.4% 42.9%  $141,542 $0  $141,542

O o5puty Chief Offc of the Mayor (100%) 2 $202,958 $0  $202,958
Asst Chief Oper Ofcr  NSSIEEBGE,COO (50%), 2 $287,516 $0  $287,516
Chief Financial Officer  Chief Financial Offcr (100%) 1 $240,847 $0  $240,847
Shief Operating Offc of the COO (100%) 1 $289,423 $0  $289,423

18 44.4%  33.3% $199,479 $0  $199,479

Executive Assistant

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other job type for the gender
pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 63: Executive Assistant Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) #EMPS  \women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
. . Department of Finance (10%),
Executive Assistant ?1foc°/0)f Boards & Commissions 21 100% 71.4% $55,392 $151 $55,543
0

Asst to the Director Offc of the City Auditor (100%) 2 $70,374 $0 $70,374

Asst to the Fire Chief =~ SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 1 $146,599 $0  $146,599

Conf Secretary to

CRier Oper Ofer Offc of the COO (100%) 1 $91,501 $0  $91,501

,E?t’;,f Secretary to City ¢ty Attorney (100%) 1 $150,793 $0  $150,793

,\C,lgr;,foEecretarV to Offc of the Mayor (100%) 1 $101,721 $0  $101,721

Sopt Secretary to Police (100%) 1 $79,591 $0  $79,591

,'i{‘tQ,C‘Da' Asstto City ity Attorney (100%) 1 $141,549 $0  $141,549
29 100% 69%  $69,508 $109  $69,617

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Executive Assistant (5
excluded), and Asst to the Director (2)
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Fire Dispatch

Fire Dispatch Job Type - Career Progression

Dispatcher 1

Fire Dispateh’ Supv SDF Rescue

SDFD - Fire Rescue

cue

Table 64: Fire Dispatch Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Fire Dispatcher SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 30 50% 56.7% $66,232 $18,002 $84,234
Fire Dispatch Supv SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 7 42.9% 42.9% $73,257 $20,967 $94,224
Dispatcher 2 SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 6 66.7% 66.7% $55,400 $17,954 $73,354
Dispatcher 1 SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 1 $56,830 $3,267 $60,097
Fire Dispatch. SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 1 $90,882  $54,377  $145,259

45  51.1% 53.3%  $66,219  $18,938  $85,157

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Fire Dispatcher (4
excluded), and Dispatcher 2 (2)

Analytica
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Fire Fighter

Fire Fighter Job Type - Career Progression

E Fire
Fig‘r 3 Battalion Chief

Deputy
Fire Ghief

Asst
Fire Chief
ﬁgx
K% Fire

" Chief

Table 65: Fire Fighter Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Womg/r? %C)F%%ﬁ’cl)er Regular Overtime Total
Fire Fighter 2 Db Ei‘;gpggggh‘;”((l%z‘;/°)r 275 4% 35.6%  $67,562  $36,039 $103,600
Fire Captain EBEB - ?iﬁgpriéiéh%”(%%2§/°" 193 4.1% 32.6%  $88,007 $67,010 $155,107
Fire Engineer Db - E#SDFESSSL%”(S%Z?”' 192 4.7% 27.1%  $75,465  $56,430 $131,895
Fire Fighter 3 28D - Ei‘ﬁgp{gggjj’e”((%ljg)r 38 2.6% 42.1%  $74,395  $58,636  $133,032
Fire Battalion Chief 20D Ei‘ﬁgp{gggjj’e”(g%%;’g)r 32 3.1% 43.8% $116,886  $62,497 $179,383
Fire Fighter 1 SDFD - Suppression (100%) 9 0% 33.3% $51,989 $7,863 $59,853
Deputy Fire Chief DD - EEE&%ZZ&%QSZS’{»‘}% 7 0% 42.9%  $167,748 $0  $167,748
Asst Fire Chief SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 2 $173,024 $0 $173,024
Fire Chief SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 1 $226,463 $0  $226,463

749 4% 33.4%  $78,576  $50,703 $129,280

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Fire Recruit
(59 employees)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Fire Fighter 1 (61
excluded), Fire Fighter 2 (44), Fire Captain (27), Fire Engineer (17), Fire Fighter 3 (8), and Fire
Battalion Chief (3)

Analvytic
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Fire Prevention

Table 66: Fire Prevention Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Fire Prevention Job Type - Career Progression
Asst
FirgdMarshal/Civ

Fi

Fire
PieR SR Prevention Supv Prevention 'Supv/Civ

Fi
Preventioripctr 2/Civ

Average Pay

o) 0,
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wome/r(z /%F%%Fl)claer Regular Overtime Total
fe Ereyention SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 20 10% 45%  $94,167  $20,657 $114,825
fe Freygaion SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 6  33.3% 33.3%  $103,546  $7,514  $111,059
Asst Fire Marshal/Civ. SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 2 $155,925 $49,464  $205,389
Fire Prevention Supv SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 2 $123,430 $22,991  $146,421
E‘JSVVC%\’,E””O” SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 2 $114,437  $16,544  $130,982

32 21.9% 43.8% $102,881 $19,882 $122,763

Analytica
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Fleet Technician

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Fleet Technician Job Type - Career Progression

Fk&t
) Leader

Fleet
Marﬁger

Table 67: Fleet Technician Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Motive
Serv Tech

Average Pay

. % % People :

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Fleet Technician Fleet Ops (100%) 60 0% 78.3% $60,047 $4,260 $64,307
Asst Fleet Technician Fleet Ops (100%) 21 4.8% 71.4% $49,892 $3,478 $53,370
Master Fleet Fleet Ops (100%) 14 0% 50%  $66,494  $5,526  $72,020
Fleet Repair Supv Fleet Ops (100%) 10 0% 70% $85,145 $7,540 $92,685
Fleet Team Leader Fleet Ops (100%) 9 0% 55.6% $72,679 $8,092 $80,771
Body & Fender Mech Fleet Ops (100%) 4 0% 50% $60,992 $229 $61,220
Fleet Manager Fleet Ops (100%) 4 0% 25% $98,530 $0 $98,530
Apprentice 1-Fleet Fleet Ops (100%) 2 $43,242  $2,456  $45,698
Machinist Fleet Ops (100%) 1 $62,008 $0 $62,008
Motive Serv Tech Fleet Ops (100%) 1 $36,791 $4,508 $41,299

126 0.8% 68.3% $62,781 $4,481 $67,261

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Fleet Technician (17
excluded), and Asst Fleet Technician (4)

Analvytic
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Golf Operations

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 68: Golf Operations Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Womg/r(: %0?%%%?_ Regular Overtime Total
Golf Starter Pagiss S Rec - Golf Courses 17 5.9% 5.9%  $49,208  $4,452  $53,661
Rec Spec(Golf) P20 Rec - Golf Courses 4 0% 25%  $59,322  $2,132  $61,455
Golf Course Mgr £20e5 Rec - Golf Courses 2 $89,092  $3,506  $92,598

23 43% 13%  $54,435  $3,967  $58,402

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Rec Aide (9
employees)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Golf Starter (20
excluded)

Analyti qa
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Information Systems

Information Systems Job Type - Career Progression

Info Info
Sys Admnstr ok
Sys st 4 S t 2
Sy t 3
Table 69: Information Systems Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
. % % People .
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Info Sys Anlyst 3 Buformation fgchnology (53563 36 38.9% 63.9%  $79,608 $0  $79,608
Info Sys Anlyst 2 Bobie Ui ™ Kdmin sves (17%) 30 13.3% 60%  $70,045 $0  $70,045
Info Sys Anlyst 4 P ation 1o Sioss {1395)" 21 28.6% 66.7%  $88,489 $0  $88,489
Info Sys Tech eV eRY e 120%) 8  37.5% 50%  $51,888 $68  $51,955
Development Svcs (33%), o o
Info Sys Admnstr Eng & Capital Proj (33% 3 0% 33.3%  $99,929 $0  $99,929
Info Sys Anlyst Public Util - Wstwtr Treat &
4(Supy Cntrl Sys Disposal _ﬁSO%), 2 $89,846 $0 $89,846
Prgmr) Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (50%)
Info Sys Mgr Information Technology (100%) 1 $106,928 $0 $106,928
101  26.7% 61.4%  $77,495 $5  $77,500

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Info Sys Anlyst 2 (4

excluded), Info Sys Anlyst 3 (4), and Info Sys Tech (3)

Analytica
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Land Surveying

Land Surveying Job Type - Career Progression

Sr
Land Surveyor Land
Sur sist
Land
Su Sr
Surv*Aide
Principal
Sur‘ide
Table 70: Land Surveying Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
. % % People .

Job Primary Dept(s) #EMPS  \vomen  of Color Regular Overtime Total
: Eng & Capital Proj (89%),

Land Survyng Assist  5ad & Capital Erol (83%) 28 7.1% 321%  $80,228  $1,457  $81,684

Principal Survey Aide  Eng & Capital Proj (100%) 15 13.3% 26.7% $67,012 $1,255 $68,268
Eng & Capital Proj (58%),

Land Survyng Asoc  Fad & Capital rol (387e) 12 0% 33.3%  $106,934 $6,319  $113,253
Eng & Capital Proj (67%),

Sr Land Surveyor Bag & capital Erol (6730 3 0% 0% $125438  $5624 $131,062

Sr Survey Aide Eng & Capital Proj (100%) 2 $51,163 $1,079 $52,242

60 6.7% 30%  $83,557 $2,574  $86,131

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Land Survyng Asoc (2
excluded)
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Librarian

Librarian Job Type - Career Progression

Librarian
: s Supv
Librarian
& Libr&rian
p4/
y 4
/

A ‘ 1 lesgan
it
Library Deputy
Aslt 3 Libra ir

City
Librarian

Table 71: Librarian Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) #EMPS  \vomen  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Library Assistant 2 Library (100%) 111 64.9% 69.4% $49,378 $2,581 $51,958
Library Assistant 3 Library (100%) 68 69.1% 64.7% $61,453 $4,738 $66,190
Library Assistant 1 Library (100%) 49 77.6% 63.3% $39,030 $2,728 $41,759
Librarian 2 Library (100%) 40 77.5% 30% $71,847 $2,534 $74,381
Librarian 3 Library (100%) 27 74.1% 40.7% $76,556 $206 $76,762
Librarian 4 Library (100%) 24 58.3% 29.2% $81,400 $284 $81,684
Supv Librarian Library (100%) 6 83.3% 66.7% $95,286 $45 $95,331
Librarian 1 Library (100%) 5 60% 40% $63,928 $671 $64,599
Deputy Library Dir Library (100%) 2 $127,686 $0 $127,686
City Librarian Library (100%) 1 $181,207 $0  $181,207

333 69.7% 57.1%  $59,443  $2,582  $62,025

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Library Assistant 1 (178
excluded), Library Assistant 3 (39), Librarian 2 (24), Library Assistant 2 (21), Librarian 1 (7),
Librarian 3 (3), and Librarian 4 (2)
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Lifeguard

Lifeguard Job Type - Career Progression

Life$1ard

Lifeguard
2 =" Sergeant
Marinef= |
Masing eutenant Lifeguard
Llfeguarwap in ‘
Chief
Li'd
Table 72: Lifeguard Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
. % % People .
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Lifeguard 2 SDFD - Lifeguard (100%) 54 11.1% 9.3% $75,601 $13,435 $89,036
Lifeguard 3 SDFD - Lifeguard (100%) 21 4.8% 4.8% $86,674 $32,931 $119,605
Lifeguard Sergeant SDFD - Lifeguard (100%) 19 10.5% 10.5% $96,358 $29,155 $125,512
Marine Safety SDFD - Lifeguard (100%) 4 25% 50%  $109,986  $23,837  $133,823
Lifeguard Chief SDFD - Lifeguard (100%) 1 $162,888 $0 $162,888
Marine Safety Captain SDFD - Lifeguard (100%) 1 $127,209 $0  $127,209
100 10% 10% $84,634 $20,663 $105,298

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Lifeguard 1
(294 employees)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Lifeguard 2 (6
excluded)

Mayor Representative

Note: due to the high racial imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other job type for the racial-
and-ethnic pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.
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Table 73: Mayor Representative Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

0, o,
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wome/rc: /"c)?%%?cl)?_ Regular Overtime Total
Dlayor Representative  offc of the Mayor (100%) 14 71.4% 71.4%  $93,529 $0  $93,529
14 71.4% 71.4%  $93,529 $0  $93,529

Jobs in this job type with an employee

(6 excluded)

excluded from study population: Mayor Representative 2

Other
Table 74: Other Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
. % % People .
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
; Transportation - General Svcs

Public Works

- Station 38 (80% 10 80% 70% 53,013 6,378 59,391
Dispatcher Environ Svés Collection (20%) ° ° i ¥ ¥

; ; Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (57%

Horticulturist Transportation - Streets 229%3 7 28.6% 14.3% $67,278 $1,401 $68,679
Library Technician Library (100%) 6 50% 50% $40,958 $0 $40,958
Recycling Spec 2 Environ %‘1’8% 0‘)’VaSte Reduction 6 50% 50%  $68,771 $89  $68,860
Yictim Services City Attorney (100%) 6  83.3% 83.3%  $49,891 $56  $49,948
Budget/Legislative Independent Budget Analyst
Anavet 1 /589 (106%) 9 Y 5 60% 20%  $117,405 $0  $117,405
drater Distribution Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 5 20% 60%  $67,435  $26,447  $93,882
District Manager Parks & Rec - fstro bks (60784 5 20% 40%  $81,699  $1,175  $82,874
Alrport Qperations Airports (100%) 4 0% 25%  $51,038 $2,846  $53,884
Disposal Site Rep Environ Svcs - Refuse (100%) 4 75% 75% $42,674 $3,068 $45,741
Eraironmental Health — Environ Sves - Refuse (100%) 4 25% 50%  $73,519  $2,219  $75,738
2hecial Evene Traffic  police (100%) 4 50% 25%  $62,022  $32,898  $94,920
Fire Helicopter Pilot  2BER I BuRRIEssion (o)e): 4 0% 0% $112,111  $56,956 $169,067
Management Trainee RSOt Mapagement (2536, o,y 4 75% 50%  $45,059 $0  $45,059
Fire Captain-Mast SDFD - MAST (100%) 3 0% 33.3%  $71,365 $114,502  $185,866
ez NG Wastot, 3)  Development Sves (100%) 3 0% 33.3%  $71,302 $897  $72,199
Parking Meter Supv City Treasurer (100%) 3 0% 33.3% $56,143 $0 $56,143
Power Plant Oper P SHl fopsyer Treat & 3 0% 66.7%  $72,548  $10,100  $82,648
Ranger/Diver 1 Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 3 0% 33.3%  $71,530 $7,151  $78,681
Recycling Spec 3 Biron 2V 589, aste Reduction 3 100% 66.7%  $74,481 $65  $74,546
Storm Water Transportatlon - Storm Wtr 3 66.7% 0% $84,255 $2,684 $86,939

Compliance Mgr

(100%)
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Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Asst Investment Ofcr Iy Retirement (679%), 3 0% 0%  $128,896 $0  $128,896

; SDFD - Fire Rescue (67%
Quality Mgmt Coord Emergency Medical Svcs 833% 3 33.3% 0%  $111,107 $0 $111,107
Airport Manager Airports (100%) 2 $71,624 $2,944 $74,567
Fompliance & Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 2 $86,391 $0  $86,391
Environmental Health  gnyiron Sves - Refuse (100%) 2 $79,089 $1,442  $80,531
Field Rep {[3spgrtation - Storm Wtr 2 $46,759 $436  $47,194
Fire Engineer-Mast SDFD - MAST (100%) 2 $69,831 $68,520 $138,352
bpramedic 2 Emergency Medical Svcs (100%) 2 $77,745  $6,164  $83,910
Polygrapher 3 Police (100%) 2 $98,480 $143 $98,622
Public Art Prgm Offc of Boards & Commissions
Ryblic Art Prg 98 2 $87,929 $0  $87,929
Publishing Specialist 2 Purchasing & Contracting (100%) 2 $41,539 $214 $41,754
Pump Station Oper Public Util - Wstwtr Treat &
Supvp P Disposal (100%) 2 $55,944 $31,368 $87,313
Recycling Spec 1 Bon Y589, aste Reduction 2 $49,669 $138  $49,807
arfirport Operations  ajrports (100%) 2 $52,371 $1,758  $54,130
Egg" Disposal Site Environ Svcs - Refuse (100%) 2 $49,316  $11,378  $60,693
Supv Recycling Spec ~ Efviron %i’g%(;/u‘gvaﬂe Reduction 2 $86,498 $0  $86,498
Utility Worker 1 CLGgS,y ! - Wir Constret Maint 2 $39,164  $14,476  $53,640
Utility Worker 2 Airports (100%) 2 $46,912 $742 $47,654
gvuagggirﬁ’gggggggn Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 2 $106,987 $7,546  $114,532
Water Sys District Mgr E’fb"g}gjt” - Wtr Constrct Maint 2 $86,990 $2,335  $89,325

: City Retirement (50%),
Investment Officer C|t¥ Treasurer (éO% 0) 2 $189,158 $0  $189,158
uman Resources (50%)

Org Efec Spec 3 BUBeUET 2 Adn Svee 150%) 2 $79,396 $0 $79,39
Plant Procs Cntrl Public Util - Wtr Constrct Maint
Supv(PInt Maint &5 %), . 2 $75,010 $17,405 $92,414
Coord) ublic Util - Wtr Sys Ops (50%)
Rec cling Prgm Public Util - Admin Svcs (50%),

Asset Mgmt Public Util - Wstwtr Treat & 2 $99,961 $0 $99,961

oor Disposal (50%)
Parks & Rec - Metro Pks 50%),

Supv Rec Spec Parks & Rec - Other (50%) o) 2 $64,006 $2,128 $66,134
Air Operations Chief SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 1 $136,452 $82,599 $219,051
Asoc Economist Debt Management (100%) 1 $67,927 $0 $67,927
Asst for Community ity Attorney (100%) 1 $100,630 $0  $100,630
ASSt Retirement City Retirement (100%) 1 $210,066 $0  $210,066
Asst Reticement, City Retirement (100%) 1 $143,655 $0  $143,655
Boat Operator Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $55,575 $798 $56,373
EgglICSSSZSystems Information Technology (100%) 1 $80,513 $0 $80,513
City Clerk City Clerk (100%) 1 $164,629 $0 $164,629
Deputy Fire Chief Emergency Medical Svcs (100%) 1 $150,699 $0  $150,699
Dispatcher 1 LD ona oD oy eral Sves 1 $68,812  $5622  $74,434

Station 38 (100%
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Average Pay

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Womgﬁ %c)?%%ﬁ)(l)?_ Regular Overtime Total
P Aagechnical Police (100%) 1 $92,693  $7,039  $99,732
Electronics Tech Transportation - Streets (100%) 1 $67,586 $0 $67,586
Faronmental Health  gnviron Sves - Refuse (100%) 1 $91,722  $2,451  $94,173
FavalEmnieyment - personnel (100%) 1 $142,082 $0  $142,082
Equip Operator 1 Airports (100%) 1 $54,342 $0  $54,342
Equip Operator 2 Fleet Ops (100%) 1 $65,176 $488 $65,664
Executive Assistant  pojice (100%) 1 $350,595 $0  $350,595
Facility Manager Qualcomm Stadium Ops (100%) 1 $145,563 $0  $145,563
Fire Battalion Chief Emergency Medical Svcs (100%) 1 $153,864 $67,503  $221,367
,f,{g%qca ta'gSEmer SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 1 $131,949  $13,671 $145,620
Fire Fighter 2 Emergency Medical Svcs (100%) 1 $93,820  $15,798 $109,618
Fleet Attendant Fleet Ops (100%) 1 $37,600 $1,484 $39,084
Grounds Maint Wrkr 2 Airports (100%) 1 $41,302 $0 $41,302
gggowgt\,\l,gtsrfggp 2) Development Svcs (100%) 1 $65,817 $0  $65,817
'IAnnciI\?gtendent Budget %rig(e)no)/s?dent Budget Analyst 1 $250,955 $0  $250,955
Librarian 3(Law Librn) City Attorney (100%) 1 $84,046 $0 $84,046
hiteracy Pram Library (100%) 1 $106,363 $0  $106,363
Medical Review Officer City Retirement (100%) 1 $110,552 $0 $110,552
"S"S-E,?,' Fabrication Fleet Ops (100%) 1 $70,567 $0  $70,567
Org Efec Spec 2 Eng & Capital Proj (100%) 1 $75,406 $0 $75,406
Q8.5 3PES coordy  SDFD - Lifeguard (100%) 1 $81,029 $0  $81,029
Org Efec Supv Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $98,419 $0 $98,419
Paramedic Coord SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 1 $116,118 $0 $116,118
Principal Auditor Offc of the City Auditor (100%) 1 $114,510 $0 $114,510
Principal Legal Sec City Attorney (100%) 1 $80,674 $0 $80,674
Print Shop Supv Purchasing & Contracting (100%) 1 $68,968 $2,334 $71,302
Eﬂgl\'/c Works Dispatch ‘SFES?I%%ogtga??BO- G)eneral Svcs 1 $67,225 $2,602 $69,827
Ranger/Diver 2 Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 1 $61,285 $7,208 $68,493
Ranger/Diver Supv Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 1 $67,845 $6,750  $74,595
Rec Spec Parks & Rec - Open Space (100%) 1 $58,525 $1,745 $60,270
Recycling Prgm Mgr  Eviron 2Y68; Waste Reduction 1 $92,124 $0  $92,124
Retirement .+ City Retirement (100%) 1 $275,581 $0  $275,581
Retirement General ity Retirement (100%) 1 $206,201 $0  $206,201
Security Officer Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $78,629 $565 $79,194
Sr Boat Operator Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $77,082 $1,785 $78,867
2heamiasion Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 1 $117,943  $5,356  $123,299
Sr Disposal Site Rep Environ Svcs - Refuse (100%) 1 $48,379 $6,380 $54,759
Sr Legislative

%gg?d)er(Docket Offc of the COO (100%) 1 $60,115 $0 $60,115
Sr Library Tech Library (100%) 1 $75,042 $0 $75,042
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SD)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) #EMPS  \women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
PLgaleqal (SrRetire  city Retirement (100%) 1 $79,508 $234  $79,742
Sr Power Plant Supv  RUBIIC Uti] 7 stwer Treat & 1 $81,326  $15972  $97,298
2h oublishing Purchasing & Contracting (100%) 1 $52,205  $4,949  $57,154
Sherater Distribution  pyplic Util - Wer Sys Ops (100%) 1 $107,325  $37,402  $144,727
Supv Economist Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $89,826 $0 $89,826
ot acadrgment  Purchasing & Contracting (100%) 1 $86,814  $4,096  $90,910
et Pistripution Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 1 $87,116  $19,468  $106,584

203 40.4%  40.4%  $80,711  $8,194  $88,905

Other Equip Tech

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 75: Other Equip Tech Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

%

% People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Traffic Signal Transportation - Streets (100%) 13 0% 30.8%  $71,733  $24,159  $95,892
Parking Meter Tech City Treasurer (100%) 8 0% 50% $52,617 $0 $52,617
) Transportation - Storm Wtr
Equip Tech 2 80%?, 5 0% 80% $55,936 $26,929 $82,866
nviron Svcs - Refuse (20%)

Aquatics Tech 2 Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 4 25% 75% $59,482 $4,207 $63,689
Lrartic ragnal Transportation - Streets (100%) 3 0% 100%  $89,559  $19,962  $109,521
Marine Mechanic BORIR UECARar&8735Y (3305 3 0% 66.7%  $59,398  $4,610  $64,009
Aquatics Tech 1 Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 2 $60,584 $10,264 $70,848
Equip Tech 1 (T{gg%};grtation - Storm Wtr 2 $52,230  $26,252  $78,482
Traffic Signal Transportation - Streets (100%) 2 $72,853  $5665  $78,518
Aquatics Tech Supv Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 1 $69,214 $18,513 $87,727
Equip Tech 3 Environ Svcs - Refuse (100%) 1 $66,618 $12,102 $78,720
Helicopter Mechanic SDFD - Fire Rescue (100%) 1 $63,857 $67,629 $131,486
Master Fleet Environ Svcs - Refuse (100%) 1 $87,886  $13,561  $101,447
Sr Parking Meter Tech  City Treasurer (100%) 1 $51,725 $0 $51,725

47 2.1% 55.3% $64,438 $15,647 $80,085

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Equip Tech 1 (3

excluded)
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Paralegal

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other job type for the gender
pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Paralegal Job Type - Career Progression

Principal Paralegal

City Attor@_
Sr Pa al
mry-.mey
Table 76: Paralegal Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
. % % People :

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Paralegal City Attorney (100%) 18 83.3% 38.9% $67,473 $932 $68,406
Sr Paralegal City Attorney (100%) 5 80% 60% $75,845 $104 $75,948
parajegaj(Ret City Retirement (100%) 2 $71,643 $762  $72,404
Principal Paralegal City Attorney (100%) 1 $68,022 $3,520 $71,542

26 84.6% 38.5% $69,425 $859 $70,284

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Paralegal (2 excluded)
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Park Ranger

Park Ranger Job Type - Career Progression

Sr Park Ranger

Park Ranger Ai Parks & Re%aﬂn - Metro F

s & Recreati

Park Ranger
Parks & Recr - Metro Parks

Table 77: Park Ranger Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) #EMPS  \vomen  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Park Ranger Parks & Rec - Ben Bhactbenye) 31 38.7% 35.5%  $54,635  $2,878  $57,513
Sr Park Ranger Parks & Rec - Ben Bhacefanye) 10 30% 30%  $68,763  $3,334  $72,097
Park Ranger Aide Parks & Rec - Open Space (100%) 1 $40,831 $3,400 $44,231

42 35.7% 35.7%  $57,670 $2,999  $60,669

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Park Ranger (2
excluded)
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Parking Enforcement

Parking Enforcement Job Type - Career Progression

Parkin' Ofer 1

Parking

Parking Enfrc Ofcr 1

Parki S
aKing wHRY Transportati Storm Water

Parking Enfrc Supv

; Transportation - Storm Water :
Sr Parking Enife*Supv Parking Enfrc Ofcr 2

Pofice Transportation'- Storm Wa
Table 78: Parking Enforcement Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
(o) o,
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wome/r? /ooil’:’?:%ﬁ)!)er Regular Overtime Total
. Police (78%), o o
Parking Enfrc Ofcr 1 Transportation - Storm Wtr (22%) 36 36.1% 63.9% $54,464 $6,416 $60,881
Parking Enfrc Ofcr 2 Police (93%), 15 33.3% 86.7%  $56,537  $10,865  $67,401
Transportation - Storm Wtr (7%) ! ! !
Parking Enfrc Supv Police (86%), 7 28.6% 71.4%  $64,209  $18,275  $82,484

Transportation - Storm Wtr (14%)

58  34.5% 70.7%  $56,176 $8,998  $65,174

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Sr Parking
Enfrc Supv (1 employee)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Parking Enfrc Ofcr 1
(13 excluded), and Parking Enfrc Ofcr 2 (4)
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Parks Grounds Maintenance

Parks Grounds Maintenance Job Type - Career Progression

Sr
Utility’Supv:

Utility
Supv(Park Utility Supv)
Seven-Gang
Moweererator
Greenskeeper Sy Light ‘
Gr’tﬂds sl QUIF;me*Opera or
ers, Mail
Ma gr
#
Utility Greer’eeper
S$v as (S
Pesticide Main
Applicator
S
Wrkr 1
Nursery |/
Supv Nursery
Gardener

Table 79: Parks Grounds Maintenance Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

%

% People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
. Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (44%),
Grounds Maint Wrkr 2 E’g{lé/s)& Rec - Community Pks 245 17.6% 84.1% $42,527 $887 $43,414
0

Grounds Maint Mgr parks & Rec - ﬁg?po%ﬁ’(ascfz 3/703/0): 26 3.8% 61.5%  $68,385 $1,011  $69,396
Greenskeeper (Pfg'é%/s Rec - Golf Courses 21 4.8% 81%  $43,814 $1,730  $45,544
Light Equipment Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (80%

Ogeratgr P Parks & Rec - Golf Coursés (208%) 15 0% 80% $44,906 $416 $45,322
Grounds Maint Wrkr 1 Barks & Rec - Golf Courses (00%). 15 33.3% 100%  $38,485 $1,438  $39,923
Equip Operator 1 Parks & Rec - B Rbs i P on 14 0% 92.9%  $49,787 $748  $50,535
Seven-Gang Mower Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (83%

Operator g Parks & Rec - Golf Coursés (109%) 12 0% 83.3% $50,824 $520 $51,344

. Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (70%),
Grounds Maint Supv Parks & Rec - Community Pks - 10 40% 80% $50,062 $1,374 $51,436
Disabled Svcs (20%)

Equip Operator 2 Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 9 11.1% 88.9% $55,013 $5,841 $60,854
Equip Tech 1 Parks & R © B oS 8 ey 9 0% 100%  $47,747  $1,300  $49,047
Equip Tech 2 Parks & Rec - ggffr%ggrssggz("fgd/o) 8  12.5% 62.5%  $53,797 $1,252  $55,048
Pesticide Applicator  Barks & Rec - fletro Pks (50%s,) 8 25% 50%  $52,627  $1,088  $53,714
Laborer Parks & Rec - Open Space (100%) 6 0% 100% $40,531 $4,001 $44,531
Greenskeeper Supv (Plag'f,%/f)‘ Rec - Golf Courses 5 0% 20%  $60,060 $4,869  $64,929
Heavy Truck Drvr 1 Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 5 0% 80% $42,038 $3,925 $45,963
Irrigation Specialist ~ Barks & Rec - Golf Courses (80%). 5 0% 40%  $53,552  $3,511  $57,063
Uty gubv(Park Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 4 0% 50%  $57,703 $315  $58,018
Utility Worker 1 Parks & Rec - Open Space (100%) 0% 100% $46,932 $2,542 $49,474
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Average Pay

. % % People .
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
. Parks & Rec Open Space 50%)
Utility Supv Parks & Rec - Communlty 4 0% 100% $63,375 $4,027 $67,402
Dlsabled Svcs (25%)

Tree Trimmer Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 3 0% 100% $43,207 $466 $43,674
Utility Worker 2 Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 3 0% 66.7% $43,521 $398 $43,919
Nursery Gardener Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 2 $49,012 $522 $49,534
Equip Tech 3 Parks & Rec - G SauseE (RS 2 $62628 2,024 $64,652
Golf Course Supt P20 Rec - Golf Courses 1 $83,066  $3,226  $86,292
Nursery Supv Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 1 $55,895 $322 $56,217
Pesticide Supv Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 1 $55,646 $0 $55,646
Sr Utility Supv Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 1 $64,775 $7,430 $72,205
[ree Maint_ Parks & Rec - Metro Pks (100%) 1 $48,542 $0  $48,542

440 13.4% 80.9% $46,447 $1,257 $47,703

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Grounds Maint Wrkr 1
(36 excluded), Grounds Maint Wrkr 2 (30), Greenskeeper (6), Laborer (4), and Equip Tech 2

(2)
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Plan Review Spec

Plan Review Spec Job Type - Career Progression
Plan

Review Spec 4
*

Sup\‘?

R
Plan ReView Spec -

ec 1

Table 80: Plan Review Spec Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wom(:/r? W%F%%ﬁ’cl)er Regular Overtime Total
Plan Review Spec 3 Development Svcs (100%) 11 54.5% 72.7% $63,285 $309 $63,594
gggg Plan Review Development Svcs (100%) 6 50% 66.7%  $77,155 $8,043  $85,199
Plan Review Spec 4 Development Svcs (100%) 5 100% 80% $70,915 $1,575 $72,490
Plan Review Spec 1 Development Svcs (100%) 4 50% 50% $53,737 $8 $53,745
Plan Review Spec 2 Development Svcs (100%) 4 100% 50% $54,560 $280 $54,839

30 66.7% 66.7%  $64,894 $2,023  $66,917

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Plan Review Spec 3 (7
excluded), Plan Review Spec 1 (5), and Plan Review Spec 2 (3)

Analytic
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Planner

Planner Job Type - Career Progression

Park
Deiner
[

Principal
Planner

Planner

Table 81: Planner Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

%

% People

Job Primary Dept(s) #EMPS  \vomen  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Asoc Planner D Y S Sr ot (14%) 43 60.5% 37.2%  $75,552 $197  $75,749
Sr Planner D (35 s (30%) 43 51.2% 37.2%  $90,353  $1,659  $92,012
Asst Planner Py oRmen BYSS (55 10 60% 60%  $63,224 $449  $63,672
Park Designer Fog.& s apial Bret (30, 8  37.5% 25%  $92,140 $179  $92,319
2hagnner(Wir Resres  pypiic util - Admin Sves (100%) 2 $80,510  $2,269  $82,778
Jr Planner PeyOBIENt Bvss (S50 2 $59,204  $3,052  $62,346
Principal Planner Rt Y53 Resource Mamt 1 $101,316 $0  $101,316
Chorapner(Code Enfrc  pevelopment Sves (100%) 1 $100,595 $0  $100,595

110 57.3%  38.2%  $81,680 $876  $82,556

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Sr Planner (11
excluded), Asoc Planner (9), Jr Planner (3), Asst Planner (2), and Park Designer (2)

Analytica
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Police Dispatch

Police Dispatch Job Type - Career Progression
Police Dispatch Admnstr

eri
Police A
Police atcher
Police Dispatch Supv
P
Police Li Dispatcher
Police
Table 82: Police Dispatch Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

. % % People .
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Dispatcher 2 Police (100%) 66 78.8% 56.1% $64,115 $13,490 $77,605
Police Dispatcher Police (100%) 56 83.9% 53.6% $76,471 $7,547 $84,017
Police Dispatch Supv Police (100%) 14 85.7% 57.1% $95,312 $16,837 $112,149
Police Lead Dispatcher Police (100%) 11 100% 18.2% $81,011 $6,373 $87,385
Dispatcher 1 Police (100%) 7 71.4% 42.9% $53,511 $4,177 $57,688
Rlice Rispatch Police (100%) 3 66.7% 33.3% $113,826  $13,367 $127,193

157 82.2% 51.6%  $72,965 $10,752  $83,717

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Dispatcher 2 (14
excluded), Dispatcher 1 (8), Police Dispatcher (6), and Police Lead Dispatcher (2)

Analytica
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Police Officer

Police Officer Job Type - Career Progression
Police

Police
> Chief

Police

$° Police Asst

PwaMlichhief
Lieutenant

e
etective

]
Police
Offier 3

Table 83: Police Officer Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) #EMPS  \vomen  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Police Officer 2 Police (100%) 931 14% 41.1%  $107,068 $16,558 $123,626
Police Sergeant Police (100%) 270 12.2% 33.7%  $138,813 $17,010 $155,824
Police Detective Police (100%) 237 28.3% 37.1%  $115,352 $15,230 $130,581
Police Officer 1 Police (100%) 217 20.3% 46.5% $72,657 $9,445 $82,102
Police Recruit Police (100%) 82 17.1% 54.9% $62,326 $783 $63,109
Police Lieutenant Police (100%) 51 15.7% 31.4%  $169,399 $212  $169,610
Police Captain Police (100%) 18 16.7% 44.4%  $197,411 $0  $197,411
Police Officer 3 Police (100%) 11 9.1% 54.5%  $123,330 $29,933  $153,263
Asst Police Chief Police (100%) 5 20% 60% $217,016 $0 $217,016
Police Chief Police (100%) 1 $252,026 $0  $252,026

1,823  16.5% 40.6% $109,853  $14,301 $124,154

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Police Recruit (99
excluded), Police Officer 2 (72), Police Officer 1 (23), Police Detective (17), Police Sergeant
(15), and Police Lieutenant (4)

Police Property and Evidence

Note: due to the low sample size of at least one group in this job type, is was placed in the ‘Other’ job type
for analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Analvytic




SD) 2020 Pay Equity Study | Appendix

Table 84: Police Property and Evidence Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Documents Examiner  pyjice (100%) 1 $94,293 $0  $94,293
2npolice Prop & Evid  pojice (100%) 1 $68,130  $3,896  $72,026
2 50% 0%  $81,212 $1,948  $83,160

Procurement

Note: due to the high racial imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other job type for the racial-
and-ethnic pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 85: Procurement Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
ég%%r';rc‘gicnug aent. Purchasing & Contracting (100%) 5 60% 60%  $71,433 $873  $72,307
(Szgrﬁ’{r"acc‘%irﬁg“g?fﬁcer Purchasing & Contracting (100%) 5 60% 60%  $78,081 $3,931  $82,012
Fleet Parts Buyer Fleet Ops (100%) 4 25% 25%  $55,482  $12,573  $68,055
EISS\t/ Parts Buyer Fleet Ops (100%) 1 $69,353 $7,612  $76,965
Fleet Parts

EuyerSWstwtr Parts Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $51,794 $7,654 $59,448

uyer
Ff3carement Spec Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $67,854 $0  $67,854

17 41.2% 47.1% $68,147 $5,270 $73,416

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Asoc Procurement
Contracting Officer (3 excluded)

Program Coordinator

Note: due to the low sample size of at least one group in this job type, is was placed in the ‘Other’ job type
for analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 86: Program Coordinator Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Program Coordinator  Faformation Technoloay (27%) 63  55.6% 46%  $108,665 $0  $108,665

63 55.6% 46% $108,665 $0 $108,665
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Average Pay

% % People

Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Program Coordinator
(24 excluded)

Program Manager

Table 87: Program Manager Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

. % % People .
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Program Manager o T e ha0/9gy, (19%). 116 47.4% 36.2%  $124,138 $0  $124,138
116 47.4% 36.2% $124,138 $0 $124,138

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Program Manager (63
excluded)

Analytica
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SD)

Proj Offcr and Eng Aide

Proj Offcr and Eng Aide Job Type - Career Progression
Principal
Aide

. -Drafting

Sr

Drafti% Aide

J

Engineering Aide

Engineig Aide

Project
Ofer 1

Pr&act
Ofer 2

Table 88: Proj Offcr and Eng Aide Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

0, o]
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wome/r(: /"c)fp%%rl)cl)? Regular Overtime Total
Eng & Capital Proj (74%),
Principal Engrng Aide (Pﬂ%l)}c)uti‘)- Wstw r(CoII?a)ction 58 19% 63.8% $66,330 $2,687 $69,017
(o]
; i Eng & Capital Proj (78%
Project Assistant Puglic UtiP- Admi]n vcsoz'7%) 27 29.6% 77.8% $77,123 $409 $77,532
. . . Public Util - Wstwtr Collection
Sr Engineering Aide %), . . 15 6.7% 80% $58,076 $1,096 $59,171
ng & Capital Proj (27%)
; Eng & Capital Proj (46%),
Project Ofcr 2 Rad & Capital frol 1890 13 53.8% 38.5%  $102,113  $1,681  $103,794
; Eng & Capital Proj (62%
Project Ofcr 1 RRA S anital Pl S7kdy 8  37.5% 62.5%  $81,337 $368  $81,705
. . Public Util - Admin Svcs (83%),
Sr Drafting Aide Public Util - Wstwtr Treat & 6 16.7% 83.3% $57,560 $202 $57,763
Disposal (17%)
i ; ; Eng & Capital Proj (50%
Principal Drafting Aide  508,¢ GaP Adman (SvcsozSO%) 6 66.7% 50% $69,340 $4 $69,344
B Ride Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 2 $64,612 $776  $65,388
frolect afe Z(Rrin Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 2 $92,622  $5,031  $97,652
Jr Engineering Aide Eng & Capital Proj (100%) 1 $58,339 $0 $58,339
138 26.1% 65.2% $71,833 $1,602 $73,435

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Principal Engrng Aide
(13 excluded), Project Ofcr 1 (5), Project Assistant (4), Project Ofcr 2 (2), Project Ofcr 2(Prin
Wtr Resrc Spec) (2), and Sr Engineering Aide (2)

Analvytic
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Property Agent

Note: due to the high racial imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other job type for the racial-
and-ethnic pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Property Agent Job Type - Career Progression
Supv Property Agt

Supv Property Agt
ancourse & Parking Garage R pery.ad

Airﬁ)rts

Propea Agent
Airports

Real Es Assets

Table 89: Property Agent Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Bolice Property & Evid  police (100%) 12 33.3% 66.7%  $47,842  $5523  $53,365
Property Agent Real Estate gesets (78%), 9 66.7% 44.4%  $80,387 $396  $80,783
Supv Property Agt R Eaate pesets (67%), 6 50% 66.7%  $90,780 $0  $90,780
gg'g,cve Property & Evid  pgjice (100%) 3 33.3% 33.3%  $52,383 $0  $52,383
Asoc Property Agent Real Estate Assets (100%) 2 $63,965 $0 $63,965
AR SARPErY Specy  Real Estate Assets (100%) 1 $80,470 $0  $80,470

33 51.5% 51.5% $66,904 $2,116 $69,020

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Police Property & Evid
Spec (6 excluded), Property Agent (4), and Supv Property Agt (2)

Analytica
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Public Utilities Field Rep

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Public Utilities Field Rep Job Type - Career Progression
Supv
Meter R

Supv
Field Rep
Table 90: Public Utilities Field Rep Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay
0, o]

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wome/rc: /‘pr%%?clﬁ Regular Overtime Total
Field Rep Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 22 0% 77.3% $42,270 $819 $43,088
Supv Field Rep Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 2 $56,417 $3,197 $59,614
Supv Meter Reader Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 2 $53,996 $2,056 $56,052

26 0% 76.9% $44,260 $1,097 $45,357

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Field Rep (30 excluded)
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Rec Center Leadership Job Type - Career Progression
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Table 91: Rec Center Leadership Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

. % % People -
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Parlgs & Rec - Community Pks
Asst Rec Ctr Dir g?k" $ Rec - Communlty Pks - 36 55.6% 69.4% $42,455 $187 $42,642
Disabled Svcs (39%)
Parks & Rec - Community Pks
Rec Cntr Dir 3 g,arks % Rec - Community Pks - 34 41.2% 61.8% $56,821 $121 $56,942
Disabled Svcs (32%)
Parks & Rec - Community Pks
Area Manager 2 2070% Rec - Community Ps - 26 50% 61.5%  $71,534 $338  $71,872
Disabled Svcs (46%)
Parks & Rec - Communlty Pks -
Rec Cntr Dir 2 DDl oS R0 ity Pks 14 78.6%  42.9%  $53,376 $196  $53,571
43%)
Parks & Rec - Communlty Pks -
Rec Cntr Dir 1 DLl cs (BT ity Pks 9 33.3% 100%  $53,121 $46  $53,167
(33%)
Therap Recreatn Spec  Rarks & Rec - Community Pks - 4 25% 50%  $60,554 $0  $60,554
Disabled Svcs (100%) 0 0 ' ’
District Manager (Pfrksfs Rec - Community Pks 2 $82,310 $0  $82,310
Supv Therap Recreatn Parks & Rec - Community Pks -
2p8¢ P Disabled Sves (100%) 2 $66,729 $0  $66,729
Rec Leader 1 Parks & Rec - %‘138})'3}0)”“\/ Pks - 1 $54,888 $0  $54,888
Rec Leader 2 Parks 8 Rec - %gg}) 14 )"'tV Pks - 1 $50,304 $0  $50,304
129 50.4% 63.6% $55,744 $177 $55,921
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Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color

Regular Overtime Total

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Rec Aide (35
employees), Therap Recreatn Leader (22), and Rec Leader 2(Dance Instr) (18)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Asst Rec Ctr Dir (6
excluded), and Rec Cntr Dir 3 (4)

Refuse Collection

Refuse Collection Job Type - Career Progression
Sanitation
Driver 3
*

Area itation

Refuse @ollect Supv wﬁon
DriverTrainee

Distri
Refuse Collect Supv

Table 92: Refuse Collection Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Sanitation Driver 2 Environ Svcs - Collection (100%) 100 2% 96% $62,176 $7,787 $69,963
Sanitation Driver 1 Environ Svcs - Collection (100%) 13 0% 100% $48,264 $4,155 $52,419
ganitation Driver Environ Svcs - Collection (100%) 13 154%  92.3%  $40,462  $1,824  $42,286
Sanitation Driver 3 Environ Svcs - Collection (100%) 11 9.1% 100% $63,386 $13,845 $77,231
g\g%av Refuse Collect  gpyiron Sves - Collection (100%) 8  12.5% 62.5%  $73,493 $8,314  $81,807
Qigtrict Refuse Collect  gnviron Sves - Collection (100%) 2 $76,574  $2,414  $78,987

147 4.1% 93.9% $59,928 $7,347 $67,275

Analytica
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Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color

Regular Overtime Total

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Sanitation Driver 2 (14
excluded), Sanitation Driver Trainee (10), and Sanitation Driver 1 (3)

Reservoir Mgmt

Table 93: Reservoir Mgmt Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Lake Aide 2 Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 8 0% 62.5% $37,913 $2,338 $40,250
Reservoir Keeper Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 7 57.1% 28.6% $51,525 $2,851 $54,376
Asst Reservoir Keeper  Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 6 66.7% 33.3% $48,733 $2,226 $50,959
Golf Course . . .

I*S/Igg%esvr Maint Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 2 $75,574 $1,314 $76,888
Lakes Prgm Mgr Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 1 $82,987 $365 $83,352

24 37.5% 41.7%  $49,605 $2,292  $51,897

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Lake Aide 1 (9
employees)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Lake Aide 2 (3
excluded)

Analytica
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Risk Mgmt Claims

Risk Mgmt Claims Job Type - Career Progression
Workers'
Compensatic‘:laims Rep 1

Claims Supv
Rep ility) Workers' Compe‘ation Claim
Sr
Supv Woigders' Comp‘tion Claims Rep
Claims Rep(Liability) Compensa ims Rep 2

Table 94: Risk Mgmt Claims Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

. % % People .

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Workers'

Comgensation Claims  Risk Management (100%) 11 63.6% 81.8% $76,709 $1,187 $77,896
2'(?_'.?@&35) Risk Management (100%) 7 14.3% 28.6%  $69,202 $1,199  $70,401
Sr Workers'

Compensatlon Claims  Risk Management (100%) 5 80% 40% $80,478 $1,003 $81,481

Rep

Sr Claims Rep Risk Management (100%) 3 100% 100% $67,537 $2,945 $70,482
RaDY RIS Risk Management (100%) 1 $75,957 $0  $75,957

27  55.6% 59.3%  $74,414 $1,308  $75,721

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Management
Trainee (1 employee), Workers' Compensation Claims Rep 1 (1)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Workers' Compensation
Claims Rep 2 (3 excluded)

Analvt|ca
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Safety Rep Ofcr

Table 95: Safety Rep Ofcr Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Womgﬁ 0/%?%%%?_ Regular Overtime Total
Safety Rep 2 B Geraanin SyGs (80%). 10 40% 50%  $63,389 $131  $63,519
Safety Ofcr B s Geraanin 3453 (29%). 7 143%  42.9%  $73,811 $655  $74,467

17 29.4%  47.1%  $67,680 $347  $68,027

Service Officer

Note: due to the low sample size of at least one group in this job type, is was placed in the ‘Other’ job type
for analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 96: Service Officer Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

%

% People

Job Primary Dept(s) #EMPS  \women  of Color Regular Overtime Total

Balice Invstgtv Serv. pojice (100%) 16 50% 43.8%  $55,309 $3,329  $58,638

Police Serv Ofcr .

%Slndochlnese Srv Of  Police (100%) 4 25% 100% $57,358 $6,835 $64,193

Palice Invstgt Serv.— pojice (100%) 2 $49,350  $1,368  $50,718
22 455% 50%  $55,140 $3,788  $58,928

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Police Serv
Ofcr 1(Indochinese Srv Ofcr) (1 employee), and Police Serv Ofcr 2(African Srv Ofcr) (1)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Police Invstgtv Serv
Ofcr 2 (2 excluded)

i CONSULTING
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Stock Clerk and Store Operations

Stock Clerk and Store Operations Job Type - Career Progression
Storekeeper

2

Sto er
Mes!
) er1

3
Clerk(Auto ‘Stock Clrk)

Table 97: Stock Clerk and Store Operations Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Storekeeper 1 B B8 CReedin Sves (279%) 11 18.2% 81.8%  $49,907  $5550  $55,457
Stock Clerk P aaig e e S Yook 7 28.6% 100%  $42,044  $2,694  $44,738
Stock Clerk(Auto

Blotk Slerk(aurs Fleet Ops (100%) 6 0% 50%  $46,392  $4,069  $50,462
Auto Messenger 1 Bchasing & Copsracting (60%), 5 0% 100%  $36,193  $3,414  $39,607
Auto Messenger 2 Purchasing & Contracting (100%) 4 0% 100% $45,448 $2,046 $47,493
Storekeeper 2 T AL S TV 3 33.3% 33.3%  $51,022  $3,299  $54,320
S ber e Mgry  Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $39,406  $7,937  $47,343
gtu%rss Operations Purchasing & Contracting (100%) 1 $56,664 $1,849  $58,513

38 13.2% 78.9%  $45,619 $3,928  $49,547

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Auto Messenger 1 (5
excluded), Stock Clerk(Auto Parts Stock CIrk) (4), Auto Messenger 2 (3), and Storekeeper 1 (3)

Storm Water Inspector

Note: due to the low sample size of at least one group in this job type, is was placed in the ‘Other’ job type
for analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Analytica
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Table 98: Storm Water Inspector Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Storm Water Inspctr 2 [T3figportation - Storm Wir 3 33.3% 33.3%  $72,709  $4,667  $77,375
Storm Water Inspctr 3 [{3gp¢rtation - Storm Wtr 2 $60,715  $2,361  $63,075
ISnusppvct?_torm Water '(I'lrgr(s%/;g?rtation - Storm Wtr 2 $84,822 $495 $85,316
Storm Water Inspctr 1 [[3figpprtation - Storm Wir 1 $59,972 $396  $60,368

8 25%  37.5%  $71,146  $2,513  $73,660

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Haz Mat/Prt
Trainee (3 employees)

Swimming Pool Mgmt

Note: due to the high racial imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other job type for the racial-
and-ethnic pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 99: Swimming Pool Mgmt Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Swimming Pool Mgr 3 PD?Srgglg ng-gc-s %g%r%nity Pks - 7 42.9% 0% $53,992 $368 $54,360
Swimming Pool Mgr 2 PD?glgls)Ingse\sc; ((3?86%.1)nity Pks - 5 40% 60% $53,161 $305 $53,466
District Manager P S s ToBymnty Phs - 4 75% 50%  $91,466 $74  $91,540
Supv Rec Spec P S e s ToEynty Phs - 3 100% 0%  $68,020 $0  $68,020
Rec,per(Senior  Barks & Rec - Copumunity Ps - 1 $58,572 0 458,572

20 60% 30%  $63,612 $220  $63,832

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Pool Guard 1
(76 employees), Pool Guard 2 (76), and Swimming Pool Mgr 1 (20)

Training

Note: due to the low sample size of at least one group in this job type, is was placed in the ‘Other’ job type
for analysis. See methods appendix for more details.
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Table 100: Training Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Trainer Public Ut - Admin Svcs (83%), 6 50% 16.7%  $65,577 $634  $66,210
Safety & Train Mgr ~ Publig il 5 Adimin Sves, {50%). 6  16.7% 50%  $89,371  $3,451  $92,822
Training Supervisor  Publig Ul Adimin Sues (67%), 3 66.7%  33.3%  $83,228 $165  $83,393
Asst Trainer Eng & Capital Proj (100%) 1 $58,070 $211 $58,281
Equip Trainer Fleet Ops (100%) 1 $62,611 $0 $62,611

17 47.1% 29.4%  $76,474 $1,483  $77,957

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Trainer (2 excluded)

Analytic
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Transportation - Labor

Transportation Public Works Job Type - Career Progression

Cement Finisher
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Traffic Striper Operator
Transport: - Streets
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isher
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Transport - Streets... CemenPFini
Heavy Drvr 4ansportation - Stolf
Transpor - Streets Transp Streets

Equip Operator 1

Transport: - Streets Y t
| ‘lp Transporta torm Water
Public Works Supt ol He vr2
Transport - Streets Public Supv Transp treets
Transpot - Streets Heavy Drvr 2
Utili er 2Transportat torm Water
/ ' A oK Transporta'.\omvﬁa"f ¥ Utilit er 1
L4 | 1 Transportat torm Water
Public Works Supt Public s Supv. .
Transportation= Storm Water Transportaﬁﬂtor;n Water 3
N
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5 rQB?fortatior’- Storm Water
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Transportation™= Storl Equip rator 1
Equip Operato i Transportation = Storm Water
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Transpnnﬁﬁ Storm Water

/
Equip Qperator 3°
Transportati Storm Water

Table 101: Transportation - Labor Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Utility Worker 2 o tation = 2treets (6 (51on) 54 16.7% 94.4%  $47,089  $5920  $53,009
Utility Worker 1 o~ reets (82 P du) 40 12.5% 92.5%  $41,065  $3,080  $44,145
Heavy Truck Drvr2  Jransportation - atreets (7% os) 38 2.6% 84.2%  $47,889  $4,980  $52,869
Public Works Supv ~ ransbortation - treets (73% ), 22 9.1%  63.6%  $69,438  $13,010  $82,448
Cement Finisher o tation = Breets (88 P dun) 21 0% 85.7%  $55,760  $6,038  $61,798
Equip Operator 2 o~ reets (8 P don) 21 0% 81%  $52,689  $3,033  $55,722
Laborer R A S ) 19 0% 94.7%  $36,679  $4,087  $40,766
Motor Sweeper Oper  [138portation - Storm Wtr 16 25% 100%  $55424  $11,930  $67,354
Heavy Truck Drvr 1 Transportation - Streets (100%) 9 11.1% 88.9% $48,959 $419 $49,378
Equip Operator 1 {7aggporation - Storm Wir 8  12.5% 100%  $55,174  $12,141  $67,315

75%),
‘S’ransportation - Streets (25%)
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Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Public Works Supt oo~ Breets (6 (530) 6 0% 66.7%  $85451  $1,228  $86,679
St Srrper Transportation - Streets (100%) 4 0% 75%  $50,548  $2,515  $53,062
Tree Trimmer Transportation - Streets (100%) 4 0% 75% $44,878 $8,130 $53,009
Equip Operator 3 oo~ BHreetS i (380 4 0% 75%  $57,171  $5,135  $62,306
II\E/IczlalilrIR Ec’])Eirpl gg:_/ger '(I'lr%ré%/:g?rtation - Storm Wtr 2 $53,326 $8,683 $62,008
Motor Sweeper Supv  [T3gpertation - Storm Wtr 2 $81,140  $14,502  $95,642
Sign Painter Transportation - Streets (100%) 2 $51,874 $219 $52,094
[Lree Maint Transportation - Streets (100%) 2 $47,942  $6,540  $54,482
Utility Supv {[3spgration - Storm Wtr 2 $51,928  $15,356  $67,283

276 8.3% 87.3% $50,621 $5,940 $56,561

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Laborer (9 excluded),
Heavy Truck Drvr 2 (6), Utility Worker 2 (6), Cement Finisher (3), Utility Worker 1 (3), and
Equip Operator 3 (2)

Utilities Equip Oper

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 102: Utilities Equip Oper Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Public Util - Wstwtr Collection

Equip Operator 2 (070111 - wer Constret Maint 14 0%  78.6%  $53,711  $23,048  $76,759
(43%)
Public Util - \(l)Vstwtr Treat &

Heavy Truck Drvr 2 DISROSBLI60%0), ction 5 0% 100%  $46,897  $7,388  $54,285
(20%)

Equip Operator 3 CLBgS, ! - Wstwtr Collection 2 $62,647  $18,676  $81,322

Heavy Truck Drvr 1 PHblig Wtil - Wstwtr Collection 1 $42,952  $20,3d8  $63,300

22 0%  86.4%  $52,486  $18,969  $71,454

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Equip Operator 2 (2
excluded)
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Utilities Tech Other

Table 103: Utilities Tech Other Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
i Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (67%)
Instrumentation & ic Uti
Public Uti] - Wstwtr Trea 12 8.3% 66.7% 79,988 7,589 $87,578
Control Tech Disposal (33%) 0 0 $ $ $
2 ackflow & Cross  public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 10 10% 70%  $56,335  $5525  $61,860

Public Util - Wtr Constrct Maint

Equip Tech 1 O272) Uil - Wstwtr Collection 8  12.5% 100%  $46,606  $14,900  $61,505

(38%)
Public Util - Wstwtr Collection
Equip Tech 2 (BOO) il — Wr Constret Maint 7 0% 71.4%  $59,294  $21,881  $81,175
(149
B Backflow & Cross  puplic util - Admin Svcs (100%) 5 0% 80%  $63,746  $12,465  $76,210
Machinist P Sl fogsyVer Treat & 4 0% 50%  $58,902  $5404  $64,305
Irrigation Specialist Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 3 0% 33.3% $44,764 $962 $45,726
. Public Util - Wstwtr Treat &
Electronics Tech Dlsposal ﬁ6 3 0% 66.7% $64,746 $15,127 $79,873
Public Uti Admln Svcs (33%)
; Public Util - Wstwtr Treat &
Instrumentation &
Disposal (50% 2 88,840 22,374 111,213
Control Supv Do >y Sys Ops (50%) ¥ ¥ ¥

54 5.6% 72.2%  $62,438  $11,030  $73,468

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Equip Tech 3
(1 employee)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Equip Tech 1 (2
excluded)

Utility Plant Tech

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 104: Utility Plant Tech Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wom(:/rfl) %ot?((e:%?clﬁ Regular Overtime Total
Plant Tech 2 Pl S Tofsayer Treat & 19 0% 73.7%  $55621  $7,769  $63,390
Plant Tech 3 P SHl fopsyver Treat & 14 0% 50%  $61,085  $5754  $66,839
Pump Station Oper  RUBIIC ULl Fostwtr Treat & 13 7.7% 84.6%  $65792  $22,171  $87,963
Plant Tech 1 P sal (1005t Treat & 9 0% 100%  $51,171  $6,821  $57,992
Plant Tech Supv P sal (1005t Treat & 8 0% 75%  $73,261  $17,175  $90,436
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Average Pay

0,

>

% People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Plant Procs Cntrl ; ;
Supv(Pint Maint Dol 1005y er Treat & 6 0% 66.7%  $79,319  $14,667  $93,987
oor
Public Util - Wstwtr Treat &
Sr Plant Tech Supv Disposal S 7%), . 6 16.7% 66.7% $84,826 $6,549 $91,375
Public Util - Admin Svcs (33%)
Equip Tech 1 P ol Tofsayer Treat & 3 0% 100%  $48,646  $11,218  $59,864
Principal Plant Tech Public Util - Wstwtr Treat &
ELpY Pisposal (10054 1 $94,820 $6,329  $101,149

79 2.5% 74.7%  $63,792  $11,170  $74,962

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Plant Tech 1 (4
excluded), Plant Tech 2 (4), Equip Tech 1 (2), and Plant Tech 3 (2)

Wastewater Plant Operations

Wastewater Plant Operations Job Type - Career Progression
Sr
Wstwtr Plant Operator

& :
Operator Trainee Ope.
Pla ator

i
Wstwtr éer Supyv
. Wstwtr

Treatmg“nt Supt

Asst
Wastewat#lant Oper

Table 105: Wastewater Plant Operations Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

0,

=

© % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Wstwtr Plant Operator ~ FUBIIC Ufi] 7 stwer Treat & 35 14.3% 57.1%  $73,821  $10,043  $83,864
gistwtr Operations BB o T005a)tr Treat & 21 14.3% 76.2%  $88,833  $13,880  $102,713
Sr Wstwtr Oper Supv  RUBIIC Ufi] - stwer Treat & 5 20% 40%  $96,413  $6,766 $103,178
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Average Pay

0,

>

% People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Wstwtr Treatment Public Util - Wstwtr Treat &
&t Pisposal (10054 4 25% 50%  $116,028 $5,030  $121,058
Sr Wstwtr Plant Public Util - Wstwtr Treat &
Operator Disposal (100%) 2 $78,008 $12,650 $90,658

67 16.4% 61.2% $82,857  $10,780 $93,637

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Asst
Wastewater Plant Oper (1 employee), and Plant Operator Trainee (1)

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Wstwtr Operations
Supv (2 excluded), and Wstwtr Plant Operator (2)

Water Plant Operations

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male
job type for the gender pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Water Plant Operations Job Type - Career Progression
Water

Operation!‘:upervisor

st
Pla nt Oper

Sr
Water Opeﬁtions Supv

Table 106: Water Plant Operations Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total
Water Plant Operator  Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 22 4.5% 54.5% $83,359 $11,681 $95,040
ELF‘)’Y,ater Operations  pypjic Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 3 0% 33.3% $94,726 $6,294  $101,020
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Average Pay

0,

>

% People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
dater Qperations Public Util - Wtr Sys Ops (100%) 3 333% 66.7%  $93,888 $7,310  $101,198

28 7.1% 53.6% $85,705  $10,636 $96,341

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who met the study's inclusion criteria: Plant Operator
Trainee (1 employee)

Water System Tech

Water System Tech Job Type - Career Progression

Water
Sys Tea1 Supv

L]

wale

Sys 'i'ech 1
Sys'‘Tech 4

Table 107: Water System Tech Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

0,

=

© % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Public Util - Wtr Constrct Maint

Water Sys Tech 3 Léjsv'c - AT onstret Main 113 9.7% 80.5%  $54,133  $12,002  $66,135
ublic' Util - wtr Sys Ops (28%)
Publlc Util - Wtr Constrct Maint

Water Sys Tech 4 (59%) 46 4.3% 87%  $62,376  $15,771  $78,147
ublic Util - Wtr Sys Ops (35%)

Laborer PLGUS.ytl - Wer Constret Maint 32 6.2% 96.9%  $38,729 $7,132  $45,861
Publi c Util - Wtr Constrct Maint

Water Sys Tech Supv ~ (56%) 16 12.5% 68.8%  $76,082  $16,396  $92,478
ublic' Util - wtr Sys Ops (38%)

Water Sys Tech 2 PLGUS.ytl - Wer Constret Maint 8 0% 87.5%  $45,464  $15774  $61,238

Water Sys Tech 1 PLGUS.ytl - Wer Constret Maint 4 25% 50%  $40,414 $4,419  $44,832
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Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color

Regular Overtime Total

219 8.2% 83.1%  $54,650 $12,402  $67,052

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Laborer (34 excluded),
Water Sys Tech 3 (10), and Water Sys Tech 4 (5)

Water Utility Worker

Water Utility Worker Job Type - Career Progression
Water
Utility Supv Plant

r Procs Cntrl Supv(PInt Maint Coord)
Utilit rker

&

General
Water Ctil Supv

sy
Water Supv

Eaui
Oper 1(Se‘r ‘Zt Equip Oper)

woter

incipal
Water UtTIity Supv

Table 108: Water Utility Worker Job Type - Study Population (2019)
Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women of Color Regular Overtime Total

Equip Oper 1(Sewer Public Util - Wstwtr Collection

Fquip Equip Opery (100%) 23 8.7% 91.3%  $47,969  $11,012  $58,982

Utility Worker 1 CLBgS, ! - Wstwtr Collection 19 15.8% 100%  $39,856  $10,062  $49,917
Publlc Util - Wstwtr Collection

Water Utility Worker (820, 0\l o ctret Maint 17 59%  94.1%  $45843  $14,716  $60,560
(12%)

Sr Water Utility Supv (Pfg(','gol)’t" Wstwtr Collection 13 7.7% 92.3%  $64,344  $21,419  $85,762

Water Utility Supv PLBgS,y ! - Wstwtr Collection 11 0%  90.9%  $54,981  $15917  $70,898

Laborer PLBgS, ! - Wstwtr Collection 7 0% 100%  $41,002  $9,097  $50,099

Plant Procs Cntrl i

Supv(PInE Mant PLGUS,y ! - Wstwtr Collection 4 25% 75%  $89,266  $9,934  $99,200

oor

Analvtlca

Page 104




SD)

2020 Pay Equity Study | Appendix

Average Pay

o/, O

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Wome/lg /"c)?%%ﬁ)(l)?_ Regular Overtime Total

(SSSB\GII’N Water Util Ff&l)ig/ol)Jt” - Wstwtr Collection 3 0% 66.7% $80,428 $26,948 $107,376
97 8.2% 92.8% $51,201 $13,736 $64,937

Jobs in this job type with an employee excluded from study population: Laborer (13 excluded),
Water Utility Worker (7), Utility Worker 1 (6), Equip Oper 1(Sewer Maint Equip Oper) (4), and

Water Utility Supv (3)

Wstwtr Pretrmt Inspctr

Note: due to the high gender imbalance in this job type, it was placed in the Other job type for the gender
pay gap analysis. See methods appendix for more details.

Table 109: Wstwtr Pretrmt Inspctr Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

% % People

Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Thaney pretrmt Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 5 20% 80%  $74,467 $0  $74,467
Phebtr gretrmt Public Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 3 333% 33.3%  $91,318 $191  $91,509
Fubv ystwtr Pretrmt  pyplic til - Admin Sves (100%) 2 $96,286  $1,946  $98,231
%,/ngg?;’cg S{Fewd pram CLGgS,y ! - Wstwtr Collection 1 $97,194  $8,392  $105,586
X,Ygﬁww Pretrmt Pram  ppjic Util - Admin Svcs (100%) 1 $114,595 $6,239  $120,834

12 25%  66.7%  $87,554  $1,591  $89,146

Jobs in this job type with zero employees who
Trainee (3 employees)
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Zoning Investigator

Zoning Investigator Job Type - Career Progression

Sr Zoninwestigator
Develop ervices

Sr Zoning Investigator
Parks & Recreation - Open S

Table 110: Zoning Investigator Job Type - Study Population (2019)

Average Pay

. % % People .
Job Primary Dept(s) # Emps Women  of Color Regular Overtime Total
Zoning Investigator 2  Development Svcs (100%) 18 44.4% 83.3% $64,857 $58 $64,915
Zoning Investigator 1  Development Svcs (100%) 6 0% 33.3% $57,373 $80 $57,453
Sr Zonin Development Svcs (80%),
Investigator Parks £Rec - Open(Spa?:ze (20%) 5 60% 40% $73,006 $350 $73,356
29 37.9% 65.5% $64,714 $113 $64,827

Methods

To ensure full transparency and replicability, this report was written entirely in R Markdown, and that code
has been provided to the City’s Performance and Analytics team. This enables the report and its findings
to be reproduced, from the raw data sources to the finished product, at the click of a button. Therefore,
any questions on the methods that aren’t answered in this appendix can be answered with the provided

source code.

Data Sources

Compensation — We received compensation data from 2010-2019 that was nearly identical to the
compensation reports that the City publishes each year??. The only differences were that the data was in
CSV format and had a randomized employee ID (for de-identification purposes) that enabled us to join it to
the other data with that same ID. It should be noted that we only ended up using data from 2011-2019
because the 2010 data only had total compensation.
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Personnel — Demographic and job info for each City employee from 2009 to 2020. For any given year, an
individual employee might appear many times on the personnel’s dataset. This can be because they
changed their position, or something about their position changed (e.g. went from hourly to salary). Each
row in this dataset contained the following information:

. Job (with start and end date), Department, Gender, Ethnic Origin, Age Group (3-year windows),
Hire Date (Original and Most Recent), Separation Date, Classified/Unclassified, Hourly/Salary,
Hours (Non-Standard, Full-Time, Half Time, % Time).

Employee Benefits

. Medical Benefit Plans — Plan, dates, dependents birthdays, employee contributions, etc.
. Flex Spending Accounts — Type (medical or dependent care), dates, and employee contribution.

. Long Term Disability Claims — Start and end date, claimant type (industrial, non-industrial, or
pregnancy), and medical diagnosis code.

. Retirement Plan — Plan, dates, and contribution
. Transportation Assistance Programs — Plan type and dates.

Recruitment - We examined application data from January 2016 - January 2019. A total of 22400
applications were analyzed across 12 roles that showed significant imbalance in their gender and/or racial-
and-ethnic makeup. We narrowed the number of positions down to ensure data collection was
manageable during the study timeline. The positions we chose to analyze were selected based on the
hired personnel data that met a combination of: gender and/or racial-and-ethnic imbalance (over 70% of
one group), impact on pay gap, and potential application sample size. The jobs that were selected are
listed below.

Table 111: Application Data Summary

Applications
. ualifie .

Job Type Job Title Total Q d Hired
Administrative Administrative Aide 1 2,334 1,772 88
Support Clerical Assistant 2 1,472 564 170

Assistant Engineer - Civil 713 412 80
Engineer - Civil

Junior Engineer - Civil 873 769 114

Fire Fighter 1 466 227 183
Fire Fighter

Fire Recruit 5,417 2,508 190

Police Detective 319 184 110

Police Officer (Recruit Level) 7,226 1,227 174

Police Officer 1 2,558 531 371
Police Officer

Police Officer 2 558 73 11

Police Officer 3 42 14 11

Police Sergeant 422 193 107

Total 22,400 8,474 1,609

Personnel assigned random IDs to each unique applicant in the data. We received two separate datasets:

Analytica
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1. Qualified applications (n = 10009)

2. Not qualified applications (n = 15826)
Data Aggregation
Personnel

For the purposes of this study, we needed to get one observation per employee per year. The
compensation data was already in this format; however, there was substantial engineering that was
required to get the personnel data in this format.

1. Departments which were consolidated and/or had their names changed over the years were
standardized to have consistent naming from one year to the next.

2.  Any employment record that indicated a status of ‘Withdrawn’ or ‘Inactive’ was removed

3. Any employee whose employment began after 12/31/2019 or ended before 1/1/2011 was
removed.

4. Separate aggregations were performed to get the following variables for each employee per year:
a. Percent of given year employed
b. Primary job and percent of given year in that job
c. Primary department and percent of given year in that department
d. Primary job type (see separate appendix on job types) and percent of year in that job type.
e. Primary hours (i.e., non-standard, full-time 80, etc.) and percent of year with those hours.

5. Used the benefits data to calculate the number of dependents and their birthdays for each
employee.

6. Used the disability data to calculate the percent of each year that each employee spent on long
term disability.

Recruitment

In many instances one applicant (i.e., unique ID) submitted multiple applications but was inconsistent in
how they filled in the data (sometimes missing gender or ethnic origin). In these cases we made the
following assumptions to fill in the missing gender and ethnic origin values where possible:

. If there was only one distinct combination of ID, gender, and ethnic origin, simply fill in the missing
values with these.

. If an applicant had the same ID and ethnic origin, but entered two different genders, we left these
instances.

. If any different applications by one unique ID entered two different minority (i.e., not White) ethnic
origin choices, we filled all values with “Other/Two or More Races.”

. If any different applications by one unique ID entered White and any other ethnic origin choice, we
replaced all applications using White with the minority group.

Once these were filled in, we were able to match the unique random IDs across datasets and fill in missing
gender and ethnic origin information in the qualified applications, giving us a more completed dataset. For
the recruitment analysis, we took the unique combinations of: applicant ID, job title, gender, qualified
status, and hired status, giving us a final dataset of 22400.

Analytica
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Study Inclusion Criteria

For an employee to be included in our study sample, they must have met the following criteria for the
given year of study:

1. All employees must have worked standard hours (i.e., full-time, 3/4 time, or 1/2 time)
All employees must have had compensation data for the given year.

All employees must have been employed at least half of the year.

All employees must have worked in same job type all year long.

2
3
4. All employees must have worked the same hours all year (i.e., full-time, 3/4 time, or 1/2 time).
5
6. All employees must not have been on long term disability all year long.

7

All employees prorated total pay must have been > 80% of stated position minimum if they were
not on long-term disability during the year. This was done to protect against including erroneous
pay values, removes likely workman’s comp employees, and still allows for likely underfilled
positions and those on long-term disability.

8. For all analysis involving controls for children, employees must have utilized employee health
benefits any time before age 50. This was done to protect against declaring an employee did not
have children, when they had grown children who were no longer dependents.

Figure 31 below shows how many employees were filtered out at each step and the resulting study
populations: one for analysis involving controls for children and one population for analysis that didn’t
involve controls for children.
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Employee Population

Study Inclusion Criteria All 2019 City Employees
n=12,738

1 All employees must have worked standard 1779 Employees
hours (i.e., full-time, 3/4 time, or 1/2 time).
A vy
Worked Standard Hours
~ - n = 10,956
2 All employees must have had 35 Employees
compensation data for the given year.
A vy
Had Compensation Data
- “ n=10,921
3 All employees must have been employed 842 Employees
at least half of the year.
A vy
Worked Over % of Year
p n = 10,079
4 All employees must have worked the same hours 335 Emolovess
all year (i.e., full-time, 3/4 time, or 1/2 time). piov
\
Worked Same Hours All Year
- ~ n=9,844
5 All employ_'ees must have worked in same 333 Employees
job type all year long.
h g Worked Same Job Type All Year
. ~ n=9,511
6 All employees must not have been on long “19 Employees
term disability all year long.
b g Not on LTD All Year
'Y N n =9,492
All employees’ prorated total pay must have
7 been > 80% of stated position minimum if they > | -148 Employees
were not on LTD during the year.
- 7 Did Not Have Anomalous Pay Sample of employees used for all
p “ n=9,344 analysis without controls for children
8 Employees must hav? utilized employee ~862 Employees
health benefits anytime before age 50.

L) il el Sample of employees used for all

analysis with controls for children

Benefits Before Age 50
n= 8,482

Figure 31: Breakdown of Inclusion Criteria

How we measured the pay gap

Most analyses of gender pay gaps look at two numbers:

1.

Page 110

Unadjusted Pay Gap — This is simply a comparison between the average pay of the two groups. It
is the most common statistic cited when looking at the gender pay gap (e.g., “women make 76
cents to the dollar that men make”). While simple, it is inherently misleading and fraught with
opportunities for misinterpretation. These misinterpretations can lead to policy changes that don’t
address root causes and are wasteful as a result. For these reasons, we chose to report this
number for benchmarking purposes only.

Adjusted Pay Gap — This measure attempts to address the flaws with the unadjusted measure by
accounting for differences between the groups (e.g., occupation, tenure, age, etc.) utilizing a
statistical technique known as multivariate regression. This method is helpful and was part of our
analysis toolbelt; however, it has one main drawback: it assumes that the labor market treats both
groups equitably — that is, it assumes that an extra year of tenure or having a child will have the
same effect on both groups. For this reason, our main tool for analyzing the City of San Diego’
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pay gaps was a methodology known as Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition (Oaxaca 1973; Blinder
1973). However, standard multivariate regression was also utilized to explore specific findings in
more detail.

Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition

The Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition breaks the pay gap into two parts:

1. Explained - That which can be explained by differences in the average characteristics between the
two groups (e.g., the average man is more likely to work a higher paying job type than the average
woman or the average woman takes less overtime than the average man).

2. Unexplained - The unexplained part of the pay gap accounts for differences in pay between the
groups resulting from something that is either unmeasured or unmeasurable. Mathematically, when
the groups have different coefficients for an observed variable, that is an unexplained contributor to
the pay gap. For example, if the coefficient for the tenure variable was different between men and
women, it would indicate that men and women get different returns in the labor market for their
tenure.

All Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition analysis performed in this report was done utilizing the oaxaca R
package by Marek Hlavac (2014). The mathematical details behind this technique can be found in the
package’s documentation. Additionally, Glassdoor’s 2016 gender pay gap report (Chamberlain 2016)
provides a great high-level overview of the technique’s math, while Jann (2008) provides an excellent
detailed description of the math behind the technique.

At a high-level, the two-fold Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition analysis performed in this report requires three
separate multivariate regression models/equations: one performed on the data from each group (e.g., men
and women), and one whose resulting coefficients represent what the values are in a world with ‘no-
discrimination.” The coefficients of the latter model are used as a reference to compare against the
coefficients of the models of the two groups. Any statistically significant differences between the
coefficients are considered unexplained contributors to the pay gap.

Techniques for establishing the set of reference coefficients differ. Often, either just the male or female
coefficients are used; however, this assumes that only one of the two groups faces discrimination and it
caused problems in our analysis due to highly unbalanced samples between genders and races in certain
job types (e.g., Fire Fighter). Another method is to do a weighted average of the coefficients of each group
with either equal weights (Reimers 1983) or weights based on the proportion of each group (Cotton 1988);
however, this caused some un-intuitive results in our analysis that were difficult to explain given other
findings. The last technique used by researchers involves using the coefficients of a regression model
utilizing all observations from both groups (e.g., men and women). This model either does not include
(Neumark 1988) or includes (Jann 2008) the group indicator variable as an additional regressor. This
report uses the latter of these two methodologies.

Complete Results

Overall pay gap source breakdown

For the gender and racial-and-ethnic pay gaps, the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition analyses was
performed on the 2019 child-control study population (n = 8482).

Y Variable
. log(Prorated Total Pay)
X Variables
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*  Approximate City Tenure (years)

. Percent of Year on LTD Group (None, Under 3 Months, or Over 3 Months) - As a continuous
variable, ‘Percent of Year on LTD’ was not linearly related with pay. Therefore, this variable was
binned into discrete groups.

*  Age Group (Under 30, 30-34, 35-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60+) - As a continuous variable, age was not
linearly related with pay. Therefore, this variable was binned into age groups.

. Age at First Child (No Children, under 23, 23-28, 29-35, Over 35)

. Overtime Difference From Job Mean (Z-Score) - the average number of overtime hours for each
job was calculated and each employee’s overtime hours were compared to their job’s average to
determine how their overtime usage compared to their peers. This number was standardized into a
z-score so inter-job comparisons could be made.

. Job Type - A job type was placed into an ‘Other’ group if the probability of detecting a large effect
(Cohen’s d = 1) between the groups within that job type was less than 20%. That other group was
split into two separate job types: one in which the job types were more than 90% men and one
containing all the rest.

The following tables show the complete results from this analysis. For the gender pay gap, Table 112
shows the explained portion, while Table 113 shows the unexplained portion. For the racial-and-ethnic pay
gap, Table 114 shows the explained portion, while Table 115. These resulting percent pay gaps seen in
these tables were extrapolated to the full study population (n = 9344) to get a complete picture of the role
that children play on the pay gap. These are the results reported in the body of the report.

Table 112: 2019 Gender Pay Gap - Explained Portion Full Results

Variable Coefficient Std Err P-Value Paoé) (ggp Source Group
(Intercept) 0.0000 0.0000 0%
approx_city_tenure_yrs 0.0018 0.0020 p=0.182 1.04% Demographics
LTD_Under_3mo*** 0.0043 0.0009 p<0.001 2.45% Demographics
LTD_Over_3mo* 0.0024 0.0010 p=0.011 1.35% Demographics
age_30_34 -0.0010 0.0012 p=0.202 -0.6% Demographics
age_35_39 0.0019 0.0015 p=0.099 1.09% Demographics
age_40_49 0.0044 0.0028 p=0.062 2.5% Demographics
age_50_59 -0.0024 0.0027 p=0.186 -1.36% Demographics
age_60_ovr -0.0012 0.0015 p=0.212 -0.67% Demographics
age_at_first_child_23_28%* -0.0008 0.0004 p=0.018 -0.44% Demographics
age_at_first_child_29_35%* -0.0007 0.0004 p=0.031 -0.41% Demographics
age_at_first_child_Over_35 -0.0004 0.0003 p=0.085 -0.23%  Demographics
age_at_first_child_Under_22** 0.0013 0.0004 p=0.001 0.74% Demographics
ovtm_hrs_job_z*** 0.0091 0.0022 p<0.001 5.2% Overtime
job_tp_Accounting_and_Finance*** -0.0022 0.0006 p<0.001 -1.24% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Administrative_Support*** 0.0964 0.0058 p<0.001 55.12%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Building_Trades_and_Facilities_Maint** -0.0061 0.0008 p<0.001 -3.51%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Chemist_Biologist*** 0.0015 0.0005 p<0.001 0.88% Occ Sorting
job_tp_City_Attorney*** -0.0108 0.0020 p<0.001 -6.17% Occ Sorting
job_tp_City_Atty_Invstgtr 0.0000 0.0001 p=0.288 0.03% Occ Sorting
job_tp_City_Council_Support -0.0002 0.0003 p=0.302 -0.1% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Cmnty_Dev_Spec 0.0003 0.0002 p=0.081 0.19% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Code_Compliance_Officer 0.0003 0.0006 p=0.317 0.15% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Collections* 0.0011 0.0006 p=0.036 0.61% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Communications 0.0004 0.0003 p=0.096 0.21% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Crime_Lab*** -0.0017 0.0006 p<0.001 -1% Occ Sorting
Jgb_tp_Crime_Scene_Spec_and_Print_Examine 0.0000 0.0003 p=0.479 0.01%  Occ Sorting
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Variable Coefficient Std Err P-Value Pa°<j’ 8;p Source Group
job_tp_Custodian 0.0009 0.0009 p=0.159 0.49% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Development_Project_Manager 0.0000 0.0001 p=0.308 -0.03% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Director** -0.0042 0.0015 p=0.002 -2.42%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Engineer_Civil 0.0006 0.0006 p=0.188 0.32% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Fire_Dispatch -0.0003 0.0002 p=0.077 -0.18% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Fire_Fighter*** 0.0415 0.0027 p<0.001 23.74%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Fire_Prevention 0.0003 0.0003 p=0.180 0.17% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Information_Systems -0.0003 0.0003 p=0.161 -0.17% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Land_Surveying 0.0003 0.0003 p=0.126 0.19% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Librarian*** 0.0178 0.0022 p<0.001 10.16%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Lifeguard*** 0.0014 0.0003 p<0.001 0.81% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Other_Job_Tp_Over_90pct_Male*** -0.0188 0.0020 p<0.001 -10.78%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Park_Ranger 0.0004 0.0006 p=0.244 0.24% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Parking_Enforcement -0.0001 0.0005 p=0.387 -0.07%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Parks_Grounds_Maintenance*** -0.0232 0.0021 p<0.001 -13.27%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Plan_Review_Spec** 0.0010 0.0004 p=0.007 0.57% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Planner -0.0001 0.0004 p=0.394 -0.06%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Police_Dispatch* -0.0023 0.0010 p=0.015 -1.3% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Police_Officer*** 0.0538 0.0042 p<0.001 30.76%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Program_Manager** -0.0031 0.0011 p=0.002 -1.77%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Proj_Offcr_and_Eng_Aide -0.0004 0.0004 p=0.145 -0.25%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Rec_Center_Leadership*** 0.0051 0.0016 p<0.001 2.94% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Refuse_Collection*** -0.0060 0.0007 p<0.001 -3.41% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Reservoir_Mgmt 0.0000 0.0006 p=0.477 0.02% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Risk_Mgmt_Claims 0.0002 0.0001 p=0.059 0.11% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Stock_Clerk_and_Store_Operations** -0.0014 0.0006 p=0.010 -0.82%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Swimming_Pool_Mgmt* 0.0010 0.0005 p=0.023 0.55% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Transportation_Public_Works*** -0.0142 0.0015 p<0.001 -8.14% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Wastewater_Plant_Operations* 0.0003 0.0002 p=0.048 0.16% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Water_System_Tech*** -0.0063 0.0009 p<0.001 -3.63%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Water_Utility_Worker*** -0.0047 0.0008 p<0.001 -2.7% Occ Sorting
(Base) 0.0000 0.0000 p=0.270 0% Occ Sorting
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
Table 113: 2019 Gender Pay Gap - Unexplained Portion Full Results
. - % of
Variable Coefficient Std Err P-Value Pay Gap Source Group
(Intercept)* -0.0560 0.0305 p=0.033 -32.01% Unexplained
approx_city_tenure_yrs* 0.0221 0.0126 p=0.039 12.65%  Unexplained
LTD_Under_3mo -0.0005 0.0009 p=0.283 -0.29% Unexplained
LTD_Over_3mo -0.0010 0.0015 p=0.249 -0.57% Unexplained
age_30_34 0.0016 0.0048 p=0.367 0.94% Unexplained
age_35_39 0.0035 0.0029 p=0.110 2.02% Unexplained
age_40_49* 0.0165 0.0095 p=0.041 9.43% Unexplained
age_50_59* 0.0179 0.0096 p=0.030 10.24%  Unexplained
age_60_ovr* 0.0078 0.0046 p=0.044 4.44% Unexplained
age_at_first_child_23_28** 0.0060 0.0026 p=0.009 3.44% Child Effect Diff
age_at_first_child_29_35%* 0.0070 0.0035 p=0.023 3.99% Child Effect Diff
age_at_first_child_Over_35 0.0004 0.0020 p=0.410 0.26% Child Effect Diff
age_at_first_child_Under_22** 0.0036 0.0013 p=0.003 2.05% Child Effect Diff
ovtm_hrs_job_z** -0.0011 0.0004 p=0.001 -0.61%  Unexplained
job_tp_Accounting_and_Finance* -0.0014 0.0007 p=0.023 -0.78%  Unexplained
job_tp_Administrative_Support*** -0.0236 0.0051 p<0.001 -13.49% Unexplained
job_tp_Building_Trades_and_Facilities_Maint*** 0.0023 0.0005 p<0.001 1.31% Unexplained
job_tp_Chemist_Biologist*** -0.0032 0.0007 p<0.001 -1.8% Unexplained
job_tp_City_Attorney*** -0.0036 0.0010 p<0.001 -2.06%  Unexplained
job_tp_City_Atty_Invstgtr 0.0000 0.0002 p=0.485 -0.01%  Unexplained
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Variable Coefficient Std Err P-Value Pa°<? ggp Source Group
job_tp_City_Council_Support -0.0009 0.0007 p=0.108 -0.52%  Unexplained
job_tp_Cmnty_Dev_Spec* -0.0006 0.0003 p=0.040 -0.31%  Unexplained
job_tp_Code_Compliance_Officer -0.0003 0.0003 p=0.173 -0.15%  Unexplained
job_tp_Collections -0.0003 0.0003 p=0.193 -0.15%  Unexplained
job_tp_Communications -0.0001 0.0002 p=0.371 -0.05%  Unexplained
job_tp_Crime_Lab*** -0.0011 0.0004 p<0.001 -0.63%  Unexplained
jgb_tp_Crime_Scene_Spec_and_Print_Examiners -0.0006 0.0003 p=0.009 -0.37%  Unexplained
job_tp_Custodian -0.0003 0.0003 p=0.158 -0.19%  Unexplained
job_tp_Development_Project_Manager* -0.0008 0.0004 p=0.013 -0.47%  Unexplained
job_tp_Director* -0.0011 0.0005 p=0.020 -0.61%  Unexplained
job_tp_Engineer_Civil 0.0012 0.0017 p=0.238 0.67% Unexplained
job_tp_Fire_Dispatch* -0.0008 0.0003 p=0.013 -0.43%  Unexplained
job_tp_Fire_Fighter*** 0.0142 0.0023 p<0.001 8.12% Unexplained
job_tp_Fire_Prevention -0.0004 0.0005 p=0.180 -0.24%  Unexplained
job_tp_Information_Systems 0.0003 0.0005 p=0.277 0.15% Unexplained
job_tp_Land_Surveying*** 0.0011 0.0002 p<0.001 0.65% Unexplained
job_tp_Librarian*** -0.0071 0.0016 p<0.001 -4.07% Unexplained
job_tp_Lifeguard*** 0.0015 0.0003 p<0.001 0.84% Unexplained
job_tp_Other_Job_Tp_Over_90pct_Male*** 0.0092 0.0015 p<0.001 5.28% Unexplained
job_tp_Park_Ranger -0.0001 0.0003 p=0.429 -0.03%  Unexplained
job_tp_Parking_Enforcement -0.0003 0.0004 p=0.191 -0.18% Unexplained
job_tp_Parks_Grounds_Maintenance*** 0.0055 0.0011 p<0.001 3.12% Unexplained
job_tp_Plan_Review_Spec* -0.0006 0.0003 p=0.023 -0.32% Unexplained
job_tp_Planner** -0.0017 0.0006 p=0.003 -0.97%  Unexplained
job_tp_Police_Dispatch*** -0.0046 0.0010 p<0.001 -2.6% Unexplained
job_tp_Police_Officer*** 0.0202 0.0033 p<0.001 11.54%  Unexplained
job_tp_Program_Manager -0.0006 0.0006 p=0.143 -0.37% Unexplained
job_tp_Proj_Offcr_and_Eng_Aide* -0.0014 0.0007 p=0.030 -0.79%  Unexplained
job_tp_Rec_Center_Leadership -0.0009 0.0008 p=0.138 -0.5% Unexplained
job_tp_Refuse_Collection*** 0.0024 0.0005 p<0.001 1.38% Unexplained
job_tp_Reservoir_Mgmt 0.0000 0.0003 p=0.460 0.02% Unexplained
job_tp_Risk_Mgmt_Claims -0.0004 0.0002 p=0.071 -0.2% Unexplained
job_tp_Stock_Clerk_and_Store_Operations* 0.0004 0.0002 p=0.016 0.2% Unexplained
job_tp_Swimming_Pool_Mgmt -0.0005 0.0004 p=0.079 -0.29%  Unexplained
job_tp_Transportation_Public_Works*** 0.0044 0.0008 p<0.001 2.51% Unexplained
job_tp_Wastewater_Plant_Operations* 0.0006 0.0003 p=0.021 0.32% Unexplained
job_tp_Water_System_Tech*** 0.0034 0.0006 p<0.001 1.93% Unexplained
job_tp_Water_Utility_Worker* 0.0020 0.0010 p=0.023 1.13% Unexplained
(Base) -0.0011 0.0026 p=0.339 -0.62%  Unexplained

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Table 114: 2019 Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap - Explained Portion Full Results

Variable Coefficient Std Err P-Value Paogf’ (%gp Source Group
(Intercept) 0.0000 0.0000 0%
approx_city_tenure_yrs -0.0014 0.0016 p=0.190 -0.55% Demographics
LTD_Under_3mo -0.0002 0.0004 p=0.269 -0.09% Demographics
LTD_Over_3mo 0.0013 0.0010 p=0.094 0.52% Demographics
age_30_34* -0.0020 0.0010 p=0.029 -0.77% Demographics
age_35_39%** 0.0047 0.0011 p<0.001 1.81% Demographics
age_40_49*** 0.0076 0.0023 p<0.001 2.96% Demographics
age_50_59* -0.0048 0.0024 p=0.023 -1.88% Demographics
age_60_ovr -0.0017 0.0010 p=0.057 -0.64% Demographics
age_at_first_child_23_28*** 0.0019 0.0004 p<0.001 0.73% Demographics
age_at_first_child_29_35 -0.0002 0.0002 p=0.168 -0.07% Demographics
age_at_first_child_Over_35 -0.0003 0.0004 p=0.245 -0.1% Demographics
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Variable Coefficient Std Err P-Value Pa°<f 8;p Source Group
age_at_first_child_Under_22*** 0.0027 0.0007 p<0.001 1.05% Demographics
ovtm_hrs_job_z** -0.0061 0.0022 p=0.003 -2.36%  Overtime
job_tp_Accounting_and_Finance -0.0008 0.0006 p=0.064 -0.33% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Administrative_Support*** 0.0319 0.0028 p<0.001 12.36%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Building_Trades_and_Facilities_Maint** 0.0034 0.0008 p<0.001 1.32%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Chemist_Biologist -0.0001 0.0002 p=0.277 -0.05%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_City_Attorney*** 0.0087 0.0015 p<0.001 3.37% Occ Sorting
job_tp_City_Atty_Invstgtr -0.0001 0.0001 p=0.192 -0.04% Occ Sorting
job_tp_City_Council_Support 0.0001 0.0001 p=0.331 0.03% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Cmnty_Dev_Spec 0.0000 0.0001 p=0.451 0% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Code_Compliance_Officer 0.0003 0.0006 p=0.312 0.1% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Collections** 0.0010 0.0004 p=0.005 0.37% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Communications -0.0002 0.0002 p=0.164 -0.06% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Communications_Tech 0.0001 0.0001 p=0.235 0.04% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Crime_Lab** 0.0011 0.0004 p=0.006 0.42% Occ Sorting
Job_tp_Crime_Scene Spec_and_Print_Examine 0.0000 0.0001 p=0.395 0.02%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Development_Inspector 0.0000 0.0001 p=0.477 0% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Director*** 0.0061 0.0013 p<0.001 2.35% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Disposal_Site_Operations 0.0006 0.0006 p=0.182 0.22% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Electrician_and_Plant_Proc_Cntrl 0.0000 0.0001 p=0.491 0% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Engineer_Civil 0.0001 0.0008 p=0.429 0.06% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Executive_Assistant* 0.0005 0.0003 p=0.045 0.19% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Fire_Dispatch 0.0000 0.0002 p=0.435 -0.01% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Fire_Fighter*** 0.0331 0.0031 p<0.001 12.81%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Fire_Prevention 0.0005 0.0004 p=0.121 0.2% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Fleet_Technician*** 0.0019 0.0005 p<0.001 0.72% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Golf_Operations** -0.0012 0.0005 p=0.006 -0.46%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Information_Systems 0.0003 0.0002 p=0.095 0.1% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Land_Surveying 0.0004 0.0003 p=0.054 0.17% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Librarian** 0.0033 0.0012 p=0.004 1.26% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Lifeguard*** 0.0033 0.0007 p<0.001 1.27% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Other_Equip_Tech 0.0000 0.0001 p=0.453 0.01% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Paralegal -0.0001 0.0001 p=0.154 -0.04%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Park_Ranger* -0.0008 0.0005 p=0.033 -0.33% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Parking_Enforcement* 0.0008 0.0004 p=0.019 0.29% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Parks_Grounds_Maintenance*** 0.0240 0.0024 p<0.001 9.28% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Plan_Review_Spec 0.0002 0.0002 p=0.199 0.07% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Planner 0.0002 0.0002 p=0.096 0.1% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Police_Dispatch 0.0002 0.0003 p=0.202 0.09% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Police_Officer*** 0.0540 0.0044 p<0.001 20.91%  Occ Sorting
job_tp_Program_Manager** 0.0030 0.0010 p=0.002 1.15% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Proj_Offcr_and_Eng_Aide* 0.0007 0.0003 p=0.016 0.26% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Public_Utilities_Field_Rep* 0.0013 0.0006 p=0.020 0.49% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Rec_Center_Leadership* 0.0018 0.0010 p=0.039 0.68% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Refuse_Collection*** 0.0055 0.0008 p<0.001 2.11% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Reservoir_Mgmt -0.0004 0.0005 p=0.232 -0.15% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Risk_Mgmt_Claims 0.0000 0.0000 p=0.279 0.01% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Safety_Rep_Ofcr -0.0001 0.0001 p=0.234 -0.04% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Stock_Clerk_and_Store_Operations*** 0.0019 0.0006 p<0.001 0.74% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Transportation_Public_Works*** 0.0142 0.0016 p<0.001 5.52% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Utilities_Tech_Other* 0.0005 0.0003 p=0.041 0.18% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Utility_Plant_Tech** 0.0009 0.0003 p=0.001 0.36% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Wastewater_Plant_Operations -0.0003 0.0002 p=0.067 -0.11% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Water_Plant_Operations 0.0000 0.0001 p=0.440 0.01% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Water_System_Tech*** 0.0050 0.0008 p<0.001 1.94% Occ Sorting
job_tp_Water_Utility_Worker*** 0.0053 0.0010 p<0.001 2.06% Occ Sorting
(Base) 0.0000 0.0000 p=0.260 0% Occ Sorting
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Variable Coefficient Std Err P-Value Pa°<f 8;p Source Group

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Table 115: 2019 Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap - Unexplained Portion Full Results

Variable Coefficient Std Err P-Value Paog? 8;p Source Group
(Intercept)*** -0.0892 0.0239 p<0.001 -34.57% Unexplained
approx_city_tenure_yrs 0.0021 0.0116 p=0.427 0.83% Unexplained
LTD_Under_3mo -0.0005 0.0008 p=0.266 -0.2% Unexplained
LTD_Over_3mo* 0.0014 0.0007 p=0.022 0.56% Unexplained
age_30_34*** 0.0175 0.0042 p<0.001 6.77% Unexplained
age_35_39%** 0.0136 0.0028 p<0.001 5.28% Unexplained
age_40_49*** 0.0412 0.0080 p<0.001 15.97%  Unexplained
age_50_59*** 0.0360 0.0077 p<0.001 13.96%  Unexplained
age_60_ovrx** 0.0174 0.0037 p<0.001 6.76% Unexplained
age_at_first_child_23_28*** 0.0070 0.0020 p<0.001 2.72% Child Effect Diff
age_at_first_child_29_35 0.0007 0.0027 p=0.403 0.26% Child Effect Diff
age_at_first_child_Over_35%* 0.0038 0.0022 p=0.042 1.46% Child Effect Diff
age_at_first_child_Under_22* 0.0021 0.0009 p=0.012 0.8% Child Effect Diff
ovtm_hrs_job_z -0.0001 0.0002 p=0.367 -0.03% Unexplained
job_tp_Accounting_and_Finance -0.0001 0.0005 p=0.398 -0.05% Unexplained
job_tp_Administrative_Support** -0.0070 0.0026 p=0.004 -2.72% Unexplained
job_tp_Building_Trades_and_Facilities_Maint* -0.0010 0.0006 p=0.039 -0.4% Unexplained
job_tp_Chemist_Biologist** -0.0010 0.0004 p=0.009 -0.4% Unexplained
job_tp_City_Attorney** 0.0016 0.0007 p=0.009 0.64% Unexplained
job_tp_City_Atty_Invstgtr 0.0003 0.0002 p=0.079 0.11% Unexplained
job_tp_City_Council_Support** 0.0014 0.0005 p=0.003 0.55% Unexplained
job_tp_Cmnty_Dev_Spec 0.0001 0.0002 p=0.269 0.06% Unexplained
job_tp_Code_Compliance_Officer 0.0001 0.0003 p=0.320 0.05% Unexplained
job_tp_Collections -0.0001 0.0001 p=0.144 -0.06%  Unexplained
job_tp_Communications -0.0001 0.0002 p=0.345 -0.03% Unexplained
job_tp_Communications_Tech 0.0000 0.0003 p=0.478 -0.01% Unexplained
job_tp_Crime_Lab 0.0003 0.0003 p=0.149 0.12% Unexplained
job_tp_Crime_Scene_Spec_and_Print_Examine 0.0000 0.0003 p=0.438 0.02%  Unexplained
job_tp_Development_Inspector -0.0002 0.0003 p=0.280 -0.07% Unexplained
job_tp_Director 0.0003 0.0005 p=0.274 0.12% Unexplained
job_tp_Disposal_Site_Operations -0.0001 0.0004 p=0.434 -0.02% Unexplained
job_tp_Electrician_and_Plant_Proc_Cntrl -0.0004 0.0003 p=0.085 -0.17%  Unexplained
job_tp_Engineer_Civil 0.0004 0.0014 p=0.401 0.14% Unexplained
job_tp_Executive_Assistant 0.0002 0.0004 p=0.307 0.07% Unexplained
job_tp_Fire_Dispatch -0.0003 0.0002 p=0.083 -0.12% Unexplained
job_tp_Fire_Fighter 0.0002 0.0021 p=0.452 0.1% Unexplained
job_tp_Fire_Prevention 0.0006 0.0008 p=0.239 0.23% Unexplained
job_tp_Fleet_Technician* -0.0012 0.0006 p=0.015 -0.46% Unexplained
job_tp_Golf_Operations 0.0001 0.0003 p=0.421 0.02% Unexplained
job_tp_Information_Systems -0.0006 0.0005 p=0.114 -0.22% Unexplained
job_tp_Land_Surveying 0.0006 0.0004 p=0.053 0.25% Unexplained
job_tp_Librarian 0.0007 0.0012 p=0.272 0.28% Unexplained
job_tp_Lifeguard*** 0.0016 0.0005 p<0.001 0.62% Unexplained
job_tp_Other_Equip_Tech 0.0000 0.0005 p=0.497 0% Unexplained
job_tp_Paralegal -0.0001 0.0001 p=0.266 -0.03% Unexplained
job_tp_Park_Ranger** 0.0007 0.0003 p=0.005 0.27% Unexplained
job_tp_Parking_Enforcement** -0.0006 0.0002 p=0.005 -0.24% Unexplained
job_tp_Parks_Grounds_Maintenance** -0.0040 0.0014 p=0.002 -1.56% Unexplained
job_tp_Plan_Review_Spec 0.0000 0.0002 p=0.440 -0.01% Unexplained
job_tp_Planner 0.0004 0.0004 p=0.185 0.15% Unexplained
job_tp_Police_Dispatch -0.0006 0.0007 p=0.168 -0.25% Unexplained
job_tp_Police_Officer 0.0040 0.0032 p=0.110 1.53% Unexplained
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Variable Coefficient Std Err P-Value Pa°<j’ 8;p Source Group
job_tp_Program_Manager* 0.0008 0.0005 p=0.047 0.31% Unexplained
job_tp_Proj_Offcr_and_Eng_Aide -0.0004 0.0006 p=0.253 -0.16% Unexplained
job_tp_Public_Utilities_Field_Rep -0.0003 0.0002 p=0.062 -0.13% Unexplained
job_tp_Rec_Center_Leadership* -0.0011 0.0005 p=0.015 -0.44% Unexplained
job_tp_Refuse_Collection*** -0.0024 0.0007 p<0.001 -0.94% Unexplained
job_tp_Reservoir_Mgmt 0.0001 0.0003 p=0.281 0.06% Unexplained
job_tp_Risk_Mgmt_Claims 0.0000 0.0001 p=0.497 0% Unexplained
job_tp_Safety_Rep_Ofcr 0.0004 0.0002 p=0.068 0.15% Unexplained
job_tp_Stock_Clerk_and_Store_Operations -0.0002 0.0002 p=0.133 -0.09% Unexplained
job_tp_Transportation_Public_Works*** -0.0032 0.0010 p=0.001 -1.22% Unexplained
job_tp_Utilities_Tech_Other -0.0006 0.0004 p=0.078 -0.24%  Unexplained
job_tp_Utility_Plant_Tech* -0.0010 0.0004 p=0.014 -0.37% Unexplained
job_tp_Wastewater_Plant_Operations -0.0001 0.0003 p=0.327 -0.05% Unexplained
job_tp_Water_Plant_Operations* -0.0003 0.0001 p=0.023 -0.1% Unexplained
job_tp_Water_System_Tech*** -0.0028 0.0008 p<0.001 -1.09% Unexplained
job_tp_Water_Utility_Worker* -0.0010 0.0005 p=0.022 -0.39% Unexplained
(Base)*** 0.0078 0.0021 p<0.001 3% Unexplained

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p=<0.001

Parenthood Penalty

For both the gender and racial-and-ethnic pay gaps, the parenthood penalty analyses were performed on
the 2019 child-control study population (n = 8482). Given that this was a targeted analysis resulting from a
Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition finding, standard multivariate regression with the following variables was
utilized:

Y Variable
. Prorated Non-Overtime Pay
X Variables
*  Approximate City Tenure (years)
*  Age Group (Under 30, 30-34, 35-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60+) - Same methodology at Oaxaca analysis.
*  Gender (Male or Female)
. Race/Ethnicity (White or Non-White)
. Has Children (Yes or No)
. Interaction of Gender, Race/Ethnicity, and Have Children (Y,N) variables.
. Job Type - Same methodology at Oaxaca analysis.

Table 116 shows the results of the multivariate regression analysis used as the basis for Figure 30. The
base case for each categorical variable are as follows: Age Group = ‘30-34,” Gender = ‘Female,’
Race/Ethnicity = ‘Non-White,” Has Children = ‘No,” and Job Type = ‘Engineer - Civil.” The expected values
that Figure 30 are displaying are point estimates and prediction standard errors from this regression for an
employee with: average tenure (~13 years), Age 30-34, and with the ‘Engineer - Civil’ job type. This job
type is the closest to the City average for non-overtime pay while still with an sufficient sample size. The
reported p-values on Figure 30 are from t-tests utilizing the group sample size and the prediction standard
error.
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Table 116: Complete Regression Results - Parenthood Penalty Findings

Term Estimate p-value 95%-Lower 95%-Upper
Intercept*** 74,343 p<0.001 72,258 76,429
Race/Ethnicity: White** 2,807 p=0.004 899 4,715
Age Group: 35-39%** 5,759 p<0.001 4,115 7,402
Age Group: 40-49%** 9,578 p<0.001 8,283 10,873
Age Group: 50-59*** 9,682 p<0.001 8,082 11,282
Age Group: 60 ovr*** 4,425 p<0.001 2,441 6,408
Age Group: Under 30*** -9,414 p<0.001 -11,625 -7,203
Approximate City Tenure (Years)*** 724 p<0.001 666 782
Has Children: Yes*** -6,138 p<0.001 -7,985 -4,291
Gender: Male* 2,038 p=0.018 343 3,733
Race/Ethnicity: White x Has Children: Yes 2,102 p=0.148 -746 4,950
Race/Ethnicity: White x Gender: Male -1,040 p=0.384 -3,383 1,302
Has Children: Yes x Gender: Male** 3,581 p=0.002 1,371 5,791
Race/Ethnicity: White x Has Children: Yes x Gender: Male 550 p=0.751 -2,851 3,951
Job Type: Other*** -14,031 p<0.001 -17,037 -11,024
Job Type: Accounting and Finance*** 10,388 p<0.001 6,575 14,200
Job Type: Administrative Support*** -33,455 p<0.001 -35,419 -31,491
Job Type: Auditor*** 22,066 p<0.001 13,135 30,998
Job Type: Building Trades and Facilities Maint*** -33,511 p<0.001 -37,034 -29,987
Job Type: Chemist/Biologist*** -15,877 p<0.001 -19,259 -12,495
Job Type: City Attorney*** 38,411 p<0.001 35,186 41,635
Job Type: City Atty Invstgtr*** -13,769 p<0.001 -21,602 -5,936
Job Type: City Council Support -3,703 p=0.097 -8,081 674
Job Type: Cmnty Dev Spec*** -12,363 p<0.001 -19,431 -5,294
Job Type: Code Compliance Officer*** -42,278 p<0.001 -48,406 -36,150
Job Type: Collections*** -34,196 p<0.001 -42,032 -26,359
Job Type: Communications*** -24,423 p<0.001 -32,856 -15,990
Job Type: Communications Tech*** -21,049 p<0.001 -27,651 -14,447
Job Type: Crime Lab** 9,402 p=0.002 3,415 15,389
Job Type: Crime Scene Spec and Print Examiners*** -12,835 p<0.001 -20,181 -5,488
Job Type: Custodian*** -48,593 p<0.001 -56,249 -40,937
Job Type: Development Inspector*** -15,647 p<0.001 -20,928 -10,367
Job Type: Development Project Manager* -6,340 p=0.043 -12,470 -210
Job Type: Director*** 51,892 p<0.001 47,943 55,840
Job Type: Disposal Site Operations*** -46,695 p<0.001 -51,674 -41,717
Job Type: Elected Official 10,877 p=0.089 -1,677 23,431
Job Type: Electrician and Plant Proc Cntrl*** -18,480 p<0.001 -23,784 -13,177
Job Type: Engineer - Electrical 3,675 p=0.420 -5,258 12,609
Job Type: Engineer - Other** 14,579 p=0.005 4,303 24,856
Job Type: Env Haz Mat Inspctr* -16,081 p=0.029 -30,549 -1,614
Job Type: Executive*** 104,446 p<0.001 95,771 113,122
Job Type: Executive Assistant*** -17,872 p<0.001 -24,979 -10,765
Job Type: Fire Dispatch*** -21,250 p<0.001 -26,877 -15,623
Job Type: Fire Fighter*** -15,431 p<0.001 -17,402 -13,460
Job Type: Fire Prevention 4,176 p=0.208 -2,325 10,678
Job Type: Fleet Technician*** -30,444 p<0.001 -34,106 -26,783
Job Type: Golf Operations*** -38,707 p<0.001 -47,149 -30,265
Job Type: Information Systems*** -17,245 p<0.001 -21,363 -13,127
Job Type: Land Surveying -4,805 p=0.076 -10,105 494
Job Type: Librarian*** -33,093 p<0.001 -35,775 -30,410
Job Type: Lifeguard*** -14,984 p<0.001 -18,869 -11,099
Job Type: Mayor Representative 10,394 p=0.070 -850 21,638
Job Type: Other Equip Tech*** -30,267 p<0.001 -35,781 -24,752
Job Type: Paralegal*** -18,321 p<0.001 -26,548 -10,094
Job Type: Park Ranger*** -31,698 p<0.001 -37,667 -25,729
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Term

Estimate p-value 95%-Lower 95%-Upper
mype: Parking Enforcement*** -37,335 p<0.001 -42,625 -32,045
Job Type: Parks Grounds Maintenance*** -45,144 p<0.001 -47,454 -42,835
Job Type: Plan Review Spec*** -23,045 p<0.001 -29,869 -16,220
Job Type: Planner*** -8,589 p<0.001 -12,391 -4,787
Job Type: Police Dispatch*** -12,989 p<0.001 -16,221 -9,757
Job Type: Police Officer*** 18,336 p<0.001 16,662 20,010
Job Type: Procurement*** -31,092 p<0.001 -42,333 -19,852
Job Type: Program Coordinator*** 17,917 p<0.001 13,063 22,770
Job Type: Program Manager*** 28,670 p<0.001 24,899 32,441
Job Type: Proj Offcr and Eng Aide*** -20,721 p<0.001 -24,261 -17,182
Job Type: Property Agent*** -34,506 p<0.001 -42,517 -26,496
Job Type: Public Utilities Field Rep*** -47,537 p<0.001 -54,876 -40,197
Job Type: Rec Center Leadership*** -37,024 p<0.001 -40,591 -33,456
Job Type: Refuse Collection*** -33,996 p<0.001 -37,285 -30,706
Job Type: Reservoir Mgmt*** -44,957 p<0.001 -53,181 -36,734
Job Type: Risk Mgmt Claims** -12,916 p=0.001 -20,760 -5,072
Job Type: Safety Rep Ofcr** -23,223 p<0.001 -32,445 -14,000
Job Type: Service Officer*** -35,752 p<0.001 -43,964 -27,540
Job Type: Stock Clerk and Store Operations*** -44,706 p<0.001 -51,408 -38,003
Job Type: Storm Water Inspector* -16,452 p=0.010 -28,998 -3,906
Job Type: Swimming Pool Mgmt*** -33,886 p<0.001 -42,121 -25,652
Job Type: Training*** -19,481 p<0.001 -29,011 -9,952
Job Type: Transportation - Labor*** -42,323 p<0.001 -44,997 -39,650
Job Type: Utilities EQuip Oper*** -46,550 p<0.001 -54,399 -38,702
Job Type: Utilities Tech Other*** -30,550 p<0.001 -35,957 -25,143
Job Type: Utility Plant Tech*** -32,351 p<0.001 -36,825 -27,877
Job Type: Wastewater Plant Operations*** -12,819 p<0.001 -17,789 -7,849
Job Type: Water Plant Operations** -12,039 p=0.001 -19,382 -4,697
Job Type: Water System Tech*** -37,119 p<0.001 -40,014 -34,225
Job Type: Water Utility Worker*** -45,544 p<0.001 -49,523 -41,565
Job Type: Wstwtr Pretrmt Inspctr -3,742 p=0.494 -14,463 6,980
Job Type: Zoning Investigator*** -27,504 p<0.001 -34,439 -20,568

Overtime Utilization

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

For both the gender and racial-and-ethnic pay gaps, the overtime utilization analyses were performed on
the 2019 child-control study population (n = 8482). Additionally, any employee who was ever on long term
disability during 2019 (n = 175) or were not hourly employees (n = 856) were removed from the analysis,
so 7451 employees were ultimately included in this analysis. Given that this was a targeted analysis
resulting from a Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition finding, standard multivariate regression with the following

variables was utilized:

Y Variable

. Estimated Overtime Hours - Overtime hours were estimated for each employee. Their hourly rate
was calculated from their yearly base pay. Their overtime pay was then divided by 1.5 times this
hourly rate to get an estimated number of overtime hours. This methodology better enables an
apples-to-apples comparison of actual overtime worked.

X Variables

*  Approximate City Tenure (years)

. Number of Children - This was either a binary variable: No Children or 1+ Children, or a variable
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*  Gender (Male or Female) or Race/Ethnicity (White or Non-White) - Depends on which pay gap was
being studied.

. Job Type or Job - For Citywide analysis, job type was used. For the analysis within job types, the
employee’s specific job was used.

. Interaction of Group (Gender or Race/Ethnicity) and Number of Children

Table 117 shows the results of the multivariate regression analysis used as the basis for Figure 18. The
base case for each categorical variable are as follows: Gender = ‘Female,” Number of Children Group =
‘No Children,” and Job Type = ‘Police Officer.” The expected values that Figure 18. are displaying are point
estimates and prediction standard errors from this regression for an employee with: average tenure (~13
years) and in the ‘Police Officer’ job type. This job type was used because it is the closest to the City
average yearly overtime hours per employee (Mean Citywide = 237.9 hours, Police Officers = 233.4
hours) while still with a sufficient sample size.

Table 117: Complete Regression Results - Overtime by Gender and Number of Children

Term Estimate p-value 95% Lower 95% Upper
Intercept*** 165.1 p<0.001 143 187
Gender: Male* 21.8 p=0.039 1 43
Approximate City Tenure (Years)*** 1.8 p<0.001 1 2
1 or 2 Children 0.7 p=0.959 -25 27
3 or More Children -24.0 p=0.267 -66 18
Gender: Male x 1 or 2 Children* 39.1 p=0.011 9 69
Gender: Male x 3 or More Children*** 131.5 p<0.001 84 179
Job Type: Other -5.6 p=0.814 -53 41
Job Type: Accounting and Finance*** -185.6 p<0.001 -259 -113
Job Type: Administrative Support*** -156.2 p<0.001 -182 -130
Job Type: Building Trades and Facilities Maint*** -161.1 p<0.001 -211 -111
Job Type: Chemist/Biologist*** -181.2 p<0.001 -230 -132
Job Type: City Atty Invstgtr*** -229.2 p<0.001 -346 -112
Job Type: Cmnty Dev Spec* -187.5 p=0.010 -331 -45
Job Type: Code Compliance Officer -64.8 p=0.174 -158 29
Job Type: Collections** -195.0 p=0.001 -315 -75
Job Type: Communications** -183.6 p=0.006 -313 -54
Job Type: Communications Tech*** -219.1 p<0.001 -319 -120
Job Type: Crime Lab*** -163.2 p<0.001 -256 -71
Job Type: Crime Scene Spec and Print Examiners* -139.8 p=0.019 -257 -23
Job Type: Custodian** -157.8 p=0.007 -272 -44
Job Type: Development Inspector*** -173.0 p<0.001 -251 -95
Job Type: Development Project Manager*** -204.2 p<0.001 -296 -112
Job Type: Disposal Site Operations 32.5 p=0.392 -42 107
Job Type: Electrician and Plant Proc Cntrl -75.8 p=0.056 -154 2
Job Type: Engineer - Civil*** -155.0 p<0.001 -180 -130
Job Type: Engineer - Electrical -19.3 p=0.777 -153 114
Job Type: Engineer - Other -21.5 p=0.784 -175 132
Job Type: Env Haz Mat Inspctr -210.8 p=0.057 -428 6
Job Type: Executive Assistant** -181.2 p=0.006 -312 -51
Job Type: Fire Dispatch*** 317.0 p<0.001 231 403
Job Type: Fire Fighter*** 789.7 p<0.001 766 813
Job Type: Fire Prevention 95.6 p=0.056 -2 194
Job Type: Fleet Technician*** -130.9 p<0.001 -184 -78
Job Type: Golf Operations -90.0 p=0.161 -216 36
Job Type: Information Systems -210.4 p=0.058 -428 7
Job Type: Land Surveying*** -172.4 p<0.001 -250 -95
Job Type: Librarian*** -121.6 p<0.001 -159 -84
Job Type: Lifeguard*** 203.0 p<0.001 147 259
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Term Estimate p-value 95% Lower 95% Upper
mype: Other Equip Tech* 105.6 p=0.011 24 187
Job Type: Paralegal** -171.5 p=0.008 -298 -45
Job Type: Park Ranger** -127.7 p=0.005 -216 -39
Job Type: Parking Enforcement 40.1 p=0.317 -39 119
Job Type: Parks Grounds Maintenance*** -189.1 p<0.001 -219 -159
Job Type: Plan Review Spec** -159.4 p=0.003 -263 -56
Job Type: Planner*** -182.6 p<0.001 -239 -127
Job Type: Police Dispatch*** 79.0 p<0.001 33 125
Job Type: Procurement 10.9 p=0.904 -167 189
Job Type: Proj Offcr and Eng Aide*** -196.3 p<0.001 -247 -145
Job Type: Property Agent -114.2 p=0.068 -237 8
Job Type: Public Utilities Field Rep*** -193.9 p<0.001 -308 -80
Job Type: Rec Center Leadership*** -209.7 p<0.001 -262 -158
Job Type: Refuse Collection* -56.8 p=0.016 -103 -10
Job Type: Reservoir Mgmt* -156.0 p=0.013 -279 -33
Job Type: Risk Mgmt Claims** -164.5 p=0.007 -284 -45
Job Type: Safety Rep Ofcr** -214.0 p=0.003 -357 -71
Job Type: Service Officer* -132.6 p=0.034 -255 -10
Job Type: Stock Clerk and Store Operations -70.4 p=0.166 -170 29
Job Type: Storm Water Inspector -137.9 p=0.151 -326 50
Job Type: Swimming Pool Mgmt*** -211.3 p<0.001 -334 -88
Job Type: Training** -193.8 p=0.008 -336 -51
Job Type: Transportation - Labor** -52.1 p=0.005 -88 -16
Job Type: Utilities Equip Oper*** 249.6 p<0.001 133 367
Job Type: Utilities Tech Other 67.4 p=0.096 -12 147
Job Type: Utility Plant Tech 33.3 p=0.315 -32 98
Job Type: Wastewater Plant Operations -49.0 p=0.191 -123 24
Job Type: Water Plant Operations -51.5 p=0.355 -161 58
Job Type: Water System Tech*** 126.8 p<0.001 86 167
Job Type: Water Utility Worker**x* 149.0 p<0.001 91 207
Job Type: Wstwtr Pretrmt Inspctr* -188.1 p=0.022 -349 -27
Job Type: Zoning Investigator*** -210.0 p<0.001 -315 -105

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Table 118 shows the complete results from Table 16.

Table 118: Complete Regression Results - Differences in Overtime Between Genders by Job Type

Job Type Gender Ovtm Hours Diff

(Yearly)
Fire Fighter* 272 (95% CI: 48-496, p=0.018)
Fire Dispatch* 259 (95% CI: 33-485, p=0.026)
Water Utility Worker* 247 (95% CI: 2-492, p=0.048)
Water System Tech* 199 (95% CI: 6-392, p=0.044)
Lifeguard 138 (95% CI: -66-342, p=0.182)
Fire Prevention 122 (95% CI: -164-408, p=0.387)
Stock Clerk and Store Operations 72 (95% CI: -157-301, p=0.518)
Transportation - Labor 68 (95% CI: -27-164, p=0.159)
Custodian 60 (95% CI: -12-133, p=0.095)
Building Trades and Facilities Maint 55 (95% CI: -76-187, p=0.404)
Police Officer** 55 (95% CI: 22-88, p=0.001)
Plan Review Spec 45 (95% CI: -52-142, p=0.343)
Risk Mgmt Claims 43 (95% CI: -12-97, p=0.115)
Other 40 (95% CI: -1-81, p=0.054)
Engineer - Civil*** 37 (95% CI: 15-59, p<0.001)
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Gender Ovtm Hours Diff

Job Type (Yearly)

Crime Scene Spec and Print Examiners 37 (95% Cl: -38-111, p=0.305)
Chemist/Biologist** 34 (95% CI: 10-58, p=0.005)
Librarian 26 (95% CI: -24-77, p=0.303)
Development Project Manager 23 (95% CI: -13-58, p=0.208)

N
o

Code Compliance Officer (95% CI: -128-168, p=0.782)

Proj Offcr and Eng Aide 9 (95% CI: -36-54, p=0.681)
Cmnty Dev Spec 5 (95% CI: -5-16, p=0.289)
Reservoir Mgmt 3 (95% CI: -68-74, p=0.925)
Administrative Support 3 (95% CI: -15-21, p=0.750)
Accounting and Finance 2 (95% CI: -11-14, p=0.768)
Crime Lab 1 (95% CI: -29-31, p=0.954)
Collections 0 (95% CI: 0-0, NA)

Rec Center Leadership 0 (95% CI: -4-3, p=0.841)
Parks Grounds Maintenance =1 (95% CI: -22-20, p=0.927)
Park Ranger -2 (95% CI: -42-39, p=0.930)
Swimming Pool Mgmt -2 (95% CI: -11-7, p=0.610)
City Atty Invstgtr -4 (95% CI: -11-4, p=0.334)
Refuse Collection -5 (95% CI: -181-171, p=0.957)
Wastewater Plant Operations =7 (95% CI: -123-108, p=0.901)
Communications -10 (95% CI: -73-52, p=0.720)
Parking Enforcement =15 (95% CI: -186-156, p=0.862)
Land Surveying =18 (95% CI: -112-75, p=0.696)
Planner =21 (95% CI: -44-2, p=0.068)
Other Job Tp Over 90pct Male -30 (95% CI: -177-117, p=0.687)
Police Dispatch -80 (95% CI: -205-45, p=0.208)

*p<0.05, ¥*p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Recruitment

We first identified jobs where there were differences between recruiting stages (i.e., total applicants,
qualified applicants, and hired applicants). If there were statistically significant differences at any of these
stages, we looked at the available application questions for that position to see if there were any additional
insights in differences between gender and/or race-and-ethnicity for any individual question.

Differences in Gender Between Recruiting Stages

Clerical Assistant 2

Table 119: Clerical Assistant 2 Recruitment Summary - Gender

Difference Difference

Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants Percent - Applied - Qualified
Women o .
to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants 1163 Women
i 79.6%
n = 1461 298 Men -4.5%
Clerical Assistant 2 Qualified Applicants 465 Women 84.1% p=0.027
n = 553 88 Men ’ -3%
. . =0.411
Hired Applicants 148 Women o P
n =170 22 Men 87.1%

Application Questions
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Table 120: Clerical Assistant 2 Yes/No Application Questions - Gender

Question Recruitment Women Men Estimated
Stage Difference
Have you successfully Total Applicants 21.9% 36.6% -14.7%
completed a formalized n=1619 (282/1286)  (122/333) p<0.001
(classroom) clerical training |~ a4 Applicants 23.4% 39.6% -16.2%
program consisting of a = 606 117/500 42/106 0.001
minimum of 520 hours of n= (117/500) (42/106) p<0.
training in clerical or office Hired Applicants 25.7% 54.5% -28.8%
procedures? n=170 (38/148) (12/22) p=0.006
Total Applicants 21.9% 36.6% -14.7%
_ n = 1619 (282/1286)  (122/333) p<0.001
Do you possess an Associate's
Degree in Business Office Qualified Applicants 23.4% 39.6% -16.2%
Technology or a closely related n = 606 (117/500) (42/106) p<0.001
field?
Hired Applicants 25.7% 54.5% -28.8%
n =170 (38/148) (12/22) p=0.006
Total Applicants 54% 48.9% 5.1%
Do you possess a typing n=1619 (695/1286)  (163/333) p=0.097
certificate with the ability o ¢ ified Applicants ~ 60.6% 53.8% 6.8%
type at a corrected speed of at — 606 303/500 57/106 -0.194
least 30 net WPM on a n= (303/500) (57/108) p=0.
computer keyboard? Hired Applicants 72.3% 72.7% -0.4%
n=170 (107/148) (16/22) p=0.966
Total Applicants 96.3% 95.5% 0.8%
n=1619 (1239/1286)  (318/333) p=0.471
I understand that my typing
certificate must be issued under Qualified Applicants 97% 98.1% -1.1%
International Typing Contest n = 606 (485/500) (104/106) p=0.528
Rules, etc.
Hired Applicants 98.6% 100% -1.4%
n=170 (146/148) (22/22) p=0.583
Total Applicants 21.4% 23.7% -2.3%
. ] n=1619 (275/1286) (79/333) p=0.357
Do you have current/prior City
of San Diego experience in a Qualified Applicants 23.2% 33% -9.8%
classification that meets or n = 606 (116/500) (35/106) p=0.034
exceeds 30 net WPM?
Hired Applicants 21.6% 31.8% -10.2%
n=170 (32/148) (7/22) p=0.289
Are you requesting a waiver of Total Applicants 7.8% 9.3% -1.5%
the written test because you n=1619 (100/1286) (31/333) p=0.360
are currently in or have
previous|y held a C|ty of San Quallfled Applicants 14% 18.9% -4.9%
Diego CLERICAL position as a n = 606 (70/500) (20/106) p=0.200
government/municipal . . 0 0 0
employee equal to or higher Hired Applicants 6.8% 4.5% 2.3%
than a Clerical Assistant 2? n=170 (10/148) (1/22) p=0.694
Total Applicants 99% 99.4% -0.4%
n=1619 (1273/1286)  (331/333) p=0.486
Iatr‘]:‘fggitiargg Egilfg;ﬁtmaet”ttﬁel Qualified Applicants 99.2% 99.1% 0.1%
time of application. n = 606 (496/500) (105/106) p=0.882
Hired Applicants 98% 100% -2%
n=170 (145/148) (22/22) p=0.500
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Table 121: Clerical Assistant 2 Full Time Experience - Gender

How many years of full-time experience do you have
performing clerical duties?

Recruitment 1-2 2-3 3-4 4 -5

< + r
Stage Gender  None 1 year years years years years >+ years
9.2%**  11.2% 58.8%%**
2.9%* 3.8%* 7.6% 6.5%
Total Female (37/1286) (49/1286) (118/1286 (144/1286 (o 1o0cy (ga17g6) 5756/1286
Applicants ) )
n=1619 Male 5.1%%* 6.9%%* 14.1%%*  12.6% 8.4% 7.8% 4504 % x>
(17/333)  (23/333) (47/333) (42/333) (28/333) (26/333) (150/333)
Female 0.4% 0.2% 6.6% 10.6% 7% 4.8% 70.4%
Qualified (2/500)  (1/500)  (33/500) (53/500) (35/500) (24/500) (352/500)
Applicants
n = 606 Male 0.9% 5.7% 12.3% 8.5% 8.5% 64.2%
(1/106)  (6/106)  (13/106) (9/106)  (9/106)  (68/106)
Female 8.1% 11.5% 7.4% 5.4% 67.6%
Hired (12/148)  (17/148) (11/148) (8/148)  (100/148)
Applicants
n =170 Male 13.6% 13.6% 13.6% 9.1% 50%
(3/22) (3/22) (3/22) (2/22) (11/22)
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Table 122: Clerical Assistant 2 Months of Full Time Experience - Gender
How many months of full-time experience do you
have in a position where your PRIMARY job
responsibility is clerical in nature and includes a wide
range of clerical duties?
Recruitment Gender  None <6 6-12 12-18 18-24 24-30 30+
Stage months months months months months months
8.4%%* 66.3%%**
4.3%**  3.1% 5.4% 4.9% 7.6%
Total Female  (ss/1286) (40/1286) (69/1286) (101280 (63/1286) (98/1286) (003120
Applicants )
n= 1619 Male 7.8%**  4.8% 7.5% 13.2%**  6.6% 8.1% 520/ % *
(26/333)  (16/333) (25/333) (44/333) (22/333) (27/333) (173/333)
Female 0.8% 0.2% 3% 7.4% 5.4% 8% 75.2%
Qualified (4/500)  (1/500)  (15/500) (37/500) (27/500) (40/500) (376/500)
Applicants
n = 606 Male 0.9% 2.8% 8.5% 2.8% 11.3% 73.6%
(1/106) (3/106)  (9/106)  (3/106)  (12/106)  (78/106)
Fernale 4.1% 8.1%* 5.4% 7.4% 75%
Hired ema (6/148)  (12/148) (8/148)  (11/148) (111/148)
Applicants
_ 0/, k 0, 0,
n =170 Male 22.7% 18.2% 59.1%

(5/22) (4/22) (13/22)

*p < 0.05, **p <0.01, ** p < 0.001
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Table 123: Clerical Assistant 2 Reference Site - Gender

How did you first hear about this
employment opportunity?

City of San
Diego
Gender Employment

City of San

Recruitment Diego Government

Stage Information Facility/Employe Jobs.com
e
Center
Female 22.9%** 20.8%%* 32.8%
Total (295/1286) (267/1286) (422/1286)
Applicants
n= 1619 Male 31.5%%** 15%%* 34.2%
(105/333) (50/333) (114/333)
- Female 25.6% 24.4%%* 29.8%%*
Qualified (128/500) (122/500) (149/500)
Applicants
n = 606 Male 27.4% 13.2%* 42.5%%*
(29/106) (14/106) (45/106)

' Female 23.6% 28.4% 26.4%**
Hired (35/148) (42/148) (39/148)
Applicants
n=170 Male 22.7% 13.6% 54.5%**

(5/22) (3/22) (12/22)

*p < 0.05, %% p < 0.01, ¥** p < 0.001

Administrative Aide 1

Table 124: Administrative Aide 1 Recruitment Summary - Gender

Difference Difference

. . . Percent - .
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants - Applied - Qualified

Women o .

to Qualified to Hired

Total Applicants 1580 Women
n = 2231 651 Men 70.8% L 5%
lified Appli 1181 W p=0.321
Administrative Aide 1~ Qualified Applicants omen 69.3%
n=1704 523 Men ’ o
-11.4%
. . =0.032
Hired Applicants 71 Women o p
n =288 17 Men 80.7%
Application Questions
Table 125: Administrative Aide 1 College Completion - Gender
. Recruitment Estimated
Question Stage Women Men Difference
Total Applicants 72.6% 87.3% -14.7%
n = 2812 (1486/2046) (669/766) p<0.001
Have you successfully
completed at least 60 Qualified Applicants 80.2% 92.6% -12.4%
semester/90 quarter units of n = 2250 (1299/1619)  (584/631) p<0.001
college-level course work?

Hired Applicants 59.2% 76.5% -17.3%
n =88 (42/71) (13/17) p=0.185
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Table 126: Administrative Aide 1 Full Time Experience - Gender

How many years of full-time clerical
experience do you have in a supervisory

capacity?

i <1 1-2  2- -4 4- +
Recruitment Gender NA None 3 3 5 5
Stage year years years years years years

g
kK Xk
0% 231%™ 250 11%*  12%  8.4%  65% o7
Female 15046y (72720 (153/20 (225/20 (246/20 (171/20 (133/20 440
Total 46) 46) 46) 46) 46) 46) 46)
Applicants
n = 2812 32.6%%** 1404 % 20.6%**
Male * 9% (10;/76 12% 7.2% 4.6% *
(250/76 (69/766) (92/766) (55/766) (35/766) (158/76
6) ®) 6)
b kK
010 2007 75%  10%r 116%  77%  6.3% 337
Female . (122/16 (162/16 (187/16 (125/16 (102/16
B (1/1619) (413/16 ) 19) 19) 19) 19) (507/16
Qualified 19) 19)
Applicants
n = 2250 34.5%** 20.1%**
Male * 8.2% 13.9%** 11.3%  7.1% 4.8% *
(218/63 (52/631) (88/631) (71/631) (45/631) (30/631) (127/63
1) 1)
Femnale 18.3%  5.6% 14.1% 14.1% 5.6% 7% 35.2%
Hired (13/71) (4/71)  (10/71) (10/71) (4/71)  (5/71)  (25/71)
Applicants
n =88 Male 5.9% 5.9% 23.5% 11.8% 17.6%  5.9% 29.4%
(1/17)  (1/17)  (4/17)  (2/17)  (3/17) (1/17)  (5/17)

*p < 0.05, ¥* p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Table 127: Administrative Aide 1 Time in Subprofessional Experience - Gender

How many months/years of full-time subprofessional
experience do you have performing administrative,
budgetary, personnel, or related work or studies?

Recruitment <6 6mo.- 1-2 2-3 3-4 4 -5 5+
Gender None
Stage months 1 year vyears years years years years
0/, kX
170%™ 3 sopxx  4.5%  9.5%  12.3%  10%*  6.5% 0%
Female (72/204 (92/204 (195/20 (252/20 (204/20 (134/20
Total (330720 ¢) 6) 46) 46) 46) 46) (7a6/20
Applicants ) )
n = 2812 0/, k% % 0 0/, k%
Male (2270/;/76 6.1%** 6.1%  11.5% (113('3//;6 7.2%*  5.6% (237A6)/76
&) (47/766) (47/766) (88/766) 6) (55/766) (43/766) 6)
£33 0/, kX
17.2% 3 405 4%*  88%  12.1% 10.3% 6.5%  o//7°
Female (279/16 25)5/161 g<;4/161 (12;4;2/16 (1199)6/16 (12;6;6/16 (119c))6/16 (610/16
Qualified 19) 19)
Applicants
n = 2250 28.2%** 21.9%%**
Male * 4.9% 6.2%* 11.4% 13.6% 7.9% 5.9% *
(178/63 (31/631) (39/631) (72/631) (86/631) (50/631) (37/631) (138/63
1) 1)
Female  9:9% 4.2% 2.8% 14.1%  15.5%  8.5% 2.8% 42.3%
Hired (7/71)  (3/71)  (2/71)  (10/71) (11/71) (6/71)  (2/71)  (30/71)
Applicants
n =88 Male 17.6% 11.8%  17.6%  23.5% 29.4%
(3/17) (2/17)  (3/17)  (4/17) (5/17)
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How many months/years of full-time subprofessional
experience do you have performing administrative,
budgetary, personnel, or related work or studies?

Recruitment <6 6mo.- 1-2 2-3 3-4 4 -5 5+
Gender None
Stage months 1 year vyears years years years years

*p < 0.05, ¥* p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Table 128: Administrative Aide 1 Reference Site - Gender

How did you first hear about this
employment opportunity?

City of San
Diego
Gender Employment

City of San

Recruitment Diego Government

Stage Information Facility/Employe Jobs.com
e
Center
Fernale 30.5% 16.5%** 28.6%***
Total (624/2046) (338/2046) (585/2046)
Applicants
n = 2812 Male 26.8% 12.4%** 38.3%***
(205/766) (95/766) (293/766)
B Female 31.5%%* 16.7%%* 29.2%***
Qualified (510/1619) (271/1619) (472/1619)
Applicants
n = 2250 Male 27.1%* 13.3%%* 39.3%***
(171/631) (84/631) (248/631)
Female 43.7% 26.8% 14.1%
Hired (31/71) (19/71) (10/71)
Applicants
n =88 Male 52.9% 17.6% 17.6%
(9/17) (3/17) (3/17)

*p < 0.05, ¥* p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Assistant Engineer - Civil
There were no significant differences in gender for Assistant Engineer - Civil.

Table 129: Assistant Engineer - Civil Recruitment Summary - Gender

Difference Difference

i ; . Percent - .
Job Title Recruitment Stage  Applicants - Applied - Qualified
Women . .
to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants 183 Women
_ 26.4%
n =693 510 Men 0.2%
Assistant Engineer - Qualified Applicants 106 Women p>0.999
ivi — 26.2%
Civil n = 404 298 Men o
1.2%
Hired Applicants 20 Women 259 p=0.927
n =80 60 Men °

Junior Engineer - Civil

There were no significant differences in gender for Assistant Engineer - Civil.
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Table 130: Junior Engineer - Civil Recruitment Summary - Gender

Difference Difference

. . . Percen - .
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants ercent - Applied - Qualified
Women . )
to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants 227 Women
_ 26.3%
n =862 635 Men -0.7%
. Caar - i€ . p=0.790
Junior Engineer Qualified Applicants 205 Women
L 27%
Civil n =758 553 Men -7.29
. (o]
Hired Applicants 39 Women 34.20 p=0.140
n=114 75 Men il
Fire Recruit

There were no significant differences in gender for Fire Recruits.

Table 131: Fire Recruit Recruitment Summary - Gender

Difference Difference

. . . Percen - .
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants ercent - Applied - Qualified
Women . .
to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants 356 Women 6.6%
n = 5410 5054 Men 070 -0.2%
- . p=0.806
Fire Recruit Quahﬂec_j Applicants 169 Women 6.8%
n = 2501 2332 Men 1.7
. (o]
Hired Applicants 16 Women 8.4% p=0.468
n =190 174 Men e

Fire Fighter 1
There were no significant differences in gender for Fire Fighter 1.

Table 132: Fire Fighter 1 Recruitment Summary - Gender

Difference Difference

. . . Percen - o
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants V\(Iaoﬁferf - Applied - Qualified
to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants 32 Women 6.9%
n = 466 434 Men 7o -0.2%
Fire Fighter 1 Qualified Applicants 16 Women 70 p>0.999
9 n =227 211 Men ° 2 7%
Hired Applicants 8 Women 4.49 p=0.349
n =183 175 Men e

Police Recruit

Table 133: Police Recruit Recruitment Summary - Gender

Difference Difference

Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants Percent - Applied - Qualified
Women o .
to Qualified to Hired
Police Officer (Recruit Total Applicants 1447 Women 20% 10.2%
Level) n = 7224 5777 Men ° p<0.001
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Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants - Applied - Qualified
Women . .
to Qualified to Hired
Qualified Applicants 120 Women 9.8%
n = 1225 1105 Men oo -8
0
) ) =0.002
Hired Applicants 31 Women P
n =174 143 Men 17.8%

Application Questions

Table 134: Police Recruit Education Requirement - Gender

Specify which option you are using to
meet the education requirement.

Earned Completed

Recruitment ) Passed None of
Gender College High
Stage GED the above
Degree School
Female 33.7%***  60.1%***  5.1% 1%
Total (556/1651) (993/1651) (85/1651)  (17/1651)
Applicants
n = 8355 Male 28.9%***  65.3%**¥*  4.4% 1.3%
(1939/6704) (4381/6704) (298/6704) (86/6704)
Female 550%** 44.2%* 0.8%
Qualified (66/120) (53/120) (1/120)
Applicants
n=1229 Male 41.8%** 53.7%% 4.1% 0.3%
(464/1109) (596/1109) (46/1109) (3/1109)
61.3% 35.5% 3.2%
Hired Female (19/31) (11/31) (1/31)
Applicants
n=175 Male 44.4% 52.1% 3.5%
(64/144) (75/144) (5/144)

*p < 0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p < 0.001
Table 135: Police Recruit Reference Site - Gender

How did you first hear about this

employment opportunity?

City of San
Recruitment Diego Government
Stage Gender Facility/Employe Jobs.com Other
e
Fernale 11.7% 33.4% 25.2%
Total (193/1651) (552/1651) (416/1651)
Applicants
n = 8355 Male 10.9% 32.7% 26.2%
(734/6704) (2193/6704) (1755/6704)
Female 20% 20.8% 35.8%
Qualified (24/120) (25/120) (43/120)
Applicants
n=1229 Male 18.9% 26.7% 30.5%
(210/1109) (296/1109) (338/1109)
25.8% 22.6% 32.3%
Hired Female g 3y (7/31) (10/31)
Applicants
n=175 Male 27.1% 23.6% 29.2%
(39/144) (34/144) (42/144)
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Police Officer 1

Table 136: Police Officer 1 Recruitment Summary - Gender

Difference Difference

. . . Percen - o
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants ercent - Applied - Qualified
Women . .
to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants 488 Women 19.1%
n = 2558 2070 Men 3.8%
Police Officer 1 Qualified Applicants 81 Women 15 3% p=0.045
n =531 450 Men 270 -5.29
. (o]
Hired Applicants 76 Women 20.5% p=0.051
n =371 295 Men 270

Application Questions

Table 137: Police Officer 1 Education Requirement - Gender

Specify which option you are using to
meet the education requirement.

Recruitment Earned Cgmpleted Passed None of
Gender College High
Stage GED the above
Degree School
Female 40.7%*** 52 40p%** 3 30p% 3.5%
Total (209/513)  (269/513)  (17/513) (18/513)
Applicants
n = 2695 Male 29.5%%**  G30p¥** 5.5%%* 2.1%
(643/2182) (1374/2182) (119/2182) (46/2182)
Female 62.7%***  34.9%**¥* 249
Qualified (52/83) (29/83) (2/83)
Applicants
n =535 Male 37.2%%***  59.7%%*** 299 0.2%
(168/452)  (270/452)  (13/452) (1/452)
65.4%***  34,6%***
Hired Female (51/78) (27/78)
Applicants
n =374 Male 39.5%%**  58.40%*** 20,

(117/296)  (173/296)  (6/296)

*p < 0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p < 0.001

Table 138: Police Officer 1 CA POST Certification - Gender

Specify which option you are using to meet the minimum
requirement for California Commission on Peace Officer
Standards and Training (POST) certification.

Basic Employmen
. P.O.S.T. Enrolled at Graduated t as paid
Recruitment - . ; None of the
Stage Gender Certificate  Police Police sworn above
within past Academy Academy Peace
year Officer
Fernale 1.8% 31.2% 5.1%%** 3.5%%** 58.50%***
Total (9/513) (160/513) (26/513) (18/513) (300/513)
Applicants
n = 2695 Male 3.4% 31.2% 10.5%*** 12.19%%%* 42.8%***
(74/2182) (680/2182) (230/2182) (265/2182) (933/2182)
1.2% 89.20/p*** 6%%* 3.6%*
Female (1/83) (74/83) (5/83) (3/83)
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SD)

Specify which option you are using to meet the minimum
requirement for California Commission on Peace Officer
Standards and Training (POST) certification.

Basic Employmen
. P.O.S.T. Enrolled at Graduated t as paid
Recruitment i i l None of the
Stage Gender Cgrt! icate  Police Police sworn above
within past Academy Academy Peace
year Officer
Eual'iigae:ts Male 4% 70.4%%%% 14,20 10.8%%** 0.7%%*
P s (18/452) (318/452)  (64/452) (49/452) (3/452)
Fernale 91% 5.1% 3.8%%*
Hired (71/78) (4/78) (3/78)
Applicants
n =374 Male 1% 87.5% 9.5% 1.7% 0.3%**
(3/296) (259/296) (28/296) (5/296) (1/296)

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Table 139: Police Officer 1 Reference Site - Gender

How did you first hear about this
employment opportunity?

City of San
Recruitment Diego Government
Stage Gender Facility/Employe Jobs.com Other
e
Female 18.1% 28.7% 24%
Total (93/513) (147/513) (123/513)
Applicants
n = 2695 Male 19.5% 28.8% 26.5%
(425/2182) (628/2182) (579/2182)
Fernale 32.5% 20.5% 30.1%
Qualified (27/83) (17/83) (25/83)
Applicants
n =535 Male 32.7% 23.9% 27.7%
(148/452) (108/452) (125/452)
34.6% 20.5% 30.8%
Hired Female —(57/78) (16/78) (24/78)
Applicants
n =374 Male 38.2% 17.2% 29.7%
(113/296) (51/296) (88/296)

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Police Officer 2

Table 140: Police Officer 2 Recruitment Summary - Gender

Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants - Applied - Qualified
Women . )
to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants 94 Women
16.8%
n = 558 464 Men 10%
- . p=0.042
Police Officer 2 Quallfled_Appllcants 5 Women 6.8%
n=73 68 Men 5 =0
2.2%
. . p>0.999
Hired Applicants 1 Women 9.1%
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Application Questions

Table 141: Police Officer 2 High School Education Requirement - Gender

Specify which one of the following
options you are using to meet the high
school education requirement.

Passed
Recruitment High Passed Cgmpleted None of
Stage Gender School GED High the above
Proficiency School
Exam
Female 3% 8% 81% 8%
Total (3/100) (8/100) (81/100) (8/100)
Applicants
n = 590 Male 1.8% 6.5% 81.2% 10.4%
(9/490) (32/490) (398/490) (51/490)
100%
Qualified Female (5/5)
Applicants
n=73 98.5% 1.5%
Male (67/68) (1/68)
Femal 100%
Hired emale (1/1)
Applicants
n=11 100%
Male (10/10)

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Table 142: Police Officer 2 College Education Requirement - Gender

Specify which one of the following
options you are using to meet the
minimum college level education
requirement.

Recruitment College M|n|r_num None of Quallf_ymg
Gender required experienc
Stage degree - the above
units
Female 57%** 22% 14% 7%*
Total (57/100) (22/100) (14/100) (7/100)
Applicants
n = 590 Male 40.8%** 28.8% 14.3% 16.1%%
(200/490) (141/490) (70/490) (79/490)
100%*
Qualified Female (5/5)
Applicants
n=73 Male 50%* 38.2% 5.9% 5.9%
(34/68) (26/68) (4/68) (4/68)
100%
Hired Female (1/1)
Applicants
n=11 Male 40% 40% 10% 10%
(4/10) (4/10) (1/10) (1/10)

*p < 0.05 **p<0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table 143: Police Officer 2 CA POST Certification - Gender

Specify which option you are using to
meet the minimum requirement for
California Commission on Peace Officer
Standards and Training (POST)
certification.

Basic
. P.O.S.T. Graduated
Recruitment - . . None of
Stage Gender Certificate Police Waiver the above
within Academy
past year
Female 5%%* 11% 10% 74%
Total (5/100) (11/100) (10/100) (74/100)
Applicants
n = 590 Male 12.2%* 8.2% 8.2% 71.4%
(60/490) (40/490) (40/490) (350/490)
Female 20% 80%
Qualified (1/5) (4/5)
Applicants
n=73 Male 17.6% 14.7% 7.4% 60.3%
(12/68) (10/68) (5/68) (41/68)
F | 100%%*
Hired emale (1/1)
Applicants
n=11 Male 40% 10%* 10% 40%
(4/10) (1/10) (1/10) (4/10)

*p < 0.05, %% p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Table 144: Police Officer 2 Full Time Experience Yes/No - Gender

Question Recruitment Women Men Estimated
Stage Difference
Do you have full-time paid Total Applicants 44% 60.2% -16.2%
experience as a sworn officer n = 590 (44/100) (295/490) p=0.003
with a city police, county
sheriff, state or federal law Qualified Applicants 100% 100% 0%
enforcement agency performing n=73 (5/5) (68/68)
correction duties, patrol
functions, or traffic enforcement  Hired Applicants 100% 100% 0%
within the past year? n=11 (1/1) (10/10)

Table 145: Police Officer 2 Years of Experience - Gender

Specify the number of years of full-time paid
experience you have obtained as a sworn peace
officer with a city police, county sheriff, state or
federal law enforcement agency performing
correction duties, patrol functions, or traffic
enforcement. Do NOT count time spent in a training
environment as part of a law enforcement academy.

Recruitment <1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4 -5 5+
Gender None

Stage year years years years years years
Female 52%*** 4%, 2% 7% 9% 3% 23%

(52/100) (4/100) (2/100) (7/100) (9/100) (3/100) (23/100)
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Specify the number of years of full-time paid
experience you have obtained as a sworn peace
officer with a city police, county sheriff, state or
federal law enforcement agency performing
correction duties, patrol functions, or traffic
enforcement. Do NOT count time spent in a training
environment as part of a law enforcement academy.

Recruitment <1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4 -5 5+
Gender None
Stage year years years years years years
33.1%%** .
;“ﬁ:cants Male * 1.6%  4.9%  12.9% 9.4%  5.7% (312;; //39
np_p 550 (162/49  (8/490) (24/490) (63/490) (46/490) (28/490)
- 0
Female 20% 80%
Qualified (1/5) (4/5)
Applicants
n=73 Male 32.4%  19.1%  11.8%  36.8%
(22/68) (13/68) (8/68)  (25/68)
100%
Hired Female (1/1)
Applicants
n=11 Male 60% 10% 10% 20%

(6/10)  (1/10)  (1/10)  (2/10)

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ¥** p < 0.001

Police Officer 3
There were no significant differences in gender for Police Officer 3.

Table 146: Police Officer 3 Recruitment Summary - Gender

Difference Difference

. . . Percent - .
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants Women - Applied - Qualified
to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants 4 Women 9.5
n=42 38 Men = -4.8%
Police Officer 3 Qualified Applicants 2 Women 14.3% p>0.999
n=14 12 Men ' 520,
Hired Applicants 1 Women 9.1% p>0.999
n=11 10 Men 7o

Police Detective
There were no significant differences in gender for Police Detective.

Table 147: Police Detective Recruitment Summary - Gender

Difference Difference

. . . Percent - s
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants erce - Applied - Qualified
Women o .
to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants 69 Women
n =318 249 Men 21.7% 0.4%
Police Detective >b 999
Qualified Applicants 39 Women 21.3% p>0. -0.5%
n =183 144 Men =7 p>0.999
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Difference Difference

Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants \I;Veorfrfgrf - Applied - Qualified
to Qualified to Hired
Hired Applicants 24 Women
n=110 86 Men 21.8%

Police Sergeant
There were no significant difference in gender for Police Sergeant.

Table 148: Police Sergeant Recruitment Summary - Gender

Difference Difference

. . . Percent : e
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants - Applied - Qualified
Women . )
to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants 49 Women
11.6%
n =422 373 Men 2.39%
. . =0.481
. Qualified Applicants 18 Women P
Police Sergeant n =193 175 Men 9.3% .
-1.9%
. . =0.748
Hired Applicants 12 Women P
n = 107 95 Men 11.2%
Application Questions
Table 149: Police Sergeant Completed College Units - Gender
. Recruitment Estimated
Question Stage Women Men Difference
Total Applicants 86% 82.9% 3.1%
Have you successfully n = 484 (49/57) (354/427) p=0.561
completed at least 60
semester/90 quarter units of Qualified Applicants 89.5% 85.5% 4%
college-level course work from n = 205 (17/19) (159/186) p=0.635
a P.O.S.T. approved or . )
accredited college/university? Hired Applicants 83.3% 85.3% -2%
n = 107 (10/12) (81/95) p=0.860

Table 150: Police Sergeant Reference Site - Gender

How did you first hear about
this employment opportunity?

City of San
Recruitment Diego Notified by
Gender = X !
Stage Facility/Employe Mail/Email
e
Female 42.1% 29.8%
Total (24/57) (17/57)
Applicants
n = 484 Male 39.8% 26.7%
(170/427) (114/427)
57.9% 26.3%
Qualified Female  11/109) (5/19)
Applicants
n = 205 Male 35.5% 33.3%
(66/186) (62/186)
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How did you first hear about
this employment opportunity?

City of San
Recruitment Gender Diego Notified by
Stage Facility/Employe Mail/Email
e
Female 58.3% 33.3%
Hired (7/12) (4/12)
Applicants
n =107 Male 40% 28.4%
(38/95) (27/95)

*p <0.05 **p<0.01, ***p < 0.001

Differences in Race-and-Ethnicity Between Recruiting Stages

Clerical Assistant 2

Table 151: Clerical Assistant 2 Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity

Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
. 1153 People of
T°t‘;' £p1p4"3°§”ts Color 80.1%
286 Whites -1.6%
=0.460
- . 447 People of P
Clerical Assistant 2 Quallfled_Aplecants Color 81.7%
n = 547 )
100 Whites o
0%
0.999
. . 139 People of p>
Hired Applicants Color 81.8%

n=170 31 Whites

Application Questions

Table 152: Clerical Assistant 2 Yes/No Application Questions - Race/Ethnicity

Question Recruitment People of Whites Estimated
Stage Color Difference
Have you successfully Total Applicants 23% 31.9% -8.9%
completed a formalized n = 1596 (294/1279)  (101/317) p=0.001
(classroom) clerical training ) - 6o q Applicants 23.8% 35.4% -11.6%
program consisting of a = 600 116/487 40/113 =0.011
minimum of 520 hours of n= (116/ ) (40/ ) p=0.
training in clerical or office Hired Applicants 28.8% 32.3% -3.5%
procedures? n=170 (40/139) (10/31) p=0.701
Total Applicants 23% 31.9% -8.9%
] n = 1596 (294/1279) (101/317) p=0.001
Do you possess an Associate's
Degree in Business Office Qualified Applicants 23.8% 35.4% -11.6%
Technology or a closely related n = 600 (116/487) (40/113) p=0.011
field?
Hired Applicants 28.8% 32.3% -3.5%
n=170 (40/139) (10/31) p=0.701
Do you possess a typing Total Applicants 53.2% 51.7% 1.5%
certificate with the ability to n = 1596 (681/1279)  (164/317) p=0.630

Page 136




SD) 2020 Pay Equity Study | Appendix
. Recruitment People of . Estimated
Question Stage Color Whites Difference
type at a corrected speed of at  yalified Applicants 58.7% 62.8% -4.1%
least 30 net WPM on a n = 600 (286/487) (71/113) p=0.423
computer keyboard?
Hired Applicants 72.7% 71% 1.7%
n=170 (101/139) (22/31) p=0.849
Total Applicants 95.9% 97.2% -1.3%
) n = 1596 (1227/1279) (308/317) p=0.308
I understand that my typing
certificate must be issued under Qualified Applicants 96.9% 98.2% -1.3%
International Typing Contest n = 600 (472/487) (111/113) p=0.450
Rules, etc.
Hired Applicants 98.6% 100% -1.4%
n=170 (137/139) (31/31) p=0.502
Total Applicants 21.9% 22.1% -0.2%
n = 1596 (280/1279) (70/317) p=0.942
Do you have current/prior City
of San Diego experience in a Qualified Applicants 24.2% 28.3% -4.1%
classification that meets or n = 600 (118/487) (32/113) p=0.366
exceeds 30 net WPM?
Hired Applicants 23% 22.6% 0.4%
n=170 (32/139) (7/31) p=0.958
Are you requesting a waiver of Total Applicants 8% 8.8% -0.8%
the written test because you n = 1596 (102/1279) (28/317) p=0.617
are currently in or have
previously held a City of San Qualified Applicants 14.6% 16.8% -2.2%
Diego CLERICAL position as a n = 600 (71/487) (19/113) p=0.549
government/municipal . .
employee equal to or higher Hired Applicants 6.5% 6.5% 0%
than a Clerical Assistant 2? n=170 (9/139) (2/31) p=0.996
Total Applicants 99.1% 99.1% 0%
n = 1596 (1267/1279)  (314/317) p=0.989
Ia‘;:f:;itiargg Egifﬁ;ﬁ:ﬁ”ﬁ; Qualified Applicants 99% 100% 1%
time of application. n = 600 (482/487) (113/113) p=0.279
Hired Applicants 97.8% 100% -2.2%
n=170 (136/139) (31/31) p=0.409

Table 153: Clerical Assistant 2 Full Time Experience - Race/Ethnicity

How many years of full-time experience do
you have performing clerical duties?

Recruitment L. <1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4 -5 5+
Ethnicity None
Stage year years years years years years
3.4% 4.6% 10.3% 12% 8.2% 6.9% 54.5%%
Non-White (44/127 (59/127 (132/12 (154/12 (105/12 (88/127 (697/12
Total 9) 9) 79) 79) 79) 9) 79)
Applicants ox
n =159 White 32%  3.8%  9.8%  88%  63%  6.3% (6119'2 //.%1
(10/317) (12/317) (31/317) (28/317) (20/317) (20/317) o,
Nonwhite 0:2%  0.2% 6% 11.5%  6.8%  4.5% (7304§7ZS
Qualified (1/487)  (1/487) (29/487) (56/487) (33/487) (22/487)
Applicants
n =600 White 09%  09%  88%  88%  88%  88%  62.8%
(1/113) (1/113) (10/113) (10/113) (10/113) (10/113) (71/113)
. 8.6% 11.5%  7.9%  4.3% 67.6%
Non-White (12/139) (16/139) (11/139) (6/139) (94/139)
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How many years of full-time experience do
you have performing clerical duties?

Recruitment Ethnicity None <1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5 5+
Stage Y year  years years years years years
Hired Whit 9.7%  12.9%  9.7%  12.9%  54.8%
N e (3/31)  (4/31) (3/31) (4/31) (17/31)

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Table 154: Clerical Assistant 2 Months of Full Time Experience - Race/Ethnicity

How many months of full-time experience do you
have in a position where your PRIMARY job
responsibility is clerical in nature and includes a wide
range of clerical duties?

Recruitment Ethnicity None <6 6-12 12-18 18-24 24-30 30+
Stage Y months months months months months months
9.1% 8.1% 62.7%
. 5.2% 3.8% 5.6% 5.5%
Total Non-White (66/1279) (48/1279) (72/1279) (117/1279 (70/1279) (104/1279 (802/1279
Applicants ) ) )
n = 1596 White 4.7% 2.2% 6.6% 10.1% 4.4% 6.3% 65.6%
(15/317)  (7/317) (21/317)  (32/317) (14/317) (20/317) (208/317)
Non-White 0:6% 0.2% 2.3%% 6.2%%** 5.3% 8.8% 76.6%
Qualified (3/487) (1/487) (11/487) (30/487) (26/487) (43/487) (373/487)
Applicants
n = 600 White 1.8% 6.2%* 13.3%**  3.5% 7.1% 68.1%
(2/113) (7/113) (15/113)  (4/113) (8/113) (77/113)
) 2.2%%* 7.9% 5% 9.4% 75.5%
Hired Non-White (3/139)  (11/139) (7/139)  (13/139) (105/139)
Applicants
n=170 White 9.7%* 19.4% 3.2% 6.5% 61.3%
(3/31) (6/31) (1/31) (2/31) (19/31)

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Table 155: Clerical Assistant 2 Reference Site - Race/Ethnicity

How did you first hear about this
employment opportunity?

C'.ty of San City of San
. Diego .
Recruitment . Diego Government
Stage Ethnicity Employment Facility/Employe Jobs.com
Information )
e
Center
Non-White 23:8% 20.7%%* 32.1%
Total (317/1279) (265/1279) (410/1279)
Applicants
n = 1596 White 24.9% 14.8%* 36.3%
(79/317) (47/317) (115/317)
Non-White 26:3% 22.8% 32.4%
Qualified (128/487) (111/487) (158/487)
Applicants
n = 600 White 23% 20.4% 31%
(26/113) (23/113) (35/113)
L 24.5% 23%%* 33.1%
Non-White " 3,/139) (32/139) (46/139)
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How did you first hear about this
employment opportunity?

glitey gf San City of San
Recruitment Ethnicit Emglo ment Diego Government
Stage Y ploym Facility/Employe Jobs.com
Information
e
Center
Hired
X : 19.4% 41.9%* 16.1%
:\pf“lcj‘gts White (6/31) (13/31) (5/31)

*p < 0.05, %% p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Administrative Aide 1

Table 156: Administrative Aide 1 Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity

Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
. 1642 People of
T°t";' i\pzpz"(‘;?”ts Color 74.4%
565 Whites 0.2%
=0.918
o . 1254 People of P
Administrative Aide 1 Qualified Applicants | 74.2%
n = 1630 436 Whites
-3.1%
=0.604
) . 68 People of P
ired Appicants  Color 77.3%
- 20 Whites

Application Questions

Table 157: Administrative Aide 1 College Completion - Race/Ethnicity

Question Recruitment People of Whites Estimated
Stage Color Difference
Total Applicants 75.1% 80.6% -5.5%
n = 2788 (1572/2093) (560/695) p=0.003
Have you successfully
completed at least 60 Qualified Applicants 83.2% 84.7% -1.5%
semester/90 quarter units of n = 2236 (1397/1679)  (472/557) p=0.351
college-level course work?
Hired Applicants 64.7% 55% 9.7%
n =88 (44/68) (11/20) p=0.431

Table 158: Administrative Aide 1 Full Time Experience - Race/Ethnicity

How many years of full-time clerical
experience do you have in a supervisory

capacity?
Recruitment Ethnicity None <1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4 -5 5+ NA
Stage year years years years years years
Total 26.1% 7.3% 11.7% 12% 8.5% 5.8% 28.7%
Applicants Non-White (547/20 (152/20 (244/20 (251/20 (178/20 (121/20 (600/20
n = 2788 93) 93) 93) 93) 93) 93) 93)
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How many years of full-time clerical
experience do you have in a supervisory

capacity?
i .. < - - - -
Recruitment Ethnicity None 1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4 -5 5+ NA
Stage year  years years years years years
0, )
White (2146/;/69 9.4%  12.4% 12.1% 6.5%  6.8% 556%/%9 0.1%
5 (65/695) (86/695) (84/695) (45/695) (47/695) L) (1/695)
28.4% 7% 11.4% 11.5% 8% 5.7%  28%
Non-White (476/16 (118/16 (192/16 (193/16 (135/16 (95/167 (470/16
Qualified 79) 79) 79) 79) 79) 9) 79)
Applicants
—_ 0, 0,
n = 2236 White (217511//25 9.2%  10.2% 11.5% 59%  6.6% 5196'2//055 0.2%
o (51/557) (57/557) (64/557) (33/557) (37/557) 4 (1/557)
NomWhite 16:2%  5.9%  162%  11.8% 8.8%  59%  35.3%
Hired (11/68) (4/68) (11/68) (8/68) (6/68) (4/68)  (24/68)
Applicants
n =88 15% 5% 15% 20% 5% 10% 30%

White (3/20)  (1/20)  (3/20)  (4/20)  (1/20)  (2/20)  (6/20)

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Table 159: Administrative Aide 1 Time in Subprofessional Experience - Race/Ethnicity

How many months/years of full-time subprofessional
experience do you have performing administrative,
budgetary, personnel, or related work or studies?

Recruitment Ethnicity None <6 6mo.- 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5 5+

Stage months 1 year years vyears years years years
20.8%* 4.2% 4.8% 10% 12% 9.3% 6.3% 32.6%
Non-White (435/20 (87/209 (101/20 (210/20 (252/20 (195/20 (131/20 (682/20
Total 93) 3) 93) 93) 93) 93) 93) 93)
Applicants
— 0/, Xk o,
n=2788 White (1161'§ //gg 43%  52%  9.8%  14.1% 9.1%  6.5% (3;3'; //29
5) (30/695) (36/695) (68/695) (98/695) (63/695) (45/695) 5)
21.2%* 3.6% 4.4% 9.6% 12.1% 9.6% 6.3% 33.2%
Non-White (356/16 (61/167 (74/167 (161/16 (203/16 (162/16 (105/16 (557/16
Qualified 79) 9) 9) 79) 79) 79) 79) 79)
Applicants
— o,
n = 2236 White 17.2%* 45% 5% 92%  13.6% 9.5%  6.8% (313532//055
(96/557) (25/557) (28/557) (51/557) (76/557) (53/557) (38/557) 3
Non-White 8.8% 4.4% 1.5% 14.7% 16.2% 11.8% 2.9% 39.7%
Hired (6/68) (3/68) (1/68) (10/68) (11/68) (8/68) (2/68) (27/68)
Applicants
n =88 White 20% 5% 10% 15% 10% 40%

(4/20) (1/20)  (2/20)  (3/20)  (2/20) (8/20)

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table 160: Administrative Aide 1 Reference Site - Race/Ethnicity

How did you first hear about this
employment opportunity?

C{ty of San City of San
. Diego .

Recruitment L Diego Government
Stage Ethnicity Employment Facility/Employe Jobs.com
9 Information Y ploy '

e
Center
Non-White 30:7%* 15.6% 30.7%
Total (643/2093) (326/2093) (642/2093)
Applicants
n=2788 White 26.6%* 14.8% 32.2%
(185/695) (103/695) (224/695)
L 31.3% 15.5% 31.6%
Qualified Non-White — 555/1679) (261/1679) (530/1679)
Applicants
n= 2236 White 27.8% 16.3% 32.9%
(155/557) (91/557) (183/557)
L 42.6% 20.6% 17.6%
Hired Non-White 59,64 (14/68) (12/68)
Applicants
n =88 . 55% 40% 5%
White (11/20) (8/20) (1/20)

*p < 0.05, %% p < 0.01, ¥** p < 0.001

Assistant Engineer - Civil
There were no significant differences in race or ethnicity for Assistant Engineer - Civil.

Table 161: Assistant Engineer - Civil Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity

Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
. 392 People of
Total A_ppllcants Color 57.50
n =682 290 Whit
ites 3.8%
p=0.244
Assistant Engineer - Qualified Applicants 214 People of
- _ Color 53.6%
Civil n = 399 185 Whit
Ites -6.4%
=0.357
. . 48 People of p
H|rednA_p;23I|0cants Color 60%
- 32 Whites

Junior Engineer - Civil
There were no significant differences in race-or-ethnicity for Assistant Engineer - Civil.

Table 162: Junior Engineer - Civil Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity

Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
. . . 496 People of
Junior Engineer - Total Applicants -0.4%
Civil n = 845 Color >8.7% p=0.916

349 Whites
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Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
Qualified Applicants éi?ofeople of 59.1%
n =743 ) '
304 Whites -1.4%
p=0.850
Hired Applicants gglzfome of 60.5%
n=114 45 Whites
Fire Recruit
There were no significant differences in race-or-ethnicity for Fire Recruits.
Table 163: Fire Recruit Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity
Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants égiﬁ_ People of 49.5%
n = 5349 : '
2701 Whites 0.6%
=0.655
o . 1215 People of P
Fire Recruit Qualified Applicants  color 48.9%
1268 Whites 4.2%
p=0.298
Hired Applicants gglgfome of 44.7%
n =130 105 Whites
Fire Fighter 1
There were no significant differences in race-or-ethnicity for Fire Fighter 1.
Table 164: Fire Fighter 1 - Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity
Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
Total Applicants éiﬁorpeopb of 46.7%
= 458 : '
n 244 Whites 6.6%
=0.118
. . 91 People of P
Fire Fighter 1 Q“a"f'r?‘iAzpzp;'cants Color 40.1%
136 Whites 1.8%
p=0.782
Hired Applicants Zglzfome of 38.3%
n =183 113 Whites

Page 142




2020 Pay Equity Study | Appendix

SD)

Police Recruit

Table 165: Police Recruit Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity

Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
. 4668 People of
Total Applicants  Cyjor 65.2%
2486 Whites 8.9%
p<0.001
Police Officer (Recruit Qualified Applicants 687 People of
~ Color 56.3%
Level) n=1220 533 Whit
Ites 6.3%
p=0.137
Hired Applicants 87|Peop|e of o
n=174 Coor. 50%
87 Whites

Application Questions

Table 166: Police Recruit Education Requirement - Race/Ethnicity

Specify which option you are using to
meet the education requirement.

Recruitment - Earned Cgmpleted Passed None of
Ethnicity  College High
Stage GED the above
Degree School
Non-White  20-4%***  67.6%***  4.7% 1.3%
Total (1453/5497) (3715/5497) (257/5497) (72/5497)
Applicants
n = 8282 White 36.4%*** 58 20p%**  4.3% 1.1%
(1014/2785) (1620/2785) (121/2785) (30/2785)
Non-White  40-6% 55.3% 3.9% 0.1%
Qualified (280/689) (381/689) (27/689) (1/689)
Applicants
n=1224 White 46% 49.9% 3.7% 0.4%
(246/535)  (267/535)  (20/535) (2/535)
. 47.1% 49.4% 3.4%
Hired Non-White 41 /87, (43/87) (3/87)
Applicants
n=175 White 47.7% 48.9% 3.4%
(42/88) (43/88) (3/88)

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Table 167: Police Recruit Reference Site - Race/Ethnicity

How did you first hear about this
employment opportunity?

City of San
Recruitment - Diego Government
Stage Ethnicity Facility/Employe Jobs.com Other
e
- 10.7% 33.6% 24.9%%*x
Total Non-White 56 /5497) (1849/5497) (1369/5497)
Applicants
n = 8282 White 12.1% 31.5% 27.9%%x
(336/2785) (878/2785) (777/2785)
L 17%x* 27.9% 30.2%
Non-White 1 17/689) (192/689) (208/689)
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How did you first hear about this
employment opportunity?

City of San
Recruitment - Diego Government
Stage Ethnicity Facility/Employe Jobs.com DtRer
e
Qualified
X ) 21.7%* 23.7% 32%
Applicants  White (116/535) (127/535) (171/535)
n=1224
. 23% 27.6% 29.9%
Hired Non-White > ,/57) (24/87) (26/87)
Applicants
n=175 White 30.7% 19.3% 29.5%
(27/88) (17/88) (26/88)

*p < 0.05, ¥* p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Police Officer 1
Table 168: Police Officer 1 Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity

Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
) 1596 People of
Total fppllcants Color 63.1%
n = 2530 .
934 Whites 10.9%
0.001
- . 277 People of p<
Police Officer 1 Quallfled_Aplecants Color 52.2%
n=>531 254 Whites
3.9%
=0.276
. . 179 People of p
Hired Applicants Color 48.2%

n=371 192 Whites

Application Questions

Table 169: Police Officer 1 Education Requirement - Race/Ethnicity

Specify which option you are using to
meet the education requirement.

Recruitment . Farned Cpmpleted Passed None of
Ethnicity  College High
Stage GED the above
Degree School
Non-White  27:6%*** = 63.3%%**  6.1%** 2.9%%*
Total (469/1697) (1074/1697) (104/1697) (50/1697)
Applicants
n = 2667 White 38.6%***  56.7%***  3.30** 1.4%%*
(374/970)  (550/970)  (32/970) (14/970)
) 36.1%* 59.2% 4.3%%* 0.4%
Qualified Non-White 100,277y (164/277)  (12/277)  (1/277)
Applicants
n =535 White 46.5%%* 52.3% 1.2%%*
(120/258)  (135/258)  (3/258)
) 41.3% 55.9% 2.8%
Hired Non-White 74170y  (100/179)  (5/179)
Applicants
—_ 0, 0, 0,
n = 374 White 48.2% 51.3% 0.5%

(94/195) (100/195) (1/195)
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Specify which option you are using to
meet the education requirement.

. Earned Completed
Recruitment Ethnicity  College High Passed None of
Stage GED the above
Degree School

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Table 170: Police Officer 1 CA POST Certification - Race/Ethnicity

Specify which option you are using to meet the minimum
requirement for California Commission on Peace Officer
Standards and Training (POST) certification.

Basic Employmen
. P.O.S.T. Enrolled at Graduated t as paid
Recruitment - i i I None of the
Stage Ethnicity C(_art! icate  Police Police sworn above
within past Academy Academy Peace
year Officer
Non-White 3.5% 26.3%*** 9.7% 9.7% 50.7%***
Total (60/1697) (447/1697) (165/1697) (164/1697) (861/1697)
Applicants
n= 2667 White 2.4% 40.2%*** 9.3% 11.9% 36.3%%**
(23/970) (390/970) (90/970) (115/970) (352/970)
Non-White 5.1% 72.6% 13.4% 8.3% 0.7%
Qualified (14/277) (201/277) (37/277) (23/277) (2/277)
Applicants
n =535 White 1.9% 74% 12.4% 10.1% 1.6%
(5/258) (191/258) (32/258) (26/258) (4/258)
Non-White 1.1% 88.3% 8.9% 1.7%
Hired (2/179) (158/179) (16/179) (3/179)
Applicants
n =374 White 0.5% 88.2% 8.2% 1% 2.1%
(1/195) (172/195) (16/195) (2/195) (4/195)

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Table 171: Police Officer 1 Reference Site - Race/Ethnicity

How did you first hear about this
employment opportunity?

City of San
Recruitment L Diego Government
Stage Ethnicity Facility/Employe Jobs.com Other
e
L 17.6%%** 32.1%*** 23.8%***
Total Non-White  595/1697) (545/1697) (404/1697)
Applicants
n = 2667 White 22.5%** 22.7%*** 29.8%***
(218/970) (220/970) (289/970)
Non-White 32.9% 27.4%* 25.6%
Qualified (91/277) (76/277) (71/277)
Applicants
n =535 White 32.6% 19%* 30.6%
(84/258) (49/258) (79/258)
. 40.2% 21.2% 26.8%
Hired Non-White 2> /179) (38/179) (48/179)
Applicants
n =374 White 34.9% 14.9% 32.8%
(68/195) (29/195) (64/195)
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How did you first hear about this
employment opportunity?

City of San

Recruitment - Diego Government

Stage Ethnicity Facility/Employe Jobs.com DtRer
e

*p < 0.05, %% p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Police Officer 2

Table 172: Police Officer 2 Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity

Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
. 324 People of
T°tar" ipg'bl‘;a”ts Color 58.6%
229 Whites 0.3%
0.999
o . 42 People of p>
Police Officer 2 Qualified Applicants ), 58.3%
n=72 30 Whites
12.9%
=0.634
) . 5 People of P
ired Appiicants  Color 45.5%
- 6 Whites

Application Questions

Table 173: Police Officer 2 High School Education Requirement - Race/Ethnicity

Specify which one of the following
options you are using to meet the high
school education requirement.

Passed
Recruitment . High Passed Cgmpleted None of
Stage Ethnicity = School GED High the above
Proficiency School
Exam
Non-White ~ 2:6% 5.9% 81.2% 10.3%
Total (9/340) (20/340) (276/340) (35/340)
Applicants
n = 585 White 1.2% 7.8% 81.2% 9.8%
(3/245) (19/245) (199/245)  (24/245)
. 100%
Qualified Non-White (42/42)
Applicants
n=72 - 96.7% 3.3%
White (29/30) (1/30)
. 100%
Hired Non-White (5/5)
Applicants
n=11 . 100%
White (6/6)

* p < 0.05, ¥* p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table 174: Police Officer 2 College Education Requirement - Race/Ethnicity

Specify which one of the following
options you are using to meet the
minimum college level education
requirement.

Recruitment L College M|n|r_num None of Quallf_ymg
Ethnicity required experienc
Stage degree ; the above
units
Non-White  40:6% 27.4% 18.5%***  13.5%
Total (138/340)  (93/340) (63/340) (46/340)
Applicants
n = 585 White 47.3% 28.2% 8.6%*** 15.9%
(116/245)  (69/245) (21/245) (39/245)
Non-White 47.6% 40.5% 9.5% 2.4%
Qualified (20/42) (17/42) (4/42) (1/42)
Applicants
n=72 . 60% 30% 10%
White (18/30) (9/30) (3/30)
) 40% 40% 20%
Hired Non-White (2/s) (2/5) (1/5)
Applicants
n=11 : 50% 33.3% 16.7%
White (3/6) (2/6) (1/6)

*p < 0.05, %% p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Table 175: Police Officer 2 CA POST Certification - Race/Ethnicity

Specify which option you are using to
meet the minimum requirement for
California Commission on Peace Officer
Standards and Training (POST)
certification.

Basic
. P.O.S.T. Graduated
Recruitment g nicity  Certificate  Police Waiver ~ one of
Stage o the above
within Academy
past year
Non-White  10-3% 11.59%%** 7.1% 71.2%
Total (35/340) (39/340) (24/340) (242/340)
Applicants
n =585 White 12.2% 4.9%%* 10.6% 72.2%
(30/245) (12/245) (26/245) (177/245)
Non-White  16:7% 14.3% 7.1% 61.9%
Qualified (7/42) (6/42) (3/42) (26/42)
Applicants
n=72 White 16.7% 16.7% 6.7% 60%
(5/30) (5/30) (2/30) (18/30)
) 40% 20% 40%
Hired Non-White (375 (1/5) (2/5)
Applicants
n=11 . 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
White (2/6) (2/6) (2/6)
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Table 176: Police Officer 2 Full Time Experience Yes/No - Race/Ethnicity

Question Recruitment People of Whites Estimated
Stage Color Difference
Do you have full-time paid Total Applicants 53.8% 63.3% -9.5%
experience as a sworn officer n = 585 (183/340) (155/245) p=0.023
with a city police, county
sheriff, state or federal law Qualified Applicants 100% 100% 0%
enforcement agency performing n=72 (42/42) (30/30)
correction duties, patrol
functions, or traffic enforcement  Hired Applicants 100% 100% 0%
within the past year? n=11 (5/5) (6/6)

Table 177: Police Officer 2 Years of Experience - Race/Ethnicity

Specify the number of years of full-time paid
experience you have obtained as a sworn peace
officer with a city police, county sheriff, state or
federal law enforcement agency performing
correction duties, patrol functions, or traffic
enforcement. Do NOT count time spent in a training
environment as part of a law enforcement academy.

Recruitment Ethnicit None <1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4 -5 5+
Stage Yy year years years years years years
Non- ?féij/gz 2.9%  4.7%  10% 10%  41%  27.9%
Total White 0 (10/340) (16/340) (34/340) (34/340) (14/340) (95/340)
Applicants )
n =585 White 30.2%* 0.8% 4.1% 13.9% 8.6% 6.9% 35.5%
(74/245) (2/245) (10/245) (34/245) (21/245) (17/245) (87/245)
Non- 23.8% 21.4% 11.9% 42.9%
Qualified White (10/42) (9/42)  (5/42)  (18/42)
Applicants
n=72 White 36.7% 16.7% 10% 36.7%
(11/30) (5/30) (3/30) (11/30)
Non- 80% 20%
Hired White (4/5) (1/5)
Applicants
—_ 0, 0, 0, o,
n=11 White 33.3% 16.7% 16.7% 33.3%

(2/6) (1/6) (1/6) (2/6)
*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Police Officer 3
There were no significant differences in race-or-ethnicity for Police Officer 3.

Table 178: Police Officer 3 Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity

Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
. 18 People of
Police Officer 3 Total Applicants  Color 43.9% oesg
= 23 Whites p=0.
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Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
o . 6 People of
Quahﬂed_Aplecants Color 42.9%
n=14 8 Whit
ites -2.6%
0.999
. ) 5 People of p>
ired Applicants  Color 45.5%
6 Whites

Police Detective
There were no significant differences in race-or-ethnicity for Police Detective.

Table 179: Police Officer Detective Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity

Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
. 127 People of
Total Applicants Color 41.5%
n =306 179 Whit
Ites 5.6%
=0.261
- . 65 People of P
Police Detective Quahﬂed_Apphcants Color 35.9%
n =181 116 Whit
Ites 2.3%
=0.789
. . 37 People of P
Fired Applicants  Color 33.6%
73 Whites

Police Sergeant

Table 180: Police Sergeant Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity

Percent Difference Difference
Job Title Recruitment Stage Applicants People of - Applied - Qualified
Color to Qualified to Hired
. 170 People of
Total Applicants Color 41.6%
n =409 239 Whit
Ites 12.4%
=0.005
- . 56 People of p
Police Sergeant Quallfled_Aplecants Color 29.2%
n =192 .
136 Whites o
3%
=0.675
. . 28 People of P
lee: ﬁplp(')'ga”ts Color 26.2%
- 79 Whites

Application Questions

Table 181: Police Sergeant Completed College Units - Race/Ethnicity

Question Recruitment People of Whites Estimated
Stage Color Difference
Have you successfully Total Applicants 84.1% 81.8% 2.3%
completed at least 60 n =471 (174/207) (216/264) p=0.523
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Question Recruitment People of Whites Estimated
Stage Color Difference
semester/90 quarter units of  qualified Applicants 89.8% 84.1% 5.7%
college-level course work from n =204 (53/59) (122/145) p=0.291
a P.O.S.T. approved or
accredited college/university? Hired Applicants 89.3% 83.5% 5.8%
n =107 (25/28) (66/79) p=0.464

Table 182: Police Sergeant Reference Site - Race/Ethnicity

How did you first hear about
this employment opportunity?

City of San
Recruitment . Diego Notified by
Stage Ethnicity £ cility/Employe  Mail/Email
e
39.6% 26.1%
Total Non-White 55 507) (54/207)
Applicants
n = 471 . 39.8% 28.4%
White (105/264) (75/264)
32.2% 35.6%
Qualified Non-White 1 ¢ 50, (21/59)
Applicants
n = 204 . 40% 31.7%
White (58/145) (46/145)
35.7% 32.1%
Hired Non-White 15 />g) (9/28)
Applicants
n = 107 . 44.3% 27.8%
White (35/79) (22/79)

*p < 0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p < 0.001

List of Interviews

This report could not have been possible without the support of everyone within the city. Throughout the
project, the Analytica team needed insights from various experts within the city. Initial interviews were
conducted early in the project to understand overall processes and what data was available to use for the
study. This included interviews with representatives from the following departments:

. Risk Management
. Personnel

. Human Resources

Once the Analytica team had initial job types created based on the career progressions seen in the data,
these job types were reviewed (and subsequently revised) with representatives from the following
departments:

. Parks and Recreation
—  Department-wide
— Open Space
—  Metro Parks
-  Golf
. Engineering
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. Libraries

. City Treasurer
. Public Utilities
. Public Works

An initial draft of findings and recommendations were reviewed with representatives from the following
departments:

. Personnel
. Risk Management
. Fire Department

. Police Department

Analytica Consulting would like to thank everyone who took time out of their schedule to help make this
report a success.

List of Tables

Table 1: Comparison of Top Metropolitan Area Pay GapsS...........cuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee et 1
Table 2: Municipality REPOrt COMPAIISON ........cuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e 2
Table 3: Gender Diversity by Occupation - City of San Diego vs Nationwide .............cccoevvviiiieneeeercceviiinnnnn. 5
Table 4: Job Types With The MOSt EMPIOYEES .......ccooiiiiiiiiii e e e 6
Table 5: Police Officer ROIE VS CItYWIdE ..........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 6
Table 6: Jobs in Study’s ‘Police OffiCer ROIE .........cooviieeeiei e e e 6
Table 7: Administrative SUppOrt ROIE VS CItyWIdE ........ouuiiiiiii it 11
Table 8: Top 10 Jobs in Study’s ‘Administrative Support’ ROIE...........ccooiviiiiiiiiiiii e 11
Table 9: Fire Fighter R0OIE VS CIlYWIdE .........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee e 13
Table 10: Jobs in Study’s ‘Fire Fighter’ ROIE ...........oouviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeee e 13
Table 11: Fire Fighter's Starting Salary - San Diego vs Nearby Municipalities...........ccccccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiinennnn. 14
Table 12: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Increased Citywide Gender Pay Gap...............cevunnn.. 14
Table 13: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Decreased Citywide Gender Pay Gap...........ccc..u..... 14
Table 14: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Decreased Citywide Gender Pay Gap...........ccc........ 15
Table 15: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Increased Citywide Gender Pay Gap...............cvvvnnn.. 15
Table 16: Job Types with Significant Differences in Overtime Between Genders...........ccccceeeeveeeeeveeeevnnnnnn. 17
Table 17: Age At First Child Differences in Gender Proportions ..........ccoooeiiiviiiiiiiiiieee e 19
Table 18: Age Groups With Significant Differences in Gender Proportions ............ccccevvvvvvviiinieeeeecevieiinnnnn. 19
Table 19: Racial-and-Ethnic Diversity by Occupation - City of San Diego vs Nationwide ................c.ceveenn. 22
Table 20: Police Officer ROIE VS CIlYWIHE .......uuuiii i e e e e e e e e e eaeraaaa s 23
Table 21: Jobs in Study’s ‘Police Officer’ ROIE ...........coovviiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 23
Table 22: Administrative SUPPOrt ROIE VS CItYWIAE ........coovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 26
Table 23: Top 10 Jobs in Study’s ‘Administrative Support’ ROl ..............ccevvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee 26
Table 24: Fire Fighter ROIE VS CItYWITE .......ouuiiiiii e e e e et e e e e e e e e eeeean s 26
Table 25: Jobs in Study’s ‘Fire Fighter’ ROIE ............oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 26
Table 26: Parks Grounds Maintenance Role VS CItyWide ...........couvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 27
Table 27: Top 10 Jobs in Study’s ‘Parks Grounds Maintenance’ ROl€..............cccovvvvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee, 27
Table 28: Transportation - Labor ROIE VS CItyWITE ........coevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 28
Table 29: Top 10 Jobs in Study’s ‘Transportation - Labor’ Role.............ccoovviiiiiiiiii e, 29
Table 30: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Increased Citywide Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap ....... 29
Table 31: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Decreased Citywide Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap...... 29
Table 32: Job Types with Occupational Sorting that Increased Citywide Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap ....... 30
Table 33: Age At First Child Differences in Racial/Ethnic Proportions ...........cccccccvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee 31
Table 34: Age Groups With Significant Differences in Racial/Ethnic Proportions.............ccccccceeeiieeeeneenne. ,

Analytica

Page 151 @ CONSULTING




SDJ 2020 Pay Equity Study | Appendix

Table 35: SUMMaAry Of All JOD TYPES.....ooiiiiiiieiiieeee e 34
Table 36: Accounting and Finance Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........cccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 37
Table 37: Administrative Support Job Type - Study Population (2019)...........cccceeiiiieiriiiiiicie e, 39
Table 38: Auditor Job Type - Study Population (2019) ........ccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeeeeeeeeeee e 42
Table 39: Building Trades and Facilities Maint Job Type - Study Population (2019)...........ccccevvvvviiviviennnnn. 42
Table 40: Chemist/Biologist Job Type - Study Population (2019) .......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 44
Table 41: City Attorney Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........covviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 45
Table 42: City Atty Invstgtr Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........ccvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 46
Table 43: City Council Support Job Type - Study Population (2019) ........ccovviiiiiiiiiieeeeeccie e, 47
Table 44: Cmnty Dev Spec Job Type - Study Population (2019).......ccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 48
Table 45: Code Compliance Officer Job Type - Study Population (2019) ..........ccovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee 49
Table 46: Collections Job Type - Study Population (2019) ..........ooviiiiiiii i 50
Table 47: Communications Job Type - Study Population (2019) ........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 50
Table 48: Communications Tech Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........ccoovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeee 51
Table 49: Crime Lab Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........ccuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 52
Table 50: Crime Scene Spec and Print Examiners Job Type - Study Population (2019) ..........ccccovvvvvinnnnn. 52
Table 51: Custodian Job Type - Study Population (2019).........ccuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 53
Table 52: Development Inspector Job Type - Study Population (2019) ..........covvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeee 54
Table 53: Development Project Manager Job Type - Study Population (2019)...........cooovviiiiinieeririciiiinnnnn. 55
Table 54: Director Job Type - Study Population (2019) .......cccooeiiiiiiiiiiii i 56
Table 55: Disposal Site Operations Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........cccovviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee 57
Table 56: Elected Official Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........ccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 58
Table 57: Electrician and Plant Proc Cntrl Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........ccooviiiiiiiiieriiiiiiiinnnnn. 58
Table 58: Engineer - Civil Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........coovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 59
Table 59: Engineer - Electrical Job Type - Study Population (2019).........cccevvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeee 60
Table 60: Engineer - Other Job Type - Study Population (2019) ........ccccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 61
Table 61: Env Haz Mat Inspctr Job Type - Study Population (2019)........ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieen e, 61
Table 62: Executive Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........covviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 62
Table 63: Executive Assistant Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........ccooviiiiiiiiieeiiiciee e, 62
Table 64: Fire Dispatch Job Type - Study Population (2019)...........uuciiiiiiiiiiiiccee e 63
Table 65: Fire Fighter Job Type - Study Population (2019) ........cccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee 64
Table 66: Fire Prevention Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........coovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 65
Table 67: Fleet Technician Job Type - Study Population (2019)........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiei e, 66
Table 68: Golf Operations Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........cccuvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 67
Table 69: Information Systems Job Type - Study Population (2019) ..........ccovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee 68
Table 70: Land Surveying Job Type - Study Population (2019).........coeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiei e 69
Table 71: Librarian Job Type - Study Population (2019).........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiie it 70
Table 72: Lifeguard Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........couuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 71
Table 73: Mayor Representative Job Type - Study Population (2019)...........cciiieiiiieiiiiiiiie e, 72
Table 74: Other Job Type - Study Population (2019).........ciii i e 72
Table 75: Other Equip Tech Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........ccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeieeeeeeeeeeeeee 75
Table 76: Paralegal Job Type - Study Population (2019) ........couviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 76
Table 77: Park Ranger Job Type - Study Population (2019).........ouuiiiiiiiiiiie e 77
Table 78: Parking Enforcement Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........ccevvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeee 78
Table 79: Parks Grounds Maintenance Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........ccccvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnn, 79
Table 80: Plan Review Spec Job Type - Study Population (2019).........oooeiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 81
Table 81: Planner Job Type - Study Population (2019) ......ccooe i e 82
Table 82: Police Dispatch Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........ccevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 83
Table 83: Police Officer Job Type - Study Population (2019) ... 84
Table 84: Police Property and Evidence Job Type - Study Population (2019) ..........cooviiiiiiiiiiiieeeeieeiiiin. 85
Table 85: Procurement Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........couviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 85
Table 86: Program Coordinator Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........ccoevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeee 85
Table 87: Program Manager Job Type - Study Population (2019) .......ccooeiriiiiiiiiia e 86
Table 88: Proj Offcr and Eng Aide Job Type - Study Population (2019) ........oouueiiiiiiiiiiie e 3

Table 89: Property Agent Job Type - Study Population (2019).........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e

Analytica
Page 152 Wi CONSULTING




SD)

2020 Pay Equity Study | Appendix

Table 90:
Table 91:
Table 92:
Table 93:
Table 94:
Table 95:
Table 96:
Table 97:
Table 98:
Table 99:

Table 100:
Table 101:
Table 102:
Table 103:
Table 104:
Table 105:
Table 106:
Table 107:
Table 108:
Table 109:
Table 110:
Table 111:
Table 112:
Table 113:
Table 114:
Table 115:
Table 116:
Table 117:
Table 118:
Table 119:
Table 120:
Table 121:
Table 122:
Table 123:
Table 124:
Table 125:
Table 126:
Table 127:
Table 128:
Table 129:
Table 130:
Table 131:
Table 132:
Table 133:
Table 134:
Table 135:
Table 136:
Table 137:
Table 138:
Table 139:
Table 140:
Table 141:
Table 142:
Table 143:
Table 144:

Page 153

Public Utilities Field Rep Job Type - Study Population (2019) .............euuuiiiimmimimimiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnns 89
Rec Center Leadership Job Type - Study Population (2019) ........ccoviiiieiiiiiiiiiiii e, 90
Refuse Collection Job Type - Study Population (2019)...........ccuviiiiiiiieeiieeieie e 91
Reservoir Mgmt Job Type - Study Population (2019) ...........uuuuirmmiimiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieiniiieeneneeeneees 92
Risk Mgmt Claims Job Type - Study Population (2019) ...........uuuuuimmmmmmiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieiniennnenenes 93
Safety Rep Ofcr Job Type - Study Population (2019) .......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeeiiee e 94
Service Officer Job Type - Study Population (2019) ............uuummmmmmimmiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieneeeeeeeeeees 94
Stock Clerk and Store Operations Job Type - Study Population (2019)..............ueviiiiiiiiiiiiininnnns 95
Storm Water Inspector Job Type - Study Population (2019) ........coovieiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 96
Swimming Pool Mgmt Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........cccooveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 96

Training Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 97

Transportation - Labor Job Type - Study Population (2019)...........ccouviiiiiiiiieiiiiiicee e 98

Utilities Equip Oper Job Type - Study Population (2019) ..........ceeeiiiiiiiiiiiee e 99

Utilities Tech Other Job Type - Study Population (2019) .............uuuiiiiimimmiiiiiiiiiiiiiineiiiiienes 100

Police Officer 2 Full Time Experience Yes/No - Gender

Utility Plant Tech Job Type - Study Population (2019) ............uuuuummmmmmmmmiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiineneenes 100

Wastewater Plant Operations Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........ccciiieieieeeriieiiiinnnnn. 101
Water Plant Operations Job Type - Study Population (2019)............uuuvviviiiiimiimiiiiiiiiieiiiiinnnnn. 102
Water System Tech Job Type - Study Population (2019) ............uuuuuumiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieiiennn. 103
Water Utility Worker Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........cciiiiiiiiiiiieiieee e, 104
Wstwtr Pretrmt Inspctr Job Type - Study Population (2019)..........ccccoeviiiiiiiiiiiiiien e, 105
Zoning Investigator Job Type - Study Population (2019) .........ccovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee 106
Application Data SUMIMAIY ........uuuiiii i e ee e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e as it aeeeaeeeeereaanaes 107
2019 Gender Pay Gap - Explained Portion FUll RESUILS ..........cccoooeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiin e, 112
2019 Gender Pay Gap - Unexplained Portion Full RESUIS .......ccooeeeiviiiiiiiiiiii e 113
2019 Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap - Explained Portion Full Results ............ccccccevvvviiiiiinnneeenn. 114
2019 Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap - Unexplained Portion Full ReSUltS .........c...ccovviviiiiieennen.n. 116
Complete Regression Results - Parenthood Penalty FindingS..........coooviiiiiiiieeiiieiiciee e, 118
Complete Regression Results - Overtime by Gender and Number of Children...................... 120
Complete Regression Results - Differences in Overtime Between Genders by Job Type...... 121
Clerical Assistant 2 Recruitment Summary - GENAEr............uieiiiieeiiiieiiceee e 122
Clerical Assistant 2 Yes/No Application QUEeStIoNS - GENAEN ........ccevvvvveeiiiiieieeeee e 123
Clerical Assistant 2 Full Time ExXperience - Gender ... 124
Clerical Assistant 2 Months of Full Time Experience - GENAEr .............cvvveeeiieeeiiieiiiiiiee e, 124
Clerical Assistant 2 Reference Site - GENUET .........cooov i 125
Administrative Aide 1 Recruitment SUMmMary - GENAET ...........uuuuuuuuriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiineeeeeenee. 125
Administrative Aide 1 College Completion - GENAEr .......cccooeeiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 125
Administrative Aide 1 Full Time EXperience - GENAEI ..........ccoiiviiiiiiii e 126
Administrative Aide 1 Time in Subprofessional Experience - Gender .............ccccvvvvvvieiieeennnnns 126
Administrative Aide 1 Reference Site - GENUET..........uuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieieiiaieeereeereneererrer. 127
Assistant Engineer - Civil Recruitment Summary - GEeNder..........ccccceeeieeeiiiiiiiiiieee e, 127
Junior Engineer - Civil Recruitment Summary - GENder ... 128
Fire Recruit Recruitment SUMMArY - GENUET ..........uuuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiniieeieeieeeaeeeeaeerreeeeeeneeeeeene 128
Fire Fighter 1 Recruitment SUMMaAry - GENAET .........ouuiuiiiie e 128
Police Recruit Recruitment SUMMArY - GENUEN ..........uuuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeeeneeeeeeeees 128
Police Recruit Education Requirement - GENAET .............uuuuuuiiimuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiienenneeeenneeene 129
Police Recruit Reference Site - GENAEN ... ..... i 129
Police Officer 1 Recruitment SUMMAry - GENUET .........uuiiiiie e 130
Police Officer 1 Education ReqQUIremMent - GENUET ..........uuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiieeeaeeneneeeeeeeieeneanaene 130
Police Officer 1 CA POST Certification - GENUET ..........uiiii e 130
Police Officer 1 Reference Site - GENUET ........coii i 131
Police Officer 2 Recruitment SUMMArY - GENAEN ..........uuuuuuuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaeeeeneeeeeeeeeeee 131
Police Officer 2 High School Education Requirement - GENAer ...............uuvuvviiimiiiiiiiiiiiiiininnns 132
Police Officer 2 College Education Requirement - GENAEr ...........uuiiiiieeiiieiiiiiaie e 132
Police Officer 2 CA POST Certification - GENUET ..........uiiii e 1

Analytica

71 CONSULTING



SDJ 2020 Pay Equity Study | Appendix

Table 145: Police Officer 2 Years of EXPerience - GENAEN .........cccovviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 133
Table 146: Police Officer 3 Recruitment Summary - GENAEr ............uuuiiiiieeiiiieiiiee e e eeeeaaens 134
Table 147: Police Detective Recruitment Summary - GEeNAer.............ciiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e eaeens 134
Table 148: Police Sergeant Recruitment SUMmMary - GENAEN ...........ovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 135
Table 149: Police Sergeant Completed College UnitS - GENAEY ...........coiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e eeeeees 135
Table 150: Police Sergeant Reference Site - GENAEN ..........coeiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e aanees 135
Table 151: Clerical Assistant 2 Recruitment Summary - Race/EthniCity ............coovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee, 136
Table 152: Clerical Assistant 2 Yes/No Application Questions - Race/Ethnicity..............ccccccceiiiiiieinnnenns 136
Table 153: Clerical Assistant 2 Full Time Experience - Race/EthniCity ..........ccccccvveeii e, 137
Table 154: Clerical Assistant 2 Months of Full Time Experience - Race/Ethnicity.............cccccceeeiiiieninnnnn, 138
Table 155: Clerical Assistant 2 Reference Site - RaCe/EthNICILY ...........ccvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeee 138
Table 156: Administrative Aide 1 Recruitment Summary - Race/Ethnicity ...........ccccooooeeiiiiiiiiiiii e, 139
Table 157: Administrative Aide 1 College Completion - Race/EthnicCity .............cccoeeeiiieiiiiiiiiiiiin e, 139
Table 158: Administrative Aide 1 Full Time Experience - Race/EthNiCity .............ccovvvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee, 139
Table 159: Administrative Aide 1 Time in Subprofessional Experience - Race/Ethnicity..............ccccc....... 140
Table 160: Administrative Aide 1 Reference Site - RaCe/EthNiCity.........c..ccooviiiiiiiiiii i, 141
Table 161: Assistant Engineer - Civil Recruitment Summary - Race/EthniCity ............cccccvvveviviiiiiiiiiinnnnn. 141
Table 162: Junior Engineer - Civil Recruitment Summary - Race/EthnicCity.............cccccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn, 141
Table 163: Fire Recruit Recruitment Summary - RaCe/EthNiCity .........cccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 142
Table 164: Fire Fighter 1 - Recruitment Summary - Race/EthNiCity ...........ccooiviiiiiiii e, 142
Table 165: Police Recruit Recruitment Summary - Race/EthniCity ... 143
Table 166: Police Recruit Education Requirement - Race/EthNiCity............cccovviiiiiiiiieeiiiiiee e, 143
Table 167: Police Recruit Reference Site - RaCe/EthNICItY ...........oooviiiiiiii e, 143
Table 168: Police Officer 1 Recruitment Summary - RaCe/EthNiCity ...........cccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee 144
Table 169: Police Officer 1 Education Requirement - Race/EthniCity ............cccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 144
Table 170: Police Officer 1 CA POST Certification - Race/EthniCity .............coovviiiieiiiiiiiiciiee e, 145
Table 171: Police Officer 1 Reference Site - RaCe/EthNiCity ..............iiiiii i, 145
Table 172: Police Officer 2 Recruitment Summary - RaCe/EthNICity ...........ccovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeee 146
Table 173: Police Officer 2 High School Education Requirement - Race/EthniCity ............ccccceeeeieiiiiinnnn, 146
Table 174: Police Officer 2 College Education Requirement - Race/Ethnicity..............cccoovvviiiiiiininnnn, 147
Table 175: Police Officer 2 CA POST Certification - RaCe/EthNICItY ..........ccovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeee 147
Table 176: Police Officer 2 Full Time Experience Yes/No - Race/EthnicCity............ccccccvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn, 148
Table 177: Police Officer 2 Years of Experience - Race/EthniCity..........cc.ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 148
Table 178: Police Officer 3 Recruitment Summary - RaCe/EthNiCity ............covvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee 148
Table 179: Police Officer Detective Recruitment Summary - Race/EthniCity............cccccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn. 149
Table 180: Police Sergeant Recruitment Summary - Race/EthniCity ............ccccccviiiiiiiiie i, 149
Table 181: Police Sergeant Completed College Units - Race/Ethnicity .............cccoeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin e, 149
Table 182: Police Sergeant Reference Site - Race/EthNiCity ... 150

List of Figures

Figure 1: 2011-2019 Citywide Gender Pay Gap BY YEAI .......oooiiiiiiii e 3
Figure 2: 2019 Citywide Gender Total Pay Gap Source EStIMAtes...........couuvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 4
Figure 3: Pay vs Gender Proportions DY JOD TYPE ....uuuuuuuuuiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiisiiisbebsssiesseessesesesessesesessessnneennnnnnnes 5
Figure 4: Police OffiCEr JOD PrOGIE@SSION ........uuuuuuuuuuueuttttttuttututtatseaaaeaesaeaasaaesseesasaesseesee s sssaessssssssannesensennnes 7
Figure 5: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police ReCruit..............ccoviiiiiiiiieiiie e 8
Figure 6: Applicants with College Education - Police RECIUIL...........ccooiiiiiiiiiii e 8
Figure 7: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police Officer L..............uuuuiiiimiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnns 9
Figure 8: Applicants with College Education - Police OffiCer 1 .......cooo i 9
Figure 9: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police OffiCer 2.........coooviiiiiiiiiiee e 9
Figure 10: Applicants Meeting the Minimum College Level Education Requirement - Police Officer 2....... 10
Figure 11: Applicants with Previous Experience - Police OffICEr 2..........uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieen 10
Figure 12: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Clerical ASSt 2 .......cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeen

Analytica

Page 154 %ivi CONSULTING




SDJ 2020 Pay Equity Study | Appendix

Figure 13: Percent of All Clerical Assistant 2 Applicants with 5+ Years Experience - By Gender .............. 12
Figure 14: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Administrative Aide 1..........cccooooeviiiiiiiiinneenn, 12
Figure 15: Gender Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Fire RECIUIt.............ccooviiiiiiiiiiii e, 12
Figure 16: Fire Fighter JOD PrOgre@SSION ...........uuuuuuuuuueeiiieiiiiiiieiiieeeeesissessessseseebessssssssesssssnseaessssensssnnnnnnnnnees 13
Figure 17: Parenthood Effect on Expected Citywide Regular Pay - By Gender ............ccccccvvviviiiiieinnnnnnnnnns 16
Figure 18: Expected Overtime Hours By Gender - CityWide .........ccoiieeiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 17
Figure 19: Parenthood Effect on Expected Overtime Hours - By GENder ..............uuvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniinene 18
Figure 20: 2011-2019 Citywide Racial-and-Ethnic Pay Gap By YEar ..............uuuuuiimiimiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnns 21
Figure 21: 2019 Citywide Racial-and-Ethnic Total Pay Gap Source Estimates...........ccccceeveeeriviiiiiiiieneeennn, 21
Figure 22: Pay vs Ethnic-and-Racial Proportions by JOb TYPE .....ccoiiiiiiiiiiiicii e, 22
Figure 23: Race/Ethnicity Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police ReCruit ...............ccccvviviiiiiiininnnne 24
Figure 24: Applicants with College Education by Race/Ethnicity - Police Recruit ................ccoovvviiiieenneenn. 24
Figure 25: Race/Ethnicity Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police Officer L.......ccccoooovviiiiiiiiienneens, 25
Figure 26: Applicants with College Degree by Race/Ethnicity - Police Officer 1 ............ccccccviviiiiiiiininnnnnnne 25
Figure 27: Race/Ethnicity Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Police Sergeant.............ccccccuvvvvvviiinnnnns 25
Figure 28: Race/Ethnicity Proportions at Each Recruiting Stage - Fire RecCruit............cccoeeeeeiiiiiiiiiinnnneees, 27
Figure 29: Parks Ground Maintenance JOD ProgreSSIiON .............uuuuuueeuuuuriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiineinsnneseennnneenennennneee 28
Figure 30: Parenthood Effect on Expected Citywide Regular Pay .................uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnne 31
Figure 31: Breakdown Of INCIUSION CHEIA. ... ..ccceiiieeeiiiie e e e e e e e e e e e eraaaas 110
References

“‘American Community Survey 2018 5-Year Estimates - Table Dpo3.” 2020. US Census Bureau.
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0400000US06_1600000US0666000&tid=ACSDP5Y2018.DP03&hi
dePreview=true.

Blinder, Alan S. 1973. “Wage Discrimination: Reduced Form and Structural Estimates.” The Journal of
Human Resources 8 (4): 436. https://doi.org/10.2307/144855.

Chamberlain, Andrew. 2016. “Demystifying the Gender Pay Gap.” Mill Valley, CA: Glassdoor.

“City of Cambridge - Pay Equity Dashboard.” n.d. City of Cambridge.
https://www.cambridgema.gov/Departments/citymanagersoffice/payequitydashboard.

Cotton, Jeremiah. 1988. “On the Decomposition of Wage Differentials.” The Review of Economics and
Statistics 70 (2): 236. https://doi.org/10.2307/1928307.

Economic Status of Women, Legislative Office on the. 2016. “Pay Equity: The Minnesota Experience.”
https://mn.gov/mmb-stat/pay-equity/Pay_Equity Report2016.pdf.

Galperin, Ron. 2020. “Closing the Gap: Women’s Pay and Representation at the City of l.a.”
https://lacontroller.org/audits-and-reports/genderequity/.

“Girls Empowerment Camp.” 2020. San Diego Fire Rescue Foundation. https://sdfirerescue.org/gec/.

Hlavac, Marek. 2014. “Oaxaca: Blinder-Oaxaca Decomposition in R.” SSRN Electronic Journal.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2528391.

Human Resources, California Department of. 2014. “2014 Report on Women'’s Earnings in California State
Civil Service Classifications.” https://www.calhr.ca.gov/Documents/ocr-women's-earnings-2014.pdf.

Jann, Ben. 2008. “The BlinderOaxaca Decomposition for Linear Regression Models.” The Stata Journal:
Promoting Communications on Statistics and Stata 8 (4): 453—79.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867x0800800401.

Analytica

Page 155 %ivi CONSULTING



https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0400000US06_1600000US0666000&tid=ACSDP5Y2018.DP03&hidePreview=true
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0400000US06_1600000US0666000&tid=ACSDP5Y2018.DP03&hidePreview=true
https://doi.org/10.2307/144855
https://www.cambridgema.gov/Departments/citymanagersoffice/payequitydashboard
https://doi.org/10.2307/1928307
https://mn.gov/mmb-stat/pay-equity/Pay_Equity_Report2016.pdf
https://lacontroller.org/audits-and-reports/genderequity/
https://sdfirerescue.org/gec/
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2528391
https://www.calhr.ca.gov/Documents/ocr-women's-earnings-2014.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867x0800800401

SD) 2020 Pay Equity Study | Appendix

LaTourette, Cathy. 2015. “Oregon State Government 2015 Pay Equity Study of Executive Branch
Employees.” https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2017R1/Downloads/CommitteeMeetingDocument/123207.

Neumark, David. 1988. “Employers’ Discriminatory Behavior and the Estimation of Wage Discrimination.”
The Journal of Human Resources 23 (3): 279. https://doi.org/10.2307/145830.

Oaxaca, Ronald. 1973. “Male-Female Wage Differentials in Urban Labor Markets.” International Economic
Review 14 (3): 693. https://doi.org/10.2307/2525981.

Offices, United States Government Accountability. 2020. “Gender Pay Differences.”
https://www.gao.gov/assets/720/711014.pdf.

Reimers, Cordelia W. 1983. “Labor Market Discrimination Against Hispanic and Black Men.” The Review
of Economics and Statistics 65 (4): 570. https://doi.org/10.2307/1935925.

Stum, Andrea, Blaine; Fallenstein. 2015. “Gender and Racial Equity at the City of Spokane.”
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/blog/2016/03/24/closing-the-gender-and-racial-pay-gap/gender-
pay-equity-report-full-2016-03-30.pdf.

“The Pay Gap in 25 Major US Cities.” 2020. AAUW. https://www.aauw.org/resources/article/pay-gap-in-
metro-areas/.

“The Wage Gap: The Who, How, Why, and What to Do.” 2020. National Women’s Law Center.
https://nwlc.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Wage-Gap-Who-how.pdf.

“US Census Bureau Personal Income: PINC-05.” 2020. US Census Bureau.
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/cps-pinc/pinc-05.html.

Analytic

Page 156 aic

a


https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2017R1/Downloads/CommitteeMeetingDocument/123207
https://doi.org/10.2307/145830
https://doi.org/10.2307/2525981
https://www.gao.gov/assets/720/711014.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2307/1935925
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/blog/2016/03/24/closing-the-gender-and-racial-pay-gap/gender-pay-equity-report-full-2016-03-30.pdf
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/blog/2016/03/24/closing-the-gender-and-racial-pay-gap/gender-pay-equity-report-full-2016-03-30.pdf
https://www.aauw.org/resources/article/pay-gap-in-metro-areas/
https://www.aauw.org/resources/article/pay-gap-in-metro-areas/
https://nwlc.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Wage-Gap-Who-how.pdf
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/cps-pinc/pinc-05.html

