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Preface

Although a representative federal workforce is a strategic personnel priority, certain demo-
graphic groups have historically been underrepresented, and these groups may continue to face
employment barriers. One such group includes persons with targeted disabilities (PWTD),
who are the focus of this report. The federal workforce has a 2-percent representation goal for
the employment of persons with specific disabilities or health conditions, known as targeted
disabilities. Targeted disabilities include deafness, blindness, missing extremities, paralysis, sei-
zure disorders, distortion of limbs or spine, mental illness, dwarfism, and severe or intellectual
impairments.

These appendixes accompany the report, Representation of Persons with Targeted Disabili-
ties: An Analysis of Barriers to Employment in the Department of Defense Civilian Workforce,
which discusses employment barriers within the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) that
PWTD may experience. These appendixes provide more details on the methodology, data, and
findings discussed in the companion report.

This research was sponsored by the Office of Diversity Management and Equal Opportu-
nity in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and conducted within the Forces and Resources
Policy Center of the RAND National Defense Research Institute, a federally funded research
and development center sponsored by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff,
the Unified Combatant Commands, the Navy, the Marine Corps, the defense agencies, and
the defense Intelligence Community.

For more information on the RAND Forces and Resources Policy Center, see
www.rand.org/nsrd/ndri/centers/frp or contact the director (contact information is provided

on the webpage).

Organization of the Appendixes

Appendix A describes legal requirements and initiatives regarding employees with disabilities
in the federal workforce and in DoD specifically. Appendix B summarizes relevant national
data sets with information on persons with disabilities. Appendix C provides example work-
force data tables that have been used by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC). Appendix D describes additional analyses that we conducted on representation of
PWTD in DoD, drawing from guidance provided by the EEOC. Appendix E provides infor-
mation on representation of PWTD among full-time, nonseasonal, permanent employees by
DoD component and year. Appendix F provides information for several different occupa-
tions for DoD and its components. Appendix G provides additional information regarding the
quantitative analyses we conducted, addressing characteristics of the decomposition method.


http://www.rand.org/nsrd/ndri/centers/frp
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Appendix H lists the questions we used in our DoD interviews. Appendixes I and ] provide
information on the survey that we administered to hiring managers and supervisors in DoD
and present detailed survey outcomes, respectively.
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APPENDIX A

Legal Requirements and Initiatives Regarding Employees with
Disabilities in DoD

Federal laws and initiatives demonstrate commitment at the highest levels of government to
prohibit discrimination and encourage representation from all sectors of society in the federal
workforce. By law, the federal personnel management system should aim to recruit “quali-
fied individuals . . . to achieve a workforce from all segments of society.” The system further
requires that “all employees and applicants for employment should receive fair and equitable
treatment in all aspects of personnel management without regard to political affiliation, race,
color, religion, national origin, sex, marital status, age, or handicapping condition, and with
proper regard for their privacy and constitutional rights” (5 U.S.C. 2301[b][1]).

Despite the fact that a representative workforce is a strategic personnel priority, certain
demographic groups have historically been underrepresented in the federal workforce and
may continue to face employment barriers. One such group includes persons with disabilities,
which is the focus of this report. This trend is even more pronounced for persons with targeted
disabilities (PWTD). Federal law defines a person with a disability as someone with a “physical
or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more of the major life activities of such
individual” (29 CFR 1630.2, 1991). A qualified person with a disability is defined as someone
who “satisfies the requisite skill, experience, education and other job-related requirements of
the employment position such individual holds or desires and, with or without reasonable
accommodation, can perform the essential functions of such position” (29 CFR 1630.2, 1991).
Low participation rates among disabled persons could indicate that they face special barriers to
employment in the federal workforce.

The U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) recognized the term
“persons with targeted disabilities” in 1979 with Management Directive 703. PWTD are
a subset of persons with disabilities and can have any of nine identified severe disabilities.!
The federal government places special emphasis on recruiting, hiring, and retaining PWTD.
Despite this special emphasis, participation rates for this subset of disabled persons remain low
and appear to be in decline (EEOC, undated).

In this appendix, we outline legal requirements and initiatives that address underrepre-
sentation of persons with disabilities in the federal workforce and additional efforts focused on
PWTD. In addition to initiatives at the federal level, we describe efforts at the U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense (DoD) level aimed at increasing representation of persons with disabilities

and, specifically, PWTD in the DoD workforce.

1 Targeted disabilities include deafness, blindness, missing extremities, paralysis, seizure disorders, distortion of limbs or

spine, mental illness, dwarfism, and severe or intellectual impairments.
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Federal Laws and Regulations

Federal laws and regulations delineate legal authorities regarding federal employment. Those
laws and regulations relevant to persons with disabilities include the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
(29 U.S.C. 791), the Schedule A hiring authority (5 CFR 213.3102[u]), and veterans’ preference
for hiring (5 U.S.C. 2108).

Rehabilitation Act of 1973

Section 501 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 mandated that each federal agency establish
affirmative action program plans to address the hiring, placement, and advancement of per-
sons with disabilities within that agency. The act required these plans to be updated annually
and submitted to the EEOC for approval. The Rehabilitation Act serves as the foundation for
future government action, including several Executive orders addressing federal employment
of persons with disabilities. Building on the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) was passed in 1990. The ADA prohibits discrimination on the basis
of disability for employment and applies to all employers, including private-sector companies
(U.S. Department of Justice, undated).

Schedule A

Excepted service appointing authorities allow federal agencies to hire individuals outside of
traditional hiring processes in a more streamlined manner. The Schedule A hiring authority
outlines regulations regarding excepted service for hiring “people with severe physical dis-
abilities, psychiatric disabilities, and intellectual disabilities.” Individuals appointed through
Schedule A have the opportunity to qualify for permanent employment after two years of sat-
isfactory service. Schedule A is a critical tool to increase the hiring of persons with disabilities
in the federal government. Additionally, although not specifically designed to increase veteran
employment, the Schedule A appointing authority can be used to appoint eligible veterans who
have a severe physical, psychological, or intellectual disability to federal jobs.

Veterans’ Preference

Veterans’ preference provides an additional tool for federal agencies to hire persons with dis-
abilities if they are veterans who meet the eligibility requirements. Eligibility for veterans’ pref-
erence in hiring is outlined in U.S. Code, Title 5, Section 2108 (5 U.S.C. 2108). There are two
basic categories of eligible veterans: those who are disabled and those who are not disabled.
Nondisabled eligible veterans receive 5 points in the preference system, while disabled eligible
veterans receive 10 points (Feds Hire Vets, undated). When federal agencies use a point system
to evaluate applicants, the points are added to the applicants’ overall scores. This provides the
opportunity for federal agencies to appoint these candidates over other applicants.

Notably, federal agencies may noncompetitively appoint veterans who have a 30-percent
or higher disability rating when retiring from the military. A Physical Evaluation Board estab-
lishes the disability ratings assigned to active duty personnel and veterans (Defense Finance
and Accounting Service, 2017). The assigned disability rating addresses a person’s ability to
perform work and daily activities based on each service-connected injury or illness incurred.

2 Schedule A regulations do not define which disabilities do or do not qualify for this authority. Applicants must provide
proof of disability status and federal agencies interpret the requirements for Schedule A qualification.
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Executive Orders

Several Executive orders are relevant to representation of persons with disabilities in the federal
workforce. These include

* Executive Order 13163: Increasing the Opportunity for Individuals with Disabilities to Be
Employed in the Federal Government (White House, 2000a)

* Executive Order 13164: Requiring Federal Agencies to Establish Procedures to Facilitate the
Provision of Reasonable Accommodation (\White House, 2000b)

* Executive Order 13548: Increasing Federal Employment of Individuals with Disabilities
(White House, 2010)

* Executive Order 13583: Establishing a Coordinated Government-Wide Initiative to Promote
Diversity and Inclusion in the Federal Workforce (White House, 2011).

We next outline the content of these Executive orders and how they directly or indirectly
address the employment of persons with disabilities in the federal workforce.?

Executive Order 13163: Increasing the Opportunity for Individuals with Disabilities to Be
Employed in the Federal Government

In July 2000, President Bill Clinton issued Executive Order 13163 (White House, 2000a) in
support of the goals of Section 501 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Executive Order 13163
references evidence showing that qualified persons with disabilities were denied employment
and were not being made aware of available employment opportunities in the federal govern-
ment. Furthermore, this Executive order states that outreach and increased recognition of rea-
sonable accommodation options available to persons with disabilities will improve opportuni-
ties for employment. To that end, and in support of federal government efforts to hire qualified
persons with disabilities, Executive Order 13163 mandates that federal agencies use available
hiring authorities, expand outreach efforts, and increase efforts to accommodate persons with
disabilities.

The Executive order directs the federal government, as a model employer, to lead efforts to
educate the public regarding employment opportunities for persons with disabilities. Executive
Order 13163 requires each federal agency to develop a plan in support of increasing employ-
ment of persons with disabilities in the agency and submit plans to the U.S. Office of Personnel
Management (OPM). The Executive order also mandates that OPM develop guidance regard-
ing implementation of the order. According to Executive Order 13548 from 2010 (which we
describe in more detail later), efforts to implement Executive Order 13163 appear to have been
limited.

Executive Order 13164: Requiring Federal Agencies to Establish Procedures to Facilitate the
Provision of Reasonable Accommodation

Later in July 2000, President Clinton issued Executive Order 13164, which outlines guidelines
for the federal government on providing reasonable accommodations for (1) persons with dis-

3 In 2009, Executive Order 13518: Veterans Employment Initiative established Veterans Employment Program Offices
within agencies (White House, 2009). This Executive order was not focused on employees with targeted disabilities but had
a broader scope. Among other benefits, this Executive order permitted offices to develop training programs for veterans with
disabilities.
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abilities in the federal employment application process, (2) federal employees with disabilities
in order to perform the essential functions of a position, and (3) federal employees with dis-
abilities in order to access benefits and privileges of employment equal to those available to
nondisabled employees (White House, 2000b). Executive Order 13164 requires that federal
agencies establish written procedures for processing requests for reasonable accommodations
both for federal employees and applicants with disabilities and mandates that federal agencies

submit these procedures to the EEOC.

Executive Order 13548: Increasing Federal Employment of Individuals with Disabilities

In July 2010, President Barack Obama issued Executive Order 13548, which states that limited
action was taken to implement Executive Order 13163 in the years after it was issued by Presi-
dent Clinton and that persons with disabilities remain underrepresented in the federal work-
force (White House, 2010). Executive Order 13548 reemphasizes that the federal government
must serve as a model employer for persons with disabilities and that it must improve efforts to
recruit, hire, and retain disabled employees. The Executive order mandates that

* OPM provide model recruitment and hiring strategies for federal agencies to increase
employment of persons with disabilities

* OPM develop mandatory training programs regarding employment of persons with dis-
abilities for federal agency human resources personnel and hiring managers

* cach federal agency develop a plan to promote employment opportunities for persons
with disabilities that includes performance targets and numerical goals for employment
of persons with disabilities and those with targeted disabilities

* federal agencies appoint a senior-level agency official to be accountable for agency efforts
regarding employment of persons with disabilities

e federal agencies use Schedule A as a means to increase employment of persons with dis-
abilities where possible and to increase the participation of persons with disabilities in
internships, fellowships, and training and mentoring programs

e OPM assist agencies with plan implementation and report to the President, the heads of
agencies, and the public on implementation progress along with government-wide statis-
tics on the hiring of persons with disabilities

e OPM define strategies for retaining federal employees with disabilities, including train-
ing; ensure accessibility and funds to provide reasonable accommodations; and assist
agencies with implementation

* agencies improve and expand efforts to retain employees who are injured on the job and
increase successful return to work outcomes.

OPM’s efforts in support of Executive Order 13548 and federal agency plans submitted
in compliance with the Executive order are discussed in more detail in later sections in this
appendix. Additionally, as a result of this Executive order’s requirements, all federal agencies
now have a 2-percent goal for the participation rate of PWTD.

Executive Order 13583: Establishing a Coordinated Government-Wide Initiative to Promote
Diversity and Inclusion in the Federal Workforce

In August 2011, President Obama issued Executive Order 13583, which states
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To realize more fully the goal of using the talents of all segments of society, the Federal
Government must continue to challenge itself to enhance its ability to recruit, hire, pro-
mote, and retain a more diverse workforce. Further, the Federal Government must create a
culture that encourages collaboration, flexibility, and fairness to enable individuals to par-
ticipate to their full potential. (White House, 2011)

Executive Order 13583 acknowledges the steps taken in previous Executive orders, such
as Executive Order 13548, to address the federal government’s aim to be a model employer for
equal opportunity, diversity, and inclusion. It directs federal agencies to develop a “compre-
hensive, integrated, and strategic focus on diversity and inclusion” as an essential element of
personnel management. Representation of demographic groups in the federal workforce and
supporting individuals with inclusive environments are key components of federal government
diversity efforts. Thus, although it does not address representation of persons with disabilities
specifically, Executive Order 13583 provides the foundation for initiatives focused on federal
employment of persons with disabilities.

Executive Order 13583 mandates the development of a GovernmentWide Diversity and
Inclusion Strategic Plan to serve as the federal government’s coordinated effort to promote
diversity and inclusion in its workforce.* The plan is to be updated every four years at a mini-
mum and is directed to include strategies to identify and address barriers to equal employment
opportunity (EEO) in the federal workforce and to promote accountability in these efforts.
Executive Order 13583 also requires federal agencies to develop their own agency-specific
Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plans based on the government-wide plan model. OPM and
the deputy director for management of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) are
required to establish methods for assessing and tracking agency progress in implementing both
their agency-specific Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plans and the objectives of Executive
Order 13583. In compliance with Executive Order 13583, OPM issued a Government-Wide
Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan in 2011 and has efforts in place to track agency imple-
mentation progress, which we will discuss later in this appendix.

The four executive orders discussed in this section (Executive Order 13163, Executive
Order 13164, Executive Order 13548, and Executive Order 13583) demonstrate commitment
at the highest levels to EEO, diversity, and inclusion in the federal workforce and support
efforts to employ persons with disabilities. These Executive orders provide the foundational
tools to promote efforts to increase representation of persons with disabilities in the federal
workforce.

OPM Efforts

OPM is charged with ensuring the successful management of the federal workforce and has
responsibility for human resources policy across the federal government. Thus, DoD leaders
must manage the civilian workforce in a manner that is aligned with OPM direction and ini-
tiatives. OPM is a critical driver of efforts to increase representation of persons with disabilities
in the federal workforce, as outlined in OPM’s assigned responsibilities in relevant Executive

Executive Order 13583 identifies those responsible for development of the Government-Wide Diversity and Inclusion
Strategic Plan as the director of OPM and the deputy director for management of the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) in coordination with the President’s Management Council and the chair of the EEOC (White House, 2011).
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orders. This section will discuss key OPM efforts focused on employment of persons with
disabilities.

Model Strategies for Recruitment and Hiring of People with Disabilities as Required Under
Executive Order 13548

In November 2010, OPM issued a memorandum for the heads of executive departments and
agencies in the federal government, entitled Model Recruitment Strategies for Recruitment and
Hiring of People with Disabilities as Required Under Executive Order 13548 (OPM, 2010b). This
memorandum provided detailed guidance to federal agencies to assist them in responding to
Executive Order 13548’ requirement to submit plans to OPM for increasing employment of
persons with disabilities.

Employment of People with Disabilities in the Federal Executive Branch Reports

To ensure continued compliance with Executive Order 13548, OPM issues an annual report
to the President on representation of persons with disabilities across the federal government
and best practices related to employment of persons with disabilities. The report provides data
by disability status on the composition of the federal workforce overall, each agency’s overall
workforce, new hires by agency, Schedule A new hires by agency, representation by pay grade,
and historical data. The most recent report (for fiscal year [FY] 2013) highlights a number of
best practices, including the following:

* OPM, along with its partner agencies, developed an online training course, entitled “A
Roadmap to Success: Hiring, Retaining and Including People with Disabilities,” which
was made available to all federal agencies. Notably, this course is only one hour in length,
and information regarding the extent to which DoD employees take this training is not
readily available.

¢ 'The Chief Human Capital Officers Council developed a shared list of job-secking persons
with disabilities, resulting in the OPM Shared List of People with Disabilities database,
which contains information about candidates with disabilities who are eligible to apply

for employment through Schedule A (OPM, 2014).

Government-Wide Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan

To implement Executive Order 13583, OPM published the Government-Wide Diversity and
Inclusion Strategic Plan in 2011 (OPM, 2011a). The plan outlines three key goals for diversity
efforts in government agencies:

* Workforce Diversity. Recruit from a diverse, qualified group of potential applicants
to secure a high-performing workforce drawn from all segments of American society.

* Workplace Inclusion. Cultivate a culture that encourages collaboration, flexibility,
and fairness to enable individuals to contribute to their full potential and further
retention.

* Sustainability. Develop structures and strategies to equip leaders with the ability to
manage diversity, be accountable, measure results, refine approaches on the basis of
such data, and institutionalize a culture of inclusion.
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OPM also issued an accompanying guidance document, Guidance for Agency-Specific
Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plans, to provide agencies with actionable strategies to imple-
ment the Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan (OPM, 2011b).

As discussed, OPM is required to assess plan implementation across federal agencies.
OPM is using a web-based dashboard tool—the D&I Dashboard—as a top-level assessment of
federal agency diversity progress. The tool enables agencies to assess the success of their efforts
and view demographic data, including data on all disabilities and targeted disabilities, in the
following areas: representation rates, attrition and new hire rates, Senior Executive Service
(SES) representation, and General Schedule (GS) levels (OPM, undated-b). The D&I Dash-
board is housed on the OPM website, is publicly available, and currently includes annual data
from 2010, 2011, and 2012 (OPM, undated-a). OPM assesses DoD along with other federal
agencies regarding Strategic Plan implementation partly through this dashboard. DoD’s spe-
cific efforts to implement the Strategic Plan will be discussed later in this appendix.

EEOC Efforts

The EEOC is responsible for coordinating EEO for the federal government. Executive Order
12067, Providing for Coordination of Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Programs, man-
dates that the EEOC enforce all federal EEO laws and lead the federal government’s efforts
to combat workplace discrimination (White House, 1978). Accordingly, all federal agencies,
including DoD, must coordinate with the EEOC and comply with reporting requirements.
Next, we discuss the EEOC’s efforts relevant to representation of persons with disabilities.

Leadership for the Employment of Americans with Disabilities

Leadership for the Employment of Americans with Disabilities (LEAD), which was launched
in 20006, is an initiative within the EEOC tasked to address representation issues for PWTD
with the goal of increasing their employment in the federal workforce (EEOC, undated).
LEAD was established with the aim of reversing the steady decline of representation of PWTD
in the federal workforce. As part of LEAD, EEOC senior leaders and staff reach out to federal
agencies to educate them about issues related to representation of PWTD and remind them of
their obligation to the Rehabilitation Act and Management Directive 715 (MD-715). Of note,
the LEAD initiative established the 2-percent goal for the participation rate of PWTD for all
federal agencies (EEOC, 2010), but the potential reasons underlying the selection of the 2-per-
cent goal have not been publicized. The EEOC tracks agency progress against this 2-percent
goal. LEAD also provides tips to federal agencies to increase representation of PWTD in their
agencies. These tips include the following:

e Set a goal, make a plan, implement.

* Hire or appoint a disability program manager or a selective placement coordinator (hire
both if possible).

e Make sure that the human resources personnel in the agency understand how to handle
Schedule A applications.

* Deal head on with the attitudinal biases of hiring managers in the agency.
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MD-715

In accordance with its role to provide policy coordination and oversight of federal agency
EEO programs, the EEOC issued MD-715 on October 1, 2003. MD-715 outlines policy
guidance to federal agencies for establishing and maintaining effective EEO programs and
requires all federal agencies to submit an annual report to the EEOC on the status of their
programs (EEOC, 2003). MD-715 reports must include the agency’s assessment of how its
efforts measure up against the prescribed six essential elements of a model EEO program:
(1) demonstrated commitment to EEO, (2) integration of EEO, (3) maintenance of policies
and procedures that hold people accountable for EEO programs, (4) proactive prevention of
discrimination, (5) maintenance of efficient and fair processes for tracking and resolving EEO
disputes and complaints, and (6) compliance with the EEOC. For the fourth core element,
proactive prevention of discrimination, agencies must identify barriers that may impact par-
ticular groups of the workforce and develop plans to eliminate these barriers.

In the MD-715 reports, agencies also must conduct an internal review of all policies, prac-
tices, and procedures that directly or indirectly relate to the employment of persons with dis-
abilities, with the aim of identifying any existing barriers to employment for qualified persons
with disabilities. The MD-715 reports must evaluate potential barriers and identify strategies
for their elimination. Additionally, MD-715 requires that agencies with at least 1,000 employ-
ees establish goals for the employment and advancement of PWTD and maintain a specific
recruitment program for this group. MD-715 is explored in greater detail in the main report.

U.S. Department of Labor Efforts

The U.S. Department of Labor’s (DoLs) Office of Disability Employment Policy (ODEP),
which was authorized by Congress in 2001, works to increase the number and quality of
employment opportunities for persons with disabilities through the development of relevant
policies and practices. ODEP participates in several efforts to support the employment of per-
sons with disabilities in the federal government, including establishing a Federal Community
of Practice for federal managers and human resources personnel to support employment of per-
sons with disabilities and developing a roadmap for implementing Employer Resource Groups
in the federal sector. Two other efforts are highlighted in the following sections.

Promising and Emerging Practices for Enhancing the Employment of Individuals with
Disabilities Included in Plans Submitted by Federal Agencies Under Executive Order 13548
In September 2012, Dol issued a summary report entitled Promising and Emerging Practices
for Enbancing the Employment of Individuals with Disabilities Included in Plans Submitted by
Federal Agencies Under Executive Order 13548 (DoL, 2012b). The report highlights promis-
ing practices from federal agency reports in response to Executive Order 13548 so that federal
agencies may leverage and implement these practices across the federal government. The ulti-
mate aim of this report is to support the goal stated in Executive Order 13548 for the federal
government to be a model employer for persons with disabilities. In preparing this report, DoL
commissioned a review of agency-submitted plans and evaluated these plans in the following
areas:
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* inclusive agency-wide culture (including commitment of agency leadership and issuance
of policy statements)

* self-identification, quantitative analysis, and goals and benchmarks

* outreach and recruitment

* hiring, career development and advancement, and retention

* reasonable accommodation policies and procedures

* external and internal communication of agency policy procedures

* accessible information and communication technology

e accountability and continuous improvement.

The report highlights selected practices from ten agencies that representatives from the
EEOC, DoL, and OPM perceived as promising.> Notably, the report serves as a general review
of submitted plans. Therefore, it provides no empirical evidence regarding the impact of these
practices and does not consider practices or programs that agencies may not have described in
their submitted plans.

DoD was included as one of the ten agencies considered in this report. DoD practices
that were highlighted in the report include

* distributing memoranda from leadership on an annual basis in support of Executive
Order 13548

* conducting a summit focused on promoting support and discussion regarding representa-
tion of persons with disabilities

* encouraging employees through messaging from leadership and by circulating a memo-
randum to human resource directors that provides guidance regarding use of the Self-
Identification of Disability Form: SF-256 during employee onboarding to self-identify as
a person with a disability (OPM, 2010a; OPM, 2016a; OPM, 2016b)

* providing mentorship opportunities for disabled employees

* providing training on disability-related issues to all DoD personnel, with particu-
lar emphasis on those engaged in the recruitment, hiring, promotion, and retention of
employees.

Federal Agency Employment Strategies: A Framework for Disability Inclusion

Also in September 2012, Dol issued a report entitled Federal Agency Employment Strategies: A
Framework for Disability Inclusion (DoL, 2012a). 'This report outlines emerging and existing
best practices and strategies for recruiting, hiring, promoting, and retaining persons with dis-
abilities. The intent is for federal agencies to use this document as a tool to create a more inclu-
sive environment for persons with disabilities. The document incorporates legal and regulatory
requirements into these strategies and practices, including Executive Order 13548 and related
OPM guidance, MD-715, and the content of federal agency plans submitted in response to
Executive Order 13548. The strategies and practices identified in this report focus on seven
key areas:

5 'The ten agencies included the U.S. Department of Agriculture, DoD, U.S. Department of Education, EEOC, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, DoL, OPM, U.S. Social Security Administration, U.S. Department of the
Treasury, and U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs.
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* Lead the Way: Inclusive Agency-Wide Culture

* Hire (and Keep) the Best: Personnel Practices

* Ensure Productivity: Reasonable Accommodation Procedures

* Build the Pipeline: Outreach and Recruitment

* Communicate: External and Internal Communication of Agency Policies and Practices
* Be Tech Savvy: Accessible Information and Communication Technology

* Grow Success: Accountability and Continuous Improvement (DoL, 2012a, p. 2).

In its report, ODEP Accomplishments: 2009—2012, DoL's ODEP notes the impact of
these two reports (DoL ODEP, 2012). This report states that the best practices and strategies
that ODEP identified are being incorporated into the EEOC’s training materials for use by all
federal agencies.

DoD Efforts

In addition to government-wide initiatives, there are several efforts within DoD that aim to
address representation of persons with disabilities in its workforce. Two of these DoD-led
efforts—the Workforce Recruitment Program (WRP) and the Computer/Electronic Accom-
modations Program (CAP)—have been expanded to also serve as a resource for all federal
agencies. Some of DoD’s efforts focus on EEO or diversity and inclusion more broadly while
others are tailored specifically to the employment of persons with disabilities. These efforts are
discussed in more detail below.

Representation Goal

Prior to the mandates included in Executive orders, in 1987 DoD established a goal that 2 per-
cent of its civilian workforce should comprise PWTD, as defined by the EEOC (EEOC, 2008).
This goal was set in place before Executive Order 13548 required federal agencies to establish
such hiring goals and the LEAD initiative set the 2-percent participation rate goal for PWTD
for all federal agencies. That goal remains in place and DoD participates in a number of ini-
tiatives in support of the goal. DoD considers this goal a key indicator of the degree to which
PWTD perceive that DoD is committed to achieving an inclusive workplace environment.

Workforce Recruitment Program

The WRP is a recruitment and referral program for college students and recent graduates with
disabilities. The WRP was started in the Department of the Navy in the mid-1970s and was
expanded to the entire federal sector. The program is now jointly managed by the Office of
Diversity Management and Equal Opportunity (ODMEO) and Dol with support from a
number of federal agencies. The WRP aims to connect federal employers with college students
and recent graduates with disabilities for placement in internships or permanent job oppor-
tunities. Each year, WRP recruiters interview interested students and recent graduates with
disabilities and compile this information in a searchable database for federal employers. Since
the expansion of the program in 1995, over 6,000 students and recent graduates with dis-
abilities have received internships or permanent positions with the federal government through

the WRP (WRP, undated). In its guidance regarding federal agency response to Executive
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Order 13548 in 2011, OPM highlighted the WRP as a model strategy for the recruitment and
hiring of persons with disabilities in the federal sector.

Computer/Electronic Accommodations Program

The CAP was established in 1990 by the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readi-
ness as the centrally funded reasonable accommodations program for employees with disabili-
ties in DoD. In alignment with the National Defense Authorization Act of October 2000,
Congress provided the CAP with the authority to offer assistive technology, devices, and sup-
port services to all federal agencies that have a partnership agreement with the CAP at no cost.
The overarching aim of the CAP is to provide equal access to technology and opportunities to
persons with disabilities in DoD and across all federal agencies (CAP, undated-a). In its Annual
Stakeholders Report: Fiscal Year 2013, the CAP notes that it has partnerships with 68 federal
agencies (CAP, 2014). By providing accommodations at no cost to federal agencies, the CAP
not only ensures equal access to the work environment for persons with disabilities but also
serves to remove a potential barrier to hiring persons with disabilities where agencies might see
necessary accommodations as cost prohibitive. The CAP has been recognized for its achieve-
ments by a broad audience and has received a number of awards, including the following:

* Wounded Warrior Hiring and Support Award from the Navy recognizing the CAP’s
efforts in executing the President’s guidance to do “everything in our power to assist
[veterans] in re-entering civilian life and finding employment” (2011) (CAP, undated-b)

* Leadership Award at the Potomac Forum’s “Telework in the Federal Government” event
for the CAP’s innovative approach to increasing telework by federal employees with dis-
abilities (2005) (CAP, 2006)

* Best New Ability Communications Award from the New Freedom Foundation for the
CAP’s development and dissemination of “Real Solutions for Real Needs,” a completely
accessible CD-ROM, as a marketing and educational tool for CAP customers and the
public (2004) (CAP, 2005)

* Fred Strache Leadership Award from California State University, Northridge Center
on Disabilities for then—CAP director Dinah Cohen, recognizing her leadership for the
removal of barriers for persons with disabilities (2004) (CAP, 2006)

* Distinguished Contribution to Assistive Technology Award from the Rehabilitation
Engineering and Assistive Technology Society of North America recognizing the CAP’s
programs that have made a sustained contribution to the field of assistive technology for
a segment of the population (2002) (CAP, 2003).

While the CAP provides assistive technologies, agencies must have the resources available
to install the needed technologies. Installation requires a time investment on the part of the
agencies and some agency staff must have the knowledge and skills for installation.

Increasing Federal Employment of Individuals with Disabilities: Operational Plan 2011-2015
In 2011, in compliance with Executive Order 13548, DoD published Increasing Federal
Employment of Individuals with Disabilities, Operational Plan 2011-2015 (DoD, 2011). The
Operational Plan focuses on four key aspects related to employment of persons with disabil-
ities: measurable goals, accountability, recruitment and hiring, and retention. Additionally,
the plan reemphasizes DoD’s continued commitment to the goal of 2-percent representation
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of PWTD and addresses the roles and responsibilities of DoD leadership regarding employ-
ment of persons with disabilities. Furthermore, it designates senior-level officials responsible for
implementing the Operational Plan.

The Operational Plan outlines objectives, expected outcomes, action steps, the associated
timeline, and offices or personnel responsible for five areas of focus derived from Executive
order requirements:

* accountability

* recruitment

* employment and retention

* training and information-sharing
e tracking and reporting.

DoD Narrative Summary Report on Disability Employment Data

On a quarterly basis, ODMEO reviews disability workforce data on civilians employed in
DoD as part of its efforts to monitor DoD’s employment outcomes for persons with disabili-
ties. The Department of Defense Narrative Summary Report on Disability Employment Data:
Fiscal Year 2013 presents trends in DoD’s civilian disability workforce data for DoD both over-
all and by component, allowing for progress comparisons across components (DoD, 2014a).

Selected highlights from the report include the following:

* DoD displayed a year-to-year increase in the participation rate for PWTD for the first
time in 20 years.

e DoD’s hiring rate for PWTD is lower than the participation rate and poses a challenge
for meeting the 2-percent participation rate goal.

* DoD continues to show success in hiring veterans with disabilities.

DoD Policies

Specific DoD policies provide the foundation for efforts to increase representation of per-
sons with disabilities. These policies govern DoD’s EEO and diversity and inclusion programs
and currently include DoD Directive (DoDD) 1440.1: 7he DoD Civilian Equal Employment
Opportunity (EEO) Program (DoD, 1987) and DoDD 1020.02E: Diversity Management and
Equal Opportunity in the DoD (DoD, 2015). These issuances

* establish policy, assign responsibilities, and provide an overarching framework for DoD
EEO and diversity and inclusion programs

* establish the EEO program consistent with guidance from the EEOC and OPM

* authorize appointment of Special Emphasis Program (SEP) managers, including for the
Program for People with Disabilities.

ODMEQO is in the process of updating these issuances. The revised EEO issuance will

* outline new procedures for providing reasonable accommodations to and setting goals for
the hiring of persons with disabilities
* incorporate the EEOC’s Model EEO Program goals
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* require DoD components to conduct self-assessments of their EEO programs
* clarify collection and reporting requirements (DoD ODMEOQO, 2014).

A new diversity management instruction is also being drafted that will define updated
diversity program policy and any additional reporting or data-collection requirements.

Human Goals Charter

In April 2014, senior DoD leaders, including the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, signed the Department of Defense Human Goals charter, updating the
1998 Human Goals Charter. The 2014 charter states that DoD gains a “strategic advantage
through the diversity of [its] total force” and by creating a “culture of inclusion where individu-
als are drawn to serve, are valued, and actively contribute to overall mission success” (DoD,
2014b). The 2014 DoD charter outlines ten goals affirming the department’s commitment
to equity, diversity, and inclusion in its military and civilian workforce. These ten goals are
detailed in Table A.1.

By signing this updated charter, DoD leaders signaled that they are committed to work-
force diversity and believe it to be essential to their mission. Commitment to diversity and
inclusion in DoD promotes the further establishment of an inclusive environment in the DoD
workplace, one that would be welcoming to persons with disabilities. The Human Goals Char-
ter ultimately provides leadership support for DoD’s efforts to increase representation of per-
sons with disabilities in the DoD civilian workforce. The aims of the DoD Human Goals
Charter are

* To attract to the Department of Defense people with ability, dedication, and capacity
for growth

* To provide opportunity for everyone, military and civilian, to rise to as high a level of
responsibility as possible, dependent only on individual talent and diligence

* To assure that equal opportunity is an integral part of readiness

* To make military service in the Department of Defense a model of equal opportunity
for all regardless of race, color, sex, religion, sexual orientation, or national origin

* To provide equity in civilian employment regardless of race, color, sex, religion,
national origin, disability, age, sexual orientation, or genetic information, without
reprisal and to provide an environment that is accessible to and usable by all

* To hold those who do business with or receive assistance from the Department to full
compliance with its equal opportunity policies

* To help each service member in leaving the service to transition to civilian life

* To create an inclusive environment that values diversity and fosters mutual respect
and cooperation among all persons

* To contribute to the improvement of our society, including its disadvantaged mem-
bers, by efficient utilization of our human and physical resources while maintaining
full effectiveness in the performance of our primary mission

* To foster a culture that treats all individuals as full and equal partners on the National
Defense team, and encourages the fullest utilization of their skills consistent with

DoD policy. (DoD, 2014b)
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DoD Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan

In April 2012, DoD published its 2012-2017 Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan, which
provides the foundation and roadmap for the department’s diversity and inclusion effort and
incorporates the priorities of the GovernmentWide Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan. The
plan outlines three goals for the DoD diversity and inclusion effort:

* Goal 1: Ensure leadership commitment to an accountable and sustained diversity effort

* Goal 2: Employ an aligned strategic outreach effort to identify, attract, and recruit from
a broad talent pool reflective of the best of the nation we serve

* Goal 3: Develop, mentor, and retain top talent from across the total force.

While this plan does not specifically address representation of persons with disabilities, it
includes several initiatives that are relevant to identifying and eliminating barriers for demo-
graphic groups and supporting the establishment of an inclusive environment for persons with
disabilities in the department.

DoD Compliance with MD-715

The military services and DoD agencies annually respond to the MD-715 report requirement.
EEOC prescribed six essential elements of a model EEO program and ODMEO works with
service and agency EEO directors to ensure compliance with MD-715. The ODMEOQO team
analyzes service and agency MD-715 report submissions and works with the services and agen-
cies to identify common concerns, providing a DoD-wide picture of compliance with EEOC
requirements. For example, analysis of service and agency FY 2012 MD-715 reports revealed
that a common area of concern across DoD focused on an element of demonstrated commit-
ment: EEO policy enforced by management. Specifically, concerns were raised by some agen-
cies about the availability and distribution of procedures for reasonable accommodations for
persons with disabilities. ODMEO uses this identification of common concerns to drive DoD-
wide EEO strategies and initiatives.

Disability Program

ODMEQO?’s disability program coordinates DoD’s efforts relating to persons with disabilities
and includes a number of efforts that promote representation of persons with disabilities in
DoD. For example, ODMEO jointly manages the WRP with DoL. ODMEO responded to
recent budget sequestration and hiring limitations with innovative and adaptive solutions and
managed to bring in 76 hires from the WRP in 2013. ODMEO has also worked to improve
the accuracy of workforce data on persons with disabilities. When the Under Secretary for
Personnel and Readiness put out a memorandum in 2012 asking each DoD component to
encourage civilian employees to verify their disability status, ODMEO tracked component
adherence to this request and recognized successful efforts.

Additional efforts of the disability program include initiatives on improving accessibil-
ity at events across DoD, developing an e-mentoring course for civilian employees with dis-
abilities, collaborating with the Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute regarding
content and delivery of disability program manager training, spearheading a working group
that brings together component disability program managers on a quarterly basis, and assisting
components with processing disability complaints in a timely manner (DoD ODMEO, 2014).
Finally, ODMEO coordinated with the Defense Civilian Personnel Advisory Service to host
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a DoD Disability Summit in 2012, which brought DoD’s EEO and human resources leader-
ship together with component disability program managers to collaborate on efforts to further
implement Executive Order 13548.

ODMEQO also leads the Disability Emphasis Program, which is the DoD SEP for per-
sons with disabilities. As noted, DoDD 1440.1 establishes SEPs in DoD. According to DoDD
1440.1, SEPs are “integral parts of the overall EEO program to enhance the employment,
training, and advancement of a particular minority group, women, or people with disabilities”
(DoD, 1987). As part of the SEP efforts, ODMEO hosts the DoD Disability Awards Cer-
emony on an annual basis. This ceremony aims to honor the contributions of DoD civilian
employees with disabilities and wounded, ill, or injured service members in addition to recog-
nizing DoD components with significant achievements in the hiring, retention, and advance-
ment of persons with disabilities.

Summary

While federal laws are in place to prohibit discrimination and promote a federal workforce that
comes from all segments of society, representation gaps persist for some demographic groups.
In this appendix, we outlined regulations and efforts aimed at addressing underrepresentation
of persons with disabilities and targeted disabilities in the federal workforce, including federal
laws and government-wide and DoD-specific initiatives.

As an entity of the federal government, DoD must comply with government-wide initia-
tives and reporting requirements related to employment of persons with disabilities and tar-
geted disabilities in its workforce. Based on the foundation of these relevant federal laws and
regulations, Executive orders, and government-wide initiatives, DoD has established its own
initiatives that address underrepresentation of persons with disabilities and targeted disabili-
ties, in addition to its enduring effort to support EEO. Those efforts include establishing a rep-
resentation goal for PWTD, the WRP, the CAP, an operational plan to increase employment
of persons with disabilities, reports on disability workforce data, DoD policies and relevant
recent updates, the DoD Human Goals charter, the DoD Diversity and Inclusion Strategic
Plan, compliance with the MD-715, and the DoD Disability Emphasis Program spearheaded
by ODMEO.






APPENDIX B

Summary of Relevant National Data Sets with Information on
Persons with Disabilities

Many publicly available, nationally representative surveys contain questions regarding the dis-
ability status of participants or members of their household. To determine which survey data
sets would be of most use for estimating disability prevalence and employment characteristics
of those with disabilities across the United States, we reviewed multiple data sets and selected
a subset of these data sets for consideration. We selected the subset based on population sur-
veyed, year of the most recent wave of data collection, and types of items and response options
(including which disability-relevant topics were addressed).

We began with the 44 data sets described in Mathematica Policy Research’s compre-
hensive report on this topic, Disability Data in National Surveys (Livermore et al., 2011). We
removed data sets from consideration that had insufficient information regarding the overall
U.S. labor force. We also removed data sets that collected information from specific popula-
tions, like nursing home residents, Medicaid recipients, and retirees, and eliminated longi-
tudinal surveys that followed one age cohort over time. In addition, we eliminated data sets
that did not have sufficient information on disabilities, including those with information only
on particular types of disabilities (e.g., mental illnesses). To eliminate these data sets, we used
information in the report by Livermore and colleagues and supplemental information regard-
ing each survey, which was obtained from survey websites.

This left us with 12 surveys to consider, which we briefly describe in Table B.1. Notably,
none of these surveys had information on targeted disabilities, the group of disabilities for
which the federal government, and DoD more specifically, has established an employment
goal. Next, we removed data sets from consideration for which available data were more than
three years old, that do not have state-level information, and that have fewer than 50,000
people per wave. State-level information permits location-based analyses, and data sets with
fewer than 50,000 people may not permit the detection of effects if they are present. This led
to the removal of the following seven data sets from consideration: American Housing Survey,
Decennial Census, Medical Expenditure Panel Survey, National Health and Nutrition Exami-
nation Survey, National Health Interview Survey—Disability Supplement, National Survey
of Families and Households, and Panel Study of Income Dynamics. This left us with five
remaining data sets: American Community Survey (ACS), Behavioral Risk Factor Surveil-
lance System (BRESS), Current Population Survey (CPS), National Health Interview Survey
(NHIS), and Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP).
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Table B.1
Relevant National Data Sets with Information on Persons with Disabilities
Approximate Years Additional
Responsible Survey Number of of Data Information
Data Set Abbreviation Agency Universe Participants Collection Collected Disability Information
American ACS U.S. Census  Since 2006: 587,519-2,208,513  2000- e Work As of 2008, questions address whether
Community Bureau U.S. resident interviews per year, present e Education participants have
Survey population living in  with increases in e Income e Hearing difficulty: deaf or having serious
both housing units  sample size over e State difficulty hearing
and group quarters  time e Vision difficulty: blind or having serious dif-
facilities ficulty seeing, even when wearing glasses
e Cognitive difficulty: because of a physi-
cal, mental, or emotional problem, having
difficulty remembering, concentrating, or
making decisions
e Ambulatory difficulty: having serious diffi-
culty walking or climbing stairs
e Self-care difficulty: having difficulty bath-
ing or dressing
¢ Independent living difficulty: because of
a physical, mental, or emotional problem,
having difficulty doing errands alone, such
as visiting a doctor’s office or shopping
American AHS U.S. Census  Those who can 47,000-84,400 1973- e Work As of 2009, questions address whether occupants
Housing Bureau provide information housing units per  present e Education have
Survey and U.S. on a housing unitin year, with increases e Income e Hearing difficulty: deaf or having serious
Department the United States in sample size over difficulty hearing
of Housing time e Vision difficulty: blind or having serious dif-
and Urban ficulty seeing, even when wearing glasses

Development

Cognitive difficulty: because of a physi-
cal, mental, or emotional problem, having
difficulty remembering, concentrating, or
making decisions

Ambulatory difficulty: having serious diffi-
culty walking or climbing stairs

Self-care difficulty: having difficulty bath-
ing or dressing

Independent living difficulty: because of
a physical, mental, or emotional problem,
having difficulty doing errands alone, such
as visiting a doctor’s office or shopping
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Table B.1—Continued

Approximate Years Additional
Responsible Survey Number of of Data Information
Data Set Abbreviation Agency Universe Participants Collection Collected Disability Information
Behavioral = BRFSS Centers Noninstitutionalized 12,258-491,773 1984- e Work As of 2001, questions address whether
Risk Factor for Disease  adult population participants per present e Education participants have
Surveillance Control and (ages 18 and older)  year, with increases e Income e General limitation: are limited in any way in
System Prevention residing in the in sample size over e State any activities because of physical, mental,
(CDQ) United States time or emotional problems
e Health problem: have any health problem
that requires use of special equipment, such
as a cane, a wheelchair, a special bed, or a
special telephone
Decennial Census U.S. Census  U.S. resident Counts every Conducted ¢ Work In 2000, questions addressed whether participants
Census Bureau population resident in the in years e Education had
United States endingin e Income e Any impairments: blindness, deafness, or
“0" since e State severe vision or hearing impairments
1790 ¢ Any conditions: a condition that substan-

tially limits one or more basic physical activ-

ities, such as walking, climbing stairs, reach-

ing, lifting, or carrying

Any difficulties: because of a physical,

mental or emotional condition lasting

6 months or more, any difficulty in doing

any of the following activities:

— learning, remembering, or concentrating

— dressing, bathing, or getting around
inside the home

— (if 16 years or older) going outside the
home alone to shop or visit a doctor’s
office

— (if 16 years or older) working at a job or
business

Notably, the ACS has replaced the decennial
survey as the primary source for estimates of
disability.
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Table B.1—Continued

Approximate Years Additional
Responsible Survey Number of of Data Information
Data Set Abbreviation Agency Universe Participants Collection Collected Disability Information
Current CPS U.S. Census  Civilian Since 2001: 60,000 1942- e Work e Work limitation: Whether participant or
Population Bureau and noninstitutionalized households present e Education anyone in their household has a health
Survey U.S. Bureau population in the (100,000 e Income problem or disability that prevents them
of Labor United States ages 16 individuals) per e State from working or limits the kind or amount
Statistics and older month, with of work they can do
increases in sample One of the annual CPS supplements includes
size over time questions that address whether participants have
e Hearing difficulty: deaf or having serious
difficulty hearing
e Vision difficulty: blind or having serious dif-
ficulty seeing, even when wearing glasses
e Cognitive difficulty: because of a physi-
cal, mental, or emotional problem, having
difficulty remembering, concentrating, or
making decisions
e Ambulatory difficulty: having serious diffi-
culty walking or climbing stairs
o Self-care difficulty: having difficulty bath-
ing or dressing
¢ Independent living difficulty: because of
a physical, mental, or emotional problem,
having difficulty doing errands alone, such
as visiting a doctor’s office or shopping
Medical MEPS Agency for  Civilian 21,571-37,182 per  1996- e Work Disability categories vary by wave, including
Expenditure Healthcare  noninstitutionalized year present e Education ¢ Daily limitations: limitations in ability to
Panel Survey Research and population in the e Income perform activities of daily living, like bath-
Quality United States e State ing or dressing

Instrumental limitations: limitations in the
ability to perform instrumental activities of
daily living, like shopping, paying bills, and
making phone calls

Basic activity limitations: problems with
mobility and other basic functioning at the
person level

Complex activity limitations: limitations
encountered when the person, in interac-
tion with his or her environment, attempts
to participate in community life

Notably, no disability-related items are available
in the primary MEPS summary data tables or
analytic tools at this time.

sallljigesig palaﬁ.l?]_ Y}IM su0siad JO UO!lE’lUBSSJdaH 0c



Table B.1—Continued

Approximate Years Additional

Responsible Survey Number of of Data Information
Data Set Abbreviation Agency Universe Participants Collection Collected Disability Information
National NHANES CDC U.S. resident 5,000 per year 1957- e Work The physical functioning section includes
Health and population ages 5 present e Education questions on the following:
Nutrition and older e Income e Mobility limitations: impairment or health
Examination problem that limits ability to walk, run,
Survey play, etc.

e Work limitations: physical, mental, or emo-
tional problems that keep person from
working

e Instrumental limitations: difficulty paying
bills or managing money because of a
health problem; difficulty dressing self

e Walking and related limitations: need
special equipment to walk; have difficulty
walking a quarter of a mile; have difficulty
walking up 10 steps; have difficulty stoop-
ing, crouching, kneeling, etc.

e Memory limitations: difficulty remembering

e Health problems: arthritis; back or neck
problem; birth defect; cancer; depres-
sion, anxiety, or emotional problem; other
developmental problems; diabetes; frac-
tures; hearing problems; heart problems;
hypertension; breathing problems; mental
retardation; other injury; senility; stroke;
vision problems; weight problems; other
impairment
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Table B.1—Continued

Approximate Years Additional
Responsible Survey Number of of Data Information
Data Set Abbreviation Agency Universe Participants Collection Collected Disability Information

Work e Activity limitations: information on activity

Education limitations, including questions about work

Income limitations; the need for assistance with

State personal care needs; and the need for assis-
tance with handling routine needs, such as
everyday household chores

e Cognitive impairments: FHS section includes
an indicator that identifies persons who are
limited because of difficulty remembering
or periods of confusion?®

e Mobility limitations: other FHS indicators
identify persons who have difficulty walk-
ing without any special equipment or limi-
tations related to specific personal care
needs?

e Health problems: blind or problem seeing;
hearing problem; arthritis or rheumatism;
back or neck problem; fracture or bone or
joint injury; other injury; heart problem;
stroke; hypertension or high blood pres-
sure; diabetes; lung or breathing problem
(e.g., asthma, emphysema); cancer; birth
defect; intellectual disability, also known
as mental retardation; other developmen-
tal problem (e.g., cerebral palsy); senility;
depression, anxiety, or emotional problem;
weight problem

National NHIS CDC National U.S. resident 88,000 per wave, 1957-
Health Center population ages 5 with increases in present
Interview for Health and older sample size over

Survey Statistics time

Work There were variations between Phase 1 and
Education Phase 2, but surveys included questions on

National NHIS-D CcDC Noninstitutionalized 107,469 in Phase 1; 1994 and
Health population in the 20,410 in Phase 2 1995
Interview United States Income ¢ Health conditions: learning disability; cere-
Survey— State bral palsy; cystic fibrosis; Down syndrome;
Disability mental retardation; muscular dystrophy;
Supplement spina bifida; autism; hydrocephalus
¢ Impairments: sensory, physical, mental
e Activity limitations: self-care, restrictions
outside home, restrictions inside home,
employment restrictions
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Table B.1—Continued

Approximate Years Additional
Responsible Survey Number of of Data Information
Data Set Abbreviation Agency Universe Participants Collection Collected Disability Information
National NSFH u.s. Noninstitutionalized 10,000 primary 1987-1988; e Work Most disability-relevant information collected in
Survey of Department adult populationin respondentsinthe 1992-1994; e Education Wave 2, including:
Families and of Education the United States third (most recent) 2001-2003 ¢ Income ¢ Need for assistance: whether participant
Households wave; 13,000 or household member needed assistance or
households in the care because of a disability or chronic illness
first wave ¢ Physical imitations: difficulty climbing
stairs; caring for personal needs, such as
dressing, eating, or toileting; or moving
around inside the house
¢ Emotional concerns: how often respon-
dents felt bothered by things that did not
usually bother them; not felt like eating;
felt they could not shake off the blues, even
with help from family and friends; had trou-
ble keeping their mind on what they were
doing; felt depressed; felt that everything
was an effort; felt fearful; slept restlessly;
talked less than usual; felt lonely; felt sad;
or felt like they could not get going
Panel Study PSID University of Began with Sample of 18,000 1968-2011 e Work ¢ Mental disability: psychiatric problem:s,
of Income Michigan nationally individuals in 1968; e Education memory loss, learning disorder
Dynamics representative continued with e Income e Activity limitations: difficulty getting in
sample of 18,000 individuals and and out of bed or chair, difficulty walking,
individuals and their descendants difficulty getting outside, difficulty using

continued with these (sample of 25,000)
individuals and their
descendants

toilet

Participation restrictions: difficulty man-
aging money, difficulty using telephone,
difficulty doing heavy housework, difficulty
doing light housework

Work limitations: physical or nervous condi-
tions that limit type or amount of work
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Table B.1—Continued

Approximate Years Additional
Responsible Survey Number of of Data Information
Data Set Abbreviation Agency Universe Participants Collection Collected Disability Information
Survey of SIPP U.S. Census  Nationally Varies by panel: 1977- e Work SIPP disability questions cover the following:
Income and Bureau representative 40,000-95,000, present; e Education ¢ Limitations in functional activities: seeing,
Program sample of with increases in data e Income hearing, speaking, walking, using stairs,
Participation households, includes sample size over available e State grasping, lifting, and carrying
members ages 15 time up through e Activities of daily living: difficulty getting
and older 2008 panel around inside the home, getting in and out

of a bed or chair, bathing, dressing, eating,
and toileting

Instrumental activities of daily living: dif-
ficulty going out, managing money, prepar-
ing meals, doing housework, taking pre-
scriptions, and using the phone

Use of assistive aids: wheelchairs, crutches,
canes, or walkers

Presence of conditions related to mental
functioning

Difficulty working at a job or business
Disability statuses: children with develop-
mental disabilities, learning disabilities, and
difficulty with schoolwork

@ FHS is the code used for questions in the “Health Status and Limitation of Activity” section of the survey.
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American Community Survey

The ACS is an annual data-collection effort that is conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau.
This effort began in 2000 and was designed to replace a previous “long form” that a subset of
the population was asked to complete as part of the national Decennial Census. The ACS is
mailed to a random sample of approximately 295,000 addresses each month, with follow-up
telephone and personal visits conducted when surveys are not completed (U.S. Census Bureau,
2013). The survey universe is the resident population of the United States. Since 2006, the ACS
housing unit and group quarters response rates have varied, from approximately 90 percent to
98 percent. The 2013 ACS data release contained the results of final interviews from 2,208,513
individuals living in housing units and 163,663 individuals living in group quarters.

The ACS contains questions on the social, economic, and demographic characteristics
of participants. For example, questions address disability and educational attainment (social),
employment and income (economic), and age and race (demographic). The ACS also contains
questions on housing, such as household size and owner characteristics. As of 2008, the specific
questions on disability that are asked in the ACS are as follows:

* Is this person deaf or does he or she have serious difficulty hearing?

* Is this person blind or does he or she have serious difficulty seeing, even when wearing
glasses?

* Because of a physical, mental, or emotional condition, does this person have serious dif-
ficulty concentrating, remembering, or making decisions?

* Does this person have serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs?

* Does this person have difficulty dressing or bathing?

* Because of a physical, mental, or emotional condition, does this person have difficulty
doing errands alone, such as visiting a doctor’s office or shopping?

The available response options for all of these questions are yes or no (Brault, 2009). The
U.S. Census Bureau defines someone as having a disability if the person responds yes to any of
these questions. Because of the large sample size, the ACS data can be used to assess annual
information on smaller geographic areas in the United States, including state-level and county-
level information.! However, the information that the ACS obtains on participants’ disabilities
is somewhat limited, as apparent by the short list of questions asked.

Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System

The BRESS is an annual telephone survey that is conducted by the CDC. The survey universe
includes the noninstitutionalized adult population ages 18 and older residing in the United
States, excluding those in group quarters. This effort began in 1984, and, in 2014, records were
available for 491,773 individuals who participated in 2013 (CDC, 2014). The response rate for
the BRESS is approximately 45 percent to 55 percent on landlines and 28 percent to 38 per-
cent on cell phones.

' The smallest geographic unit available in the ACS is known as a Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA), and each one

contains between 1,000 and 2,000 residents. Counties with fewer than 1,000 residents are aggregated to form PUMAs,
whereas counties with more than 2,000 residents are divided into multiple PUMAs.



26 Representation of Persons with Targeted Disabilities

The BRESS is designed to capture information on health-related risk behaviors, health
conditions, and preventive service use (CDC, undated). Thus, the core survey addresses a
variety of health-related topics: health status, health care access, sleep patterns, hypertension
and cholesterol awareness, chronic health conditions, tobacco use, alcohol consumption, exer-
cise, fruit and vegetable consumption, immunization, seatbelt use, arthritis burden, and HIV/
AIDS. Questions on demographics, such as age, education, income, and work status, are also
included in the survey. Each state may select a series of additional questions to include in the
survey.

To determine disability status, the following questions were included in the 2013 BRESS:

* Are you limited in any way in any activities because of physical, mental, or emotional
problems?

* Do you now have any health problem that requires you to use special equipment, such as
a cane, a wheelchair, a special bed, or a special telephone?

* Are you blind or do you have serious difficulty secing, even when wearing glasses?

* Because of a physical, mental, or emotional condition, do you have serious difhiculty con-
centrating, remembering, or making decisions?

* Do you have serious difhculty walking or climbing stairs?

* Do you have difhiculty dressing or bathing?

* Because of a physical, mental, or emotional condition, do you have difficulty doing
errands alone, such as visiting a doctor’s office or shopping?

The response options for all of these questions are yes or no. Notably, all of these ques-
tions were included in the core survey starting only in 2013. Prior to 2013, participants were
asked only the first two questions from the above list. Thus, the disability information that is
available through BRFSS has traditionally been more limited than that available through other
surveys, such as the ACS.

Current Population Survey

The CPS is a monthly survey that began in 1942 and is conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau
and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Since 2001, the CPS monthly sample has included
about 60,000 households, which translates to about 100,000 individuals each month (U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). The survey universe is the civilian noninstitutionalized pop-
ulation in the United States ages 16 and older, including those in group quarters. Data are col-
lected through personal and telephone interviews, and the response rate ranges from approxi-
mately 89 percent to 93 percent (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014).

The CPS is designed to provide monthly information on employment and unemployment
in the United States, so the CPS questions primarily address employmentrelevant informa-
tion. For example, the questionnaire addresses whether someone has worked in the past week,
what kind of work they performed, and what their income is. It also requests information on
citizenship, gender, age, education, and other demographic characteristics. Since 2008, the
monthly CPS has asked about the disability status of persons in the household. Specifically, the
questionnaire asks, “(Do/Does) (you/name) have a disability that prevents (you/he or she) from
accepting any kind of work during the next six months?” (U.S. Census Bureau, undated). Prior
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to 2008, this question was only asked as part of an annual supplemental CPS survey, called the
CPS Annual Social and Economic Supplement. The CPS now creates an annual supplement
that uses the same questions as those in the ACS. Because of its smaller sample size, the CPS
is not recommended to use for state-level information (Georgia Budget and Policy Institute,
2012).

National Health Interview Survey

The National Health Survey Act of 1956 initiated the NHIS. The program is currently con-
ducted by the National Center for Health Statistics, which is part of the CDC. The universe of
interest for the NHIS is U.S. residents ages 5 and older, including those in group quarters. The
NHIS sample size is approximately 35,000 households, which contain about 88,000 persons,
and the response rate is approximately 90 percent of eligible households sampled (CDC, 2012).

The NHIS data assist with monitoring the prevalence of illness, disability, and other
health conditions in the United States. The data sets include several questions on demographic
information, including work status, education, and income, and they also include information
on various health conditions and activity limitations. Several disability-related items included
in different waves of the NHIS include the following questions:

* Because of a physical, mental, or emotional problem, do you need the help of other per-
sons with personal care needs, such as eating, bathing, dressing, or getting around inside
this home?

* Because of a physical, mental, or emotional problem, do you need the help of other per-
sons in handling routine needs, such as everyday household chores, shopping, or getting
around for other purposes?

* Does a physical, mental, or emotional problem now keep you from working at a job or
business?

* Are you limited in the kind or amount of work you can do because of a physical, mental,
or emotional problem?

* Are you limited in any way in any activities because of physical, mental, or emotional
problems?

* Without the use of hearing aids or other listening devices, is your hearing excellent, good,
a little trouble hearing, moderate trouble, a lot of trouble, or are you deaf?

* Do you have any trouble seeing, even when wearing glasses or contact lenses?

— Are you blind or unable to see at all?

* Do you now have any health problem that requires you to use special equipment, such as
a cane, a wheelchair, a special bed, or a special telephone?

* By yourself, and without using any special equipment, how difficult is it for you to . . .

— ... walk a quarter of a mile—about three city blocks?
— ... walk up 10 steps without resting?

— ... stand or be on your feet for about two hours?

— ... sit for about two hours?

— ... stoop, bend, or kneel?

— ... reach up over your head?

— ... use your fingers to grasp or handle small objects?
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... lift or carry something as heavy as 10 pounds, such as a full bag of groceries?
... push or pull large objects, like a living room chair?
... go out to things like shopping, movies, or sporting events?
.. . participate in social activities, such as visiting friends, attending clubs and meet-
ings, going to parties?
.. . do things to relax at home or for leisure (reading, watching TV, sewing, listening
to music)?
e What condition or health problem causes you to have difficulty with [above activities]?2
* During the past 30 days, how often did you feel . . .

— ... so sad that nothing could cheer you up?

— ...nervous?

— ... restless or fidgety?

— ... hopeless?

— ... that everything was an effort?
— ... worthless?

Additional questions in the NHIS address different aspects of health conditions, which
may address disability characteristics. Although the disability-related questions in the NHIS
are extensive, there are several limitations to the survey that reduce the utility of these data
for estimating disability prevalence in the United States. Specifically, the NHIS has limited
socioeconomic information, collects a relatively small sample that does not allow for state-
level estimates, and is redesigned every 10 to 15 years (Weathers, 2009). This redesign hinders
researchers’ ability to track long-term trends.

Survey of Income and Program Participation

The SIPP is a panel-based survey that began in 1984 and is administered by the U.S. Census
Bureau. Each panel consists of 14,000 to 52,000 households, which include those ages 15 and
older in the household. It also includes those living in group quarters. Households in each
panel are interviewed every four months for at least 32 months. Some SIPP data were collected
in 1977 and 1994. Panels began in the following years: 1984-1993, 1996, 2001, 2004, 2008,
and 2014. In terms of the most recently available data, Waves 1-13 of the 2008 panel are avail-
able online. Data for the 2014 panel were not available at the time of this report.

To address income and program participation, the SIPP contains multiple questions
regarding demographics, employment information, and program participation. It also con-
tains questions that assist in determining disability characteristics. These questions are asked in

2 Possible response options are: vision or problem seeing; hearing problem; arthritis or rheumatism; back or neck problem;
fracture, bone or joint injury; other injury; heart problem; stroke; hypertension or high blood pressure; diabetes; lung or
breathing problem (e.g., asthma, emphysema); cancer; birth defect; mental retardation; other developmental problem (e.g.,
cerebral palsy); senility; depression, anxiety, or emotional problem; weight problem; missing limbs (fingers, toes, or digits),
amputee; kidney, bladder, or renal problems; circulation problems (including blood clots); benign tumors, or cysts; fibro-
myalgia, lupus; osteoporosis, tendinitis; epilepsy, seizures; multiple sclerosis, muscular dystrophy; polio(myelitis), paraly-
sis, para/quadriplegia; Parkinson’s disease, other tremors; other nerve damage, including carpal tunnel syndrome; hernia;
ulcer; varicose veins, hemorrhoids; thyroid problems, Grave’s disease, gout; knee problems (not arthritis, not joint injury);
migraine headaches (not just headaches); and other impairment/problem (specify one).
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different waves of panels, such that different topical modules are included in each of the panel
waves. In addition, question wording varies across waves (see Weathers, 2009; Wittenburg and
Nelson, 2006). The following disability-related questions are included in different SIPP waves
or topical modules:

* Do you have a physical, mental, or other health condition that limits the kind or amount
of work you can do at a job or business?
— Which conditions cause this work limitation?

* Do you have a long-lasting physical or mental condition that has made it difficult to
remain employed or find a job?

* Do you have a physical, mental, or other health condition that limits the kind or amount
of housework you can do?

* Do you have difhculties seeing the words and letters in ordinary newspaper print, even
when wearing glasses or contact lenses if you usually wear them?

* Do you have difficulty hearing what is said in a normal conversation, even with a hearing
aid? Do you have difhiculty having your speech understood?

* Do you have any difficulty lifting and carrying something as heavy as 10 pounds, such
as a bag of groceries?

* Are you able to lift and carry a 10-pound bag of groceries at all?

* Do you have any difficulty pushing or pulling large objects, such as a living room chair?

* Are you able to push or pull such large objects at all?

* Do you have any difhiculty . .
— ... standing or being on your feet for one hour?
— ... sitting for one hour?
— ... stooping, crouching, or kneeling?

. . reaching over your head?

. Do you have any difficulty using your hands and fingers to do such things as picking up
a glass or grasping a pencil?

* Are you able to use your hands and fingers to grasp and handle at all?

* Do you have any difhiculty walking up a flight of 10 stairs?

* Are you able to walk up a flight of 10 stairs at all?

* Do you have any difficulty walking a quarter of a mile—about 3 city blocks?

* Are you able to walk a quarter of a mile at all?

* Do you have any difficulty using an ordinary telephone?

* Are you able to use an ordinary telephone at all?

* Do you have. ..
— ...alearning disability, such as dyslexia?
— ... mental retardation?
— .. .adevelopmental disability, such as autism or cerebral palsy?

3 Possible response options are: alcohol or drug problem or disorder; AIDS or AIDS-related condition (ARC); arthritis
or rtheumatism; back or spine problems; blindness or vision problems; broken bone or fracture; cancer; carpal tunnel syn-
drome; cerebral palsy; deafness or serious trouble hearing; diabetes; epilepsy or seizures; head or spinal cord injury; heart
trouble (heart attack or disease); hernia; high blood pressure; kidney stones or kidney trouble; learning disability; lung or
respiratory trouble; mental or emotional conditions; mental retardation; missing limbs, foot, hand, or finger; multiple scle-
rosis; paralysis of any kind; stiff or deformed foot, hand, or finger; stomach trouble; stroke; thyroid trouble or goiter; tumor,
cyst, or growth; other.
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— ... Alzheimer’s disease or any other serious problem with confusion or forgetfulness?
— ... any other mental or emotional condition?
* Because of a physical or mental health condition, do you have difficulty doing any of the
following by yourself
— getting around inside the home?
— getting in and out of bed or a chair?
— taking a bath or shower?
— dressing?
— eating?
— using or getting to the toilet?
— going outside of the home, for example, to shop or visit a doctor’s office?
— keeping track of money or bills?
— doing light housework, such as washing dishes or sweeping a floor?
— taking the right amount of prescribed medicine at the right time?

Various researchers have described a series of limitations with the SIPP data. For example,
the SIPP has poor test-retest reliability. Individuals respond differently to disability items at
different points in time (McNeil, 2001), and work limitation prevalence rates vary across inter-
view waves (Maag and Wittenburg, 2003). Different questions on disability are asked in differ-
ent panel waves, making it difficult to assess trends. In other words, all of the questions listed
above are not asked in all waves. Furthermore, attrition bias, or biases created in the sample
because of participants dropping out of the study, is also an issue with these data (Weathers,

2009).



APPENDIX C

Example EEOC Workforce Data Tables

The following tables from the EEOC show how agencies and departments should structure
their workforce data submission, broken out by disability status.
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Table C.1

Total Workforce: Distribution, by Disability

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Employment No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intse(ilveectcial Psychiatric
Tenure Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability Dwarfism
Total
Prior FY #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Current FY #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Difference # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ratio % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
change
Net change % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Permanent
Prior FY #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Current FY #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Difference # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ratio % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
change
Net change % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Temporary
Prior FY #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Current FY #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Difference # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table C.1—Continued

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Employment No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete IntSeTIveec::ial Psychiatric
Tenure Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability Dwarfism
Ratio % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
change
Net change %  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Nonappropriated
Prior FY #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Current FY #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Difference # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ratio % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
change
Net change %  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NOTE: The federal goal applies only to the targeted disability column.
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Table C.2
Total Workforce by Component: Distribution, by Disability

Total by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Severe

Employment No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual Psychiatric
Tenure Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision  Extremities Paralysis  Paralysis Epilepsy Disability  Disability Dwarfism
Total #
workforce o 450 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Component A #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ComponentB #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Component C #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ComponentD #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ComponentE #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Component F  #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Component G #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ComponentH #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Component| #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ComponentJ #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Component K #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NOTE: The federal goal applies only to the targeted disability column.
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Table C.3

Occupational Categories: Distribution, by Disability Employees

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Severe
Total No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual Psychiatric
Occupational Category Workforce Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing  Vision Extremities Paralysis Paralysis  Epilepsy Disability Disability = Dwarfism
1. Officials #
and managers:
f:f;‘s‘t(g’fa’;z:'?; %  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
and above)
Mid-level #
%rji‘;s %  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
First level #
(a?]'jiislcjvzv) %  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other #
‘r:::;a;sa"d % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Officials and #
managers: Total 49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Professionals #
%  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Technicians #
% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4, Sales workers #
%  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Administrative #
supportworkers . o9 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
6. Craft workers #
%  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
7. Operatives #
% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
8. Labors and #
helpers % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table C.3—Continued

Total by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disabilities
Severe
Total No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual Psychiatric

Occupational Category Workforce Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision  Extremities  Paralysis  Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability = Dwarfism
9. Service workers  #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total workforce #

% 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
NOTE: When these tables are populated with data, those data add to 100. Percentages are computed down columns, not across rows.
Table C.4
Participation Rates for GS Grades, by Disability

Total by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disabilities
Severe

GS/GM, SES, and No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric
Related Grade Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities  Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability Dwarfism
GS-01 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-02 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-03 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-04 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-05 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-06 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-07 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-08 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table C.4—Continued

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

GS/GM, SES, and No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intseilvei"teual Psychiatric
Related Grade Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities  Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability Dwarfism
GS-09 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-10 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-11 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-12 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-13 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-14 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GS-15 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
All other (EX) #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SES #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total workforce #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table C.5
Participation Rates for Wage Grades, by Disability

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

WD/WG, WL/WS Other No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intseell‘;ect(eual Psychiatric
Wage Grades Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing  Vision Extremities Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy  Disability  Disability = Dwarfism
Grade-01 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-02 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-03 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-04 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-05 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-06 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-07 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-08 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-09 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-10 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-11 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-12 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-13 #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table C.5—Continued

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

WD/WG, WL/WS Other No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intseil‘;ecrtzal Psychiatric
Wage Grades Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing  Vision Extremities Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy  Disability  Disability = Dwarfism
Grade-14 #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grade-15 #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
All other wage #
grades % 100  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NOTE: WD/WG and WL/WS are different classifications of wage grades.
Table C.6
Participation Rates for Major Occupations: Distribution, by Disability
Total by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disabilities
Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric

Job Title/Series Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities  Paralysis  Paralysis  Epilepsy Disability Disability = Dwarfism
Jobtitle A #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Job title B #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Job title C #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Job title D #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Job title E #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Job title F #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Jobtitle G #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table C.6—Continued

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric

Job Title/Series Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities  Paralysis  Paralysis  Epilepsy Disability Disability = Dwarfism
JobtitleH  #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Job title | #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Job title J #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Table C.7
Applications and Hires, by Disability

Total by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disabilities
Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Total Intellectual  Psychiatric
Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing  Vision Extremities Paralysis Paralysis Paralysis  Epilepsy  Disability Disability = Dwarfism

Schedule A
Applications #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hires #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Voluntarily identified (outside of Schedule A applicants)
Applications #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hires #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table C.8

New Hires by Type of Appointment: Distribution, by Disability

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric

Type of Appointment Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability =~ Dwarfism
Permanent #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Temporary #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Nonappropriated #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Prior year % 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table C.9

Selections for Internal Competitive Promotions for Major Occupations, by Disability

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric
Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities  Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability Dwarfism

Job series:
Total applications  #
received

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Qualified #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Selected #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Relevant applicant % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
pool
Job series:
Total applications  #
received

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Qualified #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Selected #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Relevant applicant % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
pool
Job series:
Total applications  #
received

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Qualified #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Selected #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Relevant applicant % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

pool
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Table C.9—Continued

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric
Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities  Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability Dwarfism

Job series:
Total applications  #
received

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Qualified #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Selected #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Relevant applicant % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
pool

NOTE: Relevant applicant pool = all employees in the next-lower pay grade and in all series that qualify them for the position announced.
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Table C.10
Noncompetitive Promotions: Time in Grade, by Disability

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric
Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities  Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability = Dwarfism

Total employees  #
in career ladder o, 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Time in grade
in excess of
minimum
1-12 months #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
13-24 months #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
25+ months #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table C.11

Internal Selections for Senior-Level (GS 13/14, GS 15, SES) Positions, by Disability

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric
Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities  Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability = Dwarfism

Job series/grade(s) of vacancy:
Relevant pool
Total applications  #
received

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Qualified #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Selected #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Job series/grade(s) of vacancy:
Relevant pool
Total applications  #
received

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Qualified #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Selected #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Job series/grade(s) of vacancy:
Relevant pool
Total applications  #
received

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Qualified #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Selected #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

sa|ge] eireq 924043440 D033 9|dwexy

174



Table C.11—Continued

Total by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric
Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities  Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability = Dwarfism
Job series/grade(s) of vacancy:
Relevant pool
Total applications  #
received
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Qualified #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Selected #
% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NOTE: Relevant applicant pool = all employees in the next-lower pay grade and in all series that qualify them for the position announced.
Table C.12
Participation in Career Development: Distribution, by Disability
Total by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disabilities
Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual Psychiatric
Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability = Dwarfism

Career development programs for GS 5-12

Slots #
Relevant pool % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Applied #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Participants #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Career development programs for GS 13-14
Slots #
Relevant pool % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table C.12—Continued

Total by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disabilities
Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric
Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities Paralysis Paralysis Epilepsy Disability Disability = Dwarfism

Applied #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Participants #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Career development programs for GS 15 and SES

Relevant pool % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Applied #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Participants #

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NOTE: Relevant applicant pool = all employees in the next-lower pay grade and in all series that qualify them for the position announced.
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Table C.13
Employee Recognition and Awards: Distribution, by Disability

Recognition or Award Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Program, Number of Severe
Awards Given, and Total No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric
Cash Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities Paralysis Paralysis  Epilepsy Disability Disability Dwarfism
Time-off awards, 1-9 hours
Total time-off #
awards given % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total hours
Average hours
Time-off awards, 9 or more hours
Total time-off #
awards given % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total hours
Average hours
Cash awards, $100-$500
Total cash awards  #
given % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total amount
Average amount
Cash awards: $501 or more
Total cash awards  #
given % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total amount
Average amount
Quality step increases
Total QSI award #
% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total benefit

Average benefit
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Table C.14

Separations by Type of Separation: Distribution, by Disability

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Severe
No Not Targeted Missing Partial Complete Intellectual  Psychiatric

Type of Separation Total Disability Identified Disability Disability Hearing Vision Extremities  Paralysis Paralysis  Epilepsy  Disability Disability =~ Dwarfism
Voluntary #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Involuntary #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total separations  #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total workforce — #

% 100 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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APPENDIX D

Additional EEOC-Based Analyses

In this appendix, we describe several additional analyses beyond the common trigger analyses
discussed in the main report. We found that PWTD are less represented in fast-track occu-
pations, and their lower representation in these occupations is driven by differences in upper-
grade representation. We also considered promotions across all occupations, rather than only
high-promoting occupations, and found that PWTD are promoted at lower rates. Notably, we
only considered GS-4 to GS-15 employees. The GS system is the largest pay system, covering
over 76 percent of full-time, permanent, nonseasonal employees, and GS-1 to GS-3 workers
make up less than 0.02 percent of this group.

Occupations Tracked for Upward Mobility

The EEOC calls for analysis into occupations tracked for upward mobility. In the main report,
we operationalized this as occupations with high promotion rates. Now, we consider a different
subset of occupations: those that make up a significant percentage of an agency’s upper grades
(GS-13 to GS-15) and a lower percentage of an agency’s lower and/or middle grades.!

We categorize occupation-agency pairs as being tracked for upward mobility if (1) at
least 30 percent of an agency’s upper grades consist of this occupation and (2) the proportion
of an agency’s lower grades in this occupation is less than one-third of the proportion of this
occupation in its upper grades. Rule 1 ensures that a large proportion of senior personnel are
in the selected occupation, but rule 2 limits the categorization to “top-heavy” occupations (in
contrast to occupations that populate the senior levels because of their large size at all grade
levels). For instance, if 60 percent of an agency’s upper grades are in this occupation, less than
20 percent of the agency’s lower grades would have to be in this occupation for it to qualify as
tracked for upward mobility. The numeric proportions guiding our classification scheme are
essentially arbitrary, as no standard exists for this type of analysis. The reader should note that
varying the cutoffs would yield slightly different results.

We found 85 occupation-agency pairs that qualified as tracked for upward mobility
according to this definition, containing about 6 percent of employees in the GS pay plan and
about 12 percent in upper-grade GS levels. Figure D.1 shows the percentage of PWTD and
those without targeted disabilities in these occupations, both overall and by grade category. As
shown, PWTD are significantly less likely to be in these occupations: Only 5 percent of them
are in these occupations, compared with 7 percent of other employees. This is attributable to

I Not every agency has a profession like this: The purpose is to assess specific agencies and occupations.
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52 Representation of Persons with Targeted Disabilities

Figure D.1
Percentage of PWTD and Those Without Targeted Disabilities in High-Tracked Occupations, Overall
and by Grade Category, 2009-2013

16

B With targeted disability
B Without targeted disability

Percentage of employees

Overall GS-4-GS-10 GS-11-GS-12 GS-13-GS-15

RAND RR2297-D.1

differences in the proportion in the upper grades, or GS-13 to GS-15. PWTD are only slightly
less likely to be in these occupations at lower grade levels and are more likely at the middle
grade levels. Therefore, this does not appear to be a pipeline issue.

To illustrate these patterns, we present examples of the two biggest components with
high-tracked occupations. In the Army National Guard Units, aircraft operation is a high-
tracked occupation. However, of the roughly 3,800 civilians in that agency, only four have tar-
geted disabilities, and none is in aircraft operation, in contrast to about 6 percent of employees
in middle grades and about 37 percent of employees in upper grades. In the Defense Finance
and Accounting Service, accounting is a high-tracked occupation. About 1 percent of PWTD
in lower grades are auditors, compared with about 2 percent of employees in general in lower
grades. About 36 percent of employees with targeted disabilities in middle grades and about
30 percent in upper grades are auditors, relative to about 34 percent and 30 percent of employ-
ees without disabilities. The issue is not that PWTD are less represented in the middle grades
of this occupation. Rather, to the extent that there is an issue, it is that there is less representa-
tion of PWTD in the upper grades. PWTD appear to be getting hired or promoted into the

mid-level positions, but less so to the upper-level positions.

Overall Promotion Rates

In the main report, we considered promotion among those in high-promoting occupations. To
further determine whether PWTD are promoted at different rates than those without targeted
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disabilities, we look at two types of promotion rates: the promotion rate among all employees
from a nonsupervisory position to a supervisory position and the promotion rate to a higher
GS grade for all GS-4 and GS-15 positions. As shown in Figure D.2, PWTD have lower pro-
motion rates under both definitions, with a 1.1 percent annual promotion rate to supervisory
positions, compared with 2.4 percent among other employees, and an 11.2 percent annual pro-
motion rate to higher GS grades, compared with 12.8 percent among other employees.

Causes of Lower Representation in Upper Grades

In the main report and in the previous section, we described two ways of entering into a grade:
being hired into it or being promoted from a lower grade. Other ways to enter a grade include
demotion to a lower grade or reclassification from a different pay plan (which could be a demo-
tion, promotion, or neither). Now we examine the extent to which the lower representation of
persons with disabilities in higher GS grades is because of differences in hiring, promotion,
demotion, or reclassification. We found that, between 2009-2013, about 15 percent of people
who entered a new grade between GS-13 and GS-15 did so via hiring, about 29 percent did so
via promotion, about 55 percent did so via reclassification (i.e., pay plan changes), and about
1 percent did so through demotion. (This high number for reclassification is historically anom-
alous: DoD was transitioning from smaller pay plans to the GS system for various professional
jobs.) However, among PWTD, the numbers were 10 percent, 28 percent, 60 percent, and
2 percent. This is shown in Figure D.3. While persons with disabilities were less represented in

Figure D.2
Promotion Rate Among People With and Without Targeted Disabilities, 2009-2013
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each category relative to DoD employees in general, they were particularly underrepresented
among new hires into upper-level GS positions.

Glass Ceiling in Promotions

In the main report, we considered promotions among those in high-promoting occupations.
Now, we examine the extent to which we see a glass ceiling in promotions across all occupa-
tions. To do so, we looked at the degree to which PWTD are represented in each grade relative
to other employees who are being promoted. Thus, we examined the difference by grade level
between actual representation and what we would see if representation in each grade, from
GS-4 to GS-152, was the same as the overall targeted disability proportion of 0.6 percent. The
targeted disability proportion is the rate of targeted disabilities among people promoted into
jobs on the GS pay scale between 2009 and 2013.3 This rate is lower than the proportion with
targeted disabilities among all employed on the GS pay scale, because PWTD are promoted at
lower rates than other employees, as shown in the previous section.

Figure D.4 shows two ways of comparing actual and expected representation: the differ-
ences by percentages and the differences in actual numbers. The blue bars show the difference

Figure D.3
Percentage of Employees With and Without Targeted Disabilities Transitioning to Upper-Level GS
Grades, 2009-2013
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2 GS-1 through GS-3 contain less than 0.02 percent of employees on the GS pay scale.

3 This includes only people promoted from lower to higher GS grades; it excludes people who were demoted or who
changed pay scales.
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in percentage terms. For instance, PWTD make up 2 percent of those promoted to GS-4,
compared with an overall representation among GS promotions of 0.6 percent, so the blue bar
has a height of 1.4 percent, indicating overrepresentation of that amount. The yellow squares
show the difference in numerical terms. For instance, GS-12 is a very big pay grade for new
hires, so although the gap in the proportion of PWTD overall and in GS-12 is fairly small,
it amounts to a gap of 70 people in absolute terms. Overall, the biggest difference in percent-
age terms is the overrepresentation of PWTD among those promoted in GS-4. In numerical
terms, the biggest differences are the underrepresentation of PWTD in GS-13 and their over-
representation among promotions to GS-5 and GS-6.

Overall, PWTD are more represented in lower grades and less represented in higher
grades. We keep the same characterizations of lower, middle, and higher grades as used in the
glass ceiling sections: We characterize GS-4 to GS-10 as the lower grades, GS-11 to GS-12
as the middle grades, and GS-14 to GS-15 as the upper grades. We found that PWTD make
up 0.8 percent of new hires from the lower grades, 0.6 percent of new hires from the middle
grades, and 0.4 percent of new hires from the upper grades. This could be characterized as a
glass ceiling in promotion.

Figure D.4
Difference Between Actual and Expected Promotions of PWTD in DoD, by Grade, 2009-2013
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APPENDIX E

Nonseasonal, Full-Time, Permanent Employees with Disabilities,
by DoD Sub-Agencies

This appendix shows the percentages of PWTD, people with any disabilities, and veterans
with at least a 30-percent disability rating, by agency and year among full-time, nonseasonal,
permanent employees (Tables E.1 through E.12).! Because of periodic reorganizations, not
all agencies exist in each year. If an agency does not have employees in a particular year, we
represent this with a blank cell. By contrast, 0.0 percent indicates that employee information
was available via the OPM-provided data, and no PWTD were present in that workforce. In
some instances, the large variation in proportional representation of PWTD over time might
be because of the description of an agency with a small number of employees.

Notably, the possibility exists that different offices throughout DoD may have different
values than those seen in these tables. The presence or absence of data, as seen by blank (i.e.,
data absent) or filled (i.e., data present) cells in the tables, is based on the data provided to the
RAND Corporation by OPM.

Table E.1

Percentage of PWTD in the Department of the Air Force

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
AFO01 Air Force Management Engineering Agency 0.0 0.0

AF02 Air Force Inspection Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF03 Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center 0.6 1.3 1.1 0.5 0.9 0.5
AF04 Air Force Communications Agency 0.4 0.8 0.9 1.3 0.0

AF05 Air Force Intelligence Analysis Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF06 Air Force Audit Agency 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.8
AF07 Air Force Office of Special Investigations 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1
AF08 Headquarters, U.S. Air Force Security Forces Center 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 2.2 2.1
AF09 Air Force Personnel Center 1.3 1.6 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.1
AF11 Air Force Manpower Agency 0.4 0.7 0.6 0.0 0.0

AF12 Air Force Public Affairs Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 5.0
AF13 Headquarters, U.S. Air Force and Support Elements 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.6 0.6
AF15 Air Force Civil Engineer Center 0.6
AF20 Air Force Agency for Modeling and Simulation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1 Unlike in the main report, these tables are based on the original, raw data from OPM; the weights we use in the report

are designed to operate on a more aggregated level.
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Table E.1—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
AF21 Air National Guard Readiness Center 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF24 Headquarters, U.S. Air Force Direct Support Element 1.5 1.1 1.2 0.0
AF25 Air Force Wide Support Element 0.6 0.8 0.7 1.1
AF3C Air Force Elements, U.S. Central Command 0.0 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2
AF3D Air Force Elements, U.S. Special Operations 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.5
Command
AF34 Air National Guard 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.0 0.8 0.7
AFOB U.S. Air Force Academy 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.4
AFOD U.S. Air Forces, Europe 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.4
AFO0J Air Education and Training Command 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8
AFOM Headquarters, Air Force Reserve Command 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
AFON Headquarters, U.S. Air Force 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
AFOR Pacific Air Forces 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.9 1.1 1.0
AFOU Air Force Intelligence, Surveillance, and 1.0 0.9 0.8 1.1 1.0 0.9
Reconnaissance Agency
AFOV Air Force Special Operations Command 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.5
AF1A Air Force Command and Control, Intelligence, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Surveillance, and Reconnaissance
AF1C Air Combat Command 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.8
AF1G Air Force Logistics Management Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AFIL Air Mobility Command 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
AF1M Air Force Materiel Command 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
AF1P Air Force Real Property Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF1Q Headquarters, Air Force Flight Standards Agency 9.1 6.0 5.8 5.7 6.0 6.0
AF1R U.S. Africa Command 0.0 0.0
AF1S Headquarters, Air Force Space Command 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.7
AF1W Engineering and Support Agency 2.2 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.7
AF1Y Air Force Civilian Career Training 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 1.3 2.8
AF2A Air Force Cost Analysis Agency 1.1 0.0 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.0
AF2D Air Force Personnel Operations Agency 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF2E Air Force Legal Operations Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF2F Air Force Medical Support Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF2G Air Force Service Information and News Center 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF2H Air Force Operations Group 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF2I Air National Guard Support Center 1.2 1.1 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.6
AF2K Air Force Historical Research Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF2L Air Force Technical Applications Center 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.8
AF2M Air Force Review Boards Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF2N Air Force Studies and Analyses Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF2Q Headquarters, Air Force Weather Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.6 1.5
AF2R Air Force Program Executive Office 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF2S Air Force Elements, NORAD 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.0
AF2T Air Force Safety Center 2.0 1.6 1.5 1.2 1.5 1.6
AF2U Air Force Services Agency 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Table E.1—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

AF2W 11th Wing 0.0 0.0

AF2Z Air Force Medical Operations Agency 5.0 1.9 1.7 0.8 0.7 0.6

AF3N Air Force Elements, U.S. Joint Forces Command 1.8 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.0

AF3Q Air Force Elements, U.S. Strategics Command 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3

AF3T Air Force Elements, U.S. Transportation Command 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.9

AF3V Air Force Elements 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.7 0.8 0.8

AF3W Air Force Center for Engineering and the 0.7 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.0
Environment

AF3Y Air Force Frequency Management Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

AF4D U.S. Northern Command 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.3

AF4AW Air Force District of Washington 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.8

AF5) Air Force Financial Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

AF5K Air Force Petroleum Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

AFGS Air Force Global Strike Command 0.0 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.6

AFNG Air National Guard Units (Title 32) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

AFZG U.S. Special Operations Command (Air National 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Guard, Title 32)

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.

NOTE: NORAD = North American Aerospace Defense Command.

Table E.2

Percentage of Employees with Any Disability in the Department of the Air Force

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

AFO1 Air Force Management Engineering Agency 0.0 100.0

AF02 Air Force Inspection Agency (FO) 8.7 6.7 13.2 12.9 20.8 21.7

AFO03 Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation 10.4 13.4 10.3 8.8 10.7 12.6
Center

AF04 Air Force Communications Agency (HIST) 7.6 7.6 7.6 7.5 0.0

AF05 Air Force Intelligence Analysis Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 7.4 11.6

AF06 Air Force Audit Agency 6.1 5.6 5.2 5.9 9.0 11.1

AF07 Air Force Office of Special Investigations 3.6 3.5 3.4 3.7 5.0 6.7

AF08 Headquarters, U.S. Air Force Security Forces 5.6 6.9 7.7 4.9 11.1 17.0
Center

AF09 Air Force Personnel Center 8.9 9.6 8.5 8.4 9.5 14.4

AF11 Air Force Manpower Agency 5.4 7.1 7.5 7.6 121

AF12 Air Force Public Affairs Agency 14.3 12.0 18.9 20.5 27.5

AF13 Headquarters, U.S. Air Force and Support 0.0 2.6 5.5 8.4 13.0
Elements

AF15 Air Force Civil Engineer Center 9.8

AF20 Air Force Agency for Modeling and 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 12.5

Simulation
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Table E.2—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
AF21 Air National Guard Readiness Center 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF24 Headquarters, U.S. Air Force Direct Support 8.5 9.2 8.1 8.8
Element
AF25 Air Force Wide Support Element 4.4 5.3 4.7 3.4
AF3C Air Force Elements, U.S. Central Command 9.0 6.7 6.7 5.4 4.7 12.9
AF3D Air Force Elements, U.S. Special Operations 7.1 7.1 6.7 6.4 7.0 12.2
Command
AF34 Air National Guard 5.4 4.5 4.3 4.0 9.8 15.2
AFOB U.S. Air Force Academy 7.6 6.7 6.5 7.1 7.8 11.3
AFOD U.S. Air Forces, Europe 4.9 4.7 5.1 4.8 7.0 11.8
AF0J Air Education and Training Command 7.3 71 7.0 7.2 8.8 13.3
AFOM Headquarters, Air Force Reserve Command 2.6 2.5 2.3 2.3 2.6 4.2
AFON Headquarters, U.S. Air Force 4.1 4.2 5.2 4.7 0.0 100.0
AFOR Pacific Air Forces 8.1 7.3 7.7 11.8 14.0 17.3
AFOU Air Force Intelligence, Surveillance, and 7.5 7.7 7.9 7.8 9.7 12.7
Reconnaissance Agency
AFOV Air Force Special Operations Command 7.7 6.8 6.6 7.0 1.7 15.9
AF1A Air Force Command and Control, 6.1 4.7 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Intelligence, Surveillance, and
Reconnaissance
AF1C Air Combat Command 8.3 7.7 7.3 7.4 9.8 15.7
AF1G Air Force Logistics Management Agency 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0
AFIL Air Mobility Command 9.1 8.3 7.7 7.2 8.9 13.7
AF1M Air Force Materiel Command 6.7 6.3 5.9 5.6 6.6 9.0
AF1P Air Force Real Property Agency 6.0 4.4 4.1 4.4 3.5
AF1Q Headquarters, Air Force Flight Standards 13.6 12.0 7.7 7.5 12.0 26.0
Agency
AF1R U.S. Africa Command 0.0 0.0
AF1S Headquarters, Air Force Space Command 9.6 9.1 7.2 7.3 8.8 12.8
AF1W Engineering and Support Agency 7.6 6.8 10.8 12.3 17.5
AF1Y Air Force Civilian Career Training 5.8 4.5 4.4 4.5 8.1 13.5
AF2A Air Force Cost Analysis Agency 4.5 2.9 4.2 4.1 3.9 4.0
AF2D Air Force Personnel Operations Agency 10.6 7.0 7.5 10.3 11.2 20.6
AF2E Air Force Legal Operations Agency 4.0 3.1 2.4 1.6 2.0 6.3
AF2F Air Force Medical Support Agency 5.1 3.2 3.2 1.1 7.4 12.4
AF2G Air Force Service Information and News 10.1 20.0 100.0 100.0
Center
AF2H Air Force Operations Group 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF2I Air National Guard Support Center 8.1 7.8 7.3 5.7 12.6 18.0
AF2K Air Force Historical Research Agency 11.8 8.9 8.9 8.8 16.7 19.6
AF2L Air Force Technical Applications Center 3.3 3.8 4.5 4.6 5.5 12.8
AF2M Air Force Review Boards Agency 8.7 10.9 10.0 9.8 7.9 9.5
AF2N Air Force Studies and Analyses Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF2Q Headquarters, Air Force Weather Agency 12.0 10.5 10.9 11.7 11.9 18.7
AF2R Air Force Program Executive Office 5.3 5.6 11.5 5.6 5.9 0.0
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Table E.2—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

AF2S Air Force Elements, NORAD 15.4 7.3 8.7 8.0 9.8 18.6

AF2T Air Force Safety Center 3.9 4.8 6.1 4.9 5.9 8.2

AF2U Air Force Services Agency 6.9 7.5 6.2 4.4 5.1 0.0

AF2W 11th Wing 100.0 100.0

AF2Z Air Force Medical Operations Agency 11.2 5.8 5.2 5.8 5.6 12.8

AF3N Air Force Elements, U.S. Joint Forces 4.4 2.4 6.2 6.4 5.9 0.0
Command

AF3Q Air Force Elements, U.S. Strategic Command 9.2 7.0 7.2 7.0 7.1 13.3

AF3T Air Force Elements, U.S. Transportation 5.6 6.4 5.7 6.0 7.0 11.9
Command

AF3V Air Force Elements 8.8 8.6 7.6 7.9 9.8 13.4

AF3W Air Force Center for Engineering and the 4.9 5.9 6.1 5.7 4.9 12.5
Environment

AF3Y Air Force Frequency Management Agency 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

AF4D U.S. Northern Command 5.6 7.3 7.2 7.4 9.8 16.4

AF4W Air Force District of Washington 7.5 6.5 6.7 7.1 8.4 12.4

AF5)J Air Force Financial Services 0.0 6.4 7.3 6.9 9.3 15.6

AF5K Air Force Petroleum Agency 6.7 6.8 6.0 6.2 9.4 15.0

AFGS Air Force Global Strike Command 0.0 12.1 10.4 10.7 15.9

AFNG Air National Guard Units (Title 32) 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3

AFZG U.S. Special Operations Command (Air 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
National Guard, Title 32)

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.

Table E.3

Percentage of Veterans with a 30-Percent or Higher Disability Rating in the Department of the Air

Force

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

AFO01 Air Force Management Engineering Agency 0.0 100.0

AF02 Air Force Inspection Agency 0.0 3.3 13.2 9.7 12.5 17.4

AFO03 Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation 9.8 10.7 10.3 1.5 15.3 14.9
Center

AF04 Air Force Communications Agency 3.8 4.6 7.6 9.4 0.0

AF05 Air Force Intelligence Analysis Agency 2.3 4.0 4.8 5.0 7.4 10.1

AF06 Air Force Audit Agency 3.5 3.5 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.9

AF07 Air Force Office of Special Investigations 5.1 5.6 6.5 8.5 9.4 9.7

AF08 Headquarters, U.S. Air Force Security Forces 0.0 17.2 28.2 29.3 333 38.3
Center

AF09 Air Force Personnel Center 11.0 15.6 19.0 18.9 18.1 18.6

AF11 Air Force Manpower Agency 14.4 16.1 17.8 18.3 20.0

AF12 Air Force Public Affairs Agency 0.0 20.0 13.5 15.9 15.0

AF13 Headquarters, U.S. Air Force and Support 0.0 1.9 9.3 9.9 10.3

Elements
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Table E.3—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
AF15 Air Force Civil Engineer Center 8.9
AF20 Air Force Agency for Modeling and 26.7 25.0 25.0 25.0
Simulation
AF21 Air National Guard Readiness Center 0.0 0.0 0.0 333
AF24 Headquarters, U.S. Air Force Direct Support 6.7 7.5 7.6 15.8
Element
AF25 Air Force Wide Support Element 6.2 9.5 9.4 10.2
AF27 Air Force Agency for Modeling and 0.0
Simulation
AF3C Air Force Elements, U.S. Central Command 15.3 16.4 15.7 22.2 22.9 24.0
AF3D Air Force Elements, U.S. Special Operations 13.6 15.4 16.4 17.7 18.7 18.9
Command
AF34 Air National Guard 5.9 7.3 8.4 8.0 8.2 9.2
AFOB U.S. Air Force Academy 8.1 9.2 9.7 10.6 11.0 12.7
AFOD U.S. Air Forces, Europe 71 7.0 8.6 9.6 9.9 10.9
AFO0J Air Education and Training Command 10.7 1.4 12.4 13.7 14.8 15.3
AFOM Headquarters, Air Force Reserve Command 2.3 2.4 2.7 2.8 3.1 3.4
AFON Headquarters, U.S. Air Force 4.2 5.8 7.0 141 0.0 0.0
AFOR Pacific Air Forces 10.5 10.9 12.0 14.5 15.2 15.5
AFOU Air Force Intelligence, Surveillance, and 4.4 4.9 4.7 5.6 5.9 7.1
Reconnaissance Agency
AFOV Air Force Special Operations Command 12.5 14.3 15.8 17.8 19.0 20.4
AF1A Air Force Command and Control, 16.3 16.3 17.5 8.3 0.0 0.0
Intelligence, Surveillance, and
Reconnaissance
AF1C Air Combat Command 9.5 10.0 11.0 12.1 13.2 13.8
AF1G Air Force Logistics Management Agency 235 18.8 12.5 18.2 20.0 0.0
AF1L Air Mobility Command 9.7 10.2 10.7 1.4 12.0 12.9
AF1M Air Force Materiel Command 5.1 5.6 6.2 6.7 7.1 7.4
AF1P Air Force Real Property Agency 2.4 3.3 3.1 5.3 4.4
AF1Q Headquarters, Air Force Flight Standards 18.2 16.0 13.5 11.3 12.0 16.0
Agency
AF1R U.S. Africa Command 0.0 0.0
AF1S Headquarters, Air Force Space Command 8.0 8.1 8.1 9.6 10.7 11.8
AFT1W Engineering and Support Agency 9.8 9.7 17.7 16.1 17.5
AF1Y Air Force Civilian Career Training 10.7 6.6 6.7 6.7 8.6 12.7
AF2A Air Force Cost Analysis Agency 8.0 8.7 7.6 7.3 2.9 3.0
AF2D Air Force Personnel Operations Agency 16.7 20.9 41.8 27.8 26.6 25.9
AF2E Air Force Legal Operations Agency 4.6 8.3 9.8 8.9 7.7 9.6
AF2F Air Force Medical Support Agency 10.3 11.1 12.9 21.6 26.9 31.0
AF2G Air Force Service Information and News 11.6 20.0 100.0 100.0
Center
AF2H Air Force Operations Group 100.0 50.0 33.3
AF2| Air National Guard Support Center 5.9 8.9 10.1 121 13.7 15.7
AF2K Air Force Historical Research Agency 26.5 25.0 23.2 24.6 20.8 17.4
AF2L Air Force Technical Applications Center 6.1 6.9 7.4 7.0 8.6 7.7
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Table E.3—Continued
Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
AF2M Air Force Review Boards Agency 6.5 6.5 8.3 16.4 15.9 12.7
AF2N Air Force Studies and Analyses Agency 100.0 100.0 0.0
AF2Q Headquarters, Air Force Weather Agency 12.6 13.3 18.9 21.1 23.3 24.0
AF2R Air Force Program Executive Office 5.3 5.6 0.0 2.8 5.9 5.0
AF2S Air Force Elements, NORAD 15.4 171 31.9 37.3 41.3 43.3
AF2T Air Force Safety Center 9.8 1.1 10.6 8.6 5.9 6.6
AF2U Air Force Services Agency 6.3 6.2 9.0 7.5 9.2 0.0
AF2W 11th Wing 0.0 0.0
AF2Z Air Force Medical Operations Agency 2.5 2.9 3.5 6.6 12.5 18.3
AF3N Air Force Elements, U.S. Joint Forces 6.1 6.3 10.9 25.0 14.7 0.0
Command
AF3Q Air Force Elements, U.S. Strategic Command  12.6 15.3 17.3 18.5 18.1 16.9
AF3T Air Force Elements, U.S. Transportation 7.9 7.7 7.9 8.5 11.1 11.7
Command
AF3V Air Force Elements 11.6 10.9 12.5 12.7 18.5 18.3
AF3W Air Force Center for Engineering and the 4.4 4.2 5.7 6.0 5.6 25.0
Environment
AF3Y Air Force Frequency Management Agency 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
AF4D U.S. Northern Command 15.8 19.2 23.8 23.8 26.7 28.3
AF4AW Air Force District of Washington 5.6 6.9 7.4 8.9 9.9 101
AF5) Air Force Financial Services 9.1 14.9 15.6 19.8 22.2 271
AF5K Air Force Petroleum Agency 2.2 4.5 9.0 9.2 7.8 8.3
AFGS Air Force Global Strike Command 0.0 13.7 14.7 15.7 16.4
AFNG Air National Guard Units (Title 32) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AFZG U.S. Special Operations Command (Air 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
National Guard, Title 32)
SOURCE: OPM, 2013.
Table E.4
Percentage of PWTD in the Department of the Army
Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
ARX1 U.S. Army Materiel Command 0.0
ARX2 Headquarters, Army Materiel Command 1.8 1.5 1.0 0.9 0.5 0.6
ARX3 Headquarters, Staff Support Activities, Army 0.0 0.0
Materiel Command
ARX4 Training Activities, Army Materiel Command 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ARX6 U.S. Army Aviation and Missile Command 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.8
ARX7 U.S. Army Tank-Automotive and Armament 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.9
Command
ARX8 U.S. Army Communications-Electronics 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.9
Command
ARXB U.S. Army Chemical Materials Activity 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.4
ARXC U.S. Army Sustainment Command 1.1 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.7
ARXD U.S. Army Contracting Command 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.8
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Table E.4—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
ARXK Materiel Acquisition Activities 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.8
ARXL Materiel Acquisition Project Managers 0.0
ARXP U.S. Army Security Assistance Command 0.5 0.5 0.9 1.3 1.3 1.6
ARXQ U.S. Army Joint Munitions Command 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7
ARXR U.S. Army Research, Development, and 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.4
Engineering Command
ARXT U.S. Army Military Surface Deployment and 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4
Distribution Command
ARXX Materiel Readiness Activities 1.4 0.9 0.8 1.4 1.3 1.2
AR2A U.S. Army Cyber Command 0.0 1.1 1.1
AR3A U.S. Army Central 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AR5A U.S. Army North 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.0
ARA1 U.S. Army Africa/Southern European Task Force 0.0 0.0
ARAA U.S. Army Accession Command 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2
ARAC U.S. Army Contracting Agency 0.6 0.0
ARAE U.S. Army Acquisition Support Center 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4
ARAP U. S. Military Entrance Processing Command 0.7 1.1 0.9 1.0
ARAS U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.4
ARAT U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.5
ARBA U.S. Army Installation Management Command 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
ARCB U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0
ARCE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.8
ARCS Immediate Office of the Chief of Staff of the 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
Army
ARE1 Immediate Office of the Commander-in-Chief 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2
U.S. Army Europe and Seventh Army
ARE2 21st Theater Sustainment Command 0.0 0.4 0.8 1.1 1.5 1.3
ARE3 U.S. Army Southern European Task Force 0.0
ARE5 U.S. Army V Corps 1.1 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AREB 1st Personnel Command 0.0
AREN Seventh Army Training Command 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.4
ARFC U.S. Army Forces Command 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.7
ARG6 U.S. Army NETCOM/9th Army Signal Command 0.5 0.6 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0
ARGB Office of the Chief of the National Guard 1.1 0.8 0.5 0.8 0.7 0.9
Bureau
ARHR U.S. Army Reserve Command 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3
AR U.S. Army Element Shape 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0
ARJA Joint Activities 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.2
ARMA U.S. Military Academy 2.3 1.6 1.4 1.5 1.2 1.0
ARMC U.S. Army Medical Command 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6
ARMD Surgeon General 0.0
ARMP U.S. Army Human Resources Command 0.0
ARMW  U.S. Army Military District of Washington 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.8 0.8 0.8
ARNG Army National Guard Units (Title 32) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
ARP1 U.S. Army Pacific 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2
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Table E.4—Continued
Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
ARP8 Eighth U.S. Army 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3
ARSA Office of the Secretary of the Army 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
ARSB Field Operating Office of the Office of the 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.6
Secretary of the Army
ARSC Space and Missile Defense Command/Forces 1.0 1.3 1.8 1.5 1.0 1.0
Strategic Command
ARSE HQDA Field Operating Agency and Staff 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9
Support
ARSF Miscellaneous Field Operating Agencies 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ARSJ Joint Services and Activities Supported by the 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.2
Office of the Secretary of the Army
ARSO U.S. Army South 0.9 0.4 1.1 0.4 1.0 1.1
ARSP U.S. Special Operations Command (Army) 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.6
ARTA U.S. Army Recruiting Command and U.S. Army 0.3 0.4 0.3
Cadet
ARTC U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5
ARTM U.S. Military Entrance Processing Command 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.0
ARTW U.S. Army War College 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
SOURCE: OPM, 2013.
NOTE: NETCOM = Network Enterprise Technology Command. HQDA = Headquarters, Department of the Army.
Table E.5
Percentage of Employees with Any Disability in the Department of the Army
Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
ARX1 U.S. Army Materiel Command 18.5
ARX2 Headquarters, Army Materiel Command 7.3 71 8.3 10.0 10.8 12.1
ARX3 Headquarters, Staff Support Activities, Army 4.5 0.0
Materiel Command
ARX4 Training Activities, Army Materiel Command 8.4 7.3 5.1 5.6 2.3 0.0
ARX6 U.S. Army Aviation and Missile Command 7.2 7.3 7.5 7.6 7.8 7.8
ARX7 U.S. Army Tank-Automotive and Armament 71 7.4 7.3 8.1 8.3 8.3
Command
ARX8 U.S. Army Communications-Electronics 6.4 6.5 6.5 7.0 7.7 7.9
Command
ARXB U.S. Army Chemical Materials Activity 5.7 5.9 5.5 5.1 5.2 4.0
ARXC U.S. Army Sustainment Command 7.5 8.7 8.3 10.5 1.2 13.2
ARXD U.S. Army Contracting Command 7.6 7.4 7.9 8.2 8.2
ARXK Materiel Acquisition Activities 9.5 5.6 6.0 6.0 4.9 4.8
ARXL Materiel Acquisition Project Managers 0.0
ARXP U.S. Army Security Assistance Command 5.5 8.5 9.7 10.6 11.1 10.3
ARXQ U.S. Army Joint Munitions Command 7.3 7.3 7.2 7.2 7.4 7.2
ARXR U.S. Army Research, Development, and 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.6
Engineering Command
ARXT U.S. Army Military Surface Deployment and 5.9 6.2 6.0 5.6 5.4 5.4
Distribution Command
ARXX Materiel Readiness Activities 10.3 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.3 9.5
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Table E.5—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

AR2A U.S. Army Cyber Command 16.5 16.8 16.6

AR3A U.S. Army Central 8.0 6.4 5.9 6.3 5.8 4.8

AR5A U.S. Army North 10.6 10.6 9.1 9.2 11.8 9.6

ARA1 U.S. Army Africa/Southern European Task 7.0 7.1
Force

ARAA U. S. Army Accession Command 11.2 11.0 11.5 10.9

ARAC U.S. Army Contracting Agency 9.3 0.0

ARAE U.S. Army Acquisition Support Center 5.6 5.7 6.0 5.9 6.0 6.1

ARAP U. S. Military Entrance Processing Command 12.4 12.7 12.8 12.5

ARAS U.S. Army Intelligence and Security 8.1 8.4 8.5 7.0 6.6 6.7
Command

ARAT U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command 8.2 7.8 7.5 7.7 7.8 7.7

ARBA U.S. Army Installation Management 11.4 11.5 11.3 11.1 11.2 10.6
Command

ARCB U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command 6.4 7.3 8.3 8.2 8.0 8.1

ARCE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 7.0 6.9 7.0 7.0 6.9 6.9

ARCS Immediate Office of the Chief of Staff of the 6.7 7.4 9.3 9.3 9.6 9.1
Army

ARE1 Immediate Office of the Commander-in-Chief 8.6 8.1 7.2 7.9 8.4 9.4
U.S. Army Europe and Seventh Army

ARE2 21st Theater Sustainment Command 9.5 9.7 9.6 9.1 8.7 8.4

ARE3 U.S. Army Southern European Task Force 0.0

ARE5 U.S. Army V Corps 4.4 5.6 5.9 5.6 1.1 20.0

AREB 1st Personnel Command 20.0

AREN Seventh Army Training Command 10.9 11.8 11.9 11.6 10.9 12.3

ARFC U.S. Army Forces Command 11.6 12.0 12.2 13.5 13.9 14.0

ARG6 U.S. Army NETCOM/9th Army Signal 10.6 11.8 12.1 11.3 10.8 11.1
Command

ARGB Office of the Chief of the National Guard 6.3 7.3 8.1 8.9 9.1 8.1
Bureau

ARHR U.S. Army Reserve Command 5.8 6.0 5.9 5.9 6.0 6.2

ARJ1 U.S. Army Element Shape 7.4 8.0 8.3 6.7 4.8 5.8

ARJA Joint Activities 7.4 8.4 8.5 9.1 8.9 8.8

ARMA U.S. Military Academy 11.3 9.6 8.8 9.6 9.3 9.8

ARMC U.S. Army Medical Command 8.3 8.2 8.1 8.3 8.3 8.2

ARMD Surgeon General 100.0

ARMP U.S. Army Human Resources Command 100.0

ARMW U.S. Army Military District of Washington 7.4 8.3 8.3 7.0 6.9 7.1

ARNG Army National Guard Units (Title 32) 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0 0.9

ARP1 U.S. Army Pacific 11.3 11.5 11.0 11.9 12.6 12.9

ARP8 Eighth U.S. Army 7.7 8.2 8.2 10.6

ARSA Office of the Secretary of the Army 6.9 7.2 7.8 8.5 8.2 8.4

ARSB Field Operating Office of the Office of the 6.8 6.2 6.6 6.6 7.9 6.8
Secretary of the Army

ARSC Space and Missile Defense Command/Forces 10.4 10.6 12.4 12.6 14.6 14.4

Strategic Command
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Table E.5—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
ARSE HQDA Field Operating Agency and Staff 9.3 9.6 9.7 10.9 11.0 11.1
Support
ARSF Miscellaneous Field Operating Agencies 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 2.6 2.7
ARSJ Joint Services and Activities Supported by the 9.5 9.6 10.6 10.2 9.8 10.0
Office of the Secretary of the Army
ARSO U.S. Army South 8.1 12.3 13.8 15.9 17.9 17.9
ARSP U.S. Special Operations Command (Army) 11.8 12.2 11.9 12.3 16.2 16.2
ARTA U.S. Army Recruiting Command and U.S. 9.5 10.1 7.6
Army Cadet
ARTC U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command 11.6 11.0 10.8 10.3 10.4 10.5
ARTM U.S. Military Entrance Processing Command 11.7 12.5 14.3 0.0
ARTW U.S. Army War College 8.3 9.7 8.9 7.5 9.3 10.0

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.

Table E.6

Percentage of Veterans with a 30-Percent or Higher Disability Rating in the Department of the Army

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

ARX1 U.S. Army Materiel Command 18.5

ARX2 Headquarters, Army Materiel Command 7.2 8.4 13.4 16.6 17.8 21.0

ARX3 Headquarters, Staff Support Activities, 4.5 50.0
Army Materiel Command

ARX4 Training Activities, Army Materiel Command 4.2 33 5.6 8.4 10.3 0.0

ARX6 U.S. Army Aviation and Missile Command 5.1 5.9 71 8.2 9.6 11.3

ARX7 U.S. Army Tank-Automotive and Armament 5.1 5.9 6.9 7.8 10.3 11.9
Command

ARX8 U.S. Army Communications-Electronics 4.8 5.9 6.8 7.7 8.8 9.9
Command

ARXB U.S. Army Chemical Materials Activity 7.2 8.4 10.0 121 12.8 15.3

ARXC U.S. Army Sustainment Command 9.9 13.6 20.4 25.4 27.9 25.2

ARXD U.S. Army Contracting Command 5.7 6.4 7.9 8.5 9.3

ARXK Materiel Acquisition Activities 5.4 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.9 2.3

ARXL Materiel Acquisition Project Managers 16.7

ARXP U.S. Army Security Assistance Command 3.5 3.4 6.5 8.4 10.5 13.9

ARXQ U.S. Army Joint Munitions Command 4.5 5.5 6.9 7.6 8.8 10.0

ARXR U.S. Army Research, Development, and 1.5 1.7 1.9 2.2 2.3 2.6
Engineering Command

ARXT U.S. Army Military Surface Deployment and 8.2 10.0 10.9 12.6 15.5 17.8
Distribution Command

ARXX Materiel Readiness Activities 4.3 3.9 4.2 7.4 9.3 8.3

AR2A U.S. Army Cyber Command 19.0 17.4 19.8

AR3A U.S. Army Central 10.3 12.3 13.5 17.9 15.9 17.6

AR5A U.S. Army North 29.5 29.8 31.0 31.7 38.6 421

ARA1 U.S. Army Africa/Southern European Task 15.8 21.7
Force

ARAA U. S. Army Accession Command 23.1 24.4 26.9 29.7
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Table E.6—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

ARAC U.S. Army Contracting Agency 7.5 5.6

ARAE U.S. Army Acquisition Support Center 4.2 5.2 6.3 6.9 7.3 8.5

ARAP U. S. Military Entrance Processing Command 17.6 18.6 20.4 21.3

ARAS U.S. Army Intelligence and Security 10.0 10.5 10.9 11.2 12.3 13.8
Command

ARAT U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command 5.5 6.0 6.5 6.9 7.5 8.0

ARBA U.S. Army Installation Management 11.8 13.5 14.9 16.4 18.0 19.1
Command

ARCB U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command 7.9 9.4 10.9 12.6 13.6 15.7

ARCE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2.7 3.2 3.6 3.9 4.2 4.8

ARCS Immediate Office of the Chief of Staff of 8.7 9.9 12.0 13.5 14.8 16.1
the Army

ARE1 Immediate Office of the Commander-in- 10.4 11.6 13.9 15.6 17.3 20.5
Chief U.S. Army Europe and Seventh Army

ARE2 21st Theater Sustainment Command 17.2 19.8 23.3 26.4 24.2 25.7

ARE3 U.S. Army Southern European Task Force 14.3

ARE5 U.S. Army V Corps 7.7 1.1 29.4 22.2 333 40.0

AREB 1st Personnel Command 80.0

AREN Seventh Army Training Command 16.1 16.2 16.7 19.3 22.8 27.7

ARFC U.S. Army Forces Command 15.2 16.9 18.4 21.8 24.4 26.6

ARG6 U.S. Army NETCOM/9th Army Signal 13.0 14.0 15.4 18.1 19.7 20.7
Command

ARGB Office of the Chief of the National Guard 4.9 6.3 13.3 15.1 17.2 19.3
Bureau

ARHR U.S. Army Reserve Command 3.5 3.8 4.2 5.2 5.8 7.0

ARJ1 U.S. Army Element Shape 13.0 11.7 10.9 12.9 12.5 14.8

ARJA Joint Activities 10.6 13.3 141 15.3 17.8 19.3

ARMA U.S. Military Academy 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.4 71 7.9

ARMC U.S. Army Medical Command 8.2 9.0 9.6 10.3 11.6 12.6

ARMD Surgeon General 0.0

ARMP U.S. Army Human Resources Command 0.0

ARMW U.S. Army Military District of Washington 6.3 7.8 8.6 9.0 13.0 15.2

ARNG Army National Guard Units (Title 32) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

ARP1 U.S. Army Pacific 15.2 16.4 16.0 22.3 21.4 23.7

ARP8 Eighth U.S. Army 12.5 13.2 14.2 18.4

ARSA Office of the Secretary of the Army 5.2 5.7 6.9 8.2 9.0 9.7

ARSB Field Operating Office of the Office of the 7.0 6.7 6.7 9.4 13.3 15.9
Secretary of the Army

ARSC Space and Missile Defense Command/Forces 8.5 10.5 1.7 13.2 15.5 16.2
Strategic Command

ARSE HQDA Field Operating Agency and Staff 6.8 7.7 10.0 14.0 16.1 17.5
Support

ARSF Miscellaneous Field Operating Agencies 4.3 8.6 10.3 12.8 15.8 13.5

ARS)J Joint Services and Activities Supported by 7.4 7.3 71 8.2 10.0 11.6
the Office of the Secretary of the Army

ARSO U.S. Army South 19.3 22.3 25.9 28.3 30.7 33.6
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Table E.6—Continued
Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
ARSP U.S. Special Operations Command (Army) 22.6 25.6 27.5 30.0 311 32.2
ARTA U.S. Army Recruiting Command and U.S. 14.9 17.5 21.2

Army Cadet
ARTC U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command 15.7 16.5 18.8 21.5 23.0 24.8
ARTM U.S. Military Entrance Processing Command 14.8 15.9 35.7 0.0
ARTW U.S. Army War College 8.3 9.3 9.2 9.6 1.7 13.0
SOURCE: OPM, 2013.
Table E.7
Percentage of PWTD in the Department of the Navy
Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
NV11 Immediate Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6
NV12 Department of the Navy Assistant for 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6

Administration
NV14 Office of Naval Research 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7
NV15 Naval Intelligence Command 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.5
NV18 Naval Medical Command 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9
NV19 Naval Air Systems Command 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9
NV22 Bureau of Naval Personnel 0.9 0.7 0.8 1.0 1.1 1.2
NV23 Naval Supply Systems Command 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.8 1.7
NV24 Naval Sea Systems Command 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.9
NV25 Naval Facilities Engineering Command 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7
NV27 U.S. Marine Corps 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
NV30 Strategic Systems Program Office 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.6
NV33 Military Sealift Command 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3
NV39 Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7
NV41 Navy Systems Management Activity 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.9 1.7
NV52 Commander, Navy Installations 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6
NV60 U.S. Atlantic Fleet, Commander in Chief 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5
NV70 U.S. Pacific Fleet, Commander in Chief 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.5
NV72 Naval Reserve Force 1.0 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.9 1.4
NV74 Naval Special Warfare Command 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.5
NV76 Naval Education and Training Command 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.2

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.
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Table E.8
Percentage of Employees with Any Disability in the Department of the Navy
Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
NV11 Immediate Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 7.3 7.0 7.3 7.7 7.9 9.6
NV12 Department of the Navy Assistant for 5.5 5.6 5.9 6.3 6.6 8.3
Administration
NV14 Office of Naval Research 5.4 5.3 5.0 5.4 5.6 6.8
NV15 Naval Intelligence Command 5.2 5.7 6.1 6.1 6.0 6.4
NV18 Naval Medical Command 8.1 7.8 7.6 7.8 8.2 9.1
NV19 Naval Air Systems Command 6.2 6.2 6.3 6.7 7.2 7.6
NV22 Bureau of Naval Personnel 8.6 8.3 9.0 9.6 11.0 13.8
NV23 Naval Supply Systems Command 7.9 8.1 7.8 8.5 8.8 10.3
NV24 Naval Sea Systems Command 6.0 5.8 5.9 6.4 7.2 9.4
NV25 Naval Facilities Engineering Command 6.3 6.4 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.1
NV27 U.S. Marine Corps 7.3 7.1 7.2 7.6 8.0 9.0
NV30 Strategic Systems Program Office 6.5 6.5 6.1 7.1 7.6 11.1
NV33 Military Sealift Command 2.7 2.8 2.9 3.2 3.5 3.8
NV39 Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 6.5 6.4 6.8 7.0 7.8 10.9
NV41 Navy Systems Management Activity 4.9 5.5 5.3 5.4 5.6
NV52 Commander, Navy Installations 7.4 7.2 7.1 7.4 7.7 8.1
NV60 U.S. Atlantic Fleet, Commander in Chief 5.4 5.5 5.4 5.6 5.9 6.6
NV70 U.S. Pacific Fleet, Commander in Chief 6.4 6.4 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.9
NV72 Naval Reserve Force 7.7 7.5 8.1 9.2 9.0 12.6
NV74 Naval Special Warfare Command 8.1 8.6 9.6 11.8 12.2 16.2
NV76 Naval Education and Training Command 9.7 9.7 8.9 9.2 11.7 16.5

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.

Table E.9
Percentage of Veterans with a 30-Percent or Higher Disability Rating in the Department of the Navy
Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
NV11 Immediate Office of the Chief of Naval 4.7 6.2 6.7 7.8 7.4 8.1
Operations
NV12 Department of the Navy Assistant for 2.3 2.6 3.1 3.5 4.3 5.1
Administration
NV14 Office of Naval Research 0.8 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.9 1.9
NV15 Naval Intelligence Command 2.0 2.8 3.1 3.7 4.6 5.1
NV18 Naval Medical Command 6.2 7.0 7.9 8.8 9.4 10.1
NV19 Naval Air Systems Command 3.6 3.9 4.3 4.8 5.4 6.0
NV22 Bureau of Naval Personnel 14.5 16.5 17.3 18.3 21.2 22.4
NV23 Naval Supply Systems Command 5.1 5.3 5.6 6.6 7.8 8.6
NV24 Naval Sea Systems Command 2.2 2.4 3.0 3.8 4.8 5.2
NV25 Naval Facilities Engineering Command 3.8 4.2 4.7 5.3 5.9 6.4
NV27 U.S. Marine Corps 8.5 9.6 10.7 12.0 13.0 14.2
NV30 Strategic Systems Program Office 4.9 6.3 6.3 7.8 9.2 10.6

NV33 Military Sealift Command 2.7 3.2 3.8 4.4 4.7 4.9
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Table E.9—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
NV39 Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 3.4 3.8 4.2 4.7 5.2 5.7
NV41 Navy Systems Management Activity 1.5 2.0 3.2 2.5 2.6

NV52 Commander, Navy Installations 5.9 6.8 8.0 9.4 10.6 13.5
NV60 U.S. Atlantic Fleet, Commander in Chief 3.1 3.9 4.6 5.6 6.8 7.8
NV70 U.S. Pacific Fleet, Commander in Chief 4.0 4.6 5.6 6.1 6.8 7.5
NV72 Naval Reserve Force 7.7 10.6 11.5 11.5 13.8 14.3
NV74 Naval Special Warfare Command 15.3 15.0 15.7 16.7 20.1 20.6
NV76 Naval Education and Training Command 11.5 12.9 12.6 14.9 18.2 21.5

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.

Table E.10
Percentage of PWTD in the Fourth Estate
Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
DDO1 Office of the Secretary of Defense 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2
DDO02 Joint Staff 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.4 0.4
DD04 Defense Information Systems Agency 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.8
DD06 Defense Security Cooperation Agency 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.0 0.8 0.7
DDO07 Defense Logistics Agency 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.7
DD08 U.S. Court of Appeals for the Armed Forces 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DDO09 American Forces Information Service 0.4
DD10 Defense Contract Audit Agency 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.8
DD12 Defense Security Service 1.1 0.9 0.6 0.3 0.5 0.5
DD13 Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
DD16 Department of Defense Education Activity 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5
DD21 Washington Headquarters Services 1.7 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.2 0.9
DD23 Office of Economic Adjustment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DD25 Defense Legal Services Agency 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DD26 Office of the Inspector General 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.9
DD27 Missile Defense Agency 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.7
DD29 Defense Technology Security Administration 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DD34 Defense Commissary Agency 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.6 1.5 1.5
DD35 Defense Finance and Accounting Service 1.9 1.8 1.8 2.0 2.0 21
DD438 Defense Human Resources Activity 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.7
DD58 Defense POW/Missing Personnel Office 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4
DD60 Defense Health Agency 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.8 1.0 1.0
DD61 Defense Threat Reduction Agency 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.4
DD63 Defense Contract Management Agency 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.0
DD65 Pentagon Force Protection Agency 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2
DD68 Department of Defense Test Resource 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Management Center
DD69 National Defense University 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.0

DD71 Defense Microelectronics Activity 0.7
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Table E.10—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
DD74 Defense Technical Information Center 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.4
DD77 Business Transformation Agency 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.0
DD80 Defense Media Activity 1.1 0.9 0.5 0.7 0.7
DD81 Defense Acquisition University 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1
SOURCE: OPM, 2013.
NOTE: POW = prisoner of war.
Table E.11
Percentage of Employees with Any Disability in the Fourth Estate
Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
DDO1 Office of the Secretary of Defense 5.4 4.8 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.7
DDO02 Joint Staff 4.5 2.9 2.9 3.4 6.9 7.5
DD04 Defense Information Systems Agency 8.2 8.2 8.1 8.7 9.2 9.2
DDO06 Defense Security Cooperation Agency 6.3 6.7 5.8 5.4 5.4 6.0
DDO07 Defense Logistics Agency 8.5 9.2 9.6 9.9 10.1 12.4
DD08 U.S. Court of Appeals for the Armed Forces 6.1 3.4 3.6 3.7 4.0 7.7
DD09 American Forces Information Service 6.3
DD10 Defense Contract Audit Agency 6.8 6.4 5.9 6.3 6.9 7.2
DD12 Defense Security Service 7.5 6.5 7.4 6.3 6.7 7.7
DD13 Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency 8.9 8.0 7.0 4.8 4.8 4.8
DD16 Department of Defense Education Activity 5.1 5.7 5.4 5.3 5.2 5.4
DD21 Washington Headquarters Services 7.2 6.6 6.3 6.8 7.3 7.5
DD23 Office of Economic Adjustment 5.9 8.1 7.5 8.3 5.6 5.6
DD25 Defense Legal Services Agency 4.4 5.6 6.1 6.0 6.5 5.6
DD26 Office of the Inspector General 6.5 6.3 6.6 6.3 6.8 7.0
DD27 Missile Defense Agency 7.7 9.1 7.9 8.9 10.2 10.7
DD29 Defense Technology Security Administration 6.5 6.1 6.1 5.2 5.3 6.8
DD34 Defense Commissary Agency 9.3 9.0 9.2 10.2 10.4 10.3
DD35 Defense Finance and Accounting Service 12.1 11.9 11.6 14.9 15.1 16.1
DD48 Defense Human Resources Activity 8.7 8.4 9.9 10.4 11.0 11.9
DD58 Defense POW/Missing Personnel Office 13.1 12.5 9.6 8.7 9.5 9.9
DD60 Defense Health Agency 7.2 7.3 7.2 6.7 7.1 6.9
DD61 Defense Threat Reduction Agency 10.0 1.7 10.6 10.6 10.7 1.7
DD63 Defense Contract Management Agency 8.4 8.7 8.8 8.9 8.7 8.8
DD65 Pentagon Force Protection Agency 3.1 3.4 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.8
DD68 Department of Defense Test Resource 4.8 4.0 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.6
Management Center
DD69 National Defense University 5.7 6.4 6.9 6.9 7.0 71
DD71 Defense Microelectronics Activity 6.5
DD74 Defense Technical Information Center 7.7 8.9 10.8 11.0 10.9 11.0
DD77 Business Transformation Agency 7.3 7.3 6.5 0.0
DD80 Defense Media Activity 7.0 7.5 5.9 8.3 9.2
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Table E.11—Continued

Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
DD81 Defense Acquisition University 12.7 10.3 8.9 9.3
SOURCE: OPM, 2013.
NOTE: POW = prisoner of war.
Table E.12
Percentage of Veterans with a 30-Percent or Higher Disability Rating in the Fourth Estate
Agency 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Code Agency Name (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
DDO1 Office of the Secretary of Defense 3.2 3.9 4.8 5.4 6.2 8.1
DDO02 Joint Staff 10.1 8.7 11.2 14.7 16.7 18.0
DD04 Defense Information Systems Agency 6.3 7.0 7.8 8.2 8.9 9.6
DDO06 Defense Security Cooperation Agency 5.2 5.8 6.2 6.6 7.1 7.1
DDO07 Defense Logistics Agency 4.9 6.1 6.6 7.6 8.9 10.2
DDO08 U.S. Court of Appeals for the Armed Forces 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DDO09 American Forces Information Service 10.0
DD10 Defense Contract Audit Agency 1.7 1.9 2.4 2.7 3.7 3.9
DD12 Defense Security Service 8.0 9.9 9.3 9.5 11.0 13.7
DD13 Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency 1.1 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.4 3.6
DD16 Department of Defense Education Activity 4.2 4.7 6.0 6.8 8.1 9.6
DD21 Washington Headquarters Services 3.2 4.2 5.1 6.1 7.0 7.7
DD23 Office of Economic Adjustment 2.9 5.4 5.0 5.6 5.6 5.6
DD25 Defense Legal Services Agency 2.5 3.8 4.2 4.2 5.3 4.9
DD26 Office of the Inspector General 2.9 3.1 3.8 4.1 5.3 7.0
DD27 Missile Defense Agency 6.0 6.9 7.7 9.4 9.6 10.3
DD29 Defense Technology Security Administration 6.5 7.6 6.8 6.7 6.8 8.3
DD34 Defense Commissary Agency 3.9 4.4 4.5 4.8 4.6 5.3
DD35 Defense Finance and Accounting Service 5.3 5.6 6.1 6.2 6.5 7.1
DD48 Defense Human Resources Activity 3.8 5.1 5.8 6.0 71 8.3
DD58 Defense POW/Missing Personnel Office 11.5 12.5 11.0 10.1 10.8 11.3
DD60 Defense Health Agency 5.1 6.5 7.5 6.6 6.7 7.1
DD61 Defense Threat Reduction Agency 7.8 8.8 9.7 10.8 10.8 12.9
DD63 Defense Contract Management Agency 5.1 5.8 6.9 7.6 8.4 9.7
DD65 Pentagon Force Protection Agency 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.6 5.2 6.7
DD68 Department of Defense Test Resource 4.8 4.0 7.1 7.4 71 71
Management Center
DD69 National Defense University 4.8 6.1 8.7 9.0 10.9 12.5
DD71 Defense Microelectronics Activity 2.6
DD74 Defense Technical Information Center 3.8 3.9 3.7 4.8 4.0 4.8
DD77 Business Transformation Agency 41 5.9 9.1 7.7
DD80 Defense Media Activity 11.3 12.3 14.8 16.0 17.0
DD81 Defense Acquisition University 7.5 8.7 7.8 9.3

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.
NOTE: POW = prisoner of war.






APPENDIX F

Representation of PWTD by Occupation Type

This appendix provides information, both overall and by component, on several different types
of occupations. These include

* the biggest occupations: the ten occupations with the most full-time, full-year, nontem-
porary DoD employees in the period from 2008 to 2013

* the highest-promoting occupations' in terms of grade: all of the occupations with at least
a 25-percent annual promotion rate to a higher GS grade among GS-grade employees in
the period from 2008 to 2013

* the highest-promoting occupations in terms of supervisory status: all of the occupations
with at least a 5-percent annual promotion rate to supervisory positions among employees
not initially in supervisory positions in the period from 2008 to 2013.

This appendix contains tables that show the ten occupations with the most employees for
each of these sets of occupations. However, for the high grade—promoting and supervisory-
promoting occupations, we show only the top ten occupations with the most employees in
these categories. Analyses include all of the occupations that are high-promoting by grade and
high-promoting to supervisory positions.

The appendix also contains tables that show

* the percentage of employees with targeted disabilities
* promotion rates by targeted disability status.

We found that, in DoD overall, PWTD are adequately represented in higher-promoting
occupations compared with big occupations. However, in big occupations, PWTD do have
lower promotion rates compared with people without targeted disabilities. (This is also the case
in high-promoting occupations, as is discussed in the main report.) This is also generally true
in the components.

Table F.1 shows the most-populous occupations for DoD overall and the most-populous
occupations (i.e., biggest) of those that are high-promoting by grade and high-promoting to
supervisory positions. Some of the most-populous occupations are also high-promoting—for
example, contracting is high-promoting by grade, while general engineering is high-promoting
to supervisory positions. Again, while all of the most-populous occupations are shown, the

I As discussed in Chapter Four of the main report, we chose the thresholds for high-promoting occupations so that
roughly 5 percent to 10 percent of employees fall into the high-promoting category.
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Table F.1
Occupations by Category, DoD Overall

Highest-Promoting Occupations by Highest-Promoting Occupations to

Most-Populous Occupations Grade Supervisory Positions
Miscellaneous administration and ~ Administrative and office support Foreign affairs

program student trainee

Miscellaneous clerk and assistant Medical and health student trainee  Equal employment opportunity
Management and program analysis Engineering and architecture Program management

student trainee

Nurse Contact representative Soil conservation

General attorney Passport and visa examining Forestry technician

General business and industry Veterans claims examining Wildlife biology

Contracting Business and industry student Health system specialist
trainee

Compliance inspection and support Patent examining Veterinary medical science

Criminal investigation Customs and border protection Aircraft operation

Information technology Border patrol enforcement series Marine machinery mechanic

management

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.

second and third columns show the largest examples of high-promoting occupations. Tables F.3,
ES5, E.7, and E9 follow the same format but are organized by component.

Table F.2 shows the percentage of PWTD and promotion rates by targeted disability
status in each group of occupations. For instance, in the 20082013 period, PWTD made
up 0.7 percent of employees in the most-populous occupations, 0.8 percent in the highest-
promoting occupations by grade (of which column 2 in Table F.1 is a subset), and 0.8 percent
in the highest-promoting occupations to supervisory positions (of which column 3 in Table F.1
is a subset). In the most-populous occupations, PWTD had an annual promotion rate to higher
grades of 10.7 percent, compared with 11.9 percent among people without targeted disabili-
ties. In the highest-promoting occupations by grade, PWTD had an annual promotion rate to
higher grades of 17 percent, compared with 24.8 percent among employees without targeted
disabilities. In the most-populous occupations, PWTD had a promotion rate to supervisory
positions of 1.5 percent, compared with 3.2 percent among other employees. In the highest-
promoting occupations to supervisory status, PWTD had an annual promotion rate to super-
visory positions of 3.4 percent, compared with 6.9 percent among employees without targeted
disabilities. The general format of this table is the same for Tables F.4, F.6, F.8, and F.10, which
focus on each component.
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Table F.2
Percentage of PWTD and Promotion Rates by Occupational Category, DoD Overall

Promotion Rates

Highest-Promoting

Most-Populous Highest-Promoting Occupations to Supervisory
Occupations Occupations by Grade Positions
(%) (%) (%)

2008-2013 period

PWTD 0.7 0.8 0.8
Promotion rates: higher grade

PWTD 10.7 17.0 —

Without targeted 11.9 24.8 —

disabilities
Promotion rates: supervisory

PWTD 1.5 — 3.4

Without targeted 3.2 — 6.9

disabilities
SOURCE: OPM, 2013.

Table F.3
Occupations by Category, Department of the Air Force

Highest-Promoting Occupations by  Highest-Promoting Occupations to

Most-Populous Occupations Grade Supervisory Positions
Miscellaneous administration and  General student trainee Foreign affairs
program

Human resources management Equal employment opportunity

Miscellaneous clerk and assistant :
student trainee

Management and program analysis Admmlstra'glve and office support Program management
student trainee
L Financial management student Administrative officer
Logistics management trainee

. . . Engineering and architecture student General health science
Electronics engineering

trainee
General business and industry Legal occupations student trainee General attorney
Contracting Information and arts student trainee Equipment, facilities, and services
Information technology Business and industry student trainee Education services
management
Sheet metal mechanic Supply student trainee Aircraft operation
Aircraft mechanic Itr:;?r:;ation technology student Air navigation

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.
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Table F.4

Percentage of PWTD and Promotion Rates by Occupational Category, Department of the Air Force

Promotion Rates

Most-Populous
Occupations

Highest-Promoting
Occupations by Grade

Highest-Promoting
Occupations to
Supervisory Positions

(%) (%) (%)

2008-2013 period

PWTD 0.5 0.6 0.5
Promotion rates: higher grade

PWTD 6.7 14.5 —

Without targeted disabilities 10.0 23.6 —
Promotion rates: supervisory

PWTD 1.4 — 1.3

Without targeted disabilities 3.4 — 5.8

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.

Table F.5

Occupations by Category, Department of the Army

Most-Populous Occupations

Highest-Promoting Occupations by
Grade

Highest-Promoting Occupations to
Supervisory Positions

Human resources management
Human resources assistance
Miscellaneous administration and
program

Miscellaneous clerk and assistant
Management and program analysis

Logistics management

Civil engineering

Contracting

Information technology
management

Miscellaneous transportation/
mobile equipment maintenance

General student trainee

Human resources management
student trainee

Administrative and office support
student trainee

Biological science student trainee
Voucher examining

Financial management student
trainee

Engineering and architecture
student trainee

Contracting

Business and industry student
trainee

Supply student trainee

Equal employment opportunity

Program management

Financial management

Health system specialist
Museum curator

Equipment, facilities, and services

Education services

Ship operating

Riverboat operating

Miscellaneous armament work

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.
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Percentage of PWTD and Promotion Rates by Occupational Category, Department of the Army

Promotion Rate

Most-Populous

Occupations

Highest-Promoting
Occupations by Grade

Highest-Promoting
Occupations to
Supervisory Positions

(%) (%) (%)
2008-2013 period
PWTD 0.6 0.7 0.6

Promotion rates: higher grade

PWTD 11.7 16.1 —

Without targeted disabilities 12.7 26.5 —
Promotion rates: supervisory

PWTD 1.9 — 4.3

Without targeted disabilities 3.1 — 6.4

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.

Table F.7

Occupations by Category, Department of the Navy

Most-Populous Occupations

Highest-Promoting Occupations
by Grade

Highest-Promoting Occupations to
Supervisory Positions

Miscellaneous administration and
program

Management and program analysis

Logistics management

Financial administration and
program

General engineering

Engineering technical

Mechanical engineering

Electronics engineering

Contracting

Information technology
management

Human resources management
student trainee

Administrative and office support
student trainee

Financial management student
trainee

Chemical engineering

Engineering and architecture
student trainee

Business and industry student
trainee

Physical science technician

Mathematics and statistics
student trainee

Supply student trainee

Information technology student
trainee

Equal employment opportunity
Program management

Financial management

Medical records administration
Equipment, facilities, and services
Distribution facilities and storage

management

Insulating

Composite/plastic fabricating

Marine machinery mechanic

Production machinery mechanic

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.
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Table F.8

Percentage of PWTD and Promotion Rates by Occupational Category, Department of the Navy

Promotion Rate

Most-Populous
Occupations

Highest-Promoting
Occupations by Grade

Highest-Promoting
Occupations to
Supervisory Positions

(%) (%) (%)
2008-2013 period
PWTD 0.7 0.6 0.8

Promotion rates: higher grade

PWTD 13.0 20.6 —

Without targeted disabilities 11.9 24.5 —
Promotion rates: supervisory

PWTD 1.0 — 2.3

Without targeted disabilities 2.7 — 6.8

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.

Table F.9

Occupations by Category, Fourth Estate

Most-Populous Occupations

Highest-Promoting Occupations
by Grade

Highest-Promoting Occupations to
Supervisory Positions

Miscellaneous administration and
program

Management and program analysis

Auditing

Accounting technician

General business and industry

Contracting

General education and training

Education and vocational training

Human resources assistance
Human resources management
student trainee

Administrative and office support
student trainee

Auditing
Civilian pay

Financial management student
trainee

Physical therapist

Engineering and architecture
student trainee

Fire protection and prevention

Program management

Microbiology

Voucher examining

Health system administration

Claims assistance and examining

Commissary management

Chemistry

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.
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Table F.10
Percentage of PWTD and Promotion Rates by Occupational Category, Fourth Estate

81

Promotion Rate

Highest-Promoting

Most-Populous Highest-Promoting Occupations to
Occupations Occupations by Grade Supervisory Positions
(%) (%) (%)
2008-2013 period
PWTD 1.1 1.0 1.2

Promotion rates: higher grade

PWTD 10.0 17.6 —

Without targeted disabilities 13.3 26.6 —
Promotion rates: supervisory

PWTD 1.3 — 3.2

Without targeted disabilities 3.2 — 6.7

SOURCE: OPM, 2013.






APPENDIX G
The Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition Method

In this appendix, we provide a detailed discussion of the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition
method employed in the analyses described in the main report. We provide some background
information on the estimator and show how the decompositions were computed. We then dis-
cuss how the decomposition results can be used to identify the specific barriers to the employ-
ment of individuals with targeted disabilities in DoD and the factors in DoD that make it
more conducive to employing these individuals. For ease of exposition, we discuss the method
with respect to the targeted disability comparison, although it applies analogously to compari-
sons involving the other disability categories.

While Oaxaca-Blinder decompositions were initially developed to decompose wage dif-
ferentials, they can be applied whenever one wants to explain why a variable differs across two
comparison groups. For our purposes, we wanted to explain why the representation of PWTD
differs between the non-DoD federal workforce (denoted as NDoD) and the DoD workforce.
We can write the proportion of PWTD (denoted by Y) in each of the labor forces in the fol-

lowing way:

Yipop = F (XNDoDﬂNDoD) (G.1)
YD: = F(XDoDﬁDoD)’ (G.2)

where X is an nxk matrix of observed individual, geographic, and occupation characteristics,
and £ is the vector of coefficients particular to each labor force that estimate the relationship
between each variable and targeted disability status, conditional on the other characteristics.

Note that the function F that maps Xf to the outcome variable of interest ¥ may or may
not be linear. In the original Oaxaca-Blinder derivations, ¥ was a continuous variable (wages),
and thus F corresponded to a linear model. In our case, Yis a binary variable (an indicator for
targeted disability status), and thus F corresponds to the logit model, which is nonlinear.

Yun (2004) showed how to extend this decomposition analysis for any function F that is
once differentiable. For simplicity, we present Yun’s version of the decomposition analysis in
terms of the general function F, keeping in mind that for our analysis, F corresponds to the
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logistic function.! The average difference in the proportion of PWTD in the non-DoD federal
workforce and the DoD workforce (i.e., the representation gap) can be written as

YND(,D - E = |:F(XND0DﬁNDoD ) - F(XDoDﬂNDoD )i| + [F(XDoD.BNDoD ) - F(XDoD.BDoD )] . (G3)

The term F(Xupon o) in Equation G.3 represents the proportion of PWTD that would be
predicted in the non-DoD workforce if the non-DoD workforce had the same characteristics
as the DoD workforce, since 8,  (along with F) reflects how a given set of X characteristics
translates into targeted disability status in the non-DoD workforce. Thus, the difference in the
first bracket in Equation G.3 represents how much the targeted disability representation gap
would change if the two populations had the same average X characteristics. This is referred to
as the “explained” component; it is the part of the overall difference that is completely explained
by observable differences between the non-DoD and DoD labor forces. In our analysis, this
value corresponds to —0.16 percentage points. The negative value of the explained component
indicates that the net effect of the differences in average characteristics favors DoD representa-
tion, so the decomposition predicts that the observed gap is narrower than it would be if the
two workforces had the same average characteristics.

The analysis in the main report shows that the “unexplained” gap—defined as the gap
in targeted disability representation that would be present if the non-DoD workforce resem-
bled the DoD workforce in terms of the characteristics in X—is 0.59 percentage points (i.e.,
0.43 + 0.16). This value corresponds to the difference in the second bracket in Equation G.3.
This unexplained difference reflects the size of the gap that is attributable to unobservable dif-
ferences between the labor forces (including differences in discriminatory preferences).

The decomposition in Equation G.3 is not unique: There are other possible forms of the
Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition. The other potential forms arise from different assumptions
about which workforce might contain the potential barriers (Neumark, 1988). In our analysis,
we used the version that assumes that the non-DoD workforce is the benchmark population
and that differences reflect potential barriers within the DoD workforce. It is also possible to
assume the opposite—that DoD does not necessarily have barriers, but rather the differences
reflect a preference in the non-DoD workforce for PWTD. We opted against using this version
because it made less theoretical sense.

Other variants stipulate that the observed differences are a combination of barriers in
one population and preferences in the other. The most common of these versions used in the
literature is the pooled version, which calculates the explained component compared with a
benchmark population that is a combination of non-DoD and DoD workers. We ultimately
preferred the logical consistency of using only the non-DoD workforce as the benchmark,
but we tested the pooled version and achieved qualitatively similar results (mostly because the
DoD workforce is relatively small compared with the rest of the federal workforce).

The key contribution of the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition approach is that the explained
difference can be further decomposed into the individual contributions that each of the vari-
ables (or sets of variables) in X has on the targeted disability gap across the labor forces. Yun
(2004) shows that the explained portion can be decomposed as follows:

_ex (Xﬁ)
FOB= 17 exp(p]]

1" Recall that for the logistic function,
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(X IiVDoD -X i)aD ) ﬁ/ivoou
(X xpop ~ X pop ) ﬂNDoD

I:F(XNDuDﬂNDoD ) - F(XDoDﬁNDuD ):|

I:F(XNDoDﬁNDoD)_ F(XDoDﬂNDoD):| = Z :-;1
, (G4

where the fraction inside the summation denotes the proportion of the overall explained dif-
ference because of variable 7. These fractions can be thought of as relative weights. Multiplying
the weight for each variable 7 by the overall explained difference in brackets will yield the con-
tribution that variable 7 has on the gap in targeted disability representation.

Note that when F corresponds to the linear regression model (as would be the case if
Y was a continuous variable), the bracketed term and the denominator in Equation G.4 will
cancel and the contribution of a specific variable is given by

(X IiVDoD -X ;)oD )ﬁ]i\fDoD

; (G.5)

1
where ﬁ NDoD corresponds to the coefficient from an ordinary least squares regression of ¥ on
the variables in X among the non-DoD federal workforce. This is the form that is more com-
monly seen in the literature using Oaxaca-Blinder decompositions, primarily because most of
these studies were decomposing gaps in continuous variables. We use the nonlinear logit speci-
fication for F here because it has better properties when Yis a binary variable. Regardless, the
results are not dramatically different when the form in Equation G.5 is used.

Because the explained difference is measured in percentage points, and because these
coefhicients reflect only the product of a weight and this percentage-point difference, the indi-
vidual coefhicients will also be measured in terms of percentage points.

While the fractions can be both positive and negative, they will sum to one, meaning
that the sum of all of the individual variable contributions will equal the overall explained dif-
ference. Because this overall explained difference is negative, it naturally implies that many of
the individual coefhicients will also be negative. A negative coefhicient reflects how much the
targeted disability gap would be predicted to widen if the non-DoD workforce resembled the
DoD workforce with respect to variable 7. Variables with negative coeflicients represent the
factors that the two labor forces differ on that actually make DoD a more conducive environ-
ment for the employment of PWTD. Positive coefficients reflect how much the gap would be
predicted to narrow if the non-DoD workforce resembled the DoD workforce with respect to
variable 7 these factors represent the potential barriers to the employment of PWTD in DoD.






APPENDIX H

Interview Questions

Discussion Questions for DoD Interviewees

1. Background

a.

b.
C.
d

Please describe your individual job position and responsibilities.

How many years have you been with DoD? How many years in this position?
What management responsibilities do you have?

What hiring-related responsibilities do you have?

2. Barriers

a.

Based on your job experience and knowledge, what factors contribute to the small

proportion of employees with targeted disabilities in your agency?

o What factors contribute to the small proportion of employees with targeted dis-
abilities in DoD as a whole?

What specific policies or practices within your agency contribute to the small pro-

portion of employees with targeted disabilities?

> Do these policies and practices exist across DoD? Please explain.

Are there any additional factors that contribute to the small proportion of employ-

ees with targeted disabilities in your agency? If so, could you describe these?

o Are there any additional factors that contribute to the small proportion of employ-
ees with targeted disabilities in DoD as a whole?

3. Recruitment

a.

What recruitment strategies does your agency currently use to encourage applica-

tions from PWTD?

o Given their operating rules and procedures, could other DoD agencies do this as
well (i.e., use these recruitment strategies)?

Based on your job experience, what recruitment strategies could your agency use to

increase the number of applications among PWTD?

o Are there other recruitment strategies that could be used by DoD overall?

Could you name and describe any example recruitment practices used by other

agencies, internal or external to DoD, that are effective in promoting recruitment

of PWTD?
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Hiring

a.

What hiring practices does your agency have to promote employment of applicants
with targeted disabilities?

° Given their operating rules and procedures, could other DoD agencies do this as

well (i.e., use these hiring practices)?

Based on your job experience, what hiring practices could your agency use to
increase the hiring of applicants with targeted disabilities?

Could you name and describe any example hiring practices used by other agencies,
internal or external to DoD, that are effective in promoting employment of PWTD?

Retention

a.

What policies or practices does your agency currently use to retain current employ-

ees with targeted disabilities?

° Given their operating rules and procedures, could other DoD agencies do this as
well (i.e., use these retention strategies)?

Based on your job experience, what policies or procedures could your agency use to

increase retention of PWTD who are currently employed by your agency?

o Are there other strategies that could be used by DoD overall?

Could you name and describe any example retention-relevant practices used by

other agencies, internal or external to DoD, that DoD may consider for promoting
retention of PWTD?

Promotion

a.

What policies or procedures does your agency use to increase the promotion of

PWTD to higher-level positions in the DoD civilian workforce?

° Given their operating rules and procedures, could other DoD agencies do this as
well (i.e., use these retention strategies)?

Based on your job experience, what policies or procedures could your agency use

to increase promotion likelihood for PWTD who are currently employed by your

agency?

o Are there other strategies that could be used by DoD overall?

Could you name and describe any example promotion-relevant practices used by

other agencies, internal or external to DoD, that DoD may consider for increasing

the likelihood of promotion among employees with targeted disabilities?

Additional Materials

a.

Are there any reports or datasets that you know of or would recommend regarding
employment of PWTD in your agency or in DoD?

Discussion Questions for University Representatives

1.

Background

a.

Please describe your individual job position and responsibilities.

b. How many years have you been with your institution? How many years in this posi-

tion?
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c.  What responsibilities do you have that are related to student careers?
2. Outreach and Recruitment

Who Is Recruiting
a. Could you name some private companies, businesses, or corporations that actively
recruit students at your institution?
> How do these companies recruit students at your institution? What strategies do
they use?
b. Could you name some state government or federal government agencies that actively
recruit students at your institution?
> How do these agencies recruit students at your institution? What strategies do
they use?
c. Does DoD, which includes the Army, Navy, Air Force, and other defense-related
components, actively recruit at your institution?
o If so, which DoD agencies or departments recruit at your institution?
> How do these agencies recruit students at your institution?
d. DoD hires people for the active duty armed forces and for civilian jobs in DoD.
Which DoD agencies or offices recruit students for civilian jobs at your institution?
> How do these agencies recruit students at your institution?

Outreach Strategies (e.g., advertising)

a.  What outreach strategies do you think businesses, organizations, or agencies should
use to advertise themselves to students at your school?
o Why do you recommend these outreach strategies?

b. Could you describe any example outreach strategies used by businesses, organiza-
tions, or agencies that are effective in advertising to students at your institution?

c. Could you describe any example outreach strategies used by businesses, organiza-
tions, or agencies that are NOT effective in advertising to students at your institu-
tion?

Recruitment Strategies (e.g., getting applications)

a. What recruiting strategies do you think businesses, organizations, or agencies
should use to encourage applications from students at your school? In other words,
which strategies are most likely to assist in encouraging students not only to know
about the employers but also to apply for employment?

o Why do you recommend these strategies?

b. Could you describe any example recruitment strategies used by businesses, organi-
zations, or agencies that are effective in recruiting students at your institution?

c. Could you describe any example recruitment strategies used by businesses, organi-
zations, or agencies that are VOT effective in recruiting students at your institution?

3. Hiring
a. Based on your knowledge of your students’ experiences, what hiring practices should
businesses, organizations, or agencies use to increase the hiring of applicants with
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disabilities? What strategies work not only in getting students to apply but also in
getting students employed?

Could you name and describe any example hiring practices used by businesses,
organizations, or agencies that recruit at your school that you think are effective in
getting your students hired?

Could you name and describe any example hiring strategies used by businesses,
organizations, or agencies that are NOT effective in getting your students hired?

4. Retention

a.

Based on knowledge of your students’ experiences, what policies or procedures
should businesses, organizations, or agencies use to retain students from your school
at those places of employment?

Could you describe any example practices used by businesses, organizations, or
agencies that hire students from your school that you believe are effective in retain-
ing students at those places?

Could you describe any example practices used by agencies that hire students from
your school that you believe are NOT effective in retaining students at those places?

5. Barriers

a.

Based on your experience and knowledge, what do you see as the primary reasons
for underrepresentation of PWTD in businesses, organizations, and agencies?

b. What business policies or practices do you think contribute to low levels of repre-

sentation of PWTD?

6. Additional Materials

a.

Are there any reports or datasets that you know of regarding outreach and recruit-
ment at your institution or other universities with large populations of students with
disabilities that would be relevant for our research?



APPENDIX |
Survey Questions and Descriptive Information

This appendix shows both the survey questions we asked of hiring managers and supervisors
in DoD and the results of the survey. The following questions are designed to assess whether
this survey is applicable to you.

S1. For which DoD component/agency do you currently work? (drop-down menu)

Component/Agency Number Percentage
O Department of the Army 744 24.68
O Department of the Air Force 740 24.54
O Department of the Navy (including Marine Corps) 939 31.14
O Army and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) 0 0.00
O Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) ** **
[0 Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) 44 1.46
[0 Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) 29 0.96
[0 Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) 173 5.74
(] Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) 30 1.00
O Defense Health Agency (DHA) 36 1.19
O Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) 36 1.19
O Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) 0 0.00
O Defense Legal Services Agency (DLSA) ** **
O Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) 62 2.06
O Defense Media Activity (DMA) ** **
O Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA) *x *x
O Defense Security Services (DSS) 0 0.00
O Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) 15 0.50
0 DoD Education Activity (DoDEA) o L
[0 DoD Inspector General (DoDIG) 12 0.40
O Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) 13 0.43
O Missile Defense Agency (MDA) 0 0.00
O National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA) ** **
O National Guard Bureau (NGB) 29 0.96
O National Reconnaissance Office (NRO) 0 0.00
O National Security Agency (NSA) 0 0.00
[ On-Site Inspection Agency (OSIA) 0 0.00
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Component/Agency Number Percentage
[ Selective Service System (SSS) 0 0.00

O Tricare Management Activity (TMA) *x *x

0 Washington Headquarter Services (WHS) 14 0.46

0 Other component/agency in DoD that is not listed above 83 2.75

O None of the above 0 0.00
Total 3,015 100.00

NOTE: ** Number too small to report (N = 1 to 10 participants).

S2. Which of the below responsibilities do you have? (Check all that apply)

No Yes Yes
Responsibility (Number) (Number) (Percentage)
O Recruiting 2,329 646 21.71
O Interviewing 1,406 1,569 52.74
O Hiring 1,847 1,128 37.92
[ Supervising 1,196 1,779 59.80
O Managing 787 2,188 73.55
0 None of the above 2,975 0 0.00

Al. How knowledgeable are employees in your office about the goals of [your DoD
component/agency] for the employment of persons with targeted disabilities?

Not at all Minimally Moderately Very Extremely
Knowledgeable Knowledgeable Knowledgeable Knowledgeable Knowledgeable
10 20 30 40 50
Number 257 880 1,103 516 136
Percentage 8.89 30.43 38.14 17.84 4.7

A2. How achievable are the employment goals of [your DoD component/agency] for per-
sons with targeted disabilities?

Not at all Minimally Moderately Very Extremely
Achievable Achievable Achievable Achievable Achievable
10 20 30 40 50
Number 63 462 1,164 977 133

Percentage 2.25 16.51 41.59 34.91 4.75
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A3. How well does [your DoD component/agency] communicate its goals for the employ-
ment of persons with targeted disabilities?

Neither Poorly nor

Very Poorly Poorly Well Well Very Well
10 20 30 40 50
Number 254 557 934 821 231
Percentage 9.08 19.91 33.39 29.35 8.26

Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the statements below.

Neither
Completely Agree nor Completely
Disagree Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree

A4. My office actively recruits persons with 10 20 30 40 50
targeted disabilities.

Number 282 485 1,254 444 146

Percentage 10.8 18.58 48.03 17 5.59
A5. My office actively recruits persons with 10 20 30 40 50
targeted disabilities to serve as interns.

Number 351 529 1,322 275 105

Percentage 13.59 20.49 51.2 10.65 4.07
A6. As part of recruitment, my office works 10 20 30 40 50
with organizations that represent persons with
targeted disabilities.

Number 328 483 1,139 456 147

Percentage 12.85 18.92 44.61 17.86 5.76
A7. My office is able to provide reasonable 10 20 30 40 50
accommodations for persons with targeted
disabilities.

Number 134 185 532 1,248 486

Percentage 5.18 7.16 20.58 48.28 18.8
A8. My office is knowledgeable on what 10 20 30 40 50
DoD resources are available to assist in the
accommodation process.

Number 129 343 733 1,059 321

Percentage 4.99 13.27 28.36 40.97 12.42
A9. Top managers in my component/agency 10 20 30 4 50
are committed to hiring persons with targeted
disabilities.

Number 163 297 1,228 682 214

Percentage 6.31 11.49 47.52 26.39 8.28
A10. My component/agency holds supervisors 10 20 30 40 50
accountable for enhancing employment
opportunities for persons with targeted
disabilities.

Number 211 328 1,322 554 167

Percentage 8.17 12.7 51.2 21.46 6.47
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Neither
Completely Agree nor Completely
Disagree Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree
A11. Supervisors in my office hold employees 10 20 30 40 50
accountable for creating a disability-friendly
work environment.
Number 143 201 953 936 349
Percentage 5.54 7.78 36.91 36.25 13.52
A12. My office regularly provides a status 10 20 30 40 50
report on its employment of persons with
targeted disabilities to my component/agency.
Number 319 560 1,355 250 97
Percentage 12.36 21.7 52.5 9.69 3.76
A13. My office knows who to contact when 10 20 30 40 50
questions arise regarding the employment of
persons with targeted disabilities.
Number 148 259 688 1,065 427
5.72 10.01 26.59 41.17 16.51

Percentage




How familiar are your office’s employees with the special appointing authorities to bring persons with disabilities into the workplace and
how often has your office used these?

Office Familiarity Frequency of Use by Office
Notatall Minimally Moderately Very Extremely
Familiar Familiar Familiar Familiar Familiar Never Rarely Sometimes Often Quite a Lot
A14. Schedule A provisions 10 20 30 40 50 10 20 30 40 50
through which people with # 696 609 604 322 159 643 618 740 240 70

disabilities may be exempted

from the competitive % 29.12 25.48 25.27 13.47 6.65 27.82  26.74 32.02 10.39 3.03
appointment process

. . 10 20 30 40 50 10 20 30 40 50
A15. Program for hiring disabled
\(lj?tel;?n(j (30 percent or more # 259 432 706 732 415 359 393 835 584 281
isable
) % 10.18 16.98 27.75 28.77 16.31 14.64 16.03 34.05 23.82 11.46

How familiar are your office’s employees with the special appointing authorities to bring persons with disabilities into the workplace and
how often has your office used these?

Office Familiarity Frequency of Use by Office
Not at all Minimally Moderately Very Extremely
Familiar Familiar Familiar Familiar Familiar Never Rarely Sometimes Often Quite a Lot
A16. Workforce Recruitment 10 20 30 40 50 10 20 30 40 50
Program (WRP) for College
Students with Disabilities # 1,129 653 456 137 70 1,270 584 421 97 34
% 46.18 26.71 18.65 5.6 2.86 52.78 24.27 17.5 4.03 1.41
A17. The Computer/Electronic 10 20 30 40 50 10 20 30 40 50
Accommodations Program
(CAP) # 958 641 474 245 133 1,089 585 507 160 70
% 39.09 26.15 19.34 10 5.43 45.17 24.26 21.03 6.64 2.9
A18. The DoD Pipeline 10 20 30 40 50 10 20 30 40 50
Return-to-Work Program
# 1,134 645 481 151 55 1,283 579 434 90 25
% 45,99 26.16 19.51 6.12 2.23 53.21 24.01 18.00 3.73 1.04
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Overall, how familiar are your office’s employees who are responsible for interviewing with . . .

Not at all Minimally Moderately Very Extremely
Familiar Familiar Familiar Familiar Familiar
A19 ... framing questions to applicants about ability to perform specific job tasks? 10 20 30 401 50
Number 453 502 672 578 157
Percentage 19.18 21.25 28.45 24.47 6.65
A20. .. knowing when to ask an applicant about how they would perform specific job tasks? 10 20 30 40 50
Number 455 512 669 562 145
Percentage 19.42 21.85 28.55 23.99 6.19
A21...using a relay service to set up interviews? 10 20 30 40 50
Number 1,016 577 446 213 76
Percentage 43.64 24.79 19.16 9.15 3.26
A22 ... using a reader to assist a person with a learning disability or vision impairment? 10 20 30 40 50
Number 1,004 591 446 224 68
Percentage 43.03 25.33 19.12 9.6 2.91
A23 ... adapting print materials used in the interview to large print, diskette, or Braille? 10 20 30 40 50
Number 1,050 604 424 199 64
Percentage 44.85 25.8 18.11 8.5 2.73
A24 ... accessing sign language interpreters? 10 20 30 40 50
Number 975 570 432 248 116
Percentage 41.65 24.35 18.45 10.59 4.96
A25 .. .restrictions on eliciting information about medical issues affecting applicant’s health 10 20 30 40 50
and safety on the job?
Number 568 488 581 486 235
Percentage 24.09 20.7 24.64 20.61 9.97
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Have any of your office’s employees been trained on . . .

If you answer YES, which employees have received this

training? Check all that apply.

Do Not Human Managers/ EEO
No Yes Know Resources Staff ~ Supervisors Staff Other Staff
A26 ... non-discriminatory recruitment and hiring practices? (I 10 8O 10 20 30 40
Number 230 1,625 510 901 1,308 695 433
Percentage 9.7 68.7 21.6 57.3 83.2 44.2 27.5
A27...non-discrimination in the disciplinary process? o 10 8O 10 20 30 40
Number 232 1,635 489 883 1,324 682 414
Percentage 9.9 69.4 20.8 55.6 83.4 43.0 26.1
A28. .. equal access in promotional opportunities? o 10 80 10 20 30 40
Number 219 1,701 423 917 1,323 691 425
Percentage 9.4 72.6 18.1 55.5 80.1 41.9 25.7
A29. .. the accommodation process for persons with oQ 10 8d 10 20 30 40
disabilities?
Number 326 1,451 570 791 1,101 618 349
Percentage 13.9 61.8 24.3 56.4 78.5 441 24.9
A30. .. available DoD resources to assist in the accommodation o 10 8 10 20 30 40
process?
Number 409 1,290 655 702 958 542 294
Percentage 17.4 54.8 27.8 56.2 76.7 43.4 23.5
A31. .. confidentiality requirements for medical information? o 10 8O 10 20 30 40
Number 225 1,735 397 962 1,405 715 536
Percentage 9.6 73.6 16.8 57.0 83.3 42.4 31.8
A32. .. defining essential job functions? (.| 10 80 10 20 30 40
Number 294 1,594 462 837 1,254 517 329
Percentage 12.5 67.8 19.7 54.1 81.1 33.4 21.3
A33...disability awareness? oQ 10 8d 10 20 30 40
Number 341 1,494 518 811 1,154 628 438
Percentage 14.5 63.5 22.0 56.1 79.9 43.5 30.3
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If you answer YES, which employees have received this

training? Check all that apply.

Do Not Human Managers/ EEO
No Yes Know Resources Staff  Supervisors Staff Other Staff

A34 ... Rehabilitation Act requirements? (.} 10 8 10 20 30 40

Number 507 1,008 837 536 725 an 221

Percentage 21.6 42.9 35.6 55.4 74.9 42.5 22.8
A35 ... Federal Hiring Schedules? 00 10 8 10 20 30 40

Number 342 1,374 636 775 1,028 497 296

Percentage 14.5 58.4 27.0 58.4 77.4 37.4 22.3

As perceived by employees in [your DoD component/agency] . . .
Not at All A Little Moderately Very Extremely

B1...how prestigious are the jobs typically achieved by employees with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
in [your DoD component/agency]?

Number 263 364 963 399 67

Percentage 12.79 17.7 46.84 19.41 3.26
B2 ... how successful have employees with targeted disabilities been in [your DoD 10 20 30 40 50
component/agency]?

Number 123 338 803 666 120

Percentage 6 16.49 39.17 32.49 5.85
B3 ... how well-educated are employees with targeted disabilities in [your DoD component/ 10 20 30 40 50
agency]?

Number 89 189 820 825 116

Percentage 4.36 9.27 40.22 40.46 5.69
B4 ... how competent are employees with targeted disabilities in [your DoD component/ 10 20 30 40 50
agency]?

Number 77 156 709 946 157

Percentage 3.77 7.63 34.67 46.26 7.68
B5 . .. how skillful are employees with targeted disabilities in [your DoD component/agency]? 10 20 30 40 50
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Not at All A Little Moderately Very Extremely

Number 77 153 747 917 144

Percentage 3.78 7.51 36.65 45 7.07
B6 . .. how efficient are employees with targeted disabilities in [your DoD component/ 10 20 30 40 50
agency]?

Number 85 203 808 811 129

Percentage 4.17 9.97 39.69 39.83 6.34
B7 ... how tolerant of others are employees with targeted disabilities in [your DoD 10 20 30 40 50
component/agency]?

Number 88 166 663 910 229

Percentage 4.28 8.07 32.25 44.26 11.14
B8 ... how trustworthy are employees with targeted disabilities in [your DoD component/ 10 20 30 40 50
agency]?

Number 68 79 503 1068 332

Percentage 3.32 3.85 24.54 52.1 16.2
B9 ... how friendly are employees with targeted disabilities in [your DoD component/agency]? 10 20 30 40 50

Number 69 90 563 1,019 309

Percentage 3.37 4.39 27.46 49.71 15.07
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Respond to the following items based on the perceptions of employees in [your DoD component/agency].

Not at All A Little  Moderately Very Completely
True True True True True

B10. When employees with targeted disabilities get special opportunities (such as preference in hiring 10 20 30 40 50
decisions), this is likely to make things more difficult for other employees.

Number 610 592 580 211 111

Percentage 28.99 28.14 27.57 10.03 5.28
B11. Resources that go to employees with targeted disabilities are likely to take away from the 10 20 30 40 50
resources of other employees.

Number 1,061 455 381 138 73

Percentage 50.33 21.58 18.07 6.55 3.46
B12. The more power employees with targeted disabilities have, the less power other employees are 10 20 30 40 50
likely to have.

Number 1,446 271 241 97 51

Percentage 68.66 12.87 11.44 4.61 2.42

How do employees in [your DoD component/agency] feel toward employees with targeted disabilities?
Not at All A Little Somewhat A Lot A Great Deal

B13. They feel inspired by employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50

Number 159 257 897 538 176

Percentage 7.84 12.68 44.25 26.54 8.68
B14. They feel admiration for employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50

Number 165 270 783 609 182

Percentage 8.21 13.44 38.97 30.31 9.06
B15. They feel frustrated with employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50

Number 818 582 468 99 43

Percentage 40.7 28.96 23.28 4.93 2.14
B16. They feel resentful toward employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50

Number 1,153 419 326 64 39

Percentage 57.62 20.94 16.29 3.2 1.95
B17. They feel positively toward employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50

sallljigesig palaﬁ.lej_ Y}IM suosiad JO UO!lElUBSGJdaH 00l



Not at All A Little Somewhat A Lot A Great Deal
Number 90 223 766 750 191
Percentage 4.46 11.04 37.92 37.13 9.46
B18. They like employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 79 171 824 723 202
Percentage 3.95 8.55 41.22 36.17 10.11
B19. They feel pity for employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 792 619 480 92 26
Percentage 39.42 30.81 23.89 4.58 1.29
B20. They feel sympathy for employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 371 668 682 242 44
Percentage 18.49 33.28 33.98 12.06 2.19
B21. They feel envious of employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 1,414 262 271 36 22
Percentage 70.52 13.07 13.52 1.8 1.1
B22. They feel jealous of employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 1,385 279 264 39 27
Percentage 69.46 13.99 13.24 1.96 1.35
B23. They feel comfortable around employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 84 198 740 707 276
Percentage 4.19 9.88 36.91 35.26 13.77
B24. They feel anxious around employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 778 599 548 68 19
Percentage 38.67 29.77 27.24 3.38 0.94
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How do employees in [your DoD component/agency] behave toward employees with targeted disabilities?

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Quite a Lot
B25. They ignore employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 723 771 406 62 36
Percentage 36.19 38.59 20.32 3.1 1.8
B26. They exclude employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 799 713 361 62 a1
Percentage 40.44 36.08 18.27 3.14 2.07
B27. They cooperate with employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 4 50
Number 49 66 382 996 498
Percentage 2.46 3.31 19.19 50.03 25.01
B28. They associate with employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 54 114 527 884 399
Percentage 2.73 5.76 26.64 44.69 20.17
B29. They harass employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 4 50
Number 1,414 391 138 21 21
Percentage 71.23 19.7 6.95 1.06 1.06
B30. They argue with employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 4 50
Number 891 680 359 32 18
Percentage 45 34.34 18.13 1.62 0.91
B31. They help employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 44 80 535 946 394
Percentage 2.2 4 26.76 47.32 19.71
B32. They assist employees with targeted disabilities. 10 20 30 40 50
Number 47 77 539 949 386

Percentage 2.35 3.85 26.98 47.5 19.32
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B33. How frequently do you work on tasks or projects with current coworkers who have

targeted disabilities?

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Quite a Lot Not Applicable
10 20 30 40 50 8
Number 363 580 497 187 190 282
Percentage 17.29 27.63 23.68 8.91 9.05 13.43

B34. What has the quality of your interactions with your current coworkers with targeted

disabilities been like?

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Not Applicable
10 20 30 40 50 8
Number 20 29 122 593 710 599
Percentage 0.96 1.4 5.89 28.61 34.25 28.9

B35. How many of your coworkers during your entire employment history, including time
worked both within and outside of DoD, have had targeted disabilities?

None A Few Several Many Most Do Not Know
10 20 30 40 50 8
Number 145 1,014 522 217 18 176
Percentage 6.93 48.47 24.95 10.37 0.86 8.41

B36. During your entire employment history, including time worked both within and out-
side of DoD, how frequently have you worked with coworkers with targeted disabilities?

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Quite a Lot Not Applicable
10 20 30 40 50 80
Number 139 637 774 359 114 63
Percentage 6.66 30.54 371 17.21 5.47 3.02

B37. During your entire employment history, including time worked both within and out-
side of DoD, what has the quality of your interactions with your coworkers with tar-

geted disabilities been like?

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Not Applicable
10 20 30 40 50 8
Number 10 31 181 980 676 204
Percentage 0.48 1.49 8.69 47.07 32.47 9.8




Within the PAST THREE YEARS of employment in [your DoD component/agency] have you seen a situation where any of your
superiors or coworkers . . .

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Quite A Lot

BP?S - put an employee with targeted disabilities down or were condescending toward 10 20 30 40 50
them?

Number 1,698 168 118 37 39

Percentage 82.43 8.16 5.73 1.8 1.89
B39...showed little interest in the opinion of an employee with targeted disabilities? 10 20 30 40 50

Number 1,618 201 132 60 46

Percentage 78.66 9.77 6.42 2.92 2.24
B40 ... made demeaning or derogatory remarks about an employee with targeted 10 20 30 400 50
disabilities?

Number 1,701 176 101 32 46

Percentage 82.73 8.56 4.91 1.56 2.24
B41 ... doubted the judgment of an employee with targeted disabilities on a matter over 140 20 30 40 50
which they had responsibility?

Number 1,589 238 132 47 51

Percentage 77.25 11.57 6.42 2.28 2.48

To what extent do you perceive that each of the following currently poses a barrier to employment for persons with targeted disabilities
in [your DoD component/agency]?

Not a Minimal Moderate Strong Extreme
Barrier Barrier Barrier Barrier Barrier
C1. Cost of purchasing accommodations for persons with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 775 612 381 135 54
Percentage 39.6 31.27 19.47 6.9 2.76
C2. Cost of implementing accommodations for persons with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 727 611 409 141 58
Percentage 37.36 31.4 21.02 7.25 2.98
C3. Additional effort of supervising persons with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50

Number 773 683 345 97 34
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Not a Minimal Moderate Strong Extreme
Barrier Barrier Barrier Barrier Barrier
Percentage 40.01 35.35 17.86 5.02 1.76
C4. Limited information available on how to enhance employment of persons with targeted 10 20 30 40 50
disabilities
Number 548 650 482 205 57
Percentage 28.22 33.47 24.82 10.56 2.94
C5. Limited supervisor knowledge of which accommodations to make 10 20 30 40 50
Number 505 670 483 217 69
Percentage 25.98 34.47 24.85 11.16 3.55
C6. Limited supervisor accountability for employment of persons with disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 720 643 343 153 73
Percentage 37.27 33.28 17.75 7.92 3.78
C7. Lack of agency or component oversight over employment of persons with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 746 594 366 150 77
Percentage 38.59 30.73 18.93 7.76 3.98
C8. Negative attitudes/stereotypes toward persons with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 960 549 268 94 70
Percentage 49.46 28.28 13.81 4.84 3.61
C9. Employer reluctance to hire persons with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 855 522 323 157 88
Percentage 43.96 26.84 16.61 8.07 4.52
C10. Lack of requisite skills among persons with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 624 579 423 230 82
Percentage 32.2 29.88 21.83 11.87 4.23
C11. Lack of related experience among persons with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 597 565 472 229 69
Percentage 30.9 29.24 24.43 11.85 3.57
C12. Lack of interest among persons with targeted disabilities to work in your office 10 20 30 40 50
Number 805 530 365 168 61
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Not a Minimal Moderate Strong Extreme
Barrier Barrier Barrier Barrier Barrier
Percentage 41.73 27.48 18.92 8.71 3.16
C13. Lack of knowledge about available DoD resources to assist in the accommodation process 10 20 30 40 50
Number 583 624 455 193 81
Percentage 30.1 32.23 23.5 9.97 418
C14. Lack of self-reporting on their disability status among persons with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 622 621 406 175 93
Percentage 32.45 32.39 21.18 9.13 4.85

How effective do you think each of the following would be in reducing barriers to employment of persons with targeted disabilities in
[your DoD component/agency]?

Not at All Minimally Moderately Very Extremely
Effective Effective Effective Effective Effective
C15. Centralized funding, other than the Computer/Electronic Accommodations Program (CAP), 10 20 30 40 50
for reasonable accommodations
Number 163 329 751 462 178
Percentage 8.66 17.47 39.88 24.54 9.45
C16. Greater recognition of offices in [your DoD component/agency] that hired persons with 10 20 30 40 50
targeted disabilities
Number 207 438 667 432 136
Percentage 11.01 23.3 35.48 22.98 7.23
C17. Training on DoD resources available to assist with the accommodation process 10 20 30 40 50
Number 107 303 737 529 194
Percentage 5.72 16.2 39.41 28.29 10.37
C18. Changing co-worker and supervisor attitudes toward persons with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 186 434 658 422 175
Percentage 9.92 23.15 35.09 22.51 9.33
C19. Visible top-management commitment 10 20 30 40 50
Number 130 266 586 564 334

Percentage 6.91 14.15 31.17 30 17.77
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Not at All Minimally Moderately Very Extremely
Effective Effective Effective Effective Effective
C20. Greater oversight from [your DoD component/agency] 10 20 30 40 50
Number 215 449 610 402 199
Percentage 11.47 23.95 32.53 21.44 10.61
C21. Increased accountability for supervisors to enhance employment of persons with targeted 10 20 30 40 50
disabilities
Number 219 432 631 403 186
Percentage 1.7 23.09 33.73 21.54 9.94
C22. Mentoring for employees with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 119 283 702 564 213
Percentage 6.33 15.05 37.32 29.98 11.32
C23. Skills training for employees with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 100 242 645 629 264
Percentage 5.32 12.87 34.31 33.46 14.04
C24. Increasing the frequency with which employees are asked to provide information on 10 20 30 40 50
disability status
Number 357 544 581 265 133
Percentage 18.99 28.94 30.9 141 7.07
C25. Increasing outreach to and recruitment of persons with targeted disabilities 10 20 30 40 50
Number 140 274 694 522 247
Percentage 7.46 14.6 36.97 27.81 13.16
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DI1. Approximately how many civilians are currently employed in your office?

[Range: 0-999,999] Enter number, NOT proportion.

0-9 10-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50 or more
Number 559 364 221 160 77 554
Percentage 28.89 18.81 11.42 8.27 3.98 28.63

D2. Approximately how many civilians currently employed in your office have targeted dis-
abilities? [Range: 0-999,999] Enter number, NOT proportion.

0 1 2 3 or more
Number 917 350 230 408
Percentage 48.14 18.37 12.07 21.42

D3. Which targeted disabilities do the civilians currently employed in your office have?
(Check all that apply.)

Number  Percentage

|:| Developmental Disability, for example, autism spectrum disorder I 46

D Traumatic Brain Injury 180 2.09

D . ep . . . . 357 18.03
Deaf or serious difficulty hearing, benefiting from, for example, American Sign

Language, CART, hearing aids, a cochlear implant and/or other supports

D Blind or serious difficulty seeing even when wearing glasses 163 8.23

D Missing extremities (arm, leg, hand and/or foot) 114 >.76

|:|. - e . " A . 411 20.76
Significant mobility impairment, benefiting from the utilization of a wheelchair,

scooter, walker, leg brace(s) and/or other supports

|:| Partial or complete paralysis (any cause) 110 >.56

|:| Epilepsy or other seizure disorders 3 47

D Intellectual disability 98 4.95

D Psychiatric disability 185 .34

|:| Dwarfism 27 1.36

(] sianifi - o 56 2.83
Significant disfigurement, for example, disfigurements caused by burns,

wounds, accidents, or congenital disorders

[ other 170 8.59

906 45.76

D Not applicable (None have targeted disabilities)

NOTE: CART = Communication Access Real-Time Translation.
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D4. Approximately how many employees has your office hired in the past three years?
[Range: 0-999,999] Enter number, NOT proportion.

0-4 5-9 10 or more
Number 931 354 567
Percentage 50.27 19.11 30.62

D5. Approximately what number of the new hires in the past three years had a targeted dis-
ability? [RANGE: 0-999,999] Enter number, NOT proportion.

0 1 2 3 or more
Number 1,322 271 122 130
Percentage 71.65 14.69 6.61 7.05

D6. In what state is your office located?

[drop-down menul]

State Number Percentage State Number Percentage
AK 16 0.88 NC 59 3.23
AL 38 2.08 ND *x *%
AZ 23 1.26 NE *x *x
CA 170 9.30 NH *x *%
co 43 2.35 NJ 26 1.42
cT 12 0.66 NM 30 1.64
DE *% *% NV *% *%
FL 119 6.51 NY 25 1.37
GA 47 2.57 OH 44 2.41
HI 45 2.46 oK 32 1.75
1A *% *% OR *% *k
ID *x *x PA 43 2.35
IL 38 2.08 RI ** *x
IN 16 0.88 SC 17 0.93
KS 15 0.82 sD ** *x
KY 23 1.26 TN *x *x
LA 18 0.98 X 185 10.12
MA 12 0.66 uT 30 1.64
MD 127 6.95 VA 362 19.80
ME *% *x Va5 *k *%
Ml 12 0.66 WA 90 4.92
MN *k *% Wi *% *%
MO 15 0.82 WV *x *x
MS 25 1.37 wy *x *%

NOTE: ** Number too small to report (N < 10).
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D7. Which of the following targeted disabilities do you have? (Check all that apply.)

Number Percentage
|:| R . . 13 0.66
Developmental Disability, for example, autism spectrum disorder
D Traumatic Brain Injury 46 234
D . ep . . . . 113 5.74
Deaf or serious difficulty hearing, benefiting from, for example, American Sign
Language, CART, hearing aids, a cochlear implant and/or other supports
D Blind or serious difficulty seeing even when wearing glasses 27 1.37
D Missing extremities (arm, leg, hand and/or foot) 7 0.86
|:| Significant mobility impairment, benefiting from the utilization of a wheelchair, m >.64
scooter, walker, leg brace(s) and/or other supports
|:| Partial or complete paralysis (any cause) 40 2.03
*% *%
|:| Epilepsy or other seizure disorders
D Intellectual disability 7 0.86
D Psychiatric disability 67 34
*% * %
|:| Dwarfism
] sianifi - e 20 1.02
Significant disfigurement, for example, disfigurements caused by burns, wounds,
accidents, or congenital disorders
|:| Other 122 6.2
D No targeted disabilities 1,314 66.8
223 11.34

D Prefer not to respond

NOTE: ** Number too small to report (N < 10).

D8. Approximately how many years have you been employed by [your DoD component/

agency]? [RANGE: 0-99]

0-9 10-19 20-29 30 or more

Number 652 442 300
Percentage 34.14 23.14 15.71

516
27.02
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D9. What is your 3- or 4-digit occupation series number? [RANGE: 000-9999] Enter series

number.

2-Digit Job Family Number Percentage
00 131 7.26
01 42 2.33
02 103 5.71
03 530 29.36
04 *% *%
05 104 5.76
06 43 2.38
07 *% *%
08 219 12.13
09 26 1.44
10 15 0.83
1" 168 9.31
12 *% *%
13 32 1.77
14 *% *%
15 26 1.44
16 42 2.33
17 73 4.04
18 23 1.27
19 42 2.33
20 25 1.39
21 33 1.83
22 108 5.98

NOTE: ** Number too small to report (N < 10).

D10. What is DoD’s stated workforce representation goal for persons with targeted disabili-
ties? [Range: 0-99] Enter percentage.

Correct Incorrect
Number 239 1,169
Percentage 16.97 83.03
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D11. In the last year, how many total days have you spent in formal training classes paid for
by DoD or your DoD agency?

o[ Jopays 1[J1-5pays 2[16-10pays 3[111-15Days 4[] 16 or More Days
Number 368 713 375 197 229
Percentage 19.55 37.89 19.93 10.47 12.17

D12.In the last year, how much of the formal training that you have received was on
improving employment opportunities for persons with targeted disabilities or similar
disability-related topics?

4 D Two or More

0 |:| None 1 D Less Than Half "
ays

a Day
Number 1,104 423 129 116 112
Percentage 58.6 22.45 6.85 6.16 5.94

2 |:| Half a Day 3 |:| One Day




APPENDIX J

Detailed Differences in Survey Outcomes Across Services and
Occupation Groups

Most of the survey results presented in the main report focus on the responses of civilian hiring
managers and supervisors across the DoD workforce with the goal of assessing perceptions
and testing whether they relate to other factors, such as the quality of past interactions with
PWTD. However, differences in responses among subgroups of employees in the individual
component or agency and occupation group are of potential interest to leaders and career field
managers in those areas. This appendix examines average differences in the survey responses
concerning organizational incivility, helping and harming behaviors, and perceptions of the
warmth and competence of PWTD.

For these comparisons, we group respondents by component (i.e., Department of the Air
Force, Department of the Army, Department of the Navy, or DoD Fourth Estate) and major
occupation group (i.e., the first two digits of the respondent’s job series). We further combined
occupation groups that had a small number of responses into an “other” category,! to ensure
that there were at least 20 responses in each occupation group within a component or agency.

Organizational Incivility

The survey asked respondents to rate the frequency on a five-point scale (ranging from “never”
to “quite a lot”) of having witnessed a situation in the past three years in which any superiors
or coworkers engaged in each of the following behaviors:

put an employee with targeted disabilities down or were condescending toward them
showed little interest in the opinion of an employee with targeted disabilities

made demeaning or derogatory remarks about an employee with targeted disabilities
doubted the judgment of an employee with targeted disabilities on a matter over which
they had responsibility.

BN =

Table ].1 shows the average responses in each group for each of the four incivility survey
items, with an asterisk marking the cases where the difference between the respective group
and the other groups is statistically significant. The averages across all responses (shown in the
first row) indicate that incivility tends to be rare. The averages are all between 1 and 2, which

! The largest occupations in the “other” category included miscellaneous occupations (22 percent); education (12 percent);

medical, hospital, dental, and public health (7 percent); equipment, facilities, and services (7 percent); and quality assurance
and inspection and grading (7 percent).
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Table J.1
Ai:;;e Organization Incivility Responses, by Component or Agency and Occupation Group
Survey Item

Occupation Group Number 1 2 3 4

All responses 1,782 1.32 1.39 1.30 1.4

Department of the Air Force
Accounting and budget 24 1.08* 1.12* 1.04* 1.42
General administrative 116 1.33 1.36 1.32 1.45
Business and industry 44 1.34 1.34 1.32 1.52
Engineering and architecture 51 1.08* 1.14* 1.02* 1.10*
Human resources 22 1.00* 1.23 1.05* 1.18
Information technology 25 1.24 1.36 1.16 1.40
Other 151 1.2 1.27 1.19 1.32

Department of the Army
Accounting and budget 25 1.64 1.64 1.48 1.68
General administrative 159 1.36 1.44 1.32 1.46
Business and industry 20 1.25 1.45 1.25 1.4
Engineering and architecture 29 1.14 1.24 1.10 1.31
Human resources 32 1.62 1.75 1.69 1.72
Information technology 21 1.67 2.05 1.86 2.10
Other 161 1.42 1.53 1.45 1.52

Department of the Navy
Accounting and budget 23 1.43 1.43 1.39 1.52
General administrative 171 1.30 1.37 1.27 1.33
Business and industry 33 1.15 1.15 1.12 1.18
Engineering and architecture 107 1.43 1.53 1.4 1.52
Human resources 27 1.63 1.74 1.78 1.63
Information technology 35 1.26 1.31 1.23 1.37
Other 179 1.2 1.31 1.26 1.31

Fourth Estate
Accounting and budget 28 1.11* 1.25 1.07* 1.11*
General administrative 79 1.39 1.38 1.32 1.41
Business and industry 67 1.36 1.51 1.30 1.45
Engineering and architecture 24 1.17 1.12 1.12 1.25
Human resources 20 1.25 1.35 1.40 1.45
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Table J.1—Continued

Survey Item
Occupation Group Number 1 2 3 4
Information technology 24 1.29 1.46 1.25 1.29
Other 88 1.42 1.40 1.32 1.44

NOTE: Asterisks indicate values that are significantly different from the average of the other groups within

a column at the 5-percent significance level. Bonferroni corrections were applied to significance calculations
within each column. The response scale includes five ordinal levels corresponding to “never,” “rarely,”
“sometimes,” “often,” and “quite a lot.” Survey items 1-4 correspond to respondents witnessing a situation
in which superiors or coworkers (1) put an employee with targeted disabilities down or were condescending
toward them, (2) showed little interest in the opinion of an employee with targeted disabilities, (3) made
demeaning or derogatory remarks about an employee with targeted disabilities, or (4) doubted the judgment
of an employee with targeted disabilities on a matter over which they had responsibility.

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations from survey data.

correspond to “never” and “rarely” on the five-point scale. The comparisons across groups
reveal very few patterns where particular subsets of the DoD workforce differ from the work-
force as a whole. Air Force respondents tended to report lower average levels of incivility, with
nine of the 28 tests producing statistically significant results. No subgroups in the Army and
Navy stood out from the DoD workforce as a whole, and only three of the 28 tests in the
Fourth Estate produced significant results. Thus, the low respondent reports of organizational
incivility are fairly uniform throughout DoD.

Positive (Helping) and Negative (Harming) Behaviors Toward PWTD

The survey also asked respondents how often employees in their component or agency engage
in positive and negative behaviors toward PWTD. The four positive questions concerned
whether employees “cooperate with,” “associate with,” “help,” or “assist” employees with tar-
geted disabilities, and the average responses by component or agency and occupation group are
summarized in Table J.2. The overall averages in the first row range from 3.76 (associate with)
to 3.93 (cooperate with), where an average value of 4 corresponds to “often” on the response
scale. For each item, there is almost no significant variation across component or agency and
occupation group, as average values in each group are very similar to the overall levels for each
item. As with incivility, responses concerning these helping behaviors do not strongly correlate
with the component or agency or occupation group of the respondents.

Table J.3 shows average values for the survey items that probed whether employees engage
in harmful behaviors—specifically whether they “ignore,” “exclude,” “harass,” or “argue with”
PWTD. The average levels are slightly higher overall compared with the organizational incivil-
ity responses in Table ].1, but they still fall between “never” and “rarely” on the response scale.
As with the positive behaviors in Table J.2, there are sporadic differences that reach the statisti-
cal significance threshold, but responses are generally similar across groups.

Warmth and Competence Perceptions Concerning PWTD

One of the report findings that accords with discrimination theory in social psychology is the
significant correlation between positive and negative behaviors and respondent perceptions of
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Table J.2
Ai:;;e Helping Behavior Responses, by Component or Agency and Occupation Group
Survey Item
Cooperate Associate
Number with with Help Assist
All responses 1,704 3.93 3.76 3.79 3.78
Department of the Air Force
Accounting and budget 21 4.10 4.00 3.95 3.95
General administrative 108 3.94 3.7 3.77 3.77
Business and industry 43 3.77 3.6 3.67 3.65
Engineering and architecture 47 417 4.00 4.09 4.04
Human resources 20 4.15 4.2 4.05 4.05
Information technology 24 4.21 3.67 4.08 4.04
Other 149 3.97 3.72 3.73 3.7
Department of the Army
Accounting and budget 26 4.04 3.92 3.77 3.65
General administrative 152 3.83 3.64 3.75 3.74
Business and industry 18 4.22 3.94 3.83 3.89
Engineering and architecture 27 3.67 3.52 3.52 3.52
Human resources 29 3.66 3.62 3.59 3.59
Information technology 22 3.73 3.36 3.45 3.45
Other 150 3.89 3.81 3.73 3.73
Department of the Navy
Accounting and budget 22 3.91 3.77 3.86 3.86
General administrative 166 3.98 3.82 3.81 3.85
Business and industry 32 3.78 3.72 3.69 3.59
Engineering and architecture 102 3.97 3.69 3.74 3.72
Human resources 26 3.92 3.62 3.85 3.77
Information technology 35 3.89 3.8 3.69 3.54
Other 172 3.88 3.68 3.78 3.75
Fourth Estate
Accounting and budget 27 4.1 3.96 3.81 3.81
General administrative 73 3.96 3.74 3.73 3.78
Business and industry 63 417 4.06 4.19% 417*
Engineering and architecture 24 4.21 3.83 3.88 4.00
Human resources 21 4.1 4.1 4.00 4.1
Information technology 22 3.91 3.73 3.77 3.86
Other 83 3.72 3.67 3.73 3.75

NOTE: Asterisks indicate values that are significantly different from the average of the other groups within
a column at the 5-percent significance level. Bonferroni corrections were applied to significance calculations

within each column. The response scale includes five ordinal levels corresponding to “never,
“sometimes,” “often,” and “quite a lot.”
SOURCE: Authors’ calculations from survey data.

wou

rarely,”
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Table J.
A?IZ;;: Harming Behavior Responses, by Component or Agency and Occupation Group
Survey Iltem
Number Ignore Exclude Harass Argue with
All responses 1,697 1.96 1.9 1.4 1.79
Department of the Air Force
Accounting and budget 22 1.68 1.55 1.05* 1.55
General administrative 108 1.94 1.86 1.37 1.73
Business and industry 43 2.19 214 1.53 1.79
Engineering and architecture 49 1.73 1.61 1.31 1.67
Human resources 21 1.52 1.62 1.38 1.90
Information technology 23 1.91 1.87 1.39 1.87
Other 146 2.00 1.92 1.40 1.80
Department of the Army
Accounting and budget 26 2.12 2.15 1.46 1.92
General administrative 150 2.08 2.07 1.53 1.97
Business and industry 18 2.33 2.17 1.56 1.83
Engineering and architecture 27 1.96 1.85 1.33 1.67
Human resources 29 2.17 2.34 1.76 1.97
Information technology 22 2.27 2.05 1.77 2.4
Other 152 2.00 1.91 1.41 1.84
Department of the Navy
Accounting and budget 21 1.90 1.90 1.52 1.67
General administrative 165 1.92 1.85 1.32 1.75
Business and industry 31 2.23 2.10 1.48 1.81
Engineering and architecture 105 2.10 2.08 1.50 1.95
Human resources 27 2.30 2.41 1.59 1.70
Information technology 34 1.76 1.71 1.21 1.62
Other 171 1.89 1.87 1.33 1.76
Fourth Estate
Accounting and budget 25 1.64 1.44% 1.08* 1.40
General administrative 73 1.95 1.79 1.40 1.84
Business and industry 61 1.66 1.72 1.23 1.46*
Engineering and architecture 24 1.71 1.58 1.29 1.62
Human resources 21 1.90 1.86 1.24 1.67
Information technology 21 1.90 1.86 1.29 1.57
Other 82 1.95 1.82 1.43 1.79

NOTE: Asterisks indicate values that are significantly different from the average of the other groups within
a column at the 5-percent significance level. Bonferroni corrections were applied to significance calculations
within each column. The response scale includes five ordinal levels corresponding to “never,” “rarely,”
“sometimes,” “often,” and “quite a lot.”

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations from survey data.
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PWTD along the warmth and competence dimensions. Differences in warmth or competence
perceptions across components and agencies or occupational groups could indicate differences
in the work climate facing PWTD. The survey measured warmth perceptions via three survey
items that asked whether employees perceived PWTD to be “tolerant of others,” “trustworthy,”
and “friendly.” These responses were measured on a five-point scale ranging from “not at all”
to “extremely.” Table J.4 summarizes the average responses on these three items. Overall, the
average responses of employees across the workforce fell between “moderately” (corresponding
to a value of 3) and “very” (corresponding to 4). There is very little variation in these responses
across groups, and no single component or agency and occupation group was significantly dif-
ferent from the broader workforce on any of the three warmth items.

Finally, Table ].5 presents the same picture for the survey items that measure perceptions
of the competence of PWTD. These items examine whether employees view PWTD as “com-
petent,” “skillful,” and “efficient.” Overall, respondents rated the competence of PWTD lower
than warmth, on average, which is consistent with other research on individuals with disabili-
ties. Competence perceptions vary little across component or agency or across occupations,
and all but one group-specific average is statistically indistinguishable from the workforce as
a whole.

Table J.4
Ai:;;e Warmth Perceptions, by Component or Agency and Occupation Group
Survey Item
Tolerant of
Number Others Trustworthy Friendly
All responses 1,699 3.53 3.77 3.71
Department of the Air Force
Accounting and budget 20 3.55 3.65 3.65
General administrative 108 3.48 3.82 3.78
Business and industry 40 3.45 3.88 3.82
Engineering and architecture 46 3.85 3.91 3.80
Human resources 20 3.55 3.8 3.80
Information technology 22 3.64 3.82 3.91
Other 148 3.47 3.71 3.67
Department of the Army
Accounting and budget 24 3.42 3.75 3.58
General administrative 149 3.47 3.79 3.74
Business and industry 19 3.32 3.74 3.32
Engineering and architecture 27 3.44 3.67 3.59
Human resources 31 3.26 3.48 3.52
Information technology 22 3.4 3.73 3.59
Other 149 3.58 3.83 3.72
Department of the Navy
Accounting and budget 23 3.35 3.52 3.39
General administrative 169 3.63 3.85 3.82

Business and industry 34 3.44 3.74 3.74
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Table J.4—Continued

Survey Item
Tolerant of
Number Others Trustworthy Friendly
Engineering and architecture 104 3.48 3.82 3.66
Human resources 26 3.38 3.77 3.92
Information technology 34 3.53 3.62 3.44
Other 170 3.45 3.65 3.56
Fourth Estate
Accounting and budget 27 3.63 3.89 3.74
General administrative 73 3.68 3.86 3.86
Business and industry 63 3.86 4.06 3.92
Engineering and architecture 25 3.76 4.04 3.84
Human resources 21 3.43 3.52 3.76
Information technology 20 3.60 3.80 3.80
Other 85 3.49 3.59 3.59

NOTE: Bonferroni corrections were applied to significance calculations within each column. The response scale
includes five ordinal levels corresponding to “not at all,” “a little,” “moderately,” “very,” and “extremely.”
SOURCE: Authors’ calculations from survey data.

" on

;?/ZI;;.: Competence Perceptions, by Component or Agency and Occupation Group
Survey Item
Number Competent Skillful Efficient
All responses 1,678 3.49 3.46 3.36
Department of the Air Force
Accounting and budget 20 3.45 3.40 3.40
General administrative 108 3.51 3.46 3.37
Business and industry 39 3.46 3.46 3.46
Engineering and architecture 45 3.62 3.64 3.44
Human resources 19 3.79 3.79 3.63
Information technology 21 3.67 3.52 3.38
Other 143 3.38 3.4 3.24
Department of the Army
Accounting and budget 24 3.42 3.38 3.29
General administrative 146 3.51 3.49 3.39
Business and industry 19 3.42 3.42 3.26
Engineering and architecture 26 3.38 3.31 3.27
Human resources 31 3.29 3.35 3.23
Information technology 22 3.55 3.55 3.45
Other 151 3.55 3.53 3.39

Department of the Navy
Accounting and budget 23 3.30 3.22 3.17
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Table J.5—Continued

Survey Item
Number Competent Skillful Efficient
General administrative 167 3.63 3.62 3.50
Business and industry 34 3.35 3.29 3.38
Engineering and architecture 103 3.45 3.34 3.23
Human resources 27 3.78 3.85 3.63
Information technology 33 3.36 3.36 3.21
Other 163 3.29 3.26 3.11*
Fourth Estate
Accounting and budget 27 3.59 3.52 3.48
General administrative 72 3.67 3.67 3.65
Business and industry 66 3.67 3.62 3.53
Engineering and architecture 25 3.56 3.36 3.20
Human resources 21 3.57 3.43 3.38
Information technology 21 3.62 3.52 3.52
Other 82 3.34 3.28 3.24

NOTE: Asterisks indicate values that are significantly different from the average of the other groups within
a column at the 5-percent significance level. Bonferroni corrections were applied to significance calculations
within each column. The response scale includes five ordinal levels corresponding to “not at all,” “a little,”
“moderately,” “very,” and “extremely.”

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations from survey data.

Summary

The different military services and functional communities are known (at least anecdotally) to
have very different cultures. Yet, a detailed examination of the views of our survey respondents
suggests that key perceptions and behaviors toward PWTD are very consistent across the dif-
ferent segments of the DoD civilian workforce. The only discernible pattern that emerged indi-
cates that organizational incivility could be slightly less common in the Air Force workforce
relative to the broader DoD workforce. Thus, although individual work centers likely differ
in the ways employees perceive and treat PWTD, such differences do not consistently emerge
when respondents are aggregated at the component or occupation levels.
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