Connecticut Association of Diversity and Equity Professionals (d/b/a CTAFFIRMATIVE ACTIONAP)

P.O. Box 260412, Hartford, CT 06126

Wednesday January 18, 2012 Membership Meeting

Division of Criminal Justice
Rocky Hill CT, 06067
9:00 am – 12:00 pm
Meeting Minutes

Elected/Present:  Amanda Anduaga-Roberson (DPH), Chris Beloff (DVA), Nicholas D'Agostino (DCF), Len Erazmus (DSS), Astread Ferron-Poole (DSS), Debi Freund (DCF), Pat Alston (DCJ), James R. Reed (DMHAS) and Eric Smith (DMHAS)
Members Present:  see Sign-In
Topic: Welcome and Convene

At 9AM Debi welcomed everyone

Topic: Review of Previous Minutes

Copies of the Minutes in a report cover were passed around
Topic: Financial Report

Len shared there is $2,600 in scholarship/savings account (including $1500 that was in expense account from 08/09)

Topic: Correspondence
 Debi shared the passing of Archie Savage Jr. and that he had served as President of CTAAAP at one time and had worked in Affirmative Action at UCONN

Topic: Scholarship

Scholarship was tabled to a later time since Pat was still upstairs at DCJ.  The vote on scholarship was also put on ‘hold’ until Pat returned.
Topic: Planning Committee 
Eric shared the concept of training on Gender Identity as well as mediation training for the membership. Eric asked if there were any Questions/Comments? Dennis from QvCC asked for AA Plan training to be offered again–Debi responded we’ll need to see how or if that [AA Plan implementation] will change

Topic: Networking/Outreach

Nick said usually in February there is some event, last year at Manchester Country Club and previously at Braza and to let him know if there were any ideas 

Topic: Legislative Review/Proposed AA Regulations 

During the last session the committee left groups to look at regulations to be published by January 1st.  Group was approximately 11-13 people put together by Agency type and included Bob Brothers/CHRO, Jim O’Neill/CHRO Leg. Liaison, Charlie Critch/CHRO Legal, Erin Choquette/DAS Legal, Alicia Nunez/DAS, MaryAnn Palmarozza/OPM, Andrew Condon/DOL, Glenn Casis/AAAC, Teresa Younger/PCSW, Astread Ferron-Poole/DSS & Len Erazmus/DSS (shared seat), Debi Freund/DCF, Leah Glende/OSC, Marcia Bonitto/DEEEP, Levy Gillespie/SDE and Natalie Shipman/DMV
Debi shared the first meeting in October was with people from the Census, belief they would no longer be able to provide data to do AA Plan availability because census data was not available. They found out can do and can get data for every 1, 3, and 5 years via census.  DOL said they can put it all together and do the needed unemployment information for Plans, too.  The group discussed a lot about what makes good AFFIRMATIVE ACTION program.  
At that first meeting the group was told they were not going to rewrite the regulations now and then a Red Pen sub-committee was made to reduce the volume of the existing regulations.  The group was told it was envisioned to be 7 pages long= AFFIRMATIVE ACTION Plan. They looked at Federal, Coast Guard, DOT, OPM, State of WI and State of MI.  They went through and lined each up to see what they had with the understanding the legislative mandate asked for a streamlined AA Plan.

CHRO was extremely accommodating to the workgroup. There were a total of six meetings held by the workgroup.  The document currently posted on CHRO webpage for 1/1/12 Law Journal was reviewed and they know it’s riddled with mistakes.  Debi explained it will be re-written numerous times. 

Debi shared there is a public hearing scheduled for 2/8/12 at 10 am (not 1pm as originally posted-was moved because same time as CHRO Regulation meeting) and she is unsure who testifying in front of the CHRO. It is not before legislative because it is a CHRO Regulation.  The reviewers were not allowed in, the legislation did not provide for them to be part of that workgroup there may also be a question of conflict because they apply these particular regulations. At the CHRO Monthly meeting the appointed Commissioners expressed at least one (1) reviewer should be included.  

Debi shared 2 documents the current vs. proposed and a version of the Regulations most recently updated by Len, Debi and a few workgroup members. 

The floor was opened for discussion; concerns were that definitions were left out i.e. AFFIRMATIVE ACTION, Agency, blindness, BFOQ, physical disabilities, utilization analysis, work force analysis, removed “veterans points”.  Another concern was that it was renamed EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY Plan from AFFIRMATIVE ACTION Plan because Federal called these EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY Plans, AFFIRMATIVE ACTION put back into

Cordula said at DOT she worked on Federal plan, if you look at it by using just EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY only to take out AFFIRMATIVE ACTION duties. A case for AFFIRMATIVE ACTION plan not EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY or CHRO Diversity &Equity Plan was raised.

Marla said AFFIRMATIVE ACTION goals do not guarantee diversity so unsure that captures AFFIRMATIVE ACTIONS intent, may end up having goals that do not support diversity.   A question arose if Federal Plans have goals? Minorities and women but there is no sorting of Black/Hispanic or Others, etc.

Nick asked if stay with the title AFFIRMATIVE ACTION does it risk of elimination?  Yes, because push to eliminate. Josephine shared just trying to change the nomenclature not the overall meaning.  Johnette asked if move to change to equal others find out why and if it is working. The workgroup saw various Federal groups and it was EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY ‘Program ‘with Affirmative Action ‘Goals and/or Plan’   The group decided it should be an Equal Employment Opportunity Program and Affirmative Action Plan,  Definition Good Faith Effort (in unpublished recently revised version submitted to CHRO they used 5 of 31 (mirrored from U Berkley’s AA). 

There was a proposal to say one (1) of the following rather than 5 of 31. Previously there was no quantifiable number established and it has been up to reviewers. 
Berkley has 5 categories

1. General – Promote Equal Employment Opportunity

2. Recruitment

3. Selection

4. Promotional/Developmental opportunities 

5. Terminations

A question about where #5 came from was raised and did the workgroup consider small versus large agencies. Terry said if this lesst defined won’t have people saying “done” and just checking off boxes on a list. A suggestion that an agency must do “x” number of good faith effort (1-30) If you move it from 5 to a higher number CHRO has pinned them to go higher. We are the professionals we should push them to exceed Good Faith Efforts. 
Another change is no attachments to plan it will be filed electronically to CHRO, Internal Program Evaluation is part of Assignment of Responsibility Section (included), Innovative is combined with recruitment strategies and career mobility/upward mobility, Policy Statement with laws is gone- Any new laws have to be included the policy statement (there are some typos, in the numbering), External Communications Contract Compliance is gone from plan (i.e. it is not part of the Standard of review) because done by DAS and CHRO, they stole UCHC Goals Analysis and it includes outreach that was part of External Communication, they removed Set-Aside/Supplier Diversity(can continue to submit exemptions and goals) and CC (CHRO continues to monitor), Assignment of Responsibilities again-added Internal Program Evaluation in latest version and added – mitigate discriminatory and investigate, 
Organizational Analysis, Workforce Analysis-eliminated LMA-all ‘Statewide’ now- the analysis categorically is statewide, the reason being numbers are much more valid then, not extremely small groups in a certain LMA. There was much discussion on the LMAs a concern was voiced and an example of when DOT combined Maintainers and eliminated some goals for people of color and increased goals for other people of color, the Census guy said because Connecticut so small it is better for statewide only 60,000 per year for CT. Again a need for LMAs was stressed using the example of New Haven as being more diverse than statewide there was concern with eliminating LMAs. Terri Lynn said the contracts/union dictates the transfers of staff and/or positions cannot move greater than 30 miles. A point was shared that cities suffer highest form of unemployment because people travel to take those jobs and companies move out to more rural/suburban areas. Barbara asked about increase of 25+ Yes the workgroup discussed this to great extent, to remain at 25 and write-in exception on 25 if only for one year. Tony asked if this includes part-time employees?  UCHC has .9 time positions that are not included and Josephine shared MxCC ¾ of the workforce is part-time and not included in Affirmative Action plan. Debi acknowledged these are valid questions and that Higher Education was not part of this workgroup, she’d like to get those comments and input from them. 
Availability Analysis raised the issue of if we should use Employment or Statewide demographics?  It was ultimately decided to use employment. Debi noted the work on the “Magic computer system” is still to be considered as she understands CORE CT cannot do this.  Johnette asked if they will still be able to calculate by hand?  Yes, but only submit electronically it is not proposed to even printable at CHRO end. 
Hiring and Program Goals-combined no longer Hiring or Promotion, combined no more long term/short term one goal one year period and named it an Employment Goal, Employment Analysis there is no training analysis, Identification of Problem Areas there is no adverse impact tests only Test #1 now even thought the version published shows they accidentally removed Adverse Impact Test #1 in Law Journal there needs to be a correction as it does not match original intent, looking at it now,  


Program Goals and Timetables now Program Goals, proposed a minimum of 3-one programmatic, one agency wide etc.  and these goals address the Internal Program evaluation, Internal Discrimination Grievance now called Discriminatory Process, Goals Analysis, if goals are met there is no discussion, if it is union, seniority, SEBAC no discussion, if stipulation no discussion.  Explain every place and opportunity and where didn’t take the opportunity, Recruitment strategy and Career mobility is combined with UM over 5 years, Concluding Statement (From Assignment of responsibility) ultimate authority and Equal Employment Opportunity directly report agency head

Review and Analysis, 40/60 to review and give errors to agency, then have 15 days to correct and go back for review.  15 days for final review = 90 days. This is about open collaborative and transparent between Equal Employment Opportunity and CHRO reviewers.
Standard of Review Of opportunity (not goals) 70% of programmatic and employment goals or good faith effort, now send the corrected document to CHRO to represent CADEP

Nick asked if CADEP testify or submit testimony for public hearing or provided to NAACP-Scott Ex

Black and Latino Caucus – Gary Holder Winfield.  Concern that the Nine CHRO Commissioners attend this public hearing and may only hear the negative aspects. 

Vote in person/in writing Favorable Speech that would have to be submitted in writing prior to hearing. 

Asked for a show hands in Favor= it was done twice and some non-members voted and then a draw the second time. Josephine said if it so close-don’t do it, just among us and all the members aren’t even still here.  This is not overwhelming representative of CADEP. 
Topic: Scholarship
Pat asked about transferring funds permanently to scholarship. A show of hands did not calculate so paper ballots were cast and given to Len. 

Question #1

Favor = 

Opposed – none

Abstain – 1

Favor-

Opposed

Abstain=1

1. 1

2. 3

3. 12

4

