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PREFACE 

This report describes a comprehensive study of the City of 

Houston Police Department's selection, training, and pro-

motional procedures. The report is divided into nine volumes 

as follows: 

volume I 

volume II 

Volume III 

Volume IV 

Volume V 

Volume VI 

Volume VII 

Volume VIII 

Volume IX 

Research Overview, Summary and Bibliography for 
the Validity Study of Selection, Training and 
Promotion within the Houston Police Department 

Analysis of the Labor Force Composition within 
the Recruiting Area of the Houston Police 
Department 

Adverse Impact ~~alyses of the Selection, 
Training, Assignment and Promotion Procedures 
of the Houston Police Department 

Job Analysis of Positions within the Houston 
Police Department 

Evaluation of the Selection Requirements of the 
Houston Police Department 

Vali6ation of the Physical Requirements for the 
Selection of Police Officers 

Validation of the Personal Background Require
mEmts for the Selection of Police Officers 

Evaluation and Validation of the Houston Police 
Department Academy and Probationary Training 
Period 

Validation of the Houston Police Department 
Promotional Process 

While each volume is intended to stand alone as a unified 

component of the study, much c£ the data is referred to in 

several volmnes, but presented in detail in only one volume. 

For example, the job analysis data reported in Volume IV 
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served as a foundation for the research described in Volumes 1/ 

through IX. Consequently, at times the reader will need to 

refer to two or more volumes to obtain a comprehensive 

understanding of a specific component of the research. 

It is expected that this report will be read by individuals 

who have a wide range of familiarity with the technical nature 

of the research study. Consequently, the authors have 

attempted to provide sufficien-l:: explanations of research 

methodology, statis1.:.ical analyses, etc., to facilitate 

understanding by readers who do not have formal training or 

experience in the applied demogkaphic and psychological researc~ 

disciplines. At the same time, however, the authors have 

included appropriate technical information in the report, 

whereby professionals experienced in demographic and valida-

tion research can review the work of the research team. 

Appendix A of Volume I is a comprehensive bibliography. The 

bibliography also contains detailed descriptions of reference 

materials cited or quoted (referred to by author and date) 

. throughout all·volumes of the report. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

One of the primary objectives underlying the conduct of the 

overall research study "for the Houston Police Department has 

been the completion of comprehensive adverse impact analyses 

of the Department's selection, training and promotional 

processes. Adverse impact analysis has its foundation in 

several sources including Title VII of the Civil Rights Act 

of 1964, as amended; various guidelines issued by the Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) and the Office of 

Federal C0ntract Compliance (OFCC); and a variety of court 

decisions (Taylor, 1976) beginning with Griggs eta ala vs. 

Duke Power Company. The most recent guidelines relative to 

the definition, computation and interpretation of adverse 

impact analyses have come from the OFCC Testing and Selection 

Order Guidance Memorandum No.8, July 24, 1974, the' latest draft 

guidelines of the Equal Employment Opportunity Coordinating 

Council (EEOCC) published in the Federal Register, Volume 41, 

No. 136, July 14, 1976, and the Federal Civil Service Commission 

Guidelines (Federal Register I Volume 41,' No. 227, November 23, 

1976). Accordingly, these references have guided the conduct 

of the adverse impact analyses reported in this volume. 

There are two primary reasons for conducting the adverse impact 

analyses presented in this volume. First, the results of such 

analyses pinpoint components of the Houston Police Department's 

employment-related processes that have diffE!rential impact, and 
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which, as appropriate, might need to be remedied by some form 

of affirmative action. Second, the results of the adverse 

impact analyses identify the specific components of the various 

employment-related processes that should be job related and 

valid if that employment process is to be continued by the 

Department. Thus, in the current study the results of the 

adverse impact analyses had considerable influence on the 

design of the job relatedness and validity studies described in 

separate volumes of this report. 

It should be mentioned that the adverse impact analyses of the 

various employment-related processes were conducted from a very 

broad perspective, as well as on a very detailed level that examinee 

all specific reasons for acceptance (completion) or rejection. 

The conduct of these detailed analyses followed the latest EEOCC 

and U. S. Civil Service guidelines (July 14 and November 23, 1976) 

which provide that when "the total selection process for a job has 

no adverse impact, the individual components need not be eval-

uated separately for adverse impact. If a total selection process 

does have adverse impact, the individual components •.• should 

be evaluated fQr adverse impact. I~ However, at times the 

researchers have gone beyond the requirements set forth by the 

above guidelines. In particular, there are several instances 

in which a "total" process was found to have no adverse impact 

on a particular protected class. Even in these instances, the 

researchers continued with the more detailed analyses of 

"individual components", examining each for potential differential 
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impact on any subgroup. This was accomplished· in order to 

provide the Houston Police Department with as comprehensive 

knowledge as possible about the impact of each individual 

component of the employment process is analyzed in this 

study. 

Organization of this Volume 

The organization of the adverse· impact analyses presented in 

this volume follows a systematic examination of the Houston 

Police Department's employment practices, beginning with re

cruitment, selection and training, and proceeding to job 

placement, performance evaluation and promotion. Chapter 2 

presents the analyses of the Department's current workforce 

in comparison to the composition of the labor force in the 

Department's recruiting area. Chapters 3 to 6 discuss the 

analyses made of the applicant selection process for commissioned 

police officers. Sin~e the overall selection process consists 

of three major phases - :1creening and selection, Academy 

training and a six-month probationary trainIng period - these 

phases were first analyzed on an overall basis (Chapter 3) and 

then in detail by selection phase (Chapter 4) and separately 

for individual physical requirements (Chapter 5) and personal 

characteristic requirements (Chapter 6). The adverse impact 

analyses of the job assignment or placement process (to 

determine if minority members of the Department's force were 

differentially assigned to certain divisions) is presented in 
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Chap·ter 7. Chapter 8 describes the adverse impact analyses of 

the Houston Police Department's officer performance evaluation 

and promotional process. Finally, Chapter 9 is an overall 

summary of the previous chapters. 

Terminology 

As used in this report, the term IIdifferential impact ll is 

defined as statistically different rates of completing a 

given employment practice (recruitment, screening, training, 

etc.) for the various sex or racial groups which compose that 

study sample. IIAdverse impact ll refers to statistically 

significan·t differences in rates of selection (completion) 

between "protected class ll groups (i.e., females, Blacks or 

Hispanics) and the majority class group, with results favoring 

the majority class. Conversely, "disproportionate impact ll 

refers to rate differences between "protected" and majority 

class groups which statistically favor a II protected groupll, 

[i.e., Whites or males have lower rates of selection (completion) 

than females, Blacks or Hispanics]. 

Analytical Procedures 

The primary analytical procedure used to determine the occurrence 

of differential, adverse or disproportionate impact was the 

Chi-Square (x 2 ) statistic. This statistic IItests ll the differences 

between two or more sets of categorical data that are expressed 

in terms of nominal or ordinal measures. This statistic is 



appropriate for determining whether members of different 

classes (i.e., the majority class vs. the protected class) 

differ with respect to their "success" or IIfailure" rates at 

any step of an employment-related process. In visual form, the 

general table below diagrams the data as required by Chi-Square: 

Majority Protected 
Class Class 

Successful 

Unsuccessful 

-
In the above diagram, nI' n2

' 
n3 and n4 are the number of 

individuals observed in each cell. To conclude that there is 

no adverse impact is equivalent to saying that nl/n3 = n2/n4. 

Obviously, this equality will rarely hold when actual data 

are obtained, so a test has been devised to determine whether 

the equation holds "reasonably well". The Chi-Square test 

measures the degree to which the data agree with the "equality" 

equation. 

Values of Chi-Square have been tabulated and by using such 

tables it is possible to obtain the probability that nl/n3 = 
n 2/n4 given a set of actual observations. If this probability 

is ~ufficiently low, then the hypothesis that there is no 

adverse impact is rejected. A comprehensive discussion of 

Chi-Square may be found in Siegal (1956), Nonparametric Statistics 

for the Behavioral Sciences. 
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Statisticians have traditionally used a probability level of 

.05 as a decision point, i.e., if the probability is less 

than .05, then the hypothesis of no adverse impact is rejected. 

The .05 level of confidence has been established to evaluate 

the results of all Chi-Square analyses reported in this volume. 
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CHAPTER 2 

I.MPACT OF RECRUITMENT AND SELECTION PROCEDURES 

ON THE CO~WOSITION OF THE CURRENT CLASS A WORK FORCE 

current Commissioned Work Force 

The first analysis of potential adverse impact in the Houston 

police Department's selection and employment procedures focused 

on analyzing the composition of the organization's Class A 

work force. Utilizing the Department's strength report of 

September 12, 19751 the.protected class composition of the 

Department across all ranks and categories of commissioned Class A 

personnel ~olas calculated and is reported in Table L (The 
-, 

original information that served as a source for this table is 

reported in Appendix A.) The data in Table 1 were utilized to 

compute indices of representa.tion for each protected class 

group as reported in Table 2. These indices ar~ a function of 

the proportions of the Department's Class A work force that are 

members of each protected class relative to the proportions of the 

labor force that are members of that protected class. The 

labor force proportions used in these analyses are estima~es for 

the Houston Police Department's geographical recruiting area 

calculated by the research team for 1975 as presented in 

Volume II, Table 1 of this report. 

IThis date was selected because it approxireated the 
starting date of this project and generally corresponded to 
the timefrarne associated with the analysis of the labor force 
composition given in Volume II. 



TABLE 1 

PROTECTED CLASS WORK FORCE COMPOSITION 

OF THE HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENTS'Sl CLASS A POSITIONS 

SEPTEMBER 12, 1975 

TOTAL CLASS A PERSONNEL = 2486 

PROTECTED CLASS NUMBER PERCENT OF TO'l'AL 

Black 99 4.0 

Hispanic 129 5.2 

All Racial 
Minorities2. 229 9.2 

Female 135 5.4 

All Members of 
Protected Classes 3 331 13.3 

1 See Appendix A for original source data 

2 Includes Male and Female Blacks, Hispanics and one Oriental 

3 Includes Female wnites plus all Blacks, Hispanics and one 
Oriental 

-8-



TABLE 2 

WORK FOr'":E COMPOSITIONS AND 

PROTECTED CLASS REPRESENTATION INDICES 

FOR THE HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 

1975 

Recruiting Area 
Labor Houston 
Force Police Representation 

Protected Class Com,Eositionl Departrnent2 Index 

Black 15% 4.0% .27 

Hispanic 9% 5.2% .58 

Female 28% 5.4% .19 

All Members of 
Protected Classes3 44% 13.3% .25 

lUbor force proportions as reported in Volume II, .Table 1 of this report. 

2 Hous!:on Police Department proportions as reported for Class A officers 
in T,;ble 1. 

, 
-:ncludes female Whites plus all Blacks, Hispanics and one Oriental. 
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If perfect employment parity had been achieved by the Houston 

Police Department, the representation index for each protected 

class would be 1.0. However, as reported in Table 2, the 

indices for each protected class are less than 1.0. Con-

sequently, the commissioned work force composition of the 

Houston Police Department in terms of protect~d class proportions 

is not equal to the respective protected class proportion found 

in the labor force withi"n the Department's recruiting area. 

Recent Commissioned EmpJ~ees 

From the above data it is clear that past selection and employ-

ment procedures have resulted in a Departmental work force 

composition that is significantly different from the protected 

class representation in the recruiting area labor force. 

However, the above data do not reflect the results of recent 

employment practices. In order to test the fairness of current 

practices, the recruiting area labor force composition should 

be compared with the composition of applicants that have been 

approved for Academy training. These comparisons are presented 

in Table 3 and are given for two Academy Class groups. The 

first group consists of Academy Classes 65 through 71 which 

were comprised of applicants selected between May 1, 1974 and 

July 31, 1975. As indicated in Table 3 the Academy Classes had 

almost six percent more Whites than are found in the eligible 

labor force'within the Department's re.cruiting area. Conve;csely, 

there were about 3~ percent less Blacks and two percent less 
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'I'ABLE 3 

COMPARISON OF LABOR FORCE AND ACADEMY CLASS COMPOSITIONS 

FOR MEMBERS OF PROTECTED CLASSES 

1975 
Labor i"orce 
Composition 

Within 
Recruiting Areal 

(Percents) 

White 76 

Black 15 

Hispanic 9 

All racial minorities 24 

Males 73 

Females 27 

All. members of protected classes4 44 

lrrhese data are given in Voll1mt;! II, Tabl~ 1. 
2'rhe base data are given in 'I'ables " and 8 of this report. 
3The base data are given in Appendix B. 
4rncludes all Blacks, Hispanics and \'Ihite females. 

Composition of 
Applicant1:l 

Approved for 
Academy Classes 

65 through 712 
(Percents) 

81.6 

11.5 

6.9 

18.4 

78.3 

21. 7 

34.9 

Composition of 
Applicants 

Approved for 
Academy Classes 
72 through 76 3 

(Percents) 

72.4 

15.8 

11.8 

27.5 

97.3 

2.7 

28.5 

~ .. 
" 



Hispanics represented in Academy Classes 65 through 71 than 

were found in the labor force. Also, there were about five 

percent fewer females among those approved for Academy training 

relative to the female composition of the labor force. 

During the course of tl.is investigation, the Houston Police· 

Department expended considerable effort to recruit and employ 

racial minorities. The results of this effort also are 

reflected in Table 3 and are described by the racial distribution 

of applicants approved for the Academy Classes initiated since 

August 1975 (i.e., Academy Classes 72 through 76). Overall, 

these latest classes reflect a greater percentage of Academy

approved racial minorities than expected from the labor force 

in the Department's recruiting area. Thus, the Black representa

tion in these Academy classes is slightly greater than the 

Black composition of the labor force; and the Hispanic Academy 

representation is 2.8 percent greater than the Hispanic pro

portion of the recruiting area labor force. 

Consequently, on an overall basis since August 1975, the 

Houston Police Department has been able to recruit and select 

Academy classes with a racial composition equal to or greater 

than that of the area labor force. However, the one area in 

which the Department has experienced a decline in recent 

employment efforts is in the selection of female employees. 

Among the most recent Academy classes, females have been 

under-represented relative to the labor force by about 24 



percent. Subsequent sections of this report will identify the 

reasons for the relatively low employment rate for females. 

The foregoing discussion is summarized by the data reported in 

Table 4, which attaches statistical significance levels to the 

comparisons of the labor force composition with the Houston 

police Department work force, with Academy Classes 65 through 71 

and with Academy Classes 72 through 76. It was assumed that the 

labor force proportions represented a known universe, so that 

the null hypothesis that the representation of each protected 

class on the force and in the Academy equalled the representation 

of that protected class in th~ labor force could be tested. 
-= 

Standard normal deviates (Z scores) were computed to test each 

hypothesis. 2 As shown in Table 4, representation on the force 

of each protected class was substantially lower than cor-

responding representation in the labor force. However, although 

represen'tation of each protected class was still proportionately 

less than in the labor force for Academy Classes 65 through 71, 

only for Blacks was the difference statistically significant 

(p < .05). After making substantial efforts to recruit 

minorities (Academy Classes 72 through 76), representation of 

Blacks and Hispanics exceeded corresponding representation in 

2The binomial distribution was 
distribution; Z was calculated as Z 
where 0 = observed number in 

protected class 
n = total number 
Po= proportion of protected 

class in labor force 

approximated by the normal 
= 0 .• nPo ' 

InPo(l-po ) 



Protected 
Class 

Blacks 

Hispanics 

Females 

'l'ABLE 4 

STANDARD NORMAL DEVIA'l'ES FOR THE COMPARISON OF PROTECTED CLASS REPRESENTATION 

IN '£HE LABOR FORCE WITH CURRENT HOUS'l'ON POLICE DEPARTMENT WORK FORCE 

WITH ACADEMY CLASSES 65 THROUGH 71 AND WI'l'H ACADEMY CLASSES 72 THROUGH 76 

Houston Police Department 
Commissioned Work Force 

(September 1975) 

Significance 
Z Scores Level 

-15.69 p < .001 

-6.72 P < .001 

-24.52 P < .001 

Academy Cldsses 
65 through 71 

Z Suores 

-2.01 

Significance 
Level 

p < .05 

..... ~ .... l" ........ _ .. . 
'- ~.,. '.' - .... "... ~ ..... - • ~ -: .. ______ 41 ..... _ ••• _~_ •• ~ ..... ~ '. __ "_. 

Academy Classes 
72 through 76 

Z Scores 

+.385 

+1. 79 

-9.93 

Significance 
Level 

p < .001 
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the labor force. However, the representation of females in 

the latest classes dropped and was well below (p < .001) the 

proportion of females in the labor force. 
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CHAPTER 3 

IMPACT OF SELECTION PROCEDrJ~ES ON JOB APPLICANTS 

The next adverse impact analysis focused on the applicant select! 

process during a specified period of time. As previously 

indicated, the total selection process for commissioned law 

enforcement personnel in the Houston Police Department includes 

three major segments: 1) recruiting, screening and selection for 

entrance to the l.\cao.emYi 2) graduation from the Department's 

Academy; and 3) successful completion of a six-month probationary 

period. In order to complete a comprehensive examination of all 

three phases of the selection process (and especially the 

employment screening phase) I the~period from May 1, 1974 through 

July 31, 1975 was selected for detai'led data analysis. This time 

frame effectively included the application period for Houston 

Police Department Academy Classes 65 through 71. However, a few 

individuals who were accepted to Academy Class 65 had actually 

applied to the Department prior to May 1, 1974, and a few indivic. 

who entered Academy Class 71 actually applied after July 31, 1975. 

Thus I there: is a slight variation in the number of individuals 

in the bas/eline group between the initial screening and academy 

phases of the selection process. 
~ 

Total Selection Process 

The Belecti~n ratios for the number of applicants that appl~ 

for cornrnissioned employment to the number of individuals who 

success/fully complete the Department's six-month probationary 

period are reported in Table 5 by race and in Table 6 by sex. 
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\pp1ied for Commissioned 
Emp10yment l 

)uccessfu11y Completed 
6 mo. Probationary 
Training2 

HA'l'IO OF APPLIED 'I'D SUCCESSFUL 
COMPLETION OF PROBATION BY RACE 

WHITE BLACK 
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

5,796 100.0 1,823 100.0 

II' 

250 4.31 35 1.91 

1 Applicants of May 1, 1974 through July 31, 1975 

2 Graduates of Academy Classes 65 through 71 

i 

HISPANIC TOTAL 
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

917 100.0 8,536 100.0 

29 3.16 314 3.67 
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TABLE 6 

RATIO OF APPLIED TO SUCCESSFUL 
COMPLETION OF PROBATION BY SEX 

MALE FEMALE 
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

Applied for Commissi0ned 
Employment 1 6,179 100.0 2,357 

Successfully Completed 
6 mo. Probationary 
Training2 297 .4.80 

1 Applicants of May I, 1974 through July 31, 1975 

2 Graduates of Academy Classes 65 through 71 

72 

100.0 

3.05 

TOTAL 
NUMBER PERCENT 

8,536 100.0 

314 3.67 



As indicated by these data, the Houston Police Department has 

been highly selective among all classes of individuals, with 

only 3.67 percent of all applicants successfully completing 

the three phases of the selection process. Chi square analyses 

of the selection ratios yield the following results: 

White vs Black x2 = 22.06 df = 1 p < .001 

White vs Hispanic x2 = 2.63 df = 1 p > .10 

Male vs Female x2 = 12.66 df = 1 p < .001 

As indicated by the above analyses, and given a level of 

significance (al equal to .05, during the timeframe to which 

these data apply, there was adverse impact upon Blacks and 

females, but not Hispanics, as a result of the Department's 

total selection process. Consequently, as provided for in the 

Equal Employment Opportunity Guidelines and following the 

precedence established by a number of related court decisions, 

further analyses of tve specific selection processes are warranted 

to identify the source{s) of adverse impact. Specifically, 

the most recent guidelines provide that when adverse 

impact for a protected group has occurred in an overall employ

ment related process, then the process should be examined in 

detail to identify the reasons for the adverse impact. Thus, 

while such an analysis probably is not legally required for 

Hispanics as a group (since there was no adverse impact against 

this class in the total selection process), data are nevertheless 

reported in subsequent analyses for all protected classes, 
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including Hispanics. 

Phase 1: Initial Screening and Selection 

The next level of analyses examined each of the three major 

phases of selection independently for adverse impact. The data 

reported in Table 7 describe the numbers and percents of 

individuals by race that applied for commissioned employment 

with the Houston Police Department between May 1, 1974 and 

July 31, 1975 and were subsequently accepted for Academy 

training. Similar data are given in Table 8 for male and 

female applicants. 

It is important to note that the data reported in Tables 7 and 

8 include both applicant rejections and voluntary withdrawals'. 

Thus, while 74.33 percent of all applicants are rejected, 

another 20.77 percent voluntarily withdraw, and consequently 

only 44.90 percent of all applicants are accepted for Academy 

training. Furthermore, these rates of rejection and with-... 
drawal are very similar for both majority and minority groups 

of individuals. Consequently, the percent of individuals 

within any particular classification that are actually 

approved for Academy training is somewhat similar, and ranges 

from 5.88 -percent for Whites to 2.63 percent for Blacks; 

However, the different selection ratios do indicate adverse 

impact when a Chi-Square analysis (~ = .05) is used to compare 

the numbers of individuals selected to the numbers of applicants 

rejected for majority and minority groups. The Chi-Square 

results are as follow: 



~p1ied For Commissioned 
Employment 

jected 

ithdrew Voluntarily 

~cepted For Academy 
Training 

RATES Or' APPLICANT ACCEP'fl',NCE FOR ACADEMY 'I'RAINING BY RACE 
(MAY 1, 1974 THROUGH JULY 31, 1975) 

WHITE BLACK HISPANIC 
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

5,796 100.00 1,823 100.00 917 100.00 

4,249 73.31 1,398 76.69. 698 76.12 

, 

1,206 20.81 377 20.68 190 20.72 

341 5.88 48 2.63 29 3.16 

TOTAL 
NUMBER PERCENT 

8,536 100.00 

6,345 74.33 

1,773 20.77 

418 4.90 



TABLE 0 

RA'l'ES OF APPLICAN'I' ACCEPTANCE FOR ACADEMY TRAINING BY SEX 
(MAY 1, 1974 'I'IlROUGH JUI,Y 31, 1975) 

Applied For Commissioned 
Employment 

Rejected 

Withdrew Voluntarily 

Accepted For Academy 
Training 

MALE 
NUMBER PERCENT 

6,179 , 

4,561 

1,29'1 

321 

100.00 

73.81 

20.99 

5.20 

E'EMALE TOTAL 
NUMBER ·PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

2,357 100.00 8,536 100.00 

1,748 75.68 6,345 74.33 

476 20.20 1,773 20.77 

97 4.12 418 4.90 

.j 

~ .. 



White vs Black 

White vs Hispanic 

Male vs Female 

X2 = 30.80 

X 2 = 11. 48 

X2 = 4.71 

df = 1 p < .001 

df = 1 ,P < .001 

df = 1 p < .05 

As indicated by the above results, there is adverse impact 

upon all three protected classes resulting from the Department's 

process of selecting applicants for Academy training., 

Phase 2: Academy Training 

The number and percent of individuals by racial group that 

are accepted, enter and subsequently complete the Academy 

phase of the total selection process are reported in Table 9 

for members of Academy Classes 65 through 71. Similar results 

for males and females are given in Table 10. First it is noted 

that virtually all applicants that are accepted for training 

actually enter the Academy. However, once enrolled, almost 

12 percent of all cadet~ resign for some personal reason. 

The resignation rate is lowest for Hispanics and highest for 

Blacks. Chi Square analyses (a = .05) of the differential 

rates of resignation for Blacks relative to Whites, and 

females relative to males, yielded the followin~ results: 

White vs Black 

Male vs Female 

x2 = 3.10 

x2 = 3.36 

df = 1 

df = 1 

p > .05 

P > .05 

Accordingly, there are no significant (a = .05) differences 

between majority and minority group members in their respective 

rates of Academy resignation (i.e., there is no adverse impact). 
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:cepted Into JI~cademy 

ltered Academy 

- -
~signed-persona1 
Reasons 

.smissed-Disciplinary 
Action 

'smissed-Academic 
Reasons 

aduated From 
Aoademy 

TABLE 9 

RATES OF COMPLErfION I!'OR THE HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 
ACADEMY CLASSES 65 'fIIROUGH 71 BY RACE 

WHITE BLACK HISPANIC 
NUMBER PERCEN'l' NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

377 100.0 . 51 100.0 33 100.0 

371 98.4 51 100.0 32 97.0 

- -

41 11.1* 10 19.6* 3 9.4* 

5 1.3* 1 2.0* o 0.0* 

13 3.5* 5 9.8* o 0.0* 

312 84.1* 35 68.6* 29 90.6* 

, .. " '. .. .. • ~ ~" •. ~... •• • ~ • .... ••• , 1 •• ' ......... , •••• ., •• ~ '" •••••. , •• ".,~ 

TOTAL I NUMBER PERCENT 

461 100.0 

454 98.5 

t 
54 11.9* 

6 1.3* 

18 4.0* . 

376 82.8* 
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RA'l'ES OF COMPLETION FOR THE HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 
ACADEMY CLASSES 65 THROUGH 71 BY SEX 

Accepted into Academy 

Entered Academy 

Resigned-Personal 
Reasons 

Dismissed-Disciplinary 
Action 

Dismissed-Academic 
Reasons 

Graduated From 
Academy 

MALE 
~N:-=-::U:-=-MBE=i R PERCENT 

361 100.0 

355 98.3 
-. 

37 10.4* 

6 1.7* 

11 3.'1* 

301 84.8* 

FEMALE 
NUMBER PERCENT 

100 100.0 

99 99.0 

17 17.2* 

0 0.0* 

7 7.1* 

75 75.7* 

(*) Percent of those who actually entered the Academy 

TOTAL 
NUMBER PERCENT 

461 100.0 

454 98.5 

54 11.9* 

6 1.3* 

18 4.0* 

376 82.8* 

.... '.~ .. r~~ ••• ~ ... _ .... _ .... ~._< ......... _ .. _ .... ' __ ~~_~_ ..... _ .... ,_Ul"l .... _ .... t--_ ...... _. - __ "'~"'_''''''''I'''''''''' ... - ._ .......... - ....... , .. .. 
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As indicated in Tables 9 and 10, graduation rates for Academy 

Classes 65 through 71 are also different for members of the 

three protected classes. Hispanics have the highest graduation 

rate (90.6 percent), while Blacks have the lowest (68.6 

percent). Again, Chi-Square analyses (a = .05) were used to 

test the differences in Academy failure rates for Blacks relative 

to Whites, and females relative to males. 

White vs Black 

Male vs Female 

x2 = 5.08 

x2 = 4.44 

df = 1 

df = I 

p < .05 

P < .05 

The above results indicate that there is a significant difference 

in the graduation rate for Blacks relative to Whites, as well 

as for females relative to males. As reported in Table 9, 

Blacks fail to graduate from the Ac.ademy primarily because of 

academic rather than disciplinary problems. On the other hand, 

females resign for personal reasons more frequently than males, 

thus resulting in a lower female graduation rate (see Table 10). 

Phase 34! Probationary Training 

The final phase of the total selection process requires cadets 

to successfully complete a six-month on-the-job probationary 

period. This part of the selection process also was examined 

for adverse impact utilizing data for Academy Classes 65 through, 

71. The number and percent of cadets who graduated from the 

Academy and then successfully completed the six-month probationar: 

period are reported in Table 11 for each racial group and in 
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'I'ABLE 11 

RATE OF SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF SIX-MONTH PROBATIONARY PERIOD 
FOR ACADEMY CLASSES 65 THROUGH 71 BY RACE 

Graduated From 
Academy 

Resigned-Personal 
Reasons 

Successfully Completed 
6 mo. Probation 

WHITE 
NUMBER. PERCENT 

312 100.0 

7 2.2 

305 97.8 

BLACK HISPANIC 
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

35 100.0 29 100.0 

o 0.0 o 0.0 

35 100.0 29 100.0 

" 

\ 

TOTAL 
Nut·mER PERCENT 

376 100.0 

7 1.9 

369 98.1 

, , 
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Table 12 for males and females. During the probationary period, 

there was about a two percent resignation rate, but it was not 

significantly different for any particular group. (No Blacks 

or Hispanics resigned; male vs female x2 = 2.34, df = 1, p > .05.) 

Further, while the completion rate was lowest for female cadets 

(96 percent), their rate of completion was not significantly 

different from males, (x 2 = L 18, df = 1, p > .05). Consequently, 

no adverse impact on any protected class resulted from the 

probationary training phase of the overall selection process. 
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TARLE 12 

RATE OF SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF SIX-MONTH PROBATIONARY PERIOD 
FOR ACADEMY CLASSES 65 THROUGH 71 BY SEX 

Graduated From 
Academy 

Resigned-Personal 
Reasons 

Successfully Completed 
6 mo. Probation 

MALE 
NUMBER PERCENT 

301 100.0 

4 1.3 

297 98.7 

FEMALE TOTAL 
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

75 100.0 376 100.0 

3 4.0 7 1.9 

72 96.0 369 98.1 

/, 
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CHAPTER 4 

DETAILED IMPACT OF INITIAL SCREENING AND SELECTION STAGES 

As indicated in the previous section of this report, there has 

been an adverse impact on certain protected classes in the 

initial phase of the total selection process. Consequently, as 

provided for in the Equal Employment Opportunity Guidelines, 

further analyses have been completed to identify the reasons for 

the disparate rates of initial selection among applicants for 

commissioned employment and Academy training. In order to 

develop information on the variables that influence initial 

screening and selection, an extensive data gathering process 

was completed by the research team. This process provided for 

the review and coding of all applicant information used in the 

selection of individuals who applied for commissioned employ-

ment with the Houston Police Department between May I, 1974 and 

July 31, 1975. As a first step, comprehensive coding procedures 

were developed in order to categorize all the information 

obtained about applicants from the time they submitted an 

initial application with the Houston Civil Service Commission 

through the final selection interview with officials of the 

Recruiting Division of the Houston Police Department. A brief 

description of the three stages of this selection process 

follows: 

Stage 1: Prospective employees complete an Application for 

Employment with the City of Houston (Appendix C) and submit 



it to the City of Houston Civil Service Commission. A nurse 

with the Civil Service Commission then administers a vision 

test. Applicants must meet both uncorrected visual acuity 

(20/100) and corrected visual acuity {20/20} standards. 

If an applicant does not meet the uncorrected vision 

standard, he/she is rejected. If an applicant does not meet 

the corrected vision standard, he/she is so advised and 

given the opportunity to obtain the necessary corrective 

lenses. Once applicants have passed the vision test, they 

are referred to the Recruiting Division of the Houston 

Police Department. Applicants are then weighed and measured 

to ensure that they meet current standards (5'6" tall, .. 
with weight being in proportion to height). Next, ap-

plicants are given a preliminary interview by a police 

officer to verify that they meet several ot,her entrance 

requirements as follow: citizen of the Uni-ted States; 

19 through 35 years of age; reside within a SOO-mile radius 

of Houston (may be waived); and possess a valid driver's 

license. Additionally, dur:ing the preliminary interview 

appLicants are asked' about such matter~ as their marital 

status, driving record, medical historYi physical defects, 

credit history, military history and discharge, criminal or 

civil convictions by a court of law (or military court martial) 

and involvement with or use of any controlled substances. 

The purpose 0f the preliminary interview is to initially 

determine if the applicant meets all of the requirements for 
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·commissioned employment (see Appendix D) . {It is noted 

that most of these entrance requirements have been derived 

directly from Vernon's Civil Statutes, State of Texas, 

Article l269m, Fireman's and Policemen's Civil Service, and 

Procedural and Substantive Rules. 210.10.02.001-.007 -

Minimum Standards for Appointment promulgated by the Texas 

Commission on Law Enforcement Standards and Education under 

the authority of Article 4413 (29aa) Vernon's Civil Statutes, 

State of Texas.} 

At the end of Stage I, an applicant is either approved for 

investigation or rejected. It is recognized that some 

applicants elect to voluntarily withdraw their application 

at this time~and are classified accordingly. 

Stage II: During this stage, applicants must pass a five-part 

physical agility test which includes a speeded run, run and 

climb, dragging exercise, a standing broad jump and a pull 

up (see Appendix E). Applicants who successfully complete 

the physical agility test then are requested to complete the 

Police Department, City of Houston, Additional Information 

Questionnaire (see Appendix F)i have their fingerprints and 

photograph taken; and submit copies of the following 

docu~ents: birth certificate, educational certificate (high 

school diploma, college diploma, GED certificate), military 

Form DD-2l4 (if applicable) and receipt for a credit report 

to be sent to the Police Department by the Credit Bureau 



I. 

of Greater Houston. Once the above documents are received, 

the application process then proceeds to the third stage. 

Stage III: The information and documents provided in Stage II 

are compiled and assigned to an investigating police officer 

for conduct of a background investigation. During this 

investigation, information is verified and obtained relative 

to an applicant's past behavior and habits (driving, use 

of alcohol, morals, etc.), family background and stability, 

and employment history. At the completion of the background 

investigation, the applicant is requested to take a poly-

graph examination. .., Finally, the applicant participates in 

a final selection interview (usually with three members of 

the Recruiting Division with at least one member holding a 

supervisory position) a.nd must pass a physical examination 

given by a City of Houston Medical Examiner (see Appendix 

G) • Following the fin;",,1 interview, a typewritten report is 

prepared for the Recruiting Division Captain's signature with 

a recommendation for approval/disapproval. The report is 

forwarded to the City of Houston Civil Service Commission. 

for final approval/disapproval via the Recruiting Division 

Director and Chief of Police. The Civil Service Commission 

makes the final employment decision and notifies applicant.s 

by letter as to their acceptance or rejection. 

Data Collection Methodology 

As previously mentioned, this entire process was analyzed by 
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each stage and selection requirement in order to determine at 

what points, and for what reasons, adverse impact was occurring 

in the initial screening and selection process. The coding 

scheme developed to categorize the necessary information 

required to complete the analyses was developed as follows. 

Research team psychologists r.eviewed the entire selection 

process by directly observing each of the stages and inter

viewing approximately 15 members of the Recruiting Division 

staff. Additionally, an extensive review was made of the 

application files compiled for previous applicants in order to 

determine how these records would be utilized in the coding 

process. Next, a coding scheme was developed so that all 

relevant information could be transferred into a form suitable 

for analysis by electronic data processing. The coding scheme 

(given in Appendix H) provided for the collection of the 

following information on each applicant: sex; race; age; month 

and year of application; marital status; residence location; 

voluntary vs non-voluntary termination; point of termination i: 

disapproved (i.e., preliminary interview, agility test, 

background investigation stage, etc.); and factor (s) in termina-

tion if disapproved. The specific factors (requirements) 

coded included: education; citizenship; age; separation from 

spouse; residence location; valid driver's license; driving 

record; subversive party affiliation; height~ weight; vision; 

medical re6ord; physi~al defects; stated general health; 

physician's findings - physica.l; physician's finding - mental; 



physical agility events 1 through 5; military discharge; military 

conviction record; civilian conviction record; driving habits; 

credit record; admitted excessive use of alcohol; admitted drug 

use or involvement; admitted illegal or immoral offenses; 

admitted family instability; admitted employment instability; 

personal references; employment references; appearance and 

bearing during final interview; emotional adjustment; contr<:l'" , 
dictory information; polygraph results; predicted unsuccessful 

Academy performance; other (miscellaneous reasons); and voluntary 

withdraw~l. Specific definitions of these factors established 

for coding purposes are provided in Appendix I. Members of the 

research staff coded all applicant records from May 1, 1974 

through July 31, 1975, and this data subsequently was keypunched 

onto E&~ cards. Computer programs were then written by a member 

of the research team to analyze all of the data. Edit routines 

were utilized to ia.t:;:~~jfy coding errors and all data was verified 

for .:i.ccuracy before developing finalized adverse impact statistics. 

Applicant Flow 

The flow of applicants through the three primary stages of the 

initial selection process is reported in Table 13 for all 

individuals that applied to the Honston Police Department 

between May 1, 1974 and July 31, 1975. The data in Table 13 

indic.ate the number of applicants that entered each stage, the 

number and percent rejected, the number and percent voluntarily 

withdrawing, and the percent of applicants remaining after each 
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TABLE 13 

APPLICANT FLOW BY STAGE - ALL APPLICANTS 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

N = 8,536 

Percent 
Number Number of Original 

Number Rejected Percent Withdrew Percent Applicants 
Selection Stage. Entered for Cause Rejected Voluntarily Withdrew Remaining 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Physical Agility Test* 

PoLi.ce Department 
Background Questionnaire 

Stage III 

Passed Selection Process 

8,536 

1,221 

2,849 

1,747 

418 

4,975 58.28 

155 12.69 

24 0.84 

1,191 68.17 

* The agility test was not in effect until 1/20/75. Therefore, only 
analyses actually ever entered this step in the selection process. 
of applicants entering this stage. However, those rejected by the 
in this analysis to correctly represent the applicant flow through 

557 35.19 

1,078 37.84 20.47 

138 7.90 4.90 

a portion of all applicants in these 
Consequently, there is a reduced number 

physical agility test must be included 
all steps in the selection process. 

I 
i 
i 
i 



stage. Because the physical agility test was not put into 

effect by the Department until January 20, 1975 all applicants 

studied were not evaluated by this selection test. Consequently, 

a common baseline applicant number could not be utilized for the 

two components of Stage II. Accordingly, the two components 

of stage II are reported separately. Similar applicant flow 

data is reported in Tables 14 through 18 for Whites, Blacks, 

Hispanics, males and females, respectively. 

As indicated in 'the last column (labeled Percent Remaining) in 

Tables 13 through 18, the greatest number of applicants are 

rejected in the first stage of the selection process, which 

includes the City of Houston Civil Service screening, height 

and weight measurements, and the preliminary interview. 

Stage I should be the primary disqualification point since 

this is where the Police Department determines whether or not 

applicants meet the basic entrance requirements; if they do 

not satisfy the basic minimum, there obviously is no reason 

to proceed any further with the selection process. 

The greatest number 'of withdrawals occur at the time ~pplicants 

are requested to complete a detailed background questionnai.::::e 

and submit the necessary documents in support of their ap-

plication. Most of the withdrawals are a function of 

applicants' failing to return the information needed to 

initiate the background investigation (see Appendix F). 
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Selection Stage 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Physical Agility Test'" 

Police Department 
Background Questionnaire 

Stage III 

Passed Selection Process 

TABLE 14 

APPLICANT FLOW BY STAGE 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 

N = 5,796 

Number 
Number Rejected 
Entered for Cause 

5,796 3,239 

943 98 

2,073 16 

1,347 896 

341 

- WHITES 

- 7/31/75) 

Percent 
Number of Original 

Percent Withdrew Percent Applicants 
Rejected Voluntarily Withdrew Remaining 

55.88 386 6.66 37.46 

10.39 

0.77 710 34.25 23.24 

66.52 110 8.17 5.88 

W The agility test was not in effect until 1/20/75. Therefore, only 
analyses actually ever entered this step in the selection process. 
of applicants entering this stage. However, those rejected by the 
in this analysis to correctly represent the applicant flow through 

a portion of all applicants In these 
Consequently, there is a reduced number 

physical agility test must be included 
all steps in the selection process. 
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Selection Stage 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Physical Agility Test* 

Police Department 
Background Questionnaire 

Stage III 

Passed Selection Process 

•. _.---._----------
'I'ABLE 15 

APPLICANT FLOW BY STAGE - BLACKS 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 ~ 7/31/75) 

N = 1,823 

Number Number 
Number Rejected Percent Withdrew Percent 

Entered for Cause Rejected Voluntarily Withdrew 

1,823 1,188 65.17 108 5.92 

153 35 22.88 

492 5 1.02 255 51.83 

232 170 73.28 14 4.38 

48 

Percent 
of Original 
Applicants 
Remaining 

28.91 

12.73 

2.63 

* The agility test was not in effect until 1/20/75. Ther~fore, only 
analyses actually ever entered this step in the selection process. 
of applicants entering this stage. However, those rejected by the 
in this analysis to correctly represent the applicant flow through 

a portion of all applicants in these 
Consequently, there is a reduced number 

physical agility test must be included 
all steps in the selection process. 
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Selection Stage 

Stage I 

Stage II 

llhYBiual Agility 'l'est* 

Police Department 
Background Questionnaire 

Stage III 

Passed Selection Process 

". 'l'lle agility test was not in effect until 1/20/75. Therefore, only 
analyses actually ever entered this step in the selection process. 
of applicants entering this stage. However, those rejected by the 
in this analysis to correctly represent the applicant flow through 

a portion of all applicants in these 
Consequently, there is a reduced nwnber 

physical agility test must be included 
all steps in the selection process. 
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'I'ABLE 17 

APPLICAN'r FLOW BY S'rAGE - MALES 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

N = 6,179 

Percent 
Number Number of Original 

Number Rejected Percent Withdrew Percent Applicants 
Selection Stage Entered for Cause Rejected Voluntarily Withdrew Remaining 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Physical Agility Test* 

Police Department 
Background Questionnaire 

Stage III 

Passed Selection Process 

6,179 

1,149 

2,113 

1,329 

321 

3,543 57.34 

92 8.01 

19 0.90 

907 68.25 

* The agility test was not in effect until 1/20/75. Therefore, only 
analyses actually ever entered this step in the selection process. 
of applicants entering this stage. However, those rejected by the 
in this analysis to correctly represent the applicant flow through 

• ...... ... -. ~'-''I' •••• , ......... ~. " ....... -.. -".'_ •••. , .• _... • .... _~ ... ~.,.w_.. _ .......... w~ •• 

431 6.97 35.69 

765 36.20 21. 51 

101 7.60 5.20 

a portion of all applicants in these 
Consequently, there is a reduced number 

physical agility test must p~ inchlded. 
all steps in the selection process. 
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TABLE 18 

APPLICANT FLOW BY STAGE - FEMALES 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

N ,., 2,357 

Percent 
Number Number of Original 

Number Rejected Percent Withdrew Percent Applicants 
Selection Stage Entered for Cause Rejected Voluntarilx Withdrew Remaining 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Physical Agility Test'" 

Police Department 
Background Questionnaire 

Stage III 

Passed Selection Process 

2,357 

72 

736 

4lS 

97 

1,432 60.75 

63 87.50 

5 0.6S 

284 67.94 

* The agility test was not in effect until 1/20/75. Therefore, only 
analyses actually ever entered this step in the selection proCess. 
of applicants entering this stage. llowever, those rejected by the 
in this analysis to correctly represent the applicant flow through 

126 5.35 33.90 

313 42.53 17.73 

37 8S.52 4.12 

a portion of all applicants in these 
Consequently, there is a reduced number 

physical agility test must be included 
all steps in the selection process. 
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Adverse Impact Analyses 

While there are a variety of ways in which the data could be 

categorized in order to analyze it for adverse impact, it was 

concluded by the researchers that the most meaningful ana~yses 

would separate the physical and personal characteristic 

requirements. That is, the analysis should be sensitive to 

differential rates of rejection that are a function of the 

physical require.ments established by the Police Department, 

relative to those factors that are related to the past behavior 

or personal characteristics of applicants. Further, in 

planning for the conduct of the validity studies (reported in 

Volumes VI and VII), the experimental designs and research 

procedures associated with these studies were a function of 

whether physical or personal (behavioral) c.haracteris:tics 'Ilere 

under investigation. Accordingly, the following results focus 

on analyses oriented toward identifying adverse impact separately 

associated with either physical or personal/behavioral 

characteristics and requirements. 

In order to more fully identify those components of the selection 

proc8Ss that were related to physical requirements relative 

to those that focused on personal or behavioral characteristics, 

the coding procedures utilized by the research team provided 

for a more detailed categorization of each of the primary 

stages of the initial selection process. Specifically, each 

stage was categorized as follows: 
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Stage I 

Stage II 

Stage III 

Physical Characteristics 

Houston Civil Service 
Vision Testing 

Basic Physical Require
ments (height, weight 
and medically-related or 
physical defects) 

Physical Agility Tests 

Medical Examinati.on 

Final 
Recommendation 

Personal/Behavioral 
Characteristics 

Application (education, 
citizenship, age, 
residence and driver's 
license requirements) 

Preliminary .Interview 
(marital status, driving 
record, military history, 
criminal or civil 
convictions, credit 
record, use of drugs) 

Police Department Back
ground Questionnaire 

Background Investigation; 
Polygraph/Final Intervi~ 
(driving habits, use of 
alcohol, morals, family. 
background and s'l:.ability, 
employment history, 
emotional maturity) 

The applicant flow' by each of the specific components of the 

three stages is reported in Tables Jl through J6 in Appendix J. 

The first statistical adverse impact analysis examined the 

overall rates of withdrawals for members of various groups. 

The overall withdrawal rate was 20 percent for females and 

21 percent for all other groups (males, Whites, Blacks and 

Hispanic~). There are no significant differences in with-

drawals, and no adverse impact is associated with the 

withdrawal process. It is a voluntary process occurring 

equally among all applicants regardless of group membership. 



h 

The next set of analyses examined differences in rejection 

rates, exclusive of withdrawals. Thus, the rates of 

rejected and accepted applicants at each particular stage 

were compared to identify sources of race or sex related 

adverse impact. In all analyses, the majority group was 

compared with a specific minority group. 

The results of the Chi-Square analyses (a = .05) utilized to 

test for adverse impact are reported in Tables Kl through KG 

in Appendix K. Summaries of these results are reported in 

Table 19. The data indicate that the physically related 

requirements resulted in adverse impact against both racial 

minority groups and females. Additionally, Blacks and 

Hispanics were rejected at differential rates on certain 

personal characteristics that are identified by the Houston 

Police Department either at the time of application and pre

liminary interview (for Blacks) or during the background 

investigation (for Hispanics). 

To reiterate, Equal Employment Opportunity Guidelines and 

precedence established by prior court decisions provide that 

When an overall process is found to have adverse impact, it 

should be examined in detail to further identify the reasons 

for disproportionate rates of selection. Accordingly, the 

above data require further analyses of the various physical 

requirements that adversely impact racial minority groups and 

females, and analyses of the personal characteristics related 

-45-
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TABLE 19 

SUMMARY RESULTS OF ADVERSE IMPACT ANALYSES BY PHYSICAL VS PERSONAL/BEHAVIORAL CHARACTERISTICS 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

Physical Characteristics Adverse Impact on Protected Class (es) 

Houston Civil Service Vision Testing Females 

Basic Physical Requirements Blacks, Hispanics, Females 

Physical Agility Test Blacks, Hispanics, Females 

Medical Examinat.ion None 

Personal/Behavioral Characteristics 

Application Blacks 

Preliminary Intervie"'l Blacks 

Police Department Background Questionnaire None 

Background Investigation/Polygraph/Final Interview Hispanics 

Filial Recommendation None 

- ................. '" ... . 
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to the selection process that have an adverse impact on Blacks 

and Hispanics. 
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CHAPTER 5 

ADVERSE IMPACT ANALYSES OF PHYSICAL REQUIREMENTS 

Vision Test 

The first physical requirement studied in detail was the 

vision test administered by the Houston Civil Service 

Commission. This test was shown in the previous chapter of 

this volume to have an adverse impact on females. Because of 

the current vision requirements, applicants could be rejected 

for one of two. reasons: 1) their uncorrected vision was less 

than 20/100 in ,either eye; or 2) their corrected vision was 

not 20/20, generally indicati~g a need for a change in 

prescriptive lenses. A further analysis was completed to learn 

whether females were rejected more frequently than males 

because their corrected vision was not 20/20. A random sample 

of 100 female and 100 male applicants rejected by the Houston 

Civil Service vision test was selected, and the visual acuity 

test results were coded as to the reason for rejection. Sub-

sequent analysis of the coded data indicated that six percent 

of the males and seven percent of the females were rejected 

because their corrected vision did not reach 20/20. (These 

applicants would be eligible to continue in the selection 

process if changes in their prescription lenses would bring 

their visual acuity to 20/20.) 

The above results do not account for the significant dif-

ferential rate of rejection for females, and accordingly it 



is concluded that the adverse impact is a result of a greater 

proportion of females having uncorrected vision less than 

20/100 relative to males. This conclusion is sUbstantiated 

by a report on a national study (sample size = 2228) of the 

visual acuity of adults conducted for the U .. S. Department of 

Health, Education and Welfare (Roberts, 1964), which includes 

information on the uncorrected vision of both males and fe-

males by age. Analyzing the national study data for subjects 

between the ages of 18 and 34 years yielded a significant 

difference (x 2 = 6.24, df = 1, P < .02) between males and 

females having uncorrected visual acuity of less than 20/100. 

A comparison of the Houston Police Department data with the 

national study results is given below: 

Houston Civil Service 
Vision Test Rejections 
(corrected and un
corrected rejections) 

National Study (un
corrected - less than 
20/100) 

Male 

7.8% 

3.4% 

Female 

11.9% 

5.7% 

Ratio 
Female/Male. 

1.53 

1.68 

The applicant rejections by the Houston Civil Service, of 

course, include both those with uncorrected vision less than 

20/100 as well as those whose corrected vision does not meet 

the 20/20·standard. Overall, the Houston Civil Service Com-

mission is rejecting 1.53 females for every male that does not 

meet the visual requirements. However, the national study 
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indicates that on the uncorrected standard alone, the Depart

ment should reject 1.68 females for every rejected male. 

From the above data it is concluded that the adverse impact 

upon females created by the Houston Police Department vision 

standards is a function of true male-female differences existing 

in the population that probably have a biological or genetic 

foundation. Consequently, differential rates of applicant 

rejection for males and females should be expected if visual 

acuity is important to the performance of the police officer 

job. 

Height and Weight 

The basic physical requirements which consist of height and 

weight criteria are the second set of physical requirements 

analyzed in detail. Previous findings have indicated a poten.tia: 

adverse impact on Blacks, Hispanics and females. However, it 

was reasoned by the researchers that the adverse impact on the 

racial groups (especially Blacks) might be a function of sex 

rather than race per se. Consequently, the data were further 

analyzed by race and sex as ~eported in Table 20. As indicated 

by these data, when White males are used as a standard of 

comparison, there is no adverse impact on Black males resulting 

from the Department's height and weight requirements. Rather 

the adverse impact reported for Blacks is really a function,of 

the higher rejection rate for Black females which makes the 

overall White-Black comparison statistically significant. 
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Number Entered Stage 

Number Rejected ~ Basic 
Physical Requirements* 

Percent Rejected - Basic 
Physical Requirements 

Number Rejected - Height 
Requirement 

Percent Rejected - Height 
Requirement 

Number Rejected - Weight 
Requirement 

Percent Rejected - l'leight 
Requirement 

HI::,) I::C'j'10NS VIJE 'l'u BA::;~C 1'IIYS.lCAL IU::QU 1 HI.::MI::N'l'S 
BY SEX AND RACE 

(Applicants of May 1, 1974 - July 31, 1975) 

WHITE 
MALES 

3,810 

506 

13.3 

131 

3.4 

412 

10.8, 

WHITE 
FEMALES 

997 

169 

17.0 

51 

5.1 

129 

12.9 

BLACK 
MALES 

727 

100 

13.8 

22 

3.0 

83 

11.4 

BLACK 
FEMALES 

739 

204 

27.6 

60 

8.1 

152 

20.6 

HISPANIC 
MALES 

666 

147 

22.1 

69 

10.4 

96 

14.4 

*Rejected by height, weight or both height and weight requirements. 

HISPANIC 
FEMALES 

130 

19 

14.6 

3 

2.3 

21 

16.2 

, 
t 
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From the data given in Table 20 (and appropriate statistical 

tests reported in Appendix L using White males as a standard) 

it is concluded that the height requirement has an adverse 

impact on White females, Black females, and Hispanic malesi 

and the weight requirement has an adverse impact on Black 

females and Hispanic males. In conclusion, both the height 

and weight entrance requirements established by the Houston 

Police Department have' adverse impact on members of protected 

classes. 

Physical Agility Test 

The final requirement of a physical nature to be studied in 

detail was the physical agility test. Again, as indicated in 

earlier analyses, the agility test was shown to have adverse 

impact. However, similar to the reasoning underlying the 

analyses of height and weight, the racial adverse impact 

potentially could be more a function of sex than race. Ac

cordingly, as reported in Table 21 the physical agility test 

result!; from the time of installation (January 20, 1975) 

through July 31, 1975 were examined for each sex by race. 

Black males have the highest success rate in the physical 

agility test followed by White males and Hispanic males. A 

statistical ~omparison of the rejection rates for White and 

Hispanic males (x 2 = 13.9, df = 1, p < .001) indicated a 

significa'nt adverse impact on the latter group. Females also 

are adversely impacted by the physical agility test as evident 

------~-~- ~- -
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1 WHI'fE BLACK HISPANIC 
MALES * FEMALES MALES FEMALES MALES FEMALES TOTAL 

Number Applicants Attempting 
Physical Agility Test 903 40 122 31 124 1 1,221 

Number Applicants Passing On 
First Attempt 833 5 113 3 101 0 1,055 

Number Applicants Retaking 
'rest 7 3 2 4 6 0 22 

Number Applicants Passing 
Retake 'fest 6 1 2 0 2 0 11 

Number Applicants Failing 
Physical Agility Test 64 34 7 28 21 1 155 

~umber Applicants P~ssing 
Physical Agility Test 839 6 115 3 103 ° 1,066 

?ercent Passing 92.9 15.0 94.3 9.7 83.1 ° 87.3 

Includes two Orientals 

J 
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by the data in Table 21. 

As stated previously, the physical agility test consists of 

five parts, each of which ml:st be passed in order for an 

applicant to qualify for employment. The Department provides 

applicants the opportunity to retake the test if they desire, 

although, as indicated in Table 21, few applicants take 

advantage of this op~ortunity. In order to further analyze 

the reasons applicants 'fail the physical agility test, results 

for only those rejected by the test were analyzed by each 

specific event. These data are reported in Table 22 for 

White males, Hispanic males, and all females. Chi-Square 

analyses (~ = .05) to test the significance of rejection 

rates by physical agility events were computed with White 

males serving as a standard. The results are reported in 

Table 22. When rejected White and Hispanic males are compared 

with each other, there are no significant differences in the 

rejection rates on an event-by-event basis. However, when 

rejected females and White males are compared there are 

significant differential rejection rates on the first four 

physical agility test events. From the above analyses it is 

concluded that the physical agility test does have an adverse 

impact on protected classes, and four of the five events 

differentially reject females in comparison to males. 

t 
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(Applicants of January 20, 1975 through July 31, 1975) 

Number Applicants Failing 
Physical Agility Test on 
First Attempt 

Failures By Event On First 
Attem}2t 

Event 1 (Run) 

Event 2 (Run & Climb) 

Event 3 (Drag) 

Event 4 (Jump) 

Event 5 (Pull Up) 

. WHITE MALE 

70 

N 'Percent 

3 4.3 

18 25.7 

5 7.1 

20 28.6 

63 90.0 

(1) Corrected for small cell frequency 

Significance levels: df = 1 

* p < .001 

HISPANIC MALE 

23 

N Percent x2 

2 8.7 0.08(1) 

6 26.0 0.001 

2 8.7 0.04 (1) 

7 30.4(1) 0.03 

20 87.0 0.0004 

ALL FEMALES 

72 

N Percent x2 

28 38.9 22.9{l 

54 75.0 34.5* 

24 33.3 15.0* 

43 59.7 14.0* 

71 98.6 3.46( 
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CHAPTER 6 

ADVERSE IMPACT ANALYSES OF PERSONAL/BEHAVIORAL 

CHARACTERISTIC REQUIREMENTS 

As previously mentioned, when an overall selection process 

has been found to have advers~ impact, it should be examined 

in detail to identify the specific reasons for differential 

rates of selection. Results presented in an earlier chapter 

of this volume indicated that the Stage I and Stage III 

components of the initial selection process which focus on a 

number of personal or behavioral characteristics of applicants 

have some adverse impact on minority racial groups. HDwever, 

no adverse impact due to personal or behavioral characteristics 

was found for females relative to males on an overall basis. 

Consequently, there appears to be D'O ~ega 7" reason or precedent 

that would require further adverse impact analyses of the 

personal and behavioral characteristics for male-female 

differential rejection rates. However, there does appear to 

be a ppofessiona7" obligation to examine all available data in 

detail, whereby the researchers can provide the best possible 

g~idance to the Houston Police Department in the development 

of selection procedures that are fair to all applicants 

regardless of race ~r sex. Therefore, this chapter focuses 

on all the personal and behavioral characteristics of applican~'; , 

considered during the initial selection process and presentc 

adverse impact analysis for each protected class. 
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As previously described, a total of 32 personal and behavioral 

selEction factors were identified and coded for a sample of 

8,536 applicants seeking employment with the Department 

bet"Teen May 1, 1974 and July 31, 1975. The number and percent 

of applicants that have been rejected on the basis of any 

giv~n pers'onal or behavioral characteristic are reported in 

Tables Ml and M2 of Appendix M by race and sex. Since 

applicants may have either one or several factors that result 

in their rejection, the percents reported in Appendix M will 

add to more than 100. Chi-Square analyses (a = .05) were 

utilized to examine eac;h fa.ctor for adverse impact by comparing 

the rejected-accepted rates for majority and minority groups. 

The Chi-Square results (Tables Nl and N2) are reported in 

Appendix N. A summary of these results given in Table 23 

shows which group has a disproportionate rate of rejection, 

if any, because of a given characteristic, and which factor 

has created adverse impact for a protected class. Whites are 

rejected at a significantly higher rate on 12 factors, Blacks 

on 3 factors, and Hispanics on 1 factor. When males and 

females are compared, males are disproportionately rejected 

on 17 factors, while fema.les are differentially rejected on 

4 factors. Of course, some of the male-female differential 

rejection rates would be expected on such characteristics as 

dis,honorable military discharge and military convictions. 

However, it is evident from the data that on most selection 

variables related to an applicant's behavior and past history, 
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the Houston Police Department selection process is generally 

more "biased" against majority groups and actually favors 

minorities. The exceptions, of course, are those factors 

identified in Table 23 as having adverse impact. Specifically, 

Blacks and females are both rejected at disproportionate rates 

on two variables: 1) they do not possess a valid driver's 

license;' and 2) because of a marital separation. (It should 

be noted that neither of these factors is totally disqualifying, 

in that if applicants are able to obtain a driver's license 

and do so, or resolve their marital problems, they can continue 

in the selection process.) Additionally, Blacks are dispro-

'portionately rejected because of their past cre~it history; 

females are rejected more frequently than males because of 

immoral behavior and family instability; and Hispanics are 

disproportionately rejected because in the judgment of the 

Houston Police Department their past acade.."TIic records indicate 

they will not be able to successfully complete the Department's 

Academy. (It is noted from an earlier analysis that among 

applicants selected for the Academy, the Hispanics have the 

highest. completion ratio.) 

In conclusion, while there are not differential rates of re-

jection for females relative to males on an overall basis acrosS 

all factors of a personal or behavioral nature, f~~ales are 

rejected on the basis of immoral acts, family instability, 

marital separation and lack of a valid driver's license more 

fkequently than males. Blacks are rejected at disproportionate 
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SUMMAJ<¥ RESULTS Of" 'NIl!: ADVERSE IMPACT ANALYSES OF 'I'm; PEHSONAL/BEHAVIORAL SELI::CTION r'Ac'rOkS 

Personal/Behavioral Selection Factors 

Educational Level 
Citizenship 
Age 
Residence Location 
No Driver's License 
Separation from Spouse 
Driving Record 
Driving Habits 
Subversive Organization Affiliation 
Disqualifying Illnesses/Injuries - Medical History 
Military Conviction(s) 
Civilian Conviction(s) 
Dishonorable Military Discharge 
Physical Defects/Handicqps 
Credit Record 
Drug Use 
Miscellaneous/Other 
Physicians' Findings - Physical 
Physicians' Findings - Mental 
Excessive Use of Alcohol 
Commi~ted Illegal Offense(s) 
Committed lnunoral Offense(s) 
Family Instability 
Employment Instability 
Personal References 
Employment References 
Appearance and Bearing During Interview 
General Health 
Emotional Adjustment 
Polygraph Information 
Contradictory Information 
Pr~dicted Unsatisfactor~ Academy Performance 

Note: See Appendix N for Chi Squa:'fe Analyses. 

Group(s} 
Significantly Different 

Males 
None 
None 
Whites, Males 
Blacks, Females 
Blacks, Females 
Males 
Whites, Males 
None 
Whites, Males 
Males 
Males 
Males 
Males 
Blacks 
Whites, Males 
Males 
None 
None 
Males 
Whites, Males 
Whites, Females 
Females 
Whites, Males 
Whites 
Whites 
None 
Whites 
Whites 
Whjl::.es, Males 
Males 
Hispanics, Males 

Adverse Impact 
on Protected Class(es) 

None 
None 
None 
None 
Blacks, Females 
Blacks, Females 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
Blacks 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
Females 
Females 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
Hispanics 
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rates relative to Whites due to the driver1s license require-

ment, marital separation and past credit history; and Hispanics 

are rejected disproportionately on the basis of predicted 

unsuccessful performance in the Academy. 
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CHAPTER 7 

IMPACT OF JOB ~SSIGNMENT PROCEDURES 

Once officers with the Houston Police Department successfully 

complete their six-month probationary period, they are assigned 

to one of the major divisions in the Department. After the 

initial assigrunent, officers may be transferred from one 

division to another because of specific staffing needs of the 

Department or by officer request. Thus, during the time 

individuals hold the rank of Police Officer they may serve in 

one assignment or in many different assignments. However, when 

officers are promoted to the rank of Sergeant or Detective, 

their assignments are much more a function of specific 

Departmental needs. Usually, such promotions do not occur 

until a specific vacancy exists in apartic~lar division. 

Then the civil service promotional procedures are followed in 

accordance with Article 1269m - the Fireman's and Policeman's 

Civil Service Act for Texas. This same policy also applies 

to the other ranks of officer .personnel (i.e., Lieutenant 

through Deputy Chief). Cons.equently., job assignments and. 

placements above the rank of Police Officer provide for equal 

treatment of all officers regardless of protected class member

ship. Of course, at the more senior levels, the Chief of 

Police can and should ensure that specific job assignments are 

made according to the capabilities and experience of the 

officers at the rank of Captain and above. Thus, the 

only relevant information regarding potential adverse impact in 
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the placement policy of the Department is that related to the 

assignments of individuals holding the rank of Police Officer. 

Data Collection 

In order to provide information for the above-mentioned adverse 

impact analyses, as well as to provide supporting data for the 

study of the promotional system, an extensive data collection 

effort was completed by the research team. Specifically, the 

researchers designed a process whereby the files of all past 

and current commissioned officers were reviewed and coded in 

terms of all their job assignments during their careers. 

Identified as the "Tracking System" data, the information 

collected also included the race and sex of all officers, 

their previous performance ratings, and the date of each 

performance evaluation. The data collection coding format 

and codes are given in Appendix o. 

In order to assess the possibility of adverse impact with 

respect to officer job assignments, jobs were grouped into 

six assignment categories as follows: 

1) Patrol 

2) Traffic 

3) . Special Investigations (i.e., narcotics; vice) 

4) Juvenile 

5) Staff Services/Administrative (i.e., training, 

recruiting, personnel, etc.) 



6) Special Services (i.e., communications, garage, etc.) 

Using the Tracking System data, the job assignments of all 

officers who joined the Houston Police Department since 1970 

were categorized separately by race and sex of officer. This 

was completed as follows: The job categories of all officers 

hired since 1970 who had served at least one year were 

tabulated; then, the job categories of all officers who had 

served at least two years were tabulated; and continuing through 

all officers that had served at least five years. The tabula

tions included all the job categories (assignments) in which 

the officer had served, but counted an assignment only once 

if the officer had returned to a previously~held job category 

after serving elsewhere. Job categories counted for officers 

who had served a given numb~r of years included all categories 

in which they ever had been assigned. 

Results by race are shown in Tables 24 and 25 for officers 

during their first year and first three years, respectively. 

By use of Chi-Square, it was determined that the placement of 

Hispanics did not differ significantly from that of Whites. 

However, placement of Blacks was cons~derably differen~ than 

Whites. Whereas 61 percent of Whites were assigned to Patrol 

at some point in their first year of service, only 37 percent 

of Blacks were assigned to Patrol. On the other hand, a 

considerably greater proportion of Blacks were assigned to 

Special Investigations (16.7 percent compared to 1.1 percent 
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TABLE 24 

JOB ASSIGNMENTS BY RACE DURING FIRST YEAR OF SERVICE WITH THE HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Whites Blacks X2 Hisj2anics X2 
(Relative (Relative 

Number Percent Number Percent to Whites) Number Percent to Whites) 

Patrol 615 60.9 20 37.0 11.2* 38 57.6 <1 

Traffic 209 20.7 10 18.5 ~1 12 18.2 <1 

Special Investigations 11 1.1 9 16.7 59.2* 3 (1) 4.5 3.4 

Juvenile 42 4.2 8 14.8 10.7* 3 (1) 4.5 <1 

Staff Services/Administrative 7 0.7 2 (1) 3.7 2.5 1 (1) 1.5 <1 

Special Services 147 14.6 6 11.1 <1 10 15.2 <1 

Total 1009 54 66 

lcorrected for small cell frequency. 

*Siqnificance levels: df = 1, P < .01 



TABLE 25 

JOB ASSIGNMENTS BY R1\CE DURING FIRST THREE YEARS OF SERVICE 

Job Assignment Category 

Patrol 

Traffic 

Special Investigations 

Juvenile 

Staff Services/Administrative 

Special Services 

Total Personnel 

Significance Levels: df = 1 
*p < .05 

**p < .01 

WITH THE HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Whites Blacks X2 His12anics 
(Reli'.tive 

Number Percent Number Percent to Whites) Number Percent ---- -----
444 74.6 16 72.7 <1 23 67.7 

.184 30.91 7 '31.8 <1 11 32.4 

35 5.9 10 45.5 43 .. 5** 6 17.7 

48 8.1 2 9.7 <1 2 5.9 

20 3.4 4 18.2 8.8** 2 5.9 

118 19.8 3 13.6 <1 9 26.5 

595 22 34 

", .. 
~. 

X2 
(Relative 
to Whites) 

<1 

<1 

5.5* 

<1 t 
<1 

<1 
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of Whites) and Juvenile (14.8 percent compared to 4.2 percent 

of Whites). Yet, after three years of service, there was no 

significant difference among the racial groups in their assign~ 

ment to Patrol (74.6 percent of Whites, 72.7 percent of Blacks, 

67.7 percent of Hispanics), Traffic, Juvenile or Special 

Services. Differences occurred in assignments to Special 

Investigations (5.9 percent of Whites, 45.5· percent of Blacks, 

17.7 percent of Hispanics), where both Blacks and Hispanics 

differed significantly from Whites. In addition, Blacks were 

assigned disproportionately to the Staff Services category 

when compared to Whites (3.4 percent of Whites, 18.2 percent 

of Blacks). 

The three-year assignment histories,which show differential 

assignment to Special Investigations and to Staff Services,· 
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do not necessarily indicate bias in the opinion of the researc~i 

Since Special Investigations are often carried out in ethnic 

neighborhoods, there is probably good and sufficient reason to 

expect a higher proportion of minority officers to be assigned 

to this type of work. Similarly, the Staff Services category 

includes the recru.iting function. Since the Department has 

been engaged in an extensive minority recruiting program, it is 

reasonable that a higher propo'rtion of minority persqn.!lel 

have been assigned to this area. 

Assignments of female officers differed significantly from 

males in all categories, for both the first year of service 

-6fi-

I.' 



and the first three years of service. Since only 18 females 

had completed three years of service at the time this data 

was gathered, the results are not necessarily definitive. 

Even so, as shown in Table 26 no female officer that had at 

least three years or more of service with the Department at 

the time of data collection had been assigned to Patrol or 

Traffic, and virtually all had been assigned to Juvenile and 

t? Special Services. However, when considering female officers 

with just one year or more of service (Table 27) the data 

indicates that one female was assigned to Patrol and three 

females to Traffic. Again, a majority of Females with one 

year of service were assigned to either Juvenile or Special 

Services. The conclusion to be drawn from these data is that 

the Department generally has assigned females to selected jobs 

which have been oriented toward dealing with juveniles or 

working in administrative/technical areas. 
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TABLE 26 

JOB ASSIGNMENTS BY SEX DURING FIRST THREE YEARS OF SERVICE 

WITH THE HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 
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Job Assignment Category 

Patrol 

Traffic 

Special Investigations 

Juvenile 

Staff Services/Administrative 

Special Services 

Total Personnel 

L-_______________ ~_~__ _. 

Males 

Number Percent 

483 76.3 

202 31.9 

45 7.1 

35 5.5 

21 3.3 

114 18.0 

633 

Females 

Number Percent 

0 0 

0 0 

6 33.3 

17 94.4 

5 27.8 

16 88.9 

18 
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TABLE 27 

JOB ASSIGNMENTS BY SEX DURING FIRST YEAR OF SERVICE 

WITH THE HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Males Females 

Job Assignment Category Number Percent Number Percent 

Patrol 672 64.6 1 1.2 

Traffic 228 21.9 3 3.7 

Spp.cial Investigations 18 1.7 5 6.2 

Juvenile 17 1.6 36 44.4 

staff Services/Administration 5 0.5 5 6.2 

Special Services 133 12.8 30 37.0 

Total Personnel 1040 81 
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CHAPTER 8 

IMPACT OF THE PROMOTIONAL PROCESS 

The promotional process for commissioned personnel within the 

Houston Police Department is determined by the Firemen's and 

Policemen's Civil Service Article 1269m, Vernon's Civil 

Statutes. Accordingly, three factors influence promotional 

opportunities as specified by the Civil Service law: tenure, 

performance evaluation and competitive exam score. These 

three factors are -assigned IIpointsll and then the points are 

combined to develop a total promotion score and promotional 

list which exists for a period of one year. The maximum 

possible score for each factor is as follows: tenure - 10 

points; performance rating - 30 points; written exam - 70 

points. The officer with the highest number of points is 

II first" on the list and ~'lhen a promotional vacancy occurs is 

the first individual eligible to fill the position. The 

I 
I . ! 

I 
I 
I 
i 
f 

process continues in a similar manner throughout the list, but ! 
the number of officers that actually may be promoted in any 

'year is a·function of the number of vacancies. Thus, for 

example, in one year the top.20 officers on the. Detective 

promotional list may be promoted, but in another year the 

top 30 officers on the promotion list may advance in rank. 

New promotion lists are created each year, and officers cannO~ 

"carry" their position on a promotional list from one year 

to the next. In other words, eligibility is open on a 

'.' completely competitive basis each time a new promotional list 

-- ., '" 



is created. 

In order to analyze the promotional pxocess for adverse impact, 

promotional opportunities for the Sergeant and Detective 

positions were selected for study. These positions were chosen 

because they comprise the largest number of promotional 

positions, and because the greatest number of officers attempt 

to qualify for vacancies in these two ranks. The numbers of 

officers are especially important when applying statistical 

analyses to these type of data, whereby it is necessary to 

obtain as large a sample size as possible. The promotional 

period for the years 1971 through 1975 was selected, since 

most data needed by the researchers was available for this 

time frame, but not for earlier periods. 

Total Promotional Scores 

The average total promotional scores for officers (grouped by 

race and sex) seeking advancement to the Sergeant or Detective 

position are reported in Table 28. In addition to the mean 

(average) scores for each group, Table 28 also presents the 

standard deviation of the scores and t values for tests of the 

significance of the differences between majority and protected 

class groups. 

According to the data in Table 28, total promotional scores 

were significantly lower for-Blacks relative to Whites in four 

of the ten exam groups. Similarly, when total promotion 

-71-
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TABI.E 28 

COMPARISON OF TO'rAT, PROMO'rION SCORES BY RACE AND SEX 

(1971 - 1975) 

Total Promotion 
Score 

t 1 
No. Mean S.U. Value No. 

1.971 
~llli tes 84 69.78 8.87 -2.62 

1971 
Whites 84 

Blaoks 8 61.09 10.23 ••• Ifisl'anics 3 
Whiles 86 78.40 11.05 

1972 
Wldtus 86 

1972 -0.3a Blacks 4 76.34 6.79 lIispanics 7 
Whites 159 72.39 .~ Whites 159 

1973 Olacks -0.09 1973 Hi.spanics 7 71. 93 13.31 10 
Whites 152 70.33 9.17 Whites 152 

1974 Blacks 15 66.30 6.95 -1.62 1974 lIispaldcs 15 

1975 
Whites 200 74.20 9.72 -1. 69 75 ~Ihites 200 
Illacks 13 69.55 7.42 • 19 ~)anics 16 

Whites 150 77.51 11. 36 
1971 

Whites 150 
1971 Blacks 9 71. 30 16.24 -1. 55 llisEanics 8 

WId tes 120 68.27 12.67 
1972 

wldtes 120 
1972 -1.41 Blacks 6 60.80 11.38 Hispanics 3 

Whites 152 70.~.L ,10.39 wId tas 152 
1973 -1.10 1973 

Blacks 0 66.59 11.12 Hispanics 10 
Whites 169 67.43 11. 07 -2.06 1974 Whi.tes 169 

1974 58.72 w. lIispanjcs 9 Blacks 7 7.00 
, 

Whites Whites 196 73.76 9.54 -2.71 1975 196 
1975 Blacks 10 65.46 7.08 **** lIispanics 12 

1'1'1\0 si'Jlliflcance of the t value was based on one-tailed tests. 
2Iu~;uftil:il!l\t ddla tu computu L valut!:. 

!11'JI,'t It ~U'I.·'! &cv ..... \:;: tlf ~ 1 
., • I') 

Total Promotion 
Score 

t l 

Mean S.D. Value_ 
~78 ~.!!.I 
66.06 3.43 -0.72 

78.48 11. 05 -2.01 
-69.82 9.33 •• 
_7 2. 39 13.27 

-0.33 70.98 12:~ 
70.33 9.17 -2.42 
64.32 9.02 ••• 

_74.20 ~?2_ 1.31 77.41) 6.33 

77.51 8.36 
75.11 11. 36 -0.59 

68.27 12.67 -1.82 
54.91 3.65 • 
70.74 10.39 

-1. 35 66.22 7.39 
67.43 11.07 

-0.79 64.47 6.47 
73.76 9.54 -2.39 
67.08 5.76 ••• 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 
-
1975 

tlo. 
Males 92 
Females 3 
Males 96 
Females 1 
Males 174 
Felna1es 2 
Males 176 
Pemales 6 
Males 229 
Females 0 

Males 163 
Females 4 
Males 125 
F'enla1es 4 
Males 164 
Females 6 
Males 178 
Females 7 
Males 210 
Females 8 

----..... _--------. _.-........... - .... ----'----------------------

Total Promotion 
Score 

t 1 

11ean S.D. Value 
69.06 9.02 

-0.77 64.94 14.29 
77.94 10.80 2 -- -
72.41 13.18 

-1.09 62.19 2.19 
69.53 9.13 
68.67 10.65 -0.23 

74.16 9.48 -- -
76.92 11. 60 

0.95 82.48 9.23 
67.84 .~ -1. 21 60.07 15.28 
70.18 10.15 

0.69 71.16 15.04 
66.70 10.90 

1. 62 73.46 8.79 
72.87 9.34 

1.15 76. Ell 13.72 
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scores are compared for Hispanic and White groups, the Hispanic 

officers had significantly lower scores in four out of ten 

groups. However, when male and female scores are compared, 

there are no significant differences. 

It should be noted that the above-cited statistical tests of 

the significance of the differences between test scores are 

influenced by the number of officers in each group. Thus, it 

is difficult, if not impossible; to make generalizations 

relative to adverse impact of the promotional scores for any 

given group, when the protected class group consisted of ten 

or less officers in many "promotion years". However, considering 

the consistent differences in mean scores, and the trends 

reflected by the data across the five year period, it is con

cluded that there is adverse impact with regard to ethnic 

minorities, but not females, in the overall promotional process. 

Following the procedures established in the earlier chapters 

of this report, the components of the total promo"tional score 

were analyzed separately in order to identify the source of the 

adverse impact. 

Tenure 

As previously mentioned, an officer's tenure contributes to 

the total p~omotional score in that one point is credited to 

the total promotion score for each year of service up to a 

maximum of ten points (i.e., ten years or service). Thus, as 
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officers serve longer with the Department their "tenure points~ 

will be higher than shorter tenure officers, giving the longer 

tenure individuals an adva.ntage in terms of their total pro-

motion score. 

A comparison of the tenure points received by officers (group~ 

by ethnic group and sex) competing for sergeant and detective 

positions is given in Table 29. As indicated by these results 

there was one year in which the average "tenure points" was 

significantly higher for Blacks relative to Whites. Otherwise, 

there were no ,differences between protected class and majority 

groups, and it is concluded that tenure points have not had an 

adverse impact for any group. 

Competitive Written Exams 

The scores on competitive written exams have the greatest 

weight in the promotional process,·accounting for about 65 

percent of the total promotion score. The mean scores on the 

sergeant and detective exams given in 1971 through 1975 are 

reported in Table ,30 by ethnic group and sex. As indicated, 

Whites have generally scored higher than either Blacks or 

Hispanics on these exams. On the other hand, there is not a 

significant difference between the exam scores of males and 

females. Again, recognizing the limitations of statistical 

tests with small samples, but considering the trends and mean 

differences in scores on a year-by-year 'basis, it is concluded 

that there is adverse impact associated with the competitive 

-74-

, 
-I 
I 
I 
j 
I 
1 

I 

, 
I 
I 
t 

! 
'\ 
) 



I 
-.J 
VI 
I 

r' 

.. , ...... .;... 

'l'A8I.E 29 

COMPARISON OF /I0US'l'ON POI.ICE DEPARTMENT '1'I::NUld,: SCORf~S 8'1 MCr: AND SEX r'OH SEHGl:!IIN'fS AND Of!'l'gCTI VES 

(l971 - 1975) 

Tenure 

t 1 
No. . Mc.:~!.!._ _e! Q.~_. Value. No. _M(!~L 

wilit.c~ -
1971 ~ 6.95 3.10 

-1.45 1971 
\'Ihites 84 6.95 

i:iia~:ks 8 ~f 3':-9('" H.i~!lanlcs 3 6.33 

... WId tes 06 7.31 2.80 1.90 Whites 06 7.3"3 
1972 1972 1--.-.-. 

~ Blacks 1. .10.qg.. 0.0 • lli5panics 7 ~ --.~ 

:IJ ~lId tes 153 6.10 ~~ Wldtes 159 ~.§.. 30 0\ 1973 ~. 6.29" -0.00 1973 iiispanic~ ~I 7 3.68 10 5.00 
C1l 

Whites' -rn:- '---s.Gil '2'.60 VI Wid.t:es 152 5.68 
1974 Blacks' 15 6':]1 -2~iil 0.91 1974 lilspllnics 15 '6:27 

!:!!!l~ 200 5:o.i 1---.- .-- .. "5.84 2.511 ~lhHes 200 1975 
13 6.0n -'-'::::- 0.33 1975 '"6Ti-B1ilcks 2. ,17 lIi!]panjc~ 16 

1971 
Wldles 150 6.3!> _2.:l~ Whites 150 6.35 
Hlilck5 9 7 '.1!. 2!§.! ... 

1.01 1971 
IU.E~l!~ 8 ~~ Wllite~ ~ ~.5~ ._2. \).? 

-0.41 whi.tes 120' 6.52 
<lJ 1972 n-iiwks 1972 ;> 6 6.00 4.3U Hispanics 3 5.00 
'r! 1-2-. 95 

-. .... !ihites ~ 5.99 White~ 152 5.9~ u 1973 7.2'5- 1.16 1973 6:50 QI BlolCks 8 1.81 Hispanics 10 ... 
<lJ !:!!lit~ 169 5./19 2.83 , Whites 169 5.49 '. Q 1974 1.50 1974 Blolcks 7 7.14 3.50 lfi~panics 9 6.78 

l!hitt!~ 196 5.4_~ -~ Whites 196 5.42 
1975 Blacks 10 6.30 2.71 1.03 1975 

lIispallics 12 6.58 

l'I'h" siynificanct! of the t value was based on one-tailed lests. 
2Insufficit!llt data to compute t vdlue. 
Slgnific:ance levels. df = 1 

.1' < .05 
"p < .025 

••• p < .01 
•••• p < .005 

'l'en ur e 

[) 2!.. 
3. (~--L 
4. o 1\ 
2. 

-0 --8-

.~ 7 --5-

2. 0 
2. 
2. 

.g... 
8 

9 
7 
(, 

8 
5 
"7 

-" 2. 2 
2. U .. 
2. 9 

3.12 
2~72 
2.95 
4.36 
2:9'5' 
i.76 
2.83 
2.91 
2.63 
3.12 

t 1 
Value 

1971 
Mal(!s 

-0.34 Pcmales 

0.22 1972 
Males 
~'''ma 1 es 

-0.61 1973 
Ma1(!~ 

Femcl]en 

Mal<!.!!_ 
0.81 1974 Fmna 1 (!s 

Nales 
1. 45 1975 F(!males 

Milles 
-0.65 1971 I-·1.!1Il1l1C!s 

-0.87 1972 
Males 
Females 
Na1C!s 

0.53 1973 Females 
Males 

1.33 1974 Fcma1E!s 
Na1es 

1.47 1975 Females 

Tenure 

No. Mean S.D. 
92 6.77 _3:l?_ 

3 ~,:E" 4.62 
2.76 96 7.4U 

1 - -
17,1- -6.32- 2:"'ii 

2 0.00 ~,oj' 
176 5.76 2.69 

6 '6,!;O 1. go 
229 5.92 ,2:..5..2.. 

0 - -

163 6.39 3.14 
4 6.00 ~6 

125 6.53 2.9'.1 
4 4.25 3.86 

164 6.12 2.99 
6 5.00 2.4..~ 

178 5.62 2.87 
7 5.43 3.26 

210 5.58 2.66 
8 4.25 2.55 

~ 

~,.. ,. 

t l 

Value 

0.30 

-:.1 

---
0.01 

0.(,7 
---

-
-0.24 

-1.49 

-0.91 

-0.18 

-1. 3!l 
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TABLE 30 

COMPARISON OF HOUSTON CIVIL SEkVICE WRITTEN PROMOTION TEST SCORES BY' ~'CE AND SEX FOR SERGEANT AND DETECTIVE EXAMS 

(1971 - 1975) 

Houston lIoL·ston lIoustnn 
Civil Service Civil Service Civil Service 

Written Exam Score Written Exam Score Written Exam Score 

t 1 t1 t 1 
No. Mean 2.;.~. Value No. M,:!~ S.D. Value No. Mean S.D. Value 

-0.01_: 
. 

Whites 84 36.52 0.01 -2.19 
1971 

Whites 84 ~6.52 . 
1971 

~wles 92 36.04 7.97 
1971 Blacks 8 30.03 7.75 •• lIisfJanics 3 33.97 1.97 -0.55 Pemales 3 31. 36 10.60 -0.99 

J'l Whites 86 44.27 9.90 ~Ih i tes 06 -~ 9.98 -2.04 Males 96 43.65 In.l0 3 III 1972 B~ -0.97 1972 7' U.46 1972 -x 4 ~?34 7.94 Hispanics 36.10 .~ Females 1 - -~ .., l'lhi tes ~ 39.55 11.97 
-0.17 

Whites 159. 2~_ r-#!...~ Males 174 39.62 11:~ 1973 ~ 38.7'2 12.17 1973 ------ -0.13 1973 -1. 44 
lii 7 Hispanics 10 ~.2.L 11.99 Females 2 27.44 3.96 
d) Wllites 152 38.22 -0:60 -2.11 Whi.te~-:--- 152 30.22 O.GO -2.78 Males 176 37.)6' 0.64 
0' 1974 1974 

0·19_ 
1974 -0.55 H Blacks 15 33.41 6.16 •• Hispanics 15 3l.}7 •••• Felllaies 6 35.37 9.09 d) -

VI \-Ihi tes 200 41.64 9.46 -1. 67 ~Ihites 200 41. 64 9.46 Males 229 41. 52 9.20 
1975 Blacks 13 37.18 7.17 • 1975 Hispanics 43.51 7.73 " 0.77 1975 0 -16 Females - -

Whites 150 45.01 ~ -1. 99 Whites ]50 45.01 10.28 
1971 

14a1 (:s ]63 44.43 10.59 
0.93 1971 Blacks 9 37.77 15.01 •• 1971 Hispanics 8 43.61 ~. 

-0.38 Females 4 49.42 ~? IE 
!1~~ ruo .l?.:..s,Q. "~0.90 . -1.67 Whites 120 . 35: 56 -1. 79 

L-. 

!:!~!£~ .ll~ "35.14 III 1972 ~. 1972 
10.91 

-1. 05 x 1972 
\H,\d~s ~ :W.Ol 9.41 * UiSpdld.cs 3 24.24 1.96 • .!:'elOilles 4 29.33 11.2n ~ 

30,46 9:62 --- 1m-
d) Whites 152 

-1. 42 
11hi les 38.46 9.62 

1973 
Males 164 37.04 9.33 

0.9-1 > 1973 B1ilcks 0 33.53 0.79 1973 . 10 34.05 6.54 -1.43 6 41.51J 13.95 .... 
-6.8-4' 

___ .!H:;l~~~ 
'=2."'51 ~ 

_._.!':"ruales 

" 
----_._.;..=.... Tc;9 "35.60' 10:-0'3" 169 35.60 -io.'03 170 t-j4.76 '!J:li7-u ~lhiLes 1974 WI.llteu. 1974 Males 1. 55 d) :"974 3.54 1\* •• 9 31.05 4.91 •• 7 40.64 9.89 p Blacks 7 25.04 HlspanIcs Females 

Q) 
Whites 196 41. 63 9.74 -2.02 Whites 196 111..63 9.74 -2.88 Males 210 40.59 9.53 

Q.96" Q 1975 1975 1975 Blacks 10 32.03 7.02 •••• Hispanics 12 33.43 6.06 ** •• Females 8 45.69 14.98 

"---r1;liu";i y;'ITdcali'C(;'-o'c tho t value was basud on ollc-tailt.'d tests. 
2Standard deviations for the groups were significantly different at the .05 level; therefore, t test was based on the separate variance 
"Hl iUlolt,,!; t<ll' !I1l2 , ruther thilll lhe IlI/rlll ... l l'uo1ed-varJ.<lncu ustimi.lte. 

3 111l;utti<:i.ullt dulu to compute t valu!!. 
gitf,llific.;,jllc(! l.l.!v(JIHl df = t 

., I • C ,', 



I , 
I 
i 
t 
I : • 

I 

~.-

exam scores that has influenced the pro_motional opportun~ties 

for Blacks and Hispanics, but not for females. 

Performance Evaluations 

The final component of the total promotional score is the 

officer performance rating. All officers in the Houston 

Police Department usually are evaluated by their supervisors 

on a semi-annual basis. (Some officers may receive more than 

two evaluations if they are transferred or promoted.) The 

evaluation is conducted by supervisors completing a .11 Report 

of Employee Performance Rating" (Appendix P). This rating 

requires the supervisor to evaluate the job performance of an 

officer in terms of five separate factors. In turn, a weighted 

sum of the ratings on the factors is computed to obtain an 

overall proficiency rating. Typically, the final performance 

rating ranges from about 23.0 to 28.0. 

As specified by the Firemen's and Policemen's Civil Service 

(Article l269m, Vernon's Civil Statutes), each applicant for 

promotion "shall receive a credit of not to e~ceed thirty (30) 

points based on the aVl2!.':age of his semi-annual efficiency 

reports filed with the Commission from the effective date of 

this Act, but not to exceed the last two (2) sa~i-annual 

efficiency reports prior to the time of examination". 

Consequently, if there is adverse impact associated with the 

performance ratings it could influence promotional opportunities 

for members of a protected class. 
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The average performance evaluation scores, as well as standard 

deviations and t values, for officers competing for the Sergeant 

and Detective exams are reported in Table 31. Nhen comparing 

the mean performance ratings of Blacks relative to Whites, or 

females relative to males, there are no significant differences. 

However, there were two promotion situations in which Whites 

received higher ratings relative to Hispanics. In both cases, 

however, the number of Hispanics was small, and the statistical 

evidence is not sufficient to reject the hypothesis of no 

adverse impact. In fact, the trends throughout all. of the data 

would indicate that there is no adverse impact. 

Recognizing that the above analysis only applies to the 

performance ratings'of officers seeking promotion to Sergeant 

or Detective positions between 19·71 and 1975, a more definite 

test of the potential adverse impact in performance ratings 

for all officers was completed during the study. Specifically, 

the proficiency reports for all officers that have been on 

active duty (excluding the initial probationary period) with 

the Houston Police Department since 1960 were obtained from the 

City of Houston Civil Service Commission. The semi-annual 

total performance ratings were then coded by members of the 

research staff and keypunched onto EAM cards for statistical 

analyses. 

Since length of service usually is highly correlated with 

performance ratings, the analyses of the data provided for 
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'l'MILE 31 

COMI'I\HIBON Or' P'E:RFOIlM .. l\NCE: EVI\LUA'l'IONS B'{ IlACE: Mill sex 

(lY7l - 1975) 

11.1'.0. Performilnce 
I(.it ine; Scoru 

-- '-L'1'1;~' ,,;'I'.)lIj fic'u~I:!'e"';f til" L vnlue was bdsod 011 mle-La LIeu tostu. 

II.P.D. PtJrfurmunco 
lliltln9 SCUI:'O 

11.1'.0. Performance 
Hating Score 

2Stundard deviatiollll for the 9rol1~s were si\jllificc1l1tly different at thu .OS }evel/ therotoro, t Lost wall bason on tlw /Wi'arato varianctl 
cst.im.1I ;,s fur 111l~' r",th,n' I h'III llll! III)IIII..IL l,,)<,led-v,u ilUlUu eutlilldLtl. 
illlsuft j,;h'nt .Jato to COIII[lIlL" t vdlue. 
Siqllific:ance I .. weisl cif'" 1 

*1' ' • ()~) 
o.p'" .O;!S 

.0.[1 < .O} 
•••• p , .llll~ 
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examining the average performance ratings for each officer 

group on a year-by-year basis. These data are reported in 

Table 32 by race and Table 33 by sex. The data in each table 

indicate the number of current officers that have been on the 

Department's force for 1, 2, 3 ... up to 15 years. Also for 

each year of tenure, the average performance ratings and the 

standard deviations of the ratings are reported in the two 

tables. As clearly indicated by the data, as length of 

service increases, so do the average performance ratings of 

the officers regardless of their race or sex. Further, when 

examined on a year-by-year basis, there are no differences 

in the average performance ratings of Whites, Blacks or 

Hispanics. Further, there are no statistical differences in 
;. 

I 

.j 
1 

the performance ratings of male officers relative to female· 

officers. 

In conclusion, the above data indicate that there is no 

adverse impact associated with the performance ratings of 

police officers, and the Department does not discri.11il·_te in 

evaluating officer performance on the basi~ of race or sex. 
~ : 

Summary: 

The foregoing analyses of the promotional process have 

indicated that there is potentially adverse impact against 

ethnic minorities associated with the total promotion score 

(and thus position on an eligibility list) because of the 

f. 
differences in scores on the Houston Civil Service competitive 

1 
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TABLE 32 

AVERAGE PERFORMANCE RATINGS OF OFFICERS EMPLOYED SINCE 1960 

BY YEAR OF SERVICE AND RACE 

Whites Blacks ---- Hispanics 

Years of Average Standard Average Standard Average Standard 
Service Number Rating Deviation Number Rating Deviation Number Rating Deviation 

1 2,427 23.58 1.85 112 23.67 2.03 138 23.36 1.87 
2 2,846 24.95 1. 41 105 24.70 1.87 153 24.78 1. 35 
3 2,524 25.81 1.27 92 25.43 1. 38 127 25.71 1.39 
4 2,188 26.14 1.08 79 25.84 1.26 107 26.17 1.10 
5 1,774 26.30 1.10 64 25.84 1. 29 98 26.18 1.19 
6 1,343 26.38 1.03 50 25.88 1.67 75 26.19 1.27 
7 1,047 26.44 1. 03 34 26.35 0.93 51 26.52 1.04 
8 754 26.55 0.97 20 26.63 0.89 34 26.59 0.75 
9 555 26.57 0.98 10 26.35 0.47 23 26.85 0.68 

10 464 26.58 0~93 9 26.56 0.68 20 27.35 0.93 

~l 405 26.63 0.95 6 26.58 0.92 14 27.04 1.22 
12 252 26.75 0.93 5 2,7.20 1.10 7 27.43 0.79 
13 139 26.60 0.86 3 26.67 1.16 1 28.00 0.00 
14 82 26.78 0.91 3 26.33 0.58 0 0.00 0.00 
15 38 26.87 0.93 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 

; 
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TABLE 33 

AVERAGE PERFORMANCE RATINGS OF OFFICERS EMPLOYED SINCE 1960 

BY YEAR OF SERVICE AND SEX 

Males Females 

Years of Average Standard Average Standard 

Service Number Rating Deviation Number Rating Deviation 

1 2,555 23.52 1.84 122 24.49 1. 95 

2 3,001 24.90 1.42 103 25.76 1.22 

I 
3 2,672 25.77 1.28 71 26.54 1.11 

co 4 2,319 26.11 1. 09. 55 26.67 0.94 

IV 5 1,885 26.27 1.11 51 26.75 0.83 
I 

6 1,427 26.34 1.08 41 26.82 0.86 

7 1,105 26.43 1.03 27 26.87 0.99 

8 789 26.55 0.97 19 26.76 0.63 

9 571 26.57 0.97 17 26.79 0.75 

10 481 26.60 0.93 12 27.13 0.88 

11 417 26.63 0.96 8 27.44 0.90 

12 259 26.77 0.93 5 27.20 1.10 

13 141 26.60 0.86 2 27.00 1.41 

14 85 26.76 0.91 0 0.00 0.00 

15 38 26.87 0.93 0 0.00 0.00 
• 



written examination. However, there is clearly no adverse 

impact resulting from tenure, or the Houston Police Department's 

semi-annual officer performance evaluations. In fact, the 

performance ratings have been shown to have no adverse impact 

for aZZ officers in the Department, as well as for officers 

seeking promotion to Sergeant or Detective positions. 

The foregoing analyses, however, have not presented conclusive 

evidence as to the adverse impact associated with the promotional 

process. While'specific data has been analyzed for a specified 

time period, there are several variables that potentially 

could influence the results that were not accounted for in the 

analyses. Of specific concern is the number of officers in 

any given protected class group actually seeking promotion 

relative to those that are in the Department and eligible 

for promotion; and the number of officers seeking promotion 

relative to those officers obtaining a promotion. A final 

concern is the influence that job assignment might have on 

promotional opp~rtunity, i.e., are officers in one division 

more likely to receive a promotion than officers in another 

division? If so, this could lead to potential adverse impact, 

since the data discussed in Chapter 7 indicated that officers 

in the three protected classes have been assigned more frequently 

to certain divisions relative to job assignments for majority 

group member s •. 
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Promotional probabilitl 

In order to determine whether the proportion of promotions 

received by members of protected class groups differs from 

majority groups, the researchers calculated the expected number 

of promotions for each group. Data used for this analysis was 

obtained from the Tracking System data (see Chapter 7), which 

included information on officers hired since 1960 .. 

Superficially, it would be possible to determine the pro-

portions of the work force in the majority and in each protecte~ 

class and assume that fairness requires similar proportions 

or promotions. That is, if ten percent of the Department's 

work force is Black, then ten percent of all promotions should 

be given to Black officers. To make such an assumption about 

fairness is misleading, however, because of the effects of 

tenure on the promotional system. That is, the Firemen's and 

Policemen's Civil Service, Article l269m, requires that an 

officer must serve two years (after probation) before 

becoming eligible to qualify for ·the Sergeant or Detective 
, . 

position. (Similar two-year requirements exist for other, 

more senior promotional positions.) In addition, the prc-

motional process "weights" against short-tenure individuals 

by the ,assignment or tenure "points". Inasmuch as the 

Department has been strenuously recruiting protected class 

members over the past two years, it is to be expected that 

the average tenure of protected class members will be less 

-84- . 
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than majority class members. Consequently, many members of 

protected classes who comprise the total Department work force 

are not yet eligible for promotion. 

In Table 34 is given the probability of promotion to Sergeant 

or Detective by year of service, as obtained from actual 

Tracking System data for all officers who joined the Houston 

Police Department since 1960. By way of explaining the data 

in Table 34, the number .237 opposite year 10 means that of 

all officers who" have completed 10 years of service, 23.7 

percent have been promoted (not necessarily in year, but by 

year 10). This table includes data for all protected class 

and majority group officers. 

Table 35 also was constructed from the Tracking System data, 

so that the number of individuals who were in their first, 

second, third, up to sixteenth year of service was obtained 

for each group of officers. The number of individuals was 

then multiplied by the promotional probabilities as given by 

Table 34, to obtain the "expected" number of promotions. 

Thus, any group who~e members averaged higher tenure would be 

expected to receive a greater proportion of promotions. As 

Table 35 shows, Whites were expected to receive 93.53 percent 

of promotions, Blacks 2.50 percent and Hispanics 3.97 percent. 

Males were expected to receive 97.4 percent and females 2.55 

percent of all promotions. The data are summarized in Table 

36, in which the expected number of promotions are calculated 

L---!. _________________ .-...>L~ .. --- .. 
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TABLE 34 

PROBABILITY OF PROMOTION 

BY NUMBER OF YEARS OF SERVICE 

l' 
Years of Service Promotion probability 

1 0.000 

2 0.000 

3 0.000 

4 0.003 

5 0.013 

6 0.039 

7 0.075 

a 0.119 

9 0.173 

10 0.237 

11 0.306 

12 0.358 

13 0.452 

14 0.582 

15 0.635 

16 0.7~6 

Iprobability that an officer reaching this year of service will have 
been promot~d in that year or some earlier year. 
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TABLE 35 

TENURE BY RACE AND SEX FOR OFFICERS HIRED SINCE 1960 AND EXPECTED NUMBER PROMOTED TO SERGEANT 

I 
::0 
-..I 
I 

Whites Blacks Hispanics 

r-t r-t r-t 
UJ UJ UJ 

~ 
~ I=: I=: ro 0 ro 0 ro 0 0 <1J <1J -.-I <1J -.-I <1J -.-I 

U H .j.l .j.l ~l .j.l.j.l H .j.l .j.l 
UJ -.-I <1J U 0 <1J U 0 <1J U 0 H :> 

~ 
<1J S 

~ ~5 ~ 
<1J S 

I'd H PJ"O PJO 
<1J <1J ~ H ~ H ~ ~l :"00 Z rLll=4 Z rLll=4 Z rLll=4 

" 
1 140 0.000 18 0.000 13 0.000 
2 213 0.000 18 0.000 19 0.000 
3 116 0.000' 6 0.000 6 0.000 
4 161 0.483 6 0.018 12 0.036 
5 185 2.405 7 0.091 4 0.052 
6 157 6.123 3 0.117 8 0.312 
7 128 9.600 9 0.675 11 0.825 
8 106 12.614 5 0.595 6 0.714 
9 101 17.473 7 1.211 6 1.038 

10 42 9.954 0 0.000 1 0.237 
11 4 1. 224 0 0.000 0 0.000 
]2 112 40.096 0 0.000 5 1. 790 
13 59 26.668 1 0.452 5 2.260 
14 15 43.650 2 1.164 3 1. 746 
15 -~9 18.415 1 0.635 0 0.000 
16 33 23.628 1 0.716 0 0.000 

Total 1661 212.33 84 5.67 99 9.01 

Percentage 93.53% 2.50% 3.97% 
of Prom. 

INumber multiplied by promotion probability from Table 34. 

f.1a1es Females 

r-t 
UJ 
~ 

rg -~ 
H .j.l.j.l H 
<1J U 0 OJ 

§ <1J S 
~ PJO 

~ ~~ 
Z rLll=4 Z 

128 ' 0.000 43 
212 0.000 38 
127 0.000 1 
169 0.507 10 
194 2.522 2 
166 6.474 2 
140 10.500 8 
115 13.685 2 
112 19.376 2 

40 9.480 3 
4 1. 224 0 

"U5 41.170 2 
65 29.380 0 
76 44.232 4 
30 19.050 0 
33 23.628 1 

1726 221. 22 118 

97.45% 2.55% 

r-t 
Ul 
I=: ro 0 

<1J -.-I 
.j.l.j.l 
U 0 
<1J S 
PJO 
~ H 
rLll=4 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.030 
0.026 
0.078 
0.600 
0.238 
0.346 
0.711 
0.000 
0.716 
0.000 I 
2.328 
0.000 
0.716 

5.79 



rfABLE 36 

ACTUAL PRmlOTIONS BY RACE AND SEX AND EXPEC'rED PROMOTIONS 

FACTORED BY PERCENT OF WORK FORCE, AND BY PERCENT OF WORK FORCE 

AND OFFICER 'l'ENURE FOR OFFICERS HIHED SINCE 1960 

Whites Blacks Hispanics Males Females 

Total Force1 1661 84 99 1726 118 

Percent of Force 90.08% 4.56% 5.36% 93.60% 6.40% 

Percent of !i'orce by 
'l'(mure2 93.53% 2.50% . 3.97% 97.45% 2.55% 

'l'otal Promoted1 226 4 6 227 9 

Expected Promotions Based 
on Percent of Force 212.59 10.76 12.65 220.89 15.10 

Expected Promotions Based 
on Percent of l"orce 
Factored by Tenure 220.73 5.90 9.37 229.98 6.02 

lUircd l-iinco 19GOi Source: 'I'racking Systom data compi'led by research team. 
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first as a percentage of the work force, and then by percentage 

of force by tenure. Blacks actually received 4 of the 236 

promotions tabulated during this period. Since Blacks now 

represent 4.56 percent of the work force, if promoted pro

portionately to their correct numbers there would have been 

11 promotions for Black officers. However, there should 

have been only six Black officers promoted when the tenure of 

Black officers is taken into consideration. 

Similarly, six Hispanics have been promoted, whereas 13 would 

have been expected as a percentage of the current work force 

and nine when tenure is taken into account. Finally, 15 

female promotions would be expected as a percent,age of the 

current Department force, but o~ly six when tenure is considered. 

Actually, nine females have been promoted. 

From the above data it is concluded that members of protected 

classes are being promoted in reasonable accordance with, but 

not in completely equal proportion to, their representation 

in the Department when tenure is taken into consideration. 

Further, if the hiring and promotional practices of the past 

few years are maintained, there should be a significant increase 

in the number of Black, Hispanic and female promotions to 

Sergeant and Dete~tive positions as these officers gain longer 

tenure in the Department. 

The proportions of Sergeant and Detective promotions during 

1971 through 1975 were examined by comparing the number and 

,. 
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percent of protected class members who sought promotion to 

the number and percent actually promoted as shown in Table 

37. These data were compared for males and females, and for 

Whites, Blacks and Hispanics. According to these data, there 

was no adverse impact when compari~g the percentage of females 

seeking promotion versus the percentage of females promoted. 

It should be mentioned once again that because of the 

extremely small number of females that were seeking promotion, 

the application of a statistical test of significance <X 2 } is 

not completely appropriate. Therefore, the results are not 

totally conclusive. 

When comparing the data for Whites, Blacks and Hispanics, only 

for one promotion opportunity '(Detective position, 1975) was 

the number of minorities actually promoted significantly less 

than chance. An initial examination of the number of ethnic 

minority group members see~ing promotion versus the number 

promoted might indicate that overall there was adverse impact •. 

However, if each year is studied carefully, the data indicate 

.that Whites comprise about 90 percent of those seeking a 

promotion each year. Because only a small number of officer,s 

(about 10 to 20 percent) in each group actually were promoted, 

and because of the small number of minority officers seeking 

promotion, it would not be statistically significant in most 

instances if no ethnic minorities were promoted. In fact, 

the only ~ay to determine adequately if there is adverse impac: 

in the promotion process is for a larger number of minorities 
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TABLE 37 

cm1PARISON OF PROMOTION RATES 

FOR MAJORITY AND PROTECTED CLASS GROUP MEMBERS 

"- '- Tot. Males Females Whites 
X2 

# # % # % Value # % 
Total1 95 92 96.8, 3 3.2 84 88.4 

1971 Promoted 5 5 100.0 0 0.0 .808 5 100.0 
Total1 97 96 99.0 1 1.0 86 88.7 

+l 1972 Promoted 13 13 100.0 0 0.0 1.166 
~ 

Total1 176 174 98.9 2 1.1 ro 
QJ 1973 Promoted 44 44 100.0 0.0 01 0 0.0 
l-I 

'rotall 183 177 96.7 6 3.3 QJ 
CJl 1974 Promoted 21 .944 21 100.0 0 0.0 

13 100.0 
159 90.3 

41 93.2 
153 83.6 

21 100.0 
Tota11 229 229 100.0 0 0.0 200 87.3 

1975 Promoted 23 23 100.0 0 0.0 N/A 22 95.7 

Tota11 167 163 97.6 4 2.4 150 89.8 
1971 Promoted 20 19 95.0 1 5.0 .001 19 95.0 

Total1 129 125 96.9 4 3.1 120 93.0 
QJ 1972 Promoted 18 17 94.4 1 5.6 .007 
:> 

'l'otal1 96.5 "M 170 164 6 3.5 
+l 1973 .172 0 Promoted 24 23 95.8 1 4.2 
QJ 

Total1 +J 185 178 96.2 7 3.8 
QJ 1974 91.2' 1. 458 A Promoted 34 31 3 8.8 

18 100.0 
152 89.4 

23 95.8 
169 91.4 

33 97.1 
Total..\. 218 210 96.3 8 3.7 196 89.9 

1975 Promoted 52 48 92.3 4 7.7 1.810 52 100.0 

ITotal number of officers seeking promotion. 
*Significance level, df = 2, P < .02 

,-,-----.--,,--------------'"~ . 'I! 

Blacks 

# % 

8 8.4 
0 0.0 
4 4.1 
0 0.0 
7 4.0 
2 4.5 

15 8.2 
0 0.0 

13 5.7 
0 0.0 

9 5.4 
1 5.0 
6 4.7 
0 0.0 
8 4.7 
1 4.2 
7 3.8 
0 0.0 

10 4.6 
0 0.0 

Hispanics 

# % 

3 3.2 
0 0.0 
7 7.2 
0 0.0 

10 5.7 
1 2.3 

15 8.2 
0 0.0 

16 7.0 
1 4.3 

0 4.8 
0 0.0 
3 2.3 
0 0.0 

10 5.9 
0 0.0 
9 4.9 
1 2.9 

12 5.5 
0 0.0 

X2 
Value 

.691 

1.920 

1. 300 

4.838 

1. 909 

1.163 

1.569 

1. 790 

2.042 

7.665* 
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to seek promotions and then study the results. 

Job Assignment Influence on Promotional OpEortunit~ 

The last analysis completed examined the impact of officer 

job assignment on promotional opportunity. That iS t are 

officers promoted more often from one job assignment area 

than from another? To answer this question, the researchers 

examined the Tracking. System data for all officers hired 

since 1960 who had been promoted to determine what job these 

officers held at the time of their promotion. 

As shown in Table 38, officers were promoted at differential 

rates from different job categories (x 2 > 50, p< .01) whereas, 

of all yearly assignments, 52 percent had been in Patrol, 

only 43 percent of the promoted officers had been in the Patrol 

Division. Similarly, 28 percent of all assignments had 

been in the Traffic Division, but only 21 percent of the 

promoted officers had come from Traffic. The large contribu

tions to the significant Chi-Square test were a function of the 

promotions from the Special Investigations, Juvenile and Staff 

Services areas. In.these areas, the proportions of officers 

promoted were substantially larger than the percentages of 

officers assigned to these areas. It is reasoned that the 

nature of the job duties in these assignment areas might 

provide officers additional opportunity and knowledge that 

would be 'beneficial to their performance on competitive . 

examinations. For example, police officers serving on the 
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TABLE 38 

OFFICERS SERVING IN VARIOUS JOB ASSIGNMENT CATEGORIES SINCE 1960 

AND PROMOTIONS FROM VARIOUS JOB ASSIGNMENTS TO SERGEANT AND DETECTIVE 

Total Number Officers Promoted 
Number Percent Percent 

Job Assi2nment Category Serving ~ergeant Detective Total Serving Promoted 

Patrol 4308 46 57 103 51.9 43.1 

Traffic 2252 25 26 51 27.1 21.3 

I 
1.0 
w 

Special Investigations 431 9 13 22 5.2 9.2 , 
Juvenile 387 6 16 22 4.7 9.2 

Staff Services/Administrative 258 16 14 30 3.1 12.6 

Special Service 661 5 6 11 8.0 4.6 

Total 8297 107 132 239 
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Special Investigations and Juvenile assignment areas probably 

obtain "on-the-job" knowledge about investigative procedures 

that would be included in questions on the Detective competitive 

exam. Similarly, police officers in various staff-oriented 

job assignments are likely to gain "on-the-job" knowledge 

about certain administrative matters that are asked about on 

the Sergeant competitive exam. Additionally, it is likely 

that extended work shifts and duty hours are more "routine" 

in certain of these ar'eas, thus giving officers the opportunity 

to develop better "study schedules" in preparing for the 

competitive exams. 

It is noted that the job assignment areas with the greatest 

proportion of promotions are ,exactly the same areas to which 

Blacks, Hispanics and females have been assigned at dispro-

portionate rates (i.e., more members of protected classes 

relative to majority groups - see Chapter 7). Thus, while the 

promotional opportunities seem to favor officers in certain 

job assignments, this finding would not have an adverse impact 

on members of a protected class. Instead, job assignments 

would provide an advantage to protected class members according 

to the past history of promotions in the Department. 

Conclusions 

According to the results of the preceding adverse impact 

analyses of the promotional process, it is concluded that 

there is no adverse impact for females in the promotional 

-94-



system. The results are inconclusive, however, with respect 

to adverse impact for Blacks and Hispanics. Generally, 

members of these ethnic minority groups have been promoted 

at a rate that would be expected, given the tenure of these 

officers and the numbers of officers seeking promotion. 

Further, it is clear that the average performance evaluations 

for these officers is equal to that of White officers. Also, 

Black and Hispanic officers are more frequently assigned to 

jobs which historically have been advantageous to those seeking 

promotion. On the other hand, Black and Hispanic officers tend 

to score lower on the Houston Civil Service written competitive 

exams, and thus receive lower total promotion scores relative 

to Whites. Accordingly, officers in the ethnic protected 

classes have received lower positions on promotional lists. 
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CHAPTER 9 

SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACT ANALYSES 

This volume of the report has analyzed the recruiting, 

selection, training, job assignment and promotion processes 

of the Houston Police Department for evidence of adverse 

impact. A brief summary of the results of these analyses is 

given below. 

Currently, the Department's total commissioned work force is 

under-represented by employees in three protected class 

groups - Blacks, Hispanics and females - relative ,to the 

composition of the full-time labor force in the Department's 

recruiting area. However, since August 1975 the Department 

has recruited and selected for Academy training numbers of 

ethnic minority group members proportionate to, or greater 

than, their representation in the recruiting area labor force. 

Females, however, are not seeking commissioned positions or 

being selected in proportion to their representation in the 

labor force. 

A comprehensive and detailed analysis was completed to identify 

any sources of adverse impact associated with the various 

factors that influence the selection-rejection decision in 

selecting applicants for Academy training. A summary of the 

results of these analyses completed for each of the three 

selection stages is presented in Table 39. Overall, 10 of 

37 specific factors considered in the selection of applicants 
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TABLE 39 

SU~~RY OF ADVERSE IMPACT ANALYSES 

OF APPLICANT SELECTION FACTORS BY STAGE 

Stage I - Physical Characteristics 

Houston Civil Service Vision Test 
Height 
Weight 

Stage I - Personal/Behavioral Characteristics 

Driver's License Requirement 
Separation from Spouse 
Credit History 

Stage II - Physical Characteristics 

Physical Agility Test - Overall 
Event 1 (Run) 
Event 2 (Run and Climb) 
Event 3 (Drag) 
Event 4 (Jump) 
Event 5 (Pull Up) 

stage III - Personal/Behavioral Characteristics 

Committed Immoral Offense(s) 
Family Instability 
Predicted Unsatisfactory Academy 
Performance 

Adverse Impact for 
Protected Class (es) 

Females 
Females; Hispanics 
Black Females; Hispanics 

Females; Blacks 
Females; Blacks 
Blacks 

Females; 
Females 
Females 
Females 
Females 
None 

Females 
Females 

Hispanics 

Hispanics 
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for Academy appointment have had adverse impact for one or 

more protected class group. 

An analysis of the Academy training indicated that the gradua-

tion rates are significantly lower for Blacks relative to 

Whites and for females relative to males. Further analyses 

indicated that Blacks have a lower graduation rate because of 

academic failures, while females resign for personal reasons 

more frequently than males, thus resulting in a lower female 

graduation rate. 

Completion of the six-month probationary training period was 

almost 100 percent for all groups, and there was no adverse 

impact associated with this final phase of the selection 

process. 

Analyses of the job assignments given to police officers 

indicated certain differential rates of assignments for 

protected class groups. For example, ethnic minorities were 

more frequently assigned to areas such as Recruiting and 

Narcotics. Such ~ssignments seemed to be appropriate relative 

to the Department's needs for minority recruiting and special 

forms of criminal investigation. Female officers have been 

assigned more frequently to jobs in t.he Juvenile and Staff 

Services Divisions, indicating some differential placement 

relative to males. 

The last set of adverse impact analyses examined the promotional 
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process within the Department. From these analyses it was 

concluded that there is no adverse impact for females in the 
, . 

promotional system. The results are inconclusive, however, for 

Blacks and Hispanics. Generally, ethnic minorities have been 

promoted at rates that would be expecte~, given the tenure of 

these officers and the numbers of officers seeking promotion. 

Further, Black and Hispanic officers have been assigned more 

frequently than White officers to jobs which historically have 

been advantageous to those seeking promotion. Finally, it was 

found that there is no adverse impact associated with the 

Department's performance evaluation process which influences 

promotional opportunity. On the other hand, Black and 

Hispanic officers on the average score lower than Whites on 

the Houston Civil Service written exams, and thus have received 

lower positions on promotional lists. 

Since certain of the analyses summarized above indicated 

adverse impact for components of the selection, training and 

promotion processes for commissioned positions within the 

'Houston Police Department, appropriate job-relatedness and 

validation studies have been completed as part of the overall 

research project. Accordingly, a comprehensive job analysis 

study is presented in Volume IV, while validity studies related 

to the selection process are reported in Volumes VI and VIIi 

an evaluation and validation of the Academy 'is presented, in 

Volume VIII, and a validity study of the promotion process is 

reported in Volume IX. 
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APPENDIX A 

HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 

STRENGTH REPORT BY RACE AND SEX 

SEPTEMBER 12, 1975 
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HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT COMMISSIONED PERSONNEL 

EFE'ECTIVE DATE SEPTEMBER 12, 1975 

White Hispanic Black Oriental 

Male Fem. Male Fern. Male Fern. Male Fern. 

Police Officer, Probationary 49 20 5 3 6 4 0 0 
Police Officer 1560 71 93 10 69 16 1 0 
Sergeant 187 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 
Detective 255 11 7 0 0 0 0 0 
Lieutenant of Police 66 0 7 0 2 0 0 0 
Captain of Police 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Deputy Chief 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fingerprint Classifier I 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Police Pilotoyrapher 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Fingerprint Classifier II 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Sup~rvisor of Photography '1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Latent Fingerprint Examiner 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Firearllls Examiner 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Identification Officer Supervisor 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Assistant Superintendent - Identification Bureau 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Assistant Chemist-Toxicologist 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
superintundent, Identification Bureau 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Chemist-'foxicolog is t 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Probdtioll...tl"Y H...tdio Operdtor I 2 0 () 0 0 0 0 0 
Radio Operator I 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Huuio Opel."dtol· II 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Radio Operat.or III 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Assistant Supervising Technician (nadio) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Supervising Technician, Radio 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Chief of Police 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Totals 2208 105 119 13 79 20 1 0 



APPENDIX B 

COMPOSITION OF APPLICANTS 

APPROVED FOR ACADEMY CLASSES 72 THROUGH 76 





.:.... .. ~- .. --:_ ...... ,... ........ -....... _ .............. .-~- -~ ... , .... ~--.--- .. ~-.. """'- -... -... ,-...... -~.-..:---.- .. .:.~::..:.:~----... '.:.. .. - , '. "_I .-\ .• ,~... • ......... ,. ··~'.G .. krt t' , t r r ' 

COMPOSITION OF APPLICANTS APPROVED FOR ACADEMY CLASSES 72 THROUGH 76 

Applicants Approved for Academy Classes 

Classification 72 73 74 75 76 

White 48 33 62 60 36 

Bla"ck 1 7 9 10 25 

Hispanic 7 4 7 5 16 

Male 55 44 77 71 74 

Female 1 0 1 4 3 

Total 56 44 78 75 77 
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APPENDIX C 

APPLICATION FOR EMPLOYMENT 

WITH THE CITY OF HOUSTON 
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APPLICATION 
FOR EMPLOYMENT WITH THE CITY OF HOUSTON 

t'\LSI-: STA'fI-;~fRNT kno,'.·ill).;ly mntlt' in th" Illlplirntirm i~ Koocl ("nu~C' tor d"l1yinlo!' J'h:ht to tuk(· ('~ntninnliul\ nr ft'mll\'I\) (rom ('lhdhlt, rt'~i~h~I' or t1i:h'hnrR"t' 
"t/"I" prllbntiun. All Z"lntt'mCnlS n.rp \'('I'iri('d. so 11", nrrllrn\t·, Br tHI1'£" Yoll know whul tht' chllh''; nntl I','cluir<'nwnt.", 8rt' (~lr th,' l,,'~ith'n (,11' whh·h y,\tl nr,' 
. jl'ati"I1-

-ina) pnp"r,g, l\PI)lkRtion~. ('xnminRtion llftJlrrl4 Rnft qU~)4tiom'. ('('rtifirl\h'~ nn,l uth,·t, l'nl"'I'~ 1'1'rtlLillin~ ttl till' al'1,1kRth'1\ RIl,1 ,\\t\mil\nti"l\ ttl'" tIll' 
/"'111' Ctlmmj~)4ion nnt! will h" (ilrlt in lh{O ocr,,·(· of the COn1mi~~j()n nnd k"Jlt lIut h'~)4 thnn ,'lIl' )"'Hl': t,':(I"'l'lil'll:& 1"1'1' tht' ,o'(l\tnh'"til'il \lutlt"" ,'f tl1\\"'" ("iUn.: 

" II will bo d""l"oye<l after .ixly tlnys. 

,-
Tille of )lOsition 1'0\1 nrc npplying (ur: 

-- First Name Middlt' Nim;e----r 1. , 

\ !l1;r:'l~ 2. 

: ~\,Idr~~!t 3. 
• 

hi 
~k\'. Y"U Ih'ed in the City of Moti.ton? Will YCIU arrept temporary work? U 

« 
D. 

liD 0 Home Owner 0 R"nter 0 0 
I/) Naturalized 

Phone No. Married Color of ey"" I/) 

'::rth -- J: or 
Single 0 I-

·.rt· Neighbor's Phone Z 

0 -• -:tit." ..r the U. S. A. Widowed Color of haIr hi 
,·."alized, YOU must present your naturalization papers) Age Weigh' !: 

. ~'I ... ndents and their ages: Di\'oroed 0 0: 

Heigh :: 
I-

l 

0 0 Are you a member or the Com- O 
Sex Male Female munist Party 1 Z 

I -
Yes 0 

0 
Social Security No, No 0 0 

· , "'or been employed by the City of Houston 1£ so, what department? 

! ',Id Approximate date of termination 

I· .t name did you appear on the payroll? 

I s member of the municipal pension system Did you receive a refun 

! ~ Refund S 

! .. list below any relatives, including those by marriage, in the employ of the City: 
j 

· Xame or Relative Relatiunshitl Department Position , 

i 
\ 

-, 'IS phy.ical defects. Have you had any recent 
)·ou ha"e? serious illness? If so, what? 

I -'01" From To Did You 
1 __ · ____ -________ ~N~a~m~e~n~n~d~Lo~c~a~t~io~n~o~r~s~ch~oo~I~ __________________ -1 ____ Y~e:a~r ____ +_--~y~e~a~r----_+--~G~r~a~d~u~a~t~e~?----t_--________ ~C~o~u~~~cs~-~T~a~k=e~n~ ________ _ 

I ·~~~I ____________________________________ +_~----+_------~--------_+~------------------

I, '_~,.I ______________________________ ~----~------~------_+~~~------------
:"ore or 
,:~ho"l 

Major: 
Minor: 

____ :~·i~<~~S~c~h~o~ol~ ____________________ , ________________________ _l __________ _l __________ -l ______________ -L ______________________________ __ 

, Sll~("in1izntion 

:. nnr a<ldiU,,"al education or eXllet'ience )'OU hn"" had which Qualifies you (or the position for which you are applying:' ____________ -:-___ _ 

-." n ,-nll<l Tcxas dr;"er. Iken.e? Type: Operators 0 Commercial 0 Chauffeur 0 --- MILITARY SERVICE 
IArmy. N .... y. Mal'ine., National Guard, Militnry Camp, etc.) 

ATe you ,now a mcmber of any military Or naval organization 1 _______ _ 

- ,·,r Oate enli.ted or <ailed - ____________ to a<ti .. e service' _________ _ Ir80. what?' _________________________________ __ 

j , 

Rank .. ~·-,-__________ ~Alt8ined,:: ___________ _ 

! di~l·hnl'g'ee-__.,------------------------- Do you draw disllbility pay 7' ______________________ _ 

. \ ut decorations received: If 80. what percent? 

I 
I 
I 



~"fl ('"1,rnJllf'tr fnrnrmnUnn regarding your experience. 
~:",. Y"" w"rk~d ant! wh .. t have you done during the past 10 years 1 If you have not worked (or mort' than two P<'rsons during thi$ time, show t'mplllY
. t,.n }'l·i'r~. 

UILL,.. fir Service I Employed by 
Re .... "n (or - Date or ""tal I Name Addrrss Wages Occupation Leaving 

~t i r...caving Yonr. i , 
-
- , 

-
\. 

Name 
REFERENCES 

Addre/IIJ Bu.-Incas or Occupation 

.. mt address for the past five years; give l~ngth o( time at each location: 

Have you ever been arrested f'or an orfense (otber than traC!ic) Bince you were 

Father's Full Name 
Beventcen years of age 1r _____ _ Wben?r _______________________ __ 

Mother's Full Name Cbarge (B): _________________ ~ ______________________________ __ 

Full Name oC Husband cr Wife Where1' ____________________________________ ~ ________________ _ 

If husbnnd or wife is eml'loycd. ttate where 
Have you ever been convicted oC an oUense (other than traUic) Blnce you were 

children :: ___________________________ _ seventeen years of age1 _____ __ When7r _____ ~----------

.mer!:eno)!. notify: 
Charge (s): _______________________ ~ ________________________ __ 

Where 1' ___________________________________________________ _ 

Phone What dispo.ition was made? 

~~I ~k your I'remmt employer tor reference, would it jeopardize your position 1' ______________ _ 

U:$ENT AND WARRANT the 3n"""rs I have made to each and all oC th. Corel(oing Questions are full and true to the best ot my knowledge and belief. 
't·RTHEH. in ord",' thnt the o((icial. of the City of Houston may be fully informed as to ml' 'Personal character and Qualifications for employ
~ .. r tu enrh of rny (tlrml~r cmplo~'er~ and to any other l~rsun who may have information concerning me. agreeing, 85 this information is furnished 
~'" reque.t and for my benefit. to holll ouch persons harmless and I do hereby release them from any and all liability for damage of whatsoever nature 
t.f rurni~hi.'1! such iaflJrmation. . 

DRtee __________________________________________ _ 

( "",>li<nnt 

.nrfidar)' ________________________ --Relationshlp ______________________________ __ 

,-. ("umnlent~: 

I.S: 
!"'h-d on 

tlON HECOHD 
" 'ultninh,tt'rt"d 

D"\I .. rtm~nt 

DO NOT FILL IN BELOW THIS LINE 

Date 

Scor. QualifIed 

.. _----------------.-----

DIalJ<)Sitlon 

Data 
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I 
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APPENDIX D 

REQUIREMENTS FOR APPLICANTS 

FOR CLASSIFIED POSITIONS 

.IN THE HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 

...• 
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""'~------r""--

HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Requirements for Applicants for Classified 
Positions in the Houston Police Department 

!lEIGHT AND WEIGHT: Applicant (male and female) must meet the minimum 
height requirement of 5'6" with weight being in proportion to height. 

AGE: Applicant must have reached his/her 19th birthday prior to making 
:li)plication at the Civil Service Department; and must not have reached 
his/her 36th birthday before receiving the Oath of Office. 

PHYSICAL AGILITY TEST: Applicant must pass all phases of a physical 
agility test before a background investigation is conducted. 

~ Applicant must have earned all high school credits required to graduate 
~ from an accredited high school; or have a Texas Certificate of High 
I· ti School Equivalency from the Texas Education Agency. 
rt t Applicant must be a citizen of the United States of America. 
n 
;. Applicant must have a valid Texas Driver's license. 

Applicant's driving record must reflect a history of prudence and 
~aturity in operating motor vehicles. Applicant must not have re
ceived more than two moving traffic law citations within a twelve 
month period immediately prior to making application. 

Applicant must not have been convicted of a felony offense, driving 
while intoxicated or of any crime involving moral turpitude. 

If a veteran, applicant must not have been convicted in any court 
nartial higher than a Summary. 

If a veteran, applicant must have a~ Honoraole Discharge, free from 
any conditions. 

If Honorable Discharge was received for medical reasons, or before 
tour of duty was fuliilled; or if applicant is receiving disability 
compr:msation; or if applicant was rejected from military service for 
~edical reasons, applicant must furnish Civil Service with specific 
reasons for discharge or disabi:ity. 

Applicant must not have had any seriou~ illresses or injuries. The 
following may be disqualifying, but must be considered: 

a. Stomach ulcers 1. Hayfever 
b. Convulsions j. Chronic malaria 
c. Diabetes k. Rheumatic fever 
d. Tuberculosis l. Polio 
e. Migraine headaches m. Arthritis 
f. Recurrent jaundice n. Heart trouble 
g. Pernicious anemia o. Asthma 
h. Syphilis 



I 

-- - ------~-------------------------

. .. _.--....".. 

13. Applicant must be free of physical defects and deformities. 

14. Applicant's background must reflect family and employment stabilit~ 

15. Applicant must be temperamentally and emotionally stable. 

16. There must not be any evidence of any emotional disturbances or 
psychotic or neurotic tendencies. 

17. Applicant must not be delinquent in any just financial obligations. 

18. The applicant's character and reputation must be of the highest orc 
as established by the background investigation and must not be of ~ 
a nature as to cast a question on his future actions. 

19. Vision must be correctable to 20/20 with glasses or contact lenses; 
vision must not be over 20/100 uncorrected in either eye. 

20. The only residence requirement that exists is that you must reside 
within a 500-mile radius of Houston for a sufficient period of time 
to enable this Department to conduct a valid background investigati 

.-

Form No. RECR-0011 
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HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 

PHYSICAL AGILITY TEST FORM 
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:~1\lE 
-----------~IP~\S~T~-----------------------=r~rn=~~T~------------~!1D~=D=LC=r~-----------

fCCWL SECUnITY i:U;BER ___________ ~D1'.TE OF BIP,'iJ!. ________ _ 

! l:r:IGHT ___ l'JI::ICHT ___ D:cSCPJFTIOn __ ....;l.1.GE __ ~'I'mU DIUVFP. LIC. ~~ ___ ~ ____ _ 
'I 
~ 

1. Jtlr.1P a distance 
ef 6 ft. (stand
ing bread j uI'ap) • 

1. ::run 20 ft. I then 
c1:ir.ib G ft. \';all 
\OJi thin 0 sec. 

3. Pull up to' eft. 
high l::ar held 
fer 10 secends. 

I:. Drag a 'Height 
of 150 pounc1s 
30 ft. It-!ithin 
7 seconds. 

~. nun 150 yards 
\vithin 60 sec. 

(CHECK am) 
PJ'lBS FtlL 

:-hIU.1f.'..'C H4 AI:JY o:~;;:: OF '.Il-iE IPfJv'E 'II's'lS i 1'!LL ;'2SL"If~ 'n: YOt.iR DISCGFLITIC'l\'IICX,:r~ Ea";
:i:J:TI, YOU j:'!Z\Y PEPI'AT ';irs T:!':::S'I' :1:CH \T.T2~. 

;'CTI::: '2'lle \'1Or}~ saruple test is qivc:n c,t the ro1ice J'ecruit;!}'] Office j'on-
day threugh rriGay at 0: 30 l. i -" ant'. 3.00 P. L It is alSo. siven on 
Gaturday at 10: 00 1,. r'. ::nu v,d.ll ne-sd to' brinq a pair of ter ... l1.is shoes 
and S'YITl clO.'b~es for the tr.!st. : (:, a~)roi]Tt:r.-:e...l1t is necessary;hcwevEr, 
please l:c en ti.rne as the t.-:;st \',rill start pr<?I',1..tly at the given tir;es. 
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~;,,~.;.I.~Rtt.~""'4~"4'lk'R?i~...........--.. __ "~~ .. .. • ... ,~'"lft.;'!ba, "1", •. _3' ..... ;..0., I'tid"L.Ur1at~ . ~m '--... ,--=~.. I ··-~""'Io 

TIIE STATE OF TE}{AS 

COtJI:m OF H1JWIS 

)':I.sSL~T'I'ION OF mSKS 
and 

CO\'El W''lT l'1OT 'IO SUE 

':!hat I, the Undersigned:.... .. ...;.~. ";....-_.-.....,-=-________________ for and 

in consideration of 1:eing extended the opportunity' of undergoing t,,,-ork sar.-ple 

·testing for the purpose of establishing rrY sui t?bili ty for the r.osi tion of rclice 

Cadet '·7.~:th the Houston Police r:epartrnent, on .the ____ day of ________ , 

19 , have prior to said date ·l'sS1..1l7\ed &.d hereby do l'..ssume ]Ill risks of injury 

to ITW person arising cut of orLi. any \\!ay incident :to the above rrentionec1 \'.~rk 

saTI\)le tests; that each part of tile sar.~le test D9~ ~~ Gescribed and explained 
....... 

to me and I understand clearlx \-mat I 'f.,D.ll be called uI?On to do, and ,·,ith this kna'!

ledge I assume ,dmtever risk. such test or tests ITay entail to or accrue to 'fWj 

person; and That I; the undersigned, for the a1:::ove rrcntioned consider~tioo have 

Cqvenantec1 and here.~ c.o covenant r7ever to Sue or bring any legal or equitable 

action in any court \\7hatsoever against· the City at: .Eouston or any officer or 

employee of the City of Houston for any such injury. 
-. 

Drecuted this_· ________ ~.~~ay Of.~----------______ ------------------19 

'- .... (SIGJ]\..'1:UPE) 
~. . ... 

Hitnesses: 



APPENDIX F 

HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 

ADDITIONAL INFOR!1ATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
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,.:r neturned: _______ _ 

;f:ht: Weight : __ _ 

I :icer : ________ _ 

:erview Date : _____ _ 

,; & Time: ________ _ 

. --------------------------~ 

POLICE DEPARTMENT 

CITY OF HOUSTON 

ADDITIONAL INFOmlATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

This form is to be completed and returned, 
in person, to the Houston Police Department 
Recruiting Office . 

:5 IS HOT AN EXA~IINATION. If this application is considered favorably, 
.- you will be notified when and where to appear for further pro

cessing. 

,7E: Study: each guestion careful"ly:. Answer fully. Follow directions 
exactly. If not satisfactorily filled out, this questionnaire 
may be rejected on the grounds of being incomplete or the appli
cant's inability to follow directions. 

Use ink and print neatly and legibly. This application must be 
completed £l the applicant and must not be typed. If you find 
the space provided for any question to be insufficient, attach 
an additional sheet of paper (8-1/2" x 11"); give the answer on 
this attached sheet the same number as that given the question 
being answered. 

~n __________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Position Applying for Social Security Number 

NAME: Last First Middle Race Sex 

~Iaiden and/or any other names you have used: 

Present Street Address Apartment No. City State Zip Code 

Residence Telephone number Neighbor/Relative's Name and Telephone 

BUsiness Tel p pl10ne Nut,1ber Business Hours Days Off 

Age Location of Birth Date of Birth 

Driver's Licens~: 
~S~t-a~t-e----------~L~i-c-e-n-s-e~N~o-.----~T~y-p-e------~E~x-p-i~r-a-t-l~'o-n~D-a~t-e------

Are you an American citizen? Naturalized or by Birth? 

f 
I 
! 

I 

f 
~ 
1 
I 

.! 

j. 
'. 

r 



?ul1 Name or' Father: 

Tome Address of r-atFier: City 

I'resent Employment of Father: Address Phone 

~'atlier Deceased'; ~f so, lis~ da~e and cause 

:~ull Name of i,:io vher \ j_nclude i·laiden ::l:d others) 

:·jome Address I:):' !':otner: City ctRte 

?resent ~ploymen lJ of ~·~o~her: Address Phone 

:·iother Dec eased? If 30, lis~ aate and cause 

?ull Name of Sve:;'I~ather (if any): 

;lome Address O~· ,~~epi'avher: 

?resent ~plo~~en~ of Stepfather: Address rhone 

;:ull Name of .:::ite'Dr..o ... ;-:er : if any): 
~Include Maiden nam9 and/or any other names used) 

.:ome Address of 3tepnother: 8ity 3tai-e 

-:::;--: resent Err.plo;yment of Stepmother: Ad.dress Phone 

~~e You: Married Single ScnD~rated 

SPOU29: 
- I &nQ/ or e.n-.- used) 

J..cidre.ss .t'hone 

1te of Present J·;&.rriage: 

: . 
II 

Age DOB 

Phone Number 

Position Held 

DOB 

'::l1one Number 

Position Held 

Age nOB 

Phone Number 

Position Held 

Age DOB 

Phone !~umber 

Position Held 

Divorced 

DOB 

Position .Held 

.......... 

r r 
I 
t 
! 
{ 
I 
I 

t , 



j,ist all Children by Present Marriage: 

Full Name Age Dote of Birth 

Full Name Age Date of Birth 

Full Ha.rne Date of B~rth 

J. 
Full Na.me Age Date of Birth 

If separated but not divorced, where are children (if allY)? 

:::ornplete the following information regarding ex-spouse (if any): 

a. 
Full present name: Last Kn01'm Address DOB 
(Include Maiden name and/or any other names used) 

Phone 

Date of jvla.rriage: Date of Divorce: 

b. 
Full present name: Last Knoilffi Address DOB Phone 
(Include Maid,en name and/or any other names used) 

~ate of Marriage: Date of Divorce: 

Do you have any children by a previous marriage? 
If so, are they living with you full-time? Part-time? __________ _ 
If part-time, are they living with their m-o't'h-e-ro;::'"?-_-_-___________ _ 
:iother's name and address: -------------------------------------------------
Are you legally required to pay child support? ____ ~~~----~~----------
If so, how much per month? Are you delinquent? ______ _ 
?hrough what agency do you make these fi~yments? __________________________ _ 

List all Children by Previous Marria[8s: 
(If these children a.re adopted, indicate this) 

., .,. 
! Full Name Age Da-ce of Birth i 
I , 

b. 
I 

1 Full Name Age Date of Birth 

,... ! 
'-. 'r 

Full Name Age Date of Birth ! , , 
d. 

Full Name Age Date of Birth 

, }E III 



:..iFt all relatives employed by the Houston 

3. 
.t"ull i~ame Relationsnip 

b. 
Full !'jame Relationship 

1ist all current financial obligations: 

CREDITOR TOTAL DEBT 

Police or Fire Departments: 

Department Division 

Department Division 

AMOUNT 
PER MONTH 

ARE YOU 
DELINQUENT? 

jave you ever had a serious illness or injury, including pregnancy, etc., 
:':hich required hospitalization, treatment in the emergency room of a h08-
pi te.l, or other trea.tm~nt by a physician? If so, complete 
the following: 



:rospi tal, (2) 
:continued) Name Address Phone 
\ 

(3) 
Name Address Phone 

(4) 
Name Address Phone 

:lsve Y'ou ever been placed under observation by a physician for a physical 
or mental condition/disorder? If so, explain: 

:lame of Family Physician Address Phone 

:la.ve you ever served in the Army, Navy, Marir:e Corps, Air Force, R.O.T.C.· 
or other military or semi-military organization? 

. ~ , ~ ... 
Organization Enlistment Date Discharge Date Rank 

: b. 
Organization Enlistment Date Discharge Date Rank 

?resent Draft Classification Has it been changed? When? 

I~~~~~--------~--~---j?revious Draft Classification Reason for change 

! :ist all 
~rothers 

I , ~ ; 04. 

brothers and sisters (include half-brothers, half-sisters, step-. 
and stepsisters, etc., and indicate exact relationship): 

Full Name Date of Birth 

I· . :l. 

Date of Birth 
, 

Full Name I 

I ~. 
Full Name Date of Birth 

I; 
" 

Full ·Name Date of Birth 

~. 

Full Name bate of Birth 

.' .. 
Full Name Date of Birth 

}!~ V 

I 
{' 

! . 
l 
r 

~ 
t 
l 

1" , 
; 
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~ist all tra.ffic citations (do not include parking tickets), whether you 
~cre convicted or not: 

:harge City and State Convicted or Dismissed Date 

.;-harge City and State Convicted or Dismissed Date 

:harge City and State Convicted-or Dismissed Date 

,~l1arge City and State Convicted or Dismissed Date 

,'l1arge City and State Convicted or Dismissed Date 
( 

.'harge City and Ste.te Convicted or Di'smissed Date 

~ist all arrests, whether you were actually charged or not (including all 
juvenile arres ts ) : 

i ~harge City and State Convicted or Dismissed Date 

n ,. 
t :harge City and Sta.te Convicted or Dismissed Date 
~ 
~ 

~harge City and State Convicted or Dismissed Date 

:harge City and State Convicted or Dismissed Date 

~ .narge City and state Convicted or Dismissed Date 

:harge City and State Convicted or Dismissed Date 

::0 you own, or are you presently buying, an automobile? 
.~ 

so, complete the following: . .:. 

.. 
Make Model License Plate Number Co~or 

'., .. 
Make Model License Plate Number Color 



NAME OF SCHOOL 

Senior High School 

College/University 

Other Schools 

CORRECT ADDRESS OF SCHOOL 
(include City, State and Zip Code) 

DATES ATTENDED 
From To 
Year Year 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

DID YOU 
GRADUATE? 

Give any additional information concerning your education. If you are NOT a high school graduate 
list the higllost grade you attended. If you have an equivalency certificate, list type of equi
valency obtained: 

43. PERSONAL REFERENCES: List below the names, addresses and telephone numbers of three persons you 
have known for at least the past five years. These persons must not be 1'8-

.lut1vcs, prescnt or former employers, or present or former supervisors. 
Local references are prcferrc~d. P] ease do not list husbands or wi ves as 
s<'paratc refercncHs, and include their title(Mr., Mrs., Miss, Dr., Rev., 
etc.) : 

NAME ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE TELEPHONE BUSINESS OR OCCUPA'l'IOK 

1. -
t) 
4J • 

3. 

f>AGE VI I 

• '~'rOo.~"'."""~" , __ "";"""",,_,,,_ .. _,_.~ .. ~~ "'~ . .,.., .......... -." '~",~" ., ...... -., ..•• •. 11'( .. ,'".' 



~ ._ .. , .... -- ,~.~ .. -., -.~ .•. , ... 
·.·.:.1:." '." t.- ,:.,:,: :'lJ<J iU':llH.:11 Ull.Ly Ull.LUl.H; you \tJU~'U UlllP.lOYUU ul'l'-Uu.:';(J. 11' Ulll:ltllJ.l·uyl.:U, .l...i.:;\.. U.'-"~IJ,: r..-:.: 
unemployment. Attach a map for a.ll employments whose a.ddresses are Rural Routes or Post Office 
Boxes: 

DATE 
EMPLOYED 

DATE OF 
LEAVING 

NAME OF 
COMPANY ADDRESS CITY STATE 

POSITION 
HELD 

SUPER
VISOR 

REAson 
FOR 

'. 
I 
I 

mo. _yr. rna yr. LEAVIIY:; 
I 
I 
I l 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I I 
I 
I .p 

I 

I 
I "-.':, 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I - I -
I I 
I I -- --
I I 
I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 

: I 
I 

I I 

I I 
I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
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Do l'le have your permission to verify your present employment? 
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un~ess you actually lived at the location during the time in question. Attach a. map for all resi-
dences whose addresses are Rural Routes or Post Office Buxes: , 

FROM TO STREET ADDRESS APT. NO. CITY STATE PERSON RENTED FROM Mo. Yr. Mo. Yr. 
I 

I Name: Phone: I 
I I Address: . 
I I Name: Ph.one: 
I : Address: 
I I N8.me: Phone: I ! 

Address: I I 

I I Name: Phone: 
I ( Address: 
I I Nani-e: Phone: 
~ : Address: 
I I Name: Phone: 
I I Address: I i 

I 1 Name: Phone: 
I I Address: 
I I Na.me: Phone: 

I I ( Address: 1 I 
I 1 Name: Phone: 

r 
I I Address: I I .,,-

I Na.me: Phone: I I 
I I Address: I - Nanle: Phone: I I 
I I 

.. 
I ( Address: 
1 I Name: Phone: 
I I 

Address: I I 

I I Name: Phone: 

I I I f1adress: - Name: Phone: I I 
I I Address: 1 I I I I Nome: Phone: 
I I Address: r 
I I 

I I I Name: Phone: 
I ! Address: 
I 

±± I Name: Phone: 
I Address: I -: Name: Phone: 
I Address: -
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HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 
POLICE RECRUITING DIVISION 

AUTHORIZATION FOR RELEASE OF PERSONAL INFORMATION 

I, , do hereby authorize a review of 
full disclosure of all records concernjng myself to any duly authorized 
t of the City of Houston Police Department, Recruiting Division. 
~er the said records ar~ of a public, private, or confidential nature 

The intent of this authorization is to give my consent for full 
~omplete disclosure of the records of educati0nal institutions; financial 
redit institutions, including records of loans, the records of commercial 
-~tail credit ag~ncies (including credit reports and/or ratings); and 
r financial statements and records wherever filed; medical and psy
.tric treatment and/or consultation, including hospitals, clinics, 
ate practitioners, and the U. S. Veteran's Administration; employment 
pre-employment records, including background reports, efficiency 
I1gs, complaints or grievances filed by or against me and the records 
recollections of attorneys at law, or of other counsel, whether 
-~senting me or another person in any case, either criminal or civil~ 
.hich I presently have, or have had an interest. 

I understand that any information obtained by a personal history 
Jround investigation which is developed directly or indirectly, in 

.e or in part, upon this release authorization will be considered in 
rmining my suitability for employment by the City of Houston Police 

:.rtment. I also certify that any person (s) who may furnish such 
rmation concerning me shall not be held accountable for giving this 
rmation; and I do hereby release said person(s) from any and all liability 
h may be incurred as a result of furnishing such information. 

! I also agree to pay any and all charges or fees concerning this 
I~st and can be billed for ~uch charges at the below listed address. 

1 A photocopy of this release form will be valid as an original 
"eof, even though the said photocopy does not contain an original 
:'ing of my signature. 

,---.-------------------! \!SS Signature (include maiden name) 

Address: ------------------------------

Phone: -------------------------------
DOB: ---------------------------------
Social Security #: -------------------

.• HI.;('ll-0015 



APPENDIX G 

CITY OF HOUSTON 

REPORT OF MEDICAL EXAHINATION 
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c, FORM 00 

CIVil SERVICE COMMISSION 

CITY OF HOUSTON 
REPORT OF MEDICAL EXAMINATION 

I RACE I AGE PURPOSE OF EXAMINATION I DATE: 

ADDRESS TEl.EPHONE 

DEPARTMENT I POSITION 

Medical History 

Please check "yes" or "no" after the following questions and fully explain any "yes" answers. 

1. Is there a history of the following illnesses in your family? 

a. Diabetes ....... : .................................................. Yes 0 
b. High Blood Pressure ..... , ......................................... Yes 0 
c. Cancer ..... '" .... 0 •••• 0 ••••••• 0 0 ••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••• 0 0 • 0 ••• 0 • Yes 0 
d. Heart Disease 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 •• 0 • 0 ••••••• 0 •• 0 0 ••• 0 0 •••• 0 ••• 0 0 0 0 ••• 0 0 •• 0 0 Yes 0 
e. Allergy (asthma, hives, hay fever) .. 0 0 0 • 0 •••• 0 ••• 0 ••• 0 •••• 0 • 0 0 • •• • 0 0 0 Yes 0 
f. Others ... 0 •• 0 •• 0 0 0 0 • 0 •• 0 •••••• 0 •••• 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 •••••••• 0 0 • 0 , •• 0 • , 0 ••• '0 Yes 0 

2. Have you ever been hospitalized? ............. 0 •• 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 •• 0 ••• 0 •• 0 ••• 0 •••••• Yes 0 

Where 
When 
Why 

3. Have you lost time from work because of illness or injury in the past 2 years? 0 0 0 • Yes 0 

4. Have you ever received disability payments for any injury or illness? .. 0 ••••• 0 •• Yes 0 

5. Have you ever been refused or rated up for life insurance? 0 •• 0 0 ••• 00 • 0 0 0 ••• 0 0 0 Yes 0 

6. Have you ever been advised to have an operation not listed above? 0 0 • 0 0 0 ' 0 • 0 ••• Yes 0 

7. Have you ever been rejected by a Selective Service Board or discharged from the 
Military Services because of a medical or nervous condition? .. . Yes 0 

No 0 
No 0 
No 0 
No 0 
No 0 
No 0 

No 0 

No 0 

No 0 

No 0 

No 0 

No 0 
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8. (For Women OnlY.) Have you had any abnormalities of menstrual periods? .. '" Yes 0 ' No 

Date of last period: 

9. Do you have or have you had, any illness, injury, allergy or nervous or other condition 
not listed above? ............................. , ............................ Ves 0 No 

10. I agree that the result of this examination shall be reported to the Civil Service Department for pI;)' 
ment/promotion purposes. (Any false statement or willful omission made may result· in termina" 
of employment.) I further authorize the City Physician or medical representative of the Civil Ser\ . 
Department to contact my physician or hospital regarding present, past or future health informaL: . 

Name of personal physician: __________________ _ 
Address: __________________________ _ 

Date:. ___________ _ Signature: 

Do Not Write Below This Line 

Physician's comments regarding medical history and review of systems. 

-----------,.-------------------,. 

------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------



,,..-' 

Physical Examination 

,~_. __________ ~_W_T_' ________ ~~B_'_P_· ________________ ~I~P_U_L_S_E ________________ ~_~_3_~_yo ______________ __ 

.. -._--" -----------------------------------------------

;:lOERLINE IF NORMAL}: Skln ___ Fundi ___ Eyes ___ I:srs ___ Moulh _____ Pharynx ____ Tonslls ___ _ 

; nuses ____ Lymph nodes ____ Snlivary glands _____ Thyroid Breasts Vessels Hear''--__ _ 

.J09S--- Abdomen ___ Uver ___ Kidneys Spleen ____ Pelvis, ____ Rectum Genit&lia __ _ 

:'Dstate Hernia Spine Joints Extremities Reflexes 

Impression and summary of defects. 

Laboratory studies: 

Urine: 
Sugar: 
Albumin: 
pH: 
.\o1icroscopic: 

X-ray Studies: 

Recommendation: 

VORL: 

Blood sugar: 

Others: 

Qualified Yes 0 No 0 

Gait 

Sinnature of Physician _______________ _ 

DATE PROGRESS NOTES 

'------·1-------------------------------------------------------
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APPENDIX H 

FORMAT FOR CODING HOUSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT 

APPLICANT DATA 
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,~RD COLUMN .. ,.... 

1 

2-5 

6 

I. 8-9 

10-11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

CODE IDENTIFICATION 

Applicant I.D. Number 

Sex 

Race 

Age 

Month of Application 

Year of AEplication 

Marital Status 

Residence 

-----"" .. 

CODES 

(first digit is coder's I.D. -
remaining digits are sequential 
I.D. numbers) 

1 = male 
2 = female 

1 
2 
3 
4 

= 
= 
= 
= 

~vhite 
Black 
Hispanic 
Other 

actual years 

(01 = January ••• 12 = December) 

4 or 5 

1 = married 
2 = single 

1 = Houston 
2 = Texas - not Houston 
3 = Other 

Was termination voluntary? 1 = yes 
2 = no 

Point of termination o '= City of Houston Application 
Blank 

1 = Basic physical requirements 
2 = Preliminary interview 
3 = Physical agility test 
4 = Police Department background 

information forms 
5 = Background investigation 
6 = Polygraph 
7 = Final interview 
8 = Medical examination by 

physician 
9 = Final reconunendation 

, . 
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-i 
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f 
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CARD COLUMN 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

TERMINATION FACTORS 

Education 

Citizenship 

separation from spouse 

Residence location 

Driver's license 

Driving record 

Subversive party affiliation 

Height 

Weight 

Vision 

Medical record 

- " "_ ............... _----_ .. _ ........................ " .... "" ........ "-

CODE 

Blank = not a fal 
1 = factor i: 

rejecti: 

Physician's findings physical 

Physical agility - event 1 

Phvsical agilitL - event 2 .. 
Physical agility ~, event 3 

Phvsical agility - event 4 .. 
Physical agility - event 5 

Military conviction record 

Civilian conviction record 

Military dischar9:e 



J COLUMN -, I 
, i 

I 

i 
I 
1 

1 38 
I 
! 39 ( 

I 
r 
i 40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

TERMINATION FACTORS 

Physical defects 

Physician's findin~s - mental 

Driving habits 

Credit record 

A.dmission of excessive alcohol use 

Admission of drug use or involvement 

Admission or illegal offense or act 

Admission or immoral offense or act 

Family instability (stated by applicant) 

Employment Instability 

Personal references 
\ 

Employ~ent references 

Appearance and bearing in interview' 

General health 

Emotional adjustment 

Interpretation of polygraph 

CODE 

Blank = 
1 = 

Voluntarily withdrew for stated'reason 

Voluntarily withdrew by not showing for next step 

Contradictory information 

Predicted acaden; ic performance 

Other j 

/ 

! 
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I~' 

if 
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I APPENDIX I 

DEFINITIONS OF TERMINATION FACTORS USED IN 

THE APPLICANT RECORDS CODING PROCESS 
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Physical defects 

Physicianis 
finding - mental 

Physician's 
finding - physical 

Driving habits 

Credit record 

Excessive alcohol 
use 

Admitted drug use 
or involvement 

Admitted illegal 
offense 

Admitted immoral 
offense 

Admitted family 
instability 

Admitted employment 
instability 

Personal references 

Employment 
references 

Loss of one joint or more; severe acne 
or scarring; stuttering/stammering 

As stated in medical report 

As stated in medical report 

Driving history that reflected a lack of 
prudence; specifically, many accidents 

Many bills overdue; failure to pay just 
debts; extensive repossessions 

Admission by applicant of drinKing 
problem or heavy drinking mentioned by 
investigating officer in summary report 

Any admission of use or other involve
ment with any drug covered by the Texas 
Controlled Substances Act of 1973 
(including marijuana) within the last 
12 months 

Admission by applicant of any vandalism, 
burglary, prostitution, drug trafficking, 
work-related theft or other criminal 
offenses for which he/she has not been 
apprehended or convicted 

Admission by applicant of common-law 
relationships, marital affairs, homo
sexual experiences, bestiality or any 
other sexual deviations 

Police record of immediate family members 
or admission of marital problems (i.e., 
adul tery, etc.) 

Employment history showing very frequent 
job changes and job dissatisfaction 
subsequently verified through the 
background investigation 

Negative information gathered by 
investigating officer from friends or 
neighbors 

Negative information gathered by 
investigating officer from employers 

t 
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Appearance and 
bearing during 
final interview 

Medical history 

Emotional adjustment 

Polygraph 
information 

Contradictory 
information 

Predict unsuccessful 
academy performance 

Miscellaneous (in 
order of frequency) 

Applicant's dress, grooming habits 
and/or attitude during interview 

Admitted frequent or chronic illnesses; 
or personal physician's records of past 
illness or disqualifying physical 
condition 

Information referring to applicant's 
immaturity, hot headedness, total 
irresponsibility or inability to cope 
with stress 

Information of a disqualifying nature 
obtained during the administration of 
the polygraph test 

Information obtained from applicant that 
wa.s contradicted by information from 
another time or source, i.e., applicant 
interview, admissions, prior application 
form statements, police record, driving 
record, etc. 

Academic probation, poor class standings 
or school suspensions that indicated 
applicant would not successfully 
complete ac~demy 

a. Civil or criminal suit pending agai::s':. 
applicant 

b. Additional papers required but not 
obtained (draft classification 
explanations, GED certificate, etc.) 

c. On active military duty 
d. Application pending on another job 
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APPENDIX J 

APPLICANT FLOW 

BY RACE AND SEX 
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TABIJE Jl 

APPLICATION ~'LOW - ALL APPLICANTS (APPLICAN'I'S Oli' 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) N = 8536 

Number Number Rejected Percent Number Withdrew Percent Percent 
Selection Process Stage Entered For Cause Rejected Voluntarily Withdrew Remaining 

Houston Civil Service 
Vision 'l'esting 8536 767 8.99 91.01 

Application ne9 683 8.79 17 0.22 82.81 

Basic Physical Requirements 7069 1145 16.20 6 0.08 69.33 

Preliminary Interview 5918 2380 40.22 534 9.02 35.19 

Physical Agility Test* 1221 155 12.69 

Police Dept. Background 
Questionnaire 2849 24 0.84 1078 37.84 20.47 

Background Investigation/ 
Polygraph/Final Interview 1747 1178 67.43 113 6.47 5.34 

Medical Examination 456 0 0.00 2 0.44 5.32 

Final Recommendation 454 13 2.86 23 5.07 4.90 

Passed Selection Process 418 

---------"'------------*'1'he agility teBt was not in effect until 1/20/75. Therefore, only a portion of all applicants in these analyses 
actually ever entered this step in the selection process. Consequently, there is a reduced number of applicants 
e'ntering this stage. However, those rejected by the physical agility test must be included in this analysis to 
correctly represent the applicant flow through all steps in the selection process • 

• • , ........ - -_ ..... - 'l< ............ .,. ....... ~ • ..,·~ •• _.' ••• _l ..... - .. ~~-., .... &_ "," .... -:: ..... , • 



TABLE J2 

APPLICATION FLOW - WHI'l'ES (APPLICANTS OF 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) N = 5796 

Selection Process Stage 

Houston Civil Service 
Vision Testing 

Application 

Basic Physical Requirements 

Preliminary Interview 

Phy.sical Agility Test* 

Police Dept. Background 
Questionnaire 

Background Investigation/ 
Polygraph/Final Interview 

Medical Examination 

Final Recommendation 

Number Number Rejected Percent 
Entered For Cause ~ejected 

5796 518 8.94 

5278 460 8 •. 72 

4807 675 14.04 

4126 1586 38.44 

943 98 10.39 

2073 16 0.77 

1347 885 65.70 

370 o 0.00 

369 11 2.98 

Passed Selection Process 341 

Number Withdrew Percent Percent 
Voluntarily Withdrew Remaining 

.91. 06 

11 0.21 82.94 

6 0.12 71.19 

369 8.94 37.46 

710 34.25 23.24 

92 6.83 6.38 

1 0.27 6.37 

17 4.61 5.88 

*The agility test was not in effect until 1/20/75. Therefore, only a portion of all applicants in these analyses 
actually ever entered this step in the selection process. Consequently, there is a reduced number of applicants 
entering this stage. However, those rejected by t,he physical ,;~.gility test must be included in this analysis to 
correctly represent the applicant flow through all steps in th!',li selection process. ) 



J 

1 
1 
t , 
i 
I 

1 
j 
I 

TABLE J3 

APPLICAN'r FLOW - BLACKS (APPLICANTS OF 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) N = 1823 

Selection Process Stage 

HOllston Civil Service 
Vision Testing 

Application 

Basic Physical Requirements 

Preliminary Interview 

Physical Agility Test* 

Police Dept. Background 
Questionnaire 

Background Investigation/ 
Polygraph/Final Interview 

Medical Examination 

Final Recommendation 

Passed Selection Process 

Number Number Rejected 
~ For Cause 

1823 159 

1664 194 

1466 304 

1162 531 

153 35 

492 5 

232 170 

53 0 

53 0 

48 

Percent Number Withdrew 
Rejec~ Voluntarily 

8.72 

11.66 4 

20.74 o 

45.70 104 

22.88 

1.02 255 

73.28 9 

0.00 o 

0.00 5 

Percent 
Withdrew 

0.24 

0.00 

8.95 

51.83 

3.88 

0.00 

9.43 

Percent 
Remaining-

91. 28 

80.42 

63.74 

28.91 

12.73 

2.91 

2.91 

2.63 

*The Agility test was not in effect until 1/20/75. Therefore, only a portion of all applicants in these analyses 
actually evor entered this step in the selection process. Consequently, there is a reduced number of applicants 
entering this stage. However, those rejec~ed b!i' the physical agility test must be included in this analysis to 
correctly represent the applicant flow through all steps in the selection process. 

_4 .... ,'. 'r",' ...... ~ "-.',-:.",,,.,~ .... , .... _ .. _ .............. ,..,--............. ---~-.",. ............ ___ .... ,..,." ...... , _...-. ___ ............. "",.%""1,+"'" '-" ..... ; __ .. .,. .. " ........ __ .... , .... !"I. _____ * _ .... &4.,.+_ .... -..0 ........ , ~I ... ,··~ .• ~ .. ~1.-
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TABLE J4 

APPLICANT FLOW - HISPANICS (APPLICANTS OF 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) N = 917 

Selection Process Stage 

Houston Civil Service 
Vision rresting 

Application 

,Basic Physical Requirements 

Preliminary Interview 

Physical Agility Test* 

Police Dept. Background 
Questionnaire 

Background Investigation/ 
Polygraph/Final Interview 

Medical Examination 

Final Recommendation 

Passed Selection Process 

Number 
Enter~ 

917 

827 

796 

630 

125 

284 

168 

33 

32 

29 

Numl1er Rejected 
For Cause 

90 

29 

166 

263 

22 

3 

123 

a 

2 

Percent 
Rejected 

9.82 

3.51 

20.85 

41. 75 

17.60 

1.06 

73.21 

0.00 

6.25 

Number Withdrew 
Vo1unta~ 

o 

61 

113 

12 

1 

1 

Percent 
Withdrew 

0.24 

0.00 

9.68 

39.79 

7.14 

3.03 

3.13 

Percent 
~emaining 

90.19 

86.80 

68.70 

33.37 

18.32 

3.60 

3.50 

3.16 

*The agility test was not in effect until 1/20/75. Therefore, only a portion of all applicants in these analyses 
actually ever entered'this step in the selection process. Consequently, there is a reduced number of applicants 
entering this stage. However, those rejected by the physical agility test must be included in this analysis to 
correctly represent the applicant flow through all steps in the selection process. 

- ----'---- ----- ~- ---
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'lIABLE J5 

APPLICANT FLOW - MALES (APPLICANTS OF 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) N = 6179 

Number Number Rejected Percent Number Withdrew Percent . Percent 
Selection Process Stage Entered For Cause Rejected Vo1untar~l,l- Withdrew Remaining 

Houston Civil Service 
Vision Testing 6179 487 7.88 .92.12 

Application 5692 483 8.49 11 .0.19 84.12 

Basic Physical Requirements 5198 748 14.39 5 0.10 71.94 

Preliminary Interview 4445 1825 41.05 415 9.34 35.69 

Phy.sical Agility Test* 1149 92 8.01 

Police Dept. Background 
Questionnaire 2113 19 0.90 765 36.20 21.51 

Background Investigation/ 
Polygraph/Final Interview 1329 901 67.80 83 6.25 5.58 

Medical Examination 345 0 0.00 2 0.58 5.55 

Final Recommendation 343 6 1.75 16 4.66 5.20 

Passed Selec·tion Process 321 

*The agility test was not in effect until 1/20/75. Therefore, only a portion of all applicants in these analyses 
actually ever entered this step in the selection process. Consequently, there is a reduced number of applicants 
entering this stage. However, those rejected by the physical agility test must be included in this analysis to 
correctly represent the applicant flow through all steps in the selection process. 
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'l'ABLE J6 

APPLICAN'l' FLOW - ~'EMALES (APPLICANTS OF 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) N = 2357 

Selection Process Stage 

Houston Civil Service 
Vision Testing 

Application 

Basic Physical Requirements 

Preliminary Interview 

Physical Agility Test* 

Police Dept. Background 
Questionnaire 

Background Investigation/ 
Polygraph/Final Interview 

Medical Examination 

Final Recommendation 

Passed Selection Process 
, . 

Number Number Rejected Percent 
Entered For Cause Rejected 

2357 280 11.88 

2077 200 9.63 

1871 397 21.22 

1473 555 37.68 . 

72 63 87.50 

736 5 0.68 

418 277 66.27 

III o 0.00 .. 
III 7 6.31 

97 

Number Withdrew Percent Percent 
Voluntarily Withdrew Remaining 

. 88.12 

6 0.29 79.38 

1 0.05 62.49 

119 8.08 33.90 

313 42.53 17.73 

30 7.18 4.71 

o 0.00 4.71 

7 6.31 4.12 

*The agility test was not in effect until 1/20/75 •. Therefore, only a portion of all applicants in these analyses 
actually ever entered this step in the selection process. Consequently, there is a reduced number of applicants 
entering this stage. However, those rejected by the physical agility test must be included in this analysis to 
correctly represent the applicant flow through all steps in the selection process. ) 



APPENDIX K 

CHI-SQUARE RESULTS 

FOR THE ADVERSE H1PACT ANALYSES 

OF APPLICANT FLOW BY SELECTION STAGE 
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TABLE Kl 

CHI SQUARE ANALYSES TO TEST DIFFERENCES IN REJECTION RATES 

FOR WHITES AND BLACKS BY SELECTION STAGE 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

Groups Protected Class 

Selection Stage 
Significance Significantly Adverse 

X2 Level Different Impac;:t 

Stage I 48.91 p < .001 Blacks Blacks 

Stage II 

Physical Agility Test 6.81 p < .02 Blacks Blacks 

Police Department Background Questionnaire 1.36 p > .05 

Stage III 2.91 p > .05 
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TABLE K2 

CHI SQUARE ANALYSES '1'0 TEST DIFFERENCES IN REJECTION RATES 

FOR WHITES AND HISPANICS BY SELECTION STAGE 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

Groups 
Significance Significantly 

Selection Stage X2 Level Different 

Stage I 5.70 p < .02 Hispanics 

Stage II 

Physical Agility Test 5.75 p < Hispanics 

Police Department Background Questionnaire 0.42 p > .05 

Stage III 5.35 p < .05 Hispanics 

L ___ _ 

'I 

Protected Class 
Adverse 
Impact 

Hispanics 

Hispanics I 
~ 

Hispanics 
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TABLE K3 

CHI SQUARE ANALYSES TO TEST DIFFERENCES IN REJECTION RATES 

Selection Stage 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Physical Agility Test 

FOR MALES AND FEMALES BY SET.ECTION STAGE 

-(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

4.44 

386.30 

Significance 
Level 

p < .05 

p < .001 

Police Department Background Questionnaire 0.125 p > .05 

Stage III 0.070 p > .05 

Groups 
Significantly 

Different 

Females 

Females 

Protected Class 
Adverse 
Impact 

Females 

Females 



TABLE.K4 

CHI SQUARE ANALYSES TO TEST DIFFERENCES IN REJECTION RATES 

FOR WHITES AND BLACKS BY SELECTION PROCESS STAGE 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

Significance 
Selection Process Stage X2 Level 

Houston Civil Service Vision Testing 0.079 p > .05 

Application 12.87 P < .001 

Basic Physical Requirements 37.98 P < .001 

Preliminary Interview 21. 30 P < .001 

Physical Agility Test 19.24 P < .001 

Police Department Background Questionnaire 1. 37 P > .05 

Background Investigation/Polygraph/Final Interview 3.08 P > .05 

Medical Examination no rejections 

Final Recommendation no Black rejections 

Groups 
Significantly 

Different 

Blacks 

Blacks 

Blacks 

Blacks 

Protected Class 
Adverse 
Impact 

Blacks 

Blacks 

Blacks 

Black~ 

J 

I 
! 
I 

~: 
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TABLE K5 

CHI SQUARE ANALYSES TO TEST DIFFERENCES IN REJECTION RATES 

FOR WHITES AND HISPANICS BY SELECTION PROCESS STAGE 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

Significance 
Selection Process Stage X2 Level 

Houston Civil Service Vision Testing 0.74 . P > .05 

Application 26.31 P < .001 

Basic Physical Requirements 24.69 P < .001 

Preliminary Interview 3.24 P > .05 

Physical Agility Test 5.75 P < .02 

Police Department Background Questionnaire 0.42 P > .05 

Background Investigation/Polygraph/Final Interview 4.72 P < .05 

Medical Examination no rejections 

Final Recommendation 0.10 p > .05 

Groups 
Significantly 

Different 

Whites 

Hispanics 

Hispanics 

Hispanics 

Protected Class 
Adverse 
Impact 

Hispanics 

Hispanics 

Hispanics 
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TABLE K6 

CHI SQUARE ANALYSES TO TEST DIFFERENCES IN REJECTION RATES 

FOR MALES AND FEMALES BY SELECTION PROCESS S'l'AGE 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

Significance 
Selection Process StaQe 

.) x- Level 

Houston Civil Service Vision 'resting 33.35 p < .001 

Application 2.52 p > .05 

Basic Physical Requirements 47.16 P < .001 

Preliminary Interview 7.58 P < .01 

Physical Agility Test 386.31 P < .001 

Police Department Background Questionnaire 0.125 P > .05 

Background Investigation/Polygraph/Final Interview 0.124* p > .05 

Medical Examination o 

Final Recommendation 0.7'a* p > .05 

Groups 
Significantly 

Different 

Females 

Females 

Males 

1:emales 

Protected Class 
Adverse 
Impact 

Females 

Females 

"', ". 
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APPENDIX L 

CHI-SQUARE RESULTS FOR THE ADVERSE 

IMPACT ANALYSES OF THE HEIGHT 

AND WEIGHT REQUIREHENTS 

I 
! 

I 
if' 

:1 

It 
.ol 
~. 

• j 
II 
Ij 

I 

,. 
I 
I 

f 



---~-~----------



PHYSICAL REQUIREMENT 

HEIGHT 

WEIGHT 

(1) corrected for small 

Significance Levels: 

* 
** 

*** 
**** 

--_ .. ----

CHI SQUARE RESULTS FOR ADVERSE IMPACT 
ANALYSES OF HEIGHT AND WEIGHT REQUIREMENTS 

WHITE MALE 
VS. 

BLACK MALE 

0.31 

0.22 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

WHITE MALE 
VS. 

HISPANIC MALE 

53.63**** 

7.30*** 

WHITE MALE 
VS. 

WHITE FEMALE 

6.10** 

3.57 

cell frequency 

df = 1 

P < .05 
P < .02 
P < .01 
P < .001 

WHITE MALE 
VS. 

BLACK FEMALE 

33.71**** 

54.22**** 

WHITE MALE 
VS. 

HISPANIC FEMALE 

0.21(1) 

3.66 
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APPENDIX M 

PERSONAL/BEHAVIORAL FACTORS IN APPLICANT REJECTIONS 

BY RACE AND SEX 
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FREQUENCY OF SELECTION FACTORS LEADING TO APPLICANT REJECTIONS BY RACE 
(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

Personal/Behavioral Selection Factors 

Educational Level 
Citizenship 
Age 
Residence Location 
No Driver's ~icense 
Separation from Spouse 
Driving Record 
Dt'i ving Habits 
Subversive Organization Affiliation 
Disqualifying Illnesses/Injuries - Medical History 
Military Conviction(s) 
Civilian Conviction(s) 
Dishonorable Military Discharge 
Physical Defects/Handicaps 
Credit Record 
Drug Use 
Miscellaneous/Other 
Physicians' Findings - Physical 
Physicians' Findings - Mental 
Excessive Use of Alcohol 
Committed Illegal Offense (s) 
Committed Immoral Offense(s) 
Family Instability 
Employm~nt Instability 
l:'ersonal References 
Employment References 
Appearance and Bearing During Interview 
General Health 
Emotional Adjustment 
Polygraph Information 
Contradictory Info~~ation 
Predicted Unsatisfactory Academy Performance 

White 
N = 5,196 

Number % 

108 
5 

65 
206 

30 
140 
120 
150 

5 
187 

16 
45 
38 
41 

287 
1,177 

220 
6 
5 

179 
586 
451 
102 
125 
230 
388 
266 
170 
303 
340 
213 
122 

1.86 
0.09 
1.12 
3.55 
0.52 
2.42 
2.07 
2.59 
0.09 
3.23 
0.28 
0.78 
0.66 
0.71 
4.95 

20.31 
3.80 
0.10 
0.09 
3.09 

10.11 
7.78 
1.76 
2.16 
3.97 
6.69 
4.59 
2.93 
5.23 
5.87 
3.67 
2.10 

Black 
N = 1,823 

Number % 

32 
1 

17 
24 

105 
84 
32 
18 

4 
37 

3 
8 

17 
j 

178 
278 

69 
1 
1 
7 

106 
158 

40 
22 
25 

103 
68 
17 
24 
63 
53 
29 

1. 76 
0.05 
0.93 
1. 32 
5.76 
4.61 
1. 76 
0.99 
0.22 
2.03 
0.16 
0.44 
0.93 
0.16 
9.76 

15.25 
3.78 
0.05 
0.05 
0.38 
5.81 
8.67 
2.19 
1. 21 
1. 37 
5.65 
3.73 
0.93 
1. 32 
3.46 
2.91 
1.59 

Hispanic 
N = 917 

Number % 

24 
3 
5 

11 
9 

15 
21 
24 

1 
17 

2 
10 

6 
2 

43 
179 

32 
o 
o 

30 
77 
66 
21 
11 
20 
44 
49 
18 
27 
52 
40 
31 

2.62 
0.33 
0.55 
1. 20 
0.98 
1.64 
2.29 
2.62 
0.11 
1.85 
0.22 
1.09 
0.65 
0.22 
4.69 

19.52 
3.49 
o 
o 
3.27 
8.40 
7.20 
2.29 
1. 20 
2.18 
4.80 
5.34 
1.96 
2.94 
5.67 
4.36 
3.38 

Total 
N = 8,536 

Number % 

164 
9 

87 
241 
144 
239 
173 
192 

10 
241 

21 
63 
61 
46 

508 
1,634 

321 
7 
6 

216 
769 
675 
163 
158 
275 
535 
383 
205 
354. 
45S 
306 
182 

1.92 
0.11 
1.02 
2.82 
1.69 
2.80 
2.03 
2.25 
0.12 
2.82 
0.25 
0.74 
0.71 
0.54 
5.95 

19.14 
3.76 
0.08 
0.07 
2.53 
9.01 
7.91 
1.91 
1. 85 
3.22 
6.27 
4.49 
::~. 40 
4.15 
5.33 
3.58 
2.13 

Note: Porcents add to more than 100 si.nce applicants may have mon~ than one factor associated with their 
rf!),".t i'lu. 
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TABLE M2 

FREQUENCY OF SELECTION FACTORS LEADING TO APPLICANT REJECTIONS BY SEX 
(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

Personal/Behavioral Selection Factors 

Educational Level 
Citizenship 
Age 
Residence Location 
No Driver's License 
Separation from Spouse 
Driving Record 
Driving Habits 
Subversive Organization Affiliation 
Disqualifying Illnesses/Injuries - Medical History 
Military Conviction(s) 
Civilian Conviction(s) 
Dishonorable Mi£itary Discharge 
Physical Defects/Handicaps 
Credi t Record 
Drug Use 
Miscellaneous/Other 
Physicians' Findings - Physical 
Physicians' Findings - Mental 
Excessive Use of Alcohol 
Committed Illegal Offense(s) 
Committed lnunoral Offense(s) 
Family Instability 
Employment Instability 
Personal References 
Employment References 
Appearance and Bearing During Interview 
General Health 
Emotional Adjustment 
Polygraph Information 
Contradictory Information 
Predicted Unsatisfactory Academy Performance 

Males 
N = 6,179 

Number 

145 
5 

70 
200 

70 
115 
159 
181 

7 
189 

20 
60 
60 
40 

352 
1,303 

266 
4 
3 

195 
639 
433 

98 
128 
205 
379 
271 
144 
265 
379 
240 
153 

Percent 

2.35 
0.08 
1.13 
3.24 
1.13 
1.86 
2.57 
2.93 
0.11 
3.06 
0.32 
0.97 
0.97 
0.65 
5.70 

21.09 
4.30 
0.06 
0.05 
3.16 

10.34 
7.01 
1. 59 
2.07 
3.32 
6.13 
4.39 
2.33 
4.29 
6.13 
3.88 
2.48 

Females 
N = 2,357 

Number 

19 
4 

17 
41 
74 

124 
14 
11 

3 
52 

1 
3 
1 
6 

156 
331 

55 
3 
3 

21 
130 
242 

65 
30 
70 

156 
112 

61 
89 
76 
66 
29 

Percent 

0.81 
0.17 
0.72 
1. 74 
3.14 
5.26 
0.59 
0.47 
0.13 
2.21 
0.04 
0.13 
0.04 
0.25 
6.62 

14.04 
2.33 
0.13 
0.13 
0.89 
5.52 

10.27 
2.76 
1. 27 
2.97 
6.62 
4.75 
2.59 
3.78 
3.22 
2.80 
1. 23 

Total 
N = 5,196 

Number 

164 
9 

87 
241 
144 
239 
173 
192 

10 
241 

21 
63 
61 
46 

508 
1,634 

321 
7 
6 

216 
769 
675 
163 
158 
275 
535 
383 
205 
354 
455 
306 
182 

Percent 

1. 92 
0.11 
1. 02 
2.82 
1.69 
2.80 
2.03 
2.25 
0.12 
2.82 
0.25 
0.74 
0.71 
0.54 
5.95 

19.14 
3.76 
0.08 
0.07 
2.53 
9.01 
7.91 
1.91 
1.85 
3.22 
6.27 
4.49 
2.40 
4.15 
5.33 . 
3.58 
2.13 

) 
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APPENDIX N 

CHI-SQUARE RESULTS ,FOR COMP~~ISON 

OF RATES OF REJECTION 

FOR PERSONAL/BEHAVIORAL CHARACTERISTICS BY 

RACE AND SEX 
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CHI SQUARE RESULTS FOR COMPARISON OF WHI'rE AND BLACK RATES (}~<' :(EJE.CTION BY PERSONAL/BEHAVIORAL CHARACTERISTICS 
(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/J1/75) 

Personal/Behavioral Selection Fac~ 

Educational Level 
Citizenship 
Age 
Residence Location 
No Driver's License 
Separation from Spouse 
Driving Record 
Driving Habits 
Subversive Organization Affiliation 
Disqualifying Illnesses/Injuries - Medical History 
Military Conviction(s) 
Civilian Conviction(s) . 
Dishonorable Military Discharge 
Physical Defects/Handicaps 
Credit Record 
Drug Use 
Miscellaneous/Other 
Physicians' Findings - Physical 
Physicians' Findings - Mental 
Excessive Use of Alcohol 
Committed Illegal Offense(s) 
Committed Immoral Offense(s) 
Family Instability 
Employment Instability 
Personal References 
Employment Ref~rences 
Appearance and Bearing During Interview 
General Health 
Emotional Adjustment 
Polygraph Information 
Contradictory Information 
Predicted Unsatisfactory Academy Performance 

(1) Corrected for small cell frequency. 
Significance Levels: df = 1 *p < .05 **p < .02 

Group(s) 

2 
Significantly Adverse Impact 

L Different on Prqtected Class(es) 

0.09 None None 
0.004(1) None None 
0.47 None None 

23.72**** White None 
218.96**** Black Black 

23.36**** Black Black 
0.17 None None 

16.48**** White None 
l.ll(l) None None 
6.96'*** White None 
0.32(1) None None 
2.29 None None 
1. 48 None None 
6.20 (1) ** White None 

56.05**** Black Black 
22.96**** White None 
0.0004 None None 
0.02(1) None None 
0.004(1) None None 

42.59**** White None 
30.99**** White None 
1.48 None None 
1. 43 None Nqne 
6.61** White None 

28.91**** White None 
2.51 None None 
2.44 None None 

23.18**** White None 
51. 65**** White None 
16.08**** White None 

2.43 None None 
1.89 None None 

***p < .01 ****p ..: .001 
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TABLE N2 
CHI SQUARE RESULTS FOR COMPARISON OF WIUTE AND HISPANIC RATES OF REJECTION BY PERSONAL/BEHAVIORAL CHARACTERISTICS 

(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

Personal/Behavioral Selection Factors 

Educational Level 
Citizenship 
Age 
Residence Location 
No Driver's License 
Separation from Spouse 
Driving Record 
Driving Habits 
Subversive Organization Affiliation 
Disqualifying Illnesses/Injuries - Medical History 
Military Conviction(s) 
Civilian Conviction(s) 
Disllonorable Military Discharge 
Physical Defects/Handicaps 
Credit Record 
Drug Use 
Miscellaneous/Other 
Physicians I 1-'1 ndillgs - Physical 
Phyuici ails I l"illciillgs - Muntal 
Excessive Use of Alcohol 
Committed Illegal Offense (s) 
Commit.ted lnunoral Offense(s) 
Family Instability 
Employment Instability 
Personal References 
Employment References 
Appuarance and Bearing During Interview 
General Health 
Emotional Adjustment 
Polygraph Information 
Contradictory Information 
Predicted Unsatisfactory Academy Performance 

.,,\--.----... - .. --... -.. .. '1, ...... 1' ~ .. .-auaa..cv. 

X2 

2.33 
2.10 
2.55 

14.03**** 
2.95 
2.13 
0.19 
0.003 
0.14(1) 
5.06* 
0.001(1) 
0.96 
0.0002 
2.26(1) 
0.12 
0.30 
0.21 

No Hispanics 
No Hispanics 

0.09 
2.61 
0.38 
1. 24 
3.65 
7.05*** 
4.63* 
1.01 
2.74 
8.83*** 
0.06 
1.03 
5.79** 

Group(s) 
Significantly Adverse Impact 

Different on Protected Class(es) 

None None 
None None 
None None 
White None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
vlhite None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
None None 

Rejected None 
Rejected None 

None None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
White None 
White None 
None None 
None None 
tfuite None 
None None 
None None 
Hispanic Hispanic 

...,. 
'. 



CHI SQUARE RESULTS FOR COMPARISON OF MALE AND FEMALE RATES OF REJECTION BY PERSONAL/BEHAVIORAL CHARACTERISTICS 
(Applicants of 5/1/74 - 7/31/75) 

Personal/Behavioral Selection Factors 

Educational Level 
Ci tizenship 
Age 
Residence Location 
No Driver's License 
Separation from Spouse 
Driving Record 
Driving Habits 
Subversive Organization Affiliation 
Disqualifying Illnesses/Injuries - Medical History 
Military Conviction(s) 
Civilian ConvictionCs) 
Dishonorable Military Discharge 
Physical Defects/Handicaps 
Credit Record 
Drug Use 
Miscellaneous/Other 
Physicians' Findings - Physical 
Physicians' Findings - Mental 
Excessive Use of Alcohol 
Committed Illegal Offense(s) 
Committed Immoral Offense(s) 
Family Instability 
Employment Instability 
Personal References 
Employment References 
Appearance and Bearing During Interview 
General Health 
Emotional Adjustment 
Polygraph Information 
Contradictory Information 
Pr~cU(]ted Unsatisfactory Academy Performance 

(1) Corrected for small cell frequency. 
Significance Levels: df = 1 *p < .05 *.p < .02 

X2 

21. 49**** 
1. 28 (1) 
2.87 

13.94**** 
41. 43**** 
72.46**** 
33.66**** 
47.06**** 
0.29 (1) 

4.52* 
4.41 0 .) * 

15.45 (1) **** 
19.45(1)**** 

4.91* 
2.59 

54.70**** 
18.32**** 

0.60. (1) 
0.59(1) 

35.49**** 
48.48**** 
24.89**** 
12.51**** 

5.99** 
0.66 
0.68 
0.53 
0.48 
1.13 

28.62**** 
5.80** 

12.70**·* 

.**p < .01 

Group(s) 
Significantly Adverse Impact 

Different on Protected Class(es) 

Males None 
None None 
None None 
Males None 
Females Females 
Females Females 
Males None 
Males None 
None None 
Males None 
Males None 
Males None 
Males None 
Males None 
None None 
Males None 
Males None 
None N,one 
None None 
Males None 
Males None 
Females Females 
Females Females 
Males None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
None None 
Males None 
Hales None 
Males None 

.**.p < .001 
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APPENDIX 0 

FORMAT AND CODES FOR 

COLLECTION OF IITRACKING SYSTEM" DATA 
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CARD 
COLUMN 

1 - 5 

6 -

8 

9 -

10 -

11 -

14-15 

16-17 

18-20 

21-22 

23-24 

25-35 

36-46 

47-57 

58-68 

69-79 

TRACKING DATA CODING FORMAT 

I D * (Five digit personnel i) 

Class (Civil Service Classification) 
I> A = 1 

B = 2 (See sheet # 1) 
C = 3 

Card * 
Race 1 = White 

2 = Black 
3 = Hispanic 
4 = Other 

Sex 1 = Male 
2 = Female 

Status Active = 1 
Retired = 2 
Terminated = 3 
Resigned = 4 

Number of oerformance evaluations recorded 
(Use only on first card) 

Month of evaluation or exit (01 - 12) 

Year of evaluation or exit 

Performance evaluation (to 1 decimal point) 

Division (see sheet #2 for codes) 

Position title (see sheet #1 for codes) 

Repeat as per columns 14-24 

Repeat as per co1wnns 14~24 

Repeat as per columns 14-24 

Repeat as per columns 14-24 

Repeat as per columns 14-24 I 

t 
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POSITION 
CODE 

51 
90 

50 
60 
51 
50 
61 
80 
31 
20 
10 
20 
30 
41 
42 
81 
40 
41 
40 
23 
26 
28 
29 
27 
24 
21 
22 
21 
25 
11 
13 
10 
12 
20 
10 
30 
40 
50 
30 
60 
70 
31 

01 

CLASS 

B 
A 

B 
C 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
A 
B 
C 
B 

CODE SHEET #1 

POSITION TITLE 

Assistant Chemist - Texicologist 
Assistant Chief of Police 
Assistant Superintendent - Identification 

Bureau 
Assistant Supervising Technician (Radio) 
Captain of Detectives 
Captain of Police 
Chemist - Toxicologist 
Deputy Chief 
Detective 
Dentention Officer 
Fingerprint Classifier 
Fingerprint Classifier I 
Fingerprint Classifier II 
Firearms Examiner 
Identification Officer Supervisor 
Inspector of Police 
Latent Fingerprint Examiner 
Lieutenant of Detectives 
Lieutenant of Police 
Patrolman 
Patrolman, Ambulance Dispatcher 
Patrolman, Desk Officer 
Patrolman, Dispatcher 
Patrolman, Investigator 
Patrolman, Motorcycle 
Police Hatron 
Police Officer 
Police Photographer 
Police Woman 
Probationary Patrolman 
Probationary Police Matron 
Probationary Police Officer 
Probationary Police Woman 
Probationary Radio Operator I 
Radio Operator 
Radio Operator I 
Radio Operator II 
Radio Operator III 
Sergeant 
Superintendent, Identification Bureau 
Supervising Technician 
Supervisor of Photography 

Exit Force 
? 
? 



:IVISION OR DETAIL CODES --
luto Dealers - 22 
,uto Theft - 22 
,llxiliary Police - 44 
:ad Check Detail - 23 
icycle Detail - 32 
omb Squad - 41 
urglary and Theft - 23 
:areer Offenders - 20 
:entral Detective - 23 
entral (Patrol) - 12 
heck Detail - 23 
ommunications - 34 
'ommunity Relations - 42 
burt Liaison - 39 
rime Laboratory - 28 
~iminal Intelligence - 01 
riminal Investigation - 20 
ata Terminal - 30 
ispatcher -.35 
orgery - 23 
:.C.I.C. - 30 
it and Run - 18 
omicide - 25 
dentification - 33 
ntersection - Parking - 13 
ail - 37 
'uvenile - 24 
-9 Detail - 12 
issing Persons - 25 
otor Compound - 36 
arcotics- 04 
ew-s Media, - 42 
ight Command - 03 
orth Shepard (Patrol) - 11 
ortheast (Patrol) - 08 
orthwest (Patrol) - 07 
,rganized Crime - 02 
'atrol I - 12 
:atrol II - 12 
'atrol III - 12 
'atrol IV - 12 
:atrol V - 12 
:3.wn Shop - .23 
ersonnel Division - 40 
-lanning and Research - 2!5 
:olice Garage - 36 
'olice Property - 31 

CODE SHEET #2 

Police Recruiting - 06 
Polygraph - 29 
Radio Dispatcher - 35 
Records - 27 
Recruiting - 06 
Robbery - 21 
SWAT - 24 
Southeast (Patrol) - 09 
Southwest (Patrol) - 10 
Special Assignments - 43 
Statistics - 17 
Tow-away - 36 
Traffic Accident (Investigation)- 18 
Traffic Control - 15 
Traffic Enforcement - 14 
Traffic Helic0pter Patrol - 19 
Traffic Point Control - 15 
Traffic Safety - 16 
Traffic Supply - 17 
Traffic Ticket Supply - 17 
Training - 26 
Training and Personnel - 45 
Uniform Supply - 38 
Vice - 05 
General Traffic & Patrol - 46 
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APPENDIX P 
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REPORT OF EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE RATING 
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~. ~-------------------------- ..... ---......... ~ ... ..- .- .. -. -- . 

. •• 0 

City of HoustOltl Prepare in Quadrulicate. Ori~-' 

Civil Service Commission nal to Civil Service Commission 
duplic-;\Cc to n).C'mber reported 

REPOR.T OF EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE RATING 
on i triplicatc to hC'ad of depart-
ment f(lr fllil1~i with fourth 
copy beine retained by the di\'i-

( Semi·annual period ending 
sion or eradin\! offker. 

.-

( Probationary period ending -
( Transfer or Termination 

period ending 

Name of Employee 0 Supervisory or staff position 

Title of Position 0 Non.supervisory position 

.' 
Department Division . District . Stotion 

CHECK APPl.ICABl.t: FACTOR DEGREE OF .PERFORMANCE 

F'ACTOR OR EL.EMENT UNSATIS. SATIS. VERY OUT. 

FACTORY FAIR FACTORY GOOD STANDING 

ality of Work 

pendability and Adaptability -

ItiatiVe and Leadership 

fety Mindedness 

operation and Loyalty 
= 

ptions for Improvement by Immediate Superior Officer: 

l!~~~====~==============~===================================================== 
,.for "Unsatisfactory" or "Outstanding" Rating and Grade (see note below) 
11 

i 

by 
Jre of Immediate Superior Officer) 

':ed by __ .. _____ _ 
ire of Higher Superior Officer) 

(Use other side if necessary) 

(Title) 

(Title) 
Adjective 

(Date) 

(Date) 

':ed by . 
Irtment Heaud _____ _ _ _______ Total Points ______ Rating _____ ----

: Furnished to Civil Service Commission 
____ . ___________ ._ Date __ _ 

Date _____ ·--·_-· . 
~ ~-.:.::...! : ~urn'ished to Employee 

The basis and r~ason for each rating'-;;i ';~~satisf~ctory" and "outstanding" f~r any member of the dep~rtrnent 
, given for each specific "unsat.isfactory" or "outstanding" performance or behavior warranting such rating am 
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