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how they heard about the position. However, the fact that 24% of applicants were international suggests that we succeeded in 
circulating the ad globally. We were less successful at attracting black scholars (3 applicants, or 7%), although we feel that is 
a pipeline issue more than a reflection of our recruitment practices. We received 8 applications from women (19%). 
 
• Did diversity and inclusion, or broadening participation, or related issues arise in discussions during the search 

process? If so, describe the nature and outcome of such discussions. Did candidates submit diversity 
statements? How were the statements evaluated as part of the review process? 

 
The committee met first on 31 Aug, following our training in the Aug 17 ‘Building a Successful and Inclusive Search 
Workshop.’ That workshop gave us very useful language for talking about DEI issues, and we subsequently incorporated 
discussion of DEI in every subsequent meeting. The DEI advocate (Max Woodworth) reports that his opinions were solicited, 
heard, and—as necessary—implemented. 
 
Diversity statements were requested of all applicants, and were considered a crucial part of the evaluation process. In 
retrospect, we realize it would have been useful to give clearer instructions in the job ad as to what we expect from a ‘Diversity 
Statement.’ That is because we found that some applicants took it to mean a statement of principles on DEI, and others took it 
to mean actions related to DEI. In fact, we would like both. In future, we will recommend that job ads from our department 
specify that the Diversity Statement request be accompanied by text such as: “Please submit a Diversity Statement that 
distinguishes your general approach or philosophy regarding DEI, and the actions you have taken to date, or plan to take, to 
demonstrate those principles.”  
 
• Describe the applicant pool (using the EEO Report from Academic Jobs Online) from which the new hire will be 

selected. How satisfied are you with that pool and with its diversity? Please explain. 
 
Please see attached EEO Report 11-22-2021 (pdf), EEO_Summary_11-22-2021 (xls) and the final Applicant List_11-22-2021 
(xls).  
 
42 people applied for the position. The applicant pool was majority male (78.6%) and majority white (77.3%), with 15 persons 
identifying as Asian and 3 as Black. The composition of the pool was expected, given that it reflects the serious pipeline 
issues known to exist within the field of Atmospheric Sciences. We were heartened, however, by the fact that we attracted 10 
international applicants (24%), showing that our search reached scholars from outside the United States. 
 
We were satisfied that the pool reflected the field in which we were searching, although we found the exercise disheartening, 
and were quite worried that we would find it difficult to enhance the diversity of the department through the outcome of this 
search. The demographic data of the pool (in the context of national trends) also impressed upon us the potential for a 
‘diverse’ hire in this field to really do important work in terms of representation and diversity nationally.  
 
ü Faculty Search Applicant Pool – Please attach the EEO Report for the position available in Academic Jobs Online 

(contact your college HR generalist if you need assistance with this).  If a different application portal was used, 
provide a report similar to the attached sample. 

 
 
2. SCREENING PROCESS 
 
• Describe the screening process and criteria employed in the evaluation of applications received. 

 
Developing an evaluation rubric. Before we looked at any files, we met as a committee on Sept 21 to, among other things: a) 
define diversity in the context of our department; b) begin to build a rubric for assessing candidate files. The Chair then drafted 
a rubric and circulated to committee members for feedback in early October. We finalized the rubric—again, prior to anyone 
looking at the files (which we requested not be uploaded for our review until November)—by the end of October. The rubric is 
attached (“Applicant List & Evaluation Rubric 22 Nov 2021”). It combines binary and ordinal scoring and does not ‘weight’ 
scores—we discussed the merits of doing so but decided we would address that issue once we had a better sense of the 
pool. 
 
Review of files.The files were made available after the ‘priority’ due date of Nov. 15; several files came in through that week, 
but none after Nov. 22. Each committee member then began reviewing the files, scoring candidates according to the rubric. 
Committee members were instructed to only review the materials that we requested of the candidates, and to disregard 
supplemental materials that some applicants had submitted.  
 
Building the long/short list. The Committee met on Nov 30 to compare rankings and come up with a long/short list (total 
number not specified). While it was clear which applicants rose to the top, and which were clearly not good fits for the position, 








