
UPDATE TO SUBSTANTIAL WEIGHT REVIEW REQUEST 

U.S. EEOC 
Los Angeles District Office 
255 East Temple Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

August 26, 2022 

RE: Notice of Dismissal and Right to Sue in 
 Scott Goold vs. First Hawaiian Bank 
 FEPA No. 21994; EEOC No. 37B-2022-00047 

I. New Information 

 The Hawai’i Civil Rights Commission (“HCRC” or “Commission”) provided 
complainant Scott Goold (“Complainant” or “Mr. Goold”) the investigation case files on 
August 15, 2022.  

 The Commission withheld this information from Complainant during their secret 
tribunal. The response from First Hawaiian Bank (“FHB”) provides conclusive proof — by a 
preponderance of evidence — that FHB discriminated and retaliated against Mr. Goold. This 
behavior continues.  

 Attorney for FHB, Sarah O. Wang of Marr Jones & Wang, did not write truthfully or 
completely. (“Exhibit 5”) Complainant will show her response to the Commission was riddled 
with misrepresentation and unsubstantiated conclusions. Mr. Goold uses this opportunity to 
correct the record. 

Abstract 

Mr. Goold suffers a disability, which requires pain medication outside work hours. 
When notified by FHB that he qualified as a candidate for DBA II position in July 
2021, he requested company medical and drug policy. Candidate Goold wanted to 
be compliant with FHB rules and regulations. If selected, Candidate Goold’s 
medication could lead FHB to rescind the job offer. FHB denied his request. 

FHB states correctly that an employer is prohibited by law from questioning an 
applicant about a disability or impairment in preliminary rounds of the hiring 
process. However the law does not restrict an employee from disclosing personal 
medical information as needed to assist navigating the complex procedure. 

By law, FHB must make the policy requested by Candidate Goold available to 
employees, yet FHB refused to accommodate Candidate Goold. After numerous 
attempts to persuade FHB to change their position, Candidate Goold filed 
complaints first with the HCRC and then the U.S. EEOC.  
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Candidate Goold’s persistence created animus with FHB’s hiring team. Their 
behavior suggested FHB was no longer interested in pursuing Candidate Goold 
after he complained. 

Not hearing from FHB for an extended period, Candidate Goold was surprised to 
be contacted near the end of October. He interviewed with FHB technical recruiter 
(“TR”) Kathy Oyadomari. 

The interview was a deception. The hiring decision had been made. Results of 
Candidate Goold’s session would not be counted. FHB had a professional and 
ethical responsibility to update Candidate Goold about the selection. TR 
Oyadomari defrauded Candidate Goold, as FHB had no intention of hiring Mr. 
Goold.  

Candidate Goold applied for a second position for which he is highly skilled, ETL 
III. FHB quickly disqualified him. No explanation. No company wants a problem 
employee, right? 

Candidate Goold’s request for information, and action of filing a complaint, ended 
his career hopes at FHB.  

Denying the disabled applicant medical information was not reasonable. FHB 
unnecessarily delayed and frustrated Candidate Goold’s hiring experience; 
unprofessionally created conflict with Candidate Goold; discriminated in the 
application of their hiring protocols; and retaliated against Candidate Goold for 
complaining about FHB’s behavior.  

II. Standard of Law for Discrimination  

 Ms. Wang provided an overview of what Complainant must establish to prove FHB 
committed intentional discrimination based on his disability: [p11] 
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 1. Mr. Goold is an individual with a disability. Mr. Goold provided this information 
to the Commission previously in the HECO charge. The Commission did not request Mr. Goold 
provide this information again. 

 Ms. Wang slandered and libeled Candidate Goold claiming otherwise. If FHB had 
questions or concerns, it was the responsibility of FHB to request Candidate Goold provide 
additional information.  

 On the one hand, Ms. Wang criticizes Candidate Goold for informing Ms. Oyadomari of 
his disability and medical needs. Then she disparages Candidate Goold for not providing more 
information. This behavior shows FHB’s pattern of “blaming the victim.”  

 Candidate Goold wanted to disclose only enough information to justify the medical 
request, but not violate his HIPAA protection rights. By refusing to provide the requested 
information in a reasonable manner, FHB complicated the process and widened the pool of FHB 
staff who knew of his situation. All FHB needed to do was provide Candidate Goold with the 
medical information he requested, which FHB by law must make available to all employees. 

 Ms. Wang wrote, “The only accommodations Complainant requested were provision of 
FHB’s confidential employment policy and later, an opportunity to speak with a manager.” FHB 
is required by law to provide the “confidential employment policy” to all employees. Candidate 
Goold appealed to a manager to break this stalemate. [p10] 

 Haw. Admin. R. § 12-46-182 allows a “modification or adjustment to a job application 
process” to enable an applicant with a disability to be considered and compete for the position 
the applicant desires. Having information that prevents FHB from rescinding a conditional job 
offer if selected enables Candidate Goold to continue with the hiring process. Therefore, the 
request is reasonable and permissible under Hawai’i statute. 

 2. Candidate Goold is otherwise qualified to perform the essential duties of his job 
with or without reasonable accommodation.  

 3. Candidate Goold suffered an adverse employment decision because of his 
disability.  

 Ms. Wang claimed the hiring manager could not discriminate against Candidate Goold, as 
FHB did not include him in the various communications about Candidate Goold’s request for 
medical information. 
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 It is not believable that the hiring manager did not know Candidate Goold had “paused” 
his application process. There were only four (4) applicants. And, it’s not believable the hiring 
manager did not know “why” Candidate Goold paused the application process.  

 If Candidate Goold did not have a disability, he would have no reason to request the 
information. FHB unnecessarily frustrated Candidate Goold’s hiring process due to his disability 
and created pre-employment tension with the company.  

 Had FHB immediately complied with Candidate Goold’s reasonable request for medical 
information related to his disability, there would have been no delay in the hiring process.  

 Candidate Goold therefore suffered an adverse employment decision because of his 
disability, because he filed a compliant, and due to FHB’s refusal to reasonably accommodate his 
request for medical policy. Candidate Goold’s request placed absolutely no burden on FHB. 
Their refusal, and delay, were inexcusable and discriminatory under the circumstances.  

III. Non-Discriminatory Reasons for Nor Hiring Candidate Goold 

 Ms. Wang stated that even if Complainant could establish a prima facie case of 
discrimination, FHB hired a candidate “with greater qualifications.” [p13] 

 FHB cannot support their selection with evidence nor claim the selectee is superior, or 
even equal, to Candidate Goold with the information provided. Years of experience is a poor 
measure, and serving FHB in a lesser position years ago is not a reliable indicator of future 
success in a more advanced position. See the Peter principle.  1

 Ms. Wang stated the Complainant must be “significantly better qualified.” [p14] 

 Side-by-side, Candidate Goold’s profile suggests significantly superior skills and 
qualifications. The Commission failed to conduct such an analysis in their review. 

 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peter_principle1
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IV. Standard of Law for Retaliation  

 Ms. Wang claimed Complainant’s retaliation charge is without merit. As documented 
herein, Mr. Goold has shown numerous reasons his complaint is valid. [p15] 

 1. Candidate Goold engaged in protected activity by filing a complaint relating to 
discrimination. 

 2. Candidate Goold suffered an adverse employment action. 

 3. There exists a causal link between his protected activity and the adverse 
employment action. 

 Candidate Goold inquired about FHB’s policy related to the medication prescribed for his 
disability. FHB refused to reasonably accommodate Candidate Goold, which forced him to pause 

FHB Selectee: DBA Specialist Candidate Goold: DBA and Data Scientist

BA Degree: University of Hawai’i Manoa BS Degree Economics: Idaho State University

MA Degree Finance: Idaho State University

PhD Political Science & Research: University of 
New Mexico

23 Years Experience in DBA Positions 31 Years Experience in DBA, IT, Statistics, Report 
Writing, Analysis, Senior Advising, Consulting

Unknown Review History Outstanding Supervisor and Peer Reviews

5



his application process, file a complaint, and FHB frustrated Candidate Goold’s opportunity to 
discuss his qualifications fully.  

 The delay led FHB to select another candidate even before interviewing Candidate 
Goold. Candidate Goold wanted to interview. Candidate Goold simply wanted to prepare fully 
for the interview.  

 Had FHB cooperated, no delay would have occurred. Candidate Goold would have 
interviewed in timely fashion, while assured he would qualify to be hired if selected 
conditionally.  

 In addition, FHB cannot justify the rapid disqualification of Applicant Goold for the ETL 
III position.[p12] Ms. Wang claimed “he was not qualified.” FHB provided no evidentiary 
support for the slanderous and libelous disparagement.  

 FHB made an outrageous claim that an inadvertent error caused corruption in the Taleo 
Oracle human capital management system. Their excuse is not believable.[p7] 

 Information about the 24 applicants, representing 24 rows of transactional records in the 
application database, could easily be corrected and repaired if corrupted. Analysis could be re-
run. The unsupported elimination demonstrates a causal link between Candidate Goold’s 
protected activity and the adverse employment action. 

V. Brief History 

 In early July 2021, Mr. Goold applied for a DBA II position with FHB. When FHB first 
contacted Mr. Goold, TR Kathy Oyadomari asked to conduct a phone interview with Candidate 
Goold. 

On Jul 13, 2021, at 6:39 PM, Kathy Oyadomari <koyadomari@fhb.com> wrote: 
 

Thank you for your interest in employment at First Hawaiian Bank. We received your 
application for the Database Administrator II.  I was contacting you to coordinate a 
phone interview for the position. Please respond to this email or return my call at 
525-8192. 
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Thank you, 
Kathy 
Kathy Oyadomari | Technical Recruiter 
999 Bishop Street, Honolulu, HI 96813 P (808)525-8192 | F 
(808)525-5798 | koyadomari@fhb.com 

 Candidate Goold responded by email that same night. Mr. Goold had a negative 
experience with Hawaiian Electric (“HECO”) due to confusion over his disability and 
medication. In deliberations with HECO, management claimed he should have inquired earlier or 
asked someone else about the permissibility of the medication. Common corporate tactic: blame 
the victim.  

 As Candidate Goold didn’t want to be traumatized again, he inquired immediately: 
From: Scott Goold   
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2021 11:49 PM 
To: Kathy Oyadomari <koyadomari@fhb.com> 
Subject: EXT: Re: First Hawaiian Bank - Database Administrator II 
Aloha e Kathy, 
Appreciate hearing from you. I suffer some injuries and have a minor disability getting 
around (mobility issue). Doesn’t impact or negatively effect work performance; no 
accommodation requested. My doctors prescribe opioid pain relievers or medical 
cannabis sometimes in the evening to reduce pain so I can sleep. Never medicate before 
or during work hours. What is FHB’s policy on medical cannabis? 
Thank you for getting back to me! 

 

A. Promise of Reasonable Accommodation  

 FHB promised “reasonable accommodations to allow you to participate in the hiring 
process.” Candidate Goold only requested their policy. FHB is a financial institution and 
considered a federal contractor. They are regulated by the Drug-Free Workplace Act of 1988 (41 
U.S.C. 81). By law, FHB must provide every employee with their drug-free workplace policy.  

 FHB denied Candidate Goold’s request. FHB refused all Candidate Goold’s requests for 
the substance abuse policy (“SAP”). Hiring process stalled. Candidate Goold notified FHB that 
he contacted HCRC and the EEOC. FHB still refused to provide the SAP. This delayed the 
interview of Candidate Goold until October 26, 2021 — three months from initial contact.  

On Oct 26, 2021, at 8:18 AM, Kathy Oyadomari <koyadomari@fhb.com> wrote: 
Scott, 
As I have previously shared with you, First Hawaiian Bank will provide reasonable 
accommodations to allow you to participate in the hiring process (for example, an 
assistive device to allow you to participate in the initial telephone interview), but other 
than that, First Hawaiian Bank does not discuss applicants’ health conditions or need for 
accommodations at any pre-conditional offer step in the hiring process.  We intend to 
treat your application consistently with our policy and practice.  
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You have applied for the Database Administrator II position, and we would like to 
schedule an initial telephone interview for that position at one of the following dates and 
times: 
• Friday, 10/29 at 3:00pm 
• Tuesday, 11/2 at 2:00pm 
• Wednesday, 11/3 at 12:00pm 

 Candidate Goold identified two, and allowed Ms. Oyadomari make the final decision: 
Aloha e Kathy, 
Yesterday, you gave me an ultimatum. This opening is important to me and I see again 
today the position remains unfilled. I would LOVE to assist First Hawaiian Bank. I’m sad 
your team will not provide me information that would help me evaluate if I can quality 
for this opportunity. As a person suffering a disability, the world is not always 
accommodating. We must do many things that are uncomfortable or difficult just to meet 
the demands of others. I want to be as graciously accommodating to you and FHB as 
possible. As such, I will make myself available for an interview session on two dates/
times: 
• Tuesday, 11/2 at 2:00pm 
• Wednesday, 11/3 at 12:00pm 
You select the one best for you. Let me know and I’ll look forward to speaking with you. 
Thank you! 
Scott 

 Ms. Oyadomari selected Wednesday, November 3, 2021. The session lasted 12-minutes. 
Candidate Goold recorded the interview. The next week, Ms. Oyadomari informed Candidate 
Goold FHB had selected another candidate. 

B. Retaliatory Causal Events 

 FHB made the hiring decision prior to Ms. Oyadomari interviewing Candidate Goold. 
The interview was not in good faith and constitutes a fraud and deception per Hawai’i statute. 

 About November 29, 2021, Mr. Goold applied for a second position, ETL III. On 
December 14, 2021, Ms.Oyadomari emailed Candidate Goold to inform him that FHB had 
received his application. Although the two positions remained posted and open on August 23, 
2022 — nearly nine months later — FHB still refuses to interview Candidate Goold.  

Screenshot 8.23.22 

 All this trouble, confusion, dispute and disagreement, along with callous corporate 
behavior simply because Candidate Goold requested the FHB SAP. Why would a company 
refuse? Candidate Goold was only trying to be a responsible potential employee. He wanted to 
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abide by and follow their company rules and policy. As a non-safety-sensitive employee, 
regulations are confusing. The policy by law must be made available to all employees. 

VI. Will First Hawaiian Bank Provide Reasonable Accommodation (MAYBE) 

 Ms. Oyadomari wrote to Candidate Goold, “As I have previously shared with you, First 
Hawaiian Bank will provide reasonable accommodations to allow you to participate in the hiring 
process …”  

 That statement was a deceptive, contradictory and confusing pledge. On July 22, 2021, 
Ms. Oyadomari stated differently: 

FHB treats its employment policies as confidential within the bank and generally 
does not provide such policies to candidates prior to hire. 

If you should be a successful candidate and hired by FHB, FHB provides 
reasonable accommodations to employees with disabilities, provided the 
accommodations do not impose an undue hardship. (Emphasis mine) 

 “… provided the accommodations do not impose an undue hardship.” 

 Candidate Goold is prescribed opioid medications or medical cannabis. If FHB selected 
Mr. Goold as the conditional hire by FHB, FHB may request a pre-employment drug screen. Are 
Candidate Goold’s medications permitted? Any restrictions?  

 Similar to the negative experience Candidate Goold suffered at HECO, he could lose this 
job opportunity. Denying Candidate Goold a review of FHB’s SAP therefore jeopardizes his 
equal employment opportunity. Other candidates may not face this medical obstacle.  

VII. Discrimination in the Hiring Process 

 Why would FHB “treat its employment policies as confidential within the bank”? 
Candidate Goold was not seeking financial strategies or employee demographics. He requested 
policy only directly related to his disability and medical treatment plan.  

 If FHB disclosed to Candidate Goold that if selected, he would be required to submit to a 
pre-employment drug assessment, Candidate Goold could (1) shift medications, (2) seek a 
waiver or (3) withdraw his application.  

 With medical cannabis, a patient requires about 30 days to clear residual THC-COOH 
(non-intoxicating pharmacological biomarkers) that accumulated in fat stores. An applicant such 
as Candidate Goold would require time to shift a medical treatment plan.  

 Candidate Goold inquired as soon as possible so he had sufficient time to consider 
options and minimize the number of FHB staff who needed to know of his sensitive situation. 
FHB’s refusal to make accommodation and protracted irrational behavior widened the scope of 
conflict in what was a relatively minor request.  

 Ms. Wang stated the the hiring manager lacked “any animus” toward Candidate Goold. 
[p13]. However, the technical recruiter, Ms. Oyadomari, was involved in the hiring decision. She 
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displayed animus toward him. Ms. Oyadomari easily and without burden could have 
accommodated his simple medical request.  

 FHB caused the “dilatory behavior” by denying Candidate Goold information he needed 
relative to his disability. 

 Candidate Goold was reasonable and justified to inquire about FHB’s SAP. Denying 
Candidate Goold this information jeopardized Candidate Goold’s employment opportunity. 
Denying Candidate Goold this simple accommodation is therefore discriminatory.  

VIII. Deception About Hiring Process 

 Ms. Wang described the complex hiring process up to the conditional job offer. Her long-
winded statement is deceptive. None of this information is relevant to Candidate Goold’s request. 
The statement is a red-herring. As a disabled applicant, Candidate Goold sought information 
about FHB’s policy “after the issuance of a conditional offer.” [p4] 
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 A. Post-Conditional Offer 

 The hiring manager and recruiter decided who will be selected for the “conditional offer 
of employment.” Ms. Wang left out steps that occur after the offer is extended, which likely 
includes a pre-employment drug screen. If FHB selected Candidate Goold, would he pass the 
assessment? Does it matter for a non-safety-sensitive employee? Very confusing!  

 Candidate Goold hoped to be selected. He planned and prepared to be issued a 
conditional offer of employment. He asked upfront what FHB would expect from him. FHB 
refused to disclose this policy. Failing to include information about this part of the hiring process 
to the Commission therefore is deceptive, a partial truth or misrepresentation — a lie. 

 B. Missing Phrase “Do Not Impose an Undue Hardship” [p5] 

 Ms. Wang wrote deceptively again. “She also explained that should he be hired, FHB 
provides reasonable accommodation to employees with disabilities.” As documented previously, 
her statement is incomplete, a partial truth or misrepresentation — a lie. There is a corollary: “… 
provided the accommodations do not impose an undue hardship.” 

 Candidate Goold might have been selected, required to submit to a pre-employment drug 
assessment, and suffered withdrawal of the conditional offer, as occurred with HECO. 

 C. FHB Causes Unnecessary Delay 

 Ms. Wang summarized the hiring timeline for the DBA II position. FHB’s refusal to 
accommodate Candidate Goold excluded him from the process: [p6] 
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 Had FHB accommodated Candidate Goold’s reasonable request, there would have been 
no delay. Why would FHB refuse? The SAP isn’t top secret information. Appears FHB had no 
interest in hiring Candidate Goold. They offered no accommodation to this applicant at all. 

 However, “by late October 2021, the hiring manager had identified his top choice for the 
DA [sic] II position. That candidate went through the final interview with [Ms. Oyadomari] on 
October 29, 2021, and [Ms. Oyadomari] agreed with the selection.”  

 The hiring manager made his hiring decision prior to October 29, 2021, yet Ms. 
Oyadomari offered Candidate Goold three opportunities to interview: 

• Friday, 10/29 at 3:00pm 
• Tuesday, 11/2 at 2:00pm 
• Wednesday, 11/3 at 12:00pm 

 Ms. Oyadomari interviewed the preferred candidate on October 29, 2021, and supported 
the hiring manager’s decision. FHB wasn’t considering Candidate Goold. He had been a trouble 
maker. 

 In violation of good faith, Ms. Oyadomari proceeded to interview Candidate Goold after 
the hiring selection had been made. She withheld this information from Candidate Goold. 
Egregiously, she did not forward Candidate Goold results “to the hiring manager for further 
consideration.”  

 FHB’s action was deceptive. As there were only four (4) applicants, Ms. Oyadomari 
possibly conducted the interview to meet an internal affirmative action quota or close the open 
employee file to protect FHB from a claim of discrimination or retaliation.  

 The interview with Candidate Goold was deceptive and fraudulent, a partial truth or 
misrepresentation — a lie. 

 FHB claimed they were justified in their behavior as Candidate Goold “declined to 
participate.” The counter argument argues FHB unreasonably denied Candidate Goold the 
medical information he needed to move forward with the hiring process. FHB caused the delay, 
discriminated against a disabled candidate, and retaliated by failing to interview him in good 
faith.  

 Generally precise, Ms. Wang was vague about the hiring timeline. She wrote, “by late 
October 2021, the hiring manager had identified his top choice for the DA [sic] II position.” 

 The last communication Candidate Goold received from Ms. Oyadomari was September 
27, 2021. He was surprised to hear from her on October 26, 2021. Why that day in particular? 

 The hiring manager likely identified his selection for the DBA II position on October 26, 
2021. Ms. Oyadomari reached out to Candidate Goold not to consider his application, but as a 
pretense of fairness in their hiring process or to fulfill an internal quota. Ms. Oyadomari 
defrauded Candidate Goold. 

 Under Hawai’i law, elements of fraud include: 

(1) false representations made by the defendant; 
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(2) with knowledge of their falsity (or without knowledge of their truth or falsity); 
(3) in contemplation of plaintiff's reliance upon them; and 
(4) plaintiff's detrimental reliance.  
Larsen v. Pacesetter Systems, Inc., 74 Haw. 1, 30, 837 P.2d 1273 (1992). 

 The offer to interview Candidate Goold was not in good faith. It was deceptive, a partial 
truth or misrepresentation — a lie and a fraud. Candidate Goold relied upon and trusted Ms. 
Oyadomari. This incident demonstrates a causal link to an adverse event, which is the final 
criteria establishing retaliation.  

IX. Spurious and Discriminatory Evaluation Process  

 Ms. Wang explained FHB’s algorithmic candidate selection process, claiming the selectee 
scored over 20 points higher than Candidate Goold, and that the selectee “was more qualified for 
the DA [sic] II position than Complainant.” Her assessment is factually spurious, potentially 
discriminatory, and insupportable with the information available to FHB. [p7] 

 Evaluation systems must be both valid and reliable. Validity means the system accurately 
assesses subjects; reliability means the processes are consistent over time and across subject 
participants. 

 A. Selectee “received a preliminary application score over 20 points higher than 
Complainant’s score.”  

 Harvard Business Review (2016) pointed out it is well-established that:  

“Man-made algorithms are fallible and may inadvertently reinforce discrimination 
in hiring practices. Any HR manager using such a system needs to be aware of its 
limitations and have a plan for dealing with them. 

… 

One way to avoid algorithmic bias is to stop making hard screening decisions 
based solely on an algorithm. Encourage a human review that will ask 
experienced people who have been through bias training to oversee selection and 
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evaluation. Let decisions be guided by an algorithm-informed individual, rather 
than by an algorithm alone.”  2

 There can be many reasons for the selectee’s higher score that do not reflect superior 
skills or potential. Examining the application packet of selectee (Exhibit F, p5-10) compared to 
Candidate Goold (Exhibit C, p5), Candidate Goold wasn’t as detailed.  

 In Candidate Goold’s opinion, the selectee “spammed” the application assessment by 
including as many “keywords” as possible. Candidate Goold provided a summary of 
information. The selectee’s strategy focused on writing for the machine-based algorithm.  

 Candidate Goold prefers more information in his resume for the human reader, and 
prefers to speak with a hiring manager where they can discuss his technical qualifications.  

 FHB cannot claim the selectee is superior based on this algorithmic assessment. The 
evaluation processes must be validated. FHB did not provide any information as to the accuracy 
of the assessment.  

 For example, Asian Americans believe they suffer from flawed application assessment in 
higher education.  

“Michael Wang has closely followed the trial over admissions at Harvard 
University, hoping it will change the college application process for future 
generations of Asian-American students. Wang, the son of Chinese immigrants, 
had an SAT score of 2230 (out of a possible 2400) and a 4.67 weighted GPA when 
he was waitlisted, and then rejected, by Harvard and other Ivy League schools in 
2013. He believes that was because of his race.” 

… 

“Harvard has defended the importance of an admissions process that considers 
more than test scores and grades and has emphasized that the rate of admission for 
Asian-American students has grown 29% in the last 10 years.”  3

 We all want fairness. And equal opportunity is now being challenged by calls for 
equitable opportunity. Asians Americans feel cheated when it happens to them. FHB engaged in 
the same behavior with Candidate Goold. 

 B. Selectee has “more than 23 years’ [sic] experience in comparable positions.” 

Extensive research proves that, statistically, years of experience is only the 14th 
best predictor of future job performance. If you want better hiring results, look for 
the context of a candidate's achievement, not the years they have been working.   4

As Maxwell Wessel outlined in a brilliant post in the Harvard Business Review:  

 https://hbr.org/2016/12/hiring-algorithms-are-not-neutral2

 https://time.com/5546463/harvard-admissions-trial-asian-american-students/3

 https://blog.staffingadvisors.com/2011/09/12/years-of-experience-or-accumulated-wisdom4
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“.. it is more effective to evaluate managers by looking at the situations they have 
been in than their track record of success. By looking at past success without 
considering the situation in which the manager was successful, we neglect to 
account for the wisdom accrued over time when a manager faces a specific set of 
problems.”  5

 Candidate Goold must also be concerned about age discrimination. As a male over the 
age of 40, he is aware many IT groups seek younger employees. If he lists all his work history, or 
includes graduation dates, he reveals his more senior age. For such reasons, Candidate Goold 
understates details about his person and professional history on his resume. 

 C. Selectee “formerly held the Database Administrator I position at FHB.” 

 Asian Americans form the dominant demographic plurality in Hawai’i. The individuals 
reviewing Candidate Goold’s information are primarily Asian American. [Exhibit D, p2] 

 Reviewing the selectee’s resume, one assumes the selectee is male. The selectee reported 
graduating from University of Hawai’i Manoa. Statistically, it is highly probable the selectee is 
Asian American. 

 It is established in Hawai’i culture that outsiders suffer headwinds and unfair 
discrimination. The selectee is a local Asian American male with a history of island employment. 
Candidate Goold’s resume portrays him as an outsider. 

 Lee Cataluna, local columnist, who has been telling Hawai’i stories for 25 years, worked 
in local radio, television and newspapers, wrote in Civil Beat about the local v. outsider debate: 

“In terms of assets, a local candidate is seen as someone who can hit the ground 
running because they understand all the intricacies of island culture, even though 
some of those conventions are outdated and frankly, regressive. (Do you really 
need to know why “What school you grad?” is a coded way to quickly assess 
social status to be an effective manager of a project or department? Um, not 
really. Other skills are more important.)  

 Ibid.5
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The selling point for a candidate from out-of-state is that person comes in with no 
encumbrances or potential conflicts of interest. An outsider won’t have cousins 
who work in the organization or long-held grudges within the department. An 
outsider comes with a clean slate, and no favors owed to anyone.  

(Oh, but in Hawaii, we love favors. We love having a friend on the inside. It is 
how so much business is transacted.) 

On the downside, an insider has been part of the problematic system that needs to 
be fixed. Maybe that person has new ideas, but old habits and calcified routines 
are hard to break. Friends and cousins might be offended.”  6

 FHB used a potentially discriminatory algorithmic assessment to evaluate the two 
candidates, focused extensively on years of experience (although unaware all Candidate Goold’s 
history), and didn’t include interview results for Candidate Goold. Candidate Goold required a 
technical interview with the hiring manager to discuss his experience and background.  

 FHB had identified a former employee, an Asian American male from UH Manoa. They 
contrasted him with Candidate Goold, who was bogged down requesting the SAP. This action 
delayed Candidate Goold’s application process. FHB effectively eliminated Candidate Goold 
from consideration and selected the local, Asian American favorite. 

 The preponderance of evidence shows FHB unreasonably denied Candidate Goold’s 
request for information related to his disability, which constituted a discrimination against 
disabled Candidate Goold, and retaliated by not interviewing Candidate Goold prior to the hiring 
decision being made. 

 Ms. Wang deceptively claimed FHB would have engaged in an interactive process with 
Candidate Goold to determine what, if any reasonable accommodation were available to him, to 
perform the essential functions of the position in accordance with ADA policy, if Candidate 
Goold received an offer of employment. [p11] 

 What if FHB decided there were no reasonable available accommodations? Would FHB 
withdraw the offer? Would FHB repost the position and start over? Candidate Goold would be 
humiliated. FHB would lose valuable time and waste money. Smart managers do not wait until 
the end of the process to discuss such sensitive — and potentially job ending — issues.  

 https://www.civilbeat.org/2021/05/lee-cataluna-the-local-versus-outsider-leadership-debate-continues/6

16



 This explains why Candidate Goold wanted to be clear about FHB’s SAP. Consider the 
fear and uncertainty Candidate Goold suffered due to the cruel treatment he received from FHB. 
There is no reasonable justification for FHB denying Candidate Goold this information.  

 D. ETL III Score of Zero 

 The most outrageous deception by FHB is their claim Candidate Goold and others 
received a “0” (zero) score on the ETL III algorithmic assessment. [p7] 

 Ms. Wang wrote, “Due to an inadvertent oversight, the usual automated scoring of the 
eligibility and banking experience/qualification questions on the application did not occur for 
any applicants for the ETL III position, including Complainant.” 

 There were 24 applicants or records in FHB’s Taleo Oracle talent assessment application. 
Oracles advertises about their product: 

“Leverage a complete set of tools for sourcing, recruiting, and onboarding. Oracle 
Taleo is the most robust standalone talent acquisition suite for finding and hiring 
the best candidates.”  7

 The Taleo application would allow a DBA, such as Candidate Goold, to manually correct 
and repair corruption in their relational database and numerous tables that contain the applicant 
information. The automatic scoring system could be re-run.  

 The EEOC must assume the excuse of an “inadvertent oversight” is too coincidental and 
suspect to be believable.  

 While such assessments should not serve as the primary heuristic for employee selection, 
FHB still has not explained why they disqualified Candidate Goold. HCRC did not ask. [p7] 

 https://www.oracle.com/human-capital-management/taleo/7
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 In addition, there is a non-zero probability Candidate Goold scored high or was the 
highest scoring candidate on the assessment. Possibly FHB had to erase the scores to justify 
eliminating Candidate Goold. 

 Ms. Wang also demonstrated the hostility FHB holds toward Candidate Goold by 
complaining that he emailed Ms. Oyadomari to inquire about this application.  

 Candidate Goold does not remember if he received a “confirmation e-mail [sic] upon 
submission of his application” when he applied around November 29, 2021. Candidate Goold 
was following up about his application. Candidate Goold’s comments to Ms. Oyadomari were 
polite and professional. He also included a screen shot of the two open positions.  

Aloha Friday Kathy, 
Hope you had a wonderful week. I applied for the ETL Developer III position around 
November 29th. I see the two positions remain open. Thought I would follow up today to 
see if you received my application. Would love to join your excellent team.  
Thank you for your professional courtesy and consideration! 

 Conventionally, job applicants should follow up with the company recruiter about a week 
or so after applying. Why was FHB hostile toward him? Candidate Goold complained to 
government officials. This demonstrates the retaliatory and hostile environment. 

 In response, Ms. Oyadomari emailed a confirmation: 
Scott, 
This is to confirm we received your job application for the ETL Developer III position. 
Your application is currently being reviewed and if you meet the appropriate 
qualifications for the position, we will contact you for more information. 
Thank you again for your interest. 
Thank you, 
Kathy 

 Mr. Goold contacted Ms. Oyadomari numerous times over the next six weeks or so 
[12.21.21, 12.22.21, 1.3.22, 1.23.22, 1.26.22, 2.9.22], as two ETL III positions remained open 
and posted on the career page.  

 FHB never informed Applicant Goold that he did not meet the qualifications for the 
position. Ms. Oyadomari refused to respond to Applicant Goold during this time. Mr. Goold had 
filed formal complaints with HCRC and EEOC. FHB was retaliating by refusing to communicate 
with him.  
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 As of August 23, 2022, the two positions were still posted on FHB’s career page. Only 
one remains at this time. FHB denies Applicant Goold an opportunity to work for the company 
due to his complaints to officials. Applicant Goold is highly skilled in ETL processes. 

 FHB cannot justify why they did not allow Applicant Goold to move forward with the 
ETL III position. Their behavior indisputably — beyond a preponderance of evidence — is 
retaliatory. 

 Mr. Goold only learned FHB decided long ago not to consider him (January 31, 2022) 
when he received the case files from the Commission. [Exhibit D, p1] 

 The response from First Hawaiian Bank provides conclusive proof — by a preponderance 
of evidence — that the company discriminated and retaliated against Mr. Goold in their hiring 
practices and decision. This behavior continues. 

 In conclusion, Mr. Goold requests the EEOC review the discriminatory and retaliatory 
practices by both FHB and HCRC in this charge.  

Sincerely, 

/s/ Scott Goold   
 

Honolulu, HI 96815 
 

Exhibit 5: First Hawaiian Bank Response, May 25, 2022 (82 pages) 
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