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1.  Which agencies should be included in the study?
Background:
The state has a common database to track state expenditures and payments to vendors which includes all state agencies, but not higher education institutions.  The state does not have a common database for all state contract information.  Our assumption is that the study consultant will need to use some combination of state payment and state contract information to conduct the study. 
Study Advisory Group Recommendation:  
 In the RFP, for both public works and goods and services:
· Include the subset of agencies typically included in executive-branch initiatives whose combined spend equals about 80% of total spend.  This will be part of the base cost proposal.  Agencies recommended to be included:
	WSDOT *
	DSHS
	DES
	DOC

	DOH
	DFW
	HCA
	WSP

	U of Washington
	Ecology
	Parks
	CTS (WA Tech)

	L&I
	Revenue
	Licensing
	St. Bd. CTC

	Employment Security
	Military Dept.
	Veterans’ Affairs
	OFM

	Commerce
	Pollution Liability Ins
	DEL
	Agriculture

	Retirement Systems
	LCB
	UTC
	Criminal Justice Training

	State Investment Board
	Traffic Safety Comm.
	Financial Institutions
	Industrial Ins. Appeals


*Excludes scope covered by the WSDOT disparity study
· Ask proposers to identify the additional cost, above the base cost proposal, to include the other higher education institutions

2.  Which categories of spend should be included?
Background:
Certain categories of expenditure (sometimes referred to as subindustries) are commonly excluded from disparity studies for the following reasons:
· The  organizations in the subindustry are not “owned”  (e.g. non-profits, associations, public entities)
· Typically government regulated industries or regulated monopolies (e.g. utilities, broadcast, communications)
· Firms typically represent national or international markets, few source options, subject to copyright laws and/or often involve payments that do not fit the definition of “procurement”  (e.g., banking, insurance, software, publishing, travel, legal services)
· Real property purchases or leases
Study Advisory Group Recommendation:  
· Public Works  - Include the following spend  categories (the letters denote the object or sub-object categories in the state’s accounting system):
· Buildings (constructed and purchased)  (JF)
· Improvements other than buildings (non-highway public works) (JH)
· Architectural and Engineering Services (JK)
· Capital Planning (JL)
· Goods and Services
	Categories to Include
	Categories to Exclude

	Professional Services (C)
Supplies (EA)
Communications (EB)
Repairs/Maintenance (EE)
Printing (EF)
Training (EG)
Furnishings/equipment (EH, JC)
Purchased Services (ER)
Vehicle operations (ES)
Software  (EY, JB, JQ)
Miscellaneous (EZ)
Cost of Goods Sold (F)
Travel –paid to travel agents (G)
Non-capitalized assets (JA)
Grounds development (JJ)
Art collections  (Need to confirm if this includes artists and installers)(JM)
Relocation costs (JN)
Other capital outlays (JZ)
	Utilities (EC)
Buildings and Land rental (ED)
Retailer commissions (EI)
Subscriptions (EJ)
Insurance (EP)
Travel – not paid to travel agents (G)
Library Resources (JD)
Land (JE)
Highway construction (JG)
Intangible assets (intellectual property)( JR)
Debt Service (P)



· Include an analysis of object N as part of the study to analyze
· Which subobject should be considered in future disparity analyses and ongoing diversity dashboard measures
· To determine which, if any, of the object N should be included, and treated as other included categories,  in this disparity study
· For portions of object N that don’t fit well with the disparity study approach, conduct an inclusion gap analysis and provide recommendations on closing gaps.

3. How detailed should the spend categories be?
Background: 
The state’s accounting  system works on a three-tier system for categorizing the type of spending:
· Objects – Very high-level categories (e.g. salaries, goods and services, travel)
· Sub-objects—break down the categories a bit (e.g. supplies, communications, training; )
· Sub-sub-objects—agencies can further break down the subobject category into meaningful groupings at their discretion
Statewide data can be easily extracted at the Object and Sub-object level.  However, because sub-sub objects are defined uniquely for each agency, it is not possible to do an automatic roll-up of the data statewide.  
Two national industry classification schemes are often used in disparity studies:  NAICS codes and NIGP commodity codes.  Both offer a tiered coding system with the 2 or 3 digit codes providing a more summary level of the industry type and the longer digit codes providing increasing granularity of description.  

Study Advisory Group Recommendation:  
 In the RFP,
· Provide propers with background information about the level of detail and statewide classification available in the state’s accounting systems.
· Ask proposers to  “classify the categories of spend and/or contracts into NAICS or NIGP categories*” and to include in their proposal their planned approach for doing so and to what level.  
* Language from a San Antonio RFP well-regarded by study expert Dr. Myers.

4.  What tiers of spend should be included?
Background:
The state does not currently capture subcontractor or sub-grantee payment information in a statewide database.  A few agencies have developed their own systems for capturing this information for some or all of their projects. 
Study Advisory Group Recommendation:  
· For public works,  include payments to, and contracts with,  subcontractors on public works contracts – where that information is available a sufficient level of quality,  is cost-efficiently obtainable

· For goods and services, include direct spend /prime contract level.  
· Ask the consultant to evaluate the goods and services categories and identify those categories that likely include tier-two spend. 
· Include that 2nd tier information if it is available at a sufficient level of quality, is cost-efficiently obtainable

· Ask for a separate cost estimate to analyze the volume and sources of pass-through grants from the state to local government/non-profits, and the opportunities for small businesses afforded by these grants.

5. How should geographical markets be defined?
Study Advisory Group Recommendation:  
Ask proposers, as part of the study, to work with the state to “define the relevant geographic markets by industry*”, and to include in their proposal their approach for doing so.

* Language from a San Antonio RFP well-regarded by Dr. Myers.

6. What subcategories of diverse businesses should be analyzed in the study?
Background:  
This question is not about whether to limit the study of diverse firms to those certified by certain certification organizations.  (This will be covered in a future workshop on study approach.)   This is simply about the subcategories of diverse firms the study should analyze. 
Study Advisory Group Recommendation:     
· At a minimum analyze the subcategories of business ownership that are used by state certification agencies
· Woman 
· Minority Woman
· Black / African American
· Hispanic American / Latino
· Asian-American
· American Indian or Alaska Native
· Other
· Veteran
Proposed for consideration
· Persons with disability*
· Hub-zone certification*
· Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander*

Advisory Group minority recommendation for consideration
· Small business* (self-certification)

*Not included in state certification categories

7.  Should a standard legal review be included in this consultant’s scope?

Study Advisory Group Recommendation:  
No.  Either:
· Rely on the legal reviews in other disparity studies 
· Request the Attorney General’s Office to prepare a legal review
· Ask the consultant only to review most recent legal cases and provide updated analysis to previous studies.
    Any of these options need to provide an up-to-date assessment of 9th circuit and state courts.


8. Are there areas of analysis we’d like to include in the consultant’s work that are not part of a typical disparity study?

Study Advisory Group Recommendation:  
1. Study whether and how language issues create barriers to accessing state contracting opportunities
· Availability of procurements in other languages and other language resources
· Language  complexity and cultural context




2. Are there barriers in the marketplace, public procurement policies and procedures, or other factors that might be, in part, causing any identified disparities?
· What current Washington State laws, policies, etc. create barriers for state agencies to purchase from diverse businesses (i.e. DES Master Contracts, Correctional Industries, etc)?
· Are there cost factors (for example levels of insurance) associated with smaller diverse businesses, which may be restricting their ability to compete with larger, companies? 
· What kinds of successful business diversity/inclusion programs or policies have been implemented by other states?
3. Identification and analysis of policy and practices that contradict each other in the area of inclusion

Advisory Group minority recommendation
· Do not include language issue in scope
