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BackgroundBackground

•
 

July 2002 Availability Study contract awarded to MTA

•
 

October 2004 Board receives Study

•
 

Study referred to Procurement and Contracting Policy 
Committee (PCPC)

•
 

January 2005 Executive Steering Group begins review

•
 

December 2005 Executive Steering Group submits 
draft report to PCPC

•
 

January 2006 PCPC submits draft report to 
Community Advisory Group (CAG)
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BackgroundBackground

•
 

September 2007 CAG submits recommendations to 
PCPC

•
 

September 2007 PCPC refers CAG recommendations 
to Executive Steering Group

•
 

December 2005 thru July 2009 enhancement of 
procurement processes

•
 

July 2009 Executive Steering Group submits its 
response to CAG recommendations to PCPC
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The Executive Steering GroupThe Executive Steering Group
Chair:  Susan Muranishi, County Administrator

Charles Plummer, Sheriff
Pat O’Connell, Auditor/Controller
Donald Blevins, Chief, Probation Department
Denise Eaton-May, Director, Human Resource Services
Chet Hewitt, Director, Social Services Agency
Dave Kears, Director, Health Care Services Agency
Don LaBelle, Director, Public Works Agency
Dave Macdonald, Director, Information Technology Department
Aki Nakao, Director, General Services Agency
Richard Winnie, County Counsel
Debbie Barnes, Contract and Employment Services Manager, City of

 

Oakland
David Houts, Staff Analyst, Flood Control/Zone 7
Beverly Johnson, Contract Equity Administrator, East Bay Municipal Utility District
Christine Monsen, Executive Director, Alameda County Transportation Authority
Bernida Reagan, Director of Social Responsibility, Port of Oakland
Donna Linton, Assistant County Administrator
Sal Morales, Diversity Program Manager
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AccomplishmentsAccomplishments
POLICIES

•
 

Contracts under $25K targeted to SLEB Contractors


 

If no SLEB Contractors, then to Local Businesses
•

 
Direct contracting to award small contracts


 

Hazardous materials abatement, site preparation, 
trenching for utilities

•
 

Contracts over $25K include 5% Local and 5% SLEB 
bid preference


 

Non-SLEB contracts for goods and services require 
a minimum of 20% SLEB participation
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AccomplishmentsAccomplishments
POLICIES

•
 

Enhanced Construction Outreach Program (ECOP) 
implemented for GSA construction projects over 
$100,000



 

60% Local Participation


 

20% Small Local Participation


 

15% Minority Business Enterprise Subcontractor


 

5% Women-Owned Business Subcontractor

•
 

Unbundle large procurement contracts


 

Printing Services, Temporary Services, Training
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AccomplishmentsAccomplishments

•
 

All procurement centralized in GSA

•
 

Sole Source Policy and website developed and 
implemented to ensure SLEB requirements are met

POLICIES
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AccomplishmentsAccomplishments
PROCEDURES
•

 
County-wide contracts reviewed prior to rebidding for 
unbundling opportunities  


 

Office goods, paper products

•
 

Bids and requests for proposals reviewed prior to 
issuing for compliance with SLEB and Construction 
Outreach Programs

•
 

Procedure implemented for 5-day notice of invoice 
disputes

•
 

ALCOLINK Contracts Module and the Vendor Database 
updated to include ethnicity, gender, award amounts 
and SLEB data to enhance reporting capabilities
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AccomplishmentsAccomplishments
PROCEDURES

•
 

Implementation of Elation System July 1, 2008


 

Monitor contractual labor and utilization 
requirements



 

Report Construction Outreach and SLEB 
Program compliance



 

Procurement guidelines and participation 
included in staff training

•
 

Small Business Capacity Building


 

Bids solicited exclusively from certified County 
small and emerging businesses to foster growth 
of these firms
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AccomplishmentsAccomplishments
OTHER

•
 

Approximately 1,150 SLEBS certified by the County

•
 

Contract Administration Guide developed to assist 
in contract management

•
 

Uniform Procurement Manual (UPM) developed to 
create online (intranet) central repository for 
County’s procurement policies, procedures, 
programs and related forms 

•
 

Implemented Bond Assistance Program
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AccomplishmentsAccomplishments
OTHER 

•
 

Developed and conduct year-round training and 
outreach for small businesses 


 

How to do Business with Alameda County 


 

Construction Management Program


 

How to Become Certified
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AccomplishmentsAccomplishments

OTHER

•
 

Contract Compliance in the Auditor-Controller Agency


 

Oversight of SLEB Program


 

Oversight of data analysis and reporting


 

Community and Business Outreach –
 Decentralized

•

 

General Services Agency
•

 

Public Works Agency
•

 

Auditor-Controller Agency 
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Total Contracts Local & NonTotal Contracts Local & Non--LocalLocal

7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

Local $318.9M $415.5M

Non-Local $233.2M $235.2M

Total $552.1M $650.7M

% Local 57.76% 63.86%
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Local Contracts SummaryLocal Contracts Summary

7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

Total Local Contracts $318.9M $415.5M

Local Dollars 57.76% 63.86%

MBE/SLEB $57.7M $208.1M

MBE/SLEB % of Total Contracts 10.45% 31.97%
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MBE/SLEB Contracts by TypeMBE/SLEB Contracts by Type

7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

Type $ % $ %

Construction $20.2M 14.37% $40.2M 38.99%

Architecture & Engineering $5.5M 10.15% $3.2M 39.03%

Professional Services $13.3M 13.82% $88.3M 33.30%

Goods & Services $18.7M 7.16% $76.4M 27.83%

Total $57.7M 10.45% $208.1M 31.97%
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MBE/SLEB Contract Amounts MBE/SLEB Contract Amounts 
by Ethnicity  by Ethnicity  

7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

Type $ $

African American $8.8M $19.3M

Hispanic American $23.4M $55.3M

Multi-Ethnicity - $14.2M

Asian American $16.2M $38.0M

Caucasian Female $3.2M $23.7M

Caucasian Male $5.7M $57.1M

Native American $0.4M $0.5M

Total $57.7M $208.1M
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Contracts by Geographic AreaContracts by Geographic Area
Geographic Area 7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07-12/31/09

$ % $ %

Alameda $1.7M .53% $11.9M 2.87%

Albany $.9M 0.28% $1.4M 0.34%

Berkeley $10.8M 3.39% $5.5M 1.33%

Castro Valley $.7M 0.22% $1.5M 0.37%

Dublin $6.1M 1.91% $84.1M 20.25%

Emeryville $9.2M 2.88% $7.3M 1.75%

Fremont $8.5M 2.67% $20.4M 4.92%

Hayward $34.4M 10.79% $19.7M 4.75%

Livermore $5.7M 1.79% $26.0M 6.26%

Newark $1.4M 0.44% $2.6M 0.62%

Oakland $201.9M 63.31% $142.7M 34.30%

Piedmont - 0.00% - 0.00%

Pleasanton $14.5M 4.55% $64.0M 15.41%

San Leandro $14.6M 4.58% $19.6M 4.71%

San Lorenzo $6.1M 1.91% $2.2M 0.53%

Sunol - 0.00% $0.1M 0.02%

Union City $2.4M .75% $6.5M 1.57%

TOTAL $318.9M 100.00% $415.5M 100.00%
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MBE/SLEB Participation by Type  MBE/SLEB Participation by Type  
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

Construction

Total $141.1M $103.2M

MBE/SLEB $20.2M $40.2M

% MBE/SLEB 14.37% 38.99%

Architecture & Engineering

Total $53.7M $8.1M

MBE/SLEB $5.5M $3.2M

% MBE/SLEB 10.15% 39.03%

Professional Services

Total $96.1M $265.1M

MBE/SLEB $13.3M $88.3M

% MBE/SLEB 13.82% 33.30%

Goods & Services

Total $261.2M $274.3M

MBE/SLEB $18.7M $76.4M

% MBE/SLEB 7.16% 27.83%

Total All Contracts

Total $552.1M $650.7M

MBE/SLEB $57.7M $208.1M

% MBE/SLEB 10.45% 31.97%
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Construction Contracts by EthnicityConstruction Contracts by Ethnicity
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

African American Males $1.8M $2.6M

African American Females $.8M $.2M

Asian American Males $2.5M $.3M

Asian American Females $.2M $12.7M

Hispanic American Males $13.4M $19.3M

Hispanic American Females $1.2M $1.2M

Native American Males $.1M -

Native American Females $.2M -

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Males - -

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Females - -

Caucasian Males -

 

SLEB - $3.0M

Caucasian Females -

 

SLEB - $.2M

Multi-Ethnic 50/50 - $.8M

Total MBE/SLEB $20.2M $40.2M

Caucasian Males $116.3M $54.9M

Caucasian Females $4.6M $5.3M

Unknown/Decline - $2.8M

Publicly Owned Entity - -

Total $141.1M $103.2M

% MBE/SLEB 14.37% 38.99%
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Architect & Engineering Contracts by EthnicityArchitect & Engineering Contracts by Ethnicity
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

African American Males $1.4M -

African American Females - -

Asian American Males $.8M $1.1M

Asian American Females $.5M $.6M

Hispanic American Males $1.1M -

Hispanic American Females $.5M -

Native American Males - -

Native American Females - -

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Males - -

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Females - -

Caucasian Males -

 

SLEB $1.1M $.4M

Caucasian Females -

 

SLEB $.1M $1.1M

Multi-Ethnic 50/50 - -

Total MBE/SLEB $5.5M $3.2M

Caucasian Males $45.2M $2.5M

Caucasian Females $3.0M $.1M

Unknown/Decline - -

Publicly Owned Entity - $2.4M

TOTAL $53.7M $8.1M

% MBE/SLEB 10.15% 39.03%
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Professional Services Contracts by EthnicityProfessional Services Contracts by Ethnicity
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

African American Males $1.5M $9.2M

African American Females $1.3M $3.7M

Asian American Males $5.2M $2.6M

Asian American Females $.4M $5.2M

Hispanic American Males $.6M $29.8M

Hispanic American Females $.4M $1.1M

Native American Males - $.1M

Native American Females - -

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Males - $1.6M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Females - $.2M

Caucasian Males -

 

SLEB $1.8M $26.3M

Caucasian Females -

 

SLEB $2.1M $3.5M

Multi-Ethnic 50/50 - $5.0M

Total MBE/SLEB $13.3M $88.3M

Caucasian Males $73.0M $66.4M

Caucasian Females $9.8M $8.1M

Unknown/Decline - $.5M

Publicly Owned Entity - $101.8M

Total $96.1M $265.1M

% MBE/SLEB 13.82% 33.30%
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Goods & Services Contracts by EthnicityGoods & Services Contracts by Ethnicity
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

African American Males $1.3M $3.3M

African American Females $.8M $.2M

Asian American Males $4.9M $9.5M

Asian American Females $1.6M $6.0M

Hispanic American Males $4.8M $2.6M

Hispanic American Females $1.4M $1.3M

Native American Males - $.2M

Native American Females - $.2M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Males - $3.8M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Females - $.7M

Caucasian Males -

 

SLEB $2.8M $27.5M

Caucasian Females -

 

SLEB $1.1M $18.9M

Multi-Ethnic 50/50 - $2.2M

Total MBE/SLEB $18.7M $76.4M

Caucasian Males $191.0M $116.3M

Caucasian Females $51.5M $4.3M

Unknown/Decline - $.8M

Publicly Owned Entity - $76.5M

Total $261.2M $274.3M

% MBE/SLEB 7.16% 27.83%
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All Contracts by EthnicityAll Contracts by Ethnicity
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

African American Males $6.0M $15.2M

African American Females $2.8M $4.1M

Asian American Males $13.5M $13.5M

Asian American Females $2.7M $24.5M

Hispanic American Males $20.0M $51.7M

Hispanic American Females $3.4M $3.6M

Native American Males $.1M $.3M

Native American Females $.3M $.2M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Males - $5.4M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Females - $.8M

Caucasian Males -

 

SLEB $5.7M $57.1M

Caucasian Females -

 

SLEB $3.2M $23.7M

Multi-Ethnic 50/50 - $8.0M

Total MBE/SLEB $57.7M $208.1M

Caucasian Males $425.5M $240.1M

Caucasian Females $68.9M $17.7M

Unknown/Decline - $4.1M

Publicly Owned Entity - $180.7M

Total $552.1M $650.7M

% MBE/SLEB 10.45% 31.97%
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MBE/SLEB by Contract Amount  MBE/SLEB by Contract Amount  
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

6/30/09

CONTRACTS UNDER $25,000

Total $63.0M $69.5M

MBE/SLEB $9.7M $25.8M

% MBE/SLEB 15.38% 37.10%

CONTRACTS $25,001 -

 

$100,000

Total $106.3M $68.3M

MBE/SLEB $11.3M $27.8M

% MBE/SLEB 10.60% 40.65%

CONTRACTS $100,001 -

 

$500,000

Total $85.9M $98.0M

MBE/SLEB $16.4M $41.4M

% MBE/SLEB 19.13% 42.18%

CONTRACTS OVER $500,000

Total $296.9M $414.9M

MBE/SLEB $20.3M $113.2M

% MBE/SLEB 6.84% 27.27%

TOTAL ALL CONTRACTS

Total $552.1M $650.7M

MBE/SLEB $57.7M $208.1M

% MBE/SLEB 10.45% 31.97%
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Contract Amounts Under $25,000 by EthnicityContract Amounts Under $25,000 by Ethnicity
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

African American Males $1.1M $1.3M

African American Females $.6M $.4M

Asian American Males $2.6M $3.5M

Asian American Females $1.0M $1.5M

Hispanic American Males $2.4M $1.6M

Hispanic American Females $.4M $.6M

Native American Males $.1M $.1M

Native American Females - $.2M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Males - $1.3M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Females - $.1M

Caucasian Males -

 

SLEB $1.2M $8.7M

Caucasian Females -

 

SLEB $.3M $5.3M

Multi-Ethnic 50/50 - $1.2M

Total MBE/SLEB $9.7M $25.8M

Caucasian Males $46.2M $22.1M

Caucasian Females $7.1M $2.9M

Unknown/Decline - $.3M

Publicly Owned Entity - $18.4M

Total $63.0M $69.5M

% MBE/SLEB 15.38% 37.10%
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Contract Amounts $25,001Contract Amounts $25,001--$100,000 by Ethnicity$100,000 by Ethnicity
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

African American Males $2.3M $1.3M

African American Females $1.4M $1.0M

Asian American Males $3.5M $2.4M

Asian American Females $1.2M $1.9M

Hispanic American Males $2.5M $1.6M

Hispanic American Females $.4M $.5M

Native American Males - $.1M

Native American Females - $.1M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Males - $0.9M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Females - $.2M

Caucasian Males -

 

SLEB - $9.9M

Caucasian Females -

 

SLEB - $6.8M

Multi-Ethnic 50/50 - $1.1M

Total MBE/SLEB $11.3M $27.8M

Caucasian Males $83.6M $19.5M

Caucasian Females $11.4M $2.5M

Unknown/Decline - $.6M

Publicly Owned Entity - $17.9M

Total $106.3M $68.3M

% MBE/SLEB 10.60% 40.65%
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Contract Amounts $100,001Contract Amounts $100,001--$500,000 by Ethnicity$500,000 by Ethnicity
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

African American Males $1.2M $2.2M

African American Females $.1M $.8M

Asian American Males $3.5M $6.4M

Asian American Females $.5M $2.7M

Hispanic American Males $2.2M $4.7M

Hispanic American Females $1.2M $1.7M

Native American Males - -

Native American Females $.3M -

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Males - $.5M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Females - $.5M

Caucasian Males -

 

SLEB $4.6M $15.6M

Caucasian Females -

 

SLEB $2.8M $4.7M

Multi-Ethnic 50/50 - $1.6M

Total MBE/SLEB $16.4M $41.4M

Caucasian Males $64.7M $33.5M

Caucasian Females $4.8M $4.3M

Unknown/Decline - $2.5M

Publicly Owned Entity - $16.3M

Total $85.9M $98.0M

% MBE/SLEB 19.13% 42.18%
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Contract Amounts Over $500,000 by EthnicityContract Amounts Over $500,000 by Ethnicity
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

African American Males $1.4M $10.4M

African American Females $.7M $2.0M

Asian American Males $4.0M $1.3M

Asian American Females - $18.4M

Hispanic American Males $12.9M $43.8M

Hispanic American Females $1.3M $.8M

Native American Males - -

Native American Females - -

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Males - $2.7M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Females - -

Caucasian Males -

 

SLEB - $22.9M

Caucasian Females -

 

SLEB - $6.9M

Multi-Ethnic 50/50 - $4.0M

Total MBE/SLEB $20.3M $113.2M

Caucasian Males $230.9M $165.1M

Caucasian Females $45.7M $7.9M

Unknown/Decline - $.7M

Publicly Owned Entity - $128.0M

Total $296.9M $414.9M

% MBE/SLEB 6.84% 27.27%
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Total Contracts by EthnicityTotal Contracts by Ethnicity
7/1/00 -

 

6/30/03 7/1/07 -

 

12/31/09

African American Males $6.0M $15.2M

African American Females $2.8M $4.1M

Asian American Males $13.5M $13.5M

Asian American Females $2.7M $24.5M

Hispanic American Males $20.0M $51.7M

Hispanic American Females $3.4M $3.6M

Native American Males $.1M $.3M

Native American Females $.3M $.2M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Males - $5.4M

Multi-Ethnic> 50% Females - $.8M

Caucasian Males -

 

SLEB $5.7M $57.1M

Caucasian Females -

 

SLEB $3.2M $23.7M

Multi-Ethnic 50/50 - $8.0M

Total MBE/SLEB $57.7M $208.1M

Caucasian Males $425.5M $240.1M

Caucasian Females $68.9M $17.7M

Unknown/Decline - $4.1M

Publicly Owned Entity - $180.7M

Total $552.1M $650.7M

% MBE/SLEB 10.45% 31.97%
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 4 of ESC Response)

Create Very Small Local Business Enterprise (VSLBE)
•

 
Fewer than 20 employees

•
 

¼
 

of the dollar amount of the SBA

ESG Response

•
 

Use data as collected to determine suitability for 
VLSBE

•
 

Counsel advises such a program has no clear 
authorization in State law and increases legal risk 
to County
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (pages 5-6 of ESG Response)

Increase LBE Goals 
•

 
70% Construction

•
 

40% Architecture & Engineering 
•

 
50% Goods

ESG Response

•
 

Current analysis of data shows actual dollars 
exceed recommended goals

•
 

Keep SLEB as is

•
 

Contracts under $25k; award all to 
MBE/SLEB/Local
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 6 of ESG Response)

Prime contractors responsibilities -
 

Good Faith Efforts 
and Debarment 

ESG Response

•
 

The ESG concurs with the recommendation upon the 
approval of County Counsel

•
 

Any penalties collected will go into a revolving fund to 
advance the goals of the County’s procurement 
program
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 7 of ESG Response)

County Responsibilities –
 

Good Faith Efforts
ESG Response

The County will use the Elations system to notify sub-
 contractors that were selected by the Prime Contractor

Recommendation (page 7 of ESG Response)

Random audits of contracts over $250,000; Charge 
contractor for Audit

ESG Response

Recommend random compliance reviews on contracts 
over $250,000
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 7 of ESG Response)

Preferences for LBEs 
•

 
Prime contractors who meet SLEB goals receive an 
additional 10 points and bid considered 4% lower 
for scoring

ESG Response

•
 

Since LBE participation is greater than CAG goals, 
continue SLEB program as is

•
 

Continue to monitor stats to determine if 
enhancements are needed
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 8 of ESG Response)

Preferences for SLEBs 
•

 
Additional 5% for construction contracts under 
$10M and A&E under $3M

ESG Response

•
 

Public Contracting Code only allows for 5% 
preference for construction

•
 

Counsel has advised preference cannot be 
considered when evaluating A&E
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (pages 8-9 of ESG Response)

Geographic equity program within Alameda County 
•

 
Consider geographic goals and geographic 
preferences 

ESG Response

•
 

Geographic preferences are not permitted in most 
Federal and State programs  

•
 

The County is currently working to resolve audit 
disallowances due to these preferences

•
 

Counsel has advised that contract awards and 
solicitations cannot be exclusionary or based on 
geographical areas within the County
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

ESG Response
See County Counsel response dated June 19, 2008

Recommendation (pages 10-12 of ESG Response)

Race and gender conscious policy
•

 
Set goals by category –

 
ethnicity and gender

•
 

Create an underutilized pool
•

 
Award preference points
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 13 of ESG Response)

Unbundle large contracts and award contracts in phases

ESG Response

The ESG concurs and will continue these contracting 
practices
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 13 of ESG Response)

Consider Geographical Diversity
ESG Response
•

 
The ESG advocates the continuance of local 
preference for goods and services and the 
application of GSA-ECOP goals for construction

•
 
Geographic preferences are not permitted in most 
Federal and State programs

•
 
The County is currently working to resolve audit 
disallowances due to these preferences

•
 
Counsel has advised that there isn’t any 
authorization in State law for programs based on 
geographical location  
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 13 of ESG Response)

Rebid high volume contracts 

ESG Response

The ESG concurs and will continue this practice

Recommendation (page 14 of ESG Response)

Create a pool of VSLEBs for various categories and 
amounts 
ESG Response

The ESG advocates vendor pools that meet the SLEB 
program requirements and the GSA-ECOP goals
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 14 of ESG Response)

Use direct contracting as a means to award small 
contracts

ESG Response

The ESG concurs and will continue to award 
construction support services as direct contracts under 
the terms of the SLEB and ECOP programs
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations
Recommendation (pages 14-15 of ESG Response)
•

 
Analyze bonding on a case by case basis 

•
 

Assist firms to become bond ready
•

 
Establish relationships for bonding and loan assistance

•
 

Develop a bonding and finance program

ESG Response

•
 

The ESG concurs and will continue to review each 
project’s bonding requirement

•
 

The County has implemented a bonding assistance 
program through the Risk Management Dept which will 
help build capacity, assist in becoming bond ready, refer 
firms to appropriate parties to provide assistance and has 
developed a bonding and finance program
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 16 of ESG Response)

Phasing of bond requirement; reduction of the retention 

ESG Response

•
 

The County will continue to phase projects to allow 
small businesses to bond

•
 

After 50% of the work is complete bonds could be 
released on a project by project basis
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 17 of ESG Response)

•
 

Primes list all subs when bidding
•

 
Bid analysis conducted by Third Party

•
 

Assess Prime’s record of performance and compliance 

ESG Response

•
 

The County is currently requiring the prime 
contractor to list all sub-contractors when a bid is 
submitted

•
 

Routine contract monitoring should be conducted to 
assure compliance
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (pages 17-18 ESG Response)

Develop an expedited payment program 

ESG Response

The ESG recommends using the Elations System to 
monitor payments received and acknowledged by 
primes and sub-contractors, and when necessary 
address payment issues
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations
Recommendation (page 18 of ESG Response)

Pay mobilization for SLEB firms 

ESG Response

The ESG recommends the Board consider a revolving 
loan program with established criteria and repayment 
provisions for qualified contractors

Recommendation (page 19 of ESG Response)

Five day notice of invoice disputes 

ESG Response

The ESG will continue process to give five day notice of 
invoice dispute and allow project managers line item 
approval for submitted invoices
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 19 ESG Response)

Develop formal sub-contractor substitution standards

ESG Response

•
 

The ESG advocates continuing the practice of 
mirroring substitution requirements as outlined in 
the California Public Contract Code applicable to 
construction contracts

•
 

Any reduction in the scope of work or contract value 
of a sub-contractor is considered a substitution
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 20 ESG Response)

Implement construction project management best 
practices 

ESG Response

The ESG recommends implementing the construction 
project management best practices including:

•
 

Timely inspections
•

 
Avoidance of Critical Path Method Schedules on 
smaller projects

•
 

Answering requests for information promptly
•

 
Provision of timely feedback and constructive 
criticism
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations
Recommendation (page 20 of ESG Response)

Post Contract Awards on the Internet 

ESG Response

A website to post awards was developed and is in place

Recommendation (page 21 of ESG Response)

Contractors comply with all Federal and State laws and 
County procedures

ESG Response

The ESG concurs that routine and rigorous contract 
monitoring should be conducted to assure compliance
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 21 ESG Response)

Analysis of Purchase Card procurement 

ESG Response

The County is currently working with departments that 
use credit cards to collect the required data
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 22 ESG Response)

For contracts over $15M, Prime must provide capacity 
building and training 

ESG Response

•
 

County provides and promotes training through 
Small Business Development Center Alliance and 
the Federal Training Center

•
 

If required by Prime, potential to increase cost of 
County contracts



51

CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 22 ESG Response)

•
 

Exclusion of pre-qualification screening by Primes 
•

 
Continued search for SLEB to meet County goals

ESG Response

•
 

Selection of sub-contractors by Prime is at the 
discretion of the Prime

•
 

If goals are not met, the Prime and County must 
continue their outreach efforts
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 23 ESG Response)

Contract Compliance housed in the Auditor Controller’s 
Office 

ESG Response

Contract Compliance was moved to the Auditor-
 Controller’s Office July 1, 2008
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 23 ESG Response)

Status of Alcolink to track contracts & data collection

ESG Response

Contract module has been implemented to provide 
utilization and compliance data
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CAG RecommendationsCAG Recommendations

Recommendation (page 24 ESG Response)

Summary of recommendations being implemented

ESG Response

Reviewed at the beginning of this presentation and 
also attached to the report

Recommendation (page 24 ESG Response)

County publish utilization reports

ESG Response

Reports will be distributed quarterly to the Board of 
Supervisor’s PCPC and posted on the County’s website
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In ProgressIn Progress

•
 

All Acquisition Activity will be Managed by GSA

•
 

Enhanced SLEB Website

•
 

Posting Reports on SLEB Website

•
 

Revolving Loan Program

•
 

OCIP for Future Construction Projects

•
 

Opportunities for Additional Outreach

•
 

Continue to Unbundle Contracts
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In ProgressIn Progress

•
 

Maximize Use of Local Vendors Regardless of 

Funding Source
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