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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This chapter presents an executive summary of the findings, recommendations,
and conclusions resulting from the disparity study conducted for the Commonwealth of
Virginia related to procurement of construction, architecture and engineering services,
professional services, other services, and goods and supplies. The study covered state

procurements over a five-year period from 7/1/97 through 6/30/02 (FY 98 — FY 02).

Statistical Analyses Findings

The following subsection presents findings based on the review in Chapters 4.0
and 7.0. It should be noted that the utilization numbers do not include Virginia
Department of Transportation highway construction. That data are presented in a

separate report.

FINDING 1: Disparity in M/WBE Utilization

M/WBE utilization by the Commonwealth was very low during the study period at 1.27
percent of total spending over the study period (see Exhibit 1). By way of comparison,

m the State of Maryland spent 17 percent with M/WBEs in 2001,
m the State of Texas spent 13 percent with M/WBEs in 2003;

m the State of Florida spent 11.8 percent with M/WBEs from FY 1997
to FY 2001; and

m the State of North Carolina spent 7.4 percent with M/WBEs in
construction from 1998 to 2002."

Moreover, a significant portion of M/\WBE spending was with firms owned by nonminority
women. Total Commonwealth spending with minority-owned firms was less than 0.44
percent of total spending (about $38.9 million). In fact, Commonwealth spending with
MBEs as a percentage of total spending is one of the lowest recorded in over 100
studies conducted by MGT.

! Maryland: NERA, Utilization of Minority Business Enterprises by the State of Maryland, 2001; Texas:
Texas HUB Office, Historically Underutilized Business (Hub) Annual Report Received For Fiscal Year 2003;
North Carolina: MGT, Disparity Study for the North Carolina Department of Administration, 2003; Florida:
State of Florida, Office of Supplier Diversity, Annual Report FY 2000-2001.
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Executive Summary

Some local agencies spent considerably more with minority- and woman-owned firms
than did the Commonwealth. For example, from 1998 to 2002 the City of Charlotte spent
$91.8 million with MBE prime contractors in construction alone while the Commonwealth
spent $34.8 million with MBE prime contractors over the same time period.> The Port
Authority of New York and New Jersey awarded $284 million in contracts with small and
M/WBE firms in 2001 alone, several times Commonwealth annual M/WBE spending
over the five-year study period, which averaged about $77.7 million.?

The Commonwealth utilized only 261 minority firms outside of construction over the
study period, at an average of about $26,000 per firm per year. This low M/WBE
utilization by the Commonwealth in turn contributed to low M/WBE availability, as
measured by the number of M/WBE vendors registered and utilized by the
Commonwealth. Relative M/WBE availability ranged between 1.45 percent and 8.15
percent, depending on procurement category (see Exhibit 1). Even where disparity was
not that substantial, as in other services, relative M/\WBE availability was very low.

It is also possible that the limited number of active local M/WBE programs has
contributed to the low availability identified through this study. Maryland and North
Carolina, for example, have significantly more local (city, county, and special district)
M/WBE programs than are located in the state of Virginia. Actually, a number of large
counties (e.g., Cook County, lllinois; Dade County, Florida; Harris County, Texas; Palm
Beach County, Florida; Fulton County, Georgia) throughout the country have more
locally-based programs than does Virginia.

Low M/WBE utilization resulted in substantial disparity for the following underutilized
groups in the Commonwealth work type categories (see Exhibit 1):

m  Construction prime contracting — African American, Asian American,
Native American, and nonminority women.

m  Construction subcontracting - African American, Hispanic American,
Asian American, Native American, and nonminority women.

m  Architecture and engineering services - African American, Hispanic
American, Asian American, Native American, and nonminority
women.

m  Professional services - Hispanic American, Asian American, Native
American, and nonminority women.

m  Other services — Native American.

m  Goods and Supplies - African American, Hispanic American, and
Native American.

2 MGT, City of Charlotte Disparity Study, 2003.
% Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, Press Release No. 48-2002, Port Authority Announces 17
Percent Increase in Contracts Awarded to Minority/Women-Owned and Small Businesses, April 23, 2002.
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EXHIBIT 1
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
SUMMARY OF DISPARITY ANALYSIS FOR EACH
BUSINESS CATEGORY BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

Business Category % of Contract| % of Available | Disparity | Disparate Impact | Significance

by M/WBE Classification Dollars’ Firms? Index® of Utilization | of Proportions*
Construction Prime Contractors
African Americans 0.03% 1.07% 3.12 | * Underutilization -70.73 *
Hispanic Americans 0.29% 0.26%| 113.27 Overutilization 0.79
Asian Americans 0.00% 0.28% 0.00 | * Underutilization 0.00
Native Americans 0.00% 0.10% 0.00 | * Underutilization 0.00
Nonminority Women 1.17% 2.70% 43.26 | * Underutilization -17.76 *
Nonminority Firms 98.51% 95.60%| 103.04 Overutilization 29.93 *
Construction Subcontractors
African Americans 0.22% 5.03% 4.37 | * Underutilization -241.64 *
Hispanic Americans 1.21% 3.73% 32.38 | * Underutilization -54.32 *
Asian Americans 0.03% 2.02% 1.38 | * Underutilization -280.73 *
Native Americans 0.00% 0.82% 0.00 | * Underutilization 0.00
Nonminority Women 1.07% 5.95% 17.96 | * Underutilization -111.73 *
Nonminority Firms 97.48% 82.46%| 118.22 Overutilization 225.33 *
Architecture and Engineering
African Americans 0.01% 0.98% 0.62]| * Underutilization -71.14 *
Hispanic Americans 0.01% 0.64% 1.05] * Underutilization -44.33 *
Asian Americans 0.06% 2.01% 2.93] * Underutilization -46.10 *
Native Americans 0.00% 0.21% 0.00| * Underutilization 0.00
Nonminority Women 0.45% 4.30% 10.42| * Underutilization -33.02 *
Nonminority Firms 99.48% 91.85% 108.30 Overutilization 60.70 *
Professional Services
African Americans 0.30% 0.33% 91.51 Underutilization -0.87
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.12% 2.69| * Underutilization -35.61 *
Asian Americans 0.28% 0.39% 72.09( * Underutilization -3.50 *
Native Americans 0.00% 0.03% 0.61] * Underutilization -38.14 *
Nonminority Women 0.12% 1.54% 7.99| * Underutilization -69.09 *
Nonminority Firms 99.30% 97.60% 101.74 Overutilization 34.77 *
Other Services
African Americans 0.48% 0.27% 176.53 Overutilization 6.68 *
Hispanic Americans 0.25% 0.06% 419.24 Overutilization 8.55 *
Asian Americans 0.13% 0.09% 145.74 Overutilization 2.54 *
Native Americans 0.00% 0.02% 4.12| * Underutilization -14.94 *
Nonminority Women 1.29% 1.07% 121.42 Overutilization 4.50 *
Nonminority Firms 97.84% 98.49% 99.34 Underutilization -9.97 *
Goods and Supplies
African Americans 0.04% 0.17% 23.34| * Underutilization -14.97 *
Hispanic Americans 0.05% 0.06% 79.21| * Underutilization -1.28
Asian Americans 0.15% 0.13% 108.25 Overutilization 0.66
Native Americans 0.01% 0.03% 35.48( * Underutilization -4.33 *
Nonminority Women 0.99% 1.05% 93.61 Underutilization -1.54
Nonminority Firms 98.77% 98.55% 100.22 Overutilization 455 *

'The percentage of dollars is taken from the prime utilization exhibit shown in Chapter 4.0.

The percentage of available contractors is taken from the availability exhibit shown in Chapter 4.0.

The disparity index is the ratio of % utilization to % availability times 100. An asterisk is used to
indicate a substantial level of disparity - index below 80.00.
*The significance of proportions test examines if there is a statistical difference between utilization and
availability. The test statistics are computed by taking the difference between utilization and availability
and dividing by the square root of availability, times one minus availability divided by the available firms.
If the test statistics are greater than two, overutilization is assumed. Conversely, if the test statistics are
less than -2, underutilization is assumed.
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M/WBE utilization was also low when smaller contracts were analyzed separately from

larger contracts.

Disparities in M/WBE revenue were also apparent when firm

characteristics (e.g., management experience, owner education) were statistically
controlled for in the disparity analysis.

FINDING 2: Private Sector Utilization and Disparity

Using records from Reed Construction Data, low levels of M/WBE ultilization were found in the
private sector commercial construction in Virginia. A statistical analysis of self-employment
data for the State of Virginia also found disparities in entry into self-employment and earnings
from self-employment after using statistical controls for other factors shaping self-employment,
such as education, net worth, and age.

Recommendations and Commendations

The following subsection presents recommendations based on Chapter 8.0.

Purchasing Recommendations

Contract Sizing. The Commonwealth should concentrate its efforts
into issuing contracts in smaller dollar amounts, thus expanding the
opportunities that smaller M/WBE firms have to do business with the
Virginia. One method of debundling in construction is through the
use of multiprime construction contracts in which a construction
project is divided into several prime contracts that are then managed
by a construction manager at risk who can rotate contracting
opportunities over the duration of the activity. Using a request for
proposal process provides the flexibility for including M/WBE
participation in construction manager requirements and selection.

Small Purchases. Additional measures can be taken to increase
M/WBE participation in informal purchases. First, the use of new
M/WBE vendors can be an element in buyer evaluations. Second,
the Commonwealth should publish data on buyer use of M/WBE
vendors in informal purchases. This data could include statistics on
median M/WBE dollar utilization, high levels of M/WBE utilization,
and the number of M/WBEs utilized by buyers.

Prompt Payment. Small and M/WBE vendors still have problems
with prompt payment. Certain subcontractors that work on an early
phase in a project, such as grading, can suffer from retainage
withheld on long lasting projects. Prompt payment policy should be
adjusted for these concerns. Mobilization payments is one vehicle to
address this issue.

MGT of America, Inc.
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M/WBE Program Recommendations

m  M/WBE Certification. The Commonwealth should move towards a
unified certification application with other agencies in the state and
mid-Atlantic area. The M/WBE Office should increase the number of
site visits as supplements to desk audits in the M/WBE certification
process.

m M/WBE Goals. This report provides evidence supporting the
establishment of a moderate program to promote M/WBE utilization.
This conclusion is based on disparity in current M/WBE utilization,
strong disparities in private sector utilization in construction and in
business formation. The Commonwealth should tailor its minority
participation programs to remedy the specific disparity determined
above. These aspirational goals should be addressed primarily by
good faith efforts requirements, breaking up large contracts, M/WBE
participation in a Small Business Enterprise (SBE) program
(discussed below), and similar techniques. Any race-conscious
program elements should be implemented along the lines suggested
by the US DOT DBE program.

The report provides an initial starting point for M/\WBE goals. These
M/WBE goals by business category are annual goals, not rigidly set
project goals. Each project should be reviewed individually for
establishing project-specific M/\WBE goals. Each year the goals
should be adjusted according to the utilization of M/WBEs by
business category by race- and gender-neutral means, gradually
reducing the race and/or gender goal and increasing the neutral
goal. The ultimate objective is to eliminate the need for a race-
and/or gender-based program and replace it completely with the
race- and gender-neutral options. The program should be time
limited, and graduation criteria established for each participant. The
burden of compliance with M/WBE goals should not fall
disproportionately on a few departments, absent some business
reason for uneven distribution of M/WBE spending by department.
The Commonwealth should also develop detailed guides for good
faith efforts to be undertaken by prime contractors in dealing with
M/WBE subcontractors in construction.

Because of the very low levels of utilization in state procurement the
Commonwealth should also consider the occasional use of M/WBE
bid preferences and set-asides. These more aggressive techniques
should be used as a supplement to the other programmatic
initiatives discussed in these recommendations.

= Small Business Program. Virginia should institute a SBE program.
A strong SBE program is at the center of maintaining a narrowly
tailored program to promote M/WBE utilization. As the first element
of a new SBE program, the Commonwealth should establish a
consistent SBE definition. At present the definitions of small

MGT of America, Inc. Page v
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businesses differ between the DBA, the model supplier diversity
program, and eVA. The Commonwealth should also consider race-
neutral small business set-asides as are used by the federal
government, New Jersey, Florida, and other government agencies.

m HUBZone Program. Another variant of an SBE program is
incentives for SBEs located in distressed areas. For example, under
the 1997 Small Business Reauthorization Act, the federal
government started the federal HUBZone program. A HUBZone firm
is a small business that is: (1) owned and controlled by U.S. citizens;
(2) has at least 35 percent of its employees who reside in a
HUBZone; and (3) has its principal place of business located in a
HUBZone.* HUBZone programs can serve as a vehicle for
encouraging M/WBE contract utilization.

m  Commercial Antidiscrimination Rules. Virginia should be
commended for having a general commercial nondiscrimination
statute. These rules can be strengthened with stronger enforcement
provisions.

Business Development Recommendations

m  Bonding. Lack of bonding is often cited by small construction firms
as the reason for not pursuing government contracting opportunities.
A small business surety assistance program should provide
technical assistance to small firms, track subcontractor utilization by
ethnicity, coordinate existing financial as well as management and
technical assistance resources, and provide for quality surety
companies to participate in the bonding program.

One element in the Commonwealth crafting such a bonding program
would simply be to encourage and coordinate contractor use of the
U.S. Small Business Administration Office of Surety Guarantees
which can guarantee bid, performance and payment bonds for
contracts up to $2 million, for small contractors who cannot obtain
surety bonds through normal commercial channels.

m  Access to Capital. The Commonwealth should be commended for
its efforts to improve the access to capital to small firms and
M/WBEs. These efforts include the PACE program of the VDMBE
office and the efforts of the VDBA. Some examples of other lending
assistance programs include Linked Deposit Programs, Contract
Financing, Equity Participation Investment Programs, Long-Term
Guaranty Programs, Loan Mobilization Programs, Franchise
Ownership Assistance, and Contractor Insurance Programs.

413 C.F.R. 126.200 (1999). The State of California provides a 5 percent preference for a business work site
located in state enterprise zones and an additional 1-4 percent preference (not to exceed $50,000 on goods
and services contracts in excess of $100,000) for hiring from within the enterprise zone. Cal Code Sec 4530
et seq. Minnesota’s bid preferences are limited to small businesses operating in high unemployment areas.
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= Management and Technical Services. The Commonwealth should
be commended for its current attempts to strengthen its efforts in
providing management and technical services to M/WBE firms in
securing contracts with Virginia agencies through the VDMBE and
the VDBA.

These efforts could be strengthened by contracting with an outside
management and technical assistance provider to provide needed
technical services, particularly in the area of loans and bonding.
Such a contract should be structured to include providing incentives
to produce results, such as the number of M/WBES being registered
as qualified vendors with the Commonwealth and the number of
M/WBEs graduating from subcontract work to prime contracts.

VDMBE Office Recommendations

m  M/WBE Program Data Management. The Commonwealth should
require that all contractors maintain data on all subcontractors
contacted and utilized on a Virginia project. This list includes all
subcontractors utilized (minority, women, and nonminority), the total
amount paid, and the race/ethnicity/gender of the owner. These data
should be submitted to the Commonwealth before the prime
contractor’s final payment for services.

s M/WBE/SBE Outreach. The Commonwealth should be commended
for workshops and seminars, newsletters, MBE media alert, the
networking calendar, and placing the M/WBE list on the
Commonwealth Web site to assist prime contractors in identifying
potential M/WBE subcontractors. Commonwealth outreach efforts
can be strengthened by partnering with federal procurement efforts
to market to M/WBE firms in the region and crafting outreach efforts
to match the M/WBE firm experience with government contracting.

= VDMBE Web site. The Commonwealth should consider putting the
following information on their M/WBE Web sites: bid tabulations,
status of certification applications, how to do business data, direct
links to on-line purchasing manuals, capacity and experience data
on certified firms, and forecasts of business opportunities to M/WBE
vendors. More detail should be provided in the FAQ section of the
VDMBE Web site to answer routine vendor questions.

=  VDMBE Office. A revised M/WBE program is a more complex and
challenging program than the existing M/WBE program. Thus far the
VDMBE office has been funded primarily by the supportive services
contract for VDOT. The supportive services contract should be a
separate function, possibly contracted out to an outside vendor and
the VDMBE should receive adequate and independent funding, at
least equal to its current budget.

=  Balanced Scorecard. Finally, the VDMBE office should develop
measures to gauge the effectiveness of efforts. These measures

MGT of America, Inc.
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should be integrated into a “balanced scorecard.” The balanced
scorecard model of management engineering seeks to align an
organization with its strategy by identifying key initiatives necessary
to realize that strategy and mobilize the organization’s staff. Using
measures and targets, the scorecard creates feedback loops that
evaluate an agency’s progress against that strategy.

Conclusions

Utilization of minority firms by the Commonwealth was very low during the study
period both in relative and absolute terms. Utilization of minority firms was low relative
to conservative estimates of minority business availability, and relative to utilization by
other states and public agencies. Disparities were also evident after controlling for the
size of contract and firm characteristics. Utilization of minority firms in private sector
commercial construction was even lower. These facts stand out more sharply given that
the mid-Atlantic region of the United States is one of the strongest areas in the country
for minority firms, a market characteristic driven primarily by federal procurement and
strong M/WBE programs in neighboring state and local governments. Given this set of
facts, disparities in M/WBE utilization can be addressed with a comprehensive package

of initiatives such as those outlined above.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In April 2003, MGT of America, Inc. (MGT) began work on a disparity study for the
Commonwealth of Virginia. The results of this study are found in this report. Throughout
the chapters that follow, MGT presents its findings, analyses, and recommendations.
First, however, this chapter provides a background for the study, the scope of services
we were asked to perform, the major tasks undertaken, and an overview of the

organization of the report.

1.1 Background

The Commonwealth of Virginia (Commonwealth) commissioned MGT to conduct a
disparity study. This study covered five fiscal years, beginning July 1, 1998, through
June 30, 2002, and is a second-generation study. This is the first Disparity Study

conducted for the Commonwealth of Virginia.

1.2 Scope of Services

The scope of services required by the Commonwealth in conducting the disparity
study included:

m conducting a detailed legal review of Croson and other relevant court
cases with emphasis on program and methodological requirements;

m reviewing the Commonwealth’s procurement policies, procedures,
and programs;

m analyzing the effectiveness of race- and gender-based and race- and
gender-neutral programs;

m conducting market area analyses of the Commonwealth’s
procurement of goods and services;

m conducting utilization analyses of minority, women, and nonminority
firms in the Commonwealth’s procurement of goods and services;
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m determining the availability of qualified minority and women-owned
firms;

m analyzing the utilization and availability data for determination of
disparity;

m analyzing the results of a telephone survey, personal interviews, and
focus groups;

m conducting a multivariate (regression) analysis; and

m identifying narrowly tailored race- and gender-based and race- and
gender-neutral remedies.

1.3 Major Tasks

In conducting the study and preparing our recommendations, MGT followed a
carefully designed work plan that allowed study team members to fully analyze
availability, utilization, and disparity with regard to minority, women, and nonminority
firms. The final work plan consisted of 15 major tasks:

Conduct Detailed Legal Review

Finalize Work Plan

Review Policies, Procedures, and Programs
Conduct Data Collection

Conduct Market Area Analyses

Conduct Utilization Analyses

Determine the Availability of Qualified Firms
Analyze the Utilization and Availability Data
Conduct a Telephone Survey of Vendors
Conduct the Regression Analysis

Conduct Disparity Analyses

Collect and Analyze Anecdotal Information
Review Race- and Gender-Neutral Remedies
Identify Narrowly Tailored Remedies
Prepare a Final Report.

The study team used a variety of procedures to collect data, which included:
m review and analysis of the Commonwealth’s records and databases;
m review and analysis of documents and reports;

m interviews with members from a broad spectrum of the business
community; and

m interviews with the Commonwealth’s staff.
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1.4 Organization of the Report

The following chapters of this report are designed to give the reader a

comprehensive overview of the Commonwealth’s procurement practices; past and

present patterns of minority, women, and nonminority availability and utilization; and a

broad understanding of the environment in which the Commonwealth operates. This

report contains the following chapters:

Chapter 2.0—an in-depth legal analysis of relevant court cases.

Chapter 3.0—a review of procurement policies and procedures, and
programs.

Chapter 4.0—the methodology employed in conducting and
analyzing the utilization and availability of minority, women, and
nonminority businesses in procurement.

Chapter 5.0—an analysis of the levels of disparity for minority,
women, and nonminority prime contractors and subcontractors, a
multivariate analysis.

Chapter 6.0—an analysis of anecdotal data collected from a
telephone survey, personal interviews, and focus groups.

Chapter 7.0—an analysis of private sector utilization and disparity.

Chapter 8.0—summary of the overall report, conclusions, and
recommendations.’

The appendices include:

Appendix A:  Account Codes and Work Type Codes

Appendix B:

Appendix C: Verification Letter and Report

Appendix D:  Construction Contracts

Appendix E:  Construction Subcontracts

Appendix F:  Architecture and Engineering Payments

Appendix G: Professional Services Payments

Trade Associations and Agencies Contacted for Vendor Lists

! Chapter 8.0 is designed to provide a summary of the overall report, conclusions drawn from the study, and
MGT’s recommendations. Chapter 8.0 serves as an Executive Summary for the study.
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Appendix H:
Appendix I

Appendix J:
Appendix K:

Appendix L:
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2.0 LEGAL REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides legal background for the report. The material that follows in this
chapter in no sense constitutes legal advice to the Commonwealth of Virginia on minority
business programs, affirmative action, or any other matter. Instead, the chapter merely
provides a context for the statistical and anecdotal analysis that follows in the subsequent
chapters of this report.

As is the case today with many laws involving federal and state action, affirmative
action law is an evolving area of jurisprudence. Since the United States Supreme Court’s
decision in the Croson' case, governmental entities have struggled to establish and
maintain affirmative action programs to eliminate discriminatory practices while complying
with the guidelines issued by the Supreme Court. The Croson decision and lower court
cases that followed have set forth the legal standards that should be the basis for a well-
designed program. This review identifies and analyzes those standards, and summarizes
how courts evaluate the constitutionality of race- and gender-specific programs. Particular
emphasis will be placed on decisions in the Fourth Circuit, the recent decisions upholding
the federal Department of Transportation (DOT) disadvantaged business enterprise (DBE)
programs, and legal issues involving Small Business Enterprise (SBE) programs. There
have not been a large number of M/WBE cases in the Fourth Circuit.” Consequently there
is also extensive discussion of cases from other circuits. Finally, the U.S. Supreme Court
recently issued two major decisions on affirmative action: Gratz v. Bollinger and Grutter v.

Bollinger.® Both Gratz and Grutter addressed the use of race as a factor in university

! City of Richmond v. J.A. Croson Company, 488 U.S. 469 (1989).

% The primary case involving M/WBE issues is Associated Utility Contractors v. Baltimore, 8 F.Supp.2d 613
(D MD 2000).

® Gratz v. Bollinger, 000 U.S. 02-516 (2003) and Grutter v. Bolliner, 000 U.S. 02-241 (2003).
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admissions and not minority contracting. Nevertheless, several aspects of Gratz and
Grutter that are relevant to minority contracting litigation will be noted.

The fundamental requirements necessary for the maintenance of a permissible
affirmative action program involving the procurement of goods or services by governmental
entities are summarized as follows:

m  Aremedial race-conscious program is subject to strict judicial scrutiny

under the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the

United States Constitution.

m  Strict scrutiny has two basic components: compelling governmental
interest and narrow tailoring.

m  To survive the strict scrutiny standard, remedial race-conscious
programs must be based on a compelling governmental interest.

m  Compelling interest means that the government has to demonstrate
that there is a problem that requires remedial attention.

m  There must be a “strong basis in the evidence” for the compelling
governmental interest.

m The evidentiary foundation must be reviewed as part of the
implementing jurisdiction's decision-making process for it to be relevant
in any subsequent legal challenge.

m Statistical evidence of discrimination is essential; anecdotal evidence is
permissible and complementary to statistical evidence.

m  The subsequent program(s) arising from the compelling governmental
interest(s) must be narrowly tailored to remedy the identified
discrimination.

m  Narrow tailoring means that the remedy needs to fit the problem.

m A lesser standard, intermediate judicial scrutiny, is applicable when
analyzing programs that establish gender preferences.

m  To survive the intermediate scrutiny standard, the remedial gender

conscious program must serve important governmental objectives and
be substantially related to the achievement of those objectives.
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2.2 City of Richmond v. J.A. Croson Company

In 1983, the Richmond City Council adopted a Minority Business Utilization Plan (the
Plan) following a public hearing in which seven citizens testified about historical societal
discrimination. In adopting the Plan, the Council also relied on a study that indicated that
“‘while the general population of Richmond was 50 percent African American, only 0.67
percent of the city’s prime construction contracts had been awarded to minority businesses

"4 The evidence before the Council established

in the five-year period from 1978 to 1983.
that a variety of state and local contractor associations had little or no minority business
membership. The Council also relied on statements by a Council member whose opinion
was that “the general conduct of the construction industry in this area, the state, and around
the nation, is one in which race discrimination and exclusion on the basis of race is

" There was, however, no direct evidence of race discrimination on the part of

widespread.
the city in its contracting activities or evidence that the city’s prime contractors had
discriminated against minority-owned subcontractors.®

The Plan required the city’s prime contractors to subcontract at least 30 percent of the
dollar amount of each contract to one or more minority-owned business enterprises (MBES).
The Plan did not establish any geographic limits for eligibility. Therefore, an otherwise
qualified MBE from anywhere in the United States could benefit from the 30 percent set-
aside.

J.A. Croson Company, a non-MBE mechanical plumbing and heating contractor, filed
a lawsuit against the City of Richmond alleging that the Plan was unconstitutional and

violative of the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. After the district

court and circuit court upheld the Plan, the Supreme Court vacated the decisions of the

* Croson, 488 U.S. at 479-80.
®1d. at 480.
6q.
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lower courts and remanded the case for further consideration in light of its decision in
Wygant v. Jackson Board of Education.”

On remand, a divided United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit refused to
uphold the Richmond Plan. The court held that “findings of societal discrimination will not
suffice [to support a race-based plan]; the findings must concern prior discrimination by the

governmental unit involved.”

The court further held that the Plan was not narrowly tailored
to accomplish a remedial purpose. The 30 percent set-aside requirement of the Plan was
held to be chosen arbitrarily and not sufficiently related to the number of minority

subcontractors in Richmond or any other relevant number.® As a result, the Fourth Circuit

struck down the Richmond Plan'® and the Supreme Court affirmed this decision."’

2.3 Standards of Review for Race-Specific and Gender-Specific Programs

2.3.1 Race-Specific Programs

In Croson, the Supreme Court determined that strict scrutiny is the appropriate
standard of judicial review for race-conscious affirmative action programs. The Court
concluded that a race-conscious program must be based on a compelling governmental
interest; and the program must be narrowly tailored to achieve its objective. Ordinarily,
courts will find a governmental classification constitutional if it has a “rational basis” to a
legitimate governmental interest or purpose.’ Further, a race-neutral law does not violate
the Equal Protection Clause solely because it has (for example) a racially disproportionate

impact.” Because the affirmative action plan adopted by the City of Richmond denied

! City of Richmond v. J.A. Croson Co., 478 U.S. 1016 (1986); Wygant v. Jackson Board of Education, 476 U.S.
267(1986).
8 City of Richmond v. J.A. Croson Co., 822 F.2d 1355, 1358 (4™ Cir. 1987).
9
d. at 1360.
'%14d. at 1362.
" Croson, 488 U.S. at 511.
'2 United States v. Carolene Products Co., 304 U.S. 144, 152-53 n.4 (1938).
'3 Washington v. Davis, 426 U.S. 229, 239 (1976).
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certain citizens the opportunity to compete for a fixed percentage of public contracts based
solely on their race, the Court determined that a strict scrutiny standard of review must be
applied.” This standard requires a firm evidentiary basis for concluding that the under-

representation of minorities is a product of past discrimination.™

2.3.2 Gender-Specific Programs

The Supreme Court has never directly addressed the issue of a gender-based
classification in the context of woman-owned business enterprise (WBE) programs. Croson
was limited to the review of an MBE plan. In general, in evaluating gender-based
classifications that operate to the advantage of women, the Court has used "intermediate
scrutiny,” which is a lower standard of review less stringent than the strict scrutiny test
employed to analyze race-based classifications. This analysis requires the governmental
organization to demonstrate an important governmental objective and develop a program
that bears a direct and substantial relation to achieving that objective.”® Some federal
courts have required that classification based on gender satisfy an "exceedingly persuasive
justification” test."”

Several courts, including the Maryland district court in Associated Utility Contractors
v. Baltimore, have employed the intermediate scrutiny standard in reviewing WBE

programs, but struck down the programs nevertheless.'® The one exception was in Coral

' City of Richmond v. J.A. Croson Co., 478 U.S. 1016 (1986); Wygant v. Jackson Board of Education, 476 U.S.
267(1986).
1 > Croson, 488 U.S. at 472.

Mississippi University for Women v. Hogan, 458 U.S. 718, 724 (1982); Craig v. Boren, 429 U.S. 190, 211
$1976) (Powell, J, concurring).

United States v. Virginia Military Institute, 116 S.Ct. 2264 (1996). Mississippi University for Women v. Hogan,
458 U.S. 718, 724 (1982), as well as Associated General Contractors of California v. City and County of San
Francisco, 813 F. 2d. (9th Cir. 1987) and Michigan Road Builders Ass'n., Inc. v. Milliken, 834 F. 2d. 583 (6th Cir.
1987).
¥ See, e. g., Associated Utility Contractors v. Baltimore, 83 F.Supp2d 613 (D Md 2000) (citing U.S. v. Virginia,
518 US. 515 (1996)); Scott v. City of Jackson, 199 F.3d 206, 215, n. 9 (1999); Arrow SuEplyv Detroit, 826 F.
Supp. 1072 (ED Mich 1993). Engineering Contractors v. Dade County, 122 F.3d 895 (11" Cir 1997). See, e.g.,
Builders Association of Greater Chicago v. County of Cook, 2001 U.S. App. LEXIS 15066 (7™ Cir 2001).
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Construction v. King County, where the court upheld a WBE program under the
intermediate scrutiny standard.'® But even under intermediate scrutiny, the court in Coral
Construction noted that some degree of discrimination must be demonstrated in a particular
industry before a gender-specific remedy may be instituted in that industry: "The mere
recitation of a benign, compensatory purpose will not automatically shield a gender-specific

program from constitutional scrutiny."?

2.4 To Withstand Strict Scrutiny an MBE Program Must Be Based on a
Compelling Governmental Interest such as Remedying Discrimination

Under strict scrutiny, a race-conscious affirmative action program must be based on a
“‘compelling governmental interest” and must be “narrowly tailored” to achieve that interest.
In general, it is settled law that:

In practice, the interest that is alleged in support of racial preferences is

almost always the same—remedying past or present discrimination. That

interest is widely accepted as compelling. . . . [T]he true test of an

affirmative action program is usually not the nature of the government’s

interest, but rather the adequacy of the evidence of discrimination offered

to show that interest.?'

The courts have identified two factors necessary to establish a compelling
governmental interest. First, there needs to be identified discrimination in the local relevant
market. As the Court of Appeals in the D.C. Circuit noted in O’Donnell, “The District
[Washington, D.C.] cannot simply rely on broad expressions of purpose or general

allegations of historical or societal racism. Rather, its legislation must rest on evidence at

least approaching a prima facie case of racial discrimination in the relevant industry.”?? The

;’) Coral Construction v. King County, 961 F.2d 910 (9™ Cir 1991) ), cert. denied, 112 S. Ct. 875 (1992).
Id. at 932.
! Engineering Contractors Ass’n of South Florida, Inc. v. Metropolitan Dade County, 122 F.3d 895, 906 (11" Cir.
1997) (Engineering Contractors Il) (citing Ensley Branch NAACP v. Seibels, 31 F.3d 1548, 1564 (1 1" Cir. 1994)
(citations and internal quotation marks omitted)). Maryland Troopers Ass'n, Inc. v. Evans, 993 F.2d 1072, 1076
£4th Cir. 1993).
2 0’'Donnell v. District of Columbia, 963 F.2d 420 (DC Cir 1992).
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second factor necessary to show a compelling governmental interest is “the governmental
actor enacting the set-aside program must have somehow perpetuated the discrimination to
be remedied by the program.”®

Recently, the U.S. Supreme Court in Grutter stated that “student body diversity is a
compelling state interest that can justify using race in university admissions.”®* Until Grutter
it was unclear whether diversity could constitute a compelling interest within the meaning of

the 14™ Amendment. At the same time it is not clear at this juncture in what sense

“diversity” could constitute a compelling interest for an M/WBE program.

2.4.1 Federally Funded Projects

Federal DBE programs are now governed by the constitutional standards set in the
1995 Supreme Court case of Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. Pefia.?® The Adarand ruling
overturned the constitutional test in Fullilove v. Klutznick® for federal DBE programs. The
Supreme Court in Adarand decided that federal DBE programs should be examined by the
same strict scrutiny standard used for state and local programs.?’ In January 1999, the
United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) published its final DBE rule in Title
49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 26 (49 CFR 26) that addressed the Clinton
Administration’s affirmative action review and the Adarand decisions.

In the latest round of the Adarand litigation, the Court of Appeals in the Tenth Circuit

upheld the revised USDOT DBE program as modified by the new regulations in 49 CFR 26.

% Coral Construction at 500-501.

2% Grutter v. Bolliner, 000 U.S. 02-241 (2003).

%5 Adarand v. Peria, 790 F.Supp. 240, 16 F.3d 1537 (10th Cir. 1996), cert. granted, 63 U.S.L.W. 3213 (U.S. Oct.
4, 1996) (No. 63-12), 115 S.Ct. 2097 (1995).

% Fullilove v. Klutznick, 100 S.Ct. 2758 (1980).

2 Upon remand the District Court ruled in favor of Adarand. The District Court found that while there was a
compelling government interest for the program, the program was not narrowly tailored. In March of 1999 the
Tenth Circuit vacated the District Court ruling as moot because Adarand had become certified as a DBE. In
January of 2000 the U.S. Supreme Court vacated the Appeals Court decision on mootness and remanded the
case for a ruling on the merits of Adarand v. Slater, 120 S.Ct. 722 (2000).
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The Tenth Circuit found in Adarand v. Slater,?® as has every other court considering the
matter, that Congress did have a compelling interest for the DBE program. The ruling noted
two barriers that demonstrated a link between “public funds for construction contracts and
the channeling of those funds due to private discrimination”: (1) discriminatory barriers to
the formation of DBE subcontractors; and (2) barriers to fair competition between minority
and nonminority subcontractors.?® The first barrier was supported by evidence of behavior
by prime contractors, unions, lenders, and bonding companies. Evidence for the second
barrier showed that “informal, racially exclusionary business networks dominate the
subcontracting construction industry” exemplified by family-run firms with long-standing
relationships with majority subcontractors. The court also noted evidence that when DBE
programs are discontinued, DBE contracting participation falls sharply. The Court stated
that while this evidence “standing alone is not dispositive, it strongly supports the
government's claim that there are significant barriers to minority competition in the public
subcontracting market, raising the specter of racial discrimination.”*°

Several related points were made recently in Gross Seed v. Nebraska Department of
Roads®' that are similar to Adarand v. Slater. On compelling interest, the court said it is not
going to “second guess” Congressional findings in this area. In addition, the court upheld
the view that Congress has considerably more power to correct racial discrimination than do
state and local government (a point also made by Justice O’Connor in Croson). Moreover,
the court stated that the Constitution imposes different requirements when a state
implements a federal M/WBE program, as opposed to when a state or locality initiates its

own M/WBE program. One consequence of this view is that as a recipient of federal DOT

% Adarand v. Slater, 228 F.3d 1147 (10th Cir 2000). On appeal the Supreme Court dismissed the writ of
certiorari as improvidently granted. Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. Mineta, 534 U.S. 103 (2001) (per curiam).
2 Adarand v. Slater, at 13.

% Adarand v. Slater, at 18.

% Gross Seed v. Nebraska Department of Roads, Case No. 4:00CV3073 (NB 2002). See also Sherbrooke Turf
v. Minnesota, 2001 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 19565 (D Minn 2001).
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funds, a state DOT need not independently prove that the federal DBE program satisfies the
strict scrutiny standard, provided a sufficient factual predicate has been provided by
Congress.*

2.4.2 A Strong Evidentiary Basis Must Exist That Specifically Identifies and
Demonstrates the Discrimination to be Remedied by the M/WBE

Program

Although the Supreme Court in Croson did not specifically define the methodology
that should be used to establish the evidentiary basis required by strict scrutiny, the Court
did outline governing principles. Lower courts have expanded the Supreme Court’s Croson
guidelines and have applied or distinguished these principles when asked to decide the
constitutionality of state, county, and city programs that seek to enhance opportunities for
minorities and women. It is important to point out, however, that a number of courts have
stated—including most recently the Court of Appeals in the 10" Circuit—that the
“‘Fourteenth Amendment does not require a court to make an ultimate finding of

discrimination before a municipality may take affirmative steps to eradicate discrimination.”*

2.4.2.1 Postenactment Evidence

The Supreme Court in Croson found pre-enactment evidence of discrimination
insufficient to justify the program. The defendant in Croson did not seek to defend its
program based on post-enactment evidence. However, following Croson a number of
circuits did defend the use of post-enactment evidence to support the establishment of a
local public affirmative action program.** Some cases required pre-enactment and post-

enactment evidence.*®

2 Gross Seed v. Nebraska Department of Roads, at 15. See also Milwaukee County Pavers v. Feidler, 922 F.2d
429, 423 (7" Cir 1991).

33 Concrete Works v. Denver 1V, 2003 US App Lexis 2396 (10th Cir 2003), quoting Concrete Works v. Denver I,
6 F.3d at 1522.

¥ See, e.g,, Engineering Contractors v. Dade County, 122 F.3d 895 (11th Cir 1997); Contractors Assn v.
Philadelphia, 6 F.3d 990 (2d Cir 1993); Concrete Works v. The City and County of Denver, 36 F.3d 1513 (10th
Cir 1994)

% See, e.g., Coral Construction v. King County, 941 F.2d 910 (1991).
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The Supreme Court case in Shaw v. Hunt*® raised anew the issue of post-enactment
evidence in defending local public sector affirmative action programs. Shaw involved the
use of racial factors in drawing voting districts in North Carolina. In Shaw the Supreme
Court rejected the use of reports providing evidence of discrimination in North Carolina
because the reports were not developed before the voting districts were designed. Thus
what was critical was whether the legislative body believed that discrimination existed
before the districts were drafted.’’

Following the Shaw decision, two district courts rejected the use of post-enactment
evidence in the evaluation of the constitutionality of local minority business programs.® In
Associated Utility Contractors v. Baltimore, the City of Baltimore had enacted a minority
business ordinance in 1986. Following Croson, the City held public hearings and adopted a
new ordinance that readopted the original goals of the earlier ordinance. Although an
annual review of the program was required by the ordinance, the same goals were
readopted without dispute in every subsequent year. The City of Baltimore had never
conducted a disparity study, nor maintained data upon which a disparity study could be
conducted. There were earlier decisions in the Fourth Circuit permitting consideration of
post-enactment evidence in the judicial review of affirmative action programs® but the court
in Associate Utility Contractors deemed those decisions as being before the clarification
provided by the Supreme Court in Shaw. Consequently, the district court in Associated

Utility Contractors did not admit the post-enactment evidence submitted by the City.*

% Shaw v. Hunt, 517 U.S. 899 (1996).

37 Shaw v. Hunt, 517 U.S. 899, 910 (1996).

% Associated Utility Contractors v. Baltimore, 83 F.Supp.2d 613 (D Md 2000); West Tenn ABC v. Memphis City
Schools, 64 F.Supp.2d 714 (WD Tenn 1999).

3 See, e.g., Poderbesky v. Kirwan, 38 F .3d 147 (4th Cir 1994); Maryland Troopers Assn. v. Evans, 993 F.2d
1072 (4th Cir 1993)

0 Concrete Works v. Denver IV did not expressly take up the postenactment evidence issue. However, the court
did note the key relevance of evidence on nongoal projects and marketplace discrimination as opposed to
evidence from the M/WBE program itself. Concrete Works v. Denver IV, 84.
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In West Tennessee ABC v. Memphis City Schools the court stated, "The holdings of
Wygant, Croson, and Shaw collectively suggest that the court's task is not to determine if
there is now a compelling interest to justify race-based remedial action; its task is to
determine if the defendants, at the time they adopted race-based plans, had a compelling

interest to act on the basis.”

2.5 Evidence of Significant Statistical Disparities Between Minorities Utilized
and Qualified Minorities Available May Satisfy Strict Scrutiny and Justify
a Narrowly Tailored M/WBE Program

Regarding statistical evidence to support a race-conscious program, the Supreme
Court in Croson stated that “where gross statistical disparities can be shown, they alone in a
proper case may constitute prima facie proof of a pattern or practice of discrimination.”? But
the statistics may not compare the general population to prime construction contracts
awarded to MBEs. The Court objected to this comparison since the proper statistical
evaluation would compare the percentage of MBEs in the relevant market that are qualified
to undertake City subcontracting work with the percentage of total City construction dollars
that are presently awarded to minority subcontractors.*®

To measure disparity in utilization, courts have accepted the standard disparity
index.** The Supreme Court in Croson recognized the use of statistical comparison to
measure disparity by comparing the number of available M/WBEs qualified to perform
certain contracts with the amount of City construction dollars that were actually being
awarded to M/WBEs in order to demonstrate discrimination in the local construction

industry.*°

“! West Tennessee ABC v. Memphis City Schools, 64 F. Supp.2d 714, 718 (WD Tenn 1999).

42 Croson, 488 U.S. at 501, quoting Hazelwood School Division v. United States, 433 U.S. 299, 307-308 (1977).
3 Croson, 488 U.S. at 501.

4 See, e.g., Cone Corp. v. Hillsborough County, 908 F.2d 909, 916 (11" Cir 1990); O’Donnell Construction v.
District of Columbia, 963 F.2d 420, 426 (DC 1992)

5 Croson, 488 U.S. at 503-504.
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The Ninth Circuit concluded, “In our recent decision [Coral Construction] we
emphasized that such statistical disparities are ‘an invaluable tool’ in demonstrating the
discrimination necessary to establish a compelling interest.”® Several other U.S. courts of
appeal have recognized the use of disparity indices or similar measures to examine the
utilization of minorities or women in a particular industry.*’

2.5.1 Relevant Time Frame for Statistical Analysis

To demonstrate an evidentiary basis for enacting a race- or gender-conscious
program and to satisfy Croson’s compelling interest prong, governmental entities must
present evidence of underutilization of M/WBEs that would give rise to an inference of
discrimination in public contracting.*®

A number of studies have been criticized because of infirmities in the underlying data.
Also, it is not clear how many years must be reviewed. There is some judicial opinion that
two years is inadequate.*® In Arrow Supply v. City of Detroit™ the program was struck down
in part because of incomplete collection of utilization data. In Arrow the district court
criticized the study prepared by the defendant’s expert for a “small sample taken (on an
unknown basis) of a vast group of undisclosed size.”"

In Engineering Contractors the district court criticized the factual predicate for relying

on release of lien data to measure subcontractor utilization. The district court argued that

the release of lien data included prime contractors acting as subcontractors on their own

6 Associated General Contractors of California, Inc., 950 F.2d at 1414 (citing Coral Construction Co., 941 F.2d
at 918; see also, Croson, 488 U.S. at 509).

4" Concrete Works of Colorado, Inc. v. City and County of Denver, 36 F.3d 1513, 1523 n.10 (10" Cir. 1994)
(recognizing disparity index to demonstrate underutilization); Contractors Ass’n of Eastern Pennsylvania, Inc. v.
City of Philadelphia, 6 F.3d 990, 1005 (3rd Cir. 1993) (relying on disparity indices); Cone Corp. v. Hillsborough
County, 908 F.2d 908, 915-16 (1 1™ Cir. 1990) (employing similar statistical analyses).

*® Croson, 488 U.S. at 509.

49 Phillips & Jordan v. Watts, 13 F.Supp. 1308, 1315 (ND Fla 1998) (data aggregated for two years). See also
AGC v. Columbus, 936 F. Supp. 1363 (SD Ohio 1996) (vacated on procedural grounds).

%0 Arrow Supply v. Detroit, 826 F. Supp. 1072 (ED Mich 1993).

51 Arrow Supply, at 1080.
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projects, and that the sales data for firms filing a contractor's release of lien included sales

from anywhere in the United States.®?

2.5.2 Determining Availability

One of the most important elements of the disparity index is the determination of
“availability"—the number of qualified minority contractors willing and able to perform a
particular service for the municipality. In Croson, the Court stated:

Where there is a significant statistical disparity between the number of

qualified minority contractors willing and able to perform a particular

service and the number of such contractors actually engaged by the locality

or the locality’s prime contractors, an inference of discriminatory exclusion

could arise.”® (emphasis added)

An accurate determination of availability is necessary so that the legislative body may
“determine the precise scope of the injury it seeks to remedy” by its program.>* Following
Croson’s statements on availability, lower courts have decided how legislative bodies may
determine the precise scope of the injury sought to be remedied by an MBE program.
Availability statistics must be collected accurately and evaluated carefully. If the availability
determination is too narrow, potential discrimination will be understated or dismissed. If the
availability determination is too broad, discrimination will be exaggerated. However, as will

be seen below, the federal courts have not consistently favored one data source or

universal technique for measuring M/WBE availability.

2.5.3 Racial Classifications

In determining availability, a threshold issue is the appropriate racial groups to
consider.”® In Croson, the Supreme Court criticized the City of Richmond’s inclusion of
“Spanish-speaking, Oriental, Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut persons” in the City’s affirmative

action program.®® These groups had not previously participated in city contracting, and “the

%2 Engineering Contractors v. Dade County, at 1567, n158

*%1d., 488 U.S. at 509

**1d., 488 U.S. at 498.

% Racial groups, as the term is used herein, includes both racial and ethnic categories.
% 1d., 488 U.S. at 506.
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random inclusion of racial groups that, as a practical matter, may never have suffered from
discrimination in the construction industry in Richmond suggests that perhaps the City’s
purpose was not in fact to remedy past discrimination.”’ To properly evaluate availability,
data must be gathered for each racial group.

Several subsequent cases have dropped specific groups for lack of evidence. For
example, in Association for Fairness in Business v. New Jersey the court stated, “In
addition, the set-aside program is over-inclusive as between minority business enterprises.
New Jersey has offered no evidence of discrimination against companies run by individuals

of Native American, Native Alaskan, Hawaiian, or Portuguese decent.”™®

2.5.4 Relevant Market Area

Another central issue in availability analysis is the definition of the relevant market
area. Specifically, the question is whether the relevant market area should be defined as
the area from which a specific percentage of purchases is made, the area in which a
specific percentage of willing and able contractors is located, or if the area is a fixed
geopolitical boundary. If the relevant market area is not properly defined, it can artificially
inflate or deflate M/WBE availability. The Supreme Court has not yet established how the
relevant market area should be defined. However, some courts of appeal have done so,
including the Tenth Circuit in Concrete Works.”® Concrete Works of Colorado, a non-
M/WBE construction company, argued that Croson precluded consideration of
discrimination evidence from the six-county Denver Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA),
and, therefore,

Denver should be confined to the use of data within the City and County of Denver alone.

However, the Tenth Circuit, interpreting Croson, concluded, “The relevant area in which to

57

%8 Assn for Fairness in Business v. New Jersey, 82 F.Supp. 2d 353, 362 (D NJ 2000). See also Northeastern
Florida AGC v. Jacksonville, 2123 S.Ct. 2297 (1993).
% Concrete Works of Colorado, Inc. v. City and County of Denver, 36 F.3d 1513, 1520 (10" Cir. 1994).
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measure discrimination . . . is the local construction market, but that is not necessarily
confined by jurisdictional boundaries.” The Court further stated:

Itis important that the pertinent data closely relate to the jurisdictional area

of the municipality whose program we scrutinize, but here Denver’s

contracting activity, insofar as construction work is concerned, is closely
related to the Denver MSA.®"

The Tenth Circuit ruled that over 80 percent of Denver’s Department of Public Works
construction and design contracts were awarded to firms located within the Denver MSA;
therefore, the appropriate market area should be the Denver MSA—not the City and County
of Denver alone.®? Accordingly, data from the Denver MSA was “adequately particularized
for strict scrutiny purposes.”®® In Concrete Works, the Court accepted data concerning only

construction and construction-related services in determining the relevant market area.

2.5.5 Firm Qualifications

Another availability consideration is whether the M/WBE firms considered are
qualified to perform the required services. In Croson, the Supreme Court noted that
although gross statistical disparities may demonstrate prima facie proof of discrimination,
“‘when special qualifications are required to fill particular jobs, comparisons to the general
population (rather than to the smaller group of individuals who possess the necessary
qualifications) may have little probative value.”®* The Court, however, did not define the
appropriate mechanism for determining whether a firm is qualified.

Nevertheless, considering firm qualifications is important not only to assess whether
M/WBEs in the relevant market area are capable of providing the goods and services

required, but it also ensures proper comparison between the number of qualified M/\WBEs

€0 4.

62 4.

63

% Croson, 488 U.S. 469, 501, citing Hazelwood, 433 U.S. at 308, n.13.
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and the total number of similarly qualified contractors in the relevant market area.®® In
short, proper comparisons are necessary to ensure the integrity of the statistical analysis.

One element of qualifications is that courts have generally ruled that it is necessary to
examine prime contractors and subcontractors separately.®® The district court decision in
Contractors Association of Eastern Pennsylvania, Inc. v. City of Philadelphia®’ required that
prime contractors be counted from the list of prequalified firms. It should be noted that
during the appellate review, the Third Circuit did state that “the issue of qualifications can be
approached at different levels of specificity, however, and some consideration of the

practicality of various approaches is required.”®®

2.5.6 Willing

Croson requires that in order to be considered available a firm must not only be
qualified to provide the required services but also be willing to provide the required services.
An inference of discriminatory exclusion arises when there is significant statistical disparity
between the number of qualified MBEs and MBEs actually engaged by the locality.* In this
context, it can be a difficult task to determine whether a business is willing. Courts
reviewing this issue have looked favorably on including businesses in the availability pool
that may not be on a governmental entity’s certification list. In Concrete Works, Denver
presented evidence as part of its availability analysis indicating that while most MBEs and
WBEsSs had never participated in city contracts, “almost all firms contacted indicated that they

were interested in City work.””®

¢ Hazelwood School Dist., 433 U.S. 299.

€ Scott v. City of Jackson, 199 F.3d at 218 (1999).

67893 F.Supp. 419 (ED Pa 1995).

% Contractors Associationn of Eastern Pennsylvania, Inc. v. City of Philadelphia, 91 F.3d 586, 603 (3rd Cir
1996).

% Croson, 488 U.S. at 509.

" Concrete Works, 36 F.3d at 1529.
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In Contractors Association of Eastern Pennsylvania, Inc., the Third Circuit explained,
‘In the absence of some reason to believe otherwise, one can normally assume that
participants in a market with the ability to undertake gainful work will be ‘willing’ to undertake

it.”71

Past discrimination in a marketplace may provide reason to believe the
minorities who would otherwise be willing are discouraged from trying to
secure the work. . . . [l[f there has been discrimination in City contracting, it
is to be expected that African American firms may be discouraged from
applying, and the low numbers [of African American firms seeking to
prequalify for City-funded contracts] may tend to corroborate the existence
of discrimination rather than belie it."”*

2.5.7 Able

Another availability consideration is whether the firms considered are able to perform
a particular service. Those who challenge affirmative action often question whether M/\WBE
firms have the “capacity” to perform particular services, which focuses on the availability
determination of firm size. Concrete Works Il and IV recognized the shortcomings of such a
focus.” Additionally, the court observed that when a challenger introduces credible
evidence of firm capacity, “it becomes a factor that the court should consider.”* The court
also acknowledged the City of Denver’'s argument that “a construction firm’s precise
‘capacity’ at a given moment in time belies quantification due to the industry’s highly elastic
nature.””

In Engineering Contractors statistical analysis did show that firm size was a factor in
explaining firm utilization. However, the trial court ruled that the remaining disparities after

controlling for firm size did not provide a "strong basis in evidence" to justify a procurement

preference to black firms.”®

™ Contractors Association of Eastern Pennsylvania, Inc. v. City of Philadelphia, 91 F.3d 586, 603 (3rd Cir. 1996).
2 1d. at 603-04.

3 Concrete Works, 36 F.3d at 1528-29.

1d. at 1528.

5 1d. Concrete Works IV, 2003 U.S App. Lexis 2396 (10" Cir 2003).

" Concrete Works Il at 1566
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On the one hand, considering a firm’s size may be necessary to determine whether
the firm is capable and available to provide the requested services. On the other hand, the
10™ Circuit recently noted that the relevance of firm size is somewhat diminished by the
practice of hiring employees.”” It is a common practice among construction companies of
all sizes to routinely vary the size of their employment ranks depending on the type of

project being undertaken.

2.5.8 The Use of Various Data Sources to Measure Availability

One area of controversy on the availability side has been the use of census data.
Census data have the benefit of being accessible, comprehensive, and objective in
measuring availability. In Contractors Association of Eastern Pennsylvania, the Third
Circuit—while acknowledging some of the limitations of census data—admitted that census
data could be of some value in disparity studies. In that case the City’s consultant
calculated a disparity using data concerning the total amount of contract dollars awarded by
the City, the amount that went to MBEs, and the number of African American construction
firms. The consultant combined these data with data from the Census Bureau on the
number of construction firms in the Philadelphia Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.”®

Some commentators have suggested the use of bidder data to measure M/WBE
availability.” Itis worth noting, however, that Croson did not require the use of bidder data
to determine availability, and no court in the Fourth Circuit has reached that conclusion
either. In Concrete Works Il the Circuit court noted that looking at bidders only has its limits.
Firms that bid may not be qualified or able, and firms that do not bid may be qualified and

able to undertake agency contracts.®

" Concrete Works 1V, 2003 U.S App. Lexis 2396 (10" Cir 2003).

78 Contractors Association of Eastern Pennsylvania, Inc., v. City of Philadelphia, 91 F.3d at 604.

" G. LaNoue, “Who Counts? Determining the Availability of Minority Businesses for Contracting After Croson,”
21 Harvard Journal of Law and Public Policy 793, 833 (1998).

8 Concrete Works v. Denver 1V, at 89-90.
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Moreover, not all contracts are let by competitive bids. The use of vendor data, which
is determined by identifying MBEs that have actually performed work for the governmental
entity or who have expressed an interest in securing contracts by affirmatively registering
with a local agency, has the advantage. This is because using vendor data excludes firms
that are uninterested or unable to provide goods or services to the governmental entity,
while recognizing that a broader pool of firms seeks public opportunities than simply those

seeking contracts that are competitively bid.

2.5.9 Statistical Significance

In Engineering Contractors Il, the Eleventh Circuit addressed what constitutes a
significant level of disparity. Generally, disparity indices of 80 percent or greater—which are
close to full participation—are not considered significant.®' The court referenced the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission’s disparate impact guidelines, which establish the 80
percent test as the threshold for determining a prima facie case of discrimination.®
According to the Eleventh Circuit, no circuit that has explicitly endorsed using disparity
indices has held that an index of 80 percent or greater is probative of discrimination, but
they have held that indices below 80 percent indicate “significant disparities.”®

In support of the use of standard deviation analyses to test the statistical significance
of disparity indices, the Eleventh Circuit observed that “social scientists consider a finding of

two standard deviations significant, meaning there is about one chance in 20 that the

explanation for the deviation could be random and the deviation must be accounted for by

81 Engineering Contractors Ass’n of South Florida, Inc., 122 F.3d at 914.

8 1d. at 914 (citing 29 C.F.R. § 1607.4D concerning the disparate impact guidelines and threshold used in
employment cases).

8 Engineering Contractors Ass’n of South Florida, Inc., 122 F.3d at 914 (referencing Contractors Ass’n of Ea.
Pa., 6 F.3d at 1005, crediting disparity index of 4 percent; and Concrete Works, 36 F.3d at 1524, crediting
disparity indices ranging from O percent to 3.8 percent).
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some other factor than chance.”® With standard deviation analyses, the reviewer can
determine whether the disparities are substantial or statistically significant, which lends

further statistical support to a finding of discrimination.

2.6 Anecdotal Evidence of the Experiences of Non-MBE, Minority, and
Woman-Owned Firms May Be Used to Justify an M/WBE Program

Most disparity studies utilize anecdotal evidence along with statistical data. The
Supreme Court in Croson discussed the relevance of anecdotal evidence and explained:
“Evidence of a pattern of individual discriminatory acts can, if supported by appropriate
statistical proof, lend support to a local government’s determination that broader remedial
relief is justified.”® Although the Supreme Court in Croson did not expressly consider the
form or level of specificity required for anecdotal evidence, the Ninth Circuit has addressed
both issues.

Regarding the appropriate form of anecdotal evidence, the Ninth Circuit in Coral
Construction noted that the record provided by King County was "considerably more
extensive than that compiled by the Richmond City Council in Croson."® The King County
record contained affidavits of at least 57 minority or female contractors, each of whom
complained in varying degrees of specificity about discrimination within the local
construction industry. The Coral Construction court stated that the M/WBE affidavits
"reflected a broad spectrum of the contracting community" and the affidavits "certainly
suggested that ongoing discrimination may be occurring in much of the King County

business community."®’

8 Engineering Contractors Ass’n of South Florida, Inc., 122 F.3d at 914 (citing Peightal v. Metropolitan Dade
County, 26 F.3d 1545, 1556 n.16 (11" Cir. 1994)(quoting Waisome v. Port Authority, 948 F.2d 1370, 1376 (2d
Cir. 1991)).

% Croson, 488 U.S. at 509.

8 Coral Construction Co., 941 F.2d at 917.

¥ 1d. at 917-18.
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In AGCC I, the Ninth Circuit addressed the specificity of anecdotal evidence required
by Croson.?® The contractors contended that the City's evidence lacked the specificity
required by both Crosonand AGCC I. The Court held that the City's findings were based on
substantially more evidence than the anecdotes in the two prior cases, and "they [were]
clearly based upon dozens of specific instances of discrimination that are laid out with
particularity in the record, as well as significant statistical disparities in the award of
contracts."®® The Court also ruled that the City was under no burden to identify specific
practices or policies that were discriminatory.®

Reiterating the City's perspective, the Court stated that the City "must simply
demonstrate the existence of past discrimination with specificity; there is no requirement
that the legislative findings specifically detail each and every instance that the legislative
body had relied upon in support of its decision that affirmative action is necessary.""

Not only have courts found that a municipality does not have to specifically identify all
the discriminatory practices impeding M/WBE utilization, the Circuit Court in Concrete
Works IV also held that anecdotal evidence collected did not have to be verified. The Court
stated:

There is no merit to the [plaintiff's] argument that witnesses’ accounts must

be verified to provide support for Denver’s burden. Anecdotal evidence is

nothing more than a witness’ narrative of an incident told from the witness’

perspective and including the witness’ perceptions...Denver was not

required to present corroborating evidence and [the plaintiff] was free to

present its own witnesses to either refute the incidents described by

Denver’s witnesses or to relate their own perceptions on discrimination in

the Denver construction industry.*?

Lower courts have relied on anecdotal data to demonstrate the existence of past and

present discrimination. Both the Ninth and Tenth Circuits (e.g., in AGCC Il and Concrete

8 Associated General Contractors of California, Inc., 950 F.2d at 1414.

814, at 1416. This evidence came from ten public hearings and “numerous written submissions from the public.”
%1d. at 1410.

°'1d. at 1416.

92 Concrete Works 1V, at 108.
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Works IV) have indicated that while anecdotal evidence alone is generally not sufficient to
prove discrimination, the combination of specific incidents of discrimination in conjunction
with significant statistical disparities satisfies the “strong-basis-in-evidence” test for
establishing discrimination to justify a narrowly tailored race- and gender-conscious
program.®?

In Coral Construction, the Ninth Circuit addressed the use of anecdotal evidence
alone to prove discrimination. Although King County’s anecdotal evidence was extensive,
the Court noted the absence in the record of any statistical data in support of the program.
Additionally, "While anecdotal evidence may suffice to prove individual claims of
discrimination, rarely, if ever, can such evidence show a systemic pattern of discrimination
necessary for the adoption of an affirmative action plan."** The Court concluded that "the

combination of convincing anecdotal and statistical evidence is potent."®

2.7 The Governmental Entity or Agency Enactinq an MBE Program Must Be
Shown to Have Actively or Passively Perpetuated the Discrimination

The Supreme Court stated in Croson: “Itis beyond dispute that any public entity, state
or federal, has a compelling interest in assuring that public dollars, drawn from the tax
contributions of all citizens, do not serve to finance the evil of private prejudice.”®

Croson provided that the government “can use its spending powers to remedy private
discrimination, if it identifies that discrimination with the particularity required by the
Fourteenth Amendment.”” The government agency's active or passive participation in

discriminatory practices in the marketplace may show the compelling interest. Finding

discrimination in the portions of the private sector economy that are subjects of the disparity

% Coral Construction Co., 941 F.2d at 919; Concrete Works 1V, at 89.

2‘; Coral Construction Co., 941 F.2d at 919 (emphasis added).

% Coral Construction Co., 941 F.2d at 922 (citing Croson, 488 U.S. at 492) (emphasis added).
" See Richmond v. Croson, 488 U.S. 492 (1989); see generally I. Ayres and F. Vars, “When Does Private
Discrimination Justify Public Affirmative Action?” 98 Columbia Law Review 1577 (1998).
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study can also show passive participation. In Croson the Court stated, "A municipality has a
compelling government interest in redressing not only discrimination committed by the
municipality itself, but also discrimination committed by private parties within the
municipality's legislative jurisdiction, so long as the municipality in some way patrticipated in
the discrimination to be remedied by the program.”®®

The recent Court of Appeals decision in Adarand concluded that there was a
compelling interest for a DBE program based primarily on evidence of private sector
discrimination.’® Subsequent lower court cases have restated that the government agency
has a compelling interest in not financing private discrimination with public dollars.'®

In reliance on this language in Croson a number of local agencies have increased
their reliance on evidence of discrimination in the private sector.'”" The City of Atlanta, in
the revisions to its program, tried to focus on evidence of discrimination in the private
sector.'%?

This strategy has not always succeeded. In the purest case, Cook County did not
produce a disparity study but instead presented anecdotal evidence that M/WBEs were not

solicited for bids in the private sector. Cook County lost the case.'® Similarly, evidence of

private sector discrimination presented in litigation was found inadequate in the

% Croson, 488 U.S. 46, 109 S.Ct. at 720-21, 744-45.

% Adarand v. Slater, 228 F.3d 1147 (10" Cir 2000).

"% Drabik, 214 F.3d at 734-35. See also Concrete Works II, 36 F.3d at 1529. Coral Construction, 941 F.2d at
916; AGC v. New Haven, 791 F.Supp. at 947.

%" This was motivated in part by a law review article by lan Ayres and F. Vars, “When Does Private
Discrimination Justify Public Affirmative Action?” Columbia Law Review 98 (1998) 1577.

'%2 The new Atlanta program has the following key provisions: A prime contractor can bid a contract if it can show
that in the last two years it awarded at least 34 percent of subcontracts on both private and public sector jobs to
M/WBE firms; if the prime cannot satisfy the first requirement above, it must show good faith efforts; if the vendor
cannot meet the goal at the end of two years, then the vendor can no longer bid on city contracts. The program
also contains a mentor-protégée component. There are no set-asides or geographical preferences in the new
program. Atlanta Ordinance 00-0-1859 (2001). The program has not been challenged as of this date.

'%% Builders Association of Greater Chicago v. County of Cook, 123 F. Supp. 2d 1087 (ND IL 2000).
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Philadelphia, Dade County, and Fulton County cases.'™ However, recently in Concrete
Works IV the Court of Appeals upheld the relevance of data from the private marketplace to
the establishment of a factual predicate for M/WBE programs.’® The basic issues have
been as follows.

First, is it necessary to demonstrate a nexus between private and public
discrimination? The Third Circuit, for example, has stated, in discussing low MBE
participation in a local contractors association, that “racial discrimination can justify a race-
based remedy only if the City has somehow participated in or supported that
discrimination.”'%

Second, is M/WBE utilization on public sector projects higher than on private sector
projects simply due to the presence of an M/WBE program in the public sector, or is there
evidence of private sector discrimination? This objection was raised by Judge Posner in the
recent Cook County litigation.'”” Concrete Works IV, however, expressly cited evidence
from contractors that were used for business with the City of Denver but were not used by
the same prime contractors for private sector contracts.'®®

Third, the Cook County case also raised the issue, is evidence that prime contractors
simply do not solicit M/\WBEs as subcontractors sufficient evidence of discrimination, or is it
necessary to provide evidence that there is discrimination in hiring M/WBE
subcontractors?'® The court argued that evidence of failure to solicit M/WBEs was not the
same as evidence of being denied the opportunity to bid. The court also stated that the

anecdotal testimony was sufficient only to make the case against a few prime contractors

"% Webster v. Fulton County, op.cit., Contractors Assn. of Eastern Penn v. Philadelphia, op.cit.; Engineering

Contractors Ass’n of South Florida, Inc., 122 F.3d at 914.

195 Concrete Works 1V, at 69

198 Contractors Ass’n of Eastern Pennsylvania v. Philadelphia, 91 F.3d 586, 602 (3d Cir 1996); see also Webster
v. Fulton County, 51 F. Supp. 2d 1354 (ND GA 1999).

%7 Builders Assn of Greater Chicago v. County of Cook, 2001 U.S. App. LEXIS 15066 (7" Cir 2001).

198 Concrete Works 1V, at 69.

1% Builder Assn of Chicago v. Cook County, 123 F.Supp. 1087 (ND IL 2000).
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and did not provide evidence of systematic bias in the industry as a whole. Nor was
evidence provided that a general contractor awarded contracts to non-M/WBEs that were
less qualified than M/WBEs, or that bid a higher price.

Fourth, is evidence of private sector analysis simply another form of “societal
discrimination” that lacks the specificity required by Croson? In Engineering Contractors
one component of the factual predicate was a study that compared entry rates into the
construction business for M/WBEs and non-M/WBEs. The analysis provided evidence that
minorities and women entered the construction business at (statistically significant) rates
lower than would be expected, given their numerical presence in the population and human
and financial capital variables. The study argued that those disparities that persisted after
the appropriate statistical controls were most likely the result of current and past
discrimination."'® But the court criticized this material for reliance on census data and the
lack of particularized evidence of active or passive discrimination by Dade County.""

Fifth, is evidence of a decline in M/WBE utilization following a change in or
termination of an M/WBE program relevant to establishing a factual predicate for an M/WBE
program? The Appeals Court in Concrete Works 1V did find that such a decline in M/WBE
utilization is evidence that prime contractors are not willing to use M/WBEs in the absence
of legal requirements."'? However, in AGC v. Columbus the district court noted that M/WBE
utilization would have to fall below M/WBE availability in order to show that the M/WBE was
not simply artificially propping up M/WBE utilization.""

Finally, is evidence of capital market discrimination relevant to determining whether or
not there is private sector discrimination? Discrimination in commercial lending also

adversely affects the competitiveness of M/WBES by raising their costs. In Concrete Works

"91d. at 1573

m Engineering Contractors Ass’n of South Florida, Inc., 122 F.3d at 914.

"2 Concrete Works IV at 95.

"3 AGC v. Columbus, 936 F. Supp. 1363 (SD Ohio 1996) (vacated on procedural grounds).
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Il Denver presented evidence of discrimination in the Denver metropolitan area commercial
lending market. Denver argued that M/WBESs were denied business loans, based in part on
race, and that Denver city government was a passive participant in this discrimination
because Denver had placed its funds into some of those institutions. The District Court in
Concrete Works Il found the evidence of discrimination in business lending
unpersuasive.' However, in Adarand v. Slater the Appeals Court in the Tenth Circuit
favorably cited evidence of capital market discrimination as relevant to establishing the
factual predicate for the federal DBE program.’’® And the Appeals Court in the Tenth Circuit
argued again in overturning the district court decision in Concrete Works Il that barriers to
business formation were relevant to establishing a factual predicate for an M/WBE program
insofar as credit market evidence demonstrated that M/\WBEs are “precluded from the

outset from competing for public construction contracts.”’"®

2.8 To Withstand Strict Scrutiny, an MBE Program Must Be Narrowly
Tailored to Remedy Identified Discrimination

The discussion of the compelling interest in the court cases has been extensive, but
the key issue is narrow tailoring. As David Straus, a law professor at the University of
Chicago, noted when the Supreme Court first ruled on Adarand in 1995:

The requirement that an interest be “compelling” is seldom what defeats a
statute, over the years, the Supreme Court has found an enormous range
of government interests to be “Compelling.” It is the requirement that a
measure be “necessary” or “narrowly tailored” that has proved difficult to
satisfy. States seldom have a difficult time advancing some obviously
important interest that is arguably or plausibly promoted by a challenged
law. What makes strict scrutiny effective is that it is difficult to show that
the measure is an especially good way of promoting that objective.'"’

"4 Concrete Works 11, at 1072.

"% Adarand v. Slater, DC No 90-K-1413 (10" Cir 2000).

"8 Concrete Works 1V, at 72. Along these same lines, the Circuit Court in the Tenth Circuit also found
evidence—from a regression analysis of census data—of disparities in self-employment and income from self-
employment as relevant to showing barriers to M/WBE formation. Id at 78.

"7 David Strauss, Affirmative Action and the Public Interest, Supreme Court Review (1995), at 29-30.
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In line with this insight, the judicial review of many state and local M/WBE courts
typically states that even if a compelling interest for the M/WBE program is found, the
program is not narrowly tailored. This was the conclusion of the Third Circuitin Contractors
Association of Eastern Pennsylvania.'"®

But at the same time, the federal courts (in Adarand v. Slater, Sherbrooke Turf, and
Gross Seed)"® have found that the new DBE program, established pursuant to the
regulations (49 CFR, Part 26) issued under The Transportation Equity Act (TEA-21) (1998)
is narrowly tailored to serve a compelling interest. Previously, the federal court had ruled
that there was a factual predicate for the federal DOT DBE program, but the program was
not narrowly tailored.'® These rulings provide some guidance as to what program
configurations the courts will judge to be narrowly tailored.

Courts have identified the following elements of narrow tailoring remedial race-
conscious programs:'?'

m the utilization of race-neutral alternatives;

m the relationship between remedial goals and availability;

m program flexibility;

m the relationship between the remedies and the beneficiaries of those
remedies;

m the impact on innocent third parties; and

m limited duration and/or periodic review.

"8 Contractors Association of Eastern Pennsylvania, Inc., v City of Philadelphia, 91 F.3d at 605.

"% Adarand v. Mineta, U.S. Supreme Court, per curiam, November 27, 2001; Sherbrooke Sodding v. MDOT
(2001 US Dist Lexis 19565) (November 14, 2001); Gross Seed v. Nebraska Department of Roads, Case No.
4:00CV3073 (NB 2002).

129 1n 1998 in Sherbrooke I the Minnesota district court had ruled that while there was a compelling interest for
the DBE program the program was not narrowly tailored. In 1996, before the new DBE regulations, the district
court in Colorado, upon remand from the 1995 U.S. Supreme Court, had made a similar ruling in Adarand v.
Peria.

21 pre-Croson case; see U.S. v. Paradise, 480 U.S. 149, 171 (1987).
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2.8.1 Race-Neutral Alternatives

Concerning race-neutral alternatives, the Supreme Court in Croson concluded that a
governmental entity must demonstrate that it has evaluated the use of race-neutral means
to increase minority business participation in contracting or purchasing activities.'?? Typical
race-neutral schemes include the elimination of prequalification requirements, breaking
down the size of projects, bond guarantees programs, prompt payment ordinances, mentor-
protégé programs, and outreach and instructional resources. In Webster the court criticized
Fulton County for not considering such race-neutral alternatives in the 20 years of the
program.'?

In this area the courts have found the new DBE regulations to be narrowly tailored, in
particular because of the emphasis that a granting agency “must meet the maximum
feasible portion of [its] overall goal by using race-neutral means of facilitating DBE
participation.”** Moreover, Congress explicitly considered race-neutral alternatives before
adopting TEA-21.

However, strict scrutiny does not mandate that every race-neutral measure be

considered and found wanting.'®

In Grutter the U.S. Supreme Court also ruled that the
Michigan Law School did not have to put in place a race-neutral alternative first, or exhaust

all race-neutral alternatives prior to making race a “plus” factor in law school admissions.

'22 Croson, 488 U.S. at 507.

123 Webster, 51 F.Supp. 2d at 1380. See also Contractors Assn of Eastern Pennsylvania v. City of Philadelphia,
91 F.3d at 609. Drabik, 214 F.3d at 738.

124 Adarand v. Slater, at 21 [citing 49 CFR Sec 26.51(a)(2000)].

'2% Coral Construction, 941 F.2d at 923, "While strict scrutiny requires serious, good faith consideration of race-
neutral alternatives, strict scrutiny does not require exhaustion of every possible such alternative”; see also AGC
of California, 950 F.2d at 1417.
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2.8.1.1 What_Constitutes _a Race-Specific _and Gender-Specific Business
Preference Program?

Following the termination of M/WBE programs, a variety of approaches have been
used to address M/WBE underutilization. Sometimes it is not clear what constitutes a race-
neutral program.

2.8.1.2 Racial Classifications

Even after program termination an agency may continue to use racial classifications.
So the question arises: Does the mere use of racial classifications violate race neutrality?
The California Appeals Court for the Third Appellate District argued in Connerly v. State
Personnel Board'®® that simply because a law is race conscious does not mean that it
necessarily invites strict scrutiny. The Connerly court gave the example of a law prohibiting
racial discrimination in employment as being race conscious but as not being subject to
strict scrutiny. Nevertheless, other racial classifications standing alone might trigger strict
scrutiny. For example, the Connerly court indicated that granting a rebuttable presumption of
disadvantage to an ethnic group is still a racial preference, at least for purposes of Proposition
209, because one group must prove its disadvantage while another group does not have to
provide its disadvantage.

Yet another form of racial classification is tracking M/WBE spending. (Under Virginia
state law state agencies must report certain information on M/WBE utilization to the Virginia

Department of Minority Business Enterprise.'?’

) There are differences among the courts as
to whether agencies can even report M/WBE spending. In Barlow v. Davis the California
Court of Appeals upheld the governor’'s executive order preventing the State of California

from collecting and reporting of data on M/WBE utilization. For the Barlow court the

reporting requirement could not be severed from the affirmative action statute and was thus

126 Connerly v. State Personnel Board, 92 Cal. App.4™ 16 (2001) relying on the U.S. Supreme Court voting rights
decision in Shaw v. Reno, 509 U.S. 630, 647 (1993).
'?Tyjirginia Code Section 2.1-64.38.
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in violation of Proposition 209.'® Similarly, the Connerly court found that the reporting
scheme for the state community college system was "entirely bound up and intermixed with
the success of the preferential hiring scheme" and hence an integral part of the
unconstitutional preference program.’® In a non-Proposition 209 case, the federal court
prohibited the City and County of Denver from reporting M/WBE spending following the
decision in Concrete Works."™ As noted earlier, this ruling was overturned by the Court of
Appeals for the 10" Circuit. No other M/WBE case (outside of the Proposition 209 cases)
prohibited tracking M/WBE spending following program termination. And in the settlement

of some cases, tracking of M/WBE spending was in fact required.™"

2.8.2 Relationship of Goals to Availability

Narrow tailoring under the Croson standard requires that remedial goals be in line
with measured availability. For example, in Webster the district court found that the 35
percent goal is not adequately justified, particularly given the statistically insignificant
disparities." Similarly, in Associated Utility Contractors the district court noted that “a
percentage set-aside measure, like the M/WBE goals at issue here, can only be justified by
reference to the overall availability of minority- and women-owned businesses in the
relevant markets. In the absence of such figures, the 20 percent MBE and 3 percent WBE
set-aside figures are arbitrary and clearly unenforceable in light of controlling Supreme

Court and Fourth Circuit authority.”"®

'28 Barlow v. Davis, 72 Cal. App.4"™ 1258, 1260 (1999).

129 Connerly v. State Personnel Board, at 61. At the same time, in Connerly the California appeals court
observed that tracking outcomes by race as a vehicle for detecting discrimination does not grant a preference in
violation of Proposition 209.

3% Order on Defendant’s Post Trial Motions, Concrete Works of Colorado v. City and County of Denver, Civil
Action No. 92-M-21, (March 29, 2000) (“The court also finds that provisions of Division 3 relating to the collection
of data on MBEs and WBEs and the certification of MBEs and WBEs are not severable from the rest of Division
3 because they are linked fundamentally to the function and purpose of the unconstitutional goals program.”)
31 Prior Tire v. Atlanta Public Schools, No. 1-95-CV-825-JEC (ND GA 1997).

32 \Webster, 51 F.Supp.2d at 1379, 1381.

'3% Associated Utility Contractors v. Baltimore, 83 F.Supp2d 613, 622 (D Md 2000).
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In contrast, the courts have upheld the goal setting process for the DOT DBE
program. The DOT DBE regulations require that goals be based on one of several methods
of measuring DBE availability.”** Moreover, there are built-in mechanisms to ensure that
DBE goals are not set excessively high relative to DBE availability. For example, DBE goals
are not even permitted if the overall goal is met for two consecutive years by race-neutral
means."*® And DBE contract goals must be reduced if overall goals have been exceeded

with race-conscious means for two consecutive years.'*®

2.8.3 Flexibility

The two elements of flexibility are waivers and project goals that prevent a program
from constituting a set quota. Croson favorably mentioned the contract-by-contract waivers
in the federal DBE DOT program. Virtually all MBE programs have this waiver feature in
their enabling statutes. For instance, King County's program permitted prime contractors to
request a waiver of the MBE participation requirement when a non-MBE was the sole
source of a good or service, or if no MBE was otherwise available or competitively priced.
In addition, under the preference method, if no MBE was within 5 percent of the lowest
bidder, a non-MBE was awarded the contract. Therefore, the Ninth Circuit concluded, "King
County's MBE program is not facially unconstitutional for want of flexibility.""’

Similarly, its is important that project goals are not rigidly set. For example, the DOT
DBE program provides for the setting of aspirational, not mandatory, goals. Quotas are
expressly forbidden by the DBE regulations. Recipient agencies are no longer bound to the

national 10 percent goal. For example, in Sherbrooke Turfthe state DOT had a goal of 10

percent on one project and 1.2 percent on another project. In the new DBE regulations,

134 49 CFR, Section 26, Part 45

13549 CFR, Section 26, Part 51(f)(3).

123 49 CFR, Section 26, Part 51(f)(4).
Id. at 925.
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overall goals are simply a framework for setting contract goals, if any. Goals are not
required on every contract.”® In fact, states are permitted to opt out of the goals (altogether
nine state recipients have opted out of the program).”*® DBE goals are set based on local
data on DBE availability.

This emphasis on flexibility was reinforced when Grutter and Gratz are put together.
In Gratz the U.S. Supreme Court struck down the race-based undergraduate admissions
system because it allocated points based on an applicant's race. This point allocation made
the factor of race “decisive” and did not allow for “individualized consideration” of how the
applicant might contribute to the diversity of the student body. The U.S. Supreme Court
ruled that the University of Michigan undergraduate system of admissions was not narrowly
tailored. In contrast, the University of Michigan Law School system of admissions was not

based on points and was deemed narrowly tailored by the Court.

2.8.4 Overinclusion

Narrow tailoring also involves limiting the number and type of beneficiaries of the
program. As noted above there has to be evidence of discrimination to justify a group-
based remedy for a particular group.

The regulations covering certification mean that the DBE program does not provide
blanket protection to minorities. And DBEs must be present in the local market. There is
some suggestion from the Supreme Court in Adarand that individual inquiry into
disadvantage may be required for narrow tailoring with reference to the personal net worth

requirements in the DOT DBE regulations.*°

138 49 CFR, Section 26, Part 51(e)(2).
%9 See www.osdbuweb/dot.gov/business/dbe/fhwagoal.html
0 Adarand VI, slip op. at 21-22.
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Another aspect of the overinclusion issue is that the MBE program must be limited in
its geographical scope to the boundaries of the enacting jurisdiction.’' The Supreme Court
in Croson indicates that a local agency has the power to address discrimination only within
its own marketplace. One fault of the Richmond MBE programs was that minority firms
were certified from around the United States.™ In Coral Construction, the Ninth Circuit
concluded that the King County MBE program failed this aspect of the narrow tailoring
requirement. Specifically, the definition of MBEs eligible to benefit from the program was
overbroad; it included MBEs that had no prior contact with King County provided the MBE
could demonstrate that discrimination occurred "in the particular geographic areas in which
it operates."™** This MBE definition suggested that the program was designed to eradicate
discrimination not only in King County but also in the particular area in which a nonlocal
MBE conducted business. In essence, King County’s program focused on the eradication
of discrimination in any jurisdiction, which is outside the power of the state or local entity.
Since "the County's interest is limited to the eradication of discrimination within King County,
the only question that the County may ask is whether a business has been discriminated
against in King County."™*

In clarifying an important aspect of the narrow tailoring requirement, the court in
Croson defined the issue of eligibility for MBE programs as one of participation, not location.

For an MBE to reap the benefits of an affirmative action program, the business must have

5

been discriminated against in the jurisdiction that established the program."® As a

threshold matter, before a business can claim to have suffered discrimination, it must have

141 |d
]:‘é Croson, 488 U.S. at 508.
144 |d

145 |
Id.
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attempted to do business with the County.™® Itis significant that "if the County successfully
proves malignant discrimination within the King County business community, an MBE would
be presumptively eligible for relief if it had previously sought to do business within the
County.""’

According to the court, the presumptive rule requires that the enacting governmental
agency establish that systemic discrimination exists within its jurisdiction and that the MBE
is, or attempted to become, an active participant in the agency's business community.'*®

Since King County's definition of MBE permitted participation by those with no prior contact

with King County, its program was overbroad.

2.8.5 Burden on Third Parties

Narrow tailoring also necessitates limiting the burden of the program on third parties.
Waivers are one tool that serves this purpose. Another tool is the good faith compliance
provisions in the DBE regulations that allow prime contractors to not meet the goal if they
attempted to comply in good faith.® Finally, the DOT DBE regulations seek to reduce the
program burden on non-DBEs by avoiding DBE concentration in certain industries or
subspecialties,” and allowing for the inclusion of nonminority DBEs in the DBE program

itself.

2.8.6 Program Duration

Narrow tailoring requires some form of sunset provision. In Webster v. Fulton County
the district court noted that the program had been in place for 20 years with no

contemplation of expiration.'®’

146 4

147

148 ld.
Id

'%9 49 CFR, Section 26, Part 53.

150 49 CFR, Section 26, Part 33.

*" Webster v. Fulton County, 51 F.Supp. at 1382. ltis interesting to note that there were no sunset provisions in
the University of Michigan Law School admissions program upheld in Grutter.
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The DOT DBE had a variety of sunset and program termination provisions. First, the
program as a whole is over in 2004. Second, DBEs can participate in the program for only
ten and a half years. Third, annual certification involving personal net worth and business
size limitations is required to ensure continued program eligibility. ' Finally, the program is

terminated if it meets annual DBE goals for two years entirely through race-neutral means.

2.9 Small Business Procurement Preferences

Small business procurement preferences have existed since the 1940s. The first
small business program had its origins in the Smaller War Plants Corporation (SWPC)
established during World War 11."** The SWPC was established to channel war contracts to
small businesses. In 1947, Congress passed the Armed Forces Procurement Act,
declaring: "It is the policy of Congress that a fair proportion of the purchases and contracts
under this chapter be placed with small business concerns."'** Continuing this policy, the
1958 Small Business Act requires that government agencies award a “fair proportion” of
procurement contracts to small business concerns.'® The regulations are designed to
implement this general policy."*®

Section 8(b)(11) of the Small Business Act authorizes the SBA to set aside contracts
for placement with small business concerns. The SBA has the power:

to make studies and recommendations to the appropriate Federal agencies

to insure that a fair proportion of the total purchases and contracts for

property and services for the Government be placed with small-business

enterprises, to insure that a fair proportion of Government contracts for

research and development be placed with small-business concerns, to
insure that a fair proportion of the total sales of Government property be

152 A provision cited favorably in Gross Seed v. Nebraska Department of Roads, at 19.

193 See, generally, Thomas J. Hasty lll, “Minority Business Enterprise Development and the Small Business
Administration’s 8(a) Program: Past, Present, and (Is There a) Future?” Military Law Review 145 (Summer
1994): 1-112.

15440 U.S.C. § 2301 (1976).

%5 15 USC 631(a).

1% See 32 C.F.R. §§ 1-701.1 to 1-707.7.
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made to small-business concerns, and to insure a fair and equitable share
of materials, supplies, and equipment to small-business concerns."®’

Every acquisition of goods and services anticipated to be between $2,500 and
$100,000 is set aside exclusively for small business unless the contracting officer has a

reasonable expectation of fewer than two bids by small businesses."®

2.9.1 Challenges to Federal Small Business Procurement Programs

There has been only one constitutional challenge to the long-standing federal SBE

% a federal vendor

programs. In J. H. Rutter Rex Manufacturing v. United States,’
unsuccessfully challenged the Army’s small business set-aside as in violation of the due
process clause of the Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, as well as the
Administrative Procedures Act and the Armed Forces Procurement Act.'® The vendor
argued that the small business program deprived it of a property interest without due
process of law because the program reduced the number of contracts on which larger
vendors are able to bid. ®'

The federal appeals court held that there is not a constitutional right granted to private
vendors to contract with the government on the basis of competitive bidding.'®* The court

ruled, “We are unaware of a single independent source in either state or federal law which

would support Rutter Rex's claim of a Fifth Amendment property entitiement to participate in

*715 U.S.C. § 637(b)(11).

%8 Foderal Acquisition Regulations 19.502-2.

159 706 F2.d 702(5" Cir 1983), cert denied 464 U.S. 1008 (1983).

6 Administrative Procedures Act, 5 U.S.C. §§ 552(a)(1)(E) (1976) and the "fair proportion" language of the
Armed Forces Procurement Act, 10 U.S.C. § 2301 et seq. (1976), and the Small Business Act, 15 U.S.C. § 631
et - seq. (1976).

Congressmnal opponents of small business set-asides had made a similar Fifth Amendment argument in
1961-62 when legislation was introduced to repeal small business set-asides at the behest of the Association of
General Contractors of America (AGCA). See Jonathon Bean, “Big Business and Affirmative Action” (2001),
pages 29-31.

'%2'See also Ray Baillie, 477 F.2d at 709 (“There is no constitutional duty to offer government procurement
contracts for competitive bidding."); Crown Zellerbach Corp. v. Marshall, 441 F. Supp. 1110 (E.D.La.1977)
(denying preliminary injunction requiring government to contract with firms not meeting standard for affirmative
action plan).
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the awarding of government contracts.”'®® Moreover, the appeals court responded that the
“Supreme Court has long recognized the special judicial deference due administrative
agencies in the area of procurement.”'® The government, like private individuals and
businesses, has the power "to determine those with whom it will deal, and to fix the terms
and conditions upon which it will make needed purchases."'® Similarly, the Comptroller
General has interpreted the Small Business Act as allowing for premium prices to be paid to
small businesses."®®

The court held that classifying businesses as small was not a “suspect classification”
subject to strict scrutiny. Instead the court ruled:

Since no fundamental rights are implicated, we need only determine

whether the contested socioeconomic legislation rationally relates to a

legitimate governmental purpose... Our previous discussion adequately

demonstrates that the procurement statutes and the regulations

promulgated there under are rationally related to the sound legislative

purpose of promoting small businesses in order to contribute to the security
and economic health of this Nation."®’ (

emphasis added)

The rational relationship test is a more relaxed standard of judicial review that holds
that the courts will not “second guess” a legislative enactment if a rational basis is provided
for the rule in question.

There are various dicta in subsequent U.S. Supreme Court cases also subjecting
small business procurement programs to a relaxed standard of judicial review. For
example, in Adarand v. Pefa, the U.S. Supreme Court stated:

The Government urges that "[t]he Subcontracting Compensation Clause

program is . . . a program based on disadvantage, not on race,” and thus

that it is subject only to "the most relaxed judicial scrutiny." Brief for

Respondents 26. To the extent that the statutes and regulations involved in
this case are race neutral, we agree.'®® (emphasis added)

183 J. H. Rutter Rex Manufacturing, at 713.

%% J. H. Rutter Rex Manufacturing, at 707 [citing Perkins v. Lukens Steel Co., 310 U.S. 113, 127-28 (1940)].
1% See also Perkins, 310 U.S. at 127, 60 S. Ct. at 876.

1% Osmose Wood Preserving Co., 78-2 CPD Para 24 (Oct. 23, 1978).

87 J. H. Rutter Rex Manufacturing, at 730. See also Dandridge v. Williams, 397 U.S. 471,90 S. Ct. 1153, 25 L.
Ed. 2d 491 (1970).

'%8 Adarand v. Pefia, 513 U.S. 1108 (1995).
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There is one case where the Comptroller General did object to a specific set-aside
(not small business set-asides in general), where a small company dominated a market
because of its unique capacity to meet government needs."®® In this instance the firm was
small in absolute terms but not relative to other firms in its market niche.

A large number of state and local governments have maintained small business
preference programs for many years."”® No state or district court cases were found
overturning a state and local small business reference program. One reason for the low
level of litigation in this area is that there is not significant organizational opposition to SBE
programs. There are no reported cases of AGC litigation against local SBE programs. And
the legal foundations that have typically sued M/WBE programs have actually promoted

SBE procurement preference programs as a race-neutral substitute for M/WBE programs.’”!

2.10 Conclusions

As summarized earlier, when developing and implementing a race- or gender-
conscious program, it is crucial to understand the case law that has developed in the federal
courts. These cases establish specific factors that must be addressed in order for such
programs to withstand judicial review. Before instituting affirmative action programs, the
governmental entity involved must engage in a specific fact-finding process to compile an
evidentiary foundation. It is also important to understand the kinds of evidence that will be
necessary and acceptable to provide a sufficient factual predicate for a race- or gender-

conscious program. Ultimately, MBE and WBE programs can withstand muster if enacting

'%9 Charles Beseler, 62 Comp Gen. 637 (1983).

70 For example, Florida started a small business preference program in 1985 (FL St Sec. 287), Minnesota in
1979 (Mn Stat 137.31), New Jersey in 1993 (N.J.S.A 52:32-17).

' See, e.g., Southeastern Legal Foundation, “Race Neutral Alternatives for the City of Atlanta M/WBE Program”
(July 1999) (promoting Miami’s SBE goals program), www.southeasternlegal.org/library/aa/ specialreportaa; see
also Pacific Legal Foundation, Press Release re Los Angeles County, May 2001 (“There's no problem with the
county's affirmative action program in contracting to the extent its goals include greater participation of
‘disadvantaged and disabled veteran-owned businesses.”) www.pacificlegal.org/press_releases
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jurisdictions comply with the requirements outlined by the Supreme Court and other relevant
lower court cases. In the most important example, the federal DBE programs have been

found to be narrowly tailored. In contrast, SBE programs face negligible risk of attack on

constitutional grounds.
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3.0 REVIEW OF CONTRACTING POLICIES,
PROCEDURES, AND PROGRAMS

This chapter focuses on policies and procedures used by the Commonwealth of
Virginia to purchase goods and services. The purpose of this chapter is to provide a
description of the procurement and contracting environment in which Minority and
Women Business Enterprises (M/WBEs) operate; background for the data analysis; and
foundations for the report recommendations. This chapter also reviews the structure and
operations of the Virginia Department of Minority Business Enterprise (DMBE) and the
Virginia Department of Business Assistance during the study period. In addition, this
chapter discusses the race-neutral efforts the Commonwealth is currently in the process
of implementing. The following areas of procurement are reviewed in this study:
Construction;

Architecture and Engineering;
Professional Services;
Other Services;

Technology; and
Goods and Supplies.

Section 3.1 describes the methodology used to conduct the review of contracting
policies, procedures, and programs. Section 3.2 contains a summary of the authorities
that govern contracting and purchasing within the Commonwealth of Virginia and a
discussion of the organization of Virginia’s purchasing function. Sections 3.3 through 3.8
present a brief summary of the purchasing policies and procedures of the Department of
General Services. Sections 3.9 and 3.10 cover programs to assist Small, Women and

Minority (SWAM) firms.

3.1 Methodology

This section will discuss the steps taken to analyze the Commonwealth’s

contracting and purchasing polices, procedures, and programs and evaluate the extent
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to which Virginia’s race- and gender-based programs, Virginia’s race- and gender-

neutral programs, and Virginia’s certification process facilitate or hamper M/WBE

participation. The focus of this review is on elements of the purchasing process,

including remedial programs, that impact on M/WBE utilization. The analysis included

the following steps.

Collect, review, and summarize Virginia contracting and purchasing
polices currently in use. Discuss with managers the changes that
contracting and purchasing policies have undergone during the FY
1998-2002 time frame and their effects on the remedial programs.

Develop questionnaires and conduct interviews of key
Commonwealth contracting and purchasing staff and officials to
determine how existing contracting and purchasing policies have
been implemented. Interviews were conducted with Commonwealth
management and staff regarding the application of policies,
discretionary use of policies, exceptions to written policies and
procedures, and the impact of policies on key users.

Review applicable Commonwealth statutes, regulations, resolutions,
and polices that guide the remedial programs. Discuss with
appropriate personnel in the Commonwealth as well as program
participants, the operations, polices, and procedures of the remedial
programs. Discuss the changes over time of the remedial program.
The policies and procedures reviewed are limited to those provided
by the Commonwealth.

Interview program participants and nonparticipants to determine
whether barriers exist within Virginia’s contracting and purchasing
procedure and program. Interviews also were conducted with
external users (M/WBE and non-M/WBE firms) to determine the
impact of Virginia policies and procedures on firms doing business
with Virginia or attempting to do business with Virginia. In conducting
interviews with external users, the study team solicited perceptions,
opinions, and facts related to access to information and application
of policies, procedures, and practices that inhibit the ability of firms
to participate in contracting and purchasing with Virginia. In
instances where anecdotal information was provided related to
policies or practices that created problems or barriers to
participation, MGT conducted additional research in order to
document and corroborate the anecdotal information.

Analyze the effect of Commonwealth contracting and purchasing
procedures on the utilization of program participants by the
Commonwealth.

MGT of America, Inc.
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In addition to the above methodology, MGT also collected and reviewed copies of

previous disparity studies conducted in the geographic region and conducted a

comprehensive review of race- and gender-neutral programs.

Overall, MGT conducted 29 interviews with current and former Commonwealth

staff in May 2003 through June 2003. Commonwealth documents collected and

reviewed for this portion of the study are shown in Exhibit 3-1.

EXHIBIT 3-1
DOCUMENTS REVIEWED AS PART OF POLICY AND PROCEDURES REVIEW

Index Description

1. Commonwealth of Virginia, Agency Procurement and Surplus Property Manual
(September 1998) (including changes as of June 2003)

2. Department of General Services, Division of Purchases and Supply, Vendors
Manual, A Vendor’s Guide on How To Do Business With the
Commonwealth of Virginia, Revised December 1998 (including changes as of June
2003)

3. Commonwealth of Virginia, Construction and Professional Services Manual for
Architects and Engineers, December 1996 (Revision 1, September 30, 1998)

4. Commonwealth of Virginia, Purchasing Manual for Institutions of Higher Education
and Their Vendors (March 2003)

5. Department of Information Technology, Division of Finance and Acquisition
Services, Procurement of Goods & Services, Policy #3.01 (March 18, 2003)

6. University of Virginia Diversity Procurement Program (undated)

7. Governor's Commission on Effectiveness and Efficiency in Government, Final
Report (December 12, 2002)

8. Report of the Governor's Task Force on Procurement Assessment (February 3,
2000)

0. A Review by the Department of Transportation of Methods and Technologies
Needed to Implement Competitive Procurement by Electronic Means (as requested
by Senate Joint Resolution No. 403) (November 21, 2001)

10. Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission of the Virginia General Assembly,
Review of Capital Outlay in Higher Education, Senate Document No. 3 (1996
Session)

11. DGS/DPS, eVA Summary Activity (March 1, 2003)

12. Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission of the Virginia General Assembly,
Minority Owned Business Participation in Commonwealth Contracts, House
Document No. 53 (1996)

13. Virginia Department of Business Assistance, Fiscal Year 2002 Report

14. VDMBE Certification/Re-Certification Application

15. Supplier Diversity Model Program (July 30, 2002)

16. Ruby Martin, Memorandum, Participation in Commonwealth Procurement

Transactions by Small Businesses and Businesses Owned by Women and
Minorities (August 12, 1991)
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EXHIBIT 3-1 (Continued)

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED AS PART OF POLICY AND PROCEDURES REVIEW

Index Description

17. Format for Data on Participation in Commonwealth Procurement Transactions by
Small Businesses and Businesses Owned by Women and Minorities, December
1996

18. Director, Division of Purchases and Supply , Memorandum, Minority Business Plan,
October 27, 1999

19. Executive Order 35, Establishing the Governor’s Advisory Commission on Minority
Business Enterprise (September 13, 2002)

20. Executive Order 29, Equal Opportunity in Commonwealth Procurement (July 2,
2002)

21. Executive Order 30, Assessing Virginia’'s Procurement Process (September 2,
1998)

22 Virginia DBE Goal Setting Methodology (2004)

23. Virginia Lottery SWAM-Owned Business Quarterly Utilization Report FY 2003

24, Lottery Plan for Minority-Owned, Woman-Owned, and Small Business Participation
in Lottery Procurements (undated)

25. Virginia Commonwealth University, Procedures for Utilization of Minority-Owned,
Women-Owned and Small Business (undated)

26. Department of Business Assistance—Workforce Services, Women & Minority
Owned Business (June 24, 2003)

27. Commonwealth of Virginia Department of Transportation, Rules Governing Pre-
qualification and Certification, Form C-46, Rev. 2-99

28. DBE Goal Setting Subcommittee, Report to the Construction Coordinating Group
(CCG) June 15, 1999

29. Virginia Department of Transportation, Annual Budget Fiscal Year 2003-2004 (June
2003)

30. Virginia Community College System, Policy Manual (July 1992) (with current
revisions)

31. Buying Smarter Faster & Better—VITA’s Guide to Technology Procurement, July

2003

3.2 Organization of the Virginia Purchasing Function

3.2.1 Summary of Virginia Governing Authorities

The statutory framework for state government purchasing is contained in the

Virginia Public Procurement Act (VPPA) adopted by the Virginia General Assembly in

1982, 43 or Title 2.2 of the Code of Virginia. The VPPA applies to every “public body,”

defined to mean “any legislative, executive, or judicial body, agency, office, department,

authority, post, commission, committee, institution, board or political subdivision created
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by law to exercise some sovereign power or to perform some government duty.”! The
VPPA and most rules issued by the DGS are contained in the Agency Procurement and
Surplus Property Manual (APSPM) covering goods and nonprofessional services
(excluding technology), and the Construction and Professional Services Manual for
Architects and Engineers (CPSM). The Virginia Community College System follows the
APSPM and the CPSM.? The “Big Eight” universities (Virginia Commonwealth University,
Virginia Tech, University of Virginia, James Madison, William & Mary, Virginia Military
Institute, George Mason, and Old Dominion University) are subject to the VPPA and the
Purchasing Manual for Institutions of Higher Education and Their Vendors that is very
similar in major provisions to the procurement manuals used by the Commonwealth of

Virginia.

3.2.2 Organization of the Virginia Purchasing Function

The Department of General Services, Division of Purchases and Supply
(DGS/DPS) is the agency responsible for the centralized purchases of materials,
supplies, equipment, printing, and nonprofessional services (excluding technology goods
and services) required by any Commonwealth agency. DGS/DPS may also make,
amend, or repeal regulations governing the purchases of materials, supplies, equipment,
printing, and nonprofessional services.

Commonwealth agencies have a general delegation for the purchases of goods
and printing of up to $50,000. Agencies have the option of DGS/DPS handling
requisitions between $5,000 and $50,000, or handling these requisitions internally.
(DGS/DPS does not handle requisitions less than $5,000.) Agencies can request a
delegated authority in writing for making purchases of goods greater than $50,000.

DGS/DPS has also delegated to agencies the authority to make bulk purchases of

' Code of Virginia § 2.2-4301.
2 Virginia Community College System Policy Manual, § 4.04.
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selected goods.® The VPPA provides that mandatory purchases through DGS/DPS are
not required for a certain set of goods, although agency purchases of such goods are
still subject to the VPPA and the APSPM. * The “Big Eight” universities have delegated
authority for procurement and six are not in the Commonwealth Accounting and
Reporting System (CARS).

Services, construction, and information technology are handled differently from
goods. Agencies have an unlimited delegation for nonprofessional services outside of
telecommunications. Nonprofessional services includes all services not within the scope
of the practice of accounting, actuarial services, architecture, dentistry, land surveying,
landscape architecture, law, medicine, optometry, pharmacy, or professional
engineering.® The Division of Engineering and Buildings, a division of the Department of
General Services, sets the rules for capital outlay projects for the Commonwealth of
Virginia. The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) establishes its own rules for
road construction. The Virginia Information Technologies Agency (VITA) has
procurement responsibility for all spot purchases of automated data processing (ADP)
goods and services, including telecommunications equipment and services, and the
acquisition of state ADP term contracts. Computer-related services and
telecommunications equipment in excess of $100,000 require approval by VITA.

Procurement of ADP equipment and software require certification from VITA.

% Animals and livestock, animal feed, fertilizer, perishable foods, sawdust, woodchips and bark, local option
materials, agricultural poisons, live poultry, asphalt, asphaltic concrete, road oil, rock asphalt, slurry seal,
borrow and soil, cement, crushed stone, lightweight aggregate, ready-mix concrete, sand and gravel, white
lime, aggregate gravel, marble, seed, sod. APSPM, § 1.4.c.

* Materials, equipment, and supplies that are incidental to a performance of a service contract for labor;
manuscripts, maps, audiovisual materials, books, pamphlets, and periodicals, for the Library of Virginia or
the state-supported library; perishable articles; materials, equipment, and supplies needed by the
Commonwealth Transportation Board; materials, equipment, and supplies needed by the Virginia Alcoholic
Beverage Control Board; binding and rebinding of books and other literary materials by state-supported
libraries; printing records of the Supreme Court; and financial services. Code of Virginia § 2.2-1119.

® Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4301.

® APSPM, § 1.4.b.
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3.3 Methods of Procurement for Goods and Services

3.3.1 Introduction

The VPPA provides that all public contracts with nongovernmental vendors for
goods, services, insurance, or construction must be awarded via competitive bidding or
competitive negotiation, unless otherwise provided for by law.” Virginia state law or state
regulation provides for the following exceptions to the competitive bidding requirements:

purchases under $5,000;

selected goods and services® up to and including $50,000;
purchases of used equipment up to and including $50,000;
purchases from federal and other state agencies;

surplus property;

purchases under $50,000 for testing and evaluation; and
emergency purchases.

The VPPA recognizes six methods of procurement:®

small purchase procedures;
competitive sealed bidding;
competitive negotiation;
sole source;

emergency; and

reverse auctioning’®

3.3.2 Small Purchases ($0-$50,000)

The Commonwealth has several procurement methods for purchases under
$50,000, depending on the size of the procurement.

m For contracts for goods or nonprofessional services with an
estimated cost of $5,000 or less, purchases require only one written
or telephone quotation. There are several other methods for single
qguote purchases:

" The Virginia Code does allow for the use of “best value” procurement concepts for the purchase of goods
and services but not construction and professional services. Code of Virginia § 2.2-4300.

8 The general categories (with some qualifications) are: books, preprinted materials, reprints and
subscriptions; prerecorded audio and video cassettes, CDs, etc.; academic/research consulting services;
alcohol; honoraria, entertainment; specialized, proprietary training; royalties and film rentals; professional
organization dues; writers; artists; photographers; contributions by a university; advertisements; utility
charges; conference facilities; accreditation fees and academic testing services; exhibition rental fees.
APSPM, § 1.5.b

® Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4303.

' HB 2192 ended the sunset provision for reverse auctioning and authorized reverse auctioning as a
procurement technique for the Commonwealth.
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— The Commonwealth permits the use of charge cards for
purchases under $5,000. Some agencies have authority up to
$50,000. The Commonwealth charge card, established through
American Express, has the capacity to track Commonwealth
charge card spending with M/WBEs. However, the American
Express M/WBE list is composed of self-certified M/WBEs that
includes firms owned by individuals over 65, handicapped, and
some East European groups. Staff interviews indicated that
some Commonwealth agencies will send the American Express
report as part of their SWAM utilization numbers.

— The Commonwealth also uses blanket purchase agreements
with local vendors to obtain operating supplies or services for
amounts less than the single quote limit.

m  Prior to July 1, 2003, for contracts for goods or nonprofessional
services with an estimated cost of over $5,000 to $15,000,
purchases required three oral quotes. The APSPM provided that the
sources of quotations should be expanded to include a minimum of
two minority and/or women-owned businesses. Effective July 1,
2003, contracts for goods or nonprofessional services with an
estimated cost of over $5,000 to $15,000 require six oral quotes,
with a minimum of four small, minority, and/or women-owned
businesses solicited.

m  Prior to July 1, 2003, for contracts for goods or nonprofessional
services with an estimated cost of over $15,000 to $50,000,
purchases required the solicitation of four sources by mail, fax, or
electronic means. The APSPM provided that the sources of
quotations should be expanded to include a minimum of four minority
and/or women-owned businesses. Effective July 1, 2003, for
contracts for goods or nonprofessional services with an estimated
cost of over $15,000 to $50,000, purchases require the solicitation of
eight sources, with a minimum of six small, minority, and/or women-
owned businesses being solicited by mail, fax, or electronic means.
Solicitations above $30,000 must be posted on the DGS/DPS Web
site.

3.3.3 Competitive Sealed Bids

Written sealed bids are the preferred procurement method for goods or
nonprofessional services where the estimated cost is expected to exceed $50,000."" The

solicitation for sealed bids must be posted on the DGS/DPS Web site at least ten days

" APSPM, § 6.+
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prior to the date set for bid submission. Bid awards are made to the lowest responsive
and responsible bidder."?

The APSPM also provides for two-step sealed bids.” In this procedure, an
Invitation for Bid (IFB) is issued seeking unpriced technical proposals. In the second step
an IFB seeking pricing schedules is issued to those firms that qualified in the first
round.™ The award is made to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder. Generally,
there is no negotiation with the bidders in two-step sealed bids. Negotiations may be
undertaken if conditions and procedures are described in writing prior to and included

with the issuance of the IFB and the bid exceeds available funds.

3.3.4 Competitive Negotiation

Competitive negotiation is a method of procurement that involves issuing a
Request for Proposal (RFP) for purchases within the delegated purchasing authority of
an agency.” Competitive negotiations are used for sealed solicitations outside of
professional services. A notice of the RFP must be posted on the DGS/DPS Web site at
least ten days prior to the date set for receipt of proposals and in a newspaper of general
circulation in the area in which the contract is to be performed. Following proposal
submission, selection is made of two or more qualified offerors. Negotiations are then
conducted with each of the offerors. Price is considered, but does not have to be the
sole determining criteria in making the award. The public opening of submissions is not

required for competitive negotiations.

"2 If the bid from the lowest responsible bidder exceeds available funds, the agency may negotiate with the
agpparent low bidder (if the solicitation contains the appropriate language). Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4318.

> APSPM, §§ 6.4-6.6.

" The two steps may also be combined in separate sealed responses submitted by the bidders at the same
time. APSPM, § 6.6

'® Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4303C.
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3.3.5 Emergency Procurement.

Virginia law allows for contract award, in the case of emergency, without
competitive sealed bidding or competitive negotiation; however, competition, as
practicable under the circumstances, is required. For procurements over $30,000, a
notice of the emergency procurement must be posted on the DGS/DPS Web site stating
the procurement was declared an emergency, what is being procured, the contractor

selected, and the date on which the contract was or will be awarded.

3.3.6 Sole Source Procurement.

Under Virginia law a contract may be negotiated and awarded to a single source
without competitive sealed bidding or competitive negotiation if it is determined that only
one source is practicably available.'® Again, for procurements over $30,000, a notice
must be posted on the DGS/DPS Web site. All sole source procurements in excess of
$50,000 must be approved by DGS/DPS, or $100,000 in technology-related
procurement must be approved by VITA. Universities must report quarterly their sole

source purchases in excess of $10,000 to the Secretary of Education.’

3.3.7 Reverse Auctions

Reverse auctioning is a procurement method in which bidders use real-time
electronic bidding, with the award being made to the lowest responsive and responsible
bidder. During the bidding process, bidders' offers are revealed and bidders can change
their bids during the time period established for bid opening. The Commonwealth

permits the purchase of goods and nonprofessional services by reverse auctioning. After

'® Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4303E.
" Commonwealth of Virginia, Purchasing Manual for Institutions of Higher Education and Their Vendors
(March 2003), §2.V.
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a pilot period, the Commonwealth recently removed the sunset clause on reverse
auctioning and made it a permanent option for Commonwealth procurement.
Nevertheless, staff interviews indicated that reverse auctioning is not yet a fully
functioning feature of the Commonwealth’s Internet-based procurement system, eVA

(discussed below).

3.3.8 Cooperative Procurement.

Although not listed as a separate method of procurement, the VPPA allows that
state agencies may enter into a cooperative procurement agreement with other
agencies, institutions, or public bodies when the value of the cooperative procurement is
within the delegated authority of the issuing agency.'® Such purchases have to abide by
the VPPA and the APSPM (unless otherwise approved by DGS).” Cooperative
procurement is not permitted on goods or services that are available on mandatory state
term contracts without prior approval from DGS/DPS.

The Commonwealth does not engage in “piggy-backed” procurement at the
present time. Under “piggy-backing” an agency could, subject to certain conditions and
restrictions, contract with a vendor that had a contract with another agency under the

same terms as that contract.?

3.4 E-Procurement

The Commonwealth of Virginia established Internet-based procurement, eVA, in
2001 following an executive order in March 24, 2000. The new e-procurement system
includes state agencies, local educational authorities, universities and community

colleges, and local governments. The Virginia e-procurement system is an end-to-end

'8 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4304; APSPM, § 3.7.

'° Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4304.

20 staff interviews indicate that there was some piggy-backing in Commonwealth procurement prior to 1995,
which is outside of the study period for this report.
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procurement system that performs on-line supplier registration, handles requisitions, offers
electronic notification of suppliers, provides historical procurement information for
suppliers, and updates records electronically. (Initially eVA could not process change
orders; the change order functionality is now available.) Suppliers are currently
responsible for a 1.0 percent fee per purchase order, capped at $500. Vendors must enroll
in the basic service and have an option to enroll in a premium service with eVA, with
enroliment fees of $25 and $200, respectively. Enroliment in the premium service provides
suppliers with “push” notification of solicitations. eVA has the capability for buyers to
identify the small, female, and or minority status of vendors registered in the eVA system.

Commonwealth agencies and institutions are mandated to place all orders through
eVA on mandatory use contracts to the fullest extent possible. The Commonwealth is
also seeking for all optional use contracts and pricing agreement to be placed through
eVA. Sheltered workshops are not on eVA at the present time. As of September 2003
there were about 175,000 orders for about $1.133 billion.?'

Over 709 catalogues are provided to buyers over the Internet via the e-Mall feature
of eVA. eVA can be used to shop e-Mall catalogues up to $30,000. The lowest priced
item received as a result of an e-Mall catalog search need not be chosen if under the
$5,000 threshold. e-Mall catalog prices are also acceptable as quotes whenever a
minimum of three (or four) valid responses are received as a result of the e-Mall search.
e-Mall catalog responses over $30,000 are also accepted as valid quotes.

eVA Quick Quote may also be used to solicit informal competition for small dollar
a quote(s) for requirements up to $30,000. eVA Quick Quote cannot be used to solicit

competition for requirements exceeding $30,000.

%' DGS/DPS, eVA Summary Activity, October 1, 2003.
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3.5 Professional Services

Competitive sealed bidding is not used to procure professional services. Instead,

under the VPPA all procurement of professional services must be negotiated.?

Additional specific rules are mandated by the Commonwealth for the procurement

of architectural and engineering (A&E) services. The Construction and Professional

Services Manual (CPSM) lays out three procurement methods for A&E contracts:

Small Purchase Procedure. For services with a total fee less than
$30,000 an agency can select a firm with statements of interest and
qualification forms on file (less than one year old) with the agency.

RFP Procedure. For services with a total fee in excess of $30,000 an
agency must use an RFP procedure. After interviews with the top
three to five firms the Building Committee engages in competitive
negotiations with the top ranked firm.

Emergency Procedure. The agency selects a qualified firm,
negotiates a fee, and awards an emergency contract.

The CPSM allows for A&E term contracts. A&E firms are limited to one term

contract per agency.?

Each project order under an A&E term contract is limited to

$100,000 and the total of project orders is limited to $300,000. A&E term contracts are

limited to one year, or when the maximum fee limit is reached, whichever is earlier.

3.6 Technology Procurement

VITA’s procurement methods for technology including the following:

RFP process (Competitive Negotiation) for technology
purchases over $50,000. A written determination as to why
competitive bidding is not practicable or fiscally advantageous must
be signed by the Governor or Governor’s designee. All RFPs must
be posted at least 10 days prior to due date for receipt of proposals.
RFPs are evaluated on “best value” evaluation factors, including
total cost of ownership, performance history, proposed technical
performance, the financial stability of the bidder, training costs, and
other similar factors.

22 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4303B.
% CPSM, § 409.0.
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m [IFB process (Competitive Sealed Bidding) for technology
purchases over $50,000. All IFBs must be posted at least 10 days
prior to due date for receipt of proposals. IFBs are evaluated based
on the requirements and specifications in the IFB. Award is made to
the lowest responsive and responsible bidder. The IFB process
includes a two-step IFB procedure. In the first step of this procedure
bidders submit unpriced technical proposals. In the second step of
this procedure bidders qualified after the first step submit a pricing
schedule.

m Reverse Auctions. VITA may use either “lowest price” reverse
auctions where product price is the only criterion, or “best value”
reverse auctions where other factors, such as total cost of
ownership, may be important. Bidders are invited to bid through
eVA notification, or other push technology. Bidders are given a 10-
day notice of reverse auction opportunities.

m  Sole source technology procurement. Sole source procurement
requires a determination in writing that only one source is practicably
available. If an agency’s sole source procurement is greater than or
equal to $100,000, the CIO must approve the sole source
procurement. The Technology Investment Board must approve
major information technology projects, defined as projects that are
either mission critical, have statewide application, or have a total
estimated cost in excess of $1 million.

m  Emergency technology procurement. Emergency technology
procurement requires a justification in writing. Emergency
technology procurement is made with as much competition as is
practicable.

m Small purchase process (0-$30,000). At present the small
purchase process for technology parallels the DGS small purchase
process.

— Purchases less than $5,000 require one quote.

— Purchases between $5,000 and $15,000 require three quotes.

— Purchases between $15,000 and $30,000 require four or more
quotes.

The required number of quotes may be obtained through eVA or
through phone solicitations.

m  Small purchase process ($30,001-$50,000). The small purchase

process for technology includes the use of informal IFBs and
informal RFPs:
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— Informal IFB. Purchases between $30,001 and $50,000 can
use a written unsealed IFB that includes a scope of work,
specifications, requirements, terms, and conditions and a pricing
schedule. At least four sources must be solicited and such lists
are to be expanded, where practicable, to include SWAMs. All
informal IFBs are to be posted on eVA, although they do not
have to be posted for 10 days prior to bid opening. Awards are
made to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder.

— Informal RFP. Purchases between $30,001 and $50,000 can
use a written unsealed RFP that includes a statement of agency
need, qualifications sought, and the basis for the evaluation of
bidders. VITA attempts to include, where feasible, SWAMs in its
solicitations of informal RFPs. All informal IFBs are to be posted
on eVA, although they do not have to be posted for 10 days prior
to bid opening. Awards are made to firms with the “best value”
technology and deemed to be fully qualified. Negotiations are
held with each firm selected with the best value solution.

m  Cooperative procurement. VITA may use cooperative procurement
for technology purchases where such procurement is practicable
and deemed to be in the best interests of the Commonwealth.
Cooperative procurement must be approved by the Chief Information
Officer.

3.7 Construction Contracting

In general, construction is procured by the Commonwealth through competitive
sealed bids.?* Minor construction, repair, and noncapital outlay projects are procured
under the same rules as nonprofessional services.?> Commonwealth law also permits
the application of sole source and emergency procurement rules to construction.
Competitive negotiations can be used for fixed price design-build or construction
management contracts, or for projects for alternation, repair or renovation, or demolition
when the contract is not expected to exceed $500,000.%

Design-build is a method for procuring construction services in which selection is

based on a technical proposal and negotiation with an architect-contractor team to

4 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4303D; CPSM, § 1001.1.
%5 cPSM, § 1001.2.
% Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4303C; CPSM, § 1001.3.
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design and construct a project for a fixed price. The Commonwealth approved design-
build in 1986.2 Commonwealth agencies and institutions have used design-build
infrequently due to the high cost of preparing complex technical proposals in response to
design-build solicitations.

Construction management is a method for procuring construction services in
which a construction manager is chosen through professional negotiation and
subcontractors are chosen through competitive bidding. Construction management has
been used on a number of occasions by Commonwealth institutions of higher

education.?®

3.8 General Purchasing Provisions

3.8.1 Bonding

Bid, payment, and performance bonds are required on all construction contracts in
excess of $100,000.% Bid bonds are limited to 5 percent of the bid amount.*® Prime
contractors may require payment bonds from subcontractor.>’ Commonwealth agencies
may require bid, payment, or performance bonds for contracts for goods or services if so
stipulated in the IFB or RFP. Under certain circumstances a certified check, cash
escrow, personal bond, property bond, or bank or savings institution’s letter of credit may

be accepted in lieu of a bid, payment, or performance bond.*?

" Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4306.

% Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission of the Virginia General Assembly, Review of Capital
Outlay in Higher Education, Senate Document No. 3 (1996 Session).

29 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4336.

%0 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4336, § 2.2-4337.

1 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4337.

%2 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4338.

MGT of America, Inc. Page 3-16



Review of Contracting Policies, Procedures, and Programs

3.8.2 Specifications

The Commonwealth lists the following classes of specification in the preferred
order of use: Generic (Performance and Design); Brand Name or Equal (a brand name
is used to convey the general type of the product desired but does not restrict bidders to
the particular brand);*® Proprietary (restricts the acceptable articles to those of particular
manufacturers); Vendor Assistance in Specification Preparation (advice is received from
a vendor in identifying the features and characteristics needed by the agency). In the
event that a vendor assists the Commonwealth with specifications, the Code directs the

buyer to ensure that the specifications are not drawn to favor a particular vendor.**

3.8.3 Vendor Sourcing

DGS/DPS maintains an automated list of registered vendors. All state agencies
have access to the DPS Vendors List, although agencies are not required to use it.
Since the institution of eVA, vendors seeking status as a regular bidder® with the
Commonwealth are required to register in eVA prior to award.

The APSPM suggests, “Special emphasis should be placed on including Virginia
vendors, small, minority and female-owned businesses on all solicitation mailing lists.”®®
The APSPM also suggests that VDMBE and Virginia Minority Suppliers Development

Council (VMSDC) be consulted as sources of supplies to supplement lists from the

chambers of commerce, Thomas Register, trade journals, and trade exhibitions.*’

% Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4315.

% Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4373.

% The Commonwealth does not rotate bidders at present but according to staff interviews DGS did rotate
Sé)ot purchases before eVA was installed.

% APSPM, § 2.3.

" APSPM, § 2.6.
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3.8.4 Licensing and Prequalification

For contracts of $1,000 or more involving construction, removal, repair, or
improvement of any building or structure,®® a contractor is required to have the following
licenses, depending on contract size or firm size within a 12-month period:*

m Contractor License A - If the contract is $70,000 or more or if the
contractor does $500,000 or more business; or

m  Contractor License B - $7,500 - $70,000 ($1,000 for electrical,
plumbing, and HVAC work) or if the contractor does between
$150,000 and $500,000 in business; or

m Contractor License C - $1,000 - $7,500 or if the contractor does
less than $150,000 in business. (Class C contractors do not include
electrical, plumbing, and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
(HVAC) contractors.)

In some instances the Commonwealth may prequalify firms (Qualified Contractor’s

Lists) or products (Qualified Products Lists).*° In these instances the Commonwealth
sends solicitations only to those contractors determined to be qualified. The
Commonwealth is required to publicize the criteria for prequalification. VITA also utilizes
the prequalification process or Request for Information (RFI) process to develop lists of

prequalified firms or products available to provide certain technology goods and

services.

3.8.5 Mandatory and Nonmandatory Sources of Supply

The Commonwealth of Virginia has mandatory and nonmandatory sources of

supply.*’ Mandatory sources of supply include those in Exhibit 3-2 below.

% The Commonwealth requires that some contractors be registered and licensed, or hold a permit, prior to
performing certain services. Those services include but are not limited to the following: Pesticide Application,
Asbestos Service, Security Alarm System Installation, Fire Alarm System Installation, Private Security
Services, and Treatment, Storage, Handling, Transportation, or Disposal of Hazardous Waste or Hazardous
Radioactive Material. APSPM, § 3.4.

% Code of Virginia, §§ 54.1-1103 and 54.1-1115.

0 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4317 (covering construction).

“! The Commonwealth of Virginia nonmandatory sources of supply are: optional use term contracts, surplus
property, and nonprofit sheltered workshops.
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EXHIBIT 3-2
MANDATORY SOURCES OF SUPPLY
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 2003

Mandatory Sources

Goods and Services Covered

Term contracts'

ltems set by DGS/DPS

Virginia Correctional Enterprises (VCE)

Goods and Services (data entry, laundry,
printing) in the VCE catalogue

Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired
(DBVI)

Mattresses, pillows, writing instruments,
mailing services, contract office services, mop

heads & handles, spices, teas, gloves, vending
stands

Virginia Distribution Center (VDC) Need waiver to purchase staples,
canned/frozen foods, janitorial supplies, paper
products and other selected items from source

outside of VDC

Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) | Vehicle fuel through state contract; related
motor vehicle related supplies and repair parts
from VDOT unless it is more practical to use

DGS/DPS delegated authority

DGS/DPS Office of Graphic Communications Must approve outsourcing of graphic design,
desktop publishing, camera-ready artwork in

excess of $750

Virginia Information Technologies Agency Telecommunications services

DGS/Office of Fleet Management Purchase or lease of motor vehicles (approval

required)

! State term contracts, outside of Department of Information Technology contracts for telecommunications,
are optional for the "Big Eight" universities.

In its 1996 report, the Commonwealth Joint Legislative Audit and Review
Commission (JLARC) found that 19 M/WBEs held 26 of the 526 (4.9%) state term

contracts.*?

3.8.6. Notice of Pending Procurements.

Virginia state law provides that “all qualified vendors have access to state
business and no offeror [should] be arbitrarily or capriciously excluded.”® Prior to eVA a

project greater than $15,000 had to be sent to DGS and posted in Virginia Business

42 Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission of the Virginia General Assembly, Minority Owned
Business Participation in Commonwealth Contracts, House Document No. 53 (1996), at 34.
3 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4300C.
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Opportunities. Vendors could pay a $75 fee to receive this publication on a weekly basis.
The DGS/DPS now publishes Virginia Business Opportunities (VBO) on the Internet
listing business opportunities anticipated to be over $30,000 in value with state and
some local government agencies.44 Written solicitations from $30,000 to $50,000 must
be posted for the time period established in the solicitation, for receipt of unsealed bids
or proposals. IFB solicitation notices over $50,000 must be posted on the DGS/DPS
eVA Web site. In addition, notices may also be published in a newspaper of general
circulation in the area in which the contract is to be performed, at least 10 days prior to

the date set for receipt of bids.*

3.8.7 Contract Modification Restrictions

Cumulative contract modifications to purchases made under small purchase
procedures cannot exceed 25 percent of the original contract price without advance
written approval of the agency head.*® A fixed price contract for purchases over $50,000
may not be increased by more than 25 percent of the original amount of the contract or
$50,000, whichever is greater, without the advance written approval of the Governor or

his designee. *’

3.8.8 Prompt Payment

Commonwealth law provides that interest begins to accrue on amounts owed by
the Commonwealth to a contractor after seven days following the payment date and on

amounts owed by a prime contractor to a subcontractor.”® In general the Commonwealth

* Prior to its posting on the Internet VBO had a circulation of approximately 3,700 subscribers, 9 percent of
which were minority firms. Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission of the Virginia General Assembly,
Minority Owned Business Participation in Commonwealth Contracts, House Document No. 53 (1996), at 50.
5 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4301.

8 Vlendors Manual, 7.17 for exceptions.

" Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4309A.

“8 A vendor must pay its subcontractors interest at a rate of 1 percent a month on the subcontractor’s
proportionate share of the Commonwealth payments after seven days following the payment of the vendor
by the Commonwealth. Code of Virginia, §§ 2.2-4347 through 2.2-4354.
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does not pay subcontractors directly. Staff interviews indicated that in the event of late
payment of prime contractors to subcontractors, the general practice of the
Commonwealth is to refer subcontractors to the issuer of the payment bond for
resolution. Staff interviews also indicated that the introduction of eVA is serving to
facilitate timely payment of vendors because of the use of standard templates by

vendors in the eVA system.

3.9 Remedial Programs

3.9.1 Background

The Commonwealth of Virginia first established the Virginia Department of
Minority Business Enterprise (DMBE) program in 1981. The Commonwealth of Virginia
has not had race-conscious goals, set-asides, or price preferences outside of VDOT.
Virginia law has for some years provided for outreach to SWAM businesses and
reporting of agency spending with SWAM firms. Section 2.2.4310B of the Code of
Virginia requires:

All public bodies shall establish programs consistent with this chapter to

facilitate the patrticipation of small business and business owned by

women and minorities in procurement ftransactions. The programs

established shall be in writing and shall include cooperation with the

Department of Minority Business Enterprise, the United States Small

Business Administration, and other public or private agencies.

Agencies are required to establish written internal procedures to facilitate agency

purchases from SWAM firms.*® Executive Order 29 requires all agencies to develop

supplier diversity plans. DMBE has provided a model supplier diversity plan to facilitate

9 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4310B; APSPM, § 3.10.
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agency compliance. Agencies are also instructed to maintain a listing of SWAM firms for
solicitation purposes and to solicit SWAMSs for sealed bids or proposals.®® As noted
above, the DGS requires that small purchase procedures include the solicitation of
SWAMSs, including four SWAMs for solicitations from over $5,000 to $15,000, and six
SWAMs for solicitations from over $15,000 to $50,000.

Virginia law requires agencies to report spending with MBEs.®" The 1996 JLARC
audit of the DMBE program found problems in compliance with these MBE reporting
requirements. JLARC found that only 40 percent of agencies had developed systematic
data collection processes for reporting to DMBE. HB 2470 requires an annual report to
the Governor of those agencies failing to report MBE spending.

Since 1991 the Commonwealth has had a policy promoting SWAM utilization in

t.52 Offerors are required

RFPs exceeding $100,000 in value over the term of the contrac
to state their plan towards SWAM utilization and report their past utilization of SWAM
vendors. The Commonwealth’s plan allows for evaluation criteria on offerors’ SWAM
plan and practice with a weight of between 5 and 15 points (out of a possible 100

points).*

A SWAM firm is not granted these extra evaluation points just for being a
SWAM firm. Firms are required to report on contracts that exceed $100,000 in gross
fees a report on actual payment to SWAM firms prior to final payment to the firm.>* In
staff interviews no one knew of an instance where the SWAM evaluation factor

determined contract award or of a firm losing a contract because of this provision.>®

JLARC found that the Commonwealth spent 1.7 percent of its expenditures with certified

%0 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4310A; APSPM, § 3.10b.

*1 Code of Virginia, § 2.24310B.

52 Ruby Martin, Memorandum, Participation in Commonwealth Procurement Transactions by Small
Businesses and Businesses Owned by Women and Minorities, August 12, 1991. Commonwealth of Virginia,
Agency Procurement and Surplus Property Manual (September 1998), § 3.10.d; CPSM, § 301.4, § 406.0.

% This incentive is not found in the Higher Education Manual.

% cPSM, § 331.0.

%5 Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission of the Virginia General Assembly, Minority Owned
Business Participation in Commonwealth Contracts.
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MBEs in FY 1994 and 3.5 percent with firms that JLARC identified as MBEs.*® JLARC
found the VDOT was the largest agency spender with minority businesses in FY 1995,

spending $13.6 million with MBEs, or 2.76 percent of VDOT expenditure.®’

3.9.2 Department of Minority Business Enterprise

The DMBE office currently has 13 FTEs and a budget of $1.2 million. The DMBE
office has the following divisions (the functions of these divisions are discussed in more
detail below):

m Publications Division. This division produces and circulates the
DMBE quarterly vendors list.

m  Outreach Division. This division provides direct assistance to
disadvantaged business owners, agency officials, and prime
contractors.

m  Service Division. This division provides management and technical
assistance to minority, disadvantaged, and women-owned firms.

m  PACE program. This division provides a loan guarantee program.
DMBE has satellite offices in Danville, Tidewater, Richmond, and Northern
Virginia. These offices work primarily on supportive services for the VDOT DBE

program, discussed below.

3.9.3 \Virginia Department of Small Business Assistance

The Department of Business Assistance (DBA) was started in 1996 as part of the
reorganization of the Virginia Department of Economic Development. Over 90 percent of
the firms that the DBA serves are small business enterprises (SBEs). The DBA has a
staff of 48 FTEs and a budget in FY 2004 of $11.9 million. The basic programs of the

DBA are the Financial Service Division, Virginia Women’s Enterprise Business

% Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission of the Virginia General Assembly, Minority Owned
Business Participation in Commonwealth Contracts, at 11.
7 Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission of the Virginia General Assembly, Minority Owned
Business Participation in Commonwealth Contracts, at 12.
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Enterprise Certification, Workforce Training, and the Small Business Incubator. Until
recently the DBA managed the Small Business Development Center (SBDC) Network
for the Commonwealth. Following recent budget cuts DBA transferred the SBDC
network to George Mason University. Details of these programs are discussed under

business development below.

3.9.4 M/WBE Certification

The DMBE office certifies MBEs. There are approximately 2,000 MBEs in the
DMBE database. Of these, 1,250 are certified. DBA began WBE certification in 1993.
The DBA certified 350 WBEs in FY 2002.°® Some concern was expressed by
Commonwealth staff and SWAM vendors about the number of certification applications
necessary for seeking public sector opportunities. The DMBE and DBA do not
participate in a unified certification program, but since April 1, 2002, DMBE has accepted
certification from the Small Business Administration (SBA), the Department of
Transportation, and the State of Maryland.”® DBA accepts other WBE certification on a

case-by-case basis.

3.9.5 Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program

VDOT runs the federally mandated Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE)
program for the Commonwealth. The DBE program currently has a goal of 11.94
percent. The program currently envisions achieving 2.98 percent of its DBE goal through
race-neutral means. The primary race-neutral means for achieving the DBE goal are
requiring prime solicitation of DBEs, disseminating information on contracting
opportunities and procedures, providing technical assistance, and distributing the DBE
directory. The VDOT DBE program does not use race-conscious or race-neutral set-

asides.

%8 \'DBA, Fiscal Year 2002 Report.
% VDMBE, The MBE News Observer, Spring/Summer 2002.
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The primary services available through VDOT’s DBE program include Memoranda
of Understanding with the DMBE and Virginia Tech to provide supportive services to
DBE contractors, and a Legal and Accounting program in which VDOT pays $1,500 of
the first legal and accounting expenses of DBE contractors.

The DMBE office has the supportive services contract for the VDOT DBE
program. This program has satellite offices in Danville, Tidewater, Richmond, and
Northern Virginia. These programs assist DBEs with bids, reading drafts, financial
paperwork, securing business with the Commonwealth, locating funding, workshops,
and estimation.

The DBE program is participating in unified DBE certification. VDOT and
Washington Metropolitan Airport are the lead agencies, with participation from the
Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation and the Virginia Aviation
Department. The Unified Certification Plan has been partially implemented in Virginia in

the form of the completion of a unified certification application.

3.10 Race- and Gender-Neutral Programs

3.10.1 Small Business Enterprise

The Commonwealth of Virginia has some incentives for small business. As noted
above, the VPPA requires all public bodies to establish programs that facilitate the
participation of SBEs as well as WBES and MBEs.®° In 1984 the language was changed
from “may” to “shall.” There are no SBE set-asides, price preferences, or goals placed
on contracts.

SBEs in the Commonwealth self-certify, but there are several definitions of SBEs

used by Commonwealth agencies. For example, the model supplier diversity program

¢ Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4310B.
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defines SBEs as firms with fewer than 100 employees or less than $1 million in gross
revenue; the eVA system refers vendors to the SBA definition of SBEs; and the VDBA

has yet another definition. ©'

3.10.2 Nondiscrimination in Contracting

Since 1982 the Commonwealth of Virginia procurement statute has provided that
“In the solicitation, awarding or administration of contracts, no agency shall discriminate
because of the race, religion, color, sex, age, disability, or national origin of the bidder,

offeror, or contractor.”®?

3.10.3 Financial Assistance

There are a large number of programs assisting small firms with financing in and
near the State of Virginia. The Virginia Small Business Finance Authority lists 70
programs in the Capital Resource Directory on its Web site. A selection of these
programs is discussed below.

DMBE has sponsored the PACE program since 2000. PACE participants must be
for-profit firms located in the State of Virginia. Business owners must be U.S. citizens or
permanent residents, and have a net worth of less than $250,000 (excluding their
business and personal residence).

The PACE program provides loan guarantees of up to 90 percent of the principal
on the loan. The loans include lines-of-credit for accounts receivables and inventory,

loans for working capital, and fixed asset purchases. The program has generally avoided

¢ Supplier Diversity Model Program, July 2002. The VSBFA defines "Small business enterprise” as “(i) any
industry for the manufacturing, processing, assembling, storing, warehousing, servicing, distributing, or
selling of any products of agriculture, mining or industry or professional services; (ii) commercial enterprises
making sales or providing services to industries described in clause (i) hereof; (iii) enterprises for research
and development, including but not limited to scientific laboratories; or (iv) such other businesses as will be
in furtherance of the public purposes of this chapter.” Chapter 28 - Virginia Small Business Financing Act -
Article 1 - General Provisions, 59.1-84.1.

62 Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4310A
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contract financing. The loans are generally less than five years in maturity. Most loans
are in the $40,000 to $60,000 range, with the largest loan to date being $220,000. PACE
has partnered with Consolidated Bank & Trust, SunTrust Virginia, Wachovia Bank,
James Monroe Bank, and First Community Bank for client financing.

The Virginia Small Business Financing Authority (VSBFA) is under the DBA and
provides fixed asset financing and permanent working capital. The VSBFA financed 175
businesses in FY 2002, up from 120 in FY 1999. In FY 2003 the VSBFA approved 18
female and minority loan applicants for $569,501—5 percent of their total loan dollar
volume, and 13 percent of total approved loan applications.®

The DBA provides several other loan programs, including:

m Industrial Development Revenue Bonds, providing an umbrella bond
program;

m Virginia Economic Development Loan Fund, providing direct loans of
up to $1 million or 40 percent of project value;

m  Loan Guaranty Program, providing a 75 percent guaranty of up to
$300,000 on a line-of-credit or a loan;

m Virginia Capital Access program, providing a loan loss reserve fund
to reduce risk for lenders;

m  Child Day Care Financing Program, providing micro loans to child
care firms; and

m  Environmental Compliance Assistance Fund, providing equipment
loans of up to $100,000 for a maximum of 10 years.

Minority Economic Development through Assisted Lending (MEDAL) of Norfolk
Virginia provides business training, technical assistance, micro-loans ($5,000-$25,000)
and follow-up counseling. The average loan size has been $5,000-$10,000. The

program was started in 1996.

63 Virginia Small Business Finance Authority — Loans.
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The SBDCs provide a Pre-Qual Loan program to assist firms with obtaining SBA

loan guarantees. This program is for M/WBEs, veterans, and rural businesses. The loan

funds can be used for working capital, debt payment, equipment and inventory

purchases, construction, and real estate purchases.

The Commonwealth does not maintain a bonding assistance program, although

certified DBEs have access to the federal U.S. Department of Transportation bonding

program through the VDOT DBE program.

3.10.4 Management and Technical Assistance

There are a number of business development programs in the State of Virginia,

some of which partner with the Commonwealth:

Next Level (NxLevel) is an entrepreneurial training program
supported by the Virginia SBDC Network. The U.S. Small Business
Administration (SBA) and a variety of local business and academic
organizations (and at one time the DBA) sponsor the SBDC Network
NxLevel. The courses are for start-ups and existing businesses.

Overall, the SBDC network counsels in the areas of business start-
ups, access to capital, business planning, financial analysis,
marketing, accounting, and related business services. The SBDC
network operates 24 centers at the present time. In FY 2002 the
SBDC network assisted over 4,885 clients and sponsored 548
training events.

The DBA provides workforce services to SBEs, including customized
recruitment and training. In FY 2003 the DBA provided workforce
training for 14 MBEs and 14 WBEs.*

DBA provides grants to small business incubators through its
Virginia Small Business Incubator Grant Program. This program has
provided $3.5 million in 57 grants to help establish 20 business
incubators.®® The DBA estimates that 40 percent of firms in
incubators are M/WBEs.

VDOT has had a mentor-protégé program that paired DBEs with
prime contractors. There has been very little interest in the program

&4 Department of Business Assistance — Workforce Services, Women and Minority Owned Businesses,

6/24/2003.

% This amount was matched by $22.8 million in federal and state funds. VDBA, Fiscal Year 2002 Report.
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recently because there are no incentives for prime contractors to
participate in mentoring DBEs at the present time.

m  The Virginia Comprehensive Assistance Center (VA CAC) is a
partnership of federal, state, and nonprofit organizations that provide
business assistance in the State of Virginia. VA CAC sponsors
annual conferences to educate business owners on the variety of
low-cost and no-cost services available to businesses in the State of
Virginia.
m The Women’s Business Center of Northern Virginia provides
training, one-on-one technical assistance and counseling, computers
and Internet access, a resource library, networking opportunities and
marketing assistance. The program is funded by the SBA Fairfax
County and George Mason University Enterprise Center.
m  There are three Procurement Technical Assistance Center (PTACs)
in Virginia. These are the Crater Planning District Commission in
Petersburg, the George Mason University Procurement Technical
Assistance Program in Fairfax, and the Southwest Virginia
Community College PTAP Center for Economic Development in
Richlands. The PTACs focus on assisting contractors with federal
and state procurement opportunities.
3.10.5 Outreach
VDMBE has strategic partnerships with over 20 organizations, including minority
business organizations; other federal, state, and local agencies; and private companies.
These partnerships have included workshops with the SBA, SCORE, USDA, and the
SBDCs on bonding, doing business with colleges, finances, and eVA. The DBA recently
established a Women’s Business Advisory Council to garner advice from women
entrepreneurs on broadening opportunities for WBEs in Commonwealth procurement.
The 1996 JLARC report indicated that 69.0 percent of Commonwealth agencies

reported participating in outreach or informational activities involving M/WBEs as

required by the Code of Virginia.®®

% Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission of the Virginia General Assembly, Minority Owned
Business Participation in Commonwealth Contracts (1996), at 41.
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4.0 RELEVANT MARKET AREA, UTILIZATION,
AND AVAILABILITY ANALYSES

This study for the Commonwealth of Virginia documents and analyzes the
participation of minority, women, and nonminority businesses in the Commonwealth’s
procurements for five fiscal years (1998-2002). This chapter describes the
Commonwealth’s relevant market areas and analyzes the utilization and availability of
minority, women, and nonminority firms. The results of the analyses ultimately determine
whether minority, women, or nonminority businesses were underutilized or overutilized in
these procurements.

This chapter consists of the following sections:

4.1 Methodology

4.2 Construction

4.3 Architecture and Engineering

4.4 Professional Services

4.5 Other Services

4.6 Goods and Supplies
4.7 Conclusions

4.1 Methodology

This section presents the methodology for the collection of data and analysis of
market areas, utilization, and availability of minority-, woman-, and nonminority-owned
firms. The description of business categories and minority-owned business enterprise
(MBE) classifications are also presented in this section, as well as the process used to
determine the geographical market areas, utilization, and availability of firms. The
analyses presented are for all state agencies, including universities. Highway
construction activities under Virginia Department of Transportation are analyzed and

presented in a separate report.
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4.1.1 Business Categories

Five business categories were used to delineate the Commonwealth’s relevant

market areas and the utilization of MBE and nonminority firms:

construction;

architecture and engineering;
professional services;

other services; and

goods and supplies.

Each contract awarded or vendor payment was grouped into one of the above

categories using the account codes from the Commonwealth of Virginia and the

universities’ accounting systems. Appendix A provides a listing of the Account Codes

and work type category. The definitions used to group the contracts and payments are

as follows.

Construction

Any construction related services, including but not limited to:

any major or heavy construction services (building construction);

any light or maintenance construction services (e.g., carpentry,
flooring, electrical work, plumbing); and

other related construction services (e.g., grading, hauling, roofing,
painting).

Architecture and Engineering Services

Any architecture or engineering services, including all firms in architectural design

and engineering services, and all environmental consulting. Also included within this

category are:

inspections;

soil testing;
surveying; and
materials testing

MGT of America, Inc. Page 4-2



Relevant Market Area, Utilization, and Availability Analyses

Professional Services

Any services provided by a person or firm that is of a professional nature that
require special licensing, educational degrees, and/or unusually highly specialized
expertise, including:
financial services;
legal services;

medical services; and
advertising/marketing services.

Other Services
Any service that is labor intensive and not professional or construction related,
including but not limited to:

maintenance services;
janitorial services;

lawn services and landscaping;
employment services; and
printing services.

Goods and Supplies

Equipment and consumable items purchased in bulk, or a deliverable product
including but not limited to:

m  equipment and parts;

m chemicals; and

m paper products and or office supplies.
Contracts or payments that were classified as any of the following were excluded from

this study because they are typically not competitively bid:

m administrative items such as utility payments, leases for real estate,
insurance or banking transactions;

m fringe benefits such as payments for food, parking, or conference
fees; and

m government entities, including nonprofit local organizations, state
agencies, and federal agencies.

MGT of America, Inc. Page 4-3



Relevant Market Area, Utilization, and Availability Analyses

4.1.2 MBE Classifications

In this study, businesses classified as MBEs were firms that were at least 51
percent owned and controlled by members of one of four groups: African Americans,
Hispanic Americans, Asian Americans and Native Americans. These groups were
defined according to the United State Census Bureau as follows:

m  African Americans: U.S. citizens or lawfully admitted permanent
residents having an origin in any of the black racial groups of Africa.

m Hispanic Americans: U.S. citizens or lawfully admitted permanent
residents of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South
American, or other Spanish or Portuguese cultures or origins
regardless of race.

m  Asian Americans: U.S. citizens or lawfully admitted permanent
residents who originate from the Far East, Southeast Asia, the
Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands.

m Native Americans: U.S. citizens or lawfully admitted permanent
residents who originate from any of the original peoples of North
America and who maintain cultural identification through tribal
affiliation or community recognition.

4.1.3 Collection and Management of Data

To determine the most appropriate data for our use in the analysis of the
Commonwealth’s procurement activity and to identify data sources, MGT conducted
interviews with key staff knowledgeable about the Commonwealth’s procurement
processes. The decision was made by the Commonwealth and MGT to use data from
the Commonwealth’s Accounting Reporting System (CARS) as the main source of data
for the business categories Architecture and Engineering, Professional Services, Other
Services, and Goods and Supplies. The CARS system contains procurement data—
specifically payment and purchase order data—from all state agencies and most
colleges and universities in Virginia. There are six colleges and universities that do not

use CARS, but instead have their own independent accounting systems. MGT collected
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data from the accounting systems of the following schools to achieve a complete data
set to analyze.

University of Virginia

Radford University

Virginia Commonwealth University

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
College of William and Mary

Old Dominion University

It should be noted that Old Dominion University, Virginia Commonwealth University,
Virginia Military Institute, and Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University did not
provide data for fiscal year 1998 due to changes in the accounting system.

For the construction business category, the most complete source of contract data
was located at the Bureau of Capital Outlay Management (BCOM). The construction
analyses following this section contains only construction contracts let through BCOM.
Although not all construction projects for the Commonwealth go through BCOM, BCOM
was the most reliable source of contract awards available. Construction projects valued
at below the BCOM threshold were not covered in the analyses of this report. BCOM
oversees all building construction over $500,000 or 5,000 square feet. The larger dollar
contracts that go through BCOM were analyzed and they typically have more
subcontracting activity than the smaller construction projects. The Virginia Department
of Transportation (VDOT) also maintained construction data. A separate report contains
the analyses of construction procurements using VDOT’s contracting and subcontracting
data. Subcontractor data was nonexistent for any business category, as the
Commonwealth was not required to track actual subcontractor use. To resolve this
issue, MGT sent verification reports to each construction vendor who won a contract
through BCOM asking the contractor to list every sub they used and how much the sub
was paid. VDOT maintained subcontractor data because they have specific

requirements to do so by federal regulations.
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Contract and Subcontract Data Collection

Prime construction contract data were provided electronically from BCOM to MGT.
This was the source MGT used for analyses of construction procurements. The
electronic database contained, but was not limited to, the following information on most
(not all) contracts contained in the list:

m name of firm awarded the contract and license number;

m award amount of the contract;

m agency the contract was awarded to;

m project number;

m award date of the contract; and

m a description of the contract from which the business category of the
procurement could be derived.

MGT met with several agencies and universities to obtain information on
subcontracting; however, no agency or university had a way to track subcontracting.
VDOT submitted to MGT an electronic copy of prime and sub contracting data to use for
the VDOT analyses.

Availability (Vendor) Data Collection

Determining the availability of firms is a critical element in developing disparity
analyses. MGT used several sets of data to determine the percentage of firms that are
ready and willing to do work for the Commonwealth of Virginia.

For the purposes of this study, MGT defines prime contractors as firms that (1)
have performed prime contract work for the Commonwealth in the past; (2) have bid on
prime contract work for the Commonwealth in the past; or (3) are registered vendors with
any of the agencies listed below. These firms are defined as available prime contractors

because they have either performed, or have explicitly indicated their willingness to
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perform, prime contract work for the Commonwealth. For construction subcontracting
availability we used Census Bureau data.

MGT attempted to collect lists from 25 organizations that were identified as
potential sources of available vendors and ethnicity information during interviews with
Commonwealth personnel. A list of the 25 organizations is included in Appendix B.
Further sources were also identified during the collection process by staff from these
organizations. MGT was successful in collecting vendor information from the following
sources:

Virginia Regional Minority Supplier Development Council;
Metropolitan Business League Minority List;

Virginia Community Development Loan Fund;
Association of General Contractors;

Greater Virginia Contractors Association;

Department of Professional and Occupational Regulation;
Virginia Chamber of Commerce;

Small Business Association;

Harris Infosource Vendor Listings;

National Indian Business Association;

City of Richmond - Department of Economic Development; and
National Women Business Owners Corporation.

The vendors in the CARS system provided the basis for the master vendor
database, with additional vendors from the universities, and the above vendor lists
appended to the Master Vendor Table if they were not already in CARS. CARS did not
have the capability to track the ethnicity information of the vendor. MGT added firms
from the following sources that were not already in the Master Vendor Database:

m firms that are available at the prime contract and subcontract levels;

m vendors who won contracts from the universities not using CARS;

m vendors identified from the government agency and trade
associations listed earlier in the chapter;

m vendors who bid on contracts; and

m vendors who performed work at the subcontract level.
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The agency, trade association, and MBE lists were used to identify the ethnicity
and business category of firms already in the master vendor database. MGT also used
the results of the verification reports, telephone survey, and personal interviews, which
will be explained later, to identify ethnicity information. Once the data were transferred
into the MGT database, the data were processed as follows:

m  The county in which the vendor operated was identified by matching

ZIP codes with a ZIP code database of counties. (MGT maintains a
ZIP code database containing all United States ZIP codes.) For
those firms without addresses and services, MGT used a CD-ROM
of yellow pages and the Internet to identify vendor address and
service type.
m  Records not pertinent to the study were eliminated.
There were approximately 160,000 vendors in the vendor database once all of the

vendor sources were combined and duplicates removed.

Verification Reports

MGT distributed letters and verification reports to each of the construction firms
that were awarded contracts through BCOM for the Commonwealth. The verification
reports requested that the firm verify:

m firm ethnicity and gender;

m the contract dollar amount and award date;

m services provided; and

m  name, ethnicity, services provided by, and amount paid to any
subcontractors.

The prime contractor was also asked to edit and correct the data included in the
verification report and provide any additional subcontracting information not listed in the
report. (See Appendix C for a copy of the request letter and verification report.)

The verification report mailout, containing 3,461 verification reports, was sent out
on October 9, 2003. Approximately 362 reports were returned as undeliverable due to
the company changing addresses or going out of business. Of these 3,099 reports that
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assumingly made it to their destination, 1,034 were returned completed, yielding a 33
percent response rate. About 5 percent of the respondents were MBE firms.

Of the reports that were returned to MGT, there were few corrections made by the
prime contracting firms. The most common change made by prime contractors was the
addition of subcontractor data. For this reason, MGT is very satisfied that the data are
accurate for those firms that did not return the verification reports as well.

Data for Analysis

The total number of records analyzed for the five-year study period is shown
below in Exhibit 4-1. The number of records is calculated from the payment database
compiled by MGT staff with cooperation from the Commonwealth. The exhibit shows the
number of contracts or payments made for each of the five business categories.

EXHIBIT 4-1
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

NUMBER OF ANALYZED RECORDS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Business Category # of Records
Construction 611
Architecture & Engineering 44,762
Professional Services 1,907,089
Other Services 1,378,606
Goods & Supplies 2,278,874

Source: MGT databases of the Commonwealth’s contract
and payment information.

4.1.4 Market Area Methodology

In order to establish the appropriate geographic boundaries for the statistical
analysis, market areas were determined for each of the business categories included in
the study. First, the overall market area was determined and then the relevant market

area was established.
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Overall Market Area

A United States county is the geographical unit of measure selected for
determining market area. The use of counties as geographical units is based on the
following considerations:

m  The courts have accepted counties as a standard geographical unit

of analysis in conducting equal employment opportunity and
disparity analysis.

m  County boundaries are externally determined and, hence, are free

from any researcher bias that might result from any arbitrary
determinations of boundaries of geographical units of analysis.

m  Census and other federal and state data are routinely collected and
reported by county.

MGT determined the counties that constituted the Commonwealth of Virginia’s overall
market area by evaluating the total dollars expended by the Commonwealth in each
business category. The results were then summarized by county according to the
location of each firm that provided goods or services to the Commonwealth.

Relevant Market Area

The relevant market area was determined for each business category. The first
step was to sum the dollars awarded in each county according to business category.
The counties were sorted by the contract or payment dollar amounts awarded.
Succeeding counties were added, as needed, until at least 75 percent of the total dollars
was included.

The use of the “75 percent rule” for market area determination is generally
accepted in antitrust cases. In another relevant case, the court accepted less than 100
percent of data when it was reasonable to assume that the missing data would not
significantly change the results of the analysis."

The data used to determine the overall and relevant market areas for the

Commonwealth business categories follow:

'James C. Jones v. New York County Human Resources Administration, 528 F.2d 696 (.2d Cir. 1976).
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number of individual firms;
percentage of total firms;
number of contracts let;
percentage of total contracts let;
contracts awarded;

payments made; and
percentage of total dollars.

4.1.5 Ultilization Methodoloqy

MBE and non-MBE utilization analysis includes the firms located within the
relevant market areas. Construction firm utilization was derived from the BCOM data.
Architecture and engineering, professional services, other services, and goods and
supplies firm utilization was derived from information contained in CARS and each
university not using CARS for activity occurring between July 1, 1997, and June 30,
2002. Using these data sources, MGT calculated the percentage of total dollars awarded
to MBEs and non-MBEs during the relevant time period.

4.1.6 Availability Methodology

To evaluate disparate impact, if any, we must identify available MBEs in the
relevant market area by each business category. This determination, referred to as
availability, has been an issue in recent court cases. The issue is that if the availability of
minority and women firms is overstated or understated, a distortion of the disparity
determination will result. This distortion occurs because the quantitative measure of
disparity is a direct ratio between utilization and availability.

To determine availability, several methodologies have been used, including
census data, vendor data, and bidder data. The use of census data has been criticized
because it does not consider whether minority and women contractors actually are
willing, available, or able to perform contracts. The use of vendor data is a more
appropriate methodology since it excludes firms that are uninterested or unable to
provide goods and services to the jurisdiction. Vendor data are determined by identifying
MBEs that have actually performed work for the locality or have expressed an interest in

securing contracts. Limited bidder was available and was not used for availability
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analysis. For our analysis we used vendor data as the basis of the availability
component.

MGT utilized several sources, as indicated previously in this chapter, to determine
prime and subcontractor availability in order to develop the appropriate availability data
within the relevant market area. All of the data were then compiled into the MGT Master
Vendor Database for analysis.

Before the analysis was run, the ethnicity of vendors from the availability data
were weighted based on the responses of the verification reports, focus groups, phone
survey, and personal interviews. This process is done to identify more accurate ethnicity
information since the Commonwealth had limited ethnicity information. To weight the
ethnicity, MGT used the original information received from the Commonwealth. MGT
then took the vendors from the original data and updated the ethnicity field from the
results of the verification reports, focus groups, personal interviews, and telephone
surveys. The percentage change from an unknown ethnicity to a known ethnicity was
calculated and applied to the remaining unknown ethnicities of the remaining vendors.

This methodology is one approach to identify the universe of firms that are in the
Commonwealth’s relevant market area and available to perform work for the
Commonwealth. Using this approach, we assume that all firms in the relevant market
area are ready, willing, and able to do work for the Commonwealth at the prime or sub
level. For subcontractor availability, MGT used data from the Census Bureau to identify
the number of firms available. This was done because most of the availability data
available to MGT came from those vendors who were utilized or were on the
organizational lists described previously. This represents an accurate measure of prime
contractors, but not subcontractors. Subcontractors often times are not found in
governmental accounting systems because they are paid by the prime contractor. For
this reason, MGT needed another reliable source for this type of information. MGT used

all construction vendors in the census data with the Standard Industrial Classification
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(SIC) code classification of 15 or 17, which designates building construction and
specialty trade contractors, to reflect subcontractor availability.

There are approximately 160,000 individual firms that comprised MGT’s Master
Vendor Database for all work type categories combined. A summary of the total number
of firms in the database by business category and the number of firms in the relevant
market area is shown in Exhibit 4-2. In the exhibit, firms that were available to provide
goods or services in more than one business category are included in each respective
business category where the firm can perform work for the Commonwealth. Therefore,
the figures in Exhibit 4-2 may be greater than the total number of individual firms in the
Master Vendor Database.

EXHIBIT 4-2

AVAILABILITY OF FIRMS BY BUSINESS CATEGORY
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

# Relevant Market Area
Business Category # of Total Firms Firms
Construction 31,546 15,539
Architecture & Engineering 5,050 3,278
Professional Services 38,053 29,308
Other Services 70,920 49,671
Goods & Supplies 79,398 51,210

Source: MGT’s Master Vendor Database

4.2 Construction

The Commonwealth market area for the construction business category, and the
utilization and availability of minority, women, and nonminority contractors and
subcontractors are examined in this section. As noted earlier VDOT highway
construction data are analyzed in a separate report.

4.2.1 Relevant Market Area Analysis

The Commonwealth spent approximately $1.29 billion on construction projects
over the study period, and the Commonwealth used 353 firms on 692 contracts.
Approximately $1.07 billion (83%) of the construction prime contract dollars were within

the relevant market area. The average construction contract overall was $1,866,800,
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and the average construction contract in the relevant market area was $1,748,142.
Exhibit 4-3 shows the location of all firms used in the analysis of construction contracts,
by county and dollar amount.

EXHIBIT 4-3
CONSTRUCTION
RELEVANT MARKET AREA ANALYSIS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

# of % of # of % of % of

County,’ State Contracts | Contracts | Vendors| Vendors Dollars Dollars | Cum%?
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 611 88.29% 299 84.70%| $1,068,115,026.00| 82.68%| 82.68%
RELEVANT M.A. TOTAL 611 88.29% 299 84.70%| $1,068,115,026.00( 82.68% N/A
HOWARD, MD 7 1.01% 4 1.13% $29,977,936.00 2.32%| 85.00%
FORSYTH, NC 2 0.29% 1 0.28% $26,928,454.00 2.08%| 87.09%
MONTGOMERY, MD 7 1.01% 6 1.70% $26,848,102.00 2.08%| 89.17%
PROVIDENCE, RI 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $24,300,000.00 1.88%| 91.05%
WASHINGTON, DC 5 0.72% 5 1.42% $21,508,514.00 1.66%| 92.71%
CUMBERLAND, PA 2 0.29% 1 0.28% $21,480,250.00 1.66%| 94.37%
FULTON, GA 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $19,475,000.00 1.51%| 95.88%
PRINCE GEORGE'S, MD 5 0.72% 5 1.42% $11,207,881.00 0.87%| 96.75%
CUYAHOGA, OH 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $10,826,205.00 0.84%| 97.59%
MERCER, WV 6 0.87% 3 0.85% $7,121,502.00 0.55%| 98.14%
ALLEGHENY, PA 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $3,194,000.00 0.25%| 98.39%
SHELBY, TN 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $3,116,712.00 0.24%| 98.63%
SAGINAW, MI 9 1.30% 1 0.28% $2,600,904.00 0.20%| 98.83%
BALTIMORE, MD 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $1,927,000.00 0.15%| 98.98%
COOK, IL 8 1.16% 2 0.57% $1,877,018.00 0.15%| 99.12%
DELAWARE, NY 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $1,578,306.00 0.12%| 99.25%
ANNE ARUNDEL, MD 3 0.43% 3 0.85% $1,560,062.00 0.12%| 99.37%
ROCK ISLAND, IL 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $1,355,700.00 0.10%| 99.47%
CALVERT, MD 2 0.29% 1 0.28% $1,310,000.00 0.10%| 99.57%
JEFFERSON, KY 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $1,150,778.00 0.09%| 99.66%
HALIFAX, NC 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $900,700.00 0.07%| 99.73%
STOKES, NC 2 0.29% 1 0.28% $880,280.00 0.07%| 99.80%
WORCESTER, MA 3 0.43% 1 0.28% $665,157.00 0.05%| 99.85%
GRANVILLE, NC 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $438,542.00 0.03%| 99.89%
MARTIN, NC 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $299,495.00 0.02%| 99.91%
WILSON, NC 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $286,000.00 0.02%| 99.93%
ERIE, NY 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $283,105.00 0.02%| 99.95%
BAY, MI 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $168,500.00 0.01%| 99.97%
WASHINGTON, TN 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $144,977.00 0.01%| 99.98%
WASHINGTON, MD 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $95,357.00 0.01%| 99.98%
QUEENS, NY 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $80,905.00 0.01%| 99.99%
NORFOLK, MA 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $78,875.00 0.01%]| 100.00%
HAWKINS, TN 1 0.14% 1 0.28% $44,950.00 0.00%]| 100.00%

Total 692] 100.00% 353|] 100.00%]| $1,291,826,193.00( 100.00%

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal
ears 1998 to 2002.
Counties above the line are included in the relevant market area.
Cumulative total of percentage of dollars in market area.

The Commonwealth of Virginia comprised the relevant market area for the
construction business category as shown in Exhibit 4-3. There were 611 contracts
awarded to 299 firms in relevant market area. The construction contracts that were

analyzed are shown in Appendix D.
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4.2.2 Utilization Analysis
For firms located in the relevant market area, the following analysis was
conducted:

m utilization analysis of all MBE and non-MBE prime contractors by
fiscal year for the five years of the study;

m utilization analysis of the number of contracts awarded and the
individual firms awarded those contracts, according to
race/ethnicity/gender classifications; and

m utilization analysis of subcontractors each year of the study,
according to race/ethnicity/gender classifications.

The utilization analysis of prime construction contractors in the relevant market
area is shown in Exhibit 4-4. MBE owned firms were awarded 0.32 percent of the total
dollars awarded by the Commonwealth during the review period. African American
owned firms received about $355,000 over the five years and Hispanic-American firms
$3.1 million. Nonminority women-owned firms received $12.5 million or 1.2 percent.
Native American and Asian American did not receive any contract awards during the
study period.

While analyzing the construction contract dollars by year, we found that MBEs
appeared to be most successful in winning contracts in the 2002 fiscal year when a
Hispanic American-owned firm was awarded $2,277,500. This determination is based on
the amount of payments, not the relative percentage of prime contract dollar awards
shown in Exhibit 4-4, where 0.52 percent of the total dollars awarded were to MBEs
during this year. MBEs were not as successful in comparison to overall contract awards
in other years of the study period, with none being utilized in 1998 or 2000. Nonminority
women-owned firms received construction contract dollars in three of the five years of

the study.
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EXHIBIT 4-4
CONSTRUCTION
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS OF PRIME CONTRACTORS IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total

Year Americans Americans Americans | Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded

$ %’ $ % | s [ % | s | % $ %’ $ % $ % $

1998 $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $104,750,219.00 | 100.00%| $104,750,219.00

1999 $0.00 [ 0.00%] $837,000.00 | 0.54%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $837,000.00 0.54%| $11,678,490.00 | 7.48%| $143,537,184.00 | 91.98%| $156,052,674.00

2000 $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $146,152,841.00 | 100.00%| $146,152,841.00

2001 | $355,466.00 | 0.16% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00 [ 0.00%| $355,466.00 0.16% $722,900.00 | 0.32%] $225,758,230.00 | 99.52%|  $226,836,596.00

2002 $0.00 | 0.00%| $2,277,500.00 | 0.52%] $0.00 [ 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $2,277,500.00 0.52% $58,630.00 | 0.01%| $431,986,566.00 | 99.46%| $434,322,696.00

Total | $355,466.00 | 0.03%| $3,114,500.00 | 0.29%j{ $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $3,469,966.00 0.32%| $12,460,020.00 [ 1.17%| $1,052,185,040.00 | 98.51%| $1,068,115,026.00

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of total dollars awarded annually to prime contractors.
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Exhibits 4-5 and 4-6 show the number of prime construction firms utilized during
the study period. In Exhibit 4-5, we show that 611 contracts were awarded in the
relevant market area with 98.5 percent of those contracts going to nonminority male
owned firms. MBEs received 0.65 percent of the contract awards, and firms owned by
Hispanic American firms were the more successful MBE group in terms of the number of
awarded Commonwealth contracts with three of the four contracts awarded during the
study period. In Exhibit 4-6 we show that four MBE firms participated in Commonwealth
construction projects at the prime contractor level. (Note: there was no MBE firm
participation in the fiscal years 1998 and 2000 for construction contracts.) In
comparison, 292 nonminority-owned firms and three nonminority women-owned firms
were utilized during the same period.

MGT further analyzed the utilization of MBE construction firms by examining
contracts in specific dollar ranges. The established ranges follow:
contracts $250,000 and under;
contracts between $250,001 and $500,000;

contracts between $500,001 and $1 million; and
contracts over $1 million.

Contracts $250,000 and Under

The Commonwealth awarded 214 contracts between fiscal years 1998 and 2002
for prime construction contracts of $250,000 or under. The utilization of MBE and non-
MBE firms for each dollar range category is shown in Exhibit 4-7. As Exhibit 4-7
illustrates, MBEs received 0.47 percent of the contracts in this category. Nonminority
women-owned firms, in this dollar range received 0.93 percent of the contracts.

Nonminorities received 98.60 percent of the contracts.
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EXHIBIT 4-5
CONSTRUCTION
PRIME CONTRACTS AWARDED IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority] Nonminority Total
Year Americans Americans Americans | Americans Subtotal Women Firms Contracts
# %' # %' | # %' # | %' # % | # | % | # %' #

1998 0| 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 70| 100.00% 70
1999 0] 0.00% 2| 1.44% 0] 0.00% 0{ 0.00% 2| 1.44% 2| 1.44%) 135 97.12% 139
2000 0] 0.00% 0 0.00% 0| 0.00% 0{ 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0f 0.00%] 102] 100.00% 102
2001 1 0.92% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 11 0.92% 21 1.83%) 106] 97.25% 109
2002 0| 0.00% 11 0.52% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 11 0.52% 11 0.52%] 189] 98.95% 191
Total

Contracts 1 0.16% 3| 0.49% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 41 0.65% 5] 0.82%] 602| 98.53% 611

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Contracts.
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EXHIBIT 4-6
CONSTRUCTION
NUMBER OF INDIVIDUAL PRIME CONTRACTORS

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority] Nonminority Total
Year Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Vendors

# % # %' # %' # | % # % | # % # % #
1998 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 54| 100.00% 54
1999 0] 0.00% 2] 1.74% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 2| 1.74% 21 1.74%] 111 96.52% 115
2000 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 78] 100.00% 78
2001 11 1.19% 0| 0.00% 0| 0.00% 0] 0.00% 11 1.19% 2] 2.38% 81| 96.43% 84
2002 0] 0.00% 11 0.82% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 11 0.82% 1] 0.82%] 120] 98.36% 122

Total Unique
Vendors

Over Five Years® 1 0.33% 3] 1.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 41 1.34% 3] 1.00%] 292| 97.66% 299

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Vendors.
% The Total Vendors counts a vendor only once for each year the firm receives work. Since a Vendor could be used in multiple years, the total unique
Vendors for the entire study period may not equal the sum of all years.
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EXHIBIT 4-7
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
UTILIZATION OF CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTORS IN RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATION
BY DOLLAR CATEGORIES

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Thresholds African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority | Nonminority Total
Americans | Americans | Americans | Americans Subtotal Women Firms Contracts
Awarded
# % # | % # % # | %' # %' # % | # % #
Less than or
Equal to $250,000 0 0.00%] 1 0.47%] O 0.00%] O 0.00% 1 0.47% 2 0.93%] 211 | 98.60% 214
Between $250,001
and $500,000 1 0.77%] O 0.00%] O 0.00%] O 0.00% 1 0.77% 1 0.77%] 128 | 98.46% 130
Between $500,001
and $1 million 0 0.00%| 1 1.27%] O 0.00%] O 0.00% 1 1.27% 1 1.27%) 77 97.47% 79
Greater than
$1 million 0 0.00%] 1 0.53%| O 0.00%] O 0.00% 1 0.53% 1 0.53%] 186 | 98.94% 188
Total 1 0.16%] 3 0.49%] O 0.00%] O 0.00% 4 0.65% 5 0.82%] 602 | 98.53% 611

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of total contracts awarded annually to prime contractors.
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Contracts between $250,001 and $500,000

One-hundred-thirty contracts were awarded for construction services between
$250,001 and $500,000 in the five-year study period. MBEs received one payment in
this dollar range. Hispanic American, Asian American, and Native American-owned
firms did not receive an award for construction services in this dollar category.
Nonminority firms won 98.5 percent of these contracts.

Contracts between $500,001 and $1 million and contracts over $1 million

There were 79 awards for construction contracts over $500,000, but less than $1
million. Seventy-seven of these went to nonminority-owned firms. One Hispanic
American-owned firm and one nonminority women-owned firm were awarded contracts
in this range.

Contracts over $1 million

Of the 188 contracts awarded for $1 million or more, one MBE firm received prime
construction contracts. It was awarded to a Hispanic American-owned firm.

Contract dollar ranges

When all contract dollar groups are compared, a pattern is revealed. MBEs tend
to win 0.65 percent of all construction contracts on average. Exhibit 4-8 shows a
comparison graph of the dollar ranges for the utilization of MBEs and illustrates how
MBE firms fared as contract dollars rose. Overall, MBEs’ share was 0.65 percent of the
total contracts. MBE firms were awarded 0.47 percent of the contracts less than
$250,000. For contracts valued at $250,001 to $500,000, 0.77 percent of the contracts
were awarded to MBEs. MBEs were most successful in the $500,001 to $1 million
range, receiving 1.27 percent of contracts. Most construction contracts greater than $1
million were contracted to nonminority owned firms, winning approximately 98.94

percent of the contracts.

MGT of America, Inc. Page 4-21



Relevant Market Area, Utilization, and Availability Analyses

EXHIBIT 4-8
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
UTILIZATION OF MBE PRIME CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTORS
WITHIN CONTRACT DOLLAR RANGES
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Percent of M/WBE Utilization by Dollar Threshold

1.27%
1%

1%

1%
0.77%

1%
Percent of M/\WBE 0.53%
Utilization 0.47%

1%

0%—

0%—

0% T T T \
Less than or Equal to Between $250,001 and Between $500,001 and $1  Greater than $1 million
$250,000 $500,000 million
Dollar Thresholds

Subcontractor Analysis

The analysis of subcontractor utilization is based on the subcontract dollars
awarded within the prime contractor’'s relevant market area. As subcontractors, MBEs
received 1.45 percent of the subcontract dollars awarded for construction procurements.
During the study period, Native American-owned firms did not receive any construction
subcontracts. No MBE subcontractors were used during fiscal year 1998. Of the over
$1.11 million in MBE subcontracts, firms owned by Hispanic Americans received over
$923,000. Subcontractor utilization for the Commonwealth construction awards is
shown in Exhibit 4-9 as dollar amounts paid and the percentage of subcontract dollars.

Since there was no subcontractor data provided by the Commonwealth, MGT relied on
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EXHIBIT 4-9
CONSTRUCTION
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS OF SUBCONTRACTORS

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA

BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total Sub Dollars
Year Aericans Americans Aericans Americans Subtotal Women Males Awarded”
$ % $ % $ % $|% $ % $ % $ % $

1998 $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00%  $546,078.29 | 100.00% $546,078.29
1999 $0.00| 0.00%  $6,300.00 [ 0.07%4 $0.00 [ 0.00%] $0.00[0.00%  $6300.00( 00794 $379500 | 0.04% $945516273 | 99.89%  $9,465257.73
2000 $0.00 | 0.009%  $4,830.00 | 0.09% $0.00 [ 0.00%4 $0.00[0.00%  $4.830.00( 00904 $9522800 | 1.84% $5067494.83 9806%  $5,167,552.88
2001 | $122848.00 | 0.32% $659.410.50 [ 1.73%  $4,100.00 | 0.01%] $0.00| 0.00%] $786,358.50 | 207% $293,719.12 | 0.77%] $3694841948 | 97.16% $38,028,497.10
2002 $45,150.00 | 0.19%| $252,865.95 | 1.09%] $17,221.00 | 0.07% $0.00 [ 0.00% $315236.95 | 1.35% $425311.45| 1.83% $2255541344 | 96.82% $23,205961.84
Total | $167,998.00 [ 0.22%] $923406.45| 1.219) $21,321.00 [ 0.03%] $0.00| 0.00%] $1,112,72545| 1.45%] $818,05357 | 1.07%] $74,572,568.82 | 97.48% $76,503,347.84

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Dollars Awarded.

2 The Total Dollars Awarded is the actual amount given to prime contractors and subcontractors combined.
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the verification reports to obtain sub data. The total prime contract amount from the
contractors who responded to the verification report was approximately $209 million. Of
that $209 million, about $76 million, or 36 percent, went to subcontractors. Appendix E
shows a list of the subcontracts that were analyzed.

The analysis of prime contracting by agency and university is displayed below in
Exhibit 4-10. Norfolk State University had the highest MBE construction utilization
percentage with almost 40 percent. All of the MBE contracting for Norfolk State
University was by Hispanic American-owned firms. The highest volume agency for
construction spending was the University of Virginia with almost $221 million. This
represents nearly 20 percent of the entire Commonwealth’s spending in construction.
The University of Virginia did not award any prime contracts to MBEs.

4.2.3 Availability

The availability of prime construction firms was derived from the list of overall firms
included in MGT’s database. However, the availability analysis is based only on firms
that were located within the relevant market area. Therefore, the construction availability
includes all firms in the jurisdiction, the Commonwealth of Virginia. As shown in Exhibit
4-11, less than 2 percent of prime contractors available to do business with the
Commonwealth were MBEs. African American-owned firms accounted for 1 percent of
the available contractors, and woman-owned firms about 2.7 percent. African American-
owned firms represented 166 of the 265 identified MBEs. Additionally, there were 419
woman-owned firms. There were 16 Native American-owned prime contractors identified
as being available for construction related projects. MGT used data from the Census
Bureau to identify the number of firms available at the subcontract level. Exhibit 4-12
shows that 11.59 percent of the available subcontractors are MBE-owned firms.
Nonminority women-owned firms make up 5.95 percent. Nonminority-owned firms make
up the remaining 82 percent of available subcontractors. Native American-owned firms

had the lowest availability with 0.82 percent.
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EXHIBIT 4-10
CONSTRUCTION

UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans | Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ % $ % | s [ % ] s | % $ %' $ %' $ % $

Central Virginia Training Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,662,668.00 | 100.00% $3,662,668.00
Christopher Newport University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $11,350,900.00 | 12.70% $78,023,164.00 87.30% $89,374,064.00
College Of William & Mary $0.00 | 0.00% $655,000.00 2.93%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $655,000.00 2.93% $0.00 0.00% $21,703,744.00 97.07% $22,358,744.00
Dept General Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $17,063,807.00 | 100.00% $17,063,807.00
Dept Of Conservation & Recreation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $15,759,027.00 | 100.00% $15,759,027.00
Dept Of Corrections $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $58,630.00 0.15% $38,840,966.00 99.85% $38,899,596.00
Dept Of Emergency Management $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $510,186.00 | 100.00% $510,186.00
Dept Of Game & Inland Fisheries $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $268,452.00 | 100.00% $268,452.00
Dept Of Juvenile Justice $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,589,929.00 | 100.00% $3,589,929.00
Dept Of Mental Health Mental Retardation

Substance Abuse Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $10,657,319.00 | 100.00% $10,657,319.00
Dept Of Military Affairs $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $2,919,983.00 | 100.00% $2,919,983.00
Dept Of Visual Handicapped $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,788,350.00 | 100.00% $3,788,350.00
Frontier Cultural Museum $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $179,288.00 | 100.00% $179,288.00
George Mason University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $536,590.00 | 13.06% $3,572,826.00 86.94% $4,109,416.00
Gunston Hall Plantation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $105,781.00 | 100.00% $105,781.00
James Madison University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $81,805,897.00 | 100.00% $81,805,897.00
Jamestown-Yorktown Foundation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $10,283,280.00 | 100.00% $10,283,280.00
Longwood College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $26,335,821.00 | 100.00% $26,335,821.00
Mary Washington College $0.00 | 0.00% $182,000.00 1.07%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $182,000.00 1.07% $0.00 0.00% $16,873,148.00 98.93% $17,055,148.00
Melchers Monroe Memorial $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $768,450.00 | 100.00% $768,450.00
Norfolk State University $0.00 | 0.00%] $2,277,500.00 | 39.93%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $2,277,500.00 | 39.93% $0.00 0.00% $3,426,799.00 60.07% $5,704,299.00
Old Dominion University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $513,900.00 0.77% $66,008,192.00 99.23% $66,522,092.00
Piedmont Geriatric Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $647,777.00 | 100.00% $647,777.00
Radford University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $26,270,111.00 | 100.00% $26,270,111.00
Richard Bland College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $698,300.00 | 100.00% $698,300.00
Science Museum Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,079,285.00 | 100.00% $3,079,285.00
University Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $220,557,391.00 | 100.00% $220,557,391.00
University Of Virginia College At Wise $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $11,301,746.00 | 100.00% $11,301,746.00
University Of Virginia Medical Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $10,381,072.00 | 100.00% $10,381,072.00
Va DOT $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $40,940,741.00 | 100.00% $40,940,741.00
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EXHIBIT 4-10 (Continued)
CONSTRUCTION
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA

DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans | Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ % | s [ % | s | % $ %' $ %' $ %' $

Virginia Commonwealth University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $65,140,317.00 | 100.00% $65,140,317.00
Virginia Community College System $355,466.00 | 0.46% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $355,466.00 0.46% $0.00 0.00% $76,909,783.00 99.54% $77,265,249.00
\irginia Employment Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $126,900.00 | 100.00% $126,900.00
Virginia Institute Of Marine Science $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $986,038.00 | 100.00% $986,038.00
Virginia Military Institute $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $5,779,330.00 | 100.00% $5,779,330.00
Virginia Museum Of Fine Arts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $982,751.00 | 100.00% $982,751.00
Virginia School For Deaf & Blind-Hampton $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $836,966.00 | 100.00% $836,966.00
Virginia School For Deaf & Blind-Staun $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,363,056.00 | 100.00% $1,363,056.00
Virginia State Police $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,126,704.00 | 100.00% $1,126,704.00
Virginia State University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $18,390,449.00 | 100.00% $18,390,449.00
Virginia Tech $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $154,322,381.00 | 100.00% $154,322,381.00
Virginia Veterans Care Center Bd Trust $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $758,340.00 | 100.00% $758,340.00
Woodrow Wilson Rehab Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $5,438,525.00 | 100.00% $5,438,525.00

Total $355,466.00 | 0.03%] $3,114,500.00 0.29%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $3,469,966.00 0.32%] $12,460,020.00 1.17%| $1,052,185,040.00 98.51%| $1,068,115,026.00

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Dollars Awarded.
% The Total Dollars Awarded is the actual amount awarded/paid to prime contractors and subcontractors combined.
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EXHIBIT 4-11
CONSTRUCTION
AVAILABILITY OF PRIME CONTRACTORS
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Americans’ Americans’ Americans' Americans' Subtotal Women Firms Firms
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Total 166 1.07%| 40 0.26%] 43 0.28% 16| 0.10% 265| 1.71%| 419 2.70%| 14,855 95.60%] 15,539
Source: MGT's master vendor database.
! Minority male and female firms are included in their respective minority classifications.
EXHIBIT 4-12
CONSTRUCTION
AVAILABILITY OF SUBCONTRACTORS
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
BASED ON CENSUS DATA USING SIC CODES 15 AND 17
African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Americans’ | Americans’ Americans’ Americans’ Subtotal Women Firms Firms
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Total | 2,783] 5.03%| 2,064| 3.73%] 1,118] 2.02% 452 0.82% 6,417 11.59%] 3,296| 5.95%| 45,651| 82.46%| 55,364

Source: Census database.
! Minority male and female firms are included in their respective minority classifications.
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4.2.4 Analyses of Bid Data
Exhibit 4-13 shows bid data that MGT collected from BCOM. The exhibit

illustrates the number and percentage of bids submitted over the study period. The
reader is reminded that the number of bids analyzed is not inclusive of all projects where
bids might have been submitted. The bid data analyzed are for those projects where bid
data information could be located.

MBEs submitted 1.39 percent (10 bids) of the total construction bids submitted
over the study period and won none of these bids.

Of the data analyzed, nonminority firms submitted 98 percent of the bids and were
successful for all of them in the bidder files MGT collected. There were 311 unique
nonminority firms that submitted bids compared to six MBE firms. Hispanic American-
owned firms placed the most bids of any MBE category with six submitted by two

different firms.

4.3 Architecture and Engineering

This section presents the Commonwealth’s relevant market area analysis for
architecture and engineering awards, and the utilization and availability analysis of
MBEs and non-MBEs as architecture and engineering consultants.

4.3.1 Relevant Market Area Analysis

Approximately $1.18 billion was spent by the Commonwealth on architecture and
engineering awards over the five-year study period. Exhibit 4-14 shows the location of
firms awarded architecture and engineering payments by county of domicile and dollar
amount. The relevant market area for the Commonwealth architecture and engineering
awards consists of the Commonwealth of Virginia, plus Dade County, Florida; Baltimore
(City) Maryland; and New York County, New York. Approximately 909 million (77%) of
the $1.18 billion in total architecture and engineering awards were awarded to firms in
the relevant market area. A total of 48,089 payments were awarded to 1,544 firms

within the relevant market area. Overall, 59,749 payments were awarded to 1,975
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EXHIBIT 4-13

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
ANALYSIS OF BID DATA

BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATION
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Construction African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority| Nonminority Total
Bidders Americans | Americans | Americans | Americans Subtotal Women Firms
# % | # [ % # | %' # | %' | # %' # | % # %" #

Number of Bids Submitted 3]0.42% 6/0.84% 0] 0.00% 11 0.14% 10| 1.39% 5[0.70% 702] 97.91% 717
Number of Individual Bidders 3]0.93% 210.62% 0] 0.00% 110.31% 6| 1.87% 411.25% 311] 96.88% 321
Number of Bidded Contracts

Awarded 0]0.00% 0/0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0| 0.00% 0[0.00% 67|100.00% 67
Dollar Amount of Bidded Contract $0.00/0.00%] $0.00{0.00%] $0.00]0.00%| $0.00{0.00%] $0.00] 0.00%] $0.00|0.00%|$22,233,064,191.00/100.00%}$22,233,064,191.00

Source: Commonwealth of Virginia BCOM bid tabulations from fiscal years 1998 through 2002.
Note: The number of bids shown in the tables is not inclusive of all projects for which bids were submitted during the study period.
The data shown above represent only those projects on which bid information was available in the files reviewed.
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ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING
RELEVANT MARKET AREA ANALYSIS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

EXHIBIT 4-14

# of % of # of % of % of
County,1 State Payments | Payments | Vendors | Vendors Dollars Dollars Cum%?
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 43,129 72.18% 1,512 76.56% $744,166,979.38] 63.12% 63.12%
DADE, FL 427 0.71% 2| 0.10% $62,103,977.05 5.27% 68.39%
BALTIMORE (CITY), MD 3,088 5.17% 171  0.86% $55,739,321.05 4.73% 73.11%
NEW YORK, NY 1,445 2.42% 13] 0.66% $47,065,849.24 3.99% 7711%
RELEVANT M.A. TOTAL 48,089 80.49% 1,544 78.18% $909,076,126.72| 77.11% N/A
PRINCE GEORGE'S, MD 1,722 2.88% 13] 0.66% $32,606,978.76 2.77% 79.87%
MECKLENBURG, NC 545 0.91% 12| 0.61% $23,426,123.24 1.99% 81.86%
ALLEGHENY, PA 707 1.18% 8] 0.41% $19,075,112.11 1.62% 83.48%
WASHINGTON, DC 1,206 2.02% 29 1.47% $18,862,399.99 1.60% 85.08%
BALTIMORE, MD 678 1.13% 4] 0.20% $17,916,449.10 1.52% 86.60%
MONROE, NY 424 0.71% 2l  0.10% $17,071,389.60 1.45% 88.04%
FULTON, GA 198 0.33% 12| 0.61% $14,522,296.46 1.23% 89.28%
COOK, IL 883 1.48% 29 1.47% $12,955,914.61 1.10% 90.38%
WAKE, NC 680 1.14% 4] 0.20% $12,644,981.65 1.07% 91.45%
KING, WA 257 0.43% 3] 0.15% $12,010,250.99 1.02% 92.47%
MIDDLESEX, MA 357 0.60% 6] 0.30% $7,836,475.70 0.66% 93.13%
MONTGOMERY, MD 163 0.27% 20 1.01% $7,548,520.66 0.64% 93.77%
ESSEX, NJ 258 0.43% 5] 0.25% $6,541,933.68 0.55% 94.33%
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 205 0.34% 3] 0.15% $5,465,976.97 0.46% 94.79%
DALLAS, TX 47 0.08% 71  0.35% $5,327,687.26 0.45% 95.24%
SUFFOLK, MA 32 0.05% 6] 0.30% $4,531,852.07 0.38% 95.63%
WESTCHESTER, NY 147 0.25% 4] 0.20% $4,094,280.72 0.35% 95.97%
FRANKLIN, OH 43 0.07% 4] 0.20% $3,488,416.39 0.30% 96.27%
LEON, FL 56 0.09% 2l 0.10% $3,423,754.44 0.29% 96.56%
LOS ANGELES, CA 109 0.18% 71  0.35% $3,303,252.37 0.28% 96.84%
FORSYTH, NC 86 0.14% 2l 0.10% $2,865,624.38 0.24% 97.08%
PHILADELPHIA, PA 520 0.87% 17] 0.86% $2,629,803.97 0.22% 97.31%
FAYETTE, KY 126 0.21% 4] 0.20% $2,411,593.34 0.20% 97.51%
HOWARD, MD 87 0.15% 5] 0.25% $2,120,275.49 0.18% 97.69%
DAUPHIN, PA 54 0.09% 3] 0.15% $1,910,489.82 0.16% 97.85%
MERCER, WV 24 0.04% 4] 0.20% $1,775,440.95 0.15% 98.00%
PEORIA, IL 58 0.10% 1 0.05% $1,768,930.34 0.15% 98.15%
KANAWHA, WV 49 0.08% 1 0.05% $1,677,802.35 0.14% 98.30%
HAMILTON, OH 365 0.61% 4] 0.20% $1,603,582.21 0.14% 98.43%
ANNE ARUNDEL, MD 28 0.05% 4] 0.20% $1,581,404.62 0.13% 98.57%
YORK, PA 67 0.11% 1 0.05% $1,385,473.00 0.12% 98.68%
ALBANY, NY 303 0.51% 2l  0.10% $1,373,933.27 0.12% 98.80%
OAKLAND, MI 22 0.04% 2l 0.10% $1,111,862.16 0.09% 98.89%
OKLAHOMA, OK 73 0.12% 3] 0.15% $1,086,204.89 0.09% 98.99%
TULSA, OK 41 0.07% 2| 0.10% $1,059,704.36 0.09% 99.08%
OTHER 1,040 1.74% 196]  9.92% $10,896,608.26 0.92%| 100.00%
Total 59,749 100.00% 1,975 | 100.00%| $1,178,988,906.90| 100.00%

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998

to 2002.

1 . . . .
Counties above the line are included in the relevant market area.

2 Cumulative total of percentage of dollars in market area.
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individual firms. The architecture and engineering payments that were analyzed are
included in Appendix F.

4.3.2 Utilization Analysis

MGT analyzed the architecture and engineering dollars awarded by the
Commonwealth to MBE and non-MBE prime consultants located in the relevant market
area. The utilization analysis results are presented by fiscal year, dollar amount, number
of payments awarded, and individual firms according to race/ethnicity/gender
classifications.

Exhibit 4-15 presents the utilization analysis of architecture and engineering
prime consultants in the Commonwealth relevant market area. MBEs were awarded
0.07 percent of the architecture and engineering payment dollars in the relevant market
area. Approximately $909 million were spent by the Commonwealth for architecture and
engineering services in the relevant market area, approximately $652,000 of which were
awarded to MBEs, as shown in Exhibit 4-15. Nonminority-owned firms were selected for
99.5 percent of the Commonwealth architecture and engineering awards. In fiscal year
2002, the Commonwealth issued the highest dollar amount for architecture and
engineering projects, yet MBEs received the least amount during that year. MBEs were
most successful in winning architecture and engineering payments in fiscal year 2001.
Architecture and engineering payments awarded to MBEs totaled $201,000, or 0.11

percent of the total awards made that year.

Exhibits 4-16 and 4-17 show the utilization by the number of payments and the
number of architecture and engineering firms used during the study period. Our analysis
shows that 46,746 of the 48,089 payments went to nonminority firms. Furthermore, only
14 of the 1,544 total firms used by the Commonwealth for architecture and engineering
payments were MBEs. There were no Native American-owned firms utilized for

architecture and engineering projects.
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DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED

EXHIBIT 4-15

ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS OF PRIME CONSULTANTS IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA

BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Year Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ % $ % $ % | $ | % $ % $ % $ % $
1998 $4,850.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $56,300.00 [ 0.06%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $61,150.00 | 0.06%] $807,994.84 | 0.81% $99,400,676.83 | 99.13%|  $100,269,821.67
1999 $26,622.72 | 0.02%| $23,105.67 | 0.01%] $102,668.40 [ 0.06%| $0.00 [ 0.00%| $152,396.79 | 0.09%| $1,311,064.19 | 0.78%| $166,481,289.51 | 99.13%| $167,944,750.49
2000 $8,396.76 | 0.01%] $33,905.00 | 0.02%] $77,427.93 | 0.05%| $0.00 [ 0.00%] $119,729.69 | 0.08%| $742,515.73 | 0.47%| $158,415,668.68 | 99.46%| $159,277,914.10
2001 $9,400.00 | 0.01%| $0.00 | 0.00%] $192,162.91 [ 0.10%]| $0.00 [ 0.00%| $201,562.91 | 0.11%| $648,796.80 | 0.35%| $184,711,868.61 | 99.54%| $185,562,228.32
2002 $6,145.00 | 0.00%| $3,942.84 | 0.00%] $107,445.27 | 0.04%| $0.00 [ 0.00%| $117,533.11 | 0.04%| $564,818.46 | 0.19%| $295,339,060.57 | 99.77%| $296,021,412.14
Total $55,414.48 | 0.01%| $60,953.51 | 0.01%] $536,004.51 [ 0.06%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $652,372.50 | 0.07%| $4,075,190.02 | 0.45%| $904,348,564.20 | 99.48%|  $909,076,126.72
Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of total dollars awarded annually to prime contractors.
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EXHIBIT 4-16
ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING
PAYMENTS AWARDED
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority | Nonminority Total
Year Americans | Americans| Americans | Americans Subtotal Women Firms Contracts
# ] % J#] % |#]| % |#| % # % # % # % #
1998 3] 0.04%] 0] 0.00%] 22| 0.26%] 0] 0.00% 25] 0.30%| 222| 2.67%] 8,061| 97.03% 8,308
1999 14| 0.14%] 3| 0.03%] 18| 0.18%] 0| 0.00% 35| 0.35%] 344| 3.45%] 9,598| 96.20% 9,977
2000 6| 0.06%] 4] 0.04%] 27| 0.27%] 0] 0.00% 37| 0.37%] 292 2.96%] 9,538| 96.67% 9,867
2001 5] 0.05%] 0] 0.00%] 15| 0.15%] 0] 0.00% 20| 0.20% 1341 1.32%] 10,023]| 98.49% 10,177
2002 3] 0.03%] 1] 0.01%] 9] 0.09%] 0] 0.00% 13] 0.13%) 221| 2.26%| 9,526| 97.60% 9,760
Total
Contracts 31] 0.06%] 8| 0.02%] 91| 0.19%] 0] 0.00% 130| 0.27%| 1,213| 2.52%| 46,746| 97.21% 48,089

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Payments.
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EXHIBIT 4-17
ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING
NUMBER OF INDIVIDUAL PRIME CONSULTANTS
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority | Nonminority Total
Year Americans | Americans| Americans | Americans Subotal Women Firms Vendors

# | % 1#| % |#] % |#] % # % # % # % #
1998 2| 0.34%] 0] 0.00%] 1| 0.17%] O] 0.00% 3] 0.51% 12| 2.05% 571 97.44% 586
1999 5] 0.73%] 2] 0.29%] 1| 0.15%] O] 0.00% 8] 1.16% 17| 2.47% 663 96.37% 688
2000 2| 0.30%] 1] 0.15%] 4| 0.61%] O] 0.00% 7] 1.06% 16| 2.43% 635] 96.50% 658
2001 1] 0.15%] O] 0.00%] 3| 0.46%] O] 0.00% 41 0.62% 13| 2.00% 632 97.38% 649
2002 1] 0.15%f 1] 0.15%] 3| 0.46%] 0] 0.00% 5] 0.76% 9] 1.38% 640| 97.86% 654

Total Unique
Vendors

Over Five Years * 5] 0.32%] 3| 0.19%| 6| 0.39%] 0| 0.00% 141 0.91% 32| 2.07%] 1,498 | 97.02% 1,544

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.

! Percentage of Total Vendors.

2 The Total Vendors counts a vendor only once for each year the firm receives work. Since a Vendor could be used in multiple years, the total
Vendors for the entire study period may not equal the sum of all years.
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The analysis of prime contracting by agency and university is displayed below in
Exhibit 4-18. The Department of Transportation had the highest spending on
architecture and engineering projects for the five-year study period with almost $590
million. Of that, about $321,000 million were awarded to MBE prime consultants. The
agencies and universities with the highest MBE spending by percentage typically spent
less than $50,000 total over the five years each.

4.3.3 Availability

The availability of prime and subconsultants is derived from MGT’s master vendor
database. Exhibit 4-19 shows the available architecture and engineering consultants
that are within the relevant market area. Approximately 3.8 percent of available
architecture and engineering consultants are MBEs. There were 141 nonminority
women-owned firms and seven Native American firms. Ninety-two percent of the

available firms were owned by nonminority males.

4.4 Professional Services

This section presents the Commonwealth relevant market area analysis for
professional services payment awards, and the utilization and availability analysis of
MBEs and non-MBEs as professional services consultants.

4.4.1 Relevant Market Area Analysis

Approximately $2.5 billion were spent by the Commonwealth on professional
services over the five-year study period. Exhibit 4-20 shows the location of firms
awarded professional services by County of domicile and dollar amount. The relevant
market area for the Commonwealth professional services is the Commonwealth of
Virginia as well as St. Louis County, Missouri; Fulton County, Georgia; Philadelphia
County, Pennsylvania; Cook County, lllinois; Baltimore County, Maryland; and Baltimore

(City), Maryland. Approximately $1.9 billion (75%) of the $2.5 billion in total
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UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT

EXHIBIT 4-18

ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ % | s | % $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Augusta Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $238.50 | 100.00% $0.00 0.00% $238.50
Blue Ridge Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $27,096.62 | 11.77% $203,201.59 | 88.23% $230,298.21
Brunswick Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $750.00 | 100.00% $750.00
Buckingham Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,000.00 | 100.00% $1,000.00
Catawba Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $41,602.20 | 100.00% $41,602.20
Central State Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $188,200.34 | 100.00% $188,200.34
Central VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,825.90 1.69% $222,506.00 | 98.31% $226,331.90
Central Virginia Training Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,967.25 0.81% $361,190.07 | 99.19% $364,157.32
Chesapeake Bay Local Asst Dept $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,044.14 | 100.00% $3,044.14
Chip Oaks Plantation Farm Foundatior] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $97,771.50 | 100.00% $97,771.50
Christopher Newport University $2,012.00 [ 0.03% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $2,012.00 | 0.03% $0.00 0.00% $7,038,089.48 | 99.97% $7,040,101.48
Circuit Courts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $97,778.53 | 100.00% $97,778.53
Coffeewood Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $23,082.71 | 100.00% $23,082.71
Council Of Information Mgmt $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $13,380.00 | 100.00% $13,380.00
Dabney S. Lancaster Comm Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $9,176.50 6.57% $130,397.63 93.43% $139,574.13
Danville Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $11,988.50 2.02%) $580,841.77 | 97.98% $592,830.27
Deep Meadow Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $833.00 2.50% $32,530.90 | 97.50% $33,363.90
DeJarnette Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $11,928.50 | 100.00% $11,928.50
Department Of Aviation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $508,607.81 | 100.00% $508,607.81
Department Of Corrections $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $213,825.53 | 100.00% $213,825.53
Department Of Forestry $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,568.00 1.87% $187,115.43 | 98.13% $190,683.43
Department Of General Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $120,882.72 2.08% $5,679,796.93 | 97.92% $5,800,679.65
Department Of Health $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,425.33 | 7.93%| $0.00| 0.00% $1,425.33 | 7.93% $0.00 0.00% $16,554.13 92.07% $17,979.46
Department Of Juvenile Justice $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $5,790.70 0.15% $3,966,500.43 | 99.85% $3,972,291.13
Department Of Military Affairs $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,244.01 0.13% $2,440,872.40 | 99.87% $2,444,116.41
Department Of Motor Vehicles $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,935.50 | 0.29%] $0.00 | 0.00% $3,935.50 | 0.29% $0.00 0.00% $1,340,029.85 99.71% $1,343,965.35
Department Of Social Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,040.77 | 100.00% $1,040.77
Department Of State Police $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $10,307.36 0.69% $1,480,881.08 | 99.31% $1,491,188.44
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EXHIBIT 4-18 (Continued)
ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA

BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %" $ %' $ %" $ %' $
Department Of Taxation $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $7,690.00 | 100.00% $7,690.00
Department Of The Treasury $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $620.00 | 100.00% $620.00
Department Of Transportation $10,872.48 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%] $310,804.43 | 0.05%| $0.00| 0.00%] $321,676.91 | 0.05% $1,961,162.80 0.33% $587,707,214.56 99.61% $589,990,054.27
Department Of Veterans Affairs $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $4,935.00 1.36% $358,079.70 | 98.64% $363,014.70
Dept Alcoholic Beverag Control $0.00 | 0.00%] $19,036.00 7.64% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $19,036.00 | 7.64% $30,398.72 12.21% $199,610.39 80.15% $249,045.11
Dept Conservation & Recreation $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $74,036.87 1.59%, $4,585,983.09 | 98.41% $4,660,019.96
Dept Game & Inland Fisheries $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $36.00 0.00% $928,239.58 | 100.00% $928,275.58
Dept Ment Hith & Ment Retard $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $13,252.00 0.40% $3,338,047.74 99.60% $3,351,299.74
Dept Of Agri & Cons Services $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $369,354.88 | 100.00% $369,354.88
Dept of Corr Central Activities $6,425.00 | 0.08% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $6,425.00 | 0.08% $309,360.95 4.08%) $7,269,281.29 | 95.84% $7,585,067.24
Dept Of Correctional Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $87,488.34 | 100.00% $87,488.34
Dept Of Criminal Justice Svcs $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $122,215.24 | 100.00% $122,215.24
Dept Of Emergency Services $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $2,845.66 | 100.00% $2,845.66
Dept Of Environmental Quality $750.00 | 3.72%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $750.00 | 3.72% $0.00 0.00% $19,397.20 96.28% $20,147.20
Dept Of Health Professions $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $63,427.50 | 100.00% $63,427.50
Dept Of Historic Resources $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $5,000.00 | 100.00% $5,000.00
Dept Of Housing And Comm Dev $650.00 | 1.94% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $650.00 | 1.94% $0.00 0.00% $32,774.43 98.06% $33,424.43
Dept Of Information Technology $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $250.00 0.88% $28,074.40 | 99.12% $28,324.40
Dept Of Labor And Industry $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $9,962.11 | 100.00% $9,962.11
Dept Of Personnel And Training $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $10,331.91 | 100.00% $10,331.91
Dept Of Rail & Public Trans $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $165,829.85 | 100.00% $165,829.85
Dept Of Rehabilitative Service $0.00 | 0.00% $3,942.84 | 17.47% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $3,942.84 | 17.47% $0.00 0.00% $18,624.56 82.53% $22,567.40
Dept. Mines, Minerals & Energy $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $910.00 0.06% $1,516,881.26 99.94% $1,517,791.26
Div Of Community Corrections $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $340.00 | 100.00% $340.00
Division Of Institutions $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $15,579.55 | 100.00% $15,579.55
DMHMRSAS Grants to Localities $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,097.11 | 100.00% $3,097.11
Eastern Shore Community Coll $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $35,315.40 | 100.00% $35,315.40
Eastern State Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $10,969.66 | 100.00% $10,969.66
Fluvanna Women's Corr Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $960.00 | 100.00% $960.00
Frontier Cultural Museum Of VA $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $122,076.14 | 100.00% $122,076.14
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EXHIBIT 4-18 (Continued)
ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED

BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ % | s [ % $ % $ %' $ % $
George Mason University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $19,389.62 0.27% $7,111,722.13 99.73% $7,131,111.75
Germanna Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,138.50 0.41% $753,298.22 99.59% $756,436.72
Greensville Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,162.62 | 100.00% $1,162.62
Gunston Hall Plantation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $5,072.61 3.81% $128,187.42 96.19% $133,260.03
Haynesville Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $577.50 | 100.00% $577.50
Hiram W. Davis Medical Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $250.00 | 100.00% $250.00
House Of Delegates $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $94,228.79 | 100.00% $94,228.79
J. Sargeant Reynolds Comm Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $38,353.84 7.32% $485,774.03 92.68% $524,127.87
James River Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $24,032.36 | 100.00% $24,032.36
Jamestown-Yorktown Foundation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $10,902.91 0.09% $11,628,787.24 99.91% $11,639,690.15
John Tyler Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $44,942.26 4.67% $918,147.70 95.33% $963,089.96
Keen Mountain Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,325.00 | 100.00% $1,325.00
Library Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $96,865.04 | 100.00% $96,865.04
Longwood College $6,145.00 | 0.17% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $6,145.00 | 0.17% $1,020.00 0.03% $3,647,264.30 99.80% $3,654,429.30
Lord Fairfax Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $59,157.06 37.17% $100,009.75 62.83% $159,166.81
Lunenburg Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $735.00 | 100.00% $735.00
Mary Washington College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $18,134.95 1.68% $1,062,970.85 98.32% $1,081,105.80
Mecklenburg Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,761.25 | 100.00% $1,761.25
Melchers' Monroe Memorials $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $20,065.00 | 100.00% $20,065.00
Mountain Empire Community Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $30,567.75 9.19% $301,999.34 90.81% $332,567.09
New River Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $14,351.80 | 100.00% $14,351.80
No VA Mental Health Institute $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $56,852.28 | 100.00% $56,852.28
No VA Trn Ctr For The Ment Ret $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $25,261.38 | 100.00% $25,261.38
Norfolk State University $9,400.00 | 0.48% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $9,400.00 | 0.48% $6,272.32 0.32% $1,929,720.35 99.19% $1,945,392.67
Northern VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00%] $37,974.67 1.19% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $37,974.67 1.19% $319,018.82 10.02% $2,826,391.62 88.79% $3,183,385.11
Nottoway Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $500.00 | 100.00% $500.00
OLD DOMINION UNIVERSITY $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $164,377.19 5.20% $2,996,666.88 94.80% $3,161,044.07
Patrick Henry Comm Coll At Mar $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $256.10 | 100.00% $256.10
Paul D. Camp Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $40,494 .41 8.61% $429,570.42 91.39% $470,064.83
Piedmont Geriatric Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $10,833.50 | 100.00% $10,833.50
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EXHIBIT 4-18 (Continued)
ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ % | s | % $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Piedmont VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $10,437.94 4.13% $242,106.62 95.87% $252,544.56
Powhatan Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,395.00 | 41.33% $3,400.00 | 58.67% $5,795.00
Powhatan Recpt And Class Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $571.25 | 100.00% $571.25
RADFORD UNIVERSITY $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,863,101.67 | 100.00% $3,863,101.67
Rappahannock Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $142,278.29 | 100.00% $142,278.29
Red Onion Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,999.00 | 100.00% $3,999.00
Richard Bland College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $157,846.63 | 100.00% $157,846.63
Senate $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,420.07 | 100.00% $3,420.07
Southampton Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $11,270.39 | 100.00% $11,270.39
Southeastern VA Tr Ctr For Men $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $6,515.25 | 100.00% $6,515.25
Southside VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $8,950.05 33.69% $17,618.50 66.31% $26,568.55
Southside VA Training Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $88,511.05 | 100.00% $88,511.05
Southwest Virginia Comm Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $95,923.74 | 100.00% $95,923.74
Southwestern VA Ment Hith Inst $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $2,682.33 | 100.00% $2,682.33
St. Brides Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $300.00 | 28.24% $762.50 | 71.76% $1,062.50
State Corporation Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $25,039.40 | 100.00% $25,039.40
State Lottery Department $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $10,913.32 | 20.16% $43,225.67 | 79.84% $54,138.99
Staunton Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $4,436.02 | 100.00% $4,436.02
Supreme Court Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $53,241.62 | 100.00% $53,241.62
The Science Museum Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $4,933,684.77 | 100.00% $4,933,684.77
Thomas Nelson Comm College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $28,314.30 5.43% $493,099.77 94.57% $521,414.07
Tidewater Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $92,793.50 7.60% $1,128,592.54 92.40% $1,221,386.04
Unknown $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $18,618.00 | 100.00% $18,618.00
UVA $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $219,018.00 | 0.13%| $0.00| 0.00%] $219,018.00 | 0.13% $45,299.58 0.03% $174,809,535.18 |  99.85% $175,073,852.76
\VVa Community Coll Sys- Utility $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $500.00 | 100.00% $500.00
VA Dept F/T Visual Handicapped $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $175,192.19 | 100.00% $175,192.19
VA Museum Of Natural History $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $56,811.00 | 100.00% $56,811.00
VA Sch For Deaf & Bld-Hampton $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $123,238.66 | 100.00% $123,238.66
VA Sch For Deaf & Blind-Staun $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $574,721.28 | 100.00% $574,721.28
VA Veterans' Care Ctr Bd Trust $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $2,687.50 | 100.00% $2,687.50
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EXHIBIT 4-18 (Continued)
ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ % | 8 | % $ %' $ %' $

VA Western Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,759.50 2.61% $140,385.86 97.39% $144,145.36
VA Workers' Compensation Comm $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $47,200.00 | 100.00% $47,200.00
\VCU $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $107,230.34 1.05% $10,127,053.67 98.95% $10,234,284.01
Virginia Community College Sys $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $12,452.00 0.38% $3,286,900.39 99.62% $3,299,352.39
Virginia Corr Enterprises $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $110,319.25 | 100.00% $110,319.25
Virginia Employment Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,782.55 | 100.00% $3,782.55
Virginia Military Institute $14,500.00 | 0.75% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $14,500.00 | 0.75% $0.00 0.00% $1,929,515.39 99.25% $1,944,015.39
Virginia Museum Of Fine Arts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,406,258.90 | 100.00% $1,406,258.90
Virginia Port Authority $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,584,798.37 | 100.00% $3,584,798.37
Virginia Retirement System $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $2,023.89 | 100.00% $2,023.89
Virginia State Bar $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,980.00 | 100.00% $1,980.00
Virginia State University $4,660.00 | 0.16% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $4,660.00 | 0.16% $24,446.32 0.83% $2,900,685.73 99.01% $2,929,792.05
VIRGINIA TECH $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $821.25| 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $821.25 | 0.00% $367,045.03 1.72% $20,915,951.29 98.27% $21,283,817.57
Wallen's Ridge Corr Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $335.00 | 100.00% $335.00
Western Region Corr FId Units $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,475.90 | 100.00% $3,475.90
Western State Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $41,059.95 | 100.00% $41,059.95
William & Mary $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $5,749.50 0.17% $3,463,547.95 99.83% $3,469,297.45
William & Mary VIMS $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $521,350.47 | 100.00% $521,350.47
Woodrow Wilson Rehab Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $2,116,175.85 | 100.00% $2,116,175.85
Wytheville Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $75,733.76 | 100.00% $75,733.76

Total $55,414.48 | 0.01%] $60,953.51 0.01%] $536,004.51 | 0.06%] $0.00 | 0.00% $652,372.50 | 0.07% $4,075,190.02 0.45% $904,348,564.20 99.48% $909,076,126.72

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Dollars Awarded.
% The Total Dollars Awarded is the actual amount given to prime contractors.
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ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING

EXHIBIT 4-19

AVAILABILITY OF PRIME CONTRACTORS
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority] Nonminority | Total
Americans'| Americans' | Americans'| Americans' Subtotal Women Firms Firms

# Y% # % # % # % # % # % # %
Total 32| 0.98%] 21| 0.64%| 66| 2.01% 7 0.21% 126 3.84%] 141] 4.30%] 3,011] 91.85%] 3,278

Source: MGT's master vendor database.
Minority male and female firms are included in their respective minority classifications.
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RELEVANT MARKET AREA ANALYSIS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

EXHIBIT 4-20

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

# of % of # of % of % of

County,1 State Payments | Payments | Vendors | Vendors Dollars Dollars | Cum%?2
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 1,748,083 81.59%| 25,673 74.21%| $1,581,677,205.17| 63.86%| 63.86%
SAINT LOUIS, MO 582 0.03% 23 0.07% $64,083,832.69 2.59%| 66.44%
FULTON, GA 146,167 6.82% 180 0.52% $58,819,853.97 2.37%| 68.82%
PHILADELPHIA, PA 4,519 0.21% 132 0.38% $48,062,885.46 1.94%| 70.76%
COOK, IL 3,618 0.17% 321 0.93% $46,999,790.35 1.90%| 72.66%
BALTIMORE, MD 3,668 0.17% 84 0.24% $34,342,200.52 1.39%| 74.04%
BALTIMORE (CITY), MD 12,888 0.60% 165 0.48% $33,592,233.83 1.36%| 75.40%
RELEVANT M.A. TOTAL 1,919,525 89.59%| 26,578 76.82%| $1,867,578,001.99] 75.40% N/A
DALLAS, TX 4,577 0.21% 114 0.33% $31,122,505.66 1.26%| 76.66%
ALAMEDA, CA 381 0.02% 52 0.15% $28,861,384.31 1.17%| 77.82%
MONTGOMERY, PA 2,172 0.10% 38 0.11% $27,137,880.60 1.10%| 78.92%
WILLIAMSON, TN 139 0.01% 7 0.02% $26,410,706.50 1.07%| 79.98%
DENVER, CO 592 0.03% 39 0.11% $20,361,169.36 0.82%| 80.80%
ALLEGHENY, PA 2,445 0.11% 110 0.32% $18,502,230.12 0.75%| 81.55%
NEW YORK, NY 1,828 0.09% 179 0.52% $17,858,888.45 0.72%| 82.27%
SUFFOLK, MA 1,936 0.09% 90 0.26% $17,531,605.82 0.71%| 82.98%
BEXAR, TX 229 0.01% 19 0.05% $17,169,864.86 0.69%| 83.67%
ORANGE, FL 511 0.02% 37 0.11% $16,754,459.74 0.68%| 84.35%
ALBANY, NY 1,371 0.06% 14 0.04% $16,247,248.80 0.66%| 85.01%
BUCKS, PA 3,073 0.14% 27 0.08% $15,844,853.17 0.64%| 85.65%
SAINT LOUIS CITY (CITY), MO 2,996 0.14% 35 0.10% $15,538,275.99 0.63%| 86.27%
JEFFERSON, KY 319 0.01% 32 0.09% $15,313,995.70 0.62%| 86.89%
MONTGOMERY, MD 9,776 0.46% 431 1.25% $14,681,990.04 0.59%| 87.48%
LOS ANGELES, CA 1,653 0.08% 175 0.51% $13,766,332.93 0.56%| 88.04%
MECKLENBURG, NC 4,152 0.19% 151 0.44% $13,132,711.46 0.53%| 88.57%
MARICOPA, AZ 639 0.03% 62 0.18% $12,709,903.61 0.51%| 89.08%
WASHINGTON, DC 5,081 0.24% 536 1.55% $11,832,432.49 0.48%| 89.56%
HARTFORD, CT 1,314 0.06% 23 0.07% $11,732,396.97 0.47%| 90.03%
PASSAIC, NJ 1,739 0.08% 8 0.02% $11,332,703.50 0.46%| 90.49%
MIDDLESEX, MA 1,621 0.08% 133 0.38% $11,296,490.23 0.46%| 90.95%
DU PAGE, IL 1,624 0.08% 44 0.13% $10,689,017.00 0.43%| 91.38%
MULTNOMAH, OR 256 0.01% 25 0.07% $10,015,637.13 0.40%| 91.78%
HARRIS, TX 2,044 0.10% 71 0.21% $9,738,687.57 0.39%| 92.18%
CHESTER, PA 40,041 1.87% 31 0.09% $9,388,304.24 0.38%| 92.56%
HILLSBOROUGH, FL 796 0.04% 44 0.13% $8,456,535.77 0.34%| 92.90%
SANTA CLARA, CA 23,366 1.09% 117 0.34% $8,354,008.98 0.34%| 93.24%
SAN DIEGO, CA 638 0.03% 77 0.22% $7,679,176.06 0.31%| 93.55%
HENNEPIN, MN 1,177 0.05% 94 0.27% $7,367,154.43 0.30%| 93.84%
ALAMANCE, NC 10,189 0.48% 12 0.03% $7,210,406.48 0.29%| 94.13%
WAKE, NC 462 0.02% 84 0.24% $7,080,844.69 0.29%| 94.42%
DAUPHIN, PA 137 0.01% 12 0.03% $6,978,422.69 0.28%| 94.70%
OTHER 93,818 4.38% 5,095] 14.73% $131,243,436.30 5.30%| 100.00%

Total 2,142,617 100.00%| 34,596 100.00%| $2,476,919,663.64| 100.00%

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor

2002.

! Counties above the line are included in the relevant market area.
2 Cumulative total of percentage of dollars in market area.
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professional services awards were awarded to firms in the relevant market area. A total
of 1.9 million payments were awarded to 26,578 firms within the relevant market area.
Overall, about 2.5 million in payments were awarded to 34,596 individual firms. The list
of professional service projects analyzed is included in Appendix G.

4.4.2 Utilization Analysis

MGT analyzed the professional services dollars awarded by the Commonwealth to
MBE and non-MBE prime consultants located in the relevant market area. The utilization
analysis results are presented by fiscal year, dollar amount of the payment, number of
payment awarded, and individual firms according to race/ethnicity/gender classifications.

Exhibit 4-21 presents the utilization analysis of professional services prime
consultants in the Commonwealth relevant market area. MBEs received 0.58 percent of
the professional services payment dollars awarded to consultants in the relevant market
area. Approximately $1.9 billion were spent by the Commonwealth for professional
services in the relevant market area, approximately $11 million of which were awarded
to MBEs, as shown in Exhibit 4-21. Nonminority-owned firms were selected for 99.3
percent of Commonwealth professional services awards. In 2002, MBE firms received
$4.5 million of the payment dollars. Professional services payments awarded to MBE
totaled 0.92 percent of the total awards made that year.

Exhibits 4-22 and 4-23 show the utilization by the number of payments and the
number of professional services firms used during the study period. Our analysis shows
that 3,442 of the 1.9 million payment awards went to MBE firms. Furthermore, 45 of the
26,578 total firms used by the Commonwealth for professional services payments were

MBEs.
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EXHIBIT 4-21
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS OF PRIME CONSULTANTS IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Year Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $

1998 $32,130.20 | 0.02% $829.00 | 0.00%f $458,045.83 | 0.22%] $2,855.00 | 0.00%| $493,860.03 | 0.24%| $250,872.43 | 0.12%] $206,776,536.26 | 99.64%] $207,521,268.72

1999 $216,973.80 | 0.06%f $14,415.15 | 0.00%| $519,612.61 | 0.14%| $650.00 | 0.00%| $751,651.56 | 0.20%| $275,249.13 | 0.07%] $380,673,773.74 | 99.73%] $381,700,674.43

2000 ] $1,338,067.10 | 0.32%] $4,173.55| 0.00%] $804,401.56 | 0.19% $0.00 | 0.00%] $2,146,642.21 | 0.51%] $525,530.76 | 0.13%f $417,106,611.05 | 99.36%|] $419,778,784.02

2001 ] $1,693,432.99 | 0.46%] $27,419.66 | 0.01%}$1,216,972.18 | 0.33% $0.00 | 0.00%] $2,937,824.83 | 0.80%] $568,496.36 | 0.15%] $365,583,970.94 | 99.05%] $369,090,292.13

2002 ] $2,317,608.56 | 0.47%] $14,851.76 | 0.00%}$2,191,879.85 | 0.45% $0.00 | 0.00%| $4,524,340.17 | 0.92%] $671,251.96 | 0.14%] $484,291,390.56 | 98.94%| $489,486,982.69

Total | $5,598,212.65 | 0.30%) $61,689.12 | 0.00%[$5,190,912.03 | 0.28%] $3,505.00 | 0.00%}]$10,854,318.80 | 0.58%] $2,291,400.64 | 0.12%] $1,854,432,282.55 | 99.30%] $1,867,578,001.99

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of total dollars awarded annually to prime contractors.
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EXHIBIT 4-22

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
PAYMENTS AWARDED

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA

BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Year Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Payments
# %' # %' # % | #[ % # %' # %' # %' #

1998 75| 0.02% 4] 0.00% 103 0.03%] 4| 0.00% 186 0.05%] 370] 0.10%] 353,320 99.84% 353,876
1999 90| 0.02% 18| 0.00% 87| 0.02%] 2| 0.00% 197 0.05%] 697] 0.18%| 386,474 99.77% 387,368
2000 116 | 0.03% 30| 0.01%] 226] 0.07%] O 0.00%) 372 0.11%] 479 0.14%| 343,940] 99.75% 344,791
2001 240 | 0.06% 67| 0.02%] 783] 0.21%] O 0.00%)| 1,090] 0.29%| 417] 0.11%| 378,362 99.60% 379,869
2002 281 | 0.06% 64| 0.01%] 1,252] 0.28%] 0] 0.00% 1,597 0.35%| 473] 0.10%| 451,551 99.54% 453,621
Total

Payments 802 | 0.04% 183| 0.01%] 2,451] 0.13%] 6| 0.00% 3,442] 0.18%| 2,436 0.13%| 1,913,647 99.69%] 1,919,525

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Payments.
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EXHIBIT 4-23
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
NUMBER OF INDIVIDUAL PRIME CONSULTANTS
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Year Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Vendors
# %' # %' # % |#] % # % # % # %' #
1998 3| 0.02% 3| 0.02% 71 0.06%] 2| 0.02% 151 0.12% 33] 0.27% 12,094 99.60% 12,142
1999 11] 0.08% 5| 0.04% 8] 0.06%] 2| 0.02% 26| 0.20% 49| 0.38% 12,939] 99.42% 13,014
2000 8| 0.06% 3| 0.02% 71 0.06%] 0] 0.00% 18| 0.14% 45| 0.36% 12,416] 99.50% 12,479
2001 8| 0.06% 3| 0.02% 12| 0.09%] 0] 0.00% 23| 0.18% 411 0.32% 12,664 99.50% 12,728
2002 8| 0.06% 4] 0.03% 10] 0.08%] 0] 0.00% 22| 0.17% 48| 0.38% 12,643 99.45% 12,713
Total Unique
Vendors
Over Five Years * 18| 0.07% 7| 0.03% 18] 0.07%] 2| 0.01% 451 0.17% 94| 0.35% 26,439 99.48% 26,578

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.

! Percentage of Total Vendors.

2 The Total Vendors counts a vendor only once for each year the firm receives work. Since a Vendor could be used in multiple years, the total Vendors for
the entire study period may not equal the sum of all years.
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The analysis of prime contracting by agency and university is displayed below in
Exhibit 4-24. The highest utilization percentage of MBEs for professional services was
by the Virginia School for the Deaf and Blind with more than 66 percent of their total
professional services spending going to African American firms. The Department of
Planning and Budget also spent about $109,000 of their total $239,000 professional
services expenditures with MBE firms, all of which were with Asian American firms.

4.4.3 Availability

The availability of prime consultants is derived from MGT’s master vendor
database. Exhibit 4-25 shows the available professional services consultants that are
within the relevant market area. The exhibit shows the distribution of prime consultants
by race, ethnicity, and gender.

MBEs made up about 0.87 percent of the available professional services prime

consultants. Asian American firms made up the most with 113 of the 254 total MBEs.

4.5 Other Services

The market area, utilization, and availability of MBEs and non-MBEs for the
Commonwealth’s other services procurements are examined in this section.

4.5.1 Relevant Market Area Analysis

Exhibit 4-26 shows the relevant market area analysis for other services
procurements by the Commonwealth. During the study period, the Commonwealth
spent approximately $2.3 billion on other services purchases. There were also five non-
Virginia counties that were within the relevant market area besides the counties in the
Commonwealth of Virginia. Just over 75 percent of the overall purchases were made in
the Commonwealth and these counties, representing $1.7 billion. The list of other

services payments analyzed is shown in Appendix H.
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EXHIBIT 4-24
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ % $ %' $ % $ %' $ % $ % $ % $
Administration $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $38,642.41 [100.00%) $38,642.41
Advisory Commisson Executive Mansion $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $40,827.75 |100.00% $40,827.75
Attorney General $0.00 | 0.00% $24.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $24.00 | 0.00% $7,881.30 | 0.49% $1,598,556.17 | 99.51% $1,606,461.47
Auditor Of Public Accounts $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $138,284.81 |100.00% $138,284.81
Augusta Correctional Center $8,500.00 | 0.68% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $8,500.00 | 0.68% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,240,523.05 | 99.32% $1,249,023.05
Bland Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $593,405.15 |100.00% $593,405.15
Blue Ridge Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $136,399.16 |100.00% $136,399.16
Brd Of VA Hig Ed Tuit Trust Fd $55,713.93 | 2.40% $42.36 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $55,756.29 | 2.40% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,268,529.44 | 97.60% $2,324,285.73
Brunswick Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $748,043.56 |100.00% $748,043.56
Buckingham Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $919,621.95 |100.00% $919,621.95
CARS 2002 $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $13,144.00 {100.00% $13,144.00
Catawba Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $708,337.57 |100.00% $708,337.57
Central Region Corr Fld Unit $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $328,949.94 1100.00% $328,949.94
Central State Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $762.29 | 0.02%) $4,113,921.80 | 99.98% $4,114,684.09
Central VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $192,815.43 |100.00% $192,815.43
Central Virginia Training Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $1,664,823.40 |100.00% $1,664,823.40
Charitable Gaming Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,989.00 |16.73% $9,903.02 | 83.27% $11,892.02
Chesapeake Bay Local Asst Dept $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $945,843.58 |100.00% $945,843.58
Chip Oaks Plantation Farm Foundation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $489.86 [100.00% $489.86
Christopher Newport University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $14,831.20 | 1.35% $1,080,049.05 | 98.65%) $1,094,880.25
Circuit Courts $16,526.70 | 0.02% $0.00 | 0.00% $109,734.00 | 0.13% $0.00 | 0.00% $126,260.70 | 0.15% $53,832.50 | 0.06%, $83,747,815.10 | 99.79% $83,927,908.30
Coffeewood Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,253,158.48 |100.00%) $1,253,158.48
Combined District Courts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $14,125.00 | 0.06% $0.00 | 0.00% $14,125.00 | 0.06% $3,469.50 | 0.01% $24,096,480.41 | 99.93% $24,114,074.91
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EXHIBIT 4-24 (Continued)
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Comm On VA Alcohol Saf Act Pro $3,000.00 | 0.92% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,000.00 | 0.92% $0.00 | 0.00%) $323,479.73 | 99.08% $326,479.73
Commonwealth Att Serv Council $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $8,143.50 [100.00%) $8,143.50
Compensation Board $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $30,020.86 |100.00% $30,020.86
Comprehensive Services for At-Risk Youth and Familj $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $13,677.47 |100.00% $13,677.47
Council Of Information Mgmt $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $11,365,626.08 |100.00%) $11,365,626.08
Council On Human Rights $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $7,870.00 [100.00% $7,870.00
Court Of Appeals Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $5,091.68 [100.00% $5,091.68
Dabney S. Lancaster Comm Coll $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $30,372.27 |100.00% $30,372.27
Danville Community College $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $23,659.11 |100.00%) $23,659.11
Deep Meadow Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $1,799,130.33 [100.00% $1,799,130.33
Deerfield Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $133,780.65 |100.00% $133,780.65
DeJarnette Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $713.26 | 0.69% $102,274.20 | 99.31% $102,987.46
Department For The Aging $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $107,453.50 |100.00% $107,453.50
Department Of Accounts $31,150.08 | 0.79%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $31,150.08 | 0.79% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,925,852.57 | 99.21% $3,957,002.65
Department Of Aviation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $511,895.72 |100.00% $511,895.72
Department Of Business Asst $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,030,739.64 |100.00% $1,030,739.64
Department Of Capitol Police $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $21,888.87 [100.00% $21,888.87
Department Of Corrections $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $10,839,007.53 [100.00% $10,839,007.53
Department Of Education $0.00 | 0.00%f $14,968.64 | 0.03% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $14,968.64 | 0.03%] $208,024.32 | 0.47% $43,998,117.99 | 99.50% $44,221,110.95
Department Of Fire Programs $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $267,339.57 |100.00% $267,339.57
Department Of Forestry $0.00 | 0.00%) $851.20 | 0.69% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $851.20 | 0.69% $0.00 | 0.00%) $121,775.90 | 99.31% $122,627.10
Department Of General Services $56,088.00 | 2.00%) $100.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $56,188.00 | 2.01% $2,540.00 | 0.09% $2,740,394.50 | 97.90% $2,799,122.50
Department Of Health $661,552.63 | 0.59% $80.00 | 0.00% $8,095.00 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $669,727.63 | 0.59%] $144,759.15| 0.13%| $111,943,388.85 | 99.28%] $112,757,875.63
Department Of Juvenile Justice $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%f $126,113.60 | 1.06%, $11,809,075.25 | 98.94% $11,935,188.85
Department Of Military Affairs $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $11,254.16 | 1.22% $913,973.41 | 98.78% $925,227.57
Department Of Motor Vehicles $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $494,114.28 | 1.47% $0.00 | 0.00%) $494,114.28 | 1.47%] $336,354.35 | 1.00%, $32,851,131.49 | 97.53% $33,681,600.12
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EXHIBIT 4-24 (Continued)
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Department Of Social Services $3,750,321.77 | 8.71% $0.00 | 0.00% $150.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $3,750,471.77 | 8.71%] $192,357.38 | 0.45% $39,122,359.02 | 90.84% $43,065,188.17
Department Of State Police $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $680.70 | 0.01% $8,852,738.38 | 99.99% $8,853,419.08
Department Of Taxation $53,676.58 | 0.91% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $53,676.58 | 0.91% $3,524.69 | 0.06% $5,848,138.33 | 99.03% $5,905,339.60
Department Of The Treasury $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $713,985.62 |100.00% $713,985.62
Department Of Transportation $0.00 | 0.00%] $2,026.00 |0.00%] $3,322,076.35 | 2.41% $0.00 | 0.00%] $3,324,102.35 | 2.41% $51,632.44 | 0.04%| $134,445,461.68 | 97.55%| $137,821,196.47
Department Of Veterans Affairs $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $27,200.86 |100.00% $27,200.86
Dept Alcoholic Beverag Control $446,592.92 | 3.68% $0.00 |0.00% $3,667.32 | 0.03% $0.00 | 0.00%f $450,260.24 | 3.71% $7,347.00 | 0.06%) $11,677,230.34 | 96.23% $12,134,837.58
Dept Conservation & Recreation $11,565.00 | 1.34% $0.00 |0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $11,565.00 | 1.34% $848.40 | 0.10% $850,065.20 | 98.56% $862,478.60
Dept F/T Rights Of VA W/Disab $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $585.30 | 0.25% $233,580.31 | 99.75% $234,165.61
Dept Game & Inland Fisheries $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%) $35.00 | 0.00%) $2,232,815.37 |100.00% $2,232,850.37
Dept Ment Hith & Ment Retard $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%| $16,974.00 | 0.22% $7,691,374.35 | 99.78% $7,708,348.35
Dept Of Agri & Cons Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $11,029.50 | 0.36% $3,069,592.20 | 99.64% $3,080,621.70
Dept of Corr Central Activities $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $47,292.36 |97.66% $1,135.00 | 2.34% $48,427.36
Dept Of Correctional Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,639,148.25 |100.00% $1,639,148.25
Dept Of Criminal Justice Svcs $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,254,163.25 |100.00% $3,254,163.25
Dept of Education - Direct Aid to Public Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $5,054,917.73 |100.00% $5,054,917.73
Dept Of Emergency Services $124.80 | 0.04% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $124.80 | 0.04% $0.00 | 0.00% $335,833.63 | 99.96% $335,958.43
Dept Of Emp Rel Counselors $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%, $69,985.34 |100.00% $69,985.34
Dept Of Environmental Quality $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $644.74 | 0.01% $7,090,486.19 | 99.99% $7,091,130.93
Dept Of Health Professions $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $7,437.38 | 0.50%) $1,491,850.23 | 99.50% $1,499,287.61
Dept Of Historic Resources $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%, $35,247.98 |100.00% $35,247.98
Dept Of Housing And Comm Dev $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $19,625.23 | 3.00% $633,693.82 | 97.00% $653,319.05
Dept Of Information Technology $3,903.00 | 0.05% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,890.00 | 0.02% $0.00 | 0.00%, $5,793.00 | 0.07% $0.00 | 0.00% $8,198,509.78 | 99.93% $8,204,302.78
Dept Of Labor And Industry $0.00 | 0.00% $94.00 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $94.00 | 0.01% $6,209.14 | 0.91% $678,762.67 | 99.08% $685,065.81
Dept Of Medical Asst Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,965.74 | 0.00%] $465,911,219.74 |100.00%] $465,915,185.48
Dept Of Minority Bus Enterpris $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%, $13,128.65 |100.00% $13,128.65
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EXHIBIT 4-24 (Continued)
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Dept Of Personnel And Training $21,195.70 | 1.22% $504.00 | 0.03% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $21,699.70 | 1.25% $3,944.00 | 0.23% $1,705,576.47 | 98.52% $1,731,220.17
Dept Of Planning And Budget $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $109,330.00 |45.61% $0.00 | 0.00% $109,330.00 |45.61% $0.00 | 0.00% $130,374.79 | 54.39% $239,704.79
Dept Of Professional & Occ Reg $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $595.35 | 0.03% $1,808,828.04 | 99.97% $1,809,423.39
Dept Of Rail & Public Trans $0.00 | 0.00% $262.36 | 0.02% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $262.36 | 0.02% $2,495.85 | 0.20% $1,276,185.60 | 99.78% $1,278,943.81
Dept Of Rehabilitative Service $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $297.50 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $297.50 | 0.00% $74,227.62 | 0.18% $41,783,099.37 | 99.82% $41,857,624.49
Dept Of The St Internal Audit $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $7,331.50 |100.00% $7,331.50
Dept. Mines, Minerals & Energy $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $541,298.31 [100.00% $541,298.31
Dillwyn Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,273,938.34 |1100.00% $1,273,938.34
Div Of Community Corrections $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $488.46 | 0.00% $15,069,812.01 |100.00% $15,070,300.47
Div Of Legislative Auto Sys $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $108,990.84 [100.00% $108,990.84
Div Of Legislative Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $130,697.90 [100.00% $130,697.90
Division Of Debt Collection $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $552.80 [100.00% $552.80
Division Of Institutions $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $21.04 | 0.00%] $130,477,833.60 [100.00%] $130,477,854.64
DMHMRSAS Grants to Localities $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $99,650.28 |100.00% $99,650.28
Eastern Region Corr FId Unit $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $78.33 |100.00% $78.33
Eastern Shore Community Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $15,906.27 |100.00% $15,906.27
Eastern State Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $13,115.39 | 0.22% $5,887,097.66 | 99.78% $5,900,213.05
Employee Rel & Trg Div $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $275,756.24 [100.00% $275,756.24
Fluvanna Women's Corr Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $12,470,367.99 [100.00% $12,470,367.99
Frontier Cultural Museum Of VA $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $48,710.50 |100.00% $48,710.50
General District Courts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $166,870.39 | 0.30% $0.00 | 0.00% $166,870.39 | 0.30% $737.50 | 0.00% $54,605,140.06 | 99.69% $54,772,747.95
George Mason University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $10,000.00 | 0.06% $0.00 | 0.00% $10,000.00 | 0.06% $8,911.69 | 0.06% $15,834,280.64 | 99.88% $15,853,192.33
Germanna Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $74.70 | 0.11% $0.00 | 0.00% $74.70 | 0.11% $0.00 | 0.00% $68,124.30 | 99.89% $68,199.00
Gov Employment & Training Dept $11,460.84 | 3.67% $0.00 | 0.00% $4,215.00 | 1.35% $0.00 | 0.00% $15,675.84 | 5.02% $15,698.00 | 5.02% $281,170.03 | 89.96% $312,543.87
Greensville Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $29,868,183.75 [100.00% $29,868,183.75
Gunston Hall Plantation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $20,743.44 |100.00% $20,743.44
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EXHIBIT 4-24 (Continued)
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Haynesville Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $726,555.82 [100.00% $726,555.82
Health and Human Resources $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $20,546.31 |100.00% $20,546.31
Hiram W. Davis Medical Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,054,398.74 1100.00% $3,054,398.74
House Of Delegates $438.00 | 0.06% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $438.00 | 0.06% $6,148.98 | 0.91% $669,658.55 | 99.03% $676,245.53
Independent $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $12,121.93 |100.00% $12,121.93
Indian Creek Corr Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $560,122.12 [100.00% $560,122.12
J. Sargeant Reynolds Comm Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $14,633.00 | 5.40% $256,442.63 | 94.60% $271,075.63
James River Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $59,753.74 |100.00% $59,753.74
Jamestown-Yorktown Foundation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $562,014.96 [100.00% $562,014.96
John Tyler Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $287.00 | 0.03% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $287.00 | 0.03% $75,719.83 | 7.79% $896,262.36 | 92.18% $972,269.19
Joint Comm On Health Care $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $138,957.50 [100.00% $138,957.50
Joint Leg Audit & Review Comm $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $365,601.00 [100.00% $365,601.00
Judicial Inquiry And Rev Comm $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,862.40 |100.00% $2,862.40
Juv And Dom Relations Dist Crt $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $251,931.00 | 0.33% $0.00 | 0.00% $251,931.00 | 0.33% $20,042.00 | 0.03% $76,039,901.73 | 99.64% $76,311,874.73
Keen Mountain Correctional Ctr $46.50 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $46.50 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,182,478.25 |100.00% $1,182,524.75
Library Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00%] $2,159.35[0.10%] $448,958.54 |21.79% $0.00 | 0.00% $451,117.89 |21.89% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,609,261.22 | 78.11% $2,060,379.11
Lieutenant Governor $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $46,754.69 |100.00% $46,754.69
Longwood College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $836.00 | 0.06% $1,469,461.54 | 99.94% $1,470,297.54
Lord Fairfax Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $1,840.00 |1.78% $1,840.00 | 1.78% $585.50 | 0.57% $101,091.18 | 97.66% $103,516.68
Lunenburg Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,118,154.12 1100.00% $2,118,154.12
Magistrates $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $67,750.87 |100.00% $67,750.87
Marine Resources Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $79.20 | 0.01% $1,392,436.88 | 99.99% $1,392,516.08
Marion Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $219,417.30 [100.00% $219,417.30
Mary Washington College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $582,985.35 [100.00% $582,985.35
Mecklenburg Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,130,276.52 |100.00% $1,130,276.52
Melchers' Monroe Memorials $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,711.82 |100.00% $1,711.82
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EXHIBIT 4-24 (Continued)
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Motor Vehicle Dealer Board $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $46,899.92 [100.00% $46,899.92
Mountain Empire Community Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $49,703.50 |100.00% $49,703.50
New River Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $64,487.34 [100.00% $64,487.34
No VA Mental Health Institute $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $24,000.00 | 0.64% $3,737,645.93 | 99.36% $3,761,645.93
No VA Trn Ctr For The Ment Ret $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $5,900.00 | 1.06%) $0.00 | 0.00% $5,900.00 | 1.06% $0.00 | 0.00%) $550,733.06 | 98.94% $556,633.06
Norfolk State University $6,100.00 | 0.10% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $6,100.00 | 0.10% $55,768.30 | 0.95% $5,789,167.76 | 98.94% $5,851,036.06
Northern Region Corr Fld Units $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $757,837.70 |100.00% $757,837.70
Northern VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $204.50 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $204.50 | 0.01% $11,308.70 | 0.80% $1,394,979.96 | 99.18% $1,406,493.16
Nottoway Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $1,955,325.98 |100.00% $1,955,325.98
Office Of The Governor $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $75,300.06 |100.00% $75,300.06
Old Dominion University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $39,547.54 | 1.54%] $1,065.00 | 0.04% $40,612.54 | 1.59%| $25,950.72 | 1.01%) $2,493,591.08 | 97.40% $2,560,154.34
Patrick Henry Comm Coll At Mar $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,214,320.23 |100.00% $1,214,320.23
Paul D. Camp Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $136,496.04 [100.00% $136,496.04
Piedmont Geriatric Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,681,593.21 1100.00% $1,681,593.21
Piedmont VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $121,373.70 [100.00% $121,373.70
Powhatan Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,999,914.29 1100.00% $3,999,914.29
Powhatan Recpt And Class Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $780,023.22 [100.00% $780,023.22
Public Defender Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,860.00 | 5.55% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,860.00 | 5.55% $57.00 | 0.11% $48,635.22 | 94.34% $51,552.22
RADFORD UNIVERSITY $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,437,017.33 |100.00% $2,437,017.33
Rappahannock Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $80,002.91 |100.00% $80,002.91
Red Onion Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $6,000,154.91 |100.00% $6,000,154.91
Richard Bland College $0.00 | 0.00% $794.67 [0.17% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $794.67 | 0.17% $610.14 | 0.13% $456,610.32 | 99.69% $458,015.13
Secretary Of Administration $0.00 | 0.00% $170.00 | 0.36% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $170.00 | 0.36% $0.00 | 0.00% $46,548.47 | 99.64% $46,718.47
Secretary Of Commerce & Trade $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $125,105.00 [100.00% $125,105.00
Secretary Of Finance $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $852.49 [100.00% $852.49
Secretary Of Natural Resources $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $402.00 [100.00% $402.00
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EXHIBIT 4-24 (Continued)
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Secretary Of Public Safety $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $210,168.70 [100.00% $210,168.70
Secretary of Technology $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $92,112.50 |100.00% $92,112.50
Secretary Of The Commonwealth $0.00 | 0.00% $164.72 10.31% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $164.72 | 0.31% $0.00 | 0.00% $52,719.92 | 99.69% $52,884.64
Senate $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $121,542.09 [100.00% $121,542.09
Southampton Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $173,304.00 [100.00% $173,304.00
Southampton Reception & Class $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $23,434.69 |100.00% $23,434.69
Southeastern VA Tr Ctr For Men $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,095,873.19 |100.00% $2,095,873.19
Southern VA Mental Health Inst $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $318,746.50 [100.00% $318,746.50
Southside VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $33,041.08 |100.00% $33,041.08
Southside VA Training Center $0.00 | 0.00%] $8,068.91 |6.36% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $8,068.91 | 6.36% $0.00 | 0.00% $118,711.43 | 93.64% $126,780.34
Southwest Virginia Comm Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $184,966.51 [100.00% $184,966.51
Southwestern VA Ment Hith Inst $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,427,231.04 |100.00% $1,427,231.04
Southwestern VA Training Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $218.26 | 0.05% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $218.26 | 0.05% $0.00 | 0.00% $401,267.97 | 99.95% $401,486.23
St Council Of Higher Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $35,647.41 | 5.38% $0.00 | 0.00% $35,647.41 | 5.38% $1,885.00 | 0.28% $624,913.22 | 94.33% $662,445.63
St. Brides Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $81,514.43 |100.00% $81,514.43
State Board Of Bar Examiners $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,088,946.50 |100.00% $1,088,946.50
State Board Of Elections $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $270.00 | 0.05% $0.00 | 0.00% $270.00 | 0.05% $0.00 | 0.00% $554,898.56 | 99.95% $555,168.56
State Corporation Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $138,628.00 | 0.68% $0.00 | 0.00% $138,628.00 | 0.68%] $134,361.00 | 0.66% $20,055,620.48 | 98.66% $20,328,609.48
State Lottery Department $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $7,107.90 | 0.01%] $108,757,788.06 | 99.99%] $108,764,895.96
State Milk Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,490.54 1100.00% $1,490.54
Staunton Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $615,921.68 [100.00% $615,921.68
Supreme Court Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $33,088.00 | 5.04% $623,149.74 | 94.96% $656,237.74
Sussex 1 Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $6,322,410.52 |100.00% $6,322,410.52
Sussex 2 Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $4,283,708.26 |100.00% $4,283,708.26
Technology $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $13,592,389.44 |100.00% $13,592,389.44
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EXHIBIT 4-24 (Continued)
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA

DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED

BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
The Science Museum Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $13,204.89 |100.00% $13,204.89
Thomas Nelson Comm College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $1,527.50 | 0.71% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,527.50 | 0.71% $0.00 | 0.00%) $212,802.76 | 99.29% $214,330.26
Tidewater Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $632,246.52 |100.00% $632,246.52
Treasury Board $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $556,370.31 [100.00% $556,370.31
Unknown $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $8,749,430.60 |100.00% $8,749,430.60
UVA $0.00 | 0.00%] $30,520.00 | 0.12% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $30,520.00 | 0.12% $65,469.00 | 0.27% $24,472,048.94 | 99.61% $24,568,037.94
VA Bd For People With Disabil $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $119,751.40 [100.00% $119,751.40
Va Community Coll Sys- Utility $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,924,752.65 |100.00% $2,924,752.65
VA Crim Sentencing Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $17,512.19 |100.00% $17,512.19
VA Dep F/T Deaf & Hard Of Hear $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,147.43 | 0.35% $331,267.34 | 99.65% $332,414.77
VA Dept F/T Visual Handicapped $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,231.27 | 0.10% $1,222,842.83 | 99.90% $1,224,074.10
VA Highlands Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $51,103.39 [100.00% $51,103.39
VA Housing Study Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $4,462.50 [100.00% $4,462.50
VA Museum Of Natural History $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $49,528.37 [100.00% $49,528.37
VA Rehab Center For The Blind $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $26,558.46 |100.00% $26,558.46
VA Sch For Deaf & Bld-Hampton $99,409.93 | 6.54% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $99,409.93 | 6.54% $90,589.90 | 5.96% $1,329,929.89 | 87.50% $1,519,929.72
VA Sch For Deaf & Blind-Staun $332,218.84 166.81% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $332,218.84 |66.81% $0.00 | 0.00% $165,044.70 | 33.19% $497,263.54
VA Veterans' Care Ctr Bd Trust $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $28,508.32 |100.00% $28,508.32
VA Western Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%] $600.00 |0.27% $600.00 | 0.27% $50.00 | 0.02% $224,762.53 | 99.71% $225,412.53
VA Workers' Compensation Comm $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,511,273.71 |100.00% $1,511,273.71
\VCU $13,371.00 | 0.02% $0.00 | 0.00%, $19,798.00 | 0.03% $0.00 | 0.00% $33,169.00 | 0.05%| $151,256.16 | 0.21%f $71,226,746.65 | 99.74%]  $71,411,171.81
Virginia Code Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $6,930.00 [100.00% $6,930.00
Virginia Comm For The Arts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $7,254.86 [100.00% $7,254.86
Virginia Commission On Youth $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $10,000.00 |100.00% $10,000.00
Virginia Community College Sys $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,694,275.80 |100.00% $2,694,275.80
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EXHIBIT 4-24 (Continued)

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $

Virginia Corr Center For Women $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,131,602.81 |100.00% $2,131,602.81
Virginia Corr Enterprises $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $75.00 | 0.07% $104,265.82 | 99.93% $104,340.82
Virginia Employment Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,218.17 | 0.07% $1,802,640.11 | 99.93% $1,803,858.28
Virginia Military Institute $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $784,330.58 |100.00% $784,330.58
Virginia Museum Of Fine Arts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $264,295.23 1100.00% $264,295.23
Virginia Parole Board $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $7,971.28 |100.00% $7,971.28
Virginia Port Authority $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,433,824.64 |100.00% $1,433,824.64
Virginia Racing Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $30,297.85 | 4.78% $603,634.76 | 95.22% $633,932.61
Virginia Retirement System $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,086.35 | 0.01% $8,950,765.99 | 99.99% $8,951,852.34
Virginia State Bar $0.00 | 0.00% $105.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $105.00 | 0.00% $454.95 | 0.00% $9,810,173.12 | 99.99% $9,810,733.07
Virginia State Crime Comm $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $38,500.00 [100.00% $38,500.00
Virginia State University $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,858,176.39 |100.00% $1,858,176.39
VIRGINIA TECH $15,256.43 | 0.07% $248.65 [0.00% $1,000.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $16,505.08 | 0.07%] $132,856.63 | 0.58% $22,685,441.05 | 99.35% $22,834,802.76
Wallen's Ridge Corr Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,824,809.78 |100.00% $3,824,809.78
Western Region Corr FId Units $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $551,007.61 |100.00% $551,007.61
Western State Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,895,259.32 |100.00% $1,895,259.32
William & Mary $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $87.50 | 0.01% $1,577,823.85 | 99.99% $1,577,911.35
William & Mary VIMS $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $185.00 | 0.14% $130,987.84 | 99.86% $131,172.84
Woodrow Wilson Rehab Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $6,385,611.47 |100.00% $6,385,611.47
Wytheville Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $265.63 | 0.54% $48,900.34 | 99.46% $49,165.97

Total $5,598,212.65 | 0.30%] $61,689.12 ] 0.00%] $5,190,912.03 | 0.28%] $3,505.00 | 0.00%[$10,854,318.80 | 0.58%]%$2,291,400.64 | 0.12%] $1,854,432,282.55 | 99.30%] $1,867,578,001.99

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.

Percentage of Total Dollars Awarded.

2 The Total Dollars Awarded is the actual amount given to prime contractors.
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EXHIBIT 4-25

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

AVAILABILITY OF PRIME CONSULTANTS

BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Americans' | Americans' | Americans’ Americans’ Subtotal Women Firms Firms
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Total 96 0.33%] 36 0.12%] 113 0.39% 9] 0.03% 254 0.87%] 450 1.54%] 28,604 97.60% 29,308

Source: MGT's master vendor database.
! Minority male and female firms are included in their respective minority classifications.
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EXHIBIT 4-26
OTHER SERVICES
RELEVANT MARKET AREA ANALYSIS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

# of % of # of % of % of

County,’ State Payments | Payments | Vendors | Vendors Dollars Dollars | Cum%?
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 1,268,719 70.73% 44,237 65.08%( $1,390,165,212.92| 60.85%| 60.85%
FULTON, GA 16,199 0.90% 442 0.65% $178,037,903.66 7.79%| 68.64%
WASHINGTON, DC 7,900 0.44% 708 1.04% $49,363,059.13 2.16%| 70.81%
BALTIMORE (CITY), MD 18,089 1.01% 391 0.58% $43,707,462.98 1.91%| 72.72%
ESSEX, NJ 17,427 0.97% 195 0.29% $34,945,281.90 1.53%| 74.25%
COOK, IL 20,270 1.13% 981 1.44% $30,132,300.99 1.32%| 75.57%
RELEVANT M.A. TOTAL 1,348,604 75.19% 46,954 69.07%( $1,726,351,221.58| 75.57% N/A
DALLAS, TX 15,726 0.88% 317 0.47% $27,564,386.13 1.21%| 76.77%
PHILADELPHIA, PA 23,437 1.31% 355 0.52% $20,508,093.02 0.90%| 77.67%
DU PAGE, IL 17,605 0.98% 144 0.21% $19,173,689.92 0.84%| 78.51%
KNOX, TN 8,901 0.50% 81 0.12% $18,839,847.61 0.82%| 79.34%
JEFFERSON, KY 25,006 1.39% 83 0.12% $18,515,244.64 0.81%| 80.15%
WASHTENAW, MI 1,703 0.09% 63 0.09% $15,262,073.30 0.67%| 80.81%
HARRIS, TX 1,090 0.06% 136 0.20% $14,697,154.93 0.64%| 81.46%
DENVER, CO 793 0.04% 87 0.13% $14,141,378.83 0.62%| 82.08%
MONTGOMERY, MD 7,345 0.41% 657 0.97% $13,384,608.22 0.59%| 82.66%
MECKLENBURG, NC 13,376 0.75% 463 0.68% $12,565,843.04 0.55%| 83.21%
MILWAUKEE, WI 26,108 1.46% 113 0.17% $12,339,613.78 0.54%| 83.75%
BALTIMORE, MD 3,414 0.19% 207 0.30% $12,282,893.36 0.54%| 84.29%
SANTA CLARA, CA 2,103 0.12% 215 0.32% $11,286,246.79 0.49%| 84.78%
HARNETT, NC 830 0.05% 7 0.01% $10,925,230.43 0.48%| 85.26%
MIDDLESEX, MA 3,641 0.20% 348 0.51% $10,485,906.50 0.46%| 85.72%
ALLEGHENY, PA 12,087 0.67% 303 0.45% $10,358,651.98 0.45%| 86.17%
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 3,516 0.20% 140 0.21% $9,564,340.82 0.42%| 86.59%
ORANGE, CA 2,303 0.13% 230 0.34% $9,317,113.61 0.41%| 87.00%
MONROE, NY 13,271 0.74% 83 0.12% $9,095,428.91 0.40%| 87.40%
MARICOPA, AZ 1,311 0.07% 137 0.20% $8,808,555.92 0.39%| 87.78%
NEW YORK, NY 4,996 0.28% 590 0.87% $8,506,816.36 0.37%| 88.16%
PRINCE GEORGE'S, MD 10,589 0.59% 382 0.56% $8,271,692.83 0.36%| 88.52%
ADAMS, PA 333 0.02% 16 0.02% $8,019,313.19 0.35%| 88.87%
UNION, NJ 5,091 0.28% 41 0.06% $6,767,020.45 0.30%| 89.17%
GUILFORD, NC 2,172 0.12% 179 0.26% $6,448,686.55 0.28%| 89.45%
GREENVILLE, SC 7,022 0.39% 31 0.05% $6,076,829.76 0.27%| 89.71%
TRAVIS, TX 841 0.05% 84 0.12% $6,044,424.26 0.26%| 89.98%
POLK, FL 817 0.05% 9 0.01% $5,974,882.91 0.26%| 90.24%
DURHAM, NC 17,284 0.96% 79 0.12% $5,618,020.68 0.25%| 90.49%
HUNTERDON, NJ 131 0.01% 19 0.03% $5,561,424.16 0.24%| 90.73%
ALAMEDA, CA 650 0.04% 136 0.20% $5,390,270.02 0.24%| 90.97%
OAKLAND, MI 5,126 0.29% 74 0.11% $5,385,814.66 0.24%| 91.20%
DAVIDSON, TN 2,249 0.13% 117 0.17% $4,900,729.63 0.21%| 91.42%
OTHER 204,152 11.38% 15,097 22.21% $196,092,126.23 8.58%| 100.00%

Total 1,793,623 100.00% 67,977| 100.00%| $2,284,525,575.01| 100.00%

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to
2002.

' Counties above the line are included in the relevant market area.
2 Cumulative total of percentage of dollars in market area.
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4.5.2 Utilization Analysis

This section presents the utilization analysis of other services vendors, which
includes an analysis of the number of payments made and the number of individual firms
by race/ethnicity/gender classifications. The utilization analysis is presented in Exhibit
4-27. As the exhibit shows, MBEs received 0.86 percent of the other services
procurements made by the Commonwealth during the study period. This represented
$14.8 million dollars out of over $1.7 billion in other services spending.

Of the MBE firms that provided other services to the Commonwealth, African
American-owned firms received the most dollars with 0.48 percent. Asian American,
Hispanic American, and Native American-owned firms received less than 0.25 percent of
purchase dollars each. Exhibit 4-28 shows the number of other services procurements
made to firms in the relevant market area over the five-year period. It can be seen that
African American-owned firms received the majority of MBE payments with 4,610, or
0.34 percent of all the other service awards. MBEs were more successful in winning
other services payments in fiscal years 2001 and 2002. Other services projects
awarded to MBEs totaled 0.49 percent of the total awards made during those years.

Exhibit 4-29 shows the utilization by the number of other services firms used
during the study period. Our analysis shows 120 of the 46,954 total firms used by the

Commonwealth for other services were MBEs.
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EXHIBIT 4-27
OTHER SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS OF PRIME CONSULTANTS IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total

Year Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded

$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $

1998 $272,099.01 | 0.13% $369,297.08 | 0.18% $174,260.94 | 0.09%] $2,511.26 | 0.00% $818,168.29 | 0.40%| $3,277,884.36 | 1.61% $198,890,859.52 | 97.98% $202,986,912.17

1999 $1,300,844.64 | 0.49% $640,702.48 | 0.24% $72,452.00 | 0.03%] $1,435.88 | 0.00% $2,015,435.00 | 0.76%| $3,620,229.73 | 1.37% $258,440,098.72 | 97.87% $264,075,763.45

2000 $2,059,670.09 | 0.75% $438,980.23 | 0.16% $538,597.80 | 0.20%] $9,330.00 | 0.00% $3,046,578.12 | 1.11%| $4,074,859.10 | 1.48% $267,683,259.90 | 97.41% $274,804,697.12

2001 $2,291,290.51 | 0.61%] $1,967,979.12 | 0.52% $993,315.57 | 0.26%| $1,036.00 | 0.00% $5,253,621.20 | 1.40%| $3,521,031.78 | 0.94% $366,742,881.07 | 97.66% $375,517,534.05

2002 $2,297,717.59 | 0.38% $954,340.64 | 0.16% $500,680.64 | 0.08% $7.12 | 0.00%| $3,752,745.99 | 0.62%| $7,829,419.93 | 1.29% $597,384,148.87 | 98.10% $608,966,314.79

Total $8,221,621.84 | 0.48%| $4,371,299.55 | 0.25%| $2,279,306.95 | 0.13%] $14,320.26 | 0.00%| $14,886,548.60 | 0.86%| $22,323,424.90 | 1.29%| $1,689,141,248.08 | 97.84%| $1,726,351,221.58

1Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.

Percentage of total dollars awarded annually to prime contractors.
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EXHIBIT 4-28
OTHER SERVICES
NUMBER OF PAYMENTS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Year Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Payments
# % # % # %' # 1 % # % # %' # %' #

1998 727 0.27% 88| 0.03% 66| 0.02% 7] 0.00% 888 0.33%] 5,628 2.09%| 263,241 97.58% 269,757
1999 936 0.31% 156| 0.05% 43 0.01% 4] 0.00%| 1,139 0.38%] 5,982 2.00%| 291,421 97.61% 208,542
2000 1,087 0.40% 197 0.07% 49 0.02% 9] 0.00%] 1,342 0.50%] 5,093| 1.89%| 263,625 97.62% 270,060
2001 913 0.36% 620 0.24% 80| 0.03% 7] 0.00%] 1,620 0.64%|] 5,746| 2.25%| 247,731 97.11% 255,097
2002 947 0.37% 536] 0.21%] 132 0.05% 1| 0.00%| 1,616 0.63%| 5,970 2.34%| 247,562| 97.03% 255,148
Total

Payments 4,610 0.34%] 1,597 0.12%] 370] 0.03%] 28| 0.00%| 6,605 0.49%] 28,419 2.11%| 1,313,580| 97.40%] 1,348,604

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Payments.
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EXHIBIT 4-29

OTHER SERVICES

NUMBER OF INDIVIDUAL PRIME CONSULTANTS
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Year Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Vendors
# %' # % # %' # %' # %' # %' # %' #
1998 28 0.16% 5| 0.03% 9] 0.05% 1] 0.01% 43| 0.24% 149| 0.83% 17,868 98.94% 18,060
1999 43 0.23% 101 0.05% 13] 0.07% 3] 0.02% 69| 0.37% 178] 0.94% 18,617 98.69% 18,864
2000 35 0.19% 8] 0.04% 7] 0.04% 3] 0.02% 53| 0.29% 168] 0.93% 17,769 98.77% 17,990
2001 39 0.21% 9] 0.05% 101 0.05% 4] 0.02% 62| 0.34% 175] 0.96% 17,960 98.70% 18,197
2002 43 0.24% 9] 0.05% 8| 0.04% 1] 0.01% 61| 0.34% 177|] 0.98% 17,781 98.68% 18,019
Total Unique
Vendors
Over Five Years ° 65 0.14% 171 0.04% 30| 0.06% 8| 0.02% 120] 0.26% 307| 0.65% 46,527 99.09% 46,954

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.

! Percentage of Total Vendors.
The Total Vendors counts a vendor only once for each year the firm receives work. Since a Vendor could be used in multiple years, the total Vendors for the

2

entire study period may not equal the sum of all years.
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The analysis of prime contracting by agency and university is displayed below in
Exhibit 4-30. The Eastern State Hospital was the agency with the highest MBE
utilization for other services with 33 percent. Almost all of the work was done by
Hispanic American-owned firms. The Department of Environmental Quality also had a
relatively high utilization of MBE firms considering the dollar volume the department
spends. Of the $11 million spent by the department, about 21 percent went to MBE
firms, mostly distributed to Hispanic American-owned firms.

4.5.3 Availability

Exhibit 4-31 shows the relative distribution of available other services vendors. In
the exhibit, we show that MBEs represented 0.44 percent of the available vendors. Firms
owned by nonminority women accounted for 1.07 percent of available vendors. The

majority of other services vendors were non-minorities (98.5% of total vendors).

4.6 Goods and Supplies

This section presents our analysis of the goods and supplies procurements for the
Commonwealth during the study period. The market area and utilization of MBEs and
non-MBEs are examined in this section.

4.6.1 Relevant Market Area Analysis

Approximately $4.4 billion were spent by the Commonwealth on goods and
supplies procurements. This amount represents 3.4 million payments made to 72,548
vendors. The relevant market area represented 75 percent of the overall dollars, or
$3.28 billion. Forty percent of the dollars were made to vendors in the Commonwealth
of Virginia. In addition to the Commonwealth, 24 other counties were determined to be
in the relevant market area. Exhibit 4-32 shows the location of all firms by County and
dollar amount. A list of goods and supplies payments analyzed is included in

Appendix I.
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EXHIBIT 4-30
OTHER SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total

Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars

Awarded

$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $

Administration $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $12,076.15 | 100.00% $12,076.15
Advisory Commisson Executive Mansion $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $2,757.35 | 100.00% $2,757.35
Attorney General $0.00 | 0.00%) $19.75| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $19.75 | 0.00%) $1,939.90 | 0.27%| $716,480.23 | 99.73%) $718,439.88
Auditor Of Public Accounts $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $97,696.87 | 100.00% $97,696.87
/Augusta Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $227,945.65 | 100.00% $227,945.65
Bland Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $49.49 | 0.03%, $146,794.86 | 99.97%) $146,844.35
Blue Ridge Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $2,796.25 | 0.22%| $1,257,274.99 | 99.78% $1,260,071.24
Brd Of VA Hig Ed Tuit Trust Fd $17,500.00 | 2.19% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $17,500.00 | 2.19%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $782,414.14 | 97.81%) $799,914.14
Brunswick Correctional Center $263.65 | 0.16% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $30.00 | 0.02% $293.65 [ 0.18% $10,994.18 | 6.76% $151,406.45 | 93.06% $162,694.28
Buckingham Correctional Center $4,018.00 | 1.85%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $4,018.00 | 1.85% $0.00 | 0.00%) $213,504.81 | 98.15% $217,522.81
CARS 2002 $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $10,290.38 | 100.00% $10,290.38
Catawba Hospital $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $3,050.70 | 0.30% $999,162.16 | 99.70%) $1,002,212.86
Central Appropriations $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $176.80 | 100.00% $176.80
Central Region Corr Fid Unit $18.50 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $18.50 [ 0.01% $559.40 | 0.42%) $131,817.85 | 99.56%) $132,395.75
Central State Hospital $643.51 | 0.06%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $643.51 [ 0.06% $982.50 | 0.09%) $1,093,156.41 | 99.85%) $1,094,782.42
Central VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 [ 0.00% $3.20 | 0.00%) $725,815.40 | 100.00%| $725,818.60
Central Virginia Training Ctr $1,070.00 | 0.06%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $1,070.00 | 0.06% $10,190.17 | 0.61% $1,648,337.81 | 99.32% $1,659,597.98
Charitable Gaming Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $3.00 | 0.00%) $154,200.24 | 100.00%| $154,203.24
Chesapeake Bay Local Asst Dept $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $159.00 | 0.40%) $39,222.43 | 99.60% $39,381.43
Chip Oaks Plantation Farm Foundation $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $31,772.37 | 100.00% $31,772.37
Christopher Newport University $77,942.16 | 1.44% $9,634.90 | 0.18% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $87,577.06 | 1.61%) $76,990.12 | 1.42% $5,258,741.27 | 96.97% $5,423,308.45
Circuit Courts $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00%] $2,364,013.65 |10.10%| $21,031,209.47 | 89.90% $23,395,223.12
Coffeewood Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $749.20 | 0.20% $375,724.40 | 99.80%) $376,473.60
Combined District Courts $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $3,851.36 | 1.09%| $350,490.78 | 98.91%) $354,342.14
Comm On VA Alcohol Saf Act Pro $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $127,023.46 | 100.00% $127,023.46
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EXHIBIT 4-30 (Continued)
OTHER SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total

Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars

Awarded

$ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $

Commerce and Trade $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $190.00 | 100.00%) $190.00
Commission On Local Government $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $8.25 | 0.18%) $4,528.93 | 99.82% $4,537.18
Commonwealth Att Serv Council $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $33,210.40 | 100.00% $33,210.40
Compensation Board $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $643.75 | 2.09%) $30,194.03 | 97.91% $30,837.78
Council Of Information Mgmt $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $933,664.35 | 100.00%| $933,664.35
Council On Human Rights $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $24,321.93 | 100.00% $24,321.93
Court Of Appeals Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $1,975.70 | 2.56% $75,260.16 | 97.44% $77,235.86
Dabney S. Lancaster Comm Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $335.00 | 0.07% $456,911.48 | 99.93% $457,246.48
Danville Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 [ 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $1,507,793.27 | 100.00% $1,507,793.27
Deep Meadow Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00%) $325.00 | 0.28% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $325.00 [ 0.28% $686.05 | 0.59% $115,091.05 | 99.13%) $116,102.10
Deerfield Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $2,557.74 | 2.29%) $109,258.24 | 97.71%) $111,815.98
DeJarnette Center $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $22.50 | 0.02% $92,193.08 | 99.98% $92,215.58
Department For The Aging $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $41,059.67 [10.99% $332,624.93 | 89.01%) $373,684.60
Department Of Accounts $0.04 | 0.00%) $0.01 | 0.00% $0.02 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.07 | 0.00% $102,739.24 |41.88% $142,582.56 | 58.12%) $245,321.87
Department Of Aviation $22,869.34 | 1.19% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $22,869.34 | 1.19%) $2,868.45 | 0.15%) $1,902,404.49 | 98.67% $1,928,142.28
Department Of Business Asst $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $5,264.85 | 1.20%| $432,598.87 | 98.80%) $437,863.72
Department Of Capitol Police $1,525.00 | 0.87%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $1,525.00 | 0.87% $0.00 | 0.00%) $173,757.82 | 99.13%) $175,282.82
Department Of Corrections $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 [ 0.00% $4,779.94 | 1.16%| $408,614.59 | 98.84%) $413,394.53
Department Of Education $0.00 | 0.00%) $1,962.08 | 0.04% $530.26 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00%] $2,492.34 | 0.06% $5,794.96 | 0.13%| $4,491,369.63 | 99.82% $4,499,656.93
Department Of Fire Programs $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 [ 0.00% $6,683.70 | 1.65% $397,931.46 | 98.35%) $404,615.16
Department Of Forestry $120.00 | 0.00%|  $145488.24 | 3.84% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $145,608.24 | 3.85% $5,580.10 | 0.15% $3,634,088.45 | 96.01%) $3,785,276.79
Department Of General Services $149,223.36 | 1.13% $658.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $149,881.36 | 1.13%) $196,247.12 | 1.48% $12,876,593.37 | 97.38% $13,222,721.85
Department Of Health $1,200,195.73 | 3.49% $39,286.13 | 0.11%) $218.07 | 0.00%) $50.00 | 0.00%] $1,239,749.93 [ 3.60% $118,010.08 | 0.34% $33,056,570.98 | 96.05% $34,414,330.99
Department Of Juvenile Justice $36,268.59 | 0.12% $549.36 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $36,817.95 | 0.12%) $25,162.55 | 0.09% $29,518,163.41 | 99.79% $29,580,143.91
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EXHIBIT 4-30 (Continued)

OTHER SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total

Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars

Awarded

$ %' $ % $ % $ %' $ % $ % $ % $

Department Of Military Affairs $6,632.70 [ 0.06%]  $281,082.81 | 2.58% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $287,715.51 | 2.65% $499,867.38 | 4.60%) $10,089,608.46 | 92.76% $10,877,191.35
Department Of Motor Vehicles $418,556.56 | 2.01%) $44,900.31 | 0.22% $18,238.20 | 0.09%) $0.00 | 0.00% $481,695.07 | 2.31% $182,197.47 | 0.87%) $20,165,164.03 | 96.81% $20,829,056.57
Department Of Social Services $325,890.10 | 3.46%) $1,043.00 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $326,933.10 | 3.47% $40,644.53 | 0.43% $9,048,604.35 | 96.10%) $9,416,181.98
Department Of State Police $2,253.00 | 0.02% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $2,253.00 | 0.02%) $24,787.17 | 0.21% $11,922,216.23 | 99.77% $11,949,256.40
Department Of Taxation $5,597.26 [ 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00%| $38,937.00 | 0.04%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $44,534.26 |  0.05% $121,144.55 | 0.13%, $94,401,095.44 | 99.82% $94,566,774.25
Department Of The Treasury $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $327.25 | 0.07% $458,793.97 | 99.93% $459,121.22
Department Of Transportation $998,152.96 | 0.52%) $83,460.68 | 0.04%| $1,157,344.38 | 0.61%) $0.00 | 0.00%| $2,238,958.02 | 1.18%| $2,635,381.55 | 1.38%|  $185,562,787.27 | 97.44%|  $190,437,126.84
Department Of Veterans Affairs $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $98,184.85 | 100.00% $98,184.85
Dept Alcoholic Beverag Control $14,149.50 | 0.42% $19,885.01 | 0.58% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $34,034.51 | 1.00% $49,553.49 | 1.46% $3,316,212.96 | 97.54%) $3,399,800.96
Dept Conservation & Recreation $16,600.00 | 0.20% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $300.00 | 0.00% $16,900.00 | 0.21% $62,369.55 | 0.77% $8,031,231.15 | 99.02% $8,110,500.70
Dept F/T Rights Of VA W/Disab $65.00 | 0.06% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $65.00 | 0.06% $1,079.32 | 0.99% $108,067.63 | 98.95% $109,211.95
Dept Game & Inland Fisheries $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $662.60 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00%) $662.60 | 0.01% $807,509.76 | 9.77%) $7,458,142.03 | 90.22%) $8,266,314.39
Dept Ment Hith & Ment Retard $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $77,924.71 | 1.88% $4,078,004.56 | 98.12%) $4,155,929.27
Dept Of Agri & Cons Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%, $12,115.50 | 0.31% $3,896,921.04 | 99.69%) $3,909,036.54
Dept of Corr Central Activities $2,475.00 | 0.18% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $2,475.00 | 0.18%) $286,239.19 |20.76%) $1,089,844.43 | 79.06%) $1,378,558.62
Dept Of Correctional Education $0.00 | 0.00% $86.00 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $86.00 | 0.01% $193,731.10 | 26.67%) $532,580.89 | 73.32% $726,397.99
Dept Of Criminal Justice Svcs $0.00 | 0.00%] $2,085.00 [ 0.03% $96,006.62 | 1.16%) $75.00 | 0.00%, $98,166.62 | 1.18% $1,138.42 | 0.01% $8,203,620.47 | 98.80%) $8,302,925.51
Dept of Education - Direct Aid to Public Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $669,028.90 | 100.00% $669,028.90
Dept Of Emergency Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $6,197.15 | 0.56% $1,094,515.69 | 99.44%) $1,100,712.84
Dept Of Emp Rel Counselors $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%, $427.00 | 0.56%) $75,418.04 | 99.44% $75,845.04
Dept Of Environmental Quality $341.50 | 0.00%] $2,078,525.07 | 19.45%]  $159,339.98 | 1.49%) $0.00 | 0.00%| $2,238,206.55 | 20.95%) $112,619.78 | 1.05%) $8,334,707.71 | 78.00%) $10,685,534.04
Dept Of Health Professions $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%, $3,409.13 | 0.06% $5,741,259.83 | 99.94%) $5,744,668.96
Dept Of Historic Resources $185.56 | 0.02%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $185.56 | 0.02% $100,319.08 | 9.60%) $944,758.52 | 90.38% $1,045,263.16
Dept Of Housing And Comm Dev $56,977.00 | 2.18% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $56,977.00 | 2.18% $17,649.63 | 0.68% $2,535,163.34 | 97.14%) $2,609,789.97
Dept Of Information Technology $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $5.00 | 0.00% $38,386,392.05 | 100.00% $38,386,397.05
Dept Of Labor And Industry $2,606.05 | 0.78% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,703.75 | 0.81% $0.00 | 0.00%) $5,309.80 | 1.58%) $7,432.90 | 2.22% $322,819.37 | 96.20% $335,562.07
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Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars

Awarded

$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $

Dept Of Medical Asst Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%j $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $246.85 | 0.01%) $3,720,195.82 | 99.99% $3,720,442.67
Dept Of Minority Bus Enterpris $9,772.20 | 6.73% $0.00 | 0.00% $6,880.00 | 4.74% $0.00 | 0.00% $16,652.20 | 11.46%) $55.75 | 0.04% $128,544.78 | 88.50% $145,252.73
Dept Of Personnel And Training $0.00 | 0.00% $2,563.88 | 0.32%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,563.88 [ 0.32%) $4,063.03 | 0.50% $799,350.08 | 99.18% $805,976.99
Dept Of Planning And Budget $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $68,117.80 | 100.00% $68,117.80
Dept Of Professional & Occ Reg $0.00 | 0.00% $14,993.00 | 1.97% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $14,993.00 | 1.97%) $2,422.90 | 0.32% $743,128.35 | 97.71% $760,544.25
Dept Of Rail & Public Trans $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $252.23 | 0.30%) $83,934.24 | 99.70% $84,186.47
Dept Of Rehabilitative Service $1,544,347.38 |13.21% $0.00 | 0.00%| $57.00 | 0.00% $874.00 | 0.01%|  $1,545,278.38 | 13.22%| $1,490,262.99 |12.75% $8,655,630.46 | 74.04% $11,691,171.83
Dept Of The St Internal Audit $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $16,749.81 | 100.00% $16,749.81
Dept. Mines, Minerals & Energy $4,874.85 | 0.03% $50.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $4,924.85 [ 0.03%) $78,181.21 | 0.46% $17,023,496.01 | 99.51% $17,106,602.07
Dillwyn Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $432.44 | 0.18%) $237,404.56 | 99.82% $237,837.00
Div Of Community Corrections $14,584.32 | 0.93% $7,596.51 | 0.48%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $22,180.83 | 1.41%) $19,718.17 | 1.25% $1,533,841.99 | 97.34% $1,575,740.99
Div Of Legislative Auto Sys $0.00 | 0.00% $42.36 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $42.36 | 0.00% $2,403.33 | 0.06% $3,957,395.70 | 99.94% $3,959,841.39
Div Of Legislative Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $870.16 | 0.18%) $483,784.84 | 99.82% $484,655.00
Division Of Debt Collection $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,159.24 | 100.00% $1,159.24
Division Of Institutions $0.00 | 0.00% $5,410.54 | 0.39%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $5,410.54 [ 0.39%) $7,120.59 | 0.51% $1,383,647.81 | 99.10% $1,396,178.94
DMHMRSAS Grants to Localities $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $3.00 | 100.00% $3.00
Eastern Region Corr Fld Unit $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $464.79 | 3.89% $11,486.43 | 96.11% $11,951.22
Eastern Shore Community Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%j $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $1,452.80 | 0.93% $154,267.52 | 99.07% $155,720.32
Eastern State Hospital $7.27 | 0.00%] $1,383,258.90 | 32.80% $12,591.77 | 0.30% $0.00 | 0.00%] $1,395,857.94 | 33.09%) $19,695.34 | 0.47% $2,802,330.79 | 66.44% $4,217,884.07
Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $4,141.18 | 100.00% $4,141.18
Employee Rel & Trg Div $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $183.00 | 0.02% $743,335.77 | 99.98% $743,518.77
Fluvanna Women's Corr Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $225.00 | 0.08% $277,927.48 | 99.92% $278,152.48
Frontier Cultural Museum Of VA $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $574,456.36 | 100.00% $574,456.36
General District Courts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $52,959.53 | 4.57% $1,106,177.86 | 95.43% $1,159,137.39
George Mason University $59,894.00 | 0.14% $89,927.50 | 0.21%]  $182,729.73 | 0.43%| $2,035.00 | 0.00% $334,586.23 | 0.78% $506,229.27 | 1.18% $41,990,342.53 | 98.04% $42,831,158.03
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Germanna Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $252,447.08 | 20.01% $1,008,908.04 | 79.99% $1,261,355.12
Gov Employment & Training Dept $717.95 | 1.18% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $717.95| 1.18% $0.00 | 0.00% $59,870.95 | 98.82% $60,588.90
Greensville Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $9.90 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $9.90 | 0.00% $8,004.59 | 1.31%) $603,063.43 | 98.69% $611,077.92
Gunston Hall Plantation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $307.34 | 0.18% $167,431.44 | 99.82% $167,738.78
Haynesville Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $29,132.00 |14.10% $177,416.32 | 85.90% $206,548.32
Health and Human Resources $0.00 | 0.00% $791.72 | 1.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $791.72 | 1.00% $10.00 | 0.01% $77,997.00 | 98.98% $78,798.72
Hiram W. Davis Medical Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $566.10 | 0.22%) $259,275.32 | 99.78% $259,841.42
House Of Delegates $0.00 | 0.00% $210.00 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $210.00 | 0.01% $5,062.60 | 0.32% $1,552,727.56 | 99.66% $1,558,000.16
Independent $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $46,197.25 | 100.00% $46,197.25
Indian Creek Corr Center $5,000.00 | 1.46% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $5,000.00 | 1.46%) $16,238.64 | 4.76% $320,247.24 | 93.78% $341,485.88
Interstate Organization Contribution $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,011.11 | 100.00% $1,011.11
J. Sargeant Reynolds Comm Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $13,235.60 | 0.82% $1,599,558.31 | 99.18% $1,612,793.91
James River Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $3,367.40 | 0.90% $368,818.26 | 99.10% $372,185.66
Jamestown-Yorktown Foundation $5,550.00 | 0.14% $250.00 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $525.00 | 0.01%| $6,325.00 | 0.16% $18,032.65 | 0.45% $4,020,712.40 | 99.40% $4,045,070.05
John Tyler Community College $300.00 | 0.01% $477.08 | 0.02% $9.36 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $786.44 | 0.03% $49,669.44 | 1.82% $2,685,965.22 | 98.16% $2,736,421.10
Joint Comm On Health Care $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $205.60 | 0.45%) $45,205.00 | 99.55% $45,410.60
Joint Comm on Techn & Science $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,155.48 [ 100.00% $2,155.48
Joint Leg Audit & Review Comm $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $1,828.60 | 1.55% $116,399.75 | 98.45% $118,228.35
Judicial Inquiry And Rev Comm $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $20,487.28 | 100.00% $20,487.28
Juv And Dom Relations Dist Crt $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $10,138.05 | 1.85% $537,521.60 | 98.15% $547,659.65
Keen Mountain Correctional Ctr $12.50 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $12.50 | 0.01% $22.50 | 0.01% $151,490.93 | 99.98% $151,525.93
Legislative $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,460.25 [ 100.00% $1,460.25
Library Of Virginia $4.15 | 0.00% $390.00 | 0.02% $6,565.34 | 0.35% $0.00 | 0.00% $6,959.49 | 0.38%) $27,173.68 | 1.47% $1,819,259.00 | 98.16% $1,853,392.17
Lieutenant Governor $67.50 | 0.62% $20.00 [ 0.18%) $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $87.50 | 0.80% $10.00 | 0.09% $10,824.93 | 99.11%| $10,922.43
Longwood College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $37,247.10 | 0.17% $22,213,446.33 | 99.83% $22,250,693.43
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Lord Fairfax Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $1,000.00 | 0.07% $1,000.00 | 0.07%| $3,610.79 | 0.25% $1,455,977.89 | 99.68% $1,460,588.68
Lunenburg Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $2,602.60 | 1.75% $145,936.28 | 98.25% $148,538.88
Magistrates $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $178.50 | 0.21%) $85,882.18 | 99.79%| $86,060.68
Marine Resources Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $244,573.10 |12.04% $1,786,996.98 | 87.96% $2,031,570.08
Marion Correctional Center $25.00 [ 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $25.00 | 0.01% $103.12 | 0.04%) $245,082.50 | 99.95% $245,210.62
Mary Washington College $1,750.00 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $1,750.00 | 0.01% $19,808.85 | 0.17% $11,751,210.06 | 99.82% $11,772,768.91
Mecklenburg Correctional Ctr $74.50 | 0.07% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $74.50 | 0.07% $62.32 | 0.06% $112,882.19 | 99.88% $113,019.01
Melchers' Monroe Memorials $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $404,645.68 | 100.00% $404,645.68
Motor Vehicle Dealer Board $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $147,098.28 | 100.00% $147,098.28
Mountain Empire Community Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $302.30 | 0.05%) $630,025.54 | 99.95% $630,327.84
New River Community College $1,534.22 | 0.08% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $1,534.22 | 0.08% $698.83 | 0.04%) $1,844,210.46 | 99.88% $1,846,443.51
No VA Mental Health Institute $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $7.12 | 0.00%, $7.12| 0.00% $594.58 | 0.03%) $2,287,549.33 | 99.97% $2,288,151.03
No VA T Ctr For The Ment Ret $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $777,888.97 | 100.00% $777,888.97
Norfolk State University $883,848.97 |11.61%) $495.00 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $884,343.97 | 11.61%) $100,466.91 | 1.32% $6,630,525.09 | 87.07% $7,615,335.97
Northern Region Corr Fld Units $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $359.90 | 0.13%) $279,914.28 | 99.87% $280,274.18
Northern VA Community College $630.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,393.76 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00%, $2,023.76 | 0.02% $703,396.05 | 5.46%) $12,186,067.06 | 94.53% $12,891,486.87
Nottoway Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,714.14 | 0.25% $688,672.98 | 99.75% $690,387.12
Office Of The Governor $513.60 | 0.14% $1,912.80 | 0.52% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,426.40 | 0.66%) $362.99 | 0.10%) $366,810.04 | 99.25% $369,599.43
Old Dominion University $1,706.60 | 0.02% $2,250.00 [ 0.02%) $1,483.19 | 0.02% $0.00 | 0.00%, $5,439.79 | 0.06% $121,631.78 | 1.33%) $8,999,210.55 | 98.61% $9,126,282.12
Patrick Henry Comm Coll At Mar $3,756.94 | 0.35% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $3,756.94 | 0.35% $1,713.68 | 0.16% $1,054,561.57 | 99.48% $1,060,032.19
Paul D. Camp Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,275.98 | 0.61% $530,667.61 | 99.39% $533,943.59
Piedmont Geriatric Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $526,530.00 | 100.00% $526,530.00
Piedmont VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $17,195.15 | 2.33% $720,570.35 | 97.67% $737,765.50
Powhatan Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,587.40 | 0.65% $241,923.79 | 99.35% $243,511.19
Powhatan Recpt And Class Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,181.44 [15.78% $6,306.59 | 84.22% $7,488.03
Public Defender Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $2,780.91 | 1.11% $248,152.48 | 98.89% $250,933.39
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RADFORD UNIVERSITY $493.18 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00%) $15.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $508.18 | 0.01% $38,874.00 | 0.59% $6,572,417.83 | 99.40% $6,611,800.01
Rappahannock Community College $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $5,885.04 | 0.57%| $1,030,526.16 | 99.43% $1,036,411.20
Red Onion Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $3,306.49 | 4.01%| $79,232.17 | 95.99% $82,538.66
Richard Bland College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $13,347.28 | 2.16% $604,344.30 | 97.84%) $617,691.58
Secretary Of Administration $146.27 | 0.25% $161.00 | 0.28%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $307.27 | 0.53% $51.16 | 0.09%| $57,697.56 | 99.38% $58,055.99
Secretary Of Commerce & Trade $0.00 | 0.00%) $42.36 | 0.15%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $42.36 | 0.15%) $218.95 | 0.79% $27,407.39 | 99.06% $27,668.70
Secretary Of Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $15,057.50 | 100.00% $15,057.50
Secretary Of Finance $0.00 | 0.00%, $297.08 | 3.49%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $297.08 | 3.49% $0.00 | 0.00%) $8,226.50 | 96.51% $8,523.58
Secretary Of Natural Resources $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $5,731.88 | 100.00% $5,731.88
Secretary Of Public Safety $0.00 | 0.00% $189.72| 0.81%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $189.72| 0.81% $0.00 | 0.00%) $23,101.48 | 99.19% $23,291.20
Secretary of Technology $0.00 | 0.00% $561.80 | 0.93%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $561.80 | 0.93% $260.00 | 0.43% $59,872.50 | 98.65% $60,694.30
Secretary Of The Commonwealth $748.00 | 0.42% $4,037.86 | 2.27% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $4,785.86 | 2.69% $0.00 | 0.00% $173,235.44 | 97.31%) $178,021.30
Secretary Of Transportation $55.00 | 0.71%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $55.00 | 0.71%) $0.00 | 0.00% $7,712.43 | 99.29% $7,767.43
Senate $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $7,588.74 | 0.56%) $1,340,401.92 | 99.44% $1,347,990.66
Southampton Correctional Ctr $2,498.00 | 0.25%| $3,585.00 | 0.35% $0.00 | 0.00% $350.00 | 0.03% $6,433.00 | 0.63% $11,615.64 | 1.14% $998,673.21 | 98.22%) $1,016,721.85
Southampton Intensive Treat Ct $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $1,470.00 | 100.00% $1,470.00
Southampton Reception & Class $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%) $1,038.97 | 0.87%| $117,750.08 | 99.13%) $118,789.05
Southeastern VA Tr Ctr For Men $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $4,988.82 | 0.29% $1,695,725.07 | 99.71% $1,700,713.89
Southern VA Mental Health Inst $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%) $14.78 | 0.00% $693,539.22 | 100.00% $693,554.00
Southside VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%) $4,857.00 | 0.86%) $558,097.07 | 99.14%) $562,954.07
Southside VA Training Center $74.04 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $4,527.00 | 0.17% $518.96 | 0.02% $5,120.00 [ 0.20% $15,272.12 | 0.59% $2,578,906.21 | 99.22% $2,599,298.33
Southwest Virginia Comm Coll $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $2,460,843.20 | 100.00% $2,460,843.20
Southwestern VA Ment Hith Inst $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $620,347.19 | 100.00% $620,347.19
Southwestern VA Training Ctr $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $169.10 | 0.02% $1,112,501.33 | 99.98% $1,112,670.43
St Council Of Higher Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $7,761.00 | 1.51%| $507,495.28 | 98.49%) $515,256.28
St. Brides Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $40,823.59 |10.45% $349,798.86 | 89.55%) $390,622.45
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EXHIBIT 4-30 (Continued)
OTHER SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total

Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars

Awarded

$ %' $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $

State Board Of Bar Examiners $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $186.90 | 0.19% $98,393.83 | 99.81% $98,580.73
State Board Of Elections $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $648,771.49 | 100.00% $648,771.49
State Corporation Commission $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $15,391.27 | 0.19% $8,008,862.76 | 99.81% $8,024,254.03
State Lottery Department $0.00 | 0.00% $8,431.41| 0.13%) $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $8,431.41| 0.13% $6,701.89 | 0.10% $6,390,284.65 | 99.76% $6,405,417.95
State Milk Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $40.00 | 0.18% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $40.00 | 0.18% $0.00 | 0.00% $22,608.31 | 99.82%) $22,648.31
Staunton Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $162,063.57 | 100.00% $162,063.57
Supreme Court Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $955.00 | 0.05% $1,937,651.19 | 99.95% $1,938,606.19
Sussex 1 Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $4,499.10 | 0.91% $490,010.93 | 99.09% $494,510.03
Sussex 2 Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $25.00 | 0.01% $0.00 | 0.00% $25.00 | 0.01% $2,552.33 | 0.61% $416,941.69 | 99.39% $419,519.02
Technology $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,654.51 | 100.00% $1,654.51
The Science Museum Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $7,694.00 | 0.23% $3,296,434.23 | 99.77% $3,304,128.23
Thomas Nelson Comm College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00% $2,434.50 | 0.14%) $0.00 | 0.00% $2,434.50 | 0.14% $2,764.27 | 0.16% $1,687,251.19 | 99.69% $1,692,449.96
Tidewater Community College $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $64,393.87 | 0.96% $6,617,529.38 | 99.04% $6,681,923.25
Treasury Board $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $19,617.95 | 100.00%) $19,617.95
Unknown $3,755.00 | 0.75%) $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $3,755.00 | 0.75% $9,635.03 | 1.93% $484,729.28 | 97.31% $498,119.31
UVA $9,565.20 | 0.00% $12,070.00 | 0.00%| $554,328.76 | 0.08% $0.00 | 0.00% $575,963.96 | 0.09%| $7,411,038.56 | 1.12% $655,309,767.38 | 98.80%]  $663,296,769.90
VA Bd For People With Disabil $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $583.99 | 0.19% $304,994.73 | 99.81% $305,578.72
VA Commission on Inter-governmental Cooperation $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $473.73 | 100.00% $473.73
\Va Community Coll Sys- Utility $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $7,211.27 | 100.00% $7,211.27
VA Crim Sentencing Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $232,867.63 | 100.00%, $232,867.63
VA Dep F/T Deaf & Hard Of Hear $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $630.12 | 0.04% $1,480,809.52 | 99.96% $1,481,439.64
VA Dept F/T Visual Handicapped $1,394.76 | 0.07%, $4,384.80 | 0.21%| $0.00 | 0.00%, $7.00 | 0.00% $5,786.56 | 0.28% $70,883.58 | 3.47% $1,966,251.91 | 96.25% $2,042,922.05
VA Highlands Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $152,674.78 | 100.00%, $152,674.78
VA Housing Study Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $86,006.80 | 100.00%) $86,006.80
VA Museum Of Natural History $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 ] 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,478,042.75 | 100.00% $1,478,042.75
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EXHIBIT 4-30 (Continued)

OTHER SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
VA Rehab Center For The Blind $150.00 | 0.07%) $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $150.00 | 0.07% $0.00 | 0.00% $205,622.97 | 99.93% $205,772.97
VA Sch For Deaf & Bld-Hampton $5,529.17 | 1.26% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $5,529.17 [ 1.26%) $56,251.90 |12.81% $377,326.73 | 85.93% $439,107.80
VA Sch For Deaf & Blind-Staun $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $33,143.81 | 5.92% $526,667.11 | 94.08% $559,810.92
VA Veterans' Care Ctr Bd Trust $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $11,113.03 | 2.54% $426,648.89 | 97.46% $437,761.92
VA Western Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $10,617.50 | 0.82% $1,290,465.23 | 99.18% $1,301,082.73
VA Workers' Compensation Comm $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $1,373.18 | 0.13% $1,053,644.81 | 99.87% $1,055,017.99
VCU $1,961,281.04 | 1.69% $90,302.38 | 0.08% $2,357.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $2,053,940.42 | 1.77%| $1,398,903.72 | 1.21%|  $112,418,369.01 | 97.02%|  $115,871,213.15
Virginia Code Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $208.00 | 1.22% $16,905.82 | 98.78% $17,113.82
Virginia Comm For The Arts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $273.00 | 0.26% $103,001.61 | 99.74% $103,274.61
Virginia Commission On Youth $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $38,629.03 | 100.00% $38,629.03
Virginia Community College Sys $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,514.01 | 0.38% $393,904.21 | 99.62% $395,418.22
Virginia Corr Center For Women $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%j $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $869.40 | 0.47%) $185,527.69 | 99.53% $186,397.09
Virginia Corr Enterprises $10,148.00 | 0.25% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $10,148.00 | 0.25%) $108,898.76 | 2.73%) $3,866,115.80 | 97.01% $3,985,162.56
Virginia Employment Commission $89,060.49 | 0.95% $26,865.50 |  0.29% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $115,925.99 | 1.24% $259,519.65 | 2.78%) $8,957,495.00 | 95.98% $9,332,940.64
Virginia Liaison Office $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $11,925.69 | 100.00% $11,925.69
Virginia Military Institute $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $2,654.84 | 0.14% $1,838,405.71 | 99.86% $1,841,060.55
Virginia Museum Of Fine Arts $13,801.37 | 0.10% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $43.18 | 0.00% $13,844.55 | 0.10%) $5,517.90 | 0.04% $14,207,499.57 | 99.86% $14,226,862.02
Virginia Parole Board $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $12.75| 0.37% $3,398.05 | 99.63% $3,410.80
Virginia Port Authority $5,717.45 | 0.26% $700.00 | 0.03% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $6,417.45 [ 0.29%) $280.00 | 0.01%) $2,183,645.95 | 99.69% $2,190,343.40
Virginia Racing Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,388.00 | 1.41% $167,363.42 | 98.59% $169,751.42
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EXHIBIT 4-30 (Continued)

OTHER SERVICES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total

Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars

Awarded

$ %' $ %" $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %" $ %' $

Virginia Retirement System $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $496.50 | 0.02% $2,880,650.22 | 99.98% $2,881,146.72
Virginia State Bar $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $514.25 | 0.02% $2,216,576.77 | 99.98% $2,217,091.02
Virginia State Crime Comm $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $14,754.47 | 100.00% $14,754.47
Virginia State University $187,738.65 | 3.34% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $187,738.65 | 3.34%) $46,234.97 | 0.82%) $5,389,200.73 | 95.84% $5,623,174.35
VIRGINIA TECH $321.48 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%, $29,918.76 | 0.06%] $8,505.00 | 0.02% $38,745.24 | 0.08% $69,517.10 | 0.15%) $47,728,628.05 | 99.77% $47,836,890.39
Wallen's Ridge Corr Center $12.25 | 0.02% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $12.25 | 0.02% $406.30 | 0.51% $78,510.06 | 99.47% $78,928.61
Western Region Corr Fid Units $11,030.15 | 2.15% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $11,030.15 | 2.15% $3,184.60 | 0.62% $498,774.08 | 97.23% $512,988.83
Western State Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00% $5,858.07 | 0.58% $1,004,950.74 | 99.42% $1,010,808.81
William & Mary $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $401,531.23 | 1.63% $24,168,917.72 | 98.37% $24,570,448.95
William & Mary VIMS $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $14,971.53 | 0.54% $2,768,760.10 | 99.46% $2,783,731.63
Woodrow Wilson Rehab Center $16,990.32 | 0.22%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $16,990.32 | 0.22% $1,151.26 | 0.01% $7,851,134.43 | 99.77% $7,869,276.01
Wytheville Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 ] 0.00% $0.00 ] 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $3,075.00 | 0.17% $1,841,658.21 | 99.83% $1,844,733.21
Total $8,221,621.84 | 0.48%] $4,371,299.55 | 0.25%| $2,279,306.95 | 0.13%] $14,320.26 | 0.00%] $14,886,548.60 | 0.86%| $22,323,424.90 | 1.29%) $1,689,141,248.08 | 97.84%| $1,726,351,221.58

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Dollars Awarded.
2 The Total Dollars Awarded is the actual amount given to prime contractors.
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EXHIBIT 4-31

OTHER SERVICES

AVAILABILITY OF PRIME VENDORS
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Americans’ Americans' Americans' Americans’ Subtotal Women Firms Firms
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Total 134 0.27%| 30 0.06%] 45 0.09% 10| 0.02% 219| 0.44% 529 1.07%] 48,923 98.49% 49,671

Source: MGT's master vendor database.
! Minority male and female firms are included in their respective minority classifications.
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GOODS AND SUPPLIES

EXHIBIT 4-32

RELEVANT MARKET AREA ANALYSIS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

# of % of # of % of % of
County," State Payments | Payments|Vendors| Vendors Dollars Dollars | Cum%2
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA | 1,598,337| 47.28%| 34,817| 47.99%| $1,764,093,026.58| 40.42%| 40.42%
SANTA CLARA, CA 9,291 0.27% 505 0.70% $234,373,530.02 5.37%| 45.79%
MECKLENBURG, NC 59,153 1.75% 614 0.85% $138,205,879.34 3.17%| 48.95%
COOK, IL 115,238 341%| 1,610 2.22% $137,600,408.45 3.15%| 52.11%
FULTON, GA 50,922 1.51% 607 0.84% $102,379,463.70 2.35%| 54.45%
ALLEGHENY, PA 102,725 3.04% 444 0.61% $102,080,862.52 2.34%| 56.79%
DU PAGE, IL 122,076 3.61% 2231 0.31% $73,178,792.38 1.68%| 58.47%
MONTGOMERY, MD 32,558 0.96% 764 1.05% $66,410,153.98 1.52%| 59.99%
BALTIMORE (CITY), MD 55,243 1.63% 451 0.62% $65,918,672.61 1.51%| 61.50%
PHILADELPHIA, PA 30,937 0.92% 489 0.67% $64,268,468.80 1.47%| 62.97%
SAINT LOUIS CITY (CITY), MO 50,927 1.51% 161 0.22% $50,532,989.06 1.16%| 64.13%
CHESTER, PA 14,158 0.42% 153  0.21% $46,769,861.88 1.07%| 65.20%
DALLAS, TX 22,213 0.66% 480 0.66% $46,183,155.94 1.06%| 66.26%
ESSEX, NJ 17,938 0.53% 282| 0.39% $46,026,160.02 1.05%| 67.31%
TRAVIS, TX 10,715 0.32% 150 0.21% $43,539,466.85 1.00%| 68.31%
JOHNSON, KY 374 0.01% 1 0.00% $36,848,996.58 0.84%| 69.15%
LOS ANGELES, CA 36,162 1.07%| 1,164 1.60% $33,349,894.27 0.76%| 69.92%
MILWAUKEE, WI 7,627 0.23% 186 0.26% $32,303,825.53 0.74%| 70.66%
WASHINGTON, DC 9,069 0.27% 7491  1.03% $30,657,479.15 0.70%| 71.36%
MARICOPA, AZ 6,986 0.21% 291 0.40% $30,652,265.93 0.70%| 72.06%
MIDDLESEX, MA 18,744 0.55% 616 0.85% $28,785,347.21 0.66%| 72.72%
ANNE ARUNDEL, MD 4,228 0.13% 177 0.24% $28,011,434.43 0.64%| 73.36%
ERIE, NY 28,390 0.84% 171 0.24% $26,217,631.54 0.60%| 73.96%
ORANGE, CA 9,676 0.29% 522  0.72% $25,281,672.65 0.58%| 74.54%
CAMDEN, NJ 3,841 0.11% 65| 0.09% $25,180,078.12 0.58%| 75.12%
RELEVANT M.A. TOTAL 2,417,528 71.51%| 45,692| 62.98%| $3,278,849,517.54 | 75.12% N/A
HOWARD, MD 6,340 0.19% 192 0.26% $23,125,939.17 0.53%| 75.65%
LAKE, IL 47,316 1.40% 183 0.25% $22,799,346.59 0.52%| 76.17%
DAUPHIN, PA 1,529 0.05% 47(  0.06% $22,243,154.92 0.51%| 76.68%
SUFFOLK, MA 14,316 0.42% 270 0.37% $22,151,737.25 0.51%| 77.19%
NEW HAVEN, CT 4,283 0.13% 147  0.20% $20,989,199.37 0.48%| 77.67%
SAN DIEGO, CA 22,409 0.66% 483 0.67% $20,239,714.47 0.46%| 78.13%
GUILFORD, NC 12,700 0.38% 205 0.28% $20,088,903.22 0.46%| 78.60%
SUFFOLK, NY 66,165 1.96% 237 0.33% $17,181,751.21 0.39%| 78.99%
MONTGOMERY, PA 7,390 0.22% 230 0.32% $16,754,705.55 0.38%| 79.37%
HARRIS, TX 8,183 0.24% 243  0.33% $16,010,007.41 0.37%| 79.74%
PRINCE GEORGE'S, MD 18,895 0.56% 371 0.51% $15,670,557.82 0.36%| 80.10%
HENNEPIN, MN 17,364 0.51% 441 0.61% $15,664,253.04 0.36%| 80.46%
HAMILTON, OH 6,650 0.20% 232 0.32% $15,335,115.02 0.35%| 80.81%
KENT, RI 312 0.01% 14  0.02% $15,161,052.61 0.35%| 81.16%
NASSAU, NY 12,918 0.38% 296 0.41% $14,926,977.10 0.34%| 81.50%
OTHER 716,621 21.20%| 23,265 32.07% $807,568,939.69] 18.50%]| 100.00%
Total 3,380,919| 100.00%| 72,548 100.00%| $4,364,760,871.98| 100.00%

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years

1998 to 2002.

! Counties above the line are included in the relevant market area.
2 Cumulative total of percentage of dollars in market area
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4.6.2 Utilization Analysis

This section discusses the analysis of the utilization of goods and supplies
vendors located in the relevant market areas by the Commonwealth during the study
period. This analysis consists of an examination of the dollar amounts associated with
goods and supplies payments, by race/ethnicity/gender classifications, between the
fiscal years of 1998 and 2002. Exhibit 4-33 presents the utilization analysis of MBEs in
the relevant market areas. As the exhibit shows, about 0.24 percent of the goods and
supplies purchases made during the study period were with MBE firms. In dollar terms,
nonminority-owned goods and supplies vendors received approximately $3.3 billion in
business from the Commonwealth compared to $8.0 million in business conducted with
MBEs.

The total number of goods and supplies payments made to firms in the relevant
market area is shown in Exhibit 4-34. MBE vendors received 0.28 percent of these
payments. Nonminority women received 32,791 or 1.36 percent of the total goods and
supplies payments.

Exhibits 4-34 and 4-35 show the utilization by the number of payments and the
number of goods and supplies firms used during the study period. Our analysis shows
that 2.38 million of the 2.42 million in payments went to nonminority firms. Furthermore,
82 of the 45,692 total firms used by the Commonwealth for goods and supplies

payments were MBEs.
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UTILIZATION ANALYSIS OF VENDORS IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA

EXHIBIT 4-33
GOODS AND SUPPLIES

DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total

Year Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded

$ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $

1998 | $19553042| 0.04% $261,457.50 | 0.05% $14,587.97 | 0.00%| $87,682.70 | 0.02%] $559,25859 | 0.11%| $5456,77261 | 1.06%4  $507,539,130.91 | 98.83%| $513,555,162.11

1999 | $292202.05| 0.05% $162,805.00 | 0.03% $500,610.18 | 0.08% $74,917.58| 0.01% $1,030,534.81| 0.17% $6,448716.85| 1.07% $594,236,966.79 | 98.76% $601,716,218.45

2000| $276,747.66| 0.04% $934,255.00 | 0.15% $2,235220.16 | 0.36% $40,13942| 0.01%] $3486,36224 | 0.56% $7,068,646.31| 1.13% $616,168,673.95| 98.32% $626,723,682.50

2001 $192,005.16 | 0.02% $63,815.22 | 0.01% $1,224,455.56 | 0.15% $95,701.60 | 0.01%| $1,575977.54| 0.20% $8,508,399.65 [ 1.06% $792,968,890.77 | 98.74%|  $803,053,267.96

2002 | $373,720.59 | 0.05% $99,068.19| 0.019%d $807,372.29| 0.11% $65,068.76 | 0.01% $1,345229.83| 0.18% $4,824,023.36 | 0.66% $727,631,933.33 | 99.16%| $733,801,186.52

Total | $1,330,205.88 | 0.04% $1,521,400.91 | 0.05% $4,782,246.16 | 0.15% $363,510.06 | 0.01%| $7,997,363.01 | 0.24% $32,306,558.78 | 0.99% $3,238,545,595.75 | 9B.77% $3,278,849,517.54

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.

! Percentage of total dollars awarded annually to prime contractors.
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EXHIBIT 4-34

GOODS AND SUPPLIES
NUMBER OF PAYMENTS
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Year Americans Americans | Americans | Americans Subtotal Women Firms Payments
# % | # [ % [ #] % # %" # %' # %' # %' #
1998 1,282 | 0.29% 89| 0.02%| 14| 0.00% 61] 0.01% 1,446( 0.33%] 6,941] 1.58%] 430,552| 98.09% 438,939
1999 1,234 | 0.23% 36| 0.01%| 233]| 0.04% 37] 0.01% 1,540( 0.28%]) 7,298| 1.34%| 534,145] 98.37% 542,983
2000 1,098 | 0.22% 17] 0.00%| 228| 0.05% 34| 0.01% 1,377] 0.27%| 6,286| 1.25%] 493,936| 98.47% 501,599
2001 697 | 0.14% 47| 0.01%]| 204| 0.04% 33| 0.01% 981| 0.20%] 5,964| 1.22%| 482,257| 98.58% 489,202
2002 1,261 | 0.28% 36| 0.01%] 135| 0.03% 15] 0.00% 1,447] 0.33%] 6,302| 1.42%] 437,056| 98.26% 444,805
Total
Payments 5,672 | 0.23%| 225| 0.01%] 814| 0.03% 180] 0.01% 6,791 0.28%) 32,791| 1.36%| 2,377,946| 98.36%| 2,417,528

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Payments.
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FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

EXHIBIT 4-35

GOODS AND SUPPLIES
NUMBER OF INDIVIDUAL PRIME VENDORS
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

Fiscal African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Year Americans Americans | Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Vendors
# %' # %' # %' # %' # %' # %' # %' #
1998 171 0.09% 2] 0.01% 5] 0.03% 6] 0.03% 30] 0.17% 139| 0.77% 17,860| 99.06% 18,029
1999 18] 0.09% 2] 0.01%] 14| 0.07% 3] 0.01% 371 0.18% 157| 0.75% 20,620| 99.07% 20,814
2000 16| 0.08% 5] 0.03%] 10| 0.05% 4] 0.02% 35] 0.18% 158| 0.81% 19,343| 99.01% 19,536
2001 15] 0.08% 8| 0.04%] 13| 0.07% 3] 0.02% 39| 0.20% 150] 0.79% 18,883 99.01% 19,072
2002 14] 0.08% 9] 0.05% 7] 0.04% 41 0.02% 34| 0.19% 150] 0.82% 18,081 98.99% 18,265
Total Vendors
Vendors
Over Five Years® 31| 0.07% 121 0.03%] 30| 0.07% 91 0.02% 821 0.18% 268 | 0.59% 45,342 | 99.23% 45,692

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Vendors.
2 The Total Vendors counts a vendor only once for each year the firm receives work. Since a Vendor could be used in multiple years, the total Vendors for
the entire study period may not equal the sum of all years.
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The analysis of prime contracting by agency and university is displayed below in
Exhibit 4-36. Few agencies or universities purchased goods from MBE-owned firms
over the study period. The exhibit shows of the 231 agencies listed, only two of them
had utilization percentages greater than 10 percent. In fact, 110 agencies and/or
universities had 100 percent nonminority utilization.

4.6.3 Availability

Exhibit 4-37 shows the availability of goods and supplies vendors. Approximately
0.40 percent of the vendors available to do business with the Commonwealth were
owned by MBEs. The majority of the MBE firms were African-owned firms. African
American-owned firms represented 0.17 percent of the total vendors, and nonminority

woman-owned firms represented 1.05 percent of total vendors.

4.7 Conclusions

Exhibits 4-38 through 4-40 provide a summary of the utilization and availability of
MBEs by Business Category from fiscal years 1998 to 2002. The availability and
utilization are displayed for each of the race/ethnicity/gender categories by business
type. Exhibit 4-38 shows the utilization as a percentage of total market area dollars,
Exhibit 4-39 shows the utilization in terms of actual market area dollars, and Exhibit
4-40 shows the availability percentages.

For construction contracts, the dollar amounts awarded to MBEs were much less
than those of nonminority-owned firms. As noted earlier in this chapter, 0.32 percent of
the total dollars awarded for prime construction projects went to MBEs. The utilization
of MBE firms as construction subcontractors was 1.5 percent of the total construction

contract dollars.
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EXHIBIT 4-36
GOODS AND SUPPLIES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ % $ % $ % $ %' $ % $ %' $
Administration $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00| 0.00% $4,574.09 | 100.00% $4,574.09
Advisory Commisson Executive Mansion $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $92,863.31 | 100.00%) $92,863.31
Attorney General $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $12,215.78 |  1.12%) $1,081,102.53 | 98.88% $1,093,318.31
Auditor Of Public Accounts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $3,013.10 |  0.22% $1,377,014.87 | 99.78% $1,380,027.97
/Augusta Correctional Center $4,313.50 | 0.21% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%| $4,313.50 | 0.21%| $20,473.46 |  0.98%, $2,061,679.07 | 98.81% $2,086,466.03
Bland Correctional Center $4,919.40 | 0.10% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $4,919.40 | 0.10%| $11,442.63 | 0.23% $4,883,002.60 | 99.67% $4,899,364.63
Blue Ridge Community College $4,499.02 | 0.22% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%) $4,499.02 | 0.22%) $248.80 | 0.01%) $2,038,864.38 | 99.77% $2,043,612.20
Brd Of VA Hig Ed Tuit Trust Fd $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $252,696.23 | 100.00%, $252,696.23
Brunswick Correctional Center $8,741.60 | 0.35% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%|  $2,043.92 0.08%] $10,785.52 | 0.43% $83,892.51 | 3.33% $2,421,454.76 | 96.24% $2,516,132.79
Buckingham Correctional Center $2,443.50 | 0.09% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $2,443.50 | 0.09%| $46,812.22 | 1.78% $2,582,753.21 | 98.13% $2,632,008.93
CARS 2002 $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $16,264.75 | 100.00%) $16,264.75
Catawba Hospital $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $1,949.34 |  0.05% $3,928,981.58 | 99.95% $3,930,930.92
Central Appropriations $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $12,516.20 | 100.00%, $12,516.20
Central Region Corr FId Unit $28,385.40 | 1.19% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $28,385.40 | 1.19% $43,291.54 |  1.82%) $2,310,856.97 | 96.99% $2,382,533.91
Central State Hospital $6,937.59 | 0.25% $280.00 0.01%) $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%) $7,217.59 | 0.26%) $32,957.63 | 1.17%) $2,765,087.40 | 98.57% $2,805,262.62
Central VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $207.05 | 0.01%) $2,731,935.26 | 99.99% $2,732,142.31
Central Virginia Training Ctr $11,620.93 | 0.08% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $11,620.93 | 0.08% $12,688.12 |  0.09%) $14,807,862.78 | 99.84% $14,832,171.83
Charitable Gaming Commission $328.24 | 0.15% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $328.24 | 0.15% $8,862.04 |  4.07% $208,725.51 | 95.78%, $217,915.79
Chesapeake Bay Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $1,219.00 | 100.00% $1,219.00
Chesapeake Bay Local Asst Dept $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $24.75| 0.02% $116,206.36 | 99.98%, $116,231.11
Chip Oaks Plantation Farm Foundation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $67,109.70 | 100.00%) $67,109.70
Christopher Newport University $7,321.02 | 0.05% $0.00 0.00%| $20,011.99 0.13%] $0.00 0.00%| $27,333.01| 0.17% $138,673.11 | 0.88% $15,572,242.21 | 98.95% $15,738,248.33
Circuit Courts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $1,463.40 |  0.02% $9,379,557.15 | 99.98% $9,381,020.55
Coffeewood Correctional Center $9,748.12 | 0.32% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%) $9,748.12 | 0.32%| $81,683.86 | 2.70%, $2,932,538.72 | 96.98% $3,023,970.70
Combined District Courts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $5,770.60 |  0.20% $2,853,167.76 | 99.80% $2,858,938.36
Comm On VA Alcohol Saf Act Pro $3,813.62 | 1.60% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $3,813.62 | 1.60%) $0.00 | 0.00% $234,077.36 | 98.40% $237,890.98
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EXHIBIT 4-36 (Continued)
GOODS AND SUPPLIES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Commerce and Trade $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $578.28 | 100.00%) $578.28
Commission On Local Government $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $36,954.09 | 100.00%) $36,954.09
Commonwealth Att Serv Council $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $129,920.74 | 100.00% $129,920.74
Compensation Board $524.69 | 0.24% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%) $524.69 | 0.24% $301.47 |  0.14%| $221,663.41 | 99.63% $222,489.57
Comprehensive Services for At-Risk Youth $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $233.50 | 100.00%| $233.50
Council Of Information Mgmt $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $1,513.00 0.16%] $0.00 0.00%] $1,513.00 | 0.16%| $83.25| 0.01%) $930,336.01 | 99.83%, $931,932.26
Council On Human Rights $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00% $28,535.19 | 100.00%) $28,535.19
Court Of Appeals Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $10,738.09 | 1.83% $575,276.76 | 98.17% $586,014.85
Dabney S. Lancaster Comm Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $2,434.89 | 0.23% $1,036,854.83 | 99.77% $1,039,289.72
Danville Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $7,051.05 | 0.23% $3,074,590.50 | 99.77% $3,081,641.55
Deep Meadow Correctional Ctr $1,065.74 | 0.03% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $1,065.74 | 0.03%| $77,034.70 | 2.53% $2,972,040.66 | 97.44% $3,050,141.10
Deerfield Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%|  $4,698.60 0.34%| $4,698.60 | 0.34%) $12,555.89 |  0.92% $1,352,801.19 | 98.74% $1,370,055.68
DeJarnette Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%| $10,841.03 | 2.07%, $511,893.40 | 97.93%, $522,734.43
Department For The Aging $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00%) $166.87 |  0.05%) $318,732.18 | 99.95% $318,899.05
Department Of Accounts $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $11,750.25 |  1.03%) $1,134,400.41 | 98.97% $1,146,150.66
Department Of Aviation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $6,299.00 0.61%] $0.00 0.00%] $6,299.00 | 0.61%| $7,268.29 | 0.70% $1,023,073.29 | 98.69% $1,036,640.58
Department Of Business Asst $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $660,694.16 | 100.00% $660,694.16
Department Of Capitol Police $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 | 0.00%) $31,983.41| 6.44% $464,656.09 | 93.56% $496,639.50
Department Of Corrections $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $93.75 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $93.75| 0.00%) $172,404.45 |  3.45% $4,831,757.69 | 96.55% $5,004,255.89
Department Of Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%| $6,274.16 |  0.03% $24,972,262.28 | 99.97% $24,978,536.44
Department Of Fire Programs $1,223.34 | 0.16% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $1,223.34 | 0.16%) $157.86 |  0.02%| $769,748.52 | 99.82% $771,129.72
Department Of Forestry $23,575.00 | 0.30% $1,151.00 0.01%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $24,726.00 | 0.32% $53,958.70 |  0.70%, $7,668,850.37 | 98.98% $7,747,535.07
Department Of General Services $1,052.50 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%) $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%) $1,052.50 | 0.00%| $1,433,157.79| 1.02% $139,671,642.55 | 98.98%, $141,105,852.84
Department Of Health $10,008.85 | 0.01% $1,656.72 0.00%] $126,800.15 0.12%)  $2,297.56 0.00%] $140,763.28 | 0.13% $903,440.35 | 0.85% $104,683,519.67 | 99.01%, $105,727,723.30
Department Of Juvenile Justice $127,299.64 | 0.61% $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%] $127,299.64 | 0.61% $225,052.38 |  1.07%, $20,627,664.51 | 98.32% $20,980,016.53
Department Of Military Affairs $390.81 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $390.81| 0.00% $651,446.79 |  7.88% $7,616,635.35 | 92.12% $8,268,472.95
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EXHIBIT 4-36 (Continued)
GOODS AND SUPPLIES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ %’ $
Department Of Motor Vehicles $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $62,784.00 0.19%| $0.00 0.00%| $62,784.00 | 0.19% $250,191.68 |  0.77% $32,146,450.61 | 99.04% $32,459,426.29
Department Of Social Services $28,394.60 [ 0.07% $7,367.99 0.02%| $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%| $35,762.59 | 0.08% $72,172.91| 0.17%) $42,919,576.21 | 99.75% $43,027,511.71
Department Of State Police $145,598.10 |  0.22% $0.00 0.00%| $3,489.58 0.01%] $0.00 0.00%| $149,087.68 | 0.22% $745,507.58 |  1.12% $65,567,833.52 | 98.65% $66,462,428.78
Department Of Taxation $12,537.46 [ 0.31% $0.00 0.00%] $185,492.15 4.55% $0.00 0.00%| $198,029.61 | 4.86% $245,675.86 |  6.03% $3,632,852.55 | 89.12% $4,076,558.02
Department Of The Treasury $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $2,199.25 |  0.06% $3,572,767.35 | 99.94% $3,574,966.60
Department Of Transportation $28,583.51 | 0.01%] $880,291.36 0.37% $14,884.93 0.01%]  $7,373.25 0.00%| $931,133.05 | 0.39%] $1,622512.36 | 0.68% $237,759,278.81 | 98.94% $240,312,924.22
Department Of Veterans Affairs $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $302,516.16 | 100.00%, $302,516.16
Dept Alcoholic Beverag Control $11,423.75 [ 0.05% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $11,423.75| 0.05%] $1,261,752.64 | 5.16% $23,168,405.75 | 94.79% $24,441,582.14
Dept Conservation & Recreation $17,942.24 [ 0.21% $0.00 0.00%] $3,500.00 0.04%] $0.00 0.00%] $21,442.24 | 0.25% $255,624.44 | 2.93% $8,447,828.80 | 96.82% $8,724,895.48
Dept F/T Rights Of VA W/Disab $0.00 | 0.00%, $490.00 0.41%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $490.00 | 0.41% $9,201.52 |  7.69% $110,040.01 | 91.91% $119,731.53
Dept Game & Inland Fisheries $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $90,661.40 0.68%] $0.00 0.00%| $90,661.40 | 0.68% $246,193.15 |  1.86% $12,928,562.89 | 97.46% $13,265,417.44
Dept Ment Hith & Ment Retard $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $4,538.72 0.10%] $0.00 0.00%| $4,538.72 | 0.10%| $0.00 | 0.00% $4,654,239.87 | 99.90% $4,658,778.59
Dept Of Agri & Cons Services $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $10,250.07 |  0.38%, $2,710,818.80 | 99.62% $2,721,068.87
Dept of Corr Central Activities $29,998.00 [ 0.53% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%]  $6,000.00 0.11% $35,998.00 | 0.64% $167,325.45 |  2.97% $5,424,778.67 | 96.39% $5,628,102.12
Dept Of Correctional Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $42,606.32 |  0.42% $10,161,453.64 | 99.58% $10,204,059.96
Dept Of Criminal Justice Svcs $1,105.72 | 0.01% $0.00 0.00% $4,442.00 0.04%| $852.00 0.01% $6,399.72 | 0.06% $25,060.42 |  0.23% $11,052,884.44 | 99.72% $11,084,344.58
Dept Of Emergency Services $15,716.39 | 0.74% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $15,716.39 | 0.74% $14,768.50 |  0.70%) $2,093,839.24 | 98.56% $2,124,324.13
Dept Of Emp Rel Counselors $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 | 0.00% $765.25 |  0.80%) $95,346.02 | 99.20%, $96,111.27
Dept Of Environmental Quality $3,138.99 | 0.03%) $0.00 0.00%| $377.20 0.00%|  $3,052.74 0.03%| $6,568.93 | 0.07%| $162,938.23 |  1.76% $9,007,748.77 | 98.17% $9,267,255.93
Dept Of Health Professions $129.31| 0.01% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $129.31 | 0.01% $2,042.02 | 0.15% $1,364,549.66 | 99.84% $1,366,720.99
Dept Of Historic Resources $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%| $8,852.06 | 1.37% $636,838.62 | 98.63% $645,690.68
Dept Of Housing And Comm Dev $3,006.51 | 0.23%) $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $3,006.51 | 0.23%| $16,977.14 |  1.32% $1,261,642.96 | 98.44% $1,281,626.61
Dept Of Information Technology $10,090.00 [ 0.03%]  $13,715.00 0.04%| $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%| $23,805.00 [ 0.07% $36,881.40 | 0.11%) $32,130,134.84 | 99.81% $32,190,821.24
Dept Of Labor And Industry $95,909.18 [ 6.15% $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 0.00%| $95,909.18 | 6.15% $8,041.88 | 0.52% $1,454,623.62 | 93.33% $1,558,574.68
Dept Of Medical Asst Services $0.00 | 0.00%, $0.00 0.00%| $9,675.00 0.17%] $0.00 0.00% $9,675.00 | 0.17% $17,019.71| 0.30%) $5,677,899.75 | 99.53% $5,704,594.46
Dept Of Minority Bus Enterpris $484.30 | 0.30% $0.00 0.00%| $995.75 0.62%| $0.00 0.00%| $1,480.05 | 0.93%) $0.00 | 0.00% $158,048.39 | 99.07% $159,528.44
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EXHIBIT 4-36 (Continued)
GOODS AND SUPPLIES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %" $
Dept Of Personnel And Training $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $125.00 | 0.01% $1,514,525.34 | 99.99% $1,514,650.34
Dept Of Planning And Budget $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $135.50 |  0.05% $283,581.39 | 99.95%) $283,716.89
Dept Of Professional & Occ Reg $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,623.63 | 0.20% $1,800,794.24 | 99.80% $1,804,417.87
Dept Of Rail & Public Trans $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $18,149,529.36 | 100.00% $18,149,529.36
Dept Of Rehabilitative Service $347.70 | 0.00%] $67,369.00 0.52% $36,618.89 0.28%| $10,819.00 0.08% $115,154.59 | 0.90% $68,653.87 | 0.53% $12,678,965.42 | 98.57% $12,862,773.88
Dept Of The St Internal Audit $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00% $58,987.95 | 100.00% $58,987.95
Dept. Mines, Minerals & Energy $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $4,071,707.33 | 100.00% $4,071,707.33
Dillwyn Correctional Center $64.35 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $64.35 | 0.00% $42,484.90 | 2.47% $1,676,556.50 | 97.52% $1,719,105.75
Div Of Community Corrections $129.24 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%]  $8,473.14 0.11% $8,602.38 [ 0.11% $169,100.52 | 2.17% $7,631,467.82 | 97.72% $7,809,170.72
Div Of Legislative Auto Sys $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $612.08 | 0.06% $1,047,902.85 | 99.94% $1,048,514.93
Div Of Legislative Services $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $50.52 | 0.01% $514,842.52 | 99.99%) $514,893.04
Division Of Debt Collection $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $522.25 | 2.52% $20,183.98 | 97.48% $20,706.23
Division Of Institutions $129.24 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $129.24 | 0.00% $150,276.40 |  0.81% $18,425,851.92 | 99.19% $18,576,257.56
Eastern Region Corr Fid Unit $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,209.22 | 3.40% $34,404.85 | 96.60% $35,614.07
Eastern Shore Community Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $9,110.28 |  1.39% $644,155.80 | 98.61% $653,266.08
Eastern State Hospital $4,054.20 | 0.02%) $0.00 0.00% $22,189.60 0.11% $0.00 0.00% $26,243.80 | 0.13% $76,519.76 |  0.39% $19,699,779.35 | 99.48% $19,802,542.91
Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $876.66 | 100.00% $876.66
Employee Rel & Trg Div $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $173,240.78 | 10.88% $1,419,481.92 | 89.12% $1,592,722.70
Fluvanna Women's Corr Ctr $384.03 | 0.01% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $384.03 | 0.01% $170,414.83 |  6.54% $2,436,149.84 | 93.45% $2,606,948.70
Frontier Cultural Museum Of VA $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,820.00 |  0.39% $469,821.32 | 99.61%) $471,641.32
General District Courts $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $164,392.96 |  1.90% $8,490,102.29 | 98.10% $8,654,495.25
George Mason University $14,916.62 | 0.03%|  $81,490.85 0.14% $45,520.40 0.08%| $31,513.03 0.05% $173,440.90 | 0.30% $268,390.06 |  0.47% $57,037,093.15 | 99.23% $57,478,924.11
Germanna Community College $11,696.40 | 0.61%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $11,696.40 | 0.61% $4,928.91 | 0.26% $1,905,024.59 | 99.13% $1,921,649.90
Gov Employment & Training Dept $1,202.66 | 0.13%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,202.66 [ 0.13% $126.18 | 0.01% $908,188.19 | 99.85% $909,517.03
Greensville Correctional Ctr $16,817.42 | 0.28% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $16,817.42 | 0.28% $28,629.00 | 0.47% $5,993,580.90 | 99.25% $6,039,027.32
Gunston Hall Plantation $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00| 0.00% $103,139.14 | 100.00%) $103,139.14
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EXHIBIT 4-36 (Continued)
GOODS AND SUPPLIES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %" $
Haynesville Correctional Ctr $3,884.40 | 0.14%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%]  $8,518.00 0.31% $12,402.40 | 0.45% $46,837.82 | 1.68% $2,722,260.25 | 97.87% $2,781,500.47
Health and Human Resources $3,846.93 | 5.99% $0.00 0.00% $2,387.83 3.72% $0.00 0.00% $6,234.76 | 9.71% $241.25| 0.38% $57,745.65 | 89.92%) $64,221.66
Hiram W. Davis Medical Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $4,998.96 | 0.01% $42,689,831.27 | 99.99% $42,694,830.23
House Of Delegates $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $249.00 0.01% $0.00 0.00%) $249.00 | 0.01% $4,465.50 | 0.15% $3,016,163.69 | 99.84% $3,020,878.19
Independent $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $6,655.06 | 100.00% $6,655.06
Indian Creek Corr Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $111,605.60 4.52%) $111,605.60 | 4.52% $85,218.12 |  3.45% $2,270,066.32 | 92.02% $2,466,890.04
Interstate Organization Contribution $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $181.94 | 100.00% $181.94
J. Sargeant Reynolds Comm Coll $2,946.51 | 0.07%) $0.00 0.00% $931.22 0.02% $0.00 0.00% $3,877.73 | 0.10% $15,383.04 |  0.39% $3,923,275.49 | 99.51% $3,942,536.26
James River Correctional Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $6,452.63 | 0.07% $8,896,206.46 | 99.93% $8,902,659.09
[ Jamestown-Yorktown Foundation $37,664.00 | 1.24%|  $66,923.60 2.21% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $104,587.60 | 3.46% $4,748.72 |  0.16% $2,917,290.27 | 96.39% $3,026,626.59
John Tyler Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $10,431.20 0.15% $0.00 0.00% $10,431.20 | 0.15% $2,410.22 |  0.03% $7,131,920.50 | 99.82% $7,144,761.92
Joint Comm On Health Care $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $31,934.23 | 100.00%| $31,934.23
Joint Comm on Techn & Science $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $15,195.55 | 100.00% $15,195.55
Joint Leg Audit & Review Comm $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $609.75 | 0.34% $179,470.10 | 99.66%) $180,079.85
Judicial Inquiry And Rev Comm $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $27,490.67 | 100.00% $27,490.67
Juv And Dom Relations Dist Crt $5,538.41 | 0.14%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $5,538.41 | 0.14% $99,821.86 | 2.52% $3,851,771.99 | 97.34% $3,957,132.26
Keen Mountain Correctional Ctr $1,131.60 | 0.06%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,131.60 [ 0.06% $68,817.77 |  3.42% $1,939,953.70 | 96.52% $2,009,903.07
Legislative $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $65.57 | 100.00% $65.57
Library Of Virginia $6,955.95 | 0.15%) $0.00 0.00% $25,726.00 0.57% $0.00 0.00% $32,681.95 | 0.72% $307,210.04 | 6.78% $4,189,400.00 | 92.50% $4,529,291.99
Lieutenant Governor $275.47 1.11% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $275.47 | 1.11% $68.25 | 0.28% $24,455.79 | 98.61% $24,799.51
Longwood College $4,112.50 | 0.04%) $762.00 0.01% $6,924.00 0.06% $0.00 0.00% $11,798.50 | 0.11% $5,380.35 |  0.05% $11,170,835.48 | 99.85% $11,188,014.33
Lord Fairfax Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%|  $3,475.00 0.16% $3,475.00 [ 0.16% $18,472.43 | 0.87% $2,108,956.31 | 98.97% $2,130,903.74
Lunenburg Correctional Center $10,003.96 | 0.46%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $10,003.96 | 0.46% $34,436.23 |  1.60% $2,109,290.54 | 97.94% $2,153,730.73
Magistrates $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $9,838.09 | 0.87% $1,125,731.27 | 99.13% $1,135,569.36
Marine Resources Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $135,179.79 |  1.67% $7,972,710.26 | 98.33% $8,107,890.05
Marion Correctional Center $725.40 | 0.08% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $725.40 | 0.08% $26,301.94 | 2.96% $860,858.27 | 96.96%) $887,885.61
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EXHIBIT 4-36 (Continued)
GOODS AND SUPPLIES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Mary Washington College $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $24,267.44 |  0.22% $10,864,954.98 | 99.78% $10,889,222.42
Mecklenburg Correctional Ctr $18,868.10 | 0.98%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $18,868.10 | 0.98% $45,891.03 |  2.40% $1,851,075.80 | 96.62% $1,915,834.93
Melchers' Monroe Memorials $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $105,406.15 | 100.00%) $105,406.15
Motor Vehicle Dealer Board $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $59,000.96 | 100.00% $59,000.96
Mountain Empire Community Coll $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $551.25 | 0.03% $2,127,015.98 | 99.97% $2,127,567.23
New River Community College $3,806.95 | 0.12%) $0.00 0.00% $17,077.50 0.55% $0.00 0.00% $20,884.45 | 0.67% $29.50 |  0.00% $3,096,091.86 | 99.33% $3,117,005.81
No VA Mental Health Institute $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%|  $9,477.67 0.19% $9,477.67 | 0.19% $24,932.10 | 0.50% $4,947,889.38 | 99.31% $4,982,299.15
No VA Tm Ctr For The Ment Ret $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $25,000.00 0.42% $0.00 0.00% $25,000.00 | 0.42% $784.07 | 0.01% $5,878,762.08 | 99.56% $5,904,546.15
Norfolk State University $350.00 | 0.00% $6,491.60 0.04% $43,458.15 0.27% $0.00 0.00% $50,299.75 | 0.31% $238,780.86 | 1.47% $15,936,134.83 | 98.22% $16,225,215.44
Northern Region Corr Fld Units $7,018.90 | 0.25%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $7,018.90 | 0.25% $76,152.19 | 2.71% $2,725,136.80 | 97.04% $2,808,307.89
Northern VA Community College $11,071.00 | 0.05%] $47,339.77 0.23% $48,748.31 0.24%| $68,761.64 0.33% $175,920.72 | 0.85% $61,199.81 |  0.30% $20,403,946.66 | 98.85% $20,641,067.19
Nottoway Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $151,975.60 |  4.27% $3,406,196.27 | 95.73% $3,558,171.87
Office Of The Governor $14,353.46 | 1.39% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $14,353.46 | 1.39% $5,166.70 |  0.50% $1,015,161.62 | 98.11% $1,034,681.78
Old Dominion University $6,150.00 | 0.04%) $0.00 0.00% $1,751.00 0.01% $0.00 0.00% $7,901.00 [ 0.05% $236,265.01 1.45% $16,054,237.98 | 98.50% $16,298,403.99
Patrick Henry Comm Coll At Mar $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,061.59 |  0.04% $2,484,027.58 | 99.96% $2,485,089.17
Paul D. Camp Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $12,419.47 | 0.95% $1,301,501.33 | 99.05% $1,313,920.80
Piedmont Geriatric Hospital $8,998.76 | 0.25%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $8,998.76 | 0.25% $899.10 |  0.02% $3,659,670.72 | 99.73% $3,669,568.58
Piedmont VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $18,974.75 | 1.30% $1,441,074.44 | 98.70% $1,460,049.19
Powhatan Correctional Center $14,729.69 |  0.25%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $14,729.69 | 0.25% $101,573.80 | 1.71% $5,836,763.43 | 98.05% $5,953,066.92
Powhatan Recpt And Class Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $28,539.20 |  4.51% $603,918.83 | 95.49% $632,458.03
Public Defender Commission $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,982.25 | 0.23% $860,517.96 | 99.77%) $862,500.21
RADFORD UNIVERSITY $120,284.28 | 0.50% $0.00 0.00% $980.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $121,264.28 | 0.50% $58,983.80 |  0.24% $24,012,649.45 | 99.25% $24,192,897.53
Rappahannock Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $5,481.37 |  0.44% $1,235,434.23 | 99.56% $1,240,915.60
Red Onion Correctional Center $370.00 | 0.01% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $370.00 | 0.01% $225937.32 | 5.16% $4,155,623.55 | 94.84% $4,381,930.87
Richard Bland College $5,937.00 | 0.27%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $5,937.00 [ 0.27% $8,337.90 |  0.38% $2,191,022.53 | 99.35% $2,205,297.43
Secretary Of Administration $23,252.48 | 5.56% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $23,252.48 | 5.56% $3,993.50 |  0.95% $391,239.26 | 93.49%) $418,485.24
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BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

EXHIBIT 4-36 (Continued)

GOODS AND SUPPLIES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS AWARDED

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Agency African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Name Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %" $ %" $
Secretary Of Commerce & Trade $939.87 | 3.34% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $939.87 | 3.34% $235.75 | 0.84% $26,924.24 | 95.82% $28,099.86
Secretary Of Education $764.54 | 2.13% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $764.54 | 2.13% $273.00 | 0.76% $34,938.40 | 97.12%) $35,975.94
Secretary Of Finance $262.23 | 1.04% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $262.23 | 1.04% $0.00 | 0.00% $25,047.54 | 98.96% $25,309.77
Secretary Of Natural Resources $270.53 | 1.94% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $270.53 | 1.94% $156.50 | 1.12% $13,491.64 | 96.93% $13,918.67
Secretary Of Public Safety $3,342.83 | 9.21% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,342.83 | 9.21% $407.45 | 1.12% $32,560.75 | 89.67%) $36,311.03
Secretary of Technology $1,696.70 | 3.75%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,696.70 | 3.75% $0.00 | 0.00% $43,573.76 | 96.25% $45,270.46
Secretary Of The Commonwealth $6,568.79 | 2.47%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $6,568.79 | 2.47% $272.00 | 0.10% $259,127.45 | 97.43%) $265,968.24
Secretary Of Transportation $641.68 | 6.26% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $641.68 | 6.26% $68.25| 0.67% $9,543.23 | 93.08% $10,253.16
Senate $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $44250 |  0.02% $2,903,144.08 | 99.98% $2,903,586.58
Southampton Correctional Ctr $1,342.00 | 0.03% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%|  $1,780.40 0.04% $3,122.40 [ 0.06% $111,261.16 |  2.22% $4,887,628.54 | 97.71% $5,002,012.10
Southampton Intensive Treat Ct $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $10,210.20 | 100.00%| $10,210.20
Southampton Reception & Class $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%]  $4.485.08 1.04%) $4,485.08 | 1.04% $18,909.65 |  4.40% $406,540.62 | 94.56%) $429,935.35
Southeastern VA Tr Ctr For Men $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $7,947.15 | 0.25% $3,182,193.73 | 99.75% $3,190,140.88
Southern VA Mental Health Inst $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,562.00 |  0.14% $1,118,793.77 | 99.86% $1,120,355.77
Southside VA Community College $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,547.38 |  0.11% $2,313,948.62 | 99.89% $2,316,496.00
Southside VA Training Center $2,394.08 | 0.02%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%|  $1,974.02 0.02% $4,368.10 [ 0.04% $54,834.62 |  0.49% $11,032,533.89 | 99.47% $11,091,736.61
Southwest Virginia Comm Coll $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,139.57 | 0.04% $3,153,635.99 | 99.96% $3,154,775.56
Southwestern VA Ment Hith Inst $6,363.00 | 0.06%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $6,363.00 [ 0.06% $780.39 | 0.01% $10,889,989.44 | 99.93% $10,897,132.83
Southwestern VA Training Ctr $0.00 | 0.00% $194.26 0.01% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $194.26 | 0.01% $2,535.73 |  0.11% $2,250,251.07 | 99.88% $2,252,981.06
St Council Of Higher Education $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $14,082.57 4.00% $0.00 0.00% $14,082.57 | 4.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $337,684.75 | 96.00%) $351,767.32
St. Brides Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $44,860.20 1.84% $44,860.20 | 1.84% $93,027.04 | 3.81% $2,304,011.31 | 94.35% $2,441,898.55
State Board Of Bar Examiners $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $519.25 | 0.96% $53,617.74 | 99.04% $54,136.99
State Board Of Elections $22.50 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00%] $782,978.70| 60.41% $177.00 0.01% $783,178.20 | 60.43% $1,399.00 | 0.11% $511,532.97 | 39.47%) $1,296,110.17
State Corporation Commission $81.66 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $12,602.00 0.12%] $12,099.81 0.12% $24,783.47 | 0.24% $144,44362 | 1.42% $10,023,071.04 | 98.34% $10,192,298.13
State Lottery Department $1,595.00 [ 0.02%) $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $1,595.00 [ 0.02% $96,162.46 |  0.93% $10,203,401.49 | 99.05% $10,301,158.95
State Milk Commission $0.00 | 0.00%) $0.00 0.00% $277.00 0.56% $0.00 0.00% $277.00 | 0.56% $58.00 | 0.12% $49,260.25 | 99.32%, $49,595.25
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GOODS AND SUPPLIES
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS BY DEPARTMENT
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Awarded
$ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Staunton Correctional Center $3,380.00 | 0.24% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $3,380.00 | 0.24% $25,265.24 | 1.79% $1,382,018.48 | 97.97% $1,410,663.72
Supreme Court Of Virginia $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $734.14 | 0.02% $3,677,463.47 | 99.98% $3,678,197.61
Sussex 1 Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $174.50 0.01% $174.50 | 0.01% $128,318.71 5.89% $2,051,056.95 | 94.10% $2,179,550.16
Sussex 2 Correctional Center $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $6,590.05 0.16% $0.00 0.00% $6,590.05 | 0.16% $191,549.67 |  4.60% $3,968,280.28 | 95.24% $4,166,420.00
Technology $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |  0.00% $579.17 | 100.00% $579.17
The Science Museum Of Virginia $76.66 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $76.66 | 0.00% $10,238.65 | 0.64% $1,592,184.38 | 99.36% $1,602,499.69
Thomas Nelson Comm College $577.00 | 0.01% $0.00 0.00% $1,567.40 0.04% $9,600.00 0.22% $11,744.40 | 0.27% $33,693.39 | 0.78% $4,264,600.32 | 98.95% $4,310,038.11
Tidewater Community College $5,223.58 | 0.05% $2,726.00 0.03% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $7,949.58 | 0.08% $53,339.35 | 0.54% $9,793,625.17 | 99.38% $9,854,914.10
Treasury Board $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |  0.00% $659.93 | 100.00% $659.93
Unknown $8,085.27 | 0.54% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $8,085.27 | 0.54% $6,813.48 |  0.46% $1,480,772.82 | 99.00% $1,495,671.57
UVA $22,264.18 | 0.00%] $342,787.50 0.03%] $355,230.00 0.03% $1,011.70 0.00% $721,293.38 | 0.06%| $14,631,259.64 [ 1.13%| $1,275,811,826.16 | 98.81% $1,291,164,379.18
VA Bd For People With Disabil $1,049.71 | 1.39% $0.00 0.00% $3,014.00 3.99% $0.00 0.00% $4,063.71 | 5.38% $0.00 |  0.00% $71,488.98 | 94.62% $75,552.69
\Va Community Coll Sys- Utility $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 |  0.00% $1,363,518.76 | 100.00% $1,363,518.76
VA Crim Sentencing Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $27.84 | 0.01% $352,101.97 | 99.99% $352,129.81
VA Dep F/T Deaf & Hard Of Hear $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,443.20 |  0.33% $733,117.51 | 99.67% $735,560.71
VA Dept F/T Visual Handicapped $0.00 | 0.00% $364.26 0.00% $5,073.00 0.05% $864.00 0.01% $6,301.26 | 0.06% $88,480.59 | 0.86% $10,173,773.68 | 99.08% $10,268,555.53
VA Highlands Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,318.88 | 0.16% $819,361.01 | 99.84% $820,679.89
VA Housing Study Commission $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $3,873.88 | 100.00% $3,873.88
VA Museum Of Natural History $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $194.36 |  0.08% $242,102.01 | 99.92% $242,296.37
VA Rehab Center For The Blind $5,382.44 | 2.16% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $5,382.44 | 2.16% $1,713.05 | 0.69% $242,061.34 | 97.15% $249,156.83
VA Sch For Deaf & Bld-Hampton $260.00 | 0.01% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $260.00 | 0.01% $48,767.49 |  2.16% $2,213,070.00 | 97.83% $2,262,097.49
VA Sch For Deaf & Blind-Staun $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,770.70 |  0.17% $1,584,998.46 | 99.83% $1,587,769.16
VA Veterans' Care Ctr Bd Trust $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,102.50 | 0.76% $144,427.65 | 99.24% $145,530.15
VA Western Community College $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $6,933.00 0.16% $6,933.00 | 0.16% $14,006.29 | 0.33% $4,216,172.78 | 99.51% $4,237,112.07
VA Workers' Compensation Comm $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $633.00 0.03% $0.00 0.00% $633.00 | 0.03% $7,443.30 | 0.38% $1,976,152.22 | 99.59% $1,984,228.52
VCU $156,048.14 |  0.13% $0.00 0.00%| $2,628,999.60 2.26% $0.00 0.00%| $2,785,047.74 | 2.39%| $1,597,503.63 | 1.37% $112,037,057.91 | 96.24% $116,419,609.28
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Virginia Code Commission $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $835,004.41 | 100.00%, $835,004.41
Virginia Comm For The Arts $14,954.86 | 41.40%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $14,954.86 | 41.40% $24.75|  0.07%) $21,143.05 | 58.53% $36,122.66
Virginia Commission On Youth $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $19,836.75 | 100.00% $19,836.75
Virginia Community College Sys $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $1,402.92 | 0.01% $12,276,243.87 | 99.99% $12,277,646.79
Virginia Corr Center For Women $532.80 | 0.02% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $532.80 | 0.02% $64,154.86 |  2.94% $2,114,113.04 | 97.03% $2,178,800.70
Virginia Corr Enterprises $135.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $135.00 | 0.00% $409,912.32 |  0.73% $55,841,750.19 | 99.27% $56,251,797.51
Virginia Employment Commission $610.00 | 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $2,690.00 0.02% $0.00 0.00% $3,300.00 | 0.02%) $29,268.25 | 0.19% $15,135,253.47 | 99.79% $15,167,821.72
Virginia Liaison Office $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $8,388.61 | 100.00% $8,388.61
Virginia Military Institute $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $20,350.09 |  0.20% $10,113,989.51 | 99.80% $10,134,339.60
Virginia Museum Of Fine Arts $15,517.58 | 0.67%] $0.00 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $189.00 0.01% $15,706.58 | 0.68% $2,006.96 |  0.09% $2,291,026.72 | 99.23%, $2,308,740.26
Virginia Parole Board $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $63,431.78 | 100.00% $63,431.78
Virginia Port Authority $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $940.63 | 0.02%) $5,952,089.55 | 99.98% $5,953,030.18
Virginia Racing Commission $2,462.69 | 0.71%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $2,462.69 | 0.71% $28,757.55 | 8.32% $314,296.57 | 90.96% $345,516.81
Virginia Retirement System $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $21,752.46 0.70% $0.00 0.00% $21,752.46 | 0.70% $68.00 |  0.00%) $3,065,013.72 | 99.29% $3,086,834.18
Virginia State Bar $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $440.75 |  0.07%) $668,698.76 | 99.93% $669,139.51
Virginia State Crime Comm $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $65,741.27 | 100.00% $65,741.27
Virginia State University $18,656.09 | 0.10%| $0.00 0.00%|  $71,952.00 0.37% $0.00 0.00% $90,608.09 | 0.47% $174,646.90 |  0.90% $19,213,968.74 | 98.64% $19,479,223.73
VIRGINIA TECH $3,418.44 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00%]  $51,252.66 0.02% $400.20 0.00% $55,071.30 | 0.03% $769,005.88 |  0.37% $207,933,630.05 | 99.61% $208,757,707.23
Wallen's Ridge Corr Center $383.20 | 0.01% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $383.20 | 0.01% $227,239.77 |  5.52% $3,890,078.07 | 94.47% $4,117,701.04
Western Region Corr Fld Units $5,475.65 | 0.21%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $5,475.65 | 0.21%) $37,758.12 | 1.42% $2,608,556.00 | 98.37%, $2,651,789.77
Western State Hospital $15,139.00 | 0.13%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $15,139.00 | 0.13% $61,914.40 |  0.52% $11,814,115.73 | 99.35% $11,891,169.13
William & Mary $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $98,520.40 |  0.32% $30,558,083.83 | 99.68% $30,656,604.23
William & Mary VIMS $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $23,852.07 | 0.33% $7,272,144.12 | 99.67% $7,295,996.19
Woodrow Wilson Rehab Center $0.00 | 0.00%| $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $73,984.17 | 1.02% $7,153,512.04 | 98.98%, $7,227,496.21
Wytheville Community College $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00% $2,572.95| 0.16% $1,560,988.85 | 99.84% $1,563,561.80

Total $1,330,205.88 |  0.04%] $1,521,400.91 0.05%) $4,782,246.16 0.15%) $363,510.06 0.01%) $7,997,363.01 | 0.24%] $32,306,558.78 | 0.99%] $3,238,545,595.75 | 98.77% $3,278,849,517.54

Source: Commonwealth provided and MGT developed contract and vendor databases from fiscal years 1998 to 2002.
! Percentage of Total Dollars Awarded.
2 The Total Dollars Awarded is the actual amount given to prime contractors.
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EXHIBIT 4-37
GOODS AND SUPPLIES
AVAILABILITY OF PRIME VENDORS
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Americans'| Americans' | Americans'| Americans' Subtotal Women Firms Firms

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Total 89| 0.17%] 30 0.06%] 69| 0.13% 16| 0.03%] 204| 0.40%] 539 1.05%| 50,467| 98.55%] 51,210

Source: MGT's master vendor database.
Minority male and female firms are included in their respective minority classifications.

MGT of America, Inc.

Page 4-90



Relevant Market Area, Utilization, and Availability Analyses

EXHIBIT 4-38
SUMMARY OF UTILIZATION PERCENTAGE OF DOLLARS
MBE AND NON-MBE FIRMS
BY BUSINESS CATEGORY
STUDY YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Business Category African Hispanic Asian Native Nonminority Nonminority

by M/WBE Classification American American American American Women Firms
Construction Prime Contractors 0.03% 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 1.17% 98.51%
Construction Sub Contractors 0.22% 1.21% 0.03% 0.00% 1.07% 97.48%
A & E Prime Consultants 0.01% 0.01% 0.06% 0.00% 0.45% 99.48%
Professional Services Prime Consultants 0.30% 0.00% 0.28% 0.00% 0.12% 99.30%
Other Services Vendors 0.48% 0.25% 0.13% 0.00% 1.29% 97.84%
Goods & Supplies Vendors 0.04% 0.05% 0.15% 0.01% 0.99% 98.77%
Source: Chapter 4.0, Analysis Results

EXHIBIT 4-39
SUMMARY OF UTILIZATION DOLLARS
MBE AND NON-MBE FIRMS
BY BUSINESS CATEGORY
STUDY YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002
Business Category African Hispanic Asian Native Nonminority Nonminority

by M/WBE Classification American American American American Women Firms
Construction Prime Contractors $355,466.00] $3,114,500.00 $0.00 $0.00] $12,460,020.00] $1,052,185,040.00
Construction Sub Contractors $167,998.00 $923,406.45 $21,321.00 $0.00 $818,053.57 $74,572,568.82
A & E Prime Consultants $55,414.48 $60,953.51 $536,004.51 $0.00] $4,075,190.02 $904,348,564.20
Professional Services Prime Consultants $5,598,212.65 $61,689.12] $5,190,912.03 $3,505.00] $2,291,400.64] $1,854,432,282.55
Other Services Vendors $8,221,621.84] $4,371,299.55] $2,279,306.95 $14,320.26] $22,323,424.90] $1,689,141,248.08
Goods & Supplies Vendors $1,330,205.88] $1,521,400.91] $4,782,246.16] $363,510.06] $32,306,558.78] $3,238,545,595.75

Source: Chapter 4.0, Analysis Results
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SUMMARY OF AVAILABILITY
MBE AND NON-MBE VENDORS

EXHIBIT 4-40

BY BUSINESS CATEGORY

STUDY YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Business Category African Hispanic Asian Native Nonminority Nonminority

by M/WBE Classification American American American American Women Firms
Construction Prime Contractors 1.07% 0.26% 0.28% 0.10% 2.70% 95.60%
Construction Sub Contractors 5.03% 3.73% 2.02% 0.82% 5.95% 82.46%
A & E Prime Consultants 0.98% 0.64% 2.01% 0.21% 4.30% 91.85%
Professional Services Prime Consultants 0.33% 0.12% 0.39% 0.03% 1.54% 97.60%
Other Services Vendors 0.27% 0.06% 0.09% 0.02% 1.07% 98.49%
Goods & Supplies Vendors 0.17% 0.06% 0.13% 0.03% 1.05% 98.55%

Source: Chapter 4.0, Analysis Results
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Architecture and engineering payments were awarded mostly to nonminority
firms. Less than 1 percent of the prime payment dollar amount was awarded to MBEs.
However, MBEs represented 4 percent of the available vendors to provide architecture
and engineering services.

Professional services had similar utilization. Approximately 0.6 percent of the
payment dollar amount was awarded to MBEs. About 0.87 percent of the available
vendors to provide professional services were MBEs.

MBEs were as successful as other services and goods and supplies vendors
relative to the availability of firms in those respective business categories. For other
services, MBEs were awarded 0.86 percent of the procurement dollars while
representing 0.44 percent of the available vendors. In the goods and supplies business
category, MBEs consist of about 0.40 percent of the available vendors but were awarded
0.24 percent of the total dollars in this category.

The utilization and availability data presented in these exhibits are further

analyzed in Chapter 5.0 of this report.
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5.0 DISPARITY ANALYSIS

This chapter examines the issue of disparity within each business category of
procurement. Disparity, in this context, is the analysis of the differences between the
utilization of minority business enterprises (MBEs) and the availability of those firms.
Accordingly, MGT used disparity indices to examine whether MBEs received a
proportional share of dollars based on the availability of MBEs in the relevant market
area.

This chapter consists of three sections:

m  Section 5.1 describes the methodology used by MGT to test for the

presence or absence of disparity in each of the business categories.
The development and use of the disparity indices as well as
corresponding t-tests are included in this section.

m  Section 5.2 applies the disparity indices and t-tests to the business

categories and determines the presence or absence of disparity in

the Commonwealth of Virginia procurement activity.

m  Section 5.3 provides the multivariate regression analysis.

5.1 Methodology

MGT used the availability and utilization information presented in Chapter 4.0 of
this report as the basis to determine if MBEs received a proportional share of contract
awards and other procurements by the Commonwealth of Virginia. This determination is
made primarily through the disparity index calculation that compares the availability of
firms with the utilization of those firms. The disparity index also provides a value that can
be given a commonly accepted substantive interpretation.

The underlying assumption of this approach is that, absent discrimination, the
proportion of dollars received by a particular MBE group should approximate that group’s

proportion of the relevant population of vendors. To determine if disparity exists for
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MBEs or non-MBEs within a specific business category, MGT compared the utilization of

each group to its respective availability within each of the relevant market areas.

5.1.1 Disparity Index

The disparity index is used to measure the difference between utilization and
availability. Several post-Croson cases, most notably Contractors Association of Eastern
Pennsylvania v. City of Philadelphia, support the use of disparity indices for determining
disparity within the marketplace.’

Although a variety of similar indices could be utilized, the index used must be
easily calculable, readily interpreted, and universally comparable. MGT pioneered the
use of disparity indices as a method of determining the degree of disparity between
utilization and availability.

For this study, the ratio of the percentage of utilization to the percentage of
availability multiplied by 100 serves as our measure of choice, as shown in the formula:

%Um;p,
(1) Disparity Index = — X100
%Amip,

Where: Um;p4 = utilization of MBE; for procurement;
Amp, = availability of MBE for procurement

Due to the mathematical properties involved in the calculations, a disparity index
value of 0.00 indicates zero utilization. An index of 100 indicates parity between
utilization and availability. Firms within a business category are considered underutilized

if the disparity indices are less than 100, and overutilized if the indices are above 100.

' Contractors Association of Eastern Pennsylvania, Inc. v City of Philadelphia, 91 F 3d at 603.
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There is no standardized measure to evaluate levels of underutilization or
overutilization within a procurement context. But, a tool is needed to determine which
occurrences—particularly when there is underutilization—indicate the presence of
factors other than those occurring during the normal course of business. Our rule of
thumb is that a disparity index of less than 80 indicates that the level of disparity
warrants further investigation. The disparity index threshold of 80 is based on the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission’s (EEOC) adopted “80 percent rule” in the
Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures. In the context of employment
discrimination, a disparity ratio below 80 indicates a substantial level of disparity
demonstrating adverse or disparate impact. The Supreme Court accepted the use of the
80 percent rule in Connecticut v. Teal (Teal), 457 U.S. 440 (1982). In Teal and other
affirmative action cases, the terms “adverse impact,” “disparate impact,” and
“discriminatory impact” are used interchangeably. Thus, MGT’s designation of disparity

is founded on a Supreme Court decision.

5.1.2 T-Test

In addition to the disparity index, MGT conducted t-tests to determine if statistically
significant differences existed between utilization and availability in terms of contract or
payment dollars or number of firms. The t-test determines if the relationship between
availability and utilization (suggested by the disparity index value) supports a conclusion
of disparity. In other words, the results of the t-test allow us to conclude if the
relationships between availability and utilization are strong enough to state, with a high
degree of confidence, that the results found in the disparity index represent real
disparity.

The t value indicates whether or not the results found in the disparity index are what

one would ordinarily expect to find given the attributes of the sampling distribution. Given
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the large sample sizes involved, the t distribution approaches a normal distribution.
Because of the statistical properties of the normal distribution, 95 percent of all cases can
be found within two standard deviations of the mean. Since t values can be positive or
negative, it is necessary to determine the critical region of the distribution on each end of

the distribution.

Based on the properties of the normal distribution, the critical values are +1.96
and —1.96 (the calculated values +/— two standard deviations of the mean). Any t value
found between these critical t values is not significant enough for us to conclude that
there is disparity. For a conclusion of "statistical significance" to be reached, the t value
must be either greater than +1.96 or less than —1.96. When such a t value is present,
we can say with 95 percent certainty that disparity, as represented by either
overutilization or underutilization, is actually present.

The previous discussion means that any t value less than or equal to —1.96
indicates that firms in a business category are underutilized in terms of contract dollars or
contracts awarded. The relationship is said to be statistically significant. In other words, the
fact that the t value is so extreme means that we can be sufficiently confident that the
underutilization is severe enough to be considered a real phenomenon and not just a
statistical artifact of the sampling distribution. In some cases, disparity is indicated by the
disparity index but cannot be tested with a t-test due to the mathematical constraint of

division by zero. This will occur when there is zero utilization because the utilization
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percentage is the denominator in the final calculation for the t-test value. Although these
cases cannot be tested to be statistically significant, the existence of disparity can be

inferred due to the prima facie evidence of zero utilization levels.

5.2 Disparity Indices and T-Test Results

Tables showing disparity indices and t-test results for construction, architecture
and engineering, professional services, other services, and goods and supplies are
analyzed in this section. The tables are based on the utilization and availability of MBEs
and non-MBEs in the Commonwealth of Virginia relevant market areas as shown in

Chapter 4.0.

5.2.1 Construction

Exhibit 5-1 shows that MBEs were generally underutilized in construction
contracting during the study period based on the availability of those firms in the relevant
market area. Over the five-year study period, Hispanic American-owned firms were
overutilized. In 1998, 2000, and 2001, all MBEs were substantially underutilized for
construction prime contracts. During fiscal year 1999, Hispanic American- and
nonminority women-owned firms were overutilized. Hispanic American-owned firms
have been overutilized in two of the five years of the study. The disparity index for
nonminority firms over the five-year study period was 103.04, which indicates overall
overutilization for this category of firms.

The t-test results shown in Exhibit 5-2 for the construction business category
indicate that the findings of underutilization of African American and nonminority women-
owned firms and the overutilization of nonminority firms were statistically significant. In
the case of African American, nonminority women and nonminority firms, the t-tests
indicate that other factors beyond normal occurrence must be considered as reasons for

the respective underutilization and overutilization.
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EXHIBIT 5-1
DISPARITY ANALYSIS OF CONSTRUCTION PRIME CONTRACTORS
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATION
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

MBE % of Contract | % of Available| Disparity | Disparate Impact
Classification Dollars' Firms? Index’ of Utilization
[ Fiscal Year 1998
African Americans 0.00% 1.07% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.26% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.00% 0.28% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.10% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.00% 2.70% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 100.00% 95.60% 104.60 Overutilization
[~ Fiscal Year 1999
African Americans 0.00% 1.07% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.54% 0.26% 208.36 Overutilization
Asian Americans 0.00% 0.28% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.10% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 7.48% 2.70% 277.54 Overutilization
Nonminority Firms 91.98% 95.60% 96.22 Underutilization
Fiscal Year 2000
African Americans 0.00% 1.07% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.26% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.00% 0.28% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.10% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.00% 2.70% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 100.00% 95.60% 104.60 Overutilization
Fiscal Year 2001
African Americans 0.16% 1.07% 14.67 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.26% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.00% 0.28% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.10% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.32% 2.70% 11.82 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.52% 95.60% 104.11 Overutilization
Fiscal Year 2002
African Americans 0.00% 1.07% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.52% 0.26% 203.71 Overutilization
Asian Americans 0.00% 0.28% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.10% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.01% 2.70% 0.50 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.46% 95.60% 104.04 Overutilization
All Fiscal Years
African Americans 0.03% 1.07% 3.12 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.29% 0.26% 113.27 Overutilization
Asian Americans 0.00% 0.28% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.10% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.17% 2.70% 43.26 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 98.51% 95.60% 103.04 Overutilization

' The percentage of dollars is taken from the prime utilization exhibit previously shown in
Chapter 4.0.

2 The percentage of available contractors is taken from the availability exhibit previously
shown in Chapter 4.0.

® The disparity index is the ratio of % utilization to % availability times 100. An asterisk is
used to indicate a substantial level of disparity - index below 80.00.
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EXHIBIT 5-2
CONSTRUCTION
T-TEST RESULTS FOR PRIME CONTRACTORS
MBE Contract T Value for J % of Available T Value for
Classification Dollars’  |Contract Dollar: Firms® Available Firms

African Americans 0.03% -14.03 * 1.07% -70.73 *
Hispanic Americans 0.29% 0.16 0.26% 0.79
Asian Americans 0.00% 0.00 0.28% 0.00
Native Americans 0.00% 0.00 0.10% 0.00
Nonminority Women 1.17% -3.52 * 2.70% -17.76 ~*
Nonminority Firms 98.51% 594 * 95.60% 2993 *

! Percentage of related prime contract dollars awarded to firms within the relevant market
area.

2 Percentage of available firms in the relevant market area.

* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level

Exhibit 5-3 shows that all MBE subcontractors were underutilized during every
year of the study period. However, firms owned by nonminorities were overutilized in all
five years, and overutilized overall. The exhibit shows that the underutilization of every
MBE category was substantial every year as well. The t-test results shown in Exhibit
5-4 indicate that the underutilization of all MBEs were statistically significant, which
means that results for this group were outside the realm of expectancy from a statistical

standpoint. Nonminority-owned firms’ overutilization was statistically significant as well.
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EXHIBIT 5-3
DISPARITY ANALYSIS OF CONSTRUCTION SUBCONTRACTORS
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATION
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

MBE % of Subcontract| % of Available Disparity | Disparate Impact
Classification Dollars’ Firms? Index® of Utilization
[ Fiscal Year 1998
African Americans 0.00% 5.03% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 3.73% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.00% 2.02% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.82% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.00% 5.95% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority 100.00% 82.46% 121.28 Overutilization
[ Fiscal Year 1999
African Americans 0.00% 5.03% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.07% 3.73% 1.79 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.00% 2.02% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.82% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.04% 5.95% 0.67 | * Underutilization
Nonminority 99.89% 82.46% 121.15 Overutilization
[~ Fiscal Year 2000
African Americans 0.00% 5.03% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.09% 3.73% 2.51 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.00% 2.02% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.82% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.84% 5.95% 30.95 | * Underutilization
Nonminority 98.06% 82.46% 118.93 Overutilization
[ Fiscal Year 2001
African Americans 0.32% 5.03% 6.43 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 1.73% 3.73% 46.51 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.01% 2.02% 0.53 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.82% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.77% 5.95% 12.97 | * Underutilization
Nonminority 97.16% 82.46% 117.83 Overutilization
[ Fiscal Year 2002
African Americans 0.19% 5.03% 3.86 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 1.09% 3.73% 29.12 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.07% 2.02% 3.66 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.82% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.83% 5.95% 30.67 | * Underutilization
Nonminority 96.82% 82.46% 117.42 Overutilization
All Fiscal Years
African Americans 0.22% 5.03% 4.37 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 1.21% 3.73% 32.38 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.03% 2.02% 1.38 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.82% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.07% 5.95% 17.96 | * Underutilization
Nonminority 97.48% 82.46% 118.22 Overutilization

' The percentage of subcontract dollars is taken from the subcontract utilization exhibit
E)reviously shown in Chapter 4.0.

The percentage of available subcontractors is taken from the availability exhibit previously
shown in Chapter 4.0.
® The disparity index is the ratio of % utilization to % availability times 100. An asterisk is
used to indicate a substantial level of disparity - index below 80.00.
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EXHIBIT 5-4
CONSTRUCTION
T-TEST RESULTS FOR SUBCONTRACTORS

MBE Contract T Value for % of Available T Value for
Classification Dollars’ Contract Dollars Firms® Available Firms
African Americans 0.22% -28.55 * 5.03% -241.64 *
Hispanic Americans 1.21% -6.42 * 3.73% -54.32 *
Asian Americans 0.03% -33.17 * 2.02% -280.73 *

Native Americans 0.00% 0.00 0.82% 0.00
Nonminority Women 1.07% -13.20 * 5.95% -111.73 *
Nonminority Firms 97.48% 26.62 * 82.46% 22533 *

! Percentage of related subcontract dollars awarded to firms within the relevant market area.
2 Percentage of available firms in the relevant market area.
* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level

5.2.2 Architecture and Engineering

In Exhibit 5-5, we show the disparity indices for architecture and engineering
consultants. All MBE firms were substantially underutilized as architecture and
engineering consultants for the five-year period. Nonminority-owned firms were
overutilized every year and overall. The corresponding t-tests for the architecture and
engineering contracts, shown in Exhibit 5-6, indicate that the respective findings of
underutilization for MBE firms was statistically significant as well as the overutilization of

non-MBE firms.
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EXHIBIT 5-5
DISPARITY ANALYSIS OF ARCHITECTURE AND ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATION
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

MBE % of Contract |% of Available| Disparity| Disparate Impact
Classification Dollars' Firms® Index’ of Utilization
[ Fiscal Year 1998
African Americans 0.00% 0.98% 0.50 |* Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.64% 0.00 |* Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.06% 2.01% 2.79 |* Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.21% 0.00 |* Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.81% 4.30% 18.73 |* Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.13% 91.85%| 107.92 | Overutilization
Fiscal Year 1999
African Americans 0.02% 0.98% 1.62 |* Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.01% 0.64% 2.15 |* Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.06% 2.01% 3.04 |* Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.21% 0.00 |* Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.78% 4.30% 18.15 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.13% 91.85%| 107.92 | Overutilization
[ Fiscal Year 2000
African Americans 0.01% 0.98% 0.54 |* Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.02% 0.64% 3.32 |* Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.05% 2.01% 2.41 |* Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.21% 0.00 |* Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.47% 4.30% 10.84 |* Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.46% 91.85%| 108.28 | Overutilization
[ Fiscal Year 2001
African Americans 0.01% 0.98% 0.52 |* Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.64% 0.00 |* Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.10% 2.01% 5.14 |* Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.21% 0.00 |* Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.35% 4.30% 8.13 |* Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.54% 91.85%| 108.37 | Overutilization
Fiscal Year 2002
African Americans 0.00% 0.98% 0.21 |* Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.64% 0.21 |* Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.04% 2.01% 1.80 |* Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.21% 0.00 |* Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.19% 4.30% 4.44 |* Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.77% 91.85%| 108.62 | Overutilization
All Fiscal Years
African Americans 0.01% 0.98% 0.62 |* Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.01% 0.64% 1.05 |* Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.06% 2.01% 2.93 |* Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.21% 0.00 |* Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.45% 4.30% 10.42 |* Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.48% 91.85%| 108.30 | Overutilization

' The percentage of dollars is taken from the prime utilization exhibit previously

shown in Chapter 4.0.
2 The percentage of available contractors is taken from the availability exhibit
greviously shown in Chapter 4.0.

The disparity index is the ratio of % utilization to % availability times 100. An
asterisk is used to indicate a substantial level of disparity - index below 80.00.
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EXHIBIT 5-6
ARCHITECTURE AND ENGINEERING
T-TEST RESULTS FOR PRIME CONSULTANTS

MBE Contract T Value for % of Available T Value for
Classification Dollars’ | Contract Dollars Firms® Available Firms
African Americans 0.01% -272.49 * 0.98% -71.14 *
Hispanic Americans 0.01% -169.78 * 0.64% -44.33 *
Asian Americans 0.06% -176.56 * 2.01% -46.10 *

Native Americans 0.00% 0.00 0.21% 0.00
Nonminority Women 0.45% -126.48 * 4.30% -33.02 *
Nonminority Firms 99.48% 23248 * 91.85% 60.70 *

! Percentage of related prime contract dollars awarded to firms within the relevant
market area.

2 Percentage of available firms in the relevant market area.

* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level

5.2.3 Professional Services

In Exhibit 5-7, we show the disparity indices for professional services consultants.
Hispanic American, Asian American, and Native American firms were substantially
underutilized overall as professional services consultants for the five-year period.
Nonminority firms were overutilized in every year of the study. African American-owned
firms were overutilized in 2001 and 2002. The corresponding t-tests for the professional
services contracts, shown in Exhibit 5-8, indicate that the respective findings of

underutilization and were statistically significant.
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EXHIBIT 5-7
DISPARITY ANALYSIS OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICES CONSULTANTS

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA

BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATION

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

MBE % of Payment % of Available Disparity Disparate Impact
Classification Dollars’ Firms?® Index® of Utilization
Fiscal Year 1998
African Americans 0.02% 0.33% 4.73 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.12% 0.33 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.22% 0.39% 57.25 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.03% 4.48 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.12% 1.54% 7.87 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.64% 97.60% 102.09 Overutilization
Fiscal Year 1999
African Americans 0.06% 0.33% 17.35 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.12% 3.07 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.14% 0.39% 35.31 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.03% 0.55 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.07% 1.54% 4.70 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.73% 97.60% 102.19 Overutilization
Fiscal Year 2000
African Americans 0.32% 0.33% 97.31 Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.12% 0.81 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.19% 0.39% 49.70 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.03% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.13% 1.54% 8.15 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.36% 97.60% 101.81 Overutilization
Fiscal Year 2001
African Americans 0.46% 0.33% 140.07 Overutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.01% 0.12% 6.05 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.33% 0.39% 85.52 Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.03% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.15% 1.54% 10.03 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.05% 97.60% 101.49 Overutilization
Fiscal Year 2002
African Americans 0.47% 0.33% 144.55 Overutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.12% 2.47 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.45% 0.39% 116.14 Overutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.03% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.14% 1.54% 8.93 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 98.94% 97.60% 101.37 Overutilization
All Fiscal Years
African Americans 0.30% 0.33% 91.51 Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.12% 2.69 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.28% 0.39% 72.09 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.03% 0.61 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.12% 1.54% 7.99 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.30% 97.60% 101.74 Overutilization

' The percentage of dollars is taken from the prime utilization exhibit previously shown in Chapter 4.0.
2 The percentage of available contractors is taken from the availability exhibit previously shown in

Chapter 4.0.

® The disparity index is the ratio of % utilization to % availability times 100. An asterisk is used to
indicate a substantial level of disparity - index below 80.00.
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EXHIBIT 5-8
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
T-TEST RESULTS FOR PRIME CONSULTANTS

MBE Contract T Value for % of Available T Value for

Classification Dollars’ Contract Dollars Firms® Available Firms
African Americans 0.30% -7.04 * 0.33% -0.87
Hispanic Americans 0.00% -288.15 * 0.12% -35.61 *
Asian Americans 0.28% -28.32 * 0.39% -3.50 *
Native Americans 0.00% -308.66 * 0.03% -38.14 *
Nonminority Women 0.12% -659.13 * 1.54% -69.09 *
Nonminority Firms 99.30% 28142 * 97.60% 3477 *

! Percentage of related prime contract dollars awarded to firms within the relevant market area.
Percentage of available firms in the relevant market area.
* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level

5.2.4 Other Services

All MBEs except Native American-owned firms were overutilized as other services
vendors based on the disparity indices shown in Exhibit 5-9. Conversely, non-MBEs
were underutilized as indicated by the disparity index. Native American-owned firms
were substantially underutilized overall. The results of the t-test indicate that the
underutilization of Native American- and nonminority-owned firms, shown in Exhibit
5-10, is statistically significant. There was also statistical significance to the

overutilization of Hispanic and African American-owned firms.
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EXHIBIT 5-9
DISPARITY ANALYSIS OF OTHER SERVICES VENDORS
IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATION

FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

MBE % of Payment % of Available Disparity Disparate Impact
Classification Dollars' Firms® Index’ of Utilization
Fiscal Year 1998
African Americans 0.13% 0.27% 49.69 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.18% 0.06% 301.22 Overutilization
Asian Americans 0.09% 0.09% 94.76 Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.02% 6.15 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.61% 1.07% 151.63 Overutilization
Nonminority Firms 97.98% 98.49% 99.48 Underutilization
Fiscal Year 1999
African Americans 0.49% 0.27% 182.60 Overutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.24% 0.06% 401.71 Overutilization
Asian Americans 0.03% 0.09% 30.28 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.02% 2.70 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.37% 1.07% 128.72 Overutilization
Nonminority Firms 97.87% 98.49% 99.36 Underutilization
Fiscal Year 2000
African Americans 0.75% 0.27% 277.83 Overutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.16% 0.06% 264.49 Overutilization
Asian Americans 0.20% 0.09% 216.34 Overutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.02% 16.86 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.48% 1.07% 139.23 Overutilization
Nonminority Firms 97.41% 98.49% 98.90 Underutilization
Fiscal Year 2001
African Americans 0.61% 0.27% 226.18 Overutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.52% 0.06% 867.70 Overutilization
Asian Americans 0.26% 0.09% 291.98 Overutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.02% 1.37 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.94% 1.07% 88.04 Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 97.66% 98.49% 99.16 Underutilization
Fiscal Year 2002
African Americans 0.38% 0.27% 139.86 Overutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.16% 0.06% 259.47 Overutilization
Asian Americans 0.08% 0.09% 90.75 Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.02% 0.01 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.29% 1.07% 120.72 Overutilization
Nonminority Firms 98.10% 98.49% 99.60 Underutilization
All Fiscal Years
African Americans 0.48% 0.27% 176.53 Overutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.25% 0.06% 419.24 Overutilization
Asian Americans 0.13% 0.09% 145.74 Overutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.02% 4.12 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.29% 1.07% 121.42 Overutilization
Nonminority Firms 97.84% 98.49% 99.34 Underutilization

' The percentage of dollars is taken from the prime utilization exhibit previously shown in Chapter 4.0.
2 The percentage of available contractors is taken from the availability exhibit previously shown in Chapter

4.0.

% The disparity index is the ratio of % utilization to % availability times 100. An asterisk is used to indicate a

substantial level of disparity - index below 80.00.
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EXHIBIT 5-10
OTHER SERVICES
T-TEST RESULTS FOR OTHER SERVICES FIRMS
MBE Payment T Value for % of Available T Value for
Classification Dollars' Payment Dollars Firms® Available Firms
African Americans 0.48% 3483 * 0.27% 6.68
Hispanic Americans 0.25% 4455 * 0.06% 8.55
Asian Americans 0.13% 13.25 * 0.09% 2.54
Native Americans 0.00% -77.83 * 0.02% -14.94
Nonminority Women 1.29% 2345~ 1.07% 4.50
Nonminority Firms 97.84% -51.94 * 98.49% -9.97

! Percentage of related prime contract dollars awarded to firms within the relevant market area.
2 Percentage of available firms in the relevant market area.
* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level

5.2.5 Goods and Supplies

As goods and supplies vendors, African American, Hispanic American, and Native
American firms were substantially underutilized. Firms owned by nonminorities were
overutilized in each year and also on an overall basis. The disparity indices are
presented in Exhibit 5-11.

Exhibit 5-12 shows the t-test results for goods and supplies vendors. The results
suggest that the underutilization is statistically significant in the MBE categories and

overdutilization is statistically significant in nonminority firms.

5.3 Multivariate Regression Analysis

Do minority and woman-owned firms tend to earn significantly less revenue than
firms owned by nonminority males? If "yes" are their lower revenues due to their race or
gender status or to other factors?

Case law and social science research provide some guidance for addressing
these questions. From research literature, in addition to race and gender, we know that
other factors, such as firm capacity, owner experience, and education bear a relation to
a firm’s gross revenues. When multiple factors come into play, sometimes a multivariate

statistical analysis can improve our understanding of more complex relationships among
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factors affecting company earnings. In this study, we employ linear regression to analyze

variables, including race and gender, that can affect a firm’s success.

DISPARITY ANALYSIS OF GOODS AND SUPPLIES VENDORS

' The percentage of dollars is taken from the prime utilization exhibit previously
shown in Chapter 4.0.
The percentage of available contractors is taken from the availability exhibit

P

EXHIBIT 5-11

IN THE RELEVANT MARKET AREA
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATION
FISCAL YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

MBE % of Contract | % of Available | Disparity | Disparate Impact
Classification Dollars' Firms® Index”’ of Utilization
Fiscal Year 1998
African Americans 0.04% 0.17% 21.91 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.05% 0.06% 86.91 Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.00% 0.13% 2.11 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.02% 0.03% 54.65 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.06% 1.05% 100.95 | Overutilization
Nonminority Firms 98.83% 98.55% 100.28 | Overutilization
[ Fiscal Year 1999 |
African Americans 0.05% 0.17% 27.94 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.03% 0.06% 46.19 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.08% 0.13% 61.75 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.01% 0.03% 39.85 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.07% 1.05% 101.82 Overutilization
Nonminority Firms 98.76% 98.55% 100.21 Overutilization
Fiscal Year 2000
African Americans 0.04% 0.17% 25.41 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.15% 0.06% 254.46 | Overutilization
Asian Americans 0.36% 0.13% 264.70 | Overutilization
Native Americans 0.01% 0.03% 20.50 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.13% 1.05% 107.16 | Overutilization
Nonminority Firms 98.32% 98.55% 99.76 | Underutilization
Fiscal Year 2001
African Americans 0.02% 0.17% 13.76 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.01% 0.06% 13.56 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.15% 0.13% 113.16 Overutilization
Native Americans 0.01% 0.03% 38.14 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 1.06% 1.05% 100.66 | Overutilization
Nonminority Firms 98.74% 98.55% 100.20 | Overutilization
Fiscal Year 2002
African Americans 0.05% 0.17% 29.30 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.01% 0.06% 23.05 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.11% 0.13% 81.66 Underutilization
Native Americans 0.01% 0.03% 28.38 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.66% 1.05% 62.46 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.16% 98.55% 100.62 | Overutilization
All Fiscal Years
African Americans 0.04% 0.17% 23.34 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.05% 0.06% 79.21 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.15% 0.13% 108.25 | Overutilization
Native Americans 0.01% 0.03% 35.48 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.99% 1.05% 93.61 Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 98.77% 98.55% 100.22 | Overutilization

reviously shown in Chapter 4.0.

The disparity index is the ratio of % utilization to % availability times 100. An

asterisk is used to indicate a substantial level of disparity - index below 80.00.
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EXHIBIT 5-12
GOODS AND SUPPLIES
T-TEST RESULTS FOR MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES FIRMS

MBE Contract T Value for % of Available T Value for

Classification Dollars' | Contract Dollars Firms® Available Firms
African Americans 0.04% -102.86 * 0.17% -14.97 *
Hispanic Americans 0.05% -8.80 * 0.06% -1.28
Asian Americans 0.15% 453 * 0.13% 0.66
Native Americans 0.01% -29.77 * 0.03% -4.33 *
Nonminority Women 0.99% -10.58 * 1.05% -1.54
Nonminority Firms 98.77% 31.28 * 98.55% 455 *

! Percentage of related prime contract dollars awarded to firms within the relevant
market area.

2 Percentage of available firms in the relevant market area.

* Statistically significant at the 0.05 level

5.3.1 An Overview of Multivariate Regression and Description of the
Analytical Model

The goal of this analysis was to examine the influence of selected company and
business characteristics—especially owner race and gender—on 2002 gross revenues
reported by 564 companies that participated in a phone survey administered in October
2003. A statistical regression model was used to examine the relationships between
company gross revenues and the presence or absence of “selected company
characteristics.” For this study “gross revenue” was the “dependent variable,” or the
variable to be “explained” by the presence, absence, or strength of the “selected
characteristic” variables, known as “independent” or “explanatory” variables.

Since disparity analysis is an established domain of research, the selection of
independent variables for this study was made with reference to an extensive review of
literature on disparity analysis. Most economic studies of discrimination are based on a
seminal work, “The Economics of Discrimination” by Gary Becker, a Nobel Prize

recipient.? Becker was the first to define discrimination in financial and economic terms.

2 Becker, Gary. 1971, second edition. “The Economics of Discrimination.” The University of Chicago Press,
Chicago, p. 167.
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Since Becker, labor economists and statistical researchers including Blinder and
Oaxaca, Corcoran and Duncan, Gwaltney and Long, Reimers, Saunders, Darity and
Myers, Hanuschek, Hirsch, Topel and Blau, and others, have employed company
earnings, or revenue, as the dependent variable in race and gender discrimination
analysis.> Comparable worth studies have also utilized regression models with gross
revenues as the dependent variable for policy analysis® and the U.S. Department of
Commerce employs regression analysis (included in 48 CFR 19) to establish price
evaluation adjustments for small disadvantaged businesses in federal procurement
programs.® In each approach "gross revenue" is an analog of both firm capacity as well
as an estimate of utilization (e.g., mean share of contracting dollars).
The Regression Model Variables

Bates® used at least five general determinants, including firm “capacity,”
managerial ability, manager/owner experience, and demographic characteristics such as
race and gender to statistically explain variations among the "gross revenues" of firms.
These are elaborated below in terms of the dependent/independent variable relationship
regression seeks to resolve.
Dependent Variable

For this analysis the dependent variable (the variable to be explained by the
independent variables in the model) was defined as “firm 2002 gross revenues.” Ideally,
this variable is measured as the exact dollar figure for gross revenues. However, years

of experience in conducting information and opinion surveys with companies indicate

3 “Race and Gender Discrimination Across Urban Labor Markets,” 1996. Ed. Susan Schmitz. Garland
Publishers, New York, New York, p. 184.

* Gunderson, Morley. 1994. “Male-Female Wage Differentials and Policy Responses.” In “Equal
Employment Opportunity: Labor Market Discrimination and Public Policy,” pp. 207 - 227.

® “Federal Acquisition Regulations for Small Disadvantaged Businesses; Notice and Rules.” June 30, 1998.
Memorandum for Office of Federal Procurement Policy, Economic and Statistics Administration, Department
of Commerce.

® Bates, Timothy. “The Declining Status of Minorities in the New York City Construction Industry.” Reprinted
from Economic Development Quarterly, Vol. 12., No. 1, February 1998, pp. 88-100.
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that firms tend to be resistive to the idea of releasing precise dollar figures, but more
responsive when inquiries about earnings are presented as a dollar range. Accordingly,
to encourage greater participation in this study’s on-line survey, 10 company gross
revenue categories were defined, ranging from Category 1, “less than $100,000” to
Category 10, “more than $10 million.” For the regression analysis, the rank of each
revenue category (1 through 10) was used as the revenue data observations for each
firm.
Independent (Characteristic) Variables

The independent (i.e., explanatory) variables were those characteristics
hypothesized as contributing to the variation in the dependent variable (2002 gross
revenues). For this study, independent variables included:

m  Number of full-time employees—The more employees a company
has, the greater product volume it is likely to have to generate higher
revenues.

m  Owner’s years of experience—The longer a company owner has
been in a particular business, the more likely it is that the owner has
knowledge of how to acquire contracts and the skills and experience
to be successful in business.

m  Percentage of revenues earned in private sector—Since vendor
selection for public projects, large or small, is based usually on a
prescribed vendor list maintained by the contracting public sector
agency, it has been found that companies with a greater percentage
of earnings from the private sector are likely to earn less revenue
overall than companies that also do business frequently with the
public sector.

m  Owner’s level of education—The research literature consistently
reports a positive relationship between education and level of
income.

m  Age of Company—It is argued that a company’s longevity is an
indicator of both success and owner managerial ability.

m  Race/Ethnic group/gender of firm owners—The proposition to be
tested was whether there is a statistically significant relationship
between race/ethnicity/gender of minority firm owners and firm
revenue. In the analysis, the category Nonminority Male served as a
reference group against which all other race and gender groups
were compared.
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Finally, since companies tend to be organized around a business concentration (e.g.,
Construction, Specialty Trades, Professional Services, Other Services, and Goods and
Supplies), type of business was introduced as a moderator variable to determine if the
model, given adequate sample size, behaved differently as a predictor of gross revenue
when respondents’ line of business was considered.

Participants’ responses to the survey provided the data to examine the relative
importance of these factors. The operational relationship between these constructs (i.e.,
firm capacity, capability, experience, race, and gender) and measures derived from

survey items is presented in Exhibit 5-13.

EXHIBIT 5-13
MODEL CONSTRUCTS, VARIABLES, AND MEASURES
Model Constructs Variables Measures
Capacity Number of Employees Number of Full-time and Part-time
Employees reported
Private Contracting % Total Revenue from Private Sources
Owner's Managerial Ability | Owner’s Education Level of Education (from “some high
school” to “postgraduate degree”)
Owner’s Experience Years of Experience
Company Age 2003 minus Reported “year of
establishment”
Demographics MBE Groups African American-, Hispanic American-,
Asian American-, Native American-,
Nonminority Woman- and Nonminority
Male-owned Firms,
Sex of Company Owner | Sex of Company Majority Owner or
Shareholder

Inclusion of the race/gender variable for individual MBE groups—African Americans,
Hispanic Americans, Asian Americans and Native Americans—permitted examination of
the influence of minority status on the dependent variable, revenue, both by individual
group and as a general category (i.e., MBE), controlling for the effects of the other

independent variables.
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Exploring Variable Relationships: How Regression Analysis Works

Multiple regression analysis permits simultaneous examination not only of the
effects on the dependent variable of all independent variables in the multivariate model,
but also the effect of each, unique variable (i.e., “controlling” for the effects of the other
independent variables in the equation). The effect of each predictor (independent)
variable on the dependent variable is expressed as the magnitude of the change in the
dependent variable (y) for each unit change in the independent variable (x) plus an “error
term.” Since the independent variable is never a perfect predictor of the dependent
variable—that is, X is expressed as an imperfect predictor of Y such that one unit
change in X never leads to one unit change in Y—the “error term,” g, is postulated to
acknowledge the residual change in the value of Y that X cannot explain.

The goal in sound regression modeling, therefore, is to minimize residual values
associated with the independent variables and to maximize their explanatory power. In
other words, a good model that seeks to explain what causes revenue earnings, in this
case, will hypothesize a combination of independent variables, based on solid research
findings established in research, having sufficient explanatory power to account for case-
by-case differences in company revenue, while minimizing that portion of variation in
revenue values that the independent variable cannot explain (i.e., minimizing the
difference between Y values predicted by the X’s in the model and actual Y values).
Assessing the General Model and the Effect of Individual Independent Variables

There are several statistical litmus tests in regression analysis to assess a model's
explanatory power. For example, one can refer to the model’'s goodness of fit, also
known as the coefficient of determination. Put simply, the coefficient of determination for
a model assesses the degree to which the model maximizes the explanatory power of

the independent variables and minimizes prediction error relative to the dependent
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variable; that is, the degree to which the model maximizes the closeness of actual
dependent variable values and the dependent variable values predicted by the
regression model. The coefficient of determination (measured in regression as R?)
permits us to make a judgment about the combined effect on the dependent variable of
all the independent variables in a model.
Assessing Variables in the Model

As suggested earlier, in a model with multiple independent, or predictor, variables,
the effect of each individual independent variable is expressed as the expected change
in the dependent variable (y) for each unit change in the independent variable (x),
holding constant (or controlling for) the values of all the other independent variables (i.e.,
the effect on Y of the other X's in the equation). When X and Y values are plotted on a
graph, linear regression attempts to find a straight line of best fit (also known as the
least-squares line) that minimizes the differences between actual Y and predicted Y
values as a function of X. The slope of this line represents the statistical relationship
between the predicted values of Y based on X. The point at which this regression line
crosses the Y axis (otherwise known as the constant) represents the predicted value of
Y when X = 0. If the effect of X on Y is determined to be statistically significant (e.g., a
significance level of p < 0.05 asserts that the calculated relationship between X and Y
could occur due to chance only 5 times in 100), it can be asserted that X may indeed
play a role in determining the value of Y (in the case of this study, company revenues).
For example, if the slope coefficient of the variable representing one of the specific racial
groups is determined to be statistically significant, then, all other things being equal, the
hypothesis that race of the owner of a firm affects the annual revenue of the firm has

only a 5 percent chance of being false. In disparity research, theory asserts that the
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negative effect of race on revenue earnings associated with being a minority-owned

business is likely a product of discrimination.

5.3.2 Multivariate Regression Model

Mathematically, the multivariate linear regression model is expressed as:
Y = [30 + B|X| + BzXz + B3X3 + ﬁ4X4+ B5X5 +...+¢
Where:Y = annual firm gross revenues.
Bo = the constant, representing the value of Y when X, =0
B = coefficient representing the magnitude of X’s effecton Y
X, = the independent variables, such as capacity.
experience, managerial ability, race and gender.
e = the error term, representing the variance in Y unexplained by X;
This equation describes the hypothesized relationship between the dependent variable
and the independent variables and was used to test the hypothesis that there is no
difference in 2002 revenue earnings for MBE firms when compared with nonminority
male-owned firms. Traditionally, the hypothesis of no difference (known as the null
hypothesis) is represented as:
Ho . Y1 = Y2
We can reject the null hypothesis if the analysis indicates that race and gender
have been found to affect firm revenue (i. e, Hy : Y1 # Y,, the alternate hypothesis).

Results are statistically significant if it is determined that the probability of achieving this

difference due to chance was less than 5in 100 (i.e., p < .05).

5.3.3 Multivariate Regression Model Results

The regression model tested the effects of selected demographic and business
characteristic variables on revenue earnings for firms that participated in the study.

Results are reported in Exhibit 5-14 followed by a brief discussion of findings.
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EXHIBIT 5-14
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
RESULTS OF TELEPHONE SURVEY REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Unstandardized Standardized

Variable* B Std. Error | Beta t Sig.
Constant** 74.251 15.998 4.641 .000
MBE -.970 327 -124  -2.967 .003
African American -1.463 376 -236 -3.895 .000
Asian American -1.656 475 -.317  -3.484 .001
Nonminority Women -.794 .330 -149  -.2.407 017
Length of establishment** -.035 .008 -193 -4.383 .000
Number of Employees™* .010 .001 314 7.651 .000
Private Sector Revenue™** .003 .002 .071 1.759 .079
Owner's Education™* .204 .106 077 1.916 .056
Owner's Experience™* .016 .01 .061 1.434 .152

* In general, multivariate analyses stratified by race/ethnicity for Hispanic American- and Native
American-owned firm respondents contained too few observations to permit conclusive judgments
regarding any of the independent variable effects on company revenues. Survey subsample sizes by
race/ethnic/sex were as follows: Nonminority Male, n = 77; Nonminority Women, n = 154; African
American, n = 173; Hispanic American, n = 47; Asian American, n = 76; Native American, n = 16.

** Constant and partial coefficient values were derived from the General Model, predicting revenue
for two gross race/ethnicity/gender categories, MBEs and Nonminority Males, in conjunction with the
other independent variables in the model—Number of Company Employees, Owner's Years of
Experience, Owner’s Level of Education, Company Age, and Percent of the Company’s Revenue
from the Private Sector. Other coefficient values were derived substituting individual race/ethnic/
gender categories for the inclusive MBE category in the general model.

Results

The regression analysis which included the independent variables of
a firm—age of company, owner education level, number of
employees, percent of revenue from private sector, and owner
experience for industry groupings—had an R square of .18,
indicating that the independent variables explained only 18 percent
of the variations in firm revenue categories.

When the model compared MBE firms to nonminority male firm
revenues in conjunction with the effects of the other model variables
(i.e, age of company, owner education level, number of employees,
percent of revenue from private sector, and owner experience), the
model’s ability to “explain revenue” increased only slightly to 21.5
percent.

When analyses were stratified by MBE firm ownership category for
nonminority women, African Americans and Asian Americans,
respectively, the explanatory power of the model increased
significantly: Asian Americans, 26 percent; nonminority women, 28
percent; African Americans, .33 percent. These increases can be
attributed exclusively to the substitution of the specific race category
for the more global MBE category, supporting the hypothesis that
differences in the revenue of firms is due to the race/gender status of
the firm.

MGT of America, Inc.

Page 5-24



Disparity Analysis

m  The understandardized beta coefficient for the MBE variable was —
.970, indicating that the revenue category of MBE firms was almost
one category lower than for nonminority male firms.

m  The understandardized beta coefficient for African American firms
was —1.463, and for Asian Americans, —1.656, indicating that these
firms had annual revenues that were roughly one-and-a-half revenue
categories lower than for firms owned by nonminority males.

m  The understandardized beta coefficient for the nonminority women
variable was —.794, indicating that these firms had annual incomes
that were nearly one revenue category lower than for their
nonminority male counterparts.

m  The understandardized beta coefficients for firms owned by Native
Americans and Hispanic Americans were not interpretable due to
small numbers for those firms in the respondent sample.
Consequently, no conclusion could be asserted as to whether
revenues of those firms were adversely affected by their minority
status.

Results by Race and by Business Type

In general, a race-by-business category stratification reduced subsample sizes in
all but one race by business type categories, such that a valid statistical analysis could
not be undertaken. There was a sufficient response rate to permit the analysis for the
Goods and Supplies category, comparing revenue for MBEs, as a whole, with revenue
for nonminority males. In this category, the unstandardized beta coefficient for MBE
status was —.396, indicating that when the effect of the other nonracial variables
affecting revenue was controlled, the status of being an MBE reduced revenue, when
compared to nonminority male owned firms, by more than one-third a revenue category.

In conclusion, after statistical adjustments were made for variables such as age of
company, education level of owner, number of employees, percentage of revenue from
private sector and owner experience, the finding of a consistent and negative
relationship between MBE status and revenue supports the hypothesis that lower
revenue is due to the minority status of the firms. These analyses, while not proving that

discrimination caused the lower annual revenues, certainly supports the idea that
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discrimination was a significant factor. Therefore, the null hypothesis that there is no

difference between the MBE and nonminority firm groups’ gross revenues as a function

of race, when controlling for demographic and firm characteristics, was rejected.

5.4 Conclusions

This chapter used disparity indices to compare the availability and utilization

findings from Chapter 4.0. The disparity indices for each of the business categories

indicate whether there is the presence of disparity for each ethnic or gender group, and

the ensuing t-test depicts the statistical significance of these disparity results.

Exhibit 5-15 summarizes the findings of underutilization of businesses by their

respective categories. The underutilization was statistically significant for the following

categories:

African American and nonminority women-owned construction prime
contractors;

African American, Hispanic American, Asian American, nonminority
women, and Native American -owned construction subcontractors;

African American, Hispanic American, Asian American, nhonminority
women, and Native American owned architecture and engineering
prime consultants;

Hispanic American, Asian American, nonminority women, and Native
American owned professional services prime consultants;

Native American and nonminority other services firms; and

African American, Hispanic American, and Native American owned
goods and supplies vendors.
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EXHIBIT 5-15
SUMMARY OF UNDERUTILIZATION

Business Category African Hispanic Asian Native | Nonminority | Nonminority
American American American | American Women Firms
Construction Prime Contractors Yes No Yes Yes Yes No
Construction Subcontractors Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Architecture & Engineering Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Professional Services No Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Other Services No No No Yes No Yes
Goods & Supplies Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

The multivariate regression analyses strongly support the above findings of
disparity for the different MBE groups and provide strong evidence that the disparity is
due, in part, to a firm's race and/or gender status.

The regression analyses explained from 32 to almost 50 percent of the variation in
the dependent variable observations, depending on the variables included in each
analysis, indicating that the models were providing statistically reliable findings. After
adjusting for impact of non-MBE factors, such as number of employees, age of
company, owner's experience, and owner's education level, the analyses showed that
MBE firms had significantly lower 2002 revenues than similar nonminority male firms.
The consistency of the lower 2002 revenues of MBE firms for both the all-industries
analyses and for African American and nonminority women firms among the different
industry grouping analyses further strengthens the evidence that the disparities are due,
at least in part, to the race and/or gender status of the firms.

Unfortunately, the number of Native American, Hispanic American, and Asian
American firms in the sample were not sufficiently large to produce statistically reliable
findings. However, when their firms were included in the analyses involving all MBEs,

they had lower 2002 revenues even after adjusting for other non-MBE factors.
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6.0 ANECDOTAL ANALYSIS

This chapter describes the results of the analysis of anecdotal information for the
Commonwealth of Virginia Disparity Study. The collection and analysis of anecdotal
data are performed to determine whether underutilization of minority and women owned
firms is the result of objective, nonbiased bidding and purchasing procedures or the
result of discriminatory practices. Anecdotal evidence is designed to explain and
interpret statistical findings. Courts have ruled that the combination of disparity findings
and anecdotal evidence provides the best evidence demonstrating the existence of
historical discriminatory practices, if any. Unlike other chapters in this report, anecdotal
analysis does not rely solely on quantitative data. Anecdotal analysis also utilizes
qualitative data to describe the context of the examined environment as well as the
climate in which all businesses and other relevant entities applicable to our study
operate.

The following sections present the approach MGT used in the collection of
anecdotal data, the methods employed in the collection of those data, and the
quantitative and qualitative results of the data collected. This chapter is organized into
the following sections:

6.1 Methodology

6.2 Vendor Telephone Survey Demographics

6.3 Personal Interviews and Focus Groups Demographics
6.4 Findings

6.1 Methodology

MGT used a variety of methods to collect anecdotal data from individuals

representing firms in the study market area owned by minorities, nonminority women,
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and nonminority men. Specifically, three activities were conducted to obtain anecdotal
information for the study:

m  Vendor Telephone Survey

m  Personal Interviews

m  Focus Groups

Each of the three information gathering methods has its own advantages and
disadvantages, but by combining several methodologies, MGT is able to describe a
more complete picture of the “real world” of the participants studied. For instance, the
vendor telephone survey features the use of a structured interview guide that provides

the advantage of:

m gathering a wide range of data from a broad base of the business
community;

m providing information from those who may be reluctant to have their
observations attributed directly to them; and

m allowing the respondent to make comments that will not be
challenged by peers or panelists as in the case of focus groups.

However, a telephone survey does not allow for the in-depth exploration of issues as
they are raised. The personal interviews, which consist of one-on-one interviews using a
structured interview instrument, offer the advantage of:

m  hearing from people who are reluctant to speak in front of groups or
whose schedule does not allow them to attend meetings; and

m  providing opportunities to fully explore the concerns, experiences,
and issues of the interviewees.

Personal interviews, however, have a disadvantage in that individuals are generally free
from having their comments challenged by peers or panelists as in the case of focus
groups. Focus group sessions offer the advantage of group consensus building in
response to questions regarding major issues, practices, and experiences. Individuals
tend to exercise care in making statements when they know their peers may challenge

them. At the same time, patterns of experience and opinions can be quickly established
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or refuted through group discussion. Focus groups, however, do not permit in-depth
exploration of the individual experiences. Focus groups are ineffective in obtaining
information from those who are reluctant to speak in group meetings.

6.1.1 Vendor Telephone Survey

MGT conducted a telephone survey during October of 2003, soliciting the
participation of firms that had done or attempted to do business with the Commonwealth
of Virginia. Two major goals of the survey included determining the nature of firms’
business experiences and exploring their perceptions of discriminatory practices they
might have encountered since 1998 when attempting to conduct business.

Survey participation was solicited by mail based on vendor information provided
by the Commonwealth of Virginia, followed by contact by phone, in which participants
completed the survey. In all, there were 564 surveys in which respondents indicated

their race/gender/ethnicity, and 541 in which business type was indicated (Exhibit 6-1).

EXHIBIT 6-1
COMPLETED SURVEYS BY WORK TYPE
# of Completed
Work Type Surveys
Building Construction 24
Specialty Trade 56
Professional Services 292
General/Personal Services 70
Supplies & Equipment 99
Total 541

Source: MGT Telephone Survey of Businesses, October 2003.

Section 6.2 reports survey results as percentages by race/ethnicity/gender. The
telephone survey instrument and response frequencies to the survey are presented in

Appendix J.
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6.1.2 Personal Interviews

MGT conducted personal interviews with the vendors using an interview guide that
covered a range of questions concerning a firm’s experiences conducting business with
the Commonwealth, experiences in the private sector, and the firm’'s business
operations. See Appendix K for a copy of the interview guide and affidavit.

In collecting anecdotal evidence relevant to the existence of discriminatory
practices, the interviewers were objective in identifying the participants, drafting interview
questions, asking questions during the interviews, and eliciting follow-up responses from
individuals. The interviewers made no attempt to prompt or guide the testimony or
responses of individuals. For personal interviews, the firms were selected from the
master vendor database.

MGT scheduled 108 personal interviews and completed 85. The results of these
interviews are included in the interview findings. The companies interviewed represent a
cross section of firms in all work type categories and ethnicities. The majority of the
interviews were held in the owners’ offices and ranged in length from 30 minutes to an
hour and 30 minutes. Before each interview, business owners were informed that their
responses to the questionnaire would be confidential and would not be distributed to any
other person or firm with their identity revealed except if legal action were filed, in which
case all documentation would be provided to the court.

6.1.3 Focus Groups

MGT conducted three focus groups: two with minority-owned firms and one with
nonminority male-owned firms. These began with dinner at 5:30 PM, and the actual
focus group was conducted from approximately 6:00 to 7:30 PM. A total of 18 firms were
represented at the focus groups (13 minority firms and 5 nonminority male-owned firms).

Each participant was requested to complete a profile of his or her firm similar to that
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solicited from the one-on-one interview protocol, although not all did. The focus groups

were held in Richmond, Virginia Beach, and Crystal City.

6.2 Vendor Telephone Survey Demographics

This section reports a demographic and business profile of respondents of the
vendor telephone survey.

6.2.1 Respondent Profile

Exhibit 6-2 reports a business and demographic profile of survey participants. In
terms of respondents’ business lines, of 541 respondents who indicated business line, 4
percent were involved in Building Construction, 10 percent in Specialty Trades, 54
percent in Professional Services, 13 percent in General/Personal Services, and 18
percent in Supplies and Equipment.

Over half of respondents (55%) indicated they had established their business
within the past 10 years; another 27 percent between 1984 and 1993; and the remaining
18 percent had been established more than 20 years.

The majority of respondents’ businesses, 71 percent, were organized as
corporations, and nearly one-sixth (15%) were sole proprietors. The majority of firms
were small businesses, with 63 percent reporting employing 10 or fewer employees and
one-fifth (20%) reporting 11 to 30 employees. Larger companies (more than 30
employees) made up 18 percent of the sample. Over a fifth of the sample (22%)
reported 2002 revenue of $100,000 or less; 24 percent reported 2002 revenue between
$100,000 and $500,000; over a quarter (28%) earned between $500,000 and $2 million,
and 26 percent earned $2 million or more in 2002 revenue. Overall, in 2002 businesses

earned most of their income from the public sector (52%).
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SELECTED DEMOGRAPHICS BY BUSINESS OWNER

EXHIBIT 6-2
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VENDOR TELEPHONE SURVEY

RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

African Asian Hispanic Native |Nonminority| Total Nonminority
QUESTION American | American | American | American Women M/WBE Male TOTAL

Length of establishment n=538

1973 or earlier 1% 0% 2% 19% 10% 5% 27% 8%
1974 to 1983 6% 5% 4% 0% 14% 8% 24% 10%
1984 to 1993 27% 25% 28% 13% 29% 27% 25% 27%
1994 to 2003 66% 70% 66% 69% 46% 60% 24% 55%
Organizational structure of company n=538

Sole Proprietorship 23% 13% 2% 13% 13% 15% 15% 15%
Partnership 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Corporation 66% 72% 85% 80% 72% 71% 68% 71%
Limited Liability Partnership 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Limited Liability Corporation 9% 14% 9% 7% 14% 11% 12% 11%
Other 1% 0% 4% 0% 1% 1% 3% 1%
Company's primary line of business n=541

Building Construction 6% 1% 4% 13% 4% 5% 4% 4%
Specialty Trades 13% 3% 4% 19% 13% 11% 8% 10%
Professional Services 52% 80% 74% 38% 52% 58% 27% 54%
General/Personal Services 22% 11% 4% 6% 8% 13% 11% 13%
Supplies & Equipment 7% 5% 13% 25% 23% 13% 51% 18%
Number of full-time employees n=531

1 - 3 employees 38% 38% 36% 25% 31% 35% 18% 33%
4 - 10 employees 29% 26% 28% 38% 29% 29% 34% 30%
11 - 30 employees 16% 16% 19% 19% 22% 19% 26% 20%
31 or more employees 17% 19% 17% 19% 17% 18% 22% 18%

Source: MGT Telephone Survey of Businesses, October 2003.
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SELECTED DEMOGRAPHICS BY BUSINESS OWNER

EXHIBIT 6-2 (Continued)
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VENDOR TELEPHONE SURVEY

RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

African Asian Hispanic Native |Nonminority| Total Nonminority
QUESTION American | American | American | American Women M/WBE Male TOTAL
Gross Revenues n=543
Up to $50,000 16% 13% 6% 6% 6% 11% 4% 10%
$50,001 to $100,000 16% 11% 9% 19% 14% 14% 0% 12%
$100,001 to $300,000 14% 13% 30% 19% 17% 17% 16% 16%
$300,001 to $500,000 9% 11% 6% 13% 9% 9% 4% 8%
$500,001 to $1 million 10% 18% 21% 13% 12% 13% 19% 14%
$1,000,001 to $2 million 9% 12% 11% 0% 19% 13% 21% 14%
$2,000,001 to $5 million 16% 16% 9% 13% 18% 15% 25% 17%
$5,000,001 to $10 million 6% 1% 4% 6% 3% 4% 3% 4%
More than $10 million 5% 5% 4% 13% 3% 5% 9% 5%
Mean percentage of gross revenues earned from private and public sector business in 2002 n=509
Public Sector 45% 54% 44% 56% 56% 50% 63% 52%
Private Sector 55% 46% 56% 44% 44% 50% 37% 48%

Source: MGT Telephone Survey of Businesses, October 2003.
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When survey results were examined by race/ethnicity and gender of business

owner," findings were as follows.

Although, on the whole, Professional Services firms represented
slightly more than half of the sample (54%), nonminority male-owned
firms were half as likely as M/WBEs to be engaged in Professional
Services (27% vs. 58%) and four times as likely to be engaged in
Supplies & Equipment (51% vs. 13%).

More than a quarter of all nonminority male firms (27%) had been in
business more than 30 years, compared with 5 percent for M/WBEs.

Respondent firms owned by nonminority males tended to have more
employees than minority- and woman-owned firms, with 22 percent
reporting more than 30 employees. Just over a sixth of M/WBE
firms (18%) reported more than 30 employees.

More than one-half of firms (58%) owned by nonminority males
earned more than $1 million in 2002, compared with over a third of
minority firms (37%). On the other hand, only 4 percent of
nonminority male firms earned $100,000 or less in 2002, compared
with a quarter of M/WBE firms (25%). African Americans were most
frequently represented in this lowest category of revenue earnings,
with nearly one-third of all African American firms (32%) reporting
revenue of $100,000 or less in 2002.

The percentage of 2002 revenue earned in the public sector did vary
as a function of race/gender category. Whereas nearly two-thirds of
nonminority male-owned firm revenue was earned from the public
sector (63%), M/WBE firms earned half of their revenue from the
public sector.

Overall, minority- and women-owned firms responding to this survey
tended to be smaller, to have earned less revenue, and to have
been in business for a shorter period of time than nonminority male-
owned firms.

Other survey questions gathered information on business owner gender and

race/ethnicity, the results of which are reported in Exhibit 6-3 and summarized below.

More than two-fifths of all firms sampled for this study were owned
by women (44%) and almost three-quarters (73%) were certified as
M/WBEs or DBEs. Although the owner’s highest level of education
varied widely across subgroups, overall, a majority of the sample
(78%) reported having earned a college degree or postgraduate
degree.

' Due to small sample sizes for Hispanic American, Asian American, and Native American categories,
conclusions in this narrative should be treated as tentative, and for the sake of discussion only.
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m  Nonminority male firm owners reported having more years of
experience in their fields than did minority and women business
owners, with 47 percent of firms owned by nonminority males
reporting 30 or more years experience, as compared with 22 percent
of M/WBE firms.

m  The percentage of 2002 revenue earned from Commonwealth of
Virginia agencies did vary greatly as a function of race/gender
category. Compared to M/WBE firms, nonminority males were more
than twice as likely to earn revenue from the Commonwealth
agencies (65% vs. 31%, respectively).

6.3 Personal Interviews and Focus Groups Demographics

Business Characteristics

The interview instrument and focus group registration form included questions
designed to establish a business profile for each business participating in the process.
The information gathered included the primary line of business, number of years each
firm has been in business, organizational structure, gross revenues, and firm size.
Please note that not all participants answered every question.

Primary Line of Business

Exhibit 6-4 summarizes demographic data on M/WBESs’ primary line of business.
The categories are construction; architecture and engineering; professional services,
which include services that require an advanced degree or special training; other
services, which include security, equipment repair, and janitorial; and goods and
supplies. In addition to the information above, the chart also reflects the number and

percentage of businesses in each category by ethnicity.
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EXHIBIT 6-3
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VENDOR TELEPHONE SURVEY
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHICS BY BUSINESS OWNER
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

African Asian Hispanic Native | Nonminority Total | Nonminority
QUESTION American | American | American | American Women M/WBE Male TOTAL
Company certified as MBE, WBE, or DBE? n=502
Yes 84% 76% 87% 57% 74% 79% 34% 73%
No 16% 24% 13% 43% 26% 21% 66% 27%
Gender of Company owner n=539
Female 25% 36% 17% 44% 100% 52% 0% 44%
Male 75% 64% 83% 56% 0% 48% 100% 56%
Owner's highest level of education n=535
Some High School 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 1%
High School Graduate 4% 0% 4% 6% 14% 7% 5% 7%
Trade or Technical Educatior 2% 0% 6% 6% 1% 2% 1% 2%
Some College 12% 0% 13% 25% 12% 10% 20% 12%
College Graduate 44% 36% 26% 31% 35% 38% 36% 37%
Postgraduate Degree 37% 64% 51% 31% 38% 43% 34% 41%
Owner's years of experience n=537
Less than 10 years 9% 11% 4% 13% 10% 9% 8% 9%
11 to 15 years 25% 24% 26% 13% 19% 22% 9% 20%
16 to 20 years 17% 29% 15% 25% 22% 21% 19% 20%
21 to 29 years 22% 20% 28% 38% 29% 25% 17% 24%
30 to 35 years 17% 12% 21% 6% 14% 15% 25% 17%
More than 35 years 10% 4% 6% 6% 6% 7% 22% 9%
Percentage Revenue from State Business n=527
| 22%| 27%| 28%| 50%| 43%| 31%| 65% 36%

Source: MGT Telephone Survey of Businesses, October 2003.
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PERSONAL INTERVIEWS AND FOCUS GROUPS

EXHIBIT 6-4
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

BUSINESS TYPE BY ETHNICITY

African Asian Native | Nonminority | Nonminority Percent
Business Category American| Hispanic | American | American Woman Male Total of Total
Construction 4 3 7 14 14.43%
Architecture and Engineering 1 1 2 2.06%
Professional Services 4 2 4 1 4 4 19 19.59%
Other Services 2 1 5 8 16 16.49%
Good and Supplies 1 17 28 46 47.42%
Total 11 2 4 2 30 48 97 | 100.00%
Percent of Total 11.34% 2.06% 4.12% 2.06% 30.93% 49.48%| 100.00%
Source: Personal interviews and focus group participants.
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As shown in Exhibit 6-4, of the firms participating, 14 percent were in the
construction category; two percent were in architectural and engineering, 19 percent
were in professional services; 16 percent were in the other services category; and 47
percent were in the goods and supplies category.

Years in Business

Seventy percent of the African American-owned firms participating were
established between 1980 and 2003 as shown in Exhibit 6-5. Only three African
American—owned firms (30%) were established before 1980. Of the participating
Hispanic-, Asian American-, and Native American-owned firms, all have been
established since 1980. Seventy percent of the participating WBE firms were
established between 1980 and 2003. The majority of nonminority male firms were
established after 1980 (60%), although nonminority males have the highest percentage
of firms established prior to 1980 of any group. Minority- and women-owned firms have
established their business in more recent years compared with nonminority male-owned
firms.

Organizational Structure

Across ethnicity and gender the vast majority of participants are structured as a
corporation as shown in Exhibit 6-6. Nonminority women-owned firms had a higher
percentage of sole proprietors than did nonminority males.

Gross Revenues

Information concerning gross revenues is also summarized in Exhibit 6-6. Of the
African American-owned firms interviewed, one firm had gross revenues over $5 million,
three firms were in the $1 million to $3 million range, and two grossed less than
$500,000. The maijority of nonminority women-owned firms had gross revenues less
than $3 million (68%). In contrast, 18 (45%) nonminority male-owned firms had gross

revenues in excess of $3 million.
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EXHIBIT 6-5
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
PERSONAL INTERVIEWS AND FOCUS GROUPS
YEAR BUSINESS ESTABLISHED

African Hispanic Asian Native Nonminority Nonminority
American American American American Women Male

Years Total % Total % Total % Total % Total % Total %

Prior to 1940 1| 10.00% 2 6.67% 51 10.42%
1940-49 1 3.33% 2 4.17%
1950-59 2 6.67% 1 2.08%
1960-69 1 3.33% 4 8.33%
1970-75 1 3.33% 2 4.17%
1976-79 2| 20.00% 2 6.67% 5| 10.42%
1980-85 2| 20.00% 1] 50.00% 51 16.67% 6| 12.50%
1986-89 1| 10.00% 1] 25.00% 1] 50.00% 3| 10.00% 3 6.25%
1990-95 1| 10.00% 1] 25.00% 1] 50.00% 8| 26.67% 6| 12.50%
1996-99 1| 10.00% 1] 50.00% 1] 25.00% 1 3.33% 6| 12.50%
2000-2003 2| 20.00% 1] 25.00% 41 13.33% 8| 16.67%
Total Responding 10 | 100.00% 2 {100.00% 4 {100.00% 2 (100.00%| 30 (100.00%| 48 |100.00%

Source: Personal interviews and focus group participants.
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EXHIBIT 6-6
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
PERSONAL INTERVIEWS AND FOCUS GROUPS
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHICS

African Hispanic Asian Native Nonminority Nonminority
American American American American Women Male
Category Total % Total % Total % Total % Total % Total %
Organizational Structure
Sole Proprietorship 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1| 50.00% 5| 16.67% 1 2.08%
Partnership 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2 417%
Corporation 11| 100.00% 2( 100.00% 4] 100.00% 1| 50.00% 25| 83.33% 44 91.67%
Other 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1 2.08%
Total Responding 11] 100.00% 2(100.00% 4( 100.00% 2(100.00% 30| 100.00% 48] 100.00%
Gross Revenues
Less than $100,000 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1 3.57% 0.00%
$100,001 to $500,000 2 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5| 17.86% 7 17.50%
$500,001 to $1 million 0.00% 0.00% 11 33.33% 1| 50.00% 6] 21.43% 6] 15.00%
$1,000,001 to $3 million 3| 50.00% 0.00% 2| 66.67% 1| 50.00% 71 25.00% 9 22.50%
$3,000,001 to $5 million 0.00% 1( 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 4 14.29% 5] 12.50%
$5,000,001 to $10 million 1| 16.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3] 10.71% 4 10.00%
More than $10 million 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2 714% 9] 22.50%
Total Responding 6{ 100.00% 1] 100.00% 3| 100.00% 2{ 100.00% 28| 100.00% 40( 100.00%
Number of Employees
0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1 3.33% 2 417%
1-10 4 36.36% 0.00% 1| 25.00% 0.00% 14| 46.67% 151 31.25%
11-50 6 54.55% 2( 100.00% 3| 75.00% 2{ 100.00% 11| 36.67% 22| 45.83%
51-75 1 9.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2| 6.67% 1 2.08%
Over 75 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2 6.67% 8| 16.67%
Total Responding 11] 100.00% 2{ 100.00% 4] 100.00% 2{ 100.00% 30| 100.00% 48| 100.00%

Source: Personal interviews and focus group participants.
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Firm Size

Ten of the 11 African American firms participating had fewer than 50 employees
as shown in Exhibit 6-6. The Hispanic American, Asian American, and Native American
firms all had fewer than 50 employees. Of the women-owned firms, 47 percent had
between 1 and 10 employees. Thirty-seven percent of the WBEs had between 11 and
50 employees, with four firms having more than 50 employees. Eighty-one percent of

nonminority male-owned firms had fewer than 50 employees.

6.4 Findings

In this section, we present our findings based on anecdotal data collected for this
study. The findings are presented in five sections:

m 6.4.1 Loans, Bonds, and Insurance Experience

m 6.4.2 Public and Private Sector Work Experience

m 6.4.3 Work Experience with the Commonwealth of Virginia

m 6.4.4 Discriminatory Experiences

m 6.4.5 Perceptions of Business Attitudes, Business Practices, and
M/WBEs

6.4.1 Loans, Bonds, and Insurance Experience

Survey respondents were asked if they had applied for a business start-up loan,
operating capital loan, performance bond, bid bond, equipment loan, commercial liability
insurance, and professional liability insurance. In addition, for those who did apply, they
were asked if they were approved or not. The percentages shown in Exhibit 6-7 are of

total responses in that subgroup.
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EXHIBIT 6-7
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VENDOR TELEPHONE SURVEY
EXPERIENCE WITH LOANS, BONDS, AND INSURANCE
SINCE 1998 BY BUSINESS OWNER
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER*

African Asian Hispanic Native | Nonminority | Total | Nonminority
QUESTION American | American | American | American Women M/WBE Male Total
Business start-up loan n=55
Applied 15% 24% 15% 13% 5% 12% 1% 10%
Approved 5% 20% 15% 7% 2% 5% 0% 3%
Operating capital loan n=111
Applied 20% 32% 55% 11% 12% 19% 2% 12%
Approved 7% 24% 45% 7% 11% 12% 2% 8%
Performance bond n=75
Applied 13% 28% 9% 15% 10% 12% 2% 8%
Approved 10% 28% 6% 15% 9% 1% 2% 7%
Bid bond n=82
Applied 15% 20% 12% 7% 10% 13% 4% 9%
Approved 10% 20% 12% 7% 9% 10% 4% 7%
Equipment loan n=97
Applied 14% 16% 24% 22% 13% 15% 4% 11%
Approved 9% 16% 21% 22% 13% 12% 4% 9%
Commercial liability insurance n=343
Applied 52% 184% 103% 33% 40% 55% 13% 38%
Approved 51% 180% 100% 33% 40% 54% 13% 38%
Professional liability insurance n=231
Applied 33% 156% 79% 19% 26% 38% 7% 26%
Approved 33% 148% 79% 15% 26% 37% 7% 25%

Source: MGT Telephone Survey of Businesses, October 2003.
* Percentages shown are of the total respondents in each subcategory (i.e., 15% of the African American respondents applied for a loan).
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From Exhibit 6-7, the following observations can be made:

m  Only 10 percent of respondents have applied for a business start-up
loan. However, M/WBE firms were much more likely to apply for a
business start-up loan than were nonminority male-owned firms
(12% vs. 1%, respectively). Fifteen percent of the African American-
owned firms applied for start-up loans compared with 5 percent of
nonminority women-owned firms and 1 percent of nonminority male-
owned firms.

m  Overall, for the bond, loan, and insurance categories, nonminority
male-owned firms tended to apply for bonds, loans, and insurance at
a much lower rate than did M/WBEs.

m  The greatest disparity between nonminority males and M/WBE
approval rates was in the loan category, with African American-
owned firms having the least success in all categories of loan
application.

The vendors who participated in the interviews and focus groups identified the
following as barriers to their growth and success:

cash flow and cash management

securing bonding

building relationships with primes and owners
holding of retainage

building capacity

developing an experienced workforce

slow pay

paperwork and bureaucracy

Nonminority-owned prime contractors in some instances confirmed the experiences
cited by minority- and women-owned firms.

6.4.2 Public and Private Sector Work Experience

Surveyed firms were asked about their work experience in the public and private
sectors. Exhibit 6-8 provides information on the percentage of firms that worked as a
prime contractor; the number of times firms bid as subcontractor or subconsultant; the
number of times firms were asked by a prime to be a subcontractor; and the number of
times firms were hired by a prime as a subcontractor. The results are presented by

race/ethnicity and gender. The following general observations can be made.
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EXHIBIT 6-8
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VENDOR TELEPHONE SURVEY

WORK EXPERIENCE BY BUSINESS OWNER
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

African Asian Hispanic Native Nonminority Total Nonminority
QUESTION American American American | American Women M/WBE Male TOTAL

Number of Times as Prime Contractor since 1998 n=507

Never 39% 48% 39% 50% 38% 41% 60% 43%
1 to 10 times 27% 30% 28% 21% 27% 28% 13% 26%
11 to 100 times 32% 21% 28% 14% 27% 27% 21% 26%
More than 100 times 2% 1% 4% 14% 8% 4% 6% 5%
Number of times bid as a subcontractor or subconsultant n=507

Never 32% 30% 22% 36% 36% 32% 69% 36%
1to 10 times 39% 36% 37% 14% 35% 36% 13% 33%
11 to 99 times 25% 31% 30% 29% 22% 26% 14% 24%
More than 100 times 4% 3% 11% 21% 8% 6% 5% 6%
Number of times asked to be a subcontractor or subconsultant n=505

Never 35% 34% 29% 36% 42% 36% 67% 40%
1to 10 times 45% 39% 31% 36% 29% 37% 16% 34%
11 to 99 times 18% 24% 36% 7% 22% 22% 1% 21%
More than 100 times 2% 3% 4% 21% 7% 5% 6% 5%
Number of times hired as a subcontractor or subconsultant n=506

Never 40% 32% 22% 14% 44% 37% 73% 42%
1 to 10 times 45% 50% 42% 57% 33% 42% 14% 39%
11 to 99 times 13% 14% 29% 14% 15% 16% 8% 15%
More than 100 times 2% 4% 7% 14% 8% 5% 5% 5%

Source: MGT Telephone Survey of Businesses, October 2003.
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m In general, nonminority male-owned firms were more likely than
minority-owned firms to have never served as a prime contractor
(60% vs. 41%, respectively). Surprisingly, within M/WBE groups,
nonminority women and Native Americans reported a slightly higher
rate of having “served more than 100 times as a prime contractor”
than did nonminority males (although small subsample sizes for the
latter group make the assertion of a trend questionable).

m  On the whole, nonminority male-owned firms were two times more
likely to have never bid as a subcontractor or subconsultant than
were M/WBE-owned firms. A slightly lower percentage of
nonminority male-owned firms (5%) reported having submitted more
than 100 bids when compared with M/WBE firms (6%), with African
American (4%) and Asian American(3%) firms reporting lower rates
in this category than the M/WBE average (6%).

m When nonminority male-owned firms were compared with minority-
owned firms, the percentage of those who had never been asked to
serve as a subcontractor varied greatly (67% vs. 36%). Although
African American- and Asian American-owned firms tended to have
been asked more frequently in the categories “1 to 10 times” and “11
to 99 times,” nonminority women-owned firms were slightly more
likely to have been asked “more than 100 times” than were
nonminority male-owned firms (6% vs. 5%).

m  Nonminority male-owned firms were no more likely to have been
hired as a subcontractor or subconsultant “more than 100 times”
than were M/WBEs (5% vs. 5%, respectively), although the rate at
which nominority male-owned firms were “never hired” was nearly
twice that of M/\WBESs (73% and 37%, respectively).

Firms indicating they had served either as a prime contractor or as a prime
consultant since 1998 reported the frequency of their use of subcontractors or
subconsultants, in general, and their utilization of M/WBEs for state and private sector
projects, in particular. Firms participating in the survey were also asked to rate their
experience with subcontractors or subconsultants by race/ethnicity and gender
categories. Exhibit 6-9 indicates the percentage of usage of subcontractors or
subconsultants by primes, and their experience with them in two categories

(“Excellent/Good” and “Fair/Poor”).
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EXHIBIT 6-9
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VENDOR TELEPHONE SURVEY
EXPERIENCE WITH SUBCONTRACTORS AND SUBCONSULTANTS BY BUSINESS OWNER
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

African Asian Hispanic Native Nonminority Total Nonminority
QUESTION American American | American | American Women M/WBE Male Total
Has Your Company Used Subcontractors or Subconsultants since 1998? n=321
Yes 65% 69% 74% 67% 71% 68% 39% 66%
No 35% 31% 26% 33% 29% 32% 61% 34%
Used M/WBEs for Commonwealth of Virginia Projects since 1998 n=111
Very Often 36% 24% 22% 17% 15% 22% 0% 21%
Sometimes 32% 12% 6% 17% 18% 17% 38% 19%
Seldom 9% 6% 0% 33% 13% 10% 50% 13%
Never 23% 59% 72% 33% 55% 50% 13% 48%
Used M/WBEs for Private Projects since 1998 n=180
Very Often 52% 52% 45% 50% 34% 45% 10% 43%
Sometimes 27% 22% 27% 17% 29% 26% 30% 27%
Seldom 10% 13% 0% 33% 14% 11% 40% 13%
Never 11% 13% 27% 0% 23% 17% 20% 17%
Rate Experience with Minority Men and Women Subs n=177
Excellent/Good 87% 92% 94% 100% 90% 90% 89% 90%
Fair/Poor 13% 8% 6% 0% 10% 10% 11% 10%
Rate Experience with Nonminority Women Subs n=144
Excellent/Good 82% 94% 94% 100% 91% 89% 100% 90%
Fair/Poor 18% 6% 6% 0% 9% 11% 0% 10%
Rate Experience with Nonminority Male Subs n=174
Excellent/Good 80% 92% 89% 80% 85% 85% 90% 85%
Fair/Poor 20% 8% 11% 20% 15% 15% 10% 15%

Source: MGT Survey of Businesses, October 2003.
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Overall, nearly two-fifths of nonminority male primes (39%) reported
using subcontractors or subconsultants compared with a little more
than two-thirds of M/WBE firms’ utilization of subs (68%).

M/WBE respondents reported utilizing M/WBEs “very often” as
subcontractors or subconsultants for both state and private projects
at a higher rate than did nonminority male-owned firms (state
projects: 22% vs. 0%, respectively; private projects: 45% vs. 10%,
respectively); and half of the M/WBE sample reported they had
“never used” M/WBE subs, compared with 13 percent of nonminority
firms.

M/WBE firms reported “excellent/good” experiences with three
categories of subs—nonminority males, nonminority women, and
minorities—at roughly equivalent rates (85%, 89% and 90%,
respectively). Nonminority male-owned firms were more likely to
report “excellent/good” experiences with nonminority male firm subs
and nonminority women-owned firm subs (90% and 100%,
respectively) than were M/WBEs (85% and 89%, respectively).

As shown in Exhibit 6-10, more than four-fifths of subs sampled (81%) rated their

experience with primes as excellent or good. Some situations confronted by firms in the

public and private sectors may have influenced their experiences with primes. Exhibit

6-10 also shows the percentage of firms,

representation that as prospective subcontractors or subconsultants

problematic treatment by prime contractors. For example:

Nearly one-sixth of subcontractors sampled provided a bid to a
prime, but received no response (15%).

One-sixth of subcontractors sampled indicated they had completed a
job, but that payment was substantially delayed (16%), and 7
percent indicated they were never paid.

One-sixth of subcontractors sampled indicated they had been
pressured by primes to lower their quote or bid (16%).

compared with their total

sample

reported

The rates of response for the two general categories—M/WBEs and nonminority

male-owned firms—were dramatically disparate for all problem categories. For example:

Nearly a quarter (24%) of M/WBE subcontractors were pressured to lower
their bid compared to only 3 percent of nonminority male subcontractors.

Slightly more than a quarter (26%) of M/WBE subcontractors were delayed
payment after job completion, while only 2 percent of nonminority male

subcontractors experienced the same treatment.
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EXHIBIT 6-10
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VENDOR TELEPHONE SURVEY
EXPERIENCE WITH PRIME CONTRACTORS BY BUSINESS OWNER
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

African Asian Hispanic | Native [Nonminority| Total | Nonminority
QUESTION American [ American | American | American Women MWBE Male Total
Rate experience with primes since 1998 n=296
Excellent/Good 76% 84% 83% 75% 85% 81% 83% 81%
Fair/Poor 24% 16% 17% 25% 15% 19% 17% 19%
n=136
Prime never responded to sub bid/quote 22% 64% 55% 15% 17% 23% 3% 15%
n=57
Asked to be a "front"for Nonminority Firm 10% 44% 24% 4% 6% 10% 0% 6%
n=144
Pressured to lower bid 25% 80% 52% 15% 15% 24% 3% 16%
n=74
Paid less than negotiated contract amount 11% 48% 36% 11% 7% 12% 2% 8%
n=66
Dropped after prime received contract 12% 40% 18% 11% 7% 11% 1% 7%
n=149
Delayed payment after job completion 26% 68% 58% 26% 18% 26% 2% 16%
n=66
Completed job, never paid 11% 40% 15% 15% 8% 11% 1% 7%
n=89
Did other or less work than agreed 16% 52% 27% 15% 10% 15% 1% 10%
n=62
Held to higher standards than other subs 15% 28% 12% 11% 6% 11% 1% 7%

Source: MGT Telephone Survey of Businesses, October 2003.
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Among individual minority groups of adequate sample size, African American-
owned firms tended to perceive that they were held to a higher standard than were other
groups, and that they were more likely to have been “pressured to lower their bid.”

Participants in the personal interviews and focus groups shared the following
comments regarding practices of prime contractors:

m  “Primes prefer dealing with certain types of subs.” Asian American
service firm

m  “If there is a stipulation for M/WBE subs, it forces the prime to use an
M/WBE.” Asian American service firm

m  “Primes have used my resume during the bid process, then eliminate
that component.” Nonminority women service firm

m  “Contractors will work with whoever they feel comfortable with.”
Nonminority women supplier of goods

m  “Primes use minority subs to buy supplies, not as a subcontractor.”
Nonminority male contractor

m “Large primes do not contact minorities for quotes.” African
American contractor

= “Nonminority primes use minority subcontractors as a pass through;
it is not legitimate.” African American contractor

. “Primes will use M/\WBEs that are not even in that line of business as
a pass though; for example, a graphic design firm as a construction
subcontractor.” African American service firm

m  “Primes are completely free to do what they want to with sub.
Traditionally they tend to work closer with some rather than others.
That is routine.” Nonminority male contractor

m  “Primes will pass work through a ‘shell minority contractor.”
Nonminority male contractor

m  “Prime bundled the participation goal after selection, despite using
our credentials in the bid. Prime claimed we were unsuccessful in
meeting mutually agreed upon scope of services (scope and price).”
African American service firm

m  Primes do not want to assist someone who may one day be in
competition with them.” African American service firm
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6.4.3 Work Experience with the Commonwealth of Virginia

Exhibit 6-11 reports participants’ observations regarding their experiences in
working with the Commonwealth of Virginia since 1998.
m  Almost all of nonminority male-owned firms indicated they had never
bid as a prime contractor for Commonwealth construction work,
compared with more than four-fifths of M/WBEs (92% vs. 82%,
respectively).

m  Of all categories, Asian American firms were least likely to have bid
as primes for Commonwealth construction work.

m  Nonminority male-owned prime contractors were less likely to have
been awarded construction work than were M/WBEs (2% vs. 9%,
respectively). Among M/WBEs of adequate sample size, Asian
American and African American firms were least likely to have been
awarded as primes for state construction work (4% and 5%,
respectively).

m As for firms that were awarded Commonwealth work as

subcontractors, nonminority male-owned firms were more likely to
have never worked as subs than were M/WBEs (96% and 90%,
respectively).

Respondents indicated that a number of factors have affected their ability to
conduct business in the Commonwealth of Virginia. The five most common factors
included: “limited time to prepare a bid or quote” (M/WBEs as a group, 8%; nonminority
male owned firms, 4%); “limited information received on pending projects” (M/WBEs as a
group, 6%; nonminority male-owned firms, 4%); eVA system (M/WBEs as a group, 4%;
nonminority male-owned firms, 6%); “contract too expensive to bid” (M/WBEs as a
group, 6%; nonminority male-owned firms, 1%); and the size of the contract (M/WBEs as
a group, 6%; nonminority male-owned firms, 1%). African Americans and Native
Americans perceived these factors as barriers at a higher rate than did other groups, a
pattern that held for almost all “barrier” categories. In contrast, Asian Americans
reported no barriers to obtaining work.

During the personal interviews and focus groups, vendors cited examples of

challenges in doing business with the Commonwealth. The factors that prevented them
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EXHIBIT 6-11
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VENDOR TELEPHONE SURVEY
EXPERIENCE WITH STATE AGENCIES BY BUSINESS OWNER
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

African Asian Hispanic | Native | Nonminority | Total | Nonminority

QUESTION American | American | American | American Women M/WBE Male Total
Submitted bids for Commonwealth of Virginia construction work as prime since 19982 n=254
Never 84% 96% 78% 70% 79% 82% 92%| 84%
1to 10 times 7% 0% 9% 0% 1% 7% 6% 7%
11 to 100 times 8% 4% 13% 30% 10% 10% 2% 8%
More than 100 times 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Submitted bids for Commonwealth of Virginia construction work as sub since 1998? n=255
Never 87% 96% 74% 80% 81% 84% 96%| 86%
1to 10 times 9% 4% 13% 10% 8% 9% 2% 7%
11 to 100 times 4% 0% 13% 10% 4% 5% 0% 4%
More than 100 times 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 2% 2% 2%
Awarded Commonwealth of Virginia construction work as prime since 1998? n=252
Never 95% 96% 91% 89% 86% 91% 98%| 92%
1to 10 times 3% 4% 4% 11% 10% 6% 2% 5%
11 to 100 times 1% 0% 4% 0% 3% 2% 0% 2%
More than 100 times 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1%
Awarded Commonwealth of Virginia construction work as sub since 1998? n=251
Never 89% 100% 83% 89% 89% 90% 96%| 91%
1 to 10 times 5% 0% 9% 0% 1% 3% 2% 3%
11 to 100 times 5% 0% 9% 11% 7% 6% 2% 5%
More than 100 times 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 1% 0% 1%
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EXHIBIT 6-11 (Continued)
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VENDOR TELEPHONE SURVEY

EXPERIENCE WITH STATE AGENCIES BY BUSINESS OWNER
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

African Asian Hispanic Native | Nonminority | Total [ Nonminority
QUESTION American | American | American | American Women M/WBE Male Total
Barriers to obtaining work

Prequalification requirements (n=25) 8% 0% 4% 13% 5% 5% 0% 5%
Performance bond requirements (n=27) 8% 0% 2% 25% 5% 6% 1% 5%
Financing (n=21) 7% 0% 0% 13% 4% 4% 1% 4%
Insurance requirements (n=14) 3% 0% 0% 0% 3% 2% 4% 3%
Bid specifications too rigid (n=26) 4% 0% 2% 19% 8% 5% 3% 5%
Limited time to prepare a bid package/quote (n=38) 7% 0% 9% 25% 10% 8% 4% 7%
Limited info received on pending projects (n=33) 7% 0% 6% 13% 8% 6% 4% 6%
Limited knowledge of contracting procedures (n=17) 3% 0% 2% 0% 5% 3% 4% 3%
Lack of experience (n=14) 2% 0% 2% 0% 6% 3% 0% 3%
Lack of personnel (n=15) 3% 0% 2% 0% 5% 3% 1% 3%
Contract too large (n=27) 8% 0% 4% 6% 6% 6% 1% 5%
Contract too expensive to bid (n=31) 7% 0% 6% 19% 8% 6% 1% 6%
Prequalifications limit the competition? (n=32) 8% 0% 9% 19% 8% 7% 0% 6%
eVA System (Virginia Internet based 3% 0% 0% 13% 6% 4% 6% 4%
purchasing system)? (n=22)

Source: MGT Telephone Survey of Businesses, October 2003.
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from bidding on Commonwealth projects include financing and bonding requirements,
bid or RFP specifications, and the size of projects.

The majority of participants felt that the Commonwealth staff were courteous and
responsive when they had questions for them. Some participants did not like that they
had to use eVA and that if they did get a contract with the Commonwealth through eVA,
they had to pay a one percent fee.

Financing and Bonding

Examples of financing and bonding requirements interfering with a firm’s ability to
bid on a Commonwealth project are highlighted in the quotes below. These are
responses to the question, “What factors interfere with your ability to bid on
Commonwealth projects?”

m  ‘“Insurance requirements may be over $2 milion and small
businesses don’t have that capacity” — Asian American service firm

m  “Bonding limitations” — Nonminority male contractor

m  “Bonding capacity and financing.” Nonminority male contractor

m  “Bonding.” African American contractor

m  “Bonding requirements.” Nonminority male supplier of goods

= “We are a young company and the bonding process is difficult. More
notice is necessary to help with bid bond process and design

process.” Nonminority women supplier of goods

m “Terms and Conditions are outrageous, unlimited liability. No
leverage for a vendor.” Nonminority male supplier of goods

Bid or RFP Specifications
Some vendors commented on bid and RFP specifications as being a barrier to
providing a bid on Commonwealth projects, as highlighted below:
m  “Recent bid requirement required statewide coverage and bidders
were scored on their ability to achieve that. Because of our size, we
did not score high to keep the contract” Nonminority male-owned
service firm
m  “The State does not always make RFP clear as to what they want.”

Nonminority male service firm
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m  “The way their contract is worded. They always have to make an
amendment to the contract to read the contract will not exceed a
certain dollar amount, including damages.” Nonminority male
supplier of goods

m  “The information contained in the information packet has been too
vague.” Nonminority male supplier of goods

m  “Confusing specifications, too general, bad interpretations of what
the customer is looking for. Also, inadequate time to respond to
RFP.” Nonminority women supplier of goods

m  “They change the rules in the middle of the game. For example,
they changed the rules on the pricing formula and favored statewide
over regional.” Nonminority male service firm

m  “The requirement that a vendor have a contractor’s license when it is
not required for that line of business is a problem.” Nonminority
male service provider

m  “Sometimes the specifications are written for XYZ brand, but you
can’t buy that brand unless you are an authorized distributor (it does
not say ‘or equal’).” Nonminority supplier of goods

Size of Projects
The size of projects was also cited as a barrier to bidding on Commonwealth
projects. The quotes below highlight this:

m  “The bundling of all State agencies into one contract for services.”
Nonminority women service firm

m  “The jobs are too big.” African American service firm

m  “The Commonwealth’s bundling of projects makes them out of reach
of small businesses.” African American professional service firm

m “Size — projects are too large.” Native American service firm

m  “The bundling of projects tends to be out of reach of small
businesses.” African American service firm

6.4.4 Discriminatory Experiences

Exhibit 6-12 shows respondent perceptions of discriminatory experiences by the
owner’s race, ethnicity, or gender. Nearly a third (30%) of those who responded to these
items indicated that they had experienced discrimination because of race, ethnicity, or

gender on one or more occasions (8% very often, 13% sometimes, and 9% seldom).
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EXHIBIT 6-12
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VENDOR TELEPHONE SURVEY
EXPERIENCE WITH DISCRIMINATION BY BUSINESS OWNER
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

Race/Ethnicity

African Asian Hispanic Native |Nonminority| Total | Nonminority
Demographic American | American | American | American| Women M/WBE Male Total
Sample n = 543

Part A: Frequency of Discrimination’

Experienced discrimination due to race,
ethnicity, or gender of the owner since 19987

Yes, very often 15% 8% 9% 13% 2% 9% 0% 8%
Yes, sometimes 22% 17% 17% 13% 5% 15% 0% 13%
Yes, seldom 11% 9% 9% 6% 9% 10% 3% 9%
Never 39% 58% 51% 63% 73% 56% 90%| 60%
Don't know 1% 5% 11% 0% 7% 8% 5% 8%
Total number of respondents 173 76 47 16 154 466 77 543
Number who experienced discrimination n=170 n=74 n=45 n=15 n=149[ n=453 n=75| n=528

Part B: Profile of Discrimination?

Nature of Occurrence n=48 n=9 n=9 n=2 n=18 n=82 n=1| n=87
Verbal comments 28 5 7 1 9 50 1 51
Written statements 1 0 1 2 4 0 4
Actions taken 19 4 1 1 7 32 0 32

Basis of discrimination n=52 n=14 n=6 n=4 n=20 n=96 n=1 n=97
Owner's Race/Ethnicity 33 8 2 1 4 48 0 48
Owner's Sex 10 4 0 14 30 1 31
Time in Business 9 2 4 1 2 18 0 18

Time of occurrence n=43 n=13 n=9 n=2 n=18 n=85 n=0] n=85
Precontract 32 12 8 1 10 63 0 63
Postcontract 11 1 1 1 8 22 0 22

Source: MGT Telephone Survey of Businesses, October 2003
' Part A Total reports responses as a percentage of the race/ethnicity/gender subsample by profile item.
2 Part B reports response frequency by profile item.
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Three-fifths (60%) reported they had not experienced discrimination, and only 8 percent

indicated they did not know. More than one-third of M/\WBE owners who responded to

this portion of the survey reported experiencing discrimination on at least an occasional

basis (34%), with nearly half of African Americans reporting having experienced

discrimination at least occasionally (48%).

Firms also responded to more detailed requests for information about their

experiences, inquiring as to type, basis, and time frame. These results are summarized

in Part B of Exhibit 6-12 as the response frequency for each item. Because of relatively

small cell sizes for some response categories, it is inadvisable to assert trends from data

in these categories, although some straightforward observations may be made:

The most frequent form of discrimination reported by respondents
was in the form of discriminatory “verbal comments” (51) followed by
“actions taken” (32) and “written statements” (4).

Of subsamples of adequate size, African Americans cited the
highest frequency of occurrences, by far, with respect to both
discriminatory actions and comments.

The most frequent basis of discrimination perceived by respondents
was the owner's race/ethnicity (48 responses), with African
Americans citing about two-thirds of those occurrences (33 of 48).

When it occurred, discrimination tended to take place in the
precontract stage (63 times) rather than at postcontract award (22).

6.4.5 Perceptions of Business Attitudes, Business Practices, and M/WBEs

Survey participants were asked to respond to a number of items regarding

business attitudes and practices as they affected minority and nonminority businesses,

reported in Exhibit 6-13. For most items, it is fair to say that the views of M/WBE firm

respondents and nonminority male firm respondents were in clear opposition.

Nearly three-quarters of M/\WBEs (73%) and more than four-fifths of
African Americans (81%) who responded agreed that there was an
informal network of prime and subcontractors in the Commonwealth
of Virginia, compared with two-fifths of nonminority male-owned firm
respondents (43%).
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EXHIBIT 6-13
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
VENDOR TELEPHONE SURVEY
BUSINESS ATTITUDES AND PRACTICES BY BUSINESS OWNER
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

African Asian Hispanic Native Nonminority Total Nonminority
QUESTION American | American | American | American Women M/WBE Male Total
Informal network of prime and subcontractors in Virginia n=408
Strongly agree/agree 81% 63% 70% 93% 66% 73% 43% 1%
Disagree/strongly disagree 7% 1% 6% 0% 8% 8% 1% 8%
Neutral/do not know 12% 27% 24% 7% 26% 19% 46% 22%
This network excluded company from bidding or winning a contract in public and sectors n=418
Strongly agree/agree 61% 44% 53% 50% 31% 48% 16% 44%
Disagree/strongly disagree 20% 35% 26% 36% 47% 32% 52% 34%
Neutral/do not know 19% 20% 21% 14% 22% 20% 32% 22%
Informal network has greater adverse effect on M/\WBE owned firms than on others. n=426
Strongly agree/agree 84% 60% 57% 71% 48% 67% 28% 63%
Disagree/strongly disagree 6% 16% 8% 7% 23% 13% 30% 15%
Neutral/do not know 9% 25% 35% 21% 30% 21% 42% 23%
Double standards in qualifications/performance make it more difficult for M/\WBE businesses to win bids and contracts. n=439
Strongly agree/agree 7% 51% 71% 33% 48% 62% 23% 58%
Disagree/strongly disagree 1% 32% 12% 53% 33% 22% 36% 24%
Neutral/do not know 12% 17% 17% 13% 19% 16% 41% 18%
Primes sometimes drop M/WBE subs after winning the contract n=375
Strongly agree/agree 51% 56% 57% 60% 36% 48% 23% 46%
Disagree/strongly disagree 12% 29% 23% 7% 29% 20% 23% 21%
Neutral/do not know 37% 15% 20% 33% 36% 31% 54% 34%
M/WBE firms are viewed as less competent than nonminority firms n=460
Strongly agree/agree 79% 57% 73% 53% 49% 65% 17% 59%
Disagree/strongly disagree 12% 29% 17% 33% 35% 23% 54% 27%
Neutral/do not know 9% 14% 10% 13% 16% 12% 30% 14%
Some nonminority firms change their bids when not required to hire M/WBEs. n=383
Strongly agree/agree 63% 65% 64% 7% 50% 60% 23% 57%
Disagree/strongly disagree 9% 19% 11% 8% 12% 12% 29% 13%
Neutral/do not know 28% 16% 25% 15% 38% 28% 49% 30%

Source: MGT Survey of Businesses, October 2003.
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Nearly half of M/WBE respondents (48%) believed this informal
network excluded them from bidding or winning contracts in the
private and public sectors, compared with only one-sixth (16%) of
nonminority male-owned firms.

M/WBE owners were much more likely to perceive the “adverse
effects” of the “informal network” than were nonminority male-owned
firm respondents (67% vs. 28%, respectively).

More than three-fifths of M/WBE respondents (62%) believed that
M/WBEs were victimized in both the private and public sectors by
“‘double standards,” compared with nearly a quarter (23%) of
nonminority male-owned firm respondents.

Almost half of M/WBE respondents (48%) agreed that it was a
common practice for an M/WBE firm to be dropped by a prime after
winning a contract, as did nearly a quarter of nonminority male-
owned firm respondents (23%).

More than three-fifths of M/WBE respondents (65%) and nearly four-
fifths of African American respondents (79%) agreed with the
statement that M/WBEs are viewed as less competent than
nonminority firms. Slightly more than one-sixth of nonminority male-
owned firm respondents (17%) agreed with this statement.

Three-fifths of M/WBE respondents (60%) and nearly one quarter of
nonminority male-owned firm respondents (23%) agreed with the
statement, “Some nonminority firms change their bidding procedures
when not required to hire M/\WBEs.”

It is worth noting that among all groups, African Americans perceived
these negative practices, attitudes, and their effects at a much
higher rate than did other groups.

During the personal interviews and focus groups, some vendors felt that there was

an informal network that gave an advantage to certain vendors, both in doing business

with the Commonwealth and prime contractors, as provided below.

“It is performance driven. We have a group of subs we know will get
the job done and we simply contact them without a question...just a
preference.” Nonminority male contractor

“Product issue — there is a ‘buddy system’ that they will only allow
certain products, thus excluding our products or other quality
products.” Nonminority male supplier of goods

“It is a local problem because of who knows who.” Nonminority male
service firm
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m  “Agencies tend to go with those that they have worked with before.”
Nonminority women supplier of goods

m “State agencies do business with ‘people they like’ even if the
company has misrepresented itself. There is favoritism all the way
up to the Governor’s cabinet.” Nonminority male service firm

m  “The State tends to go back to the same providers.” Nonminority
female service firm

m  “Some companies have a relationship with the State.” African
American contractor

m  “The agencies are going to continue to use who they have always
used and will call if anything is left.” African American contractor

m “Based on who the Facility Manager (decision maker) has done
business with before.” African American contractor

m ‘It is who you know and who knows you.” African American service
firm

m  “There is an unspoken word in meetings. The same groups get
together and you know that something is going on.” Nonminority
women service firm

m  “There is a bias toward companies that are already there. It is hard
to break into the network.” Asian American service firm

m  “Go with what they are used to.” Nonminority women supplier of
goods

m  “People work with people they know — long-term relationships.”
African American service firm

m  “Relationships probably impact selection and this may end up
costing the state additional money.” Native American service firm

m  “Absolutely, there is a good ol boy network, especially in the
Richmond area.” Nonminority male service firm
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7.0 PRIVATE SECTOR UTILIZATION
AND DISPARITY ANALYSES

This chapter analyzes the utilization and availability of minority, women, and
nonminority firms in the private commercial (nonresidential) construction in the
Commonwealth of Virginia. The results of the analyses are to determine whether
minority, women, or nonminority businesses were underutilized or overutilized in private
sector commercial construction. This chapter also provides analyses to assess the
effect of race and gender, in conjunction with other demographic and economic
variables, on (1) the likelihood an individual will be self-employed; and (2) individuals’
earnings. Respectively, these analyses employ binary logistic regression and linear
regression analysis using the Public Use Microdata Samples (PUMS) data from the
2000 Census of Population and Housing.

This chapter consists of the following sections:

7.1 Private Sector Construction Analyses
7.2 PUMS Analyses

7.1 Private Sector Construction Analyses

7.1.1 Methodology

This section presents the methodology for the collection of data and analysis of
market areas, utilization, and availability of minority-, woman-, and nonminority-owned
firms. The description of business categories and minority-business enterprise (MBE)
classifications are also presented in this section, as well as the process used to

determine the geographical market areas, utilization, and availability of firms.
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Private Sector Analysis

Croson provided that the government “can use its spending powers to remedy
private discrimination, if it identifies that discrimination with the particularity required by
the Fourteenth Amendment.”! The government agency's active or passive participation
in discriminatory practices in the marketplace may show the compelling interest. Finding
discrimination in the portions of the private sector economy that are subjects of the
disparity study can also show passive participation. In Croson, the Court stated, "A
municipality has a compelling government interest in redressing not only discrimination
committed by the municipality itself, but also discrimination committed by private parties
within the municipality's legislative jurisdiction, so long as the municipality in some way
participated in the discrimination to be remedied by the program.”®> The recent Court of
Appeals decision in Adarand concluded that there was a compelling interest for a DBE
program based primarily on evidence of private sector discrimination.?

The goal of this section is to evaluate the presence or absence of passive
discrimination in the private sector. Whatever disparity analysis that is sufficient to prove
public discrimination should be sufficient when applied to private data to provide an
estimate of the magnitude of private discrimination.* Thus the following questions are
addressed:

m  Are there disparities in utilization of MBEs as prime contractors on
commercial private sector construction projects?

m  Are more MBE prime contractors used on Commonwealth of Virginia
projects than on private sector commercial projects?

' See Richmond v. Croson, 488 U.S. 492 (1989).

% Croson, 488 U.S. 46, 109 S.Ct. at 720-21, 744-45,

% Adarand v. Slater, 228 F.3d 1147 (10" Cir 2000).

4. Ayres and F. Vars, "When Does Private Discrimination Justify Public Affirmative Action?" 98 Columbia
Law Review 1577 (1998).
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7.1.2 Collection and Management of Data

To determine the most appropriate data for our use in the analysis of the Virginia
procurement activity and to identify data sources for the private sector construction
analysis, MGT investigated two sources of data: Reed Construction Data (RCD)
(formerly Construction Management Data) and F.W. Dodge. This chapter reports
results from RCD data because it was the most complete data source for the analysis.

RCD was founded in 1975 as Construction Management Data and is currently
owned by Reed Business Information. RCD is a source for construction project
information throughout the United States. RCD engages in primary data collection on
construction projects through telephone calls, site visits, and review of government data
sources, such as building permit data. RCD information is essentially a marketing
database used for sales leads and market analysis for the construction industry. RCD
data follow construction projects through various stages of construction, from planning to
subcontractor awards. RCD provides data on both General Construction and Civil
Engineering.

Data were provided by RCD to MGT for the entire Commonwealth of Virginia
covering the period from July 1998 through December 2002. Each electronic list
provided by RCD contained, but was not limited to, the following information on most
(not all) contracts contained in the list:

Project ID - 9-digit nonunique number

Project Name - e.g., description of what was being built
Project Address

Project Nature — Public Sector, Private Sector
Company Name

Company Address

Bid Value — Dollar figures
Contract Date — Date of contract award.

RCD classified the data as prime contractor and subcontract on public and private

sector contracts. Please note that the RCD data do not contain information about a

MGT of America, Inc. Page 7-3



Private Sector Utilization and Disparity Analyses

vendor’'s ethnicity. MGT used several sources, including past Virginia disparity study
databases and various agency lists to identify the ethnicity of the firms utilized in the
private sector commercial market in the best possible manner. RCD claims 95 percent
accuracy in the database.

There were 621 total private sector records in the RCD database. There was no
contract dollar value amount in 416 records (67.0%). The dollar value was not provided
in some records since contractors would not always provide the contract dollar
information to RDC. There were no private sector subcontractor records in the RCD
database. Consequently, disparity analysis of the utilization of MBE construction

subcontractors on private sector commercial projects will not be addressed.

7.1.3 Availability (Vendor) Data Collection

MGT calculated MBE availability for construction in the Commonwealth of Virginia
using census data; specifically, SIC code 15 (Building Construction).

Market Area Methodoloqy

The analysis of the private sector was conducted for the Commonwealth of
Virginia.

Business Categories and MBE Classifications

This chapter studies only construction, the area for which there is the most
extensive data on private sector activity and the focus of the most controversy in
socioeconomic procurement preference programs. MBE classification is the same as for

the analysis in Chapter 4.0.

7.1.4 Utilization Analysis

This section presents the utilization of MBE and non-MBE firms for construction

services for the Commonwealth of Virginia.
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Exhibit 7-1 shows the utilization of prime contractors. As the exhibit shows, there
were $262 million in prime commercial construction contracts in the four-and-a-half year
period within Virginia. The average contract size was $1.3 million. Of the total dollars
spent, MBE firms received none of the prime commercial construction contracts.

Exhibit 7-2 provides data on private commercial MBE prime contractor utilization
by the number of contracts and number of unique vendors in the Commonwealth of
Virginia. In the RCD data, no African American, Hispanic American, Asian American, or

Native American firms received prime private sector contracts.

7.1.5 Availability Analysis

This section discusses the availability of prime contractors, according to
race/ethnicity/gender categories. The availability of MBE and non-MBE firms was
determined from census data. Exhibit 7-3 displays availability statistics for prime
contractors.

As Exhibit 7-3 shows, nonminority male-owned firms comprised the majority of
available prime contractor construction firms, according to census data. MBEs
constituted 7.56 percent of the prime contractor vendor data. Among the MBE groups,
the breakdown was:

African American firms, 1.10 percent;
Hispanic American firms, 1.26 percent;
Asian American firms, 0.65 percent;

Native American firms, 0.22 percent; and
Nonminority women firms, 4.33 percent.
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EXHIBIT 7-1

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
RCD PRIVATE SECTOR DATA

UTILIZATION ANALYSIS OF PRIME CONTRACTORS
DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS
BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATION

African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Dollars
Awarded
$ %' $ %» | s | % $ %' $ %' $ %' $ %' $
Total $0.00 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 | 0.00%] $0.00 0.00% $0.00 | 0.00%] $641,717.00 0.24%] $261,510,335.00 99.76%] $262,152,052.00

Source: Reed Construction Data Construction Records.
! Percentage of total dollars awarded annually to prime contractors.
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EXHIBIT 7-2

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
RCD PRIVATE SECTOR DATA
UTILIZATION ANALYSIS OF CONTRACTS
NUMBER OF CONTRACTS AND UNIQUE CONTRACTORS

Number of Contracts Let by Race/Ethnicity/Gender Classification

African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Contracts
# %' # %' # %' # %' # %' # %" # %' #
Total
Contracts 0 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 0] 0.00% 2| 0.98% 203] 99.02% 205
Number of Vendors by Race/Ethnicity/Gender Classification
African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Americans Americans Americans Americans Subtotal Women Firms Vendors
# %> # %> # %> # %> # %> # %> # %> #
Total
Vendors 0 0.00% 0| 0.00% 0| 0.00% 0| 0.00% 0 0.00% 1] 0.63% 159| 99.38% 160
Source: Reed Construction Data Construction Records.
! Percentage of total contracts.
2 Percentage of total vendors.
EXHIBIT 7-3
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
AVAILABILITY OF PRIME CONTRACTORS
BASED ON CENSUS DATA USING SIC 15
African Hispanic Asian Native MBE Nonminority Nonminority Total
Americans’ Americans’ Americans' Americans' Subtotal Women Firms Firms
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Total 49 1.10% 56| 1.26% 29| 0.65% 10 0.22% 144 3.23% 193| 4.33%| 4,121 92.44% 4,458

Source: Census database.

! Minority male and female firms are included in their respective minority classifications.
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7.1.6 Disparity Analysis

Disparity is determined by comparing the percentage of utilization to the
percentage of availability. Once compared, a disparity index was established that
indicates if MBEs were underutilized or overutilized.

Exhibit 7-4 shows the disparity indices for prime construction contracts, based on
census availability. Overall, according to the disparity indices, all MBE groups were
substantially underutilized in the private sector prime contractor commercial construction
in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Moreover:

m African American firms were not utilized as prime contractors.

m Hispanic American firms were not utilized as prime contractors.

m  Asian American firms were not utilized as prime contractors.

m  Native American firms were not utilized as prime contractors.

m  Nonminority women firms were underutilized, with a disparity index
of 5.65.

m  Nonminority male firms were overutilized.

EXHIBIT 7-4
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
DISPARITY ANALYSIS OF PRIVATE SECTOR PRIME CONTRACTORS
BASED ON CENSUS DATA

MBE % of Contract % of Available Disparity Disparate Impact

Classification Dollars' Firms® Index’ of Utilization
African Americans 0.00% 1.10% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 1.26% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Asian Americans 0.00% 0.65% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Native Americans 0.00% 0.22% 0.00 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Women 0.24% 4.33% 5.65 | * Underutilization
Nonminority Firms 99.76% 92.44% 107.91 Overutilization

'The percentage of dollars is taken from the prime utilization exhibit previously shown.

’The percentage of available contractors is taken from the availability exhibit previously shown.
®The disparity index is the ratio of % utilization to % availability times 100.

* An asterisk is used to indicate a substantial level of disparity - index below 80.00.
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7.1.7 Comparison of Commonwealth of Virginia and Private Sector
Utilization of MBE Contractors

The utilization of MBE contractors between the Commonwealth of Virginia and the
private construction contracts in the RCD database differed significantly. The
Commonwealth of Virginia used seven MBE contractors for prime contracting, whereas
the private sector used no MBE prime contractors (Exhibit 7-2). The Commonwealth of
Virginia and the private sector did not use the same MBE firms for private commercial
construction. However, the Commonwealth of Virginia and the private commercial

construction sector did utilize 25 of the same nonminority firms as prime contractors.

7.1.8 Conclusions

Exhibit 7-5 provides a summary of the utilization of MBEs in private commercial
construction in the Commonwealth of Virginia in comparison with MBE utilization by the
Commonwealth of Virginia. The utilization of MBE firms was lower in the private
commercial construction sector (0.00%) than by the Commonwealth of Virginia (0.32%).
Furthermore, the Commonwealth of Virginia awarded significantly higher total dollars
amount ($3,469,966) to MBE firms than did the private commercial construction sector
($0.00). This evidence is consistent with anecdotal comments from MBEs (Chapter 6.0)
that utilization of MBEs as prime contractors will be substantially below reasonable

measures of MBE availability in the absence of MBE program goals.

MGT of America, Inc. Page 7-9



Private Sector Utilization and Disparity Analyses

COMPARISON OF MBE UTILIZATION PERCENTAGE OF DOLLARS

EXHIBIT 7-5

PRIVATE COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION
AND COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

Business Category/Data Source African Hispanic Asian Native Subtotal Nonminority | Nonminority

American | American American | American MBEs Women Firms

Prime Contractors

Commonwealth of Virginia 0.03% 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.32% 1.17% 98.51%

Construction Prime Contractors

Private Construction Prime 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.24 % 99.76%

Contractors (Reed Construction)

Source: Chapter 4.0 analyses and RCD data.
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7.2 PUMS Analyses

In this section, two analyses are undertaken to assess the effect of race and
gender, in conjunction with other demographic and economic variables, on (1) the
likelihood an individual will be self-employed; and (2) individuals’ earnings.
Respectively, these analyses employ binary logistic regression and linear regression
analysis using the Public Use Microdata Samples (PUMS) data from the 2000 Census of
Population and Housing. Exhibit 7-6 presents general data for individuals self-employed
in construction, derived from the 2000 Census.

EXHIBIT 7-6

PERCENTAGE SELF-EMPLOYED/1999 EARNINGS BY
RACE/GENDER/ETHNICITY CATEGORY

Percentage of
Race/Ethnicity/Sex Population 1999 Census 1999 Mean
Category Self-Employed Sample n Earnings
African American 11.80% 134 $36,259.70
Hispanic American 6.44% 73 $48,334.25
Asian American 26.21% 38 $46,034.21
Native American 20.69% 18 $24,066.67
Nonminority Women 12.83% 108 $38,260.19
Nonminority Males 24.31% 1837 $47,442.53
Total 20.26% 2208 $46,129.40

Source: PUMS Virginia five percent sample data from 2000 Census of Population.
The following narrative contains four subsections.

7.2.1 Explanation of statistics and data used
7.2.2 Binary logistic regression model and results
7.2.3 Linear regression model and results

7.2.4 Conclusions

7.2.1 Explanation of Statistics and Data to Answer Two Research Questions

Question 1: Are African Americans, Hispanics, Asians, Native Americans,
and Women less likely than nonminority males to be self-employed?

We are able to answer this question using a binary logistic regression. Binary

logistic regression can determine a relationship between a single categorical variable—
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for example, a response variable (“yes,” category 1; “no,” category 2)—and a set of
characteristics that are hypothesized to influence the “yes” or “no” value of the
categorical variable. This type of regression can produce estimates that illustrate the
extent to which a characteristic can increase or decrease the likelihood that the
categorical variable will be a “yes” or a “no.” For instance, statisticians would use binary
logistic regression to estimate the probability that an individual will participate in the labor
force, or will retire this year, or will contract a certain kind of disease. The common
factor with each of these variables is that they can be categorized by a response of “yes”
(for example, “will retire this year”) or “no” (“will not retire this year”). Furthermore, binary
logistic regression can be used to calculate the extent to which the above-mentioned
influencing characteristics are related positively or negatively to the “yes’/’no”
categorical variable (for example, one’s level of educational attainment is related
positively to salary).

Mathematically, the binary logistics regression is expressed as:

In(n/1-n)=a + BX + g

Where the ratio, (n/1-n) represents the ratio, or probability of being self-employed.

o = a constant value

Bi = coefficient corresponding to independent variables

X = selected individual characteristic variables, such as age,
marital status, education, race, and gender

g = an error or residual term to capture the variation in the

variables
In the case of factors influencing the likelihood of self-employment, binary logistic
regression is used to examine the relationship between self-employment (yes/no) and
the influence of socioeconomic and demographic characteristics selected for their
potential to influence the likelihood of self-employment. To derive a set of variables
known to predict employment status (self-employed; not self-employed), we relied on the

2000 Census of Population and Housing’s 5 percent Public Use Microdata Samples
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(PUMS). From this Census data, labor force participants were selected according to the
following criteria:

Resident of the Commonwealth of Virginia
Working in the construction industry

Full-time worker (more than 35 hours a week)
18 years of age or older

Employee of the private sector

When individuals who did not meet these criteria were eliminated from the sample,
the sample size was 11,033 individuals for whom the PUMS data could provide
considerable demographic and economic information. Logistic regression was used to
explore demographic and economic variables in terms of the likelihood of being self-
employed (yes) or not self-employed (no).

Question 2: Does race/gender have an impact on the earnings of individuals
engaged in construction?

To answer this question, we examined whether or not self-employed minority and
women entrepreneurs in the constructions industry received earnings comparable to
earnings of their nonminority male counterparts, when the effect of demographic and
economic characteristics was “neutralized.” In the case of linear regression, the variable
of interest, earnings, is continuous rather than categorical, as in the case of binary
logistic regression.

A full discussion of the general model for linear regression was presented in
Chapter 5.0 where it was applied to analyze results of the vendor telephone survey.
Mathematically, the multivariate linear regression model is expressed as:

Y= Bot BiX + B2Xo + BsXs + PaXssPsXs +...+¢

Where:Y = annual firm gross revenues.
Bo = the constant, representing the value of Y when X, =0
B = coefficient representing the magnitude of X/’s effect on Y
X, = the independent variables, such as capacity.
experience, managerial ability, race and gender.
¢ = the error term, representing the variance in Y unexplained by X;
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This analysis used linear regression to test the influence on earnings (Y) of the same
demographic and economic variables used in the binary logistics analysis with regard to
the self-employed/not-self-employed analysis (i.e., B X). Linear regression was
employed because it permits an estimate of the effect that a set of observable
characteristics (such as age and education) has on the variable of interest (the
dependent variable, earnings). This analysis permitted a comparison of earnings for
minorities and women with reference to earnings for nonminority males, after controlling
for observable factors such as age and education. That is, we were able to examine the
likelihood of self-employment for individuals who have similar education levels, are of
similar ages, do business in the same geographic area, and other similarities.

For this analysis, when the earnings analysis was restricted to those who were
self-employed in construction, the sample size was 2,100.

7.2.2 “Are African Americans, Hispanics, Asians, Native Americans, and

Women less likely than nonminority males to be self-employed?”’
Binary logistic regression model and results

This analysis examined the influence of economic and demographic factors,
especially race and gender, on the probability of individual self-employment. The
probability of self-employment was assumed to be a function of the following:

m  Race and Sex. Gender- and race-effect research indicates that race
and sex are related to the likelihood of being self-employed. Self-
employment, it is assumed, depends in part on one’s capacity to
mobilize sufficient capital to start up and maintain a business.
Historically, racial and ethnic minorities and women have not had the
same convenient access to capital and other resources afforded to
nonminority males.

m  Human Capital refers, in this case, to an individual’s educational
attainment, and the assumption, also borne out by research, that
self-employed individuals tend to attain a higher level of education,
which, it is assumed, further influences their business acumen and
ability.
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m Availability of Capital. For this analysis, availability of capital included

such variables as household income, home ownership, and residual

income, such as income from assets. The premise, supported in

research, is that individuals with more asset capability are able to

mobilize these assets in service to self-employment, and that their

ability to obtain additional capital from lending institutions, for

example, is often a function of securing funds with their assets
Other variables included in the analysis were: marital status (shown by research to have
a positive influence on self-employment), number of individuals living in a household
who are over the age of 65, and number of children who are living in a household under
the age of 18.

The binary logistic regression analysis provided estimates of the relationship
between the variables described above and the probability of a person being self-
employed in the construction industry. The results of this analysis permitted an estimate
of the odds that an individual would be self-employed, or not, given these variables. To
determine the effect of minority status on the probability of being self-employed, the
analysis also included five minority indicator variables: African Americans, Hispanic
Americans, Asian Americans, Native Americans, and nonminority women. The estimated
odds ratios on these minority variables are presented in Exhibit 7-7.° In this table, the

odds ratios are presented by minority group to represent the odds or probability that an

individual will be self-employed, holding all other variables constant.

® Full regression results on all the variables are presented in Appendix L.
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EXHIBIT 7-7
SELF-EMPLOYMENT “ODDS RATIOS” OF MINORITY GROUPS RELATIVE TO
NONMINORITY MALES AFTER CONTROLLING FOR
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

Race/Ethnic Group Odds Coefficients Odds Ratio Inverse
African American 0.687 1.456
Hispanic American 0.485 2.062
Asian American 1.539 0.650
Native American 1.378 0.726
Nonminority Women 0.415 2.410

Source: PUMS data from 2000 Census of Population and MGT of America, Inc., calculations using SPSS.
Note: Bold indicates that the estimated “odds ratio” for the group was statistically significant.

The results indicate the following:

m Holding all other variables constant, a nonminority male in the
construction industry was one-and-a-half times as likely to be self-
employed as an African American; twice as likely as a Hispanic
American, and nearly two-and-a-half times as likely as a Nonminority
Woman (see Exhibit 7-7, Odds Ratio Inverse).

m  On the other hand, Asian Americans and Native Americans are
roughly one-and-a-half times more likely to be self-employed as a
nonminority male, holding all other factors constant.

Estimating Potential Availability of Self-Employed Minorities in the Absence of
Discrimination

Drawing on the preceding discussion, a disparity study explores the possibility that
differences in the likelihood of self-employment are due, at least in part, to racial, ethnic,
and/or gender differences of those who have sought to establish businesses in the
construction industry in the Commonwealth of Virginia. To address this question, we
examined demographic and economic data provided by the 2000 Census report, to assess
whether or not discrimination might be a partial explanation for these differences.

The methodology was based on an assumption that differences in self-
employment rates between nonminority males and minority self-employed consisted of

two categories: (1) differences attributable to individual characteristics (e.g., education
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level attained); and (2) differences attributable to discrimination. (Of course, differences

due to discrimination were not measured in the 2000 Census data).

consisted of three steps:

To establish a baseline of coefficients and mean values for
demographic and economic variables (e.g., education level) in the
model for which racial or gender discrimination was not a factor, the
logistic regression self-employment model described in section
7.21 was employed to determine variable mean values for
nonminority males in the sample.

Next, the same model was applied in an analysis for each
race/gender group to determine variable coefficients and mean
variable values for each of these groups.

Finally, to enable the assessment of the effect of individual
characteristics differences for each race group, the variable
coefficients obtained in step 2 were applied to the mean values for
each variable obtained in step 1 for nonminority males, as an analog
of “differences due to individual characteristics.”

This procedure

When values for all three equations were run (i.e., for each group, the sum of the values

of each variable mean value multiplied by its variable coefficient), the resulting sums for

each of the three categories yielded the following:

(1) an analog of self-employment

rates for nonminority males (i.e., the baseline value, absent discrimination); (2) an

analog of differences in individual characteristics by race and sex ; and (3) an analog of

differences attributable to membership in a minority race/ethnic/gender group. When all

three sets of operations were derived, a discrimination differential was calculated as

follows:

SE Analog (nonminority males) — SE Analog(race coefficients X
nonminority mean values) = Differences due to individual differences.

SE Analog (nonminority males) — SE Analog(race/ethnicity/gender)

Minority status differences

Differences due to individual differences - Minority status differences

Differences due to discrimination.

The quantification of differences due to discrimination permitted the calculation of a

“discrimination differential” for each minority category. To assess availability of vendors
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by minority group in the absence of discrimination, this differential value was used to
adjust the actual availability of self-employed vendors in construction to yield a potential
availability figure that corrects availability for the effect of discrimination. The results of
this analysis are reported in Exhibit 7-8.
EXHIBIT 7-8
ACTUAL AVAILABILITY OF SELF-EMPLOYED VENDORS

IN CONSTRUCTION BY RACE AND SEX VERSUS
POTENTIAL AVAILABILITY (ABSENT DISCRIMINATION)

% Self- Revised
1999 | Discrimination| Employed, Sample n, n Change,
Minority Status % Self | Census Differential Absent Absent Absent
Employed | Sample Factor Discrimination | Discrimination | Discrimination
n

African American 11.80% 134 0.152 13.59% 152 18
Hispanic American | 6.44% 73 0.268 8.16% 79 6
Asian American 26.21% 38 -0.013 NC NC NC
Native American 20.69% 18 0.17 24.20% 22 4
Nonminority 12.83% 108 -0.0368 NC NC NC
Women

NC = no change

From this exhibit, we are drawn to the conclusion that if discriminatory practices were
removed from the construction marketplace, participation of African Americans, Hispanic
Americans, and Native Americans who are self-employed in construction would increase
signficantly. For self-employed Asian Americans, there appeared to be no discrimination due
to race (indicated by the negative direction and magnitude of the “discrimination differential
factor”). A similar conclusion would appear to hold for self-employed, nonminority women in
construction for discrimination effects due to sex of owner, although we see from Exhibit 7-6
differences between nonminority male mean earnings ($47,442.53) and mean earnings for
nonminority women ($38,260.19) that women earned only 81 cents on the dollar earned by

nonminority males in construction, a finding that was corroborated statistically by the analysis
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of self-employment earnings (See Exhibit 7-9: statistically-significant, unstandardized B =

—.184 for nonminority women).

7.2.3 “Does race/qgender have an impact on the earnings of individuals
engaged in construction?” Linear reqgression model and results.

Linear regression analysis was used to examine the influence that selected
demographic and economic variables—such as race and gender—had on earnings for
self-employed individuals (i.e., 1999 earnings, the variable to be explained).

Dependent Variable: 1999 Earnings

The earnings category was chosen over other census income variables because it
included only earnings from employment. (By contrast, the 2000 PUMS Census also
defined ‘total income” as a person’s total earnings during the year 1999, including other
sources of unearned income, such as retirement income and social security income,
which could have potentially confounded the analysis).

Independent Variables: Selected demographic and economic indicators

In regression analysis, independent variables represent factors that are
hypothesized to have an explanatory effect on the dependent variable (earnings). In
addition to variables mentioned in the preceding analysis of self-employment likelihood
(race/ethnicity, gender, marital status), in this analysis other variables of interest
included the following:

m  Ability to speak English well. Research findings suggest a positive
relationship between earnings and English-speaking ability.

m Disability. Research indicates a negative relationship exists between
disability and earnings.

m Age. Age is used as an analog of experience, such that age is
associated positively with earnings for self-employed individuals.

m  Owner’s level of education. The research literature consistently

reports a positive relationship between education attainment and
earnings.
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Results of the linear regression analysis
The linear regression model estimated the effects of selected demographic
and economic variables on self-employment earnings. The results are reported in
Exhibit 7-9 followed by a brief discussion of the findings.
EXHIBIT 7-9

THE COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGNIA DISPARITY STUDY
RESULTS OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Unstandardized
Variable B Std. Error
Constant 9.800 .085
African American* -.198 .070
Asian American -101 A27
Hispanic-American 129 .093
Native American*® -.452 183
Nonminority Women* -.184 077
Married (1=yes)* 231 .039
English Ability (well=1)* 375 154
Disability (1=yes)* -.138 .047
Age* .006 .002
Some College (1=yes) .067 .039
College Graduate (1=yes)* 451 .063
More than College (1=yes)* 416 .103

Source: PUMS data from 2000 Census of Population and MGT
of America, Inc. calculations using SPSS.

Note: * Statistically significant at p < .05.

The dependent variable is the natural logarithm of earnings. This
is done to estimate percent changes in earnings caused by
changes in the independent variables.

General Results
From Exhibit 7-9 we derived Equations 1 and 2, stated below and followed by
selected findings:
Equation 1: Earnings as a function of racelethnicity and other explanatory
variables

In(earnings) = 9.800 —.198 AfricanAmerican — .101 AsianAmerican + .129 Hispanic
—.452 NativeAmerican + .231Married + .375English — .138 Disable + .067Somecollege
+.451colleged + .416Gradeduc
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From Equation 1, we drew the following conclusions:

m Holding all other variables constant, a self-employed African
American male in construction will earn 19.8 percent less than his
nonminority male counterpart. (To appreciate the statistically
additive effect of other negatively associated factors, an African
American Male who is also disabled will earn 33.6 percent less than
a nondisabled nonminority male.)®

m  Unexpectedly, “Hispanicity” was associated positively with earnings
in construction: That is, a Hispanic male earns 12 percent more than
a nonminority male. (It is important to note, however, that in the
2000 PUMS data an individual could opt to consider oneself both
Hispanic and White, thus confounding the “separation” and its
effect.)

Equation 2: Earnings as a function of sex and other explanatory variables

In(earnings) = 9.938 —.184sex +.239Married —.105Disable + .086Somecollege
+.461colleged + .476Gradeduc

= A nonminority woman earns 18.4 percent less than a nonminority
male, holding all other variables constant.

m  For both equations, education has a positive effect on earnings. In

our analysis an individual who has a college degree will earn more
than an individual who does not have a college degree.

Using the 2000 PUMS data, an analysis of race and gender contrasts was
conducted with respect to their effect on earnings. For the most part there was a
consistent trend of a negative race/gender effect on earnings, especially for African
Americans and Native Americans.

m  When results for African American males and Native American

males versus nonminority males were analyzed, African American
males and Native American males earned 26.8 percent and 59.5

percent less, respectively, than their nonminority male counterparts.

m When compared with nonminority males, nonminority women earned
17.2 percent less than their nonminority counterparts.

6 Subsample sizes by race/ethnicity for Asian Americans and Native Americans were too small to permit
reliable interpretation.
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7.2.4 Conclusions

From both analyses in this section, it can be asserted that race/gender effects are
associated negatively with both the rate of self-employment in construction and self-
employment earnings for African Americans and nonminority women,” when compared
with rates for nonminority males, and when the effect of other important demographic
and economic variables was “neutralized.” These findings are consistent not only with
results from the telephone survey of vendors and information provided by MBEs in focus
groups (reported in Chapter 6.0), but are supported logically if one accepts two
propositions: (1) The ability to mobilize resources to build one’s business is, in part, a
function of race/gender differences in historical access to capital and asset-building; and
(2) Discrimination against MBEs in terms of conferring business opportunity in both the

private and public sectors is real, continuing, and profound.

" Insufficient sample sizes for Asian Americans and Native Americans did not permit a statistically valid
conclusion for those groups.

MGT of America, Inc. Page 7-22



8.0 FINDINGS AND
CONCLUSIONS




8.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter presents the findings and conclusions resulting from the disparity
study conducted for the Commonwealth of Virginia related to procurement of
construction, architecture and engineering services, professional services, other
services, and goods and supplies. As a leader in the field, MGT has been careful to
always remain cognizant of the applicable case law in this evolving area of
jurisprudence. As such, the overriding concern of MGT during this study was strict
adherence to the specific dictates the courts have required where racial, ethnic, or
gender preferences are used by state and local governments in their decision-making
process. As detailed in Chapter 2.0 of our study, in the Croson decision the United
States Supreme Court extended strict judicial scrutiny to state and local affirmative
action programs that use racial or ethnic criteria as a basis for decision-making.

More important for the purposes of our study, the courts have also indicated that
for a race-based or gender-based preference program to be maintained there must be a
clear evidentiary foundation established for the continuation of the programs. Generally,
this evidence should also have been reviewed as part of the implementing jurisdiction's
decision-making process in order for it to be relevant in any subsequent legal action.
Thus, MGT presents our summary of findings and conclusions to the Commonwealth for
your deliberative review and discussion. Recommendations for addressing the findings

presented in this chapter follow in Chapter 9.0.

8.1 Objective and Design of the Study

The principal objective of this study was to determine the amount of minority and

nonminority woman business participation that exists in the procurement of construction,
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services, and goods and supplies, and to determine if the evidence supports affirmative

action under the applicable legal standards.

address the following issue:

Is there a disparity between (a) the number of M/WBE firms that are
qualified to perform contracts with the Commonwealth; and (b) the
utilization by the Commonwealth of these firms in contracting and
procurement?

First and foremost, our study sought to

If, and only if, a disparity is found, MGT then moves forward to ascertain from the

accumulated data the following issues:

Four major requirements set forth in the Croson decision guided the study.

Is any such disparity the product of past race, ethnic, or gender
discrimination or is the apparent discrimination attributable to other
race-neutral factors?

Based on the nature and extent of the discrimination, can such
disparity be ameliorated through nonrace, nonethnic, or nongender
criteria available to all vendors?

If it is determined that the appropriate remedy involves the utilization
of racial, ethnic, or gender criteria in decision-making, how should
the program be structured to remedy the effects of past
discrimination while staying within constitutional guidelines?

Strict Scrutiny - A majority of the Justices on the Supreme Court
agreed that MBE plans that rely on race-based remedies are subject
to a strict scrutiny standard of review. Thus, the basis for an MBE
plan and the proposed remedies must be factual, and the link
between its scope and that factual basis must be demonstrated.

Discrimination particularly linked to the market area of the
implementing agency - The City of Richmond attempted to rely on
general findings of societal discrimination to support the need for its
affirmative action plan. The Court did not accept this evidence. The
Court required specific proof of the nature and extent of the
discrimination against minority-owned businesses within Richmond's
local market area to support imposition of a local race-based
remedy. The required study must evaluate who is or has been
qualified to perform government contracts, who is and was selected
to do the work, and the disparity between the two.

Race-neutral remedies - In Croson the Court required that the
enacting governmental organization evaluate race-neutral solutions
before it may adopt a more stringent measure such as a set-aside
plan based on race.
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m  Carefully tailored plan not of infinite duration - Based on this
standard of review, the plan must be carefully tailored to remedy the
effects of past discrimination in the governmental organization's
jurisdiction and must be in place only for the amount of time required
to reverse the effects of such discrimination.

Examination of post-Croson decisions provides us with not only more clarity on the
lower courts' application of Croson, but also provides some guiding principles. Several
principles have emerged, or in some instances been reconfirmed, as follows.

m  The absence of a complete factual predicate study adopted by the
relevant agency can lead to the judicial suspension of an M/WBE
program.’

m  Relying exclusively on either anecdotal evidence or statistical
deviations alone to prove discrimination will not suffice in the post-
Croson era.?

m  Post-Croson disparity studies based exclusively on numerical “head
counting” without reference to qualifications will not be sufficient to
prove discrimination.®

m  There seems to be more focus on anecdotal evidence of specific
discrimination in some recent court decisions. The collection and
analysis of such anecdotal evidence should include holding public
meetings within the community, interviewing both minority and
nonminority business associations and representatives, and
conducting surveys of both minority and nonminority governmental
personnel and business representatives. The specificity and
verification of examples of past discrimination are important
components of a disparity study.*

m  Recent developments in court cases involving federal DBE programs
provide important insight on the design of local M/\WBE programs. In
January 1999, the United States Department of Transportation
(USDOT) published its final DBE rule in Title 49, Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 26 (49 CFR 26). In the latest round of the DBE
litigation, the courts found the new DBE regulations to be narrowly
tailored.”

m  Analysis of disparities in the private sector can serve as a key
element of the factual predicate supporting an M/WBE program. In
Croson, the court stated, "A municipality has a compelling

! See, e.g., Scoftt v Jackson, 1999 U.S. App. LEXIS 33621 Bilbo Freight Lines v. Morales, CA No. H-93-3808
(SD Texas 1996); Associated Utility Contractors v. Baltimore, Civil No. AMD 98-4060, _ F.3d__(D.Md.
2000).

% Coral Construction Company, et al. v. King County, 961 F.2d 910 (9th Cir. 1991).

® AGC v. Drabik, 214 F.3d 730, 762 (6™ Cir 2000).

* AGC v. Columbus, 936 F. Supp. 1363 (SD Ohio 1996), overturned on procedural grounds.

® Adarand v. Slater, 228 F.3d 1147 (10th Cir 2000), Sherbrooke Sodding v. MDOT (2001 US Dist Lexis
19565) (November 14, 2001), Gross Seed v. Nebraska Department of Roads, Case No. 4:00CV3073 (NB
2002), Western States Paving v. Washington DOT, Case No. C00-5204-RBL (WA 2003).
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government interest in redressing not only discrimination committed
by the municipality itself, but also discrimination committed by
private parties within the municipality's legislative jurisdiction, so long
as the municipality in some way participated in the discrimination to
be remedied by the program.”® In Concrete Works IV the Court of
Appeals upheld the relevance of data from the private marketplace
to the establishment of a factual predicate for M/WBE programs.’

Within the context of the above requirements, MGT designed its study to meet the
following conditions:

m an in-depth review of the Commonwealth’s contracting, purchasing,
and M/WBE statutes, policies, procedures, and practices;

m a qualitative analysis of evidence as to whether there exists a history
or pattern of behavior demonstrating that the Commonwealth has
declined or refused to award contracts to minorities or women that
cannot be explained by any nonracial or nongender factors;

m a rigorous review of the Commonwealth’s contracting records and
files;

m specific identification of firms by name, address, and types of
services that are ready, willing, and able to conduct business with
the Commonwealth;

m personal interviews with Commonwealth staff, M/WBEs, prime
contractors, and subcontractors;

m identification of specific problems that affect both minority-owned
and nonminority women-owned business enterprises and other firms
in their attempts to obtain Commonwealth contracts and
subcontracts;

m presentation of data on disparities, if any, in the private sector
commercial construction market;

m identification of those race- and gender-neutral remedies for each
identified problem; and

m identification of narrowly tailored race- and gender-specific remedies
to correct specific problems.

8.2 Statistical Analyses Findings

The following subsection presents findings and recommendations based on the

review presented in Chapters 4.0 and 7.0.

6 Croson, 488 U.S. 46, 109 S.Ct. at 720-21, 744-45.
7 Concrete Works 1V, at 69.
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FINDING 8-1: Relevant Market

The relevant market area where at least 75 percent of the dollars were spent
during the five-year period for each work type category is:

m  Construction — the Commonwealth of Virginia.

m Architecture and engineering services - the Commonwealth of
Virginia; Dade County, Florida, Baltimore (City), Maryland; and New
York County, New York.

m  Professional services - the Commonwealth of Virginia; Saint Louis
County, Missouri; Fulton County, Georgia; Philadelphia County,
Pennsylvania; Cook County, lllinois; Baltimore County, Maryland;
and Baltimore (City), Maryland.

m  Other services — the Commonwealth of Virginia; Fulton County,
Georgia; Washington D.C.; Baltimore (City), Maryland; Essex
County, New Jersey; and Cook County, lllinois.

m  Goods and supplies — the Commonwealth of Virginia; Santa Clara
County, California; Mecklenburg County, North Carolina; Cook
County, lllinois; Fulton County, Georgia; Allegheny County,
Pennsylvania; Du Page County, lllinois; Montgomery County,
Maryland; Baltimore (City), Maryland; Philadelphia County,
Pennsylvania; St. Louis (City) Missouri; Chester County,
Pennsylvania; Dallas County, Texas; Essex County, New Jersey;
Travis County, Texas; Johnson County, Kentucky; Los Angeles
County, California; Milwaukee County, Wisconsin; Washington D.C.;
Manicopa County, Arizona; Middlesex County, Massachusetts; Anne
Arundel County, Maryland; Erie County, New York; Orange County,
California; and Camden County, New Jersey.

FINDING 8-2: Disparity in M/WBE Utilization

M/WBE utilization by the Commonwealth was very low during the study period,
ranging from 0.70 percent to 2.52 percent, depending on procurement category (see
Exhibit 8-1). By way of comparison,

m the State of Maryland spent 17 percent with M/WBEs in 2001;
m the State of Texas spent 13 percent with M/WBEs in 2003;

m the State of North Carolina spent 7.4 percent with M/WBEs in
construction from 1998 to 2002; and

m the State of Florida spent 11.8 percent with M/WBEs from FY 1997
to FY 2001.2

8 Maryland: NERA, Utilization of Minority Business Enterprises by the State of Maryland, 2001; Texas:
Texas HUB Office, Historically Underutilized Business (Hub) Annual Report Received for Fiscal Year 2003;
North Carolina: MGT, Disparity Study for the North Carolina Department of Administration, 2003; Florida:
State of Florida, Office of Supplier Diversity, Annual Report FY 2000-2001.
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Moreover, a significant portion of M/\WBE spending was with firms owned by nonminority
women. Total Commonwealth spending with minority owned firms outside of
construction was less than 0.44 percent of total spending (about $34.4 million); total
Commonwealth spending with minority owned firms in the construction payments data
was less than 0.4 percent of total spending (about $4.5 million).

Some local agencies spent considerably more with MBEs than did the Commonwealth.
For example, from 1998 to 2002 the City of Charlotte spent $91.8 million with MBE prime
contractors in construction alone while the Commonwealth spent $34.8 million with MBE
prime contractors over the same time period.® The Port Authority of New York and New
Jersey awarded $284 million in contracts with small and M/WBE firms in 2001."°

The Commonwealth utilized only 261 minority firms outside of construction over the
study period, at an average of about $26,000 per firm per year. This low M/WBE
utilization by the Commonwealth in turn contributed to low M/WBE availability, as
measured by the number of M/WBE vendors registered and utilized by the
Commonwealth. Relative M/WBE availability ranged between 1.45 percent and 8.15
percent, depending on procurement category (see Exhibit 8-1). By way of contrast, a
study of construction for the State of North Carolina found M/WBE availability in
construction of 14.36 percent."’ A study of the State of Maryland found overall M/WBE
availability of 26.9 percent.’?

Substantial disparity exists for the following underutilized groups in the Commonwealth
work type categories (see Exhibit 8-1):

m  Construction prime contracting — African American, Asian American,
Native American, and nonminority women.

m  Construction subcontracting - African American, Hispanic American,
Asian American, Native American, and nonminority women.

m  Architecture and engineering services - African American, Hispanic
American, Asian American, Native American, and nonminority
women.

m  Professional services - Hispanic American, Asian American, Native
American, and nonminority women.

m  Other services — Native American.

m  Goods and Supplies - African American, Hispanic American, and
Native American.

® MGT, City of Charlotte Disparity Study, 2003.

"% Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, Press Release No. 48-2002, Port Authority Announces 17
Percent Increase In Contracts Awarded To Minority/Women-Owned and Small Businesses, April 23, 2002.
""MGT, North Carolina Department of Administration, Disparity Study, 2003.

12 MGT, North Carolina Department of Administration, Disparity Study, 2003. NERA, Utilization of Minority
Business Enterprises by the State of Maryland, 2001.
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EXHIBIT 8-1

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
SUMMARY OF DISPARITY ANALYSIS FOR EACH

BUSINESS CATEGORY BY RACE/ETHNICITY/GENDER CLASSIFICATIONS

Business Category % of Available | Disparity | Disparate Impact| Significance of
by M/WBE Classification | % of Dollars' Firms® Index’ of Utilization Proportions*
Construction Prime
Contractors
African Americans 0.03% 1.07% 3.12] * Underutilization -70.73 *
Hispanic Americans 0.29% 0.26% 113.27|  Overutilization 0.79
Asian Americans 0.00% 0.28% 0.00| * Underutilization 0.00
Native Americans 0.00% 0.10% 0.00{ * Underutilization 0.00
Nonminority Women 1.17% 2.70% 43.26| * Underutilization -17.76 *
Nonminority Firms 98.51% 95.60% 103.04| Overutilization 29.93 *
Construction Sub
Contractors
African Americans 0.22% 5.03% 4.37] * Underutilization -241.64 *
Hispanic Americans 1.21% 3.73% 32.38| * Underutilization -54.32 *
Asian Americans 0.03% 2.02% 1.38| * Underutilization -280.73 *
Native Americans 0.00% 0.82% 0.00{ * Underutilization 0.00
Nonminority Women 1.07% 5.95% 17.96] * Underutilization -111.73 *
Nonminority Firms 97.48% 82.46% 118.22|  Overutilization 225.33 *
Architecture & Engineering
Prime Consultants
African Americans 0.01% 0.98% 0.62 | * Underutilization -71.14 *
Hispanic Americans 0.01% 0.64% 1.05 | * Underutilization -44.33 *
Asian Americans 0.06% 2.01% 2.93 | * Underutilization -46.10 *
Native Americans 0.00% 0.21% 0.00 | * Underutilization 0.00
Nonminority Women 0.45% 4.30% 10.42 | * Underutilization -33.02 *
Nonminority Firms 99.48% 91.85%| 108.30 Overutilization 60.70 *
Professional Services
Prime Consultants
African Americans 0.30% 0.33% 91.51 Underutilization -0.87
Hispanic Americans 0.00% 0.12% 2.69 | * Underutilization -35.61 *
Asian Americans 0.28% 0.39% 72.09 | * Underutilization -3.50 *
Native Americans 0.00% 0.03% 0.61 | * Underutilization -38.14 *
Nonminority Women 0.12% 1.54% 7.99 | * Underutilization -69.09 *
Nonminority Firms 99.30% 97.60%| 101.74 Overutilization 34.77 *
Other Services
Prime Contractors
African Americans 0.48% 0.27%| 176.53 Overtutilization 6.68 *
Hispanic Americans 0.25% 0.06%| 419.24 Overutilization 8.55 *
Asian Americans 0.13% 0.09% 145.74 Overutilization 2.54 *
Native Americans 0.00% 0.02% 4.12 | * Underutilization -14.94 *
Nonminority Women 1.29% 1.07%| 121.42 Overutilization 4.50 *
Nonminority Firms 97.84% 98.49% 99.34 Underutilization -9.97 *
Goods & Supplies
Prime Contractors
African Americans 0.04% 0.17% 23.34 | * Underutilization -14.97 *
Hispanic Americans 0.05% 0.06% 79.21 | * Underutilization -1.28
Asian Americans 0.15% 0.13%| 108.25 Overtutilization 0.66
Native Americans 0.01% 0.03% 35.48 | * Underutilization -4.33 *
Nonminority Women 0.99% 1.05% 93.61 Underutilization -1.54
Nonminority Firms 98.77% 98.55%| 100.22 Overutilization 4.55 *

'The percentage of dollars is taken from the prime utilization exhibit previously shown in Chapter 4.0.
The percentage of available contractors is taken from the availability exhibit previously shown in

Chapter 4.0.

The disparity index is the ratio of % utilization to % availability times 100. An asterisk is used to
indicate a substantial level of disparity - index below 80.00.

The significance of proportions test examines if there is a statistical difference between utilization
and availability. The test statistics are computed by taking the difference between utilization and
availability and dividing by the square root of availability, times one minus availability divided by the
available firms. If the test statistics are greater than two, overutilization is assumed. Conversely, if
the test statistics are less than —2, underutilization is assumed.
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FINDING 8-3: Regression Analysis

As an aggregated group, M/WBE firms responding to the phone survey earned less
revenue in 2002 than did non-M/WBE firms. Analysis of the effect on reported company
earnings of variables representing firm capacity, managerial ability and experience, and
race/gender/ethnicity revealed that for some minority groups the disparity in firm revenue
was not due to capacity-related or managerial characteristics alone. This is consistent
with evidence provided in the report of low levels of MBE utilization (below 0.5%) even
on contracts less than $250,000 in value.

FINDING 8-4: Private Sector Utilization and Disparity

Using records from Reed Construction Data, low levels of M/WBE ultilization were found in the
private sector commercial construction in Virginia (Exhibit 8-2). From 1998 to 2002, one
nonminority woman-owned firm was awarded two prime commercial construction contracts
worth $641,717 (0.24%). Over the same time period, seven M/WBE construction firms were
awarded nine prime construction contracts worth $15.9 million (1.49) by the Commonwealth.

Substantial disparity existed for all M/WBEs in the commercial private sector
construction from 1998 to 2002.

8.3 Anecdotal Evidence Findings

The following subsection presents findings based on the review presented in
Chapter 6.0.
FINDING 8-6: Experience with Prime Contractors

Some subcontractors reported having been pressured to lower bids (24% of M/WBEs)
and many reported delays in payment from primes (26% of M/WBEs). These findings
from the survey were also supported by anecdotal comments made in the personal
interviews and focus groups.

FINDING 8-7: Using M/WBEs as “shell”

During the interviews and focus groups there were allegations that prime contractors
utiize M/WBE firms as a “shell” or “pass through.” There were examples given of
utilizing a graphics design M/WBE firm as subcontractor for a construction project.
Another example given was utilizing an M/WBE as a pass-through to get money to the
subcontractor the prime wanted to hire.

FINDING 8-8: Barriers to doing work with the Commonwealth

The five most common factors that affected a firm's ability to contract with the
Commonwealth included “limited time to prepare a bid or quote” (M/WBEs as a group,
8%; nonminority male-owned firms, 4%); “limited information received on pending
projects” (M/WBEs as a group, 6%; nonminority male-owned firms, 4%); eVA system
(M/WBEs as a group, 4%; nonminority male-owned firms, 6%); “contract too expensive
to bid” (M/WBEs as a group, 6%; nonminority male-owned firms, 1%); and the size of the
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EXHIBIT 8-2

M/WBE CONSTRUCTION
UTILIZATION PERCENTAGE OF DOLLARS
VIRGINIA PRIVATE SECTOR
CALENDAR YEARS 1998 THROUGH 2002

Business Category/Data Source African Hispanic Asian Native Subtotal Nonminority Nonminority
American | American American | American MBEs Women Firms

Prime Contractors

Commonwealth of Virginia 0.03% 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.32% 1.17% 98.51%

Construction Prime Contractors

Private Construction Prime 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.24 % 99.76%

Contractors (Reed Construction)

Source: Chapter 7.0 analyses.
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contract (M/WBEs as a group, 6%; nonminority male-owned firms, 1%). These findings
were also supported with comments made in the personal interviews and focus group
participants.

8.4 Conclusions

Utilization of minority firms by the Commonwealth was very low during the study
period both in relative and absolute terms. Ultilization of minority firms was low relative
to conservative estimate of minority business availability, and relative to utilization by
other states and public agencies. Disparities were also evident after controlling for the
size of contract and firm characteristics. Ultilization of minority firms in private sector
commercial construction was even lower. These facts stand out more sharply given that
the mid-Atlantic region of the United States is one of the strongest areas in the country
for minority firms, a market characteristic driven primarily by federal procurement and

strong M/WBE programs in neighboring state and local governments.
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9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents recommendations and commendations resulting from the
disparity study conducted for the Commonwealth of Virginia related to procurement of
construction, architecture and engineering services, professional services, other
services, and goods. The following recommendations are grounded in an exhaustive
review of other M/\WBE programs around the United States and the extensive case
review of these programs and their accompanying statutes and regulations. The
recommendations are crafted to simultaneously address the substantial shortfalls in
M/WBE utilization by the Commonwealth while employing insights from other M/WBE
programs around the country and satisfying the constraints imposed by recent case law
governing M/WBE programs. The commendations acknowledge those positive efforts
by the Commonwealth towards inclusion of M/WBEs in Commonwealth spending with

outside vendors.

9.1 Recommendations and Commendations

9.1.1 Purchasing Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION 9-1: Contract Sizing

Contract size and performance bonds were the issues mentioned most in surveys of and
interviews with M/WBEs as barriers to utilization by the Commonwealth. The
Commonwealth should concentrate its efforts on issuing contracts in smaller dollar
amounts, thus expanding the opportunities that smaller M/WBE firms have to do
business with the Virginia. As recommended in the OMB Contract Bundling Report, the
Commonwealth should consider limiting the use of contract bundling to those instances
where there are considerable and measurable benefits such as decreased time in
acquisition, at least 10 percent in cost savings, or improved contract terms and
conditions.

' Office of Management and Budget, "Contract Bundling—A Strategy for Increasing Federal Contracting
Opportunities for Small Business" (October 2002).
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RECOMMENDATION 9-2: Construction Management and Request for Proposals

One method of debundling in construction is through the use of multiprime construction
contracts in which a construction project is divided into several prime contracts that are
then managed by a construction manager at risk. For example, this approach has been
used on projects where each prime contractor is responsible for installation and repair in
particular areas. The construction manager is responsible for obtaining materials at
volume discounts based upon total agency purchases. If one contractor defaults, a
change order is issued to another prime contractor working in an adjacent area. The
construction manager at risk is responsible for cost overruns that result from prime
contractor default.

Construction management also facilitates the rotation of contracts within an area of
work. For example, if several subcontractors have the capacity of bidding on an
extended work activity (e.g., concrete flat work, traffic control, hauling), the construction
manager can rotate contracting opportunities over the duration of the activity.

Using a request for proposal process can provide the flexibility for including M/WBE
participation in prime contractor requirements and selection. One of the nonfinancial
criteria can be the proposer's approach and past history with M/WBE subcontractor
utilization as well as women and minority workforce participation. A number of
universities around the country, the Charlotte-Mecklenburg School System, and the Tri-
County Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon have had a successful experience
with this approach.?

RECOMMENDATION 9-3: Term Contracts

The Commonwealth should consider instituting a policy of encouraging purchasing staff
to use M/WBEs that are on Commonwealth state contracts and identified as such when
the Commonwealth uses state term contracts in purchasing. A number of states
(Florida, New York, and North Carolina) indicate the M/WBE status of firms holding term
contracts.

COMMENDATION AND RECOMMENDATION 9-4: eVA

eVA has been an important step in the technical evolution of e-procurement in the
Commonwealth. However, eVA is potentially a two-edged sword for M/WBE vendors.
On the one hand it opens up wider markets to M/WBE firms. On the other hand, eVA
fees can discourage participation by newer and smaller firms in the eVA system. The
survey did not, however, find strong sentiment from M/WBEs that eVA constituted a
barrier to M/WBE utilization. The Commonwealth should be commended for its outreach
and training sessions on eVA targeting small and M/WBE firms. At the same time, the
Commonwealth should consider an alternative fee structure or fee moratoria for small
and M/WBE firms.

2 Federal Transit Administration, Lessons Learned #45, May 2002).
www.fta.dot.gov/library/program/Il/man/Ii45.html
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COMMENDATION AND RECOMMENDATION 9-5: Small Purchases

Securing small purchases through informal procurement methods is an area in which
buyers can become particularly comfortable with incumbent vendors. The
Commonwealth should be commended for provisions requiring the solicitation of small
and M/WBE firms for small purchases. Additional measures can be taken to increase
M/WBE participation in informal purchases. First, the use of new M/WBE vendors can
be an element in buyer evaluations. Second, taking a cue from “social norms marketing,”
the Commonwealth should publish data on buyer use of M/\WBE vendors in informal
purchases. These data should include statistics on median M/WBE dollar utilization by
individual buyers, high levels of M/WBE utilization by individual buyers, and the number
of M/WBES utilized by buyers. Many buyers may think they are performing adequately
and may not realize the possibilities and acceptable norms of buyer behavior in the area
of small informal purchases.

COMMENDATION and RECOMMENDATION 9-6: Prompt Payment

Virginia should be commended for having a prompt payment statute. Nevertheless,
small and M/WBE vendors still have problems with prompt payment. Certain
subcontractors that work on an early phase in a project, such as grading, can suffer from
retainage withheld on long-lasting projects. Prompt payment policy should be adjusted
for these concerns. Mobilization payments is one vehicle to address this issue. For
example, in 2000, the City of Chicago revised its M/WBE ordinance to allow the city to
make advance payments of 10 percent of the total contract value, up to a maximum of
$200,000.

9.1.2 M/WBE Program Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION 9-7: M/WBE Certification

The Commonwealth should move towards a unified certification application with other
agencies in Virginia and the Mid-Atlantic area. Different agencies may maintain different
criteria for certification. Nevertheless, one package of materials should be sufficient for
a certification application. A unified certification application has been developed among
agencies in New York City, Dallas, Memphis, Chicago, Jacksonville, and other areas.

The automation of Commonwealth procurement should be paralleled by automation of
M/WBE certification. The M/WBE certification application is available on-line at the
VDMBE Web site, but this is still not an automated process. The City of Chicago, for
example, utilizes on-line certification to reduce paper work. The Chicago system allows
the flagging of applicants who have not submitted all of their paperwork. The M/WBE
department also provides a 60-day guarantee of certification if all the paperwork is
submitted.

The other area of certification that merits additional attention by the Commonwealth is
the anecdotal testimony from vendors and Commonwealth staff about the persistence of
“fronts” (firms representing themselves as M/WBEs without satisfying the necessary
requirements). In response to these concerns the M/WBE Office should increase the
number of site visits as supplements to desk audits in the M/WBE certification process.
Enforcement is also essential. In the City of Chicago, for example, vendors who
misrepresent M/WBE participation are prevented from doing business with the city for up
to three years.
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RECOMMENDATION 9-8: Narrowly Tailored S/IM/WBE Program

Recent developments in court cases involving federal DBE programs provide important
insight on the design of local M/WBE programs. In January 1999, the United States
Department of Transportation (USDOT) published its final DBE rule in Title 49, Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 26 (49 CFR 26). In the latest round of the DBE litigation, the
courts found the new DBE regulations to be narrowly tailored.> The federal DBE
program has the features in Exhibit 9-1 that contribute to this characterization as being
narrowly tailored remedial procurement preference program. As can be seen from
Exhibit 9-1, the DOT regulations provide a variety of measures that put race- and
gender-neutral techniques first and then use race- and gender-conscious project goals
as a supplemental device when race- and gender-neutral techniques are found
inadequate to reduce disparity in DBE (or M/WBE) utilization. The Commonwealth
should consider the adoption of these features in any new narrowly tailored M/WBE
program.

EXHIBIT 9-1
NARROWLY TAILORED M/WBE/DBE PROGRAM FEATURES
Narrowly Tailored Goal-Setting Features DBE Regulations
The Commonwealth should not use quotas 49 CFR 26(43)(a)
The Commonwealth should use race- or gender-conscious set-asides 49 CFR 26(43)(b)

only in extreme cases

The Commonwealth should meet the maximum amount of M/WBE goals | 49 CFR 26(51)(a)
through race-neutral means

The Commonwealth should use contract goals only where race-neutral 49 CFR 26(51)(d)
means are not sufficient

The Commonwealth should use goals only where there are 49 CFR
subcontracting possibilities 26(51)(e)(1)

If the Commonwealth estimates that it can meet the entire goal with 49 CFR 26(51)(f)(1)
race-neutral means then the Commonwealth should not use contract

goals

If it is determined that the Commonwealth is exceeding its goal, then the | 49 CFR 26(51)(f)(2)
Commonwealth should reduce the use of contract goals

If the Commonwealth exceeds goals with race-neutral means for two 49 CFR 26(51)(f)(3)
years then the Commonwealth should not set contract goals the next
year

If the Commonwealth exceeds goals with contract goals for two years 49 CFR 26(51)(f)(4)
then the Commonwealth should reduce use of contract goals the next
year

If the Commonwealth uses goals then the Commonwealth should award | 49 CFR 26(53)(a)
only to firms that made good faith efforts

The Commonwealth should give bidders an opportunity to cure defects 49 CFR 26(53)(d)
in good faith efforts

% Adarand v. Slater, 228 F.3d 1147 (‘IOth Cir 2000), Sherbrooke Sodding v. MDOT (2001 US Dist Lexis
19565) (November 14, 2001), Gross Seed v. Nebraska Department of Roads, Case No. 4:00CV3073 (NB
2002), Western States Paving v. Washington DOT, Case No. C00-5204-RBL (WA 2003).
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RECOMMENDATION 9-9: M/WBE Goals

This report provides evidence supporting the establishment of a moderate program to
promote M/WBE utilization. This conclusion is based on disparity in current M/WBE
utilization, significant disparities in private sector utilization in construction, and evidence
of discrimination in business formation and compensation from self-employment. The
Commonwealth should tailor its minority participation programs to remedy the specific
disparity determined above. These aspirational goals should be addressed primarily by
good faith efforts requirements, breaking up large contracts, M/\WBE participation in a
Small Business Enterprise (SBE) program (discussed below), and similar techniques.
Any race-conscious program elements should be implemented along the lines
suggested by the USDOT DBE program (Exhibit 9-1 above).

Exhibit 9-2 provides guidance on setting initial annual goals for a M/WBE program.
These M/WBE goals by business category are annual goals, not rigidly set project goals.
Each project should be reviewed individually for establishing project-specific M/WBE
goals. Each year the goals should be adjusted according to the utilization of M/WBEs
by business category by race- and gender-neutral means, gradually reducing the race
and/or gender conscious goal and increasing the race- and gender-neutral goal. The
ultimate objective is to eliminate the need for a race- and/or gender-based program and
replace it completely with the race- and gender-neutral options.

These goals are based on census measures of relative M/WBE availability. The
motivation for the use of census data, as opposed to the vendor data used to measure
disparity, is that the significant differences in the measure of relative availability may
reflect the fact that M/WBEs are dissuaded from pursuing opportunities with the
Commonwealth because of perceptions of Commonwealth procurement as a relatively
closed system. These census-based M/WBE goals are arguably still conservative.*

In the course of implementing such a race-conscious goal program, the following should
also be considered.

m  On an annual basis, the Commonwealth should review its budget
and establish annual goals, in dollars and percentages, consistent
with M/WBE availability, for each M/WBE group that has
demonstrated significant disparity.

m  Annual goals for each ethnic group and women should reflect
M/WBE availability as referenced in this report. The purpose of
annual participation goals is to assist the Commonwealth in
monitoring the success of the remedial program. Currently, the
Commonwealth does not have a method of measuring where the
M/WBE participation level is on the continuum between the current
level of disparity and full participation (disparity index of 100).

* For example, a study of construction for the State of North Carolina found M/WBE availablility in
construction of 14.36%. MGT, North Carolina Department of Administration, Disparity Study, 2003. A study
of the State of Maryland found overall M/WBE availability of 26.9 percent. NERA, Utilization of Minority
Business Enterprises by the the State of Maryland, 2001.
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EXHIBIT 9-2
RECOMMENDED RACE- AND GENDER-SPECIFIC AND NEUTRAL GOALS FOR
EACH BUSINESS CATEGORY BY RACE/ETHNIC/GENDER CLASSIFICATION
BASED ON CENSUS AVAILABILITY

Business Category % of Available] Disparity Index| Race/Gender Race/Gender
by M/WBE Classification Firms' Goal - 80.0 [ Neutral Results | Conscious Goal
Construction Prime
Contractors
African Americans 3.56% 2.85% 0.03% 2.82%
Hispanic Americans 1.47% 1.18% 0.29% 0.89%
Asian Americans 0.64% 0.51% 0.00% 0.51%
Native Americans 0.27% 0.22% 0.00% 0.22%
Nonminority Women 5.56% 4.44% 1.17% 3.28%
Construction Sub
Contractors
African Americans 5.03% 4.02% 0.22% 3.80%
Hispanic Americans 3.73% 2.98% 1.21% 1.78%
Asian Americans 2.02% 1.62% 0.03% 1.59%
Native Americans 0.82% 0.65% 0.00% 0.65%
Nonminority Women 5.95% 4.76% 1.07% 3.69%

Architecture & Engineering
and Professional Services
Prime Consultants®

African Americans 4.97% 3.97% 0.30% 3.67%
Hispanic Americans 2.48% 1.98% 0.00% 1.98%
Asian Americans 4.97% 3.98% 0.28% 3.70%
Native Americans 0.22% 0.17% 0.00% 0.17%
Nonminority Women 16.04% 12.83% 0.12% 12.71%

Other Services
Prime Contractors

African Americans 8.52% 6.82% 0.48% 6.34%
Hispanic Americans 2.51% 2.01% 0.25% 1.76%
Asian Americans 4.30% 3.44% 0.13% 3.31%
Native Americans 0.25% 0.20% 0.00% 0.20%
Nonminority Women 21.72% 17.38% 1.29% 16.09%

Goods & Supplies
Prime Contractors

African Americans 4.23% 3.38% 0.04% 3.34%
Hispanic Americans 1.51% 1.21% 0.05% 1.17%
Asian Americans 5.08% 4.06% 0.15% 3.92%
Native Americans 0.32% 0.26% 0.01% 0.25%
Nonminority Women 17.33% 13.86% 0.99% 12.88%

' The percentage of dollars is taken from the prime utilization exhibit previously shown in Chapter 4.0.
2 The percentage of available contractors was taken from census data.
® Due to census availability not being disagregated by A & E and Professional Services, they are combined.
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m The program should be time limited, and graduation criteria
established for each participant.

m  The Commonwealth should continue to concentrate primarily on the
scope of all race- and gender-specific programs to firms that are
located in the relevant market area for specific business categories.

m The burden of compliance with M/WBE goals should not fall
disproportionately on a few departments, absent some business
reason for uneven distribution of M/WBE spending by department.

RECOMMENDATION 9-10: Good Faith Efforts and M/WBE Construction
Subcontracting

The Commonwealth should develop detailed guides for good faith efforts to be
undertaken by prime contractors in dealing with M/WBE subcontractors in construction.
One example is that developed by the State of North Carolina in Exhibit 9-3 below.
North Carolina requires a minimum of 50 points in good faith efforts, although 10 of
these points are met by attending mandatory pre-bid conferences.

EXHIBIT 9-3
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
POINT VALUES FOR GOOD FAITH EFFORTS UNDERTAKEN TO PROMOTE
M/WBE UTILIZATION

Good Faith Efforts
Point Values

Attending any pre-bid meetings scheduled by the public owner. 10

Contacting minority businesses that reasonably could have been expected 10
to submit a quote and that were known to the contractor or available on
State or local government maintained lists at least 10 days before the bid or
proposal date and notifying them of the nature and scope of the work to be
performed.

Making the construction plans, specifications, and requirements available for 10
review by prospective minority businesses, or providing these documents to
them at least 10 days before the bid or proposals are due.

Working with minority trade, community, or contractor organizations 10
identified by the Office for Historically Underutilized Businesses and included
in the bid documents that provide assistance in recruitment of minority
businesses.

Breaking down or combining elements of work into economically feasible 15
units to facilitate minority participation.
Negotiating in good faith with interested minority businesses and not 15

rejecting them as unqualified without sound reasons based on their
capabilities. Any rejection of a minority business based on lack of
qualification should have the reasons documented in writing.

Providing assistance in getting required bonding or insurance, or providing 20
alternatives to bonding or insurance for subcontractors.
Negotiating joint venture and partnership arrangements with minority 20

businesses in order to increase opportunities for minority business
participation on a public construction or repair project when possible.
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EXHIBIT 9-3 (Continued)
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

POINT VALUES FOR GOOD FAITH EFFORTS UNDERTAKEN TO PROMOTE

M/WBE UTILIZATION

Good Faith Efforts

Point Values

Providing quick pay agreements and policies to enable minority contractors 20
and suppliers to meet cash-flow demands.
Providing assistance to an otherwise qualified minority business in need of 25

equipment, loan capital, lines of credit, or joint pay agreements to secure
loans, supplies, or letters of credit, including waiving credit that is ordinarily
required. Assisting minority businesses in obtaining the same unit pricing
with the bidder's suppliers in order to help minority businesses in
establishing credit.

Source: Official North Carolina Administrative Code, 301.0102—Good Faith Efforts

RECOMMENDATION 9-11: Bid Preferences and Set-Asides

M/WBE utilization by the Commonwealth is low both in comparison to availability and to
other states. Because of the very low levels of utilization in state procurement, the
Commonwealth should consider the occasional use of M/WBE bid preferences and set-

asides. At present the Commonwealth does not have any laws

providing for bid

preferences or set-asides for M/\WBEs. These more aggressive techniques should be
used as a supplement to the other programmatic initiatives discussed in these
recommendations. Some types of aggressive procurement measures that have been

used by other agencies include:

m  Quick Bid Program. A Quick Bid program is typically for contracts

less than $500,000. In this program the agency solicits

bids via

telephone and fax from a minimum of six contractors on a rotating
basis. The period between bid, award, and contract start is generally

not more than six weeks.

m  Mandatory Joint Ventures. Mandatory joint ventures are a
procurement method in which there is a special set-aside for a joint
venture in which the MBE/WBE interest is no less than 20 percent of

either the participation or risk/profit of the project.

m  Direct Sole Source M/WBE Negotiation. This is a sole source
negotiation in instances where there is a very small group of pre-
qualified M/WBEs in specific professional service specialty being

procured.

m  Price Preferences. In this procurement method the

agency

provides a price preference of up to 10 percent to M/WBEs for
commodity and service procurements of less than a certain dollar

figure.
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RECOMMENDATION 9-12: Promoting M/WBE Collaboration

M/WBE capacity can be increased by joint ventures among M/WBEs. For example, in
Oregon the Northeast Urban Trucking Consortium, a consortium of seven M/WBE
independent trucking firms with 15 trucks, joined together to win a $2 million trucking
contract.

RECOMMENDATION 9-13: Small Business Enterprise Program

The Commonwealth should institute an SBE program. A strong SBE program is at the
center of maintaining a narrowly tailored program to promote M/WBE utilization. As the
first element of a new SBE program, the Commonwealth should establish a consistent
SBE definition. At present the definition of small businesses differs between the VBA,
the model supplier diversity program, and eVA. A starting point for a SBE definition is to
use a percentage of the SBA’s definition of a small business. A considerable amount of
analysis has gone into the SBA definition, but the SBA SBE definition tends to be large
because of the size of federal contracts. The City and County of Denver and the City of
Charlotte, among other agencies, have adopted the percentage of SBA definition as
their definition of an SBE.

Further guidance on SBE programs can come from features of the City of Charlotte SBE
program, including:

m setting SBE goals on formal and informal contracts;

m setting department goals for SBE utilization;

®m requiring good faith negotiations by bidders with SBEs;

m  mandating SBE outreach and good faith efforts by bidders;

m  making SBE utilization part of department performance review;
m rejecting bids for bidder noncompliance with the SBE program;

m encouraging the female and minority participation in the SBE
program; and

m imposing mandatory subcontracting clauses where such clauses
would be consistent with industry practice and would promote SBE
utilization.®

The Commonwealth should also consider race-neutral small business set-asides as are
used by the federal government, New Jersey, Florida, and other government agencies.
For the federal government every acquisition of goods and services anticipated to be
between $2,500 and $100,000 is set aside exclusively for small businesses unless the

® San Diego as part of its Subcontractor Outreach Program (SCOPe) has mandatory outreach, mandatory
use of subcontractors, and mandatory submission of an outreach document. Whether a contract has
subcontracting is determined by the engineer on the project.
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contracting officer has a reasonable expectation of less than two bids by small
businesses.®

Another variant of an SBE program is incentives for SBEs located in distressed areas.
For example, under the 1997 Small Business Reauthorization Act, the federal
government started the federal HUBZone program. A HUBZone firm is a small
business that is: (1) owned and controlled by U.S. citizens; (2) has at least 35 percent
of its employees who reside in a HUBZone; and (3) has its principal place of business
located in a HUBZone.” HUBZone programs can serve as a vehicle for encouraging
M/WBE contract utilization. Nationally there are 4,743 female and minority HUBZone
firms, 58.2 percent of total HUBZone firms.® In Virginia there are 202 women and
minority HUBZone firms, 59.7 percent of total HUBZone firms in the state. Of those
women and minority HUBZone firms, 109 are in construction. In the Virginia,
Washington, D.C., and Maryland areas there are 527 women and minority HUBZone
firms, 65.3 percent of the total number of HUBZone firms.

COMMENDATION AND RECOMMENDATION 9-14: Commercial Antidiscrimination
Rules

The Commonwealth should be commended for having a general commercial
nondiscrimination statute. Some courts have noted that putting in place
antidiscrimination rules is an important element of race-neutral alternatives.® Nationally,
some agencies have adopted requirements to ensure that their procurement and their
prime contractor procurement were not discriminatory (e.g., San Diego, Seattle,
Columbia, S.C., and Charlotte, N.C.).

A complete antidiscrimination policy would provide for:

m a mechanism whereby complaints may be filed against firms that
have discriminated in the marketplace;

m due process, in terms of an investigation by agency staff;
m a hearing process before an independent hearing examiner;
m an appeals process to the agency manager and ultimately to a court;

m a mechanism whereby complaints may be filed against firms that
may have discriminated in the marketplace; and

m imposition of sanctions, including:

— disqualification for up to five years from bidding with the agency;
— termination of all existing contracts; and
— referral for prosecution for fraud.

® Federal Acquisition Regulations 19.502-2.

"13 C.F.R. 126.200 (1999). The State of California provides a 5 percent preference for a business work site
located in state enterprise zones and an additional 1-4 percent preference (not to exceed $50,000 on goods
and services contracts in excess of $100,000) for hiring from within the enterprise zone. Cal Code Sec 4530
et seq. Minnesota’s bid preferences are limited to small businesses operating in high unemployment areas.

® Based on the SBA pro-net database located at http://pro-net.sba.gov/pro-net/search.htmi.

® Engineering Contractors v. Dade County, 943 F.Supp 1546 (SD Fla 1996).
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RECOMMENDATION 9-15: Bonding

Lack of bonding is often cited by small construction firms as the reason for not pursuing

government contracting opportunities.

Many M/WBEs have worked in residential or

private construction that does not always require bonding, or as subcontractors who
were bonded under the prime contractor. A small business surety assistance program
should provide technical assistance to small firms, track subcontractor utilization by
ethnicity, coordinate existing financial as well as management and technical assistance
resources, and provide for quality surety companies to participate in the bonding

program.

Some examples of bonding programs from other agencies include:

The State of Maryland, through its Surety Bonding Program, assists
small contractors in bonding with government and public utility
contracts that require bid, performance, and payment bonds.
Maryland Small Business Development Financing Authority
(MSBDFA) has the authority to directly issue bid, performance, or
payment bonds up to $750,000. MSBDFA can also guarantee up to
90 percent of a surety’s losses on bid, performance, or payment
bonds up to $900,000. This assistance is available to firms that
have been denied bonds, but have not defaulted on loans or
financial assistance from MSBDFA.

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), through
its supportive services contract, has funded a DBE Pilot Bonding
Assistance Program since 2000. The bonding program is open to
any DBE that holds or is in the process of obtaining a NCDOT
contract. The program is for bid, payment, and performance bonds
of up to $1 million. The program is administered through the US
DOT Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization, the
Minority Business Resource Center, and participating sureties.

The Contractor Assistance Program (CAP) in the Lambert Airport
Expansion in St. Louis assesses bonding readiness by evaluating
the company’s bond history, recent gross receipts, financial
wherewithal, banking ties, and past job performance. CAP’s bonding
specialist then focuses assistance in areas of company weaknesses
as well as bond applications, a firm’s financial controls, and reporting
tools.

Allegheny County, Pennsylvania, has a bonding program in which
participants are preapproved for up to $100,000 in bonding on a
maximum of two projects within the County. Approved firms must
attend monthly business development sessions covering financial
management, taxes, marketing, and credit management. Firms are
allowed to participate in the program for up to 18 months. Amwest
Surety Insurance Company issues the bonds. Allegheny County
guarantees the bonds through the Industrial Development Authority
and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds.
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One element in the Commonwealth crafting such a bonding program would simply be to
encourage and coordinate contractor use of the U.S. Small Business Administration
Office of Surety Guarantees, which can guarantee bid, performance, and payment
bonds for contracts up to $2 million for small contractors who cannot obtain surety bonds
through normal commercial channels.

COMMENDATION and RECOMMENDATION 9-16: Access to Capital

The Commonwealth should be commended for its efforts to improve the access to
capital to SWAMs. These efforts include the PACE program of the VDMBE office and
the efforts of the DBA (both described in Chapter 3.0).

Some examples of lending assistance programs from other agencies follow.

There are a number of areas where local government bodies
participate in linked deposit programs. Linked deposit programs are
essentially a vehicle for providing lower interest rates on loans for
small and minority business, nonprofits, and housing development.
Agencies use linked deposit programs to subsidize lower rates for
business and housing loans by accepting a lower rate on their
deposits with participating financial institutions. For example, the
New York State Linked Deposit program provides two-year financing
at reduced rates to small and minority businesses. The New York
State Linked Deposit program makes loans of up to $10 million to
certiied M/WBEs and SBEs that have been awarded agency
contracts. To participate, service businesses must have fewer than
100 employees and not be dominant in their field of operation.
Businesses in economic development zones, highly distressed
areas, and defense and certified M/WBEs are eligible for 3 percent
interest rate reduction. The program has been in place for ten
years."

The MSBDFA provides financing for M/WBEs in the form of a:

— Contract Financing Program, which provides loan guarantees
and direct working capital and equipment loans to socially or
economically disadvantaged businesses that have been awarded
public contracts;

— Equity Participation Investment Program, which provides direct
loans, equity investments and loan guarantees to socially or
economically disadvantaged-owned businesses in franchising, in
technology-based industries, and for business acquisition; and

— Long-Term Guaranty Program, which provides loan guarantees
and interest rate subsidies.

The State of Florida has a loan mobilization program in which
minority firms that land a state contract can qualify for a state-

10 Montgomery County, Maryland, and Chicago are other agencies with notable linked deposit programs.
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backed loan of between $5,000 and $250,000 to be used on the
project. Florida also has a program to aid franchise ownership.
Agencies have collaborated with the Emerging Market program in
the International Franchise Association to assist minority franchise
ownership.

m  The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey uses a Contractor
Insurance Program (CIP), a form of wrap-up insurance under which
the Port Authority provides various insurance coverages to approved
on-site contractors and subcontractors for construction contracts. In
particular, the Port Authority buys and pays the premiums on public
liability insurance ($25 million per occurrence), builders risk
insurance ($50 million per occurrence), and workers' compensation
and employers liability insurance. In general, the CIP can reduce an
owner's project costs by an average of 1 to 2 percent compared to
traditional contractor procured insurance programs. The Port
Authority CIP does help alleviate barriers from insurance costs to
M/WBE participation in Port Authority construction projects.

RECOMMENDATION 9-17: Management and Technical Services

The Commonwealth should be commended for its current attempts to strengthen its
efforts in providing management and technical services to M/WBE firms in securing
contracts with Virginia agencies through the VDMBE and the VDBA.

These efforts could be strengthened by contracting with an outside management and
technical assistance provider to provide needed technical services, particularly in the
area of loans and bonding. Such a contract should be structured to include providing
incentives to produce results, such as the number of M/WBEs being registered as
qualified vendors with the Commonwealth and the number of M/WBEs graduating from
subcontract work to prime contracts. For example, the Port Authority of New York and
New Jersey has a three-year fee-for-service contract with the Regional Alliance capped
at $275,000." Previously, the contract was a flat grant, but it was changed to a fee-for-
service arrangement to reward creativity with money. The Regional Alliance also
supports the Loaned Executive Assistance Program (LEAP) that provides hands-on
consultants to evaluate the ability of small firms to undertake agency contracts and
recommend needed changes. Similarly, the State of Phoenix tracks its management
and technical assistance to determine if training results in contract award.

COMMENDATION and RECOMMENDATION 9-18: M/WBE Program Data
Management

It is imperative for the Commonwealth to closely monitor the utilization of all businesses
by race, ethnicity, and gender to determine whether the small contractors program over
time has the potential to eliminate race and gender disparities without specific race and
gender goals.

" The Regional Alliance was started in 1989. For general background on the Regional Alliance see Timothy
Bates, "Case Studies of State Minority Business Assistance Programs," report for the U.S. MBDA,
September 1993.
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The Commonwealth is still behind in its tracking of M/WBE spending. Virginia should
review the development of the Web-based HUBSCO system in North Carolina to track
spending with M/WBEs across all state agencies, colleges, and universities.

The Commonwealth should require that all contractors maintain data on all
subcontractors utilized on a Virginia project. This list includes all subcontractors utilized
(minority, women, and nonminority), the total amount paid, and the race/ethnicity/gender
of the owner. These data should be submitted to the Commonwealth before the prime
contractor’s final payment for services.

It is also equally important to identify, for future availability analysis, the number of
construction subcontractors available. Because the Commonwealth does not collect
these data, it is limited in the type of availability analysis it can conduct. In order for the
Commonwealth to accurately monitor a small contractors program and assist in future
availability analyses, the Commonwealth should require all contractors to submit a list of
all subcontractors contacted in preparation of their bid package. The list of potential
subcontractors should include the proposed service, bid amount, and the
race/ethnicity/gender of the business owner(s). The data will allow the Commonwealth
to accurately identify the number of actual subcontractors available. These data should
be analyzed and reviewed periodically (at least annually), and the SBE program
adjusted accordingly.

COMMENDATION and RECOMMENDATION 9-19: M/WBE/SBE Outreach

The Commonwealth should be commended for workshops and seminars, newsletters,
MBE media alert, the networking calendar, and placing the M/WBE list on the
Commonwealth Web site to assist prime contractors in identifying potential M/WBE
subcontractors.

Nevertheless, there are a significant number of large M/WBEs in Virginia and
neighboring states. According to census data there were 14,323 minority firms and
20,794 women-owned firms with paid employees in Virginia alone in 1997, 11.1 percent
and 16.1 percent of all firms in the state, respectively. In construction there were 1,591
women-owned firms with paid employees, and 1,171 minority-owned firms with paid
employees, 8.0 percent and 8.6 percent of total construction firms. The Commonwealth
used only 283 M/WBEs in the construction payments data, about 1.8 percent of the total
number of firms utilized by the Commonwealth. Moreover, the Mid-Atlantic states
constitute one of the largest pools of M/WBEs in the country. In Region Ill of the SBA
(Virginia, Maryland, Delaware, West Virginia, and Washington, D.C.) there were 1,655
8(a) firms that had over $1.2 billion in contract actions in FY 2000."

There are several vehicles by which Commonwealth outreach efforts can be
strengthened.

m  The VDMBE Office should partner with federal procurement efforts
to market to M/WBE firms in the region.

2 SBA, "The Report to the U.S. Congress on the Minority Small Business and Capital Ownership
Development Program for the Fiscal Year 2000" (2001).

MGT of America, Inc. Page 9-14



Recommendations

m  Agencies can feature M/WBEs in employee newsletter to promote
firm awareness.

m The effectiveness of M/WBE outreach can be improved by
classifying businesses into three categories:

— Category A: Firms that are new to government contracting.
These firms should be directed to the Procurement Technical
Assistance Center (PTAC), the Small Business Development
Center (SBDC), and the Minority Business Development Center
(MBDC). VDMBE should not duplicate PTAC, SBDC, or MBDC
services.

— Category B: Firms that are familiar with government contracting
in general but not with the particular agency. These firms should
be handled via an enhanced Web site that answers routine
questions and quarterly group seminars.

— Category C: Firms that already have government contracts and
are looking for more specific assistance. Some agencies allow
for new businesses to have 15-minute presentations of corporate
capabilities to program managers. The Commonwealth can also
provide unsuccessful bidders with feedback and brief M/WBEs
on quality assurance standards.

COMMENDATION and RECOMMENDATION 9-20: VDMBE Web site

VDMBE should be commended for the information that is on the Web site, including
agency description, certification and recertification applications, information on the PACE
program, and a database of M/WBE vendors. Other agencies have put the following
information on their M/WBE Web sites: bid tabulations, status of certification
applications, how to do business data, direct links to on-line purchasing manuals,
capacity and experience data on certified firms, and forecasts of business opportunities
to M/WBE vendors. More detail should also be provided in the FAQ section of the
VDMBE Web site to answer routine vendor questions.

The VDMBE office should review some of the novel forms of outreach on the Internet
employed by other agencies across the nation. For example, the lllinois Department of
Transportation (IDOT) established a Contractor Marketplace electronic bulletin board
that allows prime and subcontractors to post information on bid opportunities and
solicitations of M/WBE subcontractors.”® IDOT is planning to give subcontractors and
suppliers the ability to transmit quotes to prime contractors in specific work categories.
The IDOT Contractor Marketplace also posts a Small Contracts List and Pay Iltems on-
line. This procedure facilitates contractor identification of bid opportunities from the
detailed Pay Item reports. Likewise, the Regional Alliance of Small Contractors
Opportunities Clearinghouse in New York provides a Web-based forum for small
contractors to interact with large construction firms and public development agencies.

13 http://www.dot.state.il.us/const/wrkcat.html.
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RECOMMENDATION 9-21: VDMBE Office

A revised M/WBE program is a more complex and challenging program than the prior
M/WBE program, for several reasons. First, the Commonwealth should reject bids for
noncompliance with the new M/WBE program, indicating that the program does have
“teeth.” Second, the new M/WBE program will require training of staff in procurement.
Third, the Commonwealth should add several new business development initiatives.
Fourth, certification audits should be increased. The VDMBE Office should be staffed to
meet these new responsibilities.

Thus far the VDMBE Office has been funded primarily by the supportive services
contract for VDOT. The supportive services contract should be a separate function,
possibly contracted out to an outside vendor, and the VDMBE should received adequate
and independent funding, at least equal to its current budget.

Finally, the VDMBE Office should develop measures to gauge the effectiveness of
efforts. Possible measures include:

m  number of new certified firms;
m growth in percentage utilization by the Commonwealth;
m number of firms that receive bonding;

m number of firms that successfully graduate from the M/WBE
program;

m percentage of M/WBE utilization in informal contracts;

m growth in the number of M/WBESs utilized by the Commonwealth;
= number of joint ventures involving M/WBEs;

m procurement card utilization of M/WBEs; and

m largest contract won by an M/WBE.

These measures should be integrated into a "balanced scorecard.” The balanced
scorecard model of management engineering seeks to align an organization with its
strategy by identifying key initiatives necessary to realize that strategy and mobilize the
organization’s staff. Using measures and targets, the scorecard creates feedback loops
that evaluate an agency’s progress against that strategy.

The scorecard for the public sector is composed of five perspectives: the value/benefit
perspective, the customer perspective, the financial perspective, the internal process
perspective, and the human resource/learning perspective. A scorecard can then be
constructed as follows in Exhibit 9-4.
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EXHIBIT 9-4

SAMPLE BALANCED SCORECARD

Perspective

Goal

Measure

Target

Initiative

Value/Benefit

Customer

Financial

Internal Process

HR/Learning
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APPENDIX A

ACCOUNT CODES AND WORK TYPE CODES

CARS ACCOUNT CODES
ObjCode |Work Type Description
1209 0Ss Charge Card Purchase of Contractual Services
1211 (OR] Express Services
1212 0Ss Outbound Freight Services
1213 (OR] Messenger Services
1215 0S Printing Services
1217 (OR] Telecommunications Services (Non-State)
1219 0S Inbound Freight Services
1231 PS Clinic Services
1232 PS Dental Services
1234 PS Medical Services
1235 PS Nursing Home Services
1241 PS Auditing Services
1242 PS Fiscal Services
1243 PS Attorney Services
1244 PS Management Services
1245 PS Personnel Development Services
1246 PS Public Information and Public Relations Services
1247 PS Legal Services
1248 0S Media Services
1251 0S Custodial Services
1252 C Electrical Repair and Maintenance Services
1253 0S Equipment Repair and Maintenance Services
1254 (OK] Extermination/Vector Control Services
1255 C Highway Repair and Maintenance Services
1256 C Mechanical Repair and Maintenance Services
1257 C Plant Repair and Maintenance Services
1258 (OK] Reclamation Services
1259 (OK] Vehicle Repair and Maintenance Services
1261 A&E Architectural and Engineering Services
1262 0S Aviation Services
1263 0S Clerical Services
1264 (OR] Food and Dietary Services
1265 (OX] Laundry and Linen Services
1266 0S Manual Labor Services
1267 0S Production Services
1268 0S Skilled Services
1272 PS Information Mgmt. Program Design & Development
1274 PS Computer Hardware Maintenance Services
1275 PS Computer Software Maintenance Services
1277 PS Computer Operating Services (Non-State)
1279 GS Computer Software Costs
1309 GS Charge Card Purchase of Supplies and Materials
1311 GS Apparel Supplies
1312 GS Office Supplies
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

CARS ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

[ ObjCode |Work Type| Description
1313 GS Stationery and Forms

1321 GS Coal

1322 GS Gas

1323 GS Gasoline

1324 GS QOil

1325 GS Steam

1326 GS Wood Fuels

1333 GS Manufacturing Supplies

1334 GS Merchandise

1335 GS Packaging and Shipping Supplies

1341 GS Laboratory

1342 GS Medical and Dental Supplies

1343 GS Field Supplies

1344 GS Pharmaceutical

1351 C Building Repair and Maintenance Materials
1352 GS Custodial Repair and Maintenance Materials
1353 C Electrical Repair and Maintenance Materials
1354 C Mechanical Repair and Maintenance Materials
1355 GS Vehicle Repair and Maintenance Materials
1361 GS Clothing Supplies

1362 GS Food and Dietary Supplies

1363 GS Food Service Supplies

1364 GS Laundry and Linen Supplies

1365 GS Personal Care Supplies

1371 GS Agricultural Supplies

1372 GS Architectural and Engineering Supplies
1373 GS Computer Operating Supplies

1374 GS Educational Supplies

1375 GS Fish and Wildlife Supplies

1376 GS Law Enforcement Supplies

1377 GS Photographic Supplies

1378 GS Recreational Supplies

1561 GS Computer Purchases Peripheral Installment Purchases
1562 PS Computer Processor Installment Purchases
1563 PS Computer Software Installment Purchases
1564 GS Equipment Installment Purchases

1565 MFD Building Installment Purchases

1566 MFD Land Installment Purchases

2111 MFD Acquistion

2112 MFD Acquistion

2113 MFD Acquistion

2121 GS Animals

2122 GS Minerals

2123 GS Plants

2131 C Site Improvements
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

CARS ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

ObjCode |Work Type| Description
2132 C Site Preparation

2133 MFD Utilities

2209 GS Charge Card Purchase of Equipment

2211 GS Computer Peripheral Equipment

2212 GS Computer Processor Equipment

2218 GS Computer Equipment Improvements

2221 GS College Library Books

2222 GS Educational Equipment

2223 GS Exhibit Equipment

2224 GS Reference Equipment

2228 GS Educational and Cultural Equipment Improvements
2231 GS Electronic Equipment

2232 GS Photographic Equipment

2233 GS Voice and Data Transmission Equipment
2238 GS Electronic and Photographic Equipment Improvements
2241 GS Laboratory Equipment

2242 GS Medical and Dental Equipment

2243 GS Field Equipment

2248 GS Medical and Laboratory Equipment Improvements
2251 GS Agricultural Vehicular Equipment

2252 GS Aircraft Equipment

2253 GS Construction Equipment

2254 GS Motor Vehicle Equipment

2255 GS Power Repair and Maintenance Equipment
2256 GS Watercraft Equipment

2258 GS Motorized Equipment Improvements

2261 GS Office Appurtenances

2262 GS Office Furniture

2263 GS Office Incidentals

2264 GS Office Machines

2268 GS Office Equipment Improvements

2271 GS Household Equipment

2272 GS Law Enforcement Equipment

2273 GS Manufacturing Equipment

2274 GS Non-Power Repair and Maintenance Equipment
2275 GS Recreational Equipment

2278 GS Specific Use Equipment Improvements
2281 GS Built-in Equipment

2282 GS Fixtures

2283 GS Mechanical Equipment

2288 GS Stationary Equipment Improvements

2311 C Acquistion

2312 C Acquisition

2313 C Acquistion

2314 C Acquistion

2321 C Construction - Bridges
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CARS ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

ObjCode |Work Type Description
2322 C Construction - Buildings
2323 C Construction - Highways
2324 C Construction - Water Ports
2327 C Construction - Bridges and Highways Improvements
2328 C Construction - Building Improvements
1205 PS Seat Management Services
1233 PS Hospital Services
1236 PS XRAY and Lab Services
2213 GS Personal Computing Systems and Components
2214 GS Mainframe Comouters and Components
2215 GS Network Servers
2216 GS Network Components
2217 GS Other Computer Equipment
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

GEORGE MASON ACCOUNT CODES

OBJECT,CODE| Work Type DESCRIPTION
3110 0S EXPRESS SERVICES

3111 0S EXPRESS SERVICES-CR
3120 0S OUTBOUND FREIGHT
3130 0S MESSENGER SERVICES
3140 MFD METERED MAIL

3141 MFD METERED MAIL - CR

3142 0S DROP SHIP

3143 0S DROP SHIP-CR

3144 MFD BULK MAIL

3148 MFD OTHER MAIL

3150 0S PRINTING SERVICES

3151 GS BINDING LIB BOOKS

3152 MFD PRINTING ROYALTIES
3153 0S EMBROIDERY/SCREENING
3160 0S TELECOMM SVS DIT

3170 0S TELECOM SVS NONSTATE
3171 GS MOBILE PHONES

3172 MFD VOICE MAIL SERVICES
3173 0S PBX MAINTENANCE SVCS
3175 PS PBX NETWORK SERVICES
3176 0S VIDEO CABLE TV SVCS
3177 MFD LONG DISTANCE TELE
3180 0S TELECOM SVS STATE
3190 0S INBOUND FREIGHT

3210 MFD DUES-PROFESS'L ORG
3211 MFD LICENSE FEES

3212 MFD DUES-COMMUNITY ORG
3220 GS PUBLICATION SUBSCRIP
3225 MFD EMPLOYEE TUIT REIMB
3340 PS HEALTH PROF SERVICES
3360 PS X-RAY & LAB SERVICES
3410 PS AUDITING SERVICES
3420 PS FISCAL SERVICES

3421 0S COLLECTION SERVICES
3422 MFD CREDIT CARD FEES

3430 PS ATTORNEY SERVICES
3440 PS MGMNT DEVELOP SERV
3441 PS ACADEMIC CONSULTING
3442 PS RESEARCH CONSULTING
3443 PS NONACADEMIC CONSULT
3450 PS PERSONNEL MGMT SERV
3460 PS PUB INFO&PUB REL SV
3461 MFD ICA GUARANTEES
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

GEORGE MASON ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

OBJECT,CODE| Work Type DESCRIPTION
3462 MFD ENTRY FEES

3470 PS LEGAL SERVICES

3471 0S PATENT SERVICES

3480 PS MEDIA SERVICES

3481 MFD CLASSIFIED ADS

3510 0S CUSTODIAL SERV

3511 0S GROUNDS MAINTENANCE
3520 C ELEC REPAIR & MAINT
3530 0S EQUIP REPAIR & MAINT
3540 0S EXTERMINATION

3550 C ROAD REPAIR & MAINT
3560 0S MECH REPAIR & MAINT
3570 0S PLANT REPAIR & MAINT
3590 0S VEH REPAIR & MAINT

3610 AE ARCH & ENGR SERVICE
3630 0S TEMP PERSONNEL

3640 0S FOOD SERVICE

3650 0S LAUNDRY&DRY CLEANING
3660 0S MANUAL LABOR SERVICE
3670 0S FILM PROCESSING

3680 0S NON-GMU SKILLED SERV
3681 0S GMU PHOTOCOPYING
3682 0S GMU SKILLED SERVICES
3683 MFD STATE SUBRECIPIENT
3684 0S SKILL SERV-SPEC PROJ
3685 0S CONTRACTED MGMT

3686 C SUBCONTRACTORS GT25K
3687 0S MOVING SERVICES

3688 0S SECURITY SERVICES

3689 0S ARTIST/ATHL OFFICIAL
3690 MFD STATE SUBRECIP GT25K
3710 PS INFO MGMT PROG(DIT)
3720 PS INFO MGMT PROG-OTHER
3730 PS INFO MGMT PROG-STATE
3740 PS COMP REPAIR AND MAIN
3750 PS COMPU SOFTWARE MAINT
3770 0S COMPU OPER SV-OTHER
3780 0S COMPU OPER SV-STATE
3790 GS COMPU SOFTWARE COSTS
3810 0S MOVING & RELOCATION
3811 0S RELOC-COMMON CARRIER
3820 MFD TRAVEL-PERS VEHICLE
3821 GS PERS VEH - CANDIDATE
3830 MFD FARES-PUB CARRIERS
3831 MFD VEHICLE RENTAL
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

GEORGE MASON ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

OBJECT,CODE| Work Type DESCRIPTION
3832 MFD FARES-CANDIDATE

3840 MFD TRAVEL-STATE VEH

3841 MFD VAN CREDITS

3842 MFD FLEET CREDITS

3850 MFD LODGING, MEALS

3851 MFD LODGING-CANDIDATE
3852 MFD PARKING FEES & TOLLS
3870 MFD MEALS-W2

3880 MFD SUBSISTENCE-BUSINESS
3881 MFD MEALS-CANDIDATE

3890 MFD DOMESTC CONV&EMPL TR
3891 MFD FOREIGN CONV&EMPL TR
3892 MFD GMU-SPONSORED CONF
3893 MFD EMPLOYEE TRAIN TRVL
3970 MFD LATE PYM-CONTR SERV
3999 MFD RECOV-CONT SERVICES
4090 GS CHG CRD-SUPPLIES
4110 GS EMPLOYEE CLOTHING
4120 GS OFFICE SUPPLIES

4121 GS OFFICE SUPPLIES-CR
4122 GS EQUIPMENT <$1000

4123 GS COMPUTER EQUIP $1-2K
4124 GS OTHER EQUIP $1-2K
4125 GS BOOKS

4126 GS FURNITURE <$2000

4130 GS STATIONERY/FORMS
4210 GS COAL OR COKE

4220 MFD GAS-NAT/PROPANE

4230 GS GAS-VEHICLES/EQUIP
4240 GS FUEL OIL

4340 GS MERCHANDISE-RESALE
4410 GS LAB SUPPLIES

4420 GS MEDICAL SUPPLIES

4510 0S BLDG REP & MAINT MAT
4520 GS INDUSTRIAL CHEMICALS
4521 GS CUSTODIAL MATERIALS
4530 GS ELECT REP &MAINT MAT
4540 GS MECH REP & MAINT MAT
4550 GS VEH REP & MAINT MAT
4620 GS FOOD SUPPLIES

4630 GS FOOD SERV SUPPLIES
4640 GS LAUNDRY & LINEN SUPP
4641 GS LAUND & CLEANING SUP
4710 GS GROUNDS MAINT MATER
4720 GS ARCH & ENG SUPP

MGT of America, Inc.

Page A-7



Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

GEORGE MASON ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

OBJECT,CODE| Work Type DESCRIPTION
4730 GS COMPU OPER SUPPLIES
4740 GS EDUCAT/RESEARCH SUPP
4760 GS LAW ENFORCE SUPPLIES
4770 GS PHOTOGRAPHIC SUPP
4780 GS RECREATIONAL SUPP
4781 GS ATHLETIC CLOTHING
4782 GS STUDENT EVNT SUPPLY
4815 GS FURN & EQUIP LT1000
4820 GS LAB EQUIP  LT1000
4825 GS TOOLS & EQUIP LT1000
4830 GS MECHAN. EQUIP LT1000
4835 GS COMPUTER EQUP LT1000
4840 GS EDUCAT EQUIP LT1000
4845 GS LAW ENFOR. EQ LT1000
4850 GS PHOTOGRAP EQP LT1000
4855 GS RECREATION EQ LT1000
4970 MFD LATE PYM-SUPP & MAT
5160 MFD INSURANCE-PROPERTY
5210 GS L/P COMPU-PERIPHERAL
5240 GS L/P OTHER EQUIP PRIN
5241 GS L/P OTHER EQUIP INT
5250 GS L/P STRUCTURES

5310 GS RENT COMPU PERIPH
5315 GS RENT MICROCOMPUTER
5330 GS RENT COMPU SOFTWARE
5340 GS RENTAL-EQUIPMENT
5341 GS PAGER RENTALS

5350 GS RENTAL-STRUCTURES
5355 MFD S/T FACILITY RENTAL
5410 MFD ALLOC PHYPLANT-GAS
5413 0S ALLOC PHY PL-REP&MNT
5414 MFD APA CHARGES

5420 C ELECTRICL SERV

5430 0S TRASH REMOVAL

5431 0S RECYCLING SVC CHGS
5440 0S WATER & SEWAGE

5511 MFD INSURANCE - GEN LIAB
5512 MFD INTL STU INSUR PREM
5530 PS MEDICAL-MALPRACTICE
5550 MFD INSURANCE-WORK COMP
5615 GS MICROCOMPU INST PUR
5630 GS COMPU SFTWR INST PUR
5640 GS EQUIP INST PURCHASE
5970 MFD LATE PYM-CONTIN SERV
5990 MFD DONATION-LOCAL ONLY
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GEORGE MASON ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

OBJECT,CODE| Work Type DESCRIPTION
6000 GS BUDGET POOL-EQUIP
6030 GS SIGN EQUIPMENT

6110 GS COMPU PERIPHERAL EQ
6115 GS MICROCOMPUTER EQUIP
6120 GS COMPU PROCESSOR EQP
6180 GS COMPU EQP IMPROVEMNT
6210 0S LIB-TREATI&EMONOG-NEW
6211 GS LIB-T&M-MICROFRM-NEW
6212 GS LIB-SERIALS&CONT-NEW
6213 GS LIB-S&C-MICROFRM-NEW
6214 0S LIB-T&M-SUPPLEMENT
6215 GS LIB-T&M-MICRFRM-SUPP
6216 0S LIB-S&C-SUPPLEMENT
6217 GS LIB-S&C-MICRFRM-SUPP
6218 GS LIB-AUDIO-VISUAL

6219 GS LIB-ELECT PUBS&DBASE
6220 GS EDUC & TEACH EQUIP
6240 GS REFERENCE EQUIPMENT
6310 GS ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT
6320 GS PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUIP
6330 GS VOICE/DATA TRANS EQP
6380 MFD VOICE/DATA TRN IMPRV
6410 GS LAB EQUIPMENT

6540 GS MOTOR VEHICLES

6550 GS PWR MACHINERY &TOOLS
6551 GS LAWN MAINT EQUIPMENT
6560 GS WATERCRAFT & EQUIP
6610 GS CARPET DRAPES APPURT
6620 GS OFFICE FURNITURE

6640 GS OFFICE MACHINES

6710 GS HOUSEHLD EQUIPMENT
6720 GS LAW ENFORCE EQUIP
6750 GS RECREATION EQUIPMENT
6820 GS FIXTURES

6830 GS MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT
7110 C CONSTRUCTION-BUILDGS
7111 MFD UTILITIES

7115 C RENOVATION-BUILDINGS
7120 GS CONSTR-FIXED EQUIP
7130 C CONSTR-SEP CONTRCT
7131 MFD UTIL-SEP CONTRACT
7135 C RENOV-SEP CONTRACT
7155 C RENOV-SEP CONTRACT
7180 AE SITE PREPARATION

7210 C CONSTR-BASIC CON FEE
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

GEORGE MASON ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

OBJECT,CODE| Work Type DESCRIPTION
7211 MFD UTIL-BASIC CON FEE
7215 MFD RENOV-BASIC CON FEE
7230 AE CONSTR-SPEC ENG

7235 AE RENOV-SPEC ENG

7310 0S CONSTR-REPRODUCTION
7315 0S RENOV-REPRODUCTION
7330 GS CONSTR-PROF ESTIMAT
7340 PS CONSTR-ADVERTISING
7350 MFD CONSTR-TRAVEL

7490 AE SITE IMPROVEMNTS

7520 C CONSTR-ELECT DISTR
7540 MFD CONSTR-WATER DISTR
7545 MFD RENOV-WATER DISTR
7550 C CONSTR-HEAT DISTR
7560 C CONSTR-ROADS,WALKS
7565 C RENOV-ROADS,WALKS
7640 0S EQUIP MAINTENANCE
7741 MFD REV BOND INT POST 92
7751 MFD REV BOND PRIN POST92
7760 AE CONSTR-MATER TESTING
7765 C RENOV-MATER TESTING
7785 MFD RENOV-TEL/CABLE CHG
7811 GS COMPUTER PERIPH EQP
7812 GS COMPUTER PROC EQUIP
7813 GS COMPUTER SOFTWARE
7822 GS EDUCATIONAL EQUIP
7831 GS ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT
7832 GS PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUIP
7833 GS VOICE/DATA TRANS EQP
7841 GS LABORATORY EQUIPMENT
7861 GS OFFICE APPURTENANCES
7862 GS OFFICE FURNITURE

7871 GS HOUSEHOLD EQUIPMENT
7875 GS RECREATIONAL EQUIP
7881 GS BUILT-IN EQUIPMENT
7882 GS FIXTURES

7883 GS MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT
7910 C CONSTRUCTION - MISC
7915 C RENOVATION - MISC

7950 GS RENTAL - STRUCTURE
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OLD DOMINION ACCOUNT CODES

ACCT CODE | Work Type Description
2113 C ACQ WATERWAYS & IMPROV
2111 MFD ACQUISITION OF LAND

1521 ADP PERIPHERAL USE AGR

2251 GS AGRIC VEHIC EQUIP $2,000-$4,999
2253 GS AGRIC VEHIC EQUIP >$5,000

1371 GS AGRICULTURAL SUPPLIES

1331 MFD ALCOHOL-WINE/BEER

3121 MFD ANTICIPATION LOAN INT

1311 GS APPAREL SUPPLIES

1372 AE ARCH & ENGIN SUPPLIES

1261 AE ARCH & ENGINEER SERVICES
1243 PS ATTORNEY SERVICES

1512 MFD AUTO LIABILITY INSUR

1413 MFD AWARDS - (PAYROLL USE ONLY)
1351 GS BLDG REPAIR & MAINT MTRL

1517 MFD BOILER & MACHINERY INSUR
1535 MFD BUILDING RENTALS

2281 GS BUILT-IN EQUIP <$1,999

2282 GS BUILT-IN EQUIP >$5,000

1341 GS CHEMICAL SUPPLIES

1263 (O] CLERICAL SERVICES

1231 0S CLINIC SERVICES

1321 GS COAL

2221 GS COLLEGE LIBRARY BOOKS

1274 PS COMP HARDWARE MAINT SERV
1277 PS COMP OPER SERV-NONSTATE
1276 PS COMP OPERATING SERV-DIT

1278 PS COMP OPERATING SERV-STATE
1373 GS COMP OPERATING SUPPLIES
1275 PS COMP SOFTWARE MAINT SERV
1533 GS COMP SOFTWARE RENTALS

1278 PS COMPUTER SERVICES COSTS
1279 PS COMPUTER SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT SERV
2218 GS COMPUTER SOFTWARE PURCHASES <$1,999
2322 C CONSTRUCTION BUILDINGS

2254 GS CONSTRUCTION EQUIP <$1,999
2255 GS CONSTRUCTION EQUIP >$5,000
2323 C CONSTRUCTION HIGHWAYS

1227 MFD CONVENTION & EDUC TRAVEL
1352 GS CUSTODIAL REP/MAINT MTRL
1251 (O CUSTODIAL SERVICES

2211 GS DESKTOP CLIENT COMP $2,000-$4,999
2211 GS DESKTOP CLIENT COMP ETF <$2,000
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OLD DOMINION ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

ACCT CODE | Work Type Description

2211 GS DESKTOP CLIENT COMPUTERS <$1,999
2211 GS DESKTOP CLIENT COMPUTERS >$5,000
2228 GS ED & CULT EQUIP >$5,000

2222 GS EDUCATIONAL EQUIPMENT $2,000-$4,999
2222 GS EDUCATIONAL EQUIPMENT <$1,999
2223 GS EDUCATIONAL EQUIPMENT >$5,000
2222 GS EDUCATIONAL EQUIPMENT ETF <$2,000
1374 GS EDUCATIONAL SUPPLIES

2238 GS ELEC & PHOTO EQ IMPR $2,000-$4,999
2238 GS ELEC & PHOTO EQ IMPROV <$1,999
1353 GS ELEC REPAIR & MAINT MTRL

1252 GS ELEC REPAIR & MAINT SERV

1542 MFD ELECTRICAL SERVICE CHGS

2231 GS ELECTRONIC EQUIP $2,000-$4,999

2231 GS ELECTRONIC EQUIP <$1,999

2232 GS ELECTRONIC EQUIP >$5,000

2231 GS ELECTRONIC EQUIP ETF <$2,000

1224 MFD EMPLOYEE TRAINING COURSES/CONF
1227 MFD EMPLOYER TRAIN-TRANS,LODGING,MEALS
1253 GS EQUIP REPAIR & MAINT SERV

1534 GS EQUIPMENT RENTALS

2224 GS EXHIBIT EQUIPMENT <$1,999

1211 (O EXPRESS SERVICES

1254 0S EXTERMIN/VECTOR CONT SERV

1375 GS FISH & WILDLIFE SUPPLIES

2283 GS FIXTURES <$1,999

2288 GS FIXTURES >$5,000

1113 MFD FOAI WAGE STATE EMPLOYEE

1264 (O FOOD & DIETARY SERVICES

1362 GS FOOD & DIETARY SUPP-BAKE

1362 GS FOOD & DIETARY SUPP-GROC

1362 GS FOOD & DIETARY SUPP-OTHER

1322 MFD GAS - NATURAL

1323 MFD GASOLINE

1551 MFD GENERAL LIABILITY INSUR

1452 MFD GRANTS TO NON-GOVT ORGNS

1255 C HIWAY REPAIR & MAINT SERV

1115 MFD HOSPITALIZATION INSURANCE

2271 GS HOUSEHOLD EQUIP $2,000-$4,999

2271 GS HOUSEHOLD EQUIP <$1,999

2272 GS HOUSEHOLD EQUIP >$5,000

2271 GS HOUSEHOLD EQUIP ETF <$2,000

1271 AE IMP DESIGN/DEVEL SERV-DIT

1219 0S INBOUND FREIGHT SERVICES

8700 MFD INDIREC OVERHEAD EXPENSE

MGT of America, Inc.
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

OLD DOMINION ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

ACCT CODE | Work Type Description
1514 MFD INLAND MARINE INSURANCE

1499 MFD INTRA RECOVERY-TFER PYMTS

2241 GS LABORATORY EQUIP <$1,999

2242 GS LABORATORY EQUIP >$5,000

1341 GS LABORATORY SUPPLIES

1536 MFD LAND RENTALS

1397 MFD LATE PAY - SUPP & MATR

1265 0S LAUNDRY & LINEN SERVICES

1364 GS LAUNDRY & LINEN SUPPLIES

2273 GS LAW ENFORCE EQUIP <$1,999

2274 GS LAW ENFORCE EQUIP >$5,000

1376 GS LAW ENFORCEMENT SUPPLIES

1247 PS LEGAL SERVICES-OTHER

2221 GS LIBRARY BOOKS-SUBSCRIPT

1332 GS LICENSE TAG

2214 GS MAIN COMP & COMPON $2,000-$4,999
2214 GS MAINFRAME COMP & COMPONENT <$1,999
2214 GS MAINFRAME COMP & COMPONENTS >$5,000
1244 PS MANAGEMENT SERVICES

1266 0OS MANUAL LABOR SERVICES

1333 GS MANUFACTURING SUPPLIES

1515 MFD MARINE INSURANCE

1288 MFD MEALS-NONREPORTABLE

1354 GS MECH REPAIR & MAINT MTRL

1256 OS MECH REPAIR & MAINT SERV

2283 GS MECHANICAL EQUIP $2,000-$4,999
2283 GS MECHANICAL EQUIP >$5,000

2248 GS MED & DENTAL EQUIP <$1,999

1248 PS MEDIA SERVICES

1342 GS MEDICAL & DENTAL SUPPLIES

1553 MFD MEDICAL MALPRACTICE INSUR

1234 PS MEDICAL SERVICES

1213 (O MESSENGER SERVICES

2275 GS MFG EQUIP <$1,999

2278 GS MFG EQUIP >$5,000

2212 GS MOBILE CLIENT COMP $2,000-$4,999
2212 GS MOBILE CLIENT COMPUTERS <$1,999
1552 MFD MONEY & SECURITIES INSUR

2256 GS MOTOR VEHIC EQUIP <$1,999

2258 GS MOTOR VEHIC EQUIP >$5,000

2258 GS MOTORIZED EQ IMP <$1,999

1281 OS MOVING & RELOCATION

2274 0S NON POWER REP/MAINT <$1,999
2261 GS OFFICE APPURTENACES $2,000-$4,999
2261 GS OFFICE APPURTENACES <$1,999

MGT of America, Inc.
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

OLD DOMINION ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

ACCT CODE | Work Type Description
2262 GS OFFICE APPURTENACES >$5,000
2263 GS OFFICE APPURTENACES ETF <$2,000
2268 GS OFFICE EQUIP IMPROV <$1,999
2262 GS OFFICE FURNITURE $2,000-$4,999
2264 GS OFFICE FURNITURE <$1,999

2268 GS OFFICE FURNITURE >$5,000

2262 GS OFFICE FURNITURE ETF <$2,000
2264 GS OFFICE MACHINES $2,000-$4,999
2264 GS OFFICE MACHINES <$1,999

1312 GS OFFICE SUPPLIES

1324 GS OIL

1221 MFD ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIPS
2217 GS OTHER COMPUTER EQUIP <$1,999
1245 PS PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT SVCS
1371 0OS PESTICIDES

1313 GS PHOTOCOPYING COSTS

2233 GS PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUIP $2,000-$4,999
2233 GS PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUIP <$1,999
2238 GS PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUIP >$5,000
2232 GS PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUIP ETF <$2,000
1377 GS PHOTOGRAPHIC SUPPLIES

1335 GS PKG & SHPG SUPPLIES

1257 OS PLANT REPAIR & MAINT SERV

1214 0S POSTAL SERVICES & COST

2255 OS POWER REP/MAINT EQ $2,000-$4,999
2255 0OS POWER REP/MAINT EQ <$1,999
2255 0S POWER REP/MAINT EQ >$5,000
2255 0OS POWER REP/MAINT EQ ETF <$2,000
1413 MFD PREMIUMS/HONORARIUMS

1215 0S PRINTING SERVICES

1267 0S PRODUCTION SERVICES

1516 MFD PROPERTY INSUR-OTHER

1246 PS PUBLIC INFO/RELATION SERV

1222 GS PUBLICATION SUBSCRIPTIONS

1209 MFD PURCH CHG CRD-CONTR SERV
1309 MFD PURCH CHG CRD-SUPP & MAT

1378 GS RECREATIONAL SUPPLIES

2224 GS REFERENCE EQUIP-NON LIB <$1,999
1543 MFD REFUSE SERVICES CHARGES

2328 C RENOVATION EXISTING BUILD

1125 MFD SALARIES - OVERTIME

2131 AE SITE IMPROVEMENTS

2132 AE SITE PREPARATIONS

1268 0OS SKILLED SERVICES

MGT of America, Inc.
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

OLD DOMINION ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

ACCT CODE | Work Type Description
1139 OS SPEC PAY FOR ACAD SVCS

2278 GS SPECIFIC USE EQ IMP <$1,999
1313 GS STATIONERY & FORMS

1554 MFD SURETY BONDS

1216 0S TELECOM OTHR-CHGS/CREDITS
1217 0OS TELECOMM SVCS(NON-STATE)
1216 MFD TELEPHONE SERV-DATA LINES
1216 MFD TELEPHONE SERV-LONG DIST.
1216 GS TELEPHONE SERVICE-EQUIP
1282 MFD TRAVEL-PERSONAL VEHIC

1283 0OS TRAVEL-PUBLIC CARRIERS

1284 MFD TRAVEL-STATE VEHICLE

1285 MFD TRAVEL-SUBSIS & LODGING

1424 MFD TUITION WAIVER-UNDERGRAD
1425 MFD UNDERGRAD SCHOLARSHIPS
1415 MFD UNEMPLOYMENT COMP REIMB
2133 MFD UTILITY TRANSMISSIONS FAC
1355 0OS VEHIC REPAIR & MAINT MTRL
1259 0OS VEHIC REPAIR & MAINT SERV
2233 0S VOICE & DATA TRANS EQ <$1,999
2233 OS VOICE & DATA TRANS EQ >$5,000
2233 0OS VOICE & DATA TRANS EQ ETF <$2,000
1145 MFD WAGES - TEACH & RES P/T

1544 MFD WATER & SEWER SERV CHGS
1555 MFD WORKMENS COMPENSATION

MGT of America, Inc.

Page A-15



Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

RADFORD ACCOUNT CODES
ObjCode |Work Type Description
1205 PS Seat Management Services
1209 (O] Charge Card Purchase of Contractual Services
1211 (O] Express Services
1212 (O] Outbound Freight Services
1213 0S Messenger Services
1215 (O] Printing Services
1217 0S Telecommunications Services (Non-State)
1219 (O] Inbound Freight Services
1231 PS Clinic Services
1232 PS Dental Services
1233 PS Hospital Services
1234 PS Medical Services
1235 PS Nursing Home Services
1236 PS XRAY and Lab Services
1241 PS Auditing Services
1242 PS Fiscal Services
1243 PS Attorney Services
1244 PS Management Services
1245 PS Personnel Development Services
1246 PS Public Information and Public Relations Services
1247 PS Legal Services
1248 OS Media Services
1251 0S Custodial Services
1252 C Electrical Repair and Maintenance Services
1253 (O] Equipment Repair and Maintenance Services
1254 0OS Extermination/Vector Control Services
1255 C Highway Repair and Maintenance Services
1256 C Mechanical Repair and Maintenance Services
1257 C Plant Repair and Maintenance Services
1258 (O] Reclamation Services
1259 (O] Vehicle Repair and Maintenance Services
1261 A&E Architectural and Engineering Services
1262 (O] Aviation Services
1263 OS Clerical Services
1264 (O] Food and Dietary Services
1265 OS Laundry and Linen Services
1266 (O] Manual Labor Services
1267 (O] Production Services
1268 (O] Skilled Services
1272 PS Information Mgmt. Program Design & Development
1274 PS Computer Hardware Maintenance Services
1275 PS Computer Software Maintenance Services
1277 PS Computer Operating Services (Non-State)
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

RADFORD ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

ObjCode |Work Type Description
1279 GS Computer Software Costs
1309 GS Charge Card Purchase of Supplies and Materials
1311 GS Apparel Supplies
1312 GS Office Supplies
1313 GS Stationery and Forms
1321 GS Coal
1322 GS Gas
1323 GS Gasoline
1324 GS Oil
1325 GS Steam
1326 GS Wood Fuels
1333 GS Manufacturing Supplies
1334 GS Merchandise
1335 GS Packaging and Shipping Supplies
1341 GS Laboratory
1342 GS Medical and Dental Supplies
1343 GS Field Supplies
1344 GS Pharmaceutical
1351 C Building Repair and Maintenance Materials
1352 GS Custodial Repair and Maintenance Materials
1353 C Electrical Repair and Maintenance Materials
1354 C Mechanical Repair and Maintenance Materials
1355 GS Vehicle Repair and Maintenance Materials
1361 GS Clothing Supplies
1362 GS Food and Dietary Supplies
1363 GS Food Service Supplies
1364 GS Laundry and Linen Supplies
1365 GS Personal Care Supplies
1371 GS Agricultural Supplies
1372 GS Architectural and Engineering Supplies
1373 GS Computer Operating Supplies
1374 GS Educational Supplies
1375 GS Fish and Wildlife Supplies
1376 GS Law Enforcement Supplies
1377 GS Photographic Supplies
1378 GS Recreational Supplies
1561 GS Computer Purchases Peripheral Installment Purchases
1562 PS Computer Processor Installment Purchases
1563 PS Computer Software Installment Purchases
1564 GS Equipment Installment Purchases
1565 MFD Building Installment Purchases
1566 MFD Land Installment Purchases
2111 MFD Acquistion
2112 MFD Acquistion
2113 MFD Acquistion
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

RADFORD ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

ObjCode |Work Type Description
2121 GS Animals
2122 GS Minerals
2123 GS Plants
2131 C Site Improvements
2132 C Site Preparation
2133 MFD Utilities
2209 GS Charge Card Purchase of Equipment
2211 GS Computer Peripheral Equipment
2212 GS Computer Processor Equipment
2213 GS Personal Computing Systems and Components
2214 GS Mainframe Comouters and Components
2215 GS Network Servers
2216 GS Network Components
2217 GS Other Computer Equipment
2218 GS Computer Equipment Improvements
2221 GS College Library Books
2222 GS Educational Equipment
2223 GS Exhibit Equipment
2224 GS Reference Equipment
2228 GS Educational and Cultural Equipment Improvements
2231 GS Electronic Equipment
2232 GS Photographic Equipment
2233 GS Voice and Data Transmission Equipment
2238 GS Electronic and Photographic Equipment Improvements
2241 GS Laboratory Equipment
2242 GS Medical and Dental Equipment
2243 GS Field Equipment
2248 GS Medical and Laboratory Equipment Improvements
2251 GS Agricultural Vehicular Equipment
2252 GS Aircraft Equipment
2253 GS Construction Equipment
2254 GS Motor Vehicle Equipment
2255 GS Power Repair and Maintenance Equipment
2256 GS Watercraft Equipment
2258 GS Motorized Equipment Improvements
2261 GS Office Appurtenances
2262 GS Office Furniture
2263 GS Office Incidentals
2264 GS Office Machines
2268 GS Office Equipment Improvements
2271 GS Household Equipment
2272 GS Law Enforcement Equipment
2273 GS Manufacturing Equipment
2274 GS Non-Power Repair and Maintenance Equipment
2275 GS Recreational Equipment
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

RADFORD ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

ObjCode |Work Type Description
2278 GS Specific Use Equipment Improvements
2281 GS Built-in Equipment
2282 GS Fixtures
2283 GS Mechanical Equipment
2288 GS Stationary Equipment Improvements
2311 C Acquistion
2312 C Acquisition
2313 C Acquistion
2314 C Acquistion
2321 C Construction - Bridges
2322 C Construction - Buildings
2323 C Construction - Highways
2324 C Construction - Water Ports
2327 C Construction - Bridges and Highways Improvements
2328 C Construction - Building Improvements
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA ACCOUNT CODES

ObjCode |Work Type| Description
1205 PS Seat Management Services

1209 0S Charge Card Purchase of Contractual Services
1211 OS Express Services

1212 0S Outbound Freight Services

1213 0S Messenger Services

1215 0S Printing Services

1217 0S Telecommunications Services (Non-State)
1219 0S Inbound Freight Services

1231 PS Clinic Services

1232 PS Dental Services

1233 PS Hospital Services

1234 PS Medical Services

1235 PS Nursing Home Services

1236 PS XRAY and Lab Services

1241 PS Auditing Services

1242 PS Fiscal Services

1243 PS Attorney Services

1244 PS Management Services

1245 PS Personnel Development Services

1246 PS Public Information and Public Relations Services
1247 PS Legal Services

1248 0S Media Services

1251 (OF] Custodial Services

1252 C Electrical Repair and Maintenance Services
1253 (OR] Equipment Repair and Maintenance Services
1254 0S Extermination/Vector Control Services

1255 C Highway Repair and Maintenance Services
1256 C Mechanical Repair and Maintenance Services
1257 C Plant Repair and Maintenance Services

1258 0S Reclamation Services

1259 (OR] Vehicle Repair and Maintenance Services
1261 A&E Architectural and Engineering Services

1262 (OR] Aviation Services

1263 OS Clerical Services

1264 0S Food and Dietary Services

1265 0S Laundry and Linen Services

1266 0S Manual Labor Services

1267 OS Production Services

1268 0S Skilled Services

1272 PS Information Mgmt. Program Design & Development
1274 PS Computer Hardware Maintenance Services
1275 PS Computer Software Maintenance Services
1277 PS Computer Operating Services (Non-State)
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA ACCOUNT CODES(Continued)

ObjCode |Work Type| Description
1279 GS Computer Software Costs

1309 GS Charge Card Purchase of Supplies and Materials
1311 GS Apparel Supplies

1312 GS Office Supplies

1313 GS Stationery and Forms

1321 GS Coal

1322 GS Gas

1323 GS Gasoline

1324 GS Oil

1325 GS Steam

1326 GS Wood Fuels

1333 GS Manufacturing Supplies

1334 GS Merchandise

1335 GS Packaging and Shipping Supplies

1341 GS Laboratory

1342 GS Medical and Dental Supplies

1343 GS Field Supplies

1344 GS Pharmaceutical

1351 C Building Repair and Maintenance Materials
1352 GS Custodial Repair and Maintenance Materials
1353 C Electrical Repair and Maintenance Materials
1354 C Mechanical Repair and Maintenance Materials
1355 GS Vehicle Repair and Maintenance Materials
1361 GS Clothing Supplies

1362 GS Food and Dietary Supplies

1363 GS Food Service Supplies

1364 GS Laundry and Linen Supplies

1365 GS Personal Care Supplies

1371 GS Agricultural Supplies

1372 GS Architectural and Engineering Supplies
1373 GS Computer Operating Supplies

1374 GS Educational Supplies

1375 GS Fish and Wildlife Supplies

1376 GS Law Enforcement Supplies

1377 GS Photographic Supplies

1378 GS Recreational Supplies

1561 GS Computer Purchases Peripheral Installment Purchases
1562 PS Computer Processor Installment Purchases
1563 PS Computer Software Installment Purchases
1564 GS Equipment Installment Purchases

1565 MFD Building Installment Purchases

1566 MFD Land Installment Purchases

2111 MFD Acquistion

2112 MFD Acquistion

2113 MFD Acquistion
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

ObjCode |Work Type| Description
2121 GS Animals
2122 GS Minerals
2123 GS Plants
2131 C Site Improvements
2132 C Site Preparation
2133 MFD Utilities
2209 GS Charge Card Purchase of Equipment
2211 GS Computer Peripheral Equipment
2212 GS Computer Processor Equipment
2213 GS Personal Computing Systems and Components
2214 GS Mainframe Comouters and Components
2215 GS Network Servers
2216 GS Network Components
2217 GS Other Computer Equipment
2218 GS Computer Equipment Improvements
2221 GS College Library Books
2222 GS Educational Equipment
2223 GS Exhibit Equipment
2224 GS Reference Equipment
2228 GS Educational and Cultural Equipment Improvements
2231 GS Electronic Equipment
2232 GS Photographic Equipment
2233 GS Voice and Data Transmission Equipment
2238 GS Electronic and Photographic Equipment Improvements
2241 GS Laboratory Equipment
2242 GS Medical and Dental Equipment
2243 GS Field Equipment
2248 GS Medical and Laboratory Equipment Improvements
2251 GS Agricultural Vehicular Equipment
2252 GS Aircraft Equipment
2253 GS Construction Equipment
2254 GS Motor Vehicle Equipment
2255 GS Power Repair and Maintenance Equipment
2256 GS Watercraft Equipment
2258 GS Motorized Equipment Improvements
2261 GS Office Appurtenances
2262 GS Office Furniture
2263 GS Office Incidentals
2264 GS Office Machines
2268 GS Office Equipment Improvements
2271 GS Household Equipment
2272 GS Law Enforcement Equipment
2273 GS Manufacturing Equipment
2274 GS Non-Power Repair and Maintenance Equipment
2275 GS Recreational Equipment
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

ObjCode |Work Type| Description
2278 GS Specific Use Equipment Improvements
2281 GS Built-in Equipment
2282 GS Fixtures
2283 GS Mechanical Equipment
2288 GS Stationary Equipment Improvements
2311 C Acquistion
2312 C Acquisition
2313 C Acquistion
2314 C Acquistion
2321 C Construction - Bridges
2322 C Construction - Buildings
2323 C Construction - Highways
2324 C Construction - Water Ports
2327 C Construction - Bridges and Highways Improvements
2328 C Construction - Building Improvements
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH UNIVERSITY ACCOUNT CODES

CODE | MGT Work Type DESCRIPTION
1100 OS PERSONAL SERVICE EXPENSE
1120 MFD SALARIES-FACULTY EMPLOYEE
1121 MFD SALARIES-ADMIN FACULTY
1122 MFD TERM ANNUAL LEAVE-ADMIN FACULTY
1123 MFD TERM HOLIDAY LEAVE-ADMIN FACULTY
1125 MFD P/T INSTRUCTIONAL FACULTY
1126 PS FACULTY SALARY-TEACH & RESEARCH
1127 MFD TERM ANNUAL LEAVE INSTRUCT FACULTY
1129 MFD TERM HOLIDAY LEAVE INSTRUCT FACULTY
1130 MFD SALARIES-CLASSIFIED
1131 MFD CLASSIFIED SALARIES
1132 MFD TERM ANNUAL LEAVE-CLASSIFIED
1133 MFD TERM RETIREMENT SICK
1134 MFD TERM SICK PAY
1135 MFD TERM HOLIDAY & COMP LEAVE CLASS
1137 MFD EMPLOYEE SUGGESTION
1138 MFD SALARIED EMPLOYEE-OVERTIME
1139 MFD WAGES, HOURLY & HOURLY OT
1141 MFD WAGES HOURLY
1142 MFD WAGES-GRAD ASSISTANT
1143 MFD HOURLY WAGES OVERTIME
1144 MFD WAGE&TAX FELLOWSHIP-STUDENT
1145 MFD WAGES-TEACH & RESEARCH-PT
1146 MFD WAGES WORK STUDY STUDENT
1147 MFD VIRGINIA WORK-STUDY PROGRAM
1148 MFD HOUSESTAFF-TAXABLE
1149 MFD HOUSESTAFF-NONTAXABLE
1153 MFD VSDP BENEFIT PAYMENT
1154 MFD SPECIAL PER DIEM PAYMENTS
1156 MFD WTA-Federal Old-Age Insurance for Salaried State Employees
1157 MFD WTA-Medical/Hospitalization Insurance
1158 MFD WTA-Group Life Insurance
1159 MFD WTA-Early Retirement Payments
1160 MFD WTA-Payments for Transitional Severance Benefits
1161 MFD WTA-Salaries, Annual Leave Balances
1162 MFD WTA-Salaries, Sick Leave Balances
1163 MFD WTA-Salaries, Compensatory Leave Balances
1164 MFD WTA-Unemployment Compensation Awards
1168 MFD SALARY ALLOCATION
1170 MFD SALARY SAVINGS
1171 MFD SALARY SAVINGS FACULTY
1172 MFD SALARY SAVINGS CLASS
1180 MFD EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH UNIVERSITY ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

CODE [MGT Work Type DESCRIPTION
1181 MFD RETIREMENT CONTRIBUTION
1182 MFD OASDI TAX
1183 MFD FED OA INSURANCE HOURLY
1184 MFD GROUP INSURANCE
1185 MFD MED & HOSPITAL INSURANCE
1186 MFD FRINGE BENEFIT PERM EMPLOYEE-FACULTY
1187 MFD FRINGE BENEFIT PERM EMPLOYEE-CLASS
1188 MFD FRINGE BENEFITS-HOURLY
1189 MFD FRINGE BENEFITS-HOUSE STAFF
1190 MFD FACULTY EARLY RETIREMENT
1191 MFD FRINGE SAVINGS
1192 MFD RETIRE HEALTH CARE CREDIT
1193 MFD TIAA-CREF CONTRIBUTION
1194 MFD OTHER FRINGE BENEFIT
1195 MFD VSDP CONTRIBUTION
1196 MFD RET DEF CONTRIBUTION
1197 MFD DEF COMPENSATION MATCH
1209 MFD CHARGE CARD CONTRACT
1210 0S COMMUNICATION SERVICE
1211 0S EXPRESS SERVICES
1212 MFD MEDIA SERVICES
1213 0S MESSENGER SERVICES
1215 0S PRINTING SERVICES
1217 0S PRINT SHOP CHARGES
1218 0S OUTBOUND FREIGHT SERVICES
1219 0S INBOUND FREIGHT SERVICES
1220 0S EMPLOYEE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
1221 MFD ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERSHIP
1222 GS BOOKS/SUBSCRIPTIONS-NON LIBRARY
1224 MFD EMPLOYEE TRAINING COURSE/CONF
1225 MFD EMPLOYEE TUITION REIMBURSEMENT
1226 MFD EMPLOYEE TRAINING COUNSEL SERVICES
1227 MFD EMPLOYEE TRAINING-TRANS, LMI
1228 MFD EMPLOYEE TRAINING COURSE/CONF-IT
1230 PS HEALTH CARE SERVICES
1231 0S CLINIC SERVICES
1232 0S DENTAL SERVICES
1233 PS HOSPITAL SERVICES
1234 PS HEALTH PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
1236 0S LAB & X-RAY SERVICES
1237 MFD FAMILY PRACTICE SPECIAL PAY
1238 MFD PAYMENT TO TEST INDIVIDUALS
1240 PS MANAGEMENT & INFORMATION SERVICES
1241 PS AUDITING SERVICES
1243 PS ATTORNEY SERVICES
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH UNIVERSITY ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

CODE [MGT Work Type DESCRIPTION
1244 PS MANAGEMENT & CONSULTING SERVICES
1245 0S PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT SERVICES
1246 PS PUBLIC INFO-RELATIONS SERVICES
1247 MFD INVESTMENT COUNSEL
1248 PS LEGAL SERVICES
1250 0S REPAIR & MAINTENANCE SERVICE
1251 0S CUSTODIAL SERVICES
1252 0S ELECTRICAL REPAIR & MAINTENANCE
1253 0S EQUIPMENT REPAIR & MAINTENANCE
1254 0S EXTERMINATION/CONTROL
1256 0S MECHANICAL REPAIR & MAINTENANCE
1257 C PLANT REPAIR & MAINTENANCE
1258 AE BIOMED ENGINEER SHOP
1259 0S MOTOR VEHICLE REPAIR/MAINTENANCE
1260 0S SUPPORT SERVICES
1261 AE ARCHITECTURAL & ENGINEERING SERVICES
1263 0S CLERICAL CONTRACTUAL
1264 MFD FOOD SERVICES CONTRACTUAL
1265 0S LAUNDRY & LINEN SERVICES
1268 0S SKILLED SERVICES
1269 MFD MEDIA PRODUCTION CHARGE
1270 0S TECHNICAL SERVICES
1271 PS INFO MANAGEMENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT (DIT)
1272 PS INFO MANAGEMENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT (NO STATE)
1273 PS INFO MANAGEMENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT (STATE)
1274 GS COMPUTER HARDWARE MAINTENANCE
1275 PS COMPUTER SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE
1276 PS COMPUTER OPERATIONS SERVICES (DIT)
1277 PS COMPUTER OPERATIONS SERVICES (NONSTATE)
1278 PS COMPUTER OPERATIONS SERVICES (STATE)
1280 MFD TRAVEL
1281 MFD FACULTY/STAFF MOVING/RELOCATION
1282 MFD MILEAGE-PERSONAL VEHICLE
1283 MFD TRAVEL-PUBLIC CARRIER
1284 MFD MILEAGE-STATE VEHICLE
1285 MFD SUBSISTENCE & LODGING
1286 MFD TRAVEL-SUPPLEMENT & AID
1287 MFD SUBSISTENCE-IRS REPORTABLE
1288 MFD SUBSISTENCE-BUS-NOT REPORTABLE
1289 MFD FARES-TRAVEL AGENCIES
1293 MFD TRAINEE TRAVEL SPONSORED PROGRAM
1294 MFD ALCOHOL BEVERAGE-REPORTABLE
1295 MFD ALCOHOL BEVERAGE-NOT REPORTABLE
1296 MFD ENTERTAINMENT
1297 MFD CIVIC/SOCIAL CLUBS
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH UNIVERSITY ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

CODE | MGT Work Type DESCRIPTION
1300 GS SUPPLIES & MATERIALS
1309 GS CHARGE CARD SUPPLIES
1310 GS ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPLIES
1311 GS EMPLOYEE CLOTHING
1312 GS OFFICE SUPPLIES
1313 GS STATIONERY & FORMS
1320 GS ENERGY SUPPLIES
1323 GS GAS-VEHICLES & EQUIPMENT
1330 GS MANUFACTURING & MERCHANDISE SUPPLIES
1333 GS MANUFACTURING SUPPLIES
1335 0S PACKAGING & SHIPPING
1340 GS MEDICAL & LAB SUPPLIES
1341 GS LABORATORY SUPPLIES
1342 GS MEDICAL & DENTAL SUPPLIES
1343 GS RADIOACTIVE MATERIAL
1350 GS REPAIR & MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES
1351 C BUILDING REPAIR & MAINTENANCE
1352 0S CUSTODIAL REPAIR & MAINTENANCE
1353 GS ELEC REPAIR & MAINTENANCE MATERIALS
1354 0S MECHANICAL REPAIR & MAINTENANCE
1355 0S VEHICLE REPAIR/MAINTENANCE MATERIALS
1360 GS RESIDENTIAL SUPPLIES
1361 GS PATIENT CLOTHING
1362 GS FOOD & DIETARY SUPPLIES
1363 GS FOOD SERVICE SUPPLIES
1364 GS LAUNDRY & LINEN SUPPLIES
1370 GS SPECIFIC USE SUPPLIES
1371 GS AGRICULTURAL SUPPLIES
1373 GS COMPUTER OPERATIONS SUPPLIES
1374 GS EDUCATIONAL SUPPLIES
1376 GS LAW ENFORCEMENT SUPPLIES
1377 GS PHOTOGRAPHY SUPPLIES
1378 GS RECREATIONAL SUPPLIES
1379 MFD XMAS EXPENDITURES
1380 MFD MERCHANDISE FOR RESALE
1381 MFD MERCHANDISE FOR RESALE
1382 GS PURCHASES-MEDICAL SUPPLIES
1383 GS PURCHASES-TEXT NEW
1384 GS PURCHASES-GENERAL 20
1385 GS PURCHASES-GENERAL 40
1386 GS PURCHASES-SPECIAL ORDER
1387 GS PURCHASES-TEXT USED
1388 GS PURCHASES-TEXT TRADE
1389 GS PURCHASES-CONSIGNMENT
1391 GS PURCHASES-GIFT ITEM
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Appendix A: Account Codes and Work Type Codes

VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH UNIVERSITY ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

CODE [MGT Work Type DESCRIPTION
1392 GS PURCHASES-ART SUPPLIES
1393 GS PURCHASES-SCHOOL SUPPLIES
1394 GS PURCHASES-SUNDRY
1395 GS PURCHASES-CANDY
1396 MFD BANK CHARGES
1400 MFD TRANSFER PAYMENTS
1410 MFD CONTRIBUTIONS AND AWARDS
1412 MFD CONTRIBUTIONS
1413 MFD HONORARIA/AWARDS-SVC
1414 MFD SSL EFT AWARDS
1415 MFD AWARD/PRIZES NO SERVICES
1416 MFD TEST INDIVIDUAL PAYMENTS
1421 MFD GRADUATE STIPEND
1422 MFD STUDENT LOANS
1423 MFD TUITION & TRAIN AIDS
1424 MFD TUITION WAIVER-EMPLOYEE UNDERGRADUATE
1425 MFD UNDERGRADUATE STIPEND
1426 MFD GRAD TUITION & FEE AWARD
1427 MFD UNDERGRAD TUITION & FEE AWARD
1428 MFD WAIVER OF FEES
1429 MFD TUITION WAIVER-EMPLOYEE GRAD
1450 MFD GRANTS TO OTHER ORGANIZATIONS
1451 MFD SUBGRANT TO OTHER STATE
1452 MFD SUBGRANTS TO NONSTATE
1470 MFD OTHER TRANSFER PAYMENTS
1471 MFD INSURANCE CLAIM-UNIVERSITY
1472 MFD ROYALTY PAY EXTERNAL
1475 MFD UNEMPLOYMENT COMP REIMBURSEMENT
1476 MFD WORKER'S COMP AWARDS
1500 MFD CONTINUOUS CHARGES
1510 MFD INSURANCE-FIXED ASSET
1512 MFD INSURANCE-MOTOR VEHICLE
1514 MFD INSURANCE-INLAND MARINE
1515 MFD INSURANCE-MARINE
1516 MFD INSURANCE-PROPERTY
1517 MFD INSURANCE-BOILER
1520 MFD LEASE-PURCHASE AGREEMENT
1521 MFD LEASE/PURCHASE COMPUTER PERIPHERALS
1522 MFD LEASE/PURCHASE COMPUTER CENTER
1523 MFD LEASE/PURCHASE COMPUTER SOFTWARE
1524 MFD LEASE/PURCHASE OTHER EQUIPMENT
1525 MFD LEASE/PURCHASE PLANT USE
1526 MFD LEASE/PURCHASE PROPERTY USE
1527 MFD LEASE/PURCHASE LAND & BUILDING
1530 MFD RENT
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VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH UNIVERSITY ACCOUNT CODES (Continued)

CODE [MGT Work Type DESCRIPTION
1531 GS RENT COMPUTER PERIPHERALS
1532 GS RENT COMPUTER PROCESSOR
1533 GS RENT COMPUTER SOFTWARE
1534 GS RENT EQUIPMENT
1535 MFD RENT-STRUCTURES
1536 MFD RENT-LAND
1537 MFD RENT-OTHER COSTS
1538 MFD RENT LAND & BLDG COM
1550 MFD INSURANCE-OPERATIONS
1551 MFD INS-GENERAL LIABILITY
1552 MFD INS-MONEY & SECURITIES
1553 MFD INS-MED MALPRACTICE
1554 MFD INS-SURETY BONDS
1555 MFD INS-WORKERS COMPENSATION
1556 MFD INSURANCE-GROUP LIFE
1558 MFD INS-PROF LIABILITY
1563 PS ATHLETIC PROMOTION
1564 PS ATHLETIC RECRUITING
1566 GS ATHLETIC CLOTHING
1567 PS ATHLETIC SCOUTING
1571 GS INSTALLMENT PURCHASE COMPUTER PERIPHERALS
1572 GS INSTALLMENT PURCHASE COMPUTER PROCESSOR
1573 GS INSTALLMENT PURCHASE COMPUTER SOFTWARE
1574 GS INSTALLMENT PURCHASE EQUIPMENT
1575 GS INSTALLMENT 