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Workforce and Contracting Equity 
 
Statement of Legislative Intent summary 
 
As part of the 2012 budget development process, the City Council issued a Statement of 
Legislative Intent (SLI) that directed the Seattle Office for Civil Rights (OCR), the Personnel 
Department, and Finance and Administrative Services (FAS) to prepare annual reports on 
contracting and workforce equity that present:  

 An analysis of past year results, both Citywide and by individual department;  

 Updates on new initiatives pursued over the past year; 

 Positive steps and areas needing improvement; and  

 Recommended strategies to address challenges in reaching workforce and 
contracting equity.  

 
These reports were requested to help inform the Council’s review of departmental Race 
and Social Justice Initiative (RSJI) mid-year progress reports, including workforce and 
contracting equity, as well as to inform discussions of the Mayor’s proposed budget.  
 
The information provided in the workforce equity section of this report parallels last year’s 
report to focus on the numbers of City employees by race; it does not analyze larger pay 
equity issues. This analysis looks at racial representation only; we intend to examine 
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compensation levels in 2014. As Personnel’s recent report on gender-based pay inequities 
highlights, pay equity involves both the diversity of our workforce as well as compensation 
rates of different job classifications.  
 
Introduction 
 
From the beginning of RSJI, workforce and contracting equity have been primary goals. How 
the City uses our contracting dollars and makes human resource decisions is a clear 
indication of our commitment to racial equity. For many City employees, proof of the City's 
commitment to Race and Social Justice rests with the integrity of our efforts to end racial 
inequities in those arenas. We must align our own contracting and human resource 
practices and policies with our racial equity goals and strategies. City departments are 
working to achieve both workforce and contracting equity.   
 
This report focuses on racial equity goals and strategies. The Gender Equity in Pay Task 
Force has been convened to undertake a review of the City’s workforce data from a gender 
equity perspective, and will propose short and long-term strategic recommendations. We 
will keep you abreast of this work as it progresses. 
 
RSJI’s workforce equity efforts are led by the Personnel Department, OCR and the 
Workforce Equity Planning and Advisory Committee (WEPAC). WEPAC works to ensure that 
the City's workforce diversity reflects the diversity of Seattle’s population. RSJI Core Team 
members have provided additional analytical support. We have consistently focused on 
eliminating institutional racism within our human resource policies and practices. The 
Citywide community outcome for workforce equity is: “Increase opportunities for racial 
equity in City of Seattle workforce (promotions, internships, Seattle Youth Employment 
Program, discipline, etc.). The City’s workforce reflects or exceeds the racial demographics 
of the communities we serve.” To achieve this outcome, we use the following three 
strategies: 

 Use departmental programs and projects to eliminate racial inequity; 

 Build racial equity in departmental policies; and 

 Partner with City departments, the community and other institutions to achieve 
racial equity in the community. 

 
RSJI’s contracting equity efforts are led by FAS, which works closely with staff in those 
departments that are responsible for the daily decisions which impact our overall City 
results. The Citywide community outcome for contracting equity is: “Increase racial equity 
in City contracting and purchasing” through departmental programs and projects. 
 
RSJI Sub-Cabinet, WEPAC and departmental expertise were used to help develop this SLI 
response. Departments will be provided guidance to ensure that their RSJI mid-year 
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progress reports and budget presentations provide information to enhance City Council 
understanding of the status and direction of contracting and workforce equity strategies.  
 
The remainder of this report is in two sections: Contracting Equity, and Workforce Equity. 
 
 

Contracting Equity 
 
Background 

City ordinance establishes three procurement categories, each with customized rules and 
procurement methodologies (for a summary see Exhibit 1): 

 Public Works (construction); 

 Purchasing (goods, equipment and routine services); and 

 Consultants (architects, engineers, other experts and professionals). 
 
Guided by City Ordinances (SMC Chapter 20) and Executive Order 05-2010 (WMBE 
Inclusion), the Department of Finance and Administrative Services (FAS) City Purchasing and 
Contracting Services Division (CPCS): 

 Establishes all City policies and boilerplates; 

 Bids and awards all contracts except consultant contracts; 

 Implements the City’s Woman and Minority Business (WMBE) program; and 

 Oversees and manages Labor Equity. This program was newly formed in 2013 
through the City Budget, to create and enforce the City Elliott Bay Seawall Project 
Labor Agreement, and pursue other initiatives and policies that support the City’s 
commitment to fair labor practices and prevailing wages on projects with City funds. 

 
Mayor McGinn is clear that his administration strongly values race and social justice, social 
equity and shared prosperity as prescribed in SMC 20.42. Initiative 200 (I-200), passed by 
Washington state voters in 1998, prohibits race-conscious requirements in public 
purchasing and contracting. CPCS staff manages the City social equity WMBE programs, and 
has created and customized approaches that are I-200 compliant yet uniquely effective for 
each City contract type (e.g., public works, purchasing or consultant). 
 
City Public Works contracts with federal funding are rare, and are usually (but not always), 
transportation projects. The federal agency funding the project has full authority over the 
bid documents. The Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) prohibit use of the City’s WMBE Plan and Project Labor Agreements on 
their projects. Rather, they impose Disadvantaged Business requirements. Those are 
mandatory goals, yet those goals often are less than the utilization rates that the City’s own 
WMBE program is able to sustain. 
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It is common for the community to regard a project as City of Seattle, when it is actually a 
State of Washington project. The Viaduct and the Spokane Overpass are examples. 
Difficulties on those projects are mistakenly attributed to the City; both of those are instead 
State of Washington projects. 
 
 
 
 
Annual Highlights 
 
Supreme Court Ruling: The Supreme Court announced a ruling in Fisher v. University of 
Texas on June 24, 2013, regarding an admissions program that directly considered race as a 
factor. The Court returned the case to the Court of Appeals.  In contrast, the City of Seattle 
WMBE inclusion program does not use race or gender in bid awards. The City requires good 
faith efforts. Primes can offer aspirational efforts as well as volunteer guarantees to meet a 
good faith effort standard. The City’s program is compliant with state and federal laws 
including I-200 and the recent Supreme Court decision.   
 
Overall Spend:  The City continues to increase WMBE utilization compared to our past 
history, and achieves the highest results compared to other Washington public agencies.   

 Purchasing WMBE spend is the highest in City history.   

 The rates for Public Works projects completed in 2012 is among the highest in City 
history.   

 Consultant WMBE spend is also the highest in City history absent SDOT spend.  
 
Department Highlights 
 
SDOT has built strong success for WMBE sub consultant spends for GC/CM mega projects. 
The WMBE Inclusion Plan for both consultants and construction has produced strong 
results, reaching into the 30% range for total project WMBE spends (see the chart of results 
on Exhibit 2). However, SDOT’s department-wide WMBE spend dropped from 23% in 2009, 
to 6.9% year-to date. Purchasing spend dropped from almost 19% in 2010 to 7.5% year to 
date. Because SDOT represents such a large share of the City’s total spend, this brings our 
overall consultant spend trend down (see the historical trend chart on Exhibit 3). 
 
Our most remarkable success among all departments is FAS. FAS almost doubled WMBE 
consultant and purchasing spend in two years. Since 2010 when FAS was formed, FAS has 
increased from 10% to 19% in purchasing, and from 12% to 20% for consultants. As one of 
the largest departments in the City, FAS improvements have a significant impact on 
Citywide success. 
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Our small department award goes to Department of Neighborhoods with 92% of consultant 
spends and 69% of purchasing to WMBE firms. 
 

Public Works 
 
The City spends $250 to $400 million annually for public works contracts. WMBE spending 
as a share of total dollars continues to climb (all invoices paid in each year):     

2013: 22% year-to-date ($5,958,447 to WMBE firms); 
2012: 15% ($34,007,333 to WMBE firms); 
2011: 9.7% ($42,976,110 to WMBE firms); 
2010: 7.8% ($24,665,128 to WMBE firms). 

 
What works: 2012 success stories 
 

Public Works Inclusion Plan: Mayor McGinn’s WMBE Public Works Inclusion Plan  
continues as an innovative, effective and legal approach for public works. Introduced 
in August 2011, this plan has produced excellent results, achieving among the 
highest rates in City history. (Please see the plan attached as Exhibit 4, and the 
utilization rate history attached as Exhibit 5.) 
 

 Bids continue to be awarded with higher WMBE goals than ever before. When all 
the aspirational goals are combined and averaged, goals for the year were: 

 2013 goals are 20% year-to-date (statistical average of all awards); 

 2012 goals were 17%; 

 2011 goals were 12%. 
 

 Our most competitive bids are from primes that aggressively pursue WMBE. 
Almost 35% of the lowest bids offer the highest WMBE goals. 

 

 Guaranteed work has been the most valuable and appreciated result of the 
WMBE Inclusion Plan, as primes earn points by guaranteeing to name a WMBE 
they intend to use as part of their bid. Primes have guaranteed over 60% of the 
aspirational goals, which has eliminated “shop and swap” where primes swap 
WMBEs for cheaper subs after bid award.   

 

 As of May 2013, 30 out of 233, or 12% of bids, were rejected for failure to prove 
good faith according to the measure established by the WMBE Inclusion Plan. 
 

Job Order Contracts (JOC): JOC remains a successful contracting method for WMBE 
participation.  Traditional public works require a low-bid award on a project-by-

http://seattle.gov/purchasing/docs/wmbe/pwInclusionPlanAnnouncement.pdf
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project basis. JOC, on the other hand, is a “master contract” with a general 
contractor, where 90% of the work is subcontracted.  The City sends work orders for 
small jobs to the JOC general for subcontracting: 

 In 2012, 50% of JOC dollars went to WMBE subs 

 In 2011, 32% of JOC dollars went to WMBE subs 

 In 2010, 26% of JOC dollars went to WMBE subs 
 

Target Hire - Construction Worker Profile (please see Exhibit 6)   

 Ninety-nine percent of workers on City projects are in-state residents;  

 Twenty percent reside in Seattle.  

 Twenty-five percent of hours are performed by people of color.  

 African Americans account for 10% of apprentices and 5% of journey hours.  
As a comparison, 8% of King County is African American.   

 
What’s next: 2013 public works challenges and issues 
  

Target Hire – the challenge: The Mayor, City Council and community stakeholders 
seek to increase the hiring of local low-income, woman and/or minority construction 
workers. A Task Force is drafting a resolution to describe barriers to long-term, 
living-wage employment faced by certain workers, and to define a stakeholder 
process to recommend policies. The Task Force will consider tools such as 
legislation, labor agreements, goals and training programs. Significant questions 
remain: 

 What geographical area defines “local” (Seattle, King County or Tri-
County), given legal restrictions that protect interstate commerce, and 
realities of where the union workforce resides. 

 How do we increase woman and minority workers’ hours while balancing 
an interest in local residents? Many woman and minority union workers 
live outside of Seattle (see Exhibit 7).  

 What solutions are possible that respect union dispatch protocols? 
 
One concern is expectations about the number of jobs that can be influenced. There 
may be fewer jobs than some estimates project. Construction workers move from 
one short-term job to another. The City’s capital program investment is fairly steady 
and sustains employment; as one project concludes, workers migrate to 
another. However, the City’s capital program does not have the size and scale to 
significantly increase hiring demand.  
 
City capital dollars appear to sustain about one construction job per $1 million 
spent. Seawall Phase I has $60 million in construction, with half the work for jet 
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grouters from other national and international tunnel projects. This leaves $30 
million, about 30 jobs, to absorb workers leaving other projects.   
 
African-American contractors: Black contractors are part of Seattle’s construction 
industry history, yet they receive only a small percentage of construction dollars 
spent. Less than 2% of City public works dollars are with African American firms; the 
State of Washington as a government agency has virtually zero. Only fourteen black 
contractors performed sub-contracts in 2012 for the City; only seven received 
guarantees of work. Still, there are successes: 

 Thirty-nine blanket contracts are held by black contractors;  

 Our JOC held by the general contractor Midmountain has successfully 
directed 20% of their JOC dollars to black contractors.   
 

FAS is reviewing the 2013 State of Washington Disparity Study to understand if 
spending shows disparities for specific race groups compared to others. White 
females is one that appears “over” utilized, although for the City, white female 
contractors earned only 3.8% of total City public work construction dollars spent in 
2012. In the meantime, we have initiatives underway to expand methods to increase 
diversity: 
 

 Spread the Work:  CPCS launched a “Spread the Work” pilot within the WMBE 
Inclusion Plan; it is too recent to analyze results. Primes receive “extra points” if 
their Inclusion Plan includes rarely used WMBE firms. 

 

 Mentorship program:  FAS is crafting a mentorship program with its largest 
primes; all large General Contractor/Construction Management (GC/CM) primes 
have expressed interest. The pilot would select WMBE subs to mentor and 
employ for projects. We hope the pilot can concentrate on rarely used WMBE 
contractors or those where disparity study data shows significant inequity.  

 

 Advisory services: Partnering with the Office of Economic Development (OED), 
FAS provided no-cost experts to help WMBE firms resolve barriers to contract 
performance.   

 
Communities of color have shown interest in contract methods that allow WMBE 
firms to work for the City instead of primes. There are impediments:  (1) State law 
prohibits the City from splitting projects into smaller segments in a way that avoids 
bid limits; (2) Low-bid award methods tend to result in few awards and have high 
disparity for minority companies. Even mechanisms that isolate out small business 
to compete only against other small business tends to show significant WMBE 
disparity, as was the case with the Small Works Roster program. 
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Purchasing 
 
Exhibit 8 charts roles, responsibilities and authorities for purchasing in the City. The City 
spends about $220 million a year including: 

 Equipment and supplies, such as fire trucks and boats, office supplies, police 
vehicles, heavy equipment, etc. 

 Routine services such as janitorial, security guard services, etc. 
 
What works: 2012 success stories in purchasing 
 
WMBE purchasing spending continues to surpass all previous years in City history, both in 
the number of contracts and total dollars spent. See Exhibit 9. 

 2013 WMBE spend year-to-date is 14%;  

 2012 WMBE spend was 14%;  

 2011 WMBE spend was 13%; 

 2002 WMBE spend was 1%. 
 

FAS’s City Purchasing and Contracting Services (CPCS) has 180 WMBE firms under contract – 
the most held by WMBE firms in City history – compared to only 57 firms in 2005. These 
contracts collectively are valuable enough to represent the highest WMBE spend in City 
history. 
 
Purchasing utilization has fairly equitable race/gender distributions. African-American firms 
are among categories that have increased in recent years: 

 African-American businesses held fewer than 10 contracts in 2005. By 2012, 
African-American firms held 87 blanket contracts (about 9% of all City blanket 
contracts).  

 Purchasing dollars spent with African-American firms has doubled since 2008. 
 
What’s next: 2013 challenges and issues in purchasing 
 
One of our greatest challenges is to preserve WMBE utilization rates while continuing our 
assessment of converting contracts to in-house crews, which resulted in significant 
reductions in WMBE use during 2011 and 2012.   
 

Consultants 
 
The City spends approximately $100 million annually for consultants, including professional 
experts, architects, engineers, attorneys and auditors. Consultant contracts are 
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decentralized, so every department has the authority to compete, award and manage its 
own consultant contracts.    
 
What works: 2012 success stories with consultants 
 
City consultant spending with “prime” consultants is improving, with Seattle Public Utilities 
(SPU) and Seattle City Light (SCL) again having banner years and steady gains: 

 FAS improved from 12% in 2010 to almost 20% in 2013 year-to-date; 

 SPU improved from 8.3% in 2010 to 10.4% in 2011; 

 SCL improved from 10.4% to 13.7% in 2011; 

 Human Services Department achieved 57% in 2012; 

 Office of Economic Development achieved 40% in 2012; 

 Department of Neighborhoods achieved 81% in 2012. 
 

Sub-consultant spend: SDOT consultant WMBE spend dropped dramatically in recent years. 
In response, SDOT launched an initiative to pursue sub-consultant (second-tier) initiatives. 
FAS implemented a system to track such sub-consultant WMBE spend. Departments now 
can have consultants enter sub-consultant payments on-line; SDOT and SPU are ramping up 
to use this system.  
 
What’s next: 2013 challenges and initiatives with consultants 
 
Revised Consultant Inclusion Plan:  FAS is analyzing potential improvements to promote 
diversity through the Consultant WMBE Inclusion Plan. SPU is lending strong leadership, 
working with FAS staff to develop and design modifications with the goal of achieving even 
greater sub utilization for 2013 and beyond. 

 
Workforce Equity 
 
Background 
 
Last year’s SLI response focused on Director, Manager and Supervisor positions; this report 
incorporates 2013 data for these three categories.  
 
Departments have historically used federally required EEO reports to assess workforce 
equity. Unfortunately, because these reports group together a wide range of different job 
titles, they often fail to identify areas where actions are warranted. In addition, these 
reports use an “availability” number, as opposed to the actual racial representation in 
Seattle. It is for these two reasons that departments are conducting and presenting more 
focused analyses and developing more specific strategies.  
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Beginning in 2012 and continuing into 2013, the Personnel Department and OCR are 
working with departments to analyze leadership positions by race, in comparison with 
overall population statistics of the city and the overall number of persons in the labor force 
who are available or engaged in working within the Seattle city limits.   
 
Exhibit 10 provides a statistical breakdown of the City’s leadership personnel, including 
three broad categories: Directors, Managers and Supervisors. The data for Directors and 
Managers is from those job classification series. For supervisors, any classifications with 
clear supervisory functions are included. This specificity will permit consistent comparisons 
between departments.  
 
At the same time, however, it is important to note that some departments have additional 
positions that serve in leadership and/or supervisory positions whose position titles do not 
indicate supervisory responsibilities. 
 
Of the City’s current 9,904 employees, leadership personnel total 1,530 employees or 6.7% 
of the total work force. Leadership personnel execute policies, procedures and performance 
management at an operational level and are crucial to the effective functioning of the City. 
For the City and RSJI to be most effective, it is critically important that our leadership 
broadly represent the communities we serve.   
 
The data in Exhibit 10 provides Director, Manager and Supervisor numbers and percentages 
by race, compared to Seattle’s population and labor workforce statistics (for persons 
between the ages of 25 – 69).  A few comments about the categories used: 
 

 Racial categories: The racial categories used include Native American, Asian, African 
American, Latino, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, two or more races, and 
White. A few nuances are important to note: 

 Racial categories have shifted over time, with the most recent change being the 
use of the “two or more races” category. Whether people of multiple races 
choose to identify with one or more race continues to evolve. In addition, 
because the way racial questions are asked can affect how individuals respond, 
this data should be used with caution.  

 The Asian category includes multiple ethnicities. When more detailed ethnicity is 
analyzed in areas such as education and employment, it is clear that there are 
significant differences among ethnicities. It is important to pay attention to 
possible differences among ethnicities even when the overall Asian category 
appears to be performing well.  

 Population data: Overall population data reflects the entire age spectrum, including 
children and elders not typically in the work force.  
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 Labor work force statistics: Labor work force statistics include people between the 
ages of 25 and 69 years in the labor work force.  

 
Annual Highlights 
 
Exhibit 10 allows us to assess the City’s racial representation in leadership positions when 
compared to the labor work force. On a Citywide basis, we see: 
 

 Native American: The overall population of Native Americans in Seattle is low (.9% 
of the labor workforce). Although the number of Native Americans in City leadership 
positions is above the percentage in the labor work force, given the low population 
and potential impact of small shifts (only three Native American Directors and seven 
Managers), it is important for us to continue to support Native Americans in 
leadership.   

 Asian: The overall population of working age Asians in Seattle is 11.9%. When 
leadership positions are combined into a single number, we see equitable 
representation. However, when analyzed by the three categories, Asians are 
representative of the labor work force at the Supervisor level (12.5%), but are 
increasingly less representative at the Manager (11.3%) and Director level (7.6%). 

 African American: The overall population of working age African Americans in 
Seattle is 6.8%. Across leadership categories, the number of African Americans is 
high at the Supervisor (11%), Manager (11.5%) and Director (13%) levels. Over the 
past decades, there have been significant increases in the number of African 
Americans in leadership positions, largely due to the civil rights movement, 
affirmative action and the City’s RSJI efforts. Despite this progress, African 
Americans in leadership positions continue to express concerns about the fragility of 
their situations, especially after the passage of I-200 and loss of affirmative action 
tools.  

 Latino: The overall population of working age Latinos in Seattle is 5.3%. Across the 
board, Latinos in leadership positions are not as representative as we would hope at 
the Supervisor (4.0%), Manager (4.3%) and Director (2.7%) levels. 

 Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander: The overall population of Native Hawaiian 
or other Pacific Islanders is low (.5% of the labor workforce). Although the numbers 
of Native Hawaiians or other Pacific Islanders in leadership positions is on mark 
overall (.8%), there are no Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islanders who are 
Directors and only two Managers. Given the low population and potential impact of 
small shifts, it is important for us to continue to support Native Hawaiians and 
Pacific Islanders in leadership. 

 Two or more races: The overall population of working age people of mixed race is 
4.8%. Overall, people of mixed race are under-represented in leadership positions at 
the Supervisor (2.2%), Manager (2.7%) and Director (.5%) levels. 
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 Whites: Overall, whites make up 69.9% of the working age population in Seattle. 
Whites make up 74.5% of Directors, 68.2% of Managers, and 67.4% of Supervisors.  

 
Comparison of 2012 and 2013 Director, Manager and Supervisor City work force profiles 

 
Exhibits 11-13 compare 2012-2013 data by Directors, Managers and Supervisors. Directors 
are all positions classified as “Executive” (1, 2, 3, 4). Managers are all positions classified as 
“Manager” (1, 2, 3). A comparison of 2012 and 2013 data reveals limited changes:   
 

 Directors: Overall, the Director category shows a representation of a work force 
which is at or above available diversity in three groups (White, Black and American 
Indian or Alaska Native). See Exhibit 11. 

 Managers: A 3% reduction in the number of managers occurred between 2012 and 
2013 with no significant change in the level of diversity in these positions. See 
Exhibit 12. 

 Supervisors: A .5% reduction in the number of supervisors occurred between 2012 
and 2013 with no significant change in the level of diversity in these positions. See 
Exhibit 13. 

 
Overall Citywide employee totals (combining leadership and all other personnel) for Native 
Hawaiian, Two or More Races and White people show an increase since the 2012 SLI report. 
Individuals who self-identify as Asian, Black/African-American and Hispanic show a modest 
decrease of personnel since the 2012 SLI report. American Indian or Alaska Native did not 
show any change.   
 
Departments have been provided their own specific data to develop and implement hiring, 
recruitment and retention efforts at the departmental level. This data is quite important. To 
improve workforce equity, we must utilize appropriate strategies. In cases of under-
representation, upward mobility strategies that develop staff for leadership positions and 
recruitment efforts are most important. In cases of approximate representation, retention 
strategies and upward mobility strategies that support career progression are critical.  
 
For smaller departments, given the low number of directors, managers and supervisors, 
increasing racial representation is more likely a longer term effort. Individual hiring 
decisions will have a large impact on the percentages. Turn-over and open management 
positions are relatively infrequent in many departments, increasing the importance of 
longer-term succession planning and support of upward mobility across departments.  
 

 Departments that have made progress in improving the City’s goal to represent all 
communities in the hiring or promoting of Directors, Managers or Supervisors: 

 Seattle Public Utilities 
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 Human Services Department 
 

 Departments where challenges remain to represent all communities in the hiring or 
promoting of Directors, Managers or Supervisors : 

 Police 

 Fire 

 Department of Information Technology 

 Law 

 Small Departments  
 
Comparison of Seattle available work force to Citywide Engineers, IT Professionals and 
Strategic Advisors 
 
The analysis conducted in 2013 includes three additional classifications: Engineers, 
Information Technology Professional positions, and Strategic Advisors (see Exhibit 14). Last 
year’s SLI response indicated that these classifications had been identified by the RSJI Sub-
cabinet and WEPAC as areas of concern because of potential lack of representation and/or 
lack of upward mobility. Some Strategic Advisors, similar to supervisors, managers and 
directors, are in critical positions of power, uniquely positioned to influence the functioning 
of the City, and are also well-positioned for upward mobility opportunities.  
 
The City’s diversity for Engineers, Information Technology Professionals (IT) and Strategic 
Advisors does not reflect the diversity of the various communities we serve.  

 The Asian group is at or above availability in all the IT and Engineering category, but 
under availability in the Strategic Advisor category.  

 Blacks/African Americans are above availability for Engineers but under availability 
for IT Professionals and Strategic Advisors.  

 Other racial categories are under-represented in these titles. 

 Although Whites also are under-represented for Engineers and IT Professionals, they 
are over-represented for Strategic Advisors, exceeding the work force availability by 
nearly 10%.   

Given the City’s success in achieving workforce diversity overall, it is notable that challenges 
remain for these positions.  
 
Personnel and the Workforce Equity and Planning Advisory Committee (WEPAC) face a 
great Citywide challenge. It will take years of comprehensive programs or preparatory 
measures of study to prepare individuals for careers in City Government as Engineers, 
Information Technology Professionals and Strategic Advisors. The issue is more complex 
than readjusting any hiring processes. There may need to be more intensive efforts to 
create an awareness of the value of these employment areas to all of Seattle’s 
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communities. Personnel and WEPAC will need to continue to identify measures to improve 
the marketing of these City careers to all residents.   
 
 
Department Highlights 
 
What works: 2012 success stories 
 

 The City has modeled the elimination of unnecessary criminal background checks 
conducted as a part of hiring processes. Personnel developed and implemented a 
new rule that allows background checks only if they directly relate to the position 
being filled. The change was made to increase employment opportunities for people 
of color, who are disproportionately represented in the criminal justice system. Our 
successful implementation of this policy has demonstrated the benefits to private 
employers, and laid the groundwork for passage of legislation in 2013 that limits the 
use of criminal background checks in private employment.  

 WEPAC developed best practices for filling out-of-class positions, interviewing and 
general hiring processes. We are conducting regular training with all departments to 
increase utilization of best practices. 

 A WEPAC subcommittee developed a set of guidelines that will be used to determine 
if a driver’s license is required to perform the essential job duties of a classification. 
The guidelines have been approved by the Personnel Director and will be applied to 
the city’s classification specifications and to job postings for specific positions.   

 The Department of Planning and Development (DPD) has undertaken a thorough 
review of its discipline policies, after the RSJI Employee Survey indicated 
dissatisfaction among employees of color. DPD’s supervisory and management staff 
reviewed data and developed courses of action for all members of the Leadership 
Team. Managers and supervisors have implemented a series of check-ins at team 
and unit meetings to monitor implementation of the actions they committed to 
take. The Leadership Team will hold a follow-up discussion this fall to assess 
progress. 

 The Seattle Police Department (SPD) developed and implemented a far-ranging 
outreach campaign and new policies as part of its new officer recruitment program. 
The campaign includes strategic ethnic media advertising, outreach through social 
media, community-based workshops and partnerships with community-based 
organizations. SPD also changed some of its minimum hiring standards, including 
updating its marijuana policy, changes in professional appearance standards, and 
elimination of some clauses under Traffic Record that may have unnecessarily 
disqualified applicants. 

 
What’s next: challenges and issues 
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In 2014, the Personnel Department will develop more accurate categories for baseline 
measurements for supervisors, managers and directors in each department. Personnel will 
ask City departments to identify all of their respective positions with supervisory, 
management and leadership duties. Some job classes have supervision or management as 
alternate responsibilities or divide jobs between supervisory and non-supervisory duties in 
the same class. Working with City departments, Personnel will compile a complete list of 
supervisory, management and leadership positions for comparisons going forward. 
 
To maximize Seattle’s exposure as an employer of women and people of color, we are 
exploring the “One City – One Employer” concept. One City – One Employer means 
establishing a framework for concerted marketing of Seattle as Employer-of-Choice, 
including a consistent brand and messaging, an accurate representation of City jobs and a 
positive job application experience. All new City employees would receive a introduction to 
City employment, including orientation, RSJI, benefit exposure and retirement information. 
Personnel would set standards for mobility, succession and development planning in all 
departments. 
 
Other priorities for 2014: 

1. In-depth analysis of workforce equity: To achieve workforce equity requires more 
than a simple head count of employees; we propose that the City conduct a more in-
depth analysis of pay equity by race and gender, including a study of pay inequity 
among different job classifications. 

2. Create a Guide for Conducting WEPAC Analysis: To further enlarge the scope of our 
examination going forward, we propose to create a Guide for Conducting WEPAC 
Analysis for departments to study their five most populous job classes and their five 
“most important or critical” job classes. The results of their analyses will be compiled 
in a Citywide report and include strategies for parity and discussions of results. 

3. Analyze the impact of Strategic Advisors: As part of additional analysis of job 
classifications, we will conduct additional analysis of Strategic Advisors (SAs). SAs 
manage a wide range of functions across departments, and salaries range from 
$34.12/hour (SA1 minimum) to $61.05 (SA3 maximum). Since 80% of SAs are white, 
it is important to conduct a closer analysis of the equity implications. 

4. Standardized methodologies across departments: To ensure an ‘even playing field’ 
for measures and assessments, we recommend implementation and management of 
consistent Citywide policy and practice in the administration and application of 
employee onboarding and offboarding, record keeping, discipline and corrective 
action and investigations that lead to discipline or corrective action. Such 
implementation requires adequate training and familiarity with supervisory skills, 
policy review and support for effective execution. 
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5. Analyze the impact of race within City discipline policies and procedures: WEPAC 
has heard anecdotal concerns that the City’s discipline policies are used 
inconsistently, both within and between departments, and that there may be 
unintended and disproportionate impacts on employees of color. We incorporated 
questions pertaining to this topic into the 2012 RSJI survey and are using the Racial 
Equity Tool to develop recommendations to improve the application of discipline 
and corrective actions, including clear expectations, accountability, education for 
supervisors and managers. We also anticipate the formulation of core competencies 
to support these expectations and accountability measures. DPD has taken proactive 
steps internally to address this issue; we anticipate these recommendations being 
implemented Citywide in 2014.  

6. Conduct training to clearly integrate RSJI into Human Resource trainings: We have 
made progress in identifying and eliminating institutionalized racism within some 
aspects of Human Resources (HR). For this to continue, it is important for RSJI to be 
clearly integrated into all aspects of HR, including the breadth of HR trainings. Some 
HR training is conducted by City Personnel while much is conducted within individual 
departments. We have developed and piloted a short RSJI / Workforce Equity 
PowerPoint (see Exhibit 15) that is being integrated into all HR trainings, including 
those offered by Personnel and individual departments. A common foundation and 
understanding of workforce equity and RSJI and consistent reiteration of core 
concepts will help to ensure progress.  

7. Explore the possibility of using the Employee Assistance Program to offer English 
as a Second Language and literacy classes: Although the City has broken down some 
barriers to employment for people with limited English skills and limited literacy, 
upward mobility continues to be a challenge. We will work with the Employee 
Assistance Program to assess the possibility of English classes for such employees.  

 
The City’s Race and Social Justice Initiative continues to change and challenge the way the 
City does its business. A significant step in analyzing our progress in the future will be to 
have all communities equitably represented in our workforce and with our construction, 
contracting and purchasing spending.  
 
For questions about contracting equity, please call Nancy Locke at 684-8903. For questions 
about workforce equity, please call David Stewart at 616-1622. For questions about Race 
and Social Justice, please call Julie Nelson at 233-7822. We look forward to our briefing with 
you on September 26. 
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Exhibit 1 – Summary of Contract Methods 
 

Public Works Purchasing Consultant 

Small and large construction  Equipment, supplies, 
routine services such as 
vehicles, fire boats, 
generators, office supplies, 
janitorial services, security 
guards, software, etc. 

Professional experts 
including architects and 
engineers, technology 
experts, auditors, attorneys, 
etc. 

Mandatory Low Bid Award   

 Exceptions are given below 

Low Bid Award or Scored 
Selection proposal (RFP) 

Qualifications-based award 
(RFQ)  

Small Works Roster  

 This direct-low-bid-award 
contract method for small 
projects had poor WMBE 
utilization 

 Roster dissolved by FAS  

Blanket contracts (Master 
contracts signed by City 
Purchasing)  
 
Purchase Orders (one-time 
purchases) 

Scored Selection proposal  
(RFP) 

Job Order Contracts 

 authorized by RCW 

 master contracts  

 work orders LT 350k  

 high WMBE utilization 

 Consultant Roster 
authorized by SMC for 
contracts LT $277,000 

 high WMBE utilization 
(25%) 

Design/Build 

 one large master contract 
for projects GT $10 million 

 scored selections  

 design and construction  

  

GC/CM: General Contractor + 
Construction Management 

 one large master contract 
for projects GT $10 million 

 scored selection  

 construction involvement 
during final design 
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Exhibit 2 – Chart of Results 
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Exhibit 3 – SDOT Historical Trend Chart  
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Exhibit 4 – Public Works Inclusion Plan

 

http://seattle.gov/purchasing/docs/wmbe/pwInclusionPlanAnnouncement.pdf
http://seattle.gov/purchasing/docs/wmbe/pwInclusionPlanAnnouncement.pdf
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Exhibit 5 – Utilization Rate History 
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Exhibit 6 – Target Hire: Construction Worker Profile 
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Exhibit 7 – Seattle vs. in-state zips (diversity) 
 
 

Disadvantaged 
Zip Codes in 
Seattle Only 

City of Seattle Apprentices and Journey (209 worker sample size) 
 Headcount Women Minority 
 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
 98104 (Downtown) 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
 98168 (Delridge) 4 1.9% 0 0.0% 3 1.4% 
 98118 (South 

Seattle) 2 1.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.5% 
 98108 (Beacon Hill) 2 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
 98146 (Highline) 1 0.5% 1 0.5% 0 0.0% 
 98178 (Rainier 

Beach) 3 1.4% 0 0.0% 1 0.5% 
 Total 12 5.7% 1 0.5% 5 2.4% 
 

        
All Seattle  Zip 

Codes 

City of Seattle Apprentices and Journey (209 worker  sample size) 
 Headcout Women Minority 
 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
 Total 41 19.6% 6 2.9% 11 5.3% 
 

        All Zips, All Cities 
 Total 209 100.0% 10 4.8% 53 25.4% 
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Exhibit 8 – Procurement Details 
 
Public Works Program Detail:  State RCW is detailed and prescriptive for Public Works, 
requiring low-bid awards with certain exceptions, bonds, retainage and prevailing wages. 
City ordinance adds additional City-specific instructions: 

 RCW 39.04   Public Works 

 SMC 20.38  Apprenticeship program  

 SMC 20.40  Small Works Roster 

 SMC 20.70  Debarment 
 

State RCW authorizes various bid approaches (see Exhibit 1, above): 

 Traditional low-bid awards are advertised competitive processes. 

 The Small Works Roster is a low-bid award process on projects under $300,000.  In 
2012, City Purchasing and Contracting Services dissolved the Roster because of 
statistical disparity in WMBE awards. 

 Job Order Contracts (JOC) is a successful and popular approach authorized by RCW.  JOC 
excels at WMBE participation (50% utilization year-to-date).  JOCs are “master” 
contracts for multiple on-call work orders under $350,000 each.  The RCW allows two 
master JOC contracts and up to $4 million spend a year through each.  CPCS has one for 
Facilities Work (Berschauer-Phillips is the general contractor, or “prime”) and one for 
Utilities (Mid-Mountain is the prime). 

 Alternative Public Works.  State RCW also authorizes several unique ways to bid large 
projects.  They are collectively known as “Alternative Public Works.” 

o Design-Build is a “Request for Proposal” process that allows us to score and 
select an appropriate company who will be responsible for the design and 
construction for a project, all within one large contract.  This method is for jobs 
above $10million and appropriate when the City does not desire design control. 

o GC/CM refers to General Contractor/Construction Management, selected 
through a “Request for Proposal” process.  The winning company oversees and 
performs construction for a project above $10 million.  The City has used this 
method for SPU Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO)  projects and fire stations.  
GC/CM allows the construction firm to provide input into final design to 
maximize the expertise of the construction firm in design of the best, most 
effective construction specifications. 
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Purchasing Program Explanation:  By SMC, FAS is the central authority to bid and award all 
purchasing contracts.  FAS issues all City policies and procedures, including WMBE, 
regarding purchasing.  FAS creates a visible and responsive City presence in the minority 
construction community to assist departments with recruitment of WMBE firms. 
 
Departments order products from master (“blanket”) contracts made available through City 
Purchasing.  Departments are independently responsible to select WMBE firms when they 
place orders, and to conduct recruitment and outreach for department-specific purchases. 
 
SMC centralizes all purchases above $44,000 to FAS.  It is common for public agencies to 
centralize this to establish meaningful control.  FAS conducts all bids and awards, and 
manages all contracts. FAS establishes all related policies and procedures. State law does 
not prescribe how we can purchase; state law is only detailed for public works. Instead, City 
ordinance (SMC Chapter 20) provides the details. 

 Purchases that tally above $44,000 a year must be competitively bid. City Purchasing 
can use low-bid award or a scored selection which offers more flexibility 
opportunities for WMBE utilization. 

 Purchases under $7,000 per invoice are bought by department at their discretion. 
 
City Purchasing manages 1,000+ master “blanket” contracts for everything the City 
frequently buys (office supplies, vehicles, janitorial services, software, parts and supplies, 
and similar).  Such centralized purchasing leverages volume discounts and offers efficiency.  
All City departments can buy from these blanket contracts as long as the department has 
budget authority to do so. These blankets are usually rebid every five years.   
 
Consultant Program Explanation: 
By SMC, FAS creates consultant policy and boilerplates. FAS does not see, approve or award 
consultant contracts. FAS does not have responsibility or resources to assist departments, 
guide them through solicitations or supervise department contracts. Departments solicit 
and award consultant contracts.   
 
SMC has several types of consultant contracts (Exhibit 1). 

 The Consultant Roster is a popular, successful mechanism authorized by SMC. FAS 
manages the roster.  Departments can select one or more pre-qualified firms.  About 
10% ($5 million+) of consultant contracts are through the consultant roster. More than 
25% of roster dollars go to WMBE primes. Early tracking of subconsultants suggest we 
may achieve as much as 30% subconsultant spend on our larger engineering contracts in 
the Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) and Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) as 
well. 

 Consultant contracts above $260,000 require an advertised, competitive solicitation. 
Departments follow FAS rules and boilerplates, but independently recruit and award. 
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Exhibit 9 – Purchasing graph over time 
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Exhibit 10 – Statistical breakdown of the City’s leadership personnel 
 

COMPARISON OF SEATTLE AVAILABLE WORKFORCE TO CITYWIDE 
DIRECTORS/MANAGERS/SUPERVISORS BY COUNT 

  

American 
Indian or 

Alaska 
Native 

Asi
an 

Black or 
African 

American 

Hispani
c or 

Latino 

Nat 
Hawaiia
n or Oth 

Pac 
Islander 

Two 
or 

More 
Races 

Whi
te 

Tota
ls 

Seattle Available 
Workforce 

3508 
488
74 

27635 21494 1979 19672 
286
174 

409
336 

Citywide 
Employee Count 

188 
138

3 
1172 456 140 257 

630
8 

990
4 

Citywide 
Directors 

3 14 24 5 0 1 137 184 

Citywide 
Managers 

7 50 51 19 2 12 302 443 

Citywide 
Supervisors 

15 113 99 36 11 20 609 903 

 
  

American
Indian or

Alaska
Native

Asian
Black or
African

American

Hispanic
or Latino

Nat
Hawaiian

or  Oth
Pac

Islander

Two or
More
Races

White

Seattle Available Workforce 0.86% 11.94% 6.75% 5.25% 0.48% 4.81% 69.91%

Citywide Employee Count 1.90% 13.96% 11.83% 4.60% 1.41% 2.59% 63.69%

Citywide Directors 1.63% 7.61% 13.04% 2.72% 0.00% 0.54% 74.46%

Citywide Managers 1.58% 11.29% 11.51% 4.29% 0.45% 2.71% 68.17%

Citywide Supervisors 1.66% 12.51% 10.96% 3.99% 1.22% 2.21% 67.44%

0.00%
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%
60.00%
70.00%
80.00%

Citywide Directors/Managers/Supervisors Totals by % 
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Exhibit 11 – Director numbers and percentages by race  
 

COMPARISON OF CITYWIDE DIRECTORS FROM 2012 to 2013 BY COUNT 

  

Americ
an 

Indian 
or 

Alaska 
Native 

Asia
n 

Black or 
African 
Americ

an 

Hispan
ic or 

Latino 

Nat 
Hawaii
an or 

Oth Pac 
Islande

r 

Two 
or 

Mor
e 

Race
s 

White Totals 

2013 Citywide Directors 3 14 24 5 0 1 137 184 

2012 Citywide Directors 2 14 25 5 0 1 131 178 
Seattle Available 
Workforce 

3508 
4887

4 
27635 21494 1979 

1967
2 

28617
4 

40933
6 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

America
n Indian
or Alaska

Native

Asian

Black or
African

America
n

Hispanic
or Latino

Nat
Hawaiian

or Oth
Pac

Islander

Two or
More
Races

White

2013 Citywide Directors 1.63% 7.61% 13.04% 2.72% 0.00% 0.54% 74.46%

2012 Citywide Directors 1.12% 7.87% 14.04% 2.81% 0.00% 0.56% 73.60%

Seattle Available Workforce 0.86% 11.94% 6.75% 5.25% 0.48% 4.81% 69.91%

0.00%
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%
60.00%
70.00%
80.00%

Comparison of Citywide Directors 2012 to 2013 
by % 



 

 

 

P a g e  | 35 

Exhibit 12 –Manager numbers and percentages by race  
 

2013 Citywide Managers 7 50 51 19 2 12 302 443 

2012 Citywide Managers 7 50 56 18 1 11 313 456 

Seattle Available Workforce 3508 48874 27635 21494 1979 19672 286174 409336 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

America
n Indian

or
Alaska
Native

Asian

Black or
African

America
n

Hispanic
or Latino

Nat
Hawaiia
n or Oth

Pac
Islander

Two or
More
Races

White

2013 Citywide Managers 1.58% 11.29% 11.51% 4.29% 0.45% 2.71% 68.17%

2012 Citywide Managers 1.54% 10.96% 12.28% 3.95% 0.22% 2.41% 68.64%

Seattle Available Workforce 0.86% 11.94% 6.75% 5.25% 0.48% 4.81% 69.91%

0.00%
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%
60.00%
70.00%
80.00%

Comparison of Citywide Managers 2012 to 
2013 by % 
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Exhibit 13 – Supervisor numbers and percentages by race  
 

COMPARISON OF CITYWIDE SUPERVISORS FROM 2012 to 2013 BY COUNT 

  

Americ
an 

Indian 
or 

Alaska 
Native 

Asia
n 

Black or 
African 
Americ

an 

Hispan
ic or 

Latino 

Nat 
Hawaii
an or 

Oth Pac 
Islande

r 

Two 
or 

Mor
e 

Race
s 

White Totals 

2013 Citywide 
Supervisors 

15 113 99 36 11 20 609 
903 

2012 Citywide 
Supervisors 

16 120 104 36 12 18 602 
908 

Seattle Available 
Workforce 

3508 
4887

4 
27635 21494 1979 

1967
2 

28617
4 

40933
6 

 

 
  

America
n Indian

or
Alaska
Native

Asian

Black or
African

America
n

Hispanic
or Latino

Nat
Hawaiia
n or Oth

Pac
Islander

Two or
More
Races

White

2013 Citywide Supervisors 1.66% 12.51% 10.96% 3.99% 1.22% 2.21% 67.44%

2012 Citywide Supervisors 1.76% 13.22% 11.45% 3.96% 1.32% 1.98% 66.30%

Seattle Available Workforce 0.86% 11.94% 6.75% 5.25% 0.48% 4.81% 69.91%

0.00%
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%
60.00%
70.00%
80.00%

Comparison of Citywide Supervisors 2012 to 
2013 by % 
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Exhibit 14 – Engineer, Information Technology Professional and Strategic Advisor  
numbers and percentages by race 
 

COMPARISON OF SEATTLE AVAILABLE WORKFORCE TO CITYWIDE ENGINEERS/IT 
PROFESSIONALS/STRATEGIC ADVISORS BY COUNT 

  

American 
Indian or 

Alaska 
Native 

Asi
an 

Black or 
African 

American 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

Nat 
Hawaiian 

or Oth 
Pac 

Islander 

Two 
or 

More 
Races 

Whi
te 

Tot
als 

Seattle 
Available 
Workforce 

3508 
48
87
4 

27635 21494 1979 19672 
286
174 

409
336 

Citywide 
Employee 
Count 

188 
13
83 

1172 456 140 257 
630

8 
990

4 

Citywide 
Engineers 

2 91 26 8 2 4 135 268 

Citywide IT 
Professionals 

1 
10
3 

25 11 0 10 291 441 

Citywide 
Strategic 
Advisors 

2 37 18 12 1 11 320 401 

 

 

Americ
an

Indian
or

Alaska
Native

Asian

Black
or

African
Americ

an

Hispan
ic or

Latino

Nat
Hawaii
an or
Oth
Pac

Islande
r

Two or
More
Races

White

Seattle Available Workforce 0.86% 11.94% 6.75% 5.25% 0.48% 4.81% 69.91%

Citywide Employee Count 1.90% 13.96% 11.83% 4.60% 1.41% 2.59% 63.69%

Citywide Engineers 0.75% 33.96% 9.70% 2.99% 0.75% 1.49% 50.37%

Citywide IT Professionals 0.23% 23.36% 5.67% 2.49% 0.00% 2.27% 65.99%

Citywide Strategic Advisors 0.50% 9.23% 4.49% 2.99% 0.25% 2.74% 79.80%

0.00%
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%
60.00%
70.00%
80.00%
90.00%

Citywide Engineer/IT Professional/Strategic Advisor 
Totals by % 
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Exhibit 15 – RSJI / Workforce Equity PowerPoint 
 

Workforce Equity 

and the 

Race and Social Justice Initiative

(fill in the blank) training

Integrating RSJI and workforce equity into 
all human resources training

 
 
 

Our vision: 

Racial disparities have been eliminated and racial 
equity achieved.

Our goal is to eliminate racial inequities in the 

community:

• Education 
• Community / economic development 
• Health 
• Jobs
• Criminal justice / public safety
• Housing
• Environment  
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Mission:

• End institutional racism in City government.
• Promote inclusion and full participation of all residents.
• Partner with the community and other institutions to 

create racial equity.

 
 
 
 

Individual racism:
• Pre-judgment, bias, or discrimination by 

an individual based on race. 

Institutional racism:
• Policies, practices and procedures that 

work to the benefit of white people and to 
the detriment of people of color, often 
unintentionally or inadvertently.

Structural racism:
• A history and current reality of 

institutional racism across all institutions. 
This combines to create a system that 
negatively impacts communities of color.

structural

institutional

individual
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Workforce equity examples of 
institutional racism:

1. Job descriptions that put undue emphasis on 
college degrees over work experience.

2. Unnecessary use of criminal background 
checks.

3. Recruitment strategies that are targeted to 
“historically represented” groups.

 
 
 
 

Workforce equity examples of 
institutional racism (continued):

4. Lack of upward mobility strategies for entry 
level positions.

5. Job descriptions and performance evaluation 
systems that do not integrate RSJI. 

6. Unnecessary requirement for a driver's license 
in a job announcement
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• Works to ensure that the City’s work force reflects 

the population the City serves

• Co-chaired by the Personnel Department and 
Office for Civil Rights

• Includes departmental expertise, both in human 
resources and RSJI

Workforce Equity Planning and Advisory Committee

 
 
 
 

Workforce equity is one of the core “foundational 

strategies” that is included in all department’s RSJI 

Annual work plans. In 2012, departments are:
1. Conducting an analysis of positions to determine which 

job categories are not representative of Seattle’s 

diversity.
2. Developing strategies for recruitment and retention of 

employees in classifications where diversity is lacking.
3. Training hiring managers, supervisors and other staff 

involved with human resource processes on HR RSJI 
best practices.

RSJI Annual work plans 
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• Learn more about RSJI on our web site: 
http://inweb/rsji/. 

• Become a member of your department’s Change 

Team. Help implement your department’s RSJI 

work plan. 
• Participate in RSJI training: 

http://inweb/rsji/training.htm.
• Use the Racial Equity Toolkit in your work on a 

routine basis.

To help achieve racial equity, you can: 
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600 Fourth Avenue, Floor 2,  PO Box 34025, Seattle, Washington  98124-4025 
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City of Seattle       

Seattle City Council 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

Date: July 9, 2012 
 
To: Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk 
  

HARD COPY: City Hall, Third Floor, Main Reception  
ELECTRONIC COPY: clerkfiling@seattle.gov  

 
From: Susana Serna, Central Staff  

(Rebecca Herzfeld, Staff Analyst) 
 
Re: Request to Create Clerk File – Response to 2012 Council Statement of Legislative Intent 
 

 

Title of Clerk File:  Personnel and Seattle Office for Civil Rights Departments’ Response 
to 2012 Statement of Legislative Intent (SLI) No. 46-1-A-1: Annual 
report on workforce and contracting equity. 

Please cross-reference: Resolution No. 31361   (2012 SLI Adoption Resolution) 
Ordinance No. 123758 (2012 Budget Adoption Ordinance) 

 Clerk File No. 311810   (City Council Changes to the 2012 
                                            Proposed Budget and the 2012-2017 
                                            Proposed Capital Improvement Program) 
 

 Please create a Clerk File for PERS and SOCR response, and related documents to 2012 Council SLI 
No.:  46-1-A-1. 
 
I am attaching hard and electronic copies of all materials related to this SLI. 
 
Clerk File Table of Contents: 

Item Title File Name 

1.  
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SLI 46-1-A-1 Response Memo.docx 

2.  
2012 Statement of Legislative Intent  
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2012 Seattle City Council Statement of Legislative Intent 
Approved 

 
Tab Action Option Version 
46 1 A 1 

 
Budget Action Title:  Annual reports on workforce and contracting equity 

 
Councilmembers:  Clark; Harrell; O'Brien 

 
Staff Analyst: Rebecca Herzfeld 

 
  

Budget Committee Vote: 
Date Result SB BH SC TR JG NL RC TB MO 

11/08/2011 Pass  9- Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
 
 

Statement of Legislative Intent: 
The Council requests that the Executive present the following two reports to the Energy, 
Technology, and Civil Rights Committee by July 10 every year, starting in 2012: 
 
1.  A joint report from the Personnel Department and the Seattle Office for Civil Rights (SOCR) on 
workforce equity that presents an analysis of past year results, both citywide and by individual 
department, provides updates on new initiatives pursued over the past year, identifies both positive 
steps and areas needing improvement, and recommends strategies to address challenges in 
reaching workforce equity.  
  
2.  A joint report from Finance and Administrative Services (FAS) and SOCR on contracting equity 
that presents an analysis of past year results, both citywide and by individual department, provides 
updates on new initiatives pursued over the past year, identifies both positive steps and areas 
needing improvement, and recommends strategies to address challenges in reaching contracting 
equity. 
 
The reports would be submitted just before the mid-year presentations by individual departments to 
the Council describing their efforts to advance the City’s Race and Social Justice Initiative (RSJI), 
including workforce and contracting equity, and would inform the Council’s review of department 
presentations.  
 
 
Responsible Council Committee(s): Energy Technology and Civil Rights 
 
Date Due to Council: July 10, 2012 and annually on July 10 in future years 
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