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FINDINGS  

Part I: Baseline Survey and Non-Experimental Correlational Regression Analysis 

Table 2.1: Transactional Vendor Survey 

Because of non-responsiveness and a small sample size, survey responses were not used to 

conduct a non-experimental correlational regression analysis. Nonetheless, as supporting 

research, individual feedback was aggregated to assist in a more comprehensive, mixed design 

baseline assessment of sustainability in SCC and among its transactional vendors. As Table 2.1 

demonstrates, corporate responsibility strategies are a popular approach to sustainability, with 

70% of respondents currently employing these strategies, and 67% intending to continue or 

supplement their pursuit of sustainability through volunteering, activism, charitable contribution, 

and consumer and employee incentives. Further, only .07% of respondents do not practice 

sustainability in their company, and .04% do not intend to incorporate sustainability in the future. 

Moreover, aside from the low response rates in the categories ‘none’ and ‘other (please specify),’ 

all other categories that measure sustainability are equal to or above 26%. Lastly, and not 

reflected in Table 2.1, are the list of representatives who provided feedback. Most, if not all 

company representatives held a high-level position as ‘CEO,’ ‘President,’ ‘Vice President,’ and 

‘Director.’ Other representatives included ‘Sales Manager,’ ‘Account Manager,’ and ‘Fleet and 

Inventory Manager.’ Altogether, these survey results suggest that sustainability is not a foreign 

concept and SCC’s transactional vendors practice sustainability in their companies. 

Survey Results
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SPO 7 (26%) 10 (37%) 15 (56%) 19 (70%) 2 (.07%) 0 (0%) 9 (33%) 9 (33%) 13 (48%) 18 (67%) 1 (.04%) 1 (.04%)

CRPO 1 (25%) 2 (50%) 2 (50%) 2 (50%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (50%) 2 (50%) 1 (25%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Combined 7 (26%) 10 (37%) 15 (56%) 19 (70%) 2 (.07%) 0 (0%) 9 (33%) 9 (33%) 13 (48%) 18 (67%) 1 (.04%) 1 (.04%)
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Table 3.1: Model 1 - One-Time Standard Release Purchase Orders 

Model 1 does not support the hypothesis, and thus, the research supports and accepts the null 

hypothesis that there is no relationship between higher spend and transactional county vendors 

who not only comply with countywide sustainable policies, but also develop and promote 

sustainable initiatives. Further, it reflects a negative relationship between vendors’ (1) SCM 

strategies (e.g., limited or zero supply chain impacts) and (2) internal programs or projects and 

SCC’s spend. For example, the sustainability indicator, SCM, is almost statistically significant 

with a 0.084 coefficient and T-score of -1.769. Had SCM been statistically significant to the 95% 

confidence interval with a coefficient of .05 or less and a T-score between -1.96 and 1.96, for 

every unit increase in the number of vendors who currently have SCM strategies in place, there 

would be a $302,255.90 decrease in county spend for their goods or services. Even so, this model 

only reflects 8.6% of the variation between SCC’s spend and vendors’ sustainability indicators. 

Consequently, this low percentage suggests that data including the vendors’ size, available 

resources, industry, and information not made publicly available may have collectively impacted 

the r-squared and findings.  
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Table 3.2: Model 2 - Contract Release Purchase Orders 

Like Model 1, Model 2 does not support the hypothesis, and thus, the research supports and 

accepts the null hypothesis that there is no relationship between higher spend and transactional 

county vendors who not only comply with countywide sustainable policies, but also develop and 

promote sustainable initiatives. Moreover, and slightly different from its CRPO counterpart, this 

model reflects a negative relationship between vendors’ (1) PLM and (2) corporate responsibility 

strategies as well as (3) SCM strategies and SCC’s spend. That said, this model only reflects 

2.2% of the variation, even less than 8.6% in Table 3.1. Again, this r-square and the resulting 

findings were likely impacted by missing data, such as the vendors’ size, available resources, 

industry, and information not made publicly available.  



24 

Part II: Gap Analysis  

County of Santa Clara 

The SCC Ordinance Code sets the foundation for procurement and sustainability in SCC. See 

Exhibit 2.1 at the end of the Conclusion section for details. In the SCC Ordinance Code, several 

ordinances formalize the delegation of purchasing authorities and standards of conduct, as well 

as identify “key statutes, rules, and regulations” dictating residents’ actions that may potentially 

impact SCC’s sustainability efforts (e.g., pollution, waste, and resource management, urban and 

agricultural development, and preservation) (SCC, 2012, pg. 10; SCC, 2018a). These ordinances 

include: 

● Title A - General and Administration with Division A34 - General Services Agency and

Chapter VI - Purchasing that establishes the Director of Procurement (DOP) and

delegates purchasing authority and standard, procurement-related actions to appropriate

personnel (SCC, 2018a).

● Title A - General and Administration with Division A33 - Environmental Resources

Agency and Chapter II - Department of Planning and Development, Chapter V -

Department of Agriculture and Resource Management, and Chapter VI - Department of

Environmental Health, all of which touch sustainability directly or indirectly (SCC,

2018a). An organization that falls under Chapter II - Department of Planning and

Development is the Facilities and Fleet Department (FAF), a department charged with a

variety of county sustainability measures such as: energy, transportation, water, zero

waste, climate action planning, and sustainability in capital projects (SCC FAF, 2020).

● Title A - General and Administration with Division A11 - County Executive and its

subdivisions, Office of Occupational Safety and Environmental Compliance (OSEC),
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OOS, and the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). Within Division A11 - 

County Executive, and of particular importance, is OOS and LAFCO. The first agency 

fosters and spearheads interdepartmental coordination and external-facing countywide 

sustainability efforts and, the second, an independent state agency, aims to protect “open 

spaces, parks, hillsides, and farmlands,” encourage “sustainable growth,” and safeguard 

“local air and water resources” (SCC OOS, 2020a, para. 3; Santa Clara LAFCO, 2020, 

para. 1).  

● Title B - Regulations and Title C - Construction, Development, and Land Use with a total

of ten divisions that regulate individual contributions to the degradation or

mismanagement of the environment in day-to-day activities (e.g., pesticide use and pest

management) or during construction, development, and land use (SCC, 2018a).

Further, and providing an operational framework, are many county policies that introduce “roles, 

responsibilities, and accountabilities” for sustainability efforts in SCC (SCC, 2012, pg. 10). 

Echoing the previous discussion, SCC is committed to addressing the interrelated 

elements - “a healthy environment, vibrant economy, and social equity” - in its development of 

sustainable “public policy and programs that pursue a thoughtful, balanced approach when 

interests compete” (SCC OOS, 2018b, pg. 2; SCC, 2010). To date, SCC has a total of 20 

sustainability-related policies, of which SCC has amended three and deleted five. See Exhibit 2.1 

following the Conclusion section. The remaining 15 policies, including those that SCC amended, 

are authored to obtain outcomes such as improving energy efficiency and development, 

introducing renewable resources, lowering fuel emissions, and reducing waste and stormwater 

runoff (SCC, 2018b). In support of Board Policy 8.4 - Zero Waste for County Facilities and 

Operations- is one such administrative policy, the Surplus Personal Property Disposal Policy, 
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that mandates the “reuse/ reallocation, sale, donation, or other disposition of county-owned 

surplus personal property” and “aligns operations, sets behavioral expectations countywide, and 

communicates policy roles and responsibilities” (SCC, 2013, pg. 1; SCC, 2012, para. 2).  

One of the deleted policies included in Exhibit 2.1 is the Environmentally Preferable 

Purchasing Policy (EPP) that sought to introduce the purchasing "Environmentally Preferable 

Products and Services" policy (SCC, 2009, pg. 1). See Appendix B at the end of the research 

report. The EPP outlined goals such as having a lesser or reduced effect on the environment and 

human health, conservation of county water and natural resources, and preservation of 

biodiversity via purchasing choices (SCC, 2009). Further, the policy aimed to encourage 

purchases that included products and services that met or exceeded current state and federal 

sustainability standards, or purchases that were offered by suppliers who demonstrated a 

commitment to SCC's sustainability goals through supply chain management, product lifecycle 

management, or corporate responsibility strategies (SCC, 2009). However, on February 28, 

2012, the Office of the County Executive (CEO) recommended amendments to Board Policy 5 - 

Policies on Soliciting and Contracting and deleted the EPP (SCC, 2012). Unfortunately, despite 

good intentions, the policy was too vague, restrictive, and put a financial burden on SCC, and, 

since its removal, there has been no reintroduction of a procurement-led sustainability policy 

(Wasserlauf, personal communication, March 4, 2020).  

Adding to the list of county ordinances and policies are a variety of in-house projects and 

programs that further propel regulatory and government oversight of sustainability in SCC. As 

mentioned previously, OOS and FAF lead SCC’s sustainability initiatives. Today, there are 

eighteen ongoing sustainability-related projects and programs in SCC. See Exhibit 2.1 following 

the Conclusion section. Of those projects and programs, eight are devoted to commuter-related 
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sustainability efforts and aim to reduce the amount of GHG emissions caused by vehicles (e.g., 

emissions from idling, sitting in traffic, and traveling long distances) by offering carpooling, 

public and alternate transportation employee benefits, and electric vehicle charging stations 

(SCC OOS, 2020c). Two programs, the BayREN Energy Incentive Program and Silicon Valley 

Clean Energy, and one project, the Renewables for Revenue Project (R4R), target homeowners, 

neighboring municipalities, and county-owned properties to increase renewable energy use 

through incentives, implementation plans, and solar panel installations (SCC OOS, 2019; SCC 

OOS, 2018a). Another project, the Civic Center Master Plan, and one program, Sustainable 

Landscape Management, focus on “the framework for development and redevelopment within 

the Civic Center's 55-acre area for many years to come” and, in tandem, “a whole-system 

approach to the design, construction and maintenance of sustainable landscapes” throughout 

SCC “to support the integrity of the regional watershed and local ecology” (SCC FAF, 2018, p.1; 

SCC Sustainable Landscape Management [SLM], 2017, p.4). Further, there are two programs, 

the Sustainability Master Plan (SMP) and Sustainable County Working Group, that have 

produced a dynamic and comprehensive approach to creating a system, including plans and 

reports, “to both communicate the county’s vision for sustainability and to implement that vision 

through the county’s many activities, goods, and services” (SCC OOS, 2018c, para. 3-4). Finally, 

there is the Environmental Stewardship Goals (ESG) and County Climate Coalition that 

demonstrate SCC’s regional and global commitment to sustainability and combating climate 

change through its counterparts, the Bay Area Climate Change Compact (BACC) and Al Gore’s 

Climate Reality Project, and the United Nations Paris Climate Agreement (SCC OOS, 2018b; 

SCC OOS, 2020b). 
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City of Portland 

Similar to SCC, COP has its City Charter and Code that lays the foundation for procurement and 

the city’s sustainability efforts. See Exhibit 2.2 following the Conclusion section. This charter 

establishes its existence, as well as declares provisions “for the administration of the powers, 

duties and affairs of the different departments,” their organizations, and the collective entity 

(COP, 1962). Contained under the Charter’s Title 3 - Administration, is Chapter 3.13 Bureau of 

Environmental Services (BES), Chapter 3.15.070 Bureau of Revenue and Financial Services 

(BRFS), Chapter 3.24 - Portland Water Bureau (PWB), and Chapter 3.33 - Bureau of Planning 

and Sustainability (BPS) (COP, 2020b). The city charges BRFPS with oversight and facilitation 

of the city’s procurement activities (COP BRFS, 2020). The city also delegates responsibility to 

BES and PWB to manage its waterways, including drinking water, sewage, wastewater, and 

stormwater. In comparison, an entity separate from SCC, the Santa Clara Valley Water District 

(SCVWD), ensures the wholesale delivery of clean drinking water and flood protection within 

SCC (COP, 2020b; SCVWD, 2020). Individual cities within SCC have planning departments 

and water utilities that have many of the same programs and policies as COP at the municipal 

level. However, in COP, ultimately it is BPS that leads the city in ushering in environment-

related innovation and climate change protection for current and future generations (COP BPS, 

2020a). See Exhibit 2.2 following the Conclusion section. The charter also includes Title 7 - 

Business Licenses with Chapter 7.07 - Portland Clean Energy Community Benefits, which 

mandates that a portion of the city’s revenue is directed towards clean energy projects (COP, 

2020b). Additionally, there is Title 10 - Erosion and Sediment Control Regulations, Title 11 - 

Trees, Title 16 - Vehicles and Traffic, and Title 33 - Planning and Zoning that set forth permits, 

plans, and requirements to limit individuals’ impact on the environment and promote a 
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sustainable culture in the city (COP, 2020b). Lastly, the city has codes devoted to water under 

Title 21 - Water, including Chapter 21.32 - Water Conservation Measures, Chapter 21.35 - 

Wellhead Protection, and Chapter 21.36 - Bull Run Watershed Protection (COP, 2020b). The 

COP charter assigns responsibility for citywide water management to COP and, thus, the city has 

many resulting policies that are non-existent in SCC, where cities similarly manage the same 

water issues. 

COP has an impressive list of policies that all play a role in its vision of sustainability, 

and that demonstrate its commitment to being “a model of sustainable practices” (COP, 2020c, 

p.11). Further, the city affirms its “responsibility for supporting a stable, diverse, and equitable 

economy; protecting the quality of the air, water, land, and other natural resources; conserving 

native vegetation, fish, wildlife habitat, and other ecosystems; and minimizing human impacts on 

local and worldwide ecosystems” through and obligation to encourage “equity, prosperity, 

resilience and health, both in its internal practices and in community-wide initiatives” (COP, 

2020c, p.1). Altogether, the city has a total of 81 policies that touch on sustainability, of which 

34 are binding city policies, 15 are non-binding city policies, and 32 are administrative rules 

adopted by city bureaus pursuant to the rule-making authority (COP, 2020d), as shown in Exhibit 

2.2. For this research, the analysis will not discuss the policies that are water-related in detail. 

SCC differs from COP and is only responsible for some of the activities that involve water, not 

its oversight; however, water-related policies were included in the total count, as they play a 

crucial role in COP’s environmental wellness and sustainability goals (SCC, 2018b). 

Nevertheless, to date, the city categorizes its policies by category, subcategory, and number. The 

81 policies mentioned above fall into the following categories: (1) Administrative, (2) 

Environment (Built), (3) Environment (Built) and Utilities, (4) Environment (Natural), (5) Parks 
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and Recreation, (6) Transportation, and (7) Utilities (COP, 2020). Then, each policy is divided 

into subcategories including: (1) Purchasing, (2) Purchasing and Sustainability, (3) 

Sustainability, (4) Green Building, (5) Long Range Planning, (6) Climate Change, (7) Fossil 

Fuels, (8) Natural Resource Protection, and (9) Sewer, Stormwater, and Erosion Control, (10) 

Solid Waste and Recycling, (11) Urban Forestry, (12) City Vehicles and Equipment, (13) Water 

Works, (14) Energy, (15) Endangered Species, (16) Watershed, (17) Development Services, 

Administrative Policies, and Procedures, and (18) Water System Engineering and Development 

(COP, 2020). 

Of particular interest is Policy 1.09 - Sustainable Procurement Policy (SPP) adopted on 

July 11, 2003, and in the subcategory ‘Purchasing and Sustainability’ (COP, 2020d). Since its 

implementation, the success of the city’s SPP has garnered attention from external organizations 

and, more recently, has become a model of excellence (MacInnes, phone call, November 6, 

2019). At a high level, the policy outlines purchasing requirements, inclusive of administrative 

guidelines, for all relevant stakeholders, ranging from elected officials, city planners and design 

specialists, to internal procurement staff. The policy also calls for collaborative action when 

“planning and designing projects, developing project and operations budgets, developing asset 

management plans, writing product and service specifications or standards, selecting materials, 

making purchasing or supplier decisions, and developing and managing city contracts and price 

agreements as applicable to their roles and responsibilities or a specific project” (COP, 2018, pg. 

1). Furthermore, the policy references the use of a COP contracting manual to assist individuals 

with best practices in each industry, as shown in Appendix C.  

Other findings suggest that the COP SPP is very dissimilar from the SCC EPP. For 

example, the SPP resulted from a supply chain analysis that Trucost, an outside consultant, 
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completed that monetized COP goods and services and their adverse effects on the environment 

and the city’s social and economic health (COP, 2016). The city leveraged the findings from this 

analysis to identify its purchasing goals and targets for the SPP. Additionally, the contracting 

manuals are updated annually to reflect changes in sustainability (e.g., standards and 

certifications) and to incorporate progressive ideas in its purchasing practices (COP BRFS, 

2020). More impressively, the city successfully established a sustainable procurement program 

within BRFS that is devoted to overseeing the SPP citywide (COP BRFS, 2020). Altogether, the 

city is actively demanding "cleaner, greener, fairer, smarter," and safer goods and services. 

Evidence of this attitude is evidenced in the city’s contracting manuals that state, "in every 

purchase, the city is a force for good" (COP BRFS, 2020, para. 1; MacInnes, phone call, 

November 6, 2019).  

The city has other projects and programs that support its sustainability-related policies in 

addition to its sustainable procurement program. To date, COP has a total of 17 programs and 10 

ongoing projects (COP BPS, 2020a), as shown in Appendix C. Three of the 17 programs, 

Commercial Building Energy Reporting, Home Energy Score, and Portland Clean Energy 

Community Benefits Fund (PCEF), are charged with tracking energy consumption and 

encouraging the use of renewable energy and upgrades in commercial district, residential, and 

small business buildings through incentives (COP BPS, 2020b). An additional six of the 17 

programs provide direct services to city residents (COP BPS, 2020b). Of those six, three are 

devoted to community education and providing waste management resources to residents to 

reduce citywide waste, including Master Recycling Program; Event Recycling; and Garbage, 

Recycling, and Compost (COP BPS, 2020b). The other three programs include Fix-It Fairs, 

Resourceful PDX, and Sustainability at Work (COP BPS, 2020b). Fix-It Fairs and Resourceful 
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PDX help residents adopt the three dimensions of sustainability - environment, social, and 

economic health - in daily activities, such as buying smart and local, repurposing products, 

conserving resources, and making healthier decisions (COP BPS, 2020b). Additionally, 

Sustainability at Work is a program that teaches businesses “how to green” and get recognition 

for their initiative in sustainability, inclusive of certifications (COP BPS, 2020b, para. 16). There 

are also the Comprehensive Planning and Environmental Planning programs that prepare for 

employment and population growth, “provide guidance for land use and public facility 

investment decisions,” and ensure that city plans consider watershed and environmental health 

goals (COP BPS, 2020b, para. 3). Finally, the Smart City PDX and Sustainable City Government 

programs integrate technology and advocacy strategies to make financially and socially 

responsible decisions in its efforts to prevent and reduce environmental degradation.  

Of the 10 ongoing projects, all directly connect to citywide planning that impacts the 

needs of current and future generations (COP BPS, 2020c). These projects include the following: 

Central City 2035, Ezones Map Correction, Fossil Fuel Terminal Zoning Amendments, 

Montgomery Park to Hollywood Transit and Land Use Development Study, Off-road Cycling 

Master Plan, Powell-Division Transit and Development Project, River Plan, South Portland Area 

Planning, South Reach, and West Portland Town Center Plan (COP BPS, 2020c). It is important 

to note that this research does not consider projects related to housing or historical sights and 

buildings. Currently, SCC has a planning department that manages zoning, a separate housing 

authority that manages federal affordable housing programs, and also delegates housing of 

special populations to the Office of Supportive Housing (OSH). Although social health is 

considered a dimension of sustainability in both COP and SCC, projects for affordable housing, 

residential infill, historical landmarks, and residential zoning amendments fell outside of the 
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scope. These projects were not comparable for the purposes of this research and should be 

considered in future sustainability studies that include topics such as, cultural awareness, 

neighborhood crime and violence, housing, and other basic human necessities or social equity 

indicators (COP BPS, 2020c; SCC, 2019b).  

Part IV: Feasibility Analysis 

Table 4.1: 5 Top-Spend Commodities in the County of Santa Clara - One-Time Standard 

Purchase Orders 

Table 4.2: 5 Top-Spend Commodities in the County of Santa Clara - Contract Release 

Purchase Orders 

Tables 4.1 and 4.2 serve as a preliminary study for introducing sustainability initiatives in SCC. 

Leveraging the spend analysis conducted for the survey and statistical regression in Part I: 

Baseline Survey and Non-Experimental Correlational Regression Analysis, the research suggests 

that SCC should target its five top-spend commodities in one-time SPOs and CRPOs upon 

introduction of the recommended policy in Part III: Policy Recommendation. Further, it should 

consider the NIGP and UNSPSC child commodity codes that fall under the NIGP and UNSPSC 

parent commodity codes in Table 4.1 and 4.2. Moreover, SCC should conduct a thorough 

assessment of its current long-term contracts in these commodity pools, which includes review of 

sustainability standards and certifications that meet the objectives of SCC's SMP and ESG 
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(Wasserlauf, personal communication, March 4, 2020). From there, SCC may find, via its terms 

and conditions, scopes of work, or additional exhibits, sustainability-related requirements and 

specifications to incorporate into the policy's administrative guidelines and contracting manuals 

(Wasserlauf, personal communication, March 4, 2020). Limiting the scope to these high-spend 

commodity codes and market industries will assist SCC in its implementation of a sustainable 

procurement policy. Hence, these findings offer a foundation for further discussion as SCC 

moves from theory into practice. 
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ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

Part I: Baseline Survey and Non-Experimental Correlational Regression Analysis 

Limitations 

Since the deletion of SCC Board Policy 5.3.17 - EPP, there has been limited movement and 

executive direction to develop a sustainable purchasing policy for SCC. Further, there are no 

previous reports that discuss (1) the countywide application of sustainable procurement in SCC, 

and (2) the correlation between county spend and its transactional vendors’ execution of limited 

or zero supply chain impact, green product lifecycle management, internal corporate 

responsibility projects or programs, and corporate responsibility strategies in their company. 

Additionally, previous to this baseline study, SCC has not surveyed nor researched its vendor 

community to gauge sustainability within industries and in its procurement activities. However, 

this analysis serves as a baseline for SCC, and interested parties should accept it as such; there is 

limited research related to SCC’s sustainable procurement practices.  

 There also remains a risk of selection bias and non-response bias in the survey results. As 

mentioned earlier, in Part I: Baseline Survey and Non-Experimental Correlational Regression 

Analysis, the survey was administered to the total population of transactional vendors in the ten 

top-spend market industries for one-time SPOs and CRPOs. As a result, the vendors represented 

in Table 2.1 were not randomly selected and, thus, their responses may not accurately portray the 

population’s sentiments and most-frequent sustainability practices. Furthermore, only 8% of the 

target population responded to the survey. That being so, transactional vendors who did not 

provide feedback may have elected to opt-out due to reasons such as (1) feeling at-risk for losing 

future contracts or business opportunities due to a lack of sustainability-focused initiatives in 

their company, (2) timing of the survey (e.g., around the end-of-year, holiday season), and (3) 
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unavailable information or personnel to help complete the survey. Consequently, in the event of 

the survey's application to future studies, it is important to carefully consider the inferences made 

from Table 2.1 as its inherent biases pose a threat to their external validity (Sylvia & Sylvia, 

2012).       

A supplementary statistical regression was employed to help resolve the negative impact 

of selection and non-response bias, as well as the use of a non-randomized and small sample 

size. However, there remains an overarching threat to the baseline analysis’ external validity. 

Instead of survey responses, the data used in the second study to help identify vendors’ 

sustainability initiatives was dependent on publicly available information advertised online via 

websites, web pages, blogs, and articles. Further, despite the introduction of random sampling, 

the resulting data and findings only explained 8.6% and 2.2% of the variation between both 

models, as shown in Table 3.1 and Table 3.2. Throughout the data collection period, there were 

various observations that illustrated the limitation of this secondary study.  

Collectively, small businesses and select industries may have had a profound impact on 

the final results. For example, often vendors with a small business did not have a public-facing 

website or had scarce content on their pages. Although there is no direct evidence from the 

observations, this may be attributed to limited resources (e.g., personnel and money) to host a 

website, or prioritize and pursue sustainability in their company. On the other hand, vendors that 

sold goods wholesale rarely had information about their company outside of their catalog. 

Moreover, generally, vendors who provided technology-related services and developed software 

did not advertise their sustainability efforts; however, they proudly shared the impact their 

technology had on their customers’ success in sustainability. Alternatively, vendors who 

supplied specialized goods and medical equipment were more prone to post limited content and 
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exhibit less initiative in sustainability. In summation, and after revisiting the spend analysis in 

Part I: Baseline Survey and Non-Experimental Correlational Regression Analysis, SCC spending 

in healthcare, technology information, and industrials is high, as shown in Table 1.1 and 1.2. 

Consequently, the randomly selected vendors who fell into these market sectors may have acted 

as outliers and compromised the external validity of the second study due to a minimal amount 

of publicly available information. Hence, future applications and discussion of the findings in the 

baseline analysis require careful consideration.  

Analysis 

At first glance, the research is teeming with contradictions. The baseline survey suggests most, if 

not all, vendors are actively pursuing green business practices and sustainability initiatives. 

Alternatively, there is a tendency for county spending to be higher among vendors who show 

limited activity, and thus, evidence that they may not be enthusiastic about sustainability. 

Although these results are puzzling, they also reinforce the fickle nature of sustainability and the 

duality between the public and private sectors. Perhaps it is the corporations that are burgeoning 

with innovative ideas, eager to please consumers and drive zero or limited impact supply chains, 

green products and lifecycles, internal programs and projects, and corporate responsibility 

strategies. Inversely, it may be SCC leading its constituents, including vendors, into a future of 

sustainability. Nonetheless, these results reinforce the shared responsibility for consumers and 

producers to care for SCC’s economic health, as well as its social and environmental well-being. 

Additionally, these results draw special attention to the role of small businesses and the 

‘Technology, Hardware, and Storage Peripherals’ and ‘Health Care Equipment and Supplies’ 

market industries in SCC’s vision of sustainability. 
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Anecdotal evidence and observations suggest that, due to the limited availability of 

resources, small businesses are less inclined to take an interest in green business practices. This 

attitude is reinforced by outside research which suggests that small business owners have “more 

pressing issues to deal with [to] stay alive and be profitable” and do not recognize sustainability 

as a strategy to their success (Nadim & Lussier, 2010, pg. 79). However, despite misconceptions, 

the role of small businesses in the development of sustainability is quickly expanding as they 

become crucial to “addressing issues that really matter and make important contributions to 

making the world a better place” (Nadim & Lussier, 2010, pg. 81). The presence of small 

businesses in this research demonstrates an opportunity for SCC to extend its reach, past the best 

price and value contracts, and encourage participation in sustainability. Steps to leverage 

vendors’ existing sustainability initiatives in SCC’s purchasing practices will require 

collaboration from all cohorts in the vendor community, including small businesses.  

Specific to SCC is the high spending in the ‘Technology, Hardware, and Storage 

Peripherals’ and ‘Health Care Equipment and Supplies’ market industries. Any initial 

assumptions that preceded the research and results turned out to be incorrect, as corporations in 

technology and software did not show sustainability initiatives like their medical supply and 

service counterparts. However, these results make sense and are likely because society expects 

its healthcare facilities, providers, and manufacturers to “protect and improve public health” 

(Buffoli, Capolongo, Bottero, Cavagliato, Speranza, & Volpatti, 2013, pg. 411). The prior 

mentioned observations match strategies to incorporate policies, consider supply-chain, 

encourage community volunteering, and reduce the environmental impact of hospital and clinic 

operations to mitigate adverse effects on the local population (Buffoli et al., 2013). For SCC, this 

is especially relevant as it owns three public hospitals, and SCC charges PRC with purchasing 
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oversight of all medical-related goods and services. Similar to small businesses, it may be 

worthwhile for SCC to pay careful attention to sustainability developments in the ‘Health Care 

Equipment and Supplies’ market industry and incorporate rising trends in its sustainability goals.       

Alternatively, corporations in the ‘Technology, Hardware, and Storage Peripherals’ 

market industry do their part and bring transparency to other private and public entities 

(Chvatalová, Kocmanová, & Dočekalová, 2011). Rather than pursuing sustainability initiatives 

internally, technology and software developers sell products that monitor and report on 

“environmental, economic, social, and corporate governance aspects" relative to 

"measurement[s] of company performance” (Chvatalová et al., 2011, pg. 235). Initially, their 

secondhand role in sustainability is a disappointment; however, additional observations and 

research absolve these sentiments. Most often, these technology-related products measure key 

performance indicators (KPIs) and provide necessary data for SCC and other agencies to ensure 

accountability and refine their processes and practices, like those in sustainable procurement. 

Today, these reports are a popular mainstream activity and continue to support countywide 

activities (Chvatalová et al., 2011). Nevertheless, all vendors, regardless of market industry and 

size, should introduce sustainability in their daily business. Furthermore, SCC, as an active 

partner, should maintain a pulse on the vendor community to anticipate new trends and better 

facilitate countywide sustainable purchasing practices.  

Part II: Gap Analysis 

The research demonstrates that COP is leading SCC in sustainability. Fortunately, SCC is 

moving in the right trajectory, as many of its policies, programs, and projects target similar city 

objectives. Further, the similarities between these two local governments echo sustainability 

trends in energy conservation, fossil fuel and waste reduction, and wildlife and ecosystem 
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preservation. However, where SCC falls behind, are in the areas that have started to gain 

popularity and attention, including limited or zero impact supply chain, green product or service 

lifecycle management, internal corporate responsibility programs and projects, and corporate 

responsibility strategies. SCC deleted many of its adopted policies that considered “green” 

attributes in its goods (e.g., “degradable” plastic and recycled products) and daily activities (e.g., 

double-sided copying), as well as its policy dedicated to sustainable purchasing, to the EPP. 

Granted, the omission of these policies was executed in part due to the feasibility of policy 

implementation and, arguably, consolidation into other sustainability-related policies. However, 

their deletion, and the county’s decision to not reintroduce or refine these policies, points to a 

more significant issue linked to its purchasing practices and vision of sustainability: a culture of 

sustainability is less likely to permeate its organization, communities, and businesses if SCC 

does not aggressively pursue all possible sustainable policymaking triggering mechanisms 

(Gerston, 2010). As SCC tackles sustainability, it should consider gaps that COP highlights in its 

procurement policies and programmatic efforts to support sustainable purchasing and business 

practices. 

First and foremost, SCC no longer has a policy that demands the consideration of 

sustainability standards, certifications, or evidence of sustainability initiatives when purchasing 

goods and services. Consequently, SCC PRC and its procurement officers cannot hold 

countywide agencies and employees accountable, and ensure that its purchasing practices 

support existing sustainability policies. COP demonstrates this policy gap as they clearly state, 

“by understanding and taking responsibility for the full, life cycle impacts and costs of goods and 

services associated with city purchases, the city reduces risk, practices fiscal responsibility, 

reduces adverse social and environmental impacts, and contributes to sustainable development in 
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general” (COP, 2018, pg. 1). Hence, without directives to consciously “stimulate the 

development of sustainable technologies” and business practices, SCC’s purchasing practices 

will fail to change consumer behaviors, internally and externally (Grandia et al., 2015, pg. 1). 

Like its city counterpart, to strategically promote sustainability in SCC, county stakeholders must 

recognize the inherent influence its goods and services have on social and human health and the 

environment and economy to address the current policy gap and act.       

Adjunct to COP’s sustainable procurement policy is programmatic support. 

Unsurprisingly, the city’s two programs, Sustainable Procurement Program and Sustainability at 

Work, point to additional gaps in SCC: (1) sustainable procurement management techniques and 

resources for employees and (2) recognition and green business tips for vendors (COP BPS, 

2020b). Regrettably, SCC PRC unsuccessfully formed the “The EPP Team,” a team composed of 

a select few executive leaders, to develop guidelines, target market industries, and contracting 

manuals (SCC, 2009, pg. 2). Further, it neglected to include discussion of its vendor community 

and the various market industry cohorts (e.g., vendor pools in healthcare and technology) that 

would likely require county support to become compliant and competitive. Altogether, SCC was 

not able to champion a program dedicated to the adoption of sustainable procurement tools, such 

as administrative guidelines and contracting manuals, standards and certifications, vendor 

directories, academic resources and reports, and one-on-one guidance. As the research suggests, 

these gaps are partially attributed to the failure of the EPP and, consequently, stress the 

importance of embedding policy with implementation strategies (Gerston, 2010).  

To summarize, the COP and SCC frequently overlap in their pursuit of sustainability, and 

equally understand the threat that climate change poses to its communities (Tamir & Huang, 

2019). However, where the city’s focus spans all facets of sustainability, including purchasing, 
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burdens and the need to house sustainability experts throughout procurement. For example, SCC 

can insert a clause in its sustainable procurement policy which states that SCC shall purchase 

sustainable goods and services “unless they (1) are not available with reasonable competition, (2) 

are not available within a reasonable time frame, (3) are not cost-effective or (4) do not perform 

as required for SCC’s intended use” (SCC, 2009, pg. 1). SCC can also efficiently study language 

from other organizations (e.g., the SPP and COP resources and materials) to help “templatize” 

best practices in sustainability and educate stakeholders (Wasserlauf, personal communication, 

March 4, 2020). The research suggests that implementation of sustainable procurement presents 

a challenge, but it also reinforces the systemic nature of sustainability, and the gaps in SCC's 

ability to empower its organization to purchase responsibly (Walker & Philips, 2009). It is in 

SCC's interest to generate awareness and action in sustainable procurement as a strategy to 

influence countywide stakeholders to embrace its sustainability agenda. 

Conclusion 

Through well-founded research and collaborative policymaking, SCC can re-adopt a sustainable 

procurement policy, inclusive of best practices, programmatic support, and organizational 

change, to make considerable progress towards a better future and achieve its vision of 

sustainability. Simply, the integration of sustainable purchasing practices will transform the way 

SCC does business. This research serves to start this transformation and push purchasing back to 

the frontlines of SCC’s sustainability agenda. Further, it demonstrates the need for and feasibility 

of introducing sustainable procurement using insight from SCC's one-time SPO and CRPO 

spend and vendor community, other external organizations, and the multiple analyses. 

Unfortunately, there is a tendency to overlook procurement in exchange for more attractive and 

pressing triggers and agenda items in the policymaking world. Consequently, SCC has failed to 
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fully promote sustainability initiatives, support sustainability policies, and leverage sustainability 

practices employed by its vendor community in its purchasing practices. However, as this 

research suggests, re-introducing sustainable procurement is a viable action and not an 

impossible feat.  

As SCC enters a new decade, sustainable procurement becomes imperative to meeting 

the needs of current and future generations. Therefore, the next step is to adopt and embrace a 

purchasing framework to make sustainability actionable for all stakeholders. The goods and 

services SCC purchases, and which vendors provide, can have a profound impact on society. 

Additionally, despite the few noted limitations of this study, it remains the central truth that 

money has the power to influence and create change. Perhaps, SCC can abandon the status-quo 

and use its purchasing power and regulatory functions to actively embrace the principles of 

economic prosperity, environmental health, and social equity. After all, there are many ways to 

pursue sustainability, but there is only one way to shift the supply chain: to become an educated 

consumer, buy smartly, and think sustainably.  
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EXHIBITS 

Exhibit 1.1: MailChimp Survey Invitation and Anticipated, Frequently-Asked Questions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



49 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



50 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



51 
 
 

Sustainability in the County of Santa Clara 
County O

rdinance Code 
Title 

Division 
Chapter/ Subdivision 

Description 
     

Title A 

 
 

General and Adm
inistration 

 

Division A11 

 
County Executive 

Subdivision A11 
O

ccupational Safety and Environm
ental Com

pliance 
Subdivision A11 

Sustainability 
Subdivision A11 

Local Agency Form
ation Com

m
ission of Santa Clara County 

 

Division A33  

 
Environm

ental Resources Agency 
Chapter II 

Departm
ent of Planning and Developm

ent 
Chapter V 

Departm
ent of Agriculture and Resource M

anagem
ent 

Chapter VI 
Departm

ent of Environm
ental Health 

Division A34 
 

General Services Agency 
Chapter VI 

Purchasing 
   

Title B 

 
 

Regulations 
Division B11 

 
Environm

ental Health 
Division B11.5 

 
N

on-Point Source Pollution 
 

Division B28 
 

Integrated Pest M
anagem

ent and Pesticide U
se 

Chapter II 
Pesticide M

anagem
ent 

Chapter III 
IM

P Im
plem

entation 
Division B29 

 
Agriculture and Resource M

anagem
ent 

Division B33 
 

Sustainable Landscape O
rdinance 

   
Title C 

 
 

Construction, Developm
ent, and Land Use 

Division C3 
 

Buildings 
Division C12 

 
Subdivisions and Land Developm

ent 
Division C13 

 
Land Preservation Contracts 

Division C14  
 

Energy Conservation 
Division C16 

 
Tree Preservation and Rem

oval 
Division C20 

 
Habitat Conservation Plan 

Division C21  
 

U
rban Agriculture Incentive Zones 

 

Exhibit 2.1: Sustainability in the County of Santa Clara 
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Sustainability in the County of Santa Clara 

County Policies 
Policy Type 

Category 
Policy N

um
ber 

Description 
 

Adm
inistrative 

 
Procurem

ent 
 

Surplus Personal Property Disposal Policy 
 

Environm
entally Preferable Purchasing Policy 

(Adopted 9-29-09; Deleted 2-28-12) 
Sustainability in the County of Santa Clara 

County Projects and Program
s 

Lead 
Type 

N
am

e 
   

Facilities and Fleet 

 
Project 

Civic Center M
aster Plan 

Electric Vehicle Charging Stations 
Renew

ables for Revenue Project (R4R) 
 

Program
 

Bicycling 
Em

ergency Ride Hom
e 

Pre-Tax Com
m

uter Benefits 
VTA Sm

artPass Program
 

     O
ffice of Sustainability 

Project 
Driving to Net Zero Project 
Silicon Valley 2.0 Project 

    

Program
 

BAYREN
 Energy Incentive Program

 
County Clim

ate Coalition 
Environm

ental Stew
ardship Goals 

Greenhouse Gas Inventory M
anagem

ent 
Ridesharing 
Silicon Valley Clean Energy 
Sustainability M

aster Plan  
Sustainable County W

orking Group 
Sustainable Landscape M

anagem
ent 
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Exhibit 2.2: Sustainability in the City of Portland 
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Sustainability in the City of Portland  
City Policies 

Policy Type 
Category 

Subcategory 
Policy N

um
ber 

Description 
                

Binding 
City Policy 

   
Adm

inistrative  

Purchasing  
1.12 

Biofuels Requirem
ents for Petroleum

-Based Fuels Sold 
in Portland and City-O

w
ned Vehicles 

Purchasing and 
Sustainability 

1.09 
Sustainable Procurem

ent Policy 

1.16 
Sw

eatshop Free Procurem
ent Policy and Code of 

Conduct for Apparel Contractors 
Sustainability 

1.1 
Sustainable Paper U

se Policy 
      

Environm
ent 

(Built) 

 
Green Building 

9.01 
Green Building Policy (Adopted 4-29-09) 

9.02 
Green Building Policy U

pdate (Superseded) (Adopted 4- 
27-05; Superseded 4-29-09) 

    

Long Range 
Planning 

10.01 
Planning Bureau Responsibility and O

rganizational 
Structure (Adopted 5-12-99) 

10.07  
W

orkplan to U
pdate the City Com

prehensive Plan 
(Adopted 8-6-08) 

 
10.08 

Com
m

unity Involvem
ent W

ork Program
 and Periodic 

Review
 W

ork Program
 Am

endm
ents (Effective 9-10-10; 

Am
ended 2-5-16) 

 
10.14 

Com
m

unity Involvem
ent Program

: Early 
Im

plem
entation of the 2035 Com

prehensive Plan 
(Effective 1-20-17) 

     
Environm

ent 
(N

atural) 

     

Clim
ate Change 

5.01 
Local Action Plan on Global W

arm
ing (Adopted 4-25-01) 

 
5.02 

Im
plem

entation of Policies and Program
s to Reduce 

Local Em
issions of Greenhouse Gases (Adopted 10-28- 

09) 

5.03 
City of Portland and M

ultnom
ah County 2015 Clim

ate 
Action Plan (Adopted 6-24-15) 

 

5.04 

Im
plem

entation by City Bureaus of Policies and 
Program

s to Keep Portland on a Path to Reduce Local 
Carbon Em

issions 80 Percent from
 1990 Levels by 2050 

(Adopted 6-24-15) 
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Sustainability in the City of Portland 
City Policies 

Policy Type 
Category 

Subcategory  
Policy N

um
ber 

Description 
    

Binding 
City Policy 

    

U
tilities  

    

W
ater W

orks 

2.02 
Source W

ater Protection Policy Statem
ent (Adopted 4- 

401) 

2.03 
Colum

bia South Shore W
ell Field W

ellhead Protection 
Program

 (Adopted 7-2-03) 

2.07 
Bull Run W

ater Supply Habitat Conservation Plan 
(Effective 10-31-08) 

 
2.08 

Agreem
ent w

ith M
t. Tabor N

eighborhood Association 
for M

t. Tabor Park Reservoirs (Adopted 7-15-15) 

           
N

on-Binding 
City Policy 

    

Environm
ent  

(Built) 

    

Long Range 
Planning 

10.03 
W

illam
ette Greenw

ay Plan U
pdate (Adopted 11-25- 

98) 
10.04  

River Renaissance Vision (Adopted 3-21-01) 
10.05 

River Renaissance Strategy (12-8-04) 
10.09 

Portland Plan (Adopted 4-25-12) 
10.1 

Central City 2035 Concept Plan (10-24-12) 

10.11 
N

ew
 Supporting Docum

ents for an U
pdate of Portland's 

Com
prehensive Plan (Effective 11-2-12) 

10.13 
Residential Infill Project: Final Concept Report to City 
Council (Adopted 12-7-16) 

     
Environm

ent 
(N

atural) 

Energy 
6.01 

Energy Policy 
 Endangered Species 

4.01 
Low

er Colum
bia Steelhead Recovery Plan (adopted 7-29- 

98) 

4.02 
Portland Recovery Plan for Salm

on and Trout (Adopted 
7-14-00) 

Solid W
aste and 

Recycling 
2.03 

Beyond 60%
: Program

 Strategies for Achieving the 2005 
Solid W

aste Recycling Goal (Adopted 3-13-02) 
2.04 

Solid W
aste M

anagem
ent (Adopted 6-28-06) 

 
W

atershed 
 

8.02 
Actions for W

atershed Health, 2005 Portland W
atershed 

M
anagem

ent Plan Im
plem

entation (Adopted 3-6-06) 
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Sustainability in the City of Portland 
City Policies 

Policy Type 
Category 

Subcategory  
Policy N

um
ber 

Description 
              Adm

inistrative Rule 
Adpoted by Bureau 
Pursuant to Rule- 
M

aking Authority 

         
Environm

ent 
(Built) 

         Sew
er, Storm

w
ater, 

and Erosion Control  
4.16 

BES Clean River Rew
ards Storm

w
ater Discount Program

 
Adm

inistrative Rules (Adopted 10-30-06; Am
ended 7-17- 

19) 

4.18 
M

andatory Sew
er Connection Program

 (Adopted 11-15- 
06; Am

ended 7-17-19) 

4.22 
BES Public W

orks Enforcem
ent Program

 Adm
inistrative 

Rules 

4.27 
N

onconform
ing Sew

er Conversion Program
 (Adopted 12 

3-12; Am
ended 7-17-19) 

4.3 
BES Title 10 Discharge Enforcem

ent Adm
inistrative 

Rules (9-20-13; Am
ended 7-17-19) 

4.31 
M

aintenance Inspection Program
 Adm

inistrative Rules 
(Adopted 9-30-13; Am

ended 7-17-19) 
 

4.33 
Adm

inistrative Rules for Use of CIPP Lining in Privately 
M

aintained Pipe in the Public Right of W
ay (Adopted 6- 

27-17; Am
ended 7-17- 19) 

4.34 
Source Control M

anual (Adopted 8-4-16; Am
ended 7-17- 

19) 

Environm
ent 

(Built) and U
tilities 

W
ater System

 
Engineering and 

Developm
ent 

 
4.02 

W
ater Bureau's Developer's M

anual (Filed for Inclusion 
11-30-04) 

   
Environm

ent 
(N

atural) 

    
Clim

ate Change 

5.05 
Com

m
erical Building Energy Perform

ance Reporting 
(Adopted 10-8-15; Am

ended 2-22-18) 

5.07 
Residential Energy Perform

ance Rating and Disclosure 
(Adopted 6-8-17; Am

ended 10-18-18) 

5.09 
Green Building Certifications List for Low

-Carbon 
Buildings (Adopted 7-5-19) 

5.1 
Energy Efficient Building Requirem

ents for Planned 
Developm

ent Bonuses (Adopted 12-14-18) 
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Sustainability in the City of Portland 
City Projects and Program

s 
Lead 

Type 
N

am
e 

          Bureau of Planning 
and Sustainability 

     
Program

 

Event Recycling 
Fix-It Fairs 
Garbage, Recycling, and Com

post 
Hom

e Energy Score 
M

aster Recycler Program
 

Portland Clean Energy Com
m

unity Benefits Fund (PCEF) 
Resourceful PDX 
Sm

art City PDX 
Sustainability at W

ork 
Sustainable City Governm

ent 
     

Project  

Ezones M
ap Correction 

Fossil Fuel Term
inal Zoning Am

endm
ents 

M
ontgom

ery Park to Hollyw
ood Transit and Land U

se Developm
ent Study 

O
ff-road Cycling M

aster Plan 
Pow

ell-Division Transit and Developm
ent Project 

River Plan 
South Portland Area Planning 
South Reach 
The Green Loop 
W

est Portland Tow
n Center Plan 

Bureau of Revenue 
and Financial 

Services 

 
Program

 
 Sustainable Procurem

ent Program
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