MEMO
TO:

Jon P. Jennings, City Manager
Brendan T. O’Connell, Finance Director

FROM:

Marguerite Fleming, Intern, Executive Department

CC:

Mike Murray, Assistant to the City Manager

DATE:

August 27, 2018

SUBJECT:

Fiscal Impact of Mayor Strimling’s Proposed Amendments to the City Purchasing
Policy

OBJECTIVE: The Mayor has proposed amendments to the city purchasing policy which
include two major changes to the City procurement policies (1): the payment of prevailing wages
for building contracts that are funded by municipal funds, and (2): the requirement that
contractors who are awarded municipally funded construction projects must participate in
apprenticeship/job training programs. This memo addresses the fiscal impact of these two
provisions.
1.

PREVAILING WAGE

BACKGROUND: Requiring the payment of prevailing wages by contractors employed on
public works projects is not a new concept at the federal and state levels. The Davis Bacon Act
requires contractors employed on federally funded construction, alteration, repair projects in
excess of $2,000 to pay their employees the prevailing wage and fringe benefits for their
occupations. Prevailing wage rates are also used by 27 states for state funded projects. In Maine,
with certain exceptions, construction projects administered by a state agency that are over
$50,000 and funded with state funds must adhere to State of Maine prevailing wage and
reporting guidelines. Several municipalities have instituted prevailing wage ordinances including
Denver, CO, Springfield, MA, and Worcester, MA.
In 2017, the Portland City Council passed an ordinance requiring contractors working on any
construction project receiving tax increment financing (TIF) from the City of Portland pay its
workers prevailing wages as determined by the State of Maine for Cumberland County. This
proposal is incredibly limited in scope and impacted a maximum of 1-3 developer funded TIF
projects per year and did not impact any City projects. The Mayor’s current proposal is to
extend the State of Maine prevailing wage requirements to city funded projects projected to cost
over $50,000.
FISCAL IMPACT: The key point of debate surrounding prevailing wage laws is whether
requiring contractors to pay prevailing wage, thereby increasing labor costs, increases the total
cost of construction projects. Advocacy by legislators and construction organizations concerned
with potential cost increases has resulted in the repeal or invalidation by court decision of sixteen
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states’ prevailing wage laws, most recently Michigan’s in June 2018. Additionally, state laws
and local prevailing wage ordinances regulating municipally funded projects have been
challenged or repealed in Wisconsin, Ohio, Michigan, and California.
The attached bibliography includes several studies demonstrating that state and municipal
prevailing wage laws/ordinances increase total project costs. Studies analyzing all construction
projects funded by the selected states/localities determined that prevailing wage requirements
increased total project costs by 10-30%. A group of studies specifically looking at housing
development found that requiring prevailing wage on such projects increased housing
construction costs by 9-37%. The last group of studies, focusing on school construction projects,
found that prevailing wage laws cost the examined states an additional $127 to 480 million per
year on school construction projects.
*It should be acknowledged that the generalizability of these studies is limited due to the
difficulty of finding projects for comparison that are identical besides the payment of prevailing
wages, disagreement amongst researchers on accepted methodology, and the fact that labor
costs as a percentage of total project costs vary by project.
The cost of prevailing wage ordinance compliance for both governments and contractors was
also examined. The included notes are findings from cities with prevailing wage ordinances’
websites and conversations with compliance staff. Adjusting for population and volume of
ongoing construction projects, it can be assumed that, to monitor compliance with a prevailing
wage ordinance, Portland would need to hire one or two staff members. Depending on the
volume of future construction projects, it may also be necessary for the City to purchase
compliance software. The cities of Denver and Seattle utilize LPCtracker software which costs
$25,000 or $50,000 annually depending on the total value of ongoing construction projects. The
reporting requirements that the City would need to institute to monitor compliance with a
prevailing wage ordinance would likely impose an administrative burden on contractors. The
examined cities require extensive reporting during the bid process as well as frequent payroll
reporting for the project duration.
2.

APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAM REQUIREMENT

BACKGROUND: There a several existing apprenticeship training options for individuals and
employers who wish to participate. The State of Maine administers the Maine Apprenticeship
Program which, in 2016, served 1,220 apprentices. Currently, contractor participation in the
Program is on a voluntary basis. Southern Maine Community College (SMCC) also offers
several Applied Technology Degrees. Additionally, there are several union administered
programs in occupations such as masonry, carpentry, plumbing, and electrical.
In 2017, the Mayor proposed requiring contractors employed on any construction project
receiving tax increment financing (TIF) from the City of Portland to participate in apprenticeship
programs. The proposal was not passed by the City Council. The Mayor’s current proposal is to
require contractors employed on all city funded construction projects to participate in a
registered apprenticeship program for each occupation in which workers will be employed. The
firms would be required to participate in the programs for the duration of the project. The State
of Maine defines a registered apprenticeship as, “a formal, industry-led, nationally-recognized,
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workforce training program for employees that provides in-house skill development through
structured on-the-job learning supplemented with technical and theoretical course work.” 1
FISCAL IMPACT: As with the proposed prevailing wage provision, implementing the
proposed apprenticeship training requirement will likely impose compliance costs on both the
City and contractors. The included notes are findings from cities with apprenticeship training
provisions’ websites. Like the proposed prevailing wage provision, it will be necessary to devote
city staff time to monitoring compliance, though, it seems that cities with ordinances including
both prevailing wage and apprenticeship requirements use the same compliance staff to monitor
both provisions. Seattle uses the aforementioned LPCtracker software to monitor its
apprenticeship work hour reporting requirement.
Because specific contractor apprenticeship program participation requirements and reporting
rules were found to differ between examined cities, the Maine Department of Labor
Apprenticeship Specialist was consulted regarding the Maine Apprenticeship Program
compliance requirements. The cost to contractors of sponsoring apprentices was stated to be
minimal as apprentices can be made to self-fund their tuition which the State reimburses by up to
50%. However, participation in the program requires that contractors register as sponsors and
keep records of apprentices’ education, experiences and progress along with the additional
responsibilities included in the attached form. It was ascertained from speaking with the
Apprenticeship Specialist that, as a component of becoming well-versed with the reporting
requirements, contractors’ staff would need to develop an understanding of which occupations
are apprenticable (essentially occupations requiring state licensure). Additionally, compliance
with the required journeyman to apprentice ratios could require contractors to hire more
employees than are needed for projects.
A final consideration is that the Applied Technology Degrees are core academic offerings at
Southern Maine Community College (SMCC). SMCC and Contractors who support the degree
programs may believe that the proposed apprenticeship provision undercuts SMCC’s offerings.
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https://www.maine.gov/labor/jobs_training/apprenticeship.html
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Studies Indicating Prevailing Wage Laws Increase Construction Project Costs
o Flaws in Determination of Prevailing Wage Rates
 2015, “Prevailing Wage Reform in Pennsylvania.” Commonwealth
Foundation.
https://www.commonwealthfoundation.org/issues/detail/prevailingwage-reform-in-pennsylvania.
Pennsylvania’s Prevailing Wage Law was enacted in 1961,
mandating that state and local governments pay construction contractors
wages that “prevail” in each region on projects costing $25,000 or more.
Despite what its name suggests, the “prevailing wage” is an
artificially-inflated wage paid to those who work on government
construction projects. It is usually set at the union-inflated wage
(determined by collective bargaining agreements) and is higher than the
rate for identical work on private projects. The Pennsylvania Association
of Boroughs compared prevailing wage rates across the commonwealth’s
67 counties and found they exceed market wages by 30 to 75 percent.
o

Instituting Prevailing Wage Laws Increases Overall Construction Costs
 Mackinac Center for Public Policy-Michigan
* On June 6, 2018, Michigan’s Prevailing Wages on State Projects
law, Act 166 of 1965 was repealed as the result of a legislative initiative;
the repeal was given immediate effect.
Kersey, Paul. 2007. “Prevailing Wage, Productivity and Costeffectiveness.” https://www.mackinac.org/8923
Census data indicates that payroll costs per construction worker are
19.2 percent higher in the strong prevailing wage states than in states with
no prevailing wage laws. If one divides construction value-added by
construction labor payroll, one finds that in strong prevailing wage states,
each dollar paid for construction labor generates $4.27 in value-added, but
in states without prevailing wage laws, a dollar of construction labor
generates $4.54 in value-added. On a dollar-by-dollar basis, construction
labor is 6.3 percent more productive in states without prevailing wage
laws. In 18 states without prevailing wage laws, construction workers
made up 5.3 percent of the work force in 2004, compared with only 4.2
percent for strong prevailing wage states, an indication of the possibility
that prevailing wage laws limit opportunities in the construction industry.
Vedder, Richard. 1999. “Michigan’s Prevailing Wage Law and
Its Effect on Government Spending and Construction Employment.”
https://www.mackinac.org/S1999-07
*study’s methodology has been criticized
Between 1994 and 1997, Michigan’s prevailing wage law was not
enforced, was reinstated by court decision in 1997. This study examined
the performance of Michigan's economy for two 30-month periods prior to
and during the law's suspension by a federal district court.
Findings:
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Michigan's prevailing wage law reduces employment in
construction: During the 30 months (December 1994 - June
1997) when the law was ruled invalid, more than 11,000 new
jobs were created as a consequence of the law's invalidation
Michigan's prevailing wage law adds at least $275 million
annually to the cost of governmental capital outlays
States without prevailing wage laws had net in-migration of
over 2.5 million persons from 1990 to 1996, while strong
prevailing wage law states like Michigan had out-migration of
2.7 million
nationally, poverty rates are higher in prevailing wage law
states
Nationally, worker productivity appears to be lower in
construction in states with strong prevailing wage laws, and
construction costs are higher in public (prevailing wage)
construction than in the private sector where market forces
prevail



Gardner, Kent and McMahon, E.J. 2017. “Prevailing Waste: New
York’s Costly Public Works Mandate.” The Empire Center.
https://www.empirecenter.org/publications/prevailing-waste/
Study draws attention to the fact that the terms mandating how
localities set prevailing wage rates essentially ensures that rates are based
upon union wages- “Prevailing rates in a locality are determined by virtue of
collective bargaining agreements (CBA) between bona fide labor
organizations and employers of the private sector, provided that said
employers employ at least 30% of workers in the same trade or occupation in
the locality where the work is being performed. “Locality” means areas of the
state described and defined for a trade or occupation in the current CBAs
between bona fide labor organizations and employers of the private sector.”
The study also points out that New York’s law requires the payment of fringe
benefits. If the wage rate is based off of union wages then so are the fringe
benefits, by extension. The report calculated total building construction costs
at prevailing union pay rates, compared to median private-sector construction
wages in major metro areas of New York State. Findings: New York’s
prevailing wage law increases total construction costs by 13 to 25 percent.
Used IMPLAN to develop an estimate of the labor component of total project
cost. IMPLAN model estimates that labor is 44 percent of total cost of
nonresidential construction in New York City. The more labor intensive the
project, the greater the cost impact of the prevailing wage mandate.


San Diego
 The San Diego City Council initially considered including
prevailing wage requirements in all City Projects in 2003.
(California has a prevailing wage law but San Diego passed an
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ordinance approved by the court to free the city from having to pay
prevailing wage on local construction projects.)
 2003 Study-Utilized certified payroll data from city
projects- broke out labor cost and applied prevailing wage
rates to those projects where they were not required and
non-prevailing wage rates to projects that had required
prevailing wage rates.
Findings: Buildings projects – Labor cost increase of 20%
resulting in total construction cost increase of 7.5%.
Pipeline projects – Labor costs increase 20-40% resulting
in increased total construction cost as high as 17%. Road
projects – Labor increases from 20-35% resulting in
increase of 16% for total construction costs.
Issue came back up in 2013
 2013 Study-Office of the Independent Budge Analyst
updated 2003 study to compare 26 project line items
applying both prevailing wages and non-prevailing wages
using RS Means software (leading tool used by
professional engineers to estimate construction costs).
Findings: the average percentage increase for total
construction costs was 12% when prevailing wages were
applied and compared to line items when non-prevailing
wages were applied.



2015, “Prevailing Wage Reform in Pennsylvania.” Commonwealth
Foundation.
https://www.commonwealthfoundation.org/issues/detail/prevailingwage-reform-in-pennsylvania.
A survey conducted by the Local Government Commission found
municipalities rank the prevailing wage as one of the most burdensome
mandates in the state. Based on Pennsylvania wage data, prevailing wage
raises the total cost of construction projects by an estimated 10 to 30
percent. This represents upwards of $1 to $3 billion in extra costs for
Pennsylvania taxpayers annually. Effect has been that Local governments
frequently defer routine repair and construction projects because they
exceed the prevailing wage threshold, making them too expensive. Ex. In
Ferguson Township, the prevailing wage increased the cost of one road
maintenance project by 57 percent from $20,990 to $32,890.



Older Studies
 Thiebolt (1975)-cost increase of about .5% on prevailing wage
projects.
 Gold and Bittlingmayer (1980)-estimated cost increase resulting
from prevailing wage laws to be 4-7%.
 Fraundorft et. al (1984)-collected construction data in 1977 and
1978 through inperson interviews with contractors of 215 new
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non-residential buildings in rural areas throughout the U.S. Half
were subject to prevailing wage laws, half were private. The
Davis-Bacon Act requirements were found to increase costs by an
average of 26.1.
Bilginsoy and Philips (2000)-conducted a six-year analysis of the
British Columbia prevailing wage law-prevailing wages appeared
to raise construction costs by 16%.

Housing
 California
California requires that all workers employed on public works
projects (construction, alteration, demolition, installation, or repair work done
under contract and paid in whole or in part out of public funds) must be paid
the prevailing wage determined by the Director of the Department of
Industrial Relations, according to the type of work and location of the project.
The prevailing wage rates are usually based on rates specified in collective
bargaining
The below studies indicate that increased wages have created in
increased costs for developers’ resulting in a reduction in the number of new
homes under construction.


2017. “Regulation & Housing Effects on Housing Supply, Costs
& Poverty.” California Center for Jobs & the Economy.
https://centerforjobs.org/ca/special-reports/regulation-housingeffects-on-housing-supply-costs-poverty
Findings: Requiring builders to pay government-determined
prevailing wage rates would raise the median price of a new home by
$42,900 to $79,000, the price of a unit in a new multi-family
development by $47,000 to $86,500, and the monthly rent for those
units by $250 to $460. Over time, this factor alone would push housing
prices up overall by about 13% primarily in inland regions, but much
higher in coastal areas with significant historical building shortfalls.
Combining both direct and indirect effects, the annual drop in home
construction would produce a loss of $20.9 billion to total state
incomes, 372,700 fewer jobs, and a $34.2 billion reduction in total
California GDP.


Dunn, S, Quigley, J, and Rosenthal, L. 2005. “The Effects of
Prevailing Wage Requirements on the Cost of Low-Income
Housing.” Berkeley Program on Housing and Urban Policy.
https://urbanpolicy.berkeley.edu/pdf/DQR_ILRR05.pdf
Econometric evidence based on the micro data covering
205 residential projects subsidized by the California Low
Income Housing Tax Credit since 1996 and completed by mid2002 demonstrates that construction costs increased substantially
under prevailing wage requirements. Analysis controls for
variations in cost by geographical location and for difference in
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project characteristics, financing, and developer attributes.
Estimates of additional construction costs in the most extensive
models range from 9% to 37%. These additional costs are
associated with an estimated 3,100 unit decrease in number of
new dwellings for low-income households produced under the
tax credit program in California.

o



2016. “The Impact of Prevailing Wage Requirements on Affordable
Housing Construction in New York City.” New York City
Independent Budget Office. http://www.ibo.nyc.ny.us/iboreports/theimpact-of-prevailing-wage-requirement-on-affordable-housingconstruction-in-new-york-city.pdf
IBO compared the construction budgets of projects that were
subject to federal prevailing wage requirements with other publicly
subsidized affordable housing projects that were not required to pay
prevailing wages while controlling for various project characteristics.
Findings: IBO estimates that the average total construction costs for a
project requiring prevailing wages is 23 percent higher than a project
where prevailing wages are not required. This percentage cost difference
translates into an estimated per unit cost increase of nearly $80,000.



2017. “Impacts of a Prevailing Wage Requirement for Market Rate
Housing in California.” Blue Sky Consulting Group.
http://www.mychf.org/uploads/5/1/5/0/51506457/prevailing_wage_201
70824.pdf
Study was done to assess impacts of proposed California
legislation aimed at expanding prevailing wage requirements to include
most of the new market rate housing produced throughout the state.
Findings: Estimated an increase in total hourly rates ranging from a low of
39% for electricians up to a high of 116% for construction laborers
Overall, estimated that hourly labor costs for residential construction
statewide would be on average 89% higher if builders were to pay
prevailing wage rates for all residential construction Labor currently
accounts for approximately 41% of the construction costs for a typical
single family home in California-estimated 89% increase in hourly labor
costs would result in a 37% increase in total construction costs.

School Construction
 Rosaen, Alex and Taylor, Traci. 2015. “The Impact of Michigan’s
Prevailing Wage Law on Education Construction Expenditures.”
Anderson Economic Group.
http://www.andersoneconomicgroup.com/Portals/0/upload/AEG%20
Prevailing%20Wage%20Update%209-17-2015.pdf
Purpose of the study was to estimate the average annual
expenditures made for construction of public K-12 and higher education
facilities in Michigan over the past 10 years as a result of Michigan’s
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prevailing wage law-estimated what cost savings could have been realized
by state and local governments had the construction contracts for the dame
education buildings not been subject to the prevailing wage law.
Findings: From 2003 through 2012, $21 billion in school construction and
repair projects was subject to Michigan’s prevailing wage law. Estimated
that Michigan’s prevailing wage law increased the financial obligations
for education construction by an average of $127 million per year for the
last 10 years.


2014. “Illinois’ Prevailing Wage Law and the Cost of Education
Construction.” Anderson Economic Group.
http://www.andersoneconomicgroup.com/Publications/Detail/tabid/12
5/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/8099/Illinois-Prevailing-WageLaw-and-the-Cost-of-Education-Construction.aspx
Purpose of study was to estimate the portion of construction
expenditures by school districts and higher education institutions in
Illinois that are attributable to the state’s prevailing wage law. Estimated
increase in annual cost due to prevailing wage based on an estimate of the
average annual increase in costs on construction projects performed in the
years 2002 to 2011. Modeled construction costs subject to prevailing wage
rates and assumed that those costs are passed on to the clients...assumed
that there will not be a substantial change in raw material costs in the
absence of a prevailing wage...did not attempt to project the behavioral
responses of the client.
Findings: In the absence of the state’s prevailing wage law, estimate that
Illinois state and local governments could have saved $158 million on
average each of the past ten years. Total of $1.6 billion from 2002 to 2011.
$124 million would have been realized by K-12 schools and $34 million
by community colleges and public universities.



2015, “Prevailing Wage Reform in Pennsylvania.” Commonwealth
Foundation.
https://www.commonwealthfoundation.org/issues/detail/prevailingwage-reform-in-pennsylvania.
Allowing schools to opt out of the prevailing wage mandate could
save taxpayers between $160 and $480 million each year. Ex. In 2011,
Southwestern School District in York County, PA needed to fix a leaky
roof in one of its schools. The project was originally bid out for $84,000
without the prevailing wage mandate. The district bid out the project again
with the prevailing wage mandate resulting in a cost of $125,000—a 49
percent increase.
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2002. “The Effects of the Exemption of School Construction Projects
from Ohio’s Prevailing Wage Law.” Ohio Legislative Service
Commission.
https://www.lsc.ohio.gov/documents/reference/archives/specialreports/
srr149.pdf
Asked contractors on prior school projects to come up with
hypothetical bids applying prevailing wage to bids that were submitted for
past projects. The difference between the bid price and the estimate of the
bid price had the project been bid with prevailing wages was calculated for
each respondent to provide an estimate of the savings resulting from the
exemption of school districts from the state's prevailing wage laws. For
most union contractors both the estimated savings and the percentage
savings were zero. The contractor surveys indicate a range of savings of 510%. Estimated savings were slightly higher in rural counties than in
urban counties. One reason for this is that under prevailing wage laws,
wages from urban areas are often "imported" into rural areas. Urban wages
tend to be higher than rural wages, so when the prevailing wage
requirement is removed, lower rural wages may be used, resulting in
savings.
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Findings-Prevailing Wage Ordinance Compliance Costs
• Denver
o Ordinance requires the payment of prevailing wages on city funded construction
repair, and/or maintenance projects in excess of $2,000.
https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/denver-humanresources/search-jobs/prevailing-wage-rates.html
o Compliance Monitoring
 The Denver Auditor’s Prevailing Wage Section is responsible for
monitoring and enforcement.
 Denver currently has $4.3 billion in ongoing construction projects (2,0004,000 projects)
 12 compliance staff members (Director of Contracts & Accountability,
Administrative Assistant, Supervisor, and nine investigators)
• For reference, one investigator can manage 200-400 projects
 Prevailing Wage Section of Auditor’s Office has a $800,000 budget
 Denver utilizes LPCTracker compliance software (contractors submit
payroll through software)
• The software cost is incremental based on the total value of
contracts or how many payrolls are entered into the system
o Under $2 billion in contracts is $25,000 a year, Over $2
billion is $50,000 a year
o Contractor Reporting
 Contractors or subcontractors must provide the Auditor’s Office with
payroll records of all workers, laborers, and mechanics employed to work
on the city project.
• Worcester, MA
o Worcester’s Responsible Employer Ordinance includes prevailing wage.
http://www.worcesterma.gov/uploads/f7/4d/f74d0ed6c2889010b39dfdaca0bab34
3/responsible-employer-ordinance.pdf
o Compliance Monitoring
 The city purchasing division includes 3 staff members who all work on
Responsible Employer Ordinance Compliance.
 Worcester does not use compliance software.
• Springfield, MA
o Springfield’s Responsible Employer Ordinance includes prevailing wage
https://ecode360.com/14657966
o Compliance Monitoring
 City Compliance Officer
 A media article from March 2018 states that the city council approved
funding for a two-person compliance unit.
• https://www.masslive.com/news/index.ssf/2018/03/springfield_hiri
ng_staff_to_pu.html?%25%25STOP%25%25ath=%25%25eval%2
0lower%20$md5_email%25%25
 Monitoring Committee
o Contractor Reporting
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The contractor who has been awarded a contract for public construction by
the bidding authority shall complete the Springfield construction employee
reporting form and submit the same to the bidding authority and
monitoring committee no later than 30 calendar days before
commencement of work under the contract.
 All contractors shall maintain a weekly Springfield public construction
employee tracking, keeping track on a weekly basis of the contractors'
employees that are working on the project for the entire duration of their
work on the project. Such records from this tracking system shall be
submitted weekly to the Springfield compliance officer or his/her designee
and the monitoring committee, and shall be submitted with certified
payroll records.
 An officer of each such contractor or subcontractor shall certify under oath
and in writing on a weekly basis that they are in compliance with the
ordinance.
Seattle, WA does not have a municipal prevailing wage ordinance but, due to ongoing
construction volume, has compliance staff in the Seattle Housing Authority and City
Purchasing offices to monitor state and federal prevailing wage laws.
o Compliance Monitoring
 Seattle currently has $120 million in ongoing construction projects which
amounts to an estimate $5,000 certified payrolls to review per year
 The Seattle Housing Authority employs a Labor Compliance Officer, five
contract administrators, and a half-time assistant (*A call has been
scheduled with the City Contract Compliance Manager).
 Seattle has utilized compliance monitoring software for seven years. The
City is currently using LPCtracker but until this year used MyLCM.
• MyLCM cost $23,000 a year.
• LCPtracker is incremental based on the total value of contracts or
how many payrolls are entered into the system
o Seattle will pay the $25,000 a year rate but because of
additional costs related to migrating data MyLCM, Seattle
paid $45,000 for the program this year.
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Findings-Apprenticeship Training Provision Compliance Costs
• Worcester, MA previously included an apprenticeship training provision as a component
of its Responsible Employer Ordinance, however, the provision was suspended after it
was challenged in court by the Merit Construction Alliance.
• Springfield, MA
o Springfield’s Responsible Employer Ordinance includes apprenticeship training
requirements. https://ecode360.com/14657966
 “The contractor and all trade contractors and subcontractors under the
contractor must, at the time of bidding, maintain or participate in a bona
fide apprentice training program as defined by MGL c. 23, §§ 11H and 11I
for each apprenticeable trade or occupation represented in their workforce
that is approved by the Division of Apprentice Standards of the
Department of Labor and Workforce Development, regardless of whether
or not the program qualifies as an employee welfare benefit plan under
ERISA, and must register all apprentices with the Division and abide by
the apprentice-to-journeyman ratio for each trade prescribed therein in the
performance of any work on the project.”
o Compliance Monitoring
 The city appears to employ the same compliance staff and monitoring
committee to monitor all the provisions in the ordinance.
o Contractor Reporting
 Same reporting requirements as for prevailing wage provision
 Additionally, contractors must submit with their bid a sponsor verification
letter from the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of Labor
and Workforce Development — Division of Apprentice Standards, issued
within the past 90 calendar days, evidencing that at the time of submitting
a bid or proposal, the bidder or proposer is currently an approved sponsor
of apprentices
 Contractors also must register all apprentices with the City.
• Seattle, WA
o The City requires apprentice labor on construction projects estimated to cost $1
million or greater. Contractors must ensure that up to 15 percent of the total
contract labor hours are worked by apprentices enrolled in an apprenticeship
program approved or recognized by the Washington State Apprenticeship and
Training Council. https://www.seattle.gov/city-purchasing-and-contracting/socialequity/apprenticeships
o Compliance Monitoring
 City Purchasing and Contracting Services monitors compliance with the
apprenticeship requirements. *A call has been scheduled with the City
Contract Compliance Manager.
o Contractor Reporting
 An apprentice Utilization Plan, outlining how the requirements will be
met, must be submitted at the pre-construction meeting, with revisions
submitted by the prime contractor to CPCS as necessary throughout the
life of the project.
 Must submit apprenticeship hours through LCPtracker.
13

•

•

Spokane, WA
o Public Works Apprentice Program
 On public works construction projects with an estimated cost of six
hundred thousand dollars ($600,000) or more, at least fifteen (15) percent
of the labor hours of each project shall be performed by apprentices
enrolled in a State-approved apprenticeship program. The utilization
percentages for apprenticeship labor for public works construction
contracts shall also apply to all subcontracts of one hundred thousand
dollars ($100,000) or more within those contracts provided there is a stateapproved apprenticeship training programs for the trade of which a
subcontract is issued.
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/business/apprenticeprogram/apprentice-program-faqs-022017.pdf
https://my.spokanecity.org/smc/?Chapter=07.06
o Compliance Monitoring
 Unclear from website.
o Contractor Reporting
 Unclear from website.
Rochester, NY
o Apprenticeship Training Program
 Prior to entering public works contracts in excess of $250,000, contractors
must have apprenticeship agreements, appropriate to the type and scope of
work to be performed, which have been registered with and approved by
the New York State Commissioner of Labor
http://www.cityofrochester.gov/apprenticeshiptraining/
file:///C:/Users/maggi/Downloads/Apprenticeship%20Training%20Progra
m%20for%20Construction%20Contracts%2011282012%20(2).pdf
o Compliance Monitoring
 Commissioner of Environmental Services monitors compliance with the
apprenticeship requirements. *Plan to schedule a call with a city
representative.
o Contractor Reporting
 A contractor who submits a bid for a City contract for which the contract
amount exceeds $250,000 shall submit with the bid package a copy of the
following for each apprentice agreement intended to meet the
requirements of this regulation:
• The current New York State Department of Labor Form AT‐10,
“Apprentice Training Program Registration Agreement,” issued to
the contractor or other sponsor of the apprentice training program;
and if the apprentice training program is not sponsored by the
contractor, an executed copy of City Apprenticeship Training
Program Form AP3, “Agreement to Utilize Apprentices on a City
of Rochester Construction Contract.”
• The Contractor shall also submit with the bid package the
following:
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o A listing of any contractor proposed to hold subcontract
that exceeds $100,000 in value, including the name of the
subcontractor, the scope and value of work proposed to be
performed, and the name of any apprenticeship trade for
which an approved apprenticeship agreement will be
submitted and, copies of approved apprenticeship
agreements intended to meet the requirements of this
regulation
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