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 The Task Force to Study the Applicability of the Maryland Prevailing Wage Law 
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 Prevailing wage laws date back to the Great Depression and so has the controversy.  
Prevailing wage laws generally require that workers on a public work performing a specific job 
or task are paid an amount per hour that is most common or “prevailing” in a specific geographic 
area.  In addition to specifying wages, these laws include work rules that enforce or maintain 
labor standards for the benefit of employees.  The federal Davis-Bacon Act serves as the model 
for state prevailing wage laws.  Maryland enacted its prevailing wage law in 1969. 
 
 The purposes of prevailing wage laws are two-fold.  First, the laws are intended to 
stabilize wages in an area by preventing employers from paying less than the amount commonly 
paid to workers in a region.  Second, the laws prevent “unscrupulous” contractors from 
undermining local employment by “low bidding” on government contracts and/or importing 
workers at lower wages.   
 
 Although all prevailing wage laws are similar in intent, they vary in the methods used to 
calculate wages and the circumstances under which the laws take effect.  Most laws have a 
minimum dollar amount or threshold for government contracts.  A contract must be above the 
threshold and entail certain types of construction for the law to apply.  The federal threshold is 
for all construction and maintenance contracts valued in excess of $2,000.  Maryland law 
requires that prevailing wages must be paid on any State construction project valued at $500,000 
or more and that is at least 50% State funded. 
 
 Prevailing wage laws have been the subject of controversy over the years.  Opponents 
charge that prevailing wage laws: 
 
 increase unemployment and the cost of public work projects; 
 
 seldom are accurately calculated; and  
 
 tend to favor union contractors. 
 
 Proponents of the laws contend that the converse is true; employers do not always pay the 
wages that prevail, and that prevailing wages pay a fair wage, one that yields greater income tax 
revenue and higher local employment. 
 
 In 2000, legislation was enacted that removed a restrictive requirement for the 
applicability or prevailing wage laws to school construction projects, by requiring that a school 
construction project receiving 50% or more in State funding is subject to State prevailing wage 
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requirements.  School districts could opt out of the requirement by contributing 51% or more of 
the project’s construction costs.  For the past several years, legislation has been introduced that 
would have restored the prevailing wage law to its pre-2000 status, and conversely other 
legislation would have essentially subjected more school construction projects to Maryland law  
by altering the percentage to 25% or more in State funding.  During the 2013 session, House 
Bill 1098, as introduced, was similar to the latter.   
 
 What was different regarding House Bill 1098 was that the House of Delegates passed an 
amended version of the bill that greatly expanded the applicability of the Maryland law to any 
construction project receiving State funds, regardless of the amount.  The Senate rejected the 
House approach and proposed, ultimately with the concurrence of the House of Delegates, a 
Task Force to Study the Applicability of the Maryland Prevailing Wage Law.   
 
 
The Task Force to Study the Applicability of the Maryland Prevailing Wage 

Law 
 
 Chapter 402 of 2013 established the Task Force to Study the Applicability of the 
Maryland Prevailing Wage Law.  The task force’s primary purposes are to: 
 
 examine the current prevailing wage law and how it applies to school construction 

projects; 
 
 analyze and examine school construction contracts bid as prevailing wage and 

nonprevailing wage contracts to determine the effect specified requirements may have on 
contract costs; 

 
 analyze and examine prevailing wage and nonprevailing wage construction projects 

through the duration of the project to determine if project quality varies by contract type;  
 
 study how local prevailing wage laws compare to Maryland law; and 

 
 review other state prevailing wage laws, other studies on prevailing wages, and other 

matters that relate to the scope and application of the Maryland law. 
 
 
Specific Background 
 
 The federal Davis-Bacon Act, originally enacted in 1931, requires contractors working on 
federal public works contracts valued at more than $2,000 to pay their employees the prevailing 
local wage for their labor class, as determined by the U.S. Secretary of Labor.  Thirty-two states 
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and the District of Columbia currently have prevailing wage laws; since 1979, nine states have 
repealed their prevailing wage laws.   
 
 Maryland adopted a prevailing wage law in 1945, but it only applied to road projects in 
Allegany, Garrett, and Washington counties.  In 1969, the statute was amended to include State 
public works contracts of $500,000 or more.  There have been periodic changes to the law and 
the definition of “prevailing wage.”  In 1983, the law was broadened to include public works 
projects in which the State funds 50% or more of the total project costs and 75% or more in the 
case of public schools.  Chapter 208 of 2000 reduced the prevailing wage threshold for public 
schools from 75% to 50% of construction costs, thereby bringing school construction projects in 
line with prevailing wage requirements for other public works projects. 
 
 The number and value of prevailing wage projects has risen dramatically in just two 
years.  The Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation (DLLR) advises that its prevailing 
wage unit currently monitors more than 700 projects, compared with 187 in fiscal 2011 and 
446 in fiscal 2012.  The total value of those projects has also increased, from $3.1 billion in 
fiscal 2011 to almost $6.0 billion in fiscal 2014, which includes projects procured by local 
governments.  In fiscal 2013, the DLLR’s Prevailing Wage Unit investigated 625 project sites for 
prevailing wage compliance, recovered $287,000 in unpaid wages on behalf of laborers, and 
collected $86,000 in liquidated damages on behalf of the State and local governments.  The unit 
has employed an average of three prevailing wage inspectors annually. 
 
 Five Maryland jurisdictions – Allegany, Charles, Montgomery, and Prince George’s 
counties and Baltimore City – have local prevailing wage laws requiring public works projects in 
their jurisdictions to pay prevailing wages.  The Montgomery County prevailing wage ordinance 
does not apply to school construction projects. 
 

 

A Synopsis of the Current Law 
 
 “Public works” are structures or works, including a bridge, building, ditch, road, alley, 
waterwork, or sewage disposal plant, that are constructed for public use or benefit or paid for 
entirely or in part by public money.  Contractors working on eligible public works projects in 
Maryland must pay their employees the prevailing wage rate.  Eligible public works projects are 
those carried out by: 
 
 the State; or 
 
 a political subdivision, agency, person, or entity for which at least 50% of the project cost 

is paid for with State funds. 
 
 Any public works contract valued at less than $500,000 is not required to pay prevailing 
wages.  The State prevailing wage rate also does not apply to any part of a public works contract 
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funded with federal funds for which the contractor must pay the prevailing wage rate determined 
by the federal government.   
 
 Prevailing wages are wages paid to at least 50% of workers in a given locality who 
perform the same or similar work on projects that resemble the proposed public works project.  If 
fewer than 50% of workers in a job category earn the same wage, the prevailing wage is the rate 
paid to at least 40% of those workers.  If fewer than 40% receive the same wage rate, the 
prevailing wage is calculated using a weighted average of local pay rates.  The State 
Commissioner of Labor and Industry is responsible for determining prevailing wages for each 
public works project and job category. 
 
 The Commissioner has the authority to enforce contractors’ compliance with the 
prevailing wage law.  Contractors found to have violated the prevailing wage law must pay 
restitution to the employees and liquidated damages to the public body in the amount of $20 a 
day for each laborer who is paid less than the prevailing wage.  If an employer fails to comply 
with an order by the Commissioner to pay restitution, either the Commissioner or an employee 
may sue the employer to recover the difference between the prevailing wage and paid wage.  The 
court may order the employer to pay double or triple damages if it finds that the employer 
withheld wages or fringe benefits willfully and knowingly or with deliberate ignorance or 
reckless disregard for the law. 
 
 Regarding school construction, the State pays at least 50% of eligible school construction 
costs in all counties.  Costs that are ineligible for State funding include, among other things, 
planning and design fees and movable objects or equipment (e.g., furniture or bookshelves).  
Since total construction costs are higher than eligible construction costs, the State often pays less 
than 50% of total school construction costs in eight counties that receive a 50% State match of 
eligible costs.   
 
 The Governor must include at least $385,000 in the budget each year for the Prevailing 
Wage Unit within DLLR.  In addition, the University System of Maryland, Morgan State 
University, St. Mary’s College of Maryland, and the Maryland Stadium Authority are exempt 
from the prevailing wage law. 
 
 
Task Force Activities 
 
 To meet its charge, the task force met three times in fall 2013 and continued meeting 
during the 2014 session.  During the first meeting, the task force discussed its charge by 
reviewing the requirements of Chapter 402.  Appendix 1 is a copy of Chapter 402.  Next the 
Commissioner provided an overview of the State Prevailing Wage Unit and its activities which 
are described in Appendix 2.  The meeting concluded with the task force discussing the types of 
data it would like to review to determine how much paying prevailing wages may cost from bid 
through project completion (Appendix 3).    
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 The second meeting of the task force focused on factors that affect the cost of school 
construction from the perspective of the Public School Construction Program (PSCP) and 
reviewed various cost elements associated with the construction of a school, including project 
type, estimated project cost at contract, and State and local shares of the project cost.  In cases of 
available “side by side” bid comparisons with prevailing wage requirements and without 
prevailing wage requirements, on average bids with prevailing wages came in at 10% higher 
(Appendix 4).  The task force also reviewed data on school construction projects that closed 
within the past five years with the intent of determining whether projects with prevailing wages 
had an effect on the final project cost (Appendix 5).  Due to the many variables associated with 
constructing a school construction project, the data was inconclusive, and the task force decided 
to delve further into the matter at the next meeting. 
 
  During its third meeting, the task force continued reviewing various prevailing wage data 
to determine whether paying prevailing wages on school construction projects affect initial and 
final project costs.  Representatives from DLLR and PSCP presented data on 50 projects 
(Appendix 6).  They concluded that the number of projects was not sufficiently large enough to 
draw reliable conclusions because of the extensive variation in project size, location, timing, and 
type.    Although the data compared initial bid costs with final costs, there were no clear patterns 
or relationships between the two, and many factors besides prevailing wage rates contributed to 
final costs, according to Dr. Lever from PSCP.  Therefore, the task force determined that no 
reliable conclusions could be drawn regarding the effect of prevailing wage requirements from a 
review of completed school construction projects in Maryland.   
 
 During the remainder of the third meeting, the task force heard a presentation on the 
PSCP’s administrative procedures for reviewing and approving project requests (Appendix 7) 
and was briefed on the local process for bidding school construction projects by a representative 
from Frederick County who provided an example of a “side by side” bid comparison for a school 
construction project (Appendix 8).  The third meeting of the task force closed with the co-chairs 
requesting a review of the studies submitted by the task force member representing the 
Washington, DC Building and Construction Trades Council and the task force member 
representing Associated Builders and Contractors.   
 
 During the task force’s first meeting of the 2014 session, staff from DLLR presented the 
review of the literature provided by the task force members (Appendix 9).  Before detailing the 
literature review, DLLR staff highlighted the fact that some of the 50 studies presented for 
review were discounted for various reasons, including that the data presented was not empirical 
or that the studies did not address the issue of total project cost.  Most original research about 
cost differences between prevailing wage and non-prevailing wage projects was done when the 
prevailing wage laws were proliferating; later research contested the original research.  Many 
criticisms focused on lack of appropriate comparison groups.  Also, while bid data for a single 
project based on using prevailing wage and non-prevailing wage rates can be compared, there is 
no basis for comparing actual project costs for a single project, which are a more reliable 
measure of actual cost because projects are only built either using prevailing wages or not using 
prevailing wages.   
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 In addition, the task force reviewed data on how changing the prevailing wage State share 
requirement from 50% through 80% of State share of construction costs would affect the PSCP, 
and the representative from the Maryland Association of Boards of Education provided “side by 
side” bid comparison information on selected Carroll County school construction projects 
(Appendix 10). 
 
 The task force’s final meeting included a discussion of legislation that has been 
introduced during the 2014 session, which alters various prevailing wage threshold requirements, 
including: 
 
 SB 204 – Prevailing Wage Rates Reform Act of 2014; 
 
 SB 232/HB 727 – Procurement – Prevailing Wage – Applicability; and 
 
 SB 1068 – Procurement – Prevailing Wage – School Construction. 

 
During the course of its activities, the task force received numerous position or white 

papers, as well as further bid comparison data on school construction from the Associated 
Builders and Contractors, an analysis of how much school construction funds stay in Maryland 
from Anne Arundel County, and information on other State thresholds for prevailing wage 
projects.  This information is presented in Appendix 11. 

 
 

Conclusion 
 
Without any definitive data on the effect of prevailing wage rates on public work 

projects, particularly relating to the State public school construction program, the task force was 
unable to make any specific findings; therefore, the task force made no recommendations.  There 
was disagreement among task force members regarding the estimated increase to costs associated 
with public works projects that are prevailing wage projects versus nonprevailing wage projects.  
Some task force members believed that the "side by side" comparisons (which suggested an 
approximate 10% cost increase) reviewed by the task force were a fair reflection of these price 
differences.  Others believed that the DLLR review of empirical studies (which suggested there 
might be anywhere from no impact to a 3% increase) and the estimate provided by the 
Department of Legislative Services in its fiscal notes on prevailing wage legislation (which 
estimated a possible 2 - 5% increase) better reflected the potential costs of a change to prevailing 
wage law. 
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MARTIN O'MALLEY, Governor Ch.402 

Chapter 402 

(House Bill 1098) 

AN ACT concerning 

P-rS8ltr&metl"ti Pl'8'lailiog V.kage l''xpplieab-ili-t;y 
Task Force to Study the Applicability of the Maryland Prevailing Wage Law 

FOR the purpose of altel'lsg llBtH!181ieg 8 e81'teiHt li91i~8~18B 8S the 8~pliea8Mity Bf taB 
Prev8MiBg '!lage :baw t8 tliB BBFlBtilrtlBtiBR sf 8: ,HiS lis WBl'l[ @Y 18viBlng 8: esrt8iM: 
Ei:B8Mi$iBMI establishing a Tasl~ Force to Study the Applicability or the Maryland 
Prevailing Wage Law: providing for the membership and cochairs of the Tash 
Force: requiring the Department of Legislative Services, with assistance from the 
Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation, to staff the Tash Force: 
providing that a member of the Tasl~ Force may not receive certain compensation 
but is entitled to certain reimbursement: providing (or the duties or the Tasll 
Force: requiring the Tasl~ Force to report certain findings and recommendations, 
on or before a certain date, to the Governor and certain committees or the General 
Assembly: providing for the termination of this Act: and generally relating to the 
applicability of the Prevailing Wage Law. 

EY l'Sfj8aMllg BIUi l'sBB8:@tisg; ,,.ith: 8Bl8selmSllte; 

t'irtlele State :Fill8:H88 81\8: Pt'B8lU'8Blsnt 

~eBtiBft 17 2Ql 
:'\.tU\S6ate el as €ie sf 1'1sl'ylana. 
(~QQg g8~18t8eHleMt 'lelt-tIBB eRR QQIQ ~UfJfJI8111et\t) 

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF 
MARYLAND, That the l::aw8 Bf P[sly18S8. 1'888: 88 fellewe: 

~t;i818 itia1ie Fitl9:Re8 aRB PISE!VAIl'BtNeftot 

17 QQl: 

~ ~1 thi8 sl.i13titls; d1l:lSSS tAa BellteJlt il>tsi:8stes ethe1''l'iBB, tiRe iellBwing 
wares S8/a 1;8:8 MeSnlsge ituiie8;teei: 

~ ul~~tell1;i8e" Mean8 8M: hulivielual . liB: 

~ ie 8t l8ast Is 5'881'8 81a, 

~ h88 8igneR wi1;a 8M: em}JIBy81' B1' 8 .. ,19~ 81'S 8g8Rt, 88: 888eBiati8M 8f 
88!)11eY81'8, 8M el'g8Ni!8t:iafl ef 8Bi}31eyee8, 81' 8; jeiR1; BBBl&littee f.rBM 13otB:; an 
ag1'88meft1; iftBlutting 8; et8teMBRt sf! 

- 1-
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Ch. 402 2013 LAWS OF MARYLAND 

taB b "ass, Bl'aA, 81' BBB"ttf)StiBB that tBS iBEi4viattsl is 188liMRg, 

tae eegiRmsg aRQ BflEiiag aaise 8£ tlte 8}3}31'81ltieeesiJll aAe. 

~ is regietereli ill 8: fll'Sgl'SID sf the CeuBeil B1' the ~ut'89;tt ef 
Ap,IBldieBehi13 anel TrainiBg efthe Uaitea gtatee Qe}aartmeIN efIsaB@I: 

~ "Qslllmieeienel''' meaRS! 

~ 811 8: atfteri88 el i e}9feesMteti tEl 8£ Ute Cenunieeieoer. 

fEi1 (IC911etil·tu~tiel1J1 iS8hi8:8e all: 

~ @'aildiAgl 

~ 1'e 88ftstr \:H~ting; 

~ iM}lll 8 ; ingl 

f41 enlayging; 

~ l3 a:istiftg aRB: eleeel'a+ieg; 

~ alteri1:ig; 

~ 11l8:il!tainiAgf 8M 

~ l'S}3 8:M!lftg. 

~ "Cel!lMBilJ1 MeaRS tke 1'\t3}3rsMttie8eftip anti Traifting QeliMei-b 

8881;1'881;81' 81 e tt888sbraeter WAssr 8 fP!'lBlie "'/8))* 88nti'8:et: 

'CIseoalits n Insane the saliBt)' ill wlMSH: tits wel'll iEl te be fJ81'ftH'BHHI. 

-2-
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MARTIN O'MALLEY, Governor Ch. 402 

~ If thB }Hl@lie :VBrll is lBeatieti withiN: Q 91" more OBUfttl88; the boast) 
~tl88 all 8et!tftbiee itl whiel) tRa ~'ttBlie 'yei'M ie 18satsel: 

~ uPl'BY8tiHHtg wage fate" MBsnB the RBlell'ty rate OfYlagoe ,aiel 1ft tkeleoe:lity 
88 aetsrmMlS8 @y the Cemmi8eieUl:Bl' llfl8Bl' § 17 2Q8 8f this Bu:stitl8. 

HPldhlie ti8~Y" lB88ftBI 

~ euee~t 88 }Jl'Bvia8S lM ~81·8gl'8::pft (Q)(ij ~ sf tfi.ie O'liB08etisfij 

a Ufl,§:t of the State g6VerlU118flt Sf iftBti'ulBBRtality 8f the State I 

~ an; }38M:ti:081 oTlleeSvleisfl, egeRer, flBl'SBfl; 81' Bfltit) witlt 
l'88~eet t8 Ute aBAsh t\stistt ef 8li~" }3uelie WBl'li: f@t' whieh [eQ%] 2e% 81' mot'B Bf the 
Meney laSSS fell BBRoti'uetiBFl is Fl:J~J:eE!Q I~J 'J:'~IQbE QQ IN PsYl'l' l),Q;1PII ~t8te B1Bneyt 

--e 

~ MBtwit'ketsBsing fJ81'agl'8pft (Q)Eii) of tRia BUlle8eboR, 8 
fJelitios18l!le84'·isiBft ifite geverBing BeelYI 

., }3revielee By 81'liinaft88 81' l's8s1T:!ttiSM: thet tRe }!ts1itieal 
BUBelivieisll: ie eevBl'eel13y tl148 sue title, S1\8 

~ gizlse wl'itten netis8 sf t1 at sI8i-natl88 81' 188s111ti8fl bs 
tll8 Q8H1tIBieei9SS1: 

~ upuldio llsEiy" €Isee liSt iBshule: 

~ 8: etflit 8£ tAe ~t8tS g8VBl'MBlBRt 91 iRett'tttB8fltel-ity sf the 
.statB RtR8S8 WR8n), ::8!8tB 8 e8"6188 8ther tASR t8:e State I 8t: 

~ sny }!leliti8s1 8u13aivi:ei8fl, ageR85\ 
1'8Sf3eet t8 the eBM:8truBtisR sf eR)! }3Tt l!@lie wsrh fer 'lrhiBA ISB8 
BleBS), ... \888 fer 881191;1'1\etI88 is State n18Rey. 

}3el'sen; Bl' eBtity wits 
theA [8 Q%] Q {j % Bf tll8 

~ ~ S~8;est t8 }3St:agF8ph (g) sf tAle sU8esetiSHt, IIfJl!\eli8 w8rh'l msaH:S e 
etrue6tu'e al' Harh, illehuiiBg a 81'Ia.gS, 8uHEiiRg, aiteA, reeel, aJ..le)" we:terwB1'lI; 81' 
sewage liie~ee81 "lahti, that. 

~ is BeFl8h'uetss f.eF }ntl31iB use 81' eeSeH:tl el' 

~--ie paiS. i'e¥ ' ; ¥.BHy 81' }381'tlylJy fHot8lie MBBey: 

-3-
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ffi A S'I'!A:lH;;I'PtJRE Oil "lOIUE l;l;qIQgE QQ~lS~H\5l(!JfI'IQN IS 
PERFQRi\f!EJ!) BY A PRPvrA'PE l'JQ~JPRQFI'P Il'TS'PICP\J;PIQ~l OF IIIQIFER E8l:JGA'iIQ~1. 
REQAit;QIsESS OF PAY1\~~J'P "'QI9I:.I:sY OD PAzR'PIsY;QY PYiH:hIQ l'/[Q~JEYI OR 

£Hi UFMBBB let 6e 881\t1'886; 8: etn~ehue SF w8rh TRBes 

8sne1n?uetien is ~eri'slnleEi 8) a tHt81ie serviss BBIDfl8tftY UB8:Bl' enter sf tikB Ptetetie 
Se¥¥iee C8DU!ll:seien 81' eUler }!J't4@lie autaerity l'sgsmllese BE 

!3uelie Btt}3Bt'vieisM 81 SH:'8etisB; 81' 

llsym.8nt wRaYy 81' peru.,. itBM }3uelie MBBey: 

~ fCPlildie TBt'K 8BFlti'set" meSHe 8 8entrs8t in eSAe1wl!istien sf 8: tl\lldie" Bl'lt. 

~ (IJ~,rBrltel!" meane 8 laeerel' 81' msekaftoiB. 

(gJ There is a Task Force to Study the Applicability or the Maryland 
Preuailing Wage Law. 

ill The Tas'! Force consists of the following members: 

ill two members of the Senate of Maryland. one of whom shan be a 
member of the minority party. appointed by the President of the Senate: 

m two members of the House or Delegates. one of whom shall be a 
member of the minority party. appointed by the Speaker of the House: 

m the Secretary or Labor. Licensing. and Regulation: 

W the Secretary of General Seruices: 

ill the Executiue Director of the Public School Construction Program: 

ill the following members appointed by the President of the Senate and 
the Spea'ler of the House: 

ill one member of the AFlr-CIO: 

(iii one member of the Washington. DC Building and 
Construction Trades Council: 

______ .(iiil one member of the Associated Builders and Contra.ctors: 

6&l one member from the Maryland Association of Counties: 

-4-
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MARTIN O'MALLEY, Governor Ch.402 

{Ql one member from the Maryland Association of Boards of 
Education: and 

UllJ. one member representing a local school system that solicits 
bids for school construction at the 50% threshold under the Prevailing Wage Law. 

{Ql The Taslz Force shall be cochaired by the members from the Senate of 
Maryland and the House of Delegates. 

(sjJ The DeDartment of Le2islative Services. with assistance from the 
Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation, shall staff the Taslz Force. 

W A member of the Task Force: 

ill may not receive compensation as a member of the Task Force: but 

m is entitled to reimbursement for expenses under the Standard State 
Travel ReglLlations, as provided in the State budget. 

ill The Task Force shall: 

ill examine the current Prevailing Wage Law and how it applies to 
school construction projects, including: 

ill the current process as it relates to the Interagency Committee 
on School Construction procedures: 

(jjJ the determination of whether a project is bid as a prevailing 
wage or nonprevailing wage project: 

(iii) how the current prevailing wage thresholds apply and affect 
bids for school construction projects: and 

lliU. whether there are differences in the application of the 
Prevailing Wage Law based on project size and cost: 

m analyze and examine school construction contracts bid as prevailing 
wage and nonprevailing wage contracts to determine the effect the following 
requirements may have on contract costs, including: 

ill overhead costs associated with complying with the Prevailing 
Wage Law: 

(ii) other related contractor overhead costs that may apply: 

(iii) fringe benefits provided to workers: 

-5-
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Ch.402 2013 LAWS OF MARYLAND 

illll licensing rem.Lirements: 

Dll reporting requirements: and 

Dill union requirements that may affect staffing levels: 

W analyze and examine prevailing wage and nonprevailing wage 
constmction projects through the duration of the project to determine if project quality 
varies by contract type. accounting for the following: 

ill local school system- driven modifications: 

(ii) unforeseen condition modifications: and 

(iii) defective worlwwnship: 

W study how local prevailing wage laws compare to the Mal'yland 
Prevailing Wage Law: 

(JjJ. reVLew: 

ill other state prevailing wage laws: 

@ other studies on the effect of prevailing wage laws on 
construction costs. community well-being. worker wages and income tax revenues. and 
State and local budgets: and 

(iii) any other matter that relates to the scope and application of 
the Maryland Prevailing Wage Law. 

{g1 On or before December 31. 2013. the Task Force shall report its findings 
and recom.mendations relating to the effect of the Maryland Prevailing Wage Law on 
school construction to the Governor and. in a.ccordance with § 2-1246 of the State 
GOlJernment Article. the Senate Finance Committee and the House Economic Matters 
Committee. 

SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That this Act shall take effect 
July 1, 2013. It shall remain effective for a period of 1 year and, at the end of Ju.ne 30, 
2014, with no further action reql/ired by the General Assembly, this Act shall be 
abrogated and of no fu rther force and effect. 

Approved by th e Governor, May 2, 2013. 

-6-
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Prevailing Wage Compliance 
CONTRACTS FOR PUBLIC WORKS 

The Division is responsible for implementing the prevailing wage law on covered public works 
contracts, ensuring proper classification of workers, rates of pay and conditions of employment. The Maryland 
prevailing wage law and regulations are intended to encourage the development of a high-skill, high-wage 
growth path for tbe construction labor market in public works contracting. Union and non-union contractors win 
public works jobs based on having the most productive, best equipped and best managed workforce. This 
creates a win/win situation for successful contractors and their workers. 

The Prevailing Wage unit operates under authority of the State Finance and Procurement Article, 
Sections 17-201 through 17-226, Annotated Code of Maryland. Coverage of the Prevailing Wage Law extends 
to any contract for public works in excess of $500,000 when State public funds are used to provide 50 percent 
or more of the funds for the project. A wage determination issued for a project specifies the wage and fringe 
benefit rates for each classification of worker determined to be prevailing in that locality for that type of 
construction. 

The Prevai ling Wage unit conducts a continuing program to gather current relevant wage data. 
Statistical information needed to issue wage determinations is obtained through annual surveys and from 
payrolls submitted by contractors. Wage determinations are issued for each locality in the State (23 counties 
and the City of Baltimore) and remain in effect for one year from the date they are issued. At the end of2012, 
577covered projects were under construction. 

Payrolls received 
Audits performed 
Determinations issued 

Activity for 2012 

Estimated dollar amount of detelminations issued 
Wages recovered for employees 
Liquidated damages collected for violations 

38,097 
9,714 
297 
$14,024,691,397 
$651,033 
$14 1,430 

The Prevailing Wage Law requires contractors to submit certified payroll statements indicating proper 
worker classification and wages for both straight and overtime work. The payrolls are audited by field 
investigators to detennine whether employees are paid according to the determinations issued. Together with 
information from field investigations and employee complaints, the audits frequently result in liquidated 
damages and restitution recovery for the employees. 

The Division of Labor and Industry has seen increased compliance by contractors on Maryland public 
works projects, due in large part to the unit 's outreach efforts prior to the start of construction. 
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SENATE TASKFORCE ON PREVAILING WAGE IN MD. 

Jan-July 2013 

Contractors on site 1083 
Employees interviewed 4139 
Restitution recovered $146,639.00 
# Employees receiving 212 
Certified received 39,948 
Jan-Dec. 2012 

Contractors on site 1490 
Employees interviewed 7068 
Restitution recovered $651,033.09 
# Employees receiving 358 
Certified received 34,963 
Jan-Dec.2011 

Employees interviewed 5583 
Restitution recovered $482,463.37 
# Employees receiving 555 
Certified received 56,904 
Jan-Dec.2010 

Employees interviewed 4206 
Restitution recovered $380,116.50 
# Employees receiving 513 
Certified received 42,066 
Jan-Dec.2009 

Employees interviewed 
Restitution recovered 
# Employees receiving 
Certified received 

3593 
$428,914.76 

417 
43,828 

.:. The PW Unit has registered 251 State Procurement agents since going online in 2010 . 
• :. 1947 Contractors and employers have registered since 2010 . 
• :. 84 Unions and 10 Trade Associations have registered . 
• :. The electronic certified payroll system collects on average 260 certified payrolls per day . 
• :. The PW Unit no longer needs to store paper certified payrolls . 
• :. Employee SSN's are no longer redacted by hand for an MPIA request which once took 

almost 4 weeks to complete on large request. Today a report can be generated the same 
Clay wit50ut exposing any of the employee's personal information. 
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.:. The annual statewide survey process is now paperless. 
~ 2009 survey submittals 500-600 approx. 
~ 2010 survey submittals 9,888 
~ 2011 survey submittals 7,688 
~ 2012 survey submittals 5,833 

.:. Features of Maryland's Electronic Certified Payroll System 
~ Informational Statewide craft rates online for each county and craft and type 
~ Procurement portal for requesting wages rates for each project. 

• Before the electronic system request for rates could take 3-4 weeks. 
• Today (Since 2010) wage rate request takes only a few minutes . 

• :. Master Project's list 

~ Every active project is listed on the website 
• Downloadable/Printable copy of wage determination 

.:. Certified Payroll button 
~ Employers can submit certified payroll 24/7 from any computer 
» Each employer can have as many people logged in and working as they want 
~ Once payroll has been submitted, printable receipt for General Contractor 
~ Bulk File submission process has been developed and is popular 

• Step-by-step directions are online for the process of aligning an employer's 
accounting system to the State's electronic process. 

• Several businesses have been expanded and created to process payrolls for 
employers that don't want to do it themselves. These employers also have the same 
company process their weekly payroll. Several businesses are located outside of MD 
and 1 is in Canada . 

• Both Manual and Bulk submittals have a printable receipt that is on State letterhead . 
• :. General Contractor's Log 

» GC's can view their sub's receipts thus eliminating the late payroll submission 

~ GC's can request a close out of subs. (audit) 
~ GC's can list all subcontractors for the MATC Fund. 
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Online Certified Payroll 
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o Payrolls 687 2233 4053 4064 4608 4897 5822 5243 7087 7116 
OManual 677 2215 4020 3947 4376 4656 5553 4969 6723 6704 
oBulk 10 18 33 117 232 241 269 274 364 412 
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IssueDate Determinal ProjectNum 

6/7/2013 16673 01.014.2014 

6/18/2013 16757 03 .097.13 ASP 

6/18/2013 16764 03.160.13 ASP 

3/14/2013 16099 PSCIt05.008.13 

2/14/2013 15973 06.036.13SR 

3/7/2013 16057 PSC 06.020.14C 

3/13/2013 16092 PFP 13-041 

8/27/2013 17261 2014CIP-18EEIPl-1213 

8/27/2013 17268 2014CIP-18EEIP2-1213 
8/27/2013 17275 2014CIP-18EEIP3-1213 

2/1/2012 14188 PSCP 1101.011.2013 

1/13/2012 14055 JMI-621-12-03-147' 12 

1/3/2012 13922 JNI-787-12 

1/5/2012 13950 JNI-765-12 

1/5/2012 13957 JNI-766-12 

2/1/2012 14181 JNI-786-12 

11/2/2012 15539 04.002.12 

11/2/2012 15546 04.015.13 

3/19/2012 14496 06.015.2012 SR 

3/26/2012 14531 06.018.013C 

1/26/2012 14132 PSCP 06.025.13SR 

12/19/2012 15756 PFP 13-022 

2/1/2012 14195 PSC 08.046.11C REV 

6/19/2012 15147 FGBAC 2-1213 

CountyCD CountyName 

1 001 - Allegany County 
5 ODS - Baltimore County 

5 ODS - Baltimore County 

11 011 - Caroline County 

13 013 - Carroll County 

13 013 - Carroll County 

15 015 - Cecil County 
17 017 - Charles County 

17 017 - Charles County 

17 017 - Charles County 

_1 001 - Allegany County 

5 ODS - Baltimore County 
5 ODS - Baltimore County 

5 ODS - Baltimore County 

5 DOS - Baltimore County 

5 005 - Baltimore County 

9 009 - Ca lvert County 

9 009 - Calvert County 

13 013 - Carroll County 
13 013 - Carro ll County 

13 013 - Carro ll County 

15 015 - Ceci l County 

17 017 - Charles County 

17 017 - Charles County 
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ProjectName 

Westmar Middle Roof Rep lacement Phase 2 

Hereford Middle School - Air Conditioning Installation 

Arbutus Elementary School - Air Conditioning Installation 

Preston Elementary Schoo l 

Roof Replacement at Westminster West Middle School 

Eldersburg Elementary School Open Space Enclosure Project 

Rising Sun HS Roof Replacement 

Lighting Retrofits at 6 schools - FY 2014 CIP EE l 

Lighting Retrofits at 6 schools - FY 2014 CIP EEl 

Lighting Retrofits at 6 schools - FY 2014 CIP EEl 

DescriptionofWork 

Removal and replacement o' 

installation of chiller and nel 

installation of chiller, air han 

Total renovation and additio 

Replacement of approximat( 

Conversion of five open spac 

Complete remova l of existin, 

Lighting retrofit project for 6 

lighting retrofit project for 6 

Lighting retrofit project for 6 

UserlD 

140 
2330 
2330 
723 
142 
170 
478 
703 
703 
703 

Fort Hi ll Roof Replacement, Phase 2 Removal and replacement o' 140 
REPLACEMENT OF WINDOWS, BLINDS AND DOORS-DEER PARK MIDD Removal and replacement 0 694 

WoodLawn High School (03-050-12) Replacement of windows, de 696 

Rep lacement of Windows, doors and Blinds Chatsworth Elem REPLACEMENT OF WINDOW 696 

Window, Door and Blind Rep lacement Cedarmere Elementary 

Randa llstown Elementary Roof 

Mutual ES Systemic Renovation 

Plum Point ES Roof Replacement 

Freedom ES Heat Plant Conversion 

Robert Moton Elementary School Open Space Enclosure Project 

Will iam Winchester ES Roof Replacement 

Rising Sun ES HVAC Project 

st. Charles High School 

F.B. Gwynn Center - Gym AIC & Exterior Doors Replacement 

Peplkacement of Windows. I 

Replace thre styles of roofs 

Installation of a wet fire SUPI 

Replacement of approximat( 

Removal of oil fired steam b, 

Conversion of five open spae 

Remove existing roof memb 

Replace rooftop HVAC equip 

The project wi ll consist of th 

Provide HVAC Roof top unit · 

696 

696 

149 
149 

142 
170 
629 
478 
703 
703 
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Employees on Projects Home State 

10,534 

3,305 

2,507 

3,120 7,429 

* May 2012 ti ll August 2013. 

II MMyIJn<i 

. Washington DC 

II Virgi nia 

a Wcsl VA 

Other 
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o 183,532 Employee Records 
o 76.34% - MD - 140,111 

• Q 1.37% - DC - 2,507 
" 1.80% - DE - 3,305 
n 5.74% - PA - 10,534 
n 9.00% - VA - 16,526 
CI 1.70% - WV - 3,120 
" 4.05% - Other ·- 7,429 

The questIon Is "How many Maryland Residents worked" on PW projects? 
The time frame was from May 2012 till August 2013. 
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Data Relevant to Prevailing Wage in Maryland (DRAFT) 

3 Years back 

1. How many ... 
a. . .. school construction projects? 
b. . .. prevailing wage, school construction projects? 
c. . .. non-prevailing wage, school construction projects? 
d. . .. include the political subdivision for each-t;'oj.e6. 

2. Bid Cost of each project. 
a. Number prevailing wage. 

b. Number non-prevailing wag~. ~~';'%' 
3. Close-out (or final) cost of each proJeoff i . . 

4. Nwnber of prevailing and non-prevailiii'~~ge projects based on cost threshold alone. 
. a. Include the political subdivision fort aG. proj ,ct. 

5. Number of prevailing and non-prevailing wage p .~_cts based on % of state money alone. 
a. Include the political subdivisiolJo for each p~efect. . 
b. Inclnde infonnation where,possi.ble l\bout the'~\'l~, much "ineligible" cost from 

state perspective is included ij1local ,p~tcentage . . 
6. New school ~fiiiii \) ~ost per squirre foot. .-

a. Cost 1i,els(uare f~b , \'lf each project. 
b. Average~i;:ost per sqJ,l!lj'e foot fo~ ne{ construction statewide. 

c. Average CO&~,p r Sd\lIl~~~QQt for new «onstruction on prevailing wage projects . 
. ( 4t G., ;,). 

d. Average.cost " s.B'dare f6 "t fOf.J,1eW cQnstruction annan-prevailing wage 
: '" .j,.~ . 

projects. .' '~7 

7. Safety data with MOSH whe"el' ossible for each project. 
8. In state or out-of-state contract~ • general & in each specification) where possible. 
9. How many "double bid's" (simult~~ous bids & side by side i:>ids) in the time frame? 

10. Other questions? 

, 
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FACTORS THAT AFFECT THE COST OF SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION: THE OWNER'S PERSPECTIVE 
David Lever 
September 30, 2013 

BID PRICES: 
Competition: Number of bidders 

• Availability of private sector work {easier schedules, rules are less complex (e.g. no MBE)) 
• Geographic location 
• Jurisdictional location: stringency of regulations, payment structure 
• Other work bidding on the same day (e.g. GSA, military) 
• Other work underway concurrently (e.g. BRAC, NSA: draws down on supply of subs) 
• Complexity of project: 'drives away some bidders 
• Who the CM is 

Size, length And Complexity Of Project 
• Size: economies of scale 
• Length: risk increases for prices of end-of-project materials, equipment 
• Complexity: integration of many systems, increase of project management 

Timing Of Bid 
• Day of the week: Mondays are bad 

Payment Structure 
• Length oftime from submission of requisition to payment ~ financing charges may be needed 
• Retainage: reduction of retainage with time and performance, variable retainage per CSI 

division 
• Prevailing wage or non-prevailing wage 

Delivery Method: 
• General contracting (GM) 
• Construction Management Agency (CMA) 
• Construction Management At-Risk (CMR) 

Macroeconomic factors: 
• Availability of materials and equipment 
• Availability of labor 
• Overseas competition for both 
• Cost of importing labor 

BID AND FINAL PRICE: 
Clarity Of Documents 

• Does bidder have to carry costs to cover areas that may not be clear in the documents? 
• Will there be a large number of change orders due to errors and omissions? 

Occupied or-Not Occupied;-Number of Phases (renovation mainly, possibly replacement) 
• Need for mobilizations/de-mobilizations 
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• Adds to complexity 9f management, e.g. maintaining egress throughout, controlling dust and 
noise, testing schedules. 

FINAL COST: 

Project Management 
• Review of documents 
• Control of RFis 
• Control of change orders 
• Punch list and warranty 
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.. 

Number of Projects Greater than SO% Number of Projects Less than SQ%5tate 

or Equal to $500,000 I "\r-II r' 
Tobl Contract 

Projects Greater Projects are in the 209 Projecb 

m~ff~a~'&y)f?!lll§ti't~..%I 

Projects Greater than or Equal to $500,000 200 $1.299,225,475 . $530,481 
Projects less than $500,000 234 $44,372.091 $34,138,484 i 1 $10,233,6071 n /23 Split 

Split 

Greater than $500,000 and Greater than 
50% St:lte Parth;lpatfon In Contract 
Projects Greater than or Equal to $500,000 
but less than SO% State ParticIpation In 
Contract 

less than $500,000 but Greater than or 

443 $1,343,597,566 $564,625,406 I $n8,972.160142/58 SpHt 

30% 81% 

Equal to SO"State Particlpation In Contractl 205146% 1 $37,998,878 1 3% 1 $31.578.299 $6.420.5791 
Projects Less than $500,000 and Il!Ssthan 
50% State Participation in Contract 0% 
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Percent of Estimated State Investment in School Construction Projects 

85% 
8()D/o •• 75% 
7()D/o • • • 
65% 
60% 
55% • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
500/0 
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3()D/o • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
25% 
20'10 j • 
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10% 
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0'/0 
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STATE OF MARYLAND 

~DLLR 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

500 N. Calvert Street, 4 th Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, LICENSINOAND REOULATION ____________________ _ _ 

TO: Chairman Middleton & Delegate Olszewski 

FROM: Scott Jensen, Deputy SecretalY, DLLR 

RE: School Construction Data 

December 17,2013 

The Prevailing Wage Task Force asked DLLR to review MSDE's Public School Construction data in an effort to 
determine ifthere were marked and consistent differences in the costs of prevailing wage versus non-prevailing wage 
projects. We have worked very closely with, and have received generous support from, Dr. Lever and his team at the 
Public School Constructi on Program. While we learned quite a bit, we must conclude that despite the hours spent we do 
not believe our effOlts have achieved a product that we are confident is definitive. Further, we believe that finding such 
answers would require a level of analytical and economic sophistication that we do not have. 

Our review ofa "critical mass" of SO projects was meant to provide a useful, ifnot perfect, snap shot of the facts having to 
do with school construction costs within our state. We were not aiming to achieve scientific celtainty, but we did hope to 
uncover rough and ready facts that would be useful to deliberations on this issue. However, even this modest goa l proved 
beyond reach. 

Even within this small sample there was sufficient "noise" in the data to warrant the conclusion that there were factors at 
work that caused us to miss the relevant cost drivers. In a number of instances when we looked at projects with 
significant categorical over-lap - same county, same type of school, same prevailing wage status (either prevailing wage 
or non) - we saw too much variance in costs to justify a claim that particular differences were driven by lower or higher 
labor costs associated with prevailing wage. Other factors may have been involved that would require detailed 
examination of the circumstances su rrounding each project, including the unique bidding strategies of individual 
contractors. Even after taking the step of verifying the numbers reported to Dr. Lever's office with local areas, we are 
forced to concede that even this effort did not filter the noise to an extent sufficient to make drawing conclusions 
responsible. 

The so lution would be to expand the pool of projects one studies, and control more effectively for the greater quantity of 
variables such an expans ion brings. But to do this one would have to either go back fUlther in time, expand the 
geographic area beyond Malyland, or both. While this is not practical, even if it were done, DLLR and Dr. Lever's team 
certainly do not have the time or the expertise to do a credible job. Others who have reviewed and studied prevailing 
wage's impact on the cost of proj ects spent n year Or two on the effClt, reviewed hundreds or thousands of projects, and 
had a team of economists provide analysis. And then even when such studies are complete, they must necessarily achieve 
a level of abstraction which makes them vulnerable to critique based on their sophi stication, precisely what our "snap­
shot" had hoped to avoid. 

With those considerations in mind, we cannot credibly provide the Task Force with the solid answer we hoped we could 
find. However, we do not believe our time, or the group 's time, has been wasted. Our work is, I believe, illustrative of 
the nature of the data on which we focused , and the dangers of drawing unwarranted conclusions from it. Qur team at 
DLLR has become expert in what one cannot know from exploring this data set. While shy of the value we had set out to 

-add,-we.hope.such-knowledge.cfln-pcove-llseful-incfuture deliberations on this matter. 

PHONE: 410-230-6020 • Fax: 410-333-0853 • INTERNET: www.dllr.maryland.gov 

MARTIN O 'MALLEY, GOVERNOR ANTHONY G . BROWN, LT. GOVERNOR LEONARD J. HOWIE III, SECRETARY 
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I 
Public School Construction Program 

Listing of Projects that bid with and without Prevailing Wage Rates (side--by-side) 
39 Bids; 4 LEAs; 13 projects ) January 2012 - MillY 2013 

LEA 

Base Bid Alternates 
Cost with w"" 
Prevailing Prevailing 

Project Name Bid Date Project Type Contractor Wages Wages 

Carrol FreedomE. 1V8I2012 601« Towson Mech 822,000 
'""""","en M&E Sales 659,176 

EMJA 981,600 

Mlck's Plumb. "',000 
RWWllmer 1.050,000 

Oenvor Elek 1,089,900 

M&MWeldlng 1,124.000 
Hampstead E. 211612012 Rool SSK Contracting 715,000 65,000 ,"""""'" .... National Roofing 731 ,000 26.200 

I Roofing & Sustainotbl0 897,000 9,000 
Cole Roofing 914.562 30,469 

S impson of Md 1.079,000 20,000 
J&K Contracting 1,184,000 2,500 

Westminster 512120'2 Roof J&K Contracting 1,543,000 
West M. ,opIa<emert 

Cole Roofing 1,487,593 

Ruff Roofers l .n1.62J -
Northeast Contracting 2,159,938 -
Alliaco 1,596,000 -

EIdemug E. 511612013 Renovation • Towson Mechanical 2.822.000 248,300 

I Open Space Kellor Brolhef'S 2,829,000 281 ,900 
E_~ 

Bob Portor Co. 2.849,000 255,500 

North Point Buildes 2.878.000 250.500 

PhilllpsWay 2.937,000 2<3,300 

E. Pikounis Construction 2.948,000 349,000 - ElkridgeE. 312712012 Roof Tecta America E 1,299,900 "'- Cole Roofing 1,327,981 

Vottica Contract 1.378.000 

CitiRoof Corp. 1,436.000 

• Autumn Contract 1,652,000 

J&K Contracting 1,687.000 

Simpson 0' Md 1,797.000 

NewEIem. 51712012 New MRP Contract 4,100,200 597.300 
construction Kelle r Brothers 4,345.000 568.700 

Homowood GeR. 4,493.800 521,300 

Hancock & A1b3nese 4,704.000 566,000 
Brawnor Builder 4,750,000 717,000 

Bob Porter Co. 4,nO,OOO "',500 

Base Bid 
Cost Altemates Total Contract 

Total Contract without without without 
with Prevailing Provailing Prevailing Prevailing 

Wages Wages Wages Wages 

822,000 739,000 739,000 

859,176 835.116 835,176 

981,600 869,900 869,900 

998,000 8.54,746 854,746 

1,050,000 927,000 927,000 

1,089,900 1,067.200 1,067.200 

1.124,000 1,082.000 1,082,000 

780,000 660,000 45,000 705,000 

757,200 694,000 23,400 717,400 

9OG,OOO 869,000 . ,000 877.000 

945,031 850,436 27,884 878,320 

1,099,000 981 ,000 17,000 9S8,OOO 

1,186,500 1.054,000 2,000 1,056,000 

1,543,000 1.500.000 - 1,500,000 

1.487,593 1.285.&30 - 1.285,830 

1,771,623 1.615.573 1 ,615,~3 

2,159,938 2,017,765 2,017,765 

1,596,000 1,379,000 1,379,000 

3,070,300 2,448,000 242,000 2,690,000 

3.110,900 2.489,000 241 ,200 2,730,200 

3,104,500 2,494.000 233,000 2,727,000 

3,128,500 2,497,000 250,500 2,747,500 

3,200,3(10 2,640,000 244,300 2,884,300 

3,297,000 2,721 ,000 320,500 3,041 ,500 

1.299,900 1,281 .000 1,281 ,000 

1,327,9111 1,236.618 1,236,618 

1,378,000 1.318.000 1,318,000 

1,436,000 1,310.000 1,310,000 

1.652,000 1,652,000 1,652,000 

1,687,000 1,657,000 1,657,000 

1,797,000 1.689,000 1,689,000 

4,697,500 3 ,752,300 568,800 4,321 ,100 

4,913,700 4 ,036,000 536.400 4,574,400 

5,015,100 4 ,257,000 491,700 4,748,700 

5,270,000 4,439.000 533,900 4,972,900 

5,467,000 4,600,000 660,000 5.260,000 

5,326,500 4.370,000 522,500 4,892.500 

" of 
im:roue " of 

'0' increase 
Prevailing '0' 

Wages Prevailing 
Buo Bid Wages 

Cost Alternates 

11.23% 

2.87% 

12.84% 

16.76% 

13.27% 

2..13% 

3.88'" 

8.33% 44.44% 

5.33% 11 .97% 

3.22% 12.50% 

7.54% 9.27% 

9.99% 17.65% 

12..33% 25.00% 

2.87% 

15.69% 

9.66% 

7.05'" 

15.74% 

15.28% 2.60% 

13.66% 16.87% 

14.23% 9." % 

153% 0.00% 

11.25% 7.78% 

8.34% 8.89% 

1.48"1. 

7.39% 

4 .55"1. 

9.62% 

0.00% 

1.81 % 

6.39'" 

9.27% 5.01 % 

7.60% G.02% 

5.56% 6.02% 

5.97% 6.01% 

3.26% 8.64% 

9. 15" 6..51 % 

" of 
increase 

fo, 
Prevailing 
Wag~s 
Total 

Contract 

11.23% 

2.87% 

12.84% 

16.76% 

,3.27" 
2..13% 

3.88% 

10.1>4% 

5.55% 

3.31% 

7.60" 

10.12% 

,2."36% 

"'7% 
15.69% 

9.66% 

7.05% 

15.74% 

14.14% 

13.94% 

13.84% 

13.87% 

10.96% 

8.40% 

1.48% 

7.39"1. 

4.55% 

9.62% 

0.00"1. 

1.81 % 

6.39% 

8.71 % 

7.42% 

5.61 % 

5.97% 

3.94% 

8.87% 

AVDrilge 
Increase 

Within Bid 
Package 
All Bids 

9.00% 

8.26% 

10.20% 

12.52% 

4.46% 

6.75% 

12J16/2{J13 
of4 pago, 

Comments 
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Public School Construction P,a!sr~m 
Lilting of Projects that bid wlU'iand without Prevailing Wago Rales (side-by.side) 
39 Bids; "lEAs; 13 Projects !January 2012· May 2013 

ILEA 

Howard· I MaI"lOf Woods 
eont'd Elem. 

. . bale 

Roof Vatic .. Contract 
replacement CitiRoof Corp. 

,fMd 

Bue Bid 

Cost with I with 
Previt ilin; Prevailing I with Preva iling 

W.s9es Wages Waglls 

Total Co nlnn::! 

easlt Bid 
Cost 

without 
Prevailing 

Wages 

" ., 
increase ,., " ., " ., 

inCfene 
incrllasCl for Average 

Alternates Totill Contract Prevailing for Prevailing IneroHe 
without without Wages Prevailing Wages Within Bid 

Prevailing Prev.iling aaSi Bid Wages Total Packago 
Wages Wages Cost Alt.maln Contract All Bids 

969,294 183,5'4 1.152.808 952.495 180,671 1,133,172 1.76% 1.57% 1.73% 

1.244.250 288,000 1.532,250 1.095.500 258,000 1,353,500 13.58% 11.63% 13.21% 

1,292,000 217,000 1,509,000 1.2-49,000 201,800 1,450,800 3.44% 7,53% 4,01% 

12/1612013 
Page20r4 

[Cole Roofing 

.E 

1.297,0 00" J 268.000 1,565,000 1,297,000 268.000 1,565,000 0.00% 0.00% O ,OO~..l J 
1,313.-411 I 255.389 1,568.800 1.165,830 229.619 1,395,449 12.66% 11.22% 12.42%1 I 
1,540.000 J. 322,800 1,862.800 1,520.000 274.800 1,794,800 1.32% 17.47% 3.79% 

J&K Contractln9 1,858,000 341,000 2,1 99,000 1,828.000 321.000 2,1 49,000 1.64% 6.23% 2.33%1 5.36%1 J 
1'121120121 HVAC Towson Mech 4.555.000 610.000 5,165,000 4.104.000 517.500 4,621 ,500 10.99% 17.17% 11 .76" 1 1 

reptacemer1 Phillips Wa.y 5.042.000 963.000 6.005,000 4,518.000 853,000 5,371,000 11 .60% 12.90% 11 ,80%1 I 
M&MWelding 5.817,015 952,896 6,769.971 5,583.210 896,631 6,479.841 4.19% 6.28% 4.48% 

I New M. M20 I 31~13 I ~= INorth Point Builders 

~ole 

1 .... --- lean Am Acoustical 

I 98 · Flooring 

6.220.000 1.050.200 7,270,200 5.241 0.000 868.200 6.108,200 18.70% 20.96% " .02% 

943.850 943,850 I 666.850 

7.000 8 50.0 

9.384 303.9 
311 .371 311 ,371 311.371 

5.18% 

1"''' 
3.37% 

666,850 I 41 .54" 

t,371 

41 .54% 

1t .n % 

18.83% 

2A7% 

11 .58% 

7.48% 
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· . I 
Public School Consiruction ProglillTl 
Listing of Profects that bid w ith and without Prevailing Wage Rates {slde-by-sideJ 
39 Bids; 4 LEAs; 13 Projocts I January 2012 - May 2013 

IlEA 

_. __ tN .. 

Howard - New M. #20 
(;Ot('d cort'd 

Base Bid 
Cost with 

%01 
increase 

" 

Date IProject Type 

!ISI2013 

1""'_ 
' ; ContCo. 

lSA · I MechanIcal R W Warner. Inc. 

G E TIfnail 135,000 

' , Inc - 162.000 '. f " 'vvv .... 

123,000 7,361 ,000 6.638.vuu 
300,000 8,648,000 7,268,000 

16A - EIe<:tricaI Jan EI Contracting Co. 4,700,000 150.255 4.850,255 4.446.000 _ ~I-- __ 
K_Q~ .sydoms, Inc. 5,282,900 137100 5,420,000 4,478,000 122.380 4,600,380 17.97% 12..03% 11 . 0"'" " 

t= 
The Crown Electnc Co. 5,289.000 166.300 5.455,300 4.594.000 146.700 4740,700 15.13% 13.36% 15.07% 
BoMar1t Electric 5.139.475 160,300 5.299.nS 4,633,000 143.150 4,nS,l50 10.93% 11.93% 10.96% 1.2.43% 

&.leigh SI3f2013 Roof Simpson of fold 2,441 ,000· 2.441,000 2.202,000 _ 2,.202,000 10.85% 10.85% -

Mara M. replacemert Cole Roofing 2,431 ,376 . 2,431,376 2,099,400 • 2,099,409 15,81% 15,81 % 

12/1612013 
Page3of4 

Comments 

IJ&K 2,800,180 2,800,180 2,730,000 • 2,730,000 2.57% 2.57% I 

IEI1<ndge M. 151312013 IRooI 
replacement 

151312013 IRo.» 

Villica Contract 

Ironshor. Contr. 

Simpson of Md 

J&K 

ICoie Roofing 

IJ&K 

~ , UC 

~ , LLC 

II H. 1I30I2012 1= 
Bester EIem. 811612012 

Consttuction 

IJA· ..... • """"". 
Sody Concrete 

Chevy Chase 

Callas 

Dance Bros. 

or Masonry 

5C-Steel 5tHI Fab I 
combination SA Hill 

Callas 

RAHal! ..... 

2.092,000 ...... .. .0::,, '" I 2,092,000 2,060,000 • 2,060,000 1 .~"''' ' 

2,333,007 2,097.820 - 2,097,820 11.21% 11.21%1 8.40% 
1.349,000 • 1,349,000 1,249,000 • 1,2049,000 8.01 % 8.01% 

1,389,000 • 1,389,000 1,359,000 - 1,359,000 2.21 % 2.21% 

1,612,382 • 1,&12,382 1,391 ,254 - 1,391,254 15.89% 15.89% 

1,593,752 - 1,593,752 1,416,592 • 1,416,592 12.5'% 12.51% 9.65% 

1,222,358 I 37,000 1,259,358 I 1,057.618 1 29,000 15.58%1 27.59%1 15.90% 

950,000 I 120.000 1,070;000 I 930,000 I 108,000 1,038,000 3.08% 

987,375 I 30.300 1,017,675 I 904,919 I 26,000 930,919 9 .. 32% 

3,530,000 14,598 3,544,598 3,210,000 12,998 3,222,998 9.97% 12.31 % 9,98% 

760.000 22,000 782,000 699,000 20,300 719,300 8.73% 8.37% 8.72% 

9.49% 

~ .32% 

9.98% 

-- -- r- - _ _ ·r __ _ 

is less Chan 50%. 

933,000 15,400 948,400 828,000 13,000 541,000 12,68% 18.46% 12.~ I 
1,089,000 36,900 1,125,900 1,004,000 35,300 1,039,300 8.47% 4.53% 8.33% 

1,101,500 24,400 1,125,900 914,300 22,000 936,300 20.47% 10.9'% 20.25% 12,52% 

1.957,000 68,500 2,025,500 1,857,000 64,000 1,921 ,000 5.39% 7.03% 5.44% 

2.245,000 64.600 2,309,600 1,524,000 45,400 1,569,400 47.3'% 42.29% 47.16% 

2.250.000 98,000 2,348,000 1,655,000 71,000 1,72&,000 35.95% 38.03% 36.04% 29.55% 

1,597,800 20,500 1,&18,300 1,497,800 19,500 1,517,300 6,sa% 5.13% 6.66% 

1,700,000 36,700 1,736,700 1,600,000 33,500 1,633,500 6.25% 9.55% 6.32% 6A9% 

1,072,000 21,100 1,093,100 1,029,000 18,700 1,047,700 4.18% 12..83% 4.33% 

1,142,000 15,800 1,157,800 1,069.000 14,500 1,083,500 6.83% 8.97% 6.86% 

1,191.000 56.600 1,247,&00 1,1JoS.OOO 52,300 1,186,300 5.03% 8.22% 5.17% 

1.264.700 I 23.400 I 1.288,100 I 1,103,300 I 20.200 J 1,123,500 I 14.63"1 15.84%, 14..65" 7 .7 S11i 
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Public School Construction prJ ram 
listing of Projects that bid with and without Prevailing Wage Rates (side-by.sJde) 
39 Bids ; 4 LEAs ; 13 Projects ~.nuary 2012 - May 2013 

LEA 

B.ne Bid Alternates 
Cost with with TOtolil Contract 
Prevailing Prevailing with Prevailing 

Project Name Bid qate Projett Type Cont~ctor Wages Wliges Wages 

Washington ... ,,~ 8/1 [ ..... , 7A·Roofll'lg Kline 1,300.000 278.000 1,578,000 """ .. E.coR'd C< •• Inten,tilte 1,350,000 163.500 1,513,500 

Aulumn Cont~ct 1,350,000 184.000 1,534,000 

CitiRoof Corp. 1,385,750 303,800 1,689,550 

Heidler 1,599,000 400.450 1,999.450 
IlA-Wrodows Enginae,ed Construction 465.200 ' .990 490,190 

Glilss & Melals 517,906 5.355 523,261 

Spe., Window & GI .. s 555.587 ..... 560,255 
9A-Gypsum& Leonard Krilus 965.300 27,400 m,7oo 

oc""'"" Cindell 992.339 26.306 1,018,645 

Build ing Systems 995,700 11.800 1,007,500 

Finishes , Inc. 1.034,000 14.200 1,048,200 

JAAretakis 1,120,000 7.500 1,127,500 

9B-FIooting DaGol Carpet 141 .550 (34,770) 11)6,780 

I 
Fre derick Tile 142,89& (14.000) 128,1198 

CB Flooring 161 .000 (25,1163) 135,137 

9C-Wood floors Miller Flooring 110.700 110,700 

Wayer's Floor Service 112.922 112,922 

Maslertilre Flooring 118,421 118,421 

9E-Paifting Crown Inc. 131.700 3,037 134,737 

JA Algetakes 137,000 '.500 139,500 

Algos Constrl,l1;tion 157.500 3.000 160,500 

Total Contracting 235.310 235,310 

9f·rq Fr.cSerick Tile 130,400 130.400 

David Allan 130.900 130.900 

13A-Sprinkler Kannedy Fire Protection 194.000 1.500 195,500 

Brewer &Co. 228,000 5.000 233.000 

Capitol Sprinlder 245.000 2,250 247,2.50 

Fira MAK 253,500 2.500 256,000 

Judd Fir. Protect 336,300 3.900 340,200 

ISA· RH L<Jpp 4.539.000 28.500 4,567.500 -- RWWarner 4.669,000 132.000 4,801.000 

MSJohnston 4.826.800 17.500 4 ,844,300 

158- H&H Well Drilling 787,000 787,000 
GeotIwm~ Chosapeake Geosy.terns 862,000 862,000 

Jackson & Sons 873,661 873,661 

16A·EJectricaI AJtimal. etectric 2. 147,950 10.980 2.158,930 

Ellsworth Electric 2.171 .500 18.500 2. 190,000 
n ••• Enterprises 2.2115.000 • . 500 2.301,500 

" gf 
Inctease 

Ban Bid fg, 
Cost A1terniltlS Total Contratt Prevailing 

witilout without without Wages 
Prevailing PrevailiOV Prevailing Base Bid 

Wagts Wages Wages Cost 

1.240.000 259.000 1,499,000 4.84% 

1,255,000 145.000 1,400,000 7.57% 

1,315,000 142,100 1,457,100 2,66% 

1,215.600 295,600 1,511,200 14.00% 

1.455.000 314.800 1,769,800 9.90% 

461 .600 4.820 46&,420 5.11% 

517,!iI06 5.355 523,261 0.00% 

537,870 4.244 542,114 3.29"-

659.700 22.1150 182,550 11.211% 

936,433 24,454 960.897 5.97"-

316,700 10.800 827,500 21 .92% 

830.000 13.000 843,000 24.58% 

889.000 '.500 895,500 25.9&% 

141 .550 (34 .nO) 106,780 0.00"-

136.973 (14.000) 122,973 4.33% 

155,000 (25,1011) 129,892 3.87% 

109.750 109,750 

104.1134 104,834 

109,864 109,864 

87.967 2.'94 90,261 49.72% 

11 4,000 2.000 116,000 20.111% 

128.900 ' .500 131 ,400 22.19% 

235.310 2J5,310 0.00% 

127.100 127,100 2.60" 
114,800 114,800 14.02% 

176.000 1.500 l n,SOO 10.23% 

22a.ooo ' .000 233,000 0.00% 

245,000 2.250 247.250 0.00% 

216.890 ' .000 218,890 16.811"-

252,000 3.000 255,000 0.60% 

4,499.000 211,500 4,527,500 0.89% 

3,862.000 128,000 3,990,000 20.90% 

4.1 70.450 14.000 4,184.450 15.74% 

762.000 762,000 3.28% 

835,000 835,000 3.23"-

857,219 S57,219 1.92% 

1,750.000 8,160 1,758,160 22.74% 

1.871 .500 16,000 1,8S7,500 16.03% 

2. 131.000 5.700 2,142,700 7.39"-
39 Bids 

" gf 
" gf Increase 

increase fg, 
fg, Prevailing 

Prevailing Wages 
Wages TOQJ 

Alternates Contract 

7.34% 5.27" 
12.76% a .I1% 

29.49% 5.28% 

2.77% 11.80% 

27.2 1% 12.98% 

3.53% 5.10% 

0.00% 0.00% 

9.99% 3.35" 
19.91% 12.48% 

7.53% 6.01% 

9.26"- 21.75"-

9.23% 24.34% 

15.38"10 25,91"-

0.00% 0 .00% 

0.00% ' .112% 
3.01% 4.04% 

0.87% 0.a7% 

7.72% 7.72% 

7.79% 7.79% 

32.39% 49.27% 

25.00% 20.26% 

20.00% 22.15% 

0.00% 

2. .. " 
14.02% 

0.00% 10.14% 

0 .00% 0.00% 

0.00"- 0 .00% 

25.00" 16.95% 

30.00% 33.41% 

0,00"- o.aa% 

3.13% 20.33"-

25.00% 15.77% 

3.28% 

3.23% 

1.92% 

34.56"- 22.79% 

15.63% 16.03% 
14.04% 7.41% 

AVG: 10.65% 

Average 
Increase 

Within Bid 
Package 
All Bids 

a.69% 

2.81% 

18. 10% 

2.95% 

.... " 
22.92% 

8.31% 

12.10% 

12.33% 

2.81% 

15.4'% 
STOEV: 

12/161': 
Page 4 

Comments 

13 

of' 
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Appendix 7 
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PlJiBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
I 

IN MARYLAND 

Evergreen Elementary School, SI. Mary's County 
Completed 2009 

LEED Gold School 

West Side Elementary School, Allegany County 
Original 1940, renovated 1977 

Superior Maintenance Ranking, 2009 

Presentation to the Task Force on Prevailing Wage in School Contruction 
December 17,2013 

David Lever 
Executive Director, Public School Construction Program 
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PlJJBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
IN MARYLAND 

~ I The Public School Construction Program 
• History and Structure 

• Interagency Committee on School Construction (lAC) 

• Duties 

• Funding Programs 

~ The Capital Improvement Program 
• The Capital Improvement Program Process 

• Project Eligibility and Funding 

• The FY 2015 Capital Improvement Program 
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Tre Public School Construction Program 
~ Public School Construction Program (PSCP): 

• Established in 1971 to: 
• Assist local school systems in funding school construction projects 
• Ensure equity in the condition of school facilities in all jurisdictions of the state 

~ Interagency Committee on School Construction (lAC): 
• Established by the Board of Public Works to administer the PSCP 
• Consists of five members: 

• State Superintendent of Schools (chair) 
• Secretaries of Department of General Services and Maryland Department of Planning 
• Two members of the public representing the Presiding Officers of the General Assembly 

• Meets six times per year to approve policies and contracts, and approves six 
interim agendas on routine matters 

~ Designees appointed by the Superintendent and two Secretaries decide on routine 
matters and prepare recommendations on capital projects and pol icy 

~ Public School Construction Program (agency) provides overall management 

Note: "Public School Construction Program" refers to both a program and an 
independent agency reporting to the Board of Public Works 
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Matyland Public School Construction Program 
Board of Public Works (BPW) 

Governor, Treasurer, Comptroller 
I 

Interagency Committee on School Construction (lAC) 

State Superintendent~ Secretaries of MSDE & DGS~ two members of the public 

I 
Maryland State 

"\ 

Department of 
Education (MSDE) 

Designee to the 
State 

Superintendent: 
• Clp, ASp, QZAB 

reviews 
• Review educational 

specifications 
• Review schematic 
design~ 

• Devel0"l educational 
gUideliT s 

representing the General Assembly 

i 
Maryland 

Department of 
Planning 
(MOP) 

Designee to the 
Secretary: 

• Clp, ASp, QZAB 
reviews 

• Develop annual 
enrollment 
projections 

• Review Educational 
Facilities Master 
Plans 

• Site reviews & 
recommendations 

I 
' "\ Department of 
General Services 

(DGS) 

Designee to the 
Secretary: 

• Clp, ASp, QZAB 
reviews 

• Review design 
development & 
construction 
documents 

• Review change 
orders & ineligible 
items 

• Technical advice to 
lAC and LEAs 

I 
Public School 
Construction 

Program 
(PSCP) 

" 
Independent agency 

reporting to BPW: 
• Overall management 

of funding programs 
• Maintain fiscal records 
• Maintain Facilities 

Inventory database 
• Annual maintenance 

inspections 
• Monitor MBE 

compliance 
• Recommend contract 

awards 
• Audit oroiects 
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The Interagency Committee on School 
Construction 

a UTIES AND FUNCTIONS OF THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE 
AND ITS STAFF 

~ Capital Improvement Program: Recommends projects for approval of planning 
f nd funding to the Board of Public Works; may include special initiatives 

~ Smaller Funding Programs: Aging Schools Program, Qualified Zone Academy 
I 
~ond program, FY12 Supplementary Appropriation program, Relocatable Classroom 
Repair Fund, Emergency Repair Fund 

~ Maintenance: Inspects approximately 230 schools per year to ensure proper 
maintenance, and reports to the Board of Public Works 

~ Regulations and Procedures: Develops, updates and enforces regulations and 
procedures on administration of the PSCP; project procurement, delivery, and 
financing ; Minority Business Enterprise Participation; and funding programs 

~ School Properties: Approves acquisition of and recommends disposal of school 
sites and 152 State-owned relocatable classrooms 

~ Design Reviews: MSDE reviews all schematic designs, DGS reviews construction 
documents for State-funded projects 

~ ~ontract Awards: Approves contract awards for all State-funded CIP projects and 
ior larger projects in other funding programs 

~ yorollary State Policies: Smart Growth, Green Schools, Minority Business 
Enterprise, BRAC, Emergency Mass Care Sheltering 
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The Interagency Committee on School 
Construction 

MAJOR FUNDING PROGRAMS ADMINISTERED BY THE lAC 

~ Capital Improvement Program (CIP): More than $250 MiliionNear, FY 2006 - 2014 

);> Aging Schools Program (ASP): $6.1 to $11 MiliionNear ($31.1 Min FY 2013) 
.:. Generally for smaller projects in existing schools; occasional larger projects 
.:. Generally no local match required 

);> Qualified Zone Academy Bond (QZAB) Program: $4.5 to $11 Million 
(approx. $15 - $16 Million under ARRA for FY 2012 and 2013) 

.:. Generally for smaller projects in existing schools; occasional larger projects 

.:. Requires 10% private entity match (private corporation cash or equipment, in-kind 
community contribution , etc.) 

.:. Only eligible for schools with 35% or more FARMS population 
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The Capital Improvement Program 

~ Funded at more than $2.7 billion, FY 2006 - FY 2015 (to date) 

~ Eligible project categories: 
- I Major projects, small renovations and additions, systemic renovations 
- I No repair or maintenance projects 

~ State participates only in eligible costs: Fixed asset costs with 15 year life 

~ State funding for each project is determined by formula: 
- Different formulas apply to different project types 
- There is no formula for the total funding each LEA will receive annually 

~ Local funding match is required: Covers ineligible items and miscellaneous 
prpject expenses 



59

The Capital Improvement Program 
ANNUAL PROCESS 

» Pte-Submission: Summer through September 

» P~eliminary CIP: October to January 

·1 BPW approves projects for 75% of Governor's preliminary capital 
budget 

» Interim CIP: January to March 

• lAC recommends projects for 90% of Governor's submitted capital 
budget 

» Final CIP: April to May 

• BPW approves projects for 100% of final approved capital budget 
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The Capital Improvement Program 
CRITERIA FOR PROJECT ELIGIBILITY 

~ t ocal Approvals: Approval by local board, local government fiscal support for 
~Ianning and design costs , and for construction matching funds 

I 
~ Basic Factors: Eligible category of work; school or building system at least 15 

years old (with some exceptions); school facil ity has been well maintained 

~ Planning Approval (applies only to major projects): Approved site; project 
is justified ; other technical factors per project type 

~ Funding Approval (all projects): Continuing justification ; project schedule (if 
approved, funds wi ll be used); if procured, State MBE procedures were followed 
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The Capital Improvement Program 
CRITERIA FOR PROJECT APPROVAL 

Ge?eral Principles: 
~ Equity: Recommend at least one project in every jurisdiction that has an 

~Iigible project application 
• Support large, essential projects in small jurisdictions 

• Strive for relative parity among mid-size and large jurisdictions 

~ follow local priority order (eligible projects only) 
~ Address State educational priorities 
~ Honor corollary State policies: MBE, Smart Growth, Emergency Shelter 

Three Levels of Recommendation and Approval: 
~ Staff Recommendations to lAC: Technical criteria have been met, funds will be 

used efficiently in fiscal year 

~ lAC Recommendations to BPW: Generally respect staff recommendations, 
may make adjustments based on other considerations 

~ BPW Approvals: 
• Invariably respect lAC recommendations 

• May use as bully pulpit to emphasize certain issues: MBE, air conditioning, 
maintenance 
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The Capital Improvement Program 
STATE FUNDING PARTICIPA TlON 

~ f,najor Projects: 
• Tentative State participation is established at approval of planning 
• Final State participation is established at approval of funding 

- For most project types, makes use of a formula that takes account of: 
- Student enrollment projections to the 7 th year (subject and adjacent schools) 

- State cost factor ($ I s.f., adjusted annually per school bids for new construction , industry input, and 
DBM and DGS figures; one figure applicable statewide; sitework and contingency percentages are 
added) 
Age of existing square footage (for renovations) 

- Deductions for previously approved State work (renovations only) 
- State-local cost share percentage 

- Add-ons for cooperative use space (up to 3,000 s.f.) ; high performance schools (FY 2009 - 2014 only) 

~ ~ystemic Renovations and Smaller Renovation & Addition Projects: 
I- State-local cost share is applied to estimated or actual cost 

~ Adjustments: 
- Will be adjusted after bid based on actual costs, including alternates 
- Final adjustment is made on project close-out, including eligible change orders 
- Can never be more than the Final allocation determined at time of funding 

approval 
~ $tate-Local Cost Share Percentage: 

- Adjusted every three years 
• Takes account of local wealth and local funding effort; enrollment growth; Free 

and Reduced Price Meal Plan stUdent population 
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The Annual CIP Balancing Act 
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I 

The Capital Improvement Program 
SOURCES OF FUNDS 

~ NEW BOND AUTHORIZATION 
I 

94.6% of total allocation FY 2006 - 2015 to date 
Can only be used within a restricted time of completion of the project ("pyramid rule") 

~ ~AYGO 
• 0.3% of total allocation FY 2006 - 2015 to date 
• Only source is in reverted funds from pre-FY 2005 

~ REVERTED FUNDS 
• 5.1 % of total allocation FY 2006 - 2014 
• Since 2007, reverted funds remain with the LEA of origin under most circumstances 
• Funds may be used for an unfunded eligible project in current year CIP, or may be 

held in reserve for the next year CIP 
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State Funding Capacity 
MAJOR STATE/LOCAL FUNDING CONSTRAINTS 

~ State Debt Cap 
• Debt criteria were adopted by Capital Debt Affordabil ity Committee in 1979, 

revised 1988: 
- Outstanding State-supported debt should be no more than 3.2% of State personal 

Income 

- Debt service should be no more than 8% of State revenues 

• State is now approaching the limit 

~ Lack of PAYGO funds 
• No appreciable PAYGO funds in last seven fiscal years 

~ Absence of other funding sources 

~ Local Fiscal Constraints 
• Four jurisdictions withdrew projects in spring of 2011 due to projection of FY 

2012 revenue shortfalls 
• Major projects have been delayed by one or more years 
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The FY 2006 - 2015 Capital Improvement 
Program 
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School Construction 
MEASUREMENT OF THE NEED 

>- LEA Facility Assessment Studies: Backlog of deferred capital and 
maintenance items 

• Six largest school districts: At least $13.5 billion 

• Mid- and smaller-size school districts: At least $2 billion 

• $15 billion plus in total needs 

>- Caveats: 
• Methods of assessment and costing vary 

• Scope of facilities examined may vary 

• Some assessments are old and do not reflect contemporary costs 

• Not all deficiencies are urgent 

• Scope of major capital improvement projects - renovations, new schools, 
replacement schools, additions - tends to go beyond correcting deficiencies 
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State Funding Capacity 
STATE FUNDING CAPACITYVS. NEED 

~ Anticipated Six-Year CIP Requests FY 2015 - FY 2020: $3.7 Billion 

~ 

• Information reported by LEAs in FY 2015 CIP submissions; includes 4% inflation 
factor 

• Actual annual requests tend to be larger than anticipated 

• Construction cost escalation is unpredictable 

• Local matching ability: single largest factor affecting the requests 

Anticipated Six-Year State Funding: 
I. FY 2015: $250 Mill ion (Governor's initiative to continue the target established in 

Public School Facilities Act of 2004 for $2.0 bill ion over 8 fiscal years FY 2006 - FY 
2013) 

• FY 2016 and beyond : Unknown 

~ IF $250 Million I year is maintained FY 2015 - FY 2020: 

• Need: At least $3.7 bill ion 

• Available: About $1 .50 bi ll ion 

BEST-CASE SHORTFALL: AT LEAST $2.2 BILLION 
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Public School Construction Program 
RESOURCES 

~ PfCP Website: www.pscp.state.md.us: 

.:. FY 2001 - FY 2014 Capital Improvement Programs 
• Section I - X: Detailed explanation of CIP process 

.:. Administrative Procedures Guide (amended sections only) 
• Section 102: Capital Improvement Program 

I 
.:. Reports 

.:. Facilities Inventory Database 

~ Code of Maryland Regulation (COMAR): 
.:. Chapter 23.03.01 - Terminology 

.:. Chapter 23.03.02 - Administration of the Public School Construction 
Program 

.:. Chapter 23.03.03 - Construction Procurement Methods 

.:. Chapter 23.03.04 - Project Delivery Methods 

t Chap~er 23.03.05 - Alternative Financing 
.~. Website: www.dsd.state.md.us/comar 
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Public School Construction Program 
CONTACTS 

~ Plilblic School Construction Program: 

. 1 David Lever, Executive Director - 410-767-0610; dlever@msde.state.md.us 

. 1 Joan Schaefer, Deputy Director - 410-767-0096; 
jschaefer@msde.state.md.us 

~ Maryland State Department of Education, Facilities Branch: 

• Barbara Bice, Branch Chief - 410-767-0097; bbice@msde.state.md.us 

~ Maryland State Department of Planning, Infrastructure Planning: 

• Pat Goucher, Director - 410-767-4620; pgoucher@mdp.state.md.us s 

~ Department of General Services, Public Schools and Community 
Colleges Team: 

• Fred Mason, Team Leader - 410-767-4378; fred.mason@dgs.state.md.us 
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North Frederick Elementary Bids 

Non-prevailing Wage Rates 

Total Bid 
(Incl. add alternates 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, & 16) 
Phase I funds available 
Phase I costs 
Balance 

$22,39 1,027/93,605=$239.2I1s.f. incl. site 
$17,991,027/93,605=$192.20/s.f., without site work 

Base Bid ONLY $22,206,639/93,605 s.f. =$237.24 

Prevailing Wage Rates 

l Total Bid 
(Incl. add alternates 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, &16) 
Phase I funds available 
Phase I costs 
Balance 

$25,523,145/93,605 s.f. = $272.67/s.f incl. site 
$20,861,823/93605 s.f. = $222.87/s.f. without site work 

Difference between WR and NWR -Base Bid ONLY 

$25,260,895-$22,206,639 = $3,054,256 or 13. 75% 

Difference between WR and NWR -incl. accepted alternates 

$25,523,145-$22,391,027 = $3,132,118 or 13.98% 

$22,391,027 

$2,813,177 
$2,045,000 

$766,177 

$25,523,145 

$2,813,177 
$2,621,900 

$191,277 
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Summary of Literature Submitted to the 
Prevailing Wage Task Force 

This paper attempts to both analyze and synthesize the almost 50 papers submitted to the 
Task Force to Study the Applicability of the Maryland Prevailing Wage Law (the Task Force). 
Our effort has three goals: 

1) To determine what arguments in the body of submitted work are relevant to the 
question that most interested the Task Force: What does sound, empirical 
evidence tell us about the effect of the prevailing wage on the cost of school 
construction? 

2) To critically evaluate and isolate the arguments found in the submitted papers so 
that the Task Force can efficiently deliberate on tbe matter. 

3) To draw conclusions from our evaluation, always doing justice to the difficulty of 
the subject matter. 

A brief word about our methodology is important. 

First, our universe of papers. The papers submitted to the Task Force from both "sides" 
of the issue, constituted the root source material we examined. However, in some instances, we 
took the liberty of including works cited or relied upon in the source papers. When we discuss a 
work that was not submitted to the Task Force we will note it specifically. 

We relied on a "peer review" model for tlus paper. Our team was composed of David 
Smulski and Michael Rubenstein of The Department of Legislative Services; Scott Jensen, 
Sarah Blusiewicz and Daniel Savery of The Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation; and 
David Lever and Patrick McGough of The Maryland Public School Construction Program. One 
of our team members (Sarah Blusiewicz ofDLLR) was recruited to draft the paper. The paper 
was then read and edited by the others. While we benefited enormously from the criticisms of 
our colleagues, the responsibility for any shortcomings are DLLR's. 

While the body of studies was dauntingly large, we were fortunate that a fair number of 
the papers, while well done and interesting for numerous reasons, were not directly relevant to 
the interests of the Task Force's discussion. The flrst section oftl1is paper seeks to set aside 
these studies and explain the reasoning for doing so. 

The second section consists of two parts. In the first, the arguments from the papers 
claiming prevailing wage raises the cost of school construction are recited, and then matched 
with-the-criticisms-found-in-the-universe of'papers from which we worked. In the second, we 
reverse roles, laying out the reasons some authors believe prevailing wage does not significantly 



75

add to school contraction costs, and subjecting these claims to available criticism. In the third 
and final section, we draw the conclusions we believe are warranted from the analysis. 

Section One: What studies can be set aside? 

We found twenty four (24) studies we believe can be set aside, each falling into one or 
more of the five distinct categories representing a reason for dismissal. 

1) Sources of General Overview 

Five (5) publications submitted by Mr. Kingston on behalf of the Maryland Associated 
Builders and Contractors Chapters and Mr. Waites ofO'Donoghue & O'Donoughue, LLP 
review other articles and reports regarding prevailing without contributing any new research to 
the topic (Working Partnership USA, 2012; Mahalia, 2008; National Alliance for Fair 
Contracting, 2003; Wial, I 999; a~ld Leef, 2010). While such studies provide additional opinions 
on the current research, and in some cases add additional narrative --such as the case study of 
two similar libraries built in Califomia (Working Partnership USA, 201 I) -- the lack of 
infonnation regarding methodology and data collection does not allow such publications to be 
grouped with the other empirical studies submitted. We believe that these five (5) studies are 
derivative of other studies, and should be left aside in favor of the original research from which 
they spring. 

2) Sources Addressing Implementation of Prevailing Wage Law 

Eight (8) of the fourteen studies focus primarily on federal and local (non-Maryland) 
prevailing wage implementation problems regarding how prevailing wage rates are calculated 
and how requests for determinations are processed. The eight studies are: Columbia University 
(2012), GAO (2011), GAO (2010a), GAO (2010b), Dean (2009), Glassman, Head, Tuerck, and 
Backman (2008), GAO (2000), Minnesota taxpayers Association (2005), and Kentucky 
Legislative Research Commission (2001). In addition, the Casey (2002) details Pennsylvania's 
enforcement effort. However, the issues identified, such as the difficulty and administrative 
burden of participating in the federal survey process and submitting certified payrolls, the 
accuracy of federal wage rates, and the practice of states automatically adopting collectively 
bargained rates as the prevailing wage, do not apply to Maryland 's implementation of prevailing 

wage. For this reason these nine (9) studies may be left aside. 

3) Sources Using Mean Income Data for Comparison to Prevailing Wage Rates 

In addition to criticisms of how federal and other states detennine prevailing wage rates, 
four (4) of the articles submitted Anderson Economic Group (2013), Kersey, (2007), Newman, 
Blosser, and Haycock (2004), and Milmesota Taxpayers Association, (2005» compare the 
prevailing wage rate to the average wage rate for an occupation based on local labor statistics. 
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Average wage rates are often cited from the Bureau of Labor Statistics or state-generated labor 

statistics. However, the mean wage rate for an occupation at the state level includes all levels 

and types of employees in the calculation: helpers to foremen, residential to commercial workers; 

all employees are averaged together. Prevailing wage rates only establish the journeyman rate 
for a specified craft within a defined category of construction type. Because the mean wage 

rate's relation to the prevailing rate is a separate topic altogether, we believe these studies may 
be left out of consideration. However, later in the paper we will have occasion to revisit this 

reasoning in another context. 

4) Sources Describing the Effects of a Total Repeal of Prevailing Wage 

Three (3) studies focus on issues surrounding the existence of prevailing wage law in its 
entirety; the benefits to states with prevailing wage laws and the risks of repealing such laws 

(Philips, 1999; Belman and Voos, 1995; and Philips, Mangum, Waitzman, and Yeagle, 1995). 

The information provided by such studies is valuable for examining the broad context of state 

prevailing wage laws and long-tenn effects of maintaining or repealing a state prevailing wage 
law. However, for the purpose of the Task Force, such studies are not useful because the degree 

of impact resulting from repeal ing the law, and conversely implementing the law, is not at issue. 

Because these studies do not address the impact of extending the prevailing wage law to include 

a greater number of school projects when some projects already fall under the prevailing wage 
law, and because they do not directly address the effect of prevailing wage on project cost, we 

believe these three studies can be set aside for the purposes of the Task Force. I 

5) Sources not Relevant to Maryland 

There are three (3) studies we can refer to as the "California Low Income Housing 

Studies" (DUJUl, Quigley, and Rosenthal, (2005), Newman, Blosser, and Haycock (2004) and 
Dunn, Quigley, and Rosenthal, (2003», which are difficult to directly relate to Maryland 

prevailing wage implementation as only residential construction information is examined. 

Maryland does not have a residential prevailing wage law, nor do any public housing projects 

fall under ~he current Maryland Prevailing Wage Law. The authors of the studies do not address 
the differences between residential and commercial construction or the possible effect such 

differences may have on the ability to generalize tlle results found. For this reason these three 

(3) studies too may be set aside. 

1 Maryland conducts an industry survey every year, collecting wage data by project and county. All informalion is 
collected online and no paper is accepted. Wage rates are detenuined at the county level based on survey 
submissions for each county. A wage rate will prevail if it represents 40% of the submissions, by weighted average 
if no single wage rate prevails, or a county will "borrow" another county wage rate, based on economic and regional 
factors, if no su.rvey information was submitted. If an appropriate wage rate calmot be found in neighboring 
counties, a localized field survey will be conducted. The electronic survey and payroll system encourages 

artici atien in the surveY-2rocess~ as evident by tlley over 7,000 survey submissions received this past survey_ 
alonc. In addition, the electronic system increases the Department's responsiveness. allowing new rates to be posted 
one month after the survey closes, procurement officers to receive immediate wage determinations when requested, 
and contractors to submit paperless certified payrolls. 
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Section Two: Critical Evaluation of Papers Relevant to the Work of the Task Force. 

1) Sources Claiming Prevailing Wage Drives Cost Higher and Criticism of that 
Position 

There have been several direct studies both supporting and criticizing state prevailing 
wage laws and their effect on state expenditures on capital projects. Of these, the following 
studies conclude prevailing wage increases the cost of public projects: Anderson Economic 
Group (2013); Kersey, (2007); and Ohio Legislative Service Commission (2002). In addition to 
these articles, the following studies have served as the basis for the argument of higher costs due 
to prevailing wage: Fraundorf and Farell (1984) and Thieblot (1986). In general, the authors find 
prevailing wage laws increase labor costs well beyond the mean income level for each 
occupation, driving up project costs and limiting the number of projects able to be funded. 

There are a number of criticisms of this position, and most center on methodology. 
Critics rely on the basic position that those who claim that prevailing wage drives costs higher 
use insufficient control variables when they try to account for those costs in the projects they 
cite. For example, the authors of the Anderson Economic Group (2013) themselves say that "We 
do not consider changes in worker productivity, material costs, or labor share that may occur in 
the absence of a prevailing wage." One of the foundational studies on which a number of the 
papers that take the high-cost position relies, Fraundof(1984), is criticized by explicitly in a 
paper by Prus (1996) for neglecting the difference between public and private projects when 
calculating the effect of prevailing wage. 

In addition to not accounting for variables when projecting project savings, the most recent 
Mackinac Center study (Kersey, 2007), as its predecessor (Vedder, 1999), uses descriptive data 
to draw conclusions rather than empirical methods. For example, Kersey calculates the value­
added per construction worker and value-added per dollar of compensation using data from the 
U.S. Economic Census of 2002 (Kersey, 2007). However, Kersey does not provide the 
calculations used to determine these values. Prevailing wage rates are also compared to poverty 
level wages by Kersey (2007) in an effort to support the argument prevailing wage regulations 
are not needed to prevent construction wages from falling to poverty levels. However, prevailing 
wage regulations are instituted to protect regional construction wage rates, not protect 
construction wages from dropping to poverty levels. Kersey (2007) also uses mean wage data to 
support his conclusion prevailing wage increases construction costs, which as stated in the first 
section of this paper, does not provide an accurate comparison. Finally, Kersey (2007) claims 
differing job categories between union and non-union contractors will discourage non-union 
participation in the bidding process; however, the Kentucky Legislative Research Commission 
found union and non-union job categories were similar (Kentucky Legislative Research 

Commission, 2001). 
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Philips (2001 b), one of the "source" studies, in which many of the critic's positions are best 
articulated, takes issues with the 1999 Mackinac Center study's methodology, citing four biases 
that skew the study's results, making replicating those results in other states impossible. Philips 
argues Vedder's use oflow employment growth data as before period data and higher 
employment growth data as after period rates, privately calculated data rather than public 
infonnation, adjusted data in December 1994 without supporting evidence, and his assumption of 
"a weak connection between Michigan's overall business cycle and swings in construction 
employment" bias the study, making it impossible to replicate (Phillips 2001b). Philips 
concludes "when his [Vedder] experiment is applied to other states, it comes out wrong each 
time" (Philips, 2001 b). 

Thieblot's methodology in comparing bid and rebid prices before and during the 1971 
suspension of Davis-Bacon is questioned by Mahalia (2008), who asks whether the changes in 
bid prices found by Thieblot are due to the effect of prevailing wage or the advantage of bidder's 
knowing competing bid amounts when submitting bids the second time. The Ohio Legislative 
Service Commission's study (2002) is also refuted on the basis of insufficient explanation of 
results by Weisberg (2002). The Legislative Service Conunission' s regression analysis only 
found prevailing wage to be responsible for 1 %-3% of the total difference in project costs. As 
Weisberg (2002) argues, such a low percentage is not recognized as statistically significant, yet 
the Legislative Bureau attributed all savings to the absence of prevailing wage without 
identifying any other factors that were responsible for the other 97%-99% of the cost difference. 

2) Sources Claiming that Prevailing Wage Does Not Drive Cost Higher and Criticism 
of that Position 

We were fortunate that there was a robust academic criticism that addressed the studies 
claiming prevailing wage drove construction costs significantly higher, because this allows the 

contours of the debate to stand out clearly. The basic position staked out by those who claim 
costs were not driven higher significantly higher by prevailing wage can be attributed primarily 
to the work of two academics: Philips, and Prus. In addition, others like Aszari-Rad and Duncan 
collaborate with Philips and Prus, to support the position that prevailing wage does not increase 
project costs. These authors use regression analysis and numerous control variables, addressing 
the weaknesses they had identified in the work of those, who argue that prevailing wage dlives 
cost significantly higher. While some of their work is a reaction to the studies they criticize, 
these authors and related authors also conduct their own studies to detennine the effect of 
prevailing wage laws on construction costs .. 

Authors such as Duncan (2011), and Aszari-Rad, Philips, and Prus (2003) question the 
conclusion that the estimated percentage of total cost savings can be equal to or greater than the 
percentage ofproject labor costs. Citing tile Economic Census of Construction's estimate labor, 
cos soy account ror2S:JO%o fllle total construction cost, Uuncan (20 II), refuting Dunn, 
Quigley, and Rosenthal (2005), states "it is unlikely that the total cost of construction would fall 
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by up to 37 percent from a regulatory change that primarily affects a cost component that 
accounts for only 25 to 30 percent of total costs ." In addition, Aszari-Rad, Philips, and Prus 
(2003) question Fraundorf and Farrell's (1984) finding that 26% of the final cost could be saved 
from labor costs, which only account for 30% of the total cost of a project. 

Several studies conclude that prevailing wage does not affect project costs by examining 
school construction data. A national study of school construction conducted by Aszari-Rad, 
Philips, and Prus (2003) found that economies of scale affected project costs, but prevailing 
wage had no significant effect. The same authors conducted a similar study in 2002 to compare 
the costs of private and public schools, with control variables in place, and found prevailing 
wage to have no significant impact on project costs. Additional studies including Bilginsoy, 
Cihan, and Philips (2000), Philips (1998), Philips (200 I a), and Prus {I 999), all conclude that 
prevailing wage does not affect project costs when control variables accounting for differences in 
business cycles, region, project characteristics, etc. are added to the regression analysis used. 

While our work within the universe of studies submitted to the Task Force, or our attempt 
to locate work related to this universe, failed to yield direct criticisms of the positions taken by 
Phillips, Prus and Aszari-Rad's work,[l] these studies also have certain weaknesses. For 
example, Aszari-Rad, Philips, and Prus (2003) themselves mention the need for additional 
research into how the type of construction can effect costs, and how collected data are limited to 
accepted bid prices when "prevailing wage regulations may affect the prevalence or absence of 
change orders after the bid has been accepted," preventing researchers from comparing project 
bid costs to final project costs after any project changes or adjustments are made. Philips 
(2001a) also identifies this use of bid data as a weakness for detennining the impact of prevailing 
wage. Facing data limitations, Bilginsoy, Cihan, and Philips (2003) describe the seven years of 
data used to establish the construction business cycle as "crude" because data is annually based 
rather than quarterly. Prus (1999) describes his own reservations regarding data, stating that 
inferences regarding the comparison of public high schools built under prevailing wage to 
private high schools are "shaky at best" due to the small sample size available. 

One final study of those submitted to support the argument that prevailing wage does not 
affect the cost of a project. Duncan (2011) analyzes final construction cost data for Colorado 
highway resurfacing projects. Whereas most other studies rely on bid costs or estimates of 
project costs, Duncan uses actual final cost data to compare federal prevailing wage projects to 
local non-prevailing wage projects. Duncan found that the increased productivity and efficiency 
of workers on prevailing wage projects offset the higher cost of wages, the presence of prevailing 
wage regulations did not contribute to a reduction of bidders for projects, and union contractors 
were not more likely to win prevailing wage contracts (Duncan, 2011). Philips (2001a) provides 
an explanation for how increased productivity offsets higher wage rates: "prevailing wage 
re lations induce contractors to hire a more skilled labor force and equip them with better,-ID.o(e_ 
up-to-date, tools, materials and equipment. It also induces management to compete over better 
management strategies and techniques." The Construction Labor Research Council (2004) study 
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supports this conclusion, finding that states with higher prevailing wage rates had lower per-mile 
costs for highway construction projects. 

Conclusion 

Having set aside a number of the studies submitted by both sides, and after exploring the 
arguments in the studies we believed on point, we are prepared to offer the following conclusions 
to the members of the Task Force: 

I) During the Task Force meeting, a claim was made that the studies submitted asserting that 
prevailing wage drove cost higher were refuted by those that hold the opposing view. That is 
provisionally true. When evaluating the potential impact of prevailing wage on local 
government expenditures, control variables detennine the projected costs or savings; if such 
variables do not accurately account for changes beyond the cost of wages, those estimates can be 
drastically misrepresented. Studies by Philips, Aszari-Rad, and Prus apply the most variable 
controls to their analyses and consistently draw the same conclusions throughout multiple studies 
with differing parameters. Further, these authors make a compelling case that studies that do not 
approach the matter similarly are flawed. However, we cannot say definitively that there are no 
other arguments in the relevant literature on this matter countering the position to which Phillips, 
Aszari-Rad, and Prus have laid claim. Our conclusion is provisional because we worked only 
within the large universe of studies submitted, as well as work directly related to it, and within 
that sphere, a successful response was not evident. 

2) Data limitations create difficulty for researchers on both sides of the issue. In order to clearly 
define the effect of prevailing wage on construction costs, consensus regarding control variables 
used during analysis must be reached, both bid and total construction cost data for all projects 
must be analyzed, and the effect of expanding the prevailing wage must be differentiated from 
the total effect of the existence of prevailing wage in Maryland. 

3) Of the work submitted, we have concluded that the work of Phillips, Aszari-Rad and Prus is 
the most persuasive. In the papers "State Prevailing Wage Laws and School Construction 
Costs", "Making Hay When It Rains: The Effect Prevailing Wage regulations, Scale Economies, 
Seasonal, Cyclical and Local Business Pattems Have on School Construction Costs", and 
"Prevailing Wage Regulations and School Construction Costs: Evidence From British 
Columbia", the best articulation oftheir position is found. We believe it is a profitable use of 
tiflle for one who wants to look further into the issues of what prevailing wage does to 
construction costs to read these papers, explore their arguments, and find compelling reasons 
why the positions in these papers are mistaken, if they are. 

4tSource-data-us-ed-to-draw-comparis6ns to prevailing wage rates can often be misleading~ 

Prevailing wage sets the journeyman rate for each worker classification. If mean wage rate data 
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is used as the comparison rate to determine cost savings estimates, those estimates will be 
inflated as the mean data will include non-joumeyman wage infonnation. Further, if contractors 
who pay the prevailing wage independent of the regulation submit the winning bid for a project, 
no cost savings will occur. 

5) Studies have questioned the various methods used to determine prevailing wage rates 
federally and at the state level, and the accuracy of the resulting determinations. The accuracy of 
the prevailing wage rate will determine if the wages paid on public projects reflect the market 
wage rate of a joumeyman on a non-public project. Maryland 's use of an electronic survey 
annually produces thousands of wage rate submissions, which are used to calculate the prevailing 
wage. If the survey process accurately reflects localized wage rates, the potential for any cost 
savings, regardless of changes in other variables, will be greatly reduced. 

6) The numerous studies submitted and examined include differing study areas both nationally 
and internationally. When examining the results concluded from each study, differences 
between federal and other state prevailing wage laws must be evaluated, and specifically 
compared to the current Maryland prevailing wage law. Such differences influence the extent to 
which conclusions can be generalized to the possible effect oflowering the threshold of 
Maryland's Prevailing Wage Law. 
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I PREV AlLING WAGE RATE ANALYSIS 
I CARROLL COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
I FY07, FY08, FY09, FYIO, FYll, FY12, FY13 (partial) 

I~ July 311, 2012 January 14, 2013 I 
I 
I 

Bid Date I School Project Without Prevailing Wage With Prevailing Wage 5 Differenc~ % Difference 

I 
Felr07 I Robert Moton Elem HVAC Replacement $3,527,000 $3,824,000 $297,OqO 8.4% higher 
May-07 I Sykesville Middle Roof Replacement $895,000 $927,000 $32,OdO 3.·5% higher 
Mar-08 I Mt. Airy Middle Roof Replacement 5488,888 5517,546 528,658 5.8%bigber 
May-08 I Carrolltowne Elem Open Space Enclosures $2,473,900 $2,756,500 $282,6QO 11 .4% higher 
Jun·08 I South Carroll High Fine Arts Addition $21 ,508,991 $23,002,153 $ 1,493,162 6.9% higher 

Jun·08 Freedom Elem Full Day K Addition I 52,410,000 52,715,000 5305,000 12.6% bigber 
Feb-09 Westminster High HV AC Replacement 522,455,700 523,596,900 51,141,20.0 5.1 % higher 
Apr-09 Northwest Middle Open Space Enclosures $2,312,220 $2,51 2,220 5200,00.0 8.7% hi!!her 
May-09 Winfield Elem Full Day K Addition , - 51,364,207 51,471,265 5107,05,8 7.9~/o higber 

May-09 . William Winchester Full ,Day KAddition 51,944,900 52,100,700 5155,800 8% higber 

Jun·09 Mt. Airy Elem Roof Replacement I' 5921,000 5957,000 536,000 3.9.% higher 
Apr-1 0 Westminster Elem Open Space Enclosures • 52,248,100 52,444,600 5196,5PO 8.7% higher I 

May-1 0 Robert Moton Elem Foil Day K Addition i 52,026,600 52,230,600 5204,000 10.0% bigher 
Mar-II Hampstead Elem HV AC Replacement 52,508,000 52,648,885 $·140,8~5 5.3% higher 

Jun-11 Mt. Airy Middle Replacement School 524,025,161 -, 526,115,871 52;090,7tO 8% higher 
Jan-12 Freedom Elem Roof Replacement I 5532,900 S551,s00 ·$18,600 3.4% bigher 

Feb-l 2 Hampstead Elem Roof Replacement I 5717,400 5757,200 ·539,800 5.3% bigber 

May-12 William Winchester Roof Replacement I 5440,000 5470,000 530,000 6.8% higber 
Jul-12 Robert Moton Elem Open Space Enclosures , $2,602,200 52,684,706 <582,596 7.0% higher 

Nov-12 Freedom Elem Heat Plant Conversion I. $739,000 5822,000 583,090 3.2.% higher I 

I 
Totals 596,141 ,167 $103,105,646 56,964,479 7.2% higher 
Totals Accepted with $4,51 8,83~ PW $62,916,056 $67,434,888 7.2% higher , I 

1 
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I. Introduction 

Maryland State & Washington D.C. Building Trades Council 

Position Statement Supporting Full Application 
of State Prevailing Wage Law to School Construction 

Gerard M. Waites, Esq. 

gwaltes@odonoghuelaw.com 

This position statement Is submitted on beha lf of the Maryland State & Washington D.C. Building 
Trades Council (Council), and the 45,000 skilled construction workers it represents, In support of legislation 
expanding Maryland Prevailing Wage (PW) law to all school construction projects. The Council strongly urges 
the Prevai ling Wage Task Force to Issue a favorable report In this matter at the conclusion of Its deliberations 
for the reasons set forth below. 

II . Overview 

PW law is sound, progressive legis lation that provides substa ntia l advantages-both In terms of fiscal 
Impact and other related public poli cy benefits-to all affected stakeho lders. As shown below, these 
beneficiaries Include the State Itse lf, school construct ion authorities, affected contractors, Maryland workers, 
loca l communit ies where projects are located, and taxpayers generally. While over 30 states have PW laws, 
Maryland alone limits application of Its law to schoo l construction projects receiving 50 percent or more of 
state funding. It's t ime for Maryland to correct this anomaly and become a leader In Prevailing Wage policy as 
It Is in so many other areas of progressive government. 

III. Supporting Points & Authorities 

A. Prevailing Wage Law Has No Impact on Total Project Cost 

1. Extensive Research: At least twenty·slx (26) studies by various universities and non·proflt 
organizations-Including one that specifically examined Maryland school construction -have found 
that the application of PW law to public works projects has no real Impact on total project cost.' 

2. Consistent Results: These studies are based on exhaustive research that reviews massive empirical 
data covering tens of thousands of projects In at least 26 states. They conclude uniformly and 
consistently that-when key variables are controlled, Including location, Inflat ion and project type 
and size-there Is no statistically significant difference In cost between PW and non·PW projects.' 

3. Productivity Pays: A key finding made repeatedly In PW research Is that while such laws may result 
in higher hourly labor cost-total project costs remain unaffected because these policies 
consistently promote better quality training and greater skil l leve ls, which In turn Increase labor 
productivity. As discussed below, promoting skill training is also vi ta l due to looming skil l shortages. 

B. PW Law Generates State Jobs, State Income and Vital Public Policy Benefits 

1. Jobs for Residents: Research also shows that states that have PW laws benefit by creating good 
jobs for state res idents. Compelling evidence In Maryland drives this point home. 

----=-' See. Attachment.A.hereto,.Llst.of. I'-W-Research.Authorltles; MO report Is Study No. 17 on the List. See also PW Cost Impact-Whlte- ­
Paper, avalJable upon request, Re lated research shows a handful of contrary reports that purport to show PW Increases construction 
cost-but virtually all of these have been exposed as Inaccurate or otherwise flawed due to Incorrect methodologies or other problems. 
See e.g., Attachment A, Studies No. 3 and 20i see also PW White Paper, pp. 6·8. 

~ See Attachment A. 
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> Recent statistics from the Department of Labor, licensing and Regulation (DLLR) show that PW 
prolects emplov over 76% state resldents. 3 

.:. After reviewing 740 public works projects over a lS-month period (5/12 to 8/13), DLLR 
found that 76.34% of the workers employed were state residents . 

• :. In t erms of employment of state residents, these projects yie lded over 140,000 jobs for 
Maryland taxpayers; thus, resid ents directly benefitted from taxes used to fund these 
projects. . 

> DLLR's findings are not surprising- the central purpose of PW law Is to promote local 
employment by maintaining area standard wages. 

> In MD, the law Is working and generating tremendous employment opportunities on ali state­
funded construction-except schoo ls.' 

2. Income for State: Employment of residents on public works generates major economic dividends 
for Maryland because millions of dollars are paid back In state In come and sales taxes. More 
wages and disposa ble Income are also spent In-state when PW law applies. 

> The University of Missouri found that non-application of PW would have a colossal negative 
cost Impact on the state and Its residents. 

> Specifically, this report showed that: (a) Missouri workers and their families would lose from 
$294.4 million (M) to $3S6M annually In Income; and (b) the state would lose $17.7M to 21.4M 
annually In 'Income tax and $S.7M to 6.9M In sa les tax revenue annually: . 

3. Net Positive Impact: If PW requirements have no real impact on total project cost, as the research 
conclusive ly shows, It must be concluded that such policies have a major net positive economic 
Impact on the state due to the tax and income factors noted above. 6 

4. Skill Training/Worker Safety: The extensive research cited above also shows that PW laws 
promote vital skill training In construction Industry and Improve workslte safety. The form er Is 
vita l as skill shortages have been recognized as the Number 1 prob lem In the state's construction 
Indust ry;' the latter Is also extremely Important since construction Is one the most dangerous of all 
Industries and Increased Incident rates Impose higher workers compensation costs for states. 

C. Conclusion 

The Council respectfully submits that the points and authorities set forth above provide compelling 
grounds for the Maryland PW Task Force to Issue a favorable report In support of full application of preva iling 
wage law to state schoo l construction programs. 

9 See Attachment B hereto, Excerpts from DllR Report presented at the September 10, 2013 meeting of the PW Task Force by 
CommissIoner Ron DeJullls. 

4 When PW rules apply, firms have greater Incentives to hire state reSidents because It Is no longer economical to hire out-of-state 
workers at substandard wages. Wh ile the positive Jobs Impact Is apparent for PW projects, It's unclear what occurs on non-PW 
projects. However, It Is highly likely that many more non-residents are employed since contractors have strong Incentives to bring In 
low-wage workers from other areas to maximize profit. Howeverj because project costs are the same on PW and non·PW, this just 
means excess profit for the contractor-who may also be out·of~state-at the expense of taxpaying reSidents who lose Jobs. 

5 See Attachment A, Study No, 7, p, 3 MissourI. 

6Moreover, some studies have further shown that project costs escala ted after PW was eliminated as the result of lower labor 
____ PLoJJ_t.lcJjyJ1Y_all11lm;L~_a_s_e_tlctLangUlLdM$~S.eJ'1..tt~_q,JI1eJlt 1. S_tudy No. 23. 

, Maryland Center for Construction, Education & In nova tion, The Critical Path, Key Findings and Recommendations, p. 9 (2012); 
avo liable at www,mccel.org/mccel/Resaurces/MCCEIStudyTheC(ltlca I Path, a s px, 
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Attachment A 

RESEARCH STUDIES IN SUPPORT OF PREVAILING WAGE 

(Links to Studies Online Where Available) 

1. Economic, Fiscal and Social Impacts of Prevailing Wage In San Jose, California, WORKING PARTNERSHIPS USA 
(2011), http://wpusa.org/S-13-11%20prevalilng wage brlef.pdf. 

2. Kevin C. Duncan, Co lorado State univerSity-Pueblo, An Analysis of Davis Bacon Prevailing Wage 
Requirements: Evidence from Highway Resurfacing Projects In Colorado (2011). 

3. Nooshln Mahalia, Prevailing Wages and Government Contracting Costs, ECON. POLICY INST. (2008), 
http://www.epl.org/publlcation/bp21S/. 

4. Peter Philips, Quality Construction - Strong Communities: The Effect of Prevailing Wage Regulation on the 
Construction Industry In Iowa, Unlv. of Utah (2006), http://www.smacna.orglleglslatlve/qua llty­
construction. pdf. 

5. Construction Labor Research Council, Analysis of Kentucky Governor's Study "The Impact of Prevailing 
Wage Laws on Labor Costs for Capital Construction Projects" (2006). 

6. Construction Labor Resea rch Council, Wages, Productivity and Highway Construction Costs (2004). 

7. Michael Ke lsay, et ai, The Adverse Economic Impact from Repeal of the Prevailing Wage Law In Missouri, 
Dept. of Econ., Unlv. of Mo. Kansas City, (2004), http://www.smacna.org/leglslative/mlssourl.pdf. 

8. National Alliance for Fair Contracting, In Defense of Prevailing Wage Laws: Studies and Reports by the 
Experts (2003) (cit ing numerous other supportive stud ies). 

9. Hamid Azarl -Rad et aI., State Prevailing Wage Laws and School Construction Costs, 42 INDUS. REl. 445 
(2003). 
http://content.csbs.utah.edu/N phllips/soccer2 /Publicatlons/Preva lling%20Wages/Cost%200f%20Construct 
lon/IR%20Summer%202003.pdf. 

10. Hamid Azarl-Rad, et ai, Making Hay When It Rains, 27 J. OF EDue. FIN. 997 (2002), 
https://www.smacna.org/leglslatlve/maklng hay. pdf. 

11. Herbert F. Weisberg, Analysis of Regression and Surveys In Ohio LSC Report on S.B. 102 on Claimed Cost 
Savings from Exempting School Construction f rom Prevailing Wage Requirements, Ohio State Unlv. (2002), 
http://www.falrcontractl ng.org/PDFs/prevalilng wages/Ana lysls%20of%20 Reg re ss 10 n%20a n d %20S urveys 
%20In%200hlo%20LSC%200n%20SB%20102%200nCla lmed%20Cost%20Savlngs.pdf. 

12. Peter Philips, Report on the Prevailing Wage Law of Nevada: Its History, Cost and Effects, Unlv. of Utah 
(2001) http://www.fa lrcontractlng.org/PDFs/preval ling wages/nevada ph llllps2.pdf. 

13. Peter Philips, A Comparison of Public School Construction Costs In Three Midwestern States that have 
Changed their Prevailing Wage Laws In the 1990s: Kentucky, Ohio, and Michigan, Economics Department, 
Unlv. of Utah (2001). 
htt p: Owww.falrcontraellng.org/PDFs/prevallfri'ilWages/Pub He School%20Pete r%20Phllll ps. pdf. 
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14. Peter Philips, Four Biases and a Funeral: Dr. Vedder's Faulty Experiment Linking Michigan's Prevailing 
Wage Low to Construction Employment, Economics Department, University of Utah (2001), 
http://www . fa I reo n tractlng.o rg/P D Fs/preva III ng wages/fo u rblas.pdf. 

15. Clhan Bilgonsy & Peter Philips, Prevailing Wage Regulations and School Construction Costs: Evidence from 
British Columbia, 24 J. OF EDUC. FIN. 415 (2000) 
http ://www.preva lllngwage.org/documents/PWSCflncostp.pdf. 

16. Peter Philips, University of Utah, Kentucky's Prevailing Wage Low: Its History, Purpose and Effect (1999). 

17. Mark J. Prus, Prevailing Wage Lows and School Construction Costs: An Analysis of Public School 
Construction In Maryland and the Mid Atlantic States, Prepared for the Prince George's County Council, 
Maryland (1999). 
http://www.forworklngfamilies.org/sites/pwf/files/documents/PW%2oLaws%2oand%2oSchool%2oConstr 
uctlon%2oCosts.pdf. 

18. Howard Wlal, Do Lower Prevailing Wages Reduce Public Construction Costs? Keystone Research Center 
(1999), http://keystoneresearch.org/sltes/defau It/flles/krc preva IIwage costs. pdf. 

19. Peter Philips, Kansas and Prevailing Wage Legislation, Report Prepared for the Kansas Senate Labor 
Relations Committee (1998). 
http://www.falrcontracting.org/PDFs/prevalilng wages/ka nsas preva IIlng wage.pdf. 

20. Mark Prus, The Effect of State Prevailing Wage Laws on Total Construction Costs, Southern Unlv. of New 
York (1996), http://www.falrcontra cting.org/PDFs/prevalilng wages/effects davlsbacon.pdf. 

21. Peter Philips, Square Foot Construction Costs for Newly Constructed State and Local Schools, Offices, and 
Warehouses In Nine Southwestern and Intermountain States: 1992-1994 Prepared for the Legislative 
Education Study Committee of the New Mexico State Legislature (1996), 
http://www.falrcontracting.org/PDFs/prevalllng wages/sg ft report.pdf. 

22. Dale Belman & Paula B. Voos, Prevailing Wage Laws In Construction: The Costs of Repeal to Wisconsin, The 
Institute for Wisconsin's Future (1995), 
http://www . fa I reo ntractlng .org/P D Fs/ preva III ng wages/Preva i II ngWage%2 oLaws%2o I n%2oConstru ctlo n 
%2oCost%2oof%2oRepeal%2oto%20Wlsconsln.pdf. 

23. Peter Philips, et ai, Losing Ground: Lessons from the Repeal of Nine Little Davis-Bacon Acts, Unlv. of Utah 
(1995), https://www.smacna .org/leglslatlve/dav ls bacon. pdf. 

24. Dr. Steven Allen, Rebuttal to Congressional Budget Office Cost Estimates of Davis-Bacon Repeal (1993 ), 
h tip: //www.falrcontractlng.org/wp-content/u p loads/2012/11/CBO-ESTI M ATE -0 N-DAVIS-SACO N­
REPEAL. pdf. 

25. Armand Thieblot, The Davis-Bacon Act, State "Little Davis-Bacon" Acts, the Walsh-Healey Act, and the 
Service Contract Act, Wharton School, Unlv. of Penn. (1986), available for purchase at 
http://www.amazon.com/P reva III ng -W age-Legis lation-Davls-Sa co n-Co n tract/ d p/0895460556. 

26. Steve Allen, Much Ado About Davis-Bacon: A Critical Review and New Evidence, 26 J. OF L. AND ECON. 707 
(1983), http://www. lstor.org/d lscover/1o.2307/725043?uld=2&uld=4&sld=21103202567133 (free 
registration required). 

2 
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A TTACHMENT-B 
SEN"'n:TASKFO~C~ON PREVAIlING WAGE IN MD. ' 

J~n~JOly 20iJ " 
" . " :' 

Contr.a~ors ,on ' sltel0~,~ 
. Ernploye~ /ntetylewed 4139 

Restltutron recovered $146,639'.00 
# Employees recelvln9 2ii 
~ertlfle9,'reqelv,ed 39,948 
Jan-Dec. '2012 " 

Contractors' on site 1490 
Employe~ 'lhte~lewed ' , , 7068 
RestitUtion, ret61/~re~ $651,P~3.09 
#, ErT1P.joyees rec~lvIri9 3~iI 
Certlflep received ' 34,963 ' 
Jan-~ec.201 l' 

Employees InterVi~wed 5583 
R~ltutlo.n recoveretr'$'482,463.37 
# tmployees recelvln9 555 
Certified retell/ed ' " 56,904 
Jan~Dec.2Q10 

Employees lritervlewed 4206 
Restltutlgn recovered $380,116.50 
# Employees receiving 5'13 
Certified reCeived .42,066 
Jan-[)ec.20Q9 

Employe~s, intel'Yiewed 
Restltutl,on' recovered 
# Employee,S receiving 
Certified r.ecelved 

3593 
$428,914.76 

417 
43,828 

, ' 

" , 

.. ,' , 

.' 

, , 

~:. The PW Wnlt has registered 251 State Procurement agents since going online In 2010, 
.:. 1947 Contractors and employers have re91stered since 2010, 
.:. 84 Unions and 10 Trade Associations have registered. 

': " .. 

.:. The electronic certified payroll system collects on average 260 certified payrolls' per day, 
• :. The PW Unit no longer needs to store paper certlfled payrolls, 
.:. Employee SSN's are no ,Ionger redacted by hand for an MPIA request which once took 

almost 4 weeks to complete on large, request. Today a report can be generated the same 
Cfaywltllounxposlng any of th-e-employee's personal Information. 

. ,:,.,'" 

. 
".", . 
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Maryland State & Washington D.C. Building Trades Council 

****************************. 

Supplemental Position Paper to the Task Force 
To Study the Applicability of Maryland Prevailing Wage Law 

Gerard M. Waites, Esq. 
O'Donoghue & O'Donoghue, LLP 
gwaites@odonoghuelaw.cam 

January 27, 2014 

The following information is being submitted as a supplement to our prior position statement in this matter 

and in response to the December 16, 2013 paper submitted by the Maryland Chapters of the Associated 

Builders and Contractors (ABC) to aid the Task Force's review of the proposed expansion of Prevailing Wage 

law in Maryland. 

I. Overview 

Over the course of the summer study on Applicability of Maryland Prevailing Wage Law, the Maryland 
State & Washington D.C. Building Trades Council ("Council") provided extensive research and evidence 
showing that Prevailing Wage law: 

(a) Does not have a real or stat istica lly significant impact on total project cost; and 

(b) Produces substantia l positive economic and public policy benefits for Maryland, which include 
returning tax dollars to the state, increasing labor quality and improving project delivery, and promoting 
safety and crit ica lly needed skill tra ining in the construction industry. 

To date, the Council has provided a comprehensive binder of 26 pro·preva il ing wage research studies and 
reports, a Prevailing Wage White Paper and an overview position statement summarizing all relevant points 
and authorit ies in support of the major benefits Prevailing Wage policy provides to Maryland. 

At the last meeting of t he Prevailing Wage Task Force, ABC provided a li st of studies (14) which were 
purportedly offered to support its claim that prevailing wage law increases construction costs. As shown in 
further detail below, the reports provided by ABC are not at all persuasive because they are inaccurate or 
otherwise unreliable. In a number of cases these reports were sq uarely rebutted by much more credible 
research supp lied by the Council. 

In fact, t he research offered by the Council, which has not been rebutted by any professiona l source, 
provides a so lid body of credible evidence in support of the claims we have made regarding the significant 
benefits of prevailing wage policy. Moreover, the positive findings are based on extensive research and 
analysis of lite rally tens of thousands of projects in numerous states across the country and conducted by 
economists with substantial specia li zed experience in this field . 

For example, one of these reports was a highly credible study commissioned by Prince George's County 
examines school construction in Maryland and is, therefore, directly on po intnanalyzed a full 6 years' warth 
otMarvland-school-constrl1ction datcron.-total-or186 schoo l project s. This report alone provides-a-highly-­
persuasive case in support of prevailing wage in Maryland. 
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In sum, both the quality and quantity of evidence in support of prevailing wage law is substantially greater 
that the limited and generally discredited information provided in opposition to this policy. The reports 
submitted in opposition are inaccurate or otherwise unreliable for the reasons set forth below. 

II. Review & Analysis of ABC Reports 

A. Disputed Accuracy 

As demonstrated by several of the sources previously submitted by the Council, many of the studies 

submitted by ABC purporting to show that prevailing wage requirements increase total project 

costs have been shown as flawed or otherwise unreliable when subject to careful review. As 

explained in detail in the Council's prior submission, papers by authors Peter Philips, Mark Prus, and 

Nooshin Mahalia fully demonstrate that any anti-prevailing wage studies that fail to control for 

relevant variables that affect the cost of construction - such as inflation, project type, project 

location and the time of year of construction-are highly inaccurate. 

In contrast, when all relevant variables are properly accounted for, prevailing wage requirements 

have no statistically significant effect on total project costs. ABC's submission fails to offer any 

criticism of the more rigorous studies making this conclusion . As these studies thoroughly evaluate 

all the relevant factors before drawing conclusions about prevailing wage requirements, their 

conclusions are more robust and therefore more reliable than the disputed findings in the papers 

cited by ABC. 

B. Non-Applicability 

In addition to concerns about the accuracy of their findings, several of the papers named by ABC 

are simply not applicable to the question faced by the Task Force, whether to expand Maryland's 

current prevailing wage requirements. Instead, several of the ABC papers criticize the 

administration of prevailing wage requirements and/or their effects on wage levels. 

Such criticisms have little to no application to the Task Force's work because first, raising wages in 

and of itself is no reason to fail to apply prevailing wage requirements. To the contrary, as 

established by the authorities previously submitted by the Council, increased wages provide other 

measurable benefits that have the overall effect of improving project delivery due to Increased 

worker productivity and safety. Additionally, the administrative problems cited by the ABC papers 

do not apply to Maryland's prevailing wage system, which is well -implemented and administered 

and therefore does not suffer from the same problems of efficient wage determination as the 

federal and state programs mentioned in those papers. 

C. Limited Quantity 

In addition to the accuracy and applicability problems noted here, the ABC submission provides 

~ a handful of authorities stud¥ing .... somewhatjimited data set of public construction costs and 

prevailing wage requirements . In contrast, the Council's submission produced 26 major studies 

from credible, reputable sources, representing decades of research and tens of thousands of data 

2 
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po ints eva luated by professional researchers that control for relevant factors before drawing a 

conclusion . In comparing the body of research marshaled by the Council to that of ABC, the bulk of 

the evidence evaluated comes down in favor of prevailing wage requirements and shows that they 

have little effect on overall project costs while producing several important social benefits, 

D. Failure to Account for Benefits of Prevailing Wages 

Another major flaw in ABC's submission is the failure to eva luate any of the effects of prevailing 

wage requirements other than their effect on labor costs. As established by the Council's prior 

submission, however, the application of prevailing wage requirements produces several benefits, 

including but not limited to increased worker efficiency, productivity and safety as well as socia l 

benefits such as increased resident income and therefore increased tax receipts for the loca l 

government as we ll as reduced reliance on public support. Any thorough analysis of expanding 

prevailing wage requirements must consider these benefits in its evaluation. 

The submission by ABC focuses on the effect of prevailing wage requirements on wages, and we 

agree that prevailing wage requirements do increase wages and labor costs, which are an element 

of any schoo l construction project. However, it is only one factor, and as the evidence submitted 

by the Counci l shows, the benefits of prevailing wages offset the increase in labor costs. Ultimately, 

severa l authors have shown that on balance prevailing wages do not increase overall project costs 

for public schoo l construction and have the added benefit of improving project delivery. 

III. Conclusion 

In sum, the Council submits that on the basis of all information submitted, it is clear that weight of the 

evidence strongly supports the case that prevailing wage policy has no real impact on project costs and 

produces substantial economic and public policy benefits for Maryland , Accordingly, we respectfully 

urge the Task Force to issue a favorable report on this matter as soon as possible. 

3 
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m MARYLAND 
Associntioll of -------------------

COUNTIES 

MACo Position Statement 
Task Force to Study the Applicability of the Maryland Prevailing Wage Law 

February 24,2014 

The Maryland Association of Counties (MACo) OPPOSES SB 204 and SB 232. SB 204 
substantially broadens the applicability of the State's prevailing wage law to apply to all local 
governments regardless of the amount of State dollars received. The bill also lowers the dollar 
threshold for a project to $25,000 and expands the calculation of the prevailing wage to include 
combined hourly wages and fringe benefits. SB 232 would require prevailing wage rates to be 
paid for a local public works project receiving any amount of State funds, if the dollar amount of 
the project is $500,000 or greater. 

Currently, State prevailing wage laws apply only if at least 50% of the project costs are State­
supported. Both of these bills substantially expand the application of the prevailing wage law, 
increasing project costs and affecting the number of projects budgeted each year. 

While each bill offers a different approach, they propose a "one size fits all" prevailing wage 
determination, which would significantly undermine a local government's ability to fund and 
manage its capital budget, especially those smaller in size and in more rural areas of the state. The 
Task Force to Study the Applicability of the Maryland Prevailing Wage Law has focused its 
discussions on school construction projects. Data shared with the Task Force suggests that school 
construction projects bid with prevailing wage have an average cost increase ranging from 3% to 
30% depending on the type of project. The cost differential for a recent project bid in Frederick 
County was 13%. Local governments receive State support in varying amounts for a number of 
public works projects, including school construction, transportation, jails, and recreation facilities. 
Imposing a State-mandated cost increase on primarily locally funded projects reduces their 
afford ability, and means fewer such projects can be supported. 

Further, most local governments do not have the same overall presence in the marketplace to 
affect competitive wages, and with the weak economy and State cost shifts of recent years, many 
have significantly reduced their capital budgets. Placing new, overly broad prevailing wage 
mandates on local governments would further limit the number of projects funded each year by 
increasing project costs and limiting local flexibility. 

Both bills would also affect the State's ability to extend funding for school construction projects. 
As described in the Report of the Capital Debt Afford'lbility Committee on Rec:ornmended Debt 
Authorizations for Fiscal Year 2015, the escalation in building costs over the past ten years has 

169 Conduit Street, Annapolis, MD 21401 
410.269.0043 BALT/ANNAP . 301.261 .1140 WASI'I DC +410.268.1 775 FAX 

www.mdcountics,org 
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Pngl' 2 

hampered the State's efforts to bring all public schools up to minimum standards and school 
construction needs continue to exceed the anticipated level of State funding. Both the statutory 
debt limitations and the inability of the current state property tax rate to fund ongoing debt 
service make this restraint immediately relevant. Policies increasing the cost of capital projects 
cannot simply be "rolled into" a larger capital budget. Inevitably, project cost inflation means that 
more much-needed school projects will be denied funding altogether. 

For these reasons, MACo OPPOSES expanding the prevailing wage law to apply to all local 
jurisdictions or lowering the threshold for the percentage of State funding that triggers whether 
the prevailing wage applies. 
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ASSOCIATED BUILDERS AND CONTRACTORS (ABC) 

POLICY STATEMENT 

MARYLAND STATE PREVAILING WAGE 

ABC opposes any expansion of the current Maryland Prevailing 
Wage law, As stewards of the public tax dollars, it is the State of 
Maryland that should be resolute in cutting back, not expanding the 
use of prevailing wage on public construction projects. Study after 
study has shown the cost of the same project to increase by 10-
20% because of the use of prevailing wage, This cost increase 
results from the prevailing wage rules and procurement bidding 
process that strictly limits how labor is proposed thus limiting 
competition. The following bullets summarize the inequities in 
using the current prevailing wage system: 

• The bidding process inherently creates a more costly bid due 
to Inflated wage scales ... thus requiring greater outlay of tax 
dollars to pay construction workers employed more than 
would otherwise be necessary. 

• Second, prevailing wage laws often interfere with efficient 
labor utilization because their enforcement mandates 
adherence to union work rules In most instances. 

• Third, they impose additional compliance costs, Including 
litigation, on contractors. 

• Fourth, prevailing wages require additional administrative 
costs In determining what wage rates ·prevail", reporting 
those weekly wages, and also adjudication and enforcement 
costs related to differing Interpretations of the prevailing 
wage program rules, There is also the problem of how to 
"classify" employees as the union and non-union models 
vary in this area, 

No expansion of the Prevailing Wage law Is Justified or 
warranted. The end result Is the State will be paying more for 
less. Which school, library or police station doesn't get built? If 
any changes are made to the law, It should be to ensure that the 
·prevailing wage" Is truly the prevailing wage in the open market 
across all firms and not one used as a result of unions dominating 
the survey process, Prevailing wage laws are meant to ellmlna~ 
competition In one of the main elements In construction -namely, 
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the cost of employing the necessary labor. There is no doubt that 
they accomplish that and, in doing so, add significantly to public 
construction costs. 

Efforts by prevailing wage proponents to depict these laws as 
having some social benefit fail. Fixing the price of labor does 
nothing to increase safety, train new workers, promote quality or 
any other desirable objective. Nor is there any social benefit in 
"protecting" union wage standards and work rules from competitive 
open market pressure. Prevailing wage laws are special interest 
legislation trying to masquerade as wise public policy. It is bad 
public policy for govemment to assist any group of sellers in their 
desire to fix prices and stifle competition. The best public policy is 
to permit all firms to bid . .. to allow all firms to determine their own 
cost structures based on a standard set of specifications for a 
project. Let the market decide the most efficient use resources In 
creating bids for public work. 

It is for all these reasons that ABC recommends no expansion 
of the prevailing wage law In Maryland. 

January 23, 2014 
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STATE PREVAILING WAGE LAWS RANKED BY GENERAL DOLLAR 
THRESHOLD FOR CONTRACT COVERAGE 

(AS OF JANUARY 1, 2013) 

1. illinois $0 
1. Massachusetts $0 
1. Missouri $0 
1. Nebraska $0 
1. New York $0 
1. Texas $0 
1. Washington $0 
1. West Virginia $0 
9. California $1,000 
9. Rhode Island $1,000 
11. Hawaii $2,000 
12. New Jersey $2,000/$14,187/$50,000 
13. Minnesota $2,500/$25,000 
14. Delaware $15,000/$100,000 
15. Alaska $25,000 
15. Montana $25,000 
15. Pennsylvania $25,000 
15. Wyoming $25,000 
19. Wisconsin $48,000/$100,000 
20. Maine $50,000 
20. Oregon $50,000 
20. Tennessee $50,000 
23. New Mexico $60,000 
24. Ohio $60,000/$200,000 
25. Arkansas $75,000 
26. Nevada $100,000 
26. Vermont $100,000 
28. Connecticut $100,00/$400,000 
29. Kentucky $250,000 
30. Indiana $350,000 
31. MARYLAND $500,000 

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, http://www.dol.gov/whd/state/dollar.htm 
Additional details on State contract coverage thresholds are available on this sit~ 
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Bid fiJo . 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

NOTE: 

PW Bid 
$822,000 
$757,200 

$1,487,593 
$3,070,300 
$1,299,900 
$4,697,500 
$1,152,808 
$5,135,000 
$3,218,000 
$3,235,000 
$1,175,000 
$2,325,000 
$2,252,000 
$803,000 
$871,000 
$311,371 
$127,200 

$6,956,000 
$4,850,255 
$2,092,000 
$1,349,000 
$1,070,000 
$1,017,675 
$3,544,598 
$782,000 

$2,025,500 
$1,618,300 
$1,093,100 
$1,513,500 
$490,190 
$992,700 
$106,780 
$110,700 
$134,737 
$130,400 
$195,500 

$4,567,500 
$787,000 

$2,158,930 

$70,326,237 

MD Public Schoo l Construction Program 
Low Bid Comparison 

Prevai ling Wage vs. Non -Prevailing Wage Bids 
January 2012 - May 2013 

Non PW Bid Difference $ Difference % 
$739,000 $83,000 11.23% 
$705,000 $52,200 7.40% 

$1,285,830 $201,763 15.69% 
$2,690,000 $380,300 14.14% 
$1,236,618 $63,282 5.12% 
$4,321,100 $376,400 8.71% 
$1,133,172 $19,636 1.73% 
$4,621,500 $513,500 11.11% 
$3,047,000 $171,000 5.61% 
$3,047,000 $188,000 6.17% 

$993,000 $182,000 18.33% 
$2,325,000 $0 0.00% 
$1,872,000 $380,000 20.30% 

$776,735 $26,265 3.38% 
$666,850 $204,150 30.61% 

$303,906 $7,465 2.46% 
$87,750 $39,450 44.96% 

$6,234,000 $722,000 11.58% 
$4,581,808 $268,447 5.86% 
$2,060,000 $32,000 1.55% 
$1,249,000 $100,000 8.01% 
$1,038,000 $32,000 3.08% 
$930,919 $86,756 9.32% 

$3,222,998 $321,600 9.98% 
$719,300 $62,700 8.72% 

$1,569,400 $456,100 29.06% 

$1,517,300 $101,000 6.66% 

$1,047,700 $45,400 4.33% 
$1,400,000 $113,500 8.11% 

$466,420 $23,770 5.10% 
$827,500 $165,200 19.96% 

$106,780 $0 0.00% 
$104,834 $5,866 5.60% 

$90,261 $44,476 49.27% 

$114,800 $15,600 13.59% 

$177,500 $18,000 10.14% 

$3,990,000 $577,500 14.47% 

$762,000 $25,000 3.28% 
$1,758,160 $400,770 22 .79% 

$63,820,141 $6,506,096 10.19% 

Bid numbers do not include pricing for Alternates 
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Public School Construction ProgrolJn 12}161'2(H3 
Page 101 " 'listing of ProJects It.al ~id with ~d without Prevailing W;JQo R;JII$ h,ido-by-"id.) 

39 Bid,,; 4 LEA~; 13 Pro~oct$ Jaol»ty 2012 - Mily 2013 

ILEA 

lcarrol 

""",,,d 

'loof • .. of 
ioctuso % of jnc,o~so 

B~n Bid for lncfl!OUe frM Avorago 
Bue Bid Alternates Cost Altl!matas Total ConulIc:t Prav.lIiling for Pra~iling Incroaso 

Cost with with Total Conlr.1ct ",jim"" without witt.oul Wagos Prevailing Wagc." Within Bid 

IProjl!ctl 
Pro~iIIl'I9 PrllVailin9 wilt. PravlIiling ProYIJifjng P,ovlIiling PrevOliling Base Bid Wilgos TobJ PlIckllga 

Data IProject Type IConttiJl::tor WlI9lS Wages WagClS Wagas Wages Wagos Cost Afto,n:ltas Contract All Bids Comments 

EMJA 931.600 931,600 869.1..... _J,~¥¥ ,___ ..... ~ .. 

Mlc:k's Plumb. 998,000 998,000 854,146 854,746 16.76'" 16.16% 

RWWarnor 1.050.000 1.050.000 921,000 927.000 13.2~ 1327% 

Denver Elak 1,089,900 1,089,900 1,067.200 1,01>7,200 2.13% 2.13% 

I M&M Wolding 1.124.000 1.124.000 1.0&2.000 1,082.000 3.88% 3.88% 9.00% 

IHampsteiJd¥-I2J1612012 I~ SSKContracling 715.000 65.000 760,000 660.000 45,000 705,DOD 8.ll% 44.«% 10.64% 

I,epx:emcnl NOIUon.,1 Roofing 731 ,000 26.200 757,200 694,000 23,400 717,400 5.33% 11 ,97% 5.55% 

IWestM. 

- .. • , • - ' .' ~ . . 897.000 9.000 906,000 869,000 8.000 817,000 3.22% 12.50% 3.31% 

151212012 /ROO' ,-
.1'-

I~s~o ....."... 

Simpson of Ltd 

J&K 

!Ruff Roorers 

AUiDCC 

TowsonM 

Keller B,oth~rs 

Bob Por1vr Co. 

North Point Buikfes 

Phillips Way 

E. Plkounls C 

• 1 312712012 Roof Toc:l3 Amot~ E 
replac:~ Colo Roofing 

V:llica Conlrllct 

CiliRoof Corp. , 

5171201'2 1 New IMRP Conlr:lcl 
~"""Ion 

dGon. 
tbnc:ock & J 

B~ne,Bu 

Bob I 

914.562 30.469 945.031 850.436 27.884 878.320 7.54% 9.27% 7.60% 

1.079.000 20,000 1,099.000 981.000 17.000 9911,000 9.99% 17.65% 

1.18.<1.000 2,500 1,1116,500 1.054,000 2.000 1.056.000 12.33% 25,00%1 12,:36%f 8.2G%f 

1,S.t3.000 . 1,54-3.000 1,500.000 - 1,500,000 2,117% 2.117%1 I I 
1,487.59'3 • 1,487,593 1.255,830 . 1,285,830 15.69% 15,69%1 I ! 
1,771.623 - 1,171,623 1.615.573 • 1.615,573 9.66% 9.66% 

2, 159,938 - 2,159,938 2,01 7.765 - 2,017.765 7.05% 7,05% 

1,59G,ooo - 1,596,000 1.379.000 - 1,379,000 15.74% 15..74% 10.20% 

'2.822.000 248.300 3,070,300 2.448.000 242,000 2,690,000 15.28% 2.60% 14.14~~ 

2,.829,000 281,900 3,110,900 2.489,000 241,200 2,730,200 13.66"4 16.87% 13,94% 

9,000 255,500 3,104,500 2,494,000 233.000 2,727.000 14.23% 9.66% 13,84% r 2,.87.8,000 250.500 3,128.500 2.497.000 250,500 2.747.500 15.26% 0.00% 13.87% 

I 2.937.000 263.300 3,200,300 2.640.000 244,300 2,314.300 11.25% 7,78% 10.96% 

2.~,OOO 349,000 3.297.000 2.nUKXI 320.500 3.041 .500 8,34% 11.119% 8,40% 12.52% J 
1,299,900 _ ~299,~ 1,'281 .000 I 1,281,000 1,48% I 1,41% 

1.378,000 

1,436.000 

1.652.000 

1.687,000 

1,797,000 

4,100,200 

4.345,000 

4,0/193,800 
4,704.000 

4.750,000 

4,no,OOO 

597,300 

""."'" 

1,327,981 1.236:6,8 1,236.618 1.39% 7.39~ 
1,378,000 1,318.000 1.318.000 4.55% 4.55% 

1,436,000 1,310.000 1.310.000 9.62% 9.62% I 
1,552,000 1,652.000 1,652,000 0.00% 0,00% .J 
1,687,000 1.657.000 1.657,000 1,81% 1.81% 

1,797.000 1,68.9.000 1.&89.000 6.39% 6.39'% ':'46~ 
4.697,500 3,752,300 568.800 ~.321,10!!. 9.27%1 5,01%1 8.71% 

4,913.700 4,038,cioo I 536.4001 4,574,400 T '7.60%f 6,02%1 7.42' 

5.015.100 4,257,000 I 491.1~ + 4,748,700 -+ 5.56~ 6,02%1 5.61 
5.270,000 4.439.000 

5.467.000 4.600.000 1 660.000 T 5,260,000 t 3.26%t II .U%[ 3.94' 

5,326.500 4.370.000..1 522.500..1 4.1192.500 -L 9. 15~ 6.51% !..t!!~l . . 6.75% 
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Public School Consttucticr Pro9~m 
Listing of Projocts lhOlt bid with iIOd without PrOVOllling W;,go ROltos (side-by-sldo) 
3' Bids; 4 LEAs; 13 Projot ts JOlnuOl'Y 2012_ MOly 2013 

__ 1 
ILEA 

_d· _ .. " N,.,.J IBid Oill0 IProjael Type 

EJom. I 312312012 1 Roof Val. 

te~ CiliRoof Corp. 

S impson of Mel 

IAutumn Contract 

Tect~ 

J&I(I 

.E 

1 o.wt.sYile E·I I'124f2012 1 HVAC ITowson_ ~"-~h re_ 
I NewM#2011 31512013 l 'A .Gener.!I North. · B ·I. Cons.ttuclion oint UI Of'S 

H:meoc:k & AI~noso 
Keller Brothers 
Homowood Gen. 
MRP Contract 
\'Villiam F. Kli ransm 
80b Porter Co. 

~ 

12A~ =;S-" I PI!Olklt 

I'" 

SA- Steal 

~ 
Ross COl 

Callas 

C;lInyon 

IMasonry I 

7A - Rooflftg ~ 

~ 

Autumn Contract 

19A·D<yw3I& 
Acoustlcill C3n Am I 

~arl 

1
90 . -", 

"., 
inctOolSQ 

... f 
'1. of incra;)sa 

BolSa Bid I.' incra;)sa ror Average 
SolSC: Bid Altorn.nas Cost Altarnatc:s TotOl] ContrOlct Prov;! i1in9 for Prcv.:aiting Incroasa 

Cost with with Total ConIne! without without without W;!gc:s Prov;)iling Wagos Within Bid 
Prov::lliling Prov;lliling with P"w;lIlIing Prcv;!iling Pravailing Prev;!iling B;!sa Bid W;)gas Tot;)1 P.x.1t3ga 

Wilgas Wages Wil~-=-S __ Wagos Wages WagC$ Cost Altorn3tos Controlct All Bids 

969.294 1,152.&08 952.495 180,677 1.133,112 1,76% 1,57% 

1.244.250 1,532.250 1.095.500 258.000 1.353.500 1151% tt .63~ 

1,292.000 211,000 1..so9.ooo 1.249,000 201 .eoo 1,450,800 3.44% 7.53% 4.01% 

1.297.000 268.000 1,565.000 1.297.000 268.000 1,565.000 0.00% O.DO~ 0.00% 

1.313.'411 255.389 1,.568,800 1,155.830 229.619 1.395.449 12.66% 11.22% 12..42% 

~ '-540.000 322.&00 1.162,800 1.520.000 274.&10 1,794.800 1.32% 17.47% 3..79% 

I 1.658.000 T 341 ,000 T 2.199,000 1."28.000 321 .000 2.149,000 1.64%f 6.23%1 - 2..33% ,.36% 

4.555.000 610.000 5.165,000 4.104.000 5 17.500 4,621 ,500 10.99%1 17.87~ 11 .76% 

L $,042,000 . 1 963.000 6.00$,000 4.516.000 853,000 5,371,000 11 .60% 12.90% 11.80~ 

1211612013 
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COrNT'NJnl$ 

5,617,075 I 952.896 6.769,971 5.583.210 896.631 6,479.841 4.19% 6.28*1. 4.48% J. J 
6.220,000 I 1.050.200 7.270,200 5.240.000 868,200 6,108,200 18.70% 20.96% 19.02% 11.77% ~ 

3,194.000 I 2-1,000 3.218,000 3.024,000 23,000 3,047,000 5.62% 4.35% 5..61% 

4,000 3,481,000 3.310.000 23.000 3.333-.000 4.44% 4.35% 4.44% 
5.000 3.354.000 3.161 .000 25.000 3,206,000 4.65% 0.00% 4.62% 
5.000 3,560.000 3.3.50.000 24.000 3.374.000 5.52% A n ... " " . .. 
3.800 3,901.000 3.661.800 23.800 3,685,600 S.U%. 
3.300 3,539.000 3.251.400 23.300 3,274,700 8.13% 
3.000 4.304.000 3.9B3.ooo 22.000 4,005,000 1.48% 

2.741.000 494.000 l.2l5,OOO 2,..581 ,000 466,000 3,041,000 6.20% 6..0 1~ 6. 11'".11 

3.175.444 a39 • .500 4,014.944 3.099.000 834.500 3,933,500 
3.2J().600 661.200 3.891,800 3,112,100 641.000 3,75,,700 _ .. _ .• 
3.750.000 350.000 4.100,000 3,550,000 320,000 3,870,000 5.63% 
~ ............. 25.000 1.190.000 1,012.000 19.000 993,000 20.06"'-

3< 

~
.w 

26.88' 
... v........ 34.50% 

m:Di 
.838.OC 

3.40),60(1 

~ 
l.252.000 

3.~~.~ 

.010.000 
973.695 
959.000 

943.850 

,403,600 

2.32S.00c 
2.838.00c 
' .163.600 

.252,GOO 2.115.000 

.• 087,000 2.935.000 

959,000 927.000 

943,850 666.850 

871,000 713 
939,000 76S 
Oa7,GOO 850 .. 

2..325.000 O.OO~ 

2.838,000 O. OO~ 

3,168,600 7.42% 

2.115.000 
t93S.,000 

776,135 oJ 

Jl4'1O,OOO 3 

.000 12 
,675 5 

927,000 3.45% 

666,850 41.54% 

22.' 
22. 
27. ,.. 

O. 

~ 
O.O O! 

6.48%1 

~.~~~ 

3.45'''1 s.m' 
41.54% 

.96%1 

. .. % 
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Public: Sc:hool Construc:6 on Progr.m 
Listing 0' Projetc:ls tlut tiid with ;and without Prevailing W3g1! Rates (sidl!.by.s idl) 
39 Bids; 4 LEA3; 13 Proi'c:ts January 2012· May 2013 

ILEA 

Howard • New M. n. 
COft'd corc'd 

JBid Dale !Projcct Tvpe 

315120" 
an'. 

J A ArgebJUs Coni Co. 

I
lb1ligh 
.... ""'''-

'''', I Mecharical R W Warnc!r.lnc:. 

I"" 

151312013 IRoo< 
repbc:ernenl 

• Inc:. 
lKln 
,~ 

Colo Roofing 

J&K 

Vallu Contr.:tc:1 

Ironshore 

Elkridge Ll Roof Simpson of Md 

rePacemenl: J&K 

IRodttun E. 5rI3I2013 Roof 

II . LLC ,­
,~113012O12 Wrdow 

Construc:tion 

Be:;Ier~. 811612012 

I;";;;';;~ 

SC-SIoef 

trados 

IOance Bros. 

rMa.sonry 

Sleel fab I 

SA Halac:I 

I
Call3S-E, 
RAHall 

H;u'II:ock 

easo Bid 

... f 
Inc:rease 

f., " .f 
inc:rease 

" .f 
inCrtl'3~e 

B;)sGBid Cost 
Costwilh I with I TOlil,co nlfOlc:tl wilhout 
PreY3iling PtvV:li1in9 wllh Prev3.iling Prcv3iling 

for AVlrag& 
AJIOrn.=Olesl Tobl Conlr3c:t ProY~iling fo r Prov~ili"g Incro;)::;:g 

without Wagos Prevall1ng Wilg~ 'l-l'ithin Bid 

Wages Wagt's W~os W390S 

withoul 
PUlllalling 

W"gos 
!7.200 i 
i9.ooo 

190.000 1 

;55,000 I 
~ 

~- .. -. 

"., ... I" I 
7,298,000 6,097.000 137.000 

7,717.000 6., 
7.36 1,000 6.b ..... , 
8,648,000 7. 
4,850.255 4 ..... o.uuu 
5,0420,000 4 •• 78,000 
5.~5.300 4.594 .000 

5.299,n5 4.633.000 

PreY;liling BolS. Bid W;lge$ Tota' Package 
Wages Cost AIt~rn:lles Conlr.x:t All Bids 

142.000 ".01~ 

15S,000 22.58~ 

US-' 

1.01 
lSi 

6,234,000 17.42% 1.46% 17.07% 

.00% G.(l 

.13".4 1.2 

.0." 2.5 Pi 
7,563,500 1(.8S"Io 1. -

..., g 
• 2.441.000 2.202.000 • U 

~ 
0.85"10 

2.431 .37ST • 2,431,376 2.099,409 • 2,099,409 - -'5.81% 15.81% 

2.800.180 • 2,800, 180 2.730.000 • 2.730,000 2.57% 2.57% 

2.092.000 • 2,092.000 2.D60,OOD • 2,060,000 I.SS% 1..55% i 

Comments 

1211612013 
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2,333,007 2.091.820 - 2.097.820 11.21% 11.21% 8AO% J 
1.349.000 • 1.349,000 1.249.000 _ 1,249,000 8.01% 8,01" 

I 1.38.9.000 • 1,389.000 1.359.000 • 1,359,000 2..21% 2.21% 

I 1.612.382 • 1.612,382 1.391.254 . 1.391.254 15.89% 15.89~ -' 

I 1.593,752 • 1.593,752 1.416.592 • 1.416.592 12..51"10 12.51~ 
~ 1.222.358 37,000 1,259.358 1,057.618 29,000 1,086,618 15.58% 27.59% 15.90~ 

950.000 120.000 1,070.000 930.000 108.000 1,033,000 2.15"10 11 .11% 3.08" 

987.375 30.300 1.017,615 904,919 26.000 930,919 9. ,1%1 1S.54% 90;32'% 

3,530,000 

760.000 

933.000 

1.089.000 

1.101.500 

14,5gj1 

22.000 
15.(00 

30.900 

24.400 

2.2~.000 I 64,600 
2.250,000 98.000 

1.597.800 ZO,SOO 

1,700.000 36.700 

1.072.000 21,100 

1. 142.000 15.800 

1.191.000 56,600 

~ 

3,544,598 3.210,000 12,998 3,222.998 9.97%1 12.31% 

782.000 699,000 20.300 719,300 8.73% 8.37'" 

948,400 828.000 13.000 841 .000 12."% 18.46% 

1.125.900 1.C104.ooo 35.300 1,039,300 8.47% 4.53% 

1.125,900 914.300 22.000 936.300 ZO.47% 10.91% 

2.025.500 1.M7.000 64,000 1,921,000 S.3!t'Ji 7.03% 

2.309,600 1.52(.000 .0::5 • .0::00 1,569.400 47.31% 42.29% 

2.348,000 1.655.000 71.000 l ,n6.000 35.9S% 38.03% 

1.618.300 1.4197.800 19.500 1.517,300 6.68% 5.13%1 

1,736.700 1.600.000 33.500 1,633.500 6.2.5% 9.S5~ 

1,093,100 1.1)29.000 18.700 1,047,700 4.18% 12.83% 

1,151,800 1,069.000 14.500 1,093,500 6.93% 8.97% 

• "'A'" "..... 1.1304.000 _52.~ 1,186.300 5.03% 8.22% 

1,218.100 I 1.103.300 I 20.200 I 1.123.500 I 14.63%1 15.84% 

9.98')1, 

8.n";l 

12.n% 

8.33% 

2O.25~ 

5.44~ 

47.16% 

36.04% 

6.S6% 

6.32% 

'.33% 
6.86% 

5.17% 

14.65""1 

us, 

9.49' 

' -a is less '';In SCi%. 

9.98-A 

12.52% 

., 

7 .75"10 



110

Public School Con5tnJctidn Program 
U5ting 01 Projocts thal bid with and without Prevailing Waqa fUlus (side-by-side) 
39 Sid$; 4lEA$; 13 ProJC!~ts J.mU3ty 2012 - Mit)' 2013 

ILEA 

IProject N::tmJ IStd O::tte 

""'"d 
Bester 11811612012 

E.conI'd COI"Cd 

acouslic$ 

IKline 

B;lSe Bid 

%of 
Increase %of 

"10 of 
incrt!a.so 

fOf incre.lSe for Average 
Baso Bid Atternates CO$t Alternates Tot::tl Contract I Provailing for Provailing Increa= 

Cosl with with Tobl COf'ltract wfthout wilhout without Wages Provalling Vl3gtlS Within Bid 
ProvOli'ing PreVOliling with Prevailing Prevailing Prev:liling Prevailing &so Bid Wag~ Tobl P~ka.g. 

Wages Wages Wagos WagO$ WagClS WaqO$ CO$t Altoma,lOS Conlnc! All Std$ 

[Autumn Conlr.K:! [ 1,150.000 184.000 1,514,000 1.315.000 14: 

CitiRoof Corp. 1,385.750 303.800 1,6a9,5SO 1.215.600 295.600 T 1,51t,200T , •. ooif 2.77%1 11 .80%1 

kHeidler 4- 1.599.000 400.450 1,999,45n 1.~55.000 314.800 , , 769,800~ 9.90~ 27.21~ 12.98~ 8.69~ 

485.200 I 4,000 490,190 461.600 4 ,820~_66.~20.l.. 5.1'~ 3.53'%1 5.10% 

[Class & Motals 511,906 0.00% 

555,581 3.35",4 2.81 " 

l eonard Kraus 12.48% 

Cindell 6.01% 

21.75% 

5, Inc.. 24.34% 

IJAArela.ki$ 25,91% 18.10% 

161 ,000 I (25,863) ( 135,1371 155,000 I (25,10111 129,892 I 3.87%1 3.01%1 4.04%' 2.95% 
I9C-WoodlIooCs Millor Floori~--- - - - -- - - - 110.700 110.700 109.150 109,750 0.81% 0.81%1 1 

~weyl!:r's Floor,5(!tvie~ 11 2.922 1 112,922 104.83t 104.834 1 1 7.72 .... 1 7.n%1 J 
o Flooring 118A21 l1B,421 109,864 109,864 7.19% 7.79% 5.40% 

Crown Inc. 131 ,700 3.037T 134,731T 87.961T 2.294 T 9O,261T 49.n%f 32.39%f .9.27% 

JAArget.a.kos 137,000 2.500 1 139,500 114.000 2.000 116.000 I 20.18%1 25.00%1 20.26% 

ArgO$ConstnJclion 157.500 3.000 1 160.soo I 128,900 2.500 131,400 22.19% 20.00%1 22.15% 

ITotal Conlracting I 235,310 235,310 235,310 235,310 0.00% I 0.00'1.1 22..92%1 
gF-Taing 130.400 130,400 121,100 127,100 2.60% 2.60% 

(David AII~__ I 130.900 130,900 "4,800 114,800 14.02'% 14.02%1 B.31%f 

194,000 1.500 195,500 116,000 1,500 177,500 10.23% 0.00% 10.14%1 1 

& CO. 1 228,000 5,000 233.000 228,000 5.000 233,000 0.00% 0,00% 0.00%1 1 

[Capitol Sprinkler 245,000 0.00% 

253.500 2.500 2.000 218,890 16.88% 25,00% 16.95% 

Judd Aro Protoct 336,300 3.900 340.200 252.000 3.000 255,000 0.60% 30.00% 33.41 % 12. 10% 

lSA- RH upp • . 539,000 28.500 4.567,500 4,499.000 28.soo .,521.500 0,89% 0.00% 0.88% 

~ RWWarnor 4,669.000 132.000 4.801,000 3.862.000 12B.000 3,990,000 20.90% 3.13% 20..13"10 

MS Johnston 4.826,800 11.500 4,844.300 4.110.450 ' 4.000 4,114,450 15.74'70 25.00% 15:77% 12,33% 

158- H.lH Well Drilling 187.000 787,000 ;62.000 762,000 3.28% 3.28% 
GeoUx.-rmai .. L ~~ ,-,. . 862.000 862.000 835,000 835,000 3.23% 3.23% 

!AHirn;at. Ek-ctrie. 

h EJoctric 

873,661 I I 873,661 I 8-57.219 I I 857.219 1.92% 1.92% 2.81% 

I 2.141.950 1 10,980 1 2.158,930 I 1.150,000 I 8,160 I 1,7S8,liD 22.14% 34.56% 22.19% 

2. 111 .5OO-+. 18,~+ 2.190.000+ 1.811 .500+ 16,000+ 1,881.500 16.03% 15.63.... 16.03% 

2,_"2.700 7.39"" 14.04':4 7 ,"% lS,""-'-6,500 I 2,J01.SOO I 2,131.000 I 5,100 
39 BOds AVG: 1""""" <:'Tn~· 

12/1612013 
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Economlc Impact Study Analysis: Actual CIP Expenditures for the Reporting Period January 1, 2013 - December 31, 2013 

Category of Spend CI P Construction $ %of $ CIP Maintenance $ %of$ CIPTotal $ % of~ 
In State of Maryland* $ 83,517,262 .29 75 .24% $ 4,411,638.79 68.24% $ 87,928,901.08 74.859 

In A.A. County $ 12,382,068.83 11.15% $ 963,852.14 14.91% $ 13,345,920.97 11.369 
Out of State $ 15,103,819.66 13.61% $ 1,089,613.40 16.85% $ 16,193,433.06 13.799 

$ 111,003,150.78 100.00% $ 6,465,104.33 100.00% $ 117,468,255.11 100.00' 

*Note*: In State of Maryland purposefully excludes Anne Arundel County in order to ovoid a duplicated Statewide figure. 
*Nate*: Thus the actual/total in State of Maryland spend is $95,899,331,12 and the in State percentage of spend is 86.21%. 

The above analysis attempts to answer t he question concerning capital project spends posed at 
the task f orce meeting on February 24 . In order to arrive at the answer, I analyzed our 
actual Ca pital Improvement Program (CIP) fund ed cash expendit ures fo r the r eporting period of 
1/1/13-12/31/13 to build a representative/prototypical 12 mont h surrogate accounting mode l of 
our CIP related expenditures. I t hen broke it down i nto the followi ng t hree areas for your 
consideration: 

In Stat e of Maryland (but excl uding Anne Arundel County) In Anne Arundel County Outside of 
the State of Mary l and 

I did so' because I felt that it may provi de a mo re beneficial lens i nto our CIP related 
expenditures compared to simply looking at In/Out of Maryland as a whole. Naturally, you can 
feel f r ee to manipulate/aggregate the data as you see f it . So for example, if you wish to 
answer how much of the cash -flow landed in business l ocated within Maryland as a whole, you 
would simply add up t he fi r st two categories to arrive at a figure of 86 . 21%. 

I hope t hat my methodology makes sense and provides the task force with a wo r t hwhile 
analysis. 

Alex 

Alex L. Szachnowicz, P.E. 
Ch i ef Operating Officer 
Anne Arundel County Public School s 
2644 Riva Road 
Annapol is, MD 21401 
(410) 222- 5308 (Phone) 
(410) 222- 5631 (Fax) 
AS zac hnowicz@AACPS.org 
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