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PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENTS 
Submitted by Ed Maduli, Vice Chancellor, Administrative Services 

December 11, 2012 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At the direction of the Board of Trustees, the Vice Chancellor, Administrative Services, has 
conducted a study of Project Labor Agreements (PLA).  This study provides a perspective on the 
debate of costs relative to implementing a PLA for construction projects. The study also reviews 
other alternative strategies that the District has implemented to increase local contractor 
participation. Further, the study considers other construction delivery methodologies the District 
is considering for its Measure C bond projects. The study also looks at community college 
districts in the geographical area with PLAs.  
 
The Board has addressed this topic at two previous meetings, May 8, 2012, and November 13, 
2012. 
 
PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENTS 
 
A PLA is a pre-construction agreement between the District and a trade union, or a building 
trades council, setting forth mutual rights and obligations relating to the employment of labor for 
District construction projects.  
 
There have been numerous studies purporting to prove or disprove claims of increased project 
costs related to projects bid under a PLA. Various reasons are offered to why this may or may not 
be the case. Some of the notable studies are addressed below. However, the question the Board 
may ask itself is if any risk of the potential for increase in costs due to the enactment of a PLA is 
an acceptable risk, and would that decision best serve students or the taxpayers if the projects are 
funded from general obligation bonds.  For example, with a $100 million bond program, the risk 
of even a 1% increase in costs correlates to $1 million.  
 
On July 25, 2011, The National University System Institute for Policy Research (NUSIPR) 
released a study called, “Measuring the Cost of Project Labor Agreements on School 
Construction in California.” (Attach. 1) The research examined 551 school construction projects 
in 180 districts and concluded that projects with a PLA cost on average 13 to 15 percent more 
than those without such an agreement. NUSIPR disclosed that 20 percent of the study costs were 
funded through a grant from the Associated Builders and Contractors of California, Cooperation 
Committee, an organization that represents non-union contractors and one that opposes the use of 
PLAs. The authors noted that the grant resulted in no editorial input toward the study findings. 
Opposing the findings of the NUSIPR study is the UCLA Labor Center. The Center published a 
study critical of the results of the NUSIPR study. Note that, unlike the NUSIPR study, the UCLA 
Labor Center does not acknowledge the funding for its study by the state’s Building and 
Construction Trades Council. Nevertheless, the Keston Institute for Public Finance 
independently reviewed and validated the NUSIPR study’s methodology and conclusions. The 
analysis noted that its organization does not have a position for or against PLAs.  
 



2 
 

On the other hand, a study sponsored by the Santa Clara & San Benito Counties Building & 
Construction Trades Council provides a different conclusion. The study titled: “Effect of Project 
Labor Agreements on Local Business Utilization in Santa Clara County, California” was 
published on October 8, 2012. (Attach 2)  The findings of the report are based on comparing 
construction projects performed by three community college districts in Santa Clara County 
between 2007 and 2012.  This study concluded that “when other market factors are equal, the 
presence or absence of a PLA has no significant impact on total construction costs.”  Further, the 
study concludes that “in the two districts utilizing PLAs, 48% of contractors came from Santa 
Clara County.”  In the district which did not use a PLA, the percentage dropped to 28%. 
  
District considerations 
 
As noted above, there is a difference of opinion as to whether entering into a PLA would increase 
the costs of construction projects. As there is a dearth of studies on either side of the issue, the 
Board should be mindful of who funded the study, as sponsorship appears to skew the results. 
 
Two community college districts in the geographical area have entered into a PLA.  As the Board 
considers this option, there should be safeguards included in these agreements to protect the 
District.  As a minimum, there should be a provision in the agreement: 

• To terminate the agreement without cause, 
• To resolve disputes, and 
• To provide opportunities for all businesses to participate. 

 
The major question the Board should ask itself is: “What is the policy objective the Board hopes 
to achieve with a PLA?”  Establishment of a policy objective would provide a basis for the 
District’s decision to enter into a PLA.  
 
COMMUNITY COLLEGES WITH PLAs/Project Stabilization Agreements (PSAs) 
 
Within the District’s geographical area, only two community college districts utilize a PLA: 
Foothill-De Anza Community College District (CCD) and San Jose-Evergreen CCD.  Cabrillo 
CCD and Gavilan CCD have not entered into or not considered PLAs. 
 
Foothill-De Anza CCD 
 
On April 7, 2008, the Board of Trustees of the Foothill-De Anza CCD approved an agreement on 
a Project Stabilization/Construction Careers Agreement to be applied to its Measure C 
construction projects. The stated purpose of this agreement is: “to promote efficiency of 
construction operations during the construction of the Foothill-De Anza Community College 
District projects funded by proceeds from the Measure C bonds covered by this Agreement, 
promote career opportunities and job placement for District students and provide for peaceful 
settlement of labor disputes and grievances without strikes or lockouts, thereby promoting the 
public interest in assuring the timely and economical completion of the projects.”  Note that the 
PSA includes a Construction Careers Program that consist of at least one elective class focused 
on the careers available in the Construction Industry that will be taught at one or both of the 
Districts’ campuses or at another college/educational campus mutually agreeable to the Building 
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Trades Council and the District.  
 
In addition to the Project Stabilization/Construction Careers Agreement, the District also entered 
into a Memorandum of Understanding that provides for a “meet and confer” regarding the 
performance of the Agreement. On November 22, 2011, both parties met to evaluate the 
performance of the Agreement and agreed to continue with the agreement for work under the 
District’s Measure C Bond Program.  
  
San Jose-Evergreen CCD 
 
On February 14, 2006, the San Jose-Evergreen CCD entered into a Construction Careers 
Agreement for All Measure G Bond Projects for the San Jose-Evergreen CCD. (Attach. 3)  The 
stated purpose of this agreement is “to promote efficiency of construction operations during 
construction and provide for peaceful settlement of labor disputes and grievances without strikes 
or lockouts, thereby promoting the public interest in assuring the timely and economical 
completion of the Project.”  As the title of the agreement denotes, there is a strong construction 
careers component detailed in appendix B of the agreement. San Jose City College currently 
offers a state-approved Construction Technology Program leading to three certificates and/or 
Associate of Science or Associate of Arts degree. As stated in the appendix, the purpose of the 
partnership with the PLA is “to add an additional student learning outcome: exposure and 
awareness of apprenticeship opportunities and attainment of math and workplace skills to be 
competitive apprenticeship applicants.” 
 
Amendment #1 was approved by the Board on September 13, 2011, to include “those projects 
funded in whole or in part with 2010 Measure G Funds.” The original agreement covered 
projects funded by the 2006 Measure G bond.   
 
As noted in the two District agreements above, there is a strong connection with the District’s 
construction curriculum and the PLA. However, unlike these two Districts, the West Valley-
Mission CCD has no construction curriculum nor is there planning to implement one.  
 
ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES 
 
Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting 
 
On March 16, 2006, the Board of Trustees passed a resolution to enact the bidding procedures 
under the Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act. This allows the District to 
prequalify contractors for work up to $187,500 for public works projects. Annually, the District 
solicits new contractors as well as recertifies contractors that are currently on the approved list.  
Through the years, this program has grown in size. The District currently has 102 contractors on 
the approved list. Ninety are local contractors. For projects less than $45,000, the District can 
negotiate work with any of the approved contractors who hold the appropriate California 
Contractor’s License for the work performed. For projects greater than $45,000 and less than 
$187,500, the District uses the informal bid process. This method is relatively fast as the District 
can advertise and open bids within 10 days. For the current fiscal year, the District has awarded 
$565,195 to 54 local contractors within Santa Clara County.  
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Construction Delivery Methodology 
 
Other strategies to increase local contractor participation in the District’s construction projects 
include multi-prime and lease/leaseback. In the multi-prime option, the District contracts directly 
with the trade contractors. The typical trade contractors include general trades, mechanical, 
plumbing, electrical, site work and other specialties such as fire protection. The construction of 
the Information Systems Building at Mission college utilized the multi-prime option.  More than 
90% of the construction work was performed by local contractors. The total construction cost of 
this building was $2.3 million.  
 
Lease/lease back is another option.  With this project delivery methodology, the District leases 
property (site) to the contractor for a nominal sum. The contractor agrees to construct the 
building on the site and lease it back to the District. After construction is complete, the facilities 
lease is terminated and the title to the building reverts back to the District. Under this option, the 
District can direct the contractor to a certain percentage of the contractor work going to local 
subcontractors. The District has not used this option.  
 
GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
 
Measure H 
 
In November 2004, West Valley-Mission Community College District voters passed Measure H, 
a $235 million bond issuance.  On May 18, 2006, the District issued the first series of bonds in 
the aggregate principal amount of $100 million.  The final series in the aggregate principal 
amount of $135 million was issued in May 2009.    
 
As of November 30, 2012, $214,904,274 has been expended and encumbered.  The remaining 
balance is $20,095,726.  All of the funds are committed to completing the remaining projects 
under construction or in design. These projects are:  
 

• MC Main Building, Phase I – under construction, estimated completion is Fall 2013 
with occupancy Spring Semester 2014. 

• MC Main Building Fire Alarm – under construction, estimated completion is April 
2013. 

• WVC Applied Arts and Sciences Remodel – currently in design phase, additional 
funding from Measure C to complete construction. 

• WVC ADA Barrier Removal North Wall Bridge Replacement – estimated start of 
construction is Spring 2013. 

• WVC Language Arts & Social Sciences Renovation – under construction, estimated 
completion is August 2013. 
 

Except for the Information Systems Building at Mission College, all of the projects were 
constructed using the traditional project delivery method, i.e., design/bid/build.  The construction 
of the Information Systems building used the multi-prime methodology. 
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All of the projects were completed within established schedules and budgets. There have been no 
delays that are attributable to strikes or labor disputes.  
 
Measure C 
 
In June 2012, the voters in the District passed Measure C, a $350 million bond issuance.  On 
August 21, 2012, the District issued the first series of bonds in the aggregate principal amount of 
$100 million.  
 
With the available funding, the District has started the initial stages for these projects: 
 

• MC Main Building, Phase II—select architect,  January 2013 
• MC Wellness and Human Performance Building—select architect,  December 2012 
• MC Facilities Building—select architect, December 2012 
• WVC Student Services Building—select architect, January 2013 
• District Facilities Building Replacement—select architect,  December 2012 
• Datatel Infrastructure Project—Phase I underway 
• HVAC and Lighting Energy Retrofit Projects 

WVC—partial interior lighting retrofit under bid and award 
 MC—partial exterior lighting retrofit under bid and award 
 

Alternative strategies to increase local contractor participation will be considered for the 
construction projects funded from Measure C.  Both multi-prime and lease/lease back will be 
considered for Measure C projects.  
 
CONCLUSION 
 
This study provides a perspective on the controversy surrounding the cost effects of a PLA. This 
study also reviews the various strategies to increase local contractor participation in the District’s 
capital outlay projects. The District has been successful with the use of the informal bidding 
process and in using the multi-prime option for the construction of the Information Systems 
Building. Under consideration are other options such as lease/lease back for the construction of 
bond projects funded from Measure C. This study also reviews the use of project labor 
agreements or project stabilization agreements for bond funded projects. Studies show that 
projects with a PLA or PSA have increased costs, while other studies refute those increases. The 
District has been successful with the construction of bond funded projects under Measure H 
without a PLA or PSA.  Nonetheless, if the Board wishes to enter into a PLA or PSA, that it do 
so with a “test pilot” program, first. Further, that safeguards be included in the agreements to 
protect the District.  
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MEASURING THE COST OF PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENTS ON SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION IN CALIFORNIA 

NATIONA L U N IVERSITY SYSTEM 
INSTITUTE FOR POLICY RESEARCH 

ABOUT THE NATIONAL UNIVERSITY SYSTEM 
INSTITUTE FOR POLICY RESEARCH 

The N ational University System Institute for Policy Research 

is a non-partisan organization that formulates and promotes 

high quality economic, policy, and public-opinion research 

to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of local 

governments in Son Diego County and the quality of life 

enjoyed by the region's citizens. For more information, 

visit: www.nuinstitute.org 

This study was underwritten, in part, by the Associated 

Builders and Contractors, California Cooperation Committee 

(ABC-CCC). All conclusions, errors and omission are the 

sole responsibility of the authors. We thank ABC-CCC for 

their support. 
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This study exa mines the 
relationship betw een the 

adoption of PLAs and 
public school construction 

costs in Ca lifo rnia. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Project Labor Agreements (PLAs) are collectively bargained 

contracts that establish working conditions and management 

rights. They have been used by both public and private entities 

since the 1930s. In the debate over the use of PLAs, one of 

the most prominent areas of disagreement is whether these 

contracts effect constmction costs1
• Supporters argue that 

PLAs save public dollars because contractors with highly skilled 

workers are more likely to participate in construction projects, 

resulting in higher worker productivity and fewer change orders2
• 

Proponents also contend that special provisions in PLAs enhance 

job site cooperation and ensure quick and effective resolution of 

labor disputes that would otherwise result in delays that could 

either increase costs or create severe operational disruptions. 

Opponents argue that PLAs increase costs. They claim that 

the requirements imposed by PLAs discourage nonunion 

contractors from bidding on projects and subcontractors from 

participating. This reduced competition, it is claimed, results 

in overall higher bids. Opponents also claim that the work 

condition rules required in PLAs increase labor costs and that 

these are passed onto the project's developer. 

This study examines the relationship between the adoption of 

PL'\s and public school construction costs in California. We 

examine the inflation-adjusted square foot construction costs 

for 551 school projects in California built between 1995 and 

2009. Sixty-five of these projects were built using PLAs in eight 

separate school districts. 

Our research shows that PLAs are associated 
with higher construction costs. We found that 
costs are 13 to 15 percent higher when school 
districts construct a school under a PLA. In 
inflation-adjusted dollars, we found that the 
presence of a PLA is associated with costs that 
are $28. 90 to $32.49 per square foot higher. 

The relationship between the presence of a PLA and higher 

school construction costs \\ras found when controlling for other 

factors that previous study in this field found to effect the costs 

of construction. We conducted three sensitivity tests, including 

1 
and excluding projects knovm to have extraordinary costs and 

employing statistical tests that neutralize the impact of outliers 

on results. In each case, we found that school construction costs 

were higher when PLAs were used. 
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PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENTS 
Project Labor Agreements (PLAs) are contracts signed between 

construction trade unions and project owners (in this research, 

school district officials) to establish working site conditions and 

management rights prior to the start of project construction.:1 

On federal projects, PLA use dates back to at least 1938 when 

a PLA was signed for the construction of the Grand Coulee 

Dam in Washington State. In 1940, a similar agreement was 

used during the construction of the Shasta Dam in Northern 

California. Other major public infrastructure projects built 

under PLAs include atomic facilities in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; 

Hanford, Washington; the Nevada Test Site; NASA's Cape 

Canaveral Launch Operations Center (now known as the 

Kennedy Space Center), and Mississippi Test Facility (now 

known as the john C. Stennis Space Center). 

There is variation among the provisions in PLAs, but generally 

they contain two key components. The first involves how labor 

disputes will be handled. Contractors who are party to PLAs agree 

not to lock out workers from worksites. In tum, the construction 

trade unions ag1·ee to refrain from strikes. Both parties consent to 

a process where disputes are resolved without labor disrnptions, 

usually under some form of accelerated arbitration. 

1l1e second core component found within PLAs involves who 

will be hired and the conditions of their employment. Signatories 

to these agreements recognize labor unions as the e.xclusive 

bargaining representative for all project workers. Common to 

most PLAs is a requirement that contractors use a centralized 

union job referral system or "hiring hall" as a source of workers.1 

Most PLAs require workers on the project to pay union dues, 

regardless of their membership status. Also common are 

requirements that contractors make payments on behalf of their 

workers to union-affiliated fringe benefit trust funds during the 

course of the project. 

Debates about the efficiency and effectiveness of these 

agreements are intense. Supporters of PLAs argue that they 

keep costs dm"'n and ensure tin1ely constrnction (and create 

ancillary benefits beyond the construction of the project).5 By 

agreeing to predetermined wages and benefits by mandating the 

use of union hiring halls, proponents argue that labor markets 

are more effective and the supply is more certain. Proponents 

also argue that worker grievances and alleged contract violations 

can be resolved quickly and more efficiently under PLAs. As 

THIS STUDY, WE BELIEVE, 
BREAKS NEW GROUND 
IN SIX IMPORTANT WAYS: 

l) The data set examined is more than four times larger 

than the next largest data set used in similar studies. 

2) By confining the study to a single state w ith a highly 

detailed and prescriptive education-construction code, 

we partially controlled for factors like architecturol 

requirements and construction regulations. 

3) We have richness in the aoto . Proiects ranged from 

small school additions in rural school districts to la rge 

high school faci lities built in densely populated urban 

areas. 

4) The data obtained relate to the final cost of construction. 

5) NUSIPR took into consideration how some isolated 

school construction projects were exceptionally costly 

for reasons unrelated to labor practices. We did this 

in several ways, including the use of robust regression 

tests and respecifying tne model, excluding projects 

like the Los Angeles Unified School District's Belmont 

Learning Center (now known as the Edward R. Roybal 

Learning Center). 

6) W e cross-referenced data obtained from districts via 

public records access lows with data obto"ned from 

the California Division of the State Architect. W hen 

there were discrepancies, we contacted the school 

d istricts to resolve differences in the da!a, sometimes 

utilizing the state's publ:c records access lows for a 

second time. This approach refined data to a much 

higher degree than in prior studies and offers a way 

for future researchers to duplicate our methods and 

confirm our fi ndings. 
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noted, strikes and lockouts are explicitly prohibited. Proponent:; 

also claim that Pl.A requirements involving apprenticeship 

programs and improved workplace safetr lower workers' 

compensation claims. In total, proponents a rgue that these 

provisions create stability and predictability thac reduce delays, 

cost overruns, and change orders, thus increasing the likelihood 

that projects will be completed on-schedule and on-budget. 

PLA critics argue that the provisions within labor agreements 

are onerous, discriminatory, and unnec<"..ssa1y. They claim 

that construction projects under Pl.As are less likely to receive 

interest from nonunionized contractors and subcontracto1 · 

This results in fewer bidders and less competition, which in turn, 

leads co higher costs. Mandatory contributions to union trusts for 

worker benefits (healthcare, pension, etc.) mean some nonunion 

contractors and subcontractors will have higher labor costs, 

some of which will be passed through to the project's owner. 

PREVIOUS PLA RESEARCH 
ON COSTS OF NEW SCHOOL 
CONSTRUCTION 
There is au increasing body of empuical research m both 

mainstream economics and public policy studies tl1at has looked 

at costs of new school con~truction. Many studies focused on 

a single case. For example, th<" Pasadena City Council re-bid a 

contract to build a power plant in 2003, amending the contract 

and adding a Pl.A. The lowest bidder; Sermatech Power 

Solutions, increased its bid by 15 percent, from $14.9 million 

to SI 7.2 million, to complete the work. In a local newspape1; 

the vice president, Nathen Howard, stated that "the additional 

cost is ' 100 percent' due to the PLA, and that the city actually 

remoV<"d several woik items from the contract.''6 Similarly, 

Oakland Unified School District retroactively added a PL.A to 

a contract to renovate Burckhalter Elementaiy School in 2004. 

The original contract winner (and lowest bidder), M. A. Davies 

Builders, competed against seven other bidders and offered to 

complete the job for $1.8 million. After Oakland Unified rebid 

the contract under a PLA, only three companies placed bids, and 

the lowest bid can1e in at S2.2 million, a 22 percent increase.7 

A handful of studies have gone beyond th<" case study approach 

and employed comparative techniques. For example, a 200 l 

UCLA report examined three utility projects in California built 

under a PLA and featured the testimony of project managers who 

broadly reject the critici,,'IllS of Pl.A opponents.8 ln 2010, a report 

from New Jersey's Department of Labor examined the awai·d costs 

of new school constiuction for forty PLA projects and thirty-five 

non-PLA projects.9 They fow1d that tl1e inflation-adjusted cost per 

square foot for PLA projects was 30.5 percent higher than for non

PLA projects. The repo1t also concluded tha t Pl.A project costs were 

higher than non-PLA project costs even when controlling for other 

variables, such as region and type of school. 

Thc-.se anecdotes and narrow approaches have limited value 

because they are unable to control for other important va1iables, 

such site conditions or the complexity of construction (both of 

which impact costs). These studies also can exhibit selection 

bias, as proponents and opponents seek out the best cases with 

which to illustrate their respective points. Often, the projects 

examined are so unique as to be of limited utility to those tiying 

to understand the general impact of Pl.A~ across geographic and 

temporal boundaries. 

Two groups of researchers have used statistical techniques and 

larger data sets to better understand construction costs. The 

first, the Beacon Hill Institute at Suffolk University, published a 

study in 2003 compa1ing school const:J.uction costs in the Boston 

area. Written by Paul Bachman, Darlene C. Chisholm,J onathan 

Haughton, and David G. Tuerck (.Bachman et al.), the study 

exan1ined a relatively large sample of 126 school construction 

projects in the greater Boston metropolitan area, 21 of which 

were built under a PL.A. 1° Comparing the preliminaiy project bid 

amounts of their sample across five different model , Bachman 

et al. determined that PLAs increased the cost of projects by $ 12 

to $20 per square foot , or nine percent to 15 percent more than 

the average cost of a non-Pl.A project. The researchers were 

then able to obtain actual construction cost information for 62 

proj<"CL~, and of rhese, PLA proj ects cost $16.51 more per square 

foot than non-PL.A projects, a 12 percent premium. 

Baclunan et al. analyzed their data using regre~-ion analysis, a 

class of statistical techniques used to test relationships bccween a 

dependent variable ai1d one or more independent variables. The 

authors constructed everal models, each containing three to seven 

independent vaiiables. Factors Bachman et al. examined included 

the number of floo~ in the constrnction project, whether the project 

was new construction or a renovation, ai1d whether the school was 

an elementary or high school. The researchers consistently found a 

statistically significant relationship between the presence of a PLA 

and higher construction costs across all their models. 

Bachman et al. have expanded upon theu· Massachusetts PLA 
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work in several subsequent studies. In 2004, they published a 

study with Jonathan Haughton and David G. Tuerck analyzing 

71 public schools in the state of Connecticut, of which 14 were 

built w1der a PLA. That study found a significant cost increase 

related to school district requiremen ts that contractors sign 

PLAs with unions--an 18 percent premium over the average 

cost of non-PLA projeccs.U In 2006, Paul Bachman and David 

G. Tuerck examined a sample of 117 public school consttuction 

projects in New York Slate, of which 19 (16 percent) were PLA 

projects. Bachman and Tuerck found that PLA projects added 

approximately $27 more per square foot (in 2004 dollars) to the 

bid cost of consttuction, which is a 20 percent increase over the 

average bid cost per square foot for non-PLA projects.12 

The other principal group examining this issue is D1: Dale Belman 

and Russell Ormiston of Michigan State University and Wtllian1 

Schriver and Richard Kelso of the University of Tennessee 

(Belman et al.). In 2005, they distributed a paper e.'Camining 92 

school construction projrcts, 70 of which were in Massachusetts 

and 22 of which were in Rhode Island and Connecticut. 13 Of 

these, 10 school projects ' 10.8 percent) were built under a PLA. 

Belman et al. gradually increased the nwnber of vaiiables tested 

from three to 30 across six different model<>.11 ln the first two more 

leanly specified models, PLA projects in Massachusetts were 

initially found to be statistically significant, raising the cost of 

construction by an additional $28.5 7 to S32.3 l per squai·e foot, or 

16.6 prrcr.nt to 20.2 percent more than non-PLA projects. Belman 

et al. argued, howevc1; that since contraetors were often required 

to sign Pl.As for the most complex, largest projects, a robust test 

would include additional explanato1y variables that were likely to 

impact costs. The authors wrote, "Our research also indicates that 

schools built under PLAs are often more complex projects than 

those built without PLAs and that, absent appropriate controls for 

the nature of the construction, the increased costs associated with 

complexity are emmeously attributed to PLAs. " 1
' This expanded 

analysis found that while the schools built under PLAs had higher 

costs, this increase was not statistically significant. Belman et al. 

concluded that while "~imple" statistical tests may find that PLAs 

raise the cost of school construction, " this is not found in more 

complete specifications that better fi t the data."16 

An updated 2006 b1ief from Bachman et al. took issue with the 

Belmai1 et al. ai1alysis, stating that "a cautious conclusion would 

be that the sample used is not large enough to permit one to 

conclude that PLAs have no significant effec t on costs."17 As 

Bachman points out, the Belman study failed to find any support 

for the proposition that PLAs actually lower construction costs. 

More recently, in 2010, Belman et al. reexamined their original 

2005 data to determine whether it is po:;sible to distinguish 

between the cost effect of PLAs and the effects of project 

characteristics commonly found in schools built wider PLAs. 18 

Looking at seventy school projects from Massachusetts, Belman 

e t al. ran a se1ies of statistical models that attempted to sift 

through the impact of variables, such as whether a project was 

built in Boston, within the Boston Public School District, and 

under a PIA. 19 Ultimate!); the authors conclude that there 

is significant conflation between the presence of PI As and 

characteristics commonly associated ·with PLA projects, and 

that, absent of a larger data set, it is not possible to statistically 

isolate their individual explanatory power over project costs. 

Belman et al. also found that "PL.A and non-Pl.A schools have 

different and largely non-comparable chai-acteristics" that 

impair researchers' ability to use advanced statistical techniques 

that could provide answers in the PIA debate.211 

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL 
CONSTRUCTION AND PLAs 
This research seeks to expand upon prior work by looking at the 

effects of PLAs in California. The Belman et al. and Bachman 

et al. studies provide \"aluable insight into the fiscal impact of 

PLAs in general. Howeve1~ both sides have insufficient sample 

sizes, which make it difficult to isolate the impact of PLAs from 

the myriad of other factors that can impact costs, especially 

in the urban settings where they are frequently employed. 

The National University System Institute for Policy Research 

(NUSIPR) set out in May 2010 to assess the impact of PLAs on 

the cost of public school construction projects in California. The 

timing for this reseai-cl1 is particulal'ly appropriate, as debates 

ovrr the use of PLAs in school construction are becoming 

increasingly pronounced. 

1o date, 24 California K - 12 school districts have adopted PLAs 

covering school consttuction. In the course of ow· research, we 

were ultimately successful in making contact with eight of these 

school districts: Los Angeles Unified , West Contra Costa Unified, 

San Leandro Unified, Roseville City Elementary,21 Pittsburg 

Unified, Oakland Unified, Sacramento City Unified, and Santa 

Ana Unified. This allowed us to initially identify 127 PLA projects 

' \11th significant variation on several independent variables that 

prior research suggested affect school construction costs.2"2T hese 

va1iables include total square footage; the start and end date 

of project construction; whetl1er demolition was required prior 
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to construction; the number of stories; and whether a gym or 

swimming pool was built under the project. 

In addition, California has an education code that is highly 

prescriptive with respect to construction standards and 

requirements. Through the Division of the State Architect 

(DSA), the State of California enforces minimum statewide 

standards for school design, structural safety, construction, 

and planning.2:s vVe believe this highly prescriptive code creates 

greater uniformity and reduces regulatory variance among 

different school projects. This isn't to say there are no differences 

or outliers, but, compared to the areas examined by previous 

studies, California schools look remarkably similar with respect 

to design, consu·uction specifications, and the kind of features 

that are or are not included . ~4 

Finally, this study benefits from two factors unique to California 

that facilitated data collection. First, the State of California 

has a comprehensive public records disclosure law for state 

and local govemments. Rather than depending on interviews 

or voluntary data from project architects or subcontractors, we 

were able to gather data about costs and project characteristics 

directly from school districts. (For a copy of our Public Record 

Act requests, see appendix B.) 

Secondly, data on final construction costs for California public 

schools completed over the last 10 years are available in a 

searcl1able database located on fue California Division of the 

State Ardritect website. This database was an invaluable tool 

for confirming the data provided by districts and identifying the 

presence of discrepancies that required follow up, refinement, 

and confirmation. 

METHODOLOGY 
As \\ifu the Bachman et al. and Belman et al. studies, we first 

gathered school construction info1mation from McGraw Hill 

Construction/Dodge reports. This data sow·ce, which is used by 

general contractors to prepare work bids, lists nwnerous features 

about construction projects, including the school district, site 

location, square footage, estimated project value, and construction 

start date. In many cases, it also contains contact information 

for the district, including in most cases a mailing address and, 

occasionally, the names of actual indi\idual employees. 

We began by identifying all California school construction 

projects built from 1996 through 2008, which yielded almost 

11,000 projects. To reduce this number to a workable set of cases, 

we limited our analysis by square footage and project value, similar 

to other studies. For example, Bachman et al. 2003 limited their 

Dodge data to school projects from fue greater Boston area that 

ranged between 40,000 and 400,000 square feet, were valued at 

$5 million or more, and were built b etween 1995 and 2003. 25 The 

Belman et al. study limited its scope to tl1e years 1996-2002, with 

no specified size range. With an interest in obtaining botl1 current 

data and histmical data, NUSIPR targeted new construction 

projects between 4-0,000 and 400,000 square feet, with a valuation 

of $5 million or more, and which Dodge identified as being built 

between 1996 and 2008.20 These paramete1-s reduced our data set 

to 1,023 school construction projects. 

Both Belman et al. and Bachman et al. verified Dodge data ·with 

smveys of architects and contractors involved in the projects 

and directly obtained final construction data from school disUict 

officials. Faced with a significantly larger sample size, we chose a 

different approach, soliciting data from individual school distiicts 

via a California Public Records Act requestY 

Vve requested information from 319 different California school 

districts. The letters listed the scl1ool construction projects of interest 

and requested information or docwnentation on fue following: 

The project's total square footage 

The project's total construction cost 

The start date and end date of construction 

The type of school project built 

(elementary, high school, etc.) 

Whetl1er the project was built under a PLA 

Whether tl1e project was new constmction 

or a modernization of an existing facility 

The number of stories built 

·whether the project included an HVAC system 

\.vhefuer fue project included the construction of a gym 

Whether fue project included tl1e constmction 

of a swimming pool 

Whether the project required demolition of 

existing structures28 

This request generated complete data from approximately 50 

percent of schools. Subsequent!)~ 1\1USIPR followed up at least 

three times ·with school officials to obtain missing or incomplete 

data or to refine fue paramete1-s of our request. Over th e course 

of seven monfus of active data collection, we m ade telephone 
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calls at least twice to school districts that failed to 1·espond to 

the initial request or did not provide the data requested in 

their response. H we still did not receive data, the projects were 

eliminated from the sample. 

We then verified the data from a second source, the California 

Division of the State Architect's (DSA) online Project Tracking 

System.29 The data comes from a form submitted by the districts 

to the DSA when the construction contract is awarded and the 

change order documents are submitted to the DSA during the 

final review process. 

We found it necessary to use both information sources. The 

DSA database contains neither information about construction 

site characte1istics nor uniform information about the square 

footage of projects. In several instances, a new construction 

project is reported out in phases or aggregated with other 

projects undertaken by the district. Ultimate!)~ the greatest 

value of the DSA database was in identifying discrepancies in 

the PRA information p rovided or in helping us to identify those 

school districts that required follow-up and refinement. 

CHART 1: PLA Statistical Study Comparison 

To control for the rise in construction costs dming the pe1iod 

of time in our sample, we adjusted for inflation using the 

California Construction Cost Index (CCCI), which averages 

the costs of industry labor wages and building materials in Los 

Angeles and the San Francisco Bay Area. 30 We adjusted the cost 

per square foot of construc tion using a constant of 2000 dollars. 

This adjustment is similar to the "deflation" techniques used by 

both Bachman et al. and Belman et al.31 

RESULTS 
Our final sample size consisted of 551 school construction 

projects (a 53.8 percent inclusion rate) 01iginating from 180 

school districts and spread across 37 counties.32 Our sample size 

is four times larger than any other data sample featured in a 

published PLA study.33 (Chart 1) 

Overall, 25.7 percent of projects (142) in our sample were 

classified as urban schools, 44.6 percent (246) as suburban 

schools, and 29.5 percent (163) as rural schools. Of these, 333 

were elementary schools, 248 were single story projects, and 

259 had a gym or multi-pw·pose room. Few projects contained 

Study Name, Year of Number Dependent Data Independently 
Author Study of Schools Variable Available? 

"The Effect of Project Labor inflation-adjusted final cost 
Agreements on the Cost of 2005 92 of construction per square No 
School Construction," foot; inflation-adjusted log 
Belman et al. of final cost per square foot 

"D o Project Labor inflation-adjusted bid 
Agreements Raise Construction 2003 126 cost of construction per No 
Costs?," Bachman et al. square foot 

''Do Project Labor Agreements inflation-adjusted final 
Raise Construction Costs?," 2003 62 cost of construction per No 
Bachman et al. square foot 

''Project Labor Agreements inflation-adjusted bid 
and Public Construction Costs 2006 11 7 cost of construction per No 
in New York State," square foot 
Bachman and Tuerck 

"Project Labor Agreements inflation-adjusted final 
and Public Construction Costs 2004 71 cost of construction per No 
in Connecticut," Bachman et al. square foot 

"Measuring the Cost of Project inflation-adjusted final 
Labor Agreements on School 201 1 551 cost of construction per Yes 
Construction in California," square foot 
Vasquez et al. 
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CHART 2: Histogram of Square Footage Figures in Sample 
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sv.iimming pools (27), and less than a quarter required the 

demolition of existing structures on site (132). Within 

our sample, we were able to positively identify 486 school 

construction projects as non-PLA, while 65 (11 . 7 percent) 

were built under a PLA. This ratio is similar to the ones found 

in Belman et al. and Bachman et al. Most schools were built in 

Southern California and the Central Valley. As Charts 2 and 

3 show, most school projects ranged from 50,000 to 70,000 

square feet, and $10 to $20 million in total construction costs. 

The average inflation-adjusted cost per square foot for these 

projects in California was $228.56 ·with a standard deviation 

of $78.08. Construction projects w1der PLAs were found 

to cost substantially more, with an average (mean) adjusted 

cost per square foot of $302.98, and a standard deviation 

of $102.21. In contrast, projects not built under PLAs had a 

mean cost of $218.61, with a standard de\iiation of $68.51. 

This is not the whole story. I f, for example, PLAs are 

principally found on projects in urban areas where the 

demolition of structures is necessaq -; or on multi-story 

projects, the obseived cost differences may be a result of these 

project characteristics, not a PLA. Hence, we must isolate the 

impact of PLAs on adjusted square foot costs from other 

variables. To do so, we conducted a multiple linear regression 

analysis of the construction data. We utilized the ordinaq· 

least squares method,3l conducting several sensitivity tests and 

specified models. 

In our final model, we fow1d a statistically significant relationship 

between PLAs and inflation-adjusted per square foot costs. 

Controlling for other factors that effect the costs of construction, 

this test indicated that new school construction projects built 

under a PLA cost S28.90 (13 percent) more per square foot 

than non-PLA projects. The following predictors also attained 

statistical significance: the presence of a gymnasium or pool, 

whether demolition of structures was required, the average date 

of construction, and the square footage.3; (Chart 5) 

The percentage of variability that can be explained by a 

statistical model is often reflected by the value of the model's 

r-squared value. For the full I\11JSIPR model, 27 .9 percent 

of the variation in total cost was accounted for by the set of 

predictors. An r-squared value of 0.279 would generally be 

considered to be a large effect size for social science research. It 

is also within range of the r-squared estimates found in previous 

research.36 Similar to Beacon Hill, l\11.JSIPR conducted 

a weighted regression of the sample. This test found that 
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CHART 3: Histogram of Total Project Cost Figures in Sample in Present Dollars 
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CHART 4: PLA Statistical Study Results Comparison 

Study Name, Year of Number Additional Cost Percentage 
Author Study of Schools per Square Foot Increase Cost 

"The Effect of Project Labor 
Agreements on the Cost of 
School Construction," 
Belman et al. 

''Do Project Labor Agreements 
Raise Construction Costs?," 
Bachman et al. 

"Project Labor Agreements 
and Public Construction Costs 
in Connecticut,'' Bachman et al. 

"Measuring the Cost of Project 
Labor Agreements on School 
Construction in California," 
Vasquez et al. 

2005 

2003 

2004 

2011 

"*As 110/ed on Page 5, !lie fal!Y Jpecifzed model dul not foul PL4s wae s(i:nificant. 

PLAs remain statistically significant and increase costs 

by $32.49 per square foot of school construction, or 15 

percent, compared to non-PLA projects. The r-squared 

Yalue increased slightly to 0.2861, and all other predictors 

were determined to be significant. Based on the results 

from the weighted regression and ordinary least squares 

tests, we found overall that PLAs increase the adjusted 

square foot final costs of construction by 13%-15%, or 

approximately $29-$32 per square foot. These results are 

similar to those found from samples of school construction 

92 $29-$32 17%-20% * 

62 $12-$20 9%-15% 

71 $30 18% 

551 $29-$32 13%-15% 

projects in other states, where final project costs were e.-.,;:amined 

(See Chart 41. 

ROBUST REGRESSION AND 
ROBUST ESTIMATOR RESULTS 
In statistical science, probability theory suggests that random 

values will cluster fairly consistently around the mean or 

average value. This is known as normal distribution, and it 

typically takes the shape of a bell curve on an x and y axis. 

However, when the sequence of random data points lacks this 
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CHART 5: Ordinary Least Squares Analysis Results 

Regression Technique Variable b 1 t-statistic p-value Significant?i 

Ordinary Least Squares PLA 28.902 2.323 .012 Yes 

r2 = .279 Elementary -8.599 -l.186 .236 No 

F(0,542) = 26. 42 Stories -I 0.299 -1.419 .157 No 
p <.05 

Gym 25.304 3.51 1 < .001 Yes 

Pool 38.141 2.585 .010 Yes 

Demolition 18.529 2.216 .027 Yes 

Square Footage -0.0002 -3.922 <.001 Yes 

Average Date 7.852 8.367 < .001 Yes 

1 Unstandardized partial coefficient 
2 ex= 0.05 

predicted uniformity, the data are called "heteroscedastic." 

Special statistical tests can be used to adjust values in the event 

of heteroscedasticity in a data set, dampening the effects of 

outliers at the far extreme of the data. In an effort to prov;de 

a rigorous analysis of our data, NUSIPR used two special 

techniques to address heterosccdasticity as well as outliers: 

the robust standard errors test (using Huber-White standard 

errors) and a robust regression. Both are standard robustness 

techniques, and Bachman et al. also used a Huber-\Vhite test to 

verify robustness. 

Robust regression is a statistical technique that is used in 

conjunction with predictive models ·when the data set lacks 

normal disui.bution, or when there are substantive outliers that 

may skew the results from a standard regression test. In a robust 

regression analysis, the influence of outliers is down-weighted, 

allowing more statistical relationships to appear in the results. 

A robust standard errors test gives a more precise estimate of 

relationships when there is heteroscedasticity, or takes it into 

account. Using Stata 11.0 statistical software, we ran both 

analyses. In both cases, the presence of PLAs was found to 

be statistically significant. The complete results of these two 

statistical tests arc shm.vn in chart 6. 

ADDITIONAL RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
\i\Then testing the model for the full sample of schools, 27.9 

percent of the variation in the CCCI adjusted cost per square 

footage was accounted for by the set of predictors. This 

is generally considered to be a large effect size. A sizeable 

amount of the variability in the outcome was accounted for 

in the model. Moreover, across the three alternative regression 

techniques (i.e., robust regression, regression with robust 

standard errors, and weighted regression), PLA and four other 

covariates (gym, pool, square footage, and average date) held as 

significant predictors with a similar pattern of results. 

One issue that arose was that during this period, there were a 

handful of proj ects that had extraordinaiy circumstances that 

drove costs higher. Several of these were built under a PLA. So 

as not to bias the results, we eliminated from many of our initial 

statistical tests projects, such as the Edward R . Roybal Learning 

Center (formerly known as the Belmont Learning Center) 

and d1e Robert F. Kennedy Community Schools Complex.37 

We found tha t d1eir inclusion or exclusion did not impact 

the results. 

Furthermore, a peculiarity in our data set was the large number 

of PLA school projects that were built by a single school district, 

Los Angeles Unified (LAUSD). Part of the reason for this is that 

LAUSD is the largest school district in the state and has built 

projects using PLAs since 1999. 

To address potential concerns about the disproportionate 

inclusion of projects from LAUSD, an alternative statistical 
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CHART 6: Robust Regression Analysis Results 

Regression Technique Variable bl t-statistic p-value Significant?z 

Robust Regression PLA 30.549 2.880 0.004 Yes 

r2 = .211 Elementary -1 2.095 -1.800 0.072 No 

F(8,5./2) = 28.56 Stories -4.-116 -0.660 0.511 No 
p<.05 Gym 15.437 2.320 0.021 Yes 

Pool 42.741 3.130 0.002 Yes 

D emolition 10.832 1.400 0.162 No 

Square Footage -0.0002 -3.470 0.001 Yes 

Average Date 9.051 10.430 < .001 Yes 

Robust Standard Errors PLA 28.903 1.990 0.047 Yes 

r2 = .279 Elementary -8.599 -1.040 0.297 No 

F(B,542) = 20. 49 Stories -10.299 -1.460 0.144 No 

p <.05 Gym 25.303 3.380 0.001 Yes 

Pool 38.141 2.200 0.028 Yes 

D emolition 18.529 2.060 0.039 Yes 

Square Footage -0.0002 -3.550 < .001 Yes 

Average Date 7.852 7.110 < .001 Yes 

Weighted Regression (Sqr Foot) PLA 32.498 2.980 0.003 Yes 

r2 = .286 Elementary -2.548 -0.320 0.746 No 

F(B,542) = 27.15 Stories -10.268 -1.550 0.122 No 

p<.05 Gym 25.237 3.320 0.001 Yes 

Pool 29.949 3.160 0.002 Yes 

D emolition 20.948 2.580 0.010 Yes 

Square Footage -0.0001 -2.680 0.008 Yes 

Average Date 7.420 8.190 <.001 Yes 

1 Unstandardized partial coefficient 
2 ex = 0.05 

model was examined that codes LAUSD as a dummy variable. 

PLAs did not yield statistical significance from these specialized 

tests. (Chart 7) 

included that identified whether a project was built in LAUSD, 

there were starkly similar results. Both variables (PLA and 

LAUSD) yielded statistical significance, and 28. 7 percent of the 

variation in cost was accounted for. 

However, 47 out of 48 (97.92 percent) of the LAUSD school 

projects used PLAs, resulting in a large correlation effect with 

PLAs (correlation of LAUSD status and PLA is 0.825). This 

substantive overlap results in an inability to e>..-plain and identify 

the unique contribution of PLAs.:!8 In fact, when the PLA 

variable was removed from the model and a new va1;able was 

\\Then we test an alternative statistical model that removes all 

LAUSD projects from our data set, and test for fewer variables 

including square footage (and its squared, nonlinear counterpart), 

v.·hether the project was a modernization, type of school, and 

presence of PLI\, the r-squared value decreases to 9.6 percent, 
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CHART 7: LAUSD Regression Analysis Results 

Regression Technique Variable b' t-statistic p-vaJue Significant?2 

Ordinary Least Squares PLA 6.598 .395 .693 No 

r2 =.284 Elementaiy -10.038 -1.379 .168 No 

F(9,541) = 23.81 Stories -10.283 -1.420 .156 No 

p<.05 Gym 25.545 3.551 <.001 Yes 
Pool 36.675 2.488 .013 Yes 
Demolition 15.088 1.764 .078 No 
Square Footage -0.0002 -4.022 <.001 Yes 
Average Date 7.944 8.471 <.001 Yes 
LAU SD 33.718 1.830 .068 No 

Robust Regression PLA I 1.021 0.7 1 0.478 No 

,-2=.216 Elementary -12.918 -1.91 0.057 No 

F(9,541) = 27.05 Stories -3.998 -0.59 0.553 No 

p <.05 Gym 15.445 2.31 0.021 Yes 
Pool 40.623 2.96 0.003 Yes 
Demolition 7.625 0.96 0.338 No 
Square Footage -0.0002 -3.45 0.001 Yes 

Average Date 9.265 10.63 < .001 Yes 
LAU SD 35.851 2.09 0.037 Yes 

Robust Standard Errors PLA 6.599 0.35 0.727 No 

r2 =.288 Elementary - 10.039 -1.23 0.22 No 

F(9,541) = 18.69 Stories -10.283 -l.45 0.147 No 

p < .05 Gym 25.544 3.41 0.001 Yes 
Pool 36.675 2. 11 0.036 Yes 
Demolition 15.088 1.64 0.102 No 

Square Footage -0.0002 -3.66 < .001 Yes 
Average Date 7.944 7.1 <.001 Yes 
LAU SD 33.719 1.48 0.138 No 

Weighted Regression (Sqr Foot) PLA 13.354 0.82 0.410 No 
r2 = .289 Elementary -3.493 -0.44 0.657 No 

F{9,541) = 24.48 Stories -10.322 -1.56 0.120 No 

p< .05 Gym 25.482 3.35 0.001 Yes 

Pool 28.673 3.02 0.003 Yes 
Demolition 18.030 2.17 0.030 Yes 
Square Footage -0.0001 -2.75 0.006 Yes 
Average Date 7.519 8.29 < .001 Yes 

LAU SD 28.447 1.59 0.111 No 

1 Unstandardized partial coefficient 
1 oc = 0.05 
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showing an appreciable decrement in model fit. PLA and all 

the other variables are still statistically significant. That said, the 

correlation of PLA and the price per square foot is only 0.163 

and overall model fit is not impressive (r-squared = 0.096). 

PIA projects and LAUSD schools both so strongly co-va1y that 

it hinders us from delineating to what extent each uniquely 

contributes to explaining the variability in cost. 'vVe do, however, 

control for factors, such as: W'ban location, demolition, and 

multiple stories in our fully specified model. It is unknown 

what additional factors might plausibly account for higher 

constiuction costs in LAUSD projects. Howeve1; as previously 

noted, we do see a reduction in model fit when the IAUSD 

projects are excluded from the analysis. Hence, they are a 

substantive contributor to the overall fit of our model. 

NUSIPR took additional efforts to resolve the collinearity in our 

data set. Following the methodology explained in the Belman 

20 10 study, we created a two-step propensity sco1ing technique. 

We first performed a binary logistic regression model, using 

all of the predictors that were originally used to predict the 

CCI adjusted cost per square foot, with the exception that the 

grouping Ya1iable of interest (PLA vs. non-PLA) now se1ved as 

the bi.nary outcome. This was accomplished using a propensity 

score matching macro developed for statistical software {SPSS). 

Based on the regression solution {the partial logistic coefficients), 

a predicted probability of whether a project was built under 

a PLA or not was computed for each of the individual 

construction projects. This predicted probability served as the 

propensity score. 

Unlike Belman et al., we were able to identify a region of 

common suppo1t, matching 65 PLA proj ects with 65 non

PLA projects that, but for the absence of a PLA, are similar 

with respect to other project characteristics, such as the use of 

demolition and total square footage. Propensity weights can be 

utilized as a covariate at the firs t stage of a hierarchical approach 

to multiple regression. In our second phase, we analyzed the 

m atched set of 130 projects (incorporating a propensity weight 

covariate) using the ordinary least squares method. Vl/e found 

that PLAs were not statistically significant. Similar results were 

found when the propensity score was omitted from the m odel. 

However, when PLAs were analyzed in isolation from the other 

cova1iates, using a one-way Al~OVA test, we found them to be 

statistically significant. These results tell us that while there is 

evidence that PLAs are associated with higher project costs, 

collinearity is still present in the data set, hampering the 

ability to disentangle the unique contribution of the individual 

covariates on a "Wider scale. Interestingly, within our sub-sample 

of matched schools, we found the average CCI adjusted cost 

per square foot of non-PIA projects to be S244.69, which is 

significantly lower than the cost of PLA projects ($302.98/ per 

square foot). 

CONCLUSION 
Our study, the largest and most comprehensive to date, provides 

new insight into the fiscal impact of PLAs. Our models suggest 

a significant positive relationship between PLAs and costs, 

and they hold true under a number of statistical tests and 

specifications. 

Perhaps most definitive!); our examination of the data found 

no support for the proposition that PLAs reduce costs. Even 

if one places great weight on the reduction of model fit when 

excluding LAUSD projects, ours is now the third statistical 

research project released since 2000 that failed to find evidence 

that these agreements help lower school construction costs. 

Our findings are important for California. Over the last 

decade, state voters have passed more than $64 billion of 

school construction bonds (statewide and local) to build 

new classrooms and modernize existing facilities that have 

deteriorated over time.39 In 2007-2008, California public 

elementary and secondary school districts spent more than 

$8.2 billion on construction . .JO "With this expenditure of funds, 

the number of statewide school construction projects has 

swelled. One estimate has identified 21,399 new classrooms 

built in California from 2002 to 2010.41 California's rapid 

pace of school constm ction activity is now matched by only a 

handful of other states. t~ 

At the same time, several school districts have adopted PLAs 

and debates about their use rage on. It is our hope that our 

findings inform public debate when PLAs are advanced as a 

costless policy tool. Our research suggests that they are not, 

and should districts choose to adopt them, school constmction 

is very likely to cost more. 
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APPENDIX A: 
FINAL LETTER OF REVIEW BY THE KESTON INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC FINANCE 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

USC 
nmu1~111 

Ol'~utTllEI!.\. 

•: \IJFOlt )llA 

Keston lnsth.ut• for 
Pubic Fin•nce otnd 
lnf....mKtut< Po6cy 

l!kh.Hd G. Ut1k 
D' e<t.Qif 

0~ l1)7SVA1l~ 
((.e 711) !i!'l CJ11 
.,.,... J "' :llK .<Ktd: 

Mr. Kcvia H. Korenthal 
Executive.- Dircclor 

Jul) 1.l,2011 

Associated Builders and Contractors of C:ili fomia Cooperation t 'ommittcc 
28005 Stn)th Drive 
Suite 129 
Valencia, C '\ 9135 • 

Dear Mr. Korcnthal: 

Yoll ha'e roqUt..,,ted the Keston Institute for Public Finance and Infrastructure 
Policy 10 provide an independenl review of the n:port -Measuring the Co~I 1>f 

Project I.alior Agreement< on School Cunstruction ia California~ pn:pared by 
the lnslilutc for Policy Research of I.he National University Sysiem. The 
=ic\\· was to focus on the ~tistic-.tl anal) sis and a.'iSOCiated condu ions 
1.k"SCribcd in "Measuring the Cost of Proj<!Cl Lahor Agn.-cruents on School 
Construction in California .. and consisted of an assessment of the analytical 
methodology emplo) ed and assumptions made in regard to the data set US<.'<! 
in the analysis and which was provided to me on Mu} 2. 2011 (This d.u:a set 
was not ind...'J'Cndcnlly wrified. ). lbis rc\'icw was conducted by myself and 
Professor Lisa Sch11>eitzcr. Ph.ll .. of the USC' School of Policy. Planning and 
Development and undenaken in l\\O p;iru: a rcvic:w of the draft repon and u 
revie" of the n:vL«.'11 version th;it wa~ pn::p;11\'J follo\\ing n oonferellCtl coll 011 

June 9. 2011 lO discuss our inilial finding.~. 

Our re\lte\\ dcrcrmincd that the analysis of the school construction data 
conduclcd by 1hc: lnstitule for Polic) Rcs.::irch employed J:lffi\ ·eD and weU
acccpteJ statbtical techniques and the conclusions dnt"n rey;arding project 
cost differentials between school projectS that utili7.ed Project Labor 
Agreements (PLA.s) and those thal did not folio\\ logically from this unalysis. 
In particular, we were impressed by the effort.~ of the n."Sl.-arch team t<J probe 
deep!) into potentially et.mfouncling rdationships among the variables such as 
the large aurulicr of outliers and the fact that the data points an: not nonnall) 
distributed (heterosccdas1icity) thmugh the use ofrobUSI regre,,,;iun aOO robust 
cstimntoni and other tcclmiques. !be fact dwt the coellicient:. based on the 
Ordinllf) Lc:aot Square,; Analy::.is (Chart 5) Md dte Robust Regression 
Analysis (Chart 6) do not change significantly supports ~ o"erall 
significance of the Pl.A vnriahle on construction cost per square fooL 

The I AUS() pn~ ttptt~t an ma\oidable dilemma of covariai= which hinJered 
lhe 3bl1it) of the research le.am ro dclillCllh: IO w1131.:xtcnt it wa.• the p<CSCDCC of Pl.As or 
the LAVSO that ~Jain the \1lriabilit> in cost. 0..'Spitebwlable effort!< by tlx ttSCarCh 
tcan1 to address this is.<tie. the> "''-'TC ""' ahlc w disc:ntangk tlic two fBClars. Perhops the 
only way ta do so is empiricnlly, with LAllSD ondc-rtoking a gtnup of projects which do 
not utilize Pl.As ln serve as a contwl gruup. 

Over.ill. we believe that the cooclusion drawn in thc report n:gitrding the influence of 
Pl.As on pn•jccl c06I urc supported by the data Sd pro\ided to us ond th<- subscqUC11t 
stnJistical an.•lysis of that data 1k re.can·h team uppropriately ulil ited \\;ell-accepted 
stnlistKal mcthod:i to unhc .it thl!t conclusion and it constituW-S llfl import::utt ~h 
finding. H,, .. .,,..,._ l would like to reiceroie at this lime that the rc<ult. of our ruvieu 
should in no ""Y be c.ll\Stnl<d as the ~on Institute for Public Fil\llDCC and 
Infrastructure Policy supponing ar1} l""ition relating to the i= of l'rc>j.:ct 1..abor 
Ai;rc:ancnts by any public or privnte ct1tity. 

Please let ll1<' kno .. if~ ou ha\<' 1111y qu<:>tions n:gardmg thh. Lener Report ot if l can 
pro\'idc additional infom1811on pertaining to the Koston lostituic·s review of -Mcastiring 
the Cost of Project Labor Agt\.'emCn1'1 on School Construction in California~ W~ 
appreciate this opportunity to be of sen·icc. 

Richard 0 l .ittt.:, AlCP 
Oi1tttor, l ht Kesten !nMillltc for l'llblic 
Finance and lnfrastructUN" Polic} 
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APPENDIX B: 
COPY OF PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST LETTER MAILED TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

PUBLIC RECORD REQUEST 

May 19, 2010 

Public Information Officer 

(School District) 

(Street Address) 

(City, State, Zip Code) 

RE: PUBLIC RECORDS ACT REQUEST -
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION DATA 

Dear Public Information Officer, 

The National University System Institute for Policy Research, 

an affiliate of the nation's largest, nonprofit higher education 

system, is conducting a major econometric project on public 

school construction costs in California and is collecting data 

statewide from school districts. Pursuant to my rights under the 

California Public Records Act (Go,·emment Code Section 6250 

et seq.), I respectfully request information about the following 

school(s) in your district: 

(School Construction Project Nan1e), located at (Street Address), 

(City); 

Specifically, I am seeking the following details related to the 

construction of the school(s): 

The total square footage of the construction project\s); 

The final cost(s) of the construction project(s); 

The approximate date on which construction started and the 

approximated date on which construction was completed; 

• Whether the project(s) was constructed under a Project 

Labor Agreement (PLA); 

The type of school (Elementary or Secondary); 

Whether the project(s) is/are new construction or a 

rehabilitation of an existing building; 

Number of stories in the project(s); 

Inclusion of HVAC system(s) in the project(s); 

Inclusion of a gymnasium in the project{s); 

Inclusion of a swimming pool in the project\s); 

Whether construction required demolition of an existing 

structure(s). 

I ask for a determination on this request within 10 working 

days of your receipt of it, and an even prompter reply if you 

can make that determination without having to review the 

information in question. 

If you determine that any or all or the information qualifies for 

an exemption from disclosure, I ask you to note whether, as is 

normally the case under the California Public Records Act, the 

exemption is discretionaq~ and if so whether it is necessaiy in 

this case to e.xercise your discretion to withhold the information. 

If you determine that some but not all of the information is 

e.xempt from disclosure and that you intend to withhold it, I ask 

that you redact it for the time being and make the rest available 

as requested. 

If you determine that any or all of the information is exempt 

and will not be disclosed, please provide a signed notification 

citing the legal authorities on which you rely. 

If I can provide any clarification that will help expedite your 

attention to my request, please contact me at (phone number), 

or (email address). I ask that you notify me of any duplication 

costs exceeding $1 0 before you duplicate the records so that I 

may decide which records I want copied. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matte1: 

Sincerely, 

Vince Vasquez 

Senior Policy Analyst 

National University System Institute for Policy Research 
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APPENDIX C: 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS THAT PROVIDED COMPLETE SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION DATA 

Alpine Union School District 

Alta Loma School District 

Alvord Unified School District 

Anaheim City School District 

Anaheim Union High School District 

Antelope Valley J oint Union High School District 

Antioch Unified School District 

Arvin Union Elementary School Di~t:rict 

Barstow Unified School District 

Beardsley School Distric t 

Beaumont Unified School Disuict 

Bellevue Union Elementary School Disuict 

Beverly Hills Unified School District 

Buckeye Union Ekmentary School Disuic t 

Burbank Unified School D istrict 

l:lw' ton School District 

Cabrillo Unified School District 

C.yon Yalley Union School District 

Calexico Unified School District 

Capisrr:mo Unified School District 

Center Unified School District 

C haffey Joint Union High School District 

C howchilla Elementary School District 

Chula Vista Elemental) School D istrict 

Coachella Valle} Unified School Disnict 

Coalinga/HuronJ oint Unified School District 

Columbia Elcmcnt,u1· School District 

Conejo \ :.tllcy Unified School District 

Comna Norco Unilit·d School District 

Cottonwood Union Eleme::ntary School District 

Cutlcr-Orosi Unified School District 

DmisJoint Unified School District 

DeJ,mojoint Union High School District 

Delano Union School Disllict 

Delhi U nified School District 

Dcnair Unified School District 

Desert Sands Unified School Di•trict 

Do" ney Unified School District 

D1y Creek Joint E lementary School District 

Dublin Unified School District 

Last Side Union High School Disuiet 

El Dor.i.do Union High School District 

Elk Grove Unified School District 

facondido Union High School Disu·ict 

f.<condido Union School District 

Eti\\anda School Disuicc 

E\'ergreen Elementarr School District 

fairfield-Suisun Unified School District 

Fallbrook Union Element.try School District 

Fallbrook Union High School District 

Hu-mcrsvillc Unified School District 

Folsom Cordova Unified School D istrict 

Fowler Unified School District 

Fresno Unified School District 

Gilror Unified School District 

Golden \'..Ulcy Unified School Disc 

Greenfield Union School District 

Hanford Elemental"")' School District 

H anford J oint Union High School District 

Hemet Unified School District 

Hesperia Unified School District 

Hillsborough City Unified School District 

Huntington Beach City School District 

Imperial County Ollice of Education 

Imperial Unified School Di~llict 

Irvine Unified School District 

Jefferson School District 

Kern Cou1Hy Superintendent of Schools 

Kern High School District 

King City J oint Union High School District 

Kings Can)on Unified School Disuict 

Kingsburg Joint Union Elementary School Disuict 

Lake Elsinore Unified School Dis trict 

J..ammcm·ille School District 

Lancaster Elementary School District 

Las Virgines Unified School District 

Lawndale School District 

Lemoore Union Elementary School District 

Lennox School District 

I .ibcrty Union High School District 

I.ong Beach Unified School District 

Los Alamitos Unified School District 

Los Angeles Unified School District 

Los Banos Unified School District 

Lucia Mar U nificd School District 

l\Iadera Unified School District 

l\fammoth Unified School District 

Manteca Unified School District 

l\Iary;villeJoint Unified School District 

Menifee Union School District 



J\lerced City School D istrict 

M erced Union High School District 

M ilpitas Unified School District 

Modesto C il)' School District 

J\.foj;m: Unified School Dist1ict 

Moreno Valley Unified School DistTict 

Morgan Hill Unified School District 

Mountain View/Los Altos Union High School District 

J\Curricta \'alley Unified School District 

Natomas Unified School District 

New Haven Unified School District 

Newhall School District 

Newport Mc-wt Unified School District 

Norris School District 

Norw.ilk La J\lirada Unified School Disuict 

0.1kdaleJoint Unified School District 

Oakland Unified School District 

Oceanside U nificd School District 

Ontario J\(oncclair School District 

Oxnard School District 

Pajaro Valley Unified School District 

P<1lm Springs Unified School District 

Palo Alto Unified School Dislrict 

Palos \ ·crdes Peninsula Unified School District 

Panama Buena \ isl<i Union School District 

Paramount Unified School District 

Paso Robles joint Unified School District 

Pcwlumajoim Union High School Districl 

Pioneer Union School District 

PitL<burg Unified School District 

Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified School Di'ltrict 

Pleas,mt \,~1llcy School District 

Plumas Elementary School Di~trict 

Poway Unified School D isuicl 

Redlands Unified School District 

Reed Union School District 

Rescue Union School Oistrict 

Richla nd Unified School District 

Rio School District 

Ripon Unified School District 

Ri\'crbank Unified School District 

Rocklin Unified School District 

Rosedale Union Elementary School District 

Roseville City Elcmentaiy School District 

Rosevillcjoint Union H igh School District 
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Sacramento City Unified School D istrict 

Saddleback \'alley Unified School District 

Saint Helena Unified School District 

Salida Elementary School District 

S.tlinas Union High School Dist1ict 

San Bernardino County Superintendent of Schools 

San Diego Unified School District 

San Dieb'llito Union High School D istrict 

San Frnncisco Unified School District 

Sanjacinto Unified School District 

San Leandro Unified School District 

San Mateo Union High School District 

San Ysidro School District 

Sanger Unified School District 

Santa Ana Unified School Disllict 

Santa Clara Unified School District 

Sai1ta Mari,t joint Union High School District 

Santee School District 

Silver \'.tlley Unified School District 

Simi \'alley U nificd School District 

Snowlinejoint Unified School District 

Solana lkach School D istrict 

Stockton Unified School District 

Sulphur Springs Unified School District 

Sweetwater Union H igh School District 

Tehachapi Unified School District 

Temecula \ 'alley Unified School District 

Tracy Unified School District 

Tulare City Elementa1y School Distric t 

Tulanojoint Union High School District 

Turlockj oint Union H igh/Elcment.ruy School District 

T"~n Rivers Unified School District 

Ukiah Unified School District 

\'allcjo City U nificd School Distric1 

\ "alley Center-Pauma Unified School D ist1ict 

\ ·ista Unified School District 

\\",,_~o Union Elementary School District 

Waterford School District 

Weaver Union School D istrict 

West Contra Costa Unified Sehl)()! Di.itrict 

\\estern Placer Unified School District 

\\"est-tide Union School District 

\ \iseburn School District 

Yuba City Unified School District 

Yucaipa-Calimesajoint Unified School District 
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APPENDIX D: 
SUPPLEMENTAL RESEARCH ON CALIFORNIA PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENTS 

During the course of this project, NUSIPR was able to identify 

common provisions across California school constmction PLAs. ts 

A comparative analysis reveals many similarities. Most of the 

PLAs that were reviewed require construction firms to become 

signatories to master collective bargaining agreements (CBAs) 

with all applicable craft unions. Generally speaking, CBAs are 

detailed documents that identify the terms of employment and 

working conditions of unionized workers in a particular trade or 

industry. The majority of PLAs also require all subconb:actors 

to sign both PLAs and CBAs prior to the start of construction. 

Seven PLAs absolutely prohibit labor unions from strikes, work 

stoppages, picketing, and slowdowns of any kind at the worksite. 

However, five allow unions to withhold workers from contractors 

that are delinquent on payments to union trust funds. Similarly, 

seven PLAs prohibit contractors from conducting employee 

lockouts of any kind, but five make exceptions for laying 

off, suspending, and terminating employees in cases wholly 

wuelated to labor disputes. 

Almost all (92 percent) PLAs required contractors to source 

workers from union halls, but with exceptions. The overwhelming 

majority allow firms to obtain workers from any source if union 

hiring halls are unable to provide workers within a forty-eight 

hour period. 100 percent of PLAs require constmction workers 

to pay union dues. 

AU PLAs include language that suggests that contractors retain 

the exclusive authority; or responsibility for project operations; 

howevei; most contain strong restiictions on management tights. 

Less than half explicitly state that contractors can hire supervisors, 

apprentices, foremen, and subcontractors at their own discretion. 

A1l of the PLAs restrict a contractor's ability to hire their mm 

"core employees.'' Usually this is done by restricting who a 

contractor can classify as a core employee and when they can 

be employed (if at all) in a \\'ay that bypasses the union hall 

hiring queue.44 Eight out of 12 PLAs do not allow contractors 

to discharge at-will employees - most require contractors to 

have just cause for doing so, or grant workers additional righ ts 

under a craft agreement. Seven out of 12 also do not allow 

contractors to discipline employees at will. All but one reviewed 

PLA required conti-actors to make supplemental contributions 

into separate union-controlled benefit trusts. 

CHART 8: Major Provisions of California School PLAs 
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CHART 9: Management Rights Under California School PLAs 
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APPENDIX E: 
NOTES BY THE AUTHORS 

There are important aspects of NUSIPR's research efforts that 

d ese1ve greater elaboration, which we do here. 

WAGE RATES AS A NEUTRAL FACTOR 
Unlike many states, the State of California requires contractors 

to pay state-mandated construction wage rates (known as 

"prevailing wages") to their construction trade workers 

on school construction projects.H Prevailing wage rates in 

California are almost always based on the wage rates and 

benefit payments indicated in collective bargaining agreements 

for construction trade unions. As a result, all contractors on 

the school construction projects researched in this study were 

paying a common wage rate for each specific trade in a defined 

geographic region, regardless of whether the contractors were 

signatory to a PLA or signat01y to a union collective bargaining 

agreement for their employees. In addition, school districts 

using state funding for construction from the sta tewide bond 

measure Proposition 47 (approved by voters in 2002) were 

required to adopt a labor compliance program to ensure that 

contractors were paying proper wage rates and abiding by the 

state's other labor laws. We can assume that these conditions 

effectively neutralize wage rates as a variable and conclude that 

the difference in project cost bet\veen projects with a PLA and 

projects without a PLA was not due to differences in wage rates 

for construction trade workers. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF THE PROJECTS 
To eliminate selection bias, our data sample sourced school 

construction projects at random. Nonetheless, 60 percent of the 

projects were built in districts located in the five highly populous 

cow1ties located at the southern end of the state. These five 

counties comp1ise 54 percent of the population. Another 33 

percent of the projects were built in districts located in the 

Central Valley, which was among the fastest growing parts of 

the state between 2000 and 20 I 0.46 
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ENDNOTES: 
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The Building & Con:,truction Tr.ides Departmcm's website ,,.,ys, 
"Critics of PI.As frequently claim that PlA5 limit the pool of bidders 
... particularly non-union contractors ... and as a result construction 

costs for a given project arc higher. This is a fallacy lhat has been refuted 

through the "·ork of man)' academic researchers ... A similar public 

relations attack on project labor agreements that is frequently used by 

tl1c open shop leads people to believe that the u<e of a higher-skill, and 

better paid, workforce "ill result in increased costs." Sec hup:/ /'"'''''· 
pla..·work.org/CWA/mcdia/ Documcnts/ PLA-Po"·crPoint.ppL The 

Associated Builders and Conu-actors' website says, " PL.As drive up the 

cosl of construction projects. By unnecessarily limiting bidders and 

following outdated and inefficient union work rules, PL'\s consistently 

and unnecessarily d1ive up costs on projects. Numerous academic studies 

indic.-.te PlAs increase the cost of construction between I 0 percent and 

20 percent when compared to similar projects not subject to union-only 

PlAs." Sec http:/ /W\\'\,·.thetruthaboutplao;.com/ get-tl1e-truth. 

Benefits include incre.ising the number of apprentices entering into 

construction tr.ides and increasing the ln·cl of health and recin:mem 

benefits av-.iilablc to construction workers. For a vigorous articulation of 

these supposed benefit~, see fred Kotler, "Project Labor Agreements in 

New York State: In the Public Interest," New York: Cornell University, 

2009, hup:/ I digitalcommons.ilr.corncll.edu/ cgi/vicwconlent.cgi?artidc 

= I 021 &context=reports. 

Allcrnate names for Pl...As include Project Stabili7.ation Agreements and 

Community \ \Orkfon:e Agreements. 

Some Pl.As have special e.xemptions for a small number of long-term 

"core" contractor employees. 

Detailed <1J1,'1lment<; of Pl.A proponents can be found at th« PIA-; 

WORK " ·cbsite, a project of the Building & Construction Tr.ides 

Department. Sec hnp:/ hrn w.plaswork.org/Impact/Comractors-

0" ncrs-De,-elopers-and-Construction-Usc I Con tmctor-;,-Owners, -

De,·clopcrs-Construction-Usc.aspx. 

Gary Scon, " Power Plant Cosl~ lo Soar," P.i.-ndena Slar- \ eu-r, 

l\!arch 21 , 2003. 

Phillip t'vla1icr and Andrew Ross, "School's CosL• Skyrockt'l after Labor 

Pact," San Fwncisco Chmnid~, Ap1il 28, 2004. 

Daniel Rounds, "Project I .abor Agreements: An ExploratOl)' Stud);'' Los 

Angele•: UGI .A., 200 I . 

Ne,,-Jcrscy Department of Labor, '~-\nnual Report to the GO\·crnor 

and Legislature: Use of Project l.abor Agreements in Public Works 

Building P rojects in Fiscal Ye.tr 2008," Trenton: State of Ne,.-.Jcrsey, 

20 I 0, pp. 3 -4, http:/ / lwd.dol.statc.nj.us/labor/form'LpdJS/kgal/2010/ 

PLAReport0ct201 O.pdf. 

1 O Paul Bachman et al., "Project Labor Agreements and the Cost of School 

Construction in l\lassachusctts," Boston: Beacon H ill Institute, 2003, 

hnp:/ fo·ww.be.iconhill.org/ BHIStudies/ PL>\polic) ; tudy 12903.pdf. 

11 Paul Bachman,.Jonathan Haughton, and David G. Tuerck, "Project 

L.-.bor Agreements and the Cose of Public School Con•truction Projects 

in Connecticut," Boston: Beacon Hill Institute, 200+, htcp://wwK 

beaconhill.org/bhistudics/pla200+lplainct23no\'200 ~.pdf. 

12 P..iul Bachman and David G. Tuerck, "Project Labor Agreements and 

Public Construction Costs in New York State," Roston: Beacon Hill 

Tmtitute, 2006, http: / /wwKbcaconhill.org/BHIStudics/Pl...A2006/ 
NYPI.AReport0605.pdf. 

13 Dale Belman ct al., "The Effect of Project Labor Agn:cmcnts on the 

Cost of School Construction," East T~·msing: l-·1ichig,m State Univcrsit); 

2005, http://isapapers.pitt.edu/57I1/2005-0l_Belman.pdf. 

14 \ ariables in the Belman study included minutia such a:; tht presence/ 

absence of tennis courts, band rooms, kitchens, and science labs. 

15 Belman ct al., "Efkc t of Project Labor Agreements," p. 3. 

16 Ibid., p. 20. 

17 Paul Bachman and Jonathan Haughton. "Do Project Labor Agreements 

R..use Construction Costs?" Crue Studits in Business, Industry 011rl Go1.ern111ml 
Slalirlics 1, no. I (2006): 78. 

18 Dale Belman et al., "Project Labor Agreement'' Effect on School 

Construction Costs in M~chusetts," l ndurtrinl &/1.1/ions 49, 

no. I (20 I 0): 44-60. 

19 Statistical tests used include three F-tcst models that rxamined the 

relationship between lhe constn1ccion co•t per square foot and the effect 

of Pl.As, the city of Boston, and the Boston Public School Disnict. A 

C\•·o-stdge propensity score technique was also used to analrte projects 

that, but for the presence/non-presence of a PL.A, arc fairly similar. 

Under this technique, projects '"ere rated based on the probability that 

their characteristics could predict that they would be built under a PL.A, 

and the re•ulting "region of common support'' was to be examined \\ith 

a regression test. However, Belman et al. did not complete its propensity 

score technique, as it faikd to find many similar prqjccts. 

20 Belman ct al., "Effect on School Construction Costs in Massachusetts," 

p. 57. 

21 The Rose~ille PI.A was for three unions in four subtradcs and \\as 

directly signed with a private de, eloper. 

22 As noted belo" ; a remaining limitation which we cannot overcome 

involws tlic large number of Pl.As in l.os Angeles Unified, a disnict 

that has had a Pl.A in place for much longer than other districL' and, as 

one of the nation's largest school districts, has built a large number of 

schools. 

23 The OS.A website st.Hes, "The Division of the Stare Architect pro,·idcs 

desi0'TI and construction O\-crsight for K- 12 schools, community colleges, 

and various other state-owned and leased facilities. The Division also 

develops acccssibilit); struccural safety, fire and life safety, and historical 

building codes and standards uti lized in \<trious public and private 

buildings throughout the state of Californi.i." www.d ... -..dgs.ca.gov 

2+ for example, in llclm:m (2003), the authors found that the presence of 
a centralized air conditioner had a statistically significant impact on 

construction com. \\(:collected information on this ,·J.ric.bk, but found 

th.it all but on .. school project in our sample had air conditioning. 

25 Bachman ct al. noted that their sample size limit excluded abnormally 

small and larger project~ as " ·di a,; those projects whose ' aluation is 

"t)'Pically too small to be of intcrcs1 to union contmctors." NUSIPR 

adopted the same square footage range for project size ,,;thin iL~ sample 

in order to achic,·c similar objectives. 



A Report by the Notional University System Institute for Policy Research 25 

26 NUSIPR's final sample v-Mied slightly from the initial bid estimates 

given by McGraw Hill. Of the 551 construction projects, 12 were 

modernization projects, five were built either before I 996 or after 2008, 

52 were smaller than 4-0,000 squdl-c feet, and C\,·o cost less than S5 million. 

27 California Government Code§ 625~276.48. 

28 T he language used in the public records req ucsts can be found in 

appcndixB. 

29 The California D ivision of the Stale Architect's online Project Tracking 

System is a\'ailablc at hups:/ /www.apps.dgs.ca.gov/ trackcr/dcfault.aspx. 

30 The California Construction Cost Index (CCCI) is dc,'Cloped from data 

featured in the Building Cost Index (BCI) published by Engineering 

News-Record (ENR). BCI estimates include costs for skilled industry 

labor, average f1ingc rates, and the cost of common construction 

m.i.tcrials. 

31 llachman created a construction cost index using stale industry wage 

and salary data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and the 

national producer price index for intermediate materials, supplies, a nd 

components. Belman deflated coses using f.NR's constrnction cost index 

for Roston. 

32 The complete list of complying school districts can be found in 

AppendixC. 

33 T he Belman study used a sample size of 92 school projects, and Beacon 

Hill's sample size was 126 projects. 

34 T he ordinal) least squares method is .i statistical technique used to 

analyze the relationship ben,·een a continuous dependent \'ariable and 

categorical (or continuous) independent \ariable>. It minimize~ the 

"error," or the di[crence between the predicted outcome and the actual 

outcome, and optimizes the solution. 

35 Hoth the Bachman et al. and Belman et al. regression tests included 

square feet squared as a co-variate. Howc\'cr, NUSlPR found that this 

CO-\'ariatc did not substanti,·ely modify the model fit and declined to 

include it. 

36 The sample used in the Bachman ct al. study had an adjusted r-squarcd 

of 31 percent. 'Ibe six models used in the Belman study to study 

Massachuseus school construction costs had an r-squan:d range of 19. 79 

percent to 65.1 2 percent. 

37 for more on Belmont Learning Center see Alan Richard, "L.A. Chief 

Recommends Abandoning Belmont," FAucatWn M·eek,January 26, 2000, 

and Greg Gittrich, "r..Iost of the Bond r..Ioney 1110\vn on Belmont," 

f ,l)S An~ks Dr1i!J .Ntm<,July 30, 1999. 

38 NUSJPR took additional efforts to resolve the collinearity found in our 

data set. Follo-.ing the methodology explained in the Helman 2010 

study, we created a two-step scoring technique. We first used a logistic 

model, rating projec ts based on the probability that their characteristics 

could predict that they would be built under a PLA. Unlike Belman 

ct al., we were able to identify a region of common support, matching 

65 PL'\ projects with 65 non-PIA projects that, but for che absence of 

a Proj ect Labor Agreement, are simil.i.r with respect to other project 

characteristics, such as the use of demolition and total square footage. 

Two subsequent regression tests (one which had the predicted score as 

an independent \'ariablc and one that excluded it) for then= 130 data set 

used the ordinary least squares method. TI1ese tests failed to find PI.As 

t 

to be statistically sit,>nifican t. Howc:,·er, a one-way AN OVA test on the 

sub-sample did find PlAs to be statistically significant. This tells us that 

though there is C\~dence that PIA~ are associated -.ith higher project 

costs, collinearity is still present in the data set, hindering further .i.nalysis. 

Interesting!}, within our sub-sample, we found the average CCI adjusted 

cost per square foot of non-PIA projects to be $244.69, still significantly 

lower than the cost of PLA prqjects ($302.98/per squMe foot). 

39 According to thr Public Policy lnstitute of California, "Local facilities 

bond, totaling S36 billion ha,·e passed since 2001, and state facilities 

bonds totaling 528.7 billion ha\-c passed since 2002." See "J ust the Facts: 

Education Facilities," September 2008, http:/ /W\rn.ppic.org/ content/ 

pubs/jtf!JTF J..ducationFacilitiesJTF.pdf. 

4-0 United States Census Bureau, Public Education Finances 2008, table 9, 

"Capital Outlay and Other f..xpenditurc of Public School Systems by 

State: 2007-08," Washington, D.C., 2010, http://www2.ccnsus.gov/ 
govs/school/ 07f33pub.pdf. 

41 "California Department of E<lucation Closes Out 2010 Noting 

Record of Accomplishment by State Supcrintcndentjack O'Connell," 

California Department of Education, December 28, 20 I 0, http:/ /www. 

cde.ca.go\'/nr/ndyrlO/yrlOrell50.asp. 

42 National Clearinghouse for Educational Facilities, "State Capital 

Spending on PK- 12 School f acilities," Washington, D.C., 2010, p. 4, 

http:/ /www.edf.icili ties.org/pubs/statc_capital_spcnding_on_school_ 

facilitics.pdf. 

43 NUSlPR obtained PIN-\s for the foUO\,;ng school districts: San Francisco 

Unified, San Diego Unified, Los Angeles Unified, Oakland Unified, 

Sacramento City Unified. Pittsburg Unified, West Contra Costa Unified, 
Rialto Unified, Santa Ana Unified, San Mateo Union High School 

District, San Gabriel Unified, and Roseville City School District. In 

some cases, the PI.As were silent as to prO\·isions we examined, or were 

not explicit in the language of the contract. In other cases, the provisions 

,,·ere referenced as being present \\itliin a CBA, which the PLA requires 

all signatories to a'\Sent to. Our charts reflect these aspects of the P1As. 

4-4 For example, sec the provisions of the Pn:~ject Labor Agreement 

for the Oakland Uni1ied School District, 2004, p. 19. 

45 According to the United States Department of Labor, eighteen states 

do not ha\·e pre\'ailing wage la\,s: Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, 

Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, New 

Hampshire, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 

South Dakota. Utah, and Virginia. See "Dollar Threshold Amount for 

Contract Co\'cragc Under State Prc\<illing \\'age L:ms,'' n. I, http:// 

""''".:dol.gov/whd/scatc/dollar.htm. 

4-6 United States Census Bureau, table 1, "The Most Populous Counties 

and I ncorporatcd Places in 20 I 0 in California: 2000 and 2010," 

http:/ /20 IO.census.gov /news/ xis/ cb I I cn68_ca_20 I Oredisu:xls. 





ECO N O MIC PO LICY BRIEF 

OCTOBER 8 , 2012 

EFFECT OF PROJECT LABOR 
AGREEMENTS ON LOCAL BUSINESS 

UTILIZATION. IN SANTA CLARA 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

INTRODUCTION 

Project-specific, pre-hire collective bargaining agreements were originally 
created in the 1930s as a tool for developers and owners of major 
construction projects to set terms and conditions of employment, 
standardize work rules and schedules across all crafts, prevent work 
stoppages, and help ensure timely completion. 

As the industry evolved, construction pre-hire agreements became more 
sophisticated and were often tailored on a project-by-project basis to 
serve specific needs or goals. When a pre-hire agreement is employed on 
a local public works project, the agreement often has the additional goal 
of ensuring that the taxpayer dollars spent on the project remain in the 
local community, creating jobs for residents, opportunity for local 
businesses and spurring the area's economic growth. 

Today, these tools are most commonly known as Project Labor 
Agreements; depending on the additional provisions included, they may 
also be called Project Stabilization Agreements, Community Workforce 
Agreements or Construction Careers Agreements. Under any of these 
names, they represent a project-specific agreement between the owner or 
builder and the local trades unions representing workers on the project. 

This policy brief reports the findings of an analysis comparing two sets of 
capital improvement projects undertaken by public community college 
districts in Santa Clara County between 2007 and 2012: one set performed 
under a PLA, and the other with no PLA. By identifying and analyzing the 
business locations of the more than 900 construction contractors awarded 
work on these projects, it seeks to determine whether the use of a PLA is 
associated with an increase in contracts awarded to local businesses. 

ABOUT THIS STUDY 

RESULTS 

• Contractors utilized on 
community college projects 
with PLAs: 

o Local: 48% 

o Bay Area: 37% 

o Out of town or out 
of state: 15% 

• Contractors utilized on 
community college projects 
with no PLAs: 

o Local: 28% 

o Bay Area: 45% 

o Out of town or out 
of state: 28% 

This working paper is produced by Working Partnerships USA with funding from Santa Clara & San Benito Counties 
Building & Construction Trades Council. 
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KEY FINDINGS 

Local Business Impacts 
Comparing construction projects performed by public community college districts in Santa Clara 
County between 2007 and 2012: 

• Representation oflocal (in-county) businesses was 20 percentage points higher in the 
districts using PLAs. 

o In districts using PLAs, 48% of contracts went to local contractors and subcontractors. 

o In the district using no PLA, 28% of contracts went to local contractors and 
subcontractors. 

• The non-PLA district was almost twice as likely as the PLA districts to hire out-of-town 
(outside of the Bay Area) or out-of-state businesses. 

o In districts using PLAs, 15% of contracts went to out-of-town or out-of-state contractors. 

o In the district using no PLA, 28% of contracts went to out-of-town or out-of-state 
contractors. 

Local Workforce Impacts 
• Further research is needed to estimate the geographic distribution of workers on the projects 

studied. However, local hiring hall provisions embedded in PLAs suggest that PLAs would 
be likely to increase local hiring above and beyond the observed increase in local 
contracting. 

Construction Cost Impacts 
• Existing literature shows that when other market factors are equal, the presence or absence 

of a PLA has no significant impact on total construction costs. 

• Reports on recent case study estimates for individual projects performed under PLAs suggest 
that the current generation of PLAs produce cost savings. 

• For the Santa Clara Valley community colleges dataset, further research would be needed to 
identify comparable samples at the project level within the PLA and non-PLA districts and 
compare the equivalent costs of construction. 

Traffic and Environmental Impacts 
• In 2008, all non-local construction workers employed in Santa Clara County cumulatively 

drove over 1 million miles per day to and from work. If this work were instead performed 
by locals with shorter commutes, the estimated savings would be 123,619,000 miles per year. 

• A shift towards a nonlocal construction workforce induces excess commute miles, 
resulting in traffic congestion, less livable neighborhoods, lower social cohesion and 
increased greenhouse gas emissions. 

• As some of the largest purchasers of construction labor in the county, community college 
districts can mitigate a portion of these impacts by encouraging employment oflocal 
workers. 
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Where Does the Work Go? 
Geographic Dispersion of Contracts and Subcontracts Awarded for Community 

.College Construction Projects in Santa Clara County 
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF CONTRACTORS 

• In the two districts utilizing PLAs, 48% of contractors came from Santa Clara County. 
• In the district which did not use a PLA, 28% of contractors came from Santa Clara 

County. 

Three community college districts located 
within Santa Clara County collectively 
completed over $400 million of local bond
funded projects in the past 5 years. Two of these 
districts, the San Jose I Evergreen Community 
College District and the Foothill-De Anza 
Community College District, utilized Project 
Labor Agreements for all bond-funded 
construction work. The third, the West Valley
Mission Community College District, did not 
employ a Project Labor Agreement. 

Because all three districts are within the same 
regional labor shed and completed similar types 
of projects within a similar timeframe, they 
provide an ideal "apple-to-apples" comparison 
by which to evaluate the effects of Project Labor 
Agreements. 

To analyze the effects on local contracting, we 
obtained all available lists of contractors and 
subcontractors which received bid awards from 
any of the three districts during the study period 
of 2007-08 to mid-2012. The business locations 
of the contractors were identified using public 
bid documents or the contractor's address as 
provided to the Contractors State License Board. 

In total, 930 contractors and subcontractors 
(including duplicates) were identified across the 
three districts. The maps on page 3 display the 
dispersion of contractors who performed work 
on one of the PLA-covered projects versus 
contractors on the non-PLA projects. 

The results showed a substantial difference 
between the PLA and non-PLA districts. In the 
two districts with PLAs, 361 contractors (48%) 
had locations in Santa Clara County. Another 

281 contractors (37%) were located in one of the 
core Bay Area counties within commuting 
distance (Alameda, Contra Costa, San Mateo or 
San Francisco). 93 contractors (12%) were from 
another California county (categorized as "out of 
town") and 18 contractors (2%) were out of 
state. 

In the district without a PLA, 49 contractors 
(28%) had locations in Santa Clara County. 
Another 79 contractors (45%) were located on 
one of the four nearby Bay Area counties. 39 
contractors (22%) were from out of town and 10 
(6%) were out of state. 

ABOUT THE STUDY AREAS 

The San Jose/Evergreen Community College 
District (SJECCD) serves the northeastern 
Santa Clara Valley. It operates two 
community colleges, San Jose City College 
and Evergreen Valley College. SJECCD 
completed $122 million in capital 
improvements from 2004-2011, funded by 
two voter-approved bond measures, Measure 
G (2004) and a second measure Gin 2010. 

The Foothill-De Anza Community College 
District (FHDA) is located in the 
northwestern Santa Clara Valley where it 
operates Foothill College and De Anza 
College. Through Measure C, a bond 
approved by voters in June 2006, FHDA has 
expended $153 million on capital 
improvements from 2006-2011. 

Continued on next page 
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The graphs at right display the geographic 
distribution of contractors awarded bids in 
the two districts with PLAs and in the district 
without a PLA. 

ABOUT THE STUDY AREAS 
Continued from previous page 

A Project Labor Agreement covered all 
applicable work performed under both 
SJECCD's and FHDA's bond programs. 
For the two districts combined, we 
identified a total of 753 construction 
contractors and subcontractors awarded 
bids between 2007-08 and spring 2012 to 
perform work on 94 projects (57 projects 
at SJECCD and 37 at FHDA). 

The West Valley-Mission Community 
College District (WVMCCD) serves the 
central and western Santa Clara Valley 
with two campuses, West Valley College 
and Mission College. WVMCCD's capital 
improvements during the study period 
were funded primarily by Measure H, 
approved by the voters in 2004, along with 
leveraged funds. As of 2011, WVMCCD 
has expended $131 million in Measure H 
funds. 

WVMCCD projects were not covered by a 
Project Labor Agreement. We examined 
bids awarded for construction projects 
from August 2009 through August 2012, 
which included 30 projects. We identified 
a total of 177 construction contractors and 
subcontractors hired to perform work on 
these projects. 

In all three districts, a contractor who was 
hired to work under more than one bid 
award is counted multiple times, once for 
each project on which the contractor 
performed work. 
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF WORKFORCE 

• Further research is needed to estimate the geographic distribution of workers on the projects 

studied. However, local hiring hall provisions embedded in PLAs suggest that PLAs would 

be likely to increase local hiring above and beyond the observed increase in local 

contracting. 

The data analyzed above represents the business 
locations of firms that received contracts or 
subcontracts for work on community college 
projects. In total, 85% of contracts stayed within 
the core Bay Area for the districts with PLAs. 

However, although local contractors are more 
likely to hire local workers, there is not a 100% 
correlation between employer location and 
employees' place of residence. Further research 
would be needed to accurately estimate the 
geographic distribution of the construction 
workforce on the projects studied. 

The hiring framework established by PLAs 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS 

suggests that the presence of a PLA is likely to 
increase local hiring above and beyond the 
observed increase in local contracting A typical 
PLA requires all contractors on the project to 
recruit at least 50% of their workers through 
local hiring halls. 

For example, in the San Jose - Evergreen 
Community College District Construction 
careers Agreement, each contractor or 
subcontractor must recruit a minimum of half of 
their initial 10 workers from the appropriate 
local hiring hall; after the initial 10 employees 
are hired, ·all subsequent employees must be 
recruited through the local hiring hall. 

• Existing literature shows that when other market factors are equal, the presence or absence 

of a PLA has no significant impact on total construction costs. 

• Recent case study estimates for individual projects performed under PLAs suggest that the 

current generation of PLAs produce cost savings. 

• For the Santa Clara Valley community colleges dataset, further research would be needed to 

identify comparable samples at the project level within the PLA and non-PLA districts and 

compare the equivalent costs of construction. 

The Project Labor Agreement framework is 
designed to reduce total project costs by: 

• Improving productivity, 

• Ensuring practicability of labor costs and 
availability, 

• Reducing project delays by banning strikes 
or lockouts and harmonizing contract 
expiration dates, 

• Streamlining work rules and work schedules 
to improve cross-craft coordination and 
meet specific project timetables, and 

• Through the use of local hiring halls, 
promoting hiring and retention of local 
workers who have greater investment in the 
project's successful completion. 

PLA-induced cost savings effects can occur in 
three ways: one, greater productivity results in 
fewer work hours needed, especially fewer 
unplanned overtime hours; second, improved 
adherence to planned timetables avoids 
additional expenses or loss of utility due to 
delays; and third, more efficient use of materials 
and equipment can produce cost savings. 

The first and second effects listed above 
primarily impact labor costs, while the third 
effect primarily impacts non-labor costs. The 
existence of cost effects on both labor and non
labor costs is important to note, because labor 
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costs are often a fairly small proportion of the 
total project cost. For example, cost data for a 
series of recent library renovation projects in San 
Francisco showed that costs for worker wages 
and benefits made up approximately 33% of 
total project costs.1 Any meaningful examination 
of the effects of PLA on construction costs must 
therefore consider the total cost of the project. 

A seminal study investigated the effect of PLAs 
on the cost of new school construction in 
Massachusetts between 1996 and 2002. 
Controlling for construction characteristics 
including location and type of structures being 
built, they found no discernable difference in 
construction costs between projects with and 
without PLAs.2 

More recent case studies have indicated that 
PLAs appear to produce overall cost savings. In 
2009, the City of New York put into effect four 
Project Labor Agreements covering $5.3 billion 
of new construction and renovation work. Due 
diligence studies performed by four independent 
construction management firms found that the 
agreements would save New York City 
approximately $300 million .. 3 

Similar estimates by large public project owners 
such as Los Angeles have also indicated savings 
due to PLAs; however, a controlled comparison 
of these projects with similar non-PLA projects 

TRAFFIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

has yet to be undertaken. 

In California, public works projects on which a 
PLA might be applied · typically are already 
subject to the state prevailing wage. On 
prevailing wage projects, a PLA has no impact 
on wage rates. Rather, a PLA provides for 
enhanced enforcement of the existing wage rates 
through strict project-level oversight, making it 
more difficult for contractors or subcontractors 
to employ such illegal but widespread practices 
as misclassifying employees as independent 
contractors, bypassing safety regulations, or 
requiring employees to work off the books. 

Private companies which require construction of 
large facilities built to exacting standards 
frequently employ PLAs to achieve their desired 
results. Toyota is one such company, having 
used a PLA on every one of the assembly plants 
it has built in the United States for the past 25 
years. 

In 2009, President of Toyota North America 
Tetsou Agata wrote, "Toyota has consistently 
employed Project Labor Agreements for our 
major construction projects, as we could not 
have been more pleased with the results .... In 
each and every instance these projects were 
completed 'on time and on budget', and with an 
exemplary safety record. "4 

• In 2008, all non-local construction workers employed in Santa Clara County cumulatively 
drove over 1 million miles per day to and from work. If this work were instead performed 
by locals with shorter commutes, the estimated savings would be 123,619,000 miles per year. 

• As some of the largest purchasers of construction labor in the county, community college 
districts can mitigate a portion of these impacts by encouraging employment oflocal 
workers. 

In addition to economic impacts, importation of 
a non-local workforce creates traffic and 
environmental impacts caused by longer 
commutes. Because data is not available on the 
residences of workers on the specific community 
college projects included in this study, this 

following data represents the entire construction 
workforce employed in Santa Clara County. 

Analysis of construction workers in non
supervisory occupations (Blue-Collar 
Construction Workers) employed in Santa Clara 
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County from 2006-2008 shows that 34% lived 
outside the county.5 Estimating commute times 
based on county of residence, in 2008 non-local 
Blue-Collar Construction Workers (BCCWs) 
employed in the county drove an estimated 
1,084,000 commute miles daily. 

The average non-local construction worker had 
a round-trip commute of 105 miles, compared 
with an average daily commute of 37 miles for 
BCCW s living in Santa Clara County. With an 
average of 43 weeks of work per year for 
BCCWs6

, the non-local construction workforce 
in 2008 accounted for a total of 191,218,000 
Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT). If the work done 
by non-local commuters was instead performed 
by local residents, the estimated savings in 
annual VMT (after subtracting the average in
county commute) would be 123,619,000 miles. 7 

Excessive commute distances generate traffic 
congestion, impact neighborhood livabilty and 
pollute the air. Nationally, the San Jose area 
ranks as the 61

h most congested commute shed, 
averaging 53 hours - or more than 2 full days -
of traffic delay per driver in 2007. This 
congestion cost the South Bay an estimated $1 
billion in lost productivity and wasted fuel.8 

Commute times and traffic congestion have 
significant impacts on livability and community 
cohesion. Long commutes limit the amount of 
time workers have available to spend at home 
and in their communities, reducing civic 

REFERENCES 

CONTRACT I NG 
participation and strammg families. Local 
residents are affected indirectly as increased 
highway congestion generated by commuters 
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a major driver of climate change; in fact, they are 
the single largest C02 emitter in California.9 

California's historic Global Warming Solutions 
Act of 2006 (AB32) committed the state to 
reduce its total greenhouse gas emissions to 80% 
below 1990 levels by 2050 - a goal that can only 
be reached if vehicle-produced emissions are 
greatly reduced. 
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San Jose Evergreen Community College District 

CONSTRUCTION CAREERS AGREEMENT FOR ALL MEASURE G BOND 
PROJECTS FOR THE 

SAN JOSE EVERGREEN COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

INTRODUCTION/FINDINGS 
The purpose of this Agreement is to promote efficiency of construction operations during 
construction of the San Jose Evergreen Community College District Measure G Bond Projects 
("the Project'') and provide for peaceful settlement of labor disputes and grievances without strikes 
or lockouts, thereby promoting the public interest in assuring the timely and economical completion 
of the Project. 

WHEREAS, the successful completion of the Project is of the utmost importance to the San Jose 
Evergreen Community College District ("the District"); and 

WHEREAS, Construction Careers Agreements are intended to eliminate circumvention of 
prevailing wage rate requirements of the Labor Code; and 

WHEREAS, large numbers of workers of various skills will be required to complete construction 
of the Project, including those to be represented by the Unions affiliated with the Santa Clara & San 
Benito County Building and Construction Trades Council and any other labor organization which 
are signatories to this Agreement employed by ccmtractors and subcontractors who are signatories to 
agreements with said labor organizations; and 

WHEREAS, it is recogrrized that completion of the Project with multiple contractors and 
bargaining units on job sites at the same time over an extended period of time, the potential for 
work disruption is substantial without an overriding commitment to maintain continuity of work; 
and 

WHEREAS, the interests of the general public, the District and its students, the Unions and 
Contractor/Employers are served if the construction of the Project proceeds in an orderly manner 
without disruption because of strikes, picketing or other legal and recognizable rights of workers; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Contractor/Employers and the Unions desire to mutually establish and stabilize 
wages, hours and working conditions for the workers employed on the Project by the 
Contractor/Employer(s), and further, to encourage close cooperation among the 
Contractor/Employer(s) and the Union(s) to the end that a satisfactory, continuous and harmonious 
relationship will exist among the parties to this Agreement, so that construction of the Project is not 
delayed, hindered or disrupted by labor disagreements, labor disturbances or other forms of laborer 
picketing, strikes or other similar conduct; and 

WHEREAS, the Agreement is not intended to replace, interfere, abrogate, diminish or modify 
existing local or national collective bargaining agreements in effect during the duration of the 
Project, insofar as a legally binding agreement exists between the Contractor/Employer(s) and the 
affected Union(s) except to the extent that the provisions of this Agreement are inconsistent with 
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San Jose Evergreen Community College District 

said collective bargaining agreements, in which event, fue provisions of this Agreement shall 
prevail; and 

WHEREAS, fue contracts for construction of fue Project, or portions thereof will be awarded by 
the District in accordance with the applicable provisions of fue California State Public Contract 
Code and the California Education Code; and 

WHEREAS, if the laws governing the District's award of contracts to construct the Project, or 
portions fuereof, require competitive bidding, the District shall have the absolute right to award 
contracts for construction of fue Project, or portions fuereof to the responsible bidder submitting fue 
lowest priced Bid Proposal responsive to fue material bidding requirements established by fue 
District, or to reject all Bid Proposals. 

WHEREAS, fue parties signatory to this Agreement pledge their full good faith and trust to work 
towards a mutually satisfactory completion of the Project, to include efforts of all parties to recruit 
bidders to this Project through notification and communication not typically done under non-CCA 
projects; and 

WHEREAS, the District places high priority upon the development of comprehensive programs for 
the recruitment, training and employment of Local Area Residents ("LAR", defined in Appendix B) 
and has identified the need to prepare its students for lifelong careers and continuing education, 
recognizing the ability of local apprenticeship programs to provide meaningful and sustainable 
careers in the building and construction industry; and 

WHEREAS, by requiring, as a condition of performing work on the Project, Contractor/Employers 
to provide training and employment opportunities to. local residents registered in (bona fide) 
apprenticeship programs, the residents within the District's jurisdictional boundaries and the 
District benefit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED BETWEEN AND AMONG THE PARTIES 
HERETO, AS FOLLOWS: 

ARTICLE I 
DEFINITIONS 

1.1 "Agreement" means this Construction Careers Agreement plus appendixes A, B and C, 
including modifications thereto 
1.2 "District" means the authorized representative of fue San Jose Evergreen Community 
College District. 
1.3 "Contractor/Employer(s)" means any individual, firm, partnership or corporation, or 
combination thereof, including joint ventures, which is an independent business enterprise and 
enters into a contract wifu fue District or any of its contractors or subcontractors of any tier, with 
respect to the construction of any part of the Project under contract terms and conditions approved 
by the District and which incorporate this Agreement. 
1.4 "Construction Contract" means the public works contract which will include but not be 
limited to the District, the Program/Construction Manger(s), and all Contractor/Employer(s) 
performing covered work which is necessary to complete the Project. 
Project Labor Agreement 
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1.5 "Project" includes and shall apply to all Measure G funded work, including State matching 
funds for New School Site construction, or School Site Modernizations performed by those 
Contractors of whatever tier that are awarded contracts by the District done in full or in part with 
Measure G Bond money, including any State Matching money, as is described in Section (2) of 
Article II of this Agreement. 
1.6 "Union" or "Unions" means the Santa Clara & San Benito Counties Building and 
Construction Trades Council, AFL-CIO ("Council") and any other labor organization signatory to 
this Agreement, acting on their own behalf and on behalf of their respective affiliates and member 
organizations whose names are subscribed hereto and who have through their officers executed this 
Agreement ("Signatory Unions"). 
1.7 "Program/Construction Manager" means the person or persons or business entity(ies) if 
so chosen and designated by the District to oversee all or select phases of construction on the 
Project. 
1.8 "Master Collective Bargaining Agreement(s)" means the local collective bargaining 
agreements to which the Union(s) and signatory contractor(s) are bound, copies of which shall be 
on file with the District Office and are incorporated herein by reference as "Schedule A." The list 
of Schedule A Agreements is attached as Appendix C. 
1.9 "Bona Fide Apprenticeship program" means a program approved by the State Division of 
Apprenticeship Standards that has graduated apprentices annually for at least the past 5 years. The 
graduation requirement for each of the preceding 5 years shall not apply to any trade or craft not 
recognized by the Department of Labor and/or the Division of Apprenticeship Standards as an 
apprenticeable occupation for more than 9 years immediately prior to the effective date of this 
Agreement. 
1.10 "Council" means the Santa Clara & San Benito Counties Building & Construction Trades 
Council. 
1.11 "CCA" means Construction Careers Academy sometimes referred to as "Appendix B I 
Construction Technology Program" 

ARTICLE II 
SCOPE OF AGREEMENT 

2.1 Parties: The parties to this Agreement shall be Contractors/Employer(s) (and their 
subcontractors of all tiers) , the District, the Council and any other labor organization signatory to 
this Agreement, acting on their own behalf and on behalf of their respective affiliates and member 
organizations whose names are subscribed hereto and who have through their officers executed this 
Agreement. Subcontractors of any tier shall become a party to this Agreement by signing Appendix 
A, AGREEMENT TO BE BOUND. By signing Appendix A, a subcontractor to a 
Contractor/Employer does not thereby establish any contractual relationship with the District, 
except for this Agreement, and the District shall not become party to nor become responsible for 
the performance of the construction sub-contract between the Contractor/Employer and its 
subcontractor(s). 
2.2 Project Description: the Project will include all new construction and the modernization of 
existing facilities or improvements, and their related facilities; and the improvement of current or 
to-be-acquired real property to relieve overcrowding of the facilities on these campuses. 
2.3 Project Labor Disputes: All Project labor disputes involving the application or 
interpretation of a collective bargaining agreement (as identified in "Schedule A") to which a 
signatory Contractor/Employer and a signatory Union are parties shall be resolved pursuant to the 

Project Labor Agreement 
Measure G Bond Projects 

Page 3 of 23 



San Jose Evergreen Community College District 

resolution procedures of the applicable Schedule A collective bargaining agreement. All disputes 
relating to the interpretation or application of the Construction Careers Agreement shall be subject 
to resolution by the Joint Administrative Committee, as described in paragraph 11.1, and the 
grievance arbitration procedure set forth herein. 

2.4 Exclusions: 
1) Subject to the limitations and exclusions set forth herein, this Agreement shall be 

limited to construction work paid for in full or in p3.1i with Measure G bond monies 
as outlined in 1.5 and 2.2 above. 

2) The Agreement is not intended to, and shall not affect or govern the award of public 
works contracts by the District, which are outside the scope of the Project as defined 
herein. The foregoing exclusion shall include without limitation contracts awarded 
by the District: (a) for maintenance (as that term is used and defined in Public 
Contract Code §20655; (b) as a result of emergencies pursuant to Public Contract 
Code §20654; 

3) Unless covered by a collective bargaining agreement identified in Schedule A hereto, 
this Agreement shall not apply to a Contractor/Employer's executives, managerial 
employees, engineering employees, supervisors, office and clerical employees. 

4) This Agreement shall not apply to employees of the District. 
5) Work covered by this Agreement within the craft jurisdiction of the Elevator 

Constructors will be performed under the terms of the National Agre=ent of the 
International Union of Elevator Constructors, except that Articles 4, 8, 12, and 13 of 
this Agreement will apply to such work. 

ARTICLE III 
EFFECT OF AGREEMENT 

3.1 By executing the Agreement, the Unions and the Contractor/Employers agree to be bound 
by each and all of the provisions of the Agreement. 
3.2 By accepting the award of a Construction Contract for the Project, whether as contractor or 
subcontractor, the Contractor/Employer agrees to be bound by each and every provision of the 
Agreement. 
3.3 At the time that any Contractor/Employer enters into a subcontract with any subcontractor 
providing for the performance of any portion of a Construction Contract subject to this Agreement, 
the Contractor/Employer(s) shall provide a copy of this. Agreement, as it may from time to time be 
modified, to said subcontractor and shall require the subcontractor, as a part of its acceptance of an 
award of a subcontract to construct a portion of the Project, to agree in writing to be bound by each 
and every provision of this Agreement prior to the commencement of work. 
3.4 This Agreement shall only be binding on the signatory parties hereto relating to the Project 
and shall not apply to the parents, affiliates, subsidiaries, or other ventures of any such party. 

ARTICLE IV 
WORK STOPPAGES, STRIKES, SYMPATHY STRIKES AND LOCKOUTS 

4.1 The Unions, District and Contractor/Employers agree that for-the duration of the Project: 
1) There shall be no strikes, sympathy strikes, work stoppages, picketing, handbilling or 

otherwise advising the public that a labor dispute exists, or slowdowns of any kind, 
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for any reason, by the Unions or employees employed by a Contractor/Employer on 
the Project, at the job site of the Project or at any other facility of the District because 
of a labor-related dispute on the Project. Disputes arising between the Unions and 
Contractor/Employers on construction projects excluded from the definition of 
"Project," or work specifically excluded under section 2.4(5) of this Agreement are 
not governed by the terms of this section 4.1(1) 

2) As to employees employed on the Project, there shall be no lockout of any kind by a 
Contractor/Employer covered by the Agreement. 

3) If a collective bargaining agreement between a Contractor/Employer and the Union 
expires before the Contractor/Employer completes the performance of a Construction 
Contract, and the Union or Contractor/Employer gives notice of demands for a new 
or modified collective bargaining agreement, the Union agrees that it will not strike 
the Contractor/Employer on any Construction Contract for work covered under this 
Agreement and the Union and . the Contractor/Employer agree that the expired 
collective bargaining agreement shall continue in full force and effect for work 
covered under this Agreement until a new or modified collective bargaining 
agreement is reached between the Union and Employer. If the new or modified 
collective bargaining agreement reached between the Union and Employer provides 
that any terms of the collective bargaining agreement shall be retroactive, the 
Contractor/Employer agrees to comply with any retroactive terms of the new or 
modified collective bargaining agreement that are applicable to employees employed 
on the Project within seven (7) days of execution of the new or modified collective 
bargaining agreement. 

4.2 Any party to this Agreement may institute the following procedure, in lieu of or in addition 
to any other action at law or equity, when a breach of this Article is alleged to have 
occurred: 
1) A party invoking this procedure shall notify, by facsimile or telephone, the party 

alleged to be in violation, the District representative, the Council and the involved 
local Union if a Union is alleged to be in violation of this Article. 

2) Upon receipt of a notice alleging that a party has breached Article IV, the District 
shall serve the notice by mail on all other parties to this Agreement and request that 
the party filing the grievance advise the District of its arbitrator selection preference 
from the following sources: 

1. Arbitrator John Kagel 
2. Arbitrator Barry Winograd 
3. Arbitrator Gerald McKay 

The District will contact the arbitrator and arrange for the arbitration to be held 
within twenty-four (24) hours of the Notice being served on the parties by the 
District. The costs of the arbitration shall be borne equally by the party filing the 
grievance and the party or parties against which the grievance has been filed, with 
each party bearing their own attorneys fees and costs. 

3) The District shall notify the parties by facsimile or telephone of the place and time 
for the hearing. Said hearing shall be completed in one session, which, with 
appropriate recesses at the arbitrator's discretion, shall not exceed twenty-four (24) 
hours unless otherwise agreed upon by all parties. A failure of any party to attend 
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said hearings shall not delay the hearing of evidence or the issuance of any award by 
the arbitrator. 

4) The sole issue at the hearing shall be whether or not a violation of Article IV, Section 
4.1 of the Agreement has occurred. The arbitrator shall have no authority to consider 
any matter of justification, explanation or mitigation of such violation or to award 
damages, which issue is reserved for court proceedings, if any. The award shall be 
issued in writing within three (3) hours after the close of the hearing, and may be 
issued without a written opinion. If any party desires a written opinion, one shall be 
issued within fifteen (15) days, but its issuance shall not delay compliance with or 
enforcement of the award. The arbitrator may order cessation of the violation of this 
Article and other appropriate relief and such award shall be served on all parties by 
hand or registered mail upon issuance. 

5) Such award may be enforced by any Court of competent jurisdiction upon the filing 
of this Agreement and all other relevant documents referred to above in the 
following manner. Written notice of the filing of such enforcement proceedings shall 
be given to the other party. In the proceeding to obtain a temporary order enforcing 
the arbitrator's award as issued under Section 4.2( 4) of this Article, all parties waive 
the right to a hearing and agree that such proceedings may be ex parte. Such 
agreement does not waive any party's right to participate in a hearing for a final 
order or enforcement. The Court's order or orders enforcing the arbitrator's award 
shall be served on all parties by hand or delivered by certified mail. 

6) Any rights created by statute or law governing arbitration proceedings inconsistent 
with the above procedure or which interfere with compliance are waived by the 
parties. 

7) The fees and expenses of the arbitrator shall be divided equally between the parties 
to the arbitration. 

ARTICLEV 
PRE-CONSTRUCTION CONFERENCE 

5.1 A pre-construction conference shall be held when requested by any party to this agreement 
prior to the cotmnencement of work under a Construction Contract. Such conference shall be 
attended by a representative each from the participating Contractor/Employer(s), the Union(s) and 
the Project Manager. 

ARTICLE VI 
NO DISCRIMINATION 

6.1 The Contractor/Employer(s) and Union(s) agree not to engage in any form of discrimination 
because of race, color, creed, national origin, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, disability 
or Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome or AIDS Related Condition (AIDS/ARC), 
against any employee, or applicant for employment, on the Project. 
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ARTICLE VII 
UNION SECURITY 

7.1 The Contractor/Employer(s) recognize the Union(s) as the sole bargaining representative of 
all craft employees working on a Project within the scope of this Agreement. 
7.2 No employee covered by this Agreement can be required to join any Union as a condition of 
being first employed on the Project; provided, however, that an employee who is a member of the 
referring Union at the time of the referral shall maintain that membership while employed on a 
Project subject to this Agreement. All employees shall, however, comply with the Union security 
provision of the applicable Schedule A Agreement for the period during which they are performing 
Project construction work on the property of the District, except as modified by this Agreement. 
The Contractor/Employer(s) agrees to deduct initiation fees, Union dues or representation fees from 
the pay of any employee who executes a voluntary authorization for such deductions and to remit 
the dues and fees to the applicable Union or Council. 

ARTICLE VIII 
REFERRAL 

8.1 The Union(s) shall be the primary source of all craft labor employed on the Project. 
Contractor/Employers shall be bound by and utilize the registration facilities and referral systems 
established or authorized by the signatory Unions when such procedures are not in violation of 
Federal or state law. 
8.2 The Parties recognize the District's commitment to provide opportunities to participate on 
the Project to emerging business enterprises as well as other enterprises that may not have 
previously had a relationship with the Unions signatory to this Agreement. To ensure that such 
enterprises will have an opportunity to employ their "key" employees on the Project, the parties 
agree that in those situations where a Contractor/Employer who is not a party to a current collective 
bargaining agreement with the signatory Union having jurisdiction over the affected work is a 
successful bidder, the Contractor may request by name, and the local will honor, referral of core 
non-apprentice persons who have applied to the local Union for Project work and who demonstrate 
to the local union dispatcher and provide satisfactory proof of all of the following qualifications: 

(1) possess any and all license(s) required by state or federal law for the Project work to be 
performed; 

(2) have worked a total of at least five thousand (5,000) hours in the appropriate construction 
craft; 

(3) were on the Contractor's active payroll for at least ninety (90) out of the one-hundred twenty 
(120) calendar days prior to the contract award; and 

(4) have the ability to perform safely the basic functions of the applicable trade. 
The Unions will refer to such Contractor one employee from the hiring hall out of work list for each 
affected craft, and will then refer one of the Contractor's "key" employees as defined above. The 
process then will be repeated, one and one, until a maxirourn of five (5) "key" employees have been 
hired, after which point hiring will be done in accordance to section 8.1 above. 
8.3 In the event that referral facilities maintained by the Union(s) are unable to fill the 
requisition of a Contractor/Employer(s) for employees within a forty eight (48) hour period after 
such requisition is made in writing by the Contractor/Employer(s), the Contractor/Employer(s) shall 
be free to obtain work persons from any source. 
8.4 Unions will exert their utmost efforts to recruit sufficient numbers of skilled craftpersons to 
fulfill the requirements of the Contractor/ Employer(s), including preferential dispatch if 
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pennissible under applicable laws and hiring hall policies/bylaws. Additionally the Parties to this 
Agreement, including the program/construction manager(s), support the development of increased 
numbers of skilled construction workers from the residents of the San Jose Evergreen Community 
College District boundaries to meeting the needs of the Project and the requirements of the industry 
generally. Toward that end, the Unions agree to encourage the referral and utilization, to the extent 
permitted by law and the hiring hall procedures of the local Unions and the standards of the 
Apprenticeship programs, of qualified residents residing in the following zip codes listed in 
(Appendix B) in partnership with the program/construction manager(s), as journeymen and 
apprentices on the Project including entrance into such apprenticeship programs as may be operated 
by the signatory Unions. Additionally all Contractor/ Employer(s) and program/construction 
manager(s) under contract to the District for the Project will sponsor and participate in an 
Construction Careers Academy in conjunction with the parties to this agreement as outlined in 
(Appendix B). 
8.5 Each Contractor/Employer or subcontractor performing work on the Project shall, for each 
apprenticeable craft that it employs, employ on its regular workforce the ratio of apprentices as 
required by Labor Code Section 1777.5 who are emolled and participating in a "bona fide" 
apprenticeship program. Prior to commencing work on the Project, each Contractor/Employer or 
subcontractor must file with the District a certification of its compliance with this requirement and 
disclosing the identity of the "bona fide" apprenticeship program(s) from which it will obtain 
apprentices for work on the Project. 
8.6 The Parties recognize the Councils' participation in the "Helmets-to-Hardhats" program and 
the District's desire to facilitate the entry into the Building and Construction Trades of veterans who 
are interested in careers in the building and construction industry. The Unions agree to utilize 
services for the Center for Military Recruitment, Assessment and Veteran's Employment 
(hereinafter "Center") and the orientation, assessment of construction aptitude, referral to 
apprenticeship programs or hiring halls, counseling and mentoring, support network, employment 
opportunities and other needs of such veterans. The Unions agree to coordinate with the Center to 
create and maintain an integrated database of veterans interested in working on the Project. To the 
extent permitted by law the Unions will give credit to such veterans for bona fide, provable past 
experience. The experience and practical knowledge of veterans will be reviewed and tested by the 
applicable Joint Apprenticeship Training Committee. Applicants will be placed at the appropriate 
stage of apprenticeship or at the journey level. as the case may be. Final decision will be the 
responsibility of the applicable Joint Apprenticeship Training Committee. 

ARTICLE IX 
WAGES, HOURS AND FRINGE BENEFITS 

9.1 The wages, hours, fringe benefits and terms and conditions of employment on the Project 
shall be governed by the applicable Schedule A of the affected craft( s) as listed in appendix C. 
9.2 All Contractor/Employer(s) agree to pay contributions to the established vacation, pension 
or other form of deferred compensation plan,· apprenticeship, and health benefit funds in the 
amounts designated in the Master Agreements of the appropriate local unions for those employees 
so defined in article 7.2. The Contractor/Employers shall not be required to pay contributions to any 
other trust funds to satisfy their obligation under this Article except that Contractor/Employers who 
are signatory to collective bargaining agreements with the respective trades shall continue to pay all 
trust fund contributions as outlined in such collective bargaining agreements. 
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9.3 By signing this Agreement, the Contractor/Employers adopt and agree to be bound by the 
written terms of the legally established Trust Agreements, as described in 9.1, specifying the 
detailed basis on which payments are to be made into, and benefits paid out of, such Trust Funds. 

ARTICLEX 
COMPLIANCE 

10.l It shall be the responsibility of the Contractor/Employers and Unions to investigate and 
monitor compliance with the provisions of the Agreement contained in Article IX. TI1e District 
through the services of the program/construction manger(s) shall monitor compliance with the 
prevailing wage and public works requirements of the State of California, and institute compliance 
enforcement measures to ensure the Contractor/Employer's compliance with the contract conditions 
of the construction contract. 

ARTICLE XI 
JOINT ADMINSTRATIVE COMMITTEE 

11.l The parties to this Agreement shall establish a four (4) person Joint Administrative 
Committee. This Committee shall be comprised of two (2) representatives selected by the District 
and two (2) representatives of the signatory Unions. Each representative shall designate an alternate 
who shall serve in his or her absence for any purpose contemplated by this Agreement. The Joint 
Administrative Committee shall meet as required but not less than once each 3-months to review the 
implementation of the Agreement and the progress of the Project and resolve problems by majority 
vote, with such resolutions to be binding on all signatories of the Agreement as provided herein. If 
the resolution to the problem brought before the Joint Administrative Committee requires a change, 
amendment, addition to or detraction from any provision of this agreement, the Joint Administrative 
Committee shall have the power to make this resolution by majority vote, such resolution to become 
effective upon approval of the District and the Unions signatory to this agreement. If the problem 
mises out of the meaning, interpretation or application of the provisions of this agreement, and the 
Committee is unable to resolve the matter by majority vote, the problem will be referred to the 
procedure set forth in article XII for final and binding resolution. 

ARTICLE XII 
GRIEVANCE ARBITRATiON PROCEDURE 

12.l The parties understand and agree that in the event any dispute arises out of the meaning, 
interpretation or application of the provisions of this Agreement, the Sfilne shall be settled by means 
of the procedures set out herein. No grievance shall be recognized unless the grieving party (Local 
Union or District Council on its own behalf, or on behalf of an employee whom it represents, or a 
contractor on its own behalf) provides notice in writing to the signatory party with whom it has a 
dispute within five (5) days after becoming aware of the dispute but in no event more than thirty 
(30) days after it reasonably should have become aware of the event giving rise to the dispute. The 
tinrn limits may be extended by mutual written agreement of the parties. 
12.2 Grievances shall be settled according to the following procedures: 
Step 1: Within five (5) business days after the receipt of the written notice of the grieval1ce, the 
Business Representative of the involved Local Union or District Council, or his/her designee, or the 
representative of the employee, and the representative of the involved Contractor/Employer shall 
confer and attempt to resolve the grievance. 
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Step 2: In the event that the representatives are unable to resolve the dispute within the five (5) 
business days after its referral to Step 1, either involved party may submit it within three (3) 
business days to the Joint Administrative Committee, which shall meet within five (5) business days 
after such referral (or such longer time as is mutually agreed upon by all representatives on the Joint 
Administrative Committee), to confer in an attempt to resolve the grievance. If the dispute is not 
resolved within such time (five (5) business days after its referral or such longer time as mutually 
agreed upon), it may be referred within five (5) business·days by either party to Step 3. 
Step 3: Within five (5) business days after referral of a dispute to Step 3, the party filing the 
grievance will advise the District of its arbitrator selection preference from the following sources: 

1. Arbitrator John Kagel 
2. Arbitrator Barry Winograd 
3. Arbitrator Gerald McKay 

The District will contact the arbitrator and arrange for the arbitration to be held as soon as possible. 
The costs of the arbitration shall be borne equally by the party filing the grievance and the party or 
parties against which the grievance has been filed, with each party bearing their own attorneys fees 
and costs. It is understood that this grievance arbitration procedure will be used to resolve disputes 
regarding the language of the Construction Careers Agreement, but will not be used to resolve 
disputes over language of Schedule A contract. Those disputes will be resolved under the dispute 
resolution procedures contained in the Schedule A contract. The decision of the Arbitrator shall be 
binding on all parties. The Arbitrator shall have no authority to change, amend, add to or detract 
from any of the provisions of the Agreement. The expense of the Arbitrator shall be borne equally 
by both parties. 
The Arbitrator shall arrange for a hearing as soon as practicable from the date of his/her selection. A 
written opinion may be requested by a party from the presiding Arbitrator. 

The time limits specified in any step of the Grievance Procedure set forth in Section 12.2 may be 
extended by mutual agreement of the parties initiated by the written request of one party to the 
oilier, at the appropriate step of the Grievance Procedure. However, failure to process a grievance, 
or failure to respond in writing within fue time limits provided above, without a request for an 
extension of time, shall be deemed a waiver of such grievance without prejudice, or without 
precedent to the processing of and/or resolution of like or similar grievances or disputes. 

In order to encourage the resolution of disputes and grievances at Steps 1 and 2 of this Grievance 
Procedure, the parties agree that such settlements shall not be precedent setting. 

ARTICLE XIII 
JURISDICTIONAL DISPUTES 

13.1 There will be no strikes, no work stoppages, no picketing, sympathy strikes, slow downs or 
other interferences with the work because of jurisdictional disputes between signatory Unions. 
In the event of a jurisdictional dispute between any signatory Unions, it is agreed that the following 
procedures shall be talcen in an attempt to resolve the matter: 
Step 1: The appropriate Union Representatives of the involved Crafts shall meet wifu the affected 
Contractor/Employer in an attempt to resolve the' dispute within twenty-four (24) hours. 
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Step 2: If no settlement is reached, the appropriate International Union Representatives from each 
affected Craft will meet with the affected Contractor/Employer within five (5) calendar days. 
Step 3: If no settlement is reached within five (5) calendar days, such dispute shall be referred to 
and settled by the procedure established by the Building and Construction Trades Department of the 
AFL-CIO, or if a party to the dispute objects, then the dispute will be settled by use of any other 
plan or method of procedure that may be adopted in the future by the Building and Construction 
Trades Department or any local, regional or State plan, provided all parties to th~ dispute are 
already bound to that plan or method. In any event, the parties hereto agree that there will be no 
slowdown or stoppage of work, no picketing or other interferences pending final resolution of the 
dispute and the work shall continue durir:ig this period as originally assigned by the 
Contractor/Employer. If any Union or Contractor/Employer fails to immediately and fully comply 
with a final decision rendered in any jurisdictional dispute, the District, the Contractor/Employer or 
the Union shall have the immediate right to seek full legal redress for such conduct including, but 
not limited to, injunctive relief and/or damages. " 
The time limits in this section may be extended by mutual written agreement of the affected crafts. 
13.2 If there is a suike, sympathy strike, work stoppage, slowdown, picketing or otherwise 
advising the public that a labor dispute exists or interference with the progress of the Project by 
reason of a jurisdictional dispute, the District and/or the Contractor/Employer affected by said 
Union conduct, shall have the right to seek full legal redress in the Courts of California, including 
injunctive relief and damages. 

ARTICLE XIV 
MANAGEMENT RIGHTS 

14.1 The Contractor/Employer(s) shall retain full and exclusive authority for the management of 
their business operations, including the right to .direct their work force in their sole discretion. No 
rules, customs or practices shall be permitted or observed which limit or restrict production, or limit 
or restrict the working efforts of employees, however, the lawful manning provisions of the 
applicable Schedule A shall be recognized on the Project. 

ARTICLE XV 
SAVINGS CLAUSE 

15.1 The parties agree that in the event any article, provision, clause, sentence or word of the 
Agreement is determined to be illegal or void as being in contravention of any applicable law, by a 
coU1i of competent jurisdiction, the remainder of the Agreement shall remain in full force and 
effect. The parties finiher agree that if any article, provision, clause, sentence or word of the 
Agreement is determined to be illegal or void, by a court of competent jurisdiction, the parties shall 
substitute, by mutual agreement, in its place and stead, an article, provision, clause, sentence or 
word which will meet the objections to its validity and which will be in accordance with the intent 
and purpose of the article, provision, clause, sentence or word in question. 
The parties also agree that in the event that a decision of a court of competent jurisdiction materially 
alters the terms of the Agreement such that th.e intent of the parties is defeated, then the entire 
Agreement shall be null and void. 
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ARTICLE XVI 
TERM 

16.1 The Agreement shall be included as a condition of the award of all construction contracts on 
the Project. 
16.2 The Agreement shall continue in full force and effect until the completion of the Project. 

Dated: O-} (b/OfJ 
r I 

Dated: 0 'Y (~1 h~ 

Dated: D 2- /i4 /D6 

UNION SIGNATORIES 

SANTA CLARA 
BUILDING . & 
COUNCIL 

& SAN BENITO COUNTIES 
CONSTRUCTION TRADES 

PROJECT MANAGER 

By~k 
SAN JOSE EVERGREEN COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE DISTRICT (DISTRICT) 

ASBESTOS WORKERS LOCAL 16 BOILERMAKERS LOCAL UNION 549 

BAC LOCAL UNION 3 
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ELEVATOR CONSTRUCTORS 

LOC~}>l1N.~8 . 

/?:.:: - . 
/,f ' 

/i
1'mo, /w;{ s LOCAL UNION 377 

lr:! 
~L:L i~ . 

PLASTERERS LOCAL UNION 300 

~k 
dPER:rrV: ;LASTERERS AND 
CEMENT MASONS LOCAL UNION 400 

ROOFERS LOCAL UNION 95 
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PAINTERS DISTRICT COUNCIL 16 
ziers Local 1621 I Carpet & Soft tile 

LABORERS LOCAL UNION 270 

CALIFORNIA 
REGIONAL COUNCIL 

~:i<r(/\.._ 

TEAMSTERS LOCAL UNION 287 

SHEET MET AL WORKERS 
INTERNATIONAL UNION LOCAL 104 

UNITED ASSOCIATION, SPRINKLER 
FITTERS LOCAL UNION 483 
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APPENDIX A. AGREEMENT TO BE BOUND 

The undersigned, , [Name of Contractor/Subcontractor] as a 
Contractor or Subcontractor ("Employer") perfonning Work on the San Jose Evergreen Co1mnunity 
College District Project, which is paid for, in full or in part, with Measure G bond monies, including 
state matching monies (hereinafter "Project"), agree as follows: 

For and in consideration of the award to it of a contract to perform work on said Project, and in 
further consideration of the mutual promises made in the Construction Careers Agreement for the 
Project (hereinafter "Agreement"), a copy of which was received an.dis acknowledged, we hereby: 

l. Accept and agree to be bound by the terms and conditions of the Agreement and all 
appendixes, together with any and all amendments and supplements now existing or made 
subsequent to our execution ofthis Agreement; 

2. Certify that we have no commitments or agreements which would preclude our full 
aod complete compliance with the terms and conditions of said Agreement; 

3. Agree to secure from any Contractor (as defined in said Agreement) which is or 
becomes our subcontractor (of any tier), and from any successor therefor, a duly executed 
Agreement to be Bound in form identical to this document. 
4. Employer agrees that it shall be bound by all applicable trust agreements and plans for the 
provision of such fringe benefits as accrue to the direct benefit of the employees including, but not 
limited to, Health and Welfare, Pension, Training, Vacation and/or other direct benefits provided 
pursuant to the appropriate craft agreement contained in Schedule "A" of the Project Agreement. 

Dated: (Print Name of Company) ___________ _ 

By _____________ ~ 

(Title) 

Contractor's State License # ----· 

(Name of Prime Contractor or Higher level 
Subcontractor) 
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APPENDIXB 

San Jose City College's Construction Technology Program. San Jose City College currently offers 
a state-approved Construction Technology Program leading to three certificates (Management, 
Residential Maintenance, and Certificate of Achievement) and/or an Associate of Science or 
Associate of Arts degree. The overall objectives of this program are to (a) prepare students for 
immediate employment in the field of construction, (b) proyjde skills for advancement within a 
construction trade, (c) provide skills for employment or self-employment as a contractor, and/or (d) 
offer opportunities and skills necessary to transfer to a baccalaureate institution. The purpose of 
this partnership is to add an additional student learning outcome: exposure and awareness of 
apprenticeship opportunities and attainment of math and workplace skills to be competitive 
apprenticeship applicants. 

Updating of SJCC's Industry Steering Committee. In order to facilitate the goals of this 
partnership, the District and Council agree to modify SJCC's existing industry steering committee 
which will conduct meetings at least twice per academic year. Additional meetings will be 
convened as necessary for goal attainment. The pwpose of the advisory steering committee is to 
assist in program improvement. 

The objectives of the steering committee are to: 
• articulate long-term and short-term goals and objectives for the group, 
• develop and implement an annual plan of action/program of work, 
• regularly review curricula to determine if they are meeting the needs of the students and the 

projected employment needs of business and industry, 
• promote and publicize the program, 
• review yearly outcome data from the program, and 
• assess the impact of recommendations. 
• develop local articulation agreements with regional high school districts. 

The steering committee shall make recommendations to the program administrator and faculty. 

The committee shall consist of members who represent the trade JATCs, the Building Trades 
Council, construction employers/industry professionals or Associations representing those 
professionals, SJCC (including one administrator and program faculty, and bond program 
representative), and a current student or graduate from the Construction Technology program, and a 
local high school representative. 

Selection criteria for committee membership should include occupational expertise, industry 
perspective, peer recognition, interest in students, commitment, and diversity. The Committee (a) 
establishes processes for member recruitment, selection, appointment, and retirement, (b) conducts 
member orientation, relationship building, development, and evaluation, and (c) formally 
recognizes member contributions. 

The committee shall (a) elect officers on a regular, systematic basis, (b) meet often enough to 
establish working relationships and accomplish their workplan, (c) conduct well-attended meetings 
with a clear purpose and agenda, (d) maintain a record of recommendations and/or actions that is 
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distributed to the appropriate administrators and members, (e) require active participation from 
school/college staff, (f) use effective group process in decision-making, and (g) have sufficient 
administrative and clerical support to meet its goals. The officers shall include a chairperson, vice
chairperson, and secretary. The chairperson should be a member not employed by the distiict. The 
chairperson presides at meetings, works closely with college officials, calls meetings, plans 
agendas, appoints subcommittees, and ensures that the advisory committee participates in an annual 
review of the program. A vice-chairperson is elected to serve in the absence of the chairperson. A 
district member will serve as secretary. The secretary will perform the usual functions of 
announcing meetings, communicating infonnation, recording and mailing copies of the minutes to 
all committee members. Minutes of each formal meeting will be kept on file by the secretary, dean, 
and vice president. 

Activities of the advisory steering committee will be part of an annual workplan related to meeting 
annual objectives. Examples of possible activities include (and are not limited to): 

Cuniculum and Instruction 
• Analyze course content and sequence 
• Compare content with occupational competencies 
• Assist in developing and validating tests 
• Advise on labor market needs and trends 
• Identify the need for new programs or areas of concentration 
• Review, recommend, and assist in obtaining instructional materials 
• Recommend safety policies and procedures 
• Identify and expand the use of new technologies in instruction 

Program Review 
• Review and recommend program and student learning outcomes 
• Participate in program evaluation and recommend evaluation criteria 
• Compare student performance standards to business/industry standards 
• Assess, recommend, and/or provide equipment and facilities 
• Evaluate the quality and quantity of graduates and job placement 
• Conduct community and occupational surveys 
• Participate in long-term planning 

Recruitment and Job Placement 
• Assist in reviewing teacher selection criteria and screening 
• Assist in recruiting new staff and potential students 
• Notify instructors of job openings 
• Provide or obtain cooperative work experiences, intemships/extemships, work/study, or 

work-based learning opportunities for students 
• Assist students in developing resumes and interviewing skills 
• Assist with career days/job fairs 
• Hire graduates/program completers 
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Staff Development 
• Provide staff development activities for faculty 
• Provide instructors with retraining/back-to-industry and summer opportunities for technical 

upgrading 
• Review professional development plans 
• Support staff attendance at conferences 
• Conduct workplace tours 

Student Organizations 
• Assist in developing and judging competitive skill events 
• Sponsor student organization activities and assist in fundraising 
• Conduct leadership development activities 
• Assist students with career development 
• Evaluate student portfolios 

Community/Public Relations 
• Interpret the Construction Technology program to employers, community, and the media 
• Present programs to community groups 
• Establish or participate in programs to recognize outstanding students, teachers, and 

community leaders 
• Assist in developing a marketing plan 

Resources 
• Assist in budget development and review 
• Conduct fundraising activities and make or obtain donations 
• Establish scholarships and awards 
• Provide tours and field trips, job shadowing experiences, and speakers 
• Leverage community resources and broker community partnerships 
• Work cooperatively on grant proposals and implementation as appropriate 

Legislation 
• Advocate for programs with legislators 
• Arrange tours of programs for legislators 
• Involve legislators in program events 
• Update programs on legislative actions 
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Binding Effect. This Agreement is binding on all contractors performing work on the project of any 

tier and the District, as per Appendix B to this Construction Careers Agreement, and their 

successors and assigns. However, nothing in this Appendix B shall supersede the provisions of the 

Construction Careers Agreement, a schedule "A" labor agreement or the approved standards for any 

Building Trades apprenticeship program. 

AGREEMENT OF CONTRACTORS 

I, ----------~ by affixing my signature hereto, understand that with the 

support of the Building and Construction Trades Council, the Contractor(s) has agreed to work with 

the District and the Industry Steering Committee to provide construction employment opportunities 

on this project for qualifying program participates in the District's Construction Technology 

Program. The Industry Steering Committee will recruit, screen, and refer qualified individuals for 

employment opportunities through the building and construction trades unions. 

The Committee will also provide retention services to individuals referred to this project for 

employment. The District will serve as the lead agency for the committee, and as such, will be the 

agency that contractors will contact to provide appropriate employment information as described 

below. 

I understand that as a contractor on this project, my participation in the Committee's 

employment program is mandatory and is a material term of my contract with the General 

Contractor. Specifically, I agree to comply with the following requirements: 

1 ) To contact and provide the following information to the District of all apprentice 

level job openings on this project in a timely manner: 

a) description of the job, including the trade; 

b) specific qualifications, skills, and any other job requirements; 

c) person's name and telephone number at my business who will be responsible 

for answering questions regarding the job opening; and description of how 

applicants should apply for the job. 

The information described in this provision will be provided to the District before my business 

sends a job order to the appropriate building and constructions trades union for the job opening. 
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2) To work cooperatively with the District and make good faith efforts to 

employ qualified individuals refeITed by the District. "Good faith efforts" as it applies to this project 

shall mean: 

a) To offer the District the first opportunity to provide qualified 

individuals for employment consideration on apprentice level positions, 

subject to any collective bargaining agreements, and the standards approved 

by the Division of Apprenticeship Standards, Department of Industrial 

Relations, State of California. 

b) To interview all qualified candidates refeITed by the committee and to not 

reject any of these individuals without reasonable justifications; 

c) To request construction trades unions to dispatch qualified individuals 

referred by the Committee by name when feasible, as permitted under the 

appropriate Collective Bargaining Agreement, and rules and regulations of 

the Division of Apprenticeship Standards, Department of lndustrial 

Relations, State of California 

d) To make best efforts to hire candidates referred by the Committee when they 

are equally or better qualified than all other job applicants for the particular 

job opening. Offer the District the first opportunity to provide 

qualified individuals for employment. 

e) Good faith efforts will have been met if contractor employs one or more 

qualifying program participates on this project or other projects not 

prop1ietary to the District. 

f) Upon notice of failure to employ one or more qualifying program 

participates, contractor will be required to employ local student(s) from the 

program that have participated in the Constrnction Technology Program, 

within 30 days in work positions when such student(s) are available for hire 

from the Program. 

3) To maintain records that document compliance with this agreement and to provide 

such records to the General Contractor or the Committee upon request. 
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4) In the event that my business subcontracts a portion of the work agreed upon in this 

project's Contract Documents, I agree to be responsible for ensuring that my subcontractors comply 

with all terms and conditions under this agreement, and the appropriate union Collective Bargaining 

Agreement. 

5) Nothing in this agreement precludes my business from assigning existing employees 

to work on this project. 

Dated:---------
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By _____________ ~ 

(Title) 
Contractor's State License# ---

(Name of Prime Contractor or Higher level 
Subcontractor) 
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APPENDIX C - LIST OF SCHEDULE A LABOR AGREEMENTS 
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