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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
As part of an ongoing effort to encourage fair wages in the City of Boulder, in January 2015, 
City Manager Jane Brautigam convened a working group of city staff to prepare an update to the 
current Boulder living-wage resolution for council consideration. 
 
Living Wage was last considered by council in 2001-03, at which time it adopted Resolution 926 
(Attachment A: Resolution 926) committing the city to pay all standard, full-time City of 
Boulder employees no less than 120 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines. 
In 2003, that wage was calculated to be $10.62/hour. As recommended in the resolution, it has 
been adjusted each year to remain at 120 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines for a family 
of four. In recent years the wage has increased to $13.59/hour (2013), $13.76/hour (2014) and 
$13.99/hour (2015). 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Suggested Motion Language:  
Staff requests Human Relations Commission consideration of this matter and action in 
the form of the following motion: 
Motion to recommend that City Council adopt staff recommendations related to options 
to expand Resolution No. 926.  
 

 
 



ACTIONS AND OPTIONS 
City employees provide a broad range of services to the Boulder community and addressing 
issues of livable wages for employees is a priority in the city’s consideration of the living-wage 
issue. Therefore the city manager, by executive action, has determined that Resolution 926 be 
extended to include all standard part-time and temporary City of Boulder employees. The 
executive action will take effect on Feb. 1, 2016 to coincide with the publication of the 2016 
Federal Poverty Guidelines. 
 
Additionally, the staff living working group has prepared the following four options for 
consideration for recommendations to City Council, at this time. The options are not mutually 
exclusive: 

1. Implement a policy requiring janitorial and landscaping service contractors with the city 
to meet wage rates identified in Resolution 926, effective 2016; 

2. Conduct a detailed analysis, as part of consideration of the 2017 budget development, of 
extending Resolution 926 to include the city’s seasonal workers; 

3. Conduct a detailed analysis, as part of consideration of the 2017 budget development, of 
implementing a policy requiring service contractors with the city, in addition to janitorial 
and landscaping contractors, to meet wage rates identified in Resolution 926; and 

4. Participate in statewide efforts to repeal Colorado Revised Statute (CRS) section 8-6-101, 
the State of Colorado law that prohibits municipalities from establishing minimum-wage 
laws higher than the state minimum wage. 

 
BOARD AND COMMISSION FEEDBACK 
HRC will review the policy and make recommendations at its Dec. 17, 2015 meeting. 
 
PUBLIC FEEDBACK 
Public hearing is scheduled for the Dec. 17, 2015 HRC Meeting.   
 
BACKGROUND 
The municipal and county living-wage movement began in the early 1990s, passing its first 
ordinance in 1994 in Baltimore. Since then many city and county governments across the 
country have adopted some form of a living-wage ordinance (LWO) or policy. Those ordinances 
and policies vary widely in their range of coverage. Some apply to all workers employed within 
a geographic area, others only to city or county government employees. Some cover employees 
of entities that provide contract services to the city or county government. Still others cover some 
combination of the latter two (Attachment B: Benchmarking of Peer Cities and Colorado). 
 
LWOs and policies also vary widely in the timing with which they take effect. Some require all 
employers to meet the newly passed living-wage upon passage of the ordinance or policy. Others 
require that the wage be met incrementally over a period of years. Most are tied in some way to 
cost-of-living indices that help gauge inflation or deflation and estimate numbers of people living 
in poverty, such as the Federal Poverty Guidelines or the Consumer Price Index. 
 
However, on an increasing basis, the long-established cost-of-living indices are challenged by 
social policy analysts as outdated instruments in the effort to gauge a family’s cost of living and 
peg a wage that would realistically cover it. The criticism of traditional indices comprises 

 
 



numerous points, including that they are often based on the cost of food and do not consider: the 
different needs of families including children at different ages; that low-income people now bear 
increased tax burdens; the widely varying costs of housing and other cost of living factors in 
different geographic locations of the country.  
  
Over the past 20 years, an alternative approach to calculating the cost of living has been 
developed by Dr. Diana Pearce of the University Of Washington School Of Social Work. Called 
the Self-Sufficiency Standard (SSS), it factors a broad range of basic needs into its calculation, 
including local housing, child care, health care, transportation and taxes. Additionally, it varies 
expenses for children based on their age to accommodate differing child care, health care and 
nutrition costs at different ages. It considers housing cost variance not only by state but also by 
county, reflecting, for example, the considerable difference between renting or buying in New 
York City versus in a rural area in the same state. 
 
In 2002 the National Center for Women’s Welfare was founded specifically to support the 
continued development and refinement of the SSS. As part of that effort, the center has 
established a network of 37 state-based organizational partners, one of which is in Colorado. The 
Colorado Center on Law and Policy prepares data-driven publications, policy proposals and 
advocacy initiatives addressing issues important to low-income Coloradans. Among its 
publications is The Colorado Self-Sufficiency Standard which has significantly influenced the 
way policies and programs for the state’s low-income workers are structured. Authored by Dr. 
Pearce, the Colorado SSS states: 
 

The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Colorado describes how much families of various 
sizes and compositions need to make ends meet without public or private assistance in 
each county of Colorado. 
For most workers throughout Colorado, the Self-Sufficiency Standard shows that 
earnings well above the official Federal Poverty Level are nevertheless far below what 
is needed to meet families’ basic needs. 

The chart below shows the 2015 SSS for select family types in Boulder County: 
Chart 1: The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Select Family Types 
 

 

 
 



Nationally, there is widespread belief among social researchers that real wages have been 
stagnant or dropping since the 1970s (although there are widely divergent opinions about the 
reasons for the drop). According to Drew DeSilver of the nonpartisan Pew Research Center, in 
real buying power, “the average wage peaked more than 40 years ago: The $4.03-an-hour rate 
recorded in January 1973 has the same purchasing power as $22.41 would today.” 
There is not, however, consensus agreement. Heritage Foundation fellow James Sherk wrote last 
year in The National Review that a more accurate measure of inflation (the personal 
consumption expenditure or PCE) “shows the 1981 minimum wage would be worth $7.47 an 
hour in today’s dollars.” Nationally proposed increases in the minimum wage, Sherk says, 
“would raise the minimum wage to a historically unprecedented level.” 
According to DeSilver, since 2000 “weekly wages have fallen 3.7 percent (in real terms) among 
workers in the lowest tenth of the earnings distribution, and 3 percent among the lowest quarter. 
But among people near the top of the distribution, real wages have risen 9.7 percent.” 
Although long-term, nationwide wage erosion is not a social condition that can be quickly 
reversed by a municipal ordinance or resolution, the federal government has left the living-wage 
issue largely up to states, counties and cities. According to the University of California at 
Berkeley Labor Center, "Across the country, cities and counties have become laboratories of 
policy innovation on labor standards.” 
 
Boulder LWO History 
Boulder is among hundreds of U.S. cities deliberating the issue of wage fairness. The 
community-based Boulder Living Wage Campaign first brought the issue to City Council in the 
summer of 2001. Currently, Colorado state law prohibits the establishment of a citywide 
minimum wage (Attachment C: C.R.S. Section 8-6-101). CRS section 8-6-101 declares that no 
Colorado “unit of local government” is permitted to set “jurisdiction-wide” wages for any 
persons other than its own employees. In short, establishing a minimum wage for all employees 
within the city limits of Boulder would be a violation of state law. Specific language in the law, 
last updated in 2014, reads: 

The welfare of the state of Colorado demands that workers be protected from conditions 
of labor that have a pernicious effect on their health and morals, and it is therefore 
declared, in the exercise of the police and sovereign power of the state of Colorado, 
that inadequate wages and unsanitary conditions of labor exert such pernicious effect. 
 
The general assembly hereby finds and determines that issues related to the wages of 
workers in Colorado have important statewide ramifications for the labor force in this 
state. The general assembly, therefore, declares that the minimum wages of workers in 
this state are a matter of statewide concern. 
 
No unit of local government, whether by acting through its governing body or an 
initiative, a referendum, or any other process, shall enact any jurisdiction-wide laws 
with respect to minimum wages; except that a unit of local government may set 
minimum wages paid to its own employees. 
 

Minus the option of a citywide minimum wage law, council opted in 2003 to adopt Resolution 
926 that directed the city manager to recommend annual budget appropriations necessary to pay 

 
 



its standard, full-time employees no less than 120 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines. 
Currently, the City of Boulder has 1,199 standard full-time employees, many of whom are paid 
considerably above the rates identified in Resolution 926. 
 
ANALYSIS 
Status of Resolution 926 
If social scientists who maintain that real wages have been falling for decades are correct, their 
analysis could help explain why Resolution 926 can look different from different angles. A 
$13.99/hour minimum wage more than meets the Colorado SSS for a single person. It also 
compares very favorably with rates implemented around the country. The $15/hour minimum 
wage laws passed in Seattle, San Francisco and Los Angeles, for example, call for incremental 
increases toward $15 over several years. At this time minimums in those cities range between 
$10.50 and $12.25/hour. (On Oct. 21 of this year, the mayor of Syracuse, NY, increased the 
minimum wage for the city’s employees to $15/hour, effective immediately.)  However the 
$13.99 rate for City of Boulder employees falls considerably short of rates identified in the 
Colorado SSS for a family of two, three or more. The long-term erosion of real wages might 
provide  insight into how a wage can simultaneously be competitive with some of the most 
generous minimum-wage legislation in the country and yet fall below subsistence pay.  
 
For example, a single parent of two earning the minimum City of Boulder wage would likely 
have to depend on benefits that have been called work supports since the federal welfare 
overhaul implemented by the Clinton administration in 1997.  
 
Work supports are benefits intended to help meet basic needs as a person takes steps toward self 
sufficiency. Among them are: 

• Colorado Child Care Assistance Program (subsidizes the cost of child care), 
• Child Health Plus (provides health insurance to children with family income of up to 

twice the official federal poverty level), 
• Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), 
• Low-Income Energy Assistance Program (LEAP), 
• Federal Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC),  
• Colorado Works, formerly the state’s Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 

program.  
 
Because of the way work supports have been administered in Colorado, they have not always 
effectively moved families toward self sufficiency. Eligibility for work benefits depends on 
income eligibility thresholds, and a small increase in income can result in being over the limit 
and the loss of benefits that amount to a significant net decrease in resources for a family.  
This penalty for increased earning is known as the “cliff effect” because the loss of each benefit 
causes a family to drop off an economic cliff. The cliff effect has been extensively documented by 
reports published by the Colorado Women’s Foundation and the PBS Losing Ground (links to 
sources on last page.)  By earning more, parents can make their families worse off than they were 
before, and getting back to a break-even point can take a lengthy period of pay increases. The most 
consequential cliff is child-care assistance because it often amounts to a loss of resources of $6,000 or 
more can mean that a parent is no longer able afford child care to be able to work. Following is a map 

 
 



showing the income levels at which a single parent with two children loses Colorado child care 
assistance: 
Chart 2: The Cliff Effect 

 
Resolution 926 appears to find a balance between offering wages that are competitive with other 
cities and not bumping a single parent with two children off the Colorado Child Care Assistance 
Program, for example. Because the city cannot adjust wages based on employees’ family 
backgrounds for reasons having to do with discrimination, trying to match wages to Colorado 
SSS figures for families of various compositions is not an option. For these reasons, Colorado 
SSS is a valuable measure of income adequacy, however, according to Dr. Pearce, it is primarily 
used to:  
 

 
 



• recommend the child care cost schedule; 
• determine relative affordability and lack of affordability of housing costs in a given 

county over time;  
• help guide people’s career choices based on needed wage level;  
• help gauge progress of clients toward self-sufficiency;  
• aide in personal budget development;  
• advocate for raised income eligibility ceiling for various form of governmental assistance 

(e.g. eligibility for court appointed counsel); and 
• help increase public understanding of why so many people cannot make ends meet. 

A discussion about living-wage is also a discussion about poverty, homelessness, educational 
attainment, diversity, the justice system, commuter traffic, quality of life and other issues. 
Depending on family size, Resolution 926 has effectively moved some City of Boulder 
employees toward greater self sufficiency.  
Executive Action to Expand Resolution 926 
City employees provide a broad range of services to the Boulder community and providing 
employees with an equitable, livable wage is a priority in the city’s consideration of the living-
wage issue.  Therefore, the city manager, by executive action, has determined that Resolution 
926 be extended to include all standard part-time and temporary City of Boulder employees. The 
executive action will take effect on Feb. 1, 2016 to coincide with the publication of the 2016 
Federal Poverty Guidelines.  (Attachment D: Amended Resolution 926.)  
Neither standard, part-time, nor temporary City of Boulder employees are currently included in 
Resolution 926 coverage. According to the Human Resources Department, 30 of the 127 
standard part-time employees are currently paid less than the $13.99. The annualized cost to the 
city of bringing those 30 staff members to $13.99 would be approximately $37,000. There is no 
impact of pay compression on current employees; beyond the 30 affected standard part-time 
employees in four job classifications, the next lowest part-time employee currently earns $14.55 
per hour. 
Similarly, of the 122 current temporary employees working for the city, 29 are paid less than 
$13.99. The annualized cost of raising their wage to $13.99 would be approximately $117,000. 
 

Chart 3: Annualized Cost of Executive Action 
  Bring to $13.99 

Employee Group 
ee's 

Annualized 
Cost 

Standard Part-time   30 $37,000 
Temporary   29 $117,000 

Standard Part-time & Temporary 59 $154,000 
 
Note:  See Attachment E: List of Standard Part Time and Temporary Positions through 
September 2015 which includes: 

• Salary data from October snap shot of employees paid through September 2015. 
• Annualized cost for employees based on annualized Full-time Equivalent (FTE) 

including salary-based benefits.  

 
 



C.R.S. Section 8-6-101 impedes the City of Boulder from including the majority of low-wage 
workers in living-wage legislation or policy. Therefore, options presented in this document are 
efforts to: 1) extend Resolution 926 coverage to as many employees as is legally and 
economically possible; and 2) support the repeal of C.R.S. Section 8-6-101. With this 
background and analysis in mind, the following are options to consider. 
Options  
Option 1:  Implement a policy requiring the city’s janitorial and landscaping service contractors 
to meet wage rates identified in Resolution 926. 
CRS section 8-6-101 prohibits local governments from enacting any jurisdiction-wide laws with 
respect to minimum wages. However, according to the City Attorney’s Office: 

The statute does not restrict local governments from establishing policies that address 
the wages a government contractor pays its employees.  
The city is a marketplace participant. The city contracts with providers to purchase 
labor, time and effort to support the city’s operations and advance the interests of the 
city. To those ends, the city has a right to establish and implement policies for 
purchased services contracts. CRS section 8-6-101 does not prohibit the city from 
expanding the scope of Resolution 926 to include the wages paid to employees of 
contractors with contracts to perform work for or provide services to the city. 
 

In 2001, Denver enacted a limited contractual living-wage commitment pursuant to direct service 
contracts with the city involving mechanics, clerical support workers, laborers and janitorial 
workers. It enforces the living-wage on the grounds that such a limited contractual regulation of 
minimum wages should not be considered to be “jurisdiction-wide,” even though it goes beyond 
the wages of Denver’s own employees. 
 
The Purchasing Office prepared the following detailed analysis of the impact of requiring entities 
to meet wage thresholds identified in Resolution 926 for contract work amounting to $10,000 or 
more a year. About 50 contract employees would be affected in this scenario. 
 
Background 
The Purchasing staff reviewed contracts, related purchasing activity, and estimated the impact of 
implementing a living-wage of $13.99 per hour for projects funded through the City of Boulder. 
In discussion with staff, review of existing contracts, and discussion with members of the vendor 
community, it appears the primary areas of impact would be in the contracting of janitorial and 
landscaping services.  
 
Staff also contacted vendors that supply painting, concrete, and construction services.  Staff 
learned these contractors already pay their employees a wage above the proposed $13.99 
minimum wage and they indicated there would be no significant effect on existing city contracts 
for these services or to proposals received through the bid/proposal process.  
 
Research 
Purchasing staff contacted janitorial and landscape vendors regarding the potential 
implementation of a $13.99 minimum wage and learned the following: 

 
 



• Janitorial contracts with the city are generally set with a $9.00 per hour labor rate for 
workers. The hourly rate for janitorial labor would increase approximately 55.4 percent. 

• Janitorial vendors typically target labor at approximately 50 percent of the contract value.  
• Landscape contractors generally pay a wage of $12 per hour, depending on job and skill 

set. The hourly rate for landscape labor would increase approximately 16.6 percent. 
• A typical contract for general landscape work has a labor content of approximately 33 

percent.  
 
Projected Annual Expenditures – Janitorial and Landscape Services  
Purchasing staff reviewed 2015 invoice activity and estimates the city’s annual expenditures for 
janitorial and landscape services as follows: 

• Janitorial service - $639,132  
• Landscape service - $653,706 

 
Projected Impact 
Based on the research completed, the following is the estimated annual impact of implementing a 
$13.99 living-wage provision: 

• Janitorial services $177,040 annual projected increase (estimated 27.7 percent increase).  
• Landscape services $ 35,300 annual projected increase (estimated 5.4 percent increase). 
• Total projected annual increase: $212,340.  

 
Implementation 
If a living-wage provision is adopted, the following are basic steps required for implementation 
from the Purchasing perspective: 

• Existing affected contracts (estimated at 10–15) would need to be either updated via a 
contract amendment to incorporate a living-wage provision and corresponding rate 
increase, or allowed to continue with the current contract terms until the current contract 
expires and a new contract is negotiated. Input from the City Attorney’s Office would be 
needed to develop the contract amendment. 

•  A living-wage provision would need to be developed and incorporated into the city’s 
bidding and contracting templates for all future competitive solicitations. Input from the 
City Attorney’s Office would be needed to develop this provision.  

• Determination of whether to include the living-wage provision into the city’s ordinances, 
documents, and websites would need to be determined and updated as appropriate.  

• Department budgets would need to be reviewed and appropriate allocations made to 
account for the projected impact.  

Compliance 
Compliance activities would be patterned off of basic procedures already in place for compliance 
to the Davis-Bacon Act1on federally funded projects: 

1 The Davis-Bacon Act of 1931 is a federal law that applies to contractors and subcontractors performing 
on federally funded contracts for the construction of public buildings or public works. The Act requires 
laborers and mechanics employed under the contract to be paid no less than the locally prevailing wages 
and fringe benefits for corresponding work on similar projects in the area. 

 

 
 

                                                 



• Vendors (and subcontractors) would be required to submit to city-designated project 
managers a certified payroll that lists the employee, position, pay rate, hours worked, and 
total pay. At this time, project managers are responsible for receiving and reviewing 
certified payrolls to confirm compliance with the Davis-Bacon Act. While the audit 
activity is not expected to be extensive, department managers should be consulted to 
verify the impact to their individual workgroups.  

• Via contract updates, the city would retain the right to audit the certified payrolls 
received for a specific project. The city would need to determine an audit routine based 
on the contracts in force, but quarterly audit cycle appears reasonable.  

• Depending on the number of vendors subject to audit, the audit frequency and format, 
additional resource may be needed to support compliance. 
 

Notes and Assumptions 
• The analysis was based on information received from our known vendors in these 

respective areas and is an estimate based on contracting activity known to the Purchasing 
department. Purchasing surveyed departments in an attempt to capture all contracting 
activity and has included all responses in this analysis.  

• Since the city does not have access to subcontracts issued by primary contractors, 
Purchasing is unable to capture the effect of all subcontracted activity.  

• There may be vendors who currently pay more than the $13.99 living-wage that attempt 
to initiate labor rate increases, and use this initiative as the catalyst for this change. The 
city would need to challenge and scrutinize these attempts on a case by case basis. 
 

Option 2: Conduct a detailed analysis, as part of consideration of the 2017 budget development, 
of expanding Resolution 926 to include seasonal workers.  This analysis is anticipated to be 
completed prior to May 1, 2016. 
 
Seasonal employees (including youth, work-study and intern employees), pose a very different 
set of issues regarding wages.  The majority of seasonal jobs are summer jobs that may not be 
positions of livelihood for an individual or family.  They include Junior Rangers, lifeguards, 
sports instructors and officials, cashiers, etc.  Other positions such as internships and work study 
positions further blur the line between employment, for which you are normally paid, and 
education, for which you often pay.  There are more than 100 seasonal job classifications filled 
by over 700+ seasonal employees during the summer, although only a percentage would be 
working at any particular time. 
 
Of the 582 seasonal employees working in July 2015, for the city, 446 were paid less than 
$13.99. The average hourly increase to raise rates to $13.99 for these seasonal workers would be 
approximately $4.08 per hour (Attachment F: List of Seasonal Positions).  
 
Among the questions that would need to be addressed in consideration of this option are:  

•       Who are the stakeholders who should be engaged in the discussion? 
•       Should there be a youth exception? At what age would the exception apply? 
• Should there be an on-the-job education exception? 
• Exceptions considered, what would the total cost to the city be? 

 
 



•       Could the increased cost burden result in the unintended consequence of reduction of 
number of seasonal employees hired, or reduction in services, due to budgetary 
constraints? 

• Are there salary compression impacts and costs associated with this option? 
NOTE: Salary compression may occur when a distinct hierarchy of job skills and duties is 
not reflected in a distinct separation of salaries between incumbents that have those 
distinct skills and duties.  This is more common to identify and control when people are 
paid by either piece-work, seniority-pay or step-pay systems, for they tend to reflect a 
standard separation of pay levels. However, modern variable pay approaches such as pay-
for-performance and the use of open, flexible salary ranges tend not to have such 
standard separations in pay.  Ideally under pay-for-performance, compression of pay is 
much harder to identify, since factors such as measured and rewarded levels of individual 
performance, labor market values and individual background experiences (both within a 
single organization or with several organizations) are at play. 
  
For there to be salary compression in a pay-for-performance system, one must assume 
that, at the time of measurement for compression, salary hierarchies are stagnant, correct 
and not influenced by other factors.  But more typically in pay-for-performance systems, 
salary increases are not the same, nor are individual performance levels; salary 
relationships are dynamic rather than stagnant.  To identify salary compression in a pay-
for-performance requires much more analysis than does hard hierarchy approaches to 
salaries. 
 

Option 3: Conduct a detailed analysis, as part of consideration of the 2017 budget development, 
of implementing a policy requiring service contractors with the city, in addition to janitorial and 
landscaping contractors, to meet wage rates identified in Resolution 926.  This analysis is 
anticipated to be completed prior to May 1, 2016. 
The City of Boulder contracts with a range of businesses, nonprofit organizations, governmental 
agencies and other entities for a variety of services. They include construction contracts, 
nonprofit organizations that provide services to community members and emergency medical 
technicians who work with contracted emergency response services. An analysis of extending a 
living-wage to employees of contractors would need to start with a definition of what would and 
what would not constitute a contractor. 
A particularly difficult question is whether the living-wage would apply to nonprofit 
organizations that contract with the city. On one hand, if a living-wage is deemed a “right” of 
employed people to help them approach self-sufficiency, nonprofit employees should have the 
same right as private, for-profit employees. On the other hand, the city contracts with nonprofits 
in order to subsidize their work providing needed services to the community. Wages in the 
nonprofit sector are typically lower. Inclusion of nonprofit contractors in a living-wage policy 
could result in either an increase in the city funding or a decrease in the level of service to the 
community. 
There are other fundamental questions the analysis of Option 4 would need to address. One is 
cost to the city. In a 2003 memo addressing living-wage options (Attachment G: 2003 Living 
Wage Options Memo), former City Attorney Joseph N. de Raismes wrote: 

 
 



One cautionary note is needed in evaluating these options. If council should request an 
estimate of the fiscal impact on the city, it will be very difficult to give one. The 
potential impact would be dependent on many factors, including the types of vendors 
covered by the ordinance, the contractors’ wage structures and the competitive 
environment for the specific goods or services in question.  
 

Some city government departments would be more heavily affected financially than others.  It 
would therefore be particularly important to have broad engagement of city departments in the 
analysis process to determine full range of impacts.  
 
A second question the analysis would need to address is jurisdiction over employees of 
contractors.  Ready to Work, for example, is a program administered by Bridge House, which the 
city contracts with to offer homeless individuals a stepping stone to mainstream full-time 
employment.  Additionally, some sectors of contracted labor might fall within the jurisdiction of 
any of the three city unions (BMEA, Fire and Police.) 
 
A third question the analysis would need to address is enforcement.  There is potential for 
evasion of the living-wage and some cities have developed mechanisms for monitoring 
compliance. Unless the city were to decide against any monitoring, there would likely be some 
related administrative costs for oversight. The city would also need to decide on consequences 
for inaccurate reporting of wage rates by contractors. 
 
A fourth question regards the extent to which the impact of raising the wages of employees of 
city contractors would reach the Boulder community.  Most city contractors are in business 
outside of the city, and most of their employees live outside of Boulder. The analysis should 
include assessing the extent to which the positive impact of increased wages would stay in 
Boulder, or would primarily benefit other communities. 
 
Among other questions to be addressed in consideration of this option are:  

• Who are the stakeholders who should be engaged in the discussion? 
• At what contract dollar amount would the living-wage criteria apply? 
• Should there be a small business exception defined by the number of individuals 

employed? 
• Is there risk that contractors will choose not to bid on city work? 
• Would the preference or qualification-based criteria apply to all employees of a 

contractor or only those who work on contracts with the city? 
Option 4: Participate in statewide efforts to repeal CRS section 8-6-101, the State of Colorado 
law that prohibits municipalities from establishing minimum wage laws higher than the state 
minimum wage. 
While Boulder undoubtedly has similarities to other Colorado cities, it also has qualities that 
make it very distinct. If self sufficiency for all people who work in Boulder is an ideal the city 
embraces, it needs the flexibility to establish policies and laws that address the unique 
characteristics of its population and economy. The one-size-fits-all approach of CRS section 8-6-
101 limits Boulder’s ability to develop wage laws that are tailored to meet its needs. 

 
 



During the 17th Colorado General Assembly in the spring of 2015, a house bill (House Bill 15-
1300) was introduced that would have permitted a unit of local government to enact laws with 
respect to the minimum wage within its jurisdiction. In a roll call vote, the bill failed in the 
senate. According to State Representative Dominic Moreno (House District 32), one of three 
sponsors of the bill, the next effort to repeal CRS Section 8-6-101 might be a 2016 ballot 
initiative. 
 
MATRIX OF OPTIONS 
1. Implement a policy requiring janitorial and landscaping service contractors to meet wage 

rates identified in Resolution 926. 
Results: 
• Extend living-wage to approximately 50 janitorial and landscaping employees of                       
       service contractors. 
• Annual projected increase cost of $212,340 to the city.  
• Need to address the issues of monitoring and compliance. 

 
2. Conduct a detailed analysis, as part of consideration of the 2017 budget development, of 

expanding Resolution 926 to include seasonal workers. 
Results: 
• Extend Resolution 926 coverage to as many employees as is legally and  
       economically feasible to advance self-sufficiency of city employees.  
• Potential reduction of number of seasonal employees hired and reduction of services. 
• Salary compression could be a potential issue. 

 
3. Conduct a detailed analysis, as part of consideration of the 2017 budget development, of 

implementing a policy requiring service contractors, in addition to janitorial and landscaping, 
to meet wage rates identified in Resolution 926. 

Results: 
• Extend living-wage to all employees who work directly or indirectly for the city. 
• Higher wages would be paid by Boulder taxpayers, but the proceeds could primarily 

benefit communities outside the City of Boulder. 
 
4. Participate in statewide efforts to repeal CRS Section 8-6-101, the State of Colorado law that 

prohibits municipalities from establishing minimum wage laws higher than the state 
minimum wage. 

Results: 
• Eliminates one-size-fits-all approach of CRS Section 8-6-101 that limits Boulder’s 

ability to develop wage laws that are tailored to meet its needs. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  
1. Implement a policy requiring janitorial and landscaping service contractors with the city 

to meet wage rates identified in Resolution 926, effective 2016; 
2. Conduct a detailed analysis, as part of consideration of the 2017 budget development, of 

extending Resolution 926 to include the city’s seasonal workers; 

 
 



3. Conduct a detailed analysis, as part of consideration of the 2017 budget development, of 
implementing a policy requiring service contractors with the city, in addition to janitorial 
and landscaping contractors, to meet wage rates identified in Resolution 926; and 

4. Participate in statewide efforts to repeal Colorado Revised Statute (CRS) section 8-6-101, 
the State of Colorado law that prohibits municipalities from establishing minimum-wage 
laws higher than the state minimum wage. 
 

NEXT STEPS  
 HRC Public hearing on Dec. 17, 2015 
 City Council consideration of options Feb. 16, 2016 

Sources: 
The complete and most recent version of the Colorado SSS can be found here: 
www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/docs/Colorado2015.pdf 
A self-sufficiency wage calculator for counties throughout the state here: 
http://www.coloradoselfsufficiencystandardcalculator.org/ 
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2014/10/09/ 
www.nationalreview.com/corner/369938/minimum-wage-facts-vs-fiction-james-shrek 
http://www.cbpp.org/research/misconceptions-and-realities-about-who-pays-taxes 
www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/03/24high-income-americans-pay-most-income-taxes-but-
enough-to-be-fair/ 
http://www.wfco.org/document.doc?id=56 
http://www.wfco.org/document.doc?id=60 
http://www.wfco.org/document.doc?id=520 
http://time.com/3969977/minimum-wage/  
http://inewsnetwork.org/series/losing-groundError! Hyperlink reference not valid. 
http://www.denverpost.com/ci_23871961/cliff-effect 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment A: Resolution 926 
Attachment B: Benchmarking of Peer Cities and Colorado 
Attachment C: C.R.S. Section 8-6-101 
Attachment D: Amended Resolution 926 
Attachment E: List of Standard Part Time and Temporary Positions through September 
Attachment F: List of Seasonal Positions  
Attachment G: 2003 Living Wage Options Memo 
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