1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091
(847) 853-7509
Fax (847) 853-7700
TDD (847) 853-7634

FINANCE COMMITTEE OF THE
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
Monday, November 13, 2017 at 7:00 P.M.
Mallinckrodt Community Center
1041 Ridge Road, Wilmette, Illinois

Additional Agenda Material (11/10/2017)
1. Resident Communications

IF YOU ARE A PERSON WITH A DISABILITY AND NEED SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS TO PARTICIPATE
IN AND/OR ATTEND A VILLAGE OF WILMETTE PUBLIC MEETING, PLEASE NOTIFY THE VILLAGE
MANAGER’S OFFICE AT (847) 853-7509 OR TDD (847) 853-7634 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bielinski, Bob
Frenzer, Tim; Braiman, Michael
Fwd: minimum wage and paid sick leave ordinance
Friday, November 10, 2017 3:59:29 PM

Begin forwarded message:
From: "Shoshana Elkin Waskow, MD" <sewaskowmd@gmail.com>
Date: November 10, 2017 at 3:17:53 PM CST
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com, doddk@wilmette.com, kurzmanj@wilmette.com,
leonards@wilmette.com, plunketts@wilmette.com, sullivand@wilmette.com,
wolfj@wilmette.com, braimanm@wilmette.com
Subject: minimum wage and paid sick leave ordinance
I am writing to you as a physician and a business owner in Wilmette. I am
writing as an individual and not on behalf of my business or my partners.
Cook County's ordinance increasing the minimum wage and providing paid sick
leave is an example of legislation promoting basic decency and good public health
policy. Wilmette's decision to opt out of the requirements of the ordinance
punishes the most vulnerable in our community and puts our community as a
whole at increased risk.
As a business owner, I know that my employees show loyalty and provide better
service when they are paid a living wage. Increasing the minimum wage has been
shown to decrease unemployment and does not increase layoffs by businesses.
Employees who can provide for their own basic needs and support their families
will be positive members of our community.
Rational sick leave policies which do not punish employees for their own or a
dependent's illness protect all of us. When employees work due to financial
considerations despite being ill, they expose their coworkers and customers to that
illness. As an individual who frequents Wilmette businesses and as a physician, I
am concerned that lack of paid time off for illness puts our community's health at
risk.  
I urge the Wilmette Village Board to reverse your position, reflect the values
expressed by your constituents (in non-binding referenda), and allow the Cook
County ordinance to take effect in Wilmette. Let us, as a community, stand up for
working families and promote communal health and wellness.
(NOTE: Please include this letter in information for the Finance Committee
Meeting on November 13, 2017)
Sincerely,
Shoshana Elkin Waskow, MD, FAAP

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Prejzner, John
Braiman, Michael
FW: Minimum Wage & Sick Leave Study
Friday, November 10, 2017 2:17:59 PM
Wilmette MW & PSD Research (1).docx
Impact Minimum Wage Increase on Affordable Housing in IL (4).pdf
Connecticut PSD research.pdf
ImpactonPaidSickDays2012.pdf
National-Small-Business-Minimum-Wage-Poll.pdf
PSD research-Chicago-Women"s Institute.pdf
San Francisco Paid Sick day study.pdf
City-Minimum-Wage-Laws-Recent-Trends-Economic-Evidence.pdf

From: Jacki Krashin [mailto:jackikrashin@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 1:36 PM
To: Prejzner, John <prejznerj@wilmette.com>
Cc: ted@open-communities.org
Subject: Fwd: Minimum Wage & Sick Leave Study
Hi,
Thanks for posting in information for the meeting on November 13th. I'm attaching some evidence-based research
studies on minimum wage and paid sick days - can these be included in the packet you posted?
Thanks!
Jacki Krashin
3019 Washington Ave
Wilmette, IL 60091

Why Wilmette Needs to Support
Paid Sick Days and Minimum Wage

Background
•

•
•
•

Recently, Cook County passed two ordinances to give workers the crucial help they need for their
families to survive.
First, the Earned Sick Time Ordinance allows full-time workers to earn up to 5 earned sick days per
year, prorated for part-time workers.
Second, the Minimum Wage Ordinance raises the minimum wage, now $8.25, by one dollar each
year, to eventually reach $13 an hour in 2020
Both ordinances go into effect July 1, 2017.

PAID SICK DAYS
The Need for Paid Sick Days
•

Before the passage of the Chicago and Cook County Earned Sick Time ordinances, an
estimated 42% of the Chicago metropolitan area private workforce did not have access to
earned sick time 1

•

The CDC reports that, among food workers who worked at least one shift in the last year
while suffering from vomiting or diarrhea, 49 percent reported to work (at least in part)
because they wouldn’t be paid if they stayed home. 2

•

Lack of paid sick leave also contributes to the spread of contagious disease and its human
and economic toll. University of Pittsburgh researchers estimate, for example, that lack of
paid sick days resulted in five million additional cases of flu during the 2009 H1N1
epidemic (Kumar, et al., American Journal of Public Health, 2011). 3

•

Another study finds that workers with paid sick days are 28 percent less likely to be injured
at work, suggesting that expanding access to paid sick leave could help reduce the
incidence of non-fatal occupational injuries, particularly in high-risk sectors and
occupations (American Journal of Public Health, published online ahead of print July 19,
2012). 4

•

An analysis of data from the National Health Interview Survey adds to the case, finding that
lack of paid sick leave acts as a barrier to cancer screening and seeking medical care (BMC
Public Health, July 12, 2012). The study controlled for factors like health insurance
coverage, education, poverty, and race. 5

•

Nearly two in five private-sector workers — and nearly half of those who work for smaller
businesses — lack paid sick days to use to recover from an illness or care for a sick family
member 6
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•

More than 41 million private sector workers in the United States cannot earn paid sick days
to use when they get sick. 7 Millions more cannot earn time to care for a sick child or family
member. 8

•

Overwhelmingly, mothers are primarily responsible for selecting their children’s doctors,
accompanying children to appointments and getting them recommended care. Nearly four
in 10 working mothers (39 percent) say they must miss work when a sick child needs to
stay home, compared to 3 percent of working men. Among these mothers, 60 percent do not
get paid, up significantly from 45 percent in 2004. 9

•

Lost income from just a few unpaid days off costs the typical family without paid sick days,
on average, its entire monthly grocery budget or health care expenses. 10

•

One-fifth of women workers report that they have lost a job or were told they would lose a
job for taking time off due to personal or family illness. 11

•

American workers without paid sick leave had odds that were:
o 30 percent less likely to have had a blood pressure check in the last 12 months
o 40 percent less likely to have had a cholesterol check in the last 12 months
o 24 percent less likely to have had a fasting blood sugar check in the last 12 months
o 61 percent less likely to have had a flu shot in the last 12 months
o 19 percent less likely to have seen or talked to a physician or health care provider in
the last 12 months
o 23 percent less likely to have had a Pap test in the last 12 months 12

Paid Sick Days Does Not Increase Business Costs
•

Businesses that implement earned sick time laws do not typically see an increase in
costs. In a 2011 survey13 of San Francisco employers, more than 85 percent did not report
negative effects on profits due to the city’s 2007 paid sick days law. Similarly, nearly 70
percent of employers covered by Connecticut’s paid sick days law reported no or negligible
cost increases due to the law. 14

Paid Sick Days Promote Savings for Employers
Paid sick days provide long-term cost savings for employers, including:
•

Cost savings from greater workforce stability Replacing workers can cost anywhere
from 25 to 200 percent of annual compensation. 15 Paid sick days result in reduced
turnover, which leads to reduced costs incurred from advertising, interviewing and training
new hires. 16 This is particularly important in lower-wage industries where turnover is
highest. After one year under Jersey City, NJ’s paid sick days law, over 40 percent of
employers that changed their policies to comply said it increased productivity, reduced
turnover, and/or led to better hires, 17 all of which lead to cost savings or increased revenue
for businesses. 18 Employers also reap the benefits of greater worker loyalty.
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•

Savings due to worker productivity. “Presenteeism,” or workers performing at less than
full productivity because of illness, is estimated to cost employers $160 billion per year —
twice as much as the cost of absenteeism due to illness. 19 Paid sick days allow workers to
recover at home or seek needed medical attention in a timely manner — and then return to
being productive workers more quickly.

•

Savings from reduced workplace contagion. Employees who work sick endanger
business profits by putting the health and productivity of other workers — as well as
customers — at risk. It’s far less expensive to provide paid sick days than to deal with a
reputation for infecting your customers. The risks and costs of contagion are highest in
workplaces where employees regularly deal with the public, and these are frequently the
very workplaces without paid sick days for all workers. In the restaurant industry, for
example, about three-quarters of workers lack access to paid sick days — and nearly twothirds of servers and cooks report that they have served or cooked while ill. This puts
workers, customers and the business itself in danger. 20 And adults without paid sick days
are 1.5 times more likely than adults with paid sick days to report going to work with a
contagious illness like the flu or a viral infection. 21 An analysis of worker absence patterns
during the 2009 H1N1 flu pandemic suggests that outbreaks lasted longer in workplaces
that are less likely to have paid sick days. 22

•

Lower health care costs Lack of paid sick days drives up health care costs for businesses
and the public. Workers without paid sick days are more than twice as likely as those with
paid sick days to seek emergency room care because they can’t take time off during normal
work hours. Parents without paid sick days are five times more likely to seek emergency
room care for their 2 children or other relatives. 23 These expensive emergency trips end up
replacing important routine medical appointments and preventive care, leading to higher
health insurance costs for businesses.

Implementing paid sick days policies is feasible for employers
•

In a San Francisco study, 24 over half of employers said it was “not difficult” or “not too
difficult” to implement or administer the new law. Similarly, a study of the effects of
Seattle’s paid sick days law 25 found that over two-thirds of employers did not have
difficulty with implementation. Further, an audit of Washington, D.C.’s law found that the
ordinance did not discourage new businesses from opening or drive employers out of the
District. 26

Employment Thrives Where Paid Sick Days are Required
•

According to the Center for American Progress, unemployment in all three states where
paid sick days laws have been in effect for over a year (Connecticut, California, and
Massachusetts) went down in the year after implementation. 27

Paid Sick Days Reduce Government Spending
Ensuring all workers can earn paid sick days can significantly reduce public expenditures. In
particular, savings to the public would be generated through:
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•

Savings to public health insurance programs. Expensive emergency department use is much
too high — and workers without paid sick days are more likely to seek treatment at an
emergency department because they can’t take time off to get care during regular business
hours. A recent study shows that if all workers had paid sick days, 1.3 million emergency
room visits could be prevented each year in the United States, saving $1.1 billion annually.
More than half of these savings — $517 million — would go to taxpayer-funded health
insurance programs such as Medicare and the State Children’s Health Insurance
Program. 28

•

Savings from reduced dependence on public assistance. Wage and job loss due to illness are
very real threats for workers without paid sick days. Nearly one in four workers report that
they have lost a job or were threatened with job loss for taking time off due to personal or
family illness. 29 Paid sick days provide wage and job security by allowing workers to take
the job-protected time they need when illness strikes. This security is critical to families’
economic stability. Particularly in tough economic times, job or income loss can cause
workers and their families to fall into poverty and turn to public assistance and public
programs that cost taxpayers money.

Paid Sick Days Promote Economic Security for Families
Paid sick days provide workers the economic stability they need to care for themselves and their
families. Access to paid sick days enables workers to:
•

Meet their families’ basic needs each month. Families without paid sick days have to risk
their basic necessities when illness strikes. For a family without paid sick days, on average,
3.1 days of pay lost to illness are equivalent to the family’s entire monthly health care
budget, and 3.5 days are equivalent to its entire monthly grocery budget. 30 Simply put, paid
sick days help families make ends meet.

•

Avoid unnecessary health care expenses by obtaining timely primary and preventive health
care. Paid sick days allow workers and their families to access care, keeping undiagnosed
problems or chronic conditions from going unattended. Workers without paid sick days are
more likely to delay needed medical care for themselves and family members, potentially
leading to major health problems — and higher medical costs — down the line. 31 The
Result: A Stronger Economy Allowing all workers in the United States to earn paid sick
days would result in significant savings to government programs; savings to employers
from reduced presenteeism, contagion and turnover; and greater economic security — and
more income to spend — for workers and their families. Paid sick days laws are the right
prescription for these economic times.
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MINIMUM WAGE
Increasing the Minimum Wage Stabilizes Business and Employment
Reports from cities that have adopted significantly higher minimum wages in recent years have
shown that higher wages have been manageable for businesses and have not led to layoffs or
slowed job growth.
•

In both San Jose and San Francisco, for example, jobs in the restaurant industry grew faster
after the minimum wage was increased than they did in surrounding cities and counties that
did not raise wages.

•

In SeaTac, Washington—the first city in the United States to fully transition to a $15
minimum wage for workers in the hospitality and travel industries—predicted layoffs and
expansion-plan cancellations did not materialize, and in fact some business owners, who
were previously opposed to the wage increase, have expanded operations.

•

In Seattle, which began phasing-in its $15 minimum wage in April 2015, initial signs are
positive. The Seattle region’s unemployment rate hit an eight-year low of 3.6 percent in
August 2015, significantly lower that the state unemployment rate of 5.3 percent.

•

King County, where Seattle is located, is well on its way to breaking last year’s record for
the number of business permits issued to food service establishments. 32

•

A 2016 Institute for Research on Labor & Employment report found the following benefits
for San Jose, CA when the city raised its minimum wage:
o Although the local minimum wage increased overnight by 25 percent to $10, it
boosted wages without reducing employment.
o The amount that restaurants increased their prices was similar to their actual cost
increases due to the wage hike, suggesting that profits remained the same.
o These price increases in San Jose did not undermine the local economy’s
competitiveness relative to its neighbors.
o The higher local minimum wage effectively transferred income from consumers –
who pay slightly higher prices – to a smaller group of low-wage workers, who
benefit from large income gains. 33

•

Research shows Increasing the Minimum wage does not reduce employment and in local
municipalities where the minimum wage was increased, small businesses supported such a
raise:
http://www.nelp.org/publication/fighting-preemption-local-minimum-wage-laws/
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Minimum Wage Increases Do Not Cause Business to Relocate or Move Jobs Across County
Lines
•

Economic evidence indicates that the higher city minimum wages enacted in U.S. cities to
date have boosted earnings without slowing job growth or causing business relocations.
These findings are consistent with the bulk of modern research on higher state minimum
wages, which has generally found no statistically significant evidence of job losses
resulting from minimum wage increases passed over the last 20 years in the United States.
This is partly because the bulk of the low-wage positions affected by city minimum wages
are in fields such as restaurants, retail, building services, home health care, and child care –
jobs that serve city-based customers such as residents, office workers, and tourists at city
locations. As a result, most cannot practically be moved by their employers to locations
outside of the city while still retaining their customer bases. 34

•

A 2010 report published in The Review of Economics and Statistics compares all of the
different counties that straddle a state boundary which have a difference in minimum wage
policy over 1990-2006. “There’s just absolutely no evidence of any effect of the minimum
wage on average restaurant employment. And this is pooling across a large set of counties
in the United States with a variety of minimum wage differences over a 17-year period. We
were also able to look at the effect on the turnover rate and we found a very clear reduction
in job turnover that occurs within a few months of the minimum wage increase, and it
persists. A 2.7 percent reduction in turnover for a 10 percent increase in the minimum wage
is a fairly sizable reduction. And that really provides some hint at some of the reasons we
may not see overall job losses, because people in the lowest wage jobs often times are
moving around and this is costly for employers. When you actually compress the wages by
raising the bottom, this tends to allow workers at the lowest wages to stick around longer
because these are somewhat better jobs.” - Arindrajit Dube Assistant Professor of
Economics, University of Massachusetts-Amherst. 35

Minimum Wage Increases Results in Positive Health Outcomes for Families
•

There are downstream benefits from the proposed wage increase, such as improved health
outcomes for both workers and their children, and increases in children’s school
achievement and cognitive and behavioral outcomes.
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Minimum Wage Basics

Introduction
While the U.S. economy continues to see steady growth and an improvement in the jobless
rate, wages have been flat or falling for much of the labor force. This dynamic has prompted
a record number of municipal leaders to tackle this problem locally with city minimum wage
ordinances that substantially raise the wage floor for low-paid workers in their communities. Equally significant, cities today are calling for higher minimum wages than ever before.
With wage levels of $15 per hour or more, these new measures go beyond simply catching
up the minimum wage for inflation; they begin to raise pay broadly across the bottom of local economies.
This fact sheet provides an overview of recent trends in local minimum wage ordinances,
paying particular attention to how businesses have adjusted to the implementation of local
wage increases over time. Overall, the economic evidence indicates that local minimum
wages have proven to be effective tools for raising pay and improving job quality without reducing employment or encouraging businesses to leave cities.

Local Minimum Wages Have Become Mainstream Policy Tools in Diverse
Cities across the Country
Over the past year, an unprecedented number of cities and counties have moved to adopt
higher local minimum wages. In addition, cities are proposing substantially higher wage levels than in past years (see Table 1). Indicative of this new wave of action around local minimum wages was the U.S. Conference of Mayors’ “Cities of Opportunity Task Force,” which in
August 2014 endorsed higher city minimum wages as key tools for fighting income inequality at the local level.1
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Table 1. Local Minimum Wage Ordinances in the U.S.
Passed in 2003

Minimum Wage

Santa Fe, NM

$10.84

San Francisco, CA

$12.25
Passed in 2012

Minimum Wage

Albuquerque, NM

$8.75

San Jose, CA

$10.30
Passed in 2013

Minimum Wage

Bernalillo County, NM

$8.65

Washington, DC

$11.50 (by 2016)

Montgomery County, MD

$11.50 (by 2017)

Prince George’s County, MD

$11.50 (by 2017)

SeaTac, WA

$15.24
Passed in 2014

Minimum Wage

Las Cruces, NM

$10.10 (by 2019)

Santa Fe County, NM

$10.84

Mountain View, CA

$10.30

Sunnyvale, CA

$10.30

San Diego, CA

$11.50 (by 2017)*

Oakland, CA

$12.25

Berkeley, CA

$12.53 (by 2016)

Richmond, CA

$13.00 (by 2018)

Louisville, KY

$9.00 (by 2017) **

Chicago, IL

$13.00 (by 2019)

San Francisco, CA

$15.00 (by 2018)

Seattle, WA

$15.00 (by 2018-21)
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Table 1. Local Minimum Wage Ordinances in the U.S.
Passed in 2015

Minimum Wage

Emeryville, CA

$15.00 (by 2018)

Los Angeles, CA

$15.00 (by 2020)

Portland, ME

$10.68 (by 2017)

Kansas City, MO

$13.00 (by 2020)**

Birmingham, AL

$10.10 (by 2017) ***

St. Louis, MO

$11.00 (by 2018)**

Palo Alto, CA

$11.00 (by 2016)

Johnson County, IA

$10.10 (by 2017)

Los Angeles County, CA

$15.00 (by 2020-21)

Mountain View, CA

$15.00 (by 2018)

Sacramento, CA

$12.50 (by 2020)

Lexington, KY

$10.10 (by 2018)**

Tacoma, WA

$12.00 (by 2018)

Bangor, ME

$9.75 (by 2019)

El Cerrito, CA

$15.00 (by 2019)

Santa Clara, CA

$11.00 (by 2016)
Passed in 2016

Minimum Wage

Santa Monica, CA

$15.00 (by 2020); $15.37 (by 2017 for hotels,
motels & businesses within)

Long Beach, CA

$13.00 (by 2019)
Current Proposals

Proposed Rate

Olympia, WA

$15.00

Davis, CA

$15.00

Sacramento, CA

$15.00

Washington, DC

$15.00 (by 2020)

Pasadena, CA

$15.00

Palo Alto, CA

$15.00 (by 2018)
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Table 1. Local Minimum Wage Ordinances in the U.S.
Long Beach, CA

$15.00 (by 2021)

Sunnyvale, CA

$15.00 (by 2018)

San Mateo, CA

$15.00

Minneapolis, MN

$15.00

Linn County, IA

$10.10 (2017)

Flagstaff, AZ

$15.00 (2021)

* San Diego increase awaits review by voters in 2016.
** Preemption lawsuits currently ongoing in Kansas City, MO, Louisville, KY, and Lexington, KY.
*** Not being enforced due to state preemption passed in 2016.

The Distinct Role of Local Minimum Wages
Local minimum wages offer several distinct advantages that differentiate these policies from
state or federal minimum wage laws:




They allow higher-cost cities to set minimum wage rates that better correspond to
higher local living costs;
They allow localities in states where the legislature is slow to raise the minimum wage
to address the problem on their own;
They provide venues for demonstrating the feasibility of substantially higher minimum
wages, and pursuing key reforms such as annual inflation indexing and higher tippedminimum wages, which are less commonly adopted at the state level.

How Have Local Businesses Responded to Recently Adopted City
Minimum Wages?
Reports from cities that have adopted significantly higher minimum wages in recent years
have shown that higher wages have been manageable for businesses and have not led to
layoffs or slowed job growth.
In both San Jose and San Francisco, for example, jobs in the restaurant industry grew faster
after the minimum wage was increased than they did in surrounding cities and counties that
did not raise wages. In SeaTac, Washington—the first city in the United States to fully transition to a $15 minimum wage for workers in the hospitality and travel industries—predicted
layoffs and expansion-plan cancellations did not materialize, and in fact some business owners, who were previously opposed to the wage increase, have expanded operations. And in
Seattle, which began phasing-in its $15 minimum wage in April 2015, initial signs are positive. The Seattle region’s unemployment rate hit an eight-year low of 3.6 percent in August
2015, significantly lower that the state unemployment rate of 5.3 percent. And King County,

NELP| NATIONAL EMPLOYMENT LAW PROJECT |75 MAIDEN LANE SUITE 601 | NEW YORK NY 10038

4

where Seattle is located, is well on its way to breaking last year’s record for the number of
business permits issued to food service establishments.
This is how the media has reported on city minimum wage increases in San Jose, SeaTac, and
Seattle:
“Interviews with San Jose workers, businesses, and industry officials show it has improved
the lives of affected employees while imposing minimal costs on employers.”
– USA Today, “In San Jose, Higher Minimum Wage Pays Benefits” (June 14, 2014) 2
“Fast-food hiring in the region accelerated once the higher wage was in place. By early this
year, the pace of employment gains in the San Jose area beat the improvement in the entire
state of California.”
– Wall Street Journal, “What Happened to Fast-Food Workers When San Jose Raised the
Minimum Wage? Hold the Layoffs” (April 9, 2014) 3

“Those who opposed the $15 wage in SeaTac and Seattle admit there has been no calamity so
far.”
– Washington Post, “No Calamity Yet as SeaTac, WA, Adjusts to $15 Minimum Wage”
(September 5, 2014) 4
“For all the political uproar it caused, SeaTac’s closely watched experiment with a $15 minimum wage has not created a large chain reaction of lost jobs and higher prices…”
– Seattle Times, “$15 Wage Floor Slowly Takes Hold in SeaTac” (June 13, 2014) 5
"When Seattle’s pioneering $15 minimum wage law was the subject of fierce debate last
year, Tom Douglas predicted it would inflict a $5 million hit on his empire of more than a
dozen restaurants ... Yet six months after the first wage increase to $11 per hour took effect,
the fear of soaring payrolls shows no signs of killing the appetite of Douglas — or the rest of
the Seattle restaurant world — for rapid expansion. Dozens of new restaurants have opened
in the city since April 1, including many new eateries run by the law’s fiercest critics, such as
Douglas." – Puget Sound Business Journal, "Apocalypse Not: $15 and the Cuts that Never Came"
(October 23, 2015) 6

Small Businesses Favor Citywide Minimum Wages to Match Local Costs
of Living
As more cities consider local minimum wages, opinion research has begun to examine the
views of employers on such measures. Polling and interviews with individual business owners have shown that employers find that the statewide minimum wage is often insufficient to
reflect local living costs and support cities’ adopting higher local minimum wages. For an example from New York, see Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Two-Thirds of New York Small Business Owners Support Local Minimum
Wages7

The Economic Evidence Shows that City Minimum Wages Boost Earnings
Without Reducing Employment
Economic evidence indicates that the higher city minimum wages enacted in U.S. cities to
date have boosted earnings without slowing job growth or causing business relocations.
These findings are consistent with the bulk of modern research on higher state minimum
wages, which has generally found no statistically significant evidence of job losses resulting
from minimum wage increases passed over the last 20 years in the United States.
This is partly because the bulk of the low-wage positions affected by city minimum wages
are in fields such as restaurants, retail, building services, home health care, and child care –
jobs that serve city-based customers such as residents, office workers, and tourists at city locations. As a result, most cannot practically be moved by their employers to locations outside of the city while still retaining their customer bases.
Table 2 below summarizes the most rigorous research examining the employment impact of
minimum wage increases at the local level. The studies below pay particular attention to the
experience of minimum wage increases in Santa Fe and San Francisco, which have had local
minimum wages in place for over a decade now and offer the most complete picture of how
businesses in low-wage sectors have adjusted to higher wage floors.
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Table 2. Summary of Economic Research on Citywide Minimum Wages
Study
“The Wage and Employment Impact
of Minimum-Wage Laws in Three
Cities” 8

Year Published

Cities Studied

2011

San Francisco, CA
Santa Fe, NM
Washington, DC 9

“The results for fast food, food services, retail,
and low-wage establishments... support the
view that citywide minimum wages can raise
the earnings of low-wage workers, without a
discernible impact on their employment…”

2014

San Francisco, CA

This book-length study of San Francisco’s minimum wage, living wage, health care, and paid
sick leave laws, which collectively raised the
compensation of low-wage workers 80 percent
higher than the federal minimum wage, found
that these laws raised pay without costing jobs.
Researchers found that from 2004 to 2011, private sector employment grew by 5.6 percent in
San Francisco but fell by 4.4 percent in other
Bay Area counties that did not have a higher local wage. Among food-service workers, who
are more likely to be affected by minimum
wage laws, employment grew 17.7 percent in
San Francisco, faster than in the other Bay Area
counties. San Francisco employers absorbed
the higher costs through a combination of reduced employee turnover and improved customer service and worker productivity.

2007

San Francisco, CA

“We find that the San Francisco wage floor policy increased pay significantly at affected restaurants…. We do not detect any increased
rate of business closure or employment loss
among treated restaurants; this finding is robust across a variety of alternative specifications and control subsamples.”

2006

Santa Fe, NM

“Overall, this analysis found that the living
wage had no discernible impact on employment per firm, and that Santa Fe actually did
better than Albuquerque in terms of employment changes.”

2010

288 pairs of contiguous
U.S. counties with differing minimum wage rates
at any point between
1990 and 2006

Taking advantage of the fact that a record
number of states raised their minimum wages
in the 1990s and 2000s, this widely cited study
compares employment levels among every pair
of neighboring U.S. counties that had differing
minimum wage rates at any point between
1990 and 2006 and finds that higher minimum
wages did not reduce employment. This is a
particularly important finding regarding the impact of higher minimum wages at the local
level, as the county-level analysis found no evidence of businesses crossing borders or reducing employment in response to higher minimum wages.

Center for Economic and Policy
Research
“When Mandates Work: Raising Labor Standards at the Local Level” 10
University of California-Berkeley

“The Economic Effects of a Citywide
Minimum Wage” 11
University of California-Berkeley

“Measuring the Employment Impacts of the Living Wage Ordinance
in Santa Fe, New Mexico” 12
University of New Mexico, Bureau
of Business and Economic Research
“Minimum Wage Effects Across
State Borders: Estimates Using Contiguous Counties”
University of California-Berkeley,
University of Massachusetts- Amherst, and University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill 13

Summary of Findings
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Executive Summary
On July 1, 2011, Connecticut became the first state in the nation to pass legislation requiring
many employers to allow workers to earn paid sick leave; the law took effect six months
later. It brought paid sick leave to large numbers of part-time workers in the state for the
first time, especially in industries like hospitality and retail. The law also prohibits employers
from penalizing covered workers who take paid sick leave, an important protection. The
concerns articulated by many business associations that the law would impose heavy burdens
on employers and invite worker abuse turn out to have been misplaced; instead the impact
of the new law on business has been modest. One reason for this is that the coverage of the
statute is limited, affecting only establishments with 50 or more workers and excluding
manufacturing businesses as well as nationally chartered non-profit organizations. In short,
this path-breaking legislation has brought paid sick leave to tens of thousands of
Connecticut workers, with modest effects or none at all on the state’s businesses.
This report examines the experiences of Connecticut employers with the state’s paid sick
leave law. Between June and September 2013, a year and a half after the law went into effect,
we conducted a survey of 251 Connecticut employers covered by the new law using a sizestratified random sample. In addition, we conducted on-site interviews with managers, using
a convenience sample of 15 covered organizations in the state, to assess the impact of the
new law in more detail.
The survey results demonstrate, and the site visits and employer interviews confirm, that the
Connecticut law has had a modest impact on businesses in the state – contrary to many of
the fears expressed by business interests prior to the passage of the legislation. Among the
factors limiting its impact are the many carve-outs in the law's coverage and the fact that the
vast bulk of the employers who are covered – those with 50 or more employees – already
provided paid sick leave to some or all of their employees before the law took effect.
The largest increases in paid sick leave coverage after the law went into effect were in health,
education and social services; hospitality; and retail. Part-time workers, rarely covered before
the law took effect, benefited disproportionately from its passage. Few employers reported
abuse of the new law, and many noted positive benefits such as improved morale and
reductions in the spread of illness in the workplace.
Most employers reported a modest impact or no impact of the law on their costs or business
operations, and they typically found that the administrative burden was minimal. Finally, a
year and a half after its implementation, more than three-quarters of surveyed employers
expressed support for the earned paid sick leave law.
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Introduction
On July 1, 2011, Connecticut became the
first state in the nation to pass legislation
requiring many employers to allow
workers to earn paid sick leave. 1 The law
took effect six months later. It brought
paid sick leave to large numbers of parttime workers in the state for the first time,
especially in industries like hospitality and
retail. The law also prohibits employers
from penalizing covered workers who take
paid sick leave, an important protection.
The concerns articulated by many business
associations that the law would impose
heavy burdens on employers and invite
worker abuse turn out to have been
misplaced; instead the impact of the new
law on business has been modest. One
reason for this is that the coverage of the
statute is limited, affecting only
establishments with 50 or more workers
and excluding manufacturing businesses as
well as nationally chartered non-profit
organizations. In short, this path-breaking
legislation has brought paid sick leave to
tens of thousands of Connecticut workers,
with modest effects or none at all on the
state’s businesses.

Connecticut’s
Paid Sick Leave Law
The Connecticut law, the nation’s first
statewide paid sick leave legislation, went
into effect on January 1, 2012, allowing
covered workers to earn up to 5 days of
paid sick leave per year. Employees accrue
one hour of paid sick leave for each 40
hours worked, and can begin to use their
paid sick days upon completion of 680

hours of employment. Thus the law did
not provide actual paid sick leave until
May 2012 for most covered workers. The
paid leave benefit may be used to provide
wage replacement for an employee's own
illness, injury, or health condition, or
medical appointments; for a child's or
spouse's illness, injury, health condition, or
medical care; as well as for a variety of
remedial purposes if the worker is a victim
of family violence or sexual assault.
Importantly, the Connecticut law also
prohibits retaliation or discrimination
against employees who request or use paid
sick leave.2
According to Connecticut
employers themselves, in most
cases the paid sick leave law has
had a modest impact or no
impact on business operations.

Estimates of the proportion of the state's
1.7 million employed workers that are
covered by the earned paid sick leave law
range between 200,000 and 400,000.3 One
recent analysis of the number of
employees in eligible occupations
employed in Connecticut establishments
with 50 or more employees found that the
law covers about 287,000 workers.4 The
number is relatively low because the law
has many carve-outs. It covers hourly
(non-exempt) workers in a variety of
service occupations. It applies to sectors
like health care, hospitality, janitorial
services and retail, but exempts all
manufacturers and most nationallychartered non-profits. Businesses or other
entities that employ fewer than 50 workers
are not covered by the law. Per diem and
temporary workers are also excluded,
although most part-time workers are
covered.
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This report examines the experiences of
Connecticut employers with the state’s
paid sick leave law. Between June and
September 2013, a year and a half after the
law went into effect, we conducted a
survey of 251 Connecticut employers
covered by the new law using a Dun and
Bradstreet sample of covered firms
stratified by employer size, with deliberate
oversampling of larger establishments.
The survey had a 36 percent response
rate.5 In addition, we conducted on-site
interviews with managers, using a
convenience sample of 15 covered
organizations in the state, to assess the
impact of the new law in more detail.
When the legislation was first proposed,
many businesses in the state expressed
concern that the Connecticut law would
affect employers negatively. Employers
worried that they would experience large
increases in costs, and were also
concerned by the possibility that workers
would abuse sick leave. “If people start
abusing this so-called benefit, I can’t do
business,” a restaurant owner complained
shortly before the bill was passed. Another
employer declared, “It’s legislation like this
that causes businesses to flee this state. It
will guarantee increased absenteeism and
costs associated with replacement of that
employee for the day.”6 These concerns
persisted even after the law was in place.
In early 2012 an employer told a
researcher, “five days of sick time not used
would be viewed [by workers] as five days
lost,” adding that the new law was “one
more anti-business piece of regulation.”7

These fears about the potential effects on
business have not materialized, however.
According to Connecticut employers
themselves, as our data show, in most
cases the paid sick leave law has had a
modest impact or no impact on business
operations. The many carve-outs
embedded in the law have limited its
impact on employers. Moreover, the vast
majority of covered employers already
offered paid sick days to some or all of
their employees; for these employers,
compliance with the law involved only
modest adjustments. And there is no
evidence that the paid sick days law has
been a “job killer”; on the contrary, in the
period since it took effect, employment
levels rose in key sectors covered by the
law, such as hospitality and health services,
while employment fell in manufacturing,
which is exempt from the law.8
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Characteristics of Surveyed
Employers
Our survey was conducted with a sizestratified random sample of Connecticut
establishments with 50 or more employees
in industries covered by the paid sick leave
law. Connecticut has relatively few large
establishments; this size category was
oversampled in order to provide a
sufficient number of large establishments
for the analysis. Responses were then
weighted to be representative of the
distribution of Connecticut employers by
establishment size.

Table 1 summarizes basic characteristics of
the establishments that responded to the
survey. Part (a) shows the distribution of
establishments in the sample by
establishment size. In part (b), they are
weighted to be representative of the overall
distribution of Connecticut employers by
establishment size.9 Part (c) shows the
(weighted) distribution of establishments
across economic sectors. More than threequarters (77.7 percent) of establishments in
the sample were in health/education/social
services, hospitality, or retail, the key
sectors covered by the paid sick leave law.
Less than one in five establishments (16

TABLE 1
Establishment characteristics, Connecticut 2013
(percent of establishments)
Establishment categories
(a) Size of establishment (unweighted)
50-99 employees
100-249 employees
250+ employees
(b) Size of establishment (weighted)
50-99 employees
100-249 employees
250+ employees
(c) Sector (weighted)
Health, education, & social services
Hospitality
Retail
Finance/real estate
Business services
Other services
(d) Profit/non-profit status (weighted)
For-profit firms
Non-profit organizations
Source: Authors’ survey. N=251

Percent
35.1%
45.0%
19.9%

54.5%
34.7%
10.9%

28.6%
20.2%
28.9%
7.9%
8.1%
6.3%

79.4%
20.7%

5

percent) were in finance/insurance/real
estate or business services; just over 6
percent are in other service industries.
Finally, as part (d) of the table shows, about
four-fifths of the establishments in our
sample were for-profit enterprises, while
the other one-fifth were non-profit
organizations covered by the law.
Table 2 summarizes basic data on
workforce characteristics for the
establishments we surveyed, as reported
by employer respondents. On average,
women made up three-fifths (57.5
percent) of employees, which is not
surprising since the establishments
covered by the Connecticut paid sick leave
law are concentrated in service industries.
More than three-fifths of employees in

these establishments, on average, were
white, while about one-third were black or
Hispanic.
On average, well over a third of workers in
these establishments were part-time
workers; three-quarters were hourly
workers who are “non-exempt” (i.e.,
covered by the Fair Labor Standards Act).
Only 7.5 percent of these establishments
reported that some or all of their
employees belonged to a labor union. On
average, in the establishments we
surveyed, non-exempt employees earned
$14.46 an hour in 2013, while exempt
employees earned average salaries of
$56,833 a year.

TABLE 2
Workforce characteristics of establishments as reported by employers, Connecticut, 2013
(Establishment averages)
Workforce characteristics
(a) Gender
Female
57.5%

N=231

(b) Race/Ethnicity
White
Black
Hispanic
Other

62.0%
16.1%
17.1%
4.9%

(c) Employee status
Part-time
Exempt
Non-exempt

37.4%
24.2%
75.3%

N=250
N=234
N=235

7.5%

N=251

(d) Labor union presence
Some or all employees unionized

N=197

(e) Average earnings
Hourly wage (non-exempt)
$ 14.46
N=197
Annual salary (exempt)
$ 56,833.00
N=177
Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the distribution of Connecticut employers by
establishment size.
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Access to and Take-Up of
Paid Sick Leave in
Connecticut
Prior to the passage of Connecticut’s paid
sick leave law, 88.5 percent of the
employers we surveyed had offered at least
five paid sick days (or another type of paid
time off that could be used for illness) to
some or all of their employees. At the time
of the survey, in mid-2013, about a year
and a half after the law went into effect,
that figure had risen to 93.7 percent of
employer respondents. Nearly all the
employer respondents who offered paid
sick days (over 95 percent) reported being
in compliance with the law’s requirement
that employees be allowed to use their
paid sick days to care for a sick child, a
sick spouse, or to deal with the aftermath
of family violence.
The average number of paid sick days
offered to workers rose only modestly,
from 6.9 days before the law was passed,
to 7.7 days at the time of the survey in
mid-2013. The impact was even less for
the small minority of employers with a
union, since 96.2 percent of them had
already provided at least five paid sick days
prior to the law's passage. Similarly, nonprofit organizations were less affected by
the law because they had very extensive
provisions for paid sick leave prior to the
implementation of the new state law: 96.9
percent of them already provided at least
five paid sick days before the new law was
implemented.
There was substantial variation across
covered industries in the extent to which
there was a change in the proportion of

employees with access to paid sick leave as
a result of the new law. As Table 3 shows,
in health, education and social services;
hospitality; and retail, about half to twothirds of employers reported that more
employees had paid sick leave at the time
of the survey than before the new state
law took effect, a statistically significant
finding.10 By contrast, in finance,
insurance and real estate; business services;
and other services, many fewer
respondents reported increases in
employee coverage, and the change was
not statistically significant. Establishments
with no union present were twice as likely
as those with a union present to report an
increase in the proportion of covered
employees (see Figure 1). This difference
is suggestive but not statistically
significant, probably because of the small
fraction of Connecticut establishments
with a union present. The overall impact
of the new law was greater uniformity
among industries in the proportion of
employees with access to paid sick leave,
which varied very little at the time of the
survey (about 18 months after the new law
came into effect).
As Table 4 shows, the establishments we
surveyed varied in regard to the number of
paid sick days available to employees;
unionized workplaces and not-for-profit
organizations offer the greatest number of
paid sick days, on average. Among the
categories shown in this table, the only
statistically significant change (P =.07)
from before the state law went into effect
in the average number of paid sick days
offered was in for-profit firms, for which
the average number of days rose from 5.2
to 6.5 days.
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TABLE 3
Employee access to paid sick leave, by selected establishment characteristics, Connecticut, 2013
Percent of organizations reporting
Average percent of covered
increased access to paid sick leave
employees in establishments subject
among their employees after
to the state's paid sick leave law
implementation of the new state law
(N=189)
(N=213)
(a) Sector
Health, education, and social services
78.3%
52.4%*
Hospitality
84.2%
64.5%**
Retail
85.8%
49.8%**
Finance/Real estate
87.2%
11.3%
Business services
84.1%
20.3%
Other services
70.4%
25.6%
(b) Size of establishment
50-99 employees
100-249 employees
250+ employees

83.0%
83.6%
77.9%

47.0%
43.0%
47.6%

(c) Profit/non-profit status
For-profit firms
Non-profit organizations

84.2%*
75.3%

45.2%
47.3%

(d) Union status
Union present
75.3%
23.0%
No union
83.2%
47.7%
Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the distribution of Connecticut employers by
establishment size. * P < .10; ** P < .05
FIGURE 1
Employee access to paid sick leave, by industry, Connecticut, 2013
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Percent of employees in establishments covered by the state’s paid sick leave law
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Percent of organizations reporting increased access to paid sick leave among their
employees after implementation of the new state law N=213

Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the distribution of Connecticut employers by
establishment size.
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TABLE 4
Availability of paid sick days by establishment characteristics, Connecticut, 2013
Average number
Median number
Establishment characteristics
of days
of days
All establishments
7.7
5
(a) Sector
Health, education, and social services
Hospitality
Retail
Finance/Real estate
Business services
Other services

8.2
6.2
6.2**
11.1
9.7
11.7

6
5
5
8
6
5

(b) Size of establishment
50-99 employees
100-249 employees
250+ employees

8.3
7.1
7.1

5
5
6

(c) Profit/nonprofit status
For-profit firms
Non-profit organizations

6.5
12.5***

5
9

(d) Union status
Union present
12.3**
6
No union
7.3
5
Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the distribution of Connecticut
employers by establishment size. N=218.
* P < .10; ** P < .05;*** P<0.01

About one-third of the employers we
surveyed reported an increase in the extent
to which workers used paid sick days after
the new law took effect (see Table 11
below). However, as Table 5 shows,
employers reported that, on average, only
about two-thirds of their workers had
drawn on the paid sick leave available to
them; a third of employees had used no
sick days in the previous 12 months.

Employers reported that employees who
did use paid sick leave had used an average
of 4 days in the previous year (just over
half of the average 7.7 days available to
them). Employees in establishments with a
union presence used, on average, 4.4 of
the 12.3 paid sick days available to them
about the same as the average for all
establishments (see Figure 2). Employers
reported that half of employees who used
paid sick days used three days or less.

TABLE 5
Employee use of paid sick leave, Connecticut, 2013
Paid sick leave use
Percent of employees who used
paid sick leave
Average days used
Median days used

65.4%

N=206

4
3

N=182
N=182

Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be
representative of the distribution of Connecticut
employers by establishment size.

Employers’ concerns that there would be
widespread abuse of paid sick leave
proved to be unfounded in our survey.
Employers reported minimal abuse of the
paid sick leave law, with 86 percent of
respondents reporting no known cases of
abuse and another 6 percent reporting
only 1-3 cases of abuse in the past year. In
9

FIGURE 2
Employee use of paid sick leave, in days, Connecticut, 2013
14

12.3

12

Days Used

10
8

Average Sick Leave Available (Days)
7.7
Average Sick Leave Used (Days)

6
4

Median Sick Leave Used (Days)

3

2
0

4

4.4

All Establishents

Establishments with a Union Presence

Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the distribution of Connecticut employers by
establishment size. N=182.

our field interviews, some managers
commented that the level of abuse was not
only low, but that it had not changed at all
after the state law's implementation.
Another interesting aspect of the new law
is its interaction with the "progressive
discipline" systems that some employers
had put in place for purposes of reducing
absenteeism. These establishments punish
unexcused absences (or in some cases, all
absences) with warnings and ultimately
termination. An important aspect of
Connecticut’s paid sick leave law is its
anti-retaliation provision, which protects
covered employees from such discipline

for the first five days they are absent from
work if the absence is due to their own
illness, the illness of a family member, or
domestic violence. Our survey found that
employer respondents with progressive
discipline systems for all absences were
more likely to report abuse of the law than
those without such systems, as Table 6
show. However, in cases where
progressive discipline was limited to
unexcused absences, the opposite was
true: less abuse was reported than in cases
where no progressive discipline system
was present. The data are only suggestive
however, as none of these differences
were statistically significant.

TABLE 6
Progressive discipline and reported abuse of the paid sick leave law, Connecticut, 2013
(percent of establishments)
4 or more
Employee abuse of the law
None
1-3 instances
instances
Total
86.3%
6.0%
7.7%
No use of progressive discipline
88.1%
5.9%
5.9%
Progressive discipline, unexcused absences only
92.5%
2.5%
4.9%
Progressive discipline, all absences
76.5%
10.5%
12.9%
Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the distribution of Connecticut employers by
establishment size. N=229.
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Effects of Connecticut’s
Paid Sick Leave Law on
Business Operations
Our survey results suggest that the effects
of the paid sick leave law on the business
operations of covered Connecticut
employers were far more modest than
opponents had feared. The law only
applies to establishments with 50 or more
employees and, as we noted earlier, the
overwhelming majority of these employers
(88.5 percent) had already offered paid
sick days to some or all of their employees
prior to the law’s passage and thus had
experience managing paid sick leave.
In our survey, most employers reported
that they covered the short absences of
Overall, employers reported no
effects or modest effects of the
new law on the bottom line.

employees taking sick leave by temporarily
assigning work to other workers, allowing
employees to swap shifts, or putting the
work on hold. Table 7 and Figure 3
show that 85 percent of employers relied
primarily on these methods to cover the
work of absent hourly-paid (non-exempt)
TABLE 7
Main method of covering work of absent nonexempt employees, Connecticut, 2013
(percent of establishments)
Method of covering work
Percent
Temporarily assign work to others
62.2%
Increase overtime of others
13.7%
Allow to swap shifts
12.9%
Hire temporary replacement
1.4%
Put work on hold
9.8%
Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be
representative of the distribution of Connecticut
employers by establishment size. N=228.

employees. Only 15 percent of the
employers reported taking more costly
measures to cover the work of hourly
(non-exempt) employees absent due to
illness, such as increasing overtime among
co-workers or hiring temporary
replacements.
Given the heavy reliance on cost-free
methods to cover the work of employees
using paid sick leave, it is not surprising
that almost two-thirds of employers in our
survey reported that the new state law had
led to no change (46.8 percent) or a small
increase of less than 2 percent (19.1
percent) in their overall costs, as Table 8
shows. An additional 11.9 percent of
employers that reported a cost increase did
not know how much their costs had
increased. This suggests, as more than one
manager we interviewed told us, that the
cost increase may have been “below the
radar” and not worth tracking.
Overall, as Figure 4 shows, employers
reported no effects or modest effects of
the new law on the bottom line: 47
percent of respondents reported no
change in costs. Only 11 percent of
employers reported that the new law had
TABLE 8
Change in costs due to paid sick leave law,
Connecticut, 2013
(percent of establishments)
No change

46.8%

Costs increased

53.2%

Increased less than 2%

19.1%

Increased 2%

11.2%

Increased 3% or 4%

4.5%

Increased 5% or more

6.5%
Increased, % unknown
11.9%
Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be
representative of the distribution of Connecticut
employers by establishment size. N=227.
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FIGURE 3
Main method of covering work of absent non-exempt employees, Connecticut 2013

Hire temporary
replacement, 1.4%

Put work
on hold,
9.8%

Allow to swap
shifts, 12.9%

Increase overtime
of others, 13.7%

Temporarily assign
work to others,
62.2%

Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the distribution of Connecticut employers by
establishment size. N=228

FIGURE 4
Change in costs due to paid sick leave law, Connecticut 2013
Increased, %
unknown, 11.9%
Increased 5% or
more, 6.5%

Increased 3% or
4%, 4.5%
No change, 46.8%

Increased 2%,
11.2%

Increased less than
2%, 19.1%

Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the distribution of Connecticut employers by
establishment size. N=227
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increased their payroll costs by 3 percent
or more. Reported cost increases were
greater for those employers with large
numbers of part-time workers; our
fieldwork suggests that in many
establishments the main effect of the law
was to include part-time workers in paid
sick leave policies that had previously been
limited to those employed full-time.
In the relatively small number of
establishments in our sample where a
labor union was present, employers were
half as likely to report cost increases as in
non-union settings. This reflects the fact
that most unionized establishments
already had extensive sick leave benefits in
place prior to the law's implementation.
Since most of the employers we surveyed
experienced no increase or a very small
increase in costs as a result of
Connecticut’s paid sick leave law, it is not
surprising that very few of them made any
changes in wages, prices, employee hours
or other business practices. Only a small
minority of employers reported that they
had made changes in their operations due
to increased costs associated with the new
law, as Table 9 shows. Virtually none
reported reducing wages, nearly 90 percent
did not reduce hours, and about 85
percent did not raise prices. Fewer than 4

percent reduced operating hours and
fewer than 2 percent reduced the quality
of their services.
One manager we interviewed in the
grocery industry, whose stores employed a
large number of high school and college
students on a part-time basis to bag
groceries and help customers carry the
groceries out to their cars, had expected a
large increase in costs. He had actively
lobbied against the state paid sick leave bill
before it was passed into law. He told us,
however, that he now realized that his
fears had been unwarranted: "The impact
has been less than anticipated," he stated,
adding that in regard to the impact on
costs, "It doesn't even hit the radar
screen." This employer did feel aggrieved
that while his company, which employed
about 500 workers in the state, was
covered, the carve-outs in the final version
of the statute meant that many other
businesses were not. He recalled that the
campaign for the law had emphasized the
public health benefits of the measure for
consumers in service industries, especially
restaurants, whose customers might
become ill if their food was handled by
workers who came to work sick due to the
lack of paid sick days. Yet in the end, he
pointed out, the restaurant industry was
largely exempt from the law, simply

TABLE 9
Change in business practices due to cost increases from paid sick leave law,
Connecticut, 2013
(percent of establishments)
Reduced wages

1.0%

Reduced employee hours

10.6%

Increased prices

15.5%

Reduced operating hours

3.4%

Reduced quality of service

1.3%

Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the
distribution of Connecticut employers by establishment size. N=240.
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because very few restaurants employ 50 or
more workers. Similarly a food distributor
we interviewed resented the carve outs
and expressed displeasure that a
manufacturer with a facility down the road
from his warehouse was not also covered
by the paid sick leave law.
Our fieldwork suggested that one of the
One of the main effects of the law
was to extend access to paid sick
leave to more part-time and nonexempt employees.

main effects of the law was to extend
access to paid sick leave to more part-time
and non-exempt employees. Even in

establishments that offered paid sick leave
prior to the new law, part-time workers
were often excluded, and some employers
provided paid leave to exempt but not
non-exempt employees. Since women are
overrepresented among both part-time
and non-exempt workers, this could also
have a disparate impact on female
workers. We utilized the survey data to
explore the effects of the new law on these
groups, and whether or not such effects
help to explain the increase, if any, in
employer costs. Table 10 provides
summary data on this question for those
establishments that experienced a cost increase.
The effect is most dramatic for the share

TABLE 10
Establishments reporting cost changes for Paid Sick Leave law by percent female, percent
part-time, percent non-exempt, Connecticut, 2013
(percent of establishments)
Percent of establishments
whose costs increased
All establishments (N=227)

53.2%

Percent female (N=210)
25% or less

39.7%

26-50%

48.3%

51-75%

54.2%

76% or more

62.9%

Percent part-time (N=226)
25% or less

27.3%

26-50%

70.2%***

51-75%

69.7%***

76% or more

81.5%***

Percent non-exempt (N=212)
25% or less

23.7%

26-50%

27.7%

51-75%

21.3%

76% or more
68.4%***
Source: Authors’ survey. All data shown are weighted to be representative of the distribution of
Connecticut employers by establishment size. *** P<0.01
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of part-time workers. A little more than a
quarter (27.3 percent) of establishments in
which 25 percent or less of employees
worked part-time experienced an increase
in costs. By comparison, four out of five
establishments (81.5 percent) of
establishments in which more than threequarters of employees worked part-time
experienced an increase in costs. These
differences are statistically significant.
To explore this issue further, we also
A year and a half after the law went
into effect, more than three-quarters
of the employers responding to our
survey indicated that they now
supported the new law.

computed odds ratios specifying the
extent to which having a larger proportion
of part-time workers in an establishment
increases the likelihood that costs will
increase.11 We found that establishments
where part-time workers comprised 26 to
50 percent of employees were four times
as likely to report an increase in costs as
those with 25 percent or fewer part-time
employees. The same held true for
establishments with 51 to 75 percent parttime employees. Establishments in which

more than 75 percent of the workforce
was part-time were 11 times as likely as
those where part-time workers were 25
percent or fewer of the workforce to
experience an increase in costs.
The employers we surveyed reported
many positive effects of the new law, as
shown in Table 11. Over a quarter
reported improved morale, and substantial
numbers reported increases in employee
motivation and loyalty as well. In regard to
morale, one retail manager exclaimed in a
field interview: "People are happy to be in
Connecticut!" Another human resource
manager in the hotel industry commented
that "the law ties into retention and
turnover in a positive way."
Not surprisingly, as Table 11 also shows,
the expanded access to paid sick leave for
employees in some establishments
increased the number of employees taking
time off for illness. About one-third of the
employers we surveyed reported that the
number of unscheduled absences due to
illness increased after the law took effect.
However, most employees, as we saw in
Table 5 above, do not use all of their
available paid sick leave. Moreover, as we

TABLE 11
Employer-reported effects of paid sick leave law, Connecticut, 2013
Reduced employee turnover

3.3%

(N=236)

Reduced number of employees who come to work sick

18.8%

(N=230)

Reduced spread of illness

14.8%

(N=211)

Increased productivity

14.9%

(N=226)

Increased unscheduled absences

33.2%

(N=238)

Improved morale

29.6%

(N=229)

Increased motivation

12.5%

(N=234)

Increased loyalty
10.6%
(N=231)
Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the distribution of Connecticut employers by
establishment size.
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saw in Table 7, in most cases employers
covered the work of absent non-exempt
employees at minimal cost, by temporarily
assigning the work to co-workers, by
putting the work on hold or by allowing
workers to swap shifts.
Table 12 examines the impact of the new
law on employers’ record-keeping, with
particular attention to the extent to which
it was burdensome, as opponents of the
paid sick days legislation had argued. Our
survey found that for most employers the
record-keeping involved in implementing
the new law was minimally burdensome,
with 60 percent of respondents indicating
that record-keeping was "very easy" or
"somewhat easy." In our fieldwork, some
managers noted that it took time and
effort to establish mechanisms to track
employee hours for those receiving paid
sick day coverage for the first time.
However, once those mechanisms were in
place, the staff time required to administer
the law was modest. A nursing home
payroll manager we interviewed, for
example, remarked, "It's easy. It takes ten
minutes."
Less than a third (29 percent) of the

employers who responded to our survey
tracked the costs of paid sick days
separately from their overall benefits, as
Table 12 also shows. A manager we
interviewed in the entertainment industry
explained that her company did not bother
to track the costs of the law because the
impact was so small: "It would cost us
more administratively to track the costs."
She added that the Connecticut law
imposed "no hardship whatsoever."
Prior to passage of Connecticut’s paid sick
leave law, business organizations had
expressed alarm over anticipated increases
in cost, the potential for abuse of the law,
and difficulty tracking hours of paid sick
leave earned by employees, and employer
groups were vociferous in their opposition
to the law. Some of the employers we
interviewed complained about the
legislators' limited understanding of what
was involved in running a business, and
many expressed various other antiregulatory sentiments. However, as they
nevertheless confirmed in the interviews –
and as the survey results demonstrate –
these fears proved to be largely
unfounded. Not only did most employers

TABLE 12
Paid Sick Leave Recordkeeping, Connecticut, 2013
(percent of establishments)
Recordkeeping
(a) Method of recording costs
Tracked separately
Included with other benefits costs
Not tracked

Percent
(N=225)
28.6%
65.3%
6.1%

(b) Difficulty of recordkeeping
(N=243)
Very easy
26.9%
Somewhat easy
33.1%
Somewhat difficult
25.5%
Very difficult
14.4%
Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the distribution of
Connecticut employers by establishment size.
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experience no abuse of the paid sick leave
law, but also workers typically did not use
all of the paid sick days that were available
to them. Employees appear to view these
days as a type of insurance – to be saved
for when they need to deal with an illness.
Moreover, by the time of our survey, a
year and a half after the law went into
effect, employer opposition to the paid
sick days law had largely dissipated. By
mid-2013, more than three-quarters of the
employers responding to our survey
indicated that they now supported the new
law: 39.5 percent were "very supportive"
of the measure and another 37 percent
were "somewhat supportive," as Table 13
reveals.

TABLE 13
Employer support for the paid sick days law,
Connecticut, 2013
(percent of establishments)
Organization's support of the law

Percent

Very supportive

39.5%

Somewhat supportive

37.0%

Not too supportive

9.2%

Not at all supportive
14.3%
Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be
representative of the distribution of Connecticut
employers by establishment size. N=240
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Conclusion
In short, as the survey results demonstrate
and the site visits and employer interviews
confirm, the Connecticut law has had a
modest impact on businesses in the state.
The many carve-outs and the fact that the
vast bulk of the state’s employers covered
by the law – those with 50 or more
employees – already provided paid sick
leave to at least some of their employees
are among the factors limiting the impact.
The largest increases in paid sick leave
coverage after the law went into effect
were in health, education and social
services; hospitality; and retail. Part-time
workers, rarely covered before the law
took effect, benefited disproportionately
from its passage. Few employers reported
abuse of the new law, and many noted
positive benefits such as improved morale
as well as reductions in the spread of
illness in the workplace.

Most employers reported a modest effect
or no effect of the law on their costs or
business operations; and they typically
found that the administrative burden was
minimal. Finally, despite strong business
opposition to the law prior to its passage,
a year and a half after its implementation,
more than three-quarters of surveyed
employers expressed support for the
earned paid sick leave law.
Connecticut’s experience with paid sick
leave since its pioneering law came into
effect illustrates the ways in which the
detailed provisions of this type of
legislation play out. The carve-outs of
smaller enterprises and of manufacturing
establishments, for example, meant that
many workers were unable to benefit from
this path-breaking legislative effort.
As other states and localities explore and
craft similar laws, there is much to learn
from Connecticut’s experience.
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and states, including North Carolina and Vermont.
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available at http://www.bls.gov/eag/eag.ct.htm .
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6
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State of Connecticut, Department of Labor, Office
http://www1.ctdol.state.ct.us/lmi/SecEmp.asp#map8 .

9

The figures in part 2 of Table 1 closely approximate the size distribution of establishments in the
State of Connecticut as shown in the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Quarterly Census of
Employment and Wages, available at: http://www.bls.gov/cew/ .

of

Research.

Available

at:

10 In Tables 3 and 4, we tested the statistical significance of differences across sectors by regressing
the outcome variable of interest in each column of each table against a set of dummy variables
for each sector, with finance/real estate as the reference group. Where differences between a
sector and the reference group were statistically significantly different at the ten-percent level, we
mark the share for that sector with an asterisk; two asterisks indicate statistically significant
differences at the five-percent level; three asterisks, at the one-percent level. We used a similar
procedure to look at differences across other groups within these two tables. When the outcome
variable of interest is a binary variable, we use logit; when the outcome variable is continuous,
we use ordinary least squares.
11 The table below shows the results from logistic regressions, where the dependent variable takes
the value one if a respondent reports that the paid sick days law increased establishment costs
and the value zero if there was no change. (No establishments in our sample reported a decrease
in costs.) The coefficients are odds ratios, with standard errors in the parentheses below. A
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single asterisk indicates that the corresponding coefficient is statistically significantly different
from zero at the ten percent level; two asterisks, at the five percent level; and three asterisks, at
the one percent level. Each of the four columns examines the relationship between cost
increases and the percent of the establishment's workforce that is female (column one), the
percent of the workforce that is part-time (column two), the percent that is non-exempt (column
three), and all three of these factors taken together (column four). Using column four as an
example, the odds ratio of 0.614 for "female 26-50%" indicates that, controlling for the other
factors in the regression, an establishment that is 26 to 50 percent female is only 61.4 percent as
likely as an establishment that was zero to 25 percent female to experience a cost increase after
the law (though this difference is not statistically significant). Similarly, the odds ratio of 3.947
for "part-time 26-50%" indicates that, controlling for the other factors in the regression, an
establishment where part-time workers make up 26 to 50 percent of the workforce is almost
four times more likely than an establishment with a zero to 25 percent part-time workforce to
have experienced cost increases after the implementation of the law (and this result is statistically
significant at the one percent level).
TABLE 10A
Cost changes by percent part-time, percent non-exempt and percent female, Connecticut, 2013
(Female)
(Part-time)
(Non-exempt)
(All)
N
210
226
212
200
Constant
0.957
0.421***
0.619
0.440*
(0.285)
(0.097)
(0.218)
(0.201)
Percent female
26-50%
1.126
0.614
(0.455)
(0.289)
51-75%
1.291
0.713
(0.487)
(0.315)
76% or more
1.673
0.795
(0.690)
(0.384)
Percent part-time
26-50%
5.064***
3.947***
(1.750)
(1.480)
51-75%
5.079***
3.978**
(2.015)
(1.734)
76% or more
15.802***
11.166***
(10.434)
(7.615)
Percent non-exempt
26-50%
0.621
0.685
(0.394)
(0.463)
51-75%
0.587
0.620
(0.319)
(0.367)
76% or more
3.368***
2.131*
(1.330)
(0.948)
Source: Authors' survey. Data are weighted to be representative of the distribution of Connecticut employers by
establishment size. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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THE IMPACT OF A MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE ON HOUSING AFFORDABILITY IN ILLINOIS│ 3

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Higher earnings for Illinois workers resulting from a minimum wage increase stand to have impacts on their ability to
sustain families and cover expenses. The greatest impact, however, might be in housing affordability. Housing costs,
whether in the form of rent or mortgage payments and maintenance costs, make up the largest monthly expense for
most households. This report examines what impact a minimum wage increase would have on housing affordability
among working households. Minimum wage increases, however, effect more than just housing affordability. This
report also explores reductions in reliance on public assistance programs as well as what impact changes to the
minimum wage will have on employment levels and on state and local tax revenue. The report is divided into four
sections: Part I: Impact on Housing Affordability, Part II: Impact on Public Assistance, Part III: Economic Impact, and
Part IV: Summary & Recommendations.

PART I: IMPACT ON HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Using data from the American Community Survey (ACS) Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) files, this analysis identifies
which workers in Illinois would be affected by an increase to the minimum wage. It then determines what proportion
of households with a potentially affected worker are housing cost burdened, defined using the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) standard of devoting more than 30 percent of household income toward
housing. Using three different minimum wage increase scenarios—an increase to $10 per hour, to $13 per hour, and
to $15 per hour—new household income and subsequent housing cost burden figures are calculated. The analysis
is conducted for the state of Illinois as a whole as well as eight regions: Carbondale, Champaign-Urbana, Chicago,
Peoria-Bloomington, Quad Cities, Rockford, Springfield-Decatur, and St. Louis. Table A lists the estimated number and
percentage of workers potentially impacted by a $10, $13, and $15 minimum wage increase. Table B displays the
estimated reduction in cost burdened homeowners and renters resulting from these three minimum wage increase
scenarios.
Table A: Number of Potentially Impacted Workers
Min. Wage Increase to
$10/hr

Min. Wage Increase to
$13/hr

Workers
#
Illinois

Workers
% of labor
force

875,030

Min. Wage Increase to
$15/hr

17.3%

#
1,366,414

Workers
% of labor
force
27.0%

#
1,706,564

% of labor
force
33.8%

Carbondale Region

12,451

19.5%

20,311

31.9%

25,590

40.2%

Champaign Region

23,405

17.4%

36,451

27.1%

47,488

35.3%

551,862

16.3%

864,158

25.6%

1,081,807

32.3%

Peoria Region

48,617

19.2%

74,715

29.5%

92,138

36.4%

Quad Cities Region

26,316

22.3%

38,942

33.1%

48,030

40.8%

Rockford Region

27,479

21.2%

41,887

32.3%

60,582

46.7%

Springfield Region

30,652

18.0%

48,112

28.3%

60,582

35.6%

St. Louis Region

35,049

17.4%

54,870

27.3%

69,481

34.6%

Chicago Region
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Table B: Change in housing cost burdened households
Minimum Wage Increase To $10/hr Minimum Wage Increase To $13/hr
Owners
Illinois
Carbondale
Champaign

Renters

Owners

Minimum Wage Increase To $15/hr

Renters
#

%*

Owners

Renters

#

%*

#

%*

#

%*

#

%*

#

-17,011

-5% (-1%)

-32,615

-10% (-2%)

-37,393

-7% (-1%)

-77,504 -17% (-5%)

-56,624

-8% (-2%)

-114,151

-21% (-7%)

%*

-490

-9% (-1%)

-373

-8% (-2%)

-839

-9% (-2%)

-1,153 -17% (-5%)

-914

-8% (-2%)

-1,203

-15% (-5%)

-241

-3% (0%)

-1,170

-11% (-2%)

-574

-4% (-1%)

-3,579 -23% (-7%)

-974

-5% (-1%)

-4,913

-26% (-9%)

-11,447

-6% (-1%)

-17,403

-9% (-2%)

-23,956

-8% (-1%)

-44,874 -15% (-4%)

-36,295

-9% (-2%)

-70,419

-20% (-6%)

Peoria

-788

-4% (0%)

-2,377

-15% (-4%)

-1,564

-5% (-1%)

-4,677 -20% (-6%)

-2,326

-6% (-1%)

-5,225

-19% (-7%)

Quad Cities

-275

-2% (0%)

-1,204

-18% (-3%)

-1,226

-7% (-1%)

-2,569 -26% (-7%)

-1,884

-8% (-2%)

-2,982

-25% (-8%)

Rockford

-531

-4% (-1%)

-1,143

-13% (-2%)

-849

-5% (-1%)

-3,282 -23% (-7%)

-945

-5% (-1%)

-4,062

-25% (-9%)

Springfield

-556

-4% (0%)

-2,117

-17% (-4%)

-1,606

-7% (-1%)

-3,963 -22% (-7%)

-2,382

-8% (-1%)

-5,334

-25% (-10%)

St. Louis

-517

-4% (0%)

-2,536

-20% (-4%)

-870

-4% (1%)

-4,604 -23% (-7%)

-1,756

-6% (-1%)

-6,732

-28% (-10%)

Chicago

*The first figure indicates the proportional change in cost burdened households among those with a worker affected by a minimum wage
increase. The second figure indicates the overall proportional change in cost burdened households among all households in the state/
region.

PART II: IMPACT ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

One of the often-cited benefits to increasing the minimum wage is that workers will be less reliant on public assistance
or other anti-poverty programs, which could lead not only to self-sufficiency but reductions in government expenditures
on these programs. According to PUMS data, Food Stamp/SNAP and Medicaid enrollment is currently higher among
low wage workers (a person working full time with one dependent at the current minimum wage is eligible for Medicaid).
Increases to the minimum wage could reduce use of both programs. PUMS data do not include information on housing
assistance. However, HUD data indicate that 27 percent of Illinois households participating in housing assistance
programs reported wages or business activity as a major source of household income. Increases to the minimum
wage may reduce program enrollment, but might not result in net gains in housing affordability for those households
as a result of reductions in subsidies or ineligibility.

PART III: ECONOMIC IMPACT

Part III of this study includes economic analyses to estimate the impacts of increasing the minimum wage for the
entire state of Illinois and specifically for the greater metropolitan Chicago area. At the state level, economic models
estimate the impacts of $10, $13, and $15 statewide minimum wages. For the six-county metro Chicago region,
models estimate the impacts of $13 and $15 minimum wages.
In line with existing academic literature on economic impacts of minimum wage increases, the net impacts of raising the
minimum wage to $13 per hour in the Chicago metropolitan region are fairly minimal (Hirsch, Kaufman and Zelenska
2011). This study anticipates that job losses from a minimum wage increase to $13 per hour in this geographic area
could result in the loss of 77,100 jobs in directly impacted industries. However, the wage increase for the remaining
minimum wage workforce – roughly 1.3 million workers – could lead to creation of an additional 61,700 jobs in other
industries. Combined, these impacts are equivalent to a net loss of approximately 11,600 jobs across the region or a
0.22 percent decline in employment.
Raising the minimum wage to $15 per hour in the six-county metro Chicago region would likely yield similar results. In
total, it can be expected that increasing the minimum wage to $15 per hour in the Chicago metro area would result
in roughly 27,500 jobs lost in minimum wage industries, and 63,100 jobs gained in industries subject to indirect or
induced impacts. The net results of these impacts signify an employment growth of 0.67 percent in the local economy.
Statewide, this analysis predicts that a $10 minimum wage would result in a loss of approximately 107,000 jobs
statewide or 1.41 percent of the state’s total employment. The employment forecast improves when models are run
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for $13 and $15 state minimum wages. This study anticipates that enacting a $13 statewide minimum wage could
lead to a direct loss of roughly 180,500 minimum wage jobs and creation of approximately 112,600 higher paid
jobs. Accordingly, the combined employment impact could be an employment decline of only 0.89 percent statewide.
Similarly, this study predicts that enactment of a $15 minimum wage could result in loss of 228,400 minimum wage
jobs across the state and creation of roughly 169,400 higher paid jobs. This employment impact signifies a 0.78
percent decrease in overall employment for Illinois.
Increased wages will also result in positive tax impacts for local governments, the State of Illinois, and the federal
government. This research estimates that raising the minimum wage at the state level to $10 per hour would result in
more that $550 million additional funds collected in state and local tax revenues. An increase of the Illinois minimum
wage to $13 per hour could result in more than $1.5 billion in state and local taxes collected, while a $15 statewide
minimum wage could yield up to $2.4 billion in additional taxes.

PART IV: SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATIONS

Housing cost burden is pervasive among low wage workers.

An estimated 43 percent of households with at least one worker earning less than $10 per hour are housing cost
burdened. This figure is 59 percent among renter households, which constitute a greater share among those earning
less than $10 per hour when compared to all households in Illinois.

Increases to the minimum wage would lessen housing cost burden.

Increases to the minimum wage would result in fewer housing cost burdened households across the board in Illinois,
particularly among low wage renters. These results held true in all eight regions examined, with the biggest proportional
gains resulting from a $10 minimum wage occurring among homeowners in Carbondale and Chicagoland and renters
in St. Louis, the Quad Cities, and Springfield.

Needs differ regionally as should minimum wage levels.

The need for a minimum wage increase is greatest in high cost-of-living regions with greater housing costs, namely,
Chicago. Given higher earnings in this region, transition to a $15 minimum wage will be smoother. In other parts of
Illinois, earnings overall are lower as is cost of living, and a significant portion of the workforce currently earns less
than $15 per hour. This report analyzes all minimum wage occupations beyond just service sector industries, and so
the potential economic ramifications of more than doubling the federal minimum wage to $15 per hour and resulting
firm location decisions must be taken into account. Accordingly, this research finds that a statewide minimum wage
policy should provide for a baseline minimum wage that is higher than the current rate, and that each region pursue
its own higher minimum wage laws in accordance with regional cost of living indicators. It is recommended the state
enact at least a $10 minimum wage in the upcoming year, with subsequent annual increases tied to inflation, and
the Chicago metro region enact a $15 minimum wage, implemented gradually in tandem with increases already

planned for the City of Chicago.

Regional integration is needed

The Quad Cities and St. Louis in particular have regional economics and housing markets than span state boundaries.
Adapting a regional approach to minimum wage laws will result in less disruption to local economies and housing
markets.

Policy should continue to support affordable housing measures.

It has been demonstrated that minimum wage increases will position working households to better afford their housing.
However, increasing the minimum wage is not a ‘silver bullet solution’ to housing affordability. Policy will need to
support the production of affordable housing, in particular for those households not in the workforce such as seniors
and a large proportion of persons with disabilities. Increases to the minimum wage may allow more households to
become homeowners. However, lawmakers must work to ensure that we do not see a resurgence of predatory lending,
and programs that support low income first time home buyers such as tax credits and down payment assistance
programs should be available to eligible low income households.
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INTRODUCTION
In July of 2015, the minimum wage for workers in Chicago increased to $10 per hour. This increase is part of a longterm plan to increase wages to $13 per hour by 2019. Chicago is not the only city enacting higher minimum wage
laws. In May of 2015, the City of Los Angeles voted to increase its minimum wage from $9 to $15 per hour by 2020.
This was preceded by similar votes in Seattle and San Francisco, where minimum wages will increase to $15 per hour
by 2017 and 2018 respectively.
Increased earnings stand to have impacts across the board on Illinois working households’ ability to sustain families
and cover expenses. The greatest impact, however, might be in housing affordability. Housing costs, whether in the
form of rent or mortgage payments and maintenance costs, make up the largest monthly expense for most households.
In Chicago, a significant proportion of households are over-burdened by their housing costs. According to criteria put
forth by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), households are cost burdened if they devote
more than 30 percent of their income towards housing expenses. In Illinois, 25 percent of owners and 48 percent of
renters are cost burdened.1 This figure is much higher among lower income households. For households earning less
than $35,000 annually, 73 percent of renters and 63 percent of homeowners are cost burdened (renters make up 57
percent of all households earning less than $35,000).2 A 2016 report produced by the National Low Income Housing
Coalition notes that for a household in Illinois to afford a two bedroom rental at Fair Market Rent3 it must earn at least
$19.98 per hour working 40 hours per week, 52 weeks of the year (minimum wage in Illinois is currently $8.25 per
hour). An earner would have to work 81 hours per week at the current Illinois minimum wage to afford a one bedroom
rental unit at average Fair Market Rent.
This report examines what impact a minimum wage increase would have on housing affordability among working
households. Minimum wage increases, however, affect more than just housing affordability. Higher take-home pay
may reduce the number of households reliant on public assistance and with it government expenditures on those
programs. Changes to the minimum wage also will have impacts on employment levels, consumer prices, and state
and local tax revenue. This report analyzes these effects alongside gains in housing affordability to holistically
understand local impacts.
The report is divided into four sections: Part I: Impact on Housing Affordability, Part II: Impact on Public Assistance, Part
III: Economic Impact, and Part IV: Summary & Recommendations
Part I examines the impact an increase to the minimum wage would have on housing affordability. It identifies the
number of workers and corresponding households that would be eligible for a wage increase under three scenarios:
an increase to $10 per hour, to $13 to hour, and $15 per hour. Looking at pre-increase and post-increase housing
cost burden figures, the analysis identifies how many previously burdened households would now be able to afford
their housing costs under each scenario. Part I uses data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2014 American Community
Survey (ACS) Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) files. The PUMS files include variables on both housing and income
and allow for the customized analysis required for this analysis. The analysis is conducted for the state of Illinois as a
whole and for eight regions within Illinois: Carbondale, Champaign-Urbana, Chicago, Peoria, the Quad Cities, Rockford,
Springfield-Decatur, and St. Louis. This section includes a description of methodology and limitations as well as a
discussion of housing market impacts.
Part II examines the impact a minimum wage increase would have on reliance on public assistance and benefits
and the cost outlays associated with these programs. It discusses Food Stamp usage, public assistance, Medicaid
enrollment, and subsidized housing in the state of Illinois.
1 Data are from the 2014 1-Year Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS).
2 Data are from the 2014 1-Year American Community Survey (ACS).
3 Fair Market Rent is determined by HUD on an annual basis. It typically represents the 40th percentile of gross rents for standard
rental units, reflecting the cost of shelter and utilities in an area. It is used to determine payment standards for the Housing Choice
Voucher program and Section 8 contracts.
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Part III of this report provides an economic analysis of anticipated impacts should minimum wages increase in the
Chicago metropolitan region and/or the state of Illinois. It examines anticipated effects on employment levels and on
state and local tax revenue. The analysis in Part III was conducted using IMPLAN, an input-output modeling software.
The scope of the potentially impacted workers identified in Part III differs from those identified in Part I, largely because
different data sources were consulted to approximate the universe of impacted workers. Thus, figures differ in Part I
and Part III. The analyses complement one another and provide insights into policy implications and recommendations
that can be drawn from their findings.
The report concludes with a discussion of policy implications and recommendations based on the findings.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

• How many workers and households in Illinois would be impacted by a minimum wage increase (to $10, $13, or
$15 per hour)?
• What impact would a minimum wage increase have on housing affordability? Will fewer households be cost
burdened?
• Will an increase to the minimum wage decrease public assistance usage and expenditures?
• What impact will a minimum wage increase have on employment levels and tax revenue in Illinois and in the sixcounty Chicago region?
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PART I: IMPACT ON HOUSING
AFFORDABILITY
INTRODUCTION

This section examines the impact a minimum wage increase would have on housing affordability. It identifies the
number of workers and corresponding households that would be eligible for a wage increase under three scenarios:
an increase to $10 per hour, to $13 to hour, and $15 per hour. Looking at pre-increase and post-increase housing
cost burden figures, the analysis identifies how many previously burdened households would now be able to afford
their housing costs under each scenario. It uses HUD standards that define housing as affordable if a household is
contributing no more than 30 percent of income towards housing costs, whether gross rent or mortgage payments
and other owner costs.
The analysis was conducted for the entire state of Illinois as well as eight regions in the state: Carbondale, ChampaignUrbana, Chicago, Peoria-Bloomington, Quad Cities, Rockford, Springfield-Decatur, and St. Louis. In regions that span
multiple states (Quad Cities and St. Louis), the analysis only includes the portions of the region located in Illinois. The
data used to conduct this analysis is from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) files. PUMS
files are a set of untabulated records from the American Community Survey (ACS) about individual people or housing
units. The PUMS files allow users to create custom tabulations of data not available from the ACS tables published by
the Census Bureau. PUMS data are available for Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA) geographies. PUMAs are required
to contain at least 100,000 people. In some of the regions examined in this study, PUMA boundaries did not directly
coincide with local definitions of the region. Therefore, the analysis may include additional counties not listed in local
definitions of the region but which share a PUMA boundary with other counties within those definitions. The analysis
was conducted based on place of residence within Illinois, not one’s place of employment (96.3 percent of those living
in Illinois work in Illinois according to PUMS data, and 97.0 percent of Illinois residents earning less than $15 per hour
work in Illinois). Additionally, the analysis did not include persons living in group quarters which include such places
as college residence halls, residential treatment centers, skilled nursing facilities, group homes, military barracks,
correctional facilities, and workers’ dormitories.
Detailed below are the methodology used, state and regional results, study limitations, and a discussion of housing
price impacts.

METHODOLOGY
Identify Workers who would be impacted by Increases to the Minimum Wage

The initial step of this process is to determine which workers would be impacted by potential increases to the minimum
wage. To do this, the analysis utilized a method developed by the Center on Wage and Employment Dynamics at
the Institute for Research on Labor and Employment at the University of California, Berkeley (UC Berkeley; Perry and
Bernhardt 2015). This method identifies workers actively connected to the workforce whose hourly wage falls below
three thresholds representing hypothetical minimum wage increases: $10 per hour, $13 per hour, and $15 per hour.
Data come from the 2014 One-Year PUMS American Community Survey (ACS). The ACS was used rather than the
Current Population Survey or other data sources because (a) the ACS has a much larger sample size, which is critical
for local analyses, (b) it is representative at the county level, and (c) includes information on housing costs and
characteristics within the same dataset. The sample of potentially impacted workers consists of U.S. civilians aged 16
to 64, who had non-zero income in the previous 12 months, who worked last week, and who are not self-employed,
unpaid family workers, or federal or state government employees (these groups of workers are not covered by city or
county minimum wage laws). Additionally, per the UC Berkeley method, the analysis included only respondents who
worked more than 13 weeks last year and who usually worked more than three hours per week. The goal with this
selection is to identify workers actively connected to the labor market.
Hourly wage as a variable is not available from the ACS; therefore, following standard practice, it must be computed
using annual earnings from salaries and wages divided by the product of weeks worked last year and usual hours
worked per week. “Weeks worked last year” is a categorical variable of intervals of weeks worked (such as 14-26
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weeks or 50-52 weeks). This was converted to a continuous variable by setting the number of weeks worked to the
midpoint of each interval. The annual earnings variable includes wages, salary, commissions, cash bonuses and tips
from all jobs, before deductions for taxes.

Determine Growth in Personal Income Resulting from a Minimum Wage Increase

To determine growth in personal income resulting from a minimum wage increase, three new hourly wage variables
were created for each individual in the PUMS files representing hypothetical minimum wage increases to $10, $13,
and $15 per hour. If an observation’s hourly wage was above each of the three thresholds, it remained the same in the
new variable, reflecting that the worker would be unaffected. If computed hourly wage was under the threshold, it was
increased to that threshold. For example, if an observation’s hourly wage was $9.30/hour, it was increased to $10
under that minimum wage increase scenario. New annual earnings variables were computed for each observation
by multiplying the new hourly wage figure by the combined product of observed average hours worked per week and
weeks worked in the previous year.

Determine Increases to Household Income

Housing is purchased at the household level, not at the individual level. As such, PUMS data provides housing
characteristics at the household level, with a unique serial number for each housing record so the person and housing
files can be merged. Once it was determined how much personal income would increase under each minimum wage
increase scenario, the remainder of the analysis was conducted at the household level, as that unit of analysis is more
meaningful when discussing housing affordability.
To determine the increases to total household income resulting from hypothetical minimum wage increases, a pivot
table was created displaying the difference between old annual earnings and new annual earnings for each person
record. This was then appended to the housing PUMS file to allow for analysis at the household level.

Determining Housing Cost Burden for Potentially Impacted Households

Per standards put forth by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), housing is considered
unaffordable to a household if housing expenses comprise more than 30 percent of income. Using this threshold, it
was determined how many households with workers eligible for a minimum wage increase were currently housing cost
burdened. Housing costs are available from PUMS data. For renters, housing costs consist of gross rent (rent plus
utilities). For owners, the variable ‘selected monthly owner costs’ is used, which includes mortgage payments and
taxes among other items. Cost burden figures are calculated based on total household income.
For the purposes of this analysis, renters occupying properties without the payment of rent were not considered
housing cost burdened, as they devote less than 30 percent of income toward rent. Regional Housing cost burden
figures (gross rent or owner costs divided by household income) were not computed for households with zero income.

Determining Boosts to Housing Affordability from a Minimum Wage Increase

The final step of the analysis is to determine what impact added income from a minimum wage increase would have on
housing affordability. Using the new household income figures calculated previously for each wage increase scenario
($10, $13, and $15/hour), new housing cost burden figures were calculated. For renter households, gross rent was
divided by new monthly household income (household income divided by 12). For owners, selected monthly owner
costs were divided by new monthly household income.

RESULTS

Presented first is a profile of the characteristics of eligible low wage workers in the state of Illinois. This is followed
by statewide findings and corresponding results for the eight regions examined. Findings include the number of
potentially impacted workers and households, current housing cost burden figures among that population, and
resulting decreases in housing cost burden from a minimum wage increase. Also included are a state and eight
regional housing profiles to provide a picture of local housing market conditions.
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PROFILE OF POTENTIALLY IMPACTED WORKERS

According to 2014 data, there are over 5 million workers in Illinois actively connected to the labor force (using the
criteria detailed above), with 3.3 million earning over $15 per hour, and 1.7 million earning less than $15 per hour (see
Table 1.1). Among Illinois workers earning less than $15 per hour, 73 percent were over the age of 25 and 12 percent
were over the age of 55 (see Table 1.2). Female workers outpaced male workers among those earning less than $15
per hour (see Table 1.3). Racial and ethnic minorities made up a larger share of low wage workers (see Tables 1.4 and
1.5). Seventy-three percent worked full time, defined as 35 or more hours per week (see Table 1.6).
Table 1.1: Total Number of Workers*
Under $10/hr

Under $13/hr

875,030

Under $15/hr

1,366,414

Over $15/hr

1,706,564

3,345,267

*Data for workers making under $10, $13, and $15 per hour includes workers that would be eligible for a minimum wage
increase (private and non-profit sector) and excludes government and self-employed workers. Data for workers making
over $15 per hour includes all classes of workers (private, non-profit, government, and self-employed).

Table 1.2: Age Distribution
Age

Under $10/hr

Under $13/hr

Under $15/hr

Over $15/hr

16-19 yrs.

10%

8%

7%

0%

20-24 yrs.

26%

23%

20%

3%

25-34 yrs.

24%

25%

27%

22%

35-44 yrs.

16%

17%

18%

26%

45-54 yrs.

14%

15%

16%

28%

55-64 yrs.

10%

11%

12%

20%

Table 1.3: Gender Distribution
Gender

Under $10/hr

Under $13/hr

Under $15/hr

Over $15/hr

Male

44%

45%

45%

56%

Female

56%

55%

55%

44%

Table 1.4: Racial Distribution
Race

Under $10/hr

Under $13/hr

Under $15/hr

Over $15/hr

White

70%

70%

70%

79%

Black/African American

13%

13%

13%

10%

Asian

4%

4%

4%

6%

Two or more races

2%

2%

2%

1%

11%

11%

11%

4%

Other

Table 1.5: Ethnic Distribution
Under $10/hr

Under $13/hr

Under $15/hr

Over $15/hr

Non-Hispanic/Latino

71%

72%

73%

89%

Hispanic/Latino

29%

28%

27%

11%
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Table 1.6: Full versus Part Time
Under $10/hr

Under $13/hr

Under $15/hr

Over $15/hr

Full Time*

71%

72%

73%

89%

Part Time

29%

28%

27%

11%

*Defined as working 35 hours or more hours per week.

STATEWIDE RESULTS

In 2014, Illinois had over 5 million people actively connected to the labor force (see Table 1.7). An estimated 17.3
percent of workers in Illinois actively connected to the workforce earned less than $10 per hour. Twenty-seven percent
earned less than $13 and 33.8 percent earned less than $15. At the household level, 21.2 percent of all households
with at least one worker actively connected to the labor force reported one or more workers earning less than $10 per
hour, 32.0 percent had one or more earning less than $13 per hour, and 39.2 percent had one or more earning $15
per hour (see Table 1.8). Homeownership rates were lower among these households compared to the state average
(see Tables 1.9 and 1.13). Twenty-seven percent of owner households with a worker currently earning under $15 and
$13 and 28 percent of those earning under $10 were housing cost burdened, which is slightly above the state average
(see Tables 1.10 and 1.14). Rent burden was much more pervasive. Fifty-nine percent of renting households with
a worker earning less than $10 per hour, 55 percent of those with a worker earning $13 per hour, and 53 percent
of those with a worker earning less than $15 per hour were rent burdened (see Table 1.10). This exceeds the state
average of 48 percent (see Table 1.14).
These data show that increases to the minimum wage would result in fewer housing cost burdened households. A
minimum wage increase to $10 per hour would decrease the number of cost burdened homeowner households by
17,011 and the number of rent burdened households by 32,615. In other words, 17,011 more households who own
their homes and 32,615 more renter households would now be able to afford their monthly housing costs using HUD’s
30 percent cost over income threshold. This represents a decrease of 5 percent and 10 percent respectively among
owner and renter households with a worker currently earning less than $10 per hour and a 1 percent and 2 percent
reduction among all households in Illinois who own and rent respectively. An increase to $13 per hour would result in
a reduction of 37,393 cost burdened owners and 77,504 renters (7 percent and 17 percent respectively among low
wage households and 1 percent and 5 percent for the state of Illinois as a whole). An increase to $15 per hour would
result in a reduction of 56,564 cost burdened owner households and 114,151 rent burdened households (8 percent
and 21 percent respectively among households with a low wage worker and 2 percent and 5 percent for the state as
a whole. See Table 1.11).
Table 1.7: Population Characteristics, Illinois
Total Population

12,880,580

Number of Persons Actively Connected to the labor force

5,051,831

Total Number of Households

4,772,429

Number of Households with at least one person actively connected to the workforce

3,113,384

Table 1.8: Number of Potentially Impacted Workers & Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min. Wage Increase to $13/hr

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

Workers

Workers

Workers

#

%

875,030

#
17.3%

1,366,414

Households
#
659,638

%

#
27.0%

1,706,564

Households
%

#
21.2%

995,725

%
33.8%

Households
%

#
32.0%

1,220,156

%
39.2%
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Table 1.9: Housing Tenure for Households with a Low Wage Worker
Worker earning Worker earning Worker earning
less than $10/hr less than $13/hr less than $15/hr
Owners

53%

54%

56%

Renters

47%

46%

44%

Table 1.10: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income for Households with a Low
Wage Worker
Worker earning less than
$10/hr

Worker earning less than
$13/hr

Owners
#
30% or Less
More than 30%
Total

Owners
%

#

Owners
%

#

%

250,611

72%

390,193

73%

496,127

73%

97,010

28%

146,397

27%

180,890

27%

347,621

100%

536,590

100%

677,017

100%

Renters
#
30% or Less

Worker earning less than
$15/hr

Renters
%

#

128,030

41%

Renters
%

#

205,002

45%

%

256,874

47%

More than 30%

183,987

59%

254,133

55%

286,265

53%

Total

312,017

100%

459,135

100%

543,139

100%

Table 1.11: Change in Housing Cost Burdened Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min Wage Increase to $13/hr

Owners

Owners

#

%*

-17,011

#

-5% (-1%)

#

-7% (-1%)

%*

#

-10% (-2%)

-77,504

%*

-56,624

Renters

#
-32,615

Owners
%*

-37,393

Renters

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

-8% (-2%)

Renters
%*

#

-17% (-5%)

-114,151

%*
-21% (-5%)

*The first figure indicates the proportional change in cost burdened households among those with a worker affected by a minimum wage
increase. The second figure indicates the overall proportional change in cost burdened households among all households in the state/
region.

State Housing Profile

Median home value in Illinois is $170,000 and median gross rent is $913 (see Table 1.12). Sixty-six percent of
households own their home, two-thirds of whom have mortgages. Thirty-four percent rent (see Table 1.13). Twenty-five
percent of homeowning households and 45 percent of renters are housing cost burdened (see Table 1.14). Sixty-four
percent of the housing stock is comprised of single family attached and detached housing. Nineteen percent of units
are in two to nine unit buildings with 17 percent in buildings with ten or more units. Three percent of the housing stock
is comprised of mobile homes (see Table 1.15).
Table 1.12: Housing Characteristics, Illinois
Median Home Value
Median Gross Rent
Median Household Income

$170,000
$913
$58,489
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Table 1.13: Housing Tenure
Tenure

% of total

Owned with Mortgage

42.6%

Owned without Mortgage

23.1%

Rented

32.7%

Occupied without Rent

1.6%

Table 1.14: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Owners
Owner Costs as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

74.9%

30% - 40%

9.6%

40% - 50%

4.8%

50% or more

10.1%

Not Computed

0.7%
Renters

Gross Rent as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

52.5%

30% - 40%

13.3%

40% - 50%

7.6%

50% or more

23.6%

Not Computed

3.1%

Table 1.15: Housing Units by Building Type
Building Type

#

%

Single Family (attached & detached)

3,411,661

64.3%

2-9 unit buildings

1,008,104

19.0%

10-49 unit buildings

400,292

7.5%

50+ unit buildings

353,259

6.7%

Mobile Homes

132,508

2.5%

1,684

0.0%

5,307,508

100.0%

Other
Total
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REGIONAL RESULTS
REGION 1: CARBONDALE

Counties: Franklin, Jackson, Perry, Williamson
Carbondale is the smallest of the eight regions
examined in this study with a population of 188,138
(see Table 1.16). Southern Illinois University is a large
presence in the region, which effects the dynamics of
its housing market. As a public university, minimum
wage laws would not apply to its direct employees, and
persons living in group quarters, which include college
residence halls, were not included in the analysis.
Currently, 20 percent of workers actively connected
to the labor force earn less than $10 per hour, 32
percent earn less than $13, and 40 percent earn less
than $15. This represents 25 percent, 39 percent,
and 49 percent of all households connected to the labor force respectively (see Table 1.17). Among households with
a worker earning less than $10 per hour, 55 percent own homes, and of those, 23 percent are housing cost burdened.
Among the remaining 45 percent who rent, 41 percent are cost burdened (see Tables 1.18 and 1.19).
A minimum wage increase to $10 per hour would result in 490 fewer owner cost burdened and 373 fewer rent
burdened households—an 8 percent reduction in the proportion of both homeowning and renting households with
an eligible minimum wage worker. This would mark a 1 percent decrease among all homeowners and a 2 percent
decrease among all renters in the region (see Table 1.20).
Table 1.16: Population Characteristics, Carbondale Region
Total Population

188,138

Number of Persons Actively Connected to the labor force

63,713

Total Number of Households

74,559

Number of Households with at least one person actively connected to the workforce

40,608

Table 1.17: Number of Potentially Impacted Workers & Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min. Wage Increase to $13/hr

Workers
#

Workers

% of labor force

12,451

#

19.5%

10,166

Workers

% of labor force
20,311

Households
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

31.9%

#
25,590

Households

% of labor force
25.0%

#

40.2%

Households

% of labor force
15,673

% of labor force

38.6%

#

% of labor force

19,689

48.5%

Table 1.18: Housing Tenure for Households with a Low Wage Worker
Worker earning less
than $10/hr

Worker earning less
than $13/hr

Worker earning less
than $15/hr

Owners

55%

58%

60%

Renters

45%

42%

40%
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Table 1.19: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income for Households with a Low
Wage Worker
Worker earning less than
$10/hr

Worker earning less than
$13/hr

Owners
#

Worker earning less than
$15/hr

Owners
%

Owners

#

%

#

%

30% or Less

4,297

77%

7,447

82%

10,028

84%

More than 30%

1,286

23%

1,623

18%

1,721

16%

Total

5,583

100%

9,070

100%

11,479

100%

Renters
#
30% or Less

Renters
%

2,682

Renters

#
59%

%

#

3,792

55%

%
4,987

63%

More than 30%

1,901

41%

2,811

45%

2,953

37%

Total

4,583

100%

6,603

100%

7,940

100%

Table 1.20: Change in Housing Cost Burdened Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min Wage Increase to $13/hr

Owners
#

Owners
%

-490

#

-9% (-1%)

#

-9% (-2%)

#

-8% (-2%)

-8% (-2%)

Renters
%

-1,153

%
-914

Renters
%

-373

Owners
%

-839

Renters
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

#

-17% (-5%)

%
-1,203

-15% (-5%)

*The first figure indicates the proportional change in cost burdened households among those with a worker affected by a minimum wage
increase. The second figure indicates the overall proportional change in cost burdened households among all households in the state/
region.

Carbondale Regional Housing Profile

Housing costs in Carbondale are the lowest of the eight regions examined in this study, with a median home value of
$85,000 and $615 median gross rent (see Table 1.21). Sixty-seven percent of households own their homes, half of
whom currently have a mortgage (see Table 1.22). Despite low housing costs, 17 percent of owners and 37 percent
of renters are housing cost burdened (see Table 1.23). Sixty-eight percent of housing units are single family homes
and 20 percent are in multi-unit buildings. Carbondale has a significant number of mobile homes (11 percent of the
housing stock. See table 1.24).
Table 1.21: Housing Characteristics, Carbondale Region
Median Home Value

$85,000

Median Gross Rent

$615

Median Household Income

$38,018

Table 1.22: Housing Tenure
Tenure

% of total

Owned with Mortgage

34.9%

Owned without Mortgage

32.3%

Rented

29.3%

Occupied without Rent

3.6%
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Table 1.23: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Owners
Owner Costs as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

82.4%

30% - 40%

5.8%

40% - 50%

4.3%

50% or more

6.4%

Not Computed

1.1%
Renters

Gross Rent as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

54.7%

30% - 40%

11.5%

40% - 50%

3.5%

50% or more

22.1%

Not Computed

8.2%

Table 1.24: Housing Units by Building Type
Building Type

#

%

Single Family (attached & detached)

59,772

68.3%

2-9 unit buildings

11,421

13.0%

10-49 unit buildings

4,959

5.7%

50+ unit buildings

1,130

1.5%

Mobile Homes

9,790

11.2%

150

0.2%

87,430

100.0%

Other
Total

REGION 2: CHAMPAIGN-URBANA

Counties: Champaign, Ford, Iroquois, Livingston, Vermilion
368,550 people reside in the five-county ChampaignUrbana area (see Table 1.25. This excludes persons
living in college residence halls). A central economic
driver in the region is the University of Illinois with an
enrollment of 44,000 students. When considering
which workers will be impacted by minimum wage
increases it is important to note that government
employees, including all persons directly employed by
the University of Illinois, are not included in minimum
wage legislation. Currently, 17 percent of workers in
Champaign-Urbana earn less than $10 per hour, 27
percent earned less than $13 per hour, and 35 percent
earned less than $15 per hour. This represents 22
percent, 34 percent, and 44 percent respectively of
all households connected to the labor force (see Table
1.26). Slightly more than half of these households
rent rather than own homes (see Table 1.27). Sixteen
percent of those who own and 54 percent of those
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who rent are housing cost burdened (see Table 1.28).
A minimum wage increase to $10 per hour would result in 241 fewer cost burdened owner households and 1,170 fewer
rent burdened households. This represents a 3 percent reduction in the proportion of cost burdened homeowners
and an 11 percent reduction in the proportion of rent burdened households among those with one or more eligible
workers earning less than $10 per hour. When considering all households in the region, the minimum wage increase
would decrease the proportion of housing cost burdened households by less than 1 percent among owners and 2
percent among renters. A minimum wage increase to $13 per hour would result in 574 fewer cost burdened owner
households and 3,579 fewer rent burdened households (a 4 percent and 23 percent decrease respectively among
households with a low wage worker and a 1 percent and 7 percent decrease for the entire region). A minimum wage
increase to $15 per hour would result in 974 fewer cost burdened owner households and 4,913 fewer rent burdened
households (a 5 percent and 26 percent decrease among households with a low wage worker and a 1 percent and 9
percent decrease among all households in the region) (see Table 1.29).
Table 1.25: Population Characteristics, Champaign-Urbana Region
Total Population

368,550

Number of Persons Actively Connected to the labor force

134,676

Total Number of Households

144,757

Number of Households with at least one person actively connected to the workforce

86,792

Table 1.26: Number of Potentially Impacted Workers & Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min. Wage Increase to $13/hr

Workers
#

Workers

% of labor force
23,405

#

17.4%

% of labor force

#

27.1%

22.0%

#

35.3%

Households

% of labor force
29,340

% of labor force
47,488

Households

% of labor force
19,087

Workers

36,451

Households
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

#

33.8%

% of labor force
37,851

43.6%

Table 1.27: Housing Tenure for Households with a Low Wage Worker
Worker earning less
than $10/hr

Worker earning less
than $13/hr

Worker earning less
than $15/hr

Owners

46%

47%

49%

Renters

54%

53%

51%
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Table 1.28: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income for Households with a Low
Wage Worker
Worker earning less than
$10/hr

Worker earning less than
$13/hr

Owners
#

Worker earning less than
$15/hr

Owners
%

#

Owners
%

#

%

30% or Less

7,467

85%

11,497

83%

15,676

84%

More than 30%

1,358

15%

2,384

17%

3,024

16%

Total

8,825

100%

13,881

100%

18,700

100%

Renters
#
30% or Less

%
3,742

More than 30%
Total

Renters
#
36%

Renters
%

#

6,315

41%

%
8,814

46%

6,520

54%

9,144

59%

10,337

54%

10,262

100%

15,459

100%

19,151

100%

Table 1.29: Change in Housing Cost Burdened Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min Wage Increase to $13/hr

Owners
#

Owners
%*

-241

#

-3% (0%)

#

-4% (-1%)

#

-11% (-2%)

-5% (-1%)

Renters
%*

-3,579

%*
-974

Renters
%*

-1,170

Owners
%*

-574

Renters
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

#

-23% (-7%)

%*
-4,913

-26% (-9%)

*The first figure indicates the proportional change in cost burdened households among those with a worker affected by a minimum wage
increase. The second figure indicates the overall proportional change in cost burdened households among all households in the state/
region.

Champaign-Urbana Regional Housing Profile

Champaign-Urbana’s housing market is heavily influenced by the presence of the University of Illinois. A slightly
larger proportion of households rent compared to the state average and comparable Illinois regions (see Table 1.31).
Median home values is $110,000 and median gross rent is $736 (see Table 1.30). Seventeen percent of owners and
50 percent of renters are housing cost burdened (see Table 1.32). Over 70 percent of the regional housing stock is
comprised of single family units (see Table 1.33).
Table 1.30: Housing Characteristics, Champaign-Urbana Region
Median Home Value

$110,000

Median Gross Rent

$736

Median Household Income

$45,379

Table 1.31: Housing Tenure
Tenure

% of total

Owned with Mortgage

36.5%

Owned without Mortgage

26.6%

Rented

34.9%

Occupied without Rent

2.0%
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Table 1.32: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Owners
Owner Costs as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

82.5%

30% - 40%

6.5%

40% - 50%

2.8%

50% or more

7.7%

Not Computed

0.6%
Renters

Gross Rent as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

45.2%

30% - 40%

11.7%

40% - 50%

8.1%

50% or more

29.7%

Not Computed

5.9%

Table 1.33: Housing Units by Building Type
Building Type

#

Single Family (attached & detached)

%

115,295

71.5%

2-9 unit buildings

18,894

11.6%

10-49 unit buildings

16,234

1.1%

50+ unit buildings

4,280

2.7%

Mobile Homes

6,552

4.1%

0

0.0%

161,253

100.0%

Other
Total

REGION 3: CHICAGO

Counties: Cook, DuPage, Lake, Will, Kane, McHenry
The Chicago region with 8.4 million people is the
largest in Illinois and includes the third most populous
city in the United States (see Table 1.34). Cost of
living is higher in Chicago compared to the seven
other regions examined in this study as evidenced
by higher home values, rent prices, and housing cost
burden rates (see Tables 1.40 and 1.41). Sixteen
percent of workers actively connected to the labor
force earn less than $10 per hour, 26 percent earn
less than $13 per hour, and 32 percent make less
than $15 per hour. This represents 20 percent, 30
percent, and 36 percent respectively of all households
actively connected to the labor force (see Table 1.35).
Of these households, roughly half own homes and
half rent (see Table 1.36). Thirty-four percent of these
homeowning households are housing cost burdened.
Well over half of low-wage renters are housing cost
burdened (see Table 1.37).
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A minimum wage increase to $10 per hour would result in 11,447 fewer cost burdened homeowning households and
17,403 fewer cost burdened renters. This represents a 6 percent and 9 percent drop respectively in the proportion
of cost burdened households among those with a worker currently earning less than $10 per hour. Regionally, the
proportion of cost burdened homeowners would decrease by 1 percent and renters by 2 percent. An increase to $13
per hour would result in 23,956 fewer owner cost burdened and 44,874 rent burdened households. This represents
an 8 percent reduction in the proportion of cost burdened homeowning households and a 15 percent reduction in the
proportion of rent burdened households among eligible worker households, and a 1 percent and 4 percent decrease
among all households in the region. A minimum wage increase to $15 per hour would mean 36,295 fewer cost
burdened homeowner households and 70,419 fewer rent burdened households. This represents a 9 percent and a
20 percent reduction respectively among eligible households with a worker earning less than $15 per hour, and a 2
and 6 percent reduction among all households living in the region (see Table 1.38).
Table 1.34: Population Characteristics, Chicago Region
Total Population

8,404,072

Number of Persons Actively Connected to the labor force

3,376,427

Total Number of Households

3,023,057

Number of Households with at least one person actively connected to the workforce

2,056,367

Table 1.35: Number of Potentially Impacted Workers & Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min. Wage Increase to $13/hr

Workers
#

Workers

% of labor force

551,862

#

16.3%

Workers

% of labor force

864,158

Households
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr
#

25.6%

1,081,807

Households

% of labor force

408,765

#

19.9%

% of labor force
32.3%

Households

% of labor force

613,569

#

29.8%

% of labor force

748,573

36.4%

Table 1.36: Housing Tenure for Households with a Low Wage Worker
Worker earning less
than $10/hr

Worker earning less
than $13/hr

Worker earning less
than $15/hr

Owners

51%

51%

52%

Renters

49%

49%

48%

Table 1.37: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income for Households with a Low
Wage Worker
Worker earning less than
$10/hr

Worker earning less than
$13/hr

Owners
#
30% or Less
More than 30%
Total

Owners
%

#

Owners
%

#

%

136,392

66%

205,463

66%

260,500

665

71,151

34%

107,545

34%

132,192

34%

207,543

100%

313,008

100%

392,692

100%

Renters
#
30% or Less

Worker earning less than
$15/hr

Renters
%

#

Renters
%

#

%

78,147

39%

123,345

41%

153,691

43%

More than 30%

123,075

61%

177,216

59%

202,190

57%

Total

201,222

100%

300,561

100%

355,881

100%
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Table 1.38: Change in Housing Cost Burdened Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min Wage Increase to $13/hr

Owners
#

Owners
%*

-11,447

#

-6% (-1%)

#

-8% (-1%)

#

-9% (-2%)

-9% (-2%)

Renters
%*

-44,874

%*

-36,295

Renters
%*

-17,403

Owners
%*

-23,956

Renters
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

#

-15% (-4%)

-70,419

%*
-20% (6%)

*The first figure indicates the proportional change in cost burdened households among those with a worker affected by a minimum wage
increase. The second figure indicates the overall proportional change in cost burdened households among all households in the state/
region.

Chicago Regional Housing Profile

Housing costs in the Chicago region are significantly higher than anywhere else in the state. Median home value is
$210,000 and median gross rent is $1,019 (see Table 1.39). Sixty-three percent of households own their homes and
of these two thirds have a mortgage (see Table 1.40). Twenty-nine percent of owners and 46 percent of renters are
housing cost burdened (see Table 1.41). Fifty-seven percent of the housing stock is comprised of single family homes
with the remaining 33 percent located in multi-unit buildings (see Table 1.42).
Table 1.39: Housing Characteristics, Chicago Region
Median Home Value

$210,000

Median Gross Rent

$1,019

Median Household Income

$63,127

Table 1.40: Housing Tenure
Tenure

% of total

Owned with Mortgage

43.6%

Owned without Mortgage

19.6%

Rented

35.5%

Occupied without Rent

1.3%

Table 1.41: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Owners
Owner Costs as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

70.0%

30% - 40%

11.1%

40% - 50%

5.9%

50% or more

12.3%

Not Computed

0.7%
Renters

Gross Rent as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

50.9%

30% - 40%

13.6%

40% - 50%

8.0%

50% or more
Not Computed

24.4%
3.1%
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Table 1.42: Housing Units by Building Type
Building Type

#

Single Family (attached & detached)

%

1,901,308

57.0%

2-9 unit buildings

792,605

23.8%

10-49 unit buildings

309,441

9.3%

50+ unit buildings

305,569

9.2%

800

0.8%

25,282

0.0%

3,335,005

100.0%

Mobile Homes
Other
Total

REGION 4: PEORIA-BLOOMINGTON

Counties: McLean, Peoria, Woodford, Tazewell, Stark, Knox, Bureau, Putnam, Marshall
645,325 people reside in the Peoria-Bloomington
region (see Table 1.43). Nineteen percent of workers
earn less than $10 per hour, 30 percent earn less
than $13, and 36 percent earn less than $15. This
constitutes 23 percent, 36 percent, and 43 percent
respectively of all households actively connected to
the labor market (see Table 1.44). Fifty-five percent
of households with a worker earning less than $10
per hour own their homes while 45 percent rent (see
Table 1.45). Of these, 18 percent of owners and 54
percent of renters are housing cost burdened (see
Table 1.46).
An increase in the minimum wage to $10 per hour
would result in 788 fewer owner cost burdened
and 2,562 fewer rent burdened households. This
represents a 4 percent reduction in the proportion of
cost burdened owners and a 15 percent reduction in
the proportion of rent burdened households among
those with an impacted worker. Regionally, this would result in a less than 1 percent reduction among homeowning
households who are cost burdened, and a 4 percent reduction among all renter households (see Table 1.47).

Table 1.43: Population Characteristics, Peoria-Bloomington Region
Total Population

645,325

Number of Persons Actively Connected to the labor force

253,469

Total Number of Households

253,901

Number of Households with at least one person actively connected to the workforce

161,129
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Table 1.44: Number of Potentially Impacted Workers & Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min. Wage Increase to $13/hr

Workers
#

Workers

% of labor force
48,617

#

19.2%

Workers

% of labor force
74,715

Households
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr
#

29.5%

92,138

Households

% of labor force
37,475

#

23.3%

% of labor force
36.4%

Households

% of labor force
57,432

#

35.6%

% of labor force
69,659

43.2%

Table 1.45: Housing Tenure for Households with a Low Wage Worker
Worker earning less
than $10/hr

Worker earning less
than $13/hr

Worker earning less
than $15/hr

Owners

55%

59%

60%

Renters

45%

41%

40%

Table 1.46: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income for Households with a Low
Wage Worker
Worker earning less than
$10/hr

Worker earning less than
$13/hr

Owners
#
30% or Less

Owners
%

16,845

More than 30%
Total

Worker earning less than
$15/hr

#
82%

Owners
%

27,645

#
82%

%

34,079

82%

3,756

18%

6,004

18%

7,357

18%

20,631

100%

33,679

100%

41,466

100%

Renters
#

Renters
%

#

Renters
%

#

%

30% or Less

7,705

46%

13,086

55%

16,473

58%

More than 30%

9,139

54%

10,667

45%

11,720

42%

16,844

100%

23,753

100%

28,193

100%

Total

Table 1.47: Change in Housing Cost Burdened Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min Wage Increase to $13/hr

Owners
#

Owners
%*

-788

#

-4% (0%)

#

-5% (-1%)

#

-15% (-4%)

-6% (-1%)

Renters
%*

-4,677

%*
-2,326

Renters
%*

-2,562

Owners
%*

-1,564

Renters
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

-20% (-6%)

#

%*
-5,225

-19% (-7%)

*The first figure indicates the proportional change in cost burdened households among those with a worker affected by a minimum wage
increase. The second figure indicates the overall proportional change in cost burdened households among all households in the state/
region.
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Regional Housing Profile

Median Home value in Peoria-Bloomington is $128,000 and median gross rent is $711 (see Table 1.48). Sixty-nine
percent of households own their homes and of these two-thirds have a mortgage (see Table 1.49). Fourteen percent
of owners and 38 percent of renters are housing cost burdened (see Table 1.50). Three quarters of the housing stock
is comprised of single family homes (see Table 1.51).
Table 1.48: Housing Characteristics, Peoria-Bloomington Region
Median Home Value

$128,000

Median Gross Rent

$711

Median Household Income

$54,455

Table 1.49: Housing Tenure
Tenure

% of total

Owned with Mortgage

42.5%

Owned without Mortgage

26.6%

Rented

29.4%

Occupied without Rent

1.5%

Table 1.50: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Owners
Owner Costs as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

85.2%

30% - 40%

5.4%

40% - 50%

2.6%

50% or more

6.1%

Not Computed

0.7%
Renters

Gross Rent as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

60.1%

30% - 40%

11.6%

40% - 50%

5.4%

50% or more

21.1%

Not Computed

1.3%

Table 1.51: Housing Units by Building Type
Building Type

#

Single Family (attached & detached)

%

212,554

76.0%

2-9 unit buildings

30,570

11.0%

10-49 unit buildings

19,987

7.1%

50+ unit buildings

6,785

2.4%

Mobile Homes

9,683

3.5%

89

0.0%

279,668

100.0%

Other
Total
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REGION 5: QUAD CITIES

Counties: Rock Island, Henry, Mercer, Warren, Henderson, Hancock, McDonough, Fulton
Analysis of the Quad Cities region includes eight
counties in Illinois and does not include those across
the state boarder in Iowa. (321,359 people live in
these eight counties (see Table 1.52)). Nonetheless,
it is important to consider that the Quad Cities’
economy operates largely as a comprehensive region
across state boundaries. According to PUMS data, 81
percent of persons residing in these Illinois counties
work in Illinois. The majority of the remaining 19
percent work in neighboring Iowa.
The Quad Cities has the highest rate of homeownership
among the eight regions examined at 71 percent
(see Table 1.59). This has translated to low wage
households as well, with 63 percent of households
with at least one worker earning less than $10 per
hour owning homes (see Table 1.54).
Twenty-two percent of workers actively connected to the workforce make under $10 per hour, which is the highest of
any region examined by a small margin. This constitutes 25 percent of all households connected to the labor market
(see Table 1.53). Currently, 18 percent of owner households and 51 percent of renter households with at least one
worker making less than $10 per hour are housing cost burdened (see Table 1.55).
A minimum wage increase to $10 per hour would result in 275 fewer cost burdened homeowning households and
1,204 fewer rent burdened households—2 percent and 18 percent reduction respectively among households with an
affected worker. This would mark a less than 1 percent decrease among all homeowners and a 3 percent decrease
among all renters in the region (see Table 1.56).
Table 1.52: Population Characteristics, Peoria-Bloomington Region
Total Population

321,359

Number of Persons Actively Connected to the labor force

114,797

Total Number of Households

128,698

Number of Households with at least one person actively connected to the workforce

73,953

Table 1.53: Number of Potentially Impacted Workers & Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min. Wage Increase to $13/hr

Workers
#

Workers

% of labor force
26,316

#

22.3%

#

33.1%

25.2%

#

40.8%

Households

% of labor force
28,494

% of labor force
48,030

Households

% of labor force
18,665

Workers

% of labor force
38,942

Households
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

38.5%

#

% of labor force
35,321

47.8%
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Table 1.54: Housing Tenure for Households with a Low Wage Worker
Worker earning less
than $10/hr

Worker earning less
than $13/hr

Worker earning less
than $15/hr

Owners

63%

65%

37%

Renters

37%

35%

33%

Table 1.55: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income for Households with a Low
Wage Worker
Worker earning less than
$10/hr

Worker earning less than
$13/hr

Owners
#

Worker earning less than
$15/hr

Owners
%

#

Owners
%

#

%

30% or Less

9,640

82%

15,273

83%

19,434

82%

More than 30%

2,169

18%

3,219

17%

4,140

18%

11,809

100%

18,492

100%

23,574

100%

Total

Renters
#

Renters
%

#

Renters
%

#

%

30% or Less

3,373

49%

5,807

58%

7,205

61%

More than 30%

3,483

51%

4,195

42%

4,542

39%

Total

6,858

100%

10,002

100%

11,747

100%

Table 1.56: Change in Housing Cost Burdened Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min Wage Increase to $13/hr

Owners
#

Owners
%*

-275

#

-2% (0%)

#

-7% (-1%)

#

-18% (3%)

-8% (-2%)

Renters
%*

-2,569

%*
-1,884

Renters
%*

-1,204

Owners
%*

-1,226

Renters
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

#

-26% (7%)

%*
-2,982

-25% (8%)

*The first figure indicates the proportional change in cost burdened households among those with a worker affected by a minimum wage
increase. The second figure indicates the overall proportional change in cost burdened households among all households in the state/
region.

Quad Cities Regional Housing Profile

Median Home value in the Quad Cities region is $100,000, and median gross rent is $615 (see Table 1.57). The area
has the highest rate of homeownership among the eight regions examined at 71 percent (see Table 1.58). Sixteen
percent of owners and 41 percent of renters are housing cost burdened (see Table 1.59). Seventy-eight percent of
housing units are single family homes (see Table 1.60).
Table 1.57: Housing Characteristics, Quad Cities Region
Median Home Value
Median Gross Rent
Median Household Income

$100,000
$615
$46,388

THE IMPACT OF A MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE ON HOUSING AFFORDABILITY IN ILLINOIS│ 27

Table 1.58: Housing Tenure
Tenure

% of total

Owned with Mortgagve

39.5%

Owned without Mortgage

32.1%

Rented

26.5%

Occupied without Rent

1.9%

Table 1.59: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Owners
Owner Costs as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

83.4%

30% - 40%

6.0%

40% - 50%

4.1%

50% or more

5.8%

Not Computed

0.8%
Renters

Gross Rent as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

55.0%

30% - 40%

12.7%

40% - 50%

8.3%

50% or more

19.9%

Not Computed

4.2%

Table 1.60: Housing Units by Building Type
Building Type

#

Single Family (attached & detached)

%

114,210

77.9%

13,308

9.0%

10-49 unit buildings

4,915

304%

50+ unit buildings

7,612

5.2%

Mobile Homes

6437

4.4%

79

0.1%

146,561

100.0%

2-9 unit buildings

Other
Total
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REGION 6: ROCKFORD

Counties: Boone, Winnebago
342,113 people reside in the two-county Rockford
region of Winnebago and Boone Counties (see
Table 1.61). Twenty-one percent of workers actively
connected to the labor force earn less than $10 per
hour, which translates to 26 percent of all households
connected to the labor force (see Table 1.62). 57
percent of households with a worker earning less than
$10 per hour own their homes, and of these 14 percent
are housing cost burdened. Forty-three percent rent,
more than half of whom are rent burdened (see Tables
1.63 and 1.64).
A minimum wage increase to $10 per hour would result
in 531 fewer cost burdened homeowning households
and 1,143 fewer rent burdened households. This
marks a decrease of 4 percent and 13 percent
respectively among households with an affected
worker. Among all households in the region, housing
cost burden rates would decline 1 percent among all
owners and 2 percent among all renters in the area (see Table 1.65).
Table 1.61: Population Characteristics, Rockford Region
Total Population

342,113

Number of Persons Actively Connected to the labor force

129,627

Total Number of Households

133,137

Number of Households with at least one person actively connected to the workforce

81,854

Table 1.62: Number of Potentially Impacted Workers & Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min. Wage Increase to $13/hr

Workers
#

Workers

% of labor force
27,479

#

21.2%

% of labor force

#

32.3%

25.7%

#

46.7%

Households

% of labor force
30,516

% of labor force
60,582

Households

% of labor force
21,037

Workers

41,887

Households
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

#

37.3%

% of labor force
35,645

43.5%

Table 1.63: Housing Tenure for Households with a Low Wage Worker
Worker earning less
than $10/hr

Worker earning less
than $13/hr

Worker earning less
than $15/hr

Owners

57%

54%

55%

Renters

43%

46%

45%
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Table 1.64: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income for Households with a Low
Wage Worker
Worker earning less than
$10/hr

Worker earning less than
$13/hr

Owners

Owners

#
30% or Less

%

#

Owners
%

#

%

10,264

86%

13,756

84%

16,368

84%

1,659

14%

2,619

16%

3,145

16%

11,923

100%

16,375

100%

19,513

100%

More than 30%
Total

Worker earning less than
$15/hr

Renters

Renters

#

%

#

Renters
%

#

%

30% or Less

4,343

More than 30%

4,771

52%

6,568

46%

7,212

45%

Total

9,114

100%

14,141

100%

16,132

100%

48%

7,573

54%

8,920

55%

Table 1.65: Change in Housing Cost Burdened Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min Wage Increase to $13/hr

Owners
#

%
-531

#

-4% (-1%)

#

-5% (-1%)

#

-13% (-2%)

-5% (-1%)

Renters
%

-3,282

%
-945

Renters
%

-1,143

Owners
%

-849

Renters
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

Owners

#

-23% (-7%)

%
-4,062

-25% (-9%)

*The first figure indicates the proportional change in cost burdened households among those with a worker affected by a minimum wage
increase. The second figure indicates the overall proportional change in cost burdened households among all households in the state/
region.

Rockford Regional Housing Profile

Median home values in Rockford is $113,000 and median gross rent is $716 (see Table 1.66). Sixty-five percent
of households own their homes and 35 percent rent (see Table 1.67). Twenty percent of owners and 42 percent of
renters are housing cost burdened (see Table 1.68). Three-quarters of the housing stock is comprised of single family
homes (see Table 1.69).
Table 1.66: Housing Characteristics, Rockford Region
Median Home Value

$113,000

Median Gross Rent

$716

Median Household Income

$48,909

Table 1.67: Housing Tenure
Tenure

% of total

Owned with Mortgage

40.1%

Owned without Mortgage

24.9%

Rented

33.5%

Occupied without Rent

1.5%
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Table 1.68: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Owners
Owner Costs as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

79.2%

30% - 40%

7.8%

40% - 50%

2.8%

50% or more

9.6%

Not Computed

0.6%
Renters

Gross Rent as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

55.6%

30% - 40%

15.0%

40% - 50%

6.1%

50% or more

20.6%

Not Computed

2.7%

Table 1.69: Housing Units by Building Type
Building Type

#

Single Family (attached & detached)

%

107,316

73.7%

24,720

17.0%

10-49 unit buildings

6,072

4.2%

50+ unit buildings

3,603

2.5%

Mobile Homes

3,812

2.6%

0

0.0%

145,523

100.0%

2-9 unit buildings

Other
Total

REGION 7: SPRINGFIELD-DECATUR

Counties: Macon, Sangamon, Menard, Logan, De Witt, Piatt, Moultrie, Shelby, Christian
The Springfield-Decatur region includes 453,159
people (see Table 1.70). Springfield is the capital
of Illinois and a significant number of local workers
are state government employees. It is important to
note that minimum wage increases would not apply
to government workers and they were therefore not
included in the analysis. Currently, 18 percent of
workers actively connected to the labor force earn less
than $10 per hour, which translates to 24 percent of
all households actively connected to the labor force
(see Table 1.71). Of households with a worker earning
less than $10 per hour, 52 percent own and 48
percent rent (see Table 1.72). Nineteen percent of
owners and 54 percent of renters are housing cost
burdened (see Table 1.73).
A minimum wage increase to $10 per hour would result
in 556 fewer cost burdened homeowning households
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and 2,117 fewer cost burdened renter households. This represents a decrease of 4 percent and 17 percent respectively
among households with affected workers. Among all households in the region, less than 1 percent fewer homeowners
and 4 percent fewer owners would be cost burdened (see Table 1.74).
Table 1.70: Population Characteristics, Springfield-Decatur
Total Population

453,159

Number of Persons Actively Connected to the labor force

169,975

Total Number of Households

185,870

Number of Households with at least one person actively connected to the workforce

112,575

Table 1.71: Number of Potentially Impacted Workers & Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min. Wage Increase to $13/hr

Workers
#

Workers

% of labor force
30,652

#

18.0%

Workers

% of labor force
48,112

Households
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr
#

28.3%

60,582

Households

% of labor force
26,472

#

23.5%

% of labor force
35.6%

Households

% of labor force
40,333

#

35.8%

% of labor force
49,827

44.3%

Table 1.72: Housing Tenure for Households with a Low Wage Worker
Worker earning less
than $10/hr

Worker earning less
than $13/hr

Worker earning less
than $15/hr

Owners

52%

55%

57%

Renters

48%

45%

43%

Table 1.73: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income for Households with a Low Wage Worker
Worker earning less than
$10/hr

Worker earning less than
$13/hr

Owners
#
30% or Less

Owners
%

#

Owners
%

#

%

11,186

81%

18,640

84%

24,361

86%

2,650

19%

3,628

16%

3,988

14%

13,836

100%

22,268

100%

28,349

100%

More than 30%
Total

Worker earning less than
$15/hr

Renters
#

Renters
%

#

Renters
%

#

%

30% or Less

5,779

46%

9,616

53%

12,060

56%

More than 30%

6,857

54%

8,449

47%

9,418

44%

12,636

100%

18,065

100%

21,478

100%

Total
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Table 1.74: Change in Housing Cost Burdened Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min Wage Increase to $13/hr

Owners
#

Owners
%*

-556

#

-4% (0%)

#

-7% -(1%)

#

-17% (-4%)

-8% (-1%)

Renters
%*

-3,963

%*
-2,382

Renters
%*

-2,117

Owners
%*

-1,606

Renters
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

#

-22% (-7%)

%*
-5,334

-25% (-10%)

*The first figure indicates the proportional change in cost burdened households among those with a worker affected by a minimum
wage increase. The second figure indicates the overall proportional change in cost burdened households among all households in the
state/region.

Springfield-Decatur Regional Housing Profile

Median home value in the Springfield-Decatur region is $110,000 and median gross rent is $686 (see Table 1.75).
Seventy-one percent of households on their homes (see Table 1.76). Fourteen percent of owners and 42 percent of
renters are housing cost burdened (see Table 1.77). Over 80 percent of homes in the region are single family units
(see Table 1.78).
Table 1.75: Housing Characteristics, Springfield-Decatur Region
Median Home Value

$110,000

Median Gross Rent

$686

Median Household Income

$53,951

Table 1.76: Housing Tenure
Tenure

% of total

Owned with Mortgage

42.3%

Owned without Mortgage

29.1%

Rented

26.9%

Occupied without Rent

2.0%

Table 1.77: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Owners
Owner Costs as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

85.5%

30% - 40%

5.8%

40% - 50%

2.4%

50% or more

5.8%

Not Computed

0.5%
Renters

Gross Rent as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

56.2%

30% - 40%

13.8%

40% - 50%
50% or more
Not Computed

6.7%
21.8%
1.5%
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Table 1.78: Housing Units by Building Type
Building Type

#

Single Family (attached & detached)

%

164,717

80.1%

17,560

8.5%

10-49 unit buildings

7,677

3.7%

50+ unit buildings

8,168

4.0%

Mobile Homes

7,429

3.6%

0

0.0%

205,551

100.0%

2-9 unit buildings

Other
Total

REGION 8: ST. LOUIS

Counties: Madison, St. Clair
This analysis of the St. Louis region included only
those counties on the Illinois side of the Mississippi
River (Madison and St. Clair County). 531,575 people
reside in Madison and St. Clair County (see Table
1.79). It is important to note that the economies of
these counties are very much connected to the rest
of greater St. Louis, the majority of which lies across
the river in Missouri. Seventy-one percent of workers
residing in the region’s Illinois counties work within
Illinois with the majority of the remaining 29 percent
working in neighboring Missouri. Among workers
earning less than $15 per hour, 82 percent of those
residing in Illinois work in Illinois.
Seventeen percent of workers actively connected to
the workforce earn less than $10 per hour, which
constitutes 20 percent of all labor force connected households (see Table 1.80). Half of households with a worker
earning less than $10 per hour own and half rent. Homeownership rates increase to 55 percent among household
with a worker earning less than $15 per hour (see Table 1.81). Twenty percent of homeowning households with a
worker earning less than $10 per hour and with a worker earning less than $15 per hour are housing cost burdened.
For renters, 69 percent of households with a worker earning less than $10 per hour were housing cost burdened. This
figure decreased to 53 percent for households with a worker earning less than $15 per hour (see Table 1.82).
A minimum wage increase to $10 per hour would result in 517 fewer cost burdened households and 2,536 fewer
rent burdened households—a 4 percent and 20 percent decrease in the proportion of cost burdened households
with an affected worker. This is the greatest decrease of any of the eight regions examined in this study. Among all
households in the region, this represents a less than 1 percent decrease among all cost burdened owners and a 4
percent decrease among all renters in the region. An increase to $13 per hour would result in 870 fewer owner cost
burdened and 4,604 fewer rent burdened households. This represents a 4 percent reduction in the proportion of
cost burdened homeowning households and a 23 percent reduction in the proportion of rent burdened households
among eligible worker households, and a 1 percent and 7 percent decrease among all households in the region. A
minimum wage increase to $15 per hour would mean 1,756 fewer cost burdened homeowner households and 6,732
fewer rent burdened households. This represents a 6 percent and a 28 percent reduction respectively among eligible
households with a worker earning less than $15 per hour, and a 1 and 10 percent reduction among all households
living in the region (see Table 1.83).
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Table 1.79: Population Characteristics, St. Louis Region
Total Population

531,575

Number of Persons Actively Connected to the labor force

201,095

Total Number of Households

206,150

Number of Households with at least one person actively connected to the workforce

128,432

Table 1.80: Number of Potentially Impacted Workers & Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min. Wage Increase to $13/hr

Workers
#

Workers

% of labor force
35,049

#

17.4%

Workers

% of labor force
54,870

Households
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr
#

27.3%

69,481

Households

% of labor force
25,775

#

20.0%

% of labor force
34.6%

Households

% of labor force
41,185

#

32.1%

% of labor force
52,200

40.7%

Table 1.81: Housing Tenure for Households with a Low Wage Worker
Worker earning less
than $10/hr

Worker earning less
than $13/hr

Worker earning less
than $15/hr

Owners

51%

52%

55%

Renters

49%

48%

45%

Table 1.82: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income for Households with a Low Wage Worker
Worker earning less than
$10/hr

Worker earning less than
$13/hr

Owners
#
30% or Less

Owners
%

10,392

More than 30%
Total

Worker earning less than
$15/hr

#
80%

Owners
%

17,151

#
80%

%

22,660

80%

2,635

20%

4,182

20%

5,818

20%

13,027

100%

21,333

100%

28,478

100%

Renters
#

Renters
%

#

Renters
%

#

%

30% or Less

3,913

31%

7,971

40%

11,205

47%

More than 30%

8,835

69%

11,811

60%

12,517

53%

12,748

100%

19,852

100%

23,722

100%

Total

Table 1.83: Change in Housing Cost Burdened Households
Min. Wage Increase to $10/hr

Min Wage Increase to $13/hr

Owners
#

%*
-517

#

-4% (0%)

#

-4% (-1%)

#

-20% (-4%)

-6% (-1%)

Renters
%*

-4,604

%*
-1,756

Renters
%*

-2,536

Owners
%*

-870

Renters
#

Min. Wage Increase to $15/hr

Owners

-23% (-7%)

#

%*
-6,732

-28% (-10%)

*The first figure indicates the proportional change in cost burdened households among those with a worker affected by a minimum wage
increase. The second figure indicates the overall proportional change in cost burdened households among all households in the state/
region.
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St. Louis Regional Housing Profile

Median home value in the two-county region is $125,000 and median gross rent is $756 (see Table 1.84). Sixty-six
percent of households own and 44 percent rent (see Table 1.85). Eighteen percent of owner households are housing
cost burdened, and 45 percent of renter households are housing cost burdened (see Table 1.86). Three-quarters of
the housing stock is comprised of single family homes (see Table 1.87).
Table 1.84: Housing Characteristics, St. Louis Region
Median Home Value

$125,000

Median Gross Rent

$756

Median Household Income

$52,741

Table 1.85: Housing Tenure
Tenure

% of total

Owned with Mortgage

40.7%

Owned without Mortgage

25.7%

Rented

31.6%

Occupied without Rent

1.9%

Table 1.86: Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Owners
Owner Costs as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

80.5%

30% - 40%

8.9%

40% - 50%

2.6%

50% or more

6.7%

Not Computed

1.2%
Renters

Gross Rent as a % of income

% of total

30% or less

52.4%

30% - 40%

14.4%

40% - 50%

9.3%

50% or more

21.3%

Not Computed

2.6%

Table 1.87: Housing Units by Building Type
Building Type

#

Single Family (attached & detached)

%

180,087

76.2%

31,479

13.2%

10-49 unit buildings

9,448

4.0%

50+ unit buildings

5,533

2.3%

Mobile Homes

9,970

4.2%

0

0.0%

236,517

100.0%

2-9 unit buildings

Other
Total
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LIMITATIONS

There are a number of limitations to this study. These include:
• PUMS data represent a subset of American Community Survey (ACS) data, which constitutes a small random
sample of U.S. households. Therefore, all data produced as part of this analysis are estimates with corresponding
margins of error. ACS data is filled out by the survey recipient and is thus subject to the recipient’s interpretation
of the questions.
• The estimates of increased wage income and corresponding gains in housing affordability do not take into account
increases in wages experienced by those earning just above the minimum wage. As new hires and lower level
employees see a growth in hourly wage, those with more seniority or management responsibilities will also have
likely see a growth in wages to maintain pay scales. This spillover wage growth would serve to further increase
housing affordability among those households. Thus, gains in housing affordability may be understated.
• The data used to conduct this analysis are from 2014. Thus, the analysis represents a snapshot of 2014 conditions.
Hypothetical minimum wage increases to $10, $13, and $15 were calculated using 2014 dollars and assumed
a full increase to those values in 2014. Cities currently enacting minimum wage increases to $15 per hour are
doing so over time and in some instances with different requirements for different types of employers. Since
the calculations are assuming full value increases in 2014, it overstates the impact of a gradual minimum wage
increase occurring in 2020 for example, as $15 in 2014 dollars is worth more than $15 in future years when
considering inflation.
• The analysis assumes hours worked per week and total weeks worked remained the same, meaning employers
did not reduce hours or lay off employees in the wake of the minimum wage increase and that all increases were
realized by current employees. Part III of this report addresses the impact on employment levels in Illinois and for
the six county Chicagoland region.
• Calculations of gains in housing affordability assume housing costs remain the same, meaning landlords will not
increase rents in the wake of a wage increase. See the next section for a more detailed discussion of this topic.
• With a focus on Illinois and on housing, this analysis was conducted based on a person’s place of residence, not
place of work. According to PUMS data, 96 percent of workers residing in Illinois work in Illinois. However, that
figure is lower in regions spanning more than one state jurisdiction (e.g. the Quad Cities). The affordability analysis
assumes those workers living in Illinois but working across the state boarder received corresponding minimum
wage increases.
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IMPACT ON HOUSING PRICES

As minimum wage rates increase, there is a concern that landlords will simply raise rents, resulting in no gains in
rental housing affordability. Little research has been done on this question, and economists remain split as to whether
or not this will be the case. Chris Thornberg of Beacon Economics in Los Angles believes it is simply a matter of
supply and demand. If low-wage earners have more to spend in the low-end rental market and there is not new
construction, prices are bound to rise (Greenblatt 2015). But Michael Reich, director of the Institute for Research
on Labor and Employment at UC Berkeley states that while that logic might make sense on paper, there are no data
showing minimum wage levels have any effect on housing. He also notes that most minimum wage laws go into effect
gradually over five or six years, leaving time for housing supply responses (Greenblatt 2015). Both views underscore
the role that affordable housing production plays in alleviating price pressures.
It is also important to consider that minimum wage increases impact only a subset of low end rental households.
Those lowest income renters in many locales share a market with households not or tenuously in the labor market.
Thus, ability to pay new higher rental prices imposed by landlords is not universal, and across-the-board increases
could result in tenant turnover, a process landlords tend to avoid in stable markets given the costs associated with
finding a new tenant.
A wage increase might result in greater demand for rental housing as new households form when individuals can
now afford to move out of family or shared housing, or as some households seek more space or better quality
housing. But, demand for rental housing is heavily influenced by demand for owned housing. A subset of households
will likely use their increased incomes to move into the homeownership market, thus decreasing the demand for
rental housing and countering rental market price pressure. In Illinois, even a small bump in existing hourly wages
results in increased homeownership rates. Among current low-wage earners, homeownership rates were 1 percent
higher among households with at least one worker earning under $13 per hour compared to $10 per hour and 2
percent higher for those with at least one worker earning under $15 versus $13 per hour. It is expected that as more
households can afford down payments and can access financing they will do so, particularly in regions with high rates
of homeownership.
In Chicago, Illinois’s highest cost housing market, higher housing prices have largely been driven by the top rather than
the bottom of the market with the addition of luxury rentals in anticipation of an uptick in of higher income renters.
Furthermore, for years supply has not been driven by demand as evidenced in the pre-recessionary housing meltdown.
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PART II: IMPACT ON PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE
One of the benefits cited by minimum wage proponents is that if workers are paid a living wage, they will be able to
rely less on public assistance and other anti-poverty programs. Not only can this lead to more self-sufficiency, but it
would reduce government expenditures on these programs. Estimating the change in public assistance costs and
usage resulting from a minimum wage increase is difficult, as there is no comprehensive dataset that provides both
information on public benefits alongside data points that would allow for the identification of potentially impacted
workers. This report makes use of what data was available from the PUMS and other sources to make estimates.

Food Stamp Usage

According to 2014 PUMS data, 643,538 households (13.5 percent) in Illinois rely on Food Stamps or the Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) (not including persons in group quarters). SNAP usage is higher among low wage
worker households that would be eligible for minimum wage increases (see Table 2.1). Minimum wage increases
may result in fewer households relying on SNAP. It is important to note that the Illinois Department of Family Services
reported an average of slightly over 1 million households receiving SNAP benefits monthly in 2014. This discrepancy
could be the result of underreporting in the American Community Survey.
Table 2.1: Households Receiving SNAP Benefits
Worker earning less than $10/hr
#

Worker earning less than $13/hr

%

150,407

#
23%

%

793,209

Worker earning less than $15/hr
#

20%

991,068

%
19%

Public Assistance Usage

There are few data points available in the PUMS that discuss in detail other forms of public assistance. However,
the PUMS does include the amount of an individual’s total public assistance income in the past 12 months. Public
assistance income includes general assistance and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). It excludes
hospital or medical care assistance (vendor payments), Food Stamps/SNAP, and SSI. This variable only includes
persons age 15 and older. According to PUMS data 145,081 persons in Illinois reported Public Assistance income,
which constitutes 1.1 percent of the total population. Illinois Department of Family Services data reported a monthly
average of 48,896 TANF cases and 128,997 enrolled persons in 2014. Public assistance usage was not considerably
higher among low wage workers when compared to all persons in Illinois, as most low wage households do not qualify.
Table 2.2: Public Assistance Usage

# of Persons
% of Workers
Aggregate Benefits

Worker earning
less than $10/hr

Worker earning
less than $13/hr

Worker earning
less than $15/hr

13,394

17,133

19,049

1.5%

1.3%

1.1%

$36,155,599

$46,351,287

$50,053,749
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Medicaid

In Illinois, a person working full time at the minimum wage of $8.25 per hour qualifies for Medicaid if he or she has one
or more dependents. To no longer be eligible, a full-time worker with one or more dependents would need to earn at
least $10.66 per hour. According to PUMS data, Medicaid enrollment was slightly higher among workers age 16 to 64
earning less than $10 and $13 when compared to all persons age 16 to 64 in Illinois (see Table 2.3). (14.1 percent of
Illinois residents age 16 to 64 are enrolled in Medicaid; 19.2 percent of all Illinois residents are enrolled in Medicaid).
Reliance on Medicaid is tied not only to income but to the availability of employer-provided health insurance.
Table 2.3: Medicaid Enrollment
Worker earning less than $10/hr
#
151,891

%

Worker earning less than $13/hr
#

17.4%

209,280

%
15.3%

Worker earning less than $15/hr
#

%

238,434

14.0%

Housing Assistance

PUMS data does not include data on Housing Choice Vouchers or other forms of housing assistance. Therefore, it is
difficult to determine what proportion of low wage workers are receiving such assistance and how that would change
with increases to the minimum wage.
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development provides some data on this in its annual Picture of
Subsidized Households. In 2015, HUD-funded programs served 421,389 people in Illinois. Of those participating in
these programs, 27 percent were households where the majority of household income is derived from wages and/
or business. For the Housing Choice Voucher Program, 35 percent of households reported wages as a major source
of income. While it is not possible to parse out the low wage workers who would be eligible for housing assistance
under minimum wage increase scenarios, it can be assumed that those households with wage income would become
less reliant or ineligible if wage income were to increase. However, ineligibility would not necessarily translate to
housing affordability. Housing choice voucher amounts are determined based on income and are used to cover the
gap between what households earn and ‘fair market rent.’ Therefore, becoming ineligible or receiving less in voucher
assistance could result in zero net gains or a loss in housing affordability.
While it is difficult to quantify the public assistance savings resulting from increases in the minimum wage, it can be
assumed from looking at rates of usage that public assistance expenditures would decrease as households are able
to become more self-sufficient. However, when considering housing affordability in particular, becoming ineligible for
certain public benefits could be a zero-sum game for households if their new earnings do not keep pace with the rising
cost of housing.
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PART III: ECONOMIC IMPACT
INTRODUCTION

Part III of this report provides an economic analysis of anticipated impacts should minimum wages increase in the
Chicago metropolitan region and/or the state of Illinois. These impacts focus primarily on anticipated employment
effects and subsequent effects on state and local taxes. The scope of affected workers in Part III differs from affected
workers in Part I because differing sources were consulted to approximate the universe of impacted workers. Part III
of the report relies on data sets constructed by IMPLAN, an input-output modeling software. IMPLAN data sets are
developed annually by Implan Group LLC, and this report makes use of their 2015 dataset.
Regional data used in IMPLAN models is derived from many different sources, primarily federal agencies responsible
for data collection. The principal data sources employed by IMPLAN include: the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS)
Covered Employment and Wages (CEW) program; the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) Regional Information
System (REA) program; the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis Benchmark I/O Accounts of the U.S.; the BEA Output
estimates; the BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey; the U.S. Census Bureau County Business Patterns (CBP) program;
the U.S. Census Bureau Decennial Census and Population Surveys; the U.S. Census Bureau Economic Censuses and
Surveys; and the U.S. Department of Agriculture Census.
IMPLAN data estimates that almost 67 percent of Illinois’ 7.62 million jobs are located within the metropolitan region
surrounding the City of Chicago and consisting of the counties of Cook, Lake, McHenry, Dupage, Will, and Kane. As
can be seen in Table 3.1, roughly one-quarter or 1.38 million area jobs pay $13 or less per hour. Almost one-third of
the regional workforce earns $15 or less per hour.
When including the rest of Illinois workers in the mix, the saturation of low worker earnings is even more pronounced.
Table 3.2 displays the percentages of workers statewide who are earning the state minimum wage of $8.25 or less,
as well as those earning at or less than $10, $13, and $15 per hour. Across the state, approximately 30.5 percent or
2.33 million jobs pay $13 or less per hour. Over one third or 2.62 million Illinois workers earn $15 or less per hour.
Table 3.1: Categorization of Low-Wage Workers in Chicago Metro Area
by Wage Level, 2016
Number of Workers

Percentage

Earn $8.25 or less per hour

254,100

4.78%

Earn $10 or less per hour

775,747

14.59%

Earn $13 or less per hour

1,379,853

25.95%

Earn $15 or less per hour

1,708,326

32.13

All workers

5,317,071

100.00%

Table 3.2: Categorization of Low-Wage Workers in Illinois by Wage
Level, 2016
Number of Workers
Earn $8.25 or less per hour

Percentage

947,943

12.45%

Earn $10 or less per hour

1,533,236

20.13%

Earn $13 or less per hour

2,325,607

30.54%

Earn $15 or less per hour

2,622,449

34.43%

All workers

7,616,135

100.00%
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METHODOLOGY OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

4

1

Economic impact analyses are commonly used by policymakers and economic development experts to evaluate the
impact of a policy or activity on the regional economy. The approach helps researchers determine impacts to everyone
who either benefits or loses as a result of the policy, beyond just those who are directly affected. In effect, the analysis
parses out the impact of the policy on the entire economy from what would have otherwise occurred in the absence
of the policy.
The primary method for performing a regional economic impact analysis is to utilize an input-output (IO) model. An IO
model accounts for the interrelationship between industries in a regional economy, essentially following a dollar as it
cycles through the economy until it is spent elsewhere.
For ease of understanding, consider a consumer at a grocery store who spends $100 on household goods. Part of
that $100 revenue to the store will be used to pay employees, part will be used by ownership to buy more goods to sell
to consumers, and part may be used to improve the store, such as by renovating a section of the building. That $100
is spread out through the economy, as the recipient employee spends the new income, the earnings of the suppliers
go to pay food manufacturers, and the construction firm contracted to improve the store buys material for the project.
The $100 disseminated throughout the economy, gets further spent by the employees and owners of the first round
of spending. Over time, that $100 may have supported, for instance, another $50 or more worth of economic activity.
IO quantifies this recurring inter-industry spending in the form of multipliers. Industry multipliers estimate by how
much an extra dollar spent on a project will add to the regional economy. In their simplest form, industry multipliers
are multiplied by the amount of spending to produce a total effect on economic output. An industry multiplier of 1.5,
for example, means that spending $1 million on project will generate $1.5 million worth of new economic activity, or
$500,000 added to the economy, all else equal. Multipliers thus simplify private supply chain operations, industry-toindustry spending, and the consumer demand of workers into a simple number.
Through multipliers, IO analyses provide estimates to policymakers on the effect of a change in policy on economic output,
incomes, employment, and tax revenues. This study uses IMPLAN, an input-output modeling software, to measure
these outcomes. IMPLAN, short for Impacts for Planning, captures all the industry and institutional transactions in a
region as a flow of money from purchasers to producers, while also factoring in business and household taxes. For this
report, earnings and price impacts have been inputted directly into IMPLAN’s industry change feature, which estimates
industry spending patterns through Type SAM multipliers.
Importantly, IMPLAN adheres to traditional economic impact analysis and itemizes results by direct, indirect, and
induced impacts. Direct impacts measure the effect on the spending of the affected industry as a result of a policy.
In the case of this study, direct impacts occur when minimum wages are increased. On the one hand, minimum wage
workers’ earnings increase, so the effect on per-worker income is positive; on the other, firms may lay-off some workers
to offset higher labor costs, so total income may fall. Indirect impacts measure the effects of inter-industry purchases
by firms that receive direct expenditures from low-wage industries industry, such as businesses that supply foodservice establishments with local food products. Lastly, induced impacts measure the additional consumer spending
by those who are employed as a result of the direct and indirect impacts.

STUDY AREA AND ASSUMPTIONS

This study performs IO analyses to estimate the impacts of increasing the minimum wage for the entire state of
Illinois and specifically for the greater metropolitan Chicago area. The latter is comprised of Cook, Lake, Will, DuPage,
McHenry, and Kane counties. Separate models for the other geographic areas analyzed in Part I were not conducted
due to the relatively small populations of each of these areas.
For the state of Illinois, models were run estimating the impacts of $10, $13, and $15 statewide minimum wages. For
the six-county metro Chicago region, models were run estimating the impacts of $13 and $15 minimum wages. A $10
model was not run for this geography since the City of Chicago already maintains a minimum wage level higher than
4 Adapted in part from Dickson, Manzo, Bruno, and Belman (2013).
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5

$10 per hour.

2

Important assumptions were made in conducting each analysis. Each model predicted the impacts for raising the
minimum wages in select industries. The number of industries impacted increased with each model that raised the
minimum wage. For all models, industries that presumably employ many independent contractors were excluded (e.g.
real estate) and industries that maintained 100 or fewer workers were omitted.
IMPLAN provides an estimated total labor income for each industry as well as corresponding employment figures.
Employee compensation in IMPLAN is the total payroll cost of the employee paid by the employer. This figure includes
wages and salary, all benefits such as health and retirement, and payroll taxes such as social security and unemployment
taxes. Accordingly, these figures were multiplied by 69.7 percent, in order to approximate annual incomes without
benefits (Bruno and Manzo 2014).
The costs of increasing workers’ incomes can be paid for in a number of ways: the employer can pass on these costs
either fully or in part to consumers in the form of increased prices; the employer can absorb the costs either fully or
in part resulting in decreased revenues; the wage increases can be offset, either fully or in part, by increased worker
productivity and morale and decreased employee absenteeism and turnover, which results in less training costs
(Reich, Hall and Jacobs 2005). Labor costs as a proportion of operating costs also vary by industry. Recent literature
estimates that labor costs account for one third of operating costs in restaurant industries and roughly 10 percent of
operating costs in retail industries (Benner and Jayaraman 2012).
In their 2012 research of food service industries, Benner and Jayaraman estimate that a $10.10 federal minimum
wage with increased labor costs passed on entirely to consumers would result in maximum price increases of 2.5
percent over three years in food service industries. In this same study, Benner and Jayaraman estimate that the
$10.10 minimum wage would trigger 1 percent price increases in retail food industries, 0.7 percent price increases for
warehouse, storage and accommodations industries, and 0.9 percent price increases for administrative and support
service industries. Other industries displayed no discernible price increases despite increased labor costs.
Similar research shows that 26 percent wage increases in restaurants would result in 2.8 percent consumer price
increases (Dube, Naidu and Reich 2007). Another study of impacts in retail shows that pass through of increased
labor costs to consumers would result in 1.1 percent price increases at Wal-Mart (Jacobs, Graham-Square and Luce
2011).
This analysis assumes that employers do not absorb any of these increased costs and instead pass a portion of
them onto their customers with increased prices. In order to account for the impact variations within the literature,
a uniform 3.3 percent increase in prices was added across the board to the revenues of all affected industries. It
is also assumed that any additional costs associated with increased wages would be offset by increased employee
productivity and decreased worker turnover. These models do not account for any reduction in firm revenues.
Understanding the spillover effects of minimum wage increases on indirectly impacted workers is important for a more
complete comprehension of the impacts of minimum wage increases beyond the lowest-paid workers. This study does
not attempt to quantify these ripple effects, but economists have generally found evidence of these types of impacts
when minimum wages have been increased. Research conducted by economists David Autor of the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, Alan Manning of the London School of Economics, and Christopher Smith of the Federal
Reserve Board measures the effects of all state and federal minimum wage increases from 1979-2012 (Autor, Manning
and Smith 2015). Importantly, they find evidence of ripple effects of minimum wage increases for workers earning
more than the minimum wage and that these effects dissipate as one moves up the income ladder. Accordingly, a 10
percent minimum wage increase raises the wages of workers at the 10th percentile of wages by roughly 1.6 percent.
Wages of workers in the 20th percentile increased by 0.7 percent, and wage effects largely disappear for workers
above the 25th percentile.
5 As of July 1, 2016, the City of Chicago maintained a minimum wage of $10.50 per hour. This wage is set to increase annually until it
hits $13 per hour in 2019, at which point it will subsequently be raised annually at a level that corresponds to the Consumer Price Index
(CPI).
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INCOME AND EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS FOR THE CHICAGO METROPOLITAN REGION

Table 3.3 displays the industries that would be impacted by $13 and $15 per hour minimum wages in the six-country
Chicago metropolitan region. Also included in this table are the employment figures, annual employee incomes,
and employee hourly wages by industry. In order to understand the direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts
of raising the minimum wage in this geography, models were designed that gave each of these affected workers an
income bump to $13 per hour and then $15 per hour.
3

Table 3.3: Employment & Worker Incomes for Minimum Wage Industries in Cook, Lake, McHenry, DuPage, Will and Kane
Counties, 2016
Industry Description

Employment
(current)

Annual Income Per
Worker

Annual Income
Per Worker (minus
benefits)

6

Hourly Wage

Fitness and recreational sports centers

21,589

$15,995.67

$11,148.98

$5.36

Private households

43,988

$16,240.67

$11,319.75

$5.44

Child day care services

62,375

$16,559.91

$11,542.25

$5.55

2,325

$16,993.94

$11,844.77

$5.69

Bowling centers
Limited-service restaurants

123,824

$21,380.66

$14,902.32

$7.16

Personal care services

67,229

$24,752.23

$17,252.30

$8.29

Other amusement and recreation industries

14,718

$24,901.84

$17,356.58

$8.34

Individual and family services

60,665

$24,891.88

$17,349.64

$8.34

Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories
stores

48,917

$25,989.33

$18,114.56

$8.71

141,189

$26,340.00

$18,358.98

$8.83

Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers

34,876

$26,411.77

$18,409.01

$8.85

Other educational services

46,998

$26,488.48

$18,462.47

$8.88

Retail - Sporting goods, hobby, musical
instrument and book stores

20,035

$26,576.16

$18,523.58

$8.91

Other personal services

45,181

$27,032.44

$18,841.61

$9.06

Retail - General merchandise stores

78,825

$28,104.35

$19,588.73

$9.42

1,675

$28,565.36

$19,910.06

$9.57

Services to buildings

81,989

$28,801.62

$20,074.73

$9.65

Retail - Nonstore retailers

40,048

$28,930.44

$20,164.52

$9.69

Retail - Food and beverage stores

78,359

$30,477.13

$21,242.56

$10.21

Transit and ground passenger transportation

35,147

$30,729.07

$21,418.16

$10.30

2,426

$31,784.41

$22,153.73

$10.65

Religious organizations

16,734

$32,574.97

$22,704.75

$10.92

All other food and drinking places

82,402

$33,001.38

$23,001.96

$11.06

7,170

$33,673.93

$23,470.73

$11.28

Full-service restaurants

Support activities for agriculture and forestry

Facilities support services

Car washes
Lawn and garden equipment manufacturing
Amusement parks and arcades
Investigation and security services
Employment services

568

$33,780.37

$23,544.92

$11.32

1,780

$34,091.80

$23,761.98

$11.42

35,817

$34,717.67

$24,198.22

$11.63

190,506

$35,487.13

$24,734.53

$11.89

Community food, housing, and other relief
services, including rehabilitation services

12,486

$36,335.57

$25,325.89

$12.18

Retail - Building material and garden
equipment and supplies stores

29,015

$37,053.51

$25,826.30

$12.42

6 The aggregate hourly wage for some industries reported here is less than the Illinois minimum wage of $8.25 per hour and the Chicago
minimum wage of $10.50 per hour. There are a number of possible explanations that might help explain this finding: the study area takes
a snapshot of industry characteristics for both Chicago and all other areas outside of the city in the 6-county region, effectively reducing
the wage bump in Chicago; the hourly wages were estimated based on 2,080 annual hours worked (a 40 hour work week), when in reality many if not most low-wage workers work less than 40 hours per week; and different forms of wage theft prevalent in some of these
industries may be further reducing hourly wages.
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Residential mental retardation, mental health,
substance abuse and other facilities

17,007

$38,017.87

$26,498.46

$12.74

Personal and household goods repair and
maintenance

15,108

$38,084.85

$26,545.14

$12.76

Nursing and community care facilities

65,300

$38,481.25

$26,821.43

$12.89

51,208

$38,626.84

$26,922.91

$12.94

Home health care services
Total Number of Workers Directly Impacted
by $13 Min. Wage

1,577,479

Landscape and horticultural services

31,595

$39,223.17

$27,338.55

$13.14

Labor and civic organizations

21,845

$39,716.48

$27,682.39

$13.31

Retail - Gasoline stores

10,617

$40,530.78

$28,249.95

$13.58

Other textile product mills

616

$41,307.09

$28,791.04

$13.84

Other accommodations

950

$41,779.81

$29,120.53

$14.00

36,571

$41,883.03

$29,192.47

$14.03

795

$43,340.62

$30,208.41

$14.52

7,140

$43,858.68

$30,569.50

$14.70

244

$44,053.58

$30,705.35

$14.76

13,841

$44,353.19

$30,914.17

$14.86

941

$44,369.09

$30,925.25

$14.87

40,842

$44,472.53

$30,997.35

$14.90

Elementary and secondary schools
Frozen cakes and other pastries
manufacturing
Museums, historical sites, zoos, and parks
All other crop farming
Gambling industries (except casino hotels)
Curtain and linen mills
Retail - Health and personal care stores
Total Number of Workers Directly Impacted
by $15 Min. Wage

1,743,476

Raising the minimum hourly wage to $13 represents a 58 percent wage increase for hourly workers earning the Illinois
minimum wage of $8.25 per hour outside of the City of Chicago. An increase in pay to $15 per hour results in an 82
percent pay raise for the same group of workers. For minimum wage employees within the Chicago city limits, a raise
to $13 per hour represents a 24 percent wage increase above the current minimum wage of $10.50 per hour, while a
raise to $15 per hour results in a 43 percent hourly wage boost.
The impacts of these labor costs vary considerably among impacted industries. It can be predicted that highly elastic
industries such as those involved in manufacturing and other production work would likely respond to such a mandate
by reducing the sizes of their labor forces, either through investments in labor-saving technologies or by relocation to
sites outside of the impacted area. Other less elastic industries, especially those involved in the service sectors, could
experience either small decreases in employment, workforce stability, or small increases in employment.
Table 3.4 displays the employment impacts anticipated for minimum wage industries after enactment of a $13
minimum wage in the Chicago metro area. Some industries, particularly those related to retail and private households,
7
experience little job gains or job losses in response to the increased labor costs. Other industries, such as personal
services and amusement and recreational facilities, may be subject to losses of up to almost a third of their labor
force. In total, this study estimates that this wage increase would result in roughly 47,000 jobs lost in industries
directly impacted, or 3.4 percent of all minimum wage jobs in this geographic area.
4

7 ‘Private households’ corresponds to NAICS code 814110 and comprises private households primarily engaged in employing workers
on or about the premises in activities primarily concerned with the operation of the household. These private households may employ individuals, such as cooks, maids, nannies, butlers, and outside workers, such as gardeners, caretakers, and other maintenance workers.
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Table 3.4: Expected Employment Impacts for Minimum Wage Industries Post-$13 Minimum Wage Increase in Cook, Lake,
McHentry, DuPage, Will, and Kane Counties, 2016
Industry Description

Employment
(current)

Employment post$13 minimum wage

Jobs
change

Percent
change

Private households

43,388

44,855

1,467

3.38%

Personal care services

67,229

68,577

1,348

2.01%

All other food and drinking places

82,402

83,648

1,245

1.51%

Services to buildings

81,989

83,042

1,053

1.28%

Other educational services

46,998

47,984

987

2.10%

Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories stores

48,917

49,523

606

1.24%

Employment services

190,506

191,072

566

0.30%

Fitness and recreational sports centers

21,589

22,003

414

1.92%

Investigation and security services

35,817

36,142

326

0.91%

Religious organizations

16,734

17,043

308

1.84%

Retail - Sporting goods, hobby, musical instrument and
book stores

20,035

20,184

149

0.74%

Bowling centers

2,325

2,316

-9

-0.37%

Child day care services

62,375

62,244

-131

-0.21%

Retail - Nonstore retailers

40,048

39,715

-333

-0.83%

Nursing and community care facilities

65,300

64,956

-344

-0.53%

Transit and ground passenger transportation

35,147

34,704

-443

-1.26%

Lawn and garden equipment manufacturing
Retail - Food and beverage stores
Support activities for agriculture and forestry
Home health care services

568

103

-465

-81.85%

78,359

77,809

-550

-0.70%

1,675

1,093

-582

-34.74%

51,208

50,546

-662

-1.29%

Amusement parks and arcades

1,780

830

-951

-53.40%

Car washes

7,170

6,073

-1,097

-15.30%

141,189

140,033

-1,156

-0.82%

2,426

1,011

-1,415

-58.34%

12,486

11,056

-1,430

-11.45%

123,824

121,959

-1,865

-1.51%

Residential mental retardation, mental health, substance abuse
and other facilities

17,007

14,707

-2,300

-13.53%

Other amusement and recreation industries

14,718

11,617

-3,101

-21.07%

Personal and household goods repair and maintenance

15,108

11,278

-3,830

-25.35%

Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers

34,876

30,806

-4,070

-11.67%

Retail - General merchandise stores

78,825

73,497

-5,328

-6.76%

Individual and family services

60,665

54,981

-5,684

-9.37%

Retail - Building material and garden equipment and supplies stores

29,015

22,360

-6,655

-22.94%

Other personal services

45,181

32,062

-13,119

-29.04%

Full-service restaurants
Facilities support services
Community food, housing, and other relief services, including rehabilitation services
Limited-service restaurants

TOTAL

-47,050

Importantly, it is anticipated that job losses in directly impacted industries are offset by job growth in industries affected
by indirect and induced spending. The workers that maintain their employment in directly impacted industries will
be subject to wage increases of between 24 and 58 percent, resulting in increased consumer spending in local
economies and job gains in indirectly related industries. Expanding businesses will also spend more in purchasing
goods and services in local economies, leading to job gains through induced impacts. Table 3.5 shows the top ten
industries that could experience job growth through the indirect and induced impacts of raising the minimum wage to
$13 per hour.
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Table 3.5: Top Ten Industries with Indirect and/or Induced Employment Impacts Post-$13 Minimum Wage
Increase in Cook, Lake, McHenry, DuPage, Will, and Kane Counties, 2016
Rank
Industry Description
Indirect employment Induced employment
Percent
Impacts
Impacts
change
1

Hospitals

0

3,595

3.38%

2

Full-service restaurants

3

Limited-service restaurants

106

3,087

2.01%

47

2,811

1.51%

4

Real estate

522

2,488

1.28%

5
6

Retail - Food and beverage stores

6

1,860

2.10%

Offices of physicians

0

1,708

1.24%

7

Wholesale trade

100

1,661

0.30%

8

Retail - General merchandise stores

41

1,655

1.92%

9

Nursing and community care facilities

10

All other food and drinking places

0

1,585

0.91%

27

1,570

1.84%

In line with existing academic literature on economic impacts of minimum wage increases, the net impacts of raising
the minimum wage to $13 per hour in the Chicago metropolitan region are fairly minimal (Hirsch, Kaufman and
Zelenska 2011). As was seen in Table 3.4, the job losses anticipated from a minimum wage increase to $13 per
hour in this geographic area could result in the lost of 77,100 jobs in directly impacted industries. However, the wage
increase for the remaining minimum wage workforce—roughly 1.3 million workers—could lead to the creation of an
additional 61,700 jobs in other industries. Combined, these impacts are equivalent to a net loss of approximately
11,600 jobs across the region or a 0.22 percent decline in employment.
Raising the minimum wage to $15 per hour in the six-county metro Chicago region would likely yield similar results. As
was seen in Table 3.3, more than 1.7 million workers would be directly impacted by a $15 minimum in Chicagoland.
An additional 12 industries would also be directly affected by the increased labor costs. All totaled, it can be expected
that increasing the minimum wage to $15 per hour in the Chicago metro area would result in roughly 27,500 jobs lost
in minimum wage industries, and 63,100 jobs gained in industries subject to indirect or induced impacts. The net
results of these impacts signify an employment growth of 0.67 percent in the local economy (Table 3.6).

Table 3.6: Top Ten Industries with Indirect and/or Induced Employment Impacts Post-$15
Minimum Wage Increase in Cook, Lake, McHenry, DuPage, Will, and Kane Counties, 2016
Industry Description

Employment
(current)

Direct
impacts

Indirect
impacts

Induced
impacts

Jobs
change

Percent
change

Private households

43,388

Other educational services

46,998

595

0

1,695

2,290

5.28%

-42

48

1,944

1,951

4.15%

Personal care services
Religious organizations

67,229

-56

7

2,718

2,669

3.97%

16,734

-20

0

638

618

3.70%

Fitness and recreational sports centers

21,589

-2

12

787

797

3.69%

Elementary and secondary schools

36,571

-85

0

1,342

1,257

3.44%

All other food and drinking places

82,402

-352

30

3,054

2,732

3.32%

Retail - Health and personal care stores

40,842

-3

13

1,265

1,275

3.12%

Museums, historical sites, zoos, and parks

7,140

-2

0

217

215

3.02%

Retail - Sporting goods, hobby, musical instrument and
book stores

20,035

-268

6

801

538

2.69%

Landscape and horticultural services

31,595

-73

54

786

767

2.43%

Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories stores

48,917

-15

31

1,150

1,166

2.38%

Child day care services

62,375

-1664

0

2,981

1,317

2.11%

Labor and civic organizations

21,845

-373

0

822

450

2.06%
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Bowling centers

2,325

-65

0

110

45

1.92%

Investigation and security services

35,817

-90

81

665

656

1.83%

Nursing and community care facilities

65,300

-1,929

0

3,082

1,153

1.77%

Retail - Food and beverage stores

78,359

-2,415

5

3,616

1,206

1.54%

141,189

-4,349

109

6,004

1,764

1.25%

51,208

-1,899

0

2,406

507

0.99%

Employment services

190,506

-1,002

395

2,305

1,698

0.89%

Limited-service restaurants

Full-service restaurants
Home health care services

123,824

-4,723

48

5,468

793

0.64%

Retail - Nonstore retailers

40,048

-941

27

1,131

217

0.54%

Transit and ground passenger transportation

35,147

-835

32

708

-94

-0.27%

Retail - General merchandise stores

78,825

-7,024

38

3,219

-3,768

-4.78%

Individual and family services

60,665

-7,114

0

2,781

-4,333

-7.14%

Community food, housing, and other relief services, including rehabilitation services

12,486

-1,737

0

597

-1,140

-9.13%

Gambling industries (except casino hotels)

13,841

-1,985

0

630

-1,354

-9.79%

Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers

34,876

-4,715

16

1,225

-3,474

-9.96%

Residential mental retardation, mental health, substance
abuse and other facilities

17,007

-2,722

0

821

-1,902

-11.18%

7,170

-1,265

3

321

-941

-13.12%

Other amusement and recreation industries

14,718

-3,435

11

629

-2,794

-18.99%

Retail - Building material and garden equipment and
supplies stores

29,015

-7,303

5

1,250

-6,048

-20.84%

Personal and household goods repair and maintenence

15,108

-4,091

33

447

-3,611

-23.90%

Other personal services

45,181

-14,165

18

2,005

-12,142

-26.87%

Support activities for agriculture and forestry

1,675

-588

0

12

-576

-34.40%

Amusement parks and arcades

1,780

-989

0

75

-914

-51.35%

10,617

-5,956

4

401

-5,552

-52.29%

Car washes

Retail - Gasoline stores
Facilities support services

2,426

-1,438

6

36

-1,397

-57.58%

Frozen cakes and other pastries manufacturing

568

-434

0

6

-428

-75.37%

Lawn and garden equipment manufacturing

568

-466

0

1

-465

-81.77%

All other crop farming

244

-229

0

2

-228

-93.45%

Other textile product mills

616

-594

0

1

-593

-96.19%

Curtain and linen mills

941

-913

0

4

-909

-96.60%

Other accommodations

950

-931

0

2

-928

-97.74%

INCOME AND EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS FOR THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

In addition to exploring the economic impacts of raising the minimum wage in the Chicago metropolitan region, this
study produced economic impact models estimating the employment impacts of raising the minimum wage to $10,
$13 and $15 per hour for the entire state of Illinois. Table 3.7 displays the number of workers and employee incomes
annually and hourly, for industries that would be impacted by these three minimum wage levels. In total approximately
1.53 million or just over 20 percent of Illinois workers would be directly impacted by a $10 minimum wage; 2.33 million
or 30.5 percent of Illinois workers would be directly impacted by a $13 minimum wage; and 2.62 million or just over
one-third of Illinois workers would be directly impacted by a $15 minimum wage.
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Table 3.7: Employment and Worker Incomes for Minimum Wage Industries in Illinois, 2016
Industry description

Employment
Annual
Annual Income
(current)
Income Per
Per Worker
Worker
(minus benefits)

8

Hourly
Wage

Private households

55,326

$14,834.93

$10,339.95

$4.97

Fitness and recreational sports centers

26,898

$15,026.92

$10,473.76

$5.04

Bowling centers
Child day care services
Limited-service restaurants
Retail - Nonstore retailers
Racing and Track Operation
Womens and girls cut and sew apparel manufacturing

3,901

$15,385.40

$10,723.62

$5.16

84,500

$16,259.39

$11,332.79

$5.45

193,362

$19,239.43

$13,409.88

$6.45

67,516

$21,211.37

$14,784.32

$7.11

2,248

$21,750.23

$15,159.91

$7.29

252

$21,841.77

$15,223.71

$7.32

Other amusement and recreation industries

21,373

$22,195.10

$15,469.99

$7.44

Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers

55,873

$23,014.66

$16,041.22

$7.71

Forestry, forest products, and timber tract production

223

$23,088.79

$16,092.89

$7.74

Commercial logging

774

$23,361.27

$16,282.81

$7.83

202,326

$23,596.98

$16,447.10

$7.91

Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories stores

62,295

$24,305.89

$16,941.21

$8.14

Individual and family services

77,787

$24,416.83

$17,018.53

$8.18

Other educational services

56,992

$24,418.45

$17,019.66

$8.18

Retail - Sporting goods, hobby, musical instrument and book stores

28,688

$24,597.49

$17,144.45

$8.24

7,610

$24,608.16

$17,151.89

$8.25

108,422

$25,294.70

$17,630.41

$8.48

90,076

$25,872.12

$18,032.87

$8.67

Full-service restaurants

Promoters of performing arts and sports and agents for public
figures
Services to buildings
Personal care services
Retail - General merchandise stores

129,476

$27,387.14

$19,088.84

$9.18

Other personal services

56,022

$27,665.13

$19,282.60

$9.27

Extraction of natural gas and crude petroleum

16,115

$28,055.03

$19,554.36

$9.40

Transit and ground passenger transportation
Retail - Food and beverage stores
Religious organizations
Total Number of Workers Directly Impacted by $10 Min. Wage
All other food and drinking places
Wineries

47,453

$28,184.18

$19,644.38

$9.44

112,366

$28,581.49

$19,921.30

$9.58

24,988

$29,140.57

$20,310.98

$9.76

112,575

$30,154.38

$21,017.60

$10.10

1,533,236
628

$30,397.60

$21,187.13

$10.19

Couriers and messengers

30,525

$30,948.37

$21,571.01

$10.37

Funds, trusts, and other financial vehicles

30,852

$31,042.19

$21,636.40

$10.40

Amusement parks and arcades

2,366

$31,282.84

$21,804.14

$10.48

Labor and civic organizations

34,291

$31,797.19

$22,162.64

$10.66

Community food, housing, and other relief services, including
rehabilitation services

24,013

$31,958.37

$22,274.98

$10.71

3,660

$32,226.38

$22,461.79

$10.80

Retail - Gasoline stores

30,483

$32,309.13

$22,519.46

$10.83

Landscape and horticultural services

44,484

$33,634.72

$23,443.40

$11.27

Investigation and security services

40,800

$33,958.79

$23,669.27

$11.38

Car washes

10,661

$33,964.36

$23,673.16

$11.38

Facilities support services

Drilling oil and gas wells

2,698

$34,544.31

$24,077.39

$11.58

Employment services

226,029

$34,893.34

$24,320.66

$11.69

Nursing and community care facilities

116,197

$35,199.46

$24,534.02

$11.80

48,578

$35,519.04

$24,756.77

$11.90

Retail - Building material and garden equipment and supplies stores
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Other cut and sew apparel manufacturing

772

$35,642.04

$24,842.50

$11.94

29,626

$35,731.00

$24,904.50

$11.97

Other accommodations

2,103

$37,151.79

$25,894.80

$12.45

Frozen cakes and other pastries manufacturing

1,030

$38,252.14

$26,661.74

$12.82

46,620

$39,019.53

$27,196.61

$13.08

Residential mental retardation, mental health, substance abuse and
other facilities

Total Number of Workers Directly Impacted by $13 Min. Wage
Elementary and secondary schools
Other textile product mills

2,323,607
792

$39,497.23

$27,529.57

$13.24

Gambling industries (except casino hotels)

19,455

$39,608.78

$27,607.32

$13.27

Home health care services

58,372

$39,972.52

$27,860.85

$13.39

Sawmills

671

$40,292.71

$28,084.02

$13.50

Other pressed and blown glass and glassware manufacturing

138

$40,380.25

$28,145.04

$13.53

Hotels and motels, including casino hotels

38,591

$40,590.19

$28,291.36

$13.60

Personal and household goods repair and maintenance

19,976

$41,370.10

$28,834.96

$13.86

Retail - Health and personal care stores

57,242

$41,587.71

$28,986.63

$13.94

4,863

$41,602.73

$28,997.10

$13.94

Other leather and allied product manufacturing

751

$41,934.31

$29,228.21

$14.05

Manufactured ice

228

$41,997.31

$29,272.13

$14.07

All other crop farming

Veneer and plywood manufacturing

105

$42,208.07

$29,419.02

$14.14

Museums, historical sites, zoos, and parks

7,713

$42,258.76

$29,454.36

$14.16

Wood container and pallet manufacturing

3,025

$42,291.18

$29,476.95

$14.17

10,020

$43,326.30

$30,198.43

$14.52

1,717

$43,342.48

$30,209.71

$14.52

12,656

$43,464.37

$30,294.66

$14.56

1,250

$43,771.67

$30,508.85

$14.67

997

$43,958.78

$30,639.27

$14.73

Wood kitchen cabinet and countertop manufacturing

3,005

$44,173.65

$30,789.03

$14.80

Video tape and disc rental

1,671

$44,566.44

$31,062.81

$14.93

Death care services

6,243

$44,732.72

$31,178.71

$14.99

743

$44,735.93

$31,180.95

$14.99

Motion picture and video industries
Mens and boys cut and sew apparel manufacturing
Veterinary services
Lawn and garden equipment manufacturing
Curtain and linen mills

All other miscellaneous wood product manufacturing
Total Number of Workers Directly Impacted by $15 Min. Wage

2,622,449

A minimum wage increase to $10 per hour for Illinois workers represents a 21 percent raise for those currently earning
the state minimum wage of $8.25 per hour. The exception to this is individuals working within the City of Chicago since
their minimum wage is already higher than the $10 level. As with the analysis conducted for the Chicago metro region,
raising the Illinois minimum hourly wage to $13 represents a 58 percent wage increase for hourly workers earning the
Illinois minimum wage of $8.25 per hour outside of the City of Chicago. An increase in pay to $15 per hour results in
an 82 percent pay raise for the same group of workers.
5

Similar to the above model for the Chicago metro region, Table 3.8 displays the employment impacts anticipated for
minimum wage industries after enactment of a statewide $10 minimum wage. With the exception of “Personal Care
Services,” which experiences a slight bump in employment, all other minimum wage industries are expected to suffer
job losses should the state minimum wage rise to $10 per hour. However, these losses are somewhat offset by job
gains in industries impacted by indirect firm purchases and induced consumer spending. Table 3.9 shows the top ten
industries that could experience job growth through the indirect and induced impacts of raising the state minimum
wage to $10 per hour. Combined, these impacts would result in a loss of approximately 107,000 jobs statewide or
1.41 percent of the state’s total employment. These figures include direct loss of roughly 148,000 low-wage jobs and
creation of about 40,000 higher paid jobs through indirect and/or induced impacts.

8 See footnote 6.
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Table 3.8: Direct, Indirect, and Induced Employment Impacts for Minimum Wage Industries Post $10
Minimum Wage Increase in Illinois, 2016
Description

Current Direct Job Indirect Job Induced Job
Jobs
Percent
Impacts
Impacts
Impacts
change change

Full-service restaurants

202,326

-20,688

52

1,875

-18,761

-9.27%

Limited-service restaurants

193,362

-9,048

31

1,817

-7,200

-3.72%

Retail - General merchandise stores

129,476

-5,826

43

1,087

-4,696

-3.63%

Retail - Food and beverage stores

112,366

-11,571

5

1,103

-10,463

-9.31%

Services to buildings

108,422

-6,650

97

583

-5,970

-5.51%

Personal care services

90,076

-624

9

825

209

0.23%

Child day care services

84,500

-2,464

0

866

-1,598

-1.89%

Individual and family services

77,787

-18,175

0

772

-17,404

-22.37%

Retail - Nonstore retailers

67,516

-5,630

28

407

-5,195

-7.69%

Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories
stores

62,295

-6,127

26

343

-5,758

-9.24%

Other educational services

56,992

-7,221

27

541

-6,654

-11.67%

Other personal services

56,022

-20,032

9

534

-19,489

-34.79%

Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers

55,873

-8,178

15

415

-7,747

-13.87%

Private households

55,326

-7,867

0

504

-7,363

-13.31%

Transit and ground passenger transportation

47,453

-1,261

18

230

-1,013

-2.14%

Retail - Sporting goods, hobby, musical instrument and book stores

28,688

-2,499

5

247

-2,247

-7.83%

Fitness and recreational sports centers

26,898

-2,235

4

232

-1,999

-7.43%

Religious organizations

24,988

-563

0

206

-357

-1.43%

Other amusement and recreation industries

21,373

-5,520

5

196

-5,319

-24.89%

Extraction of natural gas and crude petroleum

16,115

-14,841

3

29

-14,809

-91.89%

Promoters of performing arts and sports and
agents for public figures

7,610

-2,598

8

56

-2,534

-33.30%

Bowling centers

3,901

-99

0

39

-59

-1.52%

Racing and Track Operation

2,248

-316

3

21

-292

-13.00%

Commercial logging

774

-564

0

0

-564

-72.82%

Cut and sew apparel contractors

374

-370

0

0

-369

-98.76%

Womens and girls cut and sew apparel manufacturing

252

-249

0

1

-248

-98.54%

Forestry, forest products, and timber tract
production

223

-193

0

0

-193

-86.41%
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Table 3.9: Top Ten Industries with Indirect and/or Induced Employment Impacts Post-$10
Minimum Wage Increase in Illinois, 2016
Rank

Description

Indirect Job
impacts

Induced Job impacts

1

Hospitals

0

2,251

2

Full-service restaurants

52

1,875

3

Limited-service restaurants

31

1,817

4

Real estate

351

1,479

5

Retail - Food and beverage stores

5

1,103

6

Retail - General merchandise stores

43

1,087

7

Nursing and community care facilities

0

1,068

8

Offices of physicians

0

1,063

9

Wholesale trade

80

1,019

10

All other food and drinking places

12

986

The employment forecast improves when models are run for $13 and $15 state minimum wages. This study anticipates
that enacting a $13 statewide minimum wage could lead to a direct loss of roughly 180,500 minimum wage jobs and
creation of approximately 112,600 higher paid jobs. Accordingly, the combined employment impact could be an
employment decline of only 0.89 percent statewide. Similarly, this study predicts that enactment of a $15 minimum
wage could result in the loss of 228,400 minimum wage jobs across the state and creation of roughly 169,400 higher
paid jobs. This employment impact signifies a 0.78 percent decrease in overall employment for Illinois. Table 3.10
presents a side-by-side comparison of the anticipated employment impacts with the adoption of $10, $13 and $15
minimum wages for the state of Illinois.
Table 3.10: Comparisions of Anticipated Employment Impacts Post-$10, $13, and $15
Minimum Wage Increases in Illinois, 2016
$10 Min. Wage

Direct Impacts

$13 Min. Wage

$15 Min. Wage

-148,092

-180,489

-228,379

Indirect Impacts

2,512

5,781

6,184

Induced Impacts

37,868

106,865

163,168

-107,712

-67,843

-59,027

-1.41%

-0.89%

-0.78%

Total Impacts
Percentage Change in Employment

TAX IMPACTS FOR THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Increased wages will result in positive tax impacts for local governments, the State of Illinois, and the federal
government. Table 3.11 shows a breakdown of anticipated state and local tax impacts should Illinois’ minimum wage
be increased to $10, $13 and $15 per hour. As can be seen below, raising the minimum wage at the state level would
be enormously positive for Illinois’ tax rolls. An estimated $554 million in additional state and local revenue could be
collected if the state’s minimum wage increased to $10 per hour. Added tax revenues almost triple to $1.55 billion
with an increase in Illinois’ minimum wage to $13 per hour. Finally, if the minimum wage were to increase to $15 per
hour, an estimated $2.35 billion additional state and local taxes could be generated.
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Table 3.11: Anticipated State and Local Tax Impacts Post-$10, $13, and $15 Minimum Wage
Increases in Illinois, 2016
$10 MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE
Employee
Compensation

Tax Description

Tax on Production
and Imports

Households

Dividends

Corporations
$851,768.11

Social Ins Tax- Employee Contribution

$6,466,186.95

Social Ins Tax- Employer Contribution

$12,629,272.75

Tax on Production and Imports: Sales Tax

$112,705,304.72

Tax on Production and Imports: Property Tax

$145,520,736.51

Tax on Production and Imports: Motor Vehicle
Lic

$3,760,103.20

Tax on Production and Imports: Severance Tax
Tax on Production and Imports: Other Taxes

$9,145,655.15

Tax on Production and Imports: S/L NonTaxes

$3,264,256.80

Corporate Profits Tax

$22,772,408.85

Personal Tax: Income Tax

$180,150,818.06

Personal Tax: NonTaxes (Fines- Fees

$36,941,549.85

Personal Tax: Motor Vehicle License

$12,942,743.32

Personal Tax: Property Taxes

$4,787,473.89

Personal Tax: Other Tax (Fish/Hunt)

$2,467,398.41

Total

$19,095,460.00

$274,396,056.00

$237,289,984.00

TOTAL STATE AND LOCAL TAXES

$23,624,177.00
$554,405,677.00

$13 MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE
Employee
Compensation

Tax Description

Tax on Production
and Imports

Households

Dividends

Corporations
$2,356,421.70

Social Ins Tax- Employee Contribution

$18,256,082.92

Social Ins Tax- Employer Contribution

$35,656,413.89

Tax on Production and Imports: Sales Tax

$312,519,614.49

Tax on Production and Imports: Property Tax

$403,513,232.97

Tax on Production and Imports: Motor Vehicle
Lic

$10,426,359.39

Tax on Production and Imports: Severance Tax
Tax on Production and Imports: Other Taxes
Tax on Production and Imports: S/L NonTaxes

$25,359,911.22
$9,051,431.91

Corporate Profits Tax

$63,000,003.61

Personal Tax: Income Tax

$508,362,998.62

Personal Tax: NonTaxes (Fines- Fees

$104,244,425.40

Personal Tax: Motor Vehicle License

$36,522,801.14

Personal Tax: Property Taxes

$13,509,651.04

Personal Tax: Other Tax (Fish/Hunt)

$6,962,689.23

Total

$53,912,497.00

$760,870,550.00

$669,602,565.00

TOTAL STATE AND LOCAL TAXES

$65,356,425.00
$1,549,742,037.00

$15 MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE
Employee
Compensation

TaxDescription
Dividends

Tax on Production
and Imports

Households

Corporations
3535554.056

Social Ins Tax- Employee Contribution

$27,889,876.98

THE IMPACT OF A MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE ON HOUSING AFFORDABILITY IN ILLINOIS│ 53

Social Ins Tax- Employer Contribution

$54,472,420.95

Tax on Production and Imports: Sales Tax

$470,874,129.12

Tax on Production and Imports: Property Tax

$607,974,475.26

Tax on Production and Imports: Motor Vehicle
Lic

$15,709,422.62

Tax on Production and Imports: Severance Tax
Tax on Production and Imports: Other Taxes

$38,209,843.81

Tax on Production and Imports: S/L NonTaxes

$13,637,815.87

Corporate Profits Tax

$94,524,649.42

Personal Tax: Income Tax

$776,154,022.21

Personal Tax: NonTaxes (Fines- Fees

$159,157,397.45

Personal Tax: Motor Vehicle License

$55,761,960.60

Personal Tax: Property Taxes

$20,626,147.21

Personal Tax: Other Tax (Fish/Hunt)
Total
TOTAL STATE AND LOCAL TAXES

$10,630,433.75
$82,362,298.00

$1,146,405,687.00 $1,022,329,961.00

$98,060,203.00
$2,349,158,149.00
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PART IV: SUMMARY &
RECOMMENDATIONS
Housing cost burden is pervasive among low wage workers.

An estimated 43 percent of households in Illinois with at least one worker earning less than $10 per hour are housing
cost burdened, meaning they pay more than 30 percent of their income for their housing costs. This figure is 59
percent among renter households which constitute a greater proportion of households earning less than $10 per hour
(47 percent) when compared to all households in Illinois (34 percent). Proportions of housing cost burdened low wage
workers are greatest in the Chicago and the St. Louis/Southwest Illinois region.

Increases to the minimum wage would lessen housing cost burden.

Increases to the minimum wage would result in fewer housing cost burdened households across the board in Illinois.
If the minimum wage were to increase to $10 per hour, 49,626 more households would now be able to afford their
housing. The proportion of households with a worker previously earning less than $10 who are cost burdened would
decrease from 43 percent to 36 percent—a decline of 7 percent. This would represent a 1 percent decrease in the
statewide rate of housing cost burdened households. Affordability gains among low wage homeowners would be 5
percent, while gains among low wage renters would be 10 percent (see Table 4.1).
If the minimum wage were to increase to $13 per hour, 114,897 more households would be able to afford their
housing costs. Among households with a worker previously earning less than $13 per hour, housing cost burden rates
would decrease 12 percent from 41 percent to 29 percent. This represents a 7 percent gain in affordability rates
among low wage homeowners and 17 percent gain among low wage renters. Among all households, the statewide
rate of housing cost burdened households would decline 3 percent (see Table 4.1).
If the minimum wage were to increase to $15 per hour, 170,775 more households in Illinois would be able to afford
their housing. Among households with a worker previously earning less than $15 per hour, the proportion of cost
burdened households would decrease from 39 percent to 25 percent—a decrease of 14 percent. Affordability among
homeowners with a worker previously earning less than $15 per hour would be 8 percent and gains among renters
would be 21 percent. For the state of Illinois as a whole, the proportion of cost burdened households would decrease
4 percent (see Table 4.1).
These results held true in all eight regions examined. The biggest proportional gains resulting from a $10 minimum
wage occur for homeowners in Carbondale and Chicago and for renters in St. Louis, the Quad Cities, and Springfield.
Table 4.1: Change in housing cost burdened households
Minimum Wage Increase To $10/hr
Owners

Minimum Wage Increase To $13/hr

Renters

Owners

Minimum Wage Increase To $15/hr

Renters

%*

#

%*

#

%*

-17,011

-5% (-1%)

-32,615

-10% (-2%)

-37,393

-7% (-1%)

Carbondale

-490

-9% (-1%)

-373

-8% (-2%)

-839

-9% (-2%)

-1,153 -17% (-5%)

-914

-8% (-2%)

-1,203

-15% (-5%)

Champaign

-241

-3% (0%)

-1,170

-11% (-2%)

-574

-4% (-1%)

-3,579 -23% (-7%)

-974

-5% (-1%)

-4,913

-26% (-9%)

-11,447

-6% (-1%)

-17,403

-9% (-2%)

-23,956

-8% (-1%)

-44,874 -15% (-4%)

-36,295

-9% (-2%)

-70,419

-20% (-6%)

Peoria

-788

-4% (0%)

-2,377

-15% (-4%)

-1,564

-5% (-1%)

-4,677 -20% (-6%)

-2,326

-6% (-1%)

-5,225

-19% (-7%)

Quad Cities

-275

-2% (0%)

-1,204

-18% (-3%)

-1,226

-7% (-1%)

-2,569 -26% (-7%)

-1,884

-8% (-2%)

-2,982

-25% (-8%)

Chicago

%*

Renters

#
Illinois

#

Owners

-77,504 -17% (-5%)

#

%*

#

%*

-56,624

-8% (-2%)

-114,151

-21% (-7%)

Rockford

-531

-4% (-1%)

-1,143

-13% (-2%)

-849

-5% (-1%)

-3,282 -23% (-7%)

-945

-5% (-1%)

-4,062

-25% (-9%)

Springfield

-556

-4% (0%)

-2,117

-17% (-4%)

-1,606

-7% (-1%)

-3,963 -22% (-7%)

-2,382

-8% (-1%)

-5,334

-25% (-10%)

St. Louis

-517

-4% (0%)

-2,536

-20% (-4%)

-870

-4% (1%)

-4,604 -23% (-7%)

-1,756

-6% (-1%)

-6,732

-28% (-10%)

THE IMPACT OF A MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE ON HOUSING AFFORDABILITY IN ILLINOIS│ 55

Needs differ regionally as should minimum wage levels.
The need for a minimum wage increase is greatest in high cost-of-living regions with high housing costs. For Illinois,
this means Chicago. Given higher earnings in this region as a whole, gradual transition to a $15 per hour minimum
wage will be smoother. In other parts of Illinois, earnings overall are lower as is the cost of living, and while there
is a need for living wage jobs across the state, the impact of raising the minimum wage to $15 must be taken into
consideration. In Rockford for instance, over 45 percent of persons actively connected to the workforce make less than
$15 per hour, while in the Quad Cities and Carbondale, over 40 percent of people actively connected to the workforce
currently make less than $15 per hour. This report analyzes all minimum wage occupations beyond just service sector
industries, and so the potential economic ramifications of more than doubling the federal minimum wage to $15 per
hour and resulting firm location decisions must be taken into account. Accordingly, this research finds that a statewide
minimum wage policy should provide for a baseline minimum wage that is higher than the current rate, and that each
region pursue its own higher minimum wage laws in accordance with regional cost of living indicators. In addition, the
minimum wage set at both the state and regional level should consider the impact on the tax base.
This report examined the impact of minimum wage increases on employment and tax revenue in Illinois and in the
six county Chicago region—the largest region in Illinois encompassing approximately 65 percent of the state’s total
population. For minimum wage employees within the Chicago city limits, a raise to $13 per hour represents a 24
percent wage increase above the current minimum wage of $10.50 per hour, while a raise to $15 per hour results in
a 43 percent hourly wage boost. The findings estimate that an increase to $15 in the six-county metro Chicago region
would result in roughly 27,500 jobs lost in minimum wage industries, but 63,100 jobs gained in industries subject to
indirect or induced impacts. The net results of these impacts signify an employment growth of 0.67 percent in the
local economy. Increased wages will also result in positive tax impacts for local and state governments. Given these
gains and the housing affordability gains detailed above, it is recommended the State of Illinois enact at least a $10
minimum wage in the upcoming year, with subsequent annual increases tied to inflation, and the Chicago metro region
enact a $15 minimum wage, implemented gradually in tandem with increases already planned for the City of Chicago.

Regional integration is needed.

The Quad Cities and St. Louis in particular have regional economies and housing markets than span state boundaries.
According to PUMS data, 19 percent of Illinois residents living on the Illinois side of the Quad Cities work across the
river in Iowa. In St. Louis, 28 percent work in Missouri. Given the integrated reality of these regions, minimum wage
policy should be enacted regionally if it is going to have impacts on housing affordability and quality of life for low
wage workers. Working across state boundaries can pose challenges, but both regions have made positive strides in
regional planning and integration from which they can draw. Adapting a regional approach to minimum wage laws will
result in less disruption to local economies and housing markets.

Policy should continue to support affordable housing measures.

It has been demonstrated that minimum wage increases will position working households to better afford their housing.
But, as with any affordable housing strategy, this is not a ‘silver bullet solution.’ Policy will need to support the
production of affordable housing, in particular for those households not in the workforce and impacted by minimum
wage increases such as seniors and a large proportion of persons with disabilities. Growth in housing costs have
outpaced growth in wages for at least two decades, and while a minimum wage increase will help with affordability, it
will not reverse this trend. Policy makers should continue to facilitate the production of affordable units.
U.S. housing policy has long supported homeownership beginning with the GI bill and continuing through today’s
current mortgage interest rate tax deduction. Increasing the minimum wage will position some households to be able
to move into the homeownership market for the first time. This trend can be viewed as positive given the stability
associated with homeownership and the ability to build equity through home values. However, lawmakers must work
to ensure that we do not see a resurgence of predatory lending. Programs that support low income first time home
buyers such as tax credits and down payment assistance programs should continue to be available to low income
eligible households.
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The Community Service Society of New York (CSS) draws on a 169-year history of
excellence in addressing the root causes of economic disparity. We respond to urgent,
contemporary challenges through applied research, advocacy, litigation, and innovative
program models that strengthen and benefit all New Yorkers.
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A measure to provide workers with a modest, minimum
number of paid sick days is now before the New York City
Council, where it has the support of 37 of 50 council
members (with one seat vacant). The proposal enjoys
overwhelming public support, with eight out of ten New
Yorkers favoring its adoption according to a recent poll
(The Unheard Third survey, CSS, 2012).

workers who can least afford to take an unpaid day to
recover from illness, care for a sick child, or get a preventive
cancer screening are those who are least likely to have paid
sick time. Moreover, workers in some of the industries
where sick employees are most likely to infect others—
restaurants, retail and elder care—are also most likely to be
forced to go to work sick.

Proponents point to the need for a law based on the
widespread lack of paid sick days, especially among lowwage workers. Only 37 percent of workers in the bottom
quartile of wage-earners in metropolitan New York receive
paid sick leave from their employers, according to federal
Bureau of Labor Statistics figures. That contrasts with 84
percent of those in the top quartile. In other words, the

Research by Community Service Society and others confirms
that workers without paid sick days are more apt to be
threatened with workplace retaliation and job loss, go to work
sick, send sick children to school, and use emergency rooms
(Rankin, Still Sick in the City, CSS, 2012). The price tag
on those unnecessary ER visits adds up to over $39 million
annually for New York City (Miller, et. al., IWPR, 2012).

COMMUNITY SERVICE SOCIETY

1

To bring the weight of evidence into this debate, the
Community Service Society hosted a policy roundtable on
April 20, 2012. Our purpose was to examine the economic
research on the issue and look at what actually happened
in places like San Francisco that have similar paid sick
days labor standards already in effect. The session brought
together representatives of the corporate sector, business
owners, economists, union leaders, workers, public officials
from San Francisco and New York City, and local as well as
national policy experts for a thoughtful, serious discussion.

Kathryn Wylde, President and CEO, Partnership for NYC, and
David R. Jones, President and CEO, Community Service Society.

Lack of paid sick leave also contributes to the spread
of contagious disease and its human and economic toll.
University of Pittsburgh researchers estimate, for example,
that lack of paid sick days resulted in five million additional
cases of flu during the 2009 H1N1 epidemic (Kumar, et al.,
American Journal of Public Health, 2011). Another study
finds that workers with paid sick days are 28 percent less
likely to be injured at work, suggesting that expanding access
to paid sick leave could help reduce the incidence of non-fatal
occupational injuries, particularly in high-risk sectors and
occupations (American Journal of Public Health, published
online ahead of print July 19, 2012). An analysis of data
from the National Health Interview Survey adds to the case,
finding that lack of paid sick leave acts as a barrier to cancer
screening and seeking medical care (BMC Public Health,
July 12, 2012). The study controlled for factors like health
insurance coverage, education, poverty, and race.
Based on these studies, supporters of the bill argue that the
financial and health impact on affected workers, as well
as on the wider public, provide a strong case for passage
of legislation that ensures that all workers earn at least a
minimal amount of sick leave on their jobs.
While not disputing the public health arguments for paid
sick days, opponents claim that government regulation
is not the answer and will have a detrimental impact on
the economy. Citing concerns about the potential harm to
business in a weak recovery, City Council Speaker Christine
Quinn has blocked the paid sick days measure from coming
to a vote despite the widespread public support and a vetoproof majority of council members behind it.
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A review of the research reveals
the real story: a paid sick days
law will not harm employment.
A review of the research reveals the real story: a paid sick
days law will not harm employment. Economic studies and
the experience in San Francisco show that businesses are
easily able to adjust to small cost changes of the magnitude
under consideration in New York City. A level playing
field means that businesses having good labor practices
will no longer be at a competitive disadvantage, undercut
by those willing to force workers to come in sick or lose
their pay. Moreover, as some of the business owners in our
forum reminded us, one firm’s steady employee is another
firm’s steady customer. Greater income and job stability,
particularly among the low-wage workers most likely to
benefit from the proposed legislation, means earnings will
be spent on purchases at neighborhood businesses—actually
helping, not hurting the local economy.
American history has taught us that enacting fair labor
standards—including child labor laws, fire and safety
precautions, and increases in the minimum wage—serves
the public interest and does not hinder economic growth.
In our federal system, we have repeatedly seen laws begun at
the local level pave the way for sound national policy. Paid
sick days can and should be the next example.

What follows is an edited transcript of the highlights of
the policy roundtable.

OPENING ARGUMENTS:

Is a paid sick days
law right for New
York City?
Kathryn Wylde

President and CEO, Partnership for New York City:
Our concern with paid sick leave legislation is not because we
don’t think a humane workplace and employers offering sick
leave is a good thing for the workplace, for the economy, and
for the city. We certainly share that conviction. And according
to our studies, we have found that, in fact, New York City is
a place that has relatively very good employers who generally
take their responsibilities to their employees’ public health
seriously. We were happy to find that. We were able to
determine through an Ernst and Young survey of employers in
the city of all types and sizes that about 88 percent of the city’s
3.2 million private sector jobs come with paid sick leave or
paid leave that you can take at your discretion when you’re ill.
So, the size of the problem is relatively limited.
Our problem is the role of municipal government getting
engaged in employer-employee relationships, and that’s
really the question we would raise for this group—not the
relative merits of a workplace that offers paid sick leave.
Without government providing any incentives, the burden
of paid sick leave will fall on those who currently are not
providing paid sick leave, those who have other arrangements.
That’s not Wall Street, that’s not corporate New York. That
is certain industry sectors—restaurants, neighborhood retail,
construction, smaller companies. That’s where the burden
falls. And therefore, it’s very difficult to figure out how you
get around consequences that ultimately mean fewer entry
level jobs and fewer opportunities within the community.

Jack Friedman

representing the Five Borough Chamber Alliance:
We’re all in agreement that this a morally imperative item
we’re talking about. People should never, ever have to fear
getting fired or getting punished for calling in sick. And we,
like the rest of you, do not want to see any employee going to
work when they’re ill. It’s just a question of how we get there.

I look at this and compare it to other things we have in
society. I look at other morally imperative benefits that
government has mandated to employers such as disability
insurance, unemployment insurance, social security
insurance, all things that are morally imperative for the good
of the people. But all of these have shared cost mechanisms.
For example, disability in New York City, 60 cents to each
employee, there’s a contribution from the employer, and
there’s a state insurance fund that helps with this. This
would be the first type of mandated benefit for an employee
that solely comes on the backs of small business owners.
There are many parts of the bill that just don’t make sense.
If the number of days that a person calls in sick is generally
somewhere around four and a half, two days for themselves
and two to three days for their family, then why are we
having a two-tier system in the bill that has a built in
disincentive to help your business grow?

“We’re all in agreement that this
a morally imperative item we’re
talking about. People should
never, ever have to fear getting
fired or getting punished for
calling in sick.” —Jack Friedman
The bill was designed to protect workers, the same way we
have child labor laws and workforce safety laws. But those
child labor laws and workforce safety laws, they come with
punishments for business owners who do the wrong thing.
I also believe that most business owners in New York City
are good business owners who try to offer the best packages
and incentives for their employees to keep them happy and
gather the best workforce. I also believe that it’s worthwhile
to go after those employers who do the wrong thing, the
same way we do with those who break child labor laws,
wage and hour laws. Again, the way we’re approaching
this bill, I don’t think it’s going to get to the problem. If an
employer is a bad employer, he will ignore this law the same
way he might ignore a minimum wage law or another law.

Do these arguments hold up under the evidence? Let’s look
at the economic research and experience of San Francisco,
which has had a paid sick days law in effect since 2007.
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FINDING 1:

Lack of paid sick
days is a serious
and widespread
problem for lowwage workers in
New York City.
Nancy Rankin

Vice President for Policy Research and Advocacy,
Community Service Society:
I just wanted to respond to the sense of the scale of
the problem in New York City, because one of the
things that we heard was that 88 percent of people have
access to some kind of sick time and therefore it’s not really
a big problem. I think the point is it’s true that higher
income workers and people in the corporate sector like
members of the Partnership already have paid sick
days. But it’s low-wage workers who don’t have paid sick
days; and it’s the majority of low-wage workers who don’t
have paid sick days. You can look at our survey, The
Unheard Third, which is done by Lake Research based
on a large, representative sample, using random digit
dialing, and that we’ve done over ten years now, which
consistently finds that nearly two out of three low-wage
workers living in families under 200 percent of the poverty
level don’t have access to a single paid sick day. Or you
can look at the Bureau of Labor Statistics. We asked them
to produce their unpublished data for just the New York
metropolitan area, and they said that for the bottom
quartile of workers, 63 percent don’t have paid sick days.
Whether you look at the BLS data or our consistent surveys
over ten years, the workers who are most likely to lack
access to paid sick days are low-wage workers, and our best
estimate is that over a million workers overall in New York
City do not have paid sick leave.
The Partnership study was not based on a random sample.
It was an online survey of 708 employers whose average size
was 585 workers. It’s not surprising that they didn’t find too
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many workers without paid sick days among these firms.
But the majority of low-wage workers in New York City do
not have a single paid sick day.

Coraminita Mahr

Vice President, 1199 SEIU:
We represent about 375,000 health care workers that run
the gamut of hospitals, professional, and technical. We
have many entry level as well as 70,000 home care workers.
About half of those home care workers do not have sick pay.
Of course, these are workers who work with the elderly,
with the indigent, they work with people who can’t help
themselves, whose families have to go to work and can’t
stay home with them. These are workers we have to fight
for day in and day out to try to make sure they can have
some dignity in their work, that they can have the ability
to take care of their families, and many of them don’t. This
legislation that we are working for in the city, that our
union is very much supporting, will help not only these
workers but many other workers. As far as our home care
workers, we’re talking about adding three cents to the perhour labor cost to allow these workers 15 paid time off days
in the course of a year. I just want to put that out there—
three cents.

“This legislation… that our
union is very much supporting
will help not only [our health
care] workers, but many other
workers. As far as our home
care workers, we’re talking
about adding just three cents
to their per-hour labor cost.”
—Coraminita Mahr

Anne-Marie Solomon

worker at Farm Country, Brooklyn:
I think that employees do deserve paid sick leave. I have an
experience that I went through recently. I am one of those
who are scared sometimes to stay home when I’m ill because
it means having to deal with your employer fussing all of

the time. Nobody wishes to be sick, but we are all human
beings, our bodies are entitled to get sick sometime or
another. Why should you have to be penalized or suffer for
it? As an employer, you get sick and stay home, no worries.
So why can’t an employer afford to give workers one or
two days of paid sick leave during the year? I recently was
diagnosed with an illness where I had to have surgery. I was
out for two weeks and mind you, I got nothing.

Vicki Shabo

Director of Work and Family Programs, National
Partnership for Women & Families:
The Economic Policy Institute conducted a study last
year that shows that for a worker who has to take sick
time, even if they are not getting paid, that three and a half
unpaid days of work is equivalent to the family’s grocery
budget for the whole month. That means the families are
not going into their bodegas or going into their grocery
stores to buy those groceries or they’re sacrificing something
else they are not able to buy. So it’s not just a worker here
or there who’s not able to afford groceries, it’s a lot of
people. There are also estimates that show that about
a quarter of workers have lost a job or been threatened
with job loss for saying that they needed a sick day. In
this economy, where it can take up to nine months to find
a new job for the median worker, that’s a lot of time that
somebody doesn’t have cash in their pocket to frequent
local businesses.

Vicki Shabo, Director of Work and Family Programs, National
Partnership for Women & Families

FINDING 2:

Minimum wage
increases have
not led to job loss,
research shows.
Neither will paid
sick days.
Arindrajit Dube

Assistant Professor of Economics, University of
Massachusetts-Amherst:
I’m going to be talking about the effect of minimum
wages. A good question to ask is: What bearing does
research on minimum wages have on the effect of paid
sick leave? There are a couple things to keep in mind that
will be useful before we go into discussion of the actual
research. First of all, we can disagree about exactly how
much paid sick leave will cost businesses initially. But
I think that most reasonable estimates would find that
that kind of cost increase is substantially lower than, for
instance, the last federal minimum wage increase, which
increased by over two dollars an hour. In my discussions I
will draw upon my research with Michael Reich at Berkeley
and Bill Lester at UNC-Chapel Hill. This is a paper we
published in 2010 in The Review of Economics and
Statistics where we look at minimum wage changes over a
fairly long period of time. What we do here is compare all of
the different counties that straddle a state boundary which
have a difference in minimum wage policy over 1990-2006.
There’s just absolutely no evidence of any effect of the
minimum wage on average restaurant employment.
And this is pooling across a large set of counties in the
United States with a variety of minimum wage differences
over a 17-year period. We were also able to look at the
effect on the turnover rate and we found a very clear
reduction in job turnover that occurs within a few months
of the minimum wage increase, and it persists. A 2.7
percent reduction in turnover for a 10 percent increase in
the minimum wage is a fairly sizable reduction. And that
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really provides some hint at some of the reasons we may
not see overall job losses, because people in the lowest
wage jobs often times are moving around and this is costly
for employers. When you actually compress the wages
by raising the bottom, this tends to allow workers at the
lowest wages to stick around longer because these are
somewhat better jobs.

Effects from a 10% increase in the
Minimum Wage on Restaurants
Average Earnings
There was an increase in average earnings:

1.9% (±1.2%)
Total Employment
There was no significant effect on total employment:

0.2% (±1.0%)
Turnover Rate
There was a decrease in the turnover rate:

-2.7% (±2.4%)
Based on research conducted by Arindrajit Dube

John Schmitt

Senior Economist, Center for Economic
and Policy Research:
We have increasing amounts of experience with paid sick
days in San Francisco, Washington, D.C., and Connecticut,
and we have a vast amount of knowledge and information
about the minimum wage garnered over many, many years.
So, I think the minimum wage provides a really good
empirical backdrop for looking at the employment impacts
of labor cost increases that are mandated on employers.
And it’s particularly relevant because it’s concentrated
among low-wage workers, which are disproportionately
the workers who are going to be affected by paid sick days
legislation. Imagine someone who was previously uncovered
took 7 sick days per year. That would be an increase in cost
of about 7 over 250 total work days, or about 2.8 percent
of total wages paid for that individual worker. Now, those
uncovered workers are only a share of the overall employees
in most firms, so the overall cost would be even smaller.
Another thing we know from the evidence is that very few
people take all of their paid sick days. The average we use
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Arindrajit Dube, Assistant Professor of Economics, University of
Massachusetts-Amherst
in our analysis is about 3.5 days; that knocks the total
cost from 2.8 percent of the total wages paid for affected
workers to about 1.4 percent. I’m leaving out a lot of
potential small costs. The other thing that I’ll emphasize is
we’re leaving out any potential benefits—such as reduced
presenteeism, that is, when workers show up sick and
they’re not very productive; reduced turnover; and savings
from reductions in other employees getting sick. So I’m
putting those to the side and just talking about a 1.4 percent
increase not in total wages paid by a firm, but just in wage
costs for those workers, such as non-management, that don’t
already have paid sick leave—something that’s reasonable.

“There’s just absolutely no
evidence of any effect of the
minimum wage [increase] on
average restaurant employment.”
—Arindrajit Dube
[The proportion of total compensation is even less than
1.4 percent for affected workers, since compensation
includes social security and other taxes and benefits.] By
comparison, this is somewhere between one-sixth and onefourth of the cost of the federal minimum wage increases
on an annual basis. So we’re talking about a fairly small
number relative to something we know quite well, which
are the federal minimum wage increases [and which Arin
Dube’s research shows had no effect on employment].

FINDING 3:

These small labor
costs don’t hurt
business because
they do not end up
being entirely borne
by employers:
•	firms

adjust, some costs are shifted to
employees and consumers, and

•	a

law creates a level playing field so no one
is at a competitive disadvantage.

Arindrajit Dube

Assistant Professor of Economics, University
of Massachusetts-Amherst:
Most economists think that an effect of an employer
mandate on something like paid sick leave is not just borne
by employers, but rather in the future as potentially lower
pay raises. And, in fact, a sizable portion of that cost may
actually get transferred to employees, which will reduce the
amount of employer burden.

across a lot of different possibilities. There can be lower
profit margins, there can be wage compression—you
actually pay people at the top just a little less to compensate
for increases in compensation at the bottom. You can
have higher prices, you can have higher performance
standards—that is, a little bit of a positive productivity
shock. Employers realize that they need to restructure to
absorb the extra costs. There’s also the possibility of lower
turnover. And that doesn’t include the direct benefits of paid
sick days, which can reduce presenteeism and reduce the
spread of illness.

Tim Judson

Policy Specialist, Progressive States Network:
I think we’ve heard repeatedly, over and over again about
the impact not having paid sick days has on working people
and the struggles they face with job security and economic
security, especially in an incredibly difficult time. What we
haven’t heard are any examples of businesses that have been
put out of business or workers who have lost jobs because
of a minimum wage increase or the institution of paid sick
days. When it comes to this issue of personal experience,
and the experiences of individual business owners, it seems
to me that the preponderance of the evidence is that the
benefits of this policy for working people and working
families far outweigh any measurable or realistic impact on
businesses. If there are any examples of businesses that were
actually put out of business by labor standards being raised
for low-wage workers, then I would like to see them.

John Schmitt

Senior Economist, Center for Economic
and Policy Research:
How can it be that you’re increasing a cost for employers
and there is not much impact on them? I would say that
there are a couple things to keep in mind. My view is that
you have inequalities in bargaining power. Employers,
even though they are sometimes in difficult straits on the
margins, have a lot more power relative to their employees
who don’t have a lot of job opportunities. Employers can
take advantage and can set wages and benefits below what
the market would otherwise suggest. But, even within
the mainstream economics literature, there are a lot of
explanations. Any additional costs can get spread out

John Schmitt, Senior Economist, Center for Economic and Policy
Research

COMMUNITY SERVICE SOCIETY

7

FINDING 4:

Real small business
owners point to
the benefits of a
paid sick days law:
lower turnover,
worker loyalty, and
customer loyalty.
And remember: one business’s paid worker
is another business’s paying customer.
Freddy Castiblanco

small business owner, Terraza 7 Train Café, Queens:
Lack of paid sick days has consequences not only for workers
but also for business, particularly in my community. Those
workers are my customers. We need to protect salaries. If we
protect the salaries, if we give jobs stability, we are going to
protect the purchasing power of potential customers. If you
give me tax cuts, I won’t be able to generate any more jobs.
What really creates jobs in my community is customers. We
need the capacity of [purchasing] power of our customers,
but particularly low-income Latinos who are our customers
in Jackson Heights, Elmhurst, and Corona. I just want to let
you know that Chambers of Commerce can pay lobbyists;
small business owners cannot. So we have to talk ourselves.
The voice of real small businesses are going to start being at
these kinds of tables; we will have a presence more often and
we have to start to differentiate who is a small business and
who represents big corporations.

Juan Carlos Ruiz

co-owner of Colors Restaurant in Manhattan:
We do provide paid sick days which in the logic of
nowadays, with everyone trying to cut corners, might seem
counterproductive. I am here to say that such attitudes,
such moves on our part, have greater benefits beyond the
statistics. It humanizes the work environment. It lends us
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Freddy Castiblanco, small business owner, Terraza 7 Train Café, Queens
loyalty of our employees, and in the long run it benefits not
only us as business persons but also the community where
we are offering our services. We are dealing with food here
which is an intimate relationship that we have not only
with food but with customers. When we accept one of our
employees coming to work sick, most likely they will infect
not only co-workers but our clients.

“If we protect the salaries, if we
give jobs stability, we are going to
protect the purchasing power of
potential customers. If you give me
tax cuts, I won’t be able to generate
any more jobs. What really
creates jobs in my community is
customers.”—Freddy Castiblanco
Robert Schwartz

small business owner of Eneslow Pedorthic shoe stores,
who opposed original bill:
I agree with Juan Carlos and I agree with everyone who is
concerned with workers’ dignity, and dignity for all of us.
You don’t stay in business in New York City unless you
provide quality for your workers. Customer service starts
internally not externally. It has to happen within your
company before it can happen outside your company. None
of us would go into shops or deal with small businesses
where we see people treated improperly. I think in the long
run the companies that survive are doing the right thing.

FINDING 5:

Much of the
opposition is due
to disinformation
about provisions
of the bill.
With a willingness to make small
changes, we should be able to agree
on a bill.
Ellen Bravo

Executive Director, Family Values @ Work:
I have certainly talked to a lot of business owners who
oppose paid sick days until we have this conversation.
So I’m from Milwaukee, where we passed an ordinance.
There’s a guy I buy hummus from every Saturday morning,
who was very opposed. I said, “Talk to me, because I
know your staff, you know them, are you really worried
about them abusing it?” He said, “No, not them but the
summer help.” I said, “They’re not covered. You have to be
90 days on the job before it kicks in.” He had not been told
that. A woman from a large bank I sit on a committee with,
she said, “We’re opposed because we were told it would
cost us tens of thousands of dollars.” I said, “What are you
talking about? You already offer much more time than is
required.” She said, “Yeah, but it’s PTO.” I said, “Any paid
time you offer can be used to comply as long as people can
use it for the same reason.” There’s a real disservice from
this kind of disinformation.

Sherry Leiwant

attorney who drafted both bills and Co-President of
A Better Balance:
I just wanted to clarify because I did write the bill in
Milwaukee and the one in New York, and they’re identical,
at least on the issues that Ellen raised. The coverage of
PTO is the same and also the 90 day waiting period before
workers can use it. In fact, we made it even clearer that
temporary and seasonal workers are not covered in New
York. It’s the same bill.

“I don’t like the legislative
approach, but I am recognizing
that sometimes you have to
do that.” —Robert Schwartz
Robert Schwartz

small business owner of Eneslow Pedorthic shoe stores,
who opposed the original bill:
I am hearing some industry-specific issues, and I cannot
comment on that because I’m not in that industry. I would
say to you that if you have an industry-specific issue, then
you need to sit down with the leaders in that industry and
say, if you can’t straighten this out, then we’re going to
have to legislate it. And I can certainly support that at the
highest level.
There just has to be some recognition that small business
is not what you think it is. Small business includes people
like me who have 40 employees and do give benefits. It’s not
like I’m against benefits, but nine sick days isn’t necessary in
my opinion. I think five would be adequate. I don’t like the
legislative approach, but I am recognizing that sometimes
you have to do that.

Kathryn Wylde

President and CEO, Partnership for New York City:
I just want to make one other clarification, because I think
Ellen didn’t realize that the reassurances that she was able to
give employers with regard to the Milwaukee law are not the
same as the provisions of the New York law.

COMMUNITY SERVICE SOCIETY

9

FINDING 6:

Setting minimum
labor standards
where the benefits
outweigh the costs is
good public policy.
Arindrajit Dube

Assistant Professor of Economics, University of
Massachusetts-Amherst:
In general, I think the validity of a public policy response in
setting a floor has to do with a number of issues. In the case
of sick leave, there are additional issues beyond simply job
security. There’s a public health angle, there’s an externality
that is imposed potentially on other people. But even apart
from that, setting a floor allows businesses that are doing
the right thing in terms of providing paid sick leave not to
be at a competitive disadvantage. And one of the things in
my experience, especially studying minimum wages and
talking to businesses before and after—I think there’s a lot of
apprehension about what happens with these kinds of policies,
because part of the adjustment that occurs is not immediately
obvious ahead of time. Small increases in prices of goods
and services, for instance, can absorb a large portion of the
cost increases—this is true with minimum wage increases—
which allows for the fact that even if you have a one percent
profit margin or a small profit margin, that’s actually
rarely affected. That’s why we don’t see a giant number of
businesses going out of business when you have an increase
in the minimum wage, and we’ve had that happen for many
decades to accumulate a pretty good set of evidence.

of their families, whatever they need to do, but we have an
issue with providing just the basic necessities for people who
provide our services, who help you run your businesses, and
who take care of the larger majority of us in this country.
We are passionate and determined to do our best and we
are glad to be sitting at this table. I welcome these types of
forums and I know we don’t have to agree on everything,
but you have to start somewhere. Studies are what people
look at. Figures are what people look at. When you talk
about basic costs, if we’re telling you basic costs and you’re
denying it, then we should get in a room and hammer that
out. That’s what you do when you negotiate.

Donovan Richards

Chief of Staff to New York City Council Member
James Sanders, Chair of the Committee on Civil
Service and Labor:
We always hear this argument of the role of government, and
government is impeding on private matters of business. But
what is not talked about is when, for instance, the mayor
just banned smoking on the beaches. We don’t hear that
argument there. Now we’re talking about banning smoking
in residential buildings. We can’t use this argument when
it’s conducive just for one person. We have to think of this
thing holistically. This is a common-sense bill. And we
cannot afford to put the costs before individuals’ lives. Small
businesses will not be killed with this bill. We have to look at
the owner of the business. Mr. Walmart, when he’s out sick,
the workers are still working and he’s still receiving his full
pay. When Mr. McDonalds is out, he’s still receiving his full
pay. We have to look past the numbers and look at this as
being decent, being your brother’s keeper, being your sister’s
keeper. This is not about money; this is about human dignity.

Coraminita Mahr,

Vice President, 1199SEIU:
Some people say leave it up to the employer what they
can do. But this is a larger problem than employers. It’s
a human problem. It’s a societal problem. For the life of
me, I’ve never been able to understand why almost every
other country in the world can take care of workers, allow
them to take six weeks paid time off to relax, take care
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Coraminita Mahr, Vice President, 1199SEIU

This time, all I’m going to do is tell you what close to 800
businesses in San Francisco told us after they implemented
this policy, this is just from the horse’s mouth. These are
businesses assessing for themselves, and generally businesses
were not particularly supportive of this policy prior to the
policy having been passed. Over 80 percent of employers
said there was no effect at all on their bottom line. Even
for those firms that were offering a sick leave policy for the
first time, over two-thirds of them said there was absolutely
no effect on their profits. The vast majority of businesses
in 2009 looking back after two years of experience with
this policy were supportive of the policy itself. Of those
who are offering a new policy, 71 percent of them said they
supported this ordinance. Of those who had a major change,
76 percent of them said they were supportive of the policy.
You can cut this by small, medium, and large employers,
small being under 20 employees in this definition, and nearly
70 percent of those businesses said in 2009 that in the last
two years of having to live with this policy they’ve actually
supported the ordinance. I think that’s a remarkable thing
but not surprising in light of other modest changes in labor
standards. When they are implemented, businesses often
find that in fact the world doesn’t collapse as they know it.
There are many ways to adjust that may not be immediately
apparent. I think in this case the numbers speak for
themselves. I think any reasonable person actually visiting
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FINDING 7:

0

Based on research conducted by Arindrajit Dube

Donna Levitt

Head of San Francisco Office of Labor Standards
Enforcement:
Initially in San Francisco employers were very alarmed
about this law. Some of what we’re hearing in New York
sounds very familiar. Particularly we heard from restaurant
owners and temporary staffing agencies of their concerns.
Those were sectors that tended to have no experience with
paid sick leave. It was common that they assumed the
full amount of accrued time would be used. They were
concerned over how to address abuse of paid sick leave. I
feel comfortable reporting that the implementation has been
very smooth. Not all the days are taken; there have been no
reports of rampant abuse. And our experience is consistent
with the results of the surveys that you’ve heard about, that,
I think the studies show that even though more than five
or nine days are available, between three and four days are
taken, and low-wage workers and workers of color tend to
be the most likely to benefit. Most businesses have been able
to implement the paid sick leave ordinance with minimal
impact. In five years that the law has been in effect, our
office has received 265 complaints, that’s an average of 4.3
complaints a month. By way of comparison the most recent
quarterly census shows 557,000 workers in San Francisco,
I know it’s significantly less than New York, but we’re a real
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city and we have similar sectors and types of businesses
that New York has. The complaints are fairly easy to
resolve. They don’t involve a large amount of money.
We were able to easily incorporate enforcement of paid
sick leave into our enforcement of minimum wage and
we hired no additional staff to enforce the paid sick leave
ordinance. We believe paid sick leave is good public policy,
it’s good for workers, it’s good for employers and it’s good
for public health.

Council Member Gale Brewer

Prime sponsor of New York City Paid Sick Time Act:
How have the Chambers [in San Francisco] responded now
that the law has been implemented?

“Most businesses have been able
to implement the paid sick leave
ordinance with minimal impact.”
—Donna Levitt

Donna Levitt

Head of San Francisco Office of Labor Standards
Enforcement:
Both the Golden Gate Restaurant Association and the San
Francisco Chamber of Commerce have been quoted as
saying that this law is less onerous than others. I think they
have gone so far as to say that they believe this law is good
public policy that businesses can live with.

Donna Levitt, head of San Francisco Office of Labor Standards
Enforcement
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CONCLUSION:

The case is clear.
The benefits of a
paid sick days law
in NYC outweigh
the costs, and by a
substantial margin.
Paul Osterman

Economist, Professor at the M.I.T. Sloan School:
I’ve been asked to provide you with a little bit of context, a
way to think about this issue, both in terms of this morning’s
discussion and in terms of San Francisco. So I’m going to
make four or five points. The first point I want to make
is how I think about issues of labor standards and how to
improve working standards. What’s our goal? Our goal is not
to minimize costs to employers. If our goal were to minimize
costs to employers, we’d have child labor, but we don’t have
child labor, and no employer in New York supports child
labor. But why don’t we have child labor? We don’t have it
because we weigh the costs and benefits of any set of policies.
Providing employers with a cost structure that enables them
to create jobs is a big benefit. We want employers to create
jobs and we’re grateful when they do that. But there are also
costs. So for example with child labor, there are costs both
to the kids and to society over a long period of time when
a kid gets sick or injured from child labor or doesn’t get an
adequate education. So we have to weigh costs and benefits.
I wouldn’t want to get into a debate that said, if there is some
employer out there who can’t hire an additional person, or
even who goes out of business because of some policy, that
means that policy shouldn’t be passed. We’re weighing costs
and benefits.
The second thing I would say in response to some of the
discussion we had this morning is that in thinking about a
policy you want to look at a range of evidence. Academic
studies are one piece of evidence. We also want to look at
history. History is important. You can look at accounting
data—what’s the cost structure of firms. But I think we’ve

learned recently that accounting data is not always what it
appears to be. And we can use anecdotes. At the end of the
day we add up different kinds of evidence and arrive at a
reasonable conclusion. And that’s how we should be doing
this, not focusing on any one piece of evidence.
Now, what’s the larger context in which this discussion
is taking place? The larger context is inequality. There is
a tremendous amount of inequality in this country along
wage dimensions, you all know that. But what’s important
to understand is that based on the discussion in the last six
months or so, partly due to the Occupy movement, partly
due to what President Obama has put on the agenda, partly
due to the urgency of the issue itself, there’s a great deal of
interest in inequality and how to think about it and what
to do about it. A lot of this discussion is about national
policy—what should be the tax structure, how do we address
those types of issues. But inequality also has to be addressed
in terms of job quality, because one of the main sources of
inequality is in the nature of people’s jobs. And inequality
also has to be addressed in terms of mobility issues, people’s
capacity who are at the bottom of the labor market to move
up. I view paid sick leave as important in terms of job quality,
but even more concretely as it relates to mobility, because
of the way you move up in this world—and Mr. Schwartz
described it in his own history. He started off at the bottom
of the ladder in his company, he stayed in that company
and he moved up. If he had lost his job, if he had been fired
because he was sick and had to move to another company, if
he therefore had an unstable work history, he would not have
moved up. And that’s a generalization, that if you can’t have
stable employment, if you cannot stay with an employer, if
you cannot accumulate human capital, you’re much less likely
to be upwardly economically mobile, which is a bad thing,
and doesn’t address the fundamental problem of inequality.
That’s the larger context in which to think about this.
So what’s the evidence? One [piece of] evidence is the studies
that Arin described and John talked about. My view, and I read
this literature very deeply and very widely, is that what you’ve
heard is right. That these studies on the low impact of the
minimum wage accurately capture what the evidence tells us
about the minimum wage. And you’ve also heard that the cost
associated with this legislation is quite low relative to the costs
of recent minimum wage increases. I think it’s very reasonable
to conclude that the impact of this on employment would be
quite low based on those studies. Now I say two things about
that. Again in the context of the discussion this morning, a
number of people said, yes, but firms face additional costs on
top of this, but all of those studies were done in the context

Paul Osterman, Economist, Professor at the M.I.T. Sloan School
of firms that faced those costs. So conditional on all firms
already facing those costs, the impact has been quite low
from a minimum wage increase. Now it’s also true that all
these minimum wage studies have been done in the context
of relatively small increases to the minimum wage. I would
never advocate a minimum wage of 20 dollars an hour. There’s
certainly an amount of increase in the minimum wage that
would be very destructive. We’re weighing costs and benefits,
we’re weighing what’s likely to happen and in the range we’re
talking about here, the costs are minimal.

“Reasonable increases in labor
market standards are beneficial,
not destructive.” —Paul Osterman
How about the evidence from history? From the Triangle
Shirtwaist factory on up, we have raised the standards, we
have raised the floor in the labor market. The American
economy may be doing poorly now, but in the long run of
history the American economy has done extremely well, we
all know that. High rates of productivity, high rates of job
creation despite the fact that we’ve constantly pushed the
floor up in the labor market through a wide range of policies.
So I think history supports the proposition that reasonable
increases in labor market standards are beneficial, not
destructive. There’s substantial evidence that what’s been said
is true, that turnover goes down, worker commitment goes
up, the quality of service goes up. Again, Mr. Schwartz, your
employees treat your customers better because you treat them
well and evidence supports that generalization so the benefit to
firms is there. And finally, the level playing field point. There
are many firms that treat their employees well. But you don’t
want them to have to compete with firms that are cutting
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The Same Dire Predictions and Scare
Tactics Have Been Heard Before…
and They Were Not Borne Out
A spokesman for the Associated Industries of New York insisted that
the… Acts would mean “the wiping out of industry in this state.”
– Statement made in response to changes in the New York State fire code,
restrictions on hours for women and children following the Triangle
Shirtwaist Factory fire on March 2, 1911 in which 146 workers perished

“Never in the history of the world has any measure been brought
in here so insidiously designed so as to prevent business recovery,
to enslave workers, and to prevent any possibility of the employers
providing work for the people.”
– Representative John Tabor (R-NY) sounding the alarm against Social
Security, April 19, 1935

“The minimum wage has caused more misery and unemployment
than anything since the Great Depression.”
– Ronald Reagan, on the campaign trail in 1980

costs in the same product market segment by squeezing labor
because it’s unfair competition. There’s a general benefit
to raising the floor, and that benefit accrues to firms that
treat their workers well because they have to compete with
another firm that isn’t doing the same thing and therefore
has an artificially low cost structure. So when I weigh this all
out, it seems to me that the case is pretty clear that with this
legislation, which is quite mild, the benefits really do outweigh
the costs and they do so by a substantial margin. And I do
urge you to think about this in the context of the larger debate
in this country about inequality and what to do about it.

Nancy Rankin

Vice President for Policy Research and Advocacy,
Community Service Society:
Our goal today was to look at the research evidence as
well as the actual experience in San Francisco to understand
what would be the likely impact of paid sick days in New
York City. I also saw today some hope for agreement. In the
opening remarks, I think people agreed in general that paid
sick days is a desirable thing if we can do it. And I think if
we can agree on that, then we can certainly agree on how
to craft a bill. On these points about exactly how many
days, or where we draw the line in terms of how small is
a small business, these are things we are flexible on and I
think can be worked out to craft a bill that will work for
New York City.
Now those opposing paid sick days have said that while
it is well-intended it would be a job killer. We have heard
those fears before. The Associated Industries warned that
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Nancy Rankin, Vice President for Policy Research and Advocacy,
Community Service Society
laws proposed after the Triangle factory fire would wipe
out industry in the state. We passed those laws then, and
our workplaces are now safer, children are in school, and
industry was not wiped out.
And then we’ve heard the argument that we should do this, but
we just can’t do it right now. We can’t pass paid sick days when
we are struggling to recover from an economic downturn. We
need to wait for the economy to improve. Here’s another quote
for you: “Never in the history of the world has any measure
been brought in here so insidiously designed so as to prevent
business recovery, to enslave workers, and to prevent any
possibility of the employers providing work for the people.”
That was representative John Taber of New York sounding the
alarm against social security in 1934. But we know it is exactly
in hard times when we most need to pass measures to keep
workers from losing their jobs and from losing their paychecks.
More recently we’ve heard that the minimum wage has caused
more misery and unemployment than anything since the Great
Depression. That was Ronald Reagan on the campaign trail
in 1980. He hadn’t read Arin’s paper. These dire predictions
were not borne out then and they will not be borne out now.
We have heard the compelling research findings; we’ve heard
what actually happened in San Francisco. It is time to put those
arguments to rest; it is time to bring the job killer to justice. It’s
time to pass paid sick days in New York City. It’s time that not
only should the highly-paid person in the corner office have
paid sick days, but so should the immigrant worker cleaning
that office at night. It’s time that not only should the corporate
executive dining on the $50 steak and the $10 side order of
string beans have paid sick days, but so should the restaurant
server. We can afford to do that in New York City, and workers
and the businesses and the city will be better as a result. We
look forward to continuing this discussion that we started today
and moving forward.

New York City
Paid Sick Time Act

(Int 0097 with 2012 amendments indicated by *)

Summary of Key Provisions
Keeping our workforce, children,
and businesses healthy
• P
 aid sick time is provided for private sector New York
City workers to care for a worker’s own health needs or
to take care of a sick member of the immediate family
(limited to spouse, child, parent, or domestic partner*).
Paid sick time can also be used if schools or businesses
are closed due to a public health emergency.
• U
 p to 5 days a year would be earned by workers in small
businesses (5 to 19 employees) and up to 9 days for those
working for larger employers (20 or more employees)
• “
 Mom and pop” shops with fewer than 5 employees
would provide job protection for up to 5 unpaid
sick days.*
• I ndependent contractors and work-study students* would
not be covered by the bill.
• O
 pt-outs are provided for building and construction
trades covered by collective bargaining agreements (CBA)
and other workers covered by CBAs if they receive a
comparable benefit.

Giving businesses flexibility
• A
 ny type of paid leave—paid time off, vacation, personal
days, etc.—counts for purposes of complying with this
law. Businesses providing any kind of leave in the same
amounts as required by the law need not change their
policies as long as the other leave can be used for the sick
leave purposes defined in the law. The leave does not
have to be specified as sick leave.

employer has a policy of requiring workers to take at
least half a day of time when they call in sick, that policy
does not need to be changed.*
• B
 usinesses can use full-time equivalents (FTEs) to
determine business size.
• N
 ew small businesses, with fewer than 20 employees,
will have a one-year grace period before being covered
by the law.*
• D
 uring declared public emergencies, employers under the
jurisdiction of the public service commission do not have
to comply with the provisions of the bill.*

Balancing needs of workers
and employers
• T
 he amount of required paid sick time an employee
can take in any year is limited. Unused paid sick time
can be carried over to the next year, so there is no
incentive to take unused days at the end of a year, but
the total required for the next year remains limited to
5 or 9 days depending on the size of the employer. The
law also specifies that no “cash out” is required when
a worker leaves.
• W
 orkers would be protected against retaliation and
employers would be protected against possible abuse. The
Department of Health is given general power to enforce the
law including investigating complaints, holding hearings
and granting relief.* Unresolved claims could be heard in
court. Employers can require documentation for leave of
more than 3 consecutive days.
• W
 orker protections in the bill apply only to sick time and
do not extend to other disciplinary actions.

• I f they prefer, businesses can allot paid sick time at the
beginning of the year, rather than though the accrual
process of one hour for every 30 hours worked, as
outlined in the law.*
• E
 mployers can determine time increments by which
workers may use their sick time. For example, if an
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Small%Businesses%Support%Raising%the%Minimum%Wage%to%$12%
Small business owners are doing everything they can to grow their businesses in our slowly-recovering
economy. In order to thrive, entrepreneurs need smart policies that help bolster their bottom lines and
fuel the consumer demand that underpins economic success. They believe increasing the federal
minimum wage will help do this. According to a national scientific opinion poll conducted for Small
Business Majority by Public Policy Polling, 60% of small businesses nationwide support
gradually raising the federal minimum wage to $12 per hour by 2020 and adjusting it annually to keep
pace with the cost of living. Nearly half of small businesses (45%) strongly support increasing the
minimum wage to $12 per hour.
Additional poll findings include:

•! Half of poll respondents (50%) pay their lowest paid employee $12 per hour and under.
•! Of those paying $12 per hour and under—the group that would be directly impacted by a
minimum wage increase—nearly 6 in 10 (58%) support raising the minimum wage to $12.

•! 56% of small businesses in the retail and restaurant industries combined support raising the
minimum wage to $12 per hour.
As we have learned in prior polling, small businesses support increasing the minimum wage because it
would immediately put more money in the pocket of low-wage workers who will then spend the money
on things like housing, food, and gas. This boost in demand for goods and services will help stimulate
the economy and help create opportunities.
Increasing our federal minimum wage finds broad support among small business owners across a
range of industries and political persuasions, showing small businesses do not view the issue through
an ideological lens. The respondents in fact reflect a Republican majority–with 52% of small business
owners identifying as Republican or independent-leaning Republican, 40% as Democrat or
independent-leaning Democrat and 8% as pure independent.

%
%
%
!
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Methodology%
This poll reflects a telephone survey of 799 small business owners across the country, conducted by
Public Policy Polling for Small Business Majority with a margin of error of +/- 3.5%. The survey was
conducted from July 17-19, 2015.

Poll%Top%Lines%
Small Business Majority
July 17-19, 2015
799 Small Business Owners Nationwide

Q1. Are you the owner of a small business?
Yes ................................................................................................................. 100%
No .................................................................................................................. 0%

Q2. How many people are directly employed by your business, including yourself: is it just you, is it
between 2 and 5 employees, is between 6 and 10 employees, is it between 11 and 25 employees, is it
between 26 and 50 employees, is it between 51 and 100 employees, or is it more than 100 employees?
Just you ......................................................................................................... 0%
2 to 5 employees ............................................................................................ 68%
6 to 10 employees .......................................................................................... 16%
11 to 25 employees ......................................................................................... 8%
26 to 50 employees........................................................................................ 7%
51 to 100 employees ...................................................................................... 1%
More than 100 employees ............................................................................. 0%

Q3. Would you strongly favor, somewhat favor, somewhat oppose or strongly oppose a gradual
increase in the federal minimum wage to $12 an hour by 2020, with annual adjustments after that to
keep pace with the cost of living and inflation?
Strongly favor ................................................................................................ 45%
Somewhat favor ............................................................................................. 15%
Somewhat oppose ......................................................................................... 15%
Strongly oppose ............................................................................................. 20%
Not sure ......................................................................................................... 4%

Q4. What do you pay your lowest wage employee: minimum wage, between minimum wage and $12 an
hour, between $12 and $12.50 an hour, between $12.50 and $13 an hour between $13 and $14 an hour,
between $14 and $15 an hour, or more than $15 an hour?
Minimum wage ............................................................................................. 11%
Minimum wage to $12.00 an hour ............................................................... 39%
!
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$12.00 to $12.50 an hour .............................................................................. 11%
$12.50 to $13.00 an hour .............................................................................. 5%
$13.00 to $14.00 an hour ............................................................................. 7%
$14.00 to $15.00 an hour.............................................................................. 7%
More than $15.00 an hour ............................................................................ 20%

Q5. If you are a woman, press 1. If a man, press 2.
Woman .......................................................................................................... 50%
Man ................................................................................................................ 50%

Q6. If you are a Democrat, press 1. If a Republican, press 2. If an independent, press 3.
Democrat ....................................................................................................... 32%
Republican..................................................................................................... 42%
Independent .................................................................................................. 26%

Q7. (If Independent) Do you think of yourself as closer to the Democratic or Republican Party?
Closer to the Democratic Party ..................................................................... 32%
Closer to the Republican Party ..................................................................... 39%
Neither ........................................................................................................... 29%

Q8. If you are Hispanic, press 1. If white, press 2. If African-American, press 3. If other, press 4.
Hispanic ........................................................................................................ 10%
White ............................................................................................................. 70%
African American .......................................................................................... 13%
Other .............................................................................................................. 7%

Q9. If you are 18 to 45 years old, press 1. If 46 to 65, press 2. If you are older than 65, press 3.
18 to 45 .......................................................................................................... 21%
46 to 65 .......................................................................................................... 60%
Older than 65................................................................................................. 19%

Q10. Which of the following categories best describes your business: professional services; retail sales;
wholesale trade; education, healthcare or a not-for-profit organization; construction; manufacturing;
agriculture; a restaurant; other food services or production, or something else?
Professional services ..................................................................................... 44%
Retail services ................................................................................................ 11%
!
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Wholesale trade ............................................................................................. 4%
Education, healthcare, or a not-for-profit organization .............................. 5%
Construction .................................................................................................. 11%
Manufacturing ............................................................................................... 2%
Agriculture..................................................................................................... 10%
A restaurant ................................................................................................... 3%
Other food services or production ................................................................ 1%
Something else .............................................................................................. 9%
!

Business type

Increase the Minimum Wage Favor/Oppose
Strongly
favor

Somewhat
favor

Somewhat
oppose

Strongly
oppose

Not sure

Base

45%

15%

15%

20%

4%

Professional services

51%

14%

10%

22%

4%

Retail sales

51%

13%

13%

15%

8%

Wholesale trade

53%

13%

6%

28%

–

Education, healthcare, or a
not-for-profit organization

65%

12%

10%

11%

2%

Construction

34%

27%

21%

16%

2%

Manufacturing

27%

21%

20%

27%

4%

Agriculture

34%

12%

27%

26%

1%

A restaurant

9%

18%

27%

43%

4%

Other food services or
production

35%

–

58%

8%

–

Something else

42%

19%

17%

15%

8%

!
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Lowest Paid Employee Wage

Base

Minimum
Wage

Min Wage
to $12.00
an hour

$12.00
to $12.50
an hour

$12.50
to $13.00
an hour

$13.00
to $14.00
an hour

$14.00
to $15.00
an hour

More than
$15.00
an hour

Strongly favor

45%

30%

45%

54%

42%

43%

42%

52%

Somewhat favor

15%

14%

17%

9%

24%

12%

12%

17%

Somewhat oppose

15%

13%

15%

17%

17%
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Valuing Good Health in Chicago:
The Costs and Benefits of Earned Sick Time
Summary
Policymakers across the country are increasingly interested in ensuring that workers can earn paid time
off to use when they are sick. In addition to concerns about workers’ ability to respond to their own health
needs, there is growing recognition that, with so many dual-earner and single-parent families, family
members’ health needs also sometimes require workers to take time off from their jobs. Allowing workers
with contagious illness to avoid unnecessary contact with co-workers and customers has important public
health benefits. Earned sick time also protects workers from being disciplined or fired when they are too
sick to work, helps families and communities economically by preventing lost income due to illness, and
offers savings to employers by reducing turnover and minimizing absenteeism.
Legislators in the Chicago City Council are considering the Earned Sick Time Ordinance, a law that
would allow employees to earn up to five days of paid earned sick time per year if they are employed by
small business with less than ten employees, or up to nine days for large business with 10 or more
employees. Using the parameters of the proposed legislation and publicly available data, the Institute for
Women’s Policy Research (IWPR) estimates the anticipated costs and some of the anticipated benefits of
the law for employers providing new leave, as well as some of the benefits for employees.
This briefing paper uses data collected by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, and the U.S. Census Bureau to evaluate costs and benefits of Chicago’s Earned
Sick Time Ordinance. It estimates how much time off Chicago workers would use under the proposed
policy and the costs to employers for that earned sick time. This analysis also uses findings from previous
peer-reviewed research to estimate cost-savings associated with the proposed policy, through reduced
turnover, reduced spread of contagious disease in the workplace, prevention of productivity losses from
employees working while sick, minimized nursing-home stays, and reduced norovirus outbreaks in
nursing homes. The study is one of a series of analyses by IWPR examining the effects of earned sick
time policies.

Key provisions of Chicago’s Earned Sick Time Ordinance


Ability to earn sick time starts on the first date of employment or on effective date of ordinance.



Employees can use sick time 120 days after their date of hire or on effective date of ordinance.



Employees shall accrue at least one hour of earned sick time, to be used as either earned sick or
safe time, for every 30 hours worked.



Employees of businesses with 10 employees or more would accrue paid time off to a maximum
of nine earned sick days (72 hours) per year. Employees of businesses with less than 10
employees would accrue paid time off to a maximum of five earned sick days (40 hours) per year.



Earned sick time may be used for personal illness, to care for family members, for preventive
care, or in case of domestic violence, sexual assault or stalking.



Time may also be used in the event that a public official closes a school or place of business due
to a public health emergency.



Employers already offering equal or more generous earned sick time or paid time off or any type
of paid leave that can be used for the sick leave purposes defined in the law would be unaffected.
Employers who aren't currently meeting the minimum standard stipulated by the Chicago Earned
Sick Time Ordinance can comply by adjusting their paid time off policies to meet the
requirements of the Ordinance.



An employer is not required to provide financial or other reimbursement to an employee upon
separation from employment for accrued earned sick time that the employee has not used.



Employers can discipline workers if they use earned sick time for reasons not specified by the
Ordinance.

Who will access and use earned sick time?


In Chicago, approximately 461,000 private sector workers lack paid sick days; 260,000 currently
lack paid leave benefits of any kind (including vacation) and are eligible to receive new leave
under the Ordinance.



Employees are estimated to use an average of 2.5 days annually out of a maximum of nine for
large businesses, and 2.1 out of a maximum of five for small businesses, that may be accrued,
excluding for maternity.
o

Workers covered by the earned sick time law as estimated will use an average of 1.6
earned days for their own medical needs.

o

On average, workers will use half a day to address family members’ medical needs and
about a third of a day for doctor visits.

o

Workers will use all of their five or nine days of earned sick days after they give birth to
or adopt a child.

How much will earned sick time cost businesses?


Annually, Chicago employers are expected to expend about $109 million in providing new earned
sick time for employees. This cost of the law for employers that accrues due to increased wages,
including benefits and administrative expenses—is equivalent in size to a $0.22 per hour increase
in wages for employees receiving new leave, or about $8.13 per week for covered workers (Table
1). Covered workers work on average 7.3 hours per day.
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Covered workers who give birth are expected to use all of their available earned sick time, for an
additional annual cost of $12 million.

What benefits will earned sick time produce?


Providing new earned sick time is expected to yield benefits of $116 million annually for
employers, largely due to savings from reduced turnover. The anticipated benefits for employers
are expected to have a wage equivalent of a savings of $0.23 per hour, or about $8.60 per week
for covered workers (Table 1).



Savings to business from reduced presenteeism and increased productivity totals about $8
million. In addition, savings from reduced spread of flu within workplaces, when employees go
to work while ill, are about $4 million annually.



When estimating anticipated benefits for employers against costs for employers from the
ordinance, $6 million is expected in net savings for employers, equivalent to $0.47 per worker per
week for covered workers (Table 1).



The community will spend about $12 million less annually on health care expenses primarily as a
result of reduced emergency department use. The community will save about $1 million per year
as a result of reduced norovirus outbreaks in nursing homes and long-term care facilities.1
The estimates presented in this briefing paper assume that all workers eligible for leave under the new
policy would know about their new earned sick time. On the contrary, during the early years of the
program, it is likely that many workers will be unaware of their new leave benefits and not take any time
off under the new law.2 In particular, workers may not be aware of the multiple uses allowed by the law.
Thus, both costs and benefits in the early years of a new program may be considerably lower than these
estimates.
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Table 1. Summary of Annual Costs and Benefits of Chicago’s Earned
Sick Time Ordinance
10 or More
Employees

Costs and Benefits

Less than 10
Employees

Total

COSTS TO EMPLOYERS
Wages, wage-based benefits, payroll taxes, and
administrative expenses of:
EST for workers currently lacking any paid leave
Use of EST for maternity leave
Employers' Costs
Weekly Average Per-Worker Cost
Hourly Average Per-Worker Cost

$87,765,189
$11,746,595
$99,511,784
$8.61
$0.23

$9,732,420
$690,175
$10,422,595
$5.30
$0.16

$97,497,608
$12,436,770
$109,934,378
$8.13
$0.22

$6,749,359

$894,660

$7,644,019

$92,258,599
$3,720,584
$102,728,543
$8.89
$0.24
$3,216,759
$0.28
$0.01

$12,229,314
$493,181
$13,617,154
$6.93
$0.20
$3,194,560
$1.63
$0.05

$104,487,913
$4,213,765
$116,345,697
$8.60
$0.23
$6,411,319
$0.47
$0.01

BENEFITS TO EMPLOYERS
Increased productivity
Lower turnover
Reduced flu contagion in the workplace
Employers' Savings
Weekly Average Per-Worker Benefit
Hourly Average Per-Worker Benefit
Net Savings for Employers
Weekly Average Per-Worker Benefit
Hourly Average Per-Worker Benefit

BENEFITS TO THE COMMUNITY
Reduced norovirus
Reduced ED visits for workers using private insurance
Reduced ED visits for workers using public insurance
Community Savings
Weekly Average Per-Worker Benefit
Hourly Average Per-Worker Benefit

$1,095,853
$8,814,137
$3,055,833
$12,965,823
$0.96
$0.03

Source: Institute for Women’s Policy Research analysis of the 2011 American Community Survey; the 2010 National Compensation Survey; the
2010 Current Population Survey Displaced Worker, Employee Tenure and Occupational Mobility Supplement File; the 2011 Medical
Expenditure Panel Survey; the 2011–2012 National Health Interview Survey; the 2011 National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey;
and the 2010-2013 Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement. To learn more about the methodology and sources
please see Valuing Good Health in Oregon: The Costs and Benefits of Earned Sick Days (Williams, Hayes and Griffin 2013)
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The cost of treating patients infected with norovirus is paid in great part with Medicaid and Medicare funds.
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2

It can be difficult to inform workers of changes in their employment benefits. For instance, three years after
California’s new paid family leave program went into effect, only a quarter of workers knew about their new right to
take paid leave (Milkman 2008), despite the requirement that employers notify their employees of their right to paid
family leave.
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Executive Summary
The nation’s first policy allowing all workers to earn and use paid sick days was implemented
in San Francisco in 2007. In general, surveys of workers and employers suggest that the law
is functioning well. Most employers support the law and relatively few report adverse effects.
Among employees, 59,000 or 17 percent of San Francisco’s workforce, worked in firms that
offered no paid sick days in the past, but are now covered, and more than half of all San
Francisco employees who now have paid sick days report some benefit due to the law. Evidence suggests that it is rare for employees to misuse paid sick days. More education and
enforcement may be needed to address remaining instances of employer non-compliance.
This report provides results from recent surveys of 727 employers and 1,194 employees
working in San Francisco regarding the effects of the Paid Sick Leave Ordinance (PSLO).
For workers, survey results find:
❚ Despite the availability of either five or nine sick days under the PSLO, the typical worker
with access used only three paid sick days during the previous year, and one-quarter of
employees with access used zero paid sick days.
❚ More than half of San Francisco employees with access reported benefitting from the
PSLO either because their employer became more supportive of usage, the number of sick
days provided increased, or they were better able to care for themselves or family members.
❚ Black, Latino, and low-wage workers were those who most often benefitted from the law,
but were also those most likely to report employer non-compliance.
❚ Parents with paid sick days were more than 20 percent less likely to send a child with a
contagious disease to school than parents who did not have paid sick days.
For employers, survey results show:
❚ Employer profitability did not suffer. Six out of seven employers did not report any negative
effect on profitability as a result of the PSLO.
❚ Most employers reported no difficulty providing sick days to their employees under the
ordinance. Approximately one-third of employers reported any difficulties implementing
the PSLO, and only one-sixth needed to introduce an entirely new paid sick days policy
because of the law. However, some employers (also around one-sixth) are in violation of
the law and still did not offer paid sick days at the time of the survey.
❚ Employers are supportive. Two-thirds of employers support the PSLO and one-third are
“very supportive.”
Rates of utilization well below the caps of five and nine days suggest that employees view
paid sick days as a form of insurance—a valuable benefit when illness strikes, but saved
until then and only used as needed. For employers, the findings imply that they will never
pay for many paid sick days earned under the PSLO.
The findings that many employees benefitted from the PSLO, and were more often able to
keep ill children at home, as well as high levels of employer support, imply that the PSLO
generated health benefits. Health care costs for employers and the public should have declined both because sick individuals and their children could get low-cost preventive care,
and by reducing the spread of contagious illnesses in workplaces and schools.
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San Francisco’s Paid Sick Leave Ordinance

Introduction
As of mid-2010, paid sick days policies had been considered in nearly half the states, several cities, and in
Congress,1 but in only one case had a universal policy been enacted. In November 2006, San Francisco
voters approved an ordinance allowing any and all workers to earn and use paid sick days (PSD) (Exhibit
1).2 The Paid Sick Leave Ordinance (PSLO) allows workers to earn paid sick days after three months on
the job, to earn up to a maximum of five days per year in small firms and nine days per year in larger firms,
and to use those days for their own health needs, as well as those of other family members (including a
“designated person”).

Exhibit 1:
Key Provisions of the San Francisco Paid Sick Leave Ordinance
❚ Workers begin to accrue leave 90 calendar days after the date of hire.
❚ Workers earn one hour of paid leave for every 30 hours of paid work, accumulating a maximum of nine
days in firms with 10 or more employees and five days in smaller firms.
❚ Leave may be used for workers’ own illness, injury, health conditions, and medical appointments, and
to care for family members or a “designated person.”
❚ Unused leave (up to the maximum of five or nine days) carries over from one year to the next.
❚ It is unlawful for employers to retaliate against workers for requesting or using leave under the PSLO.
❚ Employers are required to post information about the PSLO and maintain records on hours worked and
PSD used.
❚ The San Francisco Office of Labor Standards Enforcement has authority to enforce the PSLO and levy
penalties.3

Under the PSLO, the number of paid sick days that can be carried over from year to year is capped at
nine days for large and five days for small employers. The PSLO cap minimizes employer costs while
encouraging workers to use paid sick days when needed.
Both San Francisco city officials and San Francisco employer groups have characterized the PSLO as
having a low impact on employers and being relatively easy to implement, but to date no empirical research has been available to guide policy development elsewhere.4 This report provides evidence from
workers and benefits managers about the effect of San Francisco’s policy. These data can instruct businesses, employees, and decision leaders in other areas who are considering similar policies.
The IWPR survey of employees was conducted by telephone by David Binder Research in January and
February 2010. The sample frame was based on zip codes inside and outside San Francisco and included
both land-line and cell phone numbers. Survey respondents were at least 18 years old and had worked an
average of at least 10 hours per week for at least three months for a private-sector San Francisco firm at
some time after February 2007. Interviews were completed with 1,194 workers.
The IWPR survey of employers was conducted by telephone by National Research LLC in July through
December 2009. The sample was stratified by non-profit status and firm size, and was targeted at benefits
managers. Interviews were completed with 727 San Francisco firms, and the overall response rate was
19 percent among eligible phone numbers attempted.
Appendices A and B describe the surveys and methodology of this report in detail.
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Background
Research suggests that paid sick days policies could create various benefits and costs for workers, employers,
and the general public.

Paid Sick Days Promote Health at Low Cost for Employees and Their Families
Paid sick days reduce the prevalence of employees attending work when they or a family member are ill.
Workers recover from health problems faster when they can take time to recuperate.5 As such these policies are like insurance: Many people do not become ill in a given month or even year, but if they work
long enough, at some point they will need paid sick days, and use them if they are available.
One criticism of paid sick days legislation is that it is unnecessary because workers already stay home
when they or other family members are ill. But in many employment situations, workers face the pressures
of “presenteeism,” or the practice of workers being on the job when they have a contagious illness.6 Research indicates that paid sick days policies reduce presenteeism.7 Some workers report going to work
while sick because they can’t afford to take unpaid time off, which should also occur less frequently
under paid sick days policies because employees do not lose earnings while they are out sick.8
Policies that support employees’ health needs may also reduce stress, increase loyalty, and improve
morale,9 thereby improving the quality of employees’ lives and improving their performance on the job.
Sending children to school or child care when they have a contagious illness is equivalent to presenteeism
for workers: It spreads disease to other children and their families, as well as to teachers.10 Having paid
leave is the primary factor in parents’ decisions about staying home when their children are sick,11 and
research suggests that having paid sick days is more effective than vacation leave in allowing parents to
stay home with sick children.12 These effects may exist because some vacation leave policies are not flexible enough to be used when children become sick.
The paid sick days legislation in San Francisco might involve costs for employees. For example, employers
could legally reduce all employees’ wages,13 or require that all employees work harder to make up for
paid sick days. However, if employers obstruct paid sick days policies by requiring individual employees
to make up for lost time, or requiring medical certification of illness when it is not legally permitted, or
docking employee wages for time out of work that is supposed to be paid, they are out of compliance
with the law.

Paid Sick Days Provide Benefits at Low Cost to Employers
Some employers are concerned about the possible implementation costs and increased paperwork of paid
sick days legislation. For employers paying workers on an hourly basis, existing work hours tracking systems may need to be expanded to count earned paid sick days. Additionally, payroll costs can increase
directly among employers who provided unpaid sick days in the past and need to switch to a paid sick
days approach, or if the employer needs to hire replacement workers when employees are out sick. Some
people fear that an increase in payroll costs due to paid sick days legislation will lead employers, and
particularly small businesses, to engage in less hiring or to lay-off existing employees.14
Employers also enjoy benefits from paid sick days. Personnel experts note that the costs of presenteeism
include not just lost productivity—sick workers are paid their full salary, but can’t perform at their peak—
but also a greater likelihood of injuries and mistakes.15 Employers can experience “an even greater reduction in productivity” if an illness spreads through a workplace because of presenteeism.16 Research
following the 2009 H1N1 pandemic in the United States suggested that more than one-quarter of private
sector employees who contracted the disease did so because of others coming to work while infected,17
causing unnecessary suffering, deaths, and productivity losses. Paid sick days may allow workers to address their health needs more quickly and miss less work overall.
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Paid sick days are likely to improve job satisfaction. Higher job satisfaction is in turn associated with
higher business profitability, and employment benefits affect job satisfaction.18
Paid sick days offer an additional benefit to employers in terms of scheduling. Absences that are not
planned in advance are more difficult and costly for employers to deal with than scheduled time off—
and are nearly half again as expensive in terms of lost productivity.19 Workers with the right to use paid
sick days may be more likely to let their managers know in advance about time needed for family health
care or medical appointments, rather than calling in at the last minute.
Finally, workers with paid sick days are less likely than others to switch jobs, and workers with paid leave
are more likely to return to work after serious health problems.20 Turnover is costly to employers, involving
expenses for advertising, interviewing, testing, and training new workers.21
Some employers may respond to paid sick days by trying to contain costs or expand revenues. For example, an employer might lay employees off, reduce employee compensation or other benefits (e.g.,
vacation days), require that employees work harder in order to cover for any lost but paid working time,
or raise prices.

Paid Sick Days Improve Public Health
Public health may improve due to paid sick days. As mentioned earlier, presenteeism leads employees to
attend work while contagious, needlessly spreading disease and adversely affecting public health. Sending
children to school or child care when they have a contagious illness spreads disease to children, teachers,
and their families.22
Some researchers expect that paid sick days policies will have longer-term positive effects by increasing
preventive care, reducing emergency room visits by allowing people to go to the doctor during working
hours, and improving the management of chronic diseases, such as diabetes. These effects could reduce
health care costs for workers and their families, employers, and the public, but it is difficult to calculate
a dollar value for these effects with available data.
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Findings: Workers and the Paid Sick Leave Ordinance
Paid Sick Days Are Important for Workers
The IWPR employee survey asked whether employees needed paid sick days, and found that more than two-thirds of all workers
had wanted to stay home in the previous year either because they were sick or they needed to care for a sick family member
(Figure 1 and Table 1). Some workers were more likely to need paid sick days than others:
❚ Single mothers and workers with chronic health conditions were the most likely to report needing paid sick days;23
❚ Women and workers in the prime working years (ages 25 to 54 years old) were somewhat more likely than the average worker
to need paid sick days; and
❚ Latino workers were less likely than white, black, or “other” workers to report needing paid sick days.
Clearly, the need for paid sick days is common among employees, even though many do not need paid sick days during a given year.

Figure 1. Characteristics of Workers Reporting the Need for PSD

100%

90%

80%

Percent of Workers Needing Paid Sick Days

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

0%

Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.
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Chronically Ill

Single Mothers

Mothers

Parents

White

Other

Latino

Black

Women

Men

55 and Older

25 to 54 Years

10%

All Workers

20%

How Was the PSLO Used?

Table 1. Percentage and Characteristics of Workers
Reporting the Need for PSD
Needed Didn't Need
PSD
Total
PSD
68.9%
31.1% 100.0%

All Workers

The median worker – the one who took more
paid sick days than one half of all workers but
fewer than the other half – reported using just
three days of paid sick days in the previous year
(Table 2 and Figure 2). This is far fewer days
than the PSLO provides.24 If this pattern holds
in future years, the law’s restriction on days that
can be carried over from year to year implies
that employees will never use and employers
will never pay for many paid sick days
earned under the PSLO. This finding makes
sense if the PSLO is functioning as a form of
insurance: for example, many individuals pay
for but do not use health insurance in a given
year and, among those who use it, it is rare for
an individual to use each and every benefit provided in a given plan. The finding also fits national estimates, which find covered workers in
small firms use an average of 2.2 days per year,
and those in large firms use 3.1 days per year.25

N
1,176

Age
25 to 54 Years
55 or Over

73.4%
51.5%

26.6%
48.5%

100.0%
100.0%

723
347

64.4%
74.4%

35.6%
25.6%

100.0%
100.0%

630
546

63.2%
60.8%
69.8%
71.8%

36.8%
39.2%
30.2%
28.2%

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

84
108
196
747

72.8%
67.3%

27.2%
32.7%

100.0%
100.0%

302
874

75.9%
67.7%

24.1%
32.3%

100.0%
100.0%

146
1,030

78.0%
68.5%

22.0%
31.5%

100.0%
100.0%

35
1,141

78.1%
66.5%

21.9%
33.5%

100.0%
100.0%

277
888

63.1%
68.1%
75.2%
69.9%

36.9%
31.9%
24.8%
30.1%

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

188
294
363
331

66.9%
69.0%

33.1%
31.0%

100.0%
100.0%

217
948

Sex
Men
Women

Race and Ethnicity
Black
Latino
Other
White

Parents
With Children
No Children

Mothers
Mother
Not a Mother

Single Mothers
Single Mother
Not a Single Mother

Some workers were more or less likely than
others to use paid sick days (Figure 3). Worker
groups that were the least likely to use paid
sick days included:

Workers with Chronic Health Conditions
With Chronic Health Condition
No Chronic Health Condition

❚ Workers age 55 and older;
❚ Men;
❚ Latinos; and
❚ Single mothers.

Wage Quartiles
Bottom Wage Quartile
Second Wage Quartile
Third Wage Quartile
Top Wage Quartile

Union Member
Union
Non-Union
Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.

Figure 2. Median Number of PSD Used in the Last 12 Months
3

0
Note: For subsample of workers reporting access to paid sick days.
Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.
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Union Members

Chronically Ill

Single Mothers

Mothers

Parents

White

Other

Latino

Black

Women

Men

55 and Older

1

25 to 54 Years

2
All Workers with PSD

Median Number of Paid Sick Days Used

4

All in all, more than one-quarter of all workers
with access did not use PSD during the last year.

Table 2. Median Number of PSD Used and Share of
Workers Not Using PSD in the Last 12 Months

Among the workers who used some paid sick days:
❚ Workers with chronic health conditions used
one more paid sick day than other workers, for
an average of five days;26 and
❚ Single mothers used just three days.
These results suggest that in general the PSLO
is effective in providing sick days to those who
need them most. There appears to be an exception for the single mothers who report a greater
need for but actually use fewer days, perhaps due
to fears of (illegal) employer penalties for missing too many days or a more urgent need to save
days in case a child becomes sick, or because
they tend to change jobs frequently so will not
have accumulated as many sick days as other
employees.27
The survey also asked workers to list reasons for
using paid sick days during the previous year,
and permitted multiple answers. Workers responded that the primary reason for using paid
sick days was due to their own health: More than

WORKERS WHO
USED PSD IN THE
LAST 12 MONTHS

ALL WORKERS
Median Number Share Not
of PSD Used Using PSD
All Workers

Median Number
of PSD USED

N

3.0

25.4%

4.0

624

3.0
2.0

21.6%
36.4%

4.0
4.0

425
148

2.0
3.0

27.1%
23.4%

4.0
4.0

314
310

Black
Latino
Other
White

3.0
3.0
2.0
3.0

21.5%
29.4%
24.5%
23.7%

4.0
4.0
3.0
4.0

49
53
113
394

Parents

3.0

20.6%

4.0

164

Mothers

3.0

19.3%

4.0

82

Age
25 to 54 Years
55 and Older

Sex
Men
Women

Race and Ethnicity

Single Mothers

2.0

23.9%

3.0

17

Chronically Ill

4.0

24.7%

5.0

146

Union Member

3.0

23.2%

4.0

136

Note: For subsample of workers reporting access to paid sick days.
Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.

70%

60%

50%

40%

0%

Note: For subsample of workers reporting access to paid sick days.
Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.
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Union Member

Chronically Ill

Single Mothers

Mothers

Parents

White

Other

Latino

Black

Women

Men

10%

55 and Older

20%

25 to 54 Years

30%
All Workers With PSD

Percent of Workers Who Did Not Use Any PSD in the Last 12 Months

Figure 3. Share of Workers Who Did Not Use PSD in the Last 12 Months

four out of five workers
who took paid sick days
reported using it for their
own health needs (Table
3).28 In addition:
❚ One-third used paid sick
days to visit a doctor or
dentist;29
❚ One out of five workers
used the time to care for
a sick child;
❚ One out of six used paid
sick days to care for an
adult relative; and
❚ One out of 10 workers
used the time for another
purpose, such as a mental
health day, a family reason including death, or a
vacation.30
Workers who used paid sick
days varied by their family
circumstances and other demographic characteristics.
Specifically:
❚ Older workers who took
paid sick days were
somewhat less likely than
prime-working-age individuals to use paid sick
days for their own health
needs. They were more
likely to care for an adult
relative while taking paid
sick days, and more often
used paid sick days for
doctor visits;

Table 3. Reasons for Using Leave, of Workers Using PSD
in the Last 12 Months
Own
Health

Visit their
Doctor

Care for
a Child

Care for
an Adult

Other

N

All Workers

82.8%

32.8%

19.9%

16.1%

10.7%

656

Age
25 to 54 Years
55 or Over

83.7%
82.6%

31.0%
40.5%

23.7%
8.1%

13.7%
19.2%

10.3%
11.2%

446
154

Sex
Men
Women

85.3%
80.0%

34.2%
31.3%

16.3%
24.1%

18.7%
13.0%

11.4%
9.9%

330
326

Race and Ethnicity
Black
Latino
Other
White

72.8%
76.9%
72.7%
89.8%

43.9%
39.6%
27.4%
32.4%

33.7%
26.5%
26.1%
13.8%

14.0%
23.3%
14.4%
13.3%

9.1%
9.7%
8.9%
11.5%

52
56
121
412

Parents
With Children
No Children

66.7%
89.9%

31.2%
33.6%

60.0%
2.2%

19.1%
14.7%

9.7%
11.1%

181
475

Mothers
Mother
Not a Mother

60.9%
87.0%

29.9%
33.4%

67.6%
10.8%

11.3%
17.0%

6.0%
11.6%

93
563

Single Mothers
Single Mother
Not a Single Mother

58.5%
83.7%

32.1%
32.9%

86.3%
17.5%

3.6%
16.5%

2.6%
11.0%

21
635

Workers with Chronic Health Conditions
With Chronic Health Conditions
87.7%
No Chronic Health Conditions
81.7%

37.6%
31.9%

14.6%
21.5%

16.7%
15.4%

12.7%
10.0%

153
498

Wage Quartiles
Bottom Wage Quartile
Second Wage Quartile
Third Wage Quartile
Top Wage Quartile

79.7%
74.5%
89.4%
87.4%

29.6%
40.4%
32.4%
28.3%

18.7%
24.0%
16.2%
20.6%

12.9%
14.6%
16.1%
20.3%

7.0%
13.9%
12.2%
9.0%

82
171
223
180

Union Member
Union
Non-Union

77.4%
83.9%

40.3%
31.3%

28.5%
18.1%

9.9%
16.9%

12.5%
10.4%

137
517

Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.

❚ Men who used paid sick days were more likely than women to use paid sick days for their own health needs or to care for an
adult family member, while women were more likely to use paid sick days to care for a child;
❚ Parents who used paid sick days were much less likely than other workers to use it for their own health, with more than half
taking time to care for their children. Mothers were particularly likely to use paid sick days to care for their children31 and particularly unlikely to use it for their own health needs. Parents were also slightly more likely than other workers to take paid sick
days to care for an adult relative. In fact, one in ten parents reported using PSD to care for both a child and an older relative;
❚ Workers with chronic health conditions who took paid sick days were more likely than other workers to use paid sick days for
their own health needs and were more likely than other workers to use PSD to visit a doctor; and
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❚ Of all racial/ethnic groups, black workers who took paid sick days were the least likely to use it for their own health, but the
most likely to take it to visit a doctor or to care for a child. Latino workers who used paid sick days were the most likely of all
race/ethnic groups to use the leave to care for an adult and were more likely than workers overall to use PSD to see a doctor.
These findings suggest that many employees make trade-offs when using paid sick days. Workers with caregiving commitments,
whether for children or other adults in need, tend to use paid sick days to care for others, perhaps using less time for their own health
needs. The PSLO is designed to permit this sort of flexibility, so it supports families in ways that traditional sick days systems—permitting absence only for one’s own illness or injury—formally do not.32 Further, much of the caregiving for others and many of the
doctor visits are likely preventive in nature, indicating that access to paid sick days is likely to improve health over time, improve job
performance, and reduce future absences.33

Workers and Their Families Benefited from the PSLO
Most employees had access to paid sick days before the PSLO went into effect.34 The employer survey found that two-thirds of
employers offered paid sick days prior to the PSLO (see below). These employees (and their employers) might have expected
little change in sick days policies under the law. Seen in this light, it is surprising that, among employees who had the same employer before and after the PSLO went into effect and who report access to paid sick days, more than half of workers (53.9 percent) reported one or more of the following benefits of the PSLO: their employer became more supportive of using PSD, they
gained additional PSD, or they were better able to care for their own or their families’ health needs (Table 4). In addition:
❚ More than one-quarter of workers
noted that their employer became
more supportive of their taking PSD
because of the PSLO;
❚ Black, Latino, older, and low-wage
workers were among those reporting
stronger employer support of paid sick
days following implementation of the
PSLO;
❚ One out of four workers (25.1 percent)
reported that they were better able to
care for their own and their families’
health needs because the PSLO was
adopted;
❚ Workers of color, including 29.1 percent of black workers and 31.2 percent
of Latino workers; older workers (34.0
percent); mothers (27.3 percent); and
union members (33.8 percent) were
more likely to report better management of health needs; and
❚ One out of 10 workers said that they
had more days of paid sick leave after
the PSLO was implemented than before. Latino and low-wage workers
were the most likely to report this, and
mothers were the least likely.

Table 4. Workers’ Reported Benefits from PSD
Better Able to Care
Employer
for Own or Families’ At Least
More Supportive More Days
Health Needs One Benefit

N

All Workers

28.2%

11.4%

25.1%

53.9%

671

Age
25 to 54 Years
55 or Over

26.7%
34.1%

10.1%
13.6%

21.1%
34.0%

57.5%
43.5%

391
230

Sex
Men
Women

28.4%
28.1%

11.2%
11.8%

23.1%
27.5%

53.8%
54.0%

349
322

Race/Ethnicity
Black
Latino
Other
White

41.0%
31.0%
32.7%
25.8%

12.3%
18.6%
9.3%
10.3%

29.1%
31.2%
30.6%
21.9%

45.4%
40.8%
49.8%
57.7%

51
60
113
425

Parents

28.9%

11.1%

26.3%

53.6%

164

Mothers

29.7%

6.6%

27.3%

53.9%

83

Chronically Ill

26.6%

8.2%

24.8%

52.0%

168

Union Members

27.9%

12.1%

33.8%

47.0%

153

Low-Wage Workers 32.2%

19.5%

29.6%

44.5%

73

Note: Data are for workers employed by the same firm before and after the PSLO was implemented.
Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.

This evidence regarding gains from the PSLO suggests the law is generally functioning as intended to level the playing field
across employers and spread the insurance benefits of paid sick days to many employees who needed, but did not have, paid sick
days prior to the PSLO.
The PSLO had a positive effect on parents’ ability to care for their children. Parents who had paid sick days were much less likely
to report sending a sick child to school in the last year because the parent could not stay home with the child. This experience was
very common among parents—two-thirds (66.4 percent) reported their child had gone to school while sick:
11
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❚ Most parents who lacked paid sick days (75.9 percent) had sent a sick child to school; while
❚ Half of parents who had paid sick days had done so (53.8 percent). The reduction in the behavior is over 20 full percentage points.
It should be noted that those who believe they lack paid sick days are in fact covered by the law. Although knowledge of paid sick
days coverage dramatically reduces the rates of sick children being sent to school, the rates of parents sending a contagious child
to school remain high even among those who know they have access to the PSLO. This may reflect a pressure that workers feel
not to take many sick days even when they are available, or parents whose children became ill after all available paid sick days
were used up.
One of the major reasons for passing the PSLO was the hope that it would particularly benefit employees who interact with the
public. Anecdotal evidence suggested that, before the PSLO was adopted, many workers in low-wage occupations that involve
public contact—food service, for instance—were not able to stay home when they were sick.35 Presenteeism among these workers
could lead to the spread of disease among the general public.
Evidence from the employee survey suggests the PSLO had precisely this intended effect (Figure 4). Specifically:
❚ More than one-third (34.8 percent) of workers who dealt directly with the public—in food service, health care, or retail situations,
for example—reported that their employers were more supportive of workers’ use of paid sick days because of the PSLO.36
❚ One out of eight workers with public contact (13.2 percent) reported that the PSLO reduced the level of presenteeism—sick
workers on the job—in their workplace.
At the same time, however, workers who had direct contact with the public were more than half again as likely to go to work
when they were sick, even after the PSLO was adopted (24.3 percent), compared to other workers (14.1 percent).37

Figure 4. Workers Who Benefited Most from the PSLO
50%

Six out of seven workers reported that
their employer did not reduce raises,
bonuses, or other benefits to implement the PSLO (Table 5). Specifically:

40%
Percent of Workers Reporting This Benefit

Few Workers Were
Negatively Affected
by the PSLO

❚ Four out five workers (78.3 percent)
reported that there were no increased
work demands in their workplace because of the PSLO; and

Employees Who Work
With the Public
Other Employees

30%

❚ Overall, two-thirds of workers (67.8
percent) reported that their employer did not increase work demands, reduce work hours, or
reduce compensation in response to
the PSLO.

20%

10%

Employer More
Supportive of Using PSD

Employer Gave
More PSD

Better Able to Care for
Own/Family Health

Summary: Worker
Benefits From the PSLO

Note: Data are for workers employed by the same firm before and after the PSLO was implemented.
Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.
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Low-wage workers were more likely
than higher-wage workers to report
that their employers took action to reduce costs in implementing the
PSLO;38 however, many low-wage
workers also reported having benefitted from the PSLO (see Table 4).

Table 5. Possible Negative Effects of Increased PSD
Layoffs, Total
Hours Reduced

Fewer Raises/
Bonuses, Other
Benefits Reduced

All Workers

15.2%

14.1%

21.7%

32.2%

784

Firm Size
Less Than 10
10 to 24
25 to 99
100 or More

18.1%
18.7%
8.4%
13.2%

17.8%
19.6%
10.1%
11.2%

19.4%
24.9%
19.4%
19.1%

34.9%
41.0%
23.8%
28.3%

202
127
152
303

Industry
Information and Professional and Business Services
Financial Activities
Educational and Health Services
Leisure and Hospitality
Other Services
Other

14.6%
9.3%
16.5%
18.7%
13.4%
18.8%

11.5%
5.8%
11.3%
24.3%
20.6%
16.7%

17.9%
17.7%
25.0%
25.3%
26.6%
22.0%

27.5%
24.8%
38.6%
38.3%
36.2%
32.3%

211
96
158
79
106
120

Wage Quartile
Bottom Wage Quartile
Second Wage Quartile
Third Wage Quartile
Top Wage Quartile

28.4%
20.5%
8.8%
5.4%

23.1%
17.9%
11.4%
6.0%

32.0%
24.8%
18.9%
13.3%

51.1%
36.7%
27.6%
16.6%

101
192
254
237

Union Member

14.7%

17.4%

33.1%

37.0%

167

Part-Time

25.4%

16.0%

24.5%

36.3%

177

Temporary or Seasonal Worker

23.2%

20.0%

18.2%

35.3%

91

9.4%

11.5%

14.2%

23.4%

545

Has Paid Vacation Days or PTO

14.3%

14.7%

23.1%

32.1%

615

Has Health Insurance

13.2%

12.4%

21.8%

30.0%

696

Has Paid Sick Days
No PSD/Not All Uses/Not Enough
Don't Know

8.5%
27.5%
14.9%

12.5%
18.6%
12.9%

16.9%
28.1%
25.8%

24.5%
43.8%
35.3%

374
209
189

College Graduate

Increased Work Workers Paid in at
Work Demands Least One Way

N

Note: Data are for workers employed by the same firm before and after the PSLO was implemented.
Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.

Employees Report That Most Employers Are Compliant
Most workers reported that their employers were implementing the PSLO (Table 6). Relatively small shares of workers who had
used paid sick days reported the following violations:
❚ Having to “make up” paid sick days (one out of 10) or find a replacement for their time off (one out of eight);
❚ Being threatened with loss of wages for using paid sick days (one out of 13) or actually losing wages (one out of 38); and
❚ Being assigned fewer or less desirable work hours or worse tasks because they used paid sick days (one out of 20).
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Table 6. Employees Reporting Improper Implementation of the PSLO
Given
Had to
Threatened
Fewer/Worse Employer
Not in
Had to
Had
Make up
With wage
Hours or Retaliates Compliance
Make Up
to Find
Hours or Find Loss or Was Lost
Worse
for Use of With the
Hours Replacement Replacement Written Up Wages
Tasks
PSD
PSLO

N

All Workers

11.3%

13.9%

20.3%

6.3%

2.6%

4.5%

9.7%

23.7%

477

Age
Age 25 to 54 Years
Age 55 or Over

12.8%
7.0%

14.2%
9.3%

21.3%
14.8%

6.2%
8.1%

2.4%
2.9%

4.8%
4.3%

10.1%
9.2%

25.2%
16.6%

331
133

Sex
Men
Women

7.7%
15.4%

10.6%
17.5%

15.7%
25.5%

3.9%
8.9%

1.8%
3.4%

3.6%
5.5%

7.6%
12.1%

18.6%
29.3%

234
243

Race/Ethnicity
Black
Latino
Other
White

19.2%
32.8%
12.7%
6.2%

32.0%
16.9%
15.0%
11.2%

34.9%
38.6%
23.5%
14.7%

21.5%
10.4%
11.6%
1.6%

13.7%
5.0%
1.3%
1.7%

10.4%
3.9%
7.4%
2.6%

26.0%
16.7%
14.9%
4.4%

40.6%
44.9%
27.3%
17.3%

37
30
85
315

Parents

14.9%

10.8%

23.3%

5.7%

3.1%

6.1%

9.5%

27.1%

131

Mothers

16.4%

13.9%

28.1%

8.8%

4.3%

4.3%

9.3%

30.1%

66

Chronically Ill

8.7%

15.0%

20.0%

4.0%

3.9%

5.0%

10.0%

26.2%

115

Union Members

7.1%

19.4%

24.5%

12.1%

0.0%

7.0%

17.0%

29.4%

99

Firm Size
Less Than 10
10 to 24
25 to 99
100 or More

8.2%
22.0%
12.4%
7.6%

18.2%
22.2%
11.9%
9.5%

23.8%
33.6%
17.5%
14.6%

4.4%
8.1%
6.8%
6.0%

3.6%
0.5%
2.1%
3.3%

7.8%
5.8%
3.6%
2.8%

8.6%
13.4%
8.0%
9.6%

27.5%
38.9%
18.0%
18.5%

86
77
109
205

Industry
Information and Professional
and Business Services
Financial Activities
Educational and Health Services
Leisure and Hospitality
Other Services
Other

14.4%
6.9%
12.3%
1.2%
13.1%
14.7%

13.8%
6.0%
12.3%
22.6%
16.3%
17.6%

20.7%
10.2%
22.2%
23.8%
22.0%
26.0%

6.5%
0.0%
7.4%
0.0%
9.7%
14.4%

2.5%
1.5%
3.7%
0.0%
4.1%
3.8%

4.2%
0.0%
8.6%
3.5%
1.6%
8.7%

9.6%
1.5%
18.8%
3.5%
9.7%
14.2%

22.8%
11.7%
34.1%
27.4%
23.4%
26.0%

169
53
101
37
64
48

Wage Quartiles
Bottom Wage Quartile
Second Wage Quartile
Third Wage Quartile
Top Wage Quartile

20.0%
8.8%
8.5%
11.4%

35.7%
16.8%
10.7%
3.3%

39.9%
21.7%
15.7%
13.3%

20.0%
7.3%
3.3%
0.9%

2.6%
4.3%
2.1%
1.7%

7.0%
7.2%
3.5%
2.0%

26.9%
10.1%
6.0%
3.7%

44.2%
25.4%
19.5%
15.3%

45
118
172
142

Note: Data are for workers who used PSD in the last 12 months.
Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.
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Women, black, and Latino workers; parents;
and low-wage workers were more likely to
report having to “make up” their PSD or
find a worker to fill in for their leave. Workers in the leisure and hospitality industry
and “other” industries were the most likely
to report one of these situations.
The PSLO allows employers to require confirmation from a health care practitioner
when workers use paid sick days for more
than three consecutive days, but workers’ reports suggest that some employers request
documentation for shorter leaves. For instance, two-fifths of low-wage workers who
took paid sick days reported that they had
been asked to show that they needed the
time off—but only one-fourth had taken a
total of more than three days (Table 7).
Although half of workers benefited from the
PSLO, and most employers implemented
paid sick days, implementation was not always perfect. Most workers reported that
they could use paid sick days when they
were ill themselves, and two-thirds reported
that they could use paid sick days to care for
family member or to see a doctor (see Appendix Table 1). Similarly, around twothirds of workers accrued paid sick days at
the required rate of one hour for every 30
hours of work. However, 29.0 percent of
workers reported either not having all uses
available or not accruing sick days at the required rate, and an additional 26.9 percent
were not certain whether they were covered
by paid sick days as required by the PSLO.
In particular:
❚ Men were less likely than women, and
older workers less likely than younger
workers, to report that they could use PSD
to care for a family member;
❚ Latino and black workers were less likely
to report having full PSLO benefits;
❚ Parents, and particularly single mothers,
were less likely than other workers to report that they could use PSD for their own
health needs, and relatively few single
mothers (29.9 percent) report having all
the required elements of the PSLO.

Table 7. Characteristics of Workers Who Were Asked
for Documentation for Using PSD
Yes

No

N

All Workers

23.9%

76.1%

709

Firm Size
Less Than 10
10 to 24
25 to 99
100 or More

21.3%
31.8%
24.3%
21.5%

78.7%
68.2%
75.7%
78.5%

145
114
159
291

Industry
Information and Professional
and Business Services
Financial Activities
Educational and Health Services
Leisure and Hospitality
Other Services
Other

17.4%
15.5%
23.8%
30.9%
29.0%
34.5%

82.6%
84.5%
76.2%
69.1%
71.0%
65.5%

234
77
145
58
103
82

Wage Quartiles
Bottom Wage Quartile
Second Wage Quartile
Third Wage Quartile
Top Wage Quartile

38.6%
29.4%
17.7%
10.3%

61.4%
70.6%
82.3%
89.7%

91
189
242
187

Union Member
Union
Non-Union

41.0%
20.3%

59.0%
79.7%

140
565

Part-Time
Part-Time
Full-Time

39.8%
22.1%

60.2%
77.9%

114
595

Temporary or Seasonal Worker
Temporary/Seasonal
Not Temporary/Seasonal

37.2%
22.7%

62.8%
77.3%

66
629

College Graduate
College Graduate
Not College Graduate

11.7%
39.5%

88.3%
60.5%

523
181

Has Paid Vacation or PTO
Has Paid Vacation/PTO
No Paid Vacation/PTO

23.2%
28.8%

76.8%
71.2%

629
70

Has Health Insurance
Has Health Insurance
No Health Insurance

22.0%
44.0%

78.0%
56.0%

655
51

Note: Data are for workers who used PSD in the last 12 months.
Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.
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Employers and the Paid Sick Leave Ordinance
Few Employers Had to Change Policies for the PSLO
Patterns of employer sick leave provision and compliance reflected in the employer survey are consistent with reports from employees. As was found in the employee survey results, it should be the case that most employers already offered paid sick days
policies. Other employers should have responded to the ordinance with a new or expanded paid sick days policy. The employee
survey results also suggest that non-compliance will be concentrated among small businesses. The employer survey results fit
these expectations.
Two-thirds of San Francisco’s employers offered paid sick days before the PSLO went into effect, according to employer reports
(Table 8). In response to the PSLO:
❚ Approximately one out of six firms enacted a new paid sick days policy. A similar share increased their existing PSD accrual
rate, and one-sixth of employers expanded the share of their workforce covered by paid sick days (Appendix Table 2); and
❚ Overall, one-third of employers made at least one of these three changes, and most employers (two out of three) were unaffected by the PSLO.
According to the employer survey, the PSLO
Table 8. Firms Providing PSD Before and After the PSLO
expanded paid sick days coverage to more
Provided PSD
Provides
than 59,000 San Francisco workers, or 17 perFirm Characteristics
Before the PSLO
PSD Now
cent of all San Francisco employees; although
All Firms
65.1%
82.1%
it is important to recall (see Table 4, above)
that half of all employees reported some benNumber of Employees
efit from the ordinance.39
1 to 9
63.3%
78.4%
10 to 24
25 to 49
50 or More

66.1%
74.3%
83.6%

92.0%
97.5%
99.4%

Industry
Accommodation and Food Service
Construction
Education, Health Care, and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail and Wholesale Trade
Other Services
Other

23.6%
29.8%
67.7%
87.0%
79.9%
61.5%
54.5%
79.6%

62.1%
69.3%
89.2%
93.2%
85.3%
77.9%
78.5%
91.6%

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

51.1%
71.4%

69.7%
87.1%

San Francisco’s smallest firms were the least
responsive to the PSLO. Among employers
with fewer than 10 workers, one-quarter implemented or expanded a paid sick days policy in response, but one-third did not have a
paid sick days policy at the time of the survey. On the other hand, nearly all firms with
10 or more workers offered paid sick days at
the time of the survey, and more than half had
enacted one or more changes in response to
the PSLO.
Firms that enacted a new paid sick days policy in response to the PSLO tended to be:
❚ In the construction and accommodation and
food service industries;
❚ Low-wage firms; and
❚ Firms with low work hours.

Firms Work-Hours
Low-Hours Firms
High-Hours Firms

52.6%
78.6%

73.7%
88.7%

Female Workforce
More Than 80 Percent of Employees Are Women
Other Firms

67.7%
56.8%

82.3%
80.8%

Diverse Workforce
50% or More of Employees Are Non-White
Other Firms

Employers Had Little Difficulty
Implementing the PSLO

72.9%
48.7%

84.5%
76.1%

Has Unionized Workers
Some Employees Are Union Members
No Union Members

80.4%
64.4%

91.8%
81.7%

As discussed earlier, employers may report
costs around implementing the PSLO or increased benefits costs, particularly if they
need to hire replacements for employees
using paid sick days. The employer survey
asked about implementation issues and hiring
replacements, with benefits costs implicitly
accounted for in a question regarding profitability (see following page).

Note: At least one worker in “low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; all employees in “highwage firms” earn more than $15 per hour. More than 30 percent of employees in “low-hours firms”
work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work at least 30 hours per week.
Source: IWPR analysis of employee and employer survey data.
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San Francisco employers reported little to moderate difficulty in implementing the PSLO (Table 9). Specifically:
❚ Half reported that it was “not difficult” or “not too difficult” to understand the requirements of the PSLO, and another one out
of seven did not know;
❚ Half reported that it was “not difficult” or “not too difficult” to administer the PSLO, and another one out of seven did not
know; and
❚ Half reported that it was “not difficult” or “not too difficult” to reassign or delay work while workers used paid sick days, and
another one out of 10 did not know.
Table 9. Firms’ Reports of Difficulty Implementing the PSLO
SHARE OF FIRMS REPORTING:
Understanding the Requirements
of the PSLO

Firm Characteristics
All Firms

“Not too “Somewhat
Difficult” Difficult”
or “Not
or “Very
Difficult” Difficult” “Don’t Know”

Administering the PSLO
“Not too “Somewhat
Difficult” Difficult”
or “Not
or “Very
Difficult” Difficult” Don’t Know”

Reassigning or Delaying Work
“Not too “Somewhat
Difficult” Difficult”
or “Not
or “Very
Difficult” Difficult” Don’t Know”

52.0%

34.6%

13.4%

53.9%

31.4%

14.7%

48.2%

42.7%

9.0%

49.3%
57.4%
66.6%
65.4%

34.1%
39.9%
29.4%
30.9%

16.6%
2.7%
3.9%
3.6%

53.7%
53.8%
53.7%
56.5%

28.3%
41.0%
42.5%
39.8%

18.0%
5.2%
3.9%
3.7%

45.0%
57.5%
61.6%
59.2%

44.2%
39.6%
34.8%
36.5%

10.8%
2.8%
3.6%
4.4%

44.4%
53.0%

50.0%
46.1%

5.5%
0.9%

36.6%
41.0%

57.9%
53.2%

5.5%
5.8%

40.7%
53.7%

59.0%
40.5%

0.3%
5.8%

60.6%

23.2%

16.2%

69.9%

12.6%

17.5%

51.1%

39.7%

9.3%

51.5%

27.9%

20.6%

68.1%

17.1%

14.8%

58.7%

33.7%

7.7%

63.7%
44.8%
55.2%
41.8%

30.8%
39.8%
34.2%
32.2%

5.5%
15.4%
10.6%
26.0%

55.3%
55.8%
56.2%
40.5%

33.8%
26.3%
31.4%
33.1%

10.9%
17.9%
12.4%
26.4%

49.8%
54.6%
34.0%
41.0%

40.1%
29.9%
55.8%
50.8%

10.0%
15.5%
10.2%
8.2%

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

55.5%
57.6%

37.5%
22.0%

7.0%
20.4%

57.0%
58.1%

30.7%
20.7%

12.3%
21.2%

52.7%
50.9%

38.7%
36.3%

8.6%
12.8%

Firms Work-Hours
Low-Hours Firms
High-Hours Firms

56.5%
47.9%

30.3%
34.3%

13.1%
17.8%

56.7%
47.7%

28.4%
32.7%

14.9%
19.6%

49.1%
46.8%

42.7%
41.9%

8.2%
11.3%

Female Workforce
More Than 80 Percent of
Employees Are Women
Other Firms

52.1%
53.0%

36.6%
27.3%

11.3%
19.6%

54.6%
53.5%

34.0%
22.3%

11.4%
24.2%

45.8%
56.6%

45.0%
35.0%

9.3%
8.4%

Diverse Workforce
50 Percent or More of
Employees Are Non-White
Other Firms

54.8%
47.7%

28.8%
43.5%

16.4%
8.9%

58.9%
45.9%

22.6%
44.8%

18.5%
9.3%

46.0%
51.7%

42.5%
43.6%

11.6%
4.6%

Union Workforce
Some Employees Are
Union Members
No Union Members

47.2%
52.2%

49.5%
33.8%

3.3%
13.9%

47.8%
54.2%

48.9%
30.5%

3.3%
15.3%

46.2%
48.3%

51.0%
42.3%

2.8%
9.3%

Number of Employees
1 to 9
10 to 24
25 to 49
50 or More
Industry
Accommodation and
Food Service
Construction
Education, Health Care, and
Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and
Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and
Technical Services
Retail and Wholesale Trade
Other Services
Other

Note: At least one worker in “low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; all employees in “high-wage firms” earn more than $15 per hour. More than 30
percent of employees in “low-hour firms” work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work at least 30 hours per week.
Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data

18
San Francisco’s Paid Sick Leave Ordinance

It is possible that one response to these difficulties lay in non-compliance, and one-quarter of employers who reported difficulties
implementing the PSLO also reported providing no paid sick days in the survey.
Smaller firms reported finding it easier to administer the PSLO, but more difficult to adjust workload for absent workers. They
were also much more likely to answer that they did not know whether it was difficult to understand or implement the PSLO or to
manage workload when workers used paid sick days. The restaurant and hospitality industry showed higher rates of difficulty
implementing the PSLO, perhaps because few employers had paid sick days before the ordinance, or because they often needed
to hire replacement workers.
Employers were also asked about hiring replacement workers to cover for workers using paid sick
days. Few did so; nine out of 10 firms answered
that they never or rarely hired replacements when
workers used paid sick days (Figure 5 and Appendix Table 3). The hospitality industry was the only
industry that significantly used replacements,
with just under one-third of firms reporting that
they brought in outside workers “always” or “frequently” to replace workers using paid sick days.
However, hospitality firms that actually provided
paid sick days reported rarely using replacement
workers; the firms that did not offer paid sick
days were more likely to use this staffing
strategy.40 The generally low rates of replacement
hiring are consistent with the finding that employees reported increased work demands as the most
common employer response to the PSLO (21.7
percent overall, and 25.3 percent in the leisure
and hospitality industry; see Table 5).

Figure 5. Firms Reporting Hiring Replacements for
Workers Using PSD
Percent of Firms Answering “Frequently” or “Always”
O%

1O%

2O%

3O%

4O%

5O%

6O%

7O%

8O%

9O%

10O%

9O%

10O%

All Firms

1 to 9 Employees

10 to 24 Employees

25 to 49 Employees

50 or More Employees

Employer Benefits from the
Paid Sick Leave Ordinance

Accommodation and Food Service

Employer reports of cost-savings or improved
employee performance should be limited to the
minority of employers who implemented or improved policies in response to the PSLO. It follows that most employers will report only
minimal changes in these aspects of business performance, and the data reflect this pattern.

Construction

Education, Healthcare, and Social Services

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

Most employers reported that the PSLO had no
effect on the predictability of employee absence,
employee morale, customer service, or employees
coming to work sick (Table 10 and Appendix
Table 4). Approximately one out of seven did not
know if complying with the PSLO had affected
these aspects of their business.

Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services

Retail and Wholesale Trade

Other Services

Other

O%

1O%

2O%

3O%

4O%

5O%

Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.
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6O%

7O%

8O%

Table 10. Effect of PSLO on the Predictability of Absence
Impact on Predictability of Employee Absences
Better
About the Same
Worse
Don't Know
All Firms

3.8%

75.5%

6.9%

13.9%

Number of Employees
1 to 9
10 to 24
25 to 49
50 or More

3.8%
3.3%
5.3%
3.3%

75.7%
74.8%
76.0%
72.8%

3.5%
17.1%
15.0%
18.7%

16.9%
4.8%
3.7%
5.2%

1.6%
20.2%
3.5%
5.4%
6.4%
0.4%
1.9%
1.6%

65.8%
54.8%
67.5%
84.4%
81.0%
78.1%
67.4%
83.8%

11.8%
15.9%
11.8%
2.8%
1.8%
6.1%
3.5%
12.0%

20.7%
9.2%
17.2%
7.4%
10.8%
15.4%
27.3%
2.6%

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

1.8%
5.3%

76.7%
76.3%

7.0%
4.7%

14.5%
13.8%

Firms Work-Hours
Low-Hours Firms
High-Hours Firms

5.4%
4.4%

70.5%
79.3%

10.9%
5.5%

13.3%
10.8%

Female Workforce
More Than 80 Percent of Employees Are Women
Other Firms

4.8%
0.2%

73.8%
80.8%

7.3%
6.0%

14.1%
13.0%

Diverse Workforce
50 Percent or More of Employees Are Non-White
Other Firms

5.0%
1.8%

77.4%
72.1%

2.7%
13.0%

14.9%
13.1%

Has Unionized Workers
Some Employees Are Union Members
No Union Members

6.2%
3.6%

74.2%
75.5%

14.6%
6.5%

5.1%
14.3%

Industry
Accommodation and Food Service
Construction
Education, Health Care, and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail and Wholesale Trade
Other Services
Other

Note: At least one worker in “low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; all employees in “high-wage firms” earn more than $15 per hour. More than 30
percent of employees in “low-hour firms” work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work at least 30 hours per week.
Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.

Net Effects and Employer Support for the PSLO
As shown below (Table 11), most employers—more than two out of three—reported no impact on profitability, whereas an additional one-seventh reported they did not know if there were any effects. The group that reported positive profitability effects is
very small (0.6 percent), and a larger group reported negative effects (14.2 percent). Overall, six out of every seven San Francisco
employers did not report negative profitability effects from the PSLO.
The industries where reports of adverse profitability effects occurred most frequently were in accommodation and food service,
construction, retail and wholesale trade, and other services. Not surprisingly, these are the same industries where new paid sick
days were implemented most frequently in response to the PSLO (see Table 8).
Although respondents in this minority of industries reported perceived profitability declines, higher coverage in these industries
is especially likely to result in public health gains. Excepting construction, new paid sick days coverage in these industries should
have generated substantial public health benefits due to employees working closely with customers. A check revealed that profitability declines were not associated with reports of policy change in response to the PSLO (three-quarters of respondents reporting policy change also reported no impact on profits).
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Table 11. Effect of PSLO on Profitability
Better

Impact on Profitability
About the Same
Worse

Don't Know

All Firms

0.6%

70.6%

14.2%

14.6%

Number of Employees
1 to 9
10 to 24
25 to 49
50 or More

0.6%
0.2%
2.0%
0.4%

70.3%
71.0%
73.8%
70.4%

12.0%
22.7%
19.9%
18.4%

17.0%
6.2%
4.3%
10.9%

Industry
Accommodation and Food Service
Construction
Education, Health Care, and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail and Wholesale Trade
Other Services
Other

0.0%
5.7%
2.1%
1.1%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.4%

64.9%
62.2%
70.4%
78.6%
78.2%
71.3%
45.9%
76.2%

17.4%
25.6%
6.9%
7.9%
10.1%
16.0%
24.0%
17.4%

17.7%
6.6%
20.6%
12.4%
11.6%
12.7%
30.1%
6.1%

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

1.1%
0.6%

63.2%
76.3%

15.9%
10.4%

19.8%
12.7%

Firms Work-Hours
Low-Hours Firms
High-Hours Firms

1.2%
0.7%

68.8%
70.9%

17.3%
16.7%

12.8%
11.8%

Female Workforce
More Than 80 Percent of Employees Are Women
Other Firms

0.8%
0.2%

68.0%
77.6%

16.1%
9.2%

15.1%
12.9%

Diverse Workforce
50 Percent or More of Employees Are Non-White
Other Firms

0.3%
1.3%

71.0%
69.5%

14.4%
14.9%

14.3%
14.3%

Has Unionized Workers
Some Employees Are Union Members
No Union Members

1.1%
0.6%

56.0%
71.3%

32.5%
13.3%

10.4%
14.8%

Note: At least one worker in “low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; all employees in “high-wage firms” earn more than $15 per hour. More than 30
percent of employees in “low-hour firms” work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work at least 30 hours per week.
Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.

Some firms may have reported no adverse profitability effects because they found ways to contain costs or improve revenues
while implementing the PSLO. However, more than eight in 10 employers report that they did not make any of the changes asked
about in the survey. Further, only 14.1 percent of employees reported that their employer reduced compensation or benefits (see
Table 5), while a very similar proportion of employers (12.8 percent) reported reductions in employee compensation (Table 12).
Specifically, 2.8 percent reduced vacation leave; 7.1 percent converted vacation leave to paid time off or paid sick days; and 7.1
percent reduced raises or bonuses.
A smaller proportion of employers (10.9 percent) said they increased prices in response to the PSLO (results not shown). These
employers were concentrated in the same industries where the PSLO led to the most dramatic expansion in coverage, and where
employers reported adverse profitability effects—accommodation and food services, construction, retail and wholesale trade,
and other services. In at least some cases, these employers were able to pass along these costs to customers.
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Table 12. Employer Changes to Compensation in Response to the PSLO

Decreased
Vacation Time

Converted
Vacation to
PTO or PSD

Reduced
Raises or
Bonuses

All Firms

2.8%

7.1%

7.1%

12.8%

6.6%

80.6%

Number of Employees
1 to 9
10 to 24
25 to 49
50 or More

1.4%
8.8%
5.9%
5.4%

5.0%
15.5%
11.8%
11.6%

6.2%
11.7%
9.8%
5.5%

10.1%
22.7%
21.5%
17.7%

7.6%
4.2%
2.7%
1.8%

82.3%
73.1%
75.9%
80.6%

5.1%
15.6%
0.4%
0.9%
1.5%
1.0%
2.4%
6.3%

6.9%
19.8%
12.1%
5.1%
8.0%
2.8%
3.7%
9.0%

10.0%
15.6%
20.6%
0.1%
4.3%
1.2%
11.1%
7.8%

16.4%
34.5%
30.1%
6.0%
9.4%
4.1%
13.2%
13.1%

20.7%
0.0%
2.3%
1.0%
1.8%
5.9%
18.7%
3.4%

62.8%
65.5%
67.6%
92.9%
88.8%
89.9%
68.1%
83.4%

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

4.7%
1.8%

4.3%
8.0%

6.6%
6.7%

11.4%
13.1%

10.0%
2.5%

78.7%
84.4%

Firms Work-Hours
Low-Hours Firms
High-Hours Firms

2.2%
3.2%

10.5%
6.6%

8.1%
9.2%

18.9%
13.0%

12.7%
3.4%

68.4%
83.6%

Female Workforce
More Than 80 Percent of Employees Are Women
Other Firms

3.7%
0.5%

7.8%
5.3%

6.9%
8.1%

12.6%
13.7%

7.9%
2.8%

79.5%
83.5%

Diverse Workforce
50 Percent or More of Employees Are Non-White
Other Firms

1.5%
5.4%

5.9%
9.3%

6.4%
9.2%

10.6%
17.4%

2.9%
12.0%

86.6%
70.6%

Has Unionized Workers
Some Employees Are Union Members
No Union Members

3.8%
2.8%

6.9%
7.1%

8.2%
7.1%

12.1%
12.8%

3.2%
6.8%

84.7%
80.4%

Firm Characteristics

Industry
Accommodation and Food Service
Construction
Education, Health Care, and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail and Wholesale Trade
Other Services
Other

One or More of These Responses
Yes
Don't Know
No

Note: At least one worker in “low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; all employees in “high-wage firms” earn more than $15 per hour. More than 30
percent of employees in “low-hours” firms work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work at least 30 hours per week.
Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.

Two out of three firms were “supportive” or “very supportive” of the PSLO, of which one-third reported being “very supportive”
(Figure 6 and Table 13). The same four industries where reported profitability issues emerged were also those with the lowest
levels of support for the PSLO—accommodation and food services, construction, retail and wholesale trade, and other services.
However, even in these industries, more than 60 percent of employers in accommodation and food services and in retail
and wholesale trade are supportive, whereas fewer than 30 percent of employers in the construction industry report not
being supportive.41 Most employers supported the PSLO.
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Figure 6. Firms Supporting the PSLO
Percent of Firms Answering “Very Supportive” or “Supportive”
O%

1O%

2O%

3O%

4O%

5O%

6O%

7O%

8O%

9O%

8O%

9O%

All Firms

1 to 9 Employees
10 to 24 Employees
25 to 49 Employees
50 or More Employees

Accommodation and Food Service
Construction
Education, Healthcare, and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail and Wholesale Trade
Other Services
Other
O%

1O%

2O%

3O%

4O%

5O%

6O%

7O%

Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.
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Table 13. Percentage of Firms Supporting the PSLO

Firm Characteristics

Share of Firms Stating Specified Level of Support
Very
Somewhat
Not Supportive
Don't Know

All Firms

33.9%

34.5%

23.6%

8.0%

Number of Employees
1 to 9
10 to 24
25 to 49
50 or More

34.9%
27.3%
38.7%
33.3%

33.7%
39.5%
32.5%
35.0%

22.0%
31.5%
24.3%
23.0%

9.4%
1.7%
4.4%
8.7%

Industry
Accommodation and Food Service
Construction
Education, Health Care, and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail and Wholesale Trade
Other Services
Other

12.0%
7.7%
52.2%
59.9%
30.3%
34.4%
29.3%
28.5%

53.7%
40.3%
32.9%
23.4%
43.2%
27.4%
21.7%
32.5%

31.6%
28.1%
12.3%
12.2%
16.0%
30.9%
35.6%
29.4%

2.7%
23.8%
2.6%
4.6%
10.5%
7.2%
13.4%
9.6%

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

30.8%
37.6%

40.7%
31.4%

20.3%
19.8%

8.2%
11.2%

Firms Work-Hours
Low-Hours Firms
High-Hours Firms

27.2%
34.4%

39.5%
32.2%

26.3%
24.1%

7.0%
9.3%

Female Workforce
More Than 80 Percent of Employees Are Women
Other Firms

32.0%
39.0%

34.0%
37.4%

24.5%
21.1%

9.5%
2.4%

Diverse Workforce
50 Percent or More of Employees Are Non-White
Other Firms

39.2%
28.0%

32.0%
37.1%

21.9%
27.2%

7.0%
7.8%

Has Unionized Workers
Some Employees Are Union Members
No Union Members

23.1%
34.5%

19.9%
35.3%

49.3%
22.3%

7.8%
8.0%

Note: At least one worker in “low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; all employees in “high-wage firms” earn more than $15 per hour. More than 30 percent
of employees in “low-hours firms” work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work at least 30 hours per week.
Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.

Among the minority of employers who were not supportive of the PSLO, most (two-thirds) reported hiring replacement workers
always or frequently.
The generally high levels of support may reflect the fact that paid sick days are simply becoming a way of doing business in the
city, rather than the burden some expected to see.
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Conclusion:
How Well Is the Paid Sick Leave Ordinance Working?
San Francisco’s Paid Sick Leave Ordinance expanded paid sick leave to thousands of employees, according to both employee and employer reports, although only one in six employers implemented a new paid
sick days policy to comply with the ordinance.42 Most San Francisco employers reported that implementing the PSLO was not difficult and that it did not negatively affect their profitability. Half of San Francisco
workers benefited directly from the PSLO in terms of their ability to use paid sick days—even though
more than one-third of workers said they did not use any paid sick days in the previous year. Thus, the
evidence presented in this report suggests that the PSLO is functioning as intended to level the playing
field across employers and spread the benefits of paid sick days to employees who previously needed
but did not have paid sick days.
The PSLO created costs for a relatively small share of employers and employees. Only one in seven employers reported adverse effects on profitability, and a similar proportion of employees reported fewer
raises or bonuses or reductions in other benefits. In part, it appears that many employers offset potential
costs by having co-workers fill in when others were absent, rather than hiring replacement workers. Of
course, these employers may ultimately benefit due to reductions in employee turnover, and by having a
healthier and more productive workforce.
The finding that so few employers were adversely affected contradicts speculation from employer groups
that paid sick days policies would increase costs among employers who already had paid sick days systems
in place.43 The reason this speculation turned out to be unfounded is simple: employees in San Francisco
use fewer than half of the sick days available under the PSLO, and employers will never pay for many of
these unused days. This finding is not surprising, given the way that workers earn paid time off under the
PSLO. Employees can earn a maximum of up to five or nine paid sick days, and carry up to that many
days over from one year to the next. This structure gives employees an incentive to treat paid sick days
as a form of insurance, saving paid sick days in case they need the time for their own illness or that of a
family member. Many workers will end up not having to use any paid sick days in a given year.
Workers’ reports of their reasons for using paid sick days suggest that many employees make strategic
trade-offs in taking this leave. For instance, workers with caregiving commitments, whether for children
or other adults in need, tend to use paid sick days to care for others, not themselves. This underscores the
importance of the PSLO’s design, as compared to sick leave policies that can be used only for a worker’s
own illness or injury.
Employer and worker reports suggest that some challenges remain in order to fully implement the PSLO;
however, extending public and employer education about the law and employer compliance are paramount. Although most employers appear to be in compliance with the requirements of the PSLO and are
supportive of the law, a significant minority of workers report that they still lack paid sick days (see Appendix Table 1). And nearly one in five employers report that they do not offer paid sick days. Finally, it
appears that many employers and workers are not familiar with the requirements of the PSLO, despite
the outreach conducted by several public agencies to familiarize employers and workers with the law.44
If there is a bottom line to San Francisco employer responses to the PSLO, it does not necessarily lie in
perceptions of costs, benefits, or profitability, but in whether they support the law. Although most businesses already provide paid sick days in the United States, employer organizations have often opposed
mandates such as the PSLO.45 However, two-thirds of employers in the only city with experience with a
paid sick days mandate for all workers are supportive of the policy.
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Appendix A: Methodology for the Survey of Workers
The survey of workers was conducted by telephone by David Binder Research in January and February 2010. The sample frame
was constructed by David Binder Research based on zip codes inside and outside San Francisco and included both land-line and
cell phone numbers. The survey was designed by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research. Survey respondents were at least 18
years old and had worked an average of at least 10 hours per week for at least three months for a private-sector San Francisco
firm at some time after February 2007. Interviews were completed with 1,194 workers.
The Institute for Women’s Policy Research imputed missing wage data and created post-stratification weights using Stata’s raking
procedure to represent the demographic (gender, age, ethnicity, and education) and employment (industry, wage, and work hours)
characteristics of private-sector San Francisco workers in 2008 according to the American Community Survey.
Appendix Table A: Sample Sizes and Weighted Distribution, Worker Survey

Total

Sample
Size
1,194

Weighted
Distribution
100.0%

Sample
Size

Weighted
Distribution

Industry
Information and Prof. and Business Services
Financial Activities
Educational and Health Services
Leisure and Hospitality
Other Services
Other

353
128
240
117
164
173

28.1%
14.6%
14.9%
12.3%
11.2%
19.0%

Wage Quartiles
Bottom Wage Quartile
Second Wage Quartile
Third Wage Quartile
Top Wage Quartile

189
296
372
337

26.6%
24.8%
23.6%
25.0%

Union Member
Union
Non-Union

220
963

17.1%
82.9%

281
913

16.1%
83.9%

154
1,017

14.2%
85.8%

Age
18 to 24 Years
25 to 54 Years
55 or Over

41
733
420

6.4%
68.4%
25.2%

Gender
Men
Women

639
555

55.2%
44.8%

Race and Ethnicity
Black
Latino
Other
White

86
108
197
761

5.7%
15.9%
25.4%
53.0%

Parents
Has Children
No Children

307
887

28.5%
71.5%

Mothers
Mother
Not A Mother

Part-Time
Part-Time
Not Part-Time

150
1,044

14.0%
86.0%

Single Mothers
Single Mothers
Others

Temporary or Seasonal Worker
Temporary or Seasonal Worker
Not Temporary or Seasonal Worker

35
1,159

3.6%
96.4%

Workers with Chronic Health Conditions
Has Chronic Health Condition
No Chronic Health Condition

College Graduate
College Graduate
Not a College Graduate

856
328

57.4%
42.6%

281
902

20.2%
79.8%

Union Member
Union Member
Non-Union

Has Paid Vacation or PTO
Has Paid Vacation or PTO
No Paid Vacation or PTO

890
275

76.2%
23.8%

220
963

17.1%
82.9%

Firm Size
Less Than 10
10 to 24
25 to 99
100 or More

Has Health Insurance
Has Health Insurance
No Health Insurance

1,034
154

84.2%
15.8%

320
197
248
429

28.1%
17.6%
21.1%
33.3%

Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.

27
San Francisco’s Paid Sick Leave Ordinance

Appendix B:
Methodology for
the Survey of Employers
The 2009 Bay Area Employer Health Benefits
Survey (BAEHBS) was conducted by telephone
by National Research LLC in July through December 2009.46 The survey was designed by
William H. Dow, Arindrajit Dube, and Carrie
Hoverman Colla of the University of California
Berkeley as part of an evaluation of San Francisco’s Health Care Security Ordinance
(HCSO); staff of the Institute for Women’s Policy Research collaborated on writing the questions about the PSLO. The sample frame was
based on the 2007 Dun and Bradstreet database
of businesses. The sample was stratified by nonprofit status and firm size, and the survey was
targeted at benefits managers. Interviews were
completed with 727 San Francisco firms.47 The
overall response rate was 19 percent among eligible phone numbers attempted.
The Institute for Women’s Policy Research created post-stratification weights using Stata’s
raking procedure to represent the firm-size and
industry distribution of San Francisco establishments in 2008 according to the U.S. Census Bureau’s County Business Patterns data.

Appendix Table B: Sample Sizes and Weighted
Distribution, Employer Survey
Sample
Size

Weighted
Distribution

Offers Paid Sick Days
Paid Sick Days
No Paid Sick Days
Total

682
36
718

84.2%
15.8%
100.0%

Number of Employees
1 to 9
10 to 24
25 to 49
50 or more
Total

190
206
145
186
727

77.2%
13.9%
4.6%
4.3%
100.0%

Industry
Accommodation and Food Service
Construction
Education, Health Care, and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail
Other
Total

80
37
86
91
197
46
190
727

12.0%
4.4%
11.3%
12.9%
19.9%
12.4%
27.1%
100.0%

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
Other Firms
High-Wage Firms
Total

167
192
368
727

19.6%
24.0%
56.5%
100.0%

Firms Work-Hours
Low-Hours Firms
Other Firms
High-Hours Firms
Total

166
239
300
705

19.9%
33.1%
47.0%
100.0%

Hires Temporary Workers
Hires Temporary Workers
Does Not Hire Temporary Workers
Total

138
412
550

14.9%
85.1%
100.0%

Offers Health Insurance
Offers Health Insurance
No Health Insurance
Total

630
97
727

60.8%
39.2%
100.0%

Firm Has More Than 80 Percent Women?
More Than 80 Percent Women
Other Firms
Total

109
596
705

24.3%
75.7%
100.0%

25% or More of Employees Are Workers of Color
More Than 25 Percent Workers of Color
Other Firms
Total

473
254
727

64.0%
36.0%
100.0%

Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.
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Appendix Table 1: Workers Who Can Use for Specified Purpose and Earn at the Required Rate
Has PSD for Own Health
Yes
No Don't Know

Has PSD for Family Care
Yes
No Don't Know

Yes

Has PSD To See Doctor
No
Don't Know

All Workers

79.3%

15.4%

5.3%

63.2%

25.2%

11.6%

68.8%

24.9%

6.4%

Age
Age 25 to 54 Years
Age 55 or Over

80.8%
78.1%

14.3%
17.8%

5.0%
4.1%

66.2%
56.9%

22.8%
31.8%

10.9%
11.4%

70.0%
66.2%

23.5%
28.6%

6.5%
5.3%

Sex
Men
Women

78.0%
80.9%

16.9%
13.5%

5.0%
5.6%

60.1%
67.0%

29.0%
20.5%

10.9%
12.5%

67.4%
70.5%

27.3%
21.9%

5.3%
7.6%

Race/Ethnicity
Black
Latino

87.3%
76.4%

10.6%
20.2%

2.1%
3.4%

72.7%
57.8%

20.1%
33.9%

7.2%
8.3%

69.5%
55.3%

25.3%
36.8%

5.3%
8.0%

Other

80.8%

12.7%

6.5%

66.2%

23.1%

10.7%

72.8%

21.9%

5.3%

White

78.6%

15.4%

6.0%

61.9%

24.2%

13.9%

70.1%

22.7%

7.1%

Parents

75.2%

17.9%

7.0%

68.4%

23.5%

8.1%

71.4%

23.8%

4.8%

Mothers

77.0%

18.5%

4.5%

72.5%

21.4%

6.1%

77.1%

19.3%

3.6%

Single Mothers

67.5%

28.9%

3.6%

59.8%

34.4%

5.8%

53.9%

43.5%

2.6%

Chronically Ill

77.1%

19.6%

3.3%

56.0%

30.9%

13.1%

70.5%

24.5%

5.1%

Union Members

86.0%

11.0%

3.1%

62.1%

26.6%

11.2%

63.8%

30.8%

5.4%

Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.
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Appendix Table 1 (cont.): Workers Who Can Use for Specified Purpose and Earn at the Required Rate

Yes

Has All PSD Uses
No Don't Know

Accrues at Least 1/30 Hours
Yes
No Don't Know

Has All Uses and Accrues
Yes
No Don't Know

N

All Workers

53.3%

31.2%

15.6%

64.3%

19.1%

16.6%

44.1%

29.0%

26.9%

1,172

Age
Age 25 to 54 Years
Age 55 or Over

56.2%
47.1%

28.6%
37.5%

15.1%
15.4%

66.0%
67.2%

17.2%
20.8%

16.8%
12.0%

46.4%
43.2%

26.6%
34.9%

27.0%
21.9%

721
342

Sex
Men
Women

51.2%
55.7%

33.7%
28.1%

15.0%
16.2%

61.2%
68.2%

21.0%
16.8%

17.8%
15.1%

40.4%
48.6%

31.4%
26.1%

28.2%
25.3%

623
549

Race/Ethnicity
Black
Latino

52.3%
44.3%

35.8%
41.8%

11.9%
13.9%

64.0%
60.8%

15.5%
23.9%

20.5%
15.3%

40.1%
33.5%

35.9%
42.0%

24.1%
24.5%

86
108

Other

55.3%

31.0%

13.8%

66.1%

16.7%

17.2%

46.0%

25.3%

28.7%

194

White

54.6%

27.6%

17.8%

64.5%

19.1%

16.4%

46.9%

25.6%

27.5%

745

Parents

58.1%

30.7%

11.1%

63.6%

21.5%

14.8%

47.6%

30.0%

22.4%

305

Mothers

62.0%

29.6%

8.5%

69.9%

17.8%

12.2%

54.1%

28.9%

17.0%

149

Single Mothers

42.8%

51.3%

5.8%

47.5%

24.7%

27.8%

29.9%

40.0%

30.0%

35

Chronically Ill

47.8%

35.7%

16.5%

65.2%

20.9%

13.9%

41.7%

32.5%

25.8%

276

Union Members

50.1%

35.9%

14.1%

71.4%

13.0%

15.6%

45.3%

27.7%

27.0%

218
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Appendix Table 2: How Firms Changed Their PSD Policies in Response to the PSLO

Provides
PSD

Firm Characteristics

All Firms

Increased Expanded
the Accrual an Existing
Enacted a Rate for an Policy to
New PSD
Existing Cover More
Policy
Policy
Workers

Firm Made Changes?

One or
More

No

Not Sure if
Changes
Were Made

82.1%

17.0%

15.8%

17.1%

30.6%

63.7%

5.7%

1 to 9

78.4%

15.1%

11.9%

11.3%

24.3%

70.0%

5.8%

10 to 24

92.0%

25.9%

30.0%

32.2%

49.8%

45.6%

4.6%

25 to 49

97.5%

23.2%

27.6%

38.8%

49.9%

47.4%

2.7%

50 or More

99.4%

15.8%

25.8%

46.5%

58.4%

31.1%

10.5%

Number of Employees

Industry
Accommodation and Food Service

62.1%

38.5%

17.4%

23.3%

46.0%

30.3%

23.7%

Construction

69.3%

39.5%

50.0%

28.2%

66.3%

29.9%

3.8%

Education, Health Care, and Social Services

89.2%

21.5%

13.6%

14.2%

32.6%

66.3%

1.1%

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

93.2%

-6.2%

8.2%

8.4%

10.8%

87.3%

1.9%

Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services

85.3%

5.4%

10.9%

13.7%

20.7%

76.3%

3.0%

Retail and Wholesale Trade

77.9%

16.4%

15.6%

17.3%

32.4%

65.7%

1.9%

Other Services

78.5%

24.0%

33.6%

27.9%

49.7%

41.1%

9.2%

Other

91.6%

12.0%

9.4%

16.6%

24.3%

72.4%

3.3%

Low-Wage Firms

69.7%

18.6%

19.0%

17.4%

35.0%

57.7%

7.3%

High-Wage Firms

87.1%

15.7%

15.3%

14.3%

26.4%

70.3%

3.3%

Wage Levels

Firms Work-Hours
Low-Hours Firms

73.7%

21.1%

14.8%

16.7%

30.9%

62.8%

6.2%

High-Hours Firms

88.7%

10.1%

13.9%

15.2%

24.1%

72.1%

3.8%

More Than 80 Percent of Employees Are Women

82.3%

14.6%

16.2%

17.9%

30.1%

62.5%

7.5%

Other Firms

80.8%

24.0%

14.6%

15.4%

32.9%

66.9%

0.2%

50 Percent or More of Employees Are Non-White

84.5%

11.6%

16.4%

13.1%

24.7%

73.7%

1.6%

Other Firms

76.1%

27.4%

14.3%

23.1%

40.8%

48.3%

10.9%

Some Employees Are Union Members

91.8%

11.4%

32.8%

48.8%

62.0%

37.1%

0.8%

No Union Members

81.7%

17.3%

14.9%

15.5%

29.1%

65.0%

5.9%

Female Workforce

Diverse Workforce

Has Unionized Workers

Note: At least one worker in “low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; all employees in “high-wage firms” earn at least $15 per hour. More than 30 percent
of employees in “low-hours firms” work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work at least 30 hours per week.
Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.
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Appendix Table 3: Firms Rarely Hire Replacement Workers
Share of Firms Hiring Outside Replacements for Workers Using PSD:
Firm Characteristics

Always

Frequently

Rarely

Never

Don't Know

All Firms

1.2%

7.2%

23.6%

65.6%

2.4%

Number of Employees
1 to 9
10 to 24
25 to 49
50 or More

0.7%
3.3%
3.3%
1.5%

7.4%
7.7%
2.5%
8.0%

21.0%
28.8%
35.8%
38.9%

68.1%
59.6%
57.0%
50.3%

2.8%
0.5%
1.3%
1.3%

Industry
Accommodation and Food Service
Construction
Education, Health Care, and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail and Wholesale Trade
Other Services
Other

1.6%
0.0%
1.1%
0.0%
1.7%
1.4%
0.0%
2.4%

30.8%
6.9%
4.3%
4.8%
2.0%
1.4%
10.0%
4.4%

25.5%
22.7%
28.5%
36.6%
34.1%
8.5%
8.3%
21.3%

41.9%
70.5%
65.9%
57.1%
57.5%
88.6%
72.8%
69.8%

0.2%
0.0%
0.2%
1.5%
4.8%
0.2%
8.9%
2.1%

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

1.1%
1.0%

14.4%
2.1%

12.5%
24.1%

66.4%
70.6%

5.6%
2.1%

Firms Work-Hours
Low-Hours Firms
High-Hours Firms

2.6%
0.7%

13.9%
3.4%

19.2%
25.3%

62.4%
66.6%

2.0%
4.0%

Female Workforce
More Than 80 Percent of Employees Are Women
Other Firms

1.0%
2.0%

9.1%
2.2%

25.5%
16.4%

62.5%
76.5%

2.0%
3.0%

Diverse Workforce
50 Percent or More of Employees Are Non-White
Other Firms

0.6%
2.3%

6.5%
9.4%

19.3%
26.8%

72.1%
59.1%

1.4%
2.5%

Has Unionized Workers
Some Employees Are Union Members
No Union Members

5.1%
1.0%

5.2%
7.3%

27.1%
23.4%

62.0%
65.8%

0.5%
2.5%

Note: At least one worker in “low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; all employees in “high-wage firms” earn more than $15 per hour. More than 30
percent of employees in “low-hours firms” work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work at least 30 hours per week.
Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.
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Appendix Table 4: Effect of the PSLO on Business Operations
Impact on Employee Morale
About the
Don't
Same Worse Know

Impact on Customer Service
Better

About the
Don't
Same
Worse Know

Impact on Presenteeism
Better

About the
Don't
Same Worse Know

Firm Characteristics

Better

All Firms

3.2%

82.9%

0.9% 13.0%

1.2%

81.9%

2.6% 14.3%

3.3%

80.4%

3.4% 12.9%

Number of Employees
1 to 9
10 to 24
25 to 49
50 or More

2.3%
4.4%
8.6%
7.5%

81.6%
89.1%
83.2%
83.5%

0.2% 15.9%
3.0% 3.5%
3.3% 4.9%
3.5% 5.5%

0.9%
1.9%
4.2%
0.3%

81.1% 0.9% 17.1%
82.4% 10.3% 5.4%
86.0% 5.6% 4.2%
89.0% 1.9% 8.9%

2.1%
6.6%
9.4%
5.5%

81.4%
77.0%
77.1%
77.5%

1.5% 15.0%
9.4% 7.0%
9.9% 3.7%
7.8% 9.1%

2.8%
5.6%

76.6%
73.6%

0.8% 19.7%
8.6% 12.2%

2.4%
0.0%

73.8% 4.1% 19.7%
83.1% 11.2% 5.6%

4.9%
6.1%

69.9% 4.6% 20.5%
77.3% 10.0% 6.6%

3.1%

77.8%

1.1% 17.9%

1.4%

80.4%

0.7% 17.5%

2.2%

78.1%

2.8% 16.9%

Industry
Accommodation and
Food Service
Construction
Education, Health Care,
and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and
Real Estate
Professional, Scientific,
and Technical Services
Retail and Wholesale Trade
Other Services
Other

6.7%

84.6%

0.1%

8.6%

2.4%

87.6%

1.4%

8.6%

0.6%

88.7%

2.8%

2.0%
2.1%
1.6%
4.2%

87.0%
82.5%
80.1%
91.9%

0.7% 10.2%
0.6% 14.8%
0.0% 18.3%
1.2% 2.8%

0.9%
0.0%
0.8%
1.3%

87.3%
84.4%
68.1%
85.2%

0.7% 11.2%
1.4% 14.2%
2.1% 29.1%
7.3% 6.1%

2.9%
1.3%
10.7%
1.8%

86.0%
82.9%
68.8%
82.6%

0.6% 10.5%
4.7% 11.0%
0.6% 19.9%
7.0% 8.7%

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

3.0%
2.7%

85.9%
82.6%

1.6% 9.4%
0.7% 14.0%

2.0%
0.7%

82.2%
83.8%

2.5% 13.3%
1.2% 14.3%

2.4%
4.2%

84.8%
80.9%

3.6% 9.3%
1.8% 13.1%

Firms Work-Hours
Low-Hours Firms
High-Hours Firms

6.3%
1.7%

79.5%
85.8%

1.1% 13.1%
1.3% 11.3%

0.8%
1.3%

82.2%
84.5%

3.7% 13.4%
2.6% 11.6%

3.0%
4.9%

77.3%
82.3%

5.5% 14.2%
2.0% 10.8%

Female Workforce
More Than 80 Percent of
Employees Are Women
Other Firms

3.5%
2.4%

82.4%
84.4%

1.2% 12.9%
0.2% 13.0%

1.6%
0.1%

81.0%
84.5%

3.3% 14.1%
0.5% 14.9%

2.7%
5.3%

80.6%
79.5%

4.1% 12.6%
1.3% 13.9%

Diverse Workforce
50 Percent or More of
Employees Are Non-White 3.8%
Other Firms
2.8%

82.9%
81.7%

0.7% 12.5%
1.0% 14.5%

0.7%
2.1%

83.0%
79.1%

1.3% 15.0%
4.5% 14.3%

4.0%
2.5%

82.4%
77.2%

1.1% 12.5%
6.5% 13.8%

Has Unionized Workers
Some Employees Are
Union Members
No Union Members

84.7%
82.8%

2.8% 9.9%
0.8% 13.1%

0.3%
1.3%

91.9%
81.4%

4.0% 3.9%
2.5% 14.8%

2.3%
3.4%

89.4%
79.9%

4.7% 3.6%
3.4% 13.4%

2.6%
3.3%

7.9%

Note: At least one worker in “low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; all employees in “high-wage firms” earn more than $15 per hour. More than 30 percent
of employees in “low-wage firms” work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work at least 30 hours per week.
Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.
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