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Draft Report on the Living Wage in Oak Park 
Community Relations Commission 

January 24, 2010 

I. Introduction 
On November 4, 2008 the electorate of Oak Park voted in a non-binding ballot initiative to 
support the enactment of a Living Wage (LW) ordinance for the Village of Oak Park. The ballot 
question put to voters stated: 
 
“Shall the Village of Oak Park enact a ‘Living Wage’ ordinance stipulating that a) Village 
employees, b) employees of contractors or subcontractors performing work for the Village, and 
c) employees of businesses that receive a significant financial subsidy from the Village, receive 
a living wage indexed to inflation that would include health benefits and time off?” 
 
Sixty percent of the Oak Parkers voted YES while approximately forty percent voted NO. 
 
Subsequent to the passage of the 2008 referendum, in January of 2009 the Board of Trustees 
charged the Community Relations Commissions (CRC) to conduct an assessment of the issues 
involved in enacting a living wage ordinance and to report its findings to the Board. 
 
The CRC began its work on the Living Wage issue in its February 2009 meeting. Most of the 
work of the Commission in the intervening period has been focused on answering four over-
arching questions: 

1. Scope: What are the governmental and taxing entities that will be under the purview of a 
LW ordinance, if enacted by the Village Board? 

2. Methodology: What methodologies can be used to determine the hourly rate for the 
Oak Park Living Wage? 

3. Coverage: What will be the categories of employees and organizations affected by the 
ordinance and according to what constraints and parameters? 

4. Impact: What will be the impact of the LW ordinance on covered entities and on the 
Village as a whole? 

Early in its deliberations, the CRC (based on the report of a subcommittee to develop a process 
for the study of LW) decided to use the framework of a model LW ordinance developed by the 
New York University Law School’s Brennan Center for Justice1 as a guide to investigate these 
questions. The model ordinance provides definitions for covered employees, specifies 
thresholds and constraints on the three categories of covered employees, and suggests 
categories of exemptions from the LW ordinance. [See Section III for further discussion of the 
model ordinance] 

                                                            
1 http://www.brennancenter.org/ 
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Not all of these questions have been or are likely to be exhaustively answered given the 
limitations on available data and variances among implementation approaches. However, the 
CRC has had substantive discussions on all of these questions. In its investigation, the CRC 
has examined methodologies for determining the Living Wage; considered the historical 
background of Living Wage ordinance in other communities and their impact; consulted with the 
Village Attorney, the Village Manager, Village liaison with the business community, and other 
key individuals, and held a public hearing on the Living Wage. The findings as well as the 
limitations of the CRC’s investigation are discussed in other sections of this report. 

II. Background on Living Wage 
 

A. What is a Living Wage? 

The “living wage” is a phrase used to define a “fair and decent” level of income that would 
enable workers to meet their “basic needs.”2 While there are many definitions of living wage and 
varying approaches to determine what specifically constitutes “basic needs,” in is generally 
agreed that a living wage should allow a household a comfortable and decent standard of living 
that without having to rely on public assistance. There appears to be general agreement that a 
living wage should provide a nutritious diet, safe drinking water, suitable housing, energy, 
transportation, clothing, health care, child care, education, savings for long term purchases and 
emergencies, and some discretionary income. However, there are significant differences both in 
methodologies and in actual implementation with regards to what is required in order to achieve 
these more specific objectives. 

In a recent Economic Policy Institute study, authored by James Lin and Jared Bernstein (the 
latter of whom currently serves as the top economic advisor in the Obama Administration), 
concluded that on average nationwide, working families with two parents and two children 
require an income of $48,778 to meet the basic family budget3. The study found many regional 
variations primarily due to just a few items, namely, housing, healthcare, and childcare. It noted 
that nationwide, over one third of all families fall short in meeting these basic needs, and that 
Over three times as many families fall below family budget thresholds as fall below the official 
poverty line. 

Due to the regional variation in the price of certain items, and depending on size and makeup of 
the family units assumed, living wage calculations can vary greatly. But, in most cases, a 
common general methodology is used in computing the living wage in a specific community. 
This general approach is discussed in more detail in Section II.C.1 of this report. 

                                                            
2 Shelburne, Robert C. (1999). "The History and Theory of the Living Wage Concept," Division of Foreign Economic 
Research, U.S. Department of Labor (Available at: http://works.bepress.com/robert_shelburne/40/). 
3 James Lin Jared Bernstein (2008). "What we need to get by: A basic standard of living costs $48,778, and nearly a 
third of families fall short." EPI Briefing Paper #224, October 29, 2008 
(http://www.epi.org/publications/entry/bp224/) 
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Generally, all definitions of Living Wage incorporate several common elements:  

• LW must allow for working families to meet their basic needs without public assistance; 

• LW is determined based on family budgets for basic necessities and expenditures such as 
food, housing, clothing, healthcare and child care, taxes, etc. Thus, calculations 
incorporate local or regional variations (especially in housing), as well as family size and 
composition. 

• LW calculations assume that the recipient of the living wage works full time. 

 

B. History of Living Wage Ordinances 

The emergence of the living wage principles dates back to earliest economic as well as religious 
writings, including those of Adam Smith4 and Joseph Cook5, in the 18th and 19th centuries. In the 
past two decades, particularly in the United Sates, the living wage has served as a center piece 
of grassroots campaigns to address stagnating wages and rising income inequality. In that 
period, the United States has seen a rapid expansion of municipal initiatives often taking the 
form of local laws and ordinances.  

The modern living wage movement began in 1994 when the city of Baltimore passed an 
ordinance requiring companies to pay employees working on city contracts a rate above the 
minimum wage. Since then, more that 140 communities have followed suit, with significant 
variance on the affected employees, wage levels, and benefits. In some of these communities 
the LW ordinances have been subsequently overturned or repealed, bringing the total number 
of communities with LW ordinances to just over 120 (based on the available data). Most living 
wage laws apply to larger service contractors, a limited number apply to companies receiving 
financial assistance such as tax abatements or other subsidies, and some apply to city or 
municipal employees. In recent years living wage initiatives have emerged in variety of other 
arenas such as school districts and college campuses. 

A 2003 study6 by the Political Economy Research Institute at the University of Massachusetts, 
Amherst, reviewing the impact of living wage ordinances through 2002, showed the different 
types of coverage legislated by these ordinances [See Table 1]. These trends have continued 
since 20037. Appendix B8 provides a more detailed breakdown of Living Wage Policies and 
                                                            
4 Adam Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, 1789, pp.821-822. 
5 Joseph Cook, Boston Monday Lectures: Labor with Preludes on Current Events, Boston: Houghton Osgood and 
Company, 1980. 
6 Brenner, Mark D. (2004) “The Economic Impact of Living Wage Ordinances,” University of Massachusetts, 
Amherst, Political Economy Research Institute, Working Paper Series, No. 80. (http://www.umass.edu/peri).  
7 ACORN’s Living Wage Resource Center maintains a summary of specific details of LW ordinances for 140 
communities through 2006: http://www.livingwagecampaign.org/index.php?id=1958.  
8 David Reynolds. (2003) “Living Wage Campaigns,” Published Jointly By the Labor Studies Center, Wayne State 
University and the Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN), January 2003  
(http://www.laborstudies.wayne.edu/research/guide2002.pdf).  
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ordinances enacted through 2001, including their coverage categories, various thresholds used 
for contractors and employers receiving economic assistance, the hourly rates (at the time the 
wages went into effect), and other provisions.  
 

Table 1. Number of Living Wage Ordinances Through Dec. 2002 and Their Coverage. 

 
While living wage ordinances have been enacted in only a limited number of communities 
across the country, their overall coverage has been significant. For instance, the UMass-
Amherst study mentioned above found that by January 2003 cities with living wage ordinances 
comprised approximately one fifth of the population residing in municipalities of 10,000 people 
or more, and close to 40% of the population in cities larger than 100,000. These figures have 
increased since 2003, given that more than 40 communities have enacted ordinances since 
2003. 
 
Living Wage in Illinois: In Illinois, there are currently two living wage ordinances – Chicago 
and Cook County.  Both apply to contractors and subcontractors, with the current hourly rates 
around $11.50.  In September 2006, the Chicago City Council voted to extend the existing 
ordinance to selected business, but the legislation was vetoed by Mayor Daley. 
 
In November of 2008, Sixty-five percent of Bloomington Illinois voters approved a non-binding 
Living Wage Referendum covering about two hundred seasonal and part-time city employees. 
The living wage hourly rate proposed was $9.81.  In March of 2009, the Bloomington City 
Council voted against a living wage ordinance citing the city’s fiscal deficit.  The Bloomington 
City Council had also previously voted against a living wage in 2004. 
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Oak Park and the Living Wage Spectrum: The cities with living wage ordinances fall within a 
wide spectrum in terms of populations, per capita incomes, racial compositions, and other 
demographic characteristics. Oak Park falls within this spectrum and is not unique in terms of its 
economic or demographic profile. For example, the largest cities in the country, including New 
York, Los Angeles, and Chicago have LW ordinances. On the other hand there are numerous 
cities with small to medium-sized populations that have adopted LW laws. In terms of Per 
Capita Incomes and family unit sizes, Oak Park sits in the upper half of the range, but there are 
a number of cities of similar size with higher income levels and smaller average family unit sizes 
(including, for example, the City of Santa Monica, California which, as of 2005, had a living 
wage rate of $11.50). 

 

C. Issues in Computing the Living Wage 

Living wage ordinances generally mandate a wage higher than the minimum wage and the 
poverty wage to certain classes of employees in the affected locality. The wage is, in some 
cases,indexed to the consumer price index or inflation rate. There is a great deal of variance in 
the specific hourly wage implemented across the communities that have enacted the living 
wage. However, the starting point for determining a living wage in most cases is the 
consideration of necessary expenditures for a typical working family with variations based on 
localities family sizes.  

In particular, the approaches may differ according to specific expenditures included (other than 
the basic necessities such as housing costs, food, healthcare, etc). They may also differ in 
terms of their approach for estimating housing costs, taxes, and other regionally specific costs. 
Many ordinances make allowances for basic healthcare coverage and other benefits. 

C.1. Basic Components 

There are several general issues that must be addressed in computing the living wage 
(regardless of the specific methodology or calculator used)?  

• The first step in determining the wage is to establish the definition of a typical working family 
(for the purposes of the ordinance). The main question is how many full-time workers are 
assumed in one household. For example, many approaches consider a typical family to be 
two working adults with two children. Others may consider a typical family to be two working 
adults with one child, two adults with only one working and one child, two adults with no 
children, etc. Determining the number of workers in the family is a critical factor. For 
example, if two workers are assumed per household, the computed hourly rate will be 50% 
of the rate when only one worker is assumed. These determinations can be made based on 
available community profile data.  

• The next step is to determine the cost estimates for the expenditures that are to be included 
in the computation of a living wage, such as housing, food, childcare, transportation, local 
taxes, etc. In most cases, these estimates are based on government estimates established 
through various agencies, such as USDA, HUD, and U.S. Department of Labor. On 
expenses that have a high degree of local variance (such as housing and childcare costs), 
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many methodologies try to use local or regional data in their computations. Among different 
methodologies, there is wide variance in costs associated with necessities beyond the basic 
expenses and in the level of discretionary income included in household costs. Note that the 
family size and composition assumed in the first step affects the estimated monthly costs for 
the household (including whether childcare costs are included). 

• Once the number of full-time employees in a typical family and the estimated expenditures 
(annual) are established, then the hourly wage can be determined by dividing the total 
expenditures (annually) by the total number of hours worked by all workers in the household 
during that period. For example, suppose that two full time workers are assumed per family 
(working a total of 2 workers x 40 hrs/week x 52 weeks = 4,160 hours). Furthermore, 
suppose that one child per typical family is assumed and that the annual costs associated 
with the living wage standard for a two parent one child family is estimated at $48,000. In 
this case, the hourly living wage is $48,000 / 4,160 hours = $11.54 per hour. 

Given the variances in assumptions about family size and the number of full-time workers per 
family, and different methodologies for computing estimated costs, it is not surprising that there 
is great degree of variance on the final hourly rate used by different ordinances. Indeed, in some 
cases, communities have determined the hourly rate using entirely different and ad hoc 
methods such as setting the living wage to a specific percentage above the federal poverty 
wages.  

A 1999 report9 by the U.S. Department of Labor provides a detailed review of the history and 
theory of living wage, including a discussion of different approaches used to compute living 
wage and their variations. 

 

C.2. Living Wage Methodologies and Calculators 

There are several organizations that have proposed unified methodologies for determining living 
wage that can be adapted to various localities. It is important to note that these methodologies 
primarily differ in the way they estimate costs associated with necessary expenditures in a 
family of a certain size. These variations will, of course, results in differences in the bottom line 
hourly rate computed (using the basic components discussed in Section C.1) depending on 
which cost estimates are used. Several of the most referenced methodologies also provide tools 
that allow for a computation of costs for different types of families (in terms of the number of 
workers and the composition of the family). These tools also usually allow for specifying a 
specific community (with the caveat that in most cases, the local costs are estimated based on 
aggregates or regional data that may be available). The intent of these tools is not to provide a 
definitive answer to the question “what should be the living wage in my community,” but to 
provide estimated costs that can then be supplanted to made more exact if locally specific data 
is available (e.g., for housing, childcare, etc.). 

                                                            
9 Shelburne, Robert C. (1999). "The History and Theory of the Living Wage Concept," Division of Foreign Economic 
Research, U.S. Department of Labor (Available at: http://works.bepress.com/robert_shelburne/40/).  
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Three of the most prominent methodologies with associate tools are the following: 

• Economic Policy Institute – Basic Family Budget Calculator10 

The Family Budget Calculator determines the income needed for particular types of 
families to satisfy the basic living costs. Because costs of goods and services vary 
across the U.S., the calculator customizes the budgets for every U.S. community—over 
600 in all. Given one of six family types, and specific region or a community, the 
calculators generate estimated costs for that family’s is likely needs for housing, food, 
child care, etc. The cost estimates are based on data from HUD, USDA, and several 
other government agencies. The methodology for this calculator was developed by 
James Lin and Jared Bernstein (the latter currently the Economic Policy Adviser to Vice 
President Joseph Biden and the Obama Administration)11. 

• Pennsylvania State Living Wage Study and Calculator12 

The calculator was developed by Dr. Amy Glasmeier, Director of the Center for Policy 
Research on Energy, Environment and Community Well-being. The original calculator 
was modeled after the Economic Policy Institute’s methodology. The data for this 
methodology was updated to be more regionally specific. The data was collected and 
aggregated Tracey Farrigan of the Economic Research Service.  

• Self-Sufficiency Standards13 

The Organizing Project-Six Strategies has "self-sufficiency" studies for 35 states, which 
include data on wages needed for economic stability. Self-Sufficiency Standard was 
developed for Wider Opportunities for Women by Dr. Diana Pearce, founder of the 
Women and Poverty Project at WOW, and a professor at the University of Washington, 
School of Social Work. The Self-Sufficiency Standard calculates how much money 
working adults need to meet their basic needs without subsidies of any kind. The data 
for the study obtained from U.S. Census Bureau, state government agencies, and other 
government agencies, is updated annually. A full self-sufficiency report for Illinois is 
available14. 
 

                                                            
10 http://www.epi.org/content/budget_calculator 
11 http://www.epi.org/pages/budget_calculator_intro/  
12 http://www.livingwage.geog.psu.edu/  
13 http://www.sixstrategies.com/sixstrategies/selfsufficiencystandard.cfm 
14 http://www.sixstrategies.org/files/ILFullReport.pdf  

 



8 

 

Appendix C provides examples of cost estimates for sample family types based on the above 
three methodologies (for comparison purposes). Such estimates or their variations can be used 
as the basis for computing the hourly living wage as described in Section C1, above. 

C.3. Impact of Living Wage on Communities with Ordinances 

As noted earlier, since 1994 (when the first Living Wage law enacted in the City of Baltimore) 
more than 140 communities and organizations have enacted their own LW ordinances. As a 
result, a wealth of retrospective data has been available to study the actual impact of such laws 
in terms of factors such as: costs as a percentage of economic activity, impact on municipality 
budgets, changes in contracting costs and bidding patterns, and employment levels by covered 
firms, business migration, among other factors.  

Indeed, there have been numerous studies and reports that provide detailed analyses of the 
impact of LW laws from different perspective. Some of these studies have been commissioned 
by cities (e.g., Baltimore and Los Angeles) themselves to determine the local impact of their 
own ordinances. There are also numerous other academic papers that have attempted to 
provide retrospective studies of LW ordinances across different communities. 

One well-regarded independent academic study from the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, 
Political Economy Research Institute in 2004, considered both the prospective as well as 
retrospective evidence on the impact of LW ordinances enacted across the country15. The study 
found that the vast majority of firms covered by living wage laws experience only modest cost 
increases (typically on the order of 1%-2% of total economic activity). For such firms, layoffs or 
firm relocation are likely to be far more disruptive and costly than other channels of adjustment. 
According to this and other studies, most firms affected by LW ordinances use increased 
productivity and internal resource redistributions as the preferred mechanisms for dealing with 
increased costs. For some firms, the costs associated with living wage compliance are much 
greater: 10 percent or more of economic activity. For these set of firms, the evidence suggests 
that some price increases (generally in the range of 1%-4%) combined with productivity 
enhancements and internal redistribution are the primary means by which they adjust to these 
measures. These alternative adjustments also typically result in the full cost increases for 
contracts to not be passed through to municipalities (for example, the pass-through cost for Los 
Angeles of approximately 0.2 percent of the city budget). Table 2 shows the economic impact of 
LW ordinances for selected communities (Source: Brenner (2003)). 

Another detailed and more up-to-date study by the Economic Policy Institute16 studied empirical 
data from multiple studies and from across even a larger number of communities to determine 
the actual impact of LW ordinances. Among other things, this study made the following 
observations. 

                                                            
15 Brenner, Mark D. (2004) “The Economic Impact of Living Wage Ordinances,” University of Massachusetts, 
Amherst, Political Economy Research Institute, Working Paper Series, No. 80. (http://www.umass.edu/peri) 
16 Jeff Chapman Jeff Thompson (2006), "The economic impact of local living wages," EPI Briefing Paper #170, 
February 15, 2006 (http://www.epi.org/publications/entry/bp170/).  



9 

 

 

Table 2. Economic Impact of Various Living Wage Ordinances Retrospective Evidence 

 

 

(1) Living wage laws have small to moderate effects on municipal budgets. A detailed 
survey of 20 cities found that the actual budgetary effect of living wage laws tended to be 
less than one-tenth of 1% of the overall budget. Two separate studies of the Baltimore living 
wage found that city contract costs increased less than the rate of inflation. A study of the 
Los Angeles ordinance found no measurable effect on the city's budget. A study of living 
wage ordinances in three New England cities found that contract costs only rose in one city. 
Multiple studies have shown little change in bidding for municipal contracts as a result of 
living wage ordinances.  

(2) Living wage laws benefit covered employees with few or no negative effects on the 
employers.  Recent studies using original surveys in both Los Angeles and Boston showed 
that the workers affected were mostly adults and mostly working full time. Both studies also 
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showed that most living wage workers were in households that had not been meeting the 
basic-needs budget. In Baltimore and Boston, empirical studies found no evidence of 
diminished employment, while in Los Angeles, surveys of workers and firms showed that job 
losses affected 1% of workers getting a raise. Two studies of San Francisco living wage 
policies found employment increased among airport workers and home health care workers.  

(3) Living wages laws have led to increases in productivity and decreased turnover 
among affected firms.  Multiple studies of Baltimore, Boston, Los Angeles, and San 
Francisco have shown that firms have registered lower turnover among employees 
subsequent to the enactment of the living wage ordinances. A study of home-care workers 
in San Francisco found that turnover fell by 57% following implementation of a living wage 
policy. A study of the Los Angeles ordinance found that the decrease in turnover offset 16% 
of the total cost of the living wage ordinance. A study of the San Francisco airport found that 
annual turnover among security screeners fell from 95% to 19%, as their hourly wage rose 
from $6.45 to $10.00 an hour.  

Overall, these and other retrospective studies have found little evidence that LW ordinances 
have led to job cuts, relocation, or major price increases by covered firms. Indeed, in several of 
the cases studied (including San Francisco, Boston, and others), the covered groups saw 
employment increases of as much as 15% subsequent to the implementation of the LW 
ordinances. These studies also show that on average there has been cost increases for covered 
firms as well as for municipality budgets, but, in almost all these cases, the increases have been 
significantly less than the inflation.  

 

III. The CRC Process 
 
As noted earlier, The CRC began its work on the Living Wage issue in its February 2009 
meeting. The initial discussion made it clear that with a frame of reference, it would have been 
impossible to determine the level of coverage and the scope of an ordinance or the impact on 
various components of the community. The CRC formed a subcommittee to develop a more 
systematic approach to data gathering and the study of LW in Oak Park. 

A. Sub-Committee Work 

Appendix D provides the full report of the subcommittee a portion of which was presented to 
the Commission in its March 2009 meeting. It raised a number of questions that had to be 
answered in order to move the discussion of LW ordinance forward, including: which 
government bodies can be affected, what village services and programs may be impacted, what 
are possible exemptions, what types of contractors fall under the purview of the ordinance, etc. 

The subcommittee proposed that the model ordinance (developed by the NYU Law School 
Brennan Center for Justice) can serve as the basis for additional information gathering and 
discussion of the various elements of an ordinance. Specifically, the model ordinance breaks 
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down covered employees into three categories (1) village employees, (2) employees of village 
contractors (subject to thresholds on the values of contracts and the number of employees), and 
(3) employees of businesses receiving significant financial assistance from the village. It also 
provides a framework for considering exempted entities. Therefore, the model ordinance was 
viewed as a useful guideline to considering the issues raised by the subcommittee in a 
systematic manner. The template for the Brennan Center model ordinance can be found in 
Appendix A. It should be noted, however, that the Commissions did not specifically study the 
text of other available ordinances and used the Brennan Center model ordinance as a guide 
exclusively. 

In its March 2009 meeting the CRC approved the following process proposed by the 
subcommittee: 

STEP #1- The CRC acting as a COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE considers the following resolution at the 
next schedule regular commission meeting as a start point to our work: 
 
"The CRC acting as a Committee of the Whole believes there is general support in Oak Park for a 
Living Wage ordinance and that the ideals of economic justice and a respect for the dignity of work 
that underlies the Living Wage ordinance are consistent with the values of most Oak Parkers. 
Furthermore, we believe the draft ordinance provided (see attached) is a good start point for 
considering the matter and inviting public comment.” 
 
STEP #2- The CRC receives a response from the Village Manager in response to the request for 
technical information and legal opinion to specified questions. 
 
STEP # 3- The CRC considers the Village Manager response and make necessary amendments to 
the proposed ordinance to address specific issues identified. 
 
STEP #4- The CRC crafts a revised draft ordinance (with amendments) and invites public comment 
on the document at a regularly scheduled meeting. 
 
STEP #5- The CRC considers public comments and makes further necessary amendments to 
address specific issues identified. 
 
STEP #6- The CRC votes on a final draft document and submits it the Village Board in response to 
their request. 
 
Subsequently, a draft letter was sent to the Village Manager and the Village Attorney to answer 
the technical and legal questions raised by the commissions. Chief among these questions were 
whether the ordinance, if enacted, would affect other local government bodies such as school 
districts D97 and D200, Oak Park Township, the Oak Park library, and Oak Park’s Park & 
Recreation. 

B. Issues Related to the Scope and Applicability of the Ordinance 

One of the questions raised by the CRC and submitted to the Village staff was on the scope of 
the applicability of the proposed ordinance. The CRC received the response from the Village 
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Attorney Ray Heise in March which definitively answered these questions [See Appendix E for 
the Village Attorney Memo of March 10, 2009].  

In essence, the Village Attorney’s memo indicated that with the exception of some narrowly 
defined and mutually agreed upon cooperative arrangements, all of the listed local 
governmental entities (including school districts D97 and D200, Oak Park Township, the Oak 
Park library, and Oak Park’s Park & Recreation) are considered independent authorities. 
Therefore, the enactment of a living wage ordinance by the Village of Oak Park will have no 
impact on those other entities and will not legally bind them to any contractual obligations.   

C. Categories of Covered Employers and CRC Findings 

[See Appendix A for the full text of the model LW ordinance used by the CRC as a guide. Note 
that the Commission Recommendations in Section VI modify some of the elements of this 
model ordinance, including providing additional exemptions for part-time employees, as well as 
for subcontractors and subtenants of covered employers.]  

The model LW ordinance defines “Covered Employers” in terms of the following three 
categories (the specific thresholds amounts for contracts and financial assistance are those 
suggested for Oak Park, but may vary across communities with similar provisions): 

(1) The [CITY] is a "Covered Employer" in all of its operations and activities. 

(2) A Contractor is a "Covered Employer" if it enters into one or more [CITY] Contracts 
where the annual value of payments under all such [CITY]  Contracts is (or is 
projected to be) $25,000 or more.  A Contractor is a Covered Employer from the 
beginning of the term of the [CITY] Contract that caused the combined annual value of 
payments to exceed $25,000, and continues until the termination of all [CITY] 
Contracts. 

 (3) A Beneficiary is a "Covered Employer" if it receives [CITY] Financial Assistance with 
a combined value that is (or is projected to be) valued at $50,000 or more annually.  
Where [CITY] Financial Assistance does not have a defined duration or is received in 
a lump sum, its duration shall be deemed to be five years.  A Beneficiary is a Covered 
Employer from the beginning of the term of the [CITY] Financial Assistance Agreement 
that causes the cumulative value of all [CITY] Financial Assistance Agreements 
received by the Beneficiary to exceed $50,000.  A Beneficiary ceases to be a Covered 
Employer five years from the date upon which the most recent [CITY]  Financial 
Assistance Agreement began. 

It should also be noted that the model ordinance limits it applicability only to for-profit 
Contractors or Beneficiaries that employ or contract with five (5) or more individuals firm-wide; 
and to non-profit Contractors or Beneficiaries that employ or contract with ten (10) or more 
individuals firm-wide. In addition, the model ordinance considers subcontractors of a covered 
contractor and subtenants of a covered beneficiary to also be covered employers under certain 
circumstances as described in Appendix A.  [Note: the commission recommends (see Section 
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VI) that the same exemption thresholds as applied to contractors and beneficiaries noted above 
also apply to subcontractors and subtenants. Thus for example, a subcontractor of a covered 
employer that does not receive at least $25,000 in Village-related subcontracts will be exempt.] 

The commission, therefore, was interested in determining the impact of the proposed ordinance 
(with the above-specified parameters) on these categories of “covered” employers within the 
village. 

C.1. Effect on the Employees of the Village 

Village Manager Tom Barwin provided the CRC with information suggesting that for all full time 
employees of the Village, the hourly wage exceeds the proposed minimum (according to the 
model ordinance). Therefore, the enactment of the ordinance based on the recommendations of 
Section VI will have no effect on the Village employees.  

If the ordinance is to include the part time staff (as the model ordinance does), then it was 
identified that crossing guards may fall below the threshold wage and would therefore be 
affected.  However, the commission is recommending that part-time employees that work up to 
20 hours per week be exempt from the provisions of the ordinance. Thus, the ordinance will only 
have an impact on part-time workers that work more than 20 hours per week and receive an 
hourly wage of less than $11.50. The information received by the CRC suggests that there are 
no Village employees in this category. 

C.2. Effect on the Employees of Contractors 

The Commission has realized that determining the exact impact of the ordinance on contractors 
and sub-contractors may be difficult. This is in part due to the historical process of selecting a 
low bid contracts which has not required the specification of did a pay scale along with a scope 
of work being bid upon. Thus, village-wide information on the wages paid by contractors to their 
employees is not available. 

The Village does have information on the size of contracts awarded (and therefore statistics on 
the ratio of the number of contractors satisfying the $25,000 annual threshold to those that fall 
below the threshold can be computed). However, despite the CRC request, this information was 
never provided to the Commission by the Village Manager. 

The CRC, however was able to obtain relevant information by having the Village Public Works 
Director, John Wielebnicki, and Village Business Relations Manager, Loretta Daly, appear 
before us and discuss the contracts, which are let by the Village [See Appendix F]. 

According to the information provided, majority of village contracts are let through Public Works 
and are therefore legally obligated to adhere to the State of Illinois “Prevailing Wage 
Ordinance”. In essence the effect this law has is to require Public entities to pay Union Wage for 
all employees of the corresponding projects. This is the equivalent of wages provided to those 
controlled by collective bargaining agreements. Union wages typically greatly exceed the target 
wage specified in the model LW ordinance. Note also that, the CRC recommendations (Section 
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VI) include explicit exemption for contractors that are bound by collective bargaining 
agreements or subject to Prevailing Wage rules. 

The balance of work contracted out by the village, which is not subject to the prevailing wage 
law, is approximately $765,000 (based on 2008 budget) [See Appendix F]. While we have no 
prospective data, retrospective studies of living wage ordinances in other communities (such as 
those discussed in Section II.C.3) suggest that the increase in costs associated with these 
contracts may be in the range of 1%-2%. Also note that for the “covered employers” in this 
group of contractors, the Living Wage would be applicable only to employees that work more 
than 20 hours per week. 

It should also be notes that according to the model ordinance, Village contracts do not include 
agreements primarily for the purchase or lease of goods or property for the Village; nor 
agreements for the provision of professional services such as legal services, banking services, 
architectural services, or computer services. 

The Brenner study17 (as well as other similar retrospective studies) suggests that the overall 
effect of LW ordinance on contract cost and bidding patterns have been negligible. For example, 
Brenner concludes:  

“… although cities have had a wide range of experiences with living wage laws, the preponderance of 
evidence indicates that living wage ordinances are unlikely to cause large increases in city contract costs. 
There are, of course, specific contracts or types of services for which cost increases will occur, but even 
in these cases the method of bid submission and the competitiveness of the bidding process can 
modulate cost pass-throughs to the city. With regard to the bidding process itself, here, too, the affects of 
living wage laws are highly variable. … This heterogeneity in bidding experiences also serves to 
underscore the fact that the living wage ordinance is only one of many factors influencing the 
competitiveness of city procurement. It also reinforces the conclusion drawn earlier that firm behavior in 
the face of higher wage mandates is not nearly so straight-forward as often assumed in the realm of 
theory.” (Brenner, 2004, pp. 22-23). 

However, it should be noted that the above retrospective observations do not necessarily 
guarantee a similar impact on Oak Park contractors. As noted in these studies, the high 
variability on experiences across cities makes it difficult to make projection in specific cases. 

C.3. Effect on the Employees of Beneficiaries 

The final area of concern revolves around the effect the ordinance would have on entities that 
receive public monies. The model ordinance defines financial assistance as “something of 
economic value, awarded or conveyed to a Person, by or through the approval of the Village of 
Oak Park, for the purpose of promoting economic development, job retention, or job growth.  
Generalized financial assistance such as that provided through broadly applicable tax 

                                                            
17 Brenner, Mark D. (2004) “The Economic Impact of Living Wage Ordinances,” University of Massachusetts, 
Amherst, Political Economy Research Institute, Working Paper Series, No. 80. (http://www.umass.edu/peri) 
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reductions shall not qualify as Village of Oak Park Financial Assistance.  Village of Oak Park 
staff assistance shall not by itself be considered Village of Oak Park Financial Assistance.”   

This category of covered employer is therefore fairly broad. In particular it would include 
financial assistance as well grants given to Oak Park’s “sister agencies” as well as recipients of 
CDBG (Community Development Block Grant) funds [See Appendix G]. From the data 
provided to the Commission, it appears that the effect would be inconsequential (because of the 
recommended $50,000 per year threshold used in the model LW ordinance) to all current 
recipients of financial assistance with the exception of the sister agencies. In the case of sister 
agencies, available information suggests most or all full-time employees receive wages higher 
than the $11.50 per hour considered in this report. To the degree that these agencies rely on 
part-time employees, the impact of LW will be reduced due to the part-time worker exemption 
suggest in the Recommendation section (See Section VI). 

For firms that may seek business assistance in the future amounting to $50,000 or more, the 
effect of the LW ordinance is likely to be heterogeneous, based on the retrospective studies. 
The simple mechanical analysis might suggest that the increase costs associated with LW may 
offset the assistance received from the village (in the form of grants, tax reductions, etc.). For 
example, assuming a LW rate of $11.50 per hour, a firm that has full-time employees receiving 
the minimum wage ($8.00), will have an additional cost of over $7,000 per covered full-time 
employee per year, during the period in which LW provisions will be in effect. If such a firm has 
at least 7 full-time covered employees, then the annual increased cost will offset the $50,000 
threshold. Therefore, firms may have an incentive to refuse financial assistance and not locate 
to Oak Park as a result. 

Such an analysis, however, does not take into account the many additional factors that, 
according to most retrospective studies, are in play (and collectively have resulted in the above 
scenario very rarely come to pass). Analysis of LW histories in cities that have adopted financial 
assistance as part of their LW ordinances (such as Madison, Minneapolis/St. Paul, Duluth, and 
others) shows little or no overall change in business assistance patterns in retrospective 
studies18. Generally, LW is only one of the many factors considered by firms in receiving 
business assistance. As noted in Section II.C.3, most firms compensate for increased costs 
through increased efficiency, internal redistribution, and modest price increases. In turn, 
increased wages generally lead to higher productivity and lower turnover rates, further 
increasing efficiency. Furthermore, the former analysis assumes that for such firms the covered 
full-time employees receive minimum wage which is highly unusual given historical evidence. 

Nevertheless, although small, the risk exists that at least some firms may be dissuaded from 
locating to Oak Park even with the financial assistance incentives due to perceived or real 
increase costs associated with LW. As noted above, however, such firm are likely to be those 

                                                            
18 Jeff Chapman Jeff Thompson (2006), "The economic impact of local living wages," EPI Briefing Paper #170, 
February 15, 2006 (http://www.epi.org/publications/entry/bp170/). 
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with very poor working conditions and employment practices compared to what is the norm in 
Oak Park. 

 

D. Living Wage Calculations for the Village of Oak Park 

Ultimately, the most important question, if an ordinance is to be enacted, is what should the 
dollar amount of the living wage hourly rate? This is also the question that has resulted in the 
most discussion in the Commission.  

The initial proposal given to the Commission by the sponsors of the LW referendum used an 
hourly rate of $14.86 (with health insurance costs included). Note, however, that this figure has 
never been adopted by the Commission (indeed, the Commission is proposing an alternative 
figure of $11.50 – see Section IV). The initial proposed number was arrived at using the 
Pennsylvania State University calculator described earlier. The figure was derived using the 
assumption that the typical family size is two adults and two children with both adults working 
full-time. The PSU methodology estimates the basic living costs [See Appendix C for the 
example of PSU Calculator’s estimates for expenses of such a typical family in the Oak Park 
area]. It then determines the hourly wage by dividing the total hours worked by total expenses 
for the family (see Section II.C.1 in this report for the basic elements of computing the living 
wage). 

Note that, as with any other methodology, if the assumptions on the composition of a typical 
family are changed, the hourly rate will be different under the PSU method. For example, if it is 
assumed that the typical family is composed on two full-time working adults and one child, then 
the PSU Calculator will yield a rate of $11.50 per hour. This is the assumption behind the CRC 
recommended hourly rate of $11.50 (see Section IV). 

In determining the rate, The Village Board must first decide what should be the underlying 
assumption on the composition of the typical family household (including the number of full-time 
workers). This is the determinant factor in the computation of the wage (as the example above 
illustrates). One approach to determining this is to consider the typical profile of average 
household in Oak Park (and perhaps the surrounding community).  Once this determination is 
made, the only other issue is to determine what costs should be included as part of the basic 
living expenditure for such a family. The PSU methodology provides one way of obtaining these 
estimates, but other methodologies described in Section II.C.2 can equally serve as guides to 
obtaining those estimates.  
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IV. Recommendations 

The Community Relations Commission acknowledges general support in Oak Park for a Living 
Wage ordinance. Furthermore, the ideals of economic justice and a respect for the dignity of 
work that underlie the Living Wage ordinance are consistent with the values of most Oak 
Parkers. We, therefore recommend that the Village Board adopt a Living Ordinance for the 
Village of Oak Park. We believe that the framework of the Brennan Center Model Ordinance 
(See Appendix A) can be used as the basis for developing the Oak Park Ordinance (including 
the definitions of covered employers and employees), but with the additional provisions and 
modifications mentioned below. 

Specific Recommendations (extending or modifying the provisions specified in the Model 
Ordinance): 

a. Proposed Hourly Rate of $11.50 (starting in January 1, 2011 and subsequently 
increasing upward annually based on the Consumer Price Index). This proposed 
rate is based on the family budget costs for a family of three (two adults and one child) -- 
which is consistent with the demographic characteristics of Oak Park – and based on the 
assumption that there are two full-time workers per family. This will be a single-tier living 
wage rate which includes some allowance for healthcare and childcare costs. The 
specific estimates for the family budget costs are based on the Penn. State LW 
Methodology (See Appendix C; for data sources used in cost estimates see: 
http://www.livingwage.geog.psu.edu/pages/about).  

b. Threshold for Covered Contractors: $25,000 per year in contracts (under the terms 
specified in the Model Ordinance). Additional provisions: The same threshold shall 
apply to subcontractors, i.e., a subcontractor whose annual covered contracts and 
subcontracts are below this threshold are not considered covered employers. Thus, a 
subcontractor of a covered contractor that does not meet this threshold will not be 
covered by the Living Wage ordinance. 

c. Threshold for Covered Employers receiving financial assistance: $50,000 per year 
in assistance (as defined by and under the terms specified in the Model Ordinance). 
Additional provisions: The same threshold shall apply to secondary or other indirect 
recipients of financial assistance. Thus, a sub-tenant of a covered employer that does 
not receive at least $50,000 in covered assistance (received indirectly through the 
original recipient of the grant or directly through the Village), shall not be subject to the 
ordinance. 

d. Paid Vacation and Sick Leave. Covered employees shall be provided with at least 5 
days of paid sick leave and at least one week of compensated vacation time annually 
(note that in the model ordinance these numbers are 10 days and 14 days, respectively). 
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e. Additional categories of exemptions (beyond the provisions of the Model 
Ordinance):  

• Services provided by part-time employees that work less than 20 hours per week 
for a covered employer are not subject to the LW. 

• Services provided by student interns are not subject to the LW; 

• Services provided by disabled persons (with employers who have appropriate 
U.S. Dept. of Labor certification) are not subject to the LW;  

• Contracts covered under prevailing wage laws or by collective bargaining 
agreements are not subject to the LW. 

f. Provision for the Village to allow for variances to the ordinance based on certain 
criteria (similar to variance to building codes, etc.). The criteria for such exemptions shall 
be developed and recommended to the Village Board by the Living Wage Monitoring 
Board (See below). 

g. Creation of a Living Wage Monitoring Board:  

• Will monitor the implementation and compliance with the LW ordinance;  

• Will monitor the impact of LW on various groups in OP; 

• Will conduct an annual survey of contractors and other covered employers to 
determine the effects of the potential increased costs associated with the LW; 

• Will provide recommendations to the Village Board with regards to specific 
variances to the ordinance; 

• Will be made up of representative from different constituency groups, including 
sister agencies, labor unions, community organizations, as well as members from 
the community at large. 
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V. Conclusions 

Since 1994, over 120 communities have adopted living wage laws with varying scopes and 

implementation models. As a result, there has been a wealth of studies, both academic as well 

as locally commissioned, that have evaluated the actual impact of these ordinances across 

multiple dimensions. Several of these studies have been cited in this report. In aggregate these 

studies show that LW ordinances do not have a major impact on employment patterns, the labor 

force as a whole, or overall poverty rates. This is because the impact of LW ordinances, in 

contrast to general minimum wage increases, tends to be very localized and focused on specific 

subsections of the labor force. But, the evidence also shows that the impacted section of the 

labor force, though small, tend to be adults who work full time but are not eligible for most forms 

of public assistance, i.e., those who benefit the most from increased wages.  For Oak Park, the 

potential impact of LW ordinance is also likely to be limited to a small segment of the population 

in the Village and, more significantly, in the surrounding communities. But the impact on those 

that are affected is likely to be significant.  

There are, of course, risks associated with LW as in the case of most economic policies. Based 

on the experiences of other communities with LW ordinances (including some that have many 

similar characteristics to Oak Park), the economic and financial considerations for Oak Park 

may include the following. 

• There is a possibility of a %1 to 2% increase in costs associated with contracts. These 

increased costs are likely to be limited to a small fractions of the current contracts 

awarded and will exclude those subject to prevailing wage laws. It is unlikely that there 

will be major changes in bidding patterns by contractors, overall. 

• Increased costs associated with the financial assistance components of LW may cause 

some firms to be apprehensive about development prospects in Oak Park. However, the 

number of firms that would be subject to the stated provisions of the LW ordinance is 

likely to be very small (especially due to the recommended part-time employee 

exemption). In the case of affected businesses, evidence suggests that practices such 

as relocation or layoffs are much less likely than the more cost-effective practices 

involving increased efficiency, internal redistribution, and, in some cases modest price 
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increases. On the other hand, form the affected firms, increased wages generally lead to 

higher productivity and lower turnover rates, further increasing efficiency. 

• There may be additional costs for sister agencies that rely on the Village for a portion of 

their finances. However, given that most full-time employees in these agencies receive 

wages in excess of the $11.50 rate considered here, the impact on these agencies is 

likely to be small. In addition, the Village can provide exemptions pr variances based on 

established criteria and standard practices to some agencies if it is determined that vital 

services may be affected. 

The adoption of LW ordinance, of course involves more than just economic and financial 

considerations. The adoption of a Living Wage ordinance (even with only a small portion of the 

work force impacted), is also a reflection of the values of the community. In this sense, it would 

be an effort akin to a variety of policies and programs that Oak Park adopted in order to 

increase and maintain diversity dating back more than 30 years. In those cases, also, the 

Village and its population accepted certain financial and economic risks in order to ensure the 

long-terms development of the community in ways that were consistent with the values of its 

population. As with respect to the LW ordinance and its underlying principles, Oak Parker have 

already begun this process with the passage of the non-binding referendum in November of 

2008. 



21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A.  The Model Living Wage Ordinance 
 

Developed by the Brennan Center for Justice at New York University Law School 

(http://www.brennancenter.org/)  
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Section 1: Popular Name and Purpose 
 
(1) This Chapter shall be known as the [CITY] Living Wage Law. 
 
(2) The purpose of this Chapter is to ensure that when taxpayer-funded benefits are extended by the 

[CITY] to private businesses, they are used in a way that benefits the interests of the [CITY] as a 
whole, by creating jobs that keep workers and their families out of poverty.  This Chapter 
therefore requires the [CITY], its contractors and subcontractors, and businesses benefiting from 
its financial assistance programs to pay their employees a wage that will enable a full-time 
worker to support a family at a level that meets basic needs and avoids economic hardship. 

 
Section 2: Definitions 
 
For purposes of this Chapter, the following definitions shall apply: 
 

(1) "[CITY]" means the [CITY], its departments, offices, agencies, subdivisions, or officials 
thereof.  [CITY] also includes any public authority or agency, that is controlled by, a 
majority of the governing body of which is appointed by, or that receives public funds 
appropriated by or allocated on behalf of the [CITY], and any department, office, 
agency, subdivision, or official of such an entity.  

 
(2)  "[CITY] Contract" means any agreement between the [CITY] and any other Person to 

provide services to the [CITY] or its residents.  [CITY] Contract includes any grant, 
including but not limited to Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, 
awarded to a Person in order for it to provide specific services to the [CITY] or its 
residents.  [CITY] Contract does not include agreements primarily for the purchase or 
lease of goods or property for the [CITY]; nor agreements for the provision of 
professional services such as legal services, banking services, architectural services, or 
computer services. 

 
(3) "Contractor" means any a Person that has entered into a [CITY] Contract. 
 
(4) "Subcontract" means any contractual relationship under which a Person does either of the 

following: (a) assists a Contractor in performing a [CITY] Contract, or accepts or 
transfers any right or responsibility set forth in a [CITY] Contract; or (b) performs 
services on-site for a Beneficiary at property that is the subject of [CITY] Financial 
Assistance. 

 
 (5) "Subcontractor" means any Person that has entered into a Subcontract. 
 

(6) "Covered Employer" means any entity fitting the definitions set forth in Section 4. 
  
(7) "Employee" means any person who performs work on a full-time, part-time, temporary, 

or seasonal basis, including employees, temporary workers, contracted workers, 
contingent workers, and persons made available to work through services of a temporary 
services, staffing or employment agency or similar entity.  

 
(8) "Covered Employee" means any individual fitting the definitions set forth in Section 5. 
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(9) "Designated Department" means the [CITY] department or agency designated to be 

responsible for the overall implementation and enforcement of this Chapter. 
 
(10) "Health Care or Child Care Expenditure" means any amount paid by a Covered Employer 

to a Covered Employee or to another party for the benefit of one or more Covered 
Employees for the purpose of providing health care or child care services or reimbursing 
the cost of such services for its Covered Employees and/or the families of its Covered 
Employees. 

 
(11) "Maximum Health Care or Child Care Expenditure Credit" means $1.25 upon 

implementation of this Chapter. Starting [EFFECTIVE DATE], and each year 
thereafter, this amount shall be upwardly adjusted in proportion to the increase, if any, for 
the period of the preceding September over the level as of September of the immediately 
preceding year in the Consumer Price Index - All Urban Consumers or its successor 
index as published by the U.S. Department of Labor or its successor agency. 

 
(12) "[CITY] Financial Assistance" means something of economic value, awarded or 

conveyed to a Person, by or through the approval of the [CITY], for the purpose of 
promoting economic development, job retention, or job growth.  Generalized financial 
assistance such as that provided through broadly applicable tax reductions shall not 
qualify as [CITY] Financial Assistance.  [CITY] staff assistance shall not by itself by 
considered [CITY] Financial Assistance.  The opportunity to enter into a Contract with 
the [CITY] shall not by itself be considered [CITY] Financial Assistance. 
 
[CITY] financial assistance includes, but is not limited to, any of the following things 
when they are awarded for the purpose of promoting economic development, community 
development, job retention, or job growth:  any grant (except grants awarded to fund the 
provision of specific services to the [CITY] or its residents, which are treated as [CITY] 
Contracts); below-market-rate loans; deferrals or reductions of payments due on a loan; 
reduction in the interest rate of a loan; financial planning assistance; tax incentive or 
abatement; tax increment financing; bond financing; rent subsidies; land write-downs (i.e. 
the donation, sale, lease, assignment, or transfer of land at less than fair market value of 
property); rebates; contingent obligations taken on by the [CITY], such as any guarantee; 
provision of tangible personal property such as materials, equipment, fixtures, 
merchandise, inventory, or machinery. 

 
(13) "[CITY] Financial Assistance Agreement" means any contract or agreement to provide 

or extend [CITY] Financial Assistance, or otherwise involving the award of [CITY] 
Financial Assistance. 

 
(14) "Beneficiary" means any Person that is a recipient of [CITY] Financial Assistance, as 

defined above. 
 
(15) "Subtenant" means any tenant or leaseholder of a Beneficiary that uses or 

occupies property that is the subject of the [CITY] Financial Assistance. 
  

(16) "Living Wage" means a wage equal to the levels established in Section 6. 
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(17) "Person" means any individual, partnership, corporation, limited liability company, sole 
proprietorship, association, joint adventure, estate, trust, and any other entity, group or 
combination acting as a unit, and the individuals constituting such group or unit. 

 
Section 3: Applicability 
 

(1) This Chapter shall apply to any for-profit Contractor or Beneficiary that employs or 
contracts with five (5) or more individuals firmwide; or a non-profit Contractor or 
Beneficiary that employs or contracts with ten (10) or more individuals firmwide. 

 
(2) This Chapter shall apply to any [CITY] Contract or [CITY] Financial Assistance 

awarded, entered into, extended or renewed after the effective date of this Chapter. 
 
Section 4: Covered Employer 
 

(1) The [CITY] is a "Covered Employer" in all of its operations and activities. 
 
(2) A Contractor is a "Covered Employer" if it enters into one or more [CITY] Contracts 

where the annual value of payments under all such [CITY] Contracts is (or is projected 
to be) $25,000 or more.  A Contractor is a Covered Employer from the beginning of the 
term of the [CITY] Contract that caused the combined annual value of payments to 
exceed $25,000, and continues until the termination of all [CITY] Contracts. 

 
(3) A Beneficiary is a "Covered Employer" if it receives [CITY] Financial Assistance with a 

combined value that is (or is projected to be) valued at $50,000 or more annually.  Where 
[CITY] Financial Assistance does not have a defined duration or is received in a lump 
sum, its duration shall be deemed to be five years.  A Beneficiary is a Covered Employer 
from the beginning of the term of the [CITY] Financial Assistance Agreement that 
causes the cumulative value of all [CITY] Financial Assistance Agreements received by 
the Beneficiary to exceed $50,000.  A Beneficiary ceases to be a Covered Employer five 
years from the date upon which the most recent [CITY] Financial Assistance Agreement 
began. 

 
(4) A Subcontractor is a "Covered Employer" beginning on the later of the following dates: 

(a) the beginning of the term of the Subcontract; or (b) the date on which the 
Subcontractor's associated Contractor or Beneficiary becomes a Covered Employer.  A 
Subcontractor ceases to be a Covered Employer on the earlier of the following dates: (a) 
the termination of the Subcontract; or (b) the date on which the Subcontractor's 
associated Contractor or Beneficiary ceases to be a Covered Employer. 

 
(5)  A Subtenant is a "Covered Employer" beginning on the later of the following dates: (a) 

the beginning of the term of its lease with the Beneficiary; or (b) the date on which its 
associated Beneficiary becomes a Beneficiary.  A Subtenant ceases to be a Subtenant at 
the earlier of the following dates: (a) the termination of the lease; or (b) the on which date 
its associated Beneficiary ceases to be a Beneficiary. 

 
Section 5: Covered Employee 
 

(1) Employees of the [CITY] are Covered Employees for all hours they work for the 
[CITY]. 
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(2) Employees of Covered Employers are Covered Employees for all hours they perform 

work: (a) relating to a [CITY] Contract; or (b) at a location that is the subject of [CITY] 
Financial Assistance. 

 
(3) Where a Covered Employer cannot determine which of its Employees perform work 

relating to a [CITY] Contract, all of its Employees shall be Covered Employees. 
 
Section 6:  Living Wage Required. 
 

(1) Every Covered Employer must pay Covered Employees no less than a Living Wage for 
all hours worked as a Covered Employee.  The Living Wage shall be [HOURLY RATE] 
per hour upon implementation of this Chapter. Each year thereafter, starting 
[EFFECTIVE DATE], the amount of the living wage shall be upwardly adjusted in 
proportion to the increase, if any, for the period of the preceding September over the level 
as of September of the immediately preceding year in the Consumer Price Index - All 
Urban Consumers or its successor index as published by the U.S. Department of Labor or 
its successor agency. 
 

(2) A Covered Employer may claim a credit toward the Living Wage in the amount of their 
average hourly Health Care or Child Care Expenditure per Covered Employee, up to the 
Maximum Health Care or Child Care Expenditure Credit.  A Covered Employer may use 
any reasonable methodology to determine their average Health Care or Child Care 
Expenditure per Covered Employee.  To claim this credit, a Covered Employer must 
furnish proof of Health Care or Child Care Expenditures made on behalf of each Covered 
Employees or their family to the Designated Department or that Department's designee.   

 
(3) Beginning in [EFFECTIVE DATE] and each year thereafter, the [CITY] shall publish a 

bulletin on December 1 announcing the adjusted Living Wages and Maximum Health 
Care or Child Care Expenditure Credit, which shall take effect on January 1 of the 
following year.  This bulletin shall be distributed to all [CITY] agencies and Covered 
Employers upon publication.  Covered Employers shall provide written notification of the 
rate adjustments to their Covered Employees, and to their affected contractors, 
Subcontractors and tenants.  In the event that the [CITY] fails to publish the adjusted 
Living Wages, it shall remain the obligation of each Covered Employer to calculate and 
begin paying the adjusted Living Wages effective January 1. 

 
Section 7: Compensated Leave. 
 

(1) Paid Sick Leave. Covered Employers shall permit Covered Employees to take at least 10 
days per year of paid leave.  Paid leave may be taken without prior notice to the Covered 
Employer when an Employee or a member of his or her immediate family is sick. 
Covered Employees may use paid sick leave for routine medical or dental visits. This 
paragraph does not mandate the accrual from year to year of paid sick leave.  

(2) Other Annual Leave.  In addition to paid sick leave, Covered Employers shall provide at 
least 12 days of paid annual leave per year for use by each Covered Employee, which 
may include any federal public holidays for which a Covered Employer provides paid 
leave.  Covered Employees shall have no work responsibilities on days of paid annual 
leave, and may use such days for any desired purpose, including illness or routine 
medical or dental visits.   
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(3) Accrual and Implementation. When the need to take leave is foreseeable, Covered 
Employers may require reasonable advance notice of an employee’s intent to use paid 
leave. 
Covered Employees who regularly work at least forty hours per week shall be paid for at 
least eight hours of work for each day of paid leave required under this Section.  Covered 
Employees who regularly work fewer than forty hours per week shall be paid a prorated 
portion of an eight-hour day for each day of paid leave required under this Section. 
Covered Employees shall accrue one day of paid sick leave and one day of paid annual 
leave per month of full-time-equivalent employment up to the required minimum of 10 
paid sick days per year, and 12 days of paid annual leave.  All days of paid annual leave 
provided by a Covered Employer, including paid holidays and paid days off provided 
pursuant to a collective bargaining agreement, may be counted toward provision of the 12 
days of paid annual leave required by this Section. 

 
Section 8: Retaliation Prohibited 
 

 No Covered Employer shall discharge or take other adverse action against any Person in 
retaliation for asserting any claim or right under this Chapter, for assisting any other 
person in doing so, or for informing any person about their rights. 

 
Section 9:   Exemptions 
 
Notwithstanding any other provisions in this Chapter, the following exemptions shall apply: 

 
(1) For any [CITY] Contract or [CITY] Financial Assistance, the [CITY] Council may 

grant a partial or complete exemption from the requirements of this Chapter if it 
determines that any application of this Chapter that would violate federal, state or local 
laws(s), or for any of the following employers: 

 
(a) A not-for-profit corporation employing employees under 21 years of age for: 

    (i)  A bona fide training program; 
  (ii)  An after school or summer or youth employment program; or 

(iii)  A bona fide work study program, internship, fellowship, or other 
similar program. 

 
(b) A not-for-profit organization that provides human services pursuant to [CITY] 

Contracts and demonstrates that it cannot reasonably afford to pay the Living 
Wage and Provide Health Care or Child Care to their Covered Employees based 
on payment rates under the [CITY] Contract and other resources available to 
them. 

 
 The [CITY] should prioritize exemptions for the following employers: 
 

(1) Non-profit organizations that predominantly serve low-income clients or 
populations; 

 
(2) Non-profit organizations that demonstrate that they are prudently 

allocating their limited resources ― for example, by showing that their 
highest paid employee is paid no more than six times the wage rate paid 
to their lowest paid employee; or 
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(3) Non-profit organizations performing County Contracts that are not 

awarded through competitive bidding. 
 
(2) Requirements of this Chapter may be waived by the written terms of a bona fide 

collective bargaining agreement, provided that this Chapter is expressly referenced in the 
agreement, and that the agreement sets forth in clear and unambiguous terms the desire of 
all parties to waive some or all of the requirements of this Chapter.  Unilateral 
implementation of the terms and conditions of employment by either party to a collective 
bargaining relationship shall not constitute a waiver of any of the requirements of this 
Chapter. 

 
Section 10: Monitoring and Enforcement 
 

(1) Every Covered Employer shall agree to the payment of a Living Wage as a condition of 
entering into or renewing a [CITY] Contract or [CITY] Financial Assistance agreement, 
shall agree to post a notice regarding the applicability of this Chapter in every workplace 
in which Covered Employees are working, and shall agree to provide payroll records or 
other documentation as deemed necessary within ten (10) business days from the receipt 
of the [CITY]'s request.  All [CITY] Contracts and [CITY] Financial Assistance 
agreements covered by this Chapter shall provide that a violation of the Living Wage 
requirements of this Chapter shall be a material breach of the [CITY] Contract or 
[CITY] Financial Assistance Agreement.  The Designated Department of the [CITY] 
shall monitor the compliance of each Contractor or Beneficiary under procedures 
developed by the Designated Department and approved by the [CITY] Administrator. 

 
(2) Each Covered Employer shall submit to the Designated Department information 

regarding number of employees and applicable wage rates of its employees covered by 
this Chapter in such manner as requested by that Department.                           
At the request of the Designated Department, any Contractor or Beneficiary shall provide 
satisfactory proof of compliance with the living wage provisions of this Chapter. 

 
(3) Any Person may submit a complaint or report of a violation of this Chapter to the 

Designated Department. Upon receipt of such a complaint or report, the Designated 
Department shall investigate to determine if there has been a violation.  The  
investigation shall be resolved within ninety (90) days. 

 
Section 11: Penalties and Enforcement. 
 

(1) A violation of any provision of this Chapter is a civil infraction punishable by a fine of 
not more than $500.00 plus all costs of the action.  Any court of competent jurisdiction 
may issue and enforce any judgment, writ, or order necessary to enforce this Chapter, 
including backpay to affected employees and other relief deemed appropriate.   

 
(2) Each day upon which a violation occurs shall constitute a separate violation. 

 
(3) In addition to enforcement under Subsections (1) and (2), the [CITY] shall have the right 

to modify, terminate, and/or seek specific performance of any [CITY] Contract or 
[CITY] Financial Assistance agreement with a Covered Employer or to cancel, terminate 
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or suspend the [CITY] Contract in whole or in part and/or to refuse any further payments 
under the [CITY] Contract or [CITY] Financial Assistance;  

 
(4) Nothing contained in this Chapter shall be construed to limit in any way the remedies, 

legal or equitable, which are available to the [CITY] or any other Person for the 
correction of violations of this Chapter. 

 
Section 12: Private Actions for Damages or Injunctive Relief. 
 

(1) A Covered Employee who is denied payment of the applicable living wage in violation of 
this Chapter may bring a civil action in any court of competent jurisdiction for 
appropriate injunctive relief or damages or both against the Person(s) who acted in 
violation of this Chapter.  No employee or Person shall bring a civil action alleging a 
violation of this Chapter unless the employee or Person has first provided a written 
allegation of the violation of this Chapter to the Designated Department and the Covered 
Employer no less than ninety (90) days prior to filing said civil action.  After at least 
ninety (90) days have passed after the written allegation has been provided, the employee 
or Person shall be free to proceed with a civil action.  Any civil action under this Section 
must be brought within one year of the last date of the violation.  The last date of the 
violation shall be determined by the last paycheck received by the employee or Person 
that did not contain the Living Wage, or by the last occurrence of retaliation prohibited 
by Section 7. 

 
(2) As used in subsection (1), "damages" means restitution of the difference between 

amounts actually paid and the living wage that should have been paid including interest, 
an additional equal amount as liquidated damages, and reasonable attorney fees and costs. 

 
(3) Private actions and remedies under this Section shall be in addition to any actions for 

violations which the [CITY] may take. 
 
Section 13: Other Provisions. 
 

(1) No Covered Employer may fund wage or health care or child care increases required by 
this Chapter by reducing the compensation, wages, fringe benefits, or leave available to 
any Covered Employee. 

 
(2) The [CITY] Administrator will submit a report to [CITY] Council two years after the 

effective date of this Chapter, as first enacted, and every two years thereafter.  The report 
will contain, for the two preceding years, information as to the amount of the increases 
required by Section 6, information as to the number of Covered Employers doing 
business with the [CITY], and a summary report of all violations of this Chapter. 

 
Section 14.  Effective Date 
 
That this Chapter shall take effect 90 days after it is enacted by voters. 
 
Section 15: Preemption and Severability 
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The sections, subsections and paragraphs of this Chapter shall be deemed severable, and the declaration 
by a court of competent jurisdiction that any part hereof is invalid shall not affect the remaining parts of 
the Chapter 
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Appendix B.   

Breakdown of Living Wage Ordinances Across the 
United States Through 2001 

Source: 

David Reynolds. (2003) “Living Wage Campaigns,” Published Jointly By the Labor Studies 
Center, Wayne State University and the Association of Community Organizations for Reform 
Now (ACORN), January 2003  (http://www.laborstudies.wayne.edu/research/guide2002.pdf).  

 



                   Living Wage Policies As of 2002
Contracts Thresholds Living Wage Other Provisions
Baltimore (1994) all service contracts set by wage commission

1994 $6.10 in three steps to
1999 $7.70

Milwaukee (1995) contractors at $5,000 or more $6.05 adjusted annually for poverty line
family of three

Milwaukee School
District (1996)

all schools and contractors to the
schools

$7.70 an hour

Milwaukee County
(1997)

janitorial, security, parking lot
attendant

$6.25 indexed to wage increases of
country employees

New York (1996) security, temporary office service,
cleaning, and food services

prevailing wage for the industry as
determined by city comptroller.  Estimated
$7.25-$11.25.

Portland (1996) janitors, parking lot attendants,
security, and temporary clerical

1996 $6.75
1997 $7.00
indexed to wage increases of city
employees

Jersey City (1996) clerical, food, janitorial, and security $7.50 * require health care
*  require vacations

New Haven (1997) all city service contracts poverty line family of four in 1997
increasing to 125% of poverty line in 5
years

* first consideration hiring to referrals from
community hiring halls

Durham (1998) all service contracts wages at least equal to minimum city
employee ($7.55 in 1998)

Chicago (1998) security, parking, day laborers, home
and health care, cashiers, elevator
operators, custodial, and clerical

$7.60

Cook County , IL (1998) all contractors $7.60 * collective bargaining agreement may
supersede

Pasadena (1998) contracts $25,000 or more $7.25 with health benefits
$8.50 without

* earlier the coalition had gotten the same
Living Wage for city employees

Multnomah County, WA
(1998)

janitorial, security, and food service;
also seeking state funding to enable
county to cover social service contracts

$9 wages and benefits new janitorial contracts must first interview
workers employed on previous contract

Hudson County, NJ
(1999)

security, food service, janitorial, and
clerical

$7.50/hr
+ at least $2,000 a year  of health care

* one week vacation

Haywood, Ca (1999) city employees
over $25,000: automotive repair,
building maintenance, janitorial,
landscaping, laundry services,
temporary personnel, pest control,
security services, and social service
agencies

$8 with health benefits
$9.50 without

* 12 days paid vacation, 5 unpaid
* collective bargaining agreement may
supersede

Miami-Dade County, Fl
(1999)

service contracts $100,000+ for listed
occupations; also applies to airport
licensees

$8.56
$9.81 without health benefits

* also applies to all  county employees

Somerville, MA (1999) $50,000 to decrease over four years to
$10,000

poverty level family of four * also applies to all full and part-time city
employees

Los Angeles County
(1999)

full-time employees on contracts
$25,000 or more

$8.32 with health benefits
$9.46 without

* employee retention
* limits part-time work
* collective bargaining agreement may
supersede
* no country funds may be used to inhibit
employee organization (unionization).

Buffalo (1999) Contracts $50,000 or more; includes
workfare workers

$6.22 in 2000; $8.08 in 2002
$ 1 more if no health benefits

*prior to contract must submit hiring and
wage goals; quarterly reports after receive
contract.

Tucson (1999) maintenance, refuse and recycling,
custodial, landscape, security, moving,
temporary employees, pest control

$8.00 with health care
 9.00 without

* must maintain a workforce of at least
60% city residents.

Corvallis, OR (1999) prohibits city from entering into
contracts of $5,000+ if not pay a living
wage

$9.00/hr.

Denver (2000) $2,000 or more engaged in parking
attendant, security, clerical support, or
child care.

poverty family of four

San Fernando, CA (2000) contracts or grants $25,000+
Includes employees of temp agencies

$7.25 with health benefits
$8.50 if without

* 6 paid days off + 6 unpaid

Alexandria, VA (2000) all service contractors $9.84 indexed to poverty threshold
San Francisco (2000) contracts, including non-profits, and

leaseholders at airport
$9; $10 in 2001; 2.5% increase next three
years.
Companion legislation requires one of
three health insurance options.

* 12 paid vacation days
* 10 unpaid days for family emergencies

Eau Claire County, WI
(2000)

contracts over $100,000 $6.67 with health benefits or $7.40
without

Santa Cruz (2000) contractors, including non-profits
Includes city employees

$11 with health benefits or $12 without.

Meriden, CT (2000) Service contracts $50,000+ 110% poverty from family of four
Additional sum if no healthcare based on
average insurance cost in state

Salem, OR (2001)
Ferndale, MI (2001) Service contracts $25,000+ $8.50 or $9.75 without healthcare

Indexed to inflation
Miami Beach, FL (2001) City and certain service contracts

$100,000+
$8.56 or $9.81 without healthcare,
indexed annually.

Ventura County, CA
(2001)

Contractors and subcontractors on
county-financed projects

$8 or $10 without healthcare. exempts in-home support workers, board
and care services and printing or copying
services.

Gloucester County, NY
(2001)

all contracts $8.50 +2.37 if no health benefits, indexed
by CPI.

Requires apprentice training programs
Job training and youth employ. exempt

Oyster Bay, NY (2001) Contracts $50,000+ for janitorial and
security

$9 or $10.25 if no health benefits.



Economic
Development

Thresholds Living Wage Other Provisions

Santa Clara County (1995) new tax abatements $10 * require health care or suitable alternative
* must disclose how many jobs will be created, the
wages and benefits, and other subsidies being
sought

St. Paul (1997) $100,000
phase in to also cover contractors

110% poverty line family of four;
100% if provide health care

* requires 60% new hiring from city residents

Minneapolis (1997) $100,000
phase in to also cover contractors

110% poverty line family of four;
100% if provide health care

* goal of 60% new hiring from city residents
* ban privatization if result in lower wages
* preference to union-friendly businesses

San Antonio (1998) 70% of employees in new jobs
created

$9.27 non-durable goods and
service
$10.13 durable goods

* business may be available for more tax abatements
if 25% new hires go to disadvantaged individuals
* retail facilities are deemed ineligible for tax
abatements

Missoula, MT (2001) Economic dev assistance At least match the lowest-paid full
time city employee (then $7.95)
plus health benefits.

Must comply with the Fair Labor Standards Act

Bozeman, MT (2001) City + financial assistance $8.50 or $9.50 with no health
benefits, indexed to CPI.

Pima County, AZ (2002)
Marin County, CA (2002) County + service contracts $9 or $10.25 with no health

benefits, indexed annually.

Monroe County, MI
(2001)

County and contracts $10,000+ $8.70 or $10.20 if no health benefits,
indexed annually.

Washtenaw County, MI
(2001)

Contracts $10,000+ $8.70 or $10.20 if no health benefits. Non-profits can apply for three year
exemption if can show need for phase in
time.

Charlottesville, VA
(2001)

all city contracts $ 8

Cumberland County, NJ
(2001)

Service contracts $8.50 +$2.37 with no health benefits,
+$1.50 with no pension

Santa Cruz, CA (2001,
amended 2002)

Service contracts $11.50 or $12.55 with no health benefits,
indexed annually.

Montgomery County,
MD (2002)

All for-profit contractors $50,000+ and
at least 10 employees

$10.25 Provisions to encourage non-profit
compliance

Oxnard, CA (2002) Contracts $25,000+ $9 with planned annual adjustments to
$12.22 in 2004, then indexed.

Paid leave of 96 hours annually by 2004

Watsonville, CA (2002) Contracts in 14 categories $11.50 or $12.55 with no health benefits,
indexed annually.

10 compensated days off for sick or
vacation. Worker retention language.

Broward County, FL
(2002)

County + contracts in food prep.,
security, maintenance, clerical,
transportation, landscaping & printing

$9.57 or $10.82 with no health benefits,
indexed annually.

Taylor, MI (2002) Contracts $50,000+ $8.64 or $10.80 with no health benefits,
indexed annually.

Cincinnati, OH (2002) City and contracts $20,000+ $8.70 or $10.20 without health benefits,
adjusted annually.

New York (2002) 50,000 workers on city contracts in
healthcare and other industries

$8.10 or $9.60 without health benefits,
will reach $10 by 2006.

Bellingham, WA (2002) Contracts $10,000+ in fourteen
categories including clerical, parking,
security, janitorial, laundry, shuttle
transport, and auto maintenance.

$10 or $11.50 without health benefits

Contracts &
Economic
Development

Thresholds Living Wage Other Provisions

Los Angeles (1997) $25,000 contracts
leases on city property
$1 million subsidy or $100,000 if
on a continuing annual basis

$7.39 with health care or $8.64
without

* require 12 paid vacation days and 10 unpaid sick
days
* collective bargaining agreement may supersede
*anti-retaliation & worker protections

Duluth (1997) $5,000 contracts $25,000
financial assistance

$7.25 with health care or $6.25
with out

* work contracted out must pay a living wage

Boston (1997-98) $25,000 contracts
$100,000  financial assistance --
modified to mandate only
community hiring, not a Living
Wage

poverty level for a family of four * must use community based hiring halls and/or job
centers
* as part of contract singing, contractor must report
hiring, wages levels and training plans.
* quarterly reporting required
* Living Wage advisory committee with labor and
community representatives

Oakland (1998) $25,000 contracts
leases on city property
$100,000 subsidies

$8.00 with health care or $9.25
without  -- $9.45 and $10.87 in
2002.

* require 12 paid vacation days and 10 unpaid sick
days
* collective bargaining agreement may supersede

Port of Oakland (2002) Extend Oakland living wage to the
Airport and Seaport to cover 1,500
workers

Detroit (1998) $50,000 in contracts or financial
assistance for the purposes of job
growth or economic development

poverty line family of four with
health care or 125% if no health care

* where possible prioritize city residents for hiring

San Jose (1998) contracts over $20,000
direct financial grants over
$100,000/year

$9.50  with health insurance
$10.75 without

* companies must ensure labor peace
* central labor council noticed when bids let out
* new contractors hire existing workers

Madison, WI (1999) Contacts $5,000+
Financial Assistance $100,000
City Employees

$7.91
by 2001 110% poverty line family
of four

 * collective bargaining agreement may supersede

Ypsilanti Twp, MI  (1999) all contracts and financial
assistance $10,000+

$8.50 with healthcare
$10 without

* collective bargaining agreement may supersede
* non-profits unfairly harmed may be exempted

Ypsilanti , MI (1999) all contracts and financial
assistance $20,000+

$8.50 with healthcare
$10 without

* collective bargaining agreement may supersede
* non-profits unfairly harmed may be exempted
* city will also pay a living wage
* encourages local hiring and contractors
* annual recognition list of living wage employers



Dane County, WI (1999) Contracts and Development
Assistance $5,0000+
County Employees

poverty line family of four
possible healthcare will be
considered in July 99

Cambridge, MA (1999) $10,000 contracts or assistance $10.00 adjusted annually using
CPI

* also applies to all city employees
* annual city report and Community Advisory Board

Hartford (1999) certain city contracts over $50,000
development projects of
$100,000+

110% poverty family of four
health plan requiring employee
contribution of no more than 3% of
wages or must pay additional rate
equal to the cost of health care.

* development projects allow workers to be
represented by a union in exchange for “labor peace”
(no-strike clause).

Warren, MI (2000) contracts or tax breaks $50,000+ 100% poverty for family of four
125% with out health care

Omaha, ME (2000) contracts and other firms who
benefit from at least $75,000
Includes city employees

poverty level family of four with
health or 110% without

Repealed 9/01

Toledo (2000) contracts over $10,000 & 25+
employees); subsidies over
$100,000 & 50+ employees);
tenants of properties that have
benefited from city assistance.

110% federal poverty level with
health care or 130% without.

Cleveland (2000) contracts and subsidies $75,000+
covers workers 30+ hour/week
Includes leaseholders or tenants of
recipients of assistance

$8.20 in 2001; $9.20 in 2002 then
indexed

* At least 40% of new hires must by city residents
* Incentives to provide health care

St Louis, MO (2000) contracts $50,000+
subsidies $100,000+

lift family of three above eligibility
for food stamps (In 2000 $8.84
with benefits, $10.23 without)

Berkeley, CA (2000) city contracts; financial assistance;
city employees; and businesses
that lease land from the city.
Amended to include all companies
at the Berkeley Marina.

$9.75 with health benefits or
$11.37 without.

Rochester, NY (2001) Service contracts 50,000+
Economic development assist.

$8.52 or $9.52 without healthcare
Indexed to inflation

Employers must report annually on job titles and
wages of covered employees.

Ann Arbor, MI (2001) Service contracts $10,000+
Financial assistance

$8.70 or $10.20 without healthcare,
indexed annually

Non-profits can apply for three year exemption if can
show need for phase in time.

Eastpointe, MI (2001)
Reaffirmed by voters (2001)

Contracts and tax incentives of
$5,000+

100% poverty for family of four or
125% if not health care.

Pittsfield Township, MI
(2001)

Contracts or financial assistance of
$10,000+

$8.70 or $10.20 without healthcare,
indexed annually

Covers for-profit 5+ employees, non-profits 10+

Santa Monica (2001)
Repealed by ballot (2002)

All employers with special coastal
tourist zone with revenues of $5
million+

$10.50 +$2.50 an hour more if no
health care.

Law repealed before went into effect

Pittsburgh (2001) City + certain contracts, subsidy
recipients, and leasees.

$9.12 or $10.62 with no healthcare. Covers for profit 10+ employees, non-profits 25+
3 year phase in for non-profits

Suffolk County, NY (2001) Loans, grants or tax abatements
valued at $50,000+ & service
contractors $10,000+

$9 or $10.25 if no health benefits
worth at least $1.25 an hour.

Includes tenants and leaseholders of covered
employers. Non-profits can apply for one-year phase
in.

Ashland, OR (2001) City, contracts, and tax abatements
$15,000+

Wage and benefit package worth
$10.75, indexed annually.

Richmond, CA (2001) Contacts $25,000+; subsidies
$100,000+; leases with revenues
of $350,000+

$11.42 or $12.92 with no health
benefits, indexed annually.

Burlington, VT (2001) City; contracts, and grants
$15,000+

$10.93 or $12.68 with no health
benefits, indexed annually using
state "basic needs budget."

12 compensated days off per year

New Britain, CT (2001) Contracts or development
assistance $25,000+

118% of poverty family of four

Santa Fe, NM (2002) Full time city, contacts $30,000+
and certain economic assistance

$8.50 in 2003, $9.50 in 2004,
$10.50 in 2005

Southfield, MI (2002) Contracts $50,000+ and tax
abatements

100% poverty family of four or
125% if no health benefits.

Fairfax, Ca (2002) City, contracts $10,000+;
subsidies $15,000+ and ten+
workers

$13 or $14.75 with no health
benefits, indexed annually.

Neutrality during union organizing

Westchester County, NY
(2002)

Contacts $50,000+; financial
assistance $100,000+

$10.75 in 2004, $11.50 2005 +
$1.50 with no health benefits.

Task force to develop living wage legislation to
cover 1000 childcare workers
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Appendix C.   

Sample Cost Estimates for Oak Park Area Using 3 
Different LW Methodologies 
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Economic Policy Institute – Basic Family Budget  Calculator 
(http://www.epi.org/content/budget_calculator)  
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 Penn. State University Model  (http://www.livingwage.geog.psu.edu/) 
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Appendix D.   

CRC Living Wage Subcommittee Report 
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PRELIMARY FINDINGS 

March 8, 2009 

Community Relations Commission (CRC)  
Sub-Committee on Proposed Living Wage Ordinance 

 
1.  On March 6th, a sub-committee of the CRC met to consider a proposed Living Wage 
ordinance.  This was done in response to a specific request by the Oak Park Village Board that 
the CRC provide a recommendation with respect to the proposed ordinance.  The specific 
purpose of this sub-committee meeting was to arrive at action plan as a “Way Ahead” by which 
the entire CRC can consider the proposed ordinance and respond to the Village Board 
accordingly.  The commissioners in attendance were:  Florian Schalliol, Robert Kane, Bamshad 
Mobasher, and John Mikos. 
 
2.  The sub-committee’s initial assessment is that there appears to be general support amongst 
Oak Parkers for the principle of a Living Wage ordinance.  The group noted that the following 
language appeared on the ballot in the 2008 election and received an overall 60% “YES” vote: 

“Shall the Village of Oak Park enact a ‘Living Wage’ ordinance stipulating that a) Village 
employees, b) employees of contractors or subcontractors performing work for the Village, and 
c) employees of businesses that receive a significant financial subsidy from the Village, receive 
a living wage indexed to inflation that would include health benefits and time off?” 
 
This assessment was also reinforced by our own sense, as residents of Oak Park, of how our 
neighbors and fellow citizens view this matter.   It was the sub-committee’s view that the ideals 
of economic justice and a respect for the dignity of work that underlies the Living Wage 
Ordinance are consistent with the values of most Oak Parkers. 
 
3.  The sub-committee also considered the draft ordinance submitted to the Village Board.  The 
group acknowledged that this was a well constructed document which had been carefully 
created to serve as a piece of model legislation for local governments throughout the country.  
As such, this proposed document is a good start point for considering a possible ordinance in 
Oak Park. The sub-committee also recognized that this was an opportunity for Oak Park to send 
a positive message in favor of economic justice and serve as an example for other communities 
to follow.   
 
4. However, the sub-committee determined that there are number of areas of specific language 
in the draft ordinance that raise some concern and require clarification in order to accomplish 
our required due diligence in responding to the Village Board request.  The following areas of 
clarification are needed with respect to the specific language of this draft ordinance: 
 
a. How many and of what type of village contractors can be expected to be affected by this 
ordinance as currently written? 
 
b. How many and of what type of grantees would be affected by this ordinance as currently 
written?  For instance, would small retail shops in the village that either currently receive or 
could potentially receive grants be excluded from such grants in the future?  If so, what grant 
programs are most likely to be affected? 
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c. Would the adoption of this ordinance as currently written affect any other bodies of local 
government based upon the Village’s status as a Home Rule municipality? 
 
d. Would the adoption of this ordinance as currently written affect any other bodies of local 
government based upon the legal structure of those bodies of government? (Note: The Library 
Board in particular was the issue here based upon its legal relationship to the Village of Oak 
Park municipal government.) 
 
e. Would the adoption of this ordinance as currently written affect any other bodies of local 
government based upon any specific agreements or financial arrangements that may be in 
place between those governmental bodies and the Village of Oak Park government? 
 
f. Would the adoption of this ordinance as currently written affect the members of Down Town 
Oak Park (DTOP) based upon any agreements or financial arrangements that may exist 
between the DTOP and the Village of Oak Park Government? 
 
Each of the above items requires clarification.  The sub-committee agreed to draft a letter to the 
Village Manager asking for his assistance in offering technical and legal opinions on these 
items. 
 
5.  The sub-committee recommends the following steps be taken as a “Way Ahead” on this 
matter; 
 
STEP #1- The CRC acting as a COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE considers the following 
resolution at the next schedule regular commission meeting as a start point to our work: 
 
"The CRC acting as a Committee of the Whole believes there is general support in Oak Park for 
a Living Wage ordinance and that the ideals of economic justice and a respect for the dignity of 
work that underlies the Living Wage ordinance are consistent with the values of most Oak 
Parkers. Furthermore, we believe the draft ordinance provided (see attached) is a good start 
point for considering the matter and inviting public comment.” 
 
STEP #2- The CRC receives a response from the Village Manager in response to the request 
for technical information and legal opinion to specified questions. 
 
STEP # 3- The CRC considers the Village Manager response and make necessary 
amendments to the proposed ordinance to address specific issues identified. 
 
STEP #4- The CRC crafts a revised draft ordinance (with amendments) and invites public 
comment on the document at a regularly scheduled meeting. 
 
STEP #5- The CRC considers public comments and makes further necessary amendments to 
address specific issues identified. 
 
STEP #6- The CRC votes on a final draft document and submits it the Village Board in response 
to their request. 
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Appendix E.   

Village Attorney’s Legal Opinion on the Scope and 
Applicability of an Oak Park Living Wage Ordinance 
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Appendix F.   

2008 Public Works Village Contracts and Contractors 
 
 

 
 

CURRENT DATA 
BASED ON 2008 

CALENDAR YEAR 
Name  Service 

Ave. Employees 
working in Oak Park 

2008 Contract 
Value 

Tree Trimming B. Haney & Sons Tree Trimming  6 to 10 $125,000.00

Landscape 
Maintenance Atrium Landscape 

Maintenance 
4 to 6, three days per 

week $43,875.00

Business District 
Planter Maintenance McAdam Landscape 

Commercial District 
planter plant installation 

and maintenance & 
regular Landscape 

Maintenance 

6 per 2 week planting 
rotation installation, 3 

per week watering and 
maintenance 

$161,500.00

Tree Stumping Autumn Tree Care Stump Removal & 
Restoration 6 $145,000.00

Tree Removal B. Haney & Sons, 
Winkler Tree Service 

Tree Removal & Storm 
Damage Assistance 

15 - 20 during 
operations $200,000.00

Custodial Services ABC Commercial 
Maintenance, Inc. 

Cleaning of Village 
buildings: fire stations, 
police station, Village 

Hall, Public Works 
Center and Metra 

Station 

4 per day, 5 days per 
week $89,700.00 

  

  TOTAL: $765,075.00
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Appendix G.   

Recipients of the Oak Park CDBG Grants 
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