
FACT SHEET RESPONSE 

TO FILE NO. 16-17/006 

Creating Chapter 2.95 of the county code, Living Wage 
 

It is distressing that, three months after the Living Wage Ordinance [LWO], FILE NO. 16-
17/006, was submitted on April 19, I count at least 6 factual misrepresentations and numerous 
material omissions in Fact Sheet accompanying the LWO proposal in the July 19 meeting's 
agenda packet.   

These factual misrepresentations in the Fact Sheet are as follows: 

[1] The fact sheet states: "Last year, the county board implemented a new salary matrix for 
county employees, based on equity, adequacy, transparency, and social justice." This statement 
is questionable on two counts.  First, the new salary matrix was NOT based on 'Social Justice"  It 
was intended to set ECC wages to local market rates and eliminate wage compression so Eau 
Claire County can attract & retain qualified employees. Second, the LWO does NOT achieve 
'Social Justice' -- rather it likely achieves Social Injustice as will be described later.  

[2] The fact sheet states: "Minimum wage, however, is not a living wage." This statement is 
factually untrue.  The Federal minimum wage of $7.25/hr translates to $15,080 annually for a 
full-time worker, which is 126.9% of the Federal Poverty Level of $11,880.  If we factor in cost 
of living, it is 139% of the poverty level [$14,054] for a single person in Eau Claire.  Thus the 
minimum wage is most definitely a 'living wage' for a single person. 

[3] The fact sheet states: "Thus, persons at this level of income will always fall below the Federal 
Poverty Level." This statement is also factually untrue.  According to data from the Federal 
Current Population Survey (CPS), in any given year 80% to 90% of persons earning minimum 
wage income live in households that exceed FPL, and 30% to 50% live in households earning 
more than three times the poverty threshold [top half of income spectrum]. Thus, persons earning 
minimum wage income SELDOM fall below the Federal Poverty Level.   

[4] The fact sheet states: "Any employer paying minimum wage is relying on the availability of 
public assistance or some other form of support to ensure adequacy of resources." This 
statement is factually untrue.  As mentioned above, 80% to 90% of low-wage workers, are NOT 
in poor households, thus employers are generally NOT "relying on the availability of public 
assistance or some other form of support to ensure adequacy of resources." 

[5] The fact sheet states: "The current minimum wage is below poverty level." This statement is 
absolutely untrue for single people, especially in Eau Claire.  See item 2. 

[6] The fact sheet states: "The ordinance may also require some minor adjustments to the 
recently established salary matrix." This statement is patently false in that any salary matrix 



adjustments will certainly not be 'minor'.  The LWO as presented requires minimum annual 5% 
increases to the Eau Claire County payroll (roughly $1.1 million increase per year) beginning in 
2018 amounting to a cumulative $4.4 million increase in 2021.  This is not minor. 

No	information	on	Cost	to	Eau	Claire	County	
In any proposed ordinance, it's wise to determine what the cost to the county will be, both in 
terms of salary and/or benefits, as well as service costs, both external and internal.  To my 
knowledge, no attempt was made to do this prior to introduction.  We have since discovered that 
salary increases of up to $4.4 million will have to be made to Eau Claire County staff over the 
next 5 years if the proposed ordinance is passed.  This information is not in the fact sheet 
accompanying File No. 16-17/006.  It should be.  Instead, a statement indicating the contrary is 
made! 

Furthermore, information acquired since April indicate significant increased contractual costs to 
the county for the original proposal, costs that are not completely known as yet.  Again, this 
information is not contained in the fact sheet accompanying File No. 16-17/006.  Rather, in the 
current fact sheet, this increase is mentioned only as a possibility and not quantified an any 
manner whatsoever.  This should absolutely be rectified before the July 19 meeting. 

Furthermore, similar labor and contractual service cost estimates should be made for all the 
various amendments to the LWO that are under consideration. 

Given the likely increases in payroll and contracted service costs to Eau Claire County, perhaps 
some guidance should also be included regarding what specific county services would likely be 
eliminated should these potential cost increases materialize. 

No	information	on	who	is	helped,	or	who	is	harmed	
Additionally, some attempt should be made to determine the number and characteristics of the 
citizens who will be helped and/or hurt by the proposed ordinance.  To my knowledge, no 
attempt has been made in this direction.  It seems to be taken as a presumption, almost as a 
matter of faith, that if the minimum wage is increased then poverty will be alleviated.  But is this 
so?  The current data seems to contradict this presumption. 

 Multiple studies of poverty rates in states with minimum wage increases versus states 
with no increase generally conclude that there is no statistically significant relationship 
between raising the minimum wage and reducing poverty.  

 Similarly, with the possible exception of food stamps, recent research shows no 
conclusive evidence that a higher minimum wages reduce government spending on 
welfare and other programs to support poor households.  

The fundamental problem with using minimum wages to increase the incomes of poor and low-
income families and alleviate poverty is that the policy targets low-wage workers, not low-
income families, which are seldom the same. In fact, the relationship between being a low-wage 
worker and being in a low-income household is very weak: 



 2014 data from the Current Population Survey (CPS) shows 57% of poor households 
with heads of household ages 18–64 have no workers. The LWO will not help these 
people.  Rather, to the extent that it eliminates current jobs, raises barriers to low-skilled 
persons attempting to enter the workforce, and/or inhibits companies from entering or 
expanding operations in the Eau Claire vicinity and creating future jobs, passing the 
LWO would actually hurt this class of poverty-stricken people. 

 Some workers are poor not because of low wages but because of low hours; CPS data 
show 46% of workers in poor households have hourly wages above $10.10 and 36% have 
hourly wages above $12.00.  The LWO will not help these workers, either. 

So at best, raising the minimum wage to $10.10 will help only 23% of poor households, and 
raising it to $12.00/hr will only help 28% of poor households -- assuming all of these employees 
keep their jobs, which is very debatable.  The remaining 72% to 78% will be either unaffected or 
actually harmed by eliminating jobs and/or job growth and thus making their job prospects 
worse. 

LWO	Benefits	More	Non‐poor	than	Poor	
The sad fact is that most of the income benefits of an LWO increase would not flow to poor 
families; rather they would flow to non-poor families.  

 The CBO estimates the increased earnings for low-wage workers resulting from a higher 
minimum wage of $10.10 nationwide  in 2016 would total $31 billion, but just 19% of 
that $31 billion would accrue to households with earnings below the poverty threshold, 
whereas 29% would accrue to households earning more than three times the poverty 
threshold [top half of income spectrum] 

 A similar study projects that if wages were raised to $10.10 with no changes to the 
number of jobs or hours, only 18% of the total increase in incomes would go to poor 
households, based on 2010–2014 data. However 32% would go to households with 
incomes at least three times the poverty line.  

 Raising the minimum wage to $12, only 15% of the benefits go to poor households 
because higher-wage workers who would benefit are less likely to be poor. Likewise, 
35% would go to households with incomes at least three times the poverty line. i.e. For 
every $15 dollars of benefit that goes to poor households, $85 dollars go to non-poor 
households, with $35 dollars going to relatively wealthy households. 

 With a $15 minimum wage the corresponding figures would be 12% and 38% - i.e. For 
every $12 dollars of benefit that goes to poor households, $88 dollars go to non-poor 
households, with $38 dollars going to relatively wealthy households in the top half of 
income spectrum. 

 



Minimum	Wage	Laws	Create	Job	Losses	
Raising wages slightly for some people must be weighed against potential job losses for others.  
There also appears to be some discussion as to whether raising the minimum wage laws actually 
eliminates jobs.  The fact is, the overwhelming body of economic studies find that this is a fact.  
A survey of American economists found that 90 percent of them regarded minimum-wage laws 
as increasing the rate of unemployment among low-skilled workers.  To deny the job-loss effect 
is tantamount to being an Economic Science denier.   

 The last time the US had no minimum wage law was during the Coolidge administration 
when the annual unemployment rate got as low as 1.8 percent.  We haven't seen that rate 
since enacting minimum wage laws. 

 Switzerland - the only European nation with no minimum wage law consistently has the 
lowest unemployment rate in Europe. [See accompanying graph] 

 When Hong Kong was a British colony, it had no minimum wage law. In 1991, its 
unemployment rate was under 2 percent - among the lowest in the world. 

 In most European countries where minimum wages and mandated job benefits to be paid 
for by employers are more generous than in the United States, unemployment rates for 
younger workers are generally 20 percent or higher - even in non-recession years. 

 Historical evidence from US Census data indicates that that Minimum Wage enactment 
in 1930's significantly depressed employment of minorities. [See accompanying graph & 
Census Data] 

 The CBO projects a $10.10 minimum wage increase would reduce total employment by 
about 500,000 workers, or 0.3 percent, once fully implemented in the second half of 
2016.  Raising the minimum wages higher would mean even more job losses.   

What's worse is that most studies over the years find that higher minimum wages reduce 
employment of low-skilled workers especially -- the very people most likely to be in poverty.  
Going forward, many more slow-skilled workers will be laid off and replaced with more highly 
trained workers, further harming the poor.  

Possible	Racist	Consequences	of	Living	Wage	Ordinance	
NOTE - please do not infer from the following that I believe any of my fellow County 
Board members have racial motivations for their support or opposition to the proposed 
LWO.  The author of the LWO, Supervisor Smair, is one of the nicest people I know with 
not a mean or racist bone in his body.  What I'm trying to do in this section is explain why I 
believe there may be unintended racial consequences to the LWO, regardless of the noble 
motivations of its supporters. 



Minimum-wage laws often affect the level of racial discrimination. In the early 20th century 
when racial discrimination was both legally and socially accepted, minimum-wage laws were 
often used openly to price minorities out of the job market. 

 Canadian province of British Columbia passed a minimum-wage law in 1925with the 
expressed intent and effect of pricing Japanese immigrants out of jobs in the lumbering 
industry. 

 In 1912, Harvard professor, Arthur Holcombe, member of the Massachusetts Minimum 
Wage Commission, approved of the intent of Australia’s minimum wage law to “protect 
the white Australian’s standard of living from the invidious competition of the colored 
races, particularly of the Chinese.” 

 Florence Kelley, U.S. labor 'reformer', endorsed the Australian minimum-wage law as 
“redeeming the sweated trades” by preventing the “unbridled competition … of the 
women, children, and Chinese [who] were reducing all the employees to starvation...” 

 During South Africa's era of apartheid, white labor unions argued that a minimum-wage 
law be applied to all races to keep black workers from taking jobs away from white 
unionized workers by working for less than the union pay scale. 

 This was the same argument used by racist congressmen in America to pass the Bacon-
Davis prevailing wage act in 1931. 

 American Federation of Labor President William Green: "Colored labor is being 
sought to demoralize wage rates." 

 Rep. John Cochran, D-Mo:  "[I've] received numerous complaints in recent months 
about Southern contractors employing low-paid colored mechanics getting work and 
bringing the employees from the South." [Congressional Record, 1931] 

 Rep. Miles Allgood, D-Ala: "That contractor has cheap colored labor that he 
transports, and he puts them in cabins, and it is labor of that sort that is in 
competition with white labor throughout the country." [Congressional Record, 1931] 

Labor unions have long been supporters of minimum-wage laws in countries around the world, 
since these laws price nonunion workers out of jobs, leaving more jobs for union members.  

These supporters of minimum-wage laws understood long ago something that today’s supporters 
of such laws seem not to have bothered to think through. People whose wages are raised by law 
do not necessarily benefit because they are sometimes fired and definitely less likely to be hired 
at the imposed minimum-wage rate.   

The unfortunate side effect is that minimum wage laws also removes the economic costs of 
discriminating against minorities, as witnessed by the dramatic reduction in minority 
employments rates in America after the 1931 and 1938 minim wage laws were enacted. 

The really vile thing is that many of these early proponents of the minimum wage thought the 
side-effect of job-losses for unskilled laborers was a good thing!  They believed that this would 
cleanse the human genome of defective traits. 



 Henry Rogers Seager, Columbia University economist who served as president of the 
AEA in 1922 argued that wage-earners need protection from the “wearing competition of 
the casual worker and the drifter” and from the other “unemployable” who unfairly drag 
down the wages of more deserving workers.   He also wrote: “The operation of the 
minimum wage requirement would merely extend the definition of defectives to embrace 
all individuals, who even after having received special training, remain incapable of 
adequate self-support.” 

 Royal Meeker, Princeton economist who served as Woodrow Wilson’s U.S. 
Commissioner of Labor, opposed a proposal to subsidize the wages of poor workers in 
1910, preferred a  minimum wage because it would cull unfit workers from the work 
force.  “It is much better to enact a minimum-wage law even if it deprives these 
unfortunates of work.” “Better that the state should support the inefficient wholly and 
prevent the multiplication of the breed than subsidize incompetence and unthrift, 
enabling them to bring forth more of their kind.” 

 In his Races and Immigrants, University of Wisconsin economist and social 'reformer' 
John R. Commons argued for a minimum wage on the basis that wage competition 
lowers wages for 'superior races' and selects for the 'unfit races'. “The competition has no 
respect for the superior races… the race with lowest necessities displaces others.” 

 

POLICY	QUESTIONS:	
 Is it good public policy or Social Justice to enact an LWO that will increase costs to the 

county, both in employee labor and in contracted services, and which will likely 
necessitate some decrease in services to some of the most needy among us? 

 Is it good public policy or Social Justice to enact an LWO that, for every $1 that goes to a 
poor person, $8 or $9 goes to a person in a non-poor household and that enriches 3 times 
more people in well-to-do households (upper 1/2 income) than poor households? 

 Is it good public policy or Social Justice to enact an LWO when we really have no clear 
idea who would be helped and who would be harmed? 

 Is it good public policy or Social Justice to enact an LWO that would likely increase costs 
to the taxpayers or reduce county services to the needful, with little or no positive effects 
on poverty? 

 Is it good public policy or Social Justice to enact an LWO that would deny job 
opportunities to the least-skilled, with a disproportionate effect on the youth and 
minorities? 

o Is it Social Justice when unemployed young people lose not only the pay they 
could have earned but equally important, the work experience that would enable 
them to earn higher rates of pay later on? 



o Was it Social Justice when the last year in which the black unemployment rate 
was lower than the white unemployment rate in the United States — 1930 — was 
also the last year when there was no federal minimum wage law? (see Graph) 

 Is it better for low-skilled youth (and minorities) just entering the workforce to have a 
low-paying minimum wage job that would at least give them job skills that will later 
enable them to increase their income?  Or is it better for them to be loitering on street 
corners with no job? 

 Is it good public policy to enact an LWO that would discourage entrepreneurs & 
established businesses from locating in Eau Claire and creating more much-needed and 
possibly higher-paying jobs? 

 Is it good public policy to force local businesses and non-profits to pay more for their 
labor, using moneys that might otherwise be better spent either growing the business and 
adding even more jobs or, in the case of many non-profits, helping more of the needy 
they serve? 

 Can a program used in the past to advance racist goals really be used to advance social 
justice today? 

 How is a 'Living Wage' to be determined?  

o Are workers with more dependents (and thus higher living expenses) thereby 
entitled to higher wages?  Or should wages be commensurate with the market 
value of the work provided? 

o Who should determine these labor rates?  Should it be County Board Supervisors 
who pretty much know nothing about the individual tasks involved, nor the 
person conducting the task?  Or should it be the people actually managing the 
employees who have intimate knowledge of the tasks involved and the 
performance capabilities of the employees involved? 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

Michael Conlin 
County Board Supervisor, District 10 
Ordinance/16-17/006 Fact Sheet Response 
July 12, 2016 
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 FACT SHEET 
 
 TO FILE NO.   16-17/006 
 
This ordinance creates Chapter 2.95 of the county code, Living Wage.   
 
Last year, the county board implemented a new salary matrix for county employees, based on equity, 
adequacy, transparency, and social justice [1].  The purpose of this ordinance is to continue this with 
contractors of Eau Claire County, to ensure that those entities with which the county does business 
follow the same principles.    
 
The current federal minimum wage is $7.25/hr., last adjusted in 2009. Minimum wage, however, is 
not a living wage [2], that is, it does not provide for the livelihood of a person or a family; it merely 
establishes a “floor” of payment. A better measure is a “living wage,” that is, a wage which provides 
a livelihood for persons and families. Any adjustments in minimum wage over time have been far 
and quickly outpaced by inflation. Thus, persons at this level of income will always fall below the 
Federal Poverty Level [3]. Any employer paying minimum wage is relying on the availability of 
public assistance or some other form of support to ensure adequacy of resources [4]. The current 
minimum wage is below poverty level [5].  This means that the government effectively subsidizes all 
of those making minimum wage through various forms of public assistance, and employers paying 
minimum wage rely on that external support, e.g., Walmart counseling its lowest paid employees 
how they might apply for and receive Food Stamps, Medicaid, etc.  
    
The Federal Poverty Level (FPL) is established annually by the Department of Health and Human 
Services in order to determine eligibility for a number of public assistance programs. This means that 
persons whose income is at or below the FPL (or often within 120% of the FPL) will qualify for a 
number of assistance programs, such as Food Stamps, Medicaid, subsidized health care coverage 
under the PPACA, etc.  The current Federal Poverty Level for a family of four is $24,300 (Federal 
Register, 1-25-16).  The hourly wage ($24,300 divided by 2080 hours in the work year) is $11.68/hr.  
 
This ordinance requires that all contractors with Eau Claire County pay their employees at least 
110% of the 2016 FPL ($12.84/hr.), on an hourly basis, beginning January 1, 2017. The wage 
requirement increases each year by 5% to a maximum of 130% of FPL by 2021. Thus, the wage 
requirement is annually indexed to inflation and set at 130% of FPL. The fiscal impact of this 
ordinance will be reviewed by the respective units in the light of 2017 contracts. It is anticipated that 
the major impact will be felt in the Department of Human Services because non-profit organizations 
frequently pay minimum wage or just above that wage. The ordinance may also require some minor 
adjustments to the recently established salary matrix [6]. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Nick Smiar 
County Board Supervisor, District 15 
 
KRZ/yk         
 
Ordinance/16-17/006 Fact 

Factual  
Misrepresentations 

 
[1]  Questionable on 
two counts: 
A - Class Comp 
Study was NOT 
based on 'Social 
Justice" It was to set 
ECC wages to local 
market rates and 
eliminate wage 
compression so we 
can attract & retain 
qualified employees. 
B - The LWO does 
NOT achieve Social 
Justice -- Rather it 
achieves Social 
Injustice 
[2]  Minimum wage, 
is greater than 125% 
FPL for a single 
person - thus IS a 
living wage for one 
person in Eau Claire. 
[3]  Persons earning 
minimum wage 
income generally live 
in households that 
exceed FPL, thus 
SELDOM fall below 
the Federal Poverty 
Level  
 [4]  80% to 90% of 
low-wage workers, 
are NOT in poor 
households, thus  
Employer paying 
minimum wage are 
generally NOT 
"relying on the 
availability of public 
assistance or some 
other form of support 
to ensure adequacy 
of resources." 
 [5]  Again-the 
current minimum 
wage is NOT below 
the FPL for a single 
person! 
[6]  The original 
LWO ordinance 
required up to $4.4 
million adjustment to 
the Class-Comp 
salary matrix in 2021 



Unemployment Rate 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
 Austria 4.3% 4.9% 5.0% 5.2% 4.4% 3.7% 4.6% 4.6% 4.2% 4.2% 4.9% 4.9% 5.6%
 Belgium 8.2% 8.4% 8.4% 8.7% 7.8% 6.9% 7.9% 8.3% 7.0% 7.3% 8.3% 8.5% 8.7%
 Bulgaria 13.7% 12.1% 10.6% 9.1% 7.3% 5.9% 6.0% 9.8% 11.1% 12.0% 12.9% 13.0% 9.9%
 Croatia 14.1% 13.8% 13.2% 12.3% 10.5% 9.1% 8.9% 10.8% 13.7% 15.4% 16.4% 17.4% 16.7%
 Cyprus 4.1% 4.6% 5.4% 5.0% 3.9% 3.9% 4.6% 6.8% 7.0% 10.7% 14.7% 16.9% 16.3%
 Czech Republic 7.8% 8.3% 8.0% 7.7% 5.7% 4.3% 5.9% 7.8% 6.9% 7.0% 7.3% 6.6% 5.9%
 Denmark 5.4% 5.5% 5.2% 4.2% 3.7% 3.2% 5.3% 7.6% 7.4% 7.7% 7.1% 6.6% 6.3%
 Estonia 10.3% 10.1% 8.6% 6.3% 5.1% 4.3% 11.4% 18.5% 13.1% 10.6% 8.8% 7.7% 6.2%
 European Union 9.1% 9.3% 9.2% 8.5% 7.4% 6.7% 8.6% 9.7% 9.4% 10.2% 10.9% 10.5% 9.7%
 Finland 9.0% 8.8% 8.5% 7.9% 7.0% 6.2% 7.6% 8.6% 7.9% 7.5% 8.1% 8.4% 9.3%
 France 8.6% 8.9% 8.7% 9.1% 8.4% 7.1% 8.9% 9.3% 9.1% 9.6% 10.3% 10.4% 10.3%
 Germany 9.8% 10.5% 11.4% 10.5% 9.0% 7.8% 7.7% 7.4% 6.2% 5.5% 5.4% 5.2% 4.8%
 Greece 9.7% 10.5% 10.1% 9.3% 8.9% 8.2% 9.2% 11.7% 16.1% 22.6% 27.2% 26.8% 25.6%
 Hungary 5.8% 6.1% 6.9% 7.3% 7.3% 7.5% 9.5% 11.4% 11.0% 11.2% 10.6% 7.8% 7.3%
 Ireland 4.6% 4.5% 4.3% 4.5% 4.7% 5.2% 11.2% 13.3% 14.3% 15.0% 13.7% 12.0% 9.8%
 Italy 8.4% 8.0% 7.8% 7.1% 5.9% 6.4% 7.6% 8.4% 7.9% 10.4% 12.0% 12.6% 12.6%
 Latvia 11.6% 11.0% 11.1% 8.1% 6.5% 6.2% 13.7% 20.8% 17.2% 15.7% 12.7% 11.5% 9.9%
 Lithuania 12.6% 11.6% 9.7% 6.2% 4.1% 4.1% 11.6% 17.7% 16.5% 13.8% 12.4% 11.9% 9.0%
 Luxembourg 3.8% 5.0% 4.6% 4.7% 4.3% 4.4% 5.4% 4.6% 4.7% 5.0% 5.7% 6.1% 5.8%
 Malta 7.7% 7.2% 7.2% 7.1% 6.9% 5.9% 6.5% 7.0% 6.4% 6.4% 6.2% 6.9% 5.8%
 Netherlands 4.2% 5.1% 5.5% 4.6% 3.8% 3.0% 3.2% 4.5% 4.2% 5.0% 6.4% 7.2% 7.0%
 Poland 19.8% 19.1% 18.4% 15.3% 10.3% 7.2% 7.6% 9.9% 9.5% 9.9% 10.6% 9.8% 7.9%
 Portugal 7.1% 7.5% 8.3% 8.3% 9.1% 8.2% 10.0% 11.7% 12.3% 14.9% 17.3% 14.8% 13.2%
 Romania 6.8% 8.0% 7.8% 7.1% 6.6% 5.8% 6.5% 7.6% 7.1% 7.2% 7.2% 7.2% 6.8%
 Slovakia 17.7% 18.4% 17.0% 14.3% 11.2% 10.1% 10.7% 14.9% 13.6% 13.8% 14.2% 14.0% 12.0%
 Slovenia 6.7% 6.3% 6.4% 6.2% 5.1% 4.6% 5.3% 7.0% 8.0% 7.9% 10.7% 9.6% 9.3%
 Spain 11.5% 11.0% 9.7% 8.6% 8.0% 9.3% 17.2% 19.4% 20.6% 23.9% 26.3% 25.2% 22.9%
 Sweden 6.6% 7.4% 7.3% 7.4% 6.5% 5.8% 7.8% 8.8% 7.9% 7.5% 8.3% 8.0% 7.6%
 United Kingdom 5.0% 4.7% 4.6% 5.3% 5.5% 5.2% 7.3% 7.9% 7.7% 8.1% 7.7% 6.6% 5.4%
Switzerland 3.7% 3.4% 3.8% 3.3% 2.8% 2.6% 3.7% 3.9% 3.1% 2.9% 3.2% 3.2% 3.3%
Japan 5.3% 4.7% 4.4% 4.1% 3.9% 4.0% 5.1% 5.1% 4.6% 4.3% 4.0% 3.6% 3.3%
United States 6.0% 5.5% 5.1% 4.6% 4.5% 5.8% 9.3% 9.6% 8.9% 8.1% 7.4% 6.2% 5.2%



Note: Switzerland, the country with the lowest unemployment in Europe, is also the only county in Europe with NO MINIMUM WAGE LAWS
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 Austria  Belgium  Bulgaria  Croatia
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Federal FPL Cart; FPL chart adjusted to Eau Claire COL; COL index chart; EC Job Loss estimate

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage

100% FPL 110% FPL 115% FPL 120% FPL 125% FPL 130% FPL 7.25$           

1 $11,880 $13,068 $13,662 $14,256 $14,850 $15,444 15,080$       126.9%

2 $16,020 $17,622 $18,423 $19,224 $20,025 $20,826 30,160$       188.3%

3 $20,160 $22,176 $23,184 $24,192 $25,200 $26,208 149.6%

4 $24,300 $26,730 $27,945 $29,160 $30,375 $31,590 31,590$       124.1%

5 $28,440 $31,284 $32,706 $34,128 $35,550 $36,972 106.0%

6 $32,580 $35,838 $37,467 $39,096 $40,725 $42,354

7 $36,730 $40,403 $42,240 $44,076 $45,913 $47,749

8 $40,890 $44,979 $47,024 $49,068 $51,113 $53,157

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage

100% FPL 110% FPL 115% FPL 120% FPL 125% FPL 130% FPL 7.25$           

1 $10,811 $11,892 $12,432 $12,973 $13,514 $14,054 15,080$       139.5%

2 $14,578 $16,036 $16,765 $17,494 $18,223 $18,952 30,160$       206.9%

3 $18,346 $20,180 $21,097 $22,015 $22,932 $23,849 164.4%

4 $22,113 $24,324 $25,430 $26,536 $27,641 $28,747 31,590$       136.4%

5 $25,880 $28,468 $29,762 $31,056 $32,351 $33,645 116.5%

6 $29,648 $32,613 $34,095 $35,577 $37,060 $38,542 101.7%

7 $33,424 $36,767 $38,438 $40,109 $41,780 $43,452

8 $37,210 $40,931 $42,791 $44,652 $46,512 $48,373

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage ‐     

% FPL

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage ‐     

% FPL

2 FT wage earners1 FT wage earnerLWO Proposed Wage ‐ 2021

2016 Federal Poverty Level threshold

2016 Federal Poverty Level threshold ‐  with Eau Claire Cost of Living 

Factor of 91% [see below]

Number of 

People in 

household

Number of 

People in 

household

National
Eau Claire, 

WI
Madison, 

WI Mpls, MN
Chicago, 

IL Austin, TX
San Jose, 

CA

Overall 100 91 116 108 103 107 197

Grocery 100 96 105 107 104 85 118

Health 100 106 121 103 104 101 114

Housing 100 81 128 112 97 135 380

Utilities 100 81 102 103 106 94 124

Transportatio
n

100 101 111 105 112 95 113

Miscellaneou
s

100 93 111 108 105 94 102

2013 2014

54,855 55,919

0.30% 165 168

1% 549 559

2% 1097 1118

2014 CPS Data:   57% of poor households with heads of household 

ages 18–64 have NO workers;   36% have hourly wages above 

$12.00 but don't work 40 hrs/wk;    80% to 90% of low‐wage 

workers are NOT in poor households;   With a $15 LWO, 12%  of 

income increase would go to poor households and 38% would go to 

wealthy households [upper 1/2 income].  • The overwhelming body 

of Economic Studies predict: LWO results in job loss for the least‐

skilled workers & very little poverty reduction, if any.

EC Employment 

Estimated 

Job Loses at 

elasticity 

level

Eau Claire, WI  Labor 

Force Data ‐ Source: U.S. 

Bureau of Labor 

1 FT wage earner 2 FT wage earnersLWO Proposed Wage ‐ 2021

Cost of Living Indexes
Source: http://www.bestplaces.net, 2016



^1931: Bacon‐Davis Prevailing Wage Law passes

      ^1938: First Federal Minimum Wage Law passes

Labor Data Taken from US Census Data 1910 ‐ 1980

Percent of males over age 14 

gainfully employed

Percent of males over age 16 gainfully 

employed

 Percent of males over age 10 gainfully 

employed 

Racist Motivations of 1931 Davis‐Bacon Act

>  American Federation of Labor President William Green: 

"Colored labor is being sought to demoralize wage rates. "

>  Rep. John Cochran, D‐Mo:  "[I've] received numerous complaints 
in recent months about Southern contractors employing low‐paid 
colored mechanics getting work and bringing the employees from 
the South. " [Congressional Record, 1931]

>  Rep. Miles Allgood, D‐Ala: "That contractor has cheap colored 
labor that he transports, and he puts them in cabins, and it is labor 
of that sort that is in competition with white labor throughout the 
country. " [Congressional Record, 1931]

 % of Male Population Gainfully Employed by Race 

80.6%

77.9%

75.8%

67.6%

73.7%
74.4%

71.8%

70.1%

87.0%

80.8%
79.9%

65.3%

69.0%

67.0%

62.8%

55.8%

50.0%

55.0%

60.0%

65.0%

70.0%

75.0%

80.0%

85.0%

90.0%

95.0%

100.0%

1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980

Native‐Born White Black

All Whites Non‐whites
Foreign‐Born White Other Races
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24 OCCUPATIONS-UNITED STATES SUMMARY 

TABLE 11.-NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF PERSONS 10 YEARS OLD AND OVER GAINFULLY OCCUPIED, BY 
COLOR, NATIVITY, AND SEX, FOR THE UNITED STATES: 1930, 1920, AND 1910 

[Per c-ent not sbown where I~ than 0.1 Ol' where base Is less than 100] 

TOTAL l<_.LE II F£l4AI.£ l, P£n CENT PISTRIBU-
I TION 0>' GAl!<FVLLY 

Gainfully occupied I Oain!ull; oreur·:ed jl ! Gnin!ull; occupied OCCUPIED 
('LASS OF l'OPUf.A.T!OS 

Total 
number 

I Number ____ ! _ __, __ , 
1eso·-·------·------------------------1, ____ , ____ , 

Native wbite _____ ------ _ ...• ------· •• -- ---·j 
Foreign-born white---·---· . . ·-·--· · · -------
?S'egro ____ -----. - ---·- ·--- . -- ·----- · -- ·-. ---
Other mcc-s •• -------•••• ·-· --·-- ---· -- --___ _ 

Mui can '-·-. - · •.• ·- __ .. ------ · - --- ___ _ 
Indian. --- -- ----· ··-·--- · --- - -· --· -- · 
Chinese_.---·-·· •• ---· • . __ . •. --- •. --- _. 

~r~t:r•::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::: 
ino ___ ___________ ------------------ __ 

98, 723,~1 

74. ;ca, ;:io 
1:1, 21(1, '.l2'3 
ft,2'.>2,S~ 
1,4-49, 524 
l, OO'l. 2-H l 

23$, !lS! 
&a. SW 
'di,2";3 
47, 937 

82, 739, $16 

48, 829, 920 

35, 173,370 
'i, 411.12';' 
ti,!.O:J, L35 

7<t1. s•,,; 
49S, 7G5 
9,,;, J.18 
47.100 
54,230 
43, ()39 

41, 614, 248 
;--~~~-~----: 

28. SUI, 4t3 1 Native white•-----·-····-------------·-·-· 
Foreigo-boro w b.IU! • . . . •.• ----- ------ -·--· - • 

~~~~~m:ces.:::::::::::: ::: : : :: : : : : :: : : : : : : : J ndian ____ • _____ .. • _____ . ___ • __ ___ -·- __ 
Chinese _________ . _ .. __ ._. __ . • __ ._ --- __ -
Japanese. ____ --- • ··-------- ---_. -- ---- -
All other··---·-··--·---·---------------

1910_ -··-- - - - - - --·. - - • ·---- - - - - - - --- - -

Native white'-----·--·---·----··--·-------
Foreign-born white'--·----- ·---· --- --·--·-
~~-riiOOi-.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

IndlJl.n_. -·-· ---· -··. ------ •• --· --· ----
Chinese ••• _ ••• -_. _. - -- -· - -•• _. - ---- ----

~f ~~re~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

60,861,863 
13, 497, S8ll 
8, 0:53, 2::25 

32!1, 341 
176, 9:25 
56, 230 
St, Z3!! 
8, 9'48 

71,SSO, 270 

ro. 989, 3"1 
12.\144, 529 
7,317, {i:22 

31!8,478 
18'3, 7$ 
f.S, g::u 
r;;, 661 
3, l:l,; 

7, i-ie,400 
4,824, 151 

174, li4 
G3,32'.l 
45,ljJ4 
5';',003 
7, 331 

SS, 187, 338 ) 

2t96Z SM 
7,~11. &12 
5, l!Y.!, ~5 

200. 74fo 
73.(116 

} 123, Sll 
3, OJS 

Total 
P~r number 
cent 

49.5 49, 949, 1118 

47. 0 37,47~.001 
$.1 i. 07!>, ~'23 
lW.2 4. :AA. fj00 
:il.2 S31l.~ 
4~•.l! 547.&f,J 
41.l 123.469 
74.3 :;J,65".) 
r.s. s w . .;i;o 
91.0 45, 422 

60.S 42,289,963 

47. 41 
t7 .• 

30. f~l,04.S 
;, 419.G~l 

59. 9 4,~,4G2 
63.4 ~.771 
35. 8 ~l,546 
81. l SJ.OH 
6$. 7 ~,soo 
81.9 &,37S 

63.3 37,Wl',6~ 

411.0 25,~3.033 
f..0. 3 7. ~2l.l~ 
7!. 0 3,rm.:ii.r. 
61.1 m,!H:i 
39.2 !16.~2 

00.6 , { £5,4;'9 
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1In1920 and in 1~10 .\!eilcans were Include<! !or the most pa.rt in tbe white population. 
• Mainly Filipinos. 
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1 Comprises Mexicans, Indians, Chinese, Japa.t1~ Filipinos, Blnd119, Koreans, Hawai!An5, etc. 
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