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Executive Summary

The nation’s first policy allowing all workers to earn and use paid sick days was implemented
in San Francisco in 2007. In general, surveys of workers and employers suggest that the Iaw
i functioning well. Most employers support the law and relatively few report adverse effects.
Among employees, 59,000 or 17 percent of San Francisco’s workforce, worked in firms that
offered no paid sick days in the past, but are now covered, and more than half of all San
Francisco emplayees who now have paid sick days report some benefit due to the law. Evi-
dence suggests that it is rare for employees to misuse paid sick days. More education and
enforcement may be needed to address rematning instances of employer non-compliance.

This report provides results from recent surveys of 727 employers and 1,194 employees
working in San Francisco regarding the effects of the Paid Sick Leave Ordinance (PSLO).
ror workers, survey results find:

E Despite the availability of either five or nine sick days under the PSLO the typical worker®
with access used only three pa1d sick days during the previous year, and one-quarter of
employees with access used zero paid sick days.

& More than haif of San Francisco employees with access reported benefitting from the
PSLO either because their employer became more supportive of usage, the number of sick
days provided increased, or they were better able to care for themselves or family members.

£ Black, Latino, and low-wage workers were those who most often benefitted from the faw,
but were also those most fikely to report employer non-compliance.

§ Parents with paid sick days were more than 20 percent less likely to send a child with a
confagious disease 1o school than parents who did niot have paid smk days

For employers, survey results show:

¥ Bmployer prof itability did not suffer. Six out of seven employers did not report any negative -
effect on profitability as a result of the PSLO."

& Most employers reported no difficulty providing sick days 1o their employees under the
ordinance. Approximately one-third of employers reported any difficulties implementing
the PSLO, and only one-sixth needed to introduce an entirely new paid sick days policy
because of the law. However, some employers (also around one-sixth) are in violation of
the law and still did not offer paid sick days at the time of the survey.

E Empioyers are supportive, Two-thirds of employers support the PSLO and one-third are g
“yery: supportwe

Rates of utilization well below the caps of five and nine days suggest that employees view
paid sick days as a form of insurance—a valuable benefit when illness strikes, but saved
until then and only used as needed. For employers, the findings imply that they will never
pay for many paid sick days earned under the PSLO.

The findings that many employees benefitted from the PSLO, and were more often able to
keep 1ll children at home, as well as high levels of employer support, imply that the PSLO
generated health benelis. Health care costs for employers and the public should have de-
clined both because sick individuals and their children could get low-cost preventive care,
and by reducing the spread of contagious illnesses in workplaces and schools.
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Introduction

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

Exhibit i:
Key Provisions of the San Francisco Paid Sick Leave Ordinance

# Workers begin to accrue ieave 90 calendar days after the date of hire.

& Workers earn one hour of paid leave for every 30 hours of paid work, accumulating a maximum of ning
days in firms with [0 or more employees and five days in smaller firms.

E Leave may be used for workers’ own illness, injury, health conditions, and medical appointments, and
to care for family members or a “designated person.”

 Unused leave (up to the maximum of five or nine days) carries over from one year to the next.
E It is unlawful for emplovers to retaliate against workers for requesting or using leave under the PSLO.

g Employers are required to post information about the PSLO and maintain records on hours worked and
PSD used.

 The San rancisco Office of Labor Standards Enforcement has authority to enforce the PSLO and levy
penalties.’

Under the PSLO, the number of paid sick days that can be carried over from year to year is capped at
nine days for large and five days for small employers. The PSLO cap minimizes employer costs whiie
encouraging workers to use paid sick days when needed,

Both San Francisco city officials and San Francisco employer groups have characterized the PSLO as
having a low impact on employers and being relatively easy to implement, but to date no empirical re-
search has been available to guide policy development elsewhere.” This report provides evidence from
workers and benefits managers about the effect of San Francisco’s policy. These data can instruct busi-
nesses, employees, and decision leaders in other areas who are considering similar policies.

The IWPR survey of employees was conducted by telephone by David Binder Research in January and
February 2010. The sample frame was based on zip codes inside and outside San Francisco and included
both land-line and cell phone numbers. Survey respondents were at least 18 years old and had worked an
average of at least 10 hours per week for at least three months for a private-sector San Francisco firm at
some time after February 2007. Interviews were completed with 1,194 workers.

The IWPR survey of employers was conducted by telephone by National Research LLC in July through
December 2009. The sample was stratified by non-profit status and firm size, and was targeted at benefits
managers. Interviews were completed with 727 San Francisco firms, and the overall response rate was
19 percent among eligible phone numbers attempted.

Appendices A and B describe the surveys and methodology of this report in defail.
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Background

Research suggests that paid sick days policies could create various benefits and costs for workers, employers,
and the general public.

Paid Sick Days Promote Health at Low Cost for Employees and Their Families

Paid sick days reduce the prevalence of employees attending work when they or a family member are ill.
Workers recover from health problems faster when they can take time to recuperate.” As such these poli-
cies are like insurance: Many people do not become ill in a given month or even year, but if they work
long enough, at some point they will need paid sick days, and use them if they are available.

One criticism of paid sick days legistation is that it is unnecessary because workers already stay home
when they or other family members are ill. But in many employment situations, workers face the pressures
of “presenteeism,” or the practice of workers being on the job when they have a contagious iliness.® Re-
search indicates that paid sick days policies reduce presenteeism.” Some workers report going to work
while sick because they can’t afford to take unpaid time off, which should also occur less frequently
under paid sick days policies because employees do not lose earnings while they are out sick.?

Policies that support employees’ health needs may also reduce stress, increase lovalty, and improve
morale,” thereby improving the quality of employees’ lives and improving their performance on the job.

Sending children to school or child care when they have a contagious illness is equivalent fo presenteeism
for workers: It spreads disease to other children and their families, as well as to teachers,'® Having paid
leave is the primary factor in parents’ decisions about staying home when their children are sick,' and
research suggests that having paid sick days is more effective than vacation leave in allowing parents to
stay home with sick children.” These effects may exist because some vacation leave policies are not flex-
ible enough to be used when children become sick.

The paid sick days legislation in San Francisco might involve costs for employees. For example, emplovers

could legally reduce all employees’ wages,™ or require that all employees work harder to make up for

paid sick days. However, if employers obstruct paid sick days policies by requiring individual employees

to make up for lost time, or requiring medicat certification of illness when it is not legally permitted, or’
docking employee wages for time out of work that is supposed to be paid, they are out of comphiance

with the law.

Faid Sick Days Provide Benefits at Low Cost to Employers

Some employers are concerned about the possible implementation costs and increased paperwork of paid
sick days legisiation. For employers paying workers on an hourly basis, existing work hours tracking sys-
tems may need to be expanded to count earned paid sick days. Additionally, payroil costs can increase
directly among employers who provided unpaid sick days in the past and need to switch to a paid sick
days approach, or if the employer needs to hire replacement workers when employees are out sick. Some
people fear that an increase in payroll costs due to paid sick days legislation will lead employers, and
particuiarly smail businesses, to engage in less hiring or to lay-oft existing employees. '

Employers also enjoy benefits from paid sick days. Personnel experts note that the costs of presenteeism
mclude not just lost productivity—sick workers are paid their full salary, but can’t perform at their peak.—
but also a greater likelihood of injuries and mistakes."* Employers can experience “an even greater re-
duction in productivity” if an illness spreads through a workplace because of presenteeism.'® Research
following the 2009 HIN1 pandemic in the United States suggested that more than one-quarter of private
sector employees who contracted the disease did so because of others coming to work while infected,!”
causing unnecessary suffering, deaths, and productivity losses. Paid sick days may allow workers to ad-
dress their health needs more quickly and miss less work overall,
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Paid sick days are likely to mmprove job satisfaction. Higher job satisfaction is in turn associated with
higher business profitability, and employment benefits affect job satisfaction."®

Paid sick days offer an additional benefit to employers in terms of scheduling. Absences that are not
plamned in advance are more difficult and costly for emplovers to deal with than scheduled time off-
and are nearly half again as expensive in terms of lost productivity.”? Workers with the right to use paid
sick days may be more likely to let their managers know in advance about time needed for family health
care or medical appointments, rather than calling in at the last minute.

Finally, workers with paid sick days are less likely than others to switch jobs, and workers with paid leave
are more likely to return to work after serious health problems.” Turnover is costly to employers, involving
expenses for advertising, interviewing, testing, and fraining new workers.”!

Some employers may respond to paid sick days by trying to contain costs or expand revenues. For ex-
ample, an employer might lay emplovees off, reduce employee compensation or other benefits {c.g.,
vacation days), require that emplovees work harder in order to cover for any fost but paid working time,
O raise prices.

Paid Sick Days Improve Public Health

Public health may improve due to paid sick days. As mentioned earlier, presentecism leads employees to
attend work while contagious, needlessly spreading disease and adversely affecting public health. Sending
children to school or child care when they have a contagious iliness spreads discase to children, teachers,
and their families

Some researchers expect that paid sick days policies will have longer-term positive effects by mcreasing
preventive care, reducing emergency room visits by allowing people to go to the doctor during working
hours, and improving the management of chronic diseases, such as diabetes. These effects could reduce
health care costs for workers and their farmiies, employers, and the public, but it is difficult to calculate
a dollar value for these effects with available data.
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Findings: Workers and the Paid Sick Leave Ordinance

Paid Siclk Days Are Important for Worlkers

The IWPR employee survey asked whether employees needed paid sick days, and found that more than two-thivds of all workers
had wanted to stay home in the previous year either because they were sick or they needed to care for a sick family member
(Figure 1 and Table 1}. Some workers were more likely to need paid sick days than others:

§ Single mothers and workers with chronic health conditions were the most likely to report needing paid sick days;®

§ Women and workers in the prime working years (ages 23 to 54 years old) were somewhat more likely than the average worker
to need paid sick days; and

¥ Latino workers were less likely than white, black, or “other” workers to report needing paid sick days.
Clearty, the need for paid sick days is common among employees, even though many do not need paid sick days during a given year.

Figure 1. Characteristics of Workers Reporting the Need for PSD
100%

90%
80%.
70%
60%!
50%
40%

30%

Percent of Workers Needing Paid Sick Days

20%

10%

0%

Source: WPR analysis of employes survey data,
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Median Number of Paid Sick Days Used
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363
33
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Figure 2. Median Number of PSD Used in the Last 12 Months

How Was the PSLO Used?

The median worker — the one who ook more
paid sick days than one half of all workers but
fewer than the other half — reported using just
three days of paid sick days in the previcus year
(Table 2 and Figure 2). This is far fewer days
than the PSLO provides.> If this pattern holds
in future years, the law’s restriction on days that
can be carried over from year to year implies
that emplovees will never use and employers
will pever pay for many paid sick days
earned ander the PSLO. This finding makes
sense 1f the PSLO is functioning as a form of
insurance: for example, many individuals pay
for but do not use health insurance in a given
year and, among those who use it, it is rare for
an individual to use each and every benefit pro-
vided in a given plan. The finding also fits na-
tional estimates, which find covered workets in
small firms use an average of 2.2 days per year,
and those in farge firms use 3.1 days per year.”

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

§ Workers age 55 and older;

¥ Meny

E Latinos; and

E Single mothers.

Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.
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All in all, more than ene-gquarter of all workers
with access did not use PSD during the last vear.

Among the workers who used some paid sick days:

& Workers with chronic health conditions used
one more paid sick day than other workers, for
an average of five days;* and

E Single mothers used just three days.

These results suggest that in general the PSLO
is effective i providing sick days to those who
need them most. There appears to be an excep-
tion for the single mothers who report a greater
need for but actually use fewer days, perhaps due
to fears of (illegal) employer penalties for miss-
mg too many days or a more urgent need to save
days in case a child becomes sick, or because
they tend to change jobs frequently so will not
have accumulated as many sick days as other
employees.?’

The survey also asked workers to list reasons for
using paid sick days during the previous vear,
and permitted multiple answers. Workers re-
sponded that the primary reason for using paid
sick days was due to their own health: More than

‘Al Workers
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85 to 54 Yedrs
55 and Qlder
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‘Men;
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Black
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Parents
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Chronically 1§
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Median Mumber Share Not
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21.6%
36.4%

© 27 1%
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24 5%
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Median Number
of PSD USED
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Note: For subsample of workars reporting aceess to paid sick days.
Source: MPR analysis of employee survey data.
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Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.
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four cut of five workers
who teok paid sick days
reported using it for their

own health needs (Table Owm Visit their Carefor Care for

3).% In addition: Health Doctor  acChild anAdsit  Other N

8 One-third used paid sick  Alf Workers ' 82.8%  328%  199%  16.1%  10.7% 656
days to visit a doctor or  Age
dentist;? 251054 Years B3.7% 31.0% 23.7% 13.7% 10.3% 446

: 55 or Over 82.6% 40.5% 8.1% 19.2% 11.2% 164

E One out of five workers

used the time to care for 8% . . . "
a sick child: Men 85.3% 34.2% 16.3% 18.7% 11.4% 336
’ Women 80.0% 31.3% 24.1% 13.0% 09% 326
| Qne out of six usec? paid  pae and Ethuisity B |
sick days to care for an  pjagk 728%  439%  337%  140%  91% 52
adult relative; and Latino 769%  396%  265%  233%  97% 56
g One out of 10 workers Othar 72.7% 27.4% 28.1% 14.4% 8.9% 12
. White 89.8%  324%  138%  133%  115% 412
used the time for another
purpose,suchasamental - (PR, 67%  32%  60.0%  19.4%  97% 181
health dav. a famil ,_-I-'leﬂ Ao 270 REW] L1 A
o inchfi’in“g it = No Children 89.9%  336%  22%  147%  11.1% 475
vacation.? , Mathers . .. .
 “Mother 60.9%  29.9% ~ 67.6%  113%  6.0% 93

Workers who used paid sick ~ Not a Mother 87.0% 33.4%  10.8%  17.0%  11.8% 563

dgyg varzed‘ by their family Singie Mothers

circumstances and other de- — gnqle tother 585%  321%  863%  36%  26% 21

mogff;i)hlﬁ characteristics. ot a Single Mother 837%  32.9%  175%  165%  11.0% 635

Specifically:
pectically Waorkers with Chronic Health Conditions _

E Older workers who took  With Chronic Health Conditions 87.7% 37.6%  146%  167%  12.7% 153
paid sick days were Ne Chronic Health Conditions 81.7% 31.9% 21.5% 15.4% 10.0% 498
solr.newhat le'ss likely than Wage Quariiless
prime-working-age indi-  ‘Bottom Wage Quartile 79.7% 296%  187%  12.9% 70% 82
viduals to use paid sick  Second Wage Quartile 74.5% 4C.4% 24.0% 14.6% 13.9% 171
days for their own health Third Wage Quartile §9.4% 32.4% 16.2% 16.1% 12.2% 223
needs. They were more  1op Waga Quartile 87.4% 28.3% 20.6% 20.3% 9.0% 180
likely to care for an adult  ypien Member |
relative while taking paid ~ Unjen 77.4% 403%  285% 99%  125% 137
sick days, and more often  Non-Union 83.8% 31.3% 18.1% 16.9% 10.4% 517

used paid sick days for
doctor visits;

Source: WPR analysis of employee survey data.

g Men who used paid sick days were more likely than women to use paid sick days for their own health needs or to care for an
adult family member, while women were more likely to use paid sick days to care for a child;

E Parents who used paid sick days were much less likely than other workers to use it for their own health, with more than half
taking time to care for their children. Mothers were particularly likely to use paid sick days to care for their children’ and par-
ticularly unlikely to use it for their own health needs. Parents were also slightly more likely than other workers to take paid sick
days to care for an adult relative. In fact, one in ten parents reported using PSD to care for both a child and an older relative;

§ Workers with chronic health conditions who took paid sick days were more likely than other workers to use paid sick days for
their own health needs and were more likely than other workers to use PSD to visit a doctor; and
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& Of all racial/ethnic groups, black workers who took paid sick days were the least likely to use it for their own health, but the
most likely to take it to visit a doctor or to care for a child, Latino workers who used paid sick days were the most likely of all
race/ethnic groups to use the leave to care for an adult and were more likely than workers overall to use PSD to see a doctor.

These findings suggest that many employees make trade-offs when using paid sick days. Workers with caregiving commitments,
whether for children or other adults in need, tend to use paid sick days to care for others, perhaps using less time for their own health
needs. The PSLO is designed to permit this sort of flexibility, so it supports families in ways that traditional sick days systems—per-
mitting absence only for one’s own illness or injury—formally do not.® Further, much of the caregiving for others and many of the
doctor visits are likely preventive in nature, indicating that access o paid sick days is likely to improve health over time, improve job
performance, and reduce future absences.*

orlers and Their Families Benefited from the PSLO

Most employees had access to paid sick days before the PSLO went into effect.” The employer survey found that two-thirds of
employers offered paid sick days prior to the PSLO (see below). These employees (and their employers) might have expected
little change in sick days policies under the law. Seen in this light, it is surprising that, among employees who had the same em-
ployer before and after the PSLO went into effect and who report access to paid sick days, more than half of workers (53.9 per-
cent) reported one or more of the following benefits of the PSLO: their employer became more supportive of using PSD, they
gained additional PSD, or they were better able to care for their own or their families” health needs (Table 4). In addition:

4 More than one-quarter of workers
noted that their employer became
more supportive of their taking PSD

Better Able to Gare

. ) Employer for Own or Families’ Af Least
. g{;cafe;f ,the PSII;O, 4 More Supporiive More Days  Heaith Needs  One Benefit N
black, Latino, older, and low-wage g onore 28.2% 11.4% 25.1% 539% 671
workers were among those reporting '
stronger employer support of paid sick Age _
days following implementation of the 25 tO 54 Years 26.7% 10.1% 21.1% 57.5% 391
PSLO: 55 or Over 34.1% 13.6% 34.0% 435% 230
E One out of four workers (25.1 percent) Sex _ ‘ ‘
reported that they were better able to Men 28.4% 11.2% 23.1% 53.8% 349
care for their own and their families’ Women 281% 11.8% 27.5% 54.0% 322
health needs because the PSLO was Race/Ethnicity
adopted; Black:: 41.0% 12.3% 0 28.4% 45.4% 51
& Workers of color, including 29.1 per- ‘Latino 31.0% 18.6% 31.2% 40.8% 60
cent of black workers and 31.2 percent Other . 327% " 9.3% 30.6% S 498% 113
of Latino workers; older workers (34.0 White 25.8% 10.3% 21.9% 57.7% 425
percent); mothers (27.3 percent); and Parents 28.9% 11.1% 26.3% L 536% 164
union members (338 percent) were o 20.7% 6.6% 27.3% 539% 83
more likely to report better manage- o - o _ _
ment of health needs; and Chronieallyil -~ = 268% 8.2% DP4 8% ~52.0% 168
# One out of 10 workers said that they Union Members ~ 27.9% 12.1% 33.8% 470% 153
had more days of paid sick leave after -\ oo Workers 322% - 95% 0 296% - 445% 73

the PSLO was implemented than be-
fore. Latino and low-wage workers

Note: Data are for workers employed by the same firm befora and after the PSLO was implemented.

were fhe most h'kely to report this, and Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data.

mothers were the least likely.

This evidence regarding gains from the PSLO suggests the law is generally functioning as intended to level the playing field
across employers and spread the nsurance benefits of paid sick days to many employees who needed, but did not have, paid sick
days prior to the PSLO,

The PSLO had a positive effect on parents’ ability to care for their children. Parents who had paid sick days were much less likely
to report sending a sick child to school in the last year because the parent could not stay home with the child. This experience was
very common among parents—two-thirds (66.4 percent) reported their child had gone to school while sick:
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£ Most parents who lacked paid sick days (75.9 percent) had sent a sick child to school; while
§ Talf of parents who had paid sick days had done so (53.8 percent). The reduction in the behavior is ever 20 full percentage points.

1t should be noted that those who believe they lack paid sick days are in fact covered by the law. Although knowledge of paid sick
days coverage dramatically reduces the rates of sick chiidren being sent to school, the rates of parents sending a contagious child
to school remain high even ameng those who know they have access to the PSLO. This may reflect a pressure that workers feel
not to take many sick days even when they are available, or parents whose children became 111 after all avatlable paid sick days
were used up.

One of the major reasons for passing the PSLO was the hope that it would particularly benefit employees who interact with the
public. Anecdotal evidence suggested that, before the PSLO was adopted, many workers in low-wage occupations that involve
public contact-—food service, for instance—were not able to stay home when they were sick.” Presenteeism among these workers
could lead to the spread of disease among the general public.

Evidence from the employee sarvey suggests the PSLO had precisely this intended effect (Figure 4). Specifically:

E More than one-third (34.8 percent) of workers who dealt directly with the public—in food service, health care, or retail situations,
for example—reported that their employers were more supportive of workers’ use of paid sick days because of the PSLO.*

E One out of eight workers with public contact (13.2 percent) reported that the PSLO reduced the level of presenteeism—sick
workers on the job--in their workplace.

At the same time, however, workers who had direct contact with the public were more than half again as likely to go to work
when they were sick, even after the PSLO was adopted (24.3 percent), compared to other workers (14.1 percent).”’

Fow Worlters Were

Figure 4. Workers Who Benefited Most from the PSLO | Megatively Affected

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

¥ Four out five workers (78.3 percent}
reported that there were no increased
work demands ia their workplace be-
cause of the PSLO; and

_ - K Overall, two-thirds of workers {67.8
0% e S B — - : percent) repor{ed that their em-
ployer did not increase work de-
mands, reduce work hours, or

reduce compensation in response o
the PSLO.

Low-wage workers were more ikely
than higher-wage workers to report

Employer Mare Better Ableto Carefor  Summary: Worker that their employers took action to re-
Supportive of Lising PSD tore PSD Own/Family Heafth Benefits From the PSLO duce costs in implementin g the

PSLO;* however, many low-wage
fote: Data are for workers employed by the same firm bafore and after the PSLO was implemented. . 8 ;’ < al ’ dh y. b fg
Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data. WOTKErS ais0 reported having benetit-

ted from the PSLO {see Table 4).

B(J - e e e

4%

# Employees Who Work
With the Public

™ Qther Emplgy_eﬁs

SG% ........

Patcent of Workers Reporting This Banefit

10%
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Layafis, Total
Hours Beduced

All Workers - -

Firm Size

‘Less Than 10,

10to 24

25 to 99

100 or More

Indusiry

information and Professional and Business Services
Financial Activities

Educational and Heaith Services
Leisure and Hospitaiity

Other Services

Other

Wage (uartile

‘Bottom Wage Quattite =
Second Wage (uartile

Third Wage Quartile

Top Wage Quartile

Union Member

Part-Time

“Temporary or Seasonal Worker
College Graduate

Has Paid Vacation Days or PTO
Has Health Insurance

Has Paid Sick Days

No PSD/Not All Uses/Not Enough
PowtKnow 1 -

Note: Data are for workers empioyed by the same firm before and after the PSLO was implemented.

Source: WPR analysis of employer survey data.

15.2%

18.1%
18.7%

8.4%
13.2%

14.6%
9.3%

165%

18.7%

13.4% -

18.8%

28.4%
20.5%

8.8%

5.4%
14.7%
25.4%
23.2%

8.49%
14.3%
13.04

8.5%
27.5%
14.9%

Fewer Raises/
Bonuses, Othey
Benefils Reduced

U 14.4%

15?,8%:' s

19.6%
10.1%
11.2%

11.5%

5.8%
11.3%
24.3%
20.6%
16.7%

23.1%

17.9%
11.4% -
6.0%

17.4%
16.0%
20.0%
11.5%
14.7% -
12.4%
12.5%

18.6%
12.9%

Employees Report That Most Employers &re Compliant

Most workers reported that their employers were implementing the PSLO (Table 6). Relatively small shares of workers who had

used paid sick days reported the following violations:

Increased Work Workers Paid in at

Work Demands

21.7%

19.4%
24.9%
19.4%
18.1%

17.9%
17.7%
- 250%
25.3%
- 26.6% .
22.0%

32.0%
24.8%
18.9%
13.3%

33.1%
24.5%
18.2%
14.2%
- 23.1%
21.8%

16.9%
28.1%
25.8%

Least One Way

32.2%

34.9%
41.0%
23.8%
28.3%

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

51.1%
36.7%
27.6%
16.6%
37.0%
36.3%
35.3%
23.4%
32.1%
30.0%

24.5%
43.8%
35.3%

§ Having to “make up” paid sick days (one out of 10) or find a replacement for their time off (one out of eight);

|

784

202

127
152
303

211
96
158
79
106
120

101

192
254
237

167
177

91
545
615
696

374
209
189

E Being threatened with loss of wages for using paid sick days (one out of 13) or actually losing wages {one out of 38); and

¥ Being assigned fewer or less desirable work hours or worse tasks because they used paid sick days (one out of 20).
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All Workers

Age
Age 25 to 54 Years
Age 55 or Over

Seyx
Men
Women -

Race/Ethnicity
Black

Latino

Other

White

Parents
Mothers
Chronicalty Hi
Union Members

Firm Size
Less Than 10
101024
2510 99

100 of More

Industey

Information and Professional
and Businass Services

Financial Activities

Had to

Maks Up

Hours

11.3%

12.8%
7.0%

7.7%
15.4%

19.2%
32.8%
12.7%

6.2%

14.9%
16.4%
8.7%
7.1%

8.2%
22.0%
12.4%

7.8%

14.4%
6.9%

Ecucational and Health Services 12.3%

Leisure and Hospitaiity

Other Services
Other

Wage Guartiles

Bottom Wage Quartile
Second Wage Quartile

Third Wage Quartile
. Top Wage Quartile

Note: Data ate for workers who usad PSD in the fast 12 months.
Source: IWPR analysis of employee survey data,

1.2%
13.1%
14.7%

20.0%
8.8%
8.5%

11.4%

Had
1o Find

Replacemen! Replacement

13.9%

14.2%
9.3%

10.6%
17.5%

32.0%
16.9%
15.0%
11.2%

10.8%
13.9%
15.0%
19.4%

18.2%
22.2%
11.9%

9.5%

13.8%

6.0%
12.3%
22.6%
16.3%
17.6%

39.7%
16.8%
10.7%

3.3%

Had o Threatened
Make up Viith wage
Hours or Find  Loss or Was
Written Up
20.3% 6.3%
21.3% 6.2%
14.8% 8.1%
15.7% 3.9%
255% 8.9%
34.9% 21.5%
38.6% 10.4%
23.5% 11.6%
14.7% 1.6%
23.3% 5.7%
28.1% 3.8%
20.0% 4.0%
24.5% 12.1%
23.8% 4.4%
33.6% 8.1%
17.5% 6.8%
14.6% 6.0%
20.7% 6,5%
10.2% 0.0%
22.2% 7.4%
23.8% 0.0%
22 0% 9.7%
26.0% 14.4%
39.9% 20.0%
21.7% 7.3%
15.7% 3.3%
{3.3% 4.9%
14

Lost
Wages

2.8%

2.4%
2.9%

1.8%
3.4%

13.7%
5.0%
1.3%
1.7%

3.1%
4.3%
3.9%
0.0%

3.6%
0.5%
21%
3.3%

2.5%
1.5%
3.7%
8.0%
4.1%
3.8%

2.86%
4.3%
2.1%
1.7%

San Francizea s Paid Sick Leave Ordinanee

Given
Fewer/Worse Employer

Houes or
Worse
Tasks

4.5%

4.8%
4.3%

3.6%
5.5%

10.4%
3.9%
74%
2.6%

6.1%
4.3%
5.0%
7.0%

7.8%
5.8%
3.6%
2.8%

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

7.0%
7.2%
3.5%
2.0%

Retaliatas Gompliance

for Use of
Psh

89.7%

10.1%
9.2%

7.6%
12.1%:

26.0%
16.7%
14.9%

4.4% -

9.5%

9.3%

10.0%
7.0%

8.6%
13.4%
8.0%
9.6%

9.6%
15%
18.8%
3.5%
9.7%
14.2%

26.9%
10.1%
6.0%
3.7%

Not in

With the
PSLO

23.7%

25.2%
16.8%

18.6%
29.3%

40.6%
4499,
27.3%

- 17.3%

27.1%

30.1% -

28.2%
29.4%

27.5%
38.9%
18.0%
18.5%

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

44.2%
25.4%
19.5%
16.3%

477

331
133

234
243

37
30
85
315

131
66
115

99

86
i
109
205

169
53
101
37
64
48

43
118
172
142



Women, black, and Latino workers; parents;
and low-wage workers were more likely to
report having to “make up” their PSD or
find a worker to fill in for their leave. Work-
ers in the leisure and hospitality industry
and “other” industries were the most likely
to report one of these situations,

The PSLO allows employers to require con-
firmation from a health care practitioner
when workers use paid sick days for more
than three consecutive days, but workers’ re-
ports suggest that some employers request
documentation for shorter leaves. For in-
stance, two-fifths of low-wage workers who
took paid sick days reported that they had
been asked to show that they needed the
time off—but only one-fourth had taken a
total of more than three days (Table 7).

Although half of workers benefited from the
PSLO, and most employers implemented
paid sick days, implementation was not al-
ways perfect. Most workers reported that
they could use paid sick days when they
were iil themselves, and two-thirds reported
that they could use paid sick days to care for
family member or to see a doctor (see Ap-
pendix Table 1). Similarly, around two-
thirds of workers accrued paid sick days at
the required rate of one hour for every 30
hours of work. However, 29.0 percent of
workers reported either not having all uses
available or nof accruing sick days at the re-
quired rate, and an additional 26.9 percent
were not certain whether they were covered
by paid sick days as required by the PSLO.
In particular:

€ Men were less likely than women, and
older workers less likely than younger
workers, to report that they could use PSD
to care for a family member;

E Latmo and black workers were less likely
to report having full PSLO benefits;

E Parents, and particularly single mothers,
were less likely than other workers to re-
port that they could use PSD for their own
health needs, and relatively few single
mothers (29.9 percent) report having all
the required elements of the PSLO.

Al Workers

Firm Size
Less Than 10
10 to 24
251099 -
100 or More

intdusiry

Information and Professional
and Business Services

Financial Activities

Educational and Health Services

Leisure and Hospitality

Other Services

Other

Wage Guartiles

Bottom Wage Quartile

Second Wage Quartile

Third Wage Quartile

Top Wage Quartile

Linien Membaer
Union
Non-Union

Pari-Time
Part-Time
Full-Time

Temporary of Seasenal Worker
_Tgm porary/Seasonal
Not Temporary/Seasonal

College Gratuale
College Graduate
Not College Graduate

Has Paid Vacatien o FTO
‘Has Paid Vacation/PTO
o Paid Vacation/PTO

Has Haalth Insurange
Has Health Insurance
No Health Insurance

Note: Data are for workers who used 25D in the last 12 months.
Source: IWPR anatysis of employer survey data.
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Yes
23.9%

21.3%
31.8%
24.3%
21.5%

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

38.6%
29.4%
17.7%
10.3%

41.0%
20.3%

39.8%
22.1%

37.2%
22.7%

11.7%
39.5%

23.2%
28.8%

22.0%
44.0%

Ho
76.1%

78.7%
68.2%
75.7%
78.5%

82.6%
84 5%
76.2%
69.1%
71.0%
65.5%

61.4%
70.6%
82.3%
89.7%

59.0%
79.7%

60.2%
77.9%

62.8%
77.3%

88.3%
60.5%

76.8%
71.2%

78.0%
56.0%

- 709

© 145

114
159
291

234
77
145
58
103
82

91
189
242
187

140
568

114
595

86
629

523
181

629
70

655
51






Employers and the Paid Sick Leave Ordinance

Few Employers Had to Change Policies for the PSLO

Patterns of employer sick leave provision and compliance reflected in the employer survey are consistent with reports from em-
ployees. As was found in the employee survey results, it should be the case that most employers already offered paid sick days
policies. Other employers should have responded to the ordinance with a new or expanded paid sick days policy. The employee
survey results also suggest that non-compliance will be concentrated among small businesses. The employer survey results fit
these expectations.

Two-thirds of San Francisco’s employers offered paid sick days before the PSLO went into effect, according to employer reports
(Table 8). In response to the PSLO:

E Approximately one out of six firms enacted a new paid sick days policy. A similar share mcreased their existing PSD accrual
rate, and one-sixth of employers expanded the share of their workforce covered by paid sick days (Appendix Table 2); and

E Overal, one-third of employers made at least one of these three changes, and most employers (two out of three) were unaf-
fected by the PSLO.

According to the employer survey, the PSLO
expanded paid sick days coverage to more

Provided PSD Provides

Firm Characteristics Beforethe PSLO  PSD How 20 29000 San Francisco workers, or 17 per-
o - o _ cent of all San Francisco employees; although
Al Firms B 65.1% 821% it is important to recall (see Table 4, above}
Number of Employess that half of all employees reported some ben-
1109 - 63.3% T 78.4% efit from the ordinance.”
_1 0to24 86.1 z/ , 92'00/ ; San Francisco’s smallest firms were the least
251049 74.3% a7.5% .
50 or More 83.6% a9 4% responsive {o the PSLO. Among employers
ndust with fewer than 10 workers, one-quarter im-
RLUStY : . : temented ded a paid sick I-
Accommodation and Food Service 23.6% 62.1% premen e‘ of expanded a p.a_i SI days po
Construction 90 89, 60,39 icy in response, but one-third did not have a
Education, Health Care, and Sacial Services 67.7% 89.2%  paidsick days policy at the time of the sur-
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 87.0% 93.2% vey. On the other hand, nearly all firms with
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 79.9% 85.3% 10 or more workers offered paid sick days at
Retail and Wholesale Trade 61.5% 77.9% the time of the survey, and more than half had
Other Services - - 54-5:/0 o 73’5?’ enacted one or more changes in response to
Other 79.6% 91.6% the PSLO.
g?v??ﬂfzeg?;ﬁrms _ sid% - 587 Firms that enacted a new paid sick days pol-
High-Wage Firms 21 a9, 87 1%, lcy 1n response to the PSLO tended to be:
. § In the construction and accommeodation and
Firms Work-Hours .. .
Low-Hours Firms =+~ - 526% < 73.7% food service industries;
High-Hours Firms 78.6% 88.7% E Low-wage firms; and
Female Workioree g Firms with low work hours.
More Than 80 Percent of Employees Are Women ~ 87.7% - 82.3% . .
Other Firms ey £6.8% 80,89 Employers Had Little Difficulty
Diverse Workforse implementing the PSLO
50% or More of Employses Are Non-White 72.9%  84.5% As discussed earlier, employers may report
Other Firms 48.7% 76.1% costs around implementing the PSLO or -
Has Unionized Workers creased benefits costs, particularly if they
Some Employees Are Union Members 80.4% 91.8% need to hire replacements for employees
No Union Members ‘ 64.4% 81.7% using paid sick days. The employer survey

Mote: At feast one worker in “low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; all empioyaas in “high- asked about 1mp1.ementat1c?n 1SsuCs z‘and .h.lr}ng
wage firms” ezrn more than $15 per hour. More than 30 percent of employees in “low-hours frms”  T€placements, with benefits costs implicitly
wark fess than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work at least 30 hours perweek.  accounted for in a question regarding prof-

Source: IWPR analysis of employee and employer survey data. itabﬂity (see f{)l]ow'ing page).
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San Francisco emplovers reported little to moderate difficulty in implementing the PSLO (Table 9). Specifically:
E Half reported that it was “not difficult” or “not too difficult” to understand the requirements of the PSLO, and another one out

of seven did not know:

¥ Haif reported that it was “not difficult” or “rot too difficult” to administer the PSLO, and another one out of seven did not

know; and

§ Half reported that it was “not difficult” or “rot too difficult” to reassign or delay work while workers used paid sick days, and

another one out of 10 did not know.

Firm Characteristics
All Firms

Mumber of Emoloyess
1109

101024

2510 49

50 or More

Industry

Accommodation and
Food Service

Construction

Education, Health Care, and
Social Services

Finance, Insurance, and
Real Estate

Professional, Scientific, and
Technical Services

Retall and Wholesale Trade

Other Services

Qther

Wane Levais
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

Firms Wark-Hours
Low-Hours Firms
High-Hours Firms

Female Workforee

More Than 8G Percent of
Employees Are Women

Other Firms

Diverse Worklores

50 Percent or More of
Employees Are Non-White

Other Firms

Unicn Workioros

Soms Empioyees Are
Union Membars

No Union Members

SHARE OF FIRME REPORTING:

Understanding the Requirements

of the PSLO Administering the PSLO Reassigning or Delaying Work

“Nottoo “Somewhat “Notios “Scemewhat “Nottoo “Somewhat

Difficult”  Difficult” Difficult”  Difficuit” Giffieult”  Bitfieult”

or “Not  or *Very or “Not  or“Very oF “Not  or “Very

Bifficult”  Difficult” “Don'tKnew” | Difficult”  Difficult” Dow'{Know™ | Difficult”  Diffflenll” Don't Know”
52.0% 34.6% 13.4% 53.9% 31.4% 14.7% 48.2% 42.7% 9.0%
49.3% 34.1% 16.6% 53.7% 28.3% 18.0% 45.0% 44.2%  10.8%
57.4% 39.9% 2.7% 53.8% 41.0% 5.2% 57.5% 39.6% 2.8%
66.6% 29.4% 3.9% 53.7% 42 5% 3.9% 61.6% 34.8% 3.6%
65.4% 30.9% 3.6% 56.5% 39.8% 3.7% 59.2% 36.5% 4.4%
44 4% 50.0% 5.5% 36.6% 57.9% 55% 40.7% 59.0% 0.3%
53.0% 46.1% 0.8% 41.0% 53.2% 5.8% 53.7% 40.5% 5.8%
60.6% 23.2% 16.2% 69.9% 12.6% 175% 51.1% 39.7% 9.3%
51.5% 27.9% 20.6% 68.1% 17.1% 14.8% 58.7% 33.7% 7.7%
63.7% 30.8% 5.5% 55.3% 33.8% 10.8% 48.8% 40.1%  10.0%
44 8% 39.8% 15.4% 55.8% 28.3% 17.8% 54.6% 299%  15.5%
55.2% 34.2% 10.6% 56.2% 31.4% 12.4% 34.0% 55.8%  10.2%
41.8% 32.2% 26.0% 40.5% 33.1% 28.4% 41.0% 50.8% 8.2%
55.5% 37.5% 7.0% 57.0% 30.7% 12.3% 52.7% 38.7% 8.6%
57.6% 22.0% 20.4% 58.1% 20.7% 21.2% 50.9% 36.3% 12.8%
56.5% 30.3% 13.1% 56.7% 28.4% 14.9% 49.1% 42.7% 8.2%
47.9% 34.3% 17.8% 47.7% 32.7% 19.6% 46.8% 418% 11.3%
52.1% 36.6% 11.3% 54.6% 34.0% 11.4% 45.8% 45.0% 8.3%
53.0% 27.3% 19.6% 53.5% 22.3% 24.2% 56.6% 35.0% 8.4%
54 8% 28.8% 16.4% 58.9% 22 6% 18.5% 46.0% 425%  11.6%
47.7% 43.5% 8.9% 45.9% 44.8% 9.3% 51.7% 43.6% 4.6%
47.2% 49,5% 3.3% 47 8% 48 9% 3.3% 46.2% 51.0% 2.8%
52.0% 33.8% 13.9% 54 2% 30.5% 15.3% 48.3% 42.3% 9.3%

Mote: At least ene worker in “low-wage firms” earns iess than $10 per hour; all employees in “high-wage firms” sarn more than $15 per hour. More than 30
percent of employees in “low-hour firms” work fess than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work at least 30 hours per week,

Source: IWPR analysis of empioyer survey data
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It is possibie that one response to these difficulties lay in non-compliance, and one-quarter of employers who reported difficulties
implementing the PSLO also reported providing no paid sick days in the survey.

Smaller firms reported finding it easier to administer the PSLO, but more difficult to adjust workload for absent workers. They
were also much more likely to answer that they did not know whether it was difficult to understand or implement the PSLO or to
manage workload when workers used paid sick days. The restaurant and hospitality industry showed higher rates of difficulty
mplementing the PSLO, perhaps because few emplovers had paid sick days before the ordinance, or because they often needed
to hire replacement workers.

Employers were also asked about hiring replace- Figure 5. Firms Reporting Hiring Replacements for

ment worker.s o cover for workers l}sing paid sick Workers Using PSD
days. Few did so; nine out of 10 firms answered
that they never or rarely hired replacements when Percent of Firms Answering “Frequently” or “Always”

workers used paid sick days (Figure Sand Appen- oy 0% 20%  30%  40%  50% 60% 70%  80%  G0%  100%
dix Table 3). The hospitality industry was the only ; ;
industry that significantly used replacements,
with just under one-third of firms reporting that
they brought in outside workers “always™ or “fre-
quently” to replace workers using paid sick days.
However, hospitality firms that actually provided
paid sick days reported rarely using replacement
workers; the firms that did not offer paid sick
days were more likely to use this staffing
strategy.* The genezally low rates of replacement
hiring are consistent with the finding that employ-
ees reported increased work demands as the most
common employer response to the PSLO (21.7
percent overall, and 25.3 percent in the leisure
and hospitality industry; see Tabie 5).

All Firms

' 1 to 9 Employees

L 10t024 Emp:loyees ‘

5 10 49 Employees

50 or More Emplovees

Employer Benefits from the
Paid Sick Leave Ordinance

Employer reports of cost-savings or improved
employee performance should be limited to the
minority of employers who implemented or im-
proved policies in response to the PSLO. It fol-
lows that most employers will report only
minimal changes in these aspects of business per-
formance, and the data reflect this pattern. . Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

Acco:mmodaiion and Food Service :

Q{Jﬂstruction

E;ducation, Heait;hcare, and Social Ses’\rig:es

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

Fémfessiqnal, Scientific, and Technical S;ervices'

F%etail and Wholesale ”ﬁ”fcéade

| OtheriServices

| otter

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%  60%  T0% BO%  90% 108%
Source: TWPR analysis of employer survey data.
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Impgct on Predigiabitity of Employes Absences

Batter Ahout the Same Worse Don't Know
‘Al Firms S 38% v U 7BB%T T 8.8% 13.9%
Mumber of Employess _
109 3.8% 75.7% 35% 16.9%
1010 24 3.3% 74.8% 17.1% 4.8%
251049 5.3% 76.0% 15.0% 3.7%
50 or More 3.3% 72.8% 18.7% 5.2%
Indusiry _
Accommodation and Food Service 1.6% 65.8% 11.8% 20.7%
Construction 20.2% 54.8% 15.9% 9.2%
Education, Health Care, and Social Services 3.5% 67.5% - 11.8% 17.2%
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 9.4% 84.4% 2.8% 74%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 64% v 81.0% 1.8% 10.8%
Retail and Wholssale Trade 0.4% 781% 6.1% 15.4%
:Other Services 1.9% 67.4% 3.5% 27.3%
Other 1.6% 23.8% 12.0% 2.6%
Wage Levels _ o
{ ow-Wage Firms 1.8% 7% 7.0% “14.5%
High-Wage Firms 5.3% 76.3% 4.7% 13.8%
Firms Wark-Hours o
Low-Hours Firms 5.4% 70.5% 10.9% 13.3%
High-Hours Firms 4.4% 79.3% 55% 10.8%
Female Workiorce
More Than 80 Percent of Emiployees Are Women CA48% e 73.8% 7.3% 14.1%
Other Firms 0.2% 80.8% 6.0% 13.0%
Diverse Workloree _ _
50 Percent or More of Employees Are Non-White - 5.0% o 77.4% 2.7% 14.9%
{Other Firms 1.8% 72.1% 13.0% 13.1%
Has Unionized Workers _ _
‘Some Employees Are Union Members 6.2% o 74.2% 14.6% 5%
No Union Members 3.6% 75.5% 6.5% 14.3%

Mote: At least one workar in “low-wage firms”™ earns iess than $10 per hour; all smployees in “high-wage firms” earn more than $15 per hour. More than 30
percent of employees in “low-hour firms” work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” ali employess work at laast 30 hours per week.
Source: WVPR analysis of smployer survay data,

Net Effects and Employer Support for the PSLO

As shown below (Table 11), most emplovers—more than two out of three—reported no impact on profitability, whereas an ad-
ditional one-seventh reported they did not know if there were any effects. The group that reported positive profitability effects is
very small (0.6 percent), and a larger group reported negative effects (14.2 percent). Overall, six ont of every seven San Francisco
employers did not report negative profitability effects from the PSLO.

The industries where reports of adverse profitability effects occurred most frequently were in accommodation and food service,
construction, retail and wholesale trade, and other services. Not surprisingly, these are the same industries where new paid sick
days were implemented most frequently in response to the PSLO (see Table 8).

Although respondents in this minority of industries reported perceived profitability declines, higher coverage in these industries
is especially likely to result in public health gains. Excepting construction, new paid sick days coverage in these industries should
have generated substantial public health benefits due to employees working closely with customers. A check revealed that prof-
itability declines were not associated with reports of policy change in response to the PSLO (three~-quarters of respondents re-
porting policy change also reported no 1mpact on profits).
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impaci on Profifabitity

Betler Ahout the Same Werse Don't Know
-All Firms o ' CLOe% T T06% 14.2% - 14.6%
Number of Employees _ _
1109 S . U 08% 70.3% T 12.0% - 17.0%
1010 24 0.2% 71.0% 22.7% 6.2%
251049 S s R 20% T T38% 19.9% A4.3%
50 or More 0.4% 70.4% 18.4% 10.9%
mdostry g _
Accommodation and Food Service 0.0%- 64.9% 17.4% 17.7%
Construction _ 5.7% 62.2% 25.6% 6.6%
Education, Health Care,-and Social Setvices “2.1% C i 7D.4% 6.0% 20.6%
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 1.1% 78.6% 7.9% 12.4%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services - 0.1% C o TB.2% 10.1% 116%
Retail and Wholesale Trade 0.0% 71.3% 16.0% 12.7%
‘Other Services 7 C00% o 45.9% 24:0% B0A%
Other 0.4% 76.2% 17.4% 6.1%
Wage Levels N
Low-Wage Firms -~ 1:1% 63.2% 15.9% 19.8%
High-Wage Firms 3.6% 76.3% 10.4% 12.7%
Firms Work-Hours _
‘Low-Hours Firms 1.2% 68.8% 17.3% 12.8%
High-Hours Firms 0.7% 70.9% 16.7% 11.8%
Female Worklorce W _ _
More Than 80 Percent of Employees Are Wormen 0.8% 68.0% 16.1% 15.1%
Other Firms 8.2% 77.6% 3.2% 12.9%
Giverse Workioroe _ _ N
50 Percent or More'of Employees Are Non-White 8.3% 71.0% 14.4% 14.3%
Other Firms 1.3% 69.5% 14.9% 14.3%
Has Unienized Workers ) ,
Some Empioyees Are Union Members 1.1% 56.0% 32.5% 10.4%
No Union Members 0.6% 71.3% 13.3% 14.8%

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

Some firms may have reported no adverse profitability effects because they found ways to confain costs or improve revenues
while implementing the PSLO. However, more than eight in 10 employers report that they did not make any of the changes asked
about in the survey. Further, only 14.1 percent of employees reported that their emplover reduced compensation or benefits (see
Table 5), while a very similar proportion of employers (12.8 percent) reported reductions in employee compensation (Table 12).
Specifically, 2.8 percent reduced vacation leave; 7.1 percent converted vacation leave to paid time off or paid sick days; and 7.1
percent reduced raises or bonuses.

A smaller proportion of employers (10.9 percent) said they increased prices in response to the PSLO (results not shown). These
employers were concentrated in the same industries where the PSLO led to the most dramatic expansion in coverage, and where
employers reported adverse profitability effects—accommodation and food services, construction, retail and wholesale trade,
and other services. In at least some cases, these employers were able to pass along these costs to customers.
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Firm Charasteristics
Alt Firms

Number of Employees
1109

10to 24

251049

50 or More

indusiry

Accommodation and Food Service

Construction _

Education, Health Care, and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and Reai Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail and Wholesale Trade

Other Services

Other

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

Firms Work-Hours
{ow-Hours Firms
High-Hours Firms

Female Workforce N -
‘Maore Than 80 Percent of Employees Are Women
Other Firms

Diverse Workieree

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

Has Unionized Waorkers .
iSome Employees Are Union #Members
No Union Members

Nate: At feast one worker in “iow-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; ail employees in “high-wage firms” earn more than §15 per hour. More than 30
percent of empioyees in “low-hours” flrms work less than 18 hours per week; in “high-tours firms,” alt employees work at lsast 30 hours par week.

Source; IWPR analysis of amployer survey data.

Converied

Decreased Vacation to
Vacation Time  PTO or PSD
2.8% 7.1%
1.4% 0%
8.8% 15.5%
5.9% 11.8%
5.4% 11.6%
51% 6.5%
15.6% 19.8%
0.4% 123%
0.9% 5.1%
“1.5% “8.0%
1.0% 2.8%
2 4% 3.7%
6.3% 9.0%
4.7% 4.3%
1.8% 8.0%
2.2% 10.5%
3.2% 6.6%
3.7% 7.8%
0.5% 5.3%
1.5% 5.9%
5.4% 9.3%
3.8% 6.9%
2.8% 7%

Reduced
Raises or
Bonuses

7.1%

6.2%
11.7%
9.8%
5.5%

10.0%

15.6%

206%

0.1%
4.3%
1.2%
11.1%
7.8%

6.6%
6.7%

8.1%
9.2%

6.9%
8.1%

6.4%
9.2%

8.2%
1A%

One or Maove of Thess Responses

Yes
12.8%

10.1%
20.7%
21.5%
17.7%

16.4%
34.5%
30.1%

6.0%

" 9.4%

41%
13.2%
13.1%

11.4%
13.1%

18.9%
13.0%

12.6%
13.7%

10.6%
17.4%

12.1%
12.8%

Don't Know

6.6%

756%
4.2%
2.7%
1.8%

20 7%

0.0%
2.3%
1.0%
1.8%
5.9%

18.7%
3.4%

10.0%
2.5%

12.7%
3.4%

7.9%
2.8%

2.9%
12.0%

3.2%
8.8%

No
80.6%

82:3%-
73.1%
78.9% -
80.6%

'62.8%

65.5%
67.6%
92.9%
88:8%
89.9%
68.1%
83.4%

78.7%
84.4%

§8.4%
83.6%

79.5%
83.5%

86.6%
70.6%

84.7%
80.4%

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

Percent of Firms Answering “Very Supportive” or “Supportive”
0%  10%  20% 30% 40%  50%  B0%  70%  B0%  90%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Source: IWPR analysis of emplover survey data,
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Firm Characteristics
All Firms

Mamber of Employees
1109

10to 24

251049

50 or Mare

industry

Accommodation and Food Service
Construction

Egucation, Health Care, and Sociai Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Refail and Wholesate Trads

:Other Services

Other

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

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

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

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

Has Unionized Workers N
Some Emplayees Are Unjon Members
No Union Members

Mote: At least one worker in “lowi-wage firms” sarng less than $10 per hour; all employees in “high-wage firms” earn more than $15 per hour, Morg than 30 perceat

Share of Firmy Sitaling Specified Lovel of Suppent

Very
33.9%

34.9%
27.3%
38.7%
33.3%

12.0%

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

30.8%
37.6%

27.2%
34.4%

32.0%
39.0%

39.2%
28.0%

23.1%
34.5%

Somewhat
34.5%

B3T%"

39.5%
32.5%
35.0%

53.7%
40.3%
32.9%
23.4%
43.2%
27.4%

21.7%

32.5%

40.7%
31.4%

39.5%
32.2%

34.0%
37.4%

32.0% ..

37.1%

C199%

35.3%

Not Supportive Don't Know

23.6%

22.0%
31.5%
24.3%
23.0%

316%

281%

12.3% .

12.2%
16.0%
30.9%
35:6%
29.4%

20.3%
19.8%

26.8%

24.1%

24.5%
21.1%

21.9%
27.2%

49.3%
22.3%

8.0%

0.4%
1.7%
4.4%
8.7%

el _'2‘70/0 AR
23.8%
2.6%
4.6%
10.5%
7.2%
134%
9.6%

8.2%
11.2%

0%
8.3%

9.5%
2.4%

- 10%.
7.8%

7‘8{%’ AR
8.0%

of employses in “tow-hours firms” work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,"” all employees work at least 30 hours per week.

Source: IWPR analysis of smployer survey data.

Among the minority of employers who were not supportive of the PSLO, most (two-thirds) reported hiring replacenzent workers

always or frequently.

The generally high levels of support may reflect the fact that paid sick days are simply becoming a way of doing business in the
city, rather than the burden some expected to see.
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Conclusion:
How Well Is the Paid Sick Leave Ordinance Working?

San Francisco’s Paid Sick Leave Ordinance expanded paid sick leave to thousands of employees, accord-
ing to both employee and employer reports, although only one in six employers implemented a new paid
sick days policy to conply with the ordinance.” Most San Francisco employers reported that implement-
ing the PSL.O was not difficult and that it did not negatively affect their profitability. Half of San Francisco
workers benefited directly from the PSLO in terms of their ability to use paid sick days—even though
more than one-third of workers said they did not use any paid sick days in the previous year. Thus, the
evidence presented in this report suggests that the PSLO is functioning as intended to level the playing
field across employers and spread the benefits of paid sick days to employees who previously needed
but did not have paid sick days.

The PSLO created costs for a relatively small share of employers and employees. Only one in seven em-
ployers reported adverse effects on profitability, and a similar proportion of empioyees reported fewer
raises or bonuses or reductions in other benefits. In part, it appears that many employers offset potential
costs by having co-workers fill in when others were absent, rather than hiring replacement workers. Of
course, these employers may ultimately benefit dve to reductions in employee turnover, and by having a
healthier and more productive workforce.

The finding that so few employers were adversely affected contradicts speculation from emplover groups
that paid sick days policies would increase costs among emplovers who already had paid sick days systems
in place.” The reason this specuiation turned out to be unfounded is simple: employees in San Francisco
use fewer than half of the sick days available under the PSLO, and employess will never pay for many of
these unused days. This finding is not surprising, given the way that workers earn paid time off under the
PSLO. Employees can earn a maxmmum of up to five or nine paid sick days, and carry up to that many
days over from one year to the next. This structure gives employees an incentive to treat paid sick days
as a form of insurance, saving paid sick days in case they need the time for their own illness or that of 2
family member. Many workers will end up not having to use any paid sick days in a given year.

Workers’ reports of their reasons for using paid sick days suggest that many employees make strategic
trade-offs in taking this leave. For instance, workers with caregiving commitments, whether for children
or other adults in need, tend to use paid sick days to care for others, not themselves. This underscores the
importance of the PSLO’s design, as compared to sick leave policies that can be used only for a worker’s
own illness or infury.

BEmyployer and worker reports suggest that some challenges remain in order to fully implement the PSLO;
however, extending public and employer education about the law and employer compliance are para-
mount. Although most employers appear to be in compliance with the requirements of the PSLO and are
supportive of the law, a significant minority of workers report that they still lack paid sick days (see Ap-
pendix Table 1}. And nearly one in five employers report that they do not offer paid sick days. Finally, it
appears that many employers and workers are not familiar with the requirements of the PSLO, despite
the outreach conducted by several public agencies to familiarize employers and workers with the law.*

If there is a bottom line to San Francisco employer respenses to the PSLO, it does not necessarily lie in
perceptions of costs, benefits, or profitability, but in whether they support the law. Although most busi-
nesses already provide paid sick days in the United States, employer organizations have often opposed
mandates such as the PSLO.* However, two-thirds of employers in the only city with experience with a
paid sick days mandate for afl workers are supportive of the policy.
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Appendix A: Methodology for the Survey of Workers

The survey of workers was conducted by telephone by David Binder Research in January and February 2010. The sample frame
was constructed by David Binder Research based on zip codes inside and outside San Francisco and included both land-line and
cell phone numbers. The survey was designed by the Institite for Women's Policy Research. Survey respondents were at least 18
vears old and had worked an average of at least 10 hours per week for at least three months for a private-sector San Francisco
firm at some time after February 2007, Interviews were completed with 1,194 workers.

The Institute for Women’s Policy Research imputed missing wage data and created post-stratification weights using Stata’s raking
procedure to represent the demographic (gender, age, ethnicity, and education) and employment (industry, wage, and work hours)
characteristics of private-sector San Francisco workers in 2008 according to the American Community Survey.

Total

Age

18 o 24 Years
25 to 54 Years
55 or Qver

Gondsr
Men
Women

Hace and Elhnicily
Black
Latino
Other
White

Parents
Has Children
No Children

Mothers
Mother
Not A Mother

Single Mothers
Single Mothers
Others

Warkers with Chronis Health Conditions
Hag Chronic Health Condition
No Chronic Health Condition

Union Membar
Union Member
Non-Union

Firm Size
Less Than 10
101024
251099

100 or More

Source: IWPR analysis of employes survey data.

Sample Waighted
Size Distribution
1,194 100.0%
4 6.4%
733 68.4%
420 25.2%
639 55.2%
555 44.8%
86 B.7%
108 15.9%
197 25.4%
761 53.0%
307 28.5%
887 71.5%
150 14.0%
1,044 86.0%
35 3.6%
1,159 96.4%
281 20.2%
002 79.8%
220 171%
963 82.9%
320 28.1%
197 17.6%
248 21.1%
429 33.3%
27

trdusiry

Information and Prof. and Business Services
Financiat Activities

tducatioral and Health Services

Leisure and Hospitality

Other Services

{(ther

Wages Quariiles
Bottom Wage Quartile
Second Wage Quartiie
Third Wage Quartile
Top Wage Quartile

Union Member
Union
Non-Unioen

Part-Time
Part-Time
Not Part-Time

Temporary or Seasanal Worker
Temporary or Seasonai Worker
Not Temporary or Seasonal Worker

College Graduale
College Graduate
Not a College Graduate

Has Paid Vacalion or PT0
Has Paid Vacation or PTG
Mo Paid Vacation or PTO

Has Heallb Insuranee
Has Health lnsurance
No Heaith insurance

San Franciveo s Pald Sick Leave Ordinance

Sampie
Size

353
128
240
117
164
173

189
296
372
337

220
963

281
913

154
1,017

856
328

890
275

1,034
154

Weighied
Distribution

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

26.6%
24.8%
23.6%
25.0%

17.1%
82.9%

16.1%
83.9%

14.2%
85.8%

57.4%
42.6%

76.2%
23.8%

84.2%
15.8%






Appendix B:
Methodology for
the Survey of Employers

The 2009 Bay Area Emplover Health Benefits
Survey (BAEHBS) was conducted by telephone
by National Research LLC in July through De-
cember 2009.% The survey was designed by
William H. Dow, Arindrajit Dube, and Carrie
Hoverman Colla of the University of California
Berkeley as part of an evaluation of San Fran-
cisco’s Health Care Security Ordinance
{HCSO); staff of the Institute for Women'’s Pol-
icy Research collaborated on writing the ques-
tions about the PSLO. The sample frame was
based on the 2007 Dun and Bradstreet database
of businesses. The sample was stratified by non-
profit status and firm size, and the survey was
targeted at benefits managers. Interviews were
completed with 727 San I'rancisco firms.¥ The
overall response rate was 19 percent among el-
igibie phone numbers attempted.

The Institute for Women's Policy Research cre-
ated post-stratification weights using Stata’s
raking procedure to represent the firm-size and
industry distribution of San Francisco establish-
ments in 2008 according to the U.S. Census Bu-
reau’s County Business Patterns data.

Gifers Paid Sick Days
Paid Sick Days

No Paid Sick Days
Total

‘Mumber of Employees
1109

10%024

25t049 -

50 or more
Total

ndustry
Accommodation and Food Service
Construction

‘Education, Health Care, and Social Services
‘Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

Protessional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail ' '

Other

Total

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

Firms Work-Hours
Low-Hours Firms

‘Other Firms

High-Hours Firms
Total

Hires Temporary Workers

Hires Temporary Workers

Does Not Hire Temporary Workers
Total

{Hiers Health Insurance
Offers Health Insurance
No Health tnsurance
Total

Firm Has More Than 80 Percent Women?
Mare Than 80 Percent Women

Gther Firms

Total

25% ur More of Employses Are Workers of Color
More Than 25 Percent Workers of Color

Other Firms

Totat

Source: IWPR analvsis of employer survsy data.
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Sample
Size

682
36
718

190
206
145
186
727

80
37
86
91
197
46
190
727

167
192
368
727

166
239
300
705

138
412
550

630
97
727

109
596
7G5

473
254
127

Weighted
Distribution

84.2%
15.8%
100.0%

71.2% -
13.9%
- 48%
4.3%

100.0%

12.0%
4.4%
11.3%
12.9%
19.9%
12.4%
271%
100.0%

19.6%
24.0%
56.5%

100.0%

19.9%
33.1%
47.0%
100.0%

14.9%
85.1%
100.0%

60.8%
39.2%
100.0%

24.3%
78.7%
100.0%

64.0%
36.0%
100.0%



Has P30 for Own Heslih

Yes
All Workers 79.3%
Ags '
Age 251054 Years ~  80.8%
Age 55 or Over 78.1%
Sex
Men 78.0%
Women 80.9%
Raco/Cthnicity
‘Black 87.3% -
Lating 76.4%
Cther 80.8%
White 78.6%
Parents 75.2%
Mothers 77.0%
Single Mothers 67.5%
Chronically Hi 77.1%
Union Members 86.0%

Mo
15.4%

14.3%
17.8%

16.9%
13.5%

10.6%

20.2%
12.7%
15.4%
17.9%
18.5%
28.9%
19.6%
11.0%

Source; WPR analysis of empioyer survey data.

Don't Know
5.3%

5.0%
4.1%

5.0%
5.6%

2.1%
3.4%

6.5%
6.0%
7.0%
4.5%
3.6%
3.3%
3%

Has BSD for Family Care
Yoz Mo Bon't Know
63.2%  259%  11.6%
66.2% - 228%  10.9%
56.9%  31.8%  11.4%
60.1%  29.0%  10.9%
67.0%  205%  125%
727%  201%  7.2%
57.8%  33.9%  8.3%
66.2%  ~ 231%  10.7%
61.9%  24.2%  13.9%
68.4%  235% 8.1%
725%  21.4%  B.1%
50.8%  344%  58%
56.0%  30.9% 131%
62.1%  266% 11.2%
30
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Has PSD To See Dostor
Yes Mo Don't Knove
68.8% - 249%  64%
70.6% 235%  6.5%
66.2% 28.6%  53%
674% - 273%  53%
70.5% 219%  7.6%
69.5% 253%  5.3%
55.3% 36.8%  8.0%
72.8% 21.9%  5.3%
70.1% 27% 7%
714% . 23.8%  4.8%
77.1% 193%  3.6%
53.9% 435%  26%
70.5% 245%  51%
63.8% 308%  54%



Has All PSD Uses Booruss at Least 1/30 Howrg Hag Al Uses and Accrues

Yes No  Don't Know Yes Ne Don't Know Yes Ho Don't Know N
All Workers 53.3% - 31.2% . 15.6% 64.3% 19.1% 16.6% 4414% 290% 269% 1172
Age o _
Age 251054 Years  56.2%  28.6% . 15.1% 66.0% 17.2% 16.8% 46.4% 266% 27.0% 721
Age 55 or Over 471%  375%  15.4% 67.2% 20.8% 12.0% 432% 349% 21.9% 342
Sex & , _ . -
Men 512%  33.7%  15.0% 61.2% 21.0% 17.8% 404% 314% 28.2% 623
Women 55.7%  28.1%  16.2% 68.2% 16.8% 15.1% 48.6% 26.1% 253% 549
Race/Ethnicity , o
Black 52.3%  358% - 11.9% 64.0% 155% 20.5% 40:1%  355% 24.1% 86
Latino 44.3%  41.8%  13.9% 60.8% 23.9% 15.3% 335% 42.0% 24.5% 108
Other 55.3% - 31.0% 138% - 66.1% - 16.7% 17.2% 46.0% 253% 28.7% 14
White 54.6%  276% 17.8% 64.5% 19.1% 16.4% 46.9% 256% 27.5% 745
Parents 58.1% = 30.7% 111% - 636% “215% 14.8% 476% 300% 22.4% 305
Mothers 62.0%  296%  8.5% 69.9% 17.8%  12.2% 54.1% 28.9% 17.0% 149
Singie Mothers 428% 513%  58% 475% 24.7% 27.8% 29.9% 400% 30.0% 35
Chronically Il 47.8%  35.7% 16.5% 65.2% 20.9% 13.9% 7% 325% 25.8% 276
Union Members  50:1%  35.9%  14.1% 714% 13.0% 15.6% 45.3% 27.7%  27.0% 218
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Firm Characteristics
All Firms

Mumber of Employess
1109 '
10to 24

2510 49
50 or More

indusiry

Accommodation and Food Service
Construction

Education, Heaith Gare, and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail and Wholesale Trade

Other Services

Other

Wage Levais
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

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

Female Worldame
bhore Than 80 Percent of Employees Are Women
Other Firms

Biverse Worklarce
50 Percent or More of Employees Are Non-White
Cther Firms

Has Unienized Warkers
Some Employees Are Union Members
Mo Union Members

Provides
PSD

82.1%

78.4%
92.0%
97.5%
99.4%

62.1%
69.3%

89.2% -

93.2%
85.3'3/9.
77.9%
78.5%
91.6%

69.7%
87.1%

73.7%
38.7%

82.3%
80.8%

84.5%
76.1%

91.8%
81.7%

Enacted a Raleforan

increased
the Acerual an Existing

MNew PSD  Existing

Policy
17 0%

15.1%

25.9%
23.2%
15.8%

38.5%
39.5%

~21.5%

-6.2%

5.4%
16.4%
24.0%
12.0%

18.6%

15.7%

211%
10.1%

14.6%
24.0%

11.6%
27 4%

11.4%
17.3%

Palicy
o 158%

ﬁxg%
30.0%
27.6%
25.8%

17.4%
50.0%
13.6%

8.2%
10.9%
15.6%
33.6%

9.4%

19.0%
15.3%

14.8%
13.9%

18.2%
14.6%

16.4%
14.3%

32.8%
14.9%

Expandad

Policy to
Cover Nore
Workers

17.1%

11.3%
32.2%
38.8%
46.5%

23.3%
28.2%
14.2%
8.4%
13.7%
17.3%
27.9%
16.6%

17.4%
14.3%

16.7%
15.2%

17.9%
15.4%

13.1%
231%

48.8%
15.5%

Firm Made Changes?

One or
Motre

30.6%

24.3%
49.8%
49.9%
58.4%

46.0%
66.3%

- 32.6%

10.8%
20.7%
32.4%
49.7%
24.3%

35.0%
26.4%

30.9%
24.1%

30.1%
32.9%

24.7%
46.8%

62.0%
291%

Mo
83.7%

70.0%
45.6%

47.4%

31.1%

30.3%

uuuuu

57.7%
76.3%

62.8%
721%

62.5%
66.9%

73.7%
48.3%

371%
65.0%

Mot Sure if
Changes
Were Made

8.7%

-~ 5.8%
4.6%
2.7%
10.5%

23.7%
3.8%
1.1%
1.9%
3.0%
1.9%
9.9Y,
3.3%

7.3%
3.3%

6.2%
3.8%

7.5%
0.2%

1:6%
10.9%

0.8%
5.9%

Mote: At least one worker in “low-wage firms” earns lass than $10 per hour; all employees in “high-wage firms” sarn at lsast $15 per hour. More than 30 percent
of employees in "low-hours firms™ werk less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employees work af least 30 houss per week.

Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data,
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Firm Gharasteristics

All Firms

Number of Employess
1108

10 to 24

251049
50 or More

Industry

Accommodation and Food Service
Construction _

Education, Health Care, and Social Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Retail and Wholesaie Trade

Other Services

Other

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

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

Female Waorklorce )
‘Wore Than 80 Percent of Eriployees Are Women
Other Firms

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

Has Unionized Waorkers o
Some Employees Are Union Members
Mo Union Members

Share of Firms Hiring Outside Replacements for Workers Using PSD:

Always

1.2%

0.7%
3.3%
3.3%
1.5%

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

1.1%
1.0%

26%
0.7%

1.0%
2.0%

0.6%
2.3%

5.1%
1.0%

Frequently
7.2%

71.4%
7.7%
2.5%
8.0%

30.8%
6.9%
4.3%
4.8%
2.0%
1.4%

10.0%
4.4%

14.4%
2.1%

13.9%
3.4%

9.1%
2.2%

6.5%
9.4%

5.2%
7.3%

Rarely
23.6%

21.0%
28.8%
35.8%
38.9%

25.5%
22.7%
28.5%
36.6%
34.1%

§.5%

8.3%
21.3%

12.5%
241%

19.2%
253%

25.5%
16.4%

19.3%
26.8%

27 1%
23.4%

Mever
65.6%

68.1%
99.6%
57.0%
50.3%

41.9%
70.5%
65.9%
97.1%
57.5%
88.6%
72.8%
69.8%

66.4%
70.6%

62.4%
66.8%

62.5%
76.5%

72.1%
59.1%

62.0%
65.8%

Bon't Know
2.4%

28%
05%

1.3%
1.3%

0.2%
8.0%
0.2%
1.5%
- 4.8%
0.2%
8.9%
21%

N 5.60/5
2.1%

2.0%
4.0%

- 2.0%
3.0%

1.4%
2.5%

0.5%
2.5%

Note: At least one worker in "low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; all employaes in “high-wage firms” sara movse than $15 per hour, More than 30
percent of employees in “low-hours firms” work less than 10 hours per week; in “high-hours firms,” all employess work at least 30 hours per woek.

Source; IWPR analysis of employer survey data.
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Firm Charatteristics

All Firms

Humber of Employess
109

10to 24

251049

50 or Mors

Indusiry

Accommodation and
Food Service

Construction

£ducation, Health Care,
and Social Services

Finance, Insurance, and
Real Estate

Professional, Scientific,
and Technical Services

Retail and Wholesale Trade

Other Services

Other

Wage Levels
Low-Wage Firms
High-Wage Firms

Firms Wark-Hours
Low-Hours Firms
High-Hours Firms

Female Woridorog

Mare Than 80 Percent of
Employees Are Women

Other Firms

DHyarse Workderce

50 Percent or More of
Employees Ars Nen-White

Other Firms

Has Unionized Workers

Some Employees Are
Union Members

No Union Members

Impact on Employes Morake

impact on Gustomer Servie

Imaact on Presenteeism

About the Don't About the Dan't About the Dan't
Beiter Same Worse Know | Better Same  Worse Know Better Same Worse Know
3.2% B829% 09% 13.0% | 1.2% 819% 26% 143% | 33% 804% 34% 12.9%
2.3% 816% 02% 159% | 0.9% 811% 09% 171% | 21% 814% 15% 150%
44% 89.1% 3.0% 35% | 1.9% 824% 103% 54% | 66% 770% 94% 7.0%
8.6% 832% 33% 49% | 42% B86.0% 5H6% 42% | 94% T771% 99% 37%
75% B35% 35% 55% :03% B890% 1.9% B89% | 55% 775% 7.8% 9.1%
28% T766% 08% 19.7% | 24% 738% 4.1% 197% | 49% 69.9% 46% 205%
56% T736% 86% 122% | 0.0% 831% 112% 56% | 681% 77.3% 10.0% 6.6%
34% T77.8% 1% 17.9% | 14% B804% 0.7% 175% | 22% 781% 2.8% 16.9%
6.7% 846% O01% 8.6% | 24% 876% 14% 86% | 06% 887% 28% 7.9%
20% 870% 07% 102% | 09% 873% 0.7% 11.2% | 29% 86.0% 0.6% 105%
21% 825% 06% 148% ; 0.0% 84.4% 1.4% 14.2% 1.3% 829% 4.7% 11.0%
1.6% 80.1% G.0% 18.3% | 0.8% 681% 2.1% 29.1% [107% 68.8% 06% 19.9%
42% 919% 12% 28% | 1.3% 852% 73% 6.1% 1.8% 826% 7.0% 87%
3.0% 858% 16% 04% | 20% 822% 25% 133% | 24% 848% 38% 93%
27% 828% 0.7% 14.0% | 0.7% 838% 12% 143% | 4.2% 809% 18% 13.1%
68.3% 795% 11% 13.1% | 0.8% 82.2% 3.7% 134% | 3.0% 77.3% 55% 14.2%
1.7% B8b8% 1.3% 11.3% | 13% B845% 256% 11.8% | 49% 823% 2.0% 108%
35% 824% 1.2% 12.9% | 1.6% 81.0% 3.3% 141% | 2.7% 806% 4.1% 128%
24% 684.4% 02% 13.0% | 0.1% 845% 05% 149% | 53% 795% 1.3% 13.9%
3.8% B829% 07% 125% | 0.7% B830% 1.3% 15.6% | 4.0% 824% 1.1% 125%
28% 81.7% 1.08% 145% | 21% 791% 45% 143% | 25% 772% 65% 13.8%
28% B847% 28% 99% | 63% 919% 4.0% 39% | 23% 894% 47% 3.6%
3.3% 828% 08% 131% | 1.3% 814% 25% 148% | 34% 799% 3.4% 13.4%

Note: At least one worker in “low-wage firms” earns less than $10 per hour; ali empioyees in “high-wage firms” garn more than $15 per hour, More than 30 percent

of employaes in “low-wage firms” work less than 10 hours per week; in "high-hours firms,” all empioyees work at least 30 hours per week.

Source: IWPR analysis of employer survey data.
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NOTES

" National Partnership for Women & Families. “Current Paid Sick Days Laws.” <http://www.nationalpartnership.org/site/ Page-Server?page-
name=psd_campaigns >, (modified July 2010).

* Employees who perform work in the City/County of San Francisco are covered by the PSLO beginning 90 calendar days after the date of
hire, regardiess of where their employer or usual workplace is located. Note that federal, state, and city/county government workers in San
Francisco had paid sick days before the PSLO was adopted.

3 San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 12W,

* DeBare, llana. 2008, “S.E Sick Leave Law Celebrates | Year.” The San Francisco Chronicle, February 6. Interviews with 26 employers in
March 2008 found that “most employers were able to implement [the PSLO] with minimal impacts on their business in the first year” Wa-
ters Boots, Shelley, Karin Martinson, and Anna Danziger. 2009. Employers’ Perspectives on San Francisco s Paid Sick Leave Policy.
Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, 12,

* Grinyer, Anne and Vicky Singleton. 2000. “Sickness Absence as Risk-Taking Behavior: A Study of Organizational and Cultural Factors in
the Public Sector,” Health, Risk & Society 2 (March);14.

¢ Grinyer, Anne and Vicky Singleton. 2000. “Sickness Absence as Risk-Taking Behavior: A Study of Organizational and Caltural Factors in
the Public Sector,” Health, Risk & Society 2 (March):3,

71, Jiehui, Guthrie S. Birkhead, David S. Strogatz, and R. Bruce Coles. 1996, “Impact of Institution Size, Staffing Patterns, and Infection Con-
trol Practices or: Communicable Disease Outbreaks in New York State Nursing Homes.” 4merican Journal of Epidemiology 143 (May): 1047,

# NPR, Kaiser Family Foundation, and the Harvard School of Public Health. 2008. Healih Care and the Economy in Two Swing States: A
Look at Ohio and Florida. Menlo Park, CA: Kaiser Family Foundation, 4.

? Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2010. “Benefits of Health Promotion Programs.” <http://www.cdc.gov/workplacehealthpro-
motien/businesscase/benefits/index.himl> (accessed March 11, 2010).

' Heymann, S. Jody, Alison Earle, and Brian Egleston. 1996, “Parental Availability for the Care of Sick Children” Pediatrics 98 (August):229.

! Heymann, S. Jody. 2000. The Widening Gap: Why America’s Working Families Are in Jeopardy and What Can Be Done About It. New
York: Basic Books, 59.

2 Clemans-Cope, Lisa, Cynthia D. Perry, Genevieve M, Kenney, Jennifer E. Pelletier, and Matthew S. Pantell, 2008, “Access to and Use of
Paid Sick Leave Ameng Low-Income Families with Children” Pediatricy 122 (Augnsty:e484.

¥ Although wages could not be reduced below the legal minimum.

* Phillips, Bruce D. 2008. AB2716, The CA Healthy Workplaces Act of 2008: Econemic and Smal] Business Effects. Nashville, TN: NFIB
Research: Foundation (June),

" CCH. 2007, “CCH Survey Finds Most Employees Call in “Sick” for Reasons Other Than [liness; Poor Morale Adds Up to Even More
No-Shows,” <http:/hr.cch.com/press/releases/2007 101 Oh.asp> (accessed January 26, 2011).

* Smith, Sandy. 2004, “Vast Majority of Employees Work While Sick ™ EHSToday. <http:/fehstoday.com/news/ehs_imp_36898/> (accessed
January 26, 2011).

7 Drago, Robert and Kevin Miller. 2010. Sick ar Work: Infected Employees in the Workplace During the HINI Pandemic. TWPR Publication
#B264. Washington, DC: Institute for Women's Policy Research.

" Harter, James K., Frank L. Schmidt, and Theodore L. Hayes. 2002. “Business-Unit-Level Relationship Between Employee Satisfaction,
Employee Engagement, and Business Outcomes: A Meta-Analysis™ Journal of Applied Psychology 87(2): 273; Artz, Benjamin. 2010.
“Fringe Benefits and Job Satisfaction” International Journal of Manpower 31(6}. 626-27.

¥ Mercer. 2008, The Total Financial Impact of Employee Absences: Survey Highlights. New York: Kronos, 6. <http:/fwww.kronos.com/ab-
senceanonymous/media/mercer-survey-highlights.pdf> (accessed January 22, 2011,

# Cooper, Philip E and Alan C. Monheit. 1993, “Does Employment-Related Health Insurance Inhibit Job Mobility?” Inguiry 30 (Win-
ter).409; Earle, Alison, John Z. Ayanian, and Jody Heymann. 2006. “Work Resumption After Newly Diagnosed Coronary Heart Disease;
Findings on the Importance of Paid Leave.” Journal of Women s Health 15(4): 436,

# Phillips, J. Douglas. 1990. “The Price Tag on Turnover” Personnel Journal 69 (December); 58,

# Heymann, S. Jody, Alison Earle, and Brian Egleston. 1996, “Parental Availability for the Care of Sick Children,” Padiatrics 98 (August):229.

# "Chrenic health conditions” are conditions like heart disease, asthma, or diabetes that require continuous treatment, are not curable, and may
last for a lifetime.

“The PSLO provides that workers accrue leave at the rate of one hour of leave for every 30 hours worked, to a maximum of five days for
workers in firms with fewer than 10 employees and nine days for workers in larger firms. If a worker uses sonte of that accrued fime, ac-
cruzl begins again, with the same caps on: the amount that can be accrued. San Francisco Office of Labor Standards Enforcement. 2007.
San Francisco Poid Sick Leave Ordinance, Administrative Code Chapter 12W Frequently Asked Questions (September 283, 5-6. An indi-
vidual working 40 hours a week throughout the year would accrue just under nine days (40 hours per week x 52 weeks per year, divided
by 30 hours worked per paid sick days earned, equals 8.7 days}. Workers use a median of three paid sick days per year regardless of estab-
lishment size. We estimate that 28 percent of workers are in small estabiishiments where they earn an average of five days (leaving two
days unused), while the remaining 72 percent of workers earn nine days (leaving six days unused). Weighting unused days by the relevant
proportions of workers yields an average of 4.9 unused days each year, compared with three days used.
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* Institute for Women's Policy Research. 2010. Analysis of data from the 2008 National Health Interview Survey.

% Older workers are nearly twice as likely to have a chronic health condition (30.5 percent do) as prime-working-age workers (17.4 per-
cent), but other research shows that older workers are less likely to have acute illnesses, injuries, or accidents than younger workers, Edel-
stein, Barry A, Ronald R, Martin, and Lesley P. Koven. 2003. “Psychological Assessment in Geriatric Settings,” in Handbook of
Psychology, Folume 10: Assessment Psychology, ed. John R. Graham, Jack A. Naglieri, and [rving B. Weiner. Hoboken, NJ: Jotm Wiley &
Somns, Ine., 390, These facts may explain why older workers were more likely than younger workers to report not using any PSP, but, at
the same time, to report using more days, if they did take PSD.

# For example, single parents and low-income families are associated with low rates of job tenure. See Holzer, Harry I and Karin Martin-
son. 2005. Can We Improve Job Retention and Advancement Among Low-Income Working Parents? Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, 3.

% Survey respondents were asked to report a reason for every leave they took, so the percentages taking different types of leave sum (o more
than 100 percent.

¥ These visits could have been for either the respondent or a family member.

% The PSLO does not mandate paid leave for these uses, but they miay have been authorized by the policies for these particular workers. For
instance, paid sick days may be provided under a general paid time off or PTO plan, and some emplovers may allow their workers to use
paid sick days for vacation time.

3 Some parents may try not to use PSD for themselves, saving their paid time off for when their children will need care.

* To some extent, workers in San Francisco had that flexibility before the PSLO was passed. Under a California law passed before the
PSLO, employers are required to allow workers to use up to hall of their accrued sick leave to care for sick family membets. Labor Proj-
ect for Working Families. 2008. Use of Sick Leave for Family Care/Kin Care (March). <bttp://www.working-families.org/learnmore/paid-
familyleavels_sick pdf> (accessed January 4, 2011).

* Preventive care has been found to be associated with fewer employee days of unplanned absences, lower productivity loss due to presen-
teeism, and higher retumns to shareholders. See National Business Group en Health and Towers Watson. 2010. 200%/201 0 Staying(@ Work
Report: The Heaith and Productivity Advantage. New York: Watson Wyatt Worldwide.

* Data in this section are for workers who had the same employer before and after the PSLO went into effect.

¥ Labor Project for Working Families. May 10, 2008. “Working Moms Speak Out for Paid Sick Days.” Press Release. <http.//www.paid-
sicldaysca.org/media/press/press_release5_08.pdf> (accessed fanuary 25, 2011),

* Close to half (45.9 percent} of workers who interacted with the public were employed in the education or leisure and hospitality industries.
I contrast, workers without public contact were primarily employed in the information and financial activities industries (59.7 percent).

3T Perhaps this result is explained by employees who are reliant upon customers’ tips needing that imcome, and so come to work while sick.

® Low-wage workers were those in the bottom wage quartile, who earned less thar $15 per hour (2010 doflars), There were 118,000 low-
wage workers in San Francisco in 2009,

# This estimate assumes that all employers starting new PSD policies provided PSD to all their employees. It does not reflect the effect of
employers extending their existing PSD policies to cover more workers.

W Among the two-thirds of hospitality firms that aceually provided paid sick days, just 3.6 percent reported hiring replacements “fie-
quently” or “always” for workers using sick leave, implying that employers who had not implemented the PSLO were those hiring re-
placement workers most frequently.

* Note that many employers in the construction industry (just under one-quarter) reported “don’t know” in ferms of support, whereas 51.0
percent of employers in the other services industry were supportive of the PSLO.

#2179 percent of employers sald that they did not have a paid sick days policy af the time of the survey, 18 months after the ordinance went
into effect.

# Partnership for New York City. 2010. fmpact of Paid Sick Lewve on NYC Businesses: A Survey of New York City Emplovers (September), 6.

“ For example, the San Francisco Office of Labor Standards Enforcement (OLSE) conducted a public rulemaking process for the PSLO;
the OLSE and San Francisco’s Mayors Office of Economic and Workforce Development disteibuted informational brochures and em-
pioyee fact sheets to employers and advertised the PSLO in local newspapers and in bus shelters; the OLSE and the San Francisco De-
partment of Pubiic Health and the OLSE worked with community-based organizations to educate workers ahout the PSLO, New York
City Counci} Committee on Civil Service and Labor. 2009, Transcript of the Minutes of the Committee on Civil Service and Labor: Provi-
sion of Paid Sick Time Earned by Employees (November 17), 4.

* For example, a study conducted by the Partnership for New York City was anything but supportive of a proposed New York City law that
was similar to the PSLO, and the Society for Human Resource Management has opposed simifar legislation at the national level. See
Partnership for New York City. 2010, Impact of Paid Sick Leave on NYC Businesses: A Survey of New York City Employers {September);
and Scciety for Human Resource Management. 2009, SHRM to Seek Alternative to Healthy Families Act to Encourage Paid Leave (May
18). <http:/fwww.shrm.org/about/pressroom/PressReleases/Pages/AlternativetoHealthyFamilies Act.aspx> {accessed January 1, 20113,

“ For more information about the BAEHBS, see Dow, William H., Arindrajit Dube, and Carrie Hoverman Colla. 2010. 2009 Bay Area Em-
ployer Health Benefits Survey: Health Benefits Report 2009. Berkeley: University of California, Berkeley School of Public Health (May).

7 In addition, 283 non-Sar Francisco firms completed surveys.
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