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Meeting Date: October 27, 2014                                                                             
 
TITLE: MINIMUM WAGE ORDINANCE   
 
PURPOSE(S) OF DISCUSSION: 
 

 Inform/Update 
 

 Direction/Guidance 
 

 Legislative Development/Policy 
 
BACKGROUND / KEY ISSUES / CONTRIBUTING FACTORS:  
 
The City Council approved an Ordinance to increase minimum wage on June 4, 2014. An 
initiative process was undertaken to petition the City Council to adopt a different minimum wage 
ordinance with changed rationale and content. The City Council approved the initiative 
ordinance on September 8, 2014. When the second ordinance was discussed, every member of 
the City Council either voted for it or expressed support for it.  
 
City Administration is tasked with implementing ordinances adopted by the City Council. The two 
ordinances contain different parameters in many areas. For simplicity, the City Manager has 
directed the City Attorney and all staff to assume that the first ordinance will be repealed 
concurrent with the amendment of the second. City Management is recommending a few 
changes to the September 8, 2014 ordinance with the intent of making it stronger, more 
enforceable, and consistent with other Las Cruces municipal codes and ordinances. 
 
Additionally, there has been considerable public input and commentary about the City’s 
Minimum Wage Ordinance. Both pros and cons have been offered as well as suggestions and 
recommendations.  
 
The work session discussion will be presented by the City Manager and will cover several 
specific areas including: Intent/Nuisance, Enforcement, Exemptions, Hourly Rate, Timing and 
Tipped Workers. Recommendations will be made for the first three topics. Clarification and 
discussion will take place for the second three topics. 
 
The work session is intended to provide the City Council a final opportunity to review and 
discuss elements of the new Minimum Wage requirement that we are getting close to 
implementing. There are several who have provided information and request that it be included 
in the agenda packet, see support information. 
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SUPPORT INFORMATION: 
 
1. Attachment “A”, Minimum Wage Ordinance September 8, 2014 
2. Attachment “B”, New Mexico Minimum Wage Act 
3. Attachment “C”, Conflict of Interest / Ethical Violations 

 
Documents referenced and listed below were submitted to the City with a request they be 
included in the October 27th Work Session agenda packet: 
 
1. Reference “1”, Chris Erickson 
2. Reference “2”, Ronald Cauthon 
3. Reference “3”, Peter Ossorio 
4. Reference “4”, Bob Hearn 
5. Reference “5” Café 
6. Reference “6”, Dan Schneider 
7. Reference “7”, Greater Las Cruces Chamber of Commerce 
8. Reference “A-1”, The Nation Article 
9. Reference “A-2”, Washington Times Article 
10. Reference “A-3”, Albuquerque Journal Poll and Article 
11. Reference “A-4”, National Conference of State Legislators 
12. Reference “A-5”, Notice Regarding Increase/Minimum Wage in Albuquerque – Document 
13. Reference “A-6”, Bureau of Labor Statistics News Release 
14. Reference “A-7”, City of Las Cruces Minimum Wage Discussion Document 
15. Reference “A-8”, Governing.com Article 
16. Reference “A-9”, Livingwage.mit.edu Article 
17. Reference “A-10”, Living Wage Calculator Article 
18. Reference “A-11”, Board of County Commissioners Santa Fe Ordinance No. 2014-5 
19. Reference “A-12”, New Mexico Department of Workforce Solutions Economic Analysis 
20. Reference “A-13”, New Mexico Department of Workforce Solutions 4th Quarter 2014 
21. Reference “A-14”, State Legislators March 2014 Article 
22. Reference “A-15”, Bureau of Labor Statistics Report 1048 March 2014 Article 
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October 22, 2014 
 
Mr. Garza, 
 
  First of all, our organization would like to thank you, the Mayor and those members of 
the City Council who tried to find a common ground solution in addressing the issue of 
minimum wage in Las Cruces.  
 

The community activist group Café has framed the argument by saying that people of 
faith must support a $10.10 minimum wage. This is not true. Advocating for an exact hourly 
wage amount that is appropriate for this community is not a matter of objective morality, as Café 
claims, but falls under the prudential judgment of our elected officials and city management to 
make after gathering input from the local business community, religious and other community 
leaders. What is in question here is the right of workers to have a living wage. The MIT Institute 
on poverty's has stated that number to be $8.12 for workers in Dona Ana County, which both 
current laws exceed.  

 
Practically speaking, many have tried to explain the impact of the $10.10 minimum-wage 

on small businesses. As businesses are forced to raise prices to cover such a rapid increase in 
wages (forty percent higher than the current federal rate), demand for their goods and services 
will by necessity decrease.  This means eliminating jobs, cutting back on overtime, 

minimizing employee benefits, and finding other ways to stay competitive in an already 

economically depressed climate. For some businesses that compete outside of this local market 
– agricultural-related businesses, for example -- it may mean moving across the state line to 
survive. For others, like two national restaurant chains that decided not to open in Las Cruces 
because of the Café initiative, it means taking those jobs to business-friendly cities.  

 
The Café initiative will hurt the very people it purports to help. As such, the Southern 

New Mexico Business Coalition encourages you to listen to the input of the local business 

community, for we stand united with both the Greater Las Cruces Chamber of Commerce and 
the Hispano Chamber. We believe our input is important, for we are, after all, the ones who have 
helped build this community and are creating jobs in Las Cruces. We also care much more for 
our workers and their families than the activists who are here today and gone tomorrow. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dan Schneider 
Southern New Mexico Business Coalition 
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Greater Las Cruces Chamber of Commerce 

 
 
 



Good afternoon Robert, as you know, the leadership and members of the Greater Las 
Cruces Chamber of Commerce and the Hispanic Chamber of Commerce attended 
many public discussions sessions in advance of the City Council passing a Min Wage 
Ordinance in June. Although we were reluctant to support any increase that was 
artificially mandated and not market driven, both Chambers supported and continue to 
support the actions of the City Council in June. It is important to note, we chose to work 
with City Council and staff to arrive at a compromise while other groups sought to 
dismiss and maneuver around the actions of the majority of the Council. As to our 
collective position today, we remain committed to the basic elements of the June 
ordinance with a few modifications: 
 

1) Min wage increase to $8.00 July 1st and to $8.50 Jan 1st 2016 
 

2) (New) Min wage increase to $9.20 Jan 1st 2019 and $10.00 Jan 1st, 2022 
 

3) Tip wage remains the same at $2.13 an hour recognizing tip income increases as 
consumer prices increase to absorbs market driven/mandated cost increases 
 

4) CPI increase of up to 3% based on LOCAL inflationary calculations beginning 
annually Jan 1st 2023 
 

5) (New) New hires may be paid $7.50 per hour for the first 90 days then change to 
current min wage 
 

6) (New) Any person 19 years or younger and any person 21 years old and 
youngers who does not have a high school diploma or GED may be paid $7.50 
per hour 

 
7) (New) Any person 20 years or older who presents a high school diploma or GED 

will be paid the current min wage 
 
Bill Allen 
Greater Las Cruces Chamber of Commerce 
505 S. Main St., Ste.134 |Las Cruces, NM 88001 
575.524.1968 phone|575.527.5546 fax 
www.lascruces.org  
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Executive Summary 
 

In June of 2004, the living wage ordinance in Santa Fe increased the 
minimum wage for businesses with 25 or more employees from $5.15 to 
$8.50, a 65 percent increase.  Previous economic studies of minimum wage 
impacts have found either no impact or some negative impact.  This is a 
debate that has existed since the first minimum wage laws more than 60 
years ago.  A variety of differences between Santa Fe and other minimum 
wage areas make the effect of the living wage ordinance on employment 
particularly unclear, even neglecting the lack of consensus on the impacts of 
the minimum wage in general.  Previously, BBER has examined trends in 
employment data and survey results in an effort to ascertain the effects of 
the living wage ordinance on local businesses and residents in Santa Fe.  In 
this analysis, we follow a number of methodologies in the burgeoning 
economic literature on minimum wage impacts, in particular comparing 
changes in employment levels and growth rates before and after the living 
wage ordinance with the same changes in Albuquerque as a control region. 
 
The first analysis compares the change in employment for each business 
with 25 or more employees before and after the living wage ordinance in 
Santa Fe to the same change in Albuquerque.  Overall, employment for 
businesses in Santa Fe with 25 or more employees was an average of 0.35 
employees higher per firm after the living wage ordinance than before it.  
Relative to Albuquerque, these same Santa Fe businesses had an increase 
of 2.7 employees.  The change in specific industries in Santa Fe was not 
appreciably different from the change in Albuquerque except in the case of 
construction, for which negative employment changes were consistently 
found.  However, it is difficult to tell whether this loss is due to the living 
wage ordinance or to falling investment in new buildings.  In the 
accommodation and food services industry, which had the highest portion of 
its’ workforce earning less than $8.50 before the living wage ordinance (45 
percent), results are actually positive relative to Albuquerque, showing a 
loss that is an average of 5.5 employees less per firm than in Albuquerque.  
Overall, this analysis found that the living wage analysis had no discernible 
impact on employment per firm, and that Santa Fe actually did better than 
Albuquerque in terms of employment changes. 
 
A time-series analysis using total employment data from July 2002 to June 
2005 found that employment at businesses with 25 or more employees 
increased after the living wage compared with the two years before.  This 
increase is also positive relative to the change in Albuquerque.  Again the 
significant except was construction, which showed negative employment 
changes.  Here again accommodations and food services found a 
significant increase in employment levels relative to Albuquerque.  A 
comparison of the differences between employment levels at businesses in 
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Santa Fe with 25 or more employees and businesses in Santa Fe with less 
than 25 employees also found no appreciable difference, as did comparing 
differences between Santa Fe and Albuquerque large businesses with 
Santa Fe and Albuquerque small businesses.  In both of these cases, 
construction was again the only significant results.   

 
In summary, the analysis shows that overall employment levels have been 
unaffected by the living wage ordinance.  In contrast to prevailing economic 
theory, the accommodations and food services sector did comparatively 
better, while the construction sector was relatively negative, but for 
uncertain reasons.  Other industries, such as retail and health care, showed 
negative changes relative to Albuquerque, but not at a statistically 
significant level.   
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I. Introduction 
 
Determining the impact of any policy is a difficult process, often fraught with 
political and ideological overtones.  This is perhaps nowhere more true than 
in examining the impacts of minimum wage laws.  The literature examining 
the employment impacts of minimum wages is large and generally 
concludes that minimum wage laws do more harm than good.  The 
significant exception to this is a variety of more recent work by David Card 
and Alan Krueger and others that indicate the increased minimum wages 
have very little impact on employment. 
 
However, within the context of the debate on the employment effects of 
minimum wages, the Santa Fe Living Wage Ordinance (LWO) is unique in 
several ways.  The vast majority of minimum wage laws have been enacted 
on at least a state-wide level1, reducing the likelihood of firms moving out of 
the region to avoid having to pay higher wages.  The Santa Fe region is 
much smaller, and one concern is that the LWO has caused the flight of 
businesses to just outside the Santa Fe municipality.  In addition, minimum 
wage laws have usually applied broadly to all businesses, sometimes 
excepting the public sector.  In this respect the Santa Fe LWO is also 
different, applying only to those firms with 25 or more employees.  This 
substantially reduces the number of businesses directly required to increase 
wages2 and limits the impacts of the minimum wage.  At the same time 
businesses with less than 25 workers have no need to relocate to avoid 
higher wages.  Finally, most minimum wage laws are fairly modest 
increases over the previous minimum wage, but in Santa Fe the increase to 
$8.50 represents a 65 percent increase over the previous federal minimum 
wage of $5.15.  This is the largest one time percent increase in the 
minimum wage anywhere in the United States.  Thus the situation in Santa 
Fe is one in which a variety of unusual factors may amplify or reduce the 
employment effects of the LWO, and impacts could therefore be 
substantially different from those found in other minimum wage increases. 

 
We employ a variety of methods to estimate the impacts of the LWO, first 
examining employment levels in Santa Fe over the past several years.  This 
provides a context within which to examine employment changes and 
determine whether those changes were caused by the LWO.  A difference-
in-differences method examines the before and after change in employment 
in Santa Fe and compares that change with the change in Albuquerque.  A 
time-series analysis compares employment growth rates after the LWO to 

                                                 
1 A few examples of city-wide minimum wages exist, including Baltimore, San Francisco, 
and now Santa Fe.  
2 A previous BBER study analyzing survey responses found that small businesses may 
have increased wages in order to pay a rate that is competitive with those businesses 
paying the living wage.  
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growth rates before the LWO.  These two types of analysis, within the 
context of employment trends in Santa Fe in general, provide a variety of 
evidence regarding the employment impacts of the LWO. 
 

II. Data 
 
The ES-202 employer data set is used throughout this report.  The data set 
is comprised of all firms paying unemployment insurance and is compiled by 
the New Mexico Department of Labor.  Data is collected on the number of 
employees receiving pay during the pay period including the 12th of each 
month.   
 
The data was corrected for misspelled city names and missing city and zip 
codes replaced3.  Because many firms that are located outside the Santa 
Fe municipality list their city as Santa Fe, we restricted the Santa Fe data 
set to those firms listing Santa Fe as their city and zip codes of 87501, 
87505, and 875074.  Additionally, we eliminated large firms within the 87505 
zip code that were known to be located outside of the Santa Fe City 
boundary.  The Albuquerque data set is determined by those firms listing 
Albuquerque as their city.  All federal, state, and municipal public employers 
were removed.  The resulting data set consists of monthly employment 
measures for private firms in Santa Fe and Albuquerque. 
 
The difference analysis makes use of two annual employment averages, 
from July 2003 to June 2004 and from July 2004 to June 2005.    

 

III. Method 
 
Several methods have been utilized over the past several decades to 
examine the impacts of minimum wage laws.  These analyses fall into two 
camps: the difference-in-differences approach spearheaded by Card and 
Krueger5 and used by Neumark and Wascher, and the analysis of time-
series data used in a great number of studies6, including Yelowitz (2005) 
and Pollin and Wicks-Lim (2005). 

                                                 
3 City names were only changed for obvious misspellings.  There are many cases where 
the main and physical addresses are the same or where the physical address is left blank.  
In these cases, missing physical location zip codes were replaced with main address zip 
codes 
4 This is restrictive and eliminates some businesses that actually lie within Santa Fe, but it 
setting the data set it is better to be restrictive than inclusive.  We’d rather miss some firms 
that should be included than include some firms that should be missed. 
5 For example, see the debate between Card and Krueger (1994, 1995, 2000) and 
Neumark and Wascher (1995, 2000). 
6 See Brown et al. 1982 for a comprehensive review of time-series analysis studies. 
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The difference-in-differences analysis compares a given control region to 
the region in which a minimum wage law was enacted.  The before-and-
after difference in each sample firm’s employment in the minimum wage 
region is compared with the difference in employment for each sample firm 
in the control region; the idea being that minimum wage effects would be 
indicated by the “difference-in-differences” between the minimum wage 
region and the control region.  This analysis rests on the assumption that no 
major shock occurs in the control region that does not occur in the minimum 
wage region, and vice-versa (except of course the minimum wage law 
itself).  The worth of this analysis depends on the degree to which the 
minimum wage region and the control region behave similarly.   
 
In our case, Santa Fe has extreme seasonal variability within any given 
year.  In addition, there is substantial variation between years as well.  This 
is largely tied to factors such as snow levels.  To address this, we use 
annual employment averages for each business as our basic unit of 
measurement.  To compare differences in employment levels before and 
after the living wage, we take the average annual employment before the 
living wage from July 2003 to June 2004, and after the living wage from July 
2004 to June 2005.  Any firm with missing employment values, such as 
those that went out of business or began business, was assigned zero 
employment in the periods with no entries.  Using these annual averages, 
we compare the difference and proportion change7 in the average annual 
employment before and after the living wage between Santa Fe and 
Albuquerque. 
 
The restriction of the LWO to businesses with 25 or more employees8 
provides yet another level of distinction.  In addition to a difference-in-
differences between businesses with 25 or more employees in Santa Fe 
and Albuquerque, we analyze a difference-in-differences that includes all 
businesses.  This third level of distinction provides another set of behaviors 
against which the behaviors of Santa Fe’s large businesses are compared.  
The employment changes for businesses with 25 or more employees in 
Santa Fe to the changes for large businesses in Albuquerque as well as 
employment changes for small businesses in Santa Fe and in Albuquerque.   
 
The second method of analysis involves the use of time series data.  There 
are a large number of different time-series methods that have been used to 
evaluate the impacts of minimum wages on employment.  Most often 
employment levels or annual changes after the living wage are compared 
with those from before the living wage in a simple time regression.  If the 

                                                 
7 As in Card and Krueger (1994) and Card and Krueger (2000), we use the average of 
employment in the two years as the denominator. 
8 Throughout this analysis, a business is considered in the large business category if they 
had 25 or more employees in the period before the LWO took effect. 
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post-minimum wage indicator is significant, it suggests that levels or 
differences were changed by the minimum wage.  As can be imagined, it is 
difficult to attribute a significant change directly to the minimum wage law as 
any number of other shocks could have caused the given impact.  
Alternatively, one can use a difference in total employment between the 
minimum wage region and a control region.  In this case a significant 
indicator suggests that difference between the two regions was different 
after the minimum wage took effect.  As with the difference-in-differences 
analysis, this method rests on the two regions behaving similarly in all other 
respects.   
 
The time-series analysis makes use of total employment for private firms in 
Santa Fe and Albuquerque from July 2002 to June 2005.  The first method 
uses an autoregression model to compare employment levels for 
businesses in Santa Fe with 25 or more employees after the LWO to levels 
before the LWO.  A second method uses an autoregression model to make 
three comparisons: (1) The difference between employment levels at large 
businesses in Santa Fe and Albuquerque before and after the LWO, (2) The 
difference between employment at small and large businesses in Santa Fe 
before and after the LWO and (3) The difference between large firms in 
Santa Fe and Albuquerque and small firms in Santa Fe and Albuquerque 
before and after the LWO.  This second method gives the impact of the 
LWO on Santa Fe employment compared with Albuquerque, while the first 
merely compares Santa Fe to itself before the LWO.  
 
As with any comparison analysis, the selection of a useful control region is 
crucial to the conclusiveness of the results.  This is particularly difficult in the 
case of Santa Fe for reasons already noted above, namely that Santa Fe is 
a small geographic region relatively isolated from comparable metropolitan 
areas.  To determine the best control group, we compared employment in 
Santa Fe from 1996 to 2005 to employment in several different areas, 
including Taos, Taos County, Albuquerque, Santa Fe County (less Santa Fe 
City), Bernalillo County, Bernalillo County less Sandia National Laboratory 
(Sandia NL), and New Mexico as a whole (less Santa Fe City).  In the 
smaller regions of Taos, Taos County and Santa Fe County, small 
economies led to substantial variability.  We chose the best region based on 
a simple regression of annual percent change in employment in the 
potential control region on the annual percent change in employment in 
Santa Fe.  Albuquerque provided the best fit, though Bernalillo County and 
Bernalillo County less Sandia NL were a close second and third best match.  
Figure 1 shows the annual year-by-year percent change in employment in 
Santa Fe and Albuquerque. 
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Figure 1: Annual Year-by-Year Percent Employment Change in Santa 
Fe and Albuquerque 
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Lastly, a variety of different industry categories are examining in each case.  
The analysis looks at overall employment effects, but also examines those 
industries that may typically pay low wages: construction (NAICS code 23), 
retail (NAICS code 44 and 45), health care (NAICS code 62), and 
accommodations and food services (NAICS code 72).  In addition, each of 
these industries is examined separately.  Survey results from BBER’s earlier 
studies indicate that for any given business, 10 percent of employees in 
construction, 24 percent of employees in retail, 15 percent of employees in 
health care, and 45 percent of employees in accommodations and food 
services earn less than $8.50.  Hence we would expect the largest impacts 
to be found in the accommodations and food services industry. 

 

IV. Results 

A. Santa Fe Employment Trends 
 
It is useful to set our analysis within the context of what has happened to 
Santa Fe employment over the period of the analysis.  Annual total 
employment for businesses in Santa Fe with 25 or more employees 
increased slightly between the year before the LWO and the year after the 
LWO.  Both the average employment for those firms also increased 
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marginally, but the number of businesses fell by four.  Small businesses, 
those with less than 25 employees, behaved very similar, losing two 
businesses, but having overall more employees and a slightly increased 
average number of employees per business.  These numbers are shown in 
Table 1.  At face value, these averages and totals indicate that there isn’t 
much of a difference in the behaviors of small and large businesses in 
Santa Fe before and after the LWO.  In both cases total employment and 
average employment increased while the number of businesses shrank 
slightly.   
 

Table 1: Total and Average Employment and Number  
of Businesses in Santa Fe Before and After the LWO,  
25 or More Employees and Less than 25 Employees 

 

07/03-06/04 07/04-06/05

25 Or More
# Businesses 323 319
Total Employment 21,413 21,531
Avg. Employment 66.3 67.5

Less Than 25
# Businesses 3913 3911
Total Employment 18,726 18,894
Avg. Employment 4.8 4.8  

 
 
Figure 2 shows Santa Fe employment levels for the time period used in the 
time-series analysis below.  Total employment in Santa Fe over time 
exhibits a regular season trend, shown in Figure 2 and seen also above in 
Figure 1.  Note that for small businesses, employment levels in Santa Fe 
peak regularly in June and July, falling off until January and then increasing, 
while employment levels for large businesses seem to peak twice, once 
around July and August and again around December and January.  This 
belies the importance of the tourist industry and those two important tourist 
seasons for both small and large businesses.  This trend is important 
because it indicates that beginning our analysis in December or January 
would include the decreasing portion of the annual employment cycle 
without including the increasing portion. 
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Figure 2: Monthly Employment Levels in Santa Fe for Businesses with 
25 or More Employees and Businesses with Less than 25 Employees, 

July 2002 – June 2005 
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While the overall picture of employment in Santa Fe is that it has increased 
slightly after the LWO, the analysis in the next two sections will help to 
determine whether this trend is specific to Santa Fe or whether the behavior 
of Albuquerque businesses indicates any impacts from the LWO for Santa 
Fe.  

B. Difference-in-Differences 
 
Following the approach used in Card and Krueger, we estimate the 
difference-in-differences between Santa Fe and Albuquerque.  The average 
difference in employment before and after the living wage for all businesses 
and just those with 25 or more employees is shown in Table 2.  Looking just 
at the second Santa Fe column, the ES-202 data indicates that those 
businesses with an annual average of 25 or more employees in the year 
before or the year after the LWO increased their employment levels by .35 
employees.  This modest increase is larger than the average increase for 
businesses with less than 25 employees in Santa Fe (column one) and 
businesses with less than 25 employees in Albuquerque (column two).  
Furthermore, large businesses in Albuquerque actually decreased their 
employment by an average of 2.4 employees.  
 
In the specific industry sectors of construction, retail, health care, and 
accommodations and food services, the change in employment is generally 
negative for all sizes of businesses in both Santa Fe and Albuquerque, 
indicating that the positive employment change overall originated in other 
sectors.  The employment change in construction for businesses in Santa 
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Fe with 25 or more employees is -5.6 employees on average, a substantially 
more negative number than for small businesses in Santa Fe or 
Albuquerque, and in contrast to the average increase in employment for 
businesses with 25 or more employees in Albuquerque.  The construction 
industry has some unique characteristics discussed in earlier reports, and 
will be discussed further below. 
 
In the health care industry, the average decrease in employment for 
businesses in Santa Fe with 25 or more employees is quite large at 11.6, 
but while this is a much stronger negative change compared to smaller 
businesses in both cities, it is slightly smaller than the loss in Albuquerque, 
suggesting that the employment decreases are a general regional trend.  
The retail sector is similar, except that the decrease in Santa Fe for 
businesses with 25 or more employees is larger than the decrease in 
Albuquerque.  Conversely, Santa Fe businesses with 25 or more employees 
in the accommodations and food services sector have a decrease that is 
much smaller than the decrease for similar businesses in Albuquerque. 

 
In addition, the large size of the standard deviations indicates substantial 
variance in the employment changes among businesses.  In Santa Fe 95 
percent of businesses with 25 or more employees had employment changes 
ranging between an increase or decrease of about 50 employees.  A large 
standard deviation is consistent throughout the various specific industries 
and even more pronounced in Albuquerque.  This primarily indicates that 
between the year before the living wage and the year after the living wage 
businesses had a variety of employment behaviors ranging from a large 
expansion of the workforce to a significant reduction. 
 

Table 2: Average Difference in Employment after the Living Wage 
 in Santa Fe and Albuquerque, Businesses with Less Than 25 

Employees and Businesses with 25 or more Employees 

emp<25 emp>=25 emp<25 emp>=25

All Industries 0.036 0.351 0.086 -2.402
4338, 374, 15531, 2295 2.803 27.920 3.332 66.572

Construction -0.524 -5.607 -0.383 2.080
409, 28, 1131, 242 2.815 16.651 2.970 30.767

Retail -0.413 -3.482 -0.447 -1.948
573, 66, 1457, 283 1.821 12.463 2.506 24.201

Health Care -0.320 -11.600 -0.367 -12.836
298, 35, 999, 182 1.862 30.122 2.885 82.924

Accommodation and Food -1.440 -4.273 -1.769 -9.800
172, 76, 564, 380 4.497 19.368 4.888 43.150

Santa Fe Albuquerque

Note: the number of observations is listed underneath each industry by column.  Standard 
deviations are listed in small text.  
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To examine these thoughts in more detail, we estimate the difference in the 
level and proportion change in employment between Santa Fe and 
Albuquerque.  The method is identical to that used by Card and Krueger 
(2000), and allows us to estimate whether or not Santa Fe’s employment 
change and Albuquerque’s employment change shown in Table 2 are 
significantly different.  In particular, we would like to see whether the Santa 
Fe’s higher decreases in the construction and retail sector are statistically 
significantly higher.  Table 3 shows the results of this analysis based on the 
employment changes of businesses with 25 or more employees only.  The 
values in column 1 of Table 3 correspond to the difference between the 
Santa Fe change (Table 2, column 2) and the Albuquerque change (Table 
2, column 4). 

 
Looking at employment levels, we can see that Santa Fe businesses with 
25 or more employees before the living wage had an average employment 
increase of 2.7 employees relative to the decrease in Albuquerque.  As we 
should expect from previous reports, the decrease in employment for Santa 
Fe businesses with 25 or more employees in the construction industry is a 
loss of 7.6 employees relative to the increases in Albuquerque.  This value 
is statistically significant and matches overall trend data for the construction 
industry in Santa Fe versus Albuquerque.  The retail sector for these large 
businesses in Santa Fe has a 1.5 employee loss relative to Albuquerque, 
while the health care sector had a 1.2 employee gain, but neither of these 
values is significant.  As we might suspect from Table 2, Santa Fe 
businesses with 25 or more employees in the accommodations and food 
services industry, though having an average decrease in employment, have 
an increase of 5.5 employees relative to the decreases in Albuquerque.  
This result is also statistically significant.  By and large, the results are not 
statistically significant and do not indicate that businesses with 25 or more 
employees in Santa Fe behaved differently than businesses in Albuquerque.  
If the results indicate anything, it is that large businesses in Santa Fe 
increased their employment compared to Albuquerque.  The exception to 
this is the construction industry, which is discussed in the final discussion. 

 
One problem with examining changes in employment levels is that the 
behavior of very large businesses can disproportionately affect the results.  
For example, consider that if a business with 500 employees fires 10 
percent of them, they have decreased employment by 50 workers.  If a 
business with only 50 employees lets go of 10 percent of its’ workforce, it is 
only firing 5 workers.  Businesses may thus be reducing by the same 
percent, but larger businesses will have larger fluctuations in employment 
levels.  The large standard deviations shown in Table 1 indicate that this is 
likely to be a significant problem.  One method of addressing this is to 
examine the proportion change in employment, so that in the above 
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example both firms would have the same percent decrease.  This reduces 
the impact of large fluctuations in the bigger firms.   
 
Column 2 of Table 2 repeats the same method using the proportion change 
in employment for each business.  These results indicate that the average 
Santa Fe business with 25 or more employees increased its employment by 
0.3 percent relative to those in Albuquerque.  The extremely large decrease 
in the average Santa Fe construction business with 25 or more employees 
of 25 percent relative to Albuquerque is partially do to the large percent 
increase of businesses in Albuquerque, but is significantly negative 
nonetheless.  Santa Fe businesses in the health care industry with 25 or 
more employees increased their employment relative to Albuquerque, but 
had a percentage decrease relative to Albuquerque.  This largely due to the 
fact that Albuquerque has many more large businesses, and hence there 
are more largely negative outliers.  Using percent changes reduces the 
impact of these outliers, and indicates that taking into account the difference 
in the size and number of businesses between Santa Fe and Albuquerque 
suggests little difference in the employment changes between the two cities. 

 
Table 3: Mean Employment Difference between Santa Fe’s and 

Albuquerque’s Employment Change from July 2003 - June 2004 
Average to July 2004 - June 2005 Average,  

Businesses with 25 or more Employees 

Change in Levels Proportionate

All Industries 2.754 0.003
2669 2.011 0.044

Construction -7.687 -0.254
270 3.680 0.119

Retail -1.534 -0.066
349 2.099 0.073

Health Care 1.236 -0.169
217 7.959 0.139

Accommodation and Food 5.527 0.084
385 3.307 0.088

Note: Standard errors are shown in small text and the number of observations 
is listed beneath each industry.  Bold values are significant at the 10% level.  
The regression includes as the dependent variable the change or 
proportionate change in employment, with a dummy variable indicating Santa 
Fe as the only independent factor.  A constant is also included in each case.  

 
 
Another method of examining the differences between Santa Fe’s and 
Albuquerque’s employment changes is to include firms with less than 25 
employees in the sample.  This substantially increases the size of the 
sample, and provides additional information with which to estimate results.  
However, these results are very similar to those in Table 3, and so are not 
shown. 
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In all, the data from the difference-in-differences analysis show little impact 
from the LWO except possibly in the construction industry.  While the 
accommodations and food services industry has the highest composition of 
workers earning less than the LWO, the results show that relative to 
Albuquerque this industry had positive employment changes.  Otherwise, 
level changes show positive overall employment changes relative to 
Albuquerque, and both positive and negative employment changes for 
industries with lower wage workers.  However, proportion changes indicate 
that there is little difference between changes in Santa Fe and Albuquerque 
overall, and significant decreases only in the case of the construction 
industry.   

 

C. Time-Series Analysis 
  
The time-series analysis consists of measuring the impact of the LWO on 
employment in Santa Fe by comparing normalized employment and percent 
annual changes in employment from before and after the LWO.  Comparing 
these results with the results from similar analysis in Albuquerque gives us 
an idea of whether changes in employment levels in Santa Fe after the 
LWO are substantially different from changes in Albuquerque over the same 
time period.   
 
Looking at annual employment growth shown in Figure 1, we can see that 
employment growth in Santa Fe has generally been stronger than that in 
Albuquerque.  Since some time in 2001, growth rates between Santa Fe 
and Albuquerque have been more similar.  This is important because it 
establishes a context in which we consider the impacts of the LWO on 
employment in Santa Fe.  In order to avoid comparing against the high 
growth in Santa Fe in the later 1990’s, our time-series analysis looks at the 
three year period from July 2002 to June 20059.  This also neutralizes to 
some extent the effects of the strong seasonal variance in Santa Fe’s 
employment, since it begins and ends with the peak employment season. 
For this reason, and because it is also the time at which the LWO takes 
effect, it is more conclusive to examine data over this period than say from 
January 2002 to December 2005.   
 
As an initial estimate of the effect of the LWO on employment in Santa Fe, 
we look at total employment in Santa Fe for businesses with 25 or more 
employees.  Table 4 shows the results of a regression comparing 
employment and log employment levels after the living wage to before it.  
The results show that total employment at Santa Fe businesses with 25 or 
more employees averaged 35 employees higher in the year after the living 

                                                 
9 The inclusion of Santa Fe’s earlier strong growth years, as we should expect, weights the 
results in favor of the LWO.    
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wage took effect than in the two previous years.  The log results can be 
interpreted as about a 0.1 percent increase.  As with the differences 
analysis, construction shows a decrease in employment, reducing 
employment in Santa Fe by 76 employees after the LWO, roughly a 6.9 
percent decrease.  The health care industry and the retail industry are 
similarly negative, while the accommodations and food services sector is 
again quite positive.   

 
Table 4: Total Employment in Santa Fe after the Living Wage 

Ordinance as Compared with Employment Before the Living Wage 
Ordinance, Businesses with 25 or more Employees Only 

 

Level Percent

All Industries 35.3 0.001
301.1 0.014

Construction -75.6 -0.069
37.7 0.033

Retail -27.3 -0.006
80.6 0.019

Health Care -37.5 -0.011
25.7 0.007

Accommodation and Food 98.2 0.020
82.8 0.018

Note: The sample size consists of 36 monthly employment 
observations.  The regression is the AR(1) prais method of STATA 
with robust standard error estimation and includes only a constant, a 
living wage dummy indicator as the independent variable and a time 
trend variable.  Standard errors are shown in small text.  

 
While Table 4 compares employment at businesses with 25 or more 
employees in Santa Fe after the LWO to levels before the LWO, it is more 
reliable to compare this behavior to the behavior of other employment 
categories.  Table 5 shows the results from three separate regressions.  In 
the first column, the difference between log employment at Santa Fe 
businesses with 25 or more employees and log employment at Albuquerque 
businesses with 25 or more employees before the LWO is compared with 
the difference after the LWO.  These results are in line with the difference-
in-difference results, indicating that Santa Fe businesses with 25 or more 
employees had positive employment change relative to Albuquerque after 
the LWO.  As before, the only significant result is that construction 
employment at large Santa Fe businesses was 8 percent lower after the 
LWO relative to large Albuquerque businesses.  Other results are not 
statistically significant, and conform to earlier results showing small 
decreases in health care and retail, and significant increases in 
accommodations and food services for businesses in Santa Fe relative to 
Albuquerque.   
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The second column compares the difference in log employment levels at 
Santa Fe businesses with 25 or more employees to log employment levels 
at Santa Fe businesses with less than 25 employees.  Though earlier 
analysis has suggested some wage increase by these smaller businesses 
(presumably to remain competitive with the wage rates for large 
businesses), if the LWO had a negative impact on employment levels in 
large businesses, we would expect that relative to small businesses these 
levels would have declined after the LWO.  The results in column two show 
that this is generally not true.  The only significant result is again in the 
construction sector, which shows a 7.6 percent decrease in employment 
levels relative to small businesses in Santa Fe.  For all other industries, it 
appears that for the most part large businesses in Santa Fe had similar 
changes in employment levels after the living wage as small businesses in 
Santa Fe. 
 
The third column compares the difference in the difference between Santa 
Fe and Albuquerque large businesses and the difference between Santa Fe 
and Albuquerque small businesses. In essence, it combines the methods in 
columns one and two to compare employment levels at large businesses in 
Santa Fe to all other businesses in Santa Fe and Albuquerque.  The results 
here suggest that relative to the difference between Santa Fe and 
Albuquerque small businesses the difference between Santa Fe and 
Albuquerque large businesses is decreasing for all industries, though again 
only the results for the construction industry are statistically significant.  This 
indicates that after the LWO, either large Santa Fe businesses are 
increasing employment more than large Albuquerque businesses or small 
Albuquerque businesses are increasing employment more than small Santa 
Fe businesses.  Thus the negative value for overall employment is not at 
odds with the results in column one and column two. 
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Table 5: Percent Change in Difference After the Living Wage 
Ordinance 

Large Santa Fe Santa Fe vs. Albuquerque
Santa Fe vs. Albuquerque Large vs. Small Large vs. Small

All Industries 0.012 0.008 -0.010
0.142 0.006 0.017

Construction -0.081 -0.076 -0.106
0.024 0.010 0.019

Retail -0.007 0.022 -0.006
0.014 0.010 0.013

Health Care -0.002 0.001 -0.021
0.009 0.008 0.030

Accommodation and Food 0.031 0.026 -0.006
0.019 0.009 0.015

Note: The sample for employment at businesses with 25 or more employees (first column) consists of 36 monthly differences between 
Santa Fe and Albuquerque.  For all Santa Fe businesses (second column), the sample consists of 36 monthly differences between 
businesses with 25 or more employees and businesses with less than 25 employees.  For all businesses, the sample consists of 36 
monthly employment differences in the difference between Albuquerque and Santa Fe businesses with 25 or more employees and 
Albuquerque and Santa Fe businesses with less than 25 employees.  The prais autocorrelation regression with robust errors is used, 
and includes a constant and a dummy variable indicating the time period after the living wage took effect.  
 
 
Taken together, Tables 4 and 5 suggest some interesting trends in Santa 
Fe employment before and after the LWO.  Health care employment is 
significantly lower for large firms after the LWO, but the results in Table 5 
suggest that this trend is similar to behavior in Albuquerque.  This idea is 
also supported by the values in Table 2.  Of course, construction losses 
relative to Albuquerque are the most consistent result, and some further 
examination of its source is warranted.  Since construction is notoriously 
variable, it is easily possible that projects in Albuquerque stimulated 
additional employment for large construction businesses in that city, causing 
the negative value seen in column one.   
 

V. Discussion 
 

The first method used in this report is a firm level analysis that compares the 
average annual employment change before and after the LWO for Santa Fe 
businesses with 25 or more employees to the same changes in 
Albuquerque.  The results are a comparison of the average change in 
employment for Santa Fe businesses versus Albuquerque businesses.  
They conclusively show that large Santa Fe businesses on average 
increased their employment levels by 2.7 employees per firm more than 
Albuquerque did.  The behavior for specific industries is not statistically 
different from Albuquerque except in the case of the construction industry, 
which shows a lost of 7 employees, and the accommodations and food 
services industry, which shows a 5 employee increase relative to 
Albuquerque.   
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Looking at the percent increase or decrease for the same firms, the average 
employment change per firm overall and for each industry shows no 
statistical difference between Santa Fe and Albuquerque.  Here the only 
significant result suggests that large construction businesses in Santa Fe 
decreased their employment by 25 percent relative to businesses in 
Albuquerque.  

 
In both the level and percent result, a significant negative effect is 
conspicuously lacking, indicating that the decline in employment occurs in 
both Santa Fe and Albuquerque and that there is no statistical difference 
between the two.  Thus under this analysis the LWO cannot have caused 
any employment loss. 
 
The second analysis includes a third year of data, from July 2002 to June 
2003, and looks at monthly employment totals for businesses with 25 or 
more employees in Santa Fe and in Albuquerque.  Except in a few cases, 
these results are similar to those for our first analysis, showing no statistical 
difference between the change in employment levels after the LWO in Santa 
Fe and the same change in Albuquerque except in construction.   
 
The negative construction results are conspicuous, and have been 
discussed in earlier reports on overall employment trends.  Several possible 
factors could have contributed to the consistent negative results seen 
throughout this report.  Construction as an industry is extraordinarily 
variable, making comparison between different regions or different time 
periods unreliable as a method of assessing change.  Other economic 
factors are also at work.  In Santa Fe, residential housing units permitted 
increased in the four quarters after the LWO, indicated strong growth in 
building.  However, non residential construction contracts are lower after the 
LWO, as are gross receipts10.  In general, it appears that the construction 
boom in Santa Fe slowed earlier than in Albuquerque; 2005 contract awards 
for Santa Fe County are 10% lower than in 2004 (Reynis et al. 2005, 25-26).  
This may have had something to do with mandated living wages, but almost 
certainly was affected by skyrocketing real estate prices.  

 
In conclusion, employment levels overall appear unaffected by the LWO.  
While construction employment has decreased, decreasing construction 
activity makes it difficult to tell how much if any of that is due to the LWO 
may have suffered negative employment impacts.  Most unexpectedly, 
employment change in accommodations and food services is positive after 
the LWO relative to Albuquerque.  As the industry with the highest 
proportion of low wage workers, we would expect negative effects from the 
LWO to be particularly strong in that industry.  Furthermore, the negative 
results for some of the low wage industries coupled with overall positive 
results indicate that there is strong growth in other industries not typically 

                                                 
10 This discussion is dealt with in depth in Reynis et al. 2005. 

 21

                                REFERENCE "A-5"



   

associated with low wage workers.  All of this suggests that whatever 
employment changes, positive or negative, the living wage ordinance may 
have caused were generally not strong enough to make a significant impact 
on Santa Fe employment levels. 
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Living Wage Calculation for Las Cruces city, Dona Ana County, New 
Mexico 
http://livingwage.mit.edu/places/3501339380 

 

The living wage shown is the hourly rate that an individual must earn to support their family, if they are the sole provider 
and are working full-time (2080 hours per year). The state minimum wage is the same for all individuals, regardless of 
how many dependents they may have. The poverty rate is typically quoted as gross annual income. We have converted it to 
an hourly wage for the sake of comparison. Wages that are less than the living wage are shown in red.  

Hourly Wages 1 Adult 
1 Adult, 

1 Child 

1 Adult, 

2 Children 

1 Adult, 

3 Children 
2 Adults 

2 Adults, 

1 Child 

2 Adults, 

2 Children 

2 Adults, 

3 Children 

Living Wage $8.12 $16.92 $21.25 $26.91 $12.86 $15.59 $16.99 $20.07 

Poverty Wage $5.21 $7.00 $8.80 $10.60 $7.00 $8.80 $10.60 $12.40 

Minimum Wage $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 
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Typical Expenses 

These figures show the individual expenses that went into the living wage estimate. Their values vary by family size, 
composition, and the current location.  

Monthly Expenses 1 Adult 
1 Adult, 

1 Child 

1 Adult, 

2 Children 

1 Adult, 

3 Children 
2 Adults 

2 Adults, 

1 Child 

2 Adults, 

2 Children 

2 Adults, 

3 Children 

Food $242 $357 $536 $749 $444 $553 $713 $904 

Child Care $0 $467 $779 $1,092 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Medical $137 $410 $431 $415 $282 $404 $384 $393 

Housing $479 $576 $576 $795 $517 $576 $576 $795 

Transportation $285 $555 $639 $686 $555 $639 $686 $698 

Other $69 $159 $209 $277 $121 $153 $175 $204 

Required monthly income after taxes $1,212 $2,524 $3,170 $4,014 $1,919 $2,325 $2,534 $2,994 

Required annual income after taxes $14,544 $30,288 $38,040 $48,168 $23,028 $27,900 $30,408 $35,928 

Annual taxes $2,355 $4,909 $6,168 $7,812 $3,722 $4,527 $4,921 $5,824 

Required annual income before taxes $16,899 $35,197 $44,208 $55,980 $26,750 $32,427 $35,329 $41,752 
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Typical Hourly Wages 

These are the typical hourly rates for various professions in this location. Wages that are below the living wage for one 
adult supporting one child are marked in red.  

Occupational Area 
Typical Hourly 

Wage 

Management $36.11 

Business and Financial Operations $27.76 

Computer and Mathematical $32.68 

Architecture and Engineering $35.76 

Life, Physical and social Science $30.99 

Community and Social Services $17.22 

Legal $28.14 

Education, Training and Library $21.36 

Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports and Media $15.82 

Healthcare Practitioner and Technical $28.13 
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Occupational Area 
Typical Hourly 

Wage 

Healthcare Support $11.12 

Protective Service $16.03 

Food Preparation and Serving Related $8.72 

Building and Grounds Cleaning and maintenance $9.60 

Personal care and Services $9.02 

Sales and Related $10.66 

Office and Administrative Support $13.24 

Farming, Fishing and Forestry $8.62 

Construction and Extraction $15.92 

Installation, Maintenance and Repair $17.65 

Production $14.31 

Transportation and Material Moving $12.65 
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TECHNICAL NOTE: 
 
 
This publication contains quarterly employment and wage data for workers covered by New Mexico 
Unemployment Insurance (UI) laws (this includes all state and local government workers), and for federal 
government employees covered by the Unemployment Compensation for Federal Employees (UCFE).  
Employment data represents the number of workers on the payroll during the pay period including the 12th day of 
the month.  This includes both full-time and part-time workers.  Wages represent the gross amount of all payrolls 
for all pay periods paid within the quarter, regardless of the timing of the services performed.  Commissions, 
bonuses, and overtime pay is included. 
 
Approximately 97 percent of non-agricultural workers are covered under UI.  Non-agricultural workers are covered 
when the employer has a total payroll for any calendar quarter of $450 or more, or if there are one or more persons 
(part-time workers included) in employment in any part of the week in each of 20 weeks within a calendar year.  
Agricultural workers are covered when the employer has a total payroll for any calendar quarter of $20,000 or 
more, or if there are ten or more persons (part-time workers included) in employment at any time in each of 20 
weeks within a calendar year.  Domestic workers are covered when the employer has a total payroll for any 
calendar quarter of $1,000 or more. 
 
Exclusions from UI coverage include, but are not limited to, independent insurance and real estate agents paid 
solely by commission, students in the employ of the school, college or university in which they are enrolled and 
regularly attending classes, and churches or church-sponsored organizations operated primarily for religious 
purposes.  
 
In accordance with BLS policy, data reported under a promise of confidentiality are not published in an identifiable 
way and are used only for specified statistical purposes.  BLS withholds the publication of UI-covered employment 
and wage data for any industry level when necessary to protect the identity of cooperating employers.  Totals at the 
industry level for the States and the Nation include the undisclosed data suppressed within the detailed tables. 
However, these totals do not reveal the suppressed data.  In the following tables, an asterisk is used to represent 
data that is not disclosed due to confidentiality.    
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RANK COUNTY

AVERAGE 
WEEKLY 
WAGES

PRIVATE SECTOR WAGE RANKING BY COUNTY ‐ FOURTH QUARTER 2013

1 Los Alamos County $1,640
2 County Unknown $1,185
3 Lea County $1,052
4 Eddy County $1,015
5 Harding County $956
6 Santa Fe County $954
7 San Juan County $908
8 No Primary County $905
9 De Baca County $890

10 Sandoval County $830
11 Bernalillo County $804
12 Grant County $739
13 Cibola County $675
14 Curry County $645
15 Otero County $626
16 Union County $621
17 Chaves County $619
18 Rio Arriba County $612
19 Socorro County $607
20 Doña Ana County $598
21 Torrance County $591
22 Taos County $560
23 Mora County $550
24 Lincoln County $547
25 Valencia County $534
26 Quay County $531
27 Roosevelt County $524
28 Colfax County $523
29 McKinley County $515
30 Luna County $509
31 Sierra County $475
32 Guadalupe County $472
33 San Miguel County $457
34 Hidalgo County $445
35 Catron County $412
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RANK INDUSTRY TITLE

AVERAGE 
WEEKLY 
WAGES

TWO-DIGIT 
NAICS

PRIVATE SECTOR WAGE RANKING BY TWO‐DIGIT INDUSTRY ‐ FOURTH QUARTER 2013

1 Mining $1,46521

2 Utilities $1,45422

3 Professional and Technical Services $1,45354

4 Finance and Insurance $1,38252

5 Management of Companies and Enterprises $1,22355

6 Manufacturing (31-33) $1,05331-33

7 Wholesale Trade $1,00742

8 Information $92051

9 Construction $86823

10 Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) $86148-49

11 Health Care and Social Assistance $79762

12 Real Estate and Rental and Leasing $72853

13 Educational Services $67261

14 Administrative and Waste Services $65156

15 Other Services, Ex. Public Admin $58981

16 Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting $51411

17 Retail Trade (44-45) $50744-45

18 Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation $40671

19 Accommodation and Food Services $31472
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RANK INDUSTRY TITLE

AVERAGE 
WEEKLY 
WAGES

THREE-DIGIT 
NAICS

PRIVATE SECTOR WAGE RANKING BY THREE‐DIGIT INDUSTRY ‐ FOURTH QUARTER 2013

1 Financial Investment & Related Activity $6,991523
2 Petroleum & Coal Products Manufacturing $2,026324
3 Pipeline Transportation $1,936486
4 Oil and Gas Extraction $1,824211
5 Computer and Electronic Product Mfg $1,588334
6 Utilities $1,454221
7 Professional and Technical Services $1,453541
8 Chemical Manufacturing $1,435325
9 Mining (except Oil and Gas) $1,426212

10 Support Activities for Mining $1,360213
11 Transportation Equipment Manufacturing $1,350336
12 Management of Companies and Enterprises $1,223551
13 Lessors, Nonfinancial Intangible Assets $1,148533
14 Hospitals $1,142622
15 Waste Management and Remediation Service $1,131562
16 Machinery Manufacturing $1,124333
17 Electronic Markets and Agents/Brokers $1,101425
18 Merchant Wholesalers, Durable Goods $1,076423
19 Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction $1,070237
20 Insurance Carriers & Related Activities $1,031524
21 Truck Transportation $1,004484
21 Support Activities for Transportation $1,004488
23 Paper Manufacturing $994322
24 Telecommunications $972517
25 Broadcasting (except Internet) $957515
26 Ambulatory Health Care Services $950621
27 Electrical Equipment and Appliances $931335
28 ISPs, Search Portals, & Data Processing $921518
29 Primary Metal Manufacturing $904331
30 Fabricated Metal Product Manufacturing $900332
31 Other Information Services $897519
32 Merchant Wholesalers, Nondurable Goods $890424
33 Nonmetallic Mineral Product Mfg $871327
34 Publishing Industries $863511
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RANK INDUSTRY TITLE

AVERAGE 
WEEKLY 
WAGES

THREE-DIGIT 
NAICS

PRIVATE SECTOR WAGE RANKING BY THREE‐DIGIT INDUSTRY ‐ FOURTH QUARTER 2013

35 Credit Intermediation & Related Activity $847522
36 Air Transportation $839481
37 Rental and Leasing Services $827532
38 Motor Vehicle and Parts Dealers $822441
39 Construction of Buildings $819236
40 Warehousing and Storage $815493
41 Motion Picture & Sound Recording Ind $814512
42 Specialty Trade Contractors $813238
43 Nonstore Retailers $809454
44 Couriers and Messengers $798492
45 Plastics & Rubber Products Manufacturing $791326
46 Miscellaneous Manufacturing $699339
47 Performing Arts and Spectator Sports $694711
48 Textile Mills $689313
49 Repair and Maintenance $683811
50 Printing and Related Support Activities $680323
51 Food Manufacturing $672311
51 Real Estate $672531
51 Educational Services $672611
54 Health and Personal Care Stores $652446
55 Furniture and Related Product Mfg $649337
56 Membership Organizations & Associations $648813
57 Administrative and Support Services $622561
58 Scenic and Sightseeing Transportation $614487
59 Furniture and Home Furnishings Stores $602442
60 Building Material & Garden Supply Stores $584444
61 Animal Production $583112
62 Postal Service $555491
63 Electronics and Appliance Stores $549443
64 Nursing and Residential Care Facilities $547623
65 Apparel Manufacturing $543315
66 Beverage & Tobacco Product Manufacturing $528312
66 Museums, Parks and Historical Sites $528712
68 Wood Product Manufacturing $524321
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RANK INDUSTRY TITLE

AVERAGE 
WEEKLY 
WAGES

THREE-DIGIT 
NAICS

PRIVATE SECTOR WAGE RANKING BY THREE‐DIGIT INDUSTRY ‐ FOURTH QUARTER 2013

69 Crop Production $512111
70 Miscellaneous Store Retailers $511453
71 Textile Product Mills $508314
72 Private Households $464814
73 Food and Beverage Stores $448445
74 Leather and Allied Product Manufacturing $433316
75 Personal and Laundry Services $420812
76 Gasoline Stations $393447
77 General Merchandise Stores $391452
78 Accommodation $386721
79 Transit and Ground Passenger Transport $378485
80 Social Assistance $374624
81 Agriculture & Forestry Support Activity $356115
82 Amusement, Gambling & Recreation Ind $346713
83 Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores $343448
84 Sporting Goods/Hobby/Book/Music Stores $336451
85 Food Services and Drinking Places $299722
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TOTAL (Private and Government) EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES BY COUNTY ‐ FOURTH QUARTER 2013

COVERED 
TOTAL 
WAGES

AVERAGE 
WEEKLY 
WAGES

NUMBER
 OF 

UNITS
QUARTERLY 

AVERAGE

EMPLOYMENT

COUNTY NOVEMBER DECEMBER EMPLOYMENT
WEEKLY 
WAGES

2013 ANNUAL AVERAGE

OCTOBER
$8,435,585,000 $814Statewide 56,416 798,720 796,803 796,185 797,236 790,507 $785

$3,414,891,451 $836Bernalillo County 18,048 313,206 314,444 314,792 314,147 311,005 $819

$4,323,693 $512Catron County 102 674 654 622 650 663 $545

$174,175,509 $645Chaves County 1,737 20,783 20,791 20,789 20,788 20,613 $621

$68,248,571 $680Cibola County 425 7,718 7,725 7,713 7,719 7,680 $674

$37,409,313 $602Colfax County 549 4,794 4,674 4,884 4,784 5,053 $545

$145,545,197 $655Curry County 1,228 17,159 17,125 17,000 17,095 16,758 $640

$4,636,027 $749De Baca County 87 475 476 476 476 475 $584

$629,137,305 $677Doña Ana County 4,370 71,551 71,172 71,590 71,438 70,317 $666

$349,226,488 $1,001Eddy County 1,621 26,738 26,891 26,887 26,839 26,333 $958

$90,085,217 $730Grant County 786 9,500 9,506 9,477 9,494 9,492 $735

$8,982,810 $518Guadalupe County 161 1,341 1,329 1,333 1,334 1,312 $507

$1,722,814 $745Harding County 35 178 179 177 178 166 $654

$15,131,356 $702Hidalgo County 164 1,752 1,647 1,577 1,659 1,632 $716

$429,379,555 $1,023Lea County 1,984 32,371 32,387 32,134 32,297 31,684 $969

$47,244,321 $577Lincoln County 853 6,371 6,231 6,287 6,296 6,408 $550

$305,555,950 $1,539Los Alamos County 432 15,271 15,276 15,261 15,269 15,547 $1,450

$62,600,722 $631Luna County 523 8,303 7,341 7,241 7,628 7,681 $614

$166,219,923 $623McKinley County 1,138 20,439 20,543 20,569 20,517 20,502 $612

$5,170,562 $581Mora County 114 704 682 665 684 675 $570

$150,442,629 $662Otero County 1,197 17,529 17,497 17,451 17,492 17,741 $648

$19,998,073 $575Quay County 318 2,698 2,664 2,669 2,677 2,617 $558

$76,053,786 $628Rio Arriba County 710 9,440 9,305 9,205 9,317 9,359 $606

$48,393,646 $587Roosevelt County 442 6,415 6,333 6,277 6,342 6,275 $581

$301,176,969 $791Sandoval County 2,065 29,450 29,282 29,135 29,289 29,388 $811

$566,764,731 $873San Juan County 3,014 50,496 49,672 49,724 49,964 49,350 $839

$60,999,403 $566San Miguel County 592 8,296 8,296 8,282 8,291 8,211 $565

$753,476,178 $946Santa Fe County 5,560 61,499 61,381 60,879 61,253 60,642 $807

$23,734,018 $540Sierra County 337 3,542 3,381 3,222 3,382 3,258 $540

$47,807,567 $697Socorro County 360 5,246 5,290 5,293 5,276 5,281 $673

$79,692,039 $587Taos County 1,273 10,222 10,338 10,797 10,452 10,352 $572

$25,955,607 $603Torrance County 333 3,544 3,209 3,179 3,311 3,164 $604

$10,009,223 $622Union County 181 1,249 1,237 1,229 1,238 1,250 $589

$103,097,378 $586Valencia County 1,101 13,523 13,570 13,513 13,535 13,391 $571

$127,719,449 $906No Primary County 1,853 10,917 10,950 10,651 10,839 10,898 $898

$79,433,179 $1,185County Unknown 2,679 5,197 5,200 5,077 5,158 5,215 $1,110
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Characteristics of Minimum 
Wage Workers, 2013

In 2013, 75.9 million workers age 16 and older in the 

United States were paid at hourly rates, representing 

58.8 percent of all wage and salary workers. Among 

those paid by the hour, 1.5 million earned exactly the 

prevailing federal minimum wage of $7.25 per hour. 

About 1.8 million had wages below the federal minimum. 

Together, these 3.3 million workers with wages at or 

below the federal minimum made up 4.3 percent of all 

hourly paid workers.

The percentage of hourly paid workers earning the 

prevailing federal minimum wage or less declined from 4.7 

percent in 2012 to 4.3 percent in 2013. This remains well 

below the figure of 13.4 percent in 1979, when data were 
first collected on a regular basis. (See table 10.)

This report presents highlights and statistical tables of 

minimum wage workers in 2013. The data are obtained 

from the Current Population Survey (CPS), a national 
monthly survey of approximately 60,000 households 

conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau for the U.S. Bureau 

of Labor Statistics (BLS). Information on earnings is 
collected from one-fourth of the CPS sample each month.

The CPS does not include questions on whether workers 

are covered by the minimum wage provisions of the federal 

Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) or by individual state or 
local minimum wage laws. The estimates of workers paid 

at or below the federal minimum wage are based solely 

on the hourly wage they report (which does not include 
overtime pay, tips, or commissions). For more information 
on concepts and definitions of minimum wage data, see the 
technical notes section at the end of this report.

Highlights
Age. Minimum wage workers tend to be young. Although 

workers under age 25 represented only about one-fifth 
of hourly paid workers, they made up about half of those 

paid the federal minimum wage or less. Among employed 

teenagers (ages 16 to 19) paid by the hour, about 20 percent 
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earned the minimum wage or less, compared with about 3 

percent of workers age 25 and older. (See tables 1 and 7.)

Gender. Among workers who were paid hourly rates in 

2013, about 5 percent of women had wages at or below 

the prevailing federal minimum, compared with about 3 

percent of men. (See table 1.)

Race and Hispanic or Latino ethnicity. The percentage of 

hourly paid workers with wages at or below the federal 

minimum wage was little different among the major race 

and ethnicity groups. About 5 percent of Black workers, 

4 percent of White workers and Hispanic or Latino 

workers, and 3 percent of Asian workers earned the federal 

minimum wage or less. (See table 1.)

Education. Among hourly paid workers age 16 and older, 

about 10 percent of those without a high school diploma 

earned the federal minimum wage or less, compared with 

about 4 percent of those who had a high school diploma 

(with no college) and about 2 percent of college graduates. 
(See table 6.)

Marital status. Of those paid an hourly wage, never-

married workers, who tend to be young, were more likely 

(8 percent) than married workers (2 percent) to earn the 
federal minimum wage or less. (See table 8.)

Full- and part-time status. About 10 percent of part-time 

workers (persons who usually work fewer than 35 hours 
per week) were paid the federal minimum wage or less, 

compared with about 2 percent of full-time workers. (See 
tables 1 and 9.)

Occupation. Among major occupational groups, the highest 

percentage of hourly paid workers earning at or below 

the federal minimum wage was in service occupations, at 

about 11 percent. Almost two-thirds of workers earning the 

minimum wage or less in 2013 were employed in service 

occupations, mostly in food preparation and serving-related 

jobs. (See table 4.)

Industry. The industry with the highest percentage of 

workers earning hourly wages at or below the federal 

minimum wage was leisure and hospitality (19 percent). 
Just over half of all workers paid at or below the federal 

minimum wage were employed in this industry, the vast 

majority in restaurants and other food services. For many 

of these workers, tips may supplement the hourly wages 

received. (See table 5.)

State of residence. The states with the highest percentages 

of hourly paid workers earning at or below the federal 

minimum wage were Tennessee and Idaho (both a 
little more than 7 percent). The states with the lowest 
percentages of hourly paid workers earning at or below 

the federal minimum wage were Washington, California, 

and Oregon (all less than 2 percent). It should be noted 
that some states have minimum wage laws establishing 

standards that exceed the federal minimum wage. (See 
tables 2 and 3.)
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Table 1.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage,
by selected characteristics, 2013 annual averages

Number of workers (in thousands) Percent distribution
Percentage of workers paid

hourly rates

At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage

Total
At

minimum
wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage

Age and gender

Total, 16 years and older……….…… 75,948 3,300 1,532 1,768 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 4.3 2.0 2.3
  16 to 24 years………………………… 15,110 1,663 855 808 19.9 50.4 55.8 45.7 11.0 5.7 5.3
    16 to 19 years……………………… 4,089 797 476 321 5.4 24.2 31.1 18.2 19.5 11.6 7.9
  25 years and older………...………… 60,838 1,638 677 961 80.1 49.6 44.2 54.4 2.7 1.1 1.6

         
Men, 16 years and older……………… 37,544 1,243 622 621 49.4 37.7 40.6 35.1 3.3 1.7 1.7
  16 to 24 years………..……………… 7,558 655 382 273 10.0 19.8 24.9 15.4 8.7 5.1 3.6
    16 to 19 years……………………… 1,975 332 205 127 2.6 10.1 13.4 7.2 16.8 10.4 6.4
  25 years and older…………………… 29,985 587 240 347 39.5 17.8 15.7 19.6 2.0 0.8 1.2

          
Women, 16 years and older…………… 38,404 2,058 910 1,148 50.6 62.4 59.4 64.9 5.4 2.4 3.0
  16 to 24 years……………..………… 7,552 1,007 473 534 9.9 30.5 30.9 30.2 13.3 6.3 7.1
    16 to 19 years……………………… 2,115 466 272 194 2.8 14.1 17.8 11.0 22.0 12.9 9.2
  25 years and older…………..……… 30,852 1,051 437 614 40.6 31.8 28.5 34.7 3.4 1.4 2.0

Race and Hispanic
or Latino ethnicity

White ¹…………………………………… 59,515 2,554 1,160 1,394 78.4 77.4 75.7 78.8 4.3 1.9 2.3
  Men………………...………………… 29,947 950 470 480 39.4 28.8 30.7 27.1 3.2 1.6 1.6
  Women…………..…………………… 29,569 1,605 691 914 38.9 48.6 45.1 51.7 5.4 2.3 3.1

Black or African American ¹…………… 10,233 500 276 224 13.5 15.2 18.0 12.7 4.9 2.7 2.2
  Men………………...………………… 4,590 208 121 87 6.0 6.3 7.9 4.9 4.5 2.6 1.9
  Women…………..…………………… 5,643 292 155 137 7.4 8.8 10.1 7.7 5.2 2.7 2.4

Asian ¹……………….………………… 3,495 114 43 71 4.6 3.5 2.8 4.0 3.3 1.2 2.0
  Men………………...………………… 1,606 44 18 26 2.1 1.3 1.2 1.5 2.7 1.1 1.6
  Women…………..…………………… 1,888 70 25 45 2.5 2.1 1.6 2.5 3.7 1.3 2.4

Hispanic or Latino ¹…………………… 14,706 643 318 325 19.4 19.5 20.8 18.4 4.4 2.2 2.2
  Men………………...………………… 8,365 280 123 157 11.0 8.5 8.0 8.9 3.3 1.5 1.9
  Women…………..…………………… 6,341 363 195 168 8.3 11.0 12.7 9.5 5.7 3.1 2.6

Full- and part-time status

Full-time workers ²……………………. 55,387 1,173 447 726 72.9 35.5 29.2 41.1 2.1 0.8 1.3
  Men………………...………………… 30,309 475 184 291 39.9 14.4 12.0 16.5 1.6 0.6 1.0
  Women…………..…………………… 25,078 698 263 435 33.0 21.2 17.2 24.6 2.8 1.0 1.7

Part-time workers ²…………………… 20,453 2,125 1,085 1,040 26.9 64.4 70.8 58.8 10.4 5.3 5.1
  Men………………...………………… 7,188 766 438 328 9.5 23.2 28.6 18.6 10.7 6.1 4.6
  Women…………..…………………… 13,265 1,359 648 711 17.5 41.2 42.3 40.2 10.2 4.9 5.4

¹ Estimates for the race groups—White, Black or African American, and Asian—do not sum to totals because data are not presented for all races. 
Persons whose ethnicity is identified as Hispanic or Latino may be of any race.

² The distinction between full- and part-time workers is based on hours usually worked.  These data will not sum to totals because full- or part-time status
on the principal job is not identifiable for a small number of multiple jobholders.  Full time is 35 hours or more per week; part time is less than 35 hours.

  Note:  Data exclude all self-employed persons whether or not their businesses are incorporated.

  Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Total paid 
hourly
rates

Characteristic Total paid 
hourly
rates
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Table 2.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage,
by census region and division, 2013 annual averages

Number of workers (in thousands) Percent distribution
Percentage of workers paid

hourly rates

At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage

Total
At

minimum
wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage

Total, 16 years and older…… 75,948 3,300 1,532 1,768 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 4.3 2.0 2.3
     

  Northeast…………….……… 13,212 577 248 329 17.4 17.5 16.2 18.6 4.4 1.9 2.5
    New England……….……… 3,645 120 31 89 4.8 3.6 2.0 5.0 3.3 0.9 2.4
    Middle Atlantic…...……… 9,567 458 217 241 12.6 13.9 14.2 13.6 4.8 2.3 2.5

  Midwest………….………… 18,149 795 341 454 23.9 24.1 22.3 25.7 4.4 1.9 2.5
    East North Central…...…. 12,319 526 190 336 16.2 15.9 12.4 19.0 4.3 1.5 2.7
    West North Central…...… 5,829 269 151 118 7.7 8.2 9.9 6.7 4.6 2.6 2.0

  South………...……………… 26,851 1,532 769 763 35.4 46.4 50.2 43.2 5.7 2.9 2.8
    South Atlantic…...………. 13,496 695 313 382 17.8 21.1 20.4 21.6 5.1 2.3 2.8
    East South Central...……. 4,488 282 147 135 5.9 8.5 9.6 7.6 6.3 3.3 3.0
    West South Central…...… 8,867 556 309 247 11.7 16.8 20.2 14.0 6.3 3.5 2.8

  West…………………...…… 17,735 396 174 222 23.4 12.0 11.4 12.6 2.2 1.0 1.3
    Mountain………..………… 5,522 216 91 125 7.3 6.5 5.9 7.1 3.9 1.6 2.3
    Pacific…………..………… 12,214 179 83 96 16.1 5.4 5.4 5.4 1.5 0.7 0.8

  Note:  Data exclude all self-employed persons whether or not their businesses are incorporated. 
   The four major regions and nine census divisions of the United States are as follows:

Northeast:
  New England: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont
  Middle Atlantic: New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania
Midwest:
  East North Central: Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin
  West North Central: Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota
South:
  South Atlantic: Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, and West Virginia
  East South Central: Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and Tennessee
  West South Central: Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas
West:
  Mountain: Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming
  Pacific: Alaska, California, Hawaii, Oregon, and Washington

  Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Total paid 
hourly
rates

Region and division Total paid 
hourly
rates
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Table 3.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage,
by state, 2013 annual averages

Number of workers (in thousands) Percent distribution
Percentage of workers paid

hourly rates

At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage

Total
At

minimum
wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage

Total, 16 years and older…… 75,948 3,300 1,532 1,768 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 4.3 2.0 2.3

Alabama…………..………. 1,125 77 44 33 1.5 2.3 2.9 1.9 6.8 3.9 2.9
Alaska………..……………. 202 6 4 2 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.1 3.0 2.0 1.0
Arizona…………..………… 1,421 58 24 34 1.9 1.8 1.6 1.9 4.1 1.7 2.4
Arkansas…………..………. 651 44 30 14 0.9 1.3 2.0 0.8 6.8 4.6 2.2
California………..…………. 8,915 118 48 70 11.7 3.6 3.1 4.0 1.3 0.5 0.8
Colorado………..…………. 1,238 39 7 32 1.6 1.2 0.5 1.8 3.2 0.6 2.6
Connecticut……..………… 845 22 5 17 1.1 0.7 0.3 1.0 2.6 0.6 2.0
Delaware…………..………. 203 11 5 6 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 5.4 2.5 3.0
District of Columbia…..….. 108 4 1 3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 3.7 0.9 2.8
Florida………………..……. 4,058 181 39 142 5.3 5.5 2.5 8.0 4.5 1.0 3.5
Georgia………..…………… 2,162 103 54 49 2.8 3.1 3.5 2.8 4.8 2.5 2.3
Hawaii………..…………….. 325 15 10 5 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.3 4.6 3.1 1.5
Idaho…………..……………. 411 29 21 8 0.5 0.9 1.4 0.5 7.1 5.1 1.9

Illinois………..……..……… 3,026 96 22 74 4.0 2.9 1.4 4.2 3.2 0.7 2.4
Indiana…………..…………. 1,731 108 61 47 2.3 3.3 4.0 2.7 6.2 3.5 2.7
Iowa……………..…………. 921 50 30 20 1.2 1.5 2.0 1.1 5.4 3.3 2.2
Kansas…………..………… 773 35 21 14 1.0 1.1 1.4 0.8 4.5 2.7 1.8
Kentucky………..………… 1,150 49 32 17 1.5 1.5 2.1 1.0 4.3 2.8 1.5
Louisiana…………………. 1,000 53 27 26 1.3 1.6 1.8 1.5 5.3 2.7 2.6
Maine………..…………….. 390 13 4 9 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.5 3.3 1.0 2.3
Maryland…………..………. 1,334 66 30 36 1.8 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.9 2.2 2.7
Massachusetts…..……….. 1,573 54 12 42 2.1 1.6 0.8 2.4 3.4 0.8 2.7
Michigan…………..………. 2,531 96 17 79 3.3 2.9 1.1 4.5 3.8 0.7 3.1
Minnesota………..………… 1,533 64 43 21 2.0 1.9 2.8 1.2 4.2 2.8 1.4
Mississippi…………..…….. 637 39 20 19 0.8 1.2 1.3 1.1 6.1 3.1 3.0
Missouri……………..…….. 1,561 73 31 42 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.4 4.7 2.0 2.7

Montana……………..…….. 285 6 2 4 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.2 2.1 0.7 1.4
Nebraska………..……..…… 567 29 17 12 0.7 0.9 1.1 0.7 5.1 3.0 2.1
Nevada………..…………… 757 20 8 12 1.0 0.6 0.5 0.7 2.6 1.1 1.6
New Hampshire………..….. 369 11 6 5 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.3 3.0 1.6 1.4
New Jersey………..………. 1,908 92 34 58 2.5 2.8 2.2 3.3 4.8 1.8 3.0
New Mexico……….....…… 460 20 2 18 0.6 0.6 0.1 1.0 4.3 0.4 3.9
New York……………..……. 4,188 178 88 90 5.5 5.4 5.7 5.1 4.3 2.1 2.1
North Carolina………..……. 2,251 130 73 57 3.0 3.9 4.8 3.2 5.8 3.2 2.5
North Dakota……..……….. 221 7 4 3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 3.2 1.8 1.4
Ohio…………..……………. 3,304 137 32 105 4.4 4.2 2.1 5.9 4.1 1.0 3.2
Oklahoma…………..……… 947 60 29 31 1.2 1.8 1.9 1.8 6.3 3.1 3.3
Oregon…………..…………. 978 12 4 8 1.3 0.4 0.3 0.5 1.2 0.4 0.8
Pennsylvania…..………….. 3,471 189 96 93 4.6 5.7 6.3 5.3 5.4 2.8 2.7

Rhode Island………..…….. 286 12 2 10 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.6 4.2 0.7 3.5
South Carolina…..………… 1,128 65 40 25 1.5 2.0 2.6 1.4 5.8 3.5 2.2
South Dakota………..…….. 254 12 6 6 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.3 4.7 2.4 2.4
Tennessee………..………… 1,575 117 51 66 2.1 3.5 3.3 3.7 7.4 3.2 4.2
Texas………..…………….. 6,270 400 223 177 8.3 12.1 14.6 10.0 6.4 3.6 2.8
Utah………..……………….. 773 36 22 14 1.0 1.1 1.4 0.8 4.7 2.8 1.8
Vermont……..…………….. 182 7 2 5 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3 3.8 1.1 2.7
Virginia………..…………… 1,806 112 58 54 2.4 3.4 3.8 3.1 6.2 3.2 3.0
Washington…………..…… 1,793 30 18 12 2.4 0.9 1.2 0.7 1.7 1.0 0.7
West Virginia……..……….. 446 22 12 10 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.6 4.9 2.7 2.2
Wisconsin………..……….. 1,728 91 59 32 2.3 2.8 3.9 1.8 5.3 3.4 1.9
Wyoming…..………………. 176 9 5 4 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 5.1 2.8 2.3

  Note:  Data exclude all self-employed persons whether or not their businesses are incorporated. These data are based on a sample and
therefore are subject to sampling error; the degree of error may be quite large for less populous states.

  Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

State Total paid 
hourly
rates

Total paid 
hourly
rates
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Number of workers (in thousands) Percent distribution
Percentage of workers paid

hourly rates

At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage

Total
At

minimum
wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage

Total, 16 years and older……….…………… 75,948 3,300 1,532 1,768 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 4.3 2.0 2.3

Management, professional, and related 
       occupations……………….……………… 16,104 157 103 54 21.2 4.8 6.7 3.1 1.0 0.6 0.3
    Management, business, and financial
       operations occupations…………….…… 4,649 38 16 22 6.1 1.2 1.0 1.2 0.8 0.3 0.5
    Professional and related occupations…… 11,455 119 87 32 15.1 3.6 5.7 1.8 1.0 0.8 0.3

Service occupations……..….....…………… 18,613 2,099 735 1,364 24.5 63.6 48.0 77.1 11.3 3.9 7.3
    Healthcare support occupations………..… 2,888 87 40 47 3.8 2.6 2.6 2.7 3.0 1.4 1.6
    Protective service occupations……...….. 1,937 61 28 33 2.6 1.8 1.8 1.9 3.1 1.4 1.7
    Food preparation and serving related
       occupations………...……..…..……….. 7,107 1,540 428 1,112 9.4 46.7 27.9 62.9 21.7 6.0 15.6
    Building and grounds cleaning and 
       maintenance occupations……………… 3,801 183 114 69 5.0 5.5 7.4 3.9 4.8 3.0 1.8
    Personal care and service occupations.. 2,880 228 125 103 3.8 6.9 8.2 5.8 7.9 4.3 3.6

Sales and office occupations………….…… 19,934 675 501 174 26.2 20.5 32.7 9.8 3.4 2.5 0.9
    Sales and related occupations………….… 7,844 477 360 117 10.3 14.5 23.5 6.6 6.1 4.6 1.5
    Office and administrative support 
       occupations………………...…………… 12,089 196 140 56 15.9 5.9 9.1 3.2 1.6 1.2 0.5

Natural resources, construction, and 
       maintenance occupations……….……. 8,452 93 46 47 11.1 2.8 3.0 2.7 1.1 0.5 0.6
    Farming, fishing, and forestry
       occupations………..……………..…….. 644 35 16 19 0.8 1.1 1.0 1.1 5.4 2.5 3.0
    Construction and extraction
       occupations……………....…………….. 4,486 38 18 20 5.9 1.2 1.2 1.1 0.8 0.4 0.4
    Installation, maintenance, and 
       repair occupations……………….........… 3,322 21 12 9 4.4 0.6 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.3

Production, transportation, and 
       material moving occupations……...….. 12,846 276 147 129 16.9 8.4 9.6 7.3 2.1 1.1 1.0
    Production occupations……...………….. 6,646 105 48 57 8.8 3.2 3.1 3.2 1.6 0.7 0.9
    Transportation and material moving
       occupations……………….…...….……. 6,200 171 99 72 8.2 5.2 6.5 4.1 2.8 1.6 1.2

  Note:  Data exclude all self-employed persons whether or not their businesses are incorporated.

  Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Total paid 
hourly
rates

Occupation Total paid 
hourly
rates

Table 4.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage, 
by occupation, 2013 annual averages
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Number of workers (in thousands) Percent distribution
Percentage of workers paid

hourly rates

At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage

Total
At

minimum
wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage

Total, 16 years and older……….…………… 75,948 3,300 1,532 1,768 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 4.3 2.0 2.3

  Private sector………………………………… 66,622 3,145 1,440 1,705 87.7 95.3 94.0 96.4 4.7 2.2 2.6
      Agriculture and related industries………… 742 31 14 17 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.0 4.2 1.9 2.3
      Nonagricultural industries………..……… 65,880 3,113 1,426 1,687 86.7 94.3 93.1 95.4 4.7 2.2 2.6
        Mining……………………...……………… 592 5 2 3 0.8 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.8 0.3 0.5
        Construction………..…………………… 4,474 37 18 19 5.9 1.1 1.2 1.1 0.8 0.4 0.4
        Manufacturing………………...………… 8,889 94 51 43 11.7 2.8 3.3 2.4 1.1 0.6 0.5
            Durable goods ………………………… 5,461 50 24 26 7.2 1.5 1.6 1.5 0.9 0.4 0.5
            Nondurable goods …………………… 3,427 44 27 17 4.5 1.3 1.8 1.0 1.3 0.8 0.5
        Wholesale and retail trade…………….. 12,446 487 350 137 16.4 14.8 22.8 7.7 3.9 2.8 1.1
           Wholesale trade…………..…...…….. 1,637 19 8 11 2.2 0.6 0.5 0.6 1.2 0.5 0.7
           Retail trade…………...………………. 10,809 468 343 125 14.2 14.2 22.4 7.1 4.3 3.2 1.2
        Transportation and utilities…...……….. 3,310 36 17 19 4.4 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.5 0.6
        Information……………..….……………. 1,140 32 22 10 1.5 1.0 1.4 0.6 2.8 1.9 0.9
        Financial activities……………………… 3,362 29 14 15 4.4 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.4 0.4
        Professional and business services…… 6,161 129 77 52 8.1 3.9 5.0 2.9 2.1 1.2 0.8
        Education and health services………… 12,803 278 162 116 16.9 8.4 10.6 6.6 2.2 1.3 0.9
        Leisure and hospitality…………………… 9,546 1,814 620 1,194 12.6 55.0 40.5 67.5 19.0 6.5 12.5
        Other services…………………………… 3,157 172 93 79 4.2 5.2 6.1 4.5 5.4 2.9 2.5

  Public sector………………………………… 9,326 157 93 64 12.3 4.8 6.1 3.6 1.7 1.0 0.7
      Federal……………………………………. 1,749 13 6 7 2.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.7 0.3 0.4
      State………………………………………… 2,627 55 38 17 3.5 1.7 2.5 1.0 2.1 1.4 0.6
      Local………………………………………… 4,950 88 48 40 6.5 2.7 3.1 2.3 1.8 1.0 0.8

   

  Note:  Data exclude all self-employed persons whether or not their businesses are incorporated.

  Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Total paid 
hourly
rates

Industry Total paid 
hourly
rates

Table 5.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage,
by industry, 2013 annual averages



BLS Reports │ March 2014 • www.bls.gov	 9 

C H A R A C T E R I S T I C S  O F  M I N I M U M  WA G E  W O R K E R S ,  2 0 1 3

Number of workers (in thousands) Percent distribution
Percentage of workers paid

hourly rates

At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage

Total
At

minimum
wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage

Total, 16 years and older……….…………… 75,948 3,300 1,532 1,768 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 4.3 2.0 2.3

  Less than a high school diploma…………… 9,436 927 546 381 12.4 28.1 35.6 21.5 9.8 5.8 4.0
     Less than 1 year of high school…………. 2,828 146 74 72 3.7 4.4 4.8 4.1 5.2 2.6 2.5
     1 to 3 years of high school………………… 5,388 671 410 261 7.1 20.3 26.8 14.8 12.5 7.6 4.8
     4 years of high school, no diploma……… 1,219 109 62 47 1.6 3.3 4.0 2.7 8.9 5.1 3.9
  High school graduates or more……………. 66,512 2,373 986 1,387 87.6 71.9 64.4 78.5 3.6 1.5 2.1
      High school graduates, no college……… 25,796 980 478 502 34.0 29.7 31.2 28.4 3.8 1.9 1.9
      Some college or associate degree…….. 26,857 1,133 434 699 35.4 34.3 28.3 39.5 4.2 1.6 2.6
         Some college, no degree……………… 17,595 933 356 577 23.2 28.3 23.2 32.6 5.3 2.0 3.3
         Associate degree………………………… 9,263 200 78 122 12.2 6.1 5.1 6.9 2.2 0.8 1.3
           Occupational program………………… 4,140 89 34 55 5.5 2.7 2.2 3.1 2.1 0.8 1.3
           Academic program…………………… 5,122 112 45 67 6.7 3.4 2.9 3.8 2.2 0.9 1.3
      Bachelor's degree and higher…………… 13,859 260 74 186 18.2 7.9 4.8 10.5 1.9 0.5 1.3
         Bachelor's degree……………………… 10,819 231 67 164 14.2 7.0 4.4 9.3 2.1 0.6 1.5
         Master's degree………………………… 2,386 22 6 16 3.1 0.7 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.3 0.7
         Professional degree…………………… 321 6 0 6 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.3 1.9 0.0 1.9
         Doctoral degree………………………… 333 1 1 0 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0

   

  Note:  Data exclude all self-employed persons whether or not their businesses are incorporated.

  Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Total paid 
hourly
rates

Educational attainment Total paid 
hourly
rates

Table 6.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage,
by educational attainment, 2013 annual averages
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Table 7.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage,
by age and gender, 2013 annual averages

Number of workers (in thousands) Percent distribution
Percentage of workers paid

hourly rates

At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage

Total
At

minimum
wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage

Total

Total, 16 years and older……… 75,948 3,300 1,532 1,768 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 4.3 2.0 2.3
  16 to 24 years……………….. 15,110 1,663 855 808 19.9 50.4 55.8 45.7 11.0 5.7 5.3
    16 to 19 years………………. 4,089 797 476 321 5.4 24.2 31.1 18.2 19.5 11.6 7.9
    20 to 24 years………………… 11,021 866 379 487 14.5 26.2 24.7 27.5 7.9 3.4 4.4
  25 years and older…………… 60,838 1,638 677 961 80.1 49.6 44.2 54.4 2.7 1.1 1.6
    25 to 34 years………………… 17,607 703 249 454 23.2 21.3 16.3 25.7 4.0 1.4 2.6
      25 to 29 years……………… 9,430 436 158 278 12.4 13.2 10.3 15.7 4.6 1.7 2.9
      30 to 34 years……………… 8,177 267 91 176 10.8 8.1 5.9 10.0 3.3 1.1 2.2
    35 to 44 years………………. 14,195 355 144 211 18.7 10.8 9.4 11.9 2.5 1.0 1.5
      35 to 39 years……………… 7,035 184 73 111 9.3 5.6 4.8 6.3 2.6 1.0 1.6
      40 to 44 years……………… 7,160 170 71 99 9.4 5.2 4.6 5.6 2.4 1.0 1.4
    45 to 54 years………………… 15,097 314 135 179 19.9 9.5 8.8 10.1 2.1 0.9 1.2
      45 to 49 years……………… 7,464 159 68 91 9.8 4.8 4.4 5.1 2.1 0.9 1.2
      50 to 54 years……………… 7,633 155 67 88 10.1 4.7 4.4 5.0 2.0 0.9 1.2
    55 to 64 years………………… 10,713 155 89 66 14.1 4.7 5.8 3.7 1.4 0.8 0.6
      55 to 59 years……………… 6,558 96 55 41 8.6 2.9 3.6 2.3 1.5 0.8 0.6
      60 to 64 years……………… 4,155 58 33 25 5.5 1.8 2.2 1.4 1.4 0.8 0.6
    65 years and older…………… 3,227 111 60 51 4.2 3.4 3.9 2.9 3.4 1.9 1.6
      65 to 69 years……………… 1,866 51 28 23 2.5 1.5 1.8 1.3 2.7 1.5 1.2
      70 years and older………… 1,361 60 33 27 1.8 1.8 2.2 1.5 4.4 2.4 2.0

Men

Total, 16 years and older……… 37,544 1,243 622 621 49.4 37.7 40.6 35.1 3.3 1.7 1.7
  16 to 24 years………………… 7,558 655 382 273 10.0 19.8 24.9 15.4 8.7 5.1 3.6
    16 to 19 years………………. 1,975 332 205 127 2.6 10.1 13.4 7.2 16.8 10.4 6.4
    20 to 24 years………………. 5,584 325 178 147 7.4 9.8 11.6 8.3 5.8 3.2 2.6
  25 years and older…………… 29,985 587 240 347 39.5 17.8 15.7 19.6 2.0 0.8 1.2
    25 to 34 years………………… 9,281 286 109 177 12.2 8.7 7.1 10.0 3.1 1.2 1.9
      25 to 29 years……………… 4,927 171 71 100 6.5 5.2 4.6 5.7 3.5 1.4 2.0
      30 to 34 years……………… 4,354 116 39 77 5.7 3.5 2.5 4.4 2.7 0.9 1.8
    35 to 44 years………………. 7,112 116 44 72 9.4 3.5 2.9 4.1 1.6 0.6 1.0
      35 to 39 years……………… 3,569 59 22 37 4.7 1.8 1.4 2.1 1.7 0.6 1.0
      40 to 44 years……………… 3,543 57 22 35 4.7 1.7 1.4 2.0 1.6 0.6 1.0
    45 to 54 years……………… 7,181 83 36 47 9.5 2.5 2.3 2.7 1.2 0.5 0.7
      45 to 49 years…………….. 3,579 41 18 23 4.7 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.1 0.5 0.6
      50 to 54 years……………… 3,601 42 18 24 4.7 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.2 0.5 0.7
    55 to 64 years………………… 4,915 55 29 26 6.5 1.7 1.9 1.5 1.1 0.6 0.5
      55 to 59 years……………. 3,020 33 17 16 4.0 1.0 1.1 0.9 1.1 0.6 0.5
      60 to 64 years……………… 1,895 22 12 10 2.5 0.7 0.8 0.6 1.2 0.6 0.5
    65 years and older…………… 1,496 47 21 26 2.0 1.4 1.4 1.5 3.1 1.4 1.7
      65 to 69 years……………… 860 21 8 13 1.1 0.6 0.5 0.7 2.4 0.9 1.5
      70 years and older………… 636 27 14 13 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.7 4.2 2.2 2.0

Women

Total, 16 years and older……… 38,404 2,058 910 1,148 50.6 62.4 59.4 64.9 5.4 2.4 3.0
  16 to 24 years………………… 7,552 1,007 473 534 9.9 30.5 30.9 30.2 13.3 6.3 7.1
    16 to 19 years………………. 2,115 466 272 194 2.8 14.1 17.8 11.0 22.0 12.9 9.2
    20 to 24 years………………… 5,437 541 201 340 7.2 16.4 13.1 19.2 10.0 3.7 6.3
  25 years and older…………… 30,852 1,051 437 614 40.6 31.8 28.5 34.7 3.4 1.4 2.0
    25 to 34 years………………. 8,326 418 140 278 11.0 12.7 9.1 15.7 5.0 1.7 3.3
      25 to 29 years……………… 4,503 265 87 178 5.9 8.0 5.7 10.1 5.9 1.9 4.0
      30 to 34 years……………… 3,823 152 53 99 5.0 4.6 3.5 5.6 4.0 1.4 2.6
    35 to 44 years………………. 7,082 239 100 139 9.3 7.2 6.5 7.9 3.4 1.4 2.0
      35 to 39 years…………… 3,465 126 51 75 4.6 3.8 3.3 4.2 3.6 1.5 2.2
      40 to 44 years……………… 3,617 113 49 64 4.8 3.4 3.2 3.6 3.1 1.4 1.8
    45 to 54 years………………. 7,916 231 99 132 10.4 7.0 6.5 7.5 2.9 1.3 1.7
      45 to 49 years……………… 3,885 118 50 68 5.1 3.6 3.3 3.8 3.0 1.3 1.8
      50 to 54 years……………… 4,031 113 49 64 5.3 3.4 3.2 3.6 2.8 1.2 1.6
    55 to 64 years……………… 5,798 99 59 40 7.6 3.0 3.9 2.3 1.7 1.0 0.7
      55 to 59 years……………. 3,538 63 38 25 4.7 1.9 2.5 1.4 1.8 1.1 0.7
      60 to 64 years……………… 2,260 35 21 14 3.0 1.1 1.4 0.8 1.5 0.9 0.6
    65 years and older…………… 1,731 64 39 25 2.3 1.9 2.5 1.4 3.7 2.3 1.4
      65 to 69 years……………… 1,005 31 20 11 1.3 0.9 1.3 0.6 3.1 2.0 1.1
      70 years and older………… 725 33 19 14 1.0 1.0 1.2 0.8 4.6 2.6 1.9

  Note:  Data exclude all self-employed persons whether or not their businesses are incorporated.

  Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Total paid 
hourly
rates

Age and gender Total paid 
hourly
rates
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Table 8.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage,
by marital status, age, and gender, 2013 annual averages

Number of workers (in thousands) Percent distribution
Percentage of workers paid

hourly rates

At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage

Total
At

minimum
wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage

Total

Total, 16 years and older… 75,948 3,300 1,532 1,768 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 4.3 2.0 2.3
  Never married……………… 28,651 2,205 1,047 1,158 37.7 66.8 68.3 65.5 7.7 3.7 4.0
    16 to 24 years…………… 13,536 1,558 813 745 17.8 47.2 53.1 42.1 11.5 6.0 5.5
    25 years and older……… 15,115 648 234 414 19.9 19.6 15.3 23.4 4.3 1.5 2.7
      25 to 54 years………… 13,891 615 219 396 18.3 18.6 14.3 22.4 4.4 1.6 2.9
  Married, spouse present… 34,479 684 310 374 45.4 20.7 20.2 21.2 2.0 0.9 1.1
    16 to 24 years…………… 1,146 68 30 38 1.5 2.1 2.0 2.1 5.9 2.6 3.3
    25 years and older……… 33,333 617 280 337 43.9 18.7 18.3 19.1 1.9 0.8 1.0
      25 to 54 years………… 24,592 484 204 280 32.4 14.7 13.3 15.8 2.0 0.8 1.1
  Other marital status……… 12,818 411 175 236 16.9 12.5 11.4 13.3 3.2 1.4 1.8
    16 to 24 years…………… 428 37 12 25 0.6 1.1 0.8 1.4 8.6 2.8 5.8
    25 years and older……… 12,390 373 163 210 16.3 11.3 10.6 11.9 3.0 1.3 1.7
      25 to 54 years………… 8,416 272 105 167 11.1 8.2 6.9 9.4 3.2 1.2 2.0

Men

Total, 16 years and older… 37,544 1,243 622 621 49.4 37.7 40.6 35.1 3.3 1.7 1.7
  Never married……………… 14,954 910 477 433 19.7 27.6 31.1 24.5 6.1 3.2 2.9
    16 to 24 years…………… 6,867 622 370 252 9.0 18.8 24.2 14.3 9.1 5.4 3.7
    25 years and older……… 8,087 288 107 181 10.6 8.7 7.0 10.2 3.6 1.3 2.2
      25 to 54 years………… 7,513 272 102 170 9.9 8.2 6.7 9.6 3.6 1.4 2.3
  Married, spouse present… 17,514 234 106 128 23.1 7.1 6.9 7.2 1.3 0.6 0.7
    16 to 24 years…………… 517 21 7 14 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.8 4.1 1.4 2.7
    25 years and older……… 16,997 213 99 114 22.4 6.5 6.5 6.4 1.3 0.6 0.7
      25 to 54 years………… 12,493 155 66 89 16.4 4.7 4.3 5.0 1.2 0.5 0.7
  Other marital status……… 5,076 99 39 60 6.7 3.0 2.5 3.4 2.0 0.8 1.2
    16 to 24 years…………… 174 14 6 8 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.5 8.0 3.4 4.6
    25 years and older……… 4,902 85 33 52 6.5 2.6 2.2 2.9 1.7 0.7 1.1
      25 to 54 years………… 3,568 57 21 36 4.7 1.7 1.4 2.0 1.6 0.6 1.0

Women

Total, 16 years and older… 38,404 2,058 910 1,148 50.6 62.4 59.4 64.9 5.4 2.4 3.0
  Never married……………… 13,697 1,294 569 725 18.0 39.2 37.1 41.0 9.4 4.2 5.3
    16 to 24 years…………… 6,669 936 443 493 8.8 28.4 28.9 27.9 14.0 6.6 7.4
    25 years and older……… 7,028 358 126 232 9.3 10.8 8.2 13.1 5.1 1.8 3.3
      25 to 54 years………… 6,377 343 117 226 8.4 10.4 7.6 12.8 5.4 1.8 3.5
  Married, spouse present… 16,965 451 204 247 22.3 13.7 13.3 14.0 2.7 1.2 1.5
    16 to 24 years…………… 629 47 23 24 0.8 1.4 1.5 1.4 7.5 3.7 3.8
    25 years and older……… 16,336 404 181 223 21.5 12.2 11.8 12.6 2.5 1.1 1.4
      25 to 54 years………… 12,099 330 138 192 15.9 10.0 9.0 10.9 2.7 1.1 1.6
  Other marital status……… 7,742 312 136 176 10.2 9.5 8.9 10.0 4.0 1.8 2.3
    16 to 24 years…………… 253 24 7 17 0.3 0.7 0.5 1.0 9.5 2.8 6.7
    25 years and older……… 7,488 288 129 159 9.9 8.7 8.4 9.0 3.8 1.7 2.1
      25 to 54 years………… 4,848 216 84 132 6.4 6.5 5.5 7.5 4.5 1.7 2.7

  Note:  Data exclude all self-employed persons whether or not their businesses are incorporated. Other marital status includes
married, spouse absent; divorced; separated; and widowed persons.

  Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Total paid 
hourly
rates
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and gender Total paid 

hourly
rates
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Table 9.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage,
by usual hours worked per week on primary job, 2013 annual averages

Number of workers (in thousands) Percent distribution
Percentage of workers paid

hourly rates

At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage At or below minimum wage

Total
At

minimum
wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage
Total

At
minimum

wage

Below
minimum

wage

Total, 16 years and older…… 75,948 3,300 1,532 1,768 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 4.3 2.0 2.3
  Hours vary………………… 5,111 402 175 227 6.7 12.2 11.4 12.8 7.9 3.4 4.4
  0 to 34 hours……………… 18,419 1,893 955 938 24.3 57.4 62.3 53.1 10.3 5.2 5.1
    0 to 4 hours……………… 371 34 23 11 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.6 9.2 6.2 3.0
    5 to 9 hours……………… 962 131 70 61 1.3 4.0 4.6 3.5 13.6 7.3 6.3
    10 to 14 hours…………… 1,498 218 135 83 2.0 6.6 8.8 4.7 14.6 9.0 5.5
    15 to 19 hours…………… 2,252 263 147 116 3.0 8.0 9.6 6.6 11.7 6.5 5.2
    20 to 24 hours…………… 5,450 546 275 271 7.2 16.5 18.0 15.3 10.0 5.0 5.0
    25 to 29 hours…………… 2,733 263 130 133 3.6 8.0 8.5 7.5 9.6 4.8 4.9
    30 to 34 hours…………… 5,153 437 174 263 6.8 13.2 11.4 14.9 8.5 3.4 5.1
  35 hours or more…………… 52,418 1,007 403 604 69.0 30.5 26.3 34.2 1.9 0.8 1.2
    35 to 39 hours…………… 6,039 283 95 188 8.0 8.6 6.2 10.6 4.7 1.6 3.1
    40 hours or more………… 46,379 725 308 417 61.1 22.0 20.1 23.6 1.6 0.7 0.9
      40 hours………………… 40,381 658 294 364 53.2 19.9 19.2 20.6 1.6 0.7 0.9
      41 hours or more………… 5,998 67 14 53 7.9 2.0 0.9 3.0 1.1 0.2 0.9
        41 to 44 hours………… 595 3 – 3 0.8 0.1 – 0.2 0.5 – 0.5
        45 to 48 hours………… 2,038 24 4 20 2.7 0.7 0.3 1.1 1.2 0.2 1.0
        49 to 59 hours………… 2,282 29 8 21 3.0 0.9 0.5 1.2 1.3 0.4 0.9
        60 hours or more……… 1,083 11 2 9 1.4 0.3 0.1 0.5 1.0 0.2 0.8

  Note:  Data exclude all self-employed persons whether or not their businesses are incorporated.  Estimates of usual hours worked presented in
this table differ from usual full- or part-time status (as shown in table 1) because of a sizable number of workers whose usual hours vary on the
primary job. Dash indicates no data.

  Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Total paid 
hourly
rates

Usual hours worked per 
week on primary job Total paid 

hourly
rates
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Table 10.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage,
by gender, 1979–2013 annual averages

(Numbers in thousands)

Workers paid hourly rates

Total at or below prevailing 
federal minimum wage

Total

1979…………………… 87,529 51,721 59.1 3,997 2,916 6,912 13.4

1980…………………… 87,644 51,335 58.6 4,686 3,087 7,773 15.1
1981…………………. 88,516 51,869 58.6 4,311 3,513 7,824 15.1
1982…………………… 87,368 50,846 58.2 4,148 2,348 6,496 12.8
1983…………………… 88,290 51,820 58.7 4,261 2,077 6,338 12.2
1984…………………… 92,194 54,143 58.7 4,125 1,838 5,963 11.0
1985…………………… 94,521 55,762 59.0 3,899 1,639 5,538 9.9
1986 ………………… 96,903 57,529 59.4 3,461 1,599 5,060 8.8
1987…………………… 99,303 59,552 60.0 3,229 1,468 4,698 7.9
1988…………………… 101,407 60,878 60.0 2,608 1,319 3,927 6.5
1989…………………… 103,480 62,389 60.3 1,790 1,372 3,162 5.1

1990 ………………… 104,876 63,172 60.2 ¹1,096 ¹2,132 ¹3,228 ¹5.1
1991…………………… 103,723 62,627 60.4 ¹2,906 ¹2,377 ¹5,283 ¹8.4
1992…………………… 104,668 63,610 60.8 2,982 1,939 4,921 7.7
1993…………………… 106,101 64,274 60.6 2,625 1,707 4,332 6.7
1994 ………………… 107,989 66,549 61.6 2,132 1,995 4,128 6.2
1995…………………… 110,038 68,354 62.1 1,956 1,699 3,656 5.3
1996…………………… 111,960 69,255 61.9 ¹1,861 ¹1,863 ¹3,724 ¹5.4
1997 ………………… 114,533 70,735 61.8 ¹1,764 ¹2,990 ¹4,754 ¹6.7
1998 ………………… 116,730 71,440 61.2 1,593 2,834 4,427 6.2
1999 ………………… 118,963 72,306 60.8 1,146 2,194 3,340 4.6

2000 ………………… 122,089 73,496 60.2 898 1,752 2,650 3.6
2001…………………… 122,229 73,392 60.0 656 1,518 2,174 3.0
2002…………………… 121,826 72,508 59.5 567 1,579 2,146 3.0
2003 ………………… 122,358 72,946 59.6 545 1,555 2,100 2.9
2004 ………………… 123,554 73,939 59.8 520 1,483 2,003 2.7
2005…………………… 125,889 75,609 60.1 479 1,403 1,882 2.5
2006…………………… 128,237 76,514 59.7 409 1,283 1,692 2.2
2007…………………… 129,767 75,873 58.5 ¹267 ¹1,462 ¹1,729 ¹2.3
2008 ………………… 129,377 75,305 58.2 ¹286 ¹1,940 ¹2,226 ¹3.0
2009 ……………….. 124,490 72,611 58.3 ¹980 ¹2,592 ¹3,572 ¹4.9

2010…………………… 124,073 72,902 58.8 1,820 2,541 4,361 6.0
2011…………………… 125,187 73,926 59.1 1,677 2,152 3,829 5.2
2012…………………… 127,577 75,276 59.0 1,566 1,984 3,550 4.7
2013…………………… 129,110 75,948 58.8 1,532 1,768 3,300 4.3

See footnote at end of table.
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Table 10.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage,
by gender, 1979–2013 annual averages—Continued

(Numbers in thousands)

Workers paid hourly rates

Total at or below prevailing 
federal minimum wage

Men

1979…………………… 49,400 28,392 57.5 1,353 846 2,199 7.7

1980…………………… 48,700 27,709 56.9 1,696 983 2,678 9.7
1981…………………. 48,844 27,576 56.5 1,533 1,119 2,652 9.6
1982…………………… 47,591 26,481 55.6 1,587 697 2,284 8.6
1983…………………… 47,856 26,831 56.1 1,658 585 2,243 8.4
1984…………………… 50,022 28,140 56.3 1,626 490 2,116 7.5
1985…………………… 51,015 28,893 56.6 1,544 440 1,984 6.9
1986 ………………… 51,942 29,666 57.1 1,336 408 1,743 5.9
1987…………………… 52,938 30,474 57.6 1,283 364 1,647 5.4
1988…………………… 53,912 31,058 57.6 1,066 311 1,377 4.4
1989…………………… 54,789 31,687 57.8 733 379 1,112 3.5

1990 ………………… 55,553 32,104 57.8 ¹385 ¹712 ¹1,097 ¹3.4
1991…………………… 54,618 31,639 57.9 ¹1,114 ¹795 ¹1,909 ¹6.0
1992…………………… 54,826 32,155 58.6 1,231 653 1,885 5.9
1993…………………… 55,475 32,337 58.3 1,091 573 1,664 5.1
1994 ………………… 56,570 33,528 59.3 891 674 1,565 4.7
1995…………………… 57,669 34,420 59.7 796 542 1,338 3.9
1996…………………… 58,473 34,838 59.6 ¹755 ¹619 ¹1,374 ¹3.9
1997 ………………… 59,825 35,521 59.4 ¹673 ¹1,147 ¹1,820 ¹5.1
1998 ………………… 60,973 35,761 58.7 628 1,039 1,667 4.7
1999 ………………… 61,914 36,073 58.3 446 768 1,214 3.4

2000 ………………… 63,662 36,720 57.7 319 582 901 2.5
2001…………………… 63,647 36,544 57.4 247 497 744 2.0
2002…………………… 63,272 36,000 56.9 217 582 799 2.2
2003 ………………… 63,236 35,853 56.7 213 493 706 2.0
2004 ………………… 64,145 36,806 57.4 210 470 680 1.8
2005…………………… 65,466 37,652 57.5 189 459 648 1.7
2006…………………… 66,811 38,193 57.2 146 422 568 1.5
2007…………………… 67,468 37,790 56.0 ¹86 ¹460 ¹546 ¹1.4
2008 ………………… 66,846 37,334 55.9 ¹90 ¹638 ¹728 ¹1.9
2009 ………………..  63,539 35,185 55.4 ¹368 ¹990 ¹1,358 ¹3.9

2010…………………… 63,531 35,498 55.9 669 943 1,612 4.5
2011…………………… 64,686 36,457 56.4 648 785 1,433 3.9
2012…………………… 65,898 37,113 56.3 567 696 1,263 3.4
2013…………………… 66,794 37,544 56.2 622 621 1,243 3.3

See footnote at end of table.
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Table 10.  Wage and salary workers paid hourly rates with earnings at or below the prevailing federal minimum wage,
by gender, 1979–2013 annual averages—Continued

(Numbers in thousands)

Workers paid hourly rates

Total at or below prevailing 
federal minimum wage

Women

1979…………………… 38,129 23,329 61.2 2,644 2,070 4,714 20.2

1980…………………… 38,944 23,626 60.7 2,990 2,104 5,095 21.6
1981…………………. 39,672 24,294 61.2 2,778 2,394 5,172 21.3
1982…………………… 39,777 24,365 61.3 2,561 1,651 4,212 17.3
1983……………………  40,433 24,989 61.8 2,603 1,492 4,095 16.4
1984…………………… 42,172 26,003 61.7 2,499 1,348 3,847 14.8
1985…………………… 43,506 26,869 61.8 2,356 1,198 3,554 13.2
1986 ………………… 44,961 27,863 62.0 2,125 1,192 3,317 11.9
1987…………………… 46,365 29,078 62.7 1,946 1,105 3,051 10.5
1988…………………… 47,495 29,820 62.8 1,542 1,008 2,550 8.6

1989…………………… 48,691 30,702 63.1 1,056 994 2,050 6.7

1990 ………………… 49,323 31,069 63.0 ¹711 ¹1,420 ¹2,131 ¹6.9
1991…………………… 49,105 30,988 63.1 ¹1,792 ¹1,582 ¹3,374 ¹10.9
1992…………………… 49,842 31,454 63.1 1,751 1,286 3,036 9.7
1993…………………… 50,626 31,937 63.1 1,534 1,133 2,667 8.4
1994 ………………… 51,419 33,021 64.2 1,241 1,322 2,563 7.8
1995…………………… 52,369 33,934 64.8 1,161 1,157 2,318 6.8
1996…………………… 53,488 34,418 64.3 ¹1,106 ¹1,244 ¹2,350 ¹6.8
1997 ………………… 54,708 35,214 64.4 ¹1,092 ¹1,843 ¹2,935 ¹8.3
1998 ………………… 55,757 35,680 64.0 965 1,794 2,760 7.7
1999 ………………… 57,050 36,233 63.5 700 1,426 2,126 5.9

2000 ………………… 58,427 36,777 62.9 579 1,170 1,749 4.8
2001…………………… 58,582 36,848 62.9 409 1,021 1,430 3.9
2002…………………… 58,555 36,508 62.3 350 997 1,347 3.7
2003 ………………… 59,122 37,093 62.7 332 1,062 1,394 3.8
2004 ………………… 59,408 37,133 62.5 310 1,013 1,323 3.6
2005…………………… 60,423 37,957 62.8 290 944 1,234 3.3
2006…………………… 61,426 38,321 62.4 263 861 1,124 2.9
2007…………………… 62,299 38,082 61.1 ¹181 ¹1,002 ¹1,183 ¹3.1
2008 ………………… 62,532 37,972 60.7 ¹196 ¹1,302 ¹1,498 ¹3.9
2009 ………………..  60,951 37,426 61.4 ¹612 ¹1,603 ¹2,215 ¹5.9

2010…………………… 60,542 37,404 61.8 1,151 1,598 2,749 7.3
2011…………………… 60,502 37,469 61.9 1,029 1,366 2,395 6.4
2012…………………… 61,679 38,163 61.9 999 1,288 2,287 6.0
2013…………………… 62,316 38,404 61.6 910 1,148 2,058 5.4

¹ Data for 1990–1991, 1996–1997, and 2007–2009 reflect changes in the minimum wage that took place during those years.

  Note:  The comparability of historical labor force data has been affected at various times by methodological and conceptual changes in 
the Current Population Survey (CPS).  Information about historical comparability is available at 

www.bls.gov/cps/documentation.htm#comp.

  Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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The estimates in this report were obtained from the Current 

Population Survey (CPS), which provides information on the 
labor force, employment, and unemployment. The survey is 

conducted monthly for the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 

(BLS) by the U.S. Census Bureau using a scientifically 
selected national sample of about 60,000 eligible households 

representing all 50 states and the District of Columbia. The 

survey also provides data on earnings, which are based on 

one-fourth of the CPS monthly sample and are limited to 

wage and salary workers. All self-employed workers, both 

incorporated and unincorporated, are excluded from these 

earnings estimates.

Material in this report is in the public domain and may 

be used without permission. This information is available 

to sensory impaired individuals upon request. Voice 

telephone: (202) 691-5200; Federal Relay Service: (800) 
877-8339.

Concepts and definitions
The principal definitions used in connection with the 
estimates of minimum wage workers presented in this 

report are described briefly below.

Wage and salary workers. These are workers age 16 

and older who receive wages, salaries, commissions, 

tips, payments in kind, or piece rates on their sole 

or principal job. This group includes employees in 

both the private and public sectors. All self-employed 

workers are excluded whether or not their businesses are 

incorporated. 

Workers paid by the hour. These are employed wage and 

salary workers who report that they are paid at an hourly 

rate on their job. Historically, workers paid an hourly wage 

have made up approximately three-fifths of all wage and 
salary workers. Estimates of workers paid by the hour 

include both full- and part-time workers unless otherwise 

specified.

Hourly earnings. Data are for wage and salary workers 

who are paid by the hour and refer to a person’s sole or 

principal job. Hourly earnings for hourly paid workers do 

not include overtime pay, commissions, or tips received.

Workers paid at or below the prevailing federal minimum 
wage. The estimates of the number of workers with 

reported earnings at or below the federal minimum 

wage pertain only to workers who are paid hourly rates. 

Salaried workers and other nonhourly paid workers are 

excluded.

Regular collection of earnings data in the basic CPS began 

in 1979. The prevailing federal minimum wage for 1979 

and later years is listed below.

Federal minimum wage Effective date

$2.90 January 1, 1979

$3.10 January 1, 1980

$3.35 January 1, 1981

$3.80 April 1, 1990

$4.25 April 1, 1991

$4.75 October 1, 1996

$5.15 September 1, 1997

$5.85 July 24, 2007

$6.55 July 24, 2008

$7.25 July 24, 2009

Estimates of the annual average number of minimum wage 

workers for years when the minimum wage increased 

during the year reflect both minimum wage levels in 
effect during the year. For example, data for 2007 reflect 
the number of workers at or below the federal minimum 

of $5.15 for January to July and $5.85 for August to 

December.

Full-time workers. People who usually work 35 hours or 

more per week at their sole or principal job are defined as 
working full time.

Part-time workers. People who usually work fewer than 35 

hours per week at their sole or principal job are defined as 
working part time.
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Race. In the survey process, race is determined by the 

household respondent. In accordance with the Office of 
Management and Budget guidelines, White, Black or 

African American, Asian, American Indian or Alaska 

Native, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander are 
terms used to describe a person’s race. The latter two race 

groups and people who selected more than one race are 

included in totals but not separately identified in this report 
because the number of survey respondents is too small to 

develop estimates of sufficient quality.

Hispanic or Latino ethnicity. This refers to people who 

identified themselves in the survey process as being of 
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin. People whose ethnicity 

is identified as Hispanic or Latino may be of any race.

Interpreting minimum wage data
The CPS does not include questions on whether workers 

are covered by the minimum wage provisions of the federal 

Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) or by individual state or 
local minimum wage laws. The estimates of workers paid 

at or below the federal minimum wage are based solely 

on the hourly wage they report (which does not include 
overtime pay, tips, or commissions). It should be noted 
that some respondents might round hourly earnings when 

answering survey questions. As a result, some workers 

might be reported as having hourly earnings above or 

below the federal minimum wage when, in fact, they earn 

the minimum wage.

Some workers reported as earning at or below the prevailing 

federal minimum wage may not in fact be covered by federal 

or state minimum wage laws because of exclusions and 

exemptions in the statutes. Thus, the presence of workers 

with hourly earnings below the federal minimum wage 

does not necessarily indicate violations of the FLSA or state 

statutes in cases where such standards apply. 

Estimates of the number of minimum wage workers in this 

report pertain only to workers who are paid hourly rates. 

Salaried workers and other workers who are not paid by the 

hour are excluded, even though some have earnings that, if 

converted to hourly rates, would be at or below the federal 

minimum wage. Consequently, the estimates presented in 

this report likely understate the actual number of workers 

with hourly earnings at or below the minimum wage. BLS 

does not routinely estimate the hourly earnings of workers 

not paid by the hour because of data quality concerns 

associated with constructing such an estimate.

A number of states have established minimum wage 

rates that exceed the federal level. (Information on state 
minimum wage laws is available at www.dol.gov/whd/
minwage/america.htm.) Users should be cautious about 
comparing state estimates in this report because of differing 

statutory minimum wages. It also should be noted that the 

CPS sample is based on residence; workers report their 
earnings on their job, which may or may not be located in 

the same state in which they live. In addition, the degree of 

sampling error may be quite large for some state estimates. 

Reliability
Statistics based on the CPS are subject to both sampling and 

nonsampling error. When a sample, rather than the entire 

population, is surveyed, there is a chance that the sample 

estimates may differ from the true population values they 

represent. The component of this difference that occurs 

because samples differ by chance is known as sampling 

error, and its variability is measured by the standard error of 

the estimate. There is about a 90-percent chance, or level of 

confidence, that an estimate based on a sample will differ by 
no more than 1.6 standard errors from the true population 

value because of sampling error. BLS analyses are generally 

conducted at the 90-percent level of confidence. 

The CPS data also are affected by nonsampling error. 

Nonsampling error can occur for many reasons, including 

the failure to sample a segment of the population, inability 

to obtain information for all respondents in the sample, 

inability or unwillingness of respondents to provide correct 

information, and errors made in the collection or processing 

of the data. For example, respondents may round their 

hourly earnings to whole dollars when answering survey 

questions. 

Information about the reliability of data from the CPS 

is available on the BLS website at www.bls.gov/cps/
documentation.htm#reliability.

http://www.dol.gov/whd/minwage/america.htm
http://www.dol.gov/whd/minwage/america.htm
http://www.bls.gov/cps/documentation.htm#reliability
http://www.bls.gov/cps/documentation.htm#reliability
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